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Part 1: Introduction

This research project investigates different ways of representing heritage in the town of Carnarvon
as propagated by stakeholders of the Square Kilometer Array (SKA) Telescope, museums, and
oral histories. In so doing, I explore different accounts of the past from the perspective of the
present and illustrate what these representations reveal about how heritage is understood in
contemporary Carnarvon.
My interest in this research grew after I had read the Integrated Environmental Management Plan
for the South African mid-frequency array of SKA Phase 1 (2018-2023), which included a
Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) Report. The purpose behind this Report was to provide insight
into the potential impacts of the SKA project on heritage resources in the area (between Carnarvon,
Vanwyksvlei, Williston, and Brandvlei) by offering statements of significance for the heritage
resources identified, and the required management action (CSIR, 2016).
After directing my attention solely to the HIA Report, what I found was a representation of heritage
that focused on object-artefacts such as architecture, buildings, and graves, which were identified
and deemed significant by a group of heritage experts. This focus on material heritage set artificial
constraints on the ways that heritage could be perceived and studied. Experts have made heritage
their own resort, and their accompanying skills in interpretation, presentation and representation
have produced a hegemonic discourse that is resilient and powerful. In addition, this obsession
with material heritage has reified the social relations that create, sustain and reproduce heritage
objects, to the extent that they are viewed as self-ruling things that tell their own narrative about
the past, which is communicated, fixed and satisfied by their very materiality (Watson & Waterton,
2010: 3). I found it significant that the objects the Report had identified as heritage were not
accompanied by any historical, cultural or social background. Furthermore, the connection
between people and heritage was nearly non-existent in the Report, seeing as the only link made
was between the 18th century San and rock paintings. I therefore went in search of other
representations of heritage in the town of Carnarvon, collecting oral histories and exploring
museums, in an attempt to problematize this notion of heritage and consider the secret life behind
heritage objects.
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My main research focus has been to reveal what has been included and excluded from
representations of Carnarvon’s heritage and in so doing, divulge what these interpretations say
about what counts as heritage today. Linked to this, I am also interested in exploring the ways in
which the past has been constituted in the present, with ‘the visual’ emphasized as a key medium
for communicating and comprehending it (Tian, 2012: 103). The visual, in the context of my
research project, refers to material heritage objects and photographic records, identified in the
home dwellings and museums that I visited in the town of Carnarvon. In analyzing the power of
tangible heritage objects in representations of heritage, I was determined to gain insight into the
intangible heritage practices being shadowed by these tangible heritage objects.
The rationale behind my research has been to illustrate that the representation of heritage found
within the HIA Report should be considered as a particular way of seeing the past. I therefore
show, by promoting representations of heritage as they emerged in oral histories and museums,
that there is more than one legitimate way of interpreting the notion of heritage and recounting
past events (Waterton & Watson, 2010: 3). Furthermore, there is a need to unpack the contested
notion of heritage and show that heritage is not static, but, rather, constantly changing in relation
to the present. Alongside the official listing of heritage objects, as seen in the document and as
will be shown in the museums I explored, these objects at the same time hold different meanings
for local people that interact with them on a day-to-day basis. In so doing, I show that significance
can be attributed to tangible and intangible heritage in multiple ways and that what is represented
becomes more a reflection of the present than the past. Research on the role that visuality has in
forming cultural meaning, which is central to heritage representation, has largely been absent from
existing heritage literature. In addition, there is also a need to move away from a rigid focus on
language in the processes of meaning-making, in order to broaden our understanding of the
performative role of the ‘the visual’ (Waterton & Watson, 2010: 84).
In this introduction, I first provide contextual background on the SKA project. I then unpack my
research methodology and conceptual framework within which I have framed my research. The
second part of my report is dedicated to unpacking the HIA Report and outlining what was included
and excluded as heritage. In the third part, I report on my interviews conducted with local residents
and my experience in the local museums in Carnarvon. Lastly, part four is dedicated to discussing
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my findings, wherein I assert that there has been an obsession with material heritage in
representations of heritage in Carnarvon, which has neglected the practices and processes behind
heritage.

Contextual background
Square Kilometer Array project
Carnarvon, together with the towns of Vanwyksvlei and Vosberg, form part of the Kareeberg Local
Municipality within the Pixley ka Seme District Municipality of Northern Cape Province
(Kareeberg Annual Report 2015/2016, 2016). The name Kareeberg derives from the nearby
mountain range with its undulating plains, panoramic views, and flat hill tops, making the
Kareeberg Mountains a major contributor to the cultural landscape of the Karoo (Nell, 2015: 9).
In addition to being marked as a visual, aesthetic and cultural site, the area between the towns of
Brandvlei, Vanwyksvlei, Carnarvon, and Williston has been deemed by experts as the perfect
building site for the SKA project. The decision to build the SKA in this particular area was
determined by representations of the Karoo region as being semi-arid and almost radio silent, with
vast open land and few people living there (Rhodes University, 2017).
The SKA project represents an international effort to build the largest radio telescope the world
has ever seen; once completed, the radio telescope will roughly cover an area of a square kilometer
and will be made up thousands of small radio telescopes (SKA-SA, 2016). The SKA project will
be co-hosted in South Africa and Australia, with South Africa accommodating the main structures
of the SKA, that will be constructed in the Northern Cape Province, more specifically roughly
seventy kilometers from my research site, Carnarvon. Additional dishes will also be erected in
seven partner countries around the African continent.
The purpose behind the SKA project is to answer some of humanity’s most enigmatic questions
and to gain an understanding of how stars and galaxies are formed and their evolution over time.
There is also an interest in learning about so called ‘dark-matter’ that occupies 95% of the Universe
and studying the formation and evolution of magnetic fields (SKA-SA, 2016). The decision to
construct Phase 1 of the SKA project, seventy kilometers from the town of Carnarvon, has invoked
controversial opinions among local Carnarvon residents, regarding the effects of the development
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on the town. The main focus of my research is directed towards revealing how the HIA, local
residents’ oral histories, and museums represent the heritage and recount the past in the face of
this development in the present.
Heritage Impact Assessment
The purpose behind the IEMP 2018-2023 document has been to inform all stakeholders involved
in decision-making that could have potential environmental or socio-economic impacts, about the
various tools available to align their activities with the principles of sustainable development
(CSIR, 2016). The IEMP document provided an outline of the state of the environment within the
study area, which was informed by various environmental and socio-economic specialist studies.
Recommendations, mitigation measures as well as management actions have also been included
in the Plan. Furthermore, the complete specialist study reports can be found on the project website.
Included among these assessments was the Heritage Impact Assessment Report which aligned its
efforts to South African legislation (the National Heritage Resources Act, Act No. 25 of 1999)
which defined heritage as:
Any place or object considered to have cultural significance in terms of aesthetic,
architectural, scientific, historical, social, spiritual, linguistic or technological
value is regarded as part of the National Estate. All heritage assessments, even
scoping assessments, should thus take into consideration all heritage resources
including archaeology, shipwrecks, battlefields, graves, and significant
structures, historical settlements, landscapes, geological sites as well as
paleontological sites and objects (CSIR, 2016: 28).

Research Questions
Against this background, the central focus of my research has been to investigate what different
interpretations of the past reveal about how heritage is understood in Carnarvon today. After
reading the HIA Report and gaining insight as to what the SKA considers Carnarvon’s heritage to
include, I journeyed to the town of Carnarvon to explore how heritage is perceived and represented
in two museums and among local residents. I wondered whether there are multiple versions of the
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past, which compete for recognition, and, if so, what is included or excluded from these
representations of heritage and what does this say about what counts as heritage today. A secondary
concern was to assess whether the divergent representations in the town could also be seen to place
significance on ‘the visual’ to affirm a particular past.
My primary research questions were as follows:
1. What is heritage in contemporary Carnarvon?
2. Are there similarities or differences between official and unofficial representations of
heritage?
3. What is the power of the visual in affirming a particular heritage?
The objective of my research project is to problematize the notion of heritage and promote more
than one legitimate way of recounting the past within the present. I will critically engage with the
idea that heritage is represented through material heritage objects, by reporting on the oral histories
I collected and my experience in local museums in Carnarvon. By moving between formal
(museums) and informal (oral histories) interpretations of heritage, my research will show that
heritage can take many forms and that it does not only point to the tangible objects but also to the
intangible practices that produce them.

Research methodology
To answer my research questions, I adopted a qualitative research design in an attempt to reveal
how residents in Carnarvon interpret the notion of heritage and recount the past (Banks, 2007: 1).
Linked to my primary research method was a focus on studying the significance of visuality in
representations of heritage. Therefore, I conducted photographic observation and documentation
when it came to cultural sites, museums, landscapes and private home archives, to illustrate the
presence of material heritage. In addition to photography as a method of research, I relied on
external narrative in the form of six in-depth interviews with community gatekeepers at the
Carnarvon History Museum and Rhenish Mission Museum as well as with selected residents of
the town, whose interviews I refer to in my report as oral histories.
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My research methodology was largely determined by the fact that I wanted to analyze different
historical accounts and gain insight into how the past can be constituted in the present. To reveal
the power of visuality in representations of heritage, my methodological framework has been
influenced by visual culture as an important, discursive medium along with critical discourse
analysis (Watson & Waterton, 2010: 85). As defined by Mirzoeff, visual culture:
…is concerned with visual events in which information, meaning or pleasure is
sought by the consumer in an interface with visual technology. By visual
technology, I mean any form of apparatus designed either to be looked at or to
enhance natural vision, from oil painting to television and the internet (1999: 3).
I have focused on visuality in the form of photographs and agencies of display, to describe the
visual processes through which cultural referents, for example, social structure, become encoded
in particular material objects that are then displayed (Watson & Waterton, 2010: 87). While the
photograph remains a focal point, it is the relations between photographs and consumers that are
evaluated for cultural significance, not simply the image in and of itself. Taking a critical approach
to visuality refers to an approach that looks at the visual in terms of the cultural significance, power
relations and social practices in which it is rooted (Rose, 2007: 1). I adopted this approach to
expose the secret life of tangible heritage objects and for them be read, in the various
representational practices that express heritage significance (Watson & Waterton, 2010: 87).
Observation
I conducted my fieldwork over five days in September 2017, arriving in Carnarvon, unknowingly
at the time, on Heritage Day. While conducting fieldwork, observation formed a central part of
data gathering and I relied on it to explore the town as I walked from the museums to the cemetery
and through the ruins till up on the hills as well as in different spaces to view interior, aesthetic
photographs, and formal displays. My observation took the form of photographic observation and
documentation, where I photographed the visual images, sites, buildings and objects I was shown
during and after interviews. Collier and Collier (1986: 9) described photography as a tool of great
anthropological value as it exemplifies extreme selectivity. The steadfastly repetitive operation of
the camera meant that comparable observation of an object, site or building, for example, could
take place as many times as the research demanded. This mechanical support during observation
extended the possibilities of critical analysis, as the camera record contributed a control factor to
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my visual observation. Photography, therefore, became not only a check on my eye memory but
facilitated an absolute check of my position and identification in changing cultural situations
(Collier & Collier, 1986: 10).
Museums
My primary objects of analysis included the Carnarvon History Museum and Rhenish Mission
Museum, not only for their unique architectural heritage but due to their isolation of artefacts in
an attempt to display the town’s history. Built in 1907, the Carnarvon History Museum, which
started out as a church (Interview, 26 September 2017), became a central empirical object that I
returned to throughout my fieldwork, as I wanted to gain insight into the power of ‘the visual’
within the museum as a cultural institution. Inside the museum I observed its modalities of
categorizing, aestheticizing objects, affirming and displaying material heritage. The museum
interior is characterized by four main glass display cupboards which mark major events,
developments, people of importance and antiques which point to particular moments in history.
The rooms at the back of the museum were set up to represent what the inside of a Carnarvon home
dwelling could have looked like in the past, while different areas in the main hall were dedicated
to depicting buildings, places, people, and objects. I also conducted an informal interview in the
museum, which took the form of a guided tour with an elderly coloured man. Furthermore, I
photographed the visual images and displays that were shown to me and represented as heritage
within the museum.
I observed the Rhenish Mission Museum space on two occasions. The museum is confined to a
single, dark and dusty room, where simply opening the door broke up the settled dust. Even
opening the curtains to see the objects on display had to be done slowly, so as to avoid the entire
room being overtaken by the dust. I photographed the visual images kept within the glass cabinets
and those that hung on the walls within the museum. In addition, I conducted two informal
interviews in the museum by means of a guided tour, one with a white man in his fifties and another
with a coloured man in his sixties.
The photographic observation and documentation that I undertook in both museums became a way
of showing others how things looked and a way of recording things too complex to describe in a
notebook. These methods also allowed me to gain insight into what the museums displayed as
heritage, uncover the power of ‘the visual’ in the museums and discover the intangible heritage
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practices attached to them. My observation, however, extended beyond these museums to sites of
local significance that had been identified by my participants, such as the area of De Bult, where
the towns’ cemetery is located. In addition to doing this observation on my own time, I also
observed by driving around the town with community gatekeepers, during which I would quickly
make visual records as they pointed things out. Another participant drove around with me, this
time pointing to streets and architecture as landmarks of particular periods and struggles. The
reason for observing and documenting museums and other sites, places, and objects of significance
was because I wanted to promote different ways of representing Carnarvon’s heritage; however, I
also wanted to do this by moving between formal and informal modes of representation.
The limitations and challenges I faced when doing photographic observation and documentation
came with the documenting aspect. Taking photographs of photographic records proved rather
difficult as I had to battle with the amount of lighting around the image I was photographing.
Essentially, too much light increased the second challenge of photographing images, which was
the glare that came from the photographs themselves or that was accentuated by the glass frame or
the fact that it could not be taken out the glass display cabinet. Another challenge I faced was that
where the majority of photographs kept within the museums and in home archives were not
accompanied by any formal date or source. This made determining the year and sometimes the
location of the image difficult.
Interviews
In addition to observation, I conducted six in-depth interviews with a range of participants. I
utilized in-depth interviews due to the flexibility it provided. I purposively selected my research
sample, by reaching out to gate keepers of cultural institutions, seen by the selected participants
associated with the Carnarvon History Museum and the Rhenish Mission Museum. Outside of the
museums, I conducted interviews with local residents who had played an active role within the
town or claimed to have a rich, personal home archive. I conducted interviews with three
participants in their home dwellings and three in the museums, two within the Rhenish Mission
Museum and one in the Carnarvon History Museum, which were conducted using a method of
photo-elicitation.
This method of data collection involved my participants showing me photographs and then
critically discussing and engaging with the photographs in order to invoke comments, discussion
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and memory in the course of an in-depth interview (Banks, 2007: 87). By means of utilizing photoelicitation, I was able to analyze how participants responded to photographs and attributed social
meaning and values to them (Parker, 2009: 7). The photographs brought to the interviews by my
participants offered the prospect of revealing deeper cultural meanings and triggering memories
visually as well as through the negotiation of the photographs themselves. Furthermore, I was able
to reveal how important photography was when local residents negotiated and represented
Carnarvon’s heritage and whether the facilitating role of the photograph changed depending on the
site of audiencing. Here audiencing refers to a process whereby a photograph’s meaning is rejected
or renegotiated by audiences under particular circumstances (Rose, 2007: 22). Lastly, the pressure
of the interviews lessoned, as my participants and I could turn to the photographs as a neutral third
party (Banks, 2007: 88).
The limitations I faced came in where four of my interviews were conducted in English-Afrikaans,
where I spoke in English and my participants replied in Afrikaans. Despite this being the medium
of exchange that my participants preferred, I wanted to avoid there being any miscommunication
and therefore I found myself switching from English to Afrikaans at times. Secondly, time also
became an issue, due to the limited scope of the honours research project. As a result, I was unable
to engage fully with the complexity of the spaces, the dynamics in the town and the plethora of
photographic records I collected. Lastly, I felt that during interviews I had to ensure that I
multitasked efficiently, as I had to photograph the images I was being shown, while my participant
continued speaking; even though I was voice-recording the interview sessions (with permission),
I was very conscious of not appearing disrespectful or uninterested in what my participant was
saying.
Analysis
My report makes use of an anthropological approach to study the visual, in the form of
photographic records and material heritage objects. This critical visual approach can be seen as a
comprehensive way of deconstructing the socialities in which visual material resources participate.
While this approach places a lot of emphasis on the materiality of visual objects, it also considers
the numerous qualities possessed by visual material objects. Furthermore, not only does this
approach facilitate an exploration of the secret, social life of photographic records and material
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objects, but also considers the modalities of display and site of audiencing of these visual objects
(Rose, 2007: 234).
Ethics
I familiarized myself with the Code of Ethics of the International Sociological Association (ISA)
and have conducted my research according to the principles of the ISA. I ensured that my research
did not place any of my participants’ well-being, safety or dignity at risk and that I was not
impinging on any of their rights (Horn, Graham, Prozesky & Theron 2015:6). Furthermore, my
research proposal was submitted to the Departmental Ethics Screening Committee (DESC) of
Stellenbosch University’s Research Ethics Committee, which identified my research as low-risk.
I received informed consent from all my selected participants (see Appendix 1) and can confirm
that my research, data analysis and the writing of this report have followed the appropriate steps
to guarantee that the dignity and privacy of participants was respected throughout my research.

Conceptual Framework
In this section, I briefly outline the key concepts that assisted in shaping my study. I begin with
Laurajane Smith’s (2006) discussion on the ‘uses of heritage’, which moves away from an
obsession with material heritage objects and considers the social and cultural practices behind
them. Thereafter I discuss the need to consider ‘the visual’ as put forward by Steve Watson and
Emma Waterton (2010). I will also be illustrating Stuart Hall’s (2013) depiction of representation,
to gain insight as to how to unpack the different heritages and as a tool to unpack what this says
about how Carnarvon’s heritage is understood today by the SKA, museums and local residents.
Material heritage
In conceptualizing my study, I have built on Laurajane Smith’s critical work on problematizing
how heritage can be used and understood (Watson & Waterton, 2010: 84). The premise of Smith’s
book is introduced in her opening statement, “there is really no such thing as heritage,” and she
goes on to claim that heritage is not a thing that has definite meanings and values, but instead a
discordant and political practice. The relevance of Smith’s ‘uses of heritage’ comes in with her
position that heritage is something used by divergent individuals and interest groups for dissimilar
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purposes, that present varying degrees of legitimacy and hegemony. In other words, heritage tells
us more about the present than the past (Dicks, 2007: 58).
According to Harrison (2010: 25) one interpretation of heritage sees heritage as the inherent value
of an object, place or practice. Here, the existence of heritage is largely dependent on tangible
objects, such as buildings or their remains, places of significance, monuments and artifacts
(Waterton, 2010: 86). The materiality of heritage is, therefore, a basis for realizing its value, which
often directly correlates to the age, monumentality or aesthetics of a particular place (Smith, 2006:
11). According to Smith, there exists both ofﬁcial as well as unofficial discourses of heritage.
Smith (2006) asserts that this official discourse on heritage attempts to constitute the way one
thinks, writes and talks about heritage. This discourse, which Smith (2006: 11) refers to as
‘authorized heritage discourse,’ (AHD) works, it is argued, from the above premise of heritage as
tangible objects, places and sites and largely ignores the intangible attachments between people
and things. AHD constructs a sense of what heritage is and is not, and in so doing neglects subaltern
and alternative approaches, by designating particular professionals as experts and thus as the
legitimate spokespeople for the past, introducing an interesting power dynamic (Harrison, 2010:
27).
Accompanying the idea of the tangibility of heritage is the idea of its boundedness, which means
that heritage can be mapped, conserved, managed and that its protection may be the subject of
national legislation and international agreements, conventions, and charters. These boundaries
disconnect the idea of heritage from the present and present-day values and aspirations so that it
becomes something conﬁned to the past (Smith, 2006: 12). In this regard, the SKA’s heritage
assessment Report, the Carnarvon History Museum and the Rhenish Mission Museum can be seen
to reflect Smith’s notion of authorized heritage discourse, wherein heritage is largely confined to
material heritage objects upon which decisions regarding their significance either provincially,
nationally and locally can be made by the appropriate experts. In the context of the museum,
Watson and Waterton (2010: 87) claim that in the museum, objects are at once venerated and
concordantly denied any other past than the one that is selected for it.
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Heritage as a cultural process
According to Smith (2006) there is a need to conceptualize heritage that moves away from a
persistent equation with the object-artefact and to understand heritage instead as a cultural process.
Watson and Waterton (2010: 86) build on Smith’s notion when asserting that materiality disguises
cultural meaning, or is simply active in suppressing it. According to Smith (2006: 44) heritage is
not a site, building or other material object and while these things are often significant, they are
not in themselves heritage. Instead, Smith (2006: 46) argues that heritage is intangible and that it
is what goes on at these sites that make them heritage, meaning that heritage is about the
experiences attached to these sites and the social, cultural and historical processes behind them,
which can be communicated through oral histories, which are perceived to be as much heritage as
the sites that require recording.
Heritage, Smith (2006: 3) claims, is a multilayered performance, be this a performance of visiting,
managing, interpretation or conservation that embodies acts of remembrance and commemoration
while negotiating and constructing a sense of place, belonging and understanding in the present.
This means that heritage emerges as a relational idea. It is about how individuals and groups
actively take up a position in relation to sites, buildings, events, histories and becomes a way of
knowing and seeing (Dicks 2007: 58). Furthermore, the sites themselves are considered cultural
tools that can facilitate but are not necessarily vital for, this process (Smith, 2006: 44).
Watson and Waterton (2010: 85) criticize Smiths work in that it does not explicitly deal with ‘the
visual’. “The object as a visual phenomenon supports these cultural processes that affirm social
structures and identities and the discourse that is thus created. The object gives substance to the
visual and affirms it, and the visual gives empirical truth to whatever it signifies”. With a specific
reference to photography, Watson and Waterton (2010: 90) assert that “images used to advertise
and represent ideas of heritage comprise a generalized and singular idea of heritage, predominantly
hinged upon the visual-tangible and characterized by an aura that combines age, aesthetics, wealth
and the grand”. With regards to my research, I incorporated a recognition of ‘the visual’ as used
here in order to investigate whether photographic records in the museum that are viewed as a sight,
have a life beyond their materiality. In seeking to explore this other life, Watson and Waterton
(2010: 87) claim that one must begin from the proposition that these inherent and aesthetic values
are susceptible to a level of inquiry and deconstruction that reveals deeper cultural meanings about
12

the groups and societies for whom these photographs of objects, places, and buildings are
significant.
Representations
In considering the so-called life behind these material heritage objects, heritage can be seen as a
system of representation and of signification that has effects beyond its illustration of the past and
its objects (Watson & Waterton, 2010: 87). This view is confirmed by Stuart Hall, who points to
representation as a pivotal part of the process by which meaning is constructed and exchanged.
Hall (2013: 15) asserts that it is the link between concepts and language which enables one to refer
to real worlds of objects, people or events, or even to imaginary worlds of fictional objects, people,
and events.
There are two systems of representation. Firstly, there is the system by which objects, people, and
events are linked with a set of concepts. Hall (2013: 17) states that this is a system of
representation, as it includes not individual concepts, but diverse ways of organizing, arranging,
clustering and classifying concepts, and of establishing relations between them. To be able to
represent or exchange meanings and concepts, Hall (2013: 18) points to the need to have access to
a shared language. Language, therefore, constitutes the second system of representation involved
in the overall process of constructing meaning, which allows for our shared conceptual map to be
translated into a common language, so that one can associate concepts and ideas with certain
written words, spoken sounds or visual images (Hall, 2013: 18). This notion of representation has
also been adopted by Smith, who suggests for example that ofﬁcial representations of heritage
have characteristics which aim to exclude the general public from having a role in heritage and
stresses a view of heritage that can only be engaged with passively (Smith, 2006: 34).
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Part 2: Heritage and the object-artefact

I reflect here on different ways of representing heritage in Carnarvon. I discuss the HIA Report as
a particular representation of heritage in the present, that is dependent on material heritage objects
and then I problematize this, by discussing other representations of heritage as they emerged from
oral histories and museums in the town of Carnarvon. I first provide an overview of the HIA
document, noting the specific way in which heritage is seen as manageable, material objects and
what the significance of this is for how heritage is understood today.
The Heritage Impact Assessment
As previously mentioned, the HIA Report set out to identify heritage resources found within the
SKA core site and worked within a definition of heritage as being,
“Any place or object considered to have cultural significance in terms of aesthetic,
architectural, scientific, historical, social, spiritual, linguistic or technological
value is regarded as part of the National Estate” (CSIR, 2016: 28).
Once heritage resources had been identified, the Report then mapped these objects, graded them
according to significance and then, depending on the potential impacts facing these resources,
offered strategies for mitigation (CSIR, 2016: 28). The purpose behind the HIA Report
unequivocally promotes a particular way of approaching and understanding the notion of heritage
in the present, which can be illustrated through what Smith (2006: 4) termed authorized heritage
discourse (AHD).
The HIA reports on two types of heritage in the area, namely natural and cultural heritage, whereby
cultural heritage refers to things that contribute to a community or individuals sense of place and
identity, such as buildings, cultural landscapes, and paintings (South African History Online, 2017:
1). Natural heritage, on the other hand, refers to ecological systems and natural landscapes that are
valued for their aesthetic qualities and impact on biodiversity (Harrison, 2013: 12).
The HIA Report identified 105 resources in the study area which includes historical buildings,
farms, burial grounds, rock engravings, corbelled houses and rich archeological sites (containing
stone artefacts and cultural materials) (CSIR, 2016: 28). Offering statements of significance for
14

the respective heritage resources meant the objects had to undergo a process of categorization and
placed into lists. The gradings attributed to the resources were as follows:
•

6 Grade II 1 sites of high provincial or regional significance (unsuitable for development)
including:
 3 corbelled buildings declared Provincial Heritage Sites on the farms Grootfontein,
Arbeidsfontein and Stuurmansfontein: no impacts on these sites are anticipated; and
 3 culturally significant places not formally protected: Hartogskloof, Groot
Pardekloof and Abiquaputs (CSIR, 2016: 29).

•

99 Grade III 2 sites worthy of conservation including:
 42 Grade IIIa sites of high local significance: burial grounds, rock paintings,
historical buildings, stone age artefacts, and monuments;
 20 Grade IIIb sites of moderate local significance: rock art sites and archaeological
sites; and
 37 Grade IIIc sites of low local significance: these resources must be recorded
before demolition is allowed (CSIR, 2016: 29).

The significance of the resources that were found was largely dependent on whether they met
certain criteria (age, monumentality) which would allow for their formal protection, or in the case
of grade IIIc sites which were deemed of little significance and therefore face destruction after
being accurately recorded (CSIR, 2016: 29). This raises the question of whether something
becomes classified as heritage only when there is some risk of losing it (Harrison, 2013: 13).

1

Grade I: Heritage resources with qualities so exceptional that they are of special national significance
Grade II: Grade II: heritage resources with special qualities which make them significant in the context of a
province or region (Heritage Association of South Africa, 2017)
2

Grade III: resources that have sufficient intrinsic significance to be regarded as local heritage resources
Grade IIIa: heritage resources that are an excellent example of its kind or must be rare
Grade IIIb: resources that are significant in the context of a township, neighborhood, settlement or community
Grade IIIc: resources that are significant in the context of a streetscape or direct neighborhood (Heritage
Association of South Africa, 2017)
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From the above list of heritage resources, it is evident that the HIA conceptualizes the notion of
heritage as distinct tangible objects, sites, and buildings and in so doing the Report has been able
to provide an interpretation of heritage that has been reduced to a mere taxonomic classification,
in that it accepts that there is a pre-existing systematic hierarchy of heritage objects, practices, and
places (Harrison, 2013: 25).
According to the Report, the Grade II sites, namely three farms and three corbelled houses, were
attributed significance for having “special qualities”. This means that they have been deemed
Provincial Heritage Sites; however, the Report made no reference to the sites holding any meaning
or value outside this particular grading and in so doing, represented these material objects as having
intrinsic significance (CSIR, 2016). However, when the corbelled house reappeared in the town of
Carnarvon, their significance only became revealed when accompanied by oral histories
exemplifying how they were used in the 1800s. The corbelled house became a central part of the
history that informed how heritage is represented officially and unofficially. One elderly coloured
man pointed to the corbelled house posted outside the museum and claimed that it was moved
there from Biesiesput Farm in 1987, to show people what the exterior and interior looked like.
Furthermore, he claimed that the people who occupied these houses were nomads who moved
from one place to the next depending on when the pasture for their livestock was depleted
(Interview, 26 September 2017). For another white elderly man, the corbelled house was seen as
a unique architectural style exemplified by perfectly layered flat stones in the shape of a beehive;
however, the significance of these structures was that they reflected the ingenuity of the first
settlers in the area, who built them with defense purposes in mind. Even more significant was the
fact that this building style originated in the Mediterranean more than 4000 years ago, while the
technique of corbelling employed was also the same as that used by builders of the tombs of
Mycenae (interview, 27 September 2017).
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Figure 1: Abandoned farmstead with corbelled house (Grade IIIa) (Source: Cedar Tower
Services)
The grade III heritage sites including graves; rock paintings; monuments; historical buildings and
stone artefacts, were, according to the HIA Report, recognized for holding “sufficient intrinsic
significance as a local heritage resource” (Heritage Association of South Africa, 2017). The graves
that have been documented reveal an interesting dynamic in my research, where ten formal and
informal graves were identified, many being precolonial graves (IEMP 2018-2023 draft plan,
2016: 29). However, due to many of the graves being unidentifiable at the surface and unmarked,
the Report states that they may be relocated if they face impacts from construction. In contrast,
graves emerged as central to the heritage of the town through the oral histories I received, where
the historical contexts of the graves, along with the current condition of the cemetery, became an
important symbolic representation of the town in the present. Could it be that once a place officially
receives recognition as a heritage site, its connection with the landscape in which it exists and with
the people who utilize it instantly changes? (Harrison, 2013: 11)
According to the HIA, archeological sites are where the majority of heritage resources were found,
in the form of Early, Middle and Later Stone Age stone artefacts as well as cultural materials such
as ostrich eggshells and pottery. However, Later Stone Age sites from the last 30 000 years were
identified as the most common resource as well as stone tools made by the /Xam San and Khoi
pastoralists, which were found in relatively close proximity to the many rock engraving sites found
17

at dolerite outcrops (CSIR, 2016: 28). The reason for the extensive presence of archeological
resources was attributed to the /Xam San who left traces of their presence throughout the region,
primarily in the form of painted and engraved rock art and cultural material, for example, stone
tools and other artefacts.
According to the HIA, these inhabitants occupied the Karoo during the Later Stone Age and
between the 18th/19th century, where their relatively peaceful existence was interrupted by the
diverse groups that began migrating through the region, including the trekboers and what the
Report referred to as Xhosa ‘refugees’ (CSIR, 2016: 28). This section of the HIA Report is
particularly interesting, in that the relationship between the Khoisan and heritage resources marks
the only reference made to how heritage is attached to humans. This becomes problematic in that
the Report is suggesting that the history of the Khoisan is the only history that counts as authorized
heritage today. The notion of heritage is thus being seen as something from the past, linked to the
present only by virtue of its materiality, and as a result gives no recognition to the cultural
processes and relations between people, artefacts, and heritage.

Figure 2: Rock Art: engraving of an ostrich on a dolerite boulder (Grade IIIa) (Source: Cedar
Tower Services)
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Lastly, when looking to the inclusion of photographic records in the HIA Report, the images that
were selected affirmed the presence of these object-artefacts and provided a visual representation
of the heritage resources, illustrating how the materiality of these objects became the basis for
classifying them, aestheticizing them, and realizing their value. Heritage resources represented
through photographic records were therefore displayed and left to speak for themselves, and in so
doing gave no recognition to the spiritual or cultural practices that transpired at these sites.
This section has provided an overview of what was included and excluded as heritage in the HIA
Report, in an attempt to illustrate how the notion of heritage has been conceptualized and
discursively constructed by experts. I have illustrated that the Report focused on heritage as
material objects, sites, and buildings suggesting that the notion of heritage is understood here, as
objects that hold value within their physical fabric. By focusing on distinct material objects and
their management, experts provided a taxonomic classification of heritage, to produce an AHD
promoting certain features about present day Carnarvon and the broader region. This particular
way of looking at the past has given little or no recognition to practices or the intangible relations
between people and the sites, buildings and places. Essentially, heritage as represented in the
Report pointed to something people are instructed about, rather than an experience or active
process. The next part will problematize this notion of heritage, by illustrating interpretations of
the past that focus less on fixed material objects and more on heritage as a cultural process. In so
doing, I will show how individual understandings of heritage can be read against ofﬁcial heritage
promoted and managed by the state, offering the possibility of multiple heritages
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Part 3: Oral histories and the archived photo

This part aims to unpack the notion of heritage and identify ways of representing the past that
moves away from a rigid obsession with material objects and recognizes the power of intangible
heritage and oral histories. Heritage, as shown in the previous section, has been fixated on the
object-artefact. This tangibility, which Watson and Waterton (2010: 2) describe as the concern
with material culture, has placed restrictions on the ways in which heritage is perceived and
deliberated in the Report. This section will explore how heritage can be understood as a cultural
process today and I illustrate this by exploring the historical, cultural and social practices
underlying heritage objects and oral histories in Carnarvon. By recounting Carnarvon’s history,
one can get a sense of how the past is represented in the present. Therefore, I discuss and
contextualize representations of the past as they emerged from museums and oral histories and
memories.

Origin of the town before 1850
The Kareeberg provided an ideal environment for its original inhabitants the /Xam hunter-gathers
and Khoi pastoralists due to the abundance of game and water supplies adequately meeting the
needs of both hunter-gathers and stock farmers alike (Kallaway, 1980: 2). The town of Carnarvon,
which began as Schietfontein and Harmsfontein, particularly appealed to these groups as it was
the location of two perennial springs. The /Xam San and Khoi coexisted relatively peacefully;
however, this all changed towards the middle of the 18th century, with the arrival of the trekboers
who were white settlers, dispersing from the interior of Cape Town into the Kareeberg. Then came
Xhosa pastoralists in the 19th century travelling from the Eastern Cape, followed by a group of
Basters, described as people of mixed race, from Amandelboom (Interview, 27 September 2017).
Skirmishes broke out almost immediately between the San and trekboers, whereby the trekboers
eliminated their livestock and demonstrated their military strength (Penn, 2005:18). Once cut off
from their traditional means of production, the San resorted to stealing invading livestock and as
their presence became more problematic, the governor decided that the only solution was their
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organized eradication. Nel (2015: 10) claims that this operation resulted in “2 500 San being killed
by the commandos between 1785 and 1795”.
The precolonial history of the larger Kareeberg area emerged in the HIA Report as central to the
Report’s representation of heritage today. The centrality of this precolonial history in the HIA,
with a specific focus on the relationship between the history of the Khoisan and material heritage
objects which marks their presence, was given special recognition. This is seen by the fact this
history emerged as the only reference in the Report to the relationship between humans and
heritage. On the other hand, the precolonial history was largely absent from not only the oral
histories and home archives I explored in Carnarvon, but from the Rhenish Mission Museum as
well. When it came to the Carnarvon History Museum, the museum’s attempt at creating an official
heritage around the precolonial history was selective and partial, in that the museum displayed
portraits of commando officials, five collaged photographs of rock engravings, and a table laid
with stone implements and empty ostrich and tortoise shells. However, aside from the commandos,
none of these other material objects were discussed as a part of the heritage nor pointed to, during
my guided tour of the museum. This points to the museum’s representation of an official heritage,
whereby material objects are inscribed with inherent value and expected to speak for themselves.
Again in the oral histories I received, accounts of the town before 1850 did not come up as relevant
in my participants’ representation of heritage. This limited recognition given to the precolonial
period in the museums and oral histories I collected, illustrated that the precolonial history did not
form a central part of the official or unofficial recounts of the past.
Pressure could be seen building in and around Schietfontein with the arrival of Xhosa-speaking
groups in the early 19th century (Nel, 2015: 48). According to Potgieter (1997: 10), the Xhosaspeaking groups journeyed from the Fish River area in present-day Eastern Cape on request of the
colonial powers, to provide a first line of defense between the colonists and the /Xam in the
Schietfontein area. The leader of this Xhosa group was Umkwaai, son of prominent Chief Ngqika.
It has been recorded that Umkwaai, who is better known in Carnarvon today as Jan Hendricks,
settled in the Schietfontein area with 120 families (Potgieter, 1997: 10). This group’s resistance
against the San was largely successful, seen by the fact that less and less mention is made of the
original inhabitants towards the end of the 1800s. The resilience of the Xhosa groups in the area
led to the Cape Governor, George Napier, rewarding Jan Hendricks and his people with land in
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the eastern Kareeberg (Potgieter, 1997: 10). However, following the decline in the Khoisan danger
as a result of the Xhosa settlement, came the expansion of the meat and wool industry, with
increasing numbers of white farmers settling in the area on a more permanent basis (Kallaway,
1980: 9).
As a result of growing litigation over land in subsequent years, Jan Hendricks and other Xhosa in
the area appealed to the Rhenish Mission Society in an attempt to gain recognition and legitimacy
for the Xhosa people in the eyes of the colonial authorities, by having their rights defended by a
Christian missionary (Kallaway, 1980: 8). The influential role of the Xhosa in the establishment
of the town could be seen in representations of heritage offered by one of my participants’ oral
histories of the town, where he claimed that an invitation was extended to the Rhenish Mission
Society by Jan Hendricks and other Xhosa saying, “You are welcome to come into the area and
build a Christian mission”. (Interview, 26 September 2017). The significance of this oral history
was that it was relayed to me within the Rhenish Mission Museum and despite there being no
distinct material heritage objects with which to connect this influential history of the Xhosa, the
man represented the Xhosa as central to understanding the establishment of the town today.

The Rhenish Missionary and colonial influence
In 1847, reverend C.W Alheit, on behalf of the Rhenish Mission Society, arrived in Schietfontein
and pitched his tent on the site on which the first parsonage was erected in the 1850s, a structure
that has been restored and marked as part of towns prominent architectural heritage (Nel, 2015:
47). The church which was first built from mud was soon replaced with a new one in 1856, directly
opposite the present parsonage, as a result of the growing congregation. The church building, being
of historic interest, was identified by the historical architectural society and later declared a
national heritage site at the end of the 1980s (Nel, 2015: 68). However, the church building was
not shown to me in isolation; rather oral histories I collected of the church was inextricably linked
to further histories and buildings in the vicinity, including the first school (1871), the new
parsonage (1912), as well as the mission museum. The introduction of the Rhenish mission Station
has been central to representations of heritage within the Carnarvon History Museum and Rhenish
Mission Museum, and could also be seen informing my participants’ oral histories of the town.
For one white elderly man, the history of Carnarvon truly began with the arrival of the Rhenish
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Mission Station and the inception of the first church in present day De Bult, the oldest part of town
(Interview, 27 September 2017). A coloured elderly woman pointed directly to the central role of
the missionaries in the people’s history by noting, “Those Germans were very good to our people,
they said education comes first and that we must hold onto our land” (interview, September 2017).
When it came to the Carnarvon History Museum, representations of the Rhenish Mission Station
were confined to the upstairs gallery, where photographic records of reverend Alheit and the
Church could be seen displayed on one section of the wall. While the museum displayed various
photographic records, the man giving me the guided tour insisted that we go to the Rhenish Mission
Museum afterwards as that is where a more extensive depiction of the missionary is displayed and
in order for him to provide me with a historical background for the images displayed there
(Interview, 26 September 2017).
With regards to the Rhenish Mission Museum, it became a significant site due to its sole purpose
revolving around the isolation and display of artefacts that sufficiently represent the significance
of the missionary influence in the town. When inquiring as to why the Rhenish Missionary
photographs have been kept separate from the Carnarvon History Museum, I was told that these
artefacts were piling up in the office and only got displayed ten years ago by the pastor at the time
and the museum is still considered fairly new. I found the museum’s representation of heritage
particularly interesting as it was through the piling up of photographic records in storage, after
being inherited from the church, that they came to be ‘the visual’ mediums through which the past
could be represented in the present. Another reason behind the Rhenish Mission Museums
isolation of photographic records was related to the church congregation and attempts to surround
them with the history of the church, when regular meetings are held (interview, 27 September
2017). This offered an alternative interpretation of heritage, as something that people create and
actively utilize to maintain relations among themselves, places and things (Harrison, 2013: 38).
Reverend Alheit, as a prominent figure in the town’s history, was displayed throughout the
Rhenish Mission Museum, seen by a display case dedicated to photographic records of him during
his ministry and his mounted portrait on the wall. In addition to this, there hung a framed
illustration drawn by Alheit himself, illuminating his impression of the town in 1858. The validity
of this illustration as representative of the settlement at the time has resulted in the illustration
being reprinted and placed within the Carnarvon History Museum as well. While the museum was
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filled with photographic records dedicated to the representation of reverend Alheit and the Rhenish
Mission influence in the town, these records became the props or cultural tools that facilitated a
discussion about the intangible processes that created them, and were not in themselves seen as
heritage (Smith, 2006: 4).

Figure 3: Carnarvon as seen from the north (Source: C.W Alheit, 1858)
(Fine print: 1. the new church. 2. Home of reverend Alheit. 3. The old church. 4. Former
missionary’s residence. 5. Home of Captain Danie Kaffer. 6-9. Homes of the parishioners and
stables. There were only three streets with a total of twenty-one houses, corbelled houses and tents
of the aborigines)
Alheit and the Xhosa of Schietfontein
As a result of Jan Hendrick and his people wanting to secure the land rewarded to them in the face
of increasing numbers of trekoers in the region in the 1850s and Revered Alheit wanting to avoid
being boxed in by white farmers. Alheit and five delegates travelled to Cape Town in 1857 and
insisted on the official recognition of land for the Xhosa; however the dispute was left unsettled
until an official inspection of the land could be conducted (Nel, 2015: 50). It was in 1860 that Sir
George Grey settled the land debate, by allocating 3,500 morgen to the town’s establishment, in
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which 200 plots were given to the Schietfontein Xhosa. However, certain requirements would have
to be met, which included building a house and garden on their plot within three years and investing
at least twenty-five pounds in them. In cases where they were unable to meet these requirements,
their ownership would immediately lapse. With the exception of 32 plots that were assigned to the
Rhenish Missionary, the outstanding 24,800 morgen around Schietfontein was professed as
community land for grazing (Nel, 2015: 51).
The legal granting of land for grazing and property rights by the colonial government constituted
the founding moment of the Schietfontein and thus the official sanctioning of the Xhosa settlement
in the Kareeberg. According to a white elderly man (Interview, 26 September 2017) Reverend
Alheit was instrumental in gaining for the Xhosa 98 000 morgen of land: “Alheit was very involved
with the 98 000 morgen of land which was given to the Xhosa living in Schietfontein, because they
had acted as a buffer between the colonialists that came in to farm the area and the San that
attacked them.”
The founding moment of the Schietfontein area and the centrality of the Xhosa groups in its
establishment was absent from representations of the town’s heritage in both museums. However,
the absence of this history in the Carnarvon History Museum did not go unnoticed by the elderly
coloured man who gave me the tour; in an effort to illustrate the centrality of this moment in the
towns’ history, he drove me out to the Schietfontein area. There, the man placed emphasis on the
aesthetics of the landscape, the old stone structures and essentially the current condition of the
original settlement. With regards to the HIA Report, not only was this Xhosa history excluded
from the history that constituted the AHD but the only reference made to the Xhosa in the area
pointed to them as “refugees”. With regards to the oral histories I collected, this founding moment
did emerge. However, what was interesting is that more emphasis was placed on the loss of the
land grants in subsequent years, pointing to the history of the Schietfontein area and the Xhosa as
a controversial issue still today. A white elderly man proclaimed that,
“The saddest part of the whole heritage was when the Xhosa started losing their
farmland. How did it come that 98 000 morgen of land got taken? The Xhosa
people in town owned more than 20 farms in the area, this was really not a white
farming area. Oom Haasie, for example, belonged to one family that were proud
owners of a grouping of farms, but that began losing the land because they were
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unable to make it jackal proof, but that was just an excuse for the magistrate to
say okay this is why we taking it. There are many rumors that people sold their
land for a bottle of brandy or for a bicycle, but you know what that is, that is white
legend, sort of the excuse, the expropriation of black farms. It is just strange that
they could lose 20 farms and there was a wonderful social life where people would
bring fruit and vegetables into town. They would come on their donkey carts,
rieldans and then go back (Interview, 26 September 2017).
These oral histories regarding the towns founding moment illustrated an interpretation of heritage
wherein people became the primary artefacts and where the significance of the Xhosa only fully
emerged through the recounting of the social processes that underpinned their settling and ousting
from the area. In addition, these recollections of the past provided a lens through which to view
the congealing of racial thinking in the town, which remains a prominent feature to this day. During
another interview with an elderly coloured woman, the history of the Xhosa of Schietfontein was
the starting point of the town’s history for her. What was significant is that her narrative began
with concerns raised by the previous man,
“What I’m concerned about, think about the Xhosa people coming here and
getting the 98 0000 morgen of land, which they called the Crown Land. After that,
they (Xhosa of Schietfontein) lost their farms, but no one talks about this. As the
whites started moving in people that had farms, started losing them, because
people with more knowledge know what farming is about and if I’m your neighbor
then I must fence the land. But some of the people couldn’t afford it and lost their
land because they couldn’t. So this story that they lost their land because they sold
it for liquor is rubbish.”
It became evident that a lot of emotion is still tied to the narrative of the Schietfontein Xhosa, and
that the effects of the Xhosa losing their farmland can still be considered a wound today. This was
revealed once again when I was unable to get an interview with the last living relative of the
Hendricks family that still today lives in the Schietfontein settlement. According to local residents
in Carnarvon, this relative no longer wants to tell her family’s story, as people have come to her
to hear the history and then are never heard from again.
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In 1875, the town was named after the British Colonial Secretary, Lord Carnarvon, recognized as
the fourth Earl of Carnarvon. This is the name the town still holds today; it became inaugurated as
a way to assert the British colonial authority over the area and signify the diminishing of the /Xam
San and Xhosa hold on the area (Nel, 2015: 56).
20th century Carnarvon
Despite official heritage discourse on developments in the town after the establishment of the
Union in 1910 and the apartheid era from 1948 – 1991 being partial and selective within both the
Carnarvon History Museum and Rhenish Mission Museum, the 20th century was reflected upon
during all my interviews. Both the Anglo Boer War and the apartheid era emerged as central to
informing narratives on the towns’ heritage today, and, what is more, these narratives were largely
confirmed by the remnants of this historical period in the streets, cemetery, and buildings. The
significance of this period being included or excluded in representations today will be unpacked
in this section.
Anglo Boer War (1899-1902)
With regards to the museums I visited and oral histories I collected, a tremendous amount of
emphasis was placed on the Anglo Boer War as a major event in the town and became a central
historical moment represented in the present. With regards to the Carnarvon History Museum, its
representation of the war took up one of four central display cabinets kept in the museum and
provided a rather selective view of the Anglo Boer War, which mainly depicted soldiers, their
presence in the town and developments that occurred at the time.
For the elderly coloured man who gave me the tour at the Carnarvon History Museum (Interview,
26 September 2017), the Anglo Boer War was understood as a conflict that occurred between the
British and the so called ‘Boere’. While there were no skirmishes in the town, Carnarvon fell on
the borders of the old Cape Colony, meaning that soldiers had to be stationed throughout the town
to protect these borders. Remnants of the stone walls that were built on the flat-topped hills with
defense purposes in mind, can still be found in the town. One such structure is the Koeëlkop which
was manned by a regiment of the Lancashire Fusiliers that was put in charge of the defense of the
town (Nel, 2015: 60). The image below was collected from a private home archive that was packed
with photographic records from this period. The structure has since the war been rebuilt and
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restored, evidence of which could be found displayed in this home archive, which provided visual
representations of the structure in the present, but also provided evidence of its original form and
evolution.

Figure 4: Stone wall structure on the Koeëlkop (Source: Roy Riley)
In addition, the Carnarvon History Museum displayed photographic records of a prominent figure
in the town by the name of Karel Van Zyl, who stood out as a central figure not only within the
AHD within the museum, but also according to another young white man, who provided me solely
with an oral history that was devoid of any photographic evidence. According to this young white
man (Interview, 28 September 2017), Van Zyl was a respected soldier among the British, and seen
as a representative for the English. The English worked through him and after fighting against the
Boers, Van Zyl received an OBE (Order of the British Empire) from Queen Victoria, who gave
him the title of Colonel Karel Van Zyl, the highest order a soldier could receive.
Another prominent figure in the town was the Afrikaans poet Andries Gerhardus Visser. The story
goes that AG Visser aligned himself with the Boers which led to his deportation to England,
eliminating his ability to collude with the enemy. One poem by AG Visser was mounted and
pointed to as being of particular historical significance in the Carnarvon History Museum. The
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poem was titled 'Vaarwel aan die Vierkleur,' and declared that the war had been lost against the
British and that the “vierkleur”, which was the flag heralded at the time, had to be taken down as
the British flag would now be erected. (Interview, 26 September 2017). I came to realize that AG
Visser was a prominent figure in the history, seen by the fact that he was exemplified inside as
well as outside the confines of the museum. The elderly coloured man who had been my museum
guide insisted that we drive to the street where AG Visser's house still stands; once there I was
confronted with a façade that corresponded with the images of the poet’s house displayed in the
museum. With the front of the house still intact as a result of the entire street being declared a
cultural heritage site, it became evident that the house was being conserved for holding intrinsic
significance, which proposed that viewing the house would allow one to get a sense of what AG
Visser was like.
When it came to the Rhenish Mission Museum and oral histories I collected, the Anglo Boer War,
featured as both an authorized and unofficial history that required recognition in the present. The
museum’s interpretation of this history revolved around the church’s role in the War. Reverend
Stremmer was recognized as the minister at the time and according to a white elderly man
(Interview, 26 September 2017), Stremmer had a lot of sympathy for the British and allowed the
church to serve as a British military hospital, which was run by Dr. Fairbain who was later joined
by Dr. Hart. This photograph of the then, Rhenish Mission Church with the tents of British soldiers
posted outside, became another photographic record that reappeared in hotels, home archives and
restaurants in the town. Therefore, in light of the extensive amount of recognition given to the
Anglo Boer War in the museums and oral histories I collected, it became significant that this
history was largely excluded from the HIA Report’s understanding of heritage. I point to this
history as excluded as the Report identified ‘battlefields’ as a heritage resource that was taken into
consideration.
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Figure 5: Rhenish Mission Church with tents of British soldiers posted outside (Source: Roy Riley)

Dr. Hart, who was previously mentioned, was given a significant amount of recognition by one
white elderly man, who provided me with a brief oral history while presenting photographic
records of the Doctor that he had inherited. This elderly man was recognized as the primary donor
of photographic records at the Rhenish Mission Museum, which became thought-provoking, as
the man donated a photograph of Dr. Hart to me, the only photograph I received during my
fieldwork. While the significance of this requires a separate research project, it brought me to
wonder about the circulation of historical photographs in the present and what the significance is
of my inheriting this personal family portrait.
Apartheid and memory of forced removals
When it came to representations of the apartheid era in the Carnarvon History Museum, the elderly
coloured man who acted as my guide, asked me, "Who was the architect of apartheid?" After
identifying Dr. Verwoerd on the wall, it became evident that this display was dedicated to the
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representation of prominent figures who prevailed under the segregationist (1910-1948) and
apartheid eras (1948-1991). According to my guide, the image of Dr. Verwoerd had been taken
before he was stabbed through the cheek by Demetrius Tsafendas (Interview, 26 September 2017).

Figure 6: Segregation-era and apartheid display in Carnarvon History Museum (Source: Kylie
Bolton)
I found it significant that the only way in which the museum included this historical period in their
representation of the past was through photographic records reflecting the white political leaders
of the time, including generals Botha, Smuts and Hertzog as well as Dr Verwoerd, and the Cabinet
of 1961 and other unidentified generals. Moreover, it was not only the history of apartheid that
was partial, the 20th century in general went largely unrepresented in the museum. When inquiring
as to why this is the case, my museum guide claimed that no one has updated the history. This was
significant as the museum falls under the management of the Kareeberg municipality, situated
right next door, yet when it comes to the management of the museum, it is run by one employee
that is charge of opening and closing the doors and ensuring that the space remains clean.
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Furthermore, this person had been newly employed and could not enlighten me on any of the
artefacts held. However, I found that once I stepped outside the Carnarvon History Museum,
narratives of apartheid and the effects of forced removals became central when representing the
towns’ cultural heritage today, seen not only in the oral histories I collected but also within the
streets, buildings and cemetery.
The moments that led up to apartheid and the actual instigators behind the segregationist
movement was central to how Carnarvon’s heritage was represented by local residents and it
became particularly interesting that the effects and mobilizers of the movement were what some
people felt needed to be deconstructed. In 1959 the town of Carnarvon had just been rezoned under
the Group Areas Act, which as a result meant that people with houses in the predominantly white
part of town, starting from Nuwe Street with an extension to Kokkiesdorp, would be displaced
(Nel, 2015: 67).
According to an elderly white woman (interview, 28 September 2017), there was a long drawnout battle for the oldest part of town, known as De Bult. The battle for this area began in 1975 and
arose when the government decided that Carnarvon was the only town that was not properly
segregated. Once the government broadcasted their intent to declare De Bult a white area, shock
waves were sent throughout the community, as this was a traditionally coloured part of town were
coloured members of the community had been living since the onset of the town (Nel, 2015: 84).
Central to the oral histories reflecting this moment in the town’s history was how the local
community could be seen fighting back by means of boycotts, strikes and other disturbances
(Interview, 27 September 2017). One elderly woman stated,
“We should have been pushed over the river. You see Bontieville there, they had
it planned for us to move there. Even the magistrate was supporting them. There
was even a court case that said De Bult does not actually belong to the people, it
belongs to the municipality, but we fought this case and took it to the doorstep of
the municipality and the National Party”
In 1977, local coloured residents and even some white residents brought the battle for the coloured
area of De Bult to a close, which led to a signed agreement with the municipality stating that they
would not proceed with the proclamation. De Bult was eventually also declared a heritage site of
the people and could be seen reflected in people’s oral histories as an important site of struggle.
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When looking to the oral histories I collected, the emphasis placed on this particular historical
narrative about the past illustrated how individuals in the community connect themselves to the
past as well as to the collective past of others by means of recollecting these specific memories
and histories (Smith, 2006: 38). Furthermore, after I had been taken to view this cultural landscape
by an elderly coloured woman, it became evident that the significance of De Bult as a heritage site
could not be justified by viewing the unique vernacular architecture that still stands today; rather,
it was the social and cultural processes that led to De Bult being declared a heritage site that my
participants felt gave De Bult significance.
The significance of De Bult did not end at the last street of houses. Once you make your way down
the hill at the back of De Bult, a secluded cultural landscape containing the towns’ cemetery is
made visible. The cemetery can be seen as an evolving cultural landscape that accommodates
definable visual characteristics based on individual forms, such as trees, tombstones, and fences
and on the positioning of these forms in a particular spatial arrangement (Francaviglia, 1971: 502).
While devoid of any demarcating fence, as a result of people stealing them, the cemetery still
offered variability in display and a particular representation of the past in the present.
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Figure 7: Previously white side of Carnarvon cemetery (Source: Kylie Bolton, 2017)

Figure 8: Previously coloured side of Carnarvon cemetery (Source: Kylie Bolton, 2017)
The layout of the cemetery today provides visible remnants of how it was spatially arranged during
the Apartheid era to accommodate both white and coloured people. Noticeable from all around the
town is a tall line of blue gum trees which visibly divides the cemetery between what was
previously the white cemetery, where there is variation in monument size, and the coloured
cemetery, filled with unidentifiable graves or what appear to be cement heaps. The cemetery stood
out as significant, as it provided a lens through which to view the past, but the forms and
arrangement of the cemetery also reflected the social structures which organize the living
community today (Francis, 2003: 223). Even though the cemetery is no longer divided along these
racial lines, it provides a symbolic representation of the extent of racism in the area, which in actual
fact remains a defining feature of the town today.
When the cemetery was referred to during the oral histories I collected, the cultural landscape was
defined by a young white man as where the history of the town is located, due to all the graves of
the British soldiers there, on what used to be the white side of the cemetery. This man also provided
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me with a deep historical background on numerous people buried in the cemetery, which was
significant as he did not personally know any of these people; rather these oral histories were built
out of residents sharing memories and trading historical perspectives on families in the area.
Heritage in this context is a perfect example of how the notion is not fixed and that there are
different ways of conceptualizing it. Within the cemetery, heritage was being pointed to as distinct
material structures; however, these structures acted as cultural tools which revealed heritage as
involving memory and experience.
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Part 4: Analysis and conclusion

My project set out to explore representations of heritage in Carnarvon, which illustrated both
official and unofficial ways of looking to the past, from the perspective of the present. Alongside
this, I aimed to reveal what is included and excluded in these heritage representations and what
this says about how heritage is understood in contemporary Carnarvon. In this part, I show that
attempting to present heritage as fixed, clearly delineated material objects obscures the
significance of heritage as a cultural process and the multiple heritage practices that produce
heritage.

Obsession with material heritage
As previously mentioned there exists an authorized heritage discourse (AHD), that relies on the
knowledge claims of technical experts and aesthetic connoisseurs, and which becomes accepted,
institutionalized and normalized by state-sanctioned cultural institutions (Smith, 2006: 11). AHDs
have been pointed to as hegemonic, seen by the fact that they construct a sense of what heritage is
and is not, in an attempt to promote a consensus version of the past that will control social and
cultural tensions in the present (Smith, 2006: 4-6). The HIA Report can be seen as an example of
an AHD which operates according to authorized heritage initiatives; this can already be seen by
the fact that it aligned its efforts in accordance with the South African legislation (National
Heritage Resources Act (Act No. 25 of 1999) which has defined heritage as “any place or object
considered to have cultural significance in terms of aesthetic, architectural, scientific, historical,
social, spiritual, linguistic or technological value is regarded as part of the National Estate”
(CSIR, 2016).
In working within this definition of heritage, the HIA became fixated on material heritage objects
(Harrison, 2013: 27), seen by the fact that it reported having found 105 heritage resources in the
study area, all of which were marked as heritage on the foundation of their materiality. The Report
then listed and categorized these heritage resources according to their significance, which was
largely determined by the objects’ age, monumentality and aesthetic qualities. The resources listed
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included abandoned farmsteads, corbelled houses, artefacts and monuments, graves, archeological
sites and rock art (CSIR, 2016).
From the above list of heritage resources, it is evident that the HIA Report conceptualized and
promoted the notion of heritage as distinct tangible objects, sites, and buildings. Not only can the
Report be seen focusing on the physical fabric of heritage, but the manner in which value was
attributed to resources pointed to heritage as being inherent in the objects and that its significance
is intrinsic. Heritage, as a result, became represented as being confined or built into the physical
fabric of an object or building, or in the material things linked with practices of heritage. According
to Harrison (2013: 25), “an intrinsic value is one that belongs to the basic and essential features
that make something what it is”.
By focusing on the materiality of heritage, the HIA Report became built on the claims of heritage
specialists and professionals who classified heritage and imposed boundaries on these heritage
objects by mapping and grading them according to significance, in order to decide which of them
are applicable for protection and management (Smith, 2006: 31). For example, in the case of the
graves discovered within the area studied, a grading of high local significance was assigned to
these structures that were categorized as being either formal graves (precolonial war graves) or
informal graves (other). With regards to the management of sites of high local significance and
these graves, in particular, the Report claims that these sites should be avoided; however, if impacts
from construction are unavoidable, these objects can be moved (CSIR, 2016: 28). As an AHD, the
Report represented the graves as bounded sites that required management. However, no reference
was made to the cultural, historical or spiritual context of these graves being located where they
are or the possibility of a relation between the departed and the land on which they were buried.
Heritage here reflects a largely top–down approach by experts, that categorizes and promotes
particular places as an embodiment of regional, provincial, or local values, generating what
Harrison (2013: 25) refers to as an ofﬁcial heritage. Smith points to ofﬁcial representations of
heritage as being characterized by processes that essentially exclude the public from having a role
in heritage and therefore suggests that the only way in which the public can engage with heritage
is passively. After analyzing the Report, it became evident that heritage was being promoted as
something that people are led to and instructed about, but not invited to engage with actively, as
an active process or experience. This is immediately evident as the HIA was conducted solely by
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experts working in the fields of heritage, archeology or architecture, while overlooking the value
of local residents’ interpretations of heritage, as well as not engaging anyone from the town of
Carnarvon. This becomes problematic as 94% of the heritage resources identified were recorded
as being of high, low, or very low local significance, yet the local perspective (bottom-up
approach), which sees value in the relations between people, places, objects and memories, and
essentially stands in contrast to the top-down approach of heritage, was excluded. This suggests
that these unofficial aspects of heritage did not inform any part of the Report’s authorized version
of the past. This is something that I found in the museums I visited in Carnarvon as well, where
the local museums also emerged as a form of AHD on the past. The museums can be seen
promoting heritage as something that the public engages with passively, made visible by the
adoption of the ‘glass case’ display mentality in both the Carnarvon History Museum and Rhenish
Mission Museum which is utilized for interpreting and presenting heritage sites (Smith, 2006: 31).
Here, AHD promotes a view of the museum and heritage site visitors as passive consumers of a
particular heritage message, which counts as a particular approach to heritage that is reproduced
through the simple displaying of objects in glass cabinets, which suggests that heritage is
something that should be viewed from afar as a fixed vista rather than actively utilized,
reconstructed and negotiated (Smith, 2006: 34).
The weight of authority that has been given to the heritage professionals who conducted the HIA
Report suggests that the process of assessing heritage significance merely involved revealing the
heritage values that already existed within the heritage resources. For example, according to the
HIA Report the grade III heritage sites included graves, rock paintings, monuments, historical
buildings and stone artefacts, which were recognized and graded in terms of this particular
significance, as they formed part of what government legislation identified as heritage resources
that hold “sufficient intrinsic significance as a local heritage resource” (Heritage Association of
South Africa, 2017).
As a result, the Report can be seen providing an interpretation of heritage that has been reduced to
a mere taxonomic classification, in that it accepts that there is a pre-existing systematic hierarchy
of heritage objects, practices, and places (Harrison, 2006: 25). One implication of reducing
heritage to this taxonomic viewpoint, which posits that heritage is intrinsic to an object, is that the
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Report then provided a deﬁnitive list of heritage, therefore promoting heritage values as fixed and
largely unquestioned.
This taxonomic viewpoint adopted within the HIA Report is particularly significant as it also
reduces the notion of heritage to manageable and isolated locales and thereby conceals the
multivocality of heritage meanings and values (Smith, 2006: 12). This means that the HIA has not
considered contending heritage discourses and suggests that they are not given equal validity in
heritage management. The reasoning behind this could largely be attributed to the fact that as an
AHD, the maintenance of a consensual view of the past and its meanings for the present is required
(Smith, 2006: 79). Furthermore, the HIA, in following AHD, has removed heritage resources from
their historical context and has promoted them as symbols of the nation or a period in history. In
so doing, the objects’ particular meanings have been abstracted and allocated new associations
(Harrison, 2013: 28). A similar case can be seen in the context of the museums I visited, where the
heritage objects that were displayed within the museums were venerated and more importantly
denied any other past than the one that the gate keepers and management had selected for them
and presented to me (Watson & Waterton, 2010: 87).
Essentially, the focus on the materiality of heritage as shown in the HIA Report and local museums
in Carnarvon illustrated an abstraction of cultural meaning and substituted for this the modalities
of connoisseurship, expertise and aesthetic judgment. Watson and Waterton (2010: 86) assert that
this becomes problematic as the objects are subjected to forms of reification, meaning that little
recognition is given to the social and cultural processes that produced them. I wanted to reveal
more about the secret life behind heritage resources and consider the relations between people,
objects and places. I approached this situation with the view that objects at the museums and
reported in the HIA are susceptible to inquiry and a level of deconstruction which would then
uncover deeper cultural meanings about the people for whom these resources are valuable and
significant. Therefore, I suggest that there is a need to view heritage as less fixed and directly
connected to material objects and to consider heritage as a cultural process.
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Heritage as a cultural process
While conducting interviews in Carnarvon and looking through people’s home archives, I found
that within many of their representations of heritage, a large emphasis was placed on the cultural
processes linked to tangible heritage objects in the town. Representations of heritage as told by
local residents revolved around forms of commemoration which emerged through the telling of
oral histories, wherein material heritage objects simply acted as cultural tools that facilitated this
process. In this case, heritage became what Smith (2006: 44) defined as a cultural process that
generates ways to engage and comprehend the present.
To investigate this, this part begins from the premise that heritage cannot simply be understood in
terms of material objects; rather, heritage should be seen as a multilayered performance (Watson
& Waterton, 2010: 87). This performance, which takes the form of visiting, interpreting,
conserving or management, exemplifies ways of remembering and commemorating, while at the
same time acknowledges the act of constructing and negotiating one’s sense of place and
understanding within the present. In addition, heritage performance will organize and confirm the
very notion of heritage that deﬁnes and structures the performances to begin with (Smith, 2006:
3). The following section will reflect on interpretations of heritage as they emerged within the
town of Carnarvon, in an attempt to problematize the notion of heritage further and offer insight
into what is considered heritage in contemporary Carnarvon.
Heritage as experience
One elderly man who was providing me with an oral history on the United Reformed Church spoke
of the various transitions that the church and its congregation has had to undergo. Not only did he
emphasize the history of the church during the colonial and apartheid era, he perceived the
performances in the church, as well as its congregant’s experiences, to be central to understanding
the church’s heritage (interview, 27 September 2017). This oral history emerged as being just as
much the town’s heritage as the site of the church. More significantly, it became important for this
man to recite and record these histories at the appropriate cultural site, which in this case was
inside the Dutch Reformed Church parsonage. This man’s representation of heritage did not solely
revolve around the site of the church itself but reflected on the significance of the act of circulating
‘the word of God’ in the culturally appropriate or correct context and time (Interview, 27
September 2017). Furthermore, while the site of the church was intrinsically important to the man,
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it was the use of the church that made it heritage, not the mere fact of its existence. This particular
representation of heritage as an experience proposed that heritage is not frozen within a particular
time, as is suggested by conservation specialists, curators and heritage connoisseurs. Instead,
heritage here is represented as a process that involves passing on established meanings and values
while creating new ones. This is just one example of the degree to which different interpretations
and representations of heritage can stand outside of an AHD (Smith, 2006: 48).
Heritage as an experience remerged in an interview with one white young man, who provided me
with an oral history of the Carnarvon cemetery, which he pointed to as his favorite place to visit
in Carnarvon, due to there being so much history there and because he has been told so many
stories about the graves that he goes out there to look for the actual graves. For this man, simply
walking through the cultural landscape and being there was a way of experiencing a sense of
heritage. He claimed that not only does he visit the cemetery to pay his respects to family members
that have been buried there but to observe and learn about other memorial forms and the relations
between graves. After telling me numerous stories about different graves, and their relations to the
town and people of Carnarvon, we missioned to the cemetery so that I could see a particular grave
he wanted to tell me about. This story involved a grouping of graves that were positioned on the
previously white side of the cemetery. These graves could be seen as a kind of mausoleum as they
had a roof built over them and their plot was enclosed by a jagged fence and gate. The story goes
that,
“After a man by the name of John Henry White died, his parents buried him at the
cemetery, however, the parents claimed that their sons’ ghost was visiting them at
night. In an effort to stop this they built a fence around his grave; however, this
did not work. The parents then built a roof over the sons’ grave to make it feel like
home and only then did he stop visiting them. Then when the parents died, they
were also buried there (Interview, 27 September 2017).
This man’s representation of heritage revolved around the significance of the act of circulating
historical narratives and the passing on of family history among local residents, while the actual
site of the cemetery, facilitated his telling of the story. It became evident that a lot of emphasis
was being placed on the importance of performance, memory and of remembering. Heritage
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emerged in both oral histories as something that people construct and actively use to uphold the
relations between themselves and things and places (Dicks, 2007: 53).
Intangible heritage
By identifying heritage as a cultural process there is a need to shift away from a fixation with the
physicality of heritage that is illustrated in the HIA Report and museums in Carnarvon. By
collecting oral histories and having guided tours in the museums it became evident that while there
are physical features or a material reality to heritage, any knowledge one has of it can only fully
be understood within the discourses one constructs around it. Attempting to understand what
heritage is in contemporary Carnarvon, one needs to consider that heritage may be delineated by
the discourses that one is working in. The discourse that I build on in this part puts forward the
argument that heritage cannot solely be seen as an object (Smith, 2006: 54).
Here I put forward an understanding of heritage as a mentality and a way of seeing and knowing.
What this view suggests then is that all heritage can largely be understood as intangible. The
interpretation of heritage as intangible can be illustrated by contrasting how the corbelled house
has been represented in the HIA Report, the Carnarvon History Museum, and in the oral histories
I collected. Within the HIA Report, the three corbelled houses identified were exemplified as being
one of the most significant heritage resources located within the study area, seen by the fact that
they have been labelled as Provincial Heritage Sites that are significant in the context of the
province. Furthermore, the corbelled house has been represented as significant and valued for its
monumental and aesthetic characteristics, and as a result, these sites have been deemed unsuitable
for development by the SKA project. With regards to the corbelled house located right outside the
Carnarvon History Museum, what was important to the two participants who spoke to me about
the structure, was the preservation of the cultural meaning and practice of corbelling 3. The act of
rebuilding the corbelled house, after breaking it down on Biesiesput Farm and reconstructing it
from its base again, became seen as an essential part of keeping particular values and meanings
behind the physical structure alive in ways that the physical structures existence could not. What
I am suggesting here is that it is the practice of corbelling that maintains meanings, values and

3

Flat stone slabs that are measured and layered in a particular way, where the second course of stones are
projected a little farther inwards, than the previous layer.
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cultural knowledge, rather than the physical site itself which the HIA Report promotes as heritage
to be conserved and remain unchanged and be seen from a distance (Smith, 2006: 54).
Heritage values in Carnarvon could also be seen being promoted and managed through the
maintenance of social networks that emerged through the performance of the riel dance and the
telling of oral histories. What I am attempting to illustrate here is that whether heritage has been
represented as tangible or intangible in the Report, in the museums and in the oral histories I
collected, what was truly engaged with in all three interpretations was a set of meanings and values,
including such elements as memory, cultural experiences and knowledge. Therefore, the real
subject of heritage conservation and management processes is in actual fact value and meaning.
Based on this viewpoint, all heritage can then be seen as intangible, regardless of whether these
meanings or values are represented by a material object, landscape or place, or whether they are
represented within the performance of the riel dance, or circulated through oral histories or other
forms of intangible heritage (Dicks, 2007: 59).

Conclusion

My research findings reveal that the HIA Report and museums I visited conceptualize the idea of
heritage by focusing on material heritage objects and authorized heritage practices which they
regard as being representative of the regional, provincial or local identity. In attempting to provide
this representation, the Report and museum displays point to grand, monumental, rare or
aesthetically pleasing sites, objects and places as being essentially symbolic of identity and
particular values. It is important to note that during this process, claims made by heritage
specialists whereby they offer official interpretations of the past in the present, while utilizing
material heritage objects that represent and affirm that past, are also seen as valuable when deﬁning
the population.
In contrast, it became evident through the oral histories that I collected that the identities
represented do not necessarily need to be constituted by monumental, aesthetic sites, such as the
corbelled house, but can be represented by that which is considered banal, such as memory work
which can be seen as recognizing subaltern narratives of the past over expert judgment. Through
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acts of remembering that were illustrated in the oral histories that I collected, and in thinking about
the connection between memory, remembering and heritage, emphasis has been placed on heritage
as a cultural process; this immediately offers a shift away from the idea that heritage is something
that the local residents of Carnarvon and museum visitors passively interpret. Instead heritage
becomes promoted as an active process whereby people can construct and negotiate meanings by
means of remembering. Furthermore, when looking to the idea of place and the examples I
provided where heritage became exemplified as an experience, it is important to note that being at
a place and experiencing a place is essential to gaining a sense of place.
By interacting with a place in the present, memories and meanings attached to past experiences
are remembered, while performance in the place in the contemporary facilitates the creation of
new experiences, memories and meanings in that place. Ultimately these experiences create links
between groups and the community, through shared memories shaped by cultural practices, and
become symbolic of social and cultural beliefs. What is most important to recognize from the
above discussion are the forms of power, agency and action that emerged in representations of
heritage, which points to heritage as alive rather than fixed. In an attempt to move away from an
interpretation of heritage that is solely fixated on material heritage objects, my research project
has problematized the notion of heritage and considered heritage as an action, rather than as
something that is frozen in its material form. In a sense heritage ends up becoming dissonant, in
that it aims to regulate and legitimize, but it also promotes opportunities to challenge and contest
the ideas of materiality, memories, meanings and values that are promoted in the present and which
can be passed on to the future.
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Appendix 1: Informed Consent Form
You are requested to participate in a research study conducted by Kylie Monique Bolton, a Social
Anthropology student in the Department of Sociology and Social Anthropology, University of
Stellenbosch, South Africa. The title of the study is Shadows on the walls: representations of
heritage during times of burgeoning development in Carnarvon. I am particularly interested in
investigating framings of Carnarvon’s history by exploring visual representations of the towns’
heritage as propagated by the SKA and Carnarvon History Museum. The research is being
conducted as part of my postgraduate programme.
If you agree to participate, you will be asked to answer various questions relating to what role “the
visual” has played when representing Carnarvon’s heritage. The interview should take no more
than an hour and thirty minutes and will be arranged at a time and place to suit you. Participation
in this research is voluntary and participants are free to withdraw at any time without negative
consequences of any kind. If you agree to be in the study, you may also choose not to answer
certain questions. No payment will be made for your participation.
With your permission, the interviews will be audio-taped for ease of accurate recording; however,
you are free to participate in the interview and/or discussion without being recorded and/or to
request that the recording device is switched off at any point. Data that is collected from
participants will only be used for the purposes of this study. The data will be kept in a secure
manner. It will not be made available to third parties other than to my supervisor for the purposes
of my study, unless the relevant participant has given permission for this to happen. Once the study
is complete an electronic copy will be available through the library of the University of
Stellenbosch.
If you have any questions or concerns about the research, please feel free to discuss them with me.
My contact details are: 17830567@sun.ac.za, and 061 473 7007 You may also contact my
supervisor, Dr Davide Chinigo, in the Department of Sociology and Social Anthropology,
University of Stellenbosch, South Africa, at dchinigo@sun.ac.za
Thank you for your time and attention.
KM Bolton
I hereby consent voluntarily to participate in this study.
VERBAL CONSENT GIVEN (tick):
OR
SIGNED CONSENT:
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_____________________
Signature of participant

_____________________
Date
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