











The public is invited to join park rangers and volunteers for special
programs to celebrate SwampFest at Congaree National Park on
October 4. SwampFest is a local heritage tourism event, which will take
place October 3-4 in Lower Richland County. All park programs are free
and begin at the Visitor Center.

Park Program Schedule

9:00 am-5:00 pm: SwampFest Art Competition Entries on display
at Harry Hampton Visitor Center. Co-sponsored by the Southeast
Rural Community Outreach (SERCO) and the Friends of Congaree
Swamp, the competition is an opportunity for young artists to showcase
their talent while celebrating the park's wilderness resources.Students
were asked to submit art to their teachers, depicting close up views of
plants, animals, water, or recreational opportunities found within
Congaree National Park. Park staff will select first place and honorable
mentions from the entries. The first place entries will receive cash
prizes, provided by the Friends of Congaree Swamp and SERCO. All
entries will be on display through December.

9:30 am: Nature Discovery Walk
Join a volunteer naturalist to look and listen for animals in the forest
along the boardwalk.

Figure 6.1 Swampfest Schedule Posted on the NPS/CNP Website

90



CONGAREESWAMPFEST COM_ afe

\n Wk . 5 3
ANN NESBY LENNY WILLIAMS ~ CARLOS SANTAN  SECOND NATURE DANIEL DAVIS KANDACE BREON

K amann  zrooeet FRIDAY
- UCTUBER 3RI], 2014

THE HISTORICAL HARRIET BARBER HOUSE

2 DAY FESTIVAL EVENT e RAIN OR SHINE

CONGAREE
SWAMPEEST

SAT U R DAY ‘ SPIRITl,JALI’ ) bl O
OUIBER AT 2014 v 5 s

Yy B
12 NUON Tl] PM FREE CONCER'I' BEST - - 2 BEST
- i B FINALIS - = FINALIST
MOR|AH SITE RECORDING cmaoum:
HOPKINS, SC 29061 DANETRA MOORE KRISTEN JAMISON

= _
SKATRINAL FINE THYMES Y = %2
AND ¥ PEARSON

ALSO JOIN US FOR HAY-RIDES, KID GAMES,
TOURS OF THE cONGAREE Nattonar THE CONGAREE fﬁi
PARK, SEMINARS, AND LOTS MORE IN NATlONAI. PARK T

o e
-

Figure 6.2 Swampfest Schedule Posted on the SERCO Facebook Site

91



| participated in festivities on the second day of the event. Roughly ten people
attended the maroon communities tour that morning. Only two were African American,
including myself. Afterwards, | left the park and drove to the church where over a
hundred people, primarily black, were gathered on the church lawn enjoying
performances, cooking, eating and socializing. Park staff was also present as well as
some white attendees. Though | did not attend the entire two-day event, what |
experienced instantiated the racial exclusion in wilderness management and
demonstrated the difficulties it presents for the NPS’s efforts to reach diverse groups.

Issues of access related to traditional fishing sites and leisure preferences do not
relate to findings of other studies examining non-visitation because few have
considered African Americans who visit wildlands areas. Studies probing African
American usage patterns in places like designated wilderness are missing from the
literature. Issues of access associated with activity preferences support the findings of
other studies showing African American preferences for spaces accommodating group

activities (Dwyer & Gobster, 1992; Gobster & Delgado, 1993).

Dangerous Wild Animals

Some fishers perceived the park to be dangerous. However, these sentiments
were not spoken with trepidation. Rather, they were derived from extensive experience
fishing in its remote areas far from the boardwalk and well-worn trails. Fishing sites
were often located in areas where they were more likely to encounter dangerous wild

animals. Fishers spoke of the aggressiveness of female hogs protecting their young and
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water moccasins that will sometimes chase an individual if disturbed. During a group
interview, a fisher recalled an encounter with an alligator while fishing on the Dead

River0.

We had a sixteen-footer out there! That’s the last time | went fishing out
there. An alligator passed me as big as my boat! And | got out of there. Yeah!
My little pontoon two-man, 10 foot boat . . .. The water got up and | was using
my trolling motor . . . | had a 36 thrust trolling motor. | went on the right-hand
side ... most of the time | stay on the left-hand side but | went on the right-hand
side and that water flowing so high and all my 36 horse could use and an

alligator passed me and | said Lord, please don’t — (C4, 2014).

Another fisher told a story equally frightening. While walking through dense
vegetation to reach a fishing hole, he stumbled upon a water moccasin. Expecting the
snake to strike or give chase if he ran away, the participant stood his ground and the
two faced one another in a standoff of sorts. After a few minutes, the snake relented
and quietly slithered away (C1, 2014).

While fishing with participants, | was constantly reminded to be aware of my
surroundings — “look ahead”, “look behind”, “look up in the trees”, “keep an eye out”,
“keep an ear out”, “keep your tackle box closed”, “zip up your backpack when you finish

using it”. Unsurprisingly, their keen senses were able to detect movement and sound

10 The Dead River, known as Bates Old River by park officials, crosses park property.
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more readily than mine. | marveled at how they were able to fish, talk, laugh and eat
while continuously scanning the environment for animal threats.

While the threat of animal attacks was not enough to deter most fishers from
CNP, it discouraged some. A few fishers stopped fishing at the park not merely because
they were afraid of wild animals but for what they perceived as an inability to protect
themselves if attacked. Firearms were prohibited in the park until 2014. Some fishers

believed this policy encouraged a false sense of safety for park visitors.

The swamp is a dangerous place and once you get in there, all of it’s
gonna look alike. It’s gonna look alike so if you’re not comfortable with that then
you’re gonna easily get yourself in trouble and | think the only other thing about
the park is that in the zeal of promoting the park and the social things, they don’t
really advise people to the real concerns of the park. | think they need to do a
better job of letting people know that this is a swamp area that has wildlife, and
untamed wildlife and it holds a certain amount of risk and dangers when you go
in there. People just see it as a — when you say a ‘park’, what comes to mind? A
civilized place. But that’s not what it is. It's a wilderness area and it’s a lot of it.
In the old days, you had to be really careful with that. Animals haven’t changed.

So it’s nothing tame about it. (P1, 2014)

This sense of danger and the inability to fend off wild animals discouraged

several participants from fishing at CNP.
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The accumulation of park restrictions altered fishers’ sense of place associated
with the area that is now CNP. Ironically, they had greater access when it was owned by
private landowners than when it became public land under the jurisdiction of the U.S.
government. Regulations enforcing the Wilderness Act greatly limited access, a benefit
which was historically seminal to fishers’ survival and social life. With the imposition of
mulitple regulations limiting the expression of these place relationships, the community
landscape disintegrated engendering animosity, perceptions of discrimination and

ultimately, alienation.

Identifying Discrimination

Wilderness management at CNP imposed restrictions that either severely limited
or banned most black community practices while promoting the interests and
preferences of the park’s white visitors. These disparities caused most participants to
believe their alienation was the result of racial discrimination and that the park was
created for white outsiders at the expense of the black community. “In reality,” one
fisher alleged, “they’re catering to one group of people. And if you want to know the
truth, | think that they take property from one group of people so another group of
people can enjoy it!” (P1, 2014)

Though | see some truth in their claims, | think it is important to distinguish
between the various kinds of discrimination park visitors can experience. Pincus and
Ehrlich (1994) describe three types of discrimination: individual, institutional and

structural. Individual discrimination occurs when members of a group treat those of
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another group differently or harmfully. Institutional discrimination refers to policies of
institutions operated by majority groups that intentionally impose differential or
harmful effects on minorities. Lastly, structural discrimination results when policies of
institutions run by dominant groups unintentionally treat minorities differently or cause
them harm.

Fishers report to have perceived institutional discrimination at CNP. They believe
that NPS officials knowingly and willfully instituted policies that would negatively affect
them and members of the black community. As | will discuss further in the next chapter,
my conversations with NPS/CNP employees showed that they recognized how
wilderness management adversely affected fishers’, understood fishers’ perceptions,
sympathized with their plight. | did not discern intentionality that would mark
institutional discrimination at CNP. Perhaps this issue deserves a greater examination of
NPS organizational culture to gain a better understanding of whether and how
institutional discrimination operates.

Though individual and institutional discrimination were not apparent in this
study, structural discrimination stemming from exclusions in the Wilderness Act was
blatantly clear. For fishers, environmental values and views are shaped by a place
history where consumptive uses provided sustenance and reinforced community
cohesion. This understanding of nature is still relevant today as fishers and community
members continue to prefer natural settings that will accommodate these values and
uses. Wilderness management at CNP limits or prohibits fishers from enacting these

environmental relationships while encouraging those (i.e., leisure, scenic viewing and
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intellectual pursuits) primarily associated with the park’s white visitors. Because these
inequalities fall along racial lines, they expose the structural discrimination in the

Wilderness Act.

Park Use Choices

Sharaievska et al. (2014) identify three common ways park users respond to
perceived discrimination including physical or verbal confrontation, withdrawal and
passive acceptance and adjusting leisure behavior. These reactions are mediated by a
variety of factors including victims’ subjectivities, the type environment in which
discrimination takes place and the balance of power between victim and violator.

In this study, physical and verbal confrontation did not occur since most fishers’
perceived institutional discrimination rather than individual discrimination. Fishers
responded by either withdrawing or passively accepting their displacement. Some
fishers chose to seek less restrictive environments by fishing at alternative sites outside
the park. Due to increasing privatization, encroaching urban sprawl and limited access to
hunt clubs, fishers often traveled to fishing sites beyond the Lower Richland community,
many of which were also inaccessible for those who lacked the financial means and
certain types of social capital. In many cases, fishers needed to own a boat or know
someone with access to fishing holes on private property. A few had access to sites like
Fort Jackson where they reported friendly law enforcement, good fishing and fewer

restrictions.
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| found two types of passive acceptance among the fishers | interviewed. Some
chose to accept park regulations even though they had access to other fishing sites
within and beyond the community. Others were forced to continue fishing at CNP due
lack of mobility, financial income and social capital that would enable them to fish
elsewhere.

Wilderness management made sites like Weston Lake and other traditional
fishing holes in the interior of the park much less accessible thereby limiting fishing to a
few primary areas. The quality of fishing at some of these sites is poor. Many fishers
attributed this problem to overfishing caused by too many people fishing in too few
locations.

Fishers also described actions they had taken or should be pursued to create
more equitable conditions at the park. Some tried discussing possible solutions with
park officials they encountered while fishing. Others attempted to arrange a meeting
between fishers and park officials. One participant contemplated contacting a local
news station to call attention to their situation. Fishers’ reported consistent responses
from park employees who were regretful but firm in explaining their obligation to
comply with federal legislation. None of the fishers | interviewed attempted to mobilize
on a broader scale. In fact, most expressed defeat and the belief that they were

powerless challenge federal law.
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Theoretical Findings
The findings of this study answer some questions arising from theories of
marginality, discrimination and ethnicity/subculture in explaining reasons for African

American non-visitation to designated wilderness and other wildland areas.

Marginality Theory

Some evidence of marginality can be found in the correlation between class and
access. Fishers who could afford boats and hunt club memberships or possessed certain
types of social capital had greater access to fishing sites in the community and beyond.
This finding helps resolve several challenges for marginality theory. For instance, Floyd
(1999) points out that marginality theory does not address on-site usage patterns or
how contemporary discrimination affects visitation. Nor does it account for variations in
socioeconomic status within groups.

This study addresses each of these concerns. Fishers who could not find
alternatives through financial or other means, were forced to accept displacement and
confined their fishing to relatively few sites. In this case, structural discrimination
exacerbated marginality and created differential usage patterns between well-to-do

fishers and those with less discretionary income.

Discrimination Theory

The findings of this study elucidate uncertainties raised by discrimination theory.

Several authors note that the types of discrimination park users can experience are not
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well-understood (M. Floyd, 1999; Sharaievska et al., 2014). This research adds clarity by
demonstrating how structural discrimination has an adverse effect on visitation at CNP.
Exclusions in the Wilderness Act resulted in policies and practices that greatly reduced
access to traditional fishing sites and limited uses valued by African American fishers
and the local community. These findings call attention to the need for more research on
structural forms of discrimination embedded in the values, beliefs and ideologies held
by environmental advocates, lawmakers and other powerful stakeholders who set forth

agendas for park creation and operation.

Ethnicity/Subcultural Theory

This study supports the claims of ethnicity\subcultural theory and addresses
some of its limitations. Findings are consistent with its hypothesis that race and
ethnicity inform leisure preferences and that cultural differences may cause some
groups to avoid recreational spaces or activities perceived as associated with another
racial/ethnic group.

Floyd (1999) notes the meager attention ethnicity/subcultural theory gives to
intragroup differences and identifying specific variables contributing to non-visitation.
The findings of this research address both weaknesses. Firstly, it points to differences in
the ways rural and urban African Americans may perceive wildlands. Whereas urban
residents in most studies express fear of wildlands and hence do not visit them, the
fishers’ of rural Lower Richland are fond of fishing in the remote corners of the

Congaree forest. This positive view is steeped in history and place processes where,
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resource commons, landownership, subsistence practices and social relationships
supported the emergence of an environmental heritage prompting some to identify as
‘outdoors people’.

Secondly, history and place shaped ways of understanding and engaging with the
natural environment different from those supported by the proponents of the
Wilderness Act. Fishers’ historical, cultural and place contexts necessitated that they
know nature through work, kinship and community. In contrast, the historical, cultural
and place context of the Wilderness Act is centered in Western Romantic ideals that
venerate wilderness as a place for leisure, scenic viewing, intellectual pursuits and
spiritual inspiration. These values were privileged in the Wilderness Act while those of
wildland workers, i.e., African American fishers of Lower Richland were excluded. At
CNP these values were written into the landscape through wilderness management
resulting in displacement and alienation of fishers and the broader community. In this
case, racial and class biases embedded in the Wilderness Act were identified as variables
contributing to non-visitation.

My examination of African American fishers in Lower Richland supports some
elements of existing theoretical frames, illuminates their limitations and encourages a
broader conceptualization of processes and interactions as outlined in the framework
created for this study. These contributions arise from a different approach to the issue
of African American non-visitation through an examination history, place, perceptions
and usage patterns of southern, rural African Americans who participate in wildland

recreation.
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This chapter encompasses several components of the framework developed for
this study. It describes how policies associated with the NPS'’s institutional landscape
failed to accommodate fishers’ place relationship and therefore, disrupted fishers’
community landscape making traditional fishing sites inaccessible and restricting
activities valued by participants and the community. These processes of estrangement
combined with fishers’ personal characteristics such as leisure preferences, attitudes
toward nature, mobility and socioeconomic status engendered perceptions
discrimination and danger which ultimately led participants to change their recreational
behaviors. While some found alternative sites to fish, personal characteristics caused
others to passively accept displacement.

In addition to fear of wildlands, socioeconomic disparities, procrastination,
unawareness, lack of culturally relevant activities and spaces and perceptions of
discrimination described in prior studies, this chapter revealed that non-visitation can
also be linked to actual experiences of structural discrimination.

While park policies appeared ostensibly rigid, my interviews with park staff
revealed flexibility and the possibility of future compromises. However, the solutions for

finding common ground will take a concerted effort on both sides.
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CHAPTER 7

BARRIERS, RECOMMENDATIONS & CONCLUSION

Because fishers held such strong views toward CNP, it was imperative that |
interview employees to verify the policies and events they mentioned and offer
NPS/CNP officials the opportunity to respond to their claims. | also wanted to explore
possibilities for improving access to park resources. The interviews surfaced
opportunities to address fishers’ concerns and overcome obstacles to engaging the
broader community. This chapter explores employees’ perceptions, discusses
institutional barriers and offers suggestions for promoting greater access and engaging

the African American within Lower Richland and beyond.

Views of NPS/CNP Employees

During my interviews with park employees, they expressed awareness of how
wilderness management at the park impacted local African American fishers’ traditional
practices and how it may have been perceived as racial discrimination. They also
regretted their inability to change the circumstances. During our discussion about
unequal access between African American fishers and white canoeists at the site locally
known as Francis, one employee agreed with fishers’ assessment of discrimination (E1,

2014). When | told another NPS employee about fishers’ desire for more access to
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traditional fishing sites, he responded, “I totally understand that perspective. On the
one hand my personal feeling is yes, we should be doing that, it makes sense but then
on the other hand, if we’re mandated to follow what the law is saying then we can only
do so much in wilderness” (E2, 2015).

Statements like these demonstrated employees’ understanding and sensitivity
toward fishers’ plight and their inability to make the park more accessible. Yet, they also

affirmed the structural discrimination resulting from exclusions in the Wilderness Act.

Institutional Barriers

Disseminating Information

One key finding of this research was fishers’ unawareness of how park policies
and boundaries changed over the years. For instance, some restrictions discussed in the
previous chapter have been lifted. At Francis, park management barred all vehicles from
entering the gate and also built a larger parking lot close by where outfitters can
conduct canoe tours and fishers can walk a shorter distance to Cedar Creek!!. Fishers
are now allowed to carry their equipment on the boardwalk, Weston Lake was
reopened and visitors can now carry firearms in the park. However, these revisions were
announced through the park website, a location unknown by most fishers.

Ongoing expansions have also changed park boundaries. Surprisingly, CNP is
locally known as “the monument”, a name referencing CSNM (1976-2003). In fact, a few

fishers did not understand where | was referring to when | asked about “Congaree

11 Some fishers’ claim this area is “fished out” or overfished.
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National Park”. This unawareness reflects limited engagement possibly fueling fishers’
alienation.

CSNM was a smaller property than CNP however, it appears that fishers continue
to conceptualize park boundaries as they were when the area was known as CSNM.
Sometimes fishers would state they no longer fished at “the monument” only to later
describe fishing excursions on the Dead River or various locations on Cedar Creek which
run through park property.

When | explained this finding to a park employee, he admitted that he wasn’t
aware of fishers” misconception of park boundaries. Yet, he understood how signage
demarcating the park’s boundaries was lacking and affirmed that official signs had been
ordered and will soon be installed. While the dearth of proper signage is partly to blame
for fishers lack of awareness, | believe it is also rooted in an ongoing process of
alienation and signifies a lack of communication between park employees and local

African American fishers.

Staffing

CNP’s efforts toward community engagement are constrained by limited
resources. The park has a small staff with limited time to devote to community
engagement. This is complicated by the recent reassignments in which several chiefs of
divisions transferred to other locations within the NPS, including their Chief of Outreach.
These types of shifts are common within the NPS. Employees achieve higher ranks with

better compensation by transferring to different locations every few years.
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Unfortunately, these frequent changes may impede the development of meaningful and
lasting relationships between CNP and the local community. One of the park employees
| interviewed hoped to eventually work on community engagement once new personnel
arrived. However, he did not expect changes to occur in the near future due to the
cumbersome nature of the NPS hiring process and the need for management to focus

on stabilizing park staffing and programming.

Recommendations

In 1994, U.S. President Bill Clinton signed Executive Order 12898 mandating all
federal land managers to develop environmental justice strategies to identify
“differential patterns of consumption of natural resources among minority populations
and low-income populations” (Executive Order 12898, 1994). It also required them to
ensure that their policies did not exclude any group due to race, ethnicity, or national
origin. As an agency charged with administering federal lands, the NPS is legally bound
to comply with the directives set forth by this law. This study offers a foundation for
which NPS/CNP managers can began to assess differential patterns of use among its
minority visitors and assure equal access to natural resources within park boundaries.

Improving accessibility for fishers and engaging the surrounding community can
be accomplished in variety of ways. Several authors suggest place-based strategies to
help natural resource managers cultivate mutually beneficial relationships with local
communities (Kruger, Hall, & Stiefel, 2008; D. R. Williams & Stewart, 1998). Kruger and

her colleagues urge natural resource managers to understand place meanings and the
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discourses around the use of natural resources to foster engagement (2008). For local
African American fishers, the place that is now CNP holds meanings associated with
subsistence and community bonding. Therefore, consumptive uses and social
relationships are central to their discourses about natural resources. Understanding
these discourses would aid managers in developing settings and policies to
accommodate the meanings, views and values of fishers and the larger community.
Some recommendations may demand considerable time and resources along
with effort from the community. The following suggestions are informed by my
conversations with park employees and fishers, existing literature as well as my own

observations during the course of this research.

Access to Information

Local fishers need to be apprised of changes in park policies and boundaries
through known and accessible outlets. In addition to the NPS/CNP website, information
can be disseminated through park rangers including law enforcement and officers
employed with South Carolina Department of Natural Resources (SCDNR) who patrol
areas adjacent to the park. Trusted community organizations such as SERCO and local
churches can also be utilized. If funds are available, park management could try sending
periodic mailings such as postcards listing recent changes and upcoming events.

Williams and Stewart recommend that management plans be communicated in
“locally recognized, place-specific terms”. Local history and landscapes, community

identity, ethnic heritage and values (e.g. spiritual, family, health, black landownership)
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should be considered in the development of park programming and policies and enlisted

to communicate plans in ways relevant to fishers and the local community.

Access to Fishing Sites

Access to fishing sites can be improved by extending the park’s trail system in
ways that allow fishers to reach fishing holes without needing a hunt club membership
permission to cross private property. Some participants suggested that a shuttle be
made available to fishers several times a week or on weekends to allow them access to
locations they were once able to reach by motor vehicle or bike. This, of course, would
require that wilderness designation be lifted in some areas (e.g., old logging or hunting
roads within the park) to allow a shuttle to be used. Wilderness can be “un-designated”
through a community grassroots effort and support from the park, NPS regional and
national officials and Congress. However, fishers will first need to overcome feelings of
powerlessness, begin to mobilize and commit to long-term advocacy. Providing greater
access to fishing sites may also alleviate possible overfishing in areas commonly visited.
Stocking fish at these locations may help recover declining populations.

Another suggestion would be to not convert newly acquired lands to designated
wilderness. These spaces could be designed to provide better access to fishing sites or
accommodate facilities for gatherings, music, exercise, sports and other outdoor
activities valued by community members. This too would require the support of park

management, regional and national administrators and Congress.
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Activities and Programming

Some fishers recommended that CNP offer family fishing clinics. Not only would
this kind of programming attract more African Americans to the park, it would forestall
what fishers perceive as a dying tradition in Lower Richland. In addition to modern day
distractions such as electronics and busy schedules, fishers also attribute the decline of
intergenerational fishing to the dwindling number of community fishing holes.

Park management could also encourage African American visitation by lending
more attention to its cultural resources. Structures built by slaves including cattle
mounts and dikes still stand at CNP and a study of a maroon community that once
existed within the park boundary is currently underway. Tours or educational talks
focusing on the stories behind these formations would draw African American tourists
and the numerous community members, scholars and enthusiasts studying local history
and genealogy. This type of programming would also complement broader efforts to

foster heritage tourism in Lower Richland.

Hiring

Finally, future hires should include African Americans who will be placed in
leadership positions visible to fishers and the general public. This strategy could aid CNP
in developing culturally relevant programming and a more inclusionary presentation. It
would also help NPS dismantle the popular perception of wilderness as a “white space”.
Several fishers recommended that the park hire a community liaison. In the past,

community members worked in lower-level positions at the park and were invaluable in
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helping park officials communicate with other community members about land issues
and policies. Creating a liaison position or building related job duties into existing ones
might be worthwhile as the NPS seeks to engage diverse groups.

Most of the suggestions listed here will require CNP to dedicate time and
resources to developing a landscape relevant all park visitors and the surrounding
community. Though some tasks may seem quite daunting, the NPS’s current diversity
dilemma demands a new way of understanding the environment, environmental issues
and the problem of non-visitation. Engaging diversity may also call for correcting

injustices and charting new courses for environmental protection.

Conclusion

This research examined the factors leading to alienation and non-visitation
among local African American fishers at CNP. Through an exploration of history and
place, | discovered the emergence of two cultural landscapes in the forests along the
Congaree River —a community landscape arising from fishers’ place history of
landownership, subsistence practices and harmonious social relations and an
institutional landscape constructed from NPS regulations and practices informed by the
Wilderness Act. As a law enacting racial and class prejudices of the early environmental
movement’s leaders, the Wilderness Act transferred these biases into regulations
governing land use. These restrictions limited or prohibited local African Americans’
traditional practices and encouraged those associated with CNP’s white visitors. This

disparity caused fishers to perceive discrimination at the park prompting some to find
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alternative sites to fish. Those who lack the financial means to participate in boat fishing
or join hunt clubs and the social capital to fish on private or restricted lands were often
forced to accept displacement. Though some individuals attempted to engage park
officials in a discussion about possibilities for improving access for fishers, there have
been no efforts to organize around potential changes. Rather, fishers appear to feel
defeated and are unaware of flexibilities within wilderness policies.

Because this study focuses on African Americans who visit wildlands and the role
of history and place dynamics in influencing their activities, it contributes to literatures
examining non-visitation and park use in a variety of ways. Firstly, it defies
generalizations about African American fear of wildlands and points to intragroup
differences in the ways wildlands are viewed and engaged. Secondly, it helps resolve
challenges for marginality, discrimination and ethnicity/subcultural theories explaining
the reasons for African American non-visitation to wildlands. Lastly, it grounds and
elucidates Byrne and Wolch’s framework by offering empirical data showing that the
histories of park provision and potential users along with place are important factors

contributing to racialization of park use.

Future Research

This research focused on African American wildland relations and the reasons for
non-visitation to national parks. Further research on relevant topics would expand our
understanding of African American environmental relationships and non-visitation to

national parks. For instance, some fishers’ identified Lower Richland community
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members as ‘outdoors people’. During our conversations, participants’ statements

would frequently vacillate between fishing and hunting. | focused on fishing because it is

still allowed on a restricted basis at CNP whereas hunting is banned. However, a study of

both hunting and fishing would broaden the understanding of their environmental
relationships and further expand our conceptualization of African American
environmental relations.

Black landownership was another topic of importance to fishers. Most were
landowners and some often rented their property to local hunt clubs and individual
hunters as a way to supplement their income. A few believed black landowners were
treated unfairly during federal land acquisition processes to create the park. n her
testimony before Congress, Hattie Fruster (2003) listed the ways in which
environmental preservation threatens black landownership in Lower Richland. For
example, she claimed that the park’s International Biosphere Reserve designation

endowed the United Nations with the right to restrict land uses on properties

surrounding the park. Some fishers also discussed threats due to urban sprawl. A deeper

look at the linkages between black landownership, the local economy,

conservation/preservation projects, urban sprawl, community members’ environmental

relationships, and participation in legal matters related to property rights is needed.
Fishers’ personal characteristics may also influence their sense of place, usage
patterns and the extent to which they were affected by park restrictions. The effects of

class, gender, age, education and disability could be explored in-depth to understand

how wilderness policies shape different types of use and issues of access. For instance, a
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few of the women | interviewed discussed how longer walking distances to fishing holes
decreased their sense of safety. There also seems to be a decline of African American
women fishing at CNP.

This study did not include fishers who still might participate in subsistence
fishing. Though | did not encounter these individuals during my research, park
employees suspect there may be a small contingent of subsistence fishers using the
park. Additionally, research on fishers’ alternative sites could lend more insight into how
fishers respond to other natural resource management policies and practices.

Lastly, fishers” and hunters’ traditional knowledge could be valuable for increasing the

understanding of ecological processes and environmental change at CNP.

Final Thoughts

Designated wilderness in national parks are places that supposedly symbolize
American democracy. But as | have learned, they were not created for everyone. | am
not saying that wilderness should not be understood or enjoyed in a Romantic sense.
However, federal law should not privilege this environmental relationship over others.
The Wilderness Act is incongruous with America’s claim to equality. Rather than
expressing a common heritage it makes our differences more conspicuous and alienates
potential supporters of environmental protection. At a time when environmental
problems threaten our quality of life, we should reassess the Wilderness Act to make
sure it aligns with twenty-first century ideals and addresses real concerns about

relationship between diversity, social equality and the environment.
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The futures of the local community and CNP are intertwined. Park restrictions
occur within the context of other land pressures such as hunt clubs and other possible
conservation/preservation projects in the area. Most crucial, however, are the
burgeoning changes associated with the encroaching expansion of South Carolina’s
capitol. As the Lower Richland community confronts the effects of urban sprawl, park
officials would do well to find ways to engage the local community on issues central to
its mission of protecting the Congaree River and surrounding forests. This cannot be
done in an atmosphere of alienation and animosity. It is my hope that this research will
help prepare the way for reform or place-based solutions to ensure equitable access to

resources in designated wilderness areas.
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APPENDIX A — INTERVIEW PROTOCOLS

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL FOR FISHERS WHO CURRENTLY FISH AT CNP

Part 1: Background Information & Park Connections

1. Where are you from? Where do you currently live? How far do you travel to get to
your fishing locations?

2. How do you know about CNP?

3. How long have you been coming to CNP?

4. When do you fish at CNP? Why? (Seasonally, weekends etc.)

5. Where do you fish at CNP?

Are you, your family or friends historically connected to the land here or the

surrounding area? How?

Part 2: Activities and Perceptions

6. What is fishing for you? (Recreation? Relaxation? Part of your livelihood? A way to
connect to your past? etc...)

7. Would you say that you somehow need the fish you catch here? How so?

8. How often do you fish at CNP?

9. What s it about this place that brings you back to fish here?

10. What memories connect you to this place?
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Do you catch a lot of fish here or a special kind of fish?

Do you come here with anyone?

Who/what do you usually interact with when you're fishing?

Tell me about your encounters with animals or interactions with other features of
the land.

I’'ve heard people say that they connect to this place in a spiritual way. How would
you describe your connection to this place?

Are there other places in the park that are important or meaningful to you? Where

are they? What makes them special?

Activities, Locations & Land Uses

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Are there places in the park you won't fish or prefer not to go? Why?

Weston Lake is now open for fishing. Would you or do you fish there? Why or why
not?

Are there other places you fish outside of CNP? If so, where are they located and
why do you fish there? Do you prefer those places to CNP? Why or why not?
Besides fishing, what other outdoor activities do you? Who do you do them with?
Where do you do them? Why do you choose to do them there? If you don't do any
other activities at CNP, why not?

Do you know of any other ways the local African-American community use the park?
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Perceptions of CNP

22. What do you know about CNP?
How it was established
The type of people who visit
23. The type of activities and programs it offers. Do you or would you participate in any
of them? Why or why not?
24. What are your perceptions of the park?
Park staff
Park policies
Park law enforcement
Physical environment
25. Has your experience changed since you've been fishing at CNP? How so?
26. How do you think park staff perceive you?
27. What have your encounters with park staff and other park visitors been like? Were

any encounters significant to you? How have they affected your experience at CNP?

Part 3: Community Engagement

28. What do you want park staff to know about you? The local community?
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INTERVIEW PROTOCOL FOR FISHERS WHO NO LONGER FISH AT CNP

Part 1: Background Information & Park Connections

1.

Where are you from? Where do you currently live? How far do you travel to get to
your fishing location?

How do you know about CNP?

When did you fish at CNP?

How often did you fish there? Why? (Seasonally, weekends etc.)

Are you, your family or friends historically connected to park land or the surrounding

area? How?

Part 2: Activities and Perceptions

6.

10.

11.

12

13.

What is fishing for you? (Recreation? Relaxation? Part of your livelihood? A way to
connect to your past? etc. . .)

Would you say that you somehow need the fish you catch? How so?

When you fished at CNP, where did you fish?

What made you return to the places you fished? Memories? Subsistence fishing?
Did you catch a lot of fish there or a special kind of fish?

Did you go there with anyone?

. Who/what did you usually interact with when you were fishing at CNP?

Tell me about your encounters with animals or interactions with other features of

the land.
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14. I've heard people say that they connect CNP in a spiritual way. How would you
describe your connection to this place?
15. Are there other places in the park that are important or meaningful to you? Where

are they? What made them special?

Perceptions of CNP

16. What do you know about CNP?
How it was established
The type of people who visit
17. The type of activities and programs it offers. Do you or would you participate in any
of them? Why or why not?
18. Why do you no longer fish at CNP?
19. What are your perceptions of the park? (If not answered in previous question)
Park staff
Park policies
Park law enforcement
Park land/biophysical environment
20. How do you think park staff perceive local African-American fishers?
21. What were your encounters with park staff and other park visitors like when you

fished at CNP? Were any encounters significant to you? How so?

131



Activities, Locations & Land Uses

22. Were there places in the park you didn’t fish or preferred not to go? Why?

23. | heard that the closing of Weston Lake alienated some African-Americans from CNP.
Weston Lake is now open for fishing again. Would you go there now? Why or why
not?

24. Where do you currently fish? Why do you fish there? Why do you prefer those
places to CNP?

25. Besides fishing, what other outdoor activities do you? Who do you do them with?
Where do you do them? Why do you choose to do them there? If you don't do any
other activities at CNP, why not?

26. Do you know of any other ways the local African-American community use the park?

Part 3: Community Engagement
27. What changes would need to happen for you to return to fish at CNP?
28. What do you think CNP could do to attract more African-Americans from the local

community?
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INTERVIEW PROTOCOL FOR FISHERS WHO HAVE NEVER FISHED AT CNP

Part 1: Background Information & Park Connections

1. Where are you from? Where do you currently live? How far do you travel to get to
your fishing location?

2. Are you, your family or friends historically connected to park land or the surrounding

area? How?

Part 2: Activities and Perceptions

3. What is fishing for you? (Recreation? Relaxation? Part of your livelihood? A way to
connect to your past? etc. . .)

4. Would you say that you somehow need the fish you catch? How so?

5. Where do you currently fish? Why do you fish there?

6. What makes you return to the places you fish? Memories? Subsistence fishing?

7. Did you catch a lot of fish there or a special kind of fish?

8. Did you go there with anyone?

9. Besides fishing, what other outdoor activities do you? Who do you do them with?
Where do you do them? Why do you choose to do them there? If you don't do any
other activities at CNP, why not?

10. Do you know of any other ways the local African-American community uses park

land?
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Perceptions of CNP

11. What do you know about CNP?
12. How it was established
13. The type of people who visit
14. The type of activities and programs it offers. Do you or would you participate in any
of them? Why or why not?
15. Why don’t you fish at CNP?
16. What are your perceptions of the park? (If not answered in previous questions)
Park staff
Park policies
Park law enforcement
Piophysical environment
17. | heard that the closing of Weston Lake alienated some African-Americans from CNP.
Weston Lake is now open for fishing again. Would you fish there? Why or why
not?

18. How do you think park staff perceive local African-American fishers?

Part 3: Community Engagement and Demographic Information

19. What do you think CNP could do to attract more local African-American fishers?

134



GET

APPENDIX B — MAP OF CONGAREE NATIONAL PARK
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