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Abstract 

 

Approaches to conserving biodiversity have traditionally left humans out of the picture. However, 

to separate between humans and protected areas has become increasingly criticized for being 

ethically problematic and ineffective. As a result, the political landscape for how biodiversity 

should be conserved has changed during the last 30 years. Instead of exclusive conservation 

practices, there is a request for so-called people-centered practices that tackle development and 

conservation jointly. However, several studies show a gap between public policies with people-

centered ambitions and what is happening on areas assigned for biodiversity conservation. This 

study aims to understand if people-centered ideas are converted into conservation practices at four 

nature reserves in Cape Town, South Africa. The study also hopes to explain if the public-civil 

partnership Cape Flats Nature (CFN) is a useful arrangement in order to convert people-centered 

ambitions into practices. Using an ideal type analysis, conducting informant interviews and 

gathering documents, the findings suggest that people-centered practices are found at all four nature 

reserves. However, there are significant differences and the two nature reserves partnering with 

CFN have the most people-centered practices. In these cases, human well being is, for example, 

viewed to be an integral part of the objectives at nature reserves and fences that tend to keep people 

out are focused on to a lesser extent than in the other nature reserves that are not partnering with 

CFN. Even though there are no blueprint solutions, instruments such as CFN can be a useful 

arrangement for narrowing the gap between people-centered ambitions and conservation practices. 

However, further studies on for example social network analysis focusing on the role of bridging 

organizations would perhaps strengthen such claims. 
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1. Introduction 
 

At all scales from the local to the global, decisions about conservation are highly political. Actions aimed at the 

conservation of nature are also, by definition, actions that engage with society. 
 

(Adams 2009, 295) 
 

The world faces both a developmental and an environmental crisis. On the one hand, there is an 

urgent need to increase human well-being by reducing poverty (UN 2009). On the other hand, 

urgent action is also needed to reduce the rate of biodiversity loss that is occurring worldwide 

(MEA 2005; SCBD 2010). The biggest challenge seems to be to address both crises jointly. 

 Since the late 19th century, the leading approach to biodiversity conservation has been to 

create protected areas (PA) where local peoples commonly have been excluded (Adams and others, 

2004, 1146; Gockel and Gray 2009). This separation between humans and protected areas has 

become increasingly criticized for being ethically problematic and ineffective (Gockel and Gray 

2009). Consequently, this exclusive way of dealing with declining populations, extinction of 

species and transformation of habitats now seems to be changing (Adams and others, 2004, 1146; 

Brown 2003, 89; Hulme and Murphree 1999, 280). 

 During the last three decades, so-called people-centered conservation (Brown 2003), 

advocating interdependence between local communities and biodiversity conservation, has emerged 

and is flourishing in conservation policies globally (Hulme and Murphree 1999, 280). One example 

is found in the City of Cape Town (CCT), embedded in a global biodiversity hotspot with high 

levels of species confined to the area (Holmes and others, 2008) while at the same time facing 

growing urban poverty and vast-stretching, overcrowded and impoverished dormitory settlements 

(Turok 2001, 2349). In CCT, and other biodiversity rich areas in South Africa, global pressure has 

pushed biodiversity conservation into the political agenda and the defeat of apartheid and 

introduction of democracy have endorsed equity and non-racial policies (Benjaminsen and others, 

2008, 223) that aspire to conserve biodiversity in a people-centered way. Among other things, 

CCT’s conservation policies uphold that biodiversity conservation should reduce poverty and 

improve benefits arising directly from the conservation of biodiversity to disadvantaged 

communities (IMEP 2001; BS 2001) 
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 Thus, conservators worldwide are nowadays being faced with the challenge to determine 

how to shape human interactions with nature in landscapes of which people are part in order to 

simultaneously achieve both conservation and development goals (Berkes 2004, 621; Brockington 

and others, 2006, 251; Chan and others, 2007, 65). However, the shift to incorporate ideas of 

people-centered conservation in public policies may not necessarily mean that a shift has occurred 

in actual practices, i.e. how conservators work to conserve biodiversity on the ground. On the 

contrary, scholars point to a gap between public policy intentions and what is actually happening on 

areas assigned for biodiversity conservation (Benjaminsen and others, 2008, 240). In South Africa, 

examples have shown that efforts to merge conservation and development favor conservation 

objectives despite a political shift towards people-centered conservation (Benjaminsen and others, 

2008, 240). This ‘implementation gap’ evokes questions about why people-centered ambitions may 

– or may not – be converted into practices (Humle and Murphree 1999). 

 Broadly defined, implementation means to ‘carry out a prior act/s that formulates what 

needs to be done’ (Hill and Hupe 2002, 3-4). Implementation is in itself not a simple process, and, 

on top of that public policies could often be ambiguous and lack clear goal statements. Also, public 

policies are increasingly administered through complex relationships in the intersection of public, 

private and civil sectors which makes simple prescriptions of public administration unsustainable 

(Stoker 1998, 48). Therefore, the implementation of a public policy, e.g. aimed at making 

conservation of biodiversity more people-centered, should not be treated entirely as a rational 

follow-on of the public policy (Peters and Pierre 2007, 2). Instead, if more people-centered 

conservation practices are to be obtained, more knowledge is needed about what kind of 

implementation arrangements that contributes to adopting certain conservation practices, and 

thereby narrow the gap between public policies and conservation practices (Brechin and others, 

2002). 

 In CCT, the civil-public partnership Cape Flats Nature (CFN) was initiated as an 

implementation partnership to build people-centered practices at the city’s PAs (MoU 2002). 

Partnerships between governmental and non-governmental actors may be an important link between 

public policies and practices and are emphasized to help develop new understandings in the 

implementation process (Balloch and Taylor, 2007; Pierre 1998b). For that reason, it is an 
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interesting entry point to understand whether partnerships can be an arrangement that help 

converting people-centered ambitions into conservation practices.  

1.1 Purpose and Research Questions 

The overall purpose of this study is to increase our understanding of how - if at all - and why 

people-centered conservation is practiced on PAs in CCT. The study aims to describe biodiversity 

conservation practices to increase knowledge about how people-centered conservation potentially 

may be performed in urban PAs. The study also aims to understand if civil-public partnerships as 

an arrangement in local public policy implementation are useful for helping to build people-

centered practices. The two research questions in this study are: 

 

1. How, if at all, is the everyday biodiversity conservation practice in CCT people-centered? 

 

2. If people-centered biodiversity conservation practices are found at partnering nature 

reserves, could CFN, and if so how, help explain these practices? 

 

To answer the first question, the purpose is also to create two polarized ideal types, see Appendix 5. 

Through these ideal types, with data generated from documents and informant interviews with 

employees and community people at four of CCT’s PAs, the first descriptive question will be 

answered. The second, more explanatory question is answered by conducting informant interviews 

with personnel at the CCT’s PAs and with employees at CFN. 

2. Theoretical Approach 

The theoretical section starts with a presentation about different approaches to biodiversity 

conservation. The theory section then moves on to discuss public policy processes with a focus on 

implementation of public policies and partnerships as a vehicle for public policy implementation. 

The theoretical section ends with highlighting thesis contributions. 

2.1 Different Understandings of How to Conserve Biodiversity 

The term ‘conservation’ may broadly be referred to as ‘using natural resources in ways that ensure 

they will be available to future generations’ (Igoe 2004, 10). Referred to in this way, the word 
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conservation may imply unity of thoughts, values and practices, but it is not a clear-cut concept. On 

the contrary, scholars point to the lack of consensus about the meaning of conservation and what it 

wishes to achieve (Adams and Hutton 2007, 171). When it comes to conservation of biodiversity, 

which is the focus of this study, there are disagreements about principles and practices 

(Brockington and others 2008, 6). However, overarching questions concerning conservation of 

variability within and between species and ecosystems (MEA 2005, 46) seems to be not so much 

about if, but how, this variability should be conserved (Chan and others, 2007, 60; Brechin and 

others, 2002; Brosius, 2004: 1). 

 Even though there are different understandings of how biodiversity should be conserved, 

one approach appears to be more powerful than others in terms of principles, practices and 

resources for conservation interventions globally (Brockington and others, 2008, 9; Benjaminsen 

and others, 2008, 226-227; Humle and Murphree 1999, 278). This approach is here labeled 

‘mainstream conservation’, but it can also be referred to as fortress conservation, ‘fence and fine’ 

strategy, conventional conservation and traditional conservation (Igoe 2006, 72). Mainstream 

conservation reflects a long-lived conviction that conservation of biodiversity is an overwhelming 

moral necessity. And, throughout the twentieth century the basis for international conservation 

approaches has been to establish PAs such as nature reserves, game reserves and national parks 

(Adams and Hutton 2007; Brockington and others, 2008, 1; Igoe 2004, 10). Somewhat simplified, a 

PA can be defined as ‘areas of green open space managed by state agencies or private actors for 

natural and cultural heritage conservation, passive recreation and amenity’ (Connor 2005, 34), and, 

at present, there are over 120 000 PAs covering more than 12 % of the world’s land surface (Adams 

and Hutton 2007, 150; SCBD 2010, 17). 

 Mainstream conservationists consider a global network of protected areas as necessary in 

order to safeguard biodiversity that is perceived as threatened (Adams and others 2004, 1147; 

Ghimire and Pimberg 1997, 2). Local peoples are not considered to be an integral part of 

conserving biodiversity. Rather, mainstream conservation has tended to place people outside PAs, 

and has viewed people as a disturbance to biodiversity conservation practices (Humle and 

Murphree 1999, 277-278; Gockel and Gray 2009). For example, the Namaqua National park in 

Namaqualand, South Africa (Benjaminsen and others, 2008) containing over 3 500 plant species, 

was considered to be threatened by local peoples’ subsistence farming. To conserve biodiversity a 
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fence-line was put up around the PA in order to avoid farming activities in the area. The needs of 

communities around the conservation area were in that sense considered to be overlooked as less 

important than biodiversity (Benjaminsen and others, 2008). Mainstream conservation views 

biodiversity conservation as a valid objective in itself, which can be pursued independently of other 

societal objectives. In other words, creating benefits for people, such as using natural resources in 

PAs, is considered to be less important than creating benefits for biodiversity, such as maintaining 

certain species (Adams and Hutton 2007, 165). Combining efforts to safeguard biodiversity with 

social benefits, for example poverty reduction efforts such as e.g. allowing extraction of natural 

resources, creating jobs or safer environments (Thomas 2008; Connor 2005), would in the view of 

mainstream conservation instead present a risk of misallocating limited conservation resources that 

are needed for managing biodiversity (Adams and others, 2004, 1147). 

 PAs continues to expanded in number and extent and there is an ongoing debate about the 

place of people on land that is set aside for conservation (Adams and Hutton 2007, 148, 150; SCBD 

2010, 17, 35). The principle that local peoples’ needs should be integrated into PA planning was 

agreed at the third World Parks Congress in Bali 1982 (Adams and others, 2004, 1146) and thereby 

challenges mainstream conservation by introducing people as an integral part of biodiversity 

conservation (Adams and Hutton 2007, 165). Setting aside PAs without accounting for local 

people, in for example decision making processes concerning planning of PAs and to freely 

accessing conservation areas, is increasingly viewed as ineffective and ethically problematic 

conservation practices (Gockel and Gray 2009; Barthel and others, 2005). This has lead to a 

rethinking of policies concerning biodiversity conservation to feature social inclusion rather than 

social exclusion (Adams and Hutton 2007, 150-151; Brown 2003, 89; Hulme and Murphree 1999, 

278).  

 This emerging approach to biodiversity conservation is here labeled ‘People-centered 

conservation’. It may also be referred to as pro-poor conservation, community based conservation 

and new conservation (Brown 2003). Scholars advocating people-centered conservation point to the 

need for conservators to recognize that biodiversity conservation is embedded in a social context 

that needs to be addressed (Brechin and others, 2002, 44). People-centered conservation could be 

understood as advocating a practice where conservators seek to create benefits for biodiversity and 

benefits for people within or outside the protected areas. What benefits for people from 
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conservation of biodiversity mean can only be defined by people themselves, but in this study 

benefits for people are though to be, for example, education, employment, sustainable harvest of 

natural resources, enjoying beautiful environments etc. In comparison, benefits for biodiversity 

could be regarded to be e.g. monitoring of plants, protecting birds’ breeding areas etc (Hulme and 

Murphree 1999, 279; Connor 2005). Biodiversity conservation is not viewed by people-centered 

conservation as a valid objective in itself, but is in relation to other societal objectives. This 

integrated objective is therefore a central difference to the mainstream conservation approach. Yet, 

another important difference is that people-centered conservation seeks to involve people in 

conservation practices (Hulme and Murphree 1999, 279). Seeking to involve local people, both in 

activities such as tree planting and in decision making processes, is argued to be the more feasible 

and socially just way of conserving biodiversity (Brechin and others 2002, 58). 

 More is written on the principals of mainstream conservation and people-centered 

conservation, see Appendix 5 for an overview, less seems to be known about how these different 

conservation approaches are translated into conservation practices (Brechin and others 2002). In 

order to explore how people-centered conservation may be implemented we now turn to discussing 

the public policy process. 

2.2 How Can We Understand the Public Policy Process? 

Public policies could be understood as series of more or less related choices, including decisions of 

inaction, made by governmental bodies and officials (Dunn 1994, 70; Hill 2005). Since hidden 

agendas are difficult to analyze (Eriksson and Noren 2002) this study focuses only on the 

implementation of official decisions in CCT aiming to conserve biodiversity in a people-centered 

way. 

 Studying how public policies are converted into practices could be done through a so-called 

stage model. The stage model is widely used since it offers ways to divide a large subject into 

different stages, such as initiation and implementation stages of the public policy process (Hill 

2005, 19). According to the stage model, politicians make public policy, senior civil servants help 

to translate public policies into specific legislation and junior civil servants implement these public 

policies and legislation. At the same time as being useful, the stages model also imposes a certain 

order on the public policy process that is argued to have a somewhat more dynamic empirical 
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reality (Hill 2005, 19-21; Kingdon 1995). Even though it may be misleading to separate the public 

policy process into different stages, limited use of the stage model could be made by recognizing 

that somewhat different things can be said about agenda setting, public policy formulation and 

public policy implementation (Hill 2005, 21). Thus, even though interactions are stressed between 

stages, this study goes on to focus on public policy implementation of conservation policies. 

 Implementation of public policies is about ‘carrying out a prior act that formulates what 

needs to be done’ (Hill and Hupe 2002, 3-4) and encompasses different research strategies, 

concepts, focal points, and methodologies (Winter 2006, 151). Implementation research is largely 

influenced by the top-down and bottom-up debate. These two approaches both bring insights to 

understanding implementation processes (Winter 2007, 133-134, 151ff, Elmore 1980, 602ff). The 

top-down approach is rooted in the stages model (Hill 2005, 176). A top-down approach to 

implementation starts in a public policy, follows policy makers’ intentions down the 

implementation process and tries to evaluate if the output has achieved policy makers’ original 

intentions, which in this study meaning how employees conserve biodiversity on CCT’s nature 

reserves (Winter 2007, 133).  A bottom-up approach starts in individual behavior at the lower levels 

of the implementation process in order to create openness to other possible influences on output 

other than public policies, such as own personal beliefs or interests of what should be implemented 

(Hill 2005, 183). 

 Relationships between intents and outputs can be complex, ambiguous and difficult to 

unravel (Pieters 2002, 14) and public policies can furthermore be complex, symbolic or even 

deliberately made ambiguous or meaningless (Hill 2005, 179-180). Moreover, most conceptual 

implementation frameworks are still weakly developed in terms of definitions and causal 

relationships (Winter 2007). Within implementation as a research field, Winter (2007) argues that 

further research should be concentrating on exploring possible variability in delivery behavior by 

the people implementing public policies. Delivery behavior means the implementation of a public 

policy carried out by public service employees that interact directly with citizens in the course of 

their work. For example, public service employees can include teachers, police officers, and other 

public employees who put laws and regulations into effect (Meyer and Vorsanger, 2007).  Delivery 

behavior can focus both on implementation output, i.e. what is delivered to citizens by employees, 
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and on implementation impact (or outcome), i.e. how delivery from employees is received by 

citizens.  

As mentioned above, relationships between intents and outputs are difficult to unravel. And, 

a move from government to governance has furthered blurred the picture of politicians governing 

the public administration machinery which then governs society. In light of this, administration of 

public policies is increasingly done through complex relationships in the intersection of public, 

private and civil sectors. Governance could be defined as “the process through which local political 

institutions implement their programs in concert with civil society actors and interests, and within 

which these actors and interests gain potential influence over urban politics” (Pierre 1998: 5). And, 

the essence of governance seems to be the interactive relationship between and within 

governmental and non-governmental forces working together, recognizing the interdependence of 

different actors. This political dependence of involving civil society in the process of policy 

implementation seems to be particularly well developed at the local governmental level (Pierre 

1998, 1). And, in public policies analyses partnerships is now a common term (Peters 1998, 11) 

understood to be an available tool for politicians and bureaucrats to implement public policies 

(Pierre 1998, 6). This study uses a managerial perspective of governance which suggests a focus on 

emerging new processes of governing rather than on the emergence of a system of self-governing 

networks (Stoker 1998, 38) and attempt draw on partnerships as a possible explanation for 

implementation output in biodiversity conservation in CCT. The next section addresses an 

increasingly popular thing to do for governments who wants to achieve their policy ambitions, 

namely, engage in partnerships with non-governmental actors. 

2.3 Partnerships in Local Government Implementation 

Partnership is a popular, but not a new, concept when it comes to implementing public policies, for 

example in urban management. Emphasis is placed on partnerships as a vehicle for implementation 

to e.g. combat poverty, promote economic growth, social inclusion and revitalize democratic 

citizenship (Pearson 2007, 57). In the meeting point between the public, private and civil sectors 

numerous partnership arrangements are found (Peters 1998, 30). Partnerships can be understood as 

an instrument for government intervention into society in order to achieve public policy goals or 

solving certain policy problems. Partnerships are, for example, argued to pool organizational 
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resources, both of material and of immaterial value, and in that way it may influence different kinds 

of problems that, for the most part, are problems that governmental and non-governmental feel that 

neither part can solve on there own (Pierre 1998b). Of course, partnerships are no guarantees or 

blueprints for certain outcomes and successful implementation of public policies (Balloch and 

Taylor 2007, 7). And, several challenges, for partnerships to work, can be mentioned. For example, 

addressing issues of power is important. If a partnership fails to address issues of power they can 

become tools of the established system and be unable to encourage change (see Balloch and Taylor 

2007 for a discussion of other challenges). Yet, partnerships are also not considered to be entirely 

symbolic or an ineffective mode of action. Partnerships may be more probable to work than 

instruments controlled entirely by the public sector (Peters 1998b). Political and institutional 

dependence on the involvement of civil society in the process of policy implementation seems to be 

particularly well developed at the local level. That local levels of implementation are more prone to 

listen to societal groups may, for example, be because local government has fewer resources than 

institutions in the higher levels of government (Pierre 1998a, 6ff). 

Thus, partnerships are a growing phenomenon in urban management, but what is a 

partnership? Some general characteristics appear to be present in most partnership arrangements 

(Peters 1998, 11). First, more then two actors are needed, where at least one should be public. 

Second, each participant is capable to bargain on their own behalf. Third, there is an enduring 

relationship among the actors with some continuing interactions. Forth, each partner is bringing 

something to the partnership. This could be both material and immaterial such as money, public 

land, authority, knowledge, symbolic values etc. And fifth, there is shared responsibility for the 

outcome of their activities. These are five features, but of course there are nuanced differences 

among partnerships. For example, there can be different degree of actor-complexity, different 

degree of formality, and different partnership purpose among participants. 

Why has the use of partnerships increased? First, except when a government wants to claim 

credit for a good thing, partnerships are often negotiated rather quietly and rarely with mass public 

attention. Even though this lack of transparency makes accountability difficult, partnerships are 

thought of as being smooth to use compared to other possible policy tools to achieve the same goal. 

Second, partnerships could be cost-effective. Third, partnerships may enable programs to bypass 

political and bureaucratic processes and give quicker and possibly more effective decisions 
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(executive capacity). Partnership may avoid that the substance in the program get stuck in public 

sector processes that are constrained legally when making and implementing programs. Fourth, 

partnerships are viewed as involving less government coercion than do other possible modes of 

public sector intervention (Peters 1998). 

 Why could partnerships be useful in order to help implement public policies? Partnership as 

an arrangement with regards to urban governance issues are not likely to decrease during the near 

future and therefore deserves more attention than it has been given as an arrangement for public 

policy implementation (Pierre 1998b, 188). Once created, a partnership can work to address several 

problems concerning different governance issues, such as e.g. local economic development and 

environmental problems. If the mandate and actions taken by partnerships receive support from 

public employees that foremost are implementing public policies, then it can build capacity to 

implement public policy (Pierre 1998b, 194-195). Balloch and Taylor (2007) uphold the working of 

partnerships could depend on that so-called innovative joint learning programs are created. These 

can be introduced by partnerships in order to implement a certain understanding of a public policy, 

such as that is should be people-centered. Such programs to generate learning are argued to being 

able to break down existing ideas how something should be done that a public policy aims to 

change. By doing this, partnerships are argued to be a good arrangement to develop new 

understandings and agendas in the implementation process (Balloch and Taylor 2007, 283).  

2.4 Thesis contribution 

As mentioned above more appears to be written about what people-centered conservation means, 

than how it has been implemented on PAs. This study set out to contribute to research on how 

public policies that has incorporated the idea of people-centered conservation are being 

implemented on nature reserves in CCT. Doing research on this subject in CCT also brings the 

perspective of urban biodiversity conservation into of previous research on people-centered 

biodiversity conservation that mostly has been focusing on rural conservation areas. 

 The thesis also contributes by bringing partnerships into implementation research in order to 

focus on variability on delivery behavior, or so-called implementation output which in this study is 

how conservation practices are being carried out. By doing this the thesis hopes to bring more 
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insights into the bulk of implementation research that is a fairly new research area in comparison to 

others within public policies analysis such as public policy formulation. 

 By assessing and bringing together descriptions of biodiversity conservation practices 

implementation through the lens of CFN as a civil-public partnership, this thesis hopes to contribute 

with lessons concerning if partnerships is a useful implementation arrangement for other contexts 

where there are calls to reconnect people and biodiversity conservation. Even though there are no 

blueprints for how people-centered conservation may be implemented, this study could bring 

implications and ideas that could be used in other settings. 

  By writing about implementation of people-centered conservation in CCT, this thesis also 

hopes to bring valuable information about the status of the implementation of people-centered 

conservation.  

3. Methods 

In order to describe conservation practices and understand why such practices may be carried out, 

this study takes the form of a, qualitative, comparative analysis with strategic selection of cases 

(Esaiasson and others, 2007, 114) where the data is generated by conducting informant interviews 

and gathering documents. Research can be conducted in different ways and my choices since 

August 2009, when this thesis project started, have surely affected everything from finding 

literature to how conclusions are drawn. To make my research process more open, a weekly journal 

containing information of such choices and other practical issues can be provided to any reader 

upon request. 

3.1 Why Examining the Shift in Biodiversity Conservation in Cape Town? 

CCT is facing increasingly diminishing levels of biodiversity and growing urban poverty. CCT is 

therefore, together with its public policies aiming to make biodiversity conservation more people-

centered, an interesting context for studying possible implementation of people-centered 

conservation. 

 The Cape Floristic Region (CFR), located in South Africa’s Western Cape Province, is 

considered to be a global biodiversity hotspot (SCBD 2010). See Figure 1 below. This means that 

CFR is an area rich in endemic plants (confined to the area) that has lost 70 % of it’s habitat and is 
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threatened with further decline of its biodiversity (Holmes and others, 2008). CFR covers about 4 

% of South Africa’s land surface. Yet, it encompasses half of the country’s plant species (~9 000) 

of which 70 % are confined to the area. CCT is found in the south west part of CFR and is 

recognized as a centre of endemism within the CFR (Holmes and others, 2008). 

     

 
     Figure 1. Map CFR, South Africa. 

 

At the same time as being under pressure to conserve remaining biodiversity (Holmes and others, 

2008, 12, 30-31), CCT is also struggling to face challenges of persistent apartheid influences 

(Besteman 2008). In the aftermath of apartheid ideologies, social exclusion and spatial segregation 

continue to exist throughout South Africa (Pieterse 2006, 286). CCT, as the rest of South Africa, is 

struggling to address challenges with widespread informal settlements, urban homelessness, 

unemployment and poverty (Sapire and Beall 1995, 4; Skuse and Cousins 2007, 979).  

 Public policies in CCT biodiversity conservation, mostly refers to the Integrated 

Metropolitan Environmental Plan (IMEP), the Biodiversity Strategy (BS) and the Local 

Biodiversity Strategy Action Plan (LBSAP). These public policies could be understood to intend to 

create practices that conserve biodiversity while at the same time, for example, empower 

communities, bringing equitable access to biodiversity for all citizens, social upliftment and poverty 
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reduction through the conservation of biodiversity (Holmes and others, 2008; IMEP 2001, BS 

2001; LASAP 2009). Public policies therefore seem to have incorporated people-centered 

ambitions for its biodiversity conservation practices in the CCT. 

3.1.1 Cape Flats Nature – the Partnership 

CFN is one of the five implementation projects that CCT’s Biodiversity Management Branch 

(BMB) has chosen to work with. CFN aims to build people-centered conservation practices on 

CCT’s nature reserves, focusing on mainly six nature reserves at present (LBSAP 2009, 12). CFN 

was initiated in 2002 and initially focused on four nature reserves in CCT. CFN is defined as a 

civic-public, non-profit, partnership. The partners are CCT, the South African National Biodiversity 

Institute (SANBI), the Table Mountain Fund and the Botanical Society of South Africa (MoU 

2002). CFN aims to build ‘good practice in the sustainable management of biodiversity sites on the 

Cape Flats in a way that benefits the surrounding communities, particularly areas where incomes 

are low and living conditions poor’ (MoU 2002). All partners bring different things to the 

partnership such as expertise, legitimacy, promotion of CFN’s approach to biodiversity 

conservation, funding etc (MoU 2002). SANBI serves as the implementing partner, which means 

that they bring human and operational resources into the partnership. CFN is also acknowledged as 

successful in ‘integrating conservation practices and social development imperatives’ in CCT 

(Holmes and others, 2008, 1, 61) and therefore provides an interesting entry point to increase our 

understanding of what may promote people-centered conservation practices. 

3.2 Why the Four Nature Reserves? 

CCT has developed a Biodiversity Network which is ‘a network of sites that is needed to conserve 

a representative sample of the City of Cape Town’s unique biodiversity and thus promote 

sustainable development’ (Holmes and Dorse 2008). To date, 24 sites have been set aside as nature 

reserves (Branch and Jennings 2008, 1), see Figure 2 below. CFN works with six of these nature 

reserves.  

 For this study, four nature reserves in the Biodiversity Network were chosen. The nature 

reserves were chosen based on the value on the independent variable (if CFN was partnering with 

the nature reserve or not) in order to understand the value on the dependent variable (biodiversity 
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conservation practices). Two nature reserves were chosen because they are partnering with CFN, 

and, two other nature reserves were chosen because they do not partner with CFN. The basic idea is 

that if the degree of having a people-centered practice differ between the partnering natures 

reserves (A and B) and the non-partnering nature reserve (C and D), then it is plausible that 

partnerships like CFN matter in terms of creating people-centered conservation practices. 
 

 
            Figure 2. The Biodiversity Network, CCT, South Africa.  

 

This study aims to use a most similar design (Esaiasson and others, 2007, 114). This means that the 

four chosen nature reserves selected for this study should be similar in all aspect except the one 

factor that is believed to influence the conservation practices. In other words, the only thing that is 

differing between the nature reserves should be if CFN is partnering with the nature reserve or not. 

One obvious critique to the most similar design is that nature reserves are not isolated units and not 
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entirely similar in all aspects except one. Similarity between all other aspects except one is of 

course impossible to find (Esaiasson and others, 2007). However, the nature reserves could be 

argued to be similar in two important aspects when looking at public policy implementation. The 

nature reserves are chosen based on similarities in mainly two aspects. All nature reserves are 

subjected to similar public policies aiming to conserve biodiversity, and, all nature reserves are 

found in CCT with similar local government administration units. That is, the nature reserve all fall 

under the ERMD and BMB. Differences between the nature reserves could, for example, be amount 

of conservators, size and location in the city region. However, looking at two nature reserves that 

has been partnering with CFN, and two that has not partnered with CFN, enable comparisons 

between both partnering nature reserves and non-partnering nature reserves. This is understood as a 

help to overcome problems regarding if the nature reserves could be considered to be representative 

for the other CCT’s nature reserves. 

3.3 Describing and Comparing Conservation Practices 

The first research question is “how, if at all, is the everyday biodiversity conservation practice in 

CCT people-centered?”. To describe conservation practices at the four nature reserves two 

polarized ideal types were created, see Table 1 in Appendix 5. The ideal types were developed 

based on academic literature, mostly from political ecology, and on CCT’s public policies IMEP, 

BS and LBSAP. The four categories (objectives, involvement, fences and treatment) are chosen 

because it is, according to previous writings, in these parts of the practices that a shift between 

mainstream to people-centered conservation has happened. The process of developing the ideal 

types was dedicated to finding appropriate, and contrasting, features that easily describe what 

mainstream and people-centered conservation would look like in the empirical data. Read more 

about gathering of data through informant interviews and collection of documents that in section 

3.5. 

 Biodiversity conservation practices are mentioned to often contain a mix of mainstream and 

people-centered conservation (Humle and Murphree 1999) and using ideal types is valuable 

because it could help show these nuances. Ideal types imply a predefined approach to empirical 

data. This may be considered somewhat rigid, but by being open about what theories and pre-

understanding is used to analyze empirical data the ideal types bring transparency into the process 
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of describing conservation practices (Esaiasson and others, 2007, 158, 244). And, it also makes it 

easier to understand which interview questions to ask. 

 The two polarized ideal types create an imaginary scale where the four nature reserves’ 

conservation practices can be described and compared. Ideal types are, most probably, never found 

in their pure form empirically but they help understanding if a conservation practice is closer to, or 

further from, one or the other ideal type with, in this study, the end goal of understanding if 

conservation practices are people-centered or not. See more how the analysis of the data is done in 

section 3.7. 

3.4  Explaining Conservation Practices at the Partnering Nature Reserves 

Describing and comparing the conservation practices at the four nature reserves brings more clarity 

into if there are people-centered practices in CCT, and also if there are differences between the 

partnering nature reserves (A and B) and the other two nature reserves that are not partnering with 

CFN (C and D). If there are differences in terms of having a people-centered practice, it may be 

because of the work of CFN to help build people-centered practices. The second question in this 

study, “if people-centered biodiversity conservation practices are found at partnering nature 

reserves, could CFN, and if so how, help explain these practices?”, is answered by understanding if 

both conservators at the partnering nature reserves and employees at CFN uphold that CFN has 

been affecting conservators work.  

3.5 Gathering Data 

The main method for generating data is to conduct semi-structured informant interviews (Esaiasson 

and others, 2007, 287). The purpose of such interviews was to generate information about how 

biodiversity conservation is carried out, and if practices are people-centered, if CFN is understand 

as influencing these people-centered practices. However, some data is also generated by collecting 

documents.  

3.5.1 Informant Interviews 
The fieldwork in Cape Town, during beginning of October until mid-December 2009, started by 

emailing reserve managers at the four selected nature reserves. This resulted in finding 17 

interviewees. See Appendix 1 for letter of research intent. Ten informants are employed as 
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conservators at the nature reserves. Five other informants are people that employees emphasized to 

be involved in the planning of what the nature reserves should be working with. The remaining two 

informants are employed at CFN. All 17 interviews were transcribed in full. The informants are 

considered to be centrally placed at the nature reserves and at CFN and are therefore assumed to 

possess information that is needed about the implementation process when it comes to both what 

conservation practices contains and what influences the conservation practices. See Appendix 4 for 

information about the informants. 

One interview guide was created for informants at the nature reserves, see Appendix 2. And 

one interview guide was created for informants at CFN, see Appendix 3. Regarding the 

conservation practices, it was important that all themes concerning objectives, involvement, fences 

and treatment were touched upon in all interviews (Esaiasson and others, 2007, 301). If a people-

centered practice was found at the partnering nature reserves, questions were also asked about what 

had influenced these people-centered conservation practices. Try-out interviews were not made, but 

some of the questions were tested on a fellow master student who also conducted fieldwork in Cape 

Town which helped to clarify some of them. 

 Attempts to interview people living around the nature reserves were made when employees 

at nature reserves mentioned individuals or groups involved in, for example, the planning of the 

practice. This was important to critically assess the information provided by employees at the 

nature reserves. For example, if employees at the nature reserves uphold that people are involved in 

decision making processes that could be true, but it does not have to be. At all nature reserve except 

one, nature reserve D, interviews were also made with people from surrounding communities that 

were not employed by the nature reserve, but emphasized to be involved in decision making 

processes. In the same way employees at the nature reserves and employees at the CFN were asked 

about how they perceive the role of CFN to have been influential to create people-centered 

practices in order to get both sides represented in the data.  

3.5.2 Protected Area Reviews and Case Studies 
Protected Area Reviews (PAR) and one particular Case Study provided from the nature reserves 

were gathered in order to verify information provided by informant interviews. PAR is an annual 

assessment of the ongoing work at the nature reserves. Among other things, they contain 
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information about the nature reserves’ objectives. The objectives in PAR are compared to the 

objectives mentioned in interviews. If the same objectives are stated in interviews and in the PAR, 

then it is easier to draw conclusions about objectives at the nature reserves. 

 Another type of document used in one instance to verify statements made in interviews is a 

Case Study document written by one of the partnering nature reserves. To write Case Studies is a 

method used by CFN to help employees communicate challenges with a people-centered practice 

and one Case study was used to verify statements from interviews. 

3.6 Some Critical Reflections of Methods and Data Sources  

Doing research that asks questions about the purpose of fences and involvement of people in 

decision making felt political. Brockington (2006, 250) have even written that assessing social 

aspects of conservation practices can be perceived as hostile to conservation. By me, and maybe 

also by the informant, it felt sensitive to raise such questions because probably nobody wants to be 

the one excluding people. This feeling of anxiety over what questions I could ask, together with 

being a student from the other side of the world, occasionally prevented me from posing 

straightforward questions because such questions may be perceived as a critique towards current 

conservation practices. And, it also made me not asking the nature reserves not partnering with 

CFN about how they perceived their practices in relation to CFN. To make informants more 

comfortable to talk about potentially sensitive issues it was initially always mentioned that they 

could be anonymous which may have helped overcome potential difficulties. However, informants 

often agreed immediately to recording the interviews which may indicate that the distress felt by 

asking certain questions may be rooted in my own mind and not be of much concern to informants.  

 It is somewhat complicated to know for sure that actual conservation practices were being 

measured. The data generated from interviews and documents may measure ambitions in 

conservation practices to work people-centered and not an actual conservation practice that work to 

create benefits for people and biodiversity. CCT is in the process of developing new management 

plans for all nature reserves. These documents would have been valuable to further understanding 

conservation practices.  However, at present, management plans at the nature reserves are no-

existent or emphasized to be old and therefore inaccurate for describing current conservation 
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practices and such data could not be included in this study. Overall, verifying information by 

different sources is understood to overcome this difficulty at least some extent. 

 Likewise, to be sure of that the information provided regarding if, and how, CFN has been 

influential are reliable is also difficult since it may involve a will for the partnership to be 

successful in terms of building people-centered practices. However, asking contra-factual questions 

about what would have happened if CFN was absent, and asking both the influenced conservators 

and the ones influencing conservators could at least be a start considering that other sources of data 

were lacking. 

3.7 Analyzing the Data 

The interview transcripts and PAR documents was coded manually based on the ideal types, see 

Appendix 5. All interview transcripts were printed and read through several times. Statements that 

could be interpreted as closer to the ideal type ‘people-centered conservation’ were highlighted in a 

green color. Statements that could be interpreted as closer to the ideal type ‘mainstream 

conservation’ were highlighted in a red color. For statements that were unclear if they were closer 

to the ideal type ‘people-centered conservation’ or ‘mainstream conservation’ a blue color was 

used. After much of the transcripts were colored, statements were grouped in accordance with the 

four categories in the ideal types. This was made on a white board in to get an overview of the 

conservation practice at the nature reserves, for example, in terms of having people-centered 

objectives or not. Then, building conclusions to describe nature reserves’ overall conservation 

practices, and where they end up on the imaginary scale in comparison to each other, could be 

made. The findings are presented as short paragraphs of texts accompanied with key quotations that 

can be regarded as representative for the text. The findings of descriptions of conservation practices 

also contain simple, visual, figures on where the nature reserves end up on the imaginary scale 

created by the ideal types. 

 The interview transcripts are also analyzed by comparing statements made by employees at 

the partnering nature reserves and employees at CFN. If people-centered practices are found on the 

partnering nature reserves, statements from both sides could help understand if CFN is thought of 

as a helpful arrangement of helping to create people-centered practices. The findings of possible 

influence of CFN are presented as shorter text with key quotations that can be regarded to be 
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confirmed by both employees at the partnering nature reserve and at CFN. Moreover, to understand 

how possible influence is achieved both sides have to mention same aspects of influences on 

people-centered practices to be concluded as important for helping to create people-centered 

practices. 

3.8 Limitations 

This study separates between implementation outputs and impacts and is limited to examining the 

output of the implementation process. This means that this study only focuses on how conservators 

at the nature reserve carry out biodiversity conservation and not how this conservation practice 

consequences for the nature reserves biodiversity or the people around it. Such impacts take time to 

be observable. Increasing the understanding of output is therefore the scope of this study and an 

important step for understanding impacts of a conservation practices.  

 Tying the study to impacts of a practice would of course be another important piece in 

understanding if conservation practices, if found, are perceived as people-centered by people 

affected by the conservation practice on the nature reserves. For instance, it would help to 

understand if people-centered practices involve people in a democratic way. Exploring impacts 

could also include a more heterogeneous picture of communities than this study will which would 

give more understanding if it is, for example, certain parts of the surrounding communities that gets 

to be part of decision making processes on the nature reserves. 

 Another limitation in this study concerns the influence of CFN. If people-centered practices 

are found in conservation practices, but not attributed to CFN, then it is not up to this study to 

understand why. Furthermore, if people-centered practices are found, this study will not make 

judgment about the extent of which nature reserves may have a people-centered practice. This study 

will only focus on how the practice may be people-centered. 

4. Findings 

4.1 Descriptions of the Nature Reserves’ Practices 

In this first section of the findings (4.1) all four nature reserves’ practices will be described. 

Descriptions are based on the four categories in the ideal types; objectives, involvement, fences and 
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treatment. Section 4.1 ends with a short summary presenting where the nature reserves’ practices 

are placed on the scale between mainstream conservation and people-centered conservation. 

4.1.1 Objective/s 

4.1.1.1 Nature Reserve A 
Nature reserve A has a dual objective for its conservation practice aiming to address biodiversity 

conservation and peoples’ needs jointly. In the interviews, employees emphasize that they strive to 

reach out to surrounding communities in order to facilitate what the communities need and connect 

biodiversity conservation to those needs. As one of the employees puts it:  

 
…It is a community park that integrates the urban and the green environment that enhances the lives of 

the community by offering them a natural resource as a tool and conserves the natural resources in a state 

that is beneficial for the community…In that vision you can see that a lot of the focus is on nature’s 

relationship with people… (Interview 1) 

 

The dual objective is supported in the Protected Area Review (PAR). PAR upholds that the 

objectives are to “generate community benefits whilst minimizing impacts on protected area's 

intrinsic values” and to “conserve biodiversity” (PA review 2009). 

4.1.1.2 Nature Reserve B 
Nature reserve B has two overarching objectives. One objective puts focus on biodiversity needs 

(rehabilitate vegetation) and one objective puts focus on more social needs (community 

involvement). Even though the two objectives are mentioned to being equally important, there is 

not an explicit dual objective that emphasizes that its practice should bring benefits for both 

surrounding communities and biodiversity. An employee upholds the following: 

 
…The main objective of the reserve is to rehabilitate…the front part of the reserve…That is the main 

objective of the reserve. And, another objective would be to ensure that we have full community 

involvement. … To be honest, they are equally important (Interview 5)  

 

PAR upholds that the objectives are to “preserve ecological processes and species of the X”, and to 

“provide relevant environmental education and information to the local community”. Community 
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involvement is not mentioned in PAR and interviews mentioning community involvement is 

therefore interpreted to be environmental education and information (PAR 2009). 

4.1.1.3 Nature Reserve C 
Nature reserve C has three overarching objectives; to conserve biodiversity, educate communities 

and provide a recreational area for people to enjoy. The nature reserve’s three objectives are 

mentioned to be interlinked, meaning that you can not have one without the other, but there is no 

explicit dual objective steering the practice. One employee at the nature reserve explains: 

 
One of our main objectives is to manage the biodiversity… And the other objective is environmental 

education… And our last objective is recreation. …[The three objectives] coincide together, because you 

can't have one without the other… (Interview 7) 

 

PAR mostly confirms the interview information stating that objectives are “Biodiversity 

Conservation” and “Environmental Education and Awareness Raising” (PAR 2008 and 2009). 

4.1.1.4 Nature Reserve D 
Nature reserve D has the objective to conserve biodiversity. There is no explicit objective to 

integrate biodiversity needs and social needs to create benefits for both. One of the employees 

upholds the following about the nature reserve’s objective: 

 
…Try and keep the ecological functioning going as far as possible and to mitigate all the negative 

influences from the urban areas around us. Like the litter and chemical pollution, poaching…with the end 

goal of actually keeping the biodiversity and the species richness as it is now… (Interview 10)  

 

Another employee emphasize that the objective is to provide environmental education to children in 

the surrounding areas for them to see the value of nature. 

 
…The aim is actually to get kids [to see] the value of nature…because…the learners don’t know, the 

value of … species… (Interview 11) 
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PAR states that objectives are “conservation of naturally occurring biodiversity” and “conservation 

of intrinsic natural and recreational values”. That children should see the value of nature is not 

stated in PAR, only mentioned in an interview (PAR 2008 and 2009). 

4.1.2 Involvement 

4.1.2.1 Nature Reserve A 
Employees uphold that they seek to understand the needs of communities, which indirectly helps to 

inform projects on the nature reserve. By spending time in surrounding communities, employees try 

to facilitate communities’ needs in order to contribute to benefits for people. For example, 

employees attend community planning meetings and puts efforts into understanding structures and 

channels for communicating in the different communities. One employee explains: 

 
…We…spend a lot of time in the communities and listening to them…Before I even write anything on 

paper, before I talk to the staff, we look within the communities to hear what they are doing. …When we 

design our [projects] we, in the back of our minds, would really know more or less what is going on in 

the communities… (Interview 1) 

 

People from surrounding communities are also encouraged to be more directly involved in decision 

making processes. Employees gather people from different communities to discuss conservation 

projects. Apart from getting communities opinions, employees also see these meetings as a way to 

understand how the nature reserve and the communities may be able to work together with different 

people from the communities. As one employee puts it: 
 
…We go through all the different channels and…bring them to the same table which they don't normally 

sit at and…say ‘well this is what we want to do, what do you think’ and …then pick and fight amongst 

each other and actually cancel each other out and then the community people that are left ‘Okay fine, 

what can we do?’… (Interview 2) 

 

Employees also work to get people involved in activities in the nature reserve such as bird 

watching, agricultural projects, alien clearing, environmental education programs, stargazing 

events, art workshops, hikes etc. Employees uphold that community ownership over the practice 
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that takes place on the nature reserve is important. For example, there is an agricultural garden, 

driven by people from communities nearby, that facilitates flowers, healthy fruit and vegetables, but 

also teaches other community groups how to plant. Here, one employee explains: 

 
…We have spent about 3 [or] 4 years…setting it up... We've got all five communities… We…sat them 

all down at one table and they… [started] a demonstration garden for…urban agriculture…It was a very 

long, hard, road but it’s happening…Now we have…created a Non Profit Organization for them… It 

won’t be in my hands, it will be their hands and they must sort it out themselves. …We gave them what 

we could, which was land… (Interview 2) 

4.1.2.2 Nature Reserve B 
The nature reserve tries to understand what the community needs are. Attempts has been made to 

identify organizations from the communities to see how they could benefit the nature reserve and 

how the nature reserve could be of benefit for them. But, the only employee upholds that it is 

difficult to identify all organizations and maintain relations: 

 
I think that…go to them and attend their things and let them attend our things and see if we can join 

forces and work together [would be…a good way to go about this whole thing], but as I said, the main 

problem is to do these things all alone. But now hopefully, if we are not loosing [our intern] next 

year…then we are going to do [a lot] more of that. (Interview 5) 

 

People from surrounding communities are also more directly involved in decision making 

processes. There is a so-called Working Group on the nature reserve. It is open for surrounding 

communities that are interested in taking part of the nature conservation practice of the nature 

reserve. The employees and the Working Group (at the most it has been 15 people) meet twice a 

month to discuss future projects that concern the nature reserve. As an employee puts it: 

 
…The [Working Group]…they meet and…talk about future projects… I…sit with them in this 

container… And then we will decide in this container if we are going to have a public meeting…so we 

call people living around [the community hall] …and talk to them… We had…three 

community…meetings on this side… (Interview 5) 
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The employee and people from the Working Group also work to involve people in activities such as 

environmental education programs, fire fighting trainings, alien clearing events, litter clean-ups, 

enjoyable walks etc. 

4.1.2.3 Nature Reserve C 
The nature reserve upholds that it is the core function of the employees to decide what the nature 

reserve should work with. People from communities nearby are not mentioned to be indirectly, or 

directly, involved in decision making processes. As one employee puts it: 

 
…Obviously the management of the reserve would be our core function. …You don't want too much 

interference, but you still want people to be involved. That is what we do through the [Friends Group]. 

…We will link activities with [the Friends Group]… (Interview 7) 

 

Employees work to get people involved in activities such as environmental programs, planting 

activities, alien clearing events, walks in the nature reserve, stargazing events, an annual spring 

festivals in the vicinity of the nature reserve etc. There is also a Friends Group of the nature reserve 

that helps out in activities that the employees at the nature reserve decide upon. For example, if the 

nature reserve decides to plant trees the Friends Group and the general public are invited to assist 

with the planting. One of the members of the Friends Groups says: 

 
We assist them. Management has to have their plans and we fall in with that. We don’t interfere…we try 

not to interfere. We just try to be assistance to them. (Interview 8)  

 

Employees do not mention indirect or direct involvement in decision making processes by surrounding 

communities, but employees do mention the importance of considering the needs of the surrounding 

communities. One employee says: 

 
…We [are]…trying to work towards getting sponsorship to use that building as a flagship project 

whereby we can get the people from X community and give them skills in landscaping which is 

something that they can do in the nature reserve and it will not require so much funding but also we need 

somebody to run the project… (Interview 7) 
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4.1.2.4 Nature Reserve D 
Employees at the nature reserve uphold they try to understand what communities’ needs are. There 

are advisory meetings where community members, from surrounding communities mentioned to be 

affluent, can discuss issues concerning the nature reserve that may steer the nature conservation 

practice. The indirect involvement decision making concerns advisory meetings on the nature 

reserve that some community people are attending. But, the nature reserve is not participating in 

meetings in the surrounding communities to hear about their views about what the nature reserve 

should work with.  

 
…I have been invited to a couple of…meetings where [communities]…discuss a whole lot of issues. But 

it's very…occasional…it doesn't happen very often. …I have only been invited to a couple of them and I 

actually couldn't attend them because they are quite late in the evening… (Interview 10) 

 

Employees work to get people involved in activities in the nature reserve to such as environmental 

programs, bird watching, sustainable harvest activities in medicinal garden, alien clearing events, 

planting activities, litter clean-ups etc. 

4.1.3 Fences 

4.1.3.1 Nature Reserve A 
Nature reserve A does not have a fence around the whole conservation area, but an inner fence 

around the buildings. Apart from e.g. economical and time consuming reasons for not having a 

fence, employees uphold that a fence is against the nature reserve’s vision to be a community park. 

Employees uphold that people have negative associations with fences and that fences exclude 

people from accessing the nature reserve. The nature reserve want people to feel that they are part 

of the nature reserve and not excluded from it. One employee puts it as follows: 

 
We want community participation. We have no right to put a fence up and say ‘you have to enter through 

that gate’, because technically the communities was living on this land longer than us. We only started to 

manage it now and we should actually be kind enough to say ‘please can we’…If people want to cross to 

where they work or to the train station…we can't stop them. (Interview 2) 
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The nature reserve still wants to communicate where the nature reserve is and create awareness 

about the ongoing conservation practice. There is ongoing work to create a through-path, together 

with signs about the nature reserve, so that people can walk through. There are also thoughts of 

putting up a bicycle or a jogging track around the nature reserve that people can use it. And 

indigenous shrubs have also been planted at some edges of the nature reserve: 
 
…There is a lot of other ways that you can show a boundary. People plant hedges [around] their houses, 

people put stones. It is really about thinking about your site [the nature reserve] and what is around you 

site and what is relevant to your site. So fence isn't. For us a fence doesn't make sense… (Interview 1) 

4.1.3.2 Nature Reserve B 
At the present, the nature reserve has fencing around some parts of the nature reserve but not 

around the whole nature reserve. There is an ongoing discussion concerning if fencing around the 

whole nature reserve should be put up or not. It appears to be unclear if there will be fencing around 

the whole nature reserve. As one employee puts it: 

 
We have been talking about…to build a boardwalk so that people can still…come through…and not 

close the whole reserve as I said earlier on…People…are having different views about…fencing…We 

are still playing with idea that it is possible that we will end up closing the whole place or…letting people 

walk through…  (Interview 5) 

 

Fencing is emphasized to control access to the nature reserve to decreases fire risks and dumping of 

garbage in the nature reserve that affect biodiversity negatively. If fencing is put up, the employee 

mention that activities on the nature reserve needs to be increased so that people do not feel 

excluded, but welcome. The employee and the Working Group have also made a survey to 

understand how people, using the nature reserve as a thoroughfare, think about fencing. 141 

persons where asked questions such as if they knew that the area was a nature reserve and if they 

would mind if fencing was put up (Case study 2009). One employee says that: 

 
…If we close…we need to increase our programs so that people…feel that they are part everything that 

takes place in the reserve… It is a very short fence. It does not give that impression that ‘You are not 

wanted there’…And…we involve [people using the nature reserve]… before we [put up] the fence. We 
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said ‘what do you think we should do’ and…most people said ‘put up a fence’. …It…was [what] they 

suggested… (Interview 5) 

4.1.3.3 Nature Reserve C 
There is fencing around the whole nature reserve maintained by security employees. The purpose/s 

of the fence is mentioned to be to control access, mark the boundary of the nature reserve, to keep 

the buildings secured, to avoid dumping of garbage in the nature reserve, to avoid people from 

taking shortcuts in the nature reserve and avoid negative impacts in the biodiversity from people, 

stray dogs and cats. As one employee explain: 

 
…The fence is…to make sure that your access is controlled…and…to mark your boundaries…If you 

don't have that [fence] people will go ‘okay, that is a short cut…’ You need to have…[fence]. And also 

for security reasons…to make sure that our buildings…are secured…If we don't have fencing we might 

loose everything… (Interview 7) 

 

Employees say that people should not feel excluded, that the nature reserve does not want to 

exclude people, but that the fence is needed for the vegetation in the nature reserve that would 

otherwise have to suffer from people taking shortcuts and dumping garbage. 

 
…We would not like to have fencing because people also see it as a barrier and you don't want that… For 

…[community X] to be able to come to the nature reserve they have to walk around…Before we had a 

fence we had constant dumping…people taking shortcut and just trample on your vegetation… [The 

fence] limits a lot of impacts, bad impacts, on your velt [field]. (Interview 7) 

4.1.3.4 Nature Reserve D 
The nature reserve has fencing that is maintained by employees. The fence is not around the whole 

nature reserve because at some edges there is water that is considered to act as a natural barrier. The 

purpose of the fence is mentioned to be to keep mammals inside the nature reserve, to stop people 

from taking shortcuts through the nature reserve, to avoid fires from people in the nature reserve, 

and to avoid criminal activities. An employee explains: 
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…The fence is there to keep all the animals [inside the nature reserve]…and we are scared that people 

walk through there and they smoke and they will flip their cigarettes…on the grass on this side and it's a 

fire risk and animals can die… That's why they closed it off. (Interview 12) 

 

Employees mention that fence is not there to make people feel unwelcome, but that it is needed for 

the species in the nature reserve that would otherwise have to suffer from peoples’ criminal 

activities and shortcuts through the nature reserve. As an employee puts it: 

 
[That fence]…won’t actually be to keep people or anything out…more to sort of stop the animals from 

running into the channel. …But that [fence on the] northern section around…was actually put up there 

because originally there wasn't fence…and people would come in and do all sorts of criminal things… 

Criminal elements… [have] disappeared by putting up that fence… There is some really…awesome 

vegetation in there and reptiles and frogs… (Interview 10) 

4.1.4 Treatment 

4.1.4.1 Nature Reserve A 
When it comes to approaching people who are poaching, e.g. picking plants or killing birds in the 

nature reserve, the nature reserve’s first approach is not to call law enforcement that can fine people 

and put them in jail. Instead, employees try to talk the person/s who are poaching to understanding 

why poaching is happening, but also to let the person understand why poaching is not allowed. 

Employees try to build relationships with the person/s. As one employee says: 

 
…We had a [homeless] guy…last month…picking flowers. …[X] said to him ‘look, this is not on. You 

can't just do this, this is City land. But I let you make it up to me. We won’t phone the cops’. …[X] took 

his word, first of all. …This is a homeless guy and where do you get details for this dude… She told him 

‘…you [can] work back the amount that you took and you can come to our…[nature reserve] and if we 

have plants that we can cut off…you are welcome to it. But…you can't make profit on it…it will be 

because you worked with us…it will be like a pay.’ …He sat here that whole day and he worked his butt 

off… (Interview 2) 

 

Some plants species are considered to be ‘alien’. The nature reserve strives to get rid of these 

plants, which are sometimes useful for people. For example, fennel could be used in cooking. 
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Employees let people use them and also plant them so that people from the communities can pick 

them. One employee talk about the importance of designing the nature reserve in a way so that 

endangered species and breeding areas can be conserved, but also so that people can use the nature 

reserve: 

 
…We have zones…There is a lot of sensitive biodiversity sections that we try to really protect and then 

there are other areas where we feel that we can be a little more lenient on…activities if it is picking sour 

figs or something like that. …We try to plant those things where people can pick. …We just propagated 

[sour figs] on the island…on the road because the kids walk over here (Interview 1) 

4.1.4.2 Nature Reserve B 
When it comes to approaching people who are poaching, e.g. picking plants in the nature reserve, 

the nature reserve’s first approach is not to call law enforcement that can fine people and put them 

in jail. That approach is described as useless in terms of solving the poaching problems. One 

employee says: 

 
…The traditional way of dealing with that would be to…fine the person and at times…send them to 

jail…it doesn't really work… …some conservators…are…doing that…I think the question that should be 

asked is what [we can] do to solve the problem instead of arresting people. …Now when there is people 

[who] see us or our vehicles they run away…In a way they hate us because…we are taking food from 

them… (Interview 5) 

 

Instead, employees try to talk the person/s who are poaching to understanding why poaching is 

happening, but also to let the person understand why poaching is not allowed. Employees try to get 

people interested in joining the Working Group or assist in activities in the nature reserve: 
 

…When something like that happens in the nature reserve I always go to the person and just explain to 

them…how it affects everything and [ask] why is [the person] doing it and see if we can get the person 

involved in joining the like Working Group or assisting in our activities… (Interview 5) 
 

Understanding why a person is picking plants could be a way to help poachers. As an alternative to 

saying that people can not pick plants, the nature reserve tries to create community projects where 

people can use plants for their own benefit. One employee says:  
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…There is a plant called Boejoe and [the Working Group] use it for a whole lot of things from medicine 

to soaps. …They said ‘We would like to have this…’ [and] I said ‘The idea is brilliant…instead of 

harvesting it from the nature reserve…see if we can buy a piece of land and then we'll start a community 

project’… That is the thinking that we need…as conservators…instead of pure conservationist who want 

to protect…plants… (Interview 5) 

4.1.4.3 Nature Reserve C 
When it comes to approaching people who are poaching, the nature reserve’s first approach is 

usually not to call law enforcement that can fine people and put them in jail. If the person/s who are 

poaching does not know that it is against the law to pick flowers, employees uphold that the 

person/s get a verbal warming, the person/s details are written down and education why the person 

should not pick flowers is provided. Employees also mention that they try to get the people 

interested in the nature reserve: 

 
…Normally our first approach is not to prosecute somebody or scare somebody, because…generally 

[people] don't know. [For example, if we see] a boy taking out a small flower to give to his 

girlfriend…we will find out…why [he] did…that. ‘Did you know this is a nature reserve, didn't you see 

the sign that is there saying that you can't pick flowers or anything?’ …That kind of approach and…try to 

get the interest…and educate the people. (Interview 7)  

 

If the employees see somebody who is dumping garbage in the nature reserve, or take out a lot of 

plants, then employees uphold that they do call law enforcement and give out fines. As another 

employee puts it: 
 

[Depending on how much they have taken out] we can’t just warn the person, we have to make a case of 

it so that [the person]… can’t come back again. We have to take it to the law enforcement… (Interview 

9) 

4.1.4.4 Nature Reserve D 
When it comes to approaching people who are poaching, e.g. fishing or picking plants in the nature 

reserve, the nature reserve’s first approach is not to call law enforcement that can fine people and 

put them in jail.  Employees, instead, educate the person/s and give a verbal warning: 
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…Most of the times we don't have problems with people. We say ‘can you please put the net away, you 

are not allowed to use it here, if we catch you again we are going to call law enforcement’ and they are 

perfectly happy…to put the net away… (Interview 10) 

 

Employees also mention that at some occasions the employees and the person/s poaching manage 

to find a solution to the poaching problems. Fishing permits can be expensive for people from the 

communities around the nature reserve. A student at the nature reserve came up with the idea to let 

the person who where poaching pay for the fishing permit by working in the nature reserve for a 

day. An employee explains: 

 
…A local fishermen who was constantly fishing at this one spot and we went and we asked him ‘do you 

have a permit’ because by law they are required to have a permit. He said no. He couldn't afford a permit. 

…My student came up with an idea that if we let him work for the nature reserve for a day doing alien 

clearing… we would pay for his permit. …That actually worked really well. …We have given him an 

opportunity to…basically pay for his own permit in labor which he was quite happy to do… (Interview 

10) 

 

The first approach to poaching isn’t to call law enforcement and provide fines, but employees put 

some emphasis on drastic measures that could be necessary. One employee explains: 

 
...There is people who come with nets and other stuff to like kill the [fish] populations so we have to take 

drastic measures to…get them out. [We] phone the law enforcement [and the fishermen]…get…tickets… 

We give out fines…we phone law enforcement, they can come down [and] they give them a fine…and 

then we just back away. (Interview 12) 

4.1.5 Short Summary of People-centered Practices 

Based on the description in the previous section connected to each nature reserve, there are both 

similarities and differences between the four nature reserves’ practices in terms of being people-

centered. The objectives that steer the practice on the nature reserves differ between the nature 

reserves. Nature reserve A has a dual objective seeking to address biodiversity conservation and 

bringing benefits for the surrounding communities at the same time. Nature reserve B has two main 
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objectives, emphasized to be equally important, that address to the need for biodiversity 

rehabilitation and full community involvement, education and information. Nature reserve C has 

three main objectives addressing biodiversity conservation, environmental education and 

recreational activities in the nature reserve. Nature reserve D has one main objective addressing 

biodiversity conservation with some spinoffs for recreation. With its dual objective, nature reserve 

A is interpreted as the most people-centered of the four nature reserves. With an objective that 

focuses almost exclusively on biodiversity, nature reserve D is placed furthest from the people-

centered ideal type. In the middle, nature reserves B and C end up in a ‘grey zone’ emphasizing 

objectives that address biodiversity and benefits for surrounding communities. See figure 3 below 

for a visual image. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Moving over to the second category in the ideal types, the way people from surrounding 

communities are involved in the practice is both similar and different between the nature reserves. 

Both nature reserve A and nature reserve B involve people from surrounding communities in 

activities at the nature reserve and in decision making processes about what the nature reserve 

should be working with. Nature reserve C involves people from surrounding communities in 

activities on the nature reserve but not in decision making processes about what the nature reserve 

should be working with. Nature reserve D involves people from surrounding communities in 

activities on the nature reserve and to some extent also in decision making processes about what the 

nature reserve should be working with. The nature reserves A and B are interpreted as the most 

people-centered of the four nature reserves because they emphasize both involvement in activities 

and decision making processes. Further from the people-centered ideal type the nature reserves C 

and D end up. However, nature reserve D is more people-centered than nature reserve C because 

nature reserve D mentions some involvement of surrounding communities in decision making 

processes. See figure 4 below for a visual image. 

Figure 3. Objective/s 

PCC MC A B C D 
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Whether there are fences around the nature reserves differs between the nature reserves. Nature 

reserve A has no fencing around the whole nature reserve area, but an inner fence around the 

buildings. Nature reserve B has fencing around some parts of the nature reserve area at the moment, 

but is currently discussing whether to have fencing or not. Nature reserve C has fencing around the 

whole nature reserve area. Nature reserve D has fencing where it is possible to have fencing around 

the nature reserve area. By not having fencing, nature reserve A is most people-centered. Nature 

reserves C and D are being placed furthest from being people-centered. Nature reserve B end up in 

a ‘grey zone’ by being indecisive. See figure 5 below for a visual image. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Approaches to poachers seem to be rather similar between the nature reserves. Nature reserve A, B, 

C and D’s first approach is not to call law enforcement (police), give poachers fines and send 

people to prison. All the four nature reserves emphasize the importance of talking to the person/s 

who is poaching about why one can not, for example, pick flowers or fish, try to get the person 

interested in joining in activities and come up with innovative solutions for solving the root 

problems of poaching. There may be some nuances in terms of how much the nature reserves are 

trying to understand the poachers view but it is difficult to interpret clear findings about such 

nuances. See figure 6 below for a visual image. 
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Placing the four images of where the nature reserves end up on the scale in the four categories show 

an overall picture of the four nature reserves. Taken on a whole, nature reserve A and nature reserve 

B seems to be more people-centered than nature reserve C and nature reserve D. Of course, in some 

instances the differences are small, such as in the case of treatment of people, and in some instances 

differences are bigger such as with fences and objectives at the nature reserves. But, overall the 

nature A and nature reserve B – who are partnering with CFN – appear to be more people centered 

than the other two nature reserves. See image 6 below for a visual image. 

 

 

 

 

4.2 Explaining Practices at Nature Reserve Partnering with CFN 

In this second section of the findings (4.2), the findings for the second question will be presented. 

First, if CFN could be attributed to the partnering nature reserves’ people-centered practices (A and 

B) will be presented, and also how such influence has been made by CFN. 

4.2.1 CFN as a Driving Force to Help Build People-centered Practices? 
Interviews with employees from CFN and the partnering nature reserves support claims that CFN is 

a driver of building people-centered practices, that CFN matter for working people-centered. CFN 

is mentioned to have worked in different ways to ensure that the practices at the nature reserve are 

people-centered. Employees at the nature reserves and at CFN uphold that CFN has supported 

employees at the nature reserves to work with the people from the communities and not only 

focusing on biodiversity. Also, CFN is mentioned to have provided knowledge for how to work 

MC PCC A B C D 

Figure 7. Overall Assessment 
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with people while conserving biodiversity. One employee explains that nature conservation would 

not have reached the levels in communities that they work with if CFN had been absent: 

 
…Trying to explain to a parent…why your kid is volunteering by us [and] why they are not getting paid 

but they're choosing to spend time here…it's not easy…sometimes they look at you and think like ‘my 

kid can go and work, or go…and beg on the street’…Those skills that Cape Flats Nature gave me of how 

to convince parents and community partners that we can partner with you, we are not just this green 

space [where] you must…watch animals or protect them. We can also assist you. If you…help us, we 

will help you…Those skills would have been away [if CFN was absent]. (Interview 2) 

 

Employees at the nature reserves also talk about that CFN is a partner that bring in new 

perspectives on how to conserve biodiversity which helps to work in a people-centered way. This is 

mentioned to be important if the way you are conserving biodiversity should change to not only 

manage species but also consider people. One employee at one of the partnering nature reserves 

explains the importance, for the whole environmental department in CCT, to have CFN as a 

partner.  

 
…With the presence of Cape Flats Nature it's a little bit easier to integrate because they…keep the 

conversation alive within our institution about how to integrate… I think it's very important if you are 

changing the way you are approaching something to have people around you that don't think the same. 

…My department thinks very much biodiversity driven and CFN…understand the biodiversity things but 

they also understand the integration thing as being really important. …It is very important to have [CFN] 

around... (Interview 1) 

4.2.2 How has CFN Influenced the Practices at the Nature Reserves? 

Based on the interviews with employees at the nature reserves and at CFN, several aspects can be 

presented regarding how CFN has worked to help create people-centered practices on the nature 

reserves. This presentation of findings may not be exhaustive, but points to four aspects of how 

CFN has worked to help create people-centered practices. These aspects are (1) initial preparations, 

(2) platforms for guidance, support and learning, (3) screening for opportunities and (4) facilitation 

of people-centered projects. 
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4.2.2.1 Initial Preparations 
Employees at CFN explains that they held a workshop with community leaders, conservators and 

politicians who had been involved at the nature reserves in order to understand what they wanted to 

happen with the nature reserve, if, e.g. they wanted management of the area. The response from 

these workshops was that they wanted management of the nature reserves. As one employee at 

CFN put it: 

…First of all we did stakeholder workshops at each site. Involving community leaders, councilors, 

conservation people who had been involved there…and said ‘what do you want to happen at this site’ and 

then designed stuff around that. …The first thing that people wanted, the sort of main thing that came up 

at each of the stakeholder workshops was that community people represented there wanted the sites to be 

managed… (Interview 14) 

 

Even though the CCT has always managed the nature reserves, CFN selected the reserve managers 

at the partnering nature reserves. The reserve managers, even though they where part of CCT, 

where employed by CFN funds. Employees at the nature reserves and at CFN uphold that being 

selected and employed by CFN somewhat steered the employees at the nature reserve to work 

towards the result that CFN wanted to achieve. As one employee at a partnering nature reserve puts 

it: 

…When I started conservation in my first student year…I worked for…[CFN]. And the mandate for 

Cape Flats Nature is urban nature reserves in poor areas. One of their slogans, in their mandate, is ‘We 

don't like fences because we are not here to keep you out’. …That kind of stuck with us and it's true. 

(Interview 2) 

Employees at the nature reserves, and at CFN, uphold that being employed by CFN was important 

to keep a focus on both people and biodiversity. An employee at a partnering nature reserve 

explains that employments have been taken over by CCT’s Biodiversity Management Branch’s and 

much has changed because their focus is on mostly biodiversity:  

…A lot of that has changed because we sit within the Biodiversity [Management] Branch. [Their]…core 

functions and their core objectives are conservation and biodiversity and there isn't a huge focus on 

people. There is like the very traditional thing of environment education and working with schools but 

there isn't a focus on actual integrating… (Interview 1) 
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4.2.2.2 Platforms for Guidance, Support and Learning 
There are three types of platforms for building people-centered practices, created with help from 

CFN. These are Team Gatherings, Champion Forums and Training Meetings. 

 

Team Gatherings 

The Team Gatherings, held about every quarter, is by employees at the partnering nature reserves 

and CFN explained to be a platform for reserve managers. This platform is mentioned to be of 

importance for reserve managers to learn about what a people-centered practice means on their 

nature reserves and how the conservators can work in a people-centered way. One employee says 

that many different opinions guide managers in their learning process: 

 
…CFN has…created that platform where we as conservators can learn about the integration and learn 

about whether or not what we are doing is working [or]…not working…At that team gathering…[it is 

especially nice that]…there is peer managers who are at the same level as me and that there is CFN 

[representatives] so you don't have one voice speaking the same message or…opinion. You have a 

variety of opinions that can assist you. (Interview 1) 

 

Based on the interviews with employees at the partnering nature reserves and at CFN, Team 

Gatherings are also about sharing experiences with others who are also learning to work in a 

people-centered way. Reserve managers can, for example, discuss challenges with working for 

creating benefits for both people and biodiversity and get advice about how other managers have 

dealt with similar challenges on their nature reserves. An example of sharing is that managers can 

write up so called case study to read out load at a meeting. Case studies should describe a perceived 

problem that the manager is struggling with, e.g. how to address people who are poaching in the 

nature reserve. At the end of the case study the manager has prepared questions that s/he wants to 

discuss. An employee at CFN explains: 
 

…We encourage [reserve managers to do case studies] because it's…a platform for sharing… For 

instance if you are sitting in [the X nature reserve] you might be sitting struggling to deal with a certain 

problem and if somebody in [the Y nature reserve] has gone through the same thing then it's something 

that needs to be shared… (Interview 13) 
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There is also an emphasis on trust between the managers, because they are all learning about 

something new that nobody knows how to do. The Team Gathering is therefore also a platform that 

creates trust to be able to ask each other questions and admit that you do not have all the answers 

how to work people-centered. As one employee at a partnering nature reserve puts it: 

 
[A Team Gathering] allows…us to come…with our…challenges that we have on how to integrate 

things…and talk about it… CFN has…[been] really good in creating a culture of learning for us in the 

way we do things and…a real culture of trust… If you are learning about something new…you should be 

able to have enough trust to say that ‘I don't know how to do this so help me’. (Interview 1)  

 

Champion Forums 

The Team Gatherings, held every quarter, is by employees at the partnering nature reserves and 

CFN explained to be a platform for people from the communities around the nature reserve. This 

platform is mentioned to be of importance for recognizing the importance of community peoples’ 

involvement, both in decision making and activities, at all the nature reserves partnering with CFN. 

Employees at the partnering nature reserve also uphold this platform as important for continued 

involvement of community people. One employee at a partnering nature reserve says: 
 
…Each quarter I would go with three of my…champions…I am going to go with three community 

members to … [the next] Champs Forum…then the group will present what they have been busy with on 

the reserve…but basically the main aim is to make sure that there's that constant contact with them and 

way of motivating… and ensure involvement. …That is one other things that Cape Flats Nature 

has…been doing. (Interview 5) 

 

The Champions Forum is also a way for people from all the different communities to meet and 

share their feelings about their contribution for the conservation practice and what they are working 

with at their nature reserve. Employees at CFN also mention the Champions Forums as being 

important for making decisions about the nature conservation practice at the nature reserves. It is 

highlighted as an important platform for understanding what the communities want to work with. 

As one of the employees at CFN talks about the Champions Forum: 
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…[The Champs Forum]…was a platform that was needed to be created where the [community] partners 

get together, share their experiences,…challenges…projects… excitement and all of that…but also for 

making decision. For instance there is nothing that we can do without being informed by [community 

partners]. …At the end of the day…we are there as Cape Flats Nature but it's their project because we are 

there for the community and the reserves are there to be used by the communities… (Interview 13) 

 

 

Training Meetings 

The Training Meetings, provided on request bases from reserve managers to CFN, is by employees 

at the partnering nature reserves and CFN explained to be a platform for employees other than the 

reserve managers at the partnering nature reserves. Training Meetings are held about once a year or 

more. Employees at the partnering nature reserves uphold that these training exercises are important 

for knowing how to work with people. As one employee puts it:  

 
…We do a lot of training with them. …They train us on how to think like a community person. …All of 

our programs where running through [CFN]…so they would pass it and say ‘well have you spoken to the 

community about this?’ [or] ‘did you even run it pass them [the communities]?’ If you didn't …you have 

to go and get the information. …That's probably where I learnt all of the rules and lines of which to 

follow… (Interview 2) 

 

The Training Meetings included, for example, doing case studies, how to have meetings in an 

inclusive way, doing scenario building activities such as spontaneous theater sessions to play out 

situations that may appear in real settings on the nature reserve. For example, training sessions 

could revolve around how conservators would act if somebody came in to the nature reserve and 

shot a bird. An employee at CFN says: 
 
[CFN has] done some training…on how to do case studies. Offered workshops…more or 

less…[on]…what it means to do community conservation with the ground staff and done a drama sketch 

where they act out how they would respond if someone comes into the reserve and kills a bird… 

They…generate the…scenarios themselves, so it is just working with them… …It's…soft kind of 

training. …Understanding who you are and who you come across, how to chair meetings in an inclusive 

way… (Interview 14)  
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4.2.2.3 Screening for Opportunities 
Employees at the partnering nature reserves uphold the importance of that CFN reviewed the 

projects that they choose to work with on the nature reserves. CFN screens projects and the ongoing 

work on the nature reserve to see if, e.g., the communities are involved. 

 
…[CFN] keep on calling you ‘how is it with that group?’, ‘how is it with those people’ and stuff like 

that…to see if you…been engaging with your communities. …They really had an influence… 
(Interview 5) 

 

Employees at CFN also mentioned that they are screening for opportunities to work people-

centered at the nature reserves. Employees at CFN would actively search for different ways to link 

nature conservation and people from the communities. If CFN employees found opportunities they 

would bring it to the next Team Gathering and see if there was an interest from some of the 

manager and if CFN should investigate the issue further. For example, at one of the partnering 

nature reserves there was a botanical art project that involved children from the communities to 

make candles that are now going to be marketed. An employee at CFN explains their role of 

screening for opportunities: 

 
…Another role that we play is like…eyes and ears…scanning for opportunities…because often the 

reserve managers don't or the reserve staff don't have the time to attend a whole lot of things…It 

[is]…kind of ‘see if you guys can make something work here, it feels like a possibility’… So we might 

go to a [Team Gathering]…and say ‘we come across this group and they offer that, are any of you 

interested to take this further shall we explore more?’ (Interview 14) 

4.2.2.4 Financial Support in Projects 
Employees at the partnering nature reserve and employees at CFN mention that there is some 

facilitation of people-centered projects in terms of finance but that it is very little. For example, if 

the nature reserve is doing a big hike CFN may e.g. pay for transportation of children and pay for 

food during that hike. It may not be much money, but it is argued to be of assistance to what the 

nature reserve works with. One employee describes a situation where CFN has supported a hiking 

activity with food and transport: 
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…We would fund like transport and food… It's important to work with communities and schools and all of 

that so that everybody can bring something on board because we don't manage big funding… Our role is to 

make sure that those like transportation of those kids and that they are fed during the hike and all of that, 

that those things take place. (Interview 13) 

5. Discussion 

The first question in this study is whether, and if so, how, practices to conserve biodiversity in Cape 

Town are people-centered. The findings suggest that all four nature reserves, where practices were 

examined, have features of a people-centered practice. However, there are both differences and 

similarities in terms of performing people-centered practices. And, in comparison to each other 

some nature reserves are more people-centered than others. 

 This study, similar to previous writings (e.g. Humle and Murphree 1999), indicates that both 

people-centered and mainstream conservation have gained ground within, and between, the 

conservation practices in CCT. Some nature reserves, for instance, turn out to be willing to involve 

people in activities such as environmental education, but not in decision making concerning what 

the nature reserve should be working with. And, among a wide range of objectives steering 

conservation practices, only one nature reserve have a dual objective. Practices also vary between 

the nature reserves when it comes to fencing around the conservation area. One exception seems to 

be treatment of people that are, for example, picking flowers, where all nature reserves have a more 

people-centered practice of not fining people as a first approach. The mix of people-centered and 

mainstream conservation practices found at the four nature reserves implies that efforts still remains 

to create a shift from a mainstream to a people-centered conservation practices. And, comparable to 

other studies (e.g. Brechin and others, 2002), these findings also reveals a gap between what is 

stated in overarching public policies in CCT and what is happening in CCT’s nature reserves in 

terms of being people-centered.  

 This gap, however, seems to be smaller at the two nature reserves that are partnering with 

CFN. In comparison, the partnering nature reserves have more people-centered practices than the 

other two nature reserves that are not partnering with CFN. It is among the partnering nature 

reserves that a dual objective is found, fences are removed or readily debated and people are, at 

least to some extent, invited to, and emphasized to be important for, decision making. These 
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partnering nature reserves seem to make more active attempts to perform a people-centered 

practice. For example, employees attend planning meetings in surrounding communities and have 

working groups where people can join in decision making. At the outset of their work the 

partnering nature reserves therefore, to a greater extent, appear to try and meet both needs to create 

benefits for people and biodiversity. At the other two nature reserves, people-centered practices to 

bring benefits for both people and biodiversity appeared to stem from opportunities that happened 

to arise as spinoffs from efforts to create benefits primarily for biodiversity and not by actively 

seeking to produce them when planning for such integrative projects on the nature reserve. 

 Moving over to discussing the influence of CFN on people-centered practices, which is the 

second question in this study, the findings indicate that CFN can be attributed to the people-

centered practices found at the partnering nature reserves. All nature reserves under closer analysis 

in this study are subjected to the same public policies. And therefore, it is noteworthy that the 

partnering nature reserves stand out in terms of having people-centered practices in comparison to 

the other nature reserves. These findings point to that the mere presence of CCT’s public policies 

with ambitions to address biodiversity needs and social needs simultaneously may not be sufficient 

to create people-centered practices on the city’s nature reserves. And, in line with Pierre (1998), the 

findings recommend that something more may be needed to assist implementation of CCT’s public 

policies. Partnerships between governmental and non-governmental actors, such as CFN in this 

study, therefore receive support for being a mechanism to help achieve public policy intentions in 

conservation practices at the partnering nature reserves. 

 The presence of CCT’s people-centered public policies appears as not being enough for 

creating a shift to people-centered practices on the city’s nature reserves. However, the findings 

show that the two nature reserves that are not partnering with CFN also have some people-centered 

conservation practices. This may point to that existing public policies do trigger some 

implementation of people-centered conservation. The similarities between the nature reserves, i.e. 

that all nature reserve have some features of people-centered conservation, could possibly 

downplay the role of CFN. But, it also point to that a partnership like CFN, which is also 

emphasized by Peters (1998), could enable quicker implementation of a public policy. 

Understanding the findings this way, implementation at the other non-partnering nature reserves is 

occurring with a slower pace and CFN is understood as being a useful arrangement for speeding up 
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implementation on the partnering nature reserves. Examining the role of CFN to convert people-

centered ambitions into conservation practices in this sense served as a valuable entry point to 

further understand how to decrease the implementation gap. 

 Several aspects seemed to matter for conservators at partnering nature reserves to conduct 

people-centered practices. For example CFN actively selected reserve managers at the partnering 

nature reserves and CFN also searched for projects that the partnering nature reserves could work 

with in order to create benefits for both people and biodiversity. One aspect that is considered to be 

more prominent, however, is that CFN developed platforms for learning about what a people-

centered practice meant practically. CFN, with the mandate of building people-centered practices, 

was considered to be influential by enabling conservators at the nature reserves to reflect on how to 

conserve biodiversity conservation in a people centered way. These platforms, bringing in new 

perspectives on how biodiversity can be conserved into the implementation process appears to have 

been central among conservators who had limited skills in how to work with people. Balloch and 

Taylor (2007) highlight the importance of, what they call them, joint learning programs for 

partnerships in order to get the message from public policies across in the implementation process. 

By developing platforms that involves continuous learning about what it means to work people-

centered, CFN appears to have managed to change the conception that working for people and 

biodiversity are two separate things. The difference between the nature reserve that are partnering 

with CFN and the nature reserves who are not partnering with CFN could therefore stem from a 

lack of capacity in terms of knowing how, and why, to integrate people to biodiversity 

conservation. 

 Thus, the role of CFN to influence conservators to adopt people-centered practices seems to 

rest in establishing continuous contact with conservators within the partnering nature reserves. For 

instance, the nature reserve that is most people-centered of the two partnering nature reserves seems 

to have had a more regular contact with employees at CFN. This may be because of a larger 

circulation of conservators at the nature reserve that is less people-centered of the two partnering 

nature reserve, but it suggests that stable contacts are important. Therefore it may be a risk to scale 

up the practice of CFN if broader efforts to build people-centered practices fail to offer the similar 

continuity as provided when working with only a few nature reserves. Mainstream conservation 

practices, according to previous writings (Brown 2003; Benjaminsen and other, 2008) appear to be 
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long-lived. Therefore, scaling up CFN to encompass all CCT’s nature reserves requires careful 

reflections on how large-scale platforms can foster similar learning and trust among all conservators 

in CCT in order for creating people-centered practices throughout the CCT. 

 Connected to the process of scaling up the work of CFN, further assessment of the 

similarities between the four nature reserves could be made. By looking at how CFN possibly 

engage, or reach, other nature reserves than the ones it partners with could shed light on if the 

people-centered features at the non-partnering nature reserves possibly stem from contact with CFN 

(see Bodin and others, 2006 for social network analysis). By connecting partnerships, through a 

social network analysis that assesses linkages between CFN and all nature reserves, to the literature 

on so-called bridging organizations could strengthen claims of the influence of CFN on people-

centered practices in CCT. Bridging organizations can help build organizational innovations, trust 

and learning among stakeholders, mobilizing knowledge and disseminating new visions (Brown 

1991, 870; Schultz 2009, 123) which seems to fit well to the findings of CFN in this study. 

Examining the role of CFN, not only as a partnership but also a bridging organization, could also 

further enrich ongoing implementation research. 

 A short reflection of the ideal types is needed to improve them for potential research. The 

ideal types were helpful to describe and compare the four conservation practices. However, insights 

were gained during the process of interviewing informants and analyzing the data concerning how 

the ideal types could be adjusted to better understand conservation practices. Firstly, the categories 

to describe conservation practices sometimes could have been more detailed. To exemplify, one 

nature reserve had an ongoing debate about if a fence should be put up around its conservation area. 

It was not clear-cut if a debated fence should be placed more towards the people-centered ideal type 

in comparison to other nature reserves that had non-debated fences around their conservation areas. 

The predefined ideal types did not allow me to ask informants more detailed questions that would 

have been necessary for a more nuanced comparison with regards to fences. Secondly, comparisons 

between the conservation practices were easier to make within each category. It was more difficult 

to compare conservation practices while taking all categories into account. For example, at the two 

partnering nature reserves one of them had a dual objective and the other one had an open working 

group involving people in decision making. The overall descriptions were in this study not 

dependent on how I weighed one or the other category to be more important. However, if this was 
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the only thing differing between the partnering nature reserves it could have been difficult to state 

which one of the nature reserves that are more people-centered than the other. The more detailed 

categories mentioned earlier with regards to fencing could help overcome such demarcation 

problems, but more thoughts can also be put into understanding if some of these categories are 

more imperative than others in terms of having a people-centered practice. 

6. Conclusions 

This study set out to examine how biodiversity conservation is practiced on PAs in CCT. All nature 

reserves’ practices showed to contain features of people-centered conservation. The nature reserves 

partnering with CFN showed to be more people-centered than the nature reserves not partnering 

with CFN with the clearest examples found in objective, fences and involvement of people in 

decision making. However, an overall mix of mainstream and people-centered conservation within 

and between the nature reserves was found and this points to that the implementation gap between 

people-centered public policies and practices still remains. 

 Based on the difference between the partnering nature reserves and the other nature reserves 

CFN is concluded to be a central piece in helping to create people-centered practices on the 

partnering nature reserves. Mostly by creating platforms for learning, CFN has as a civil-public 

partnership managed to change conservator’s perceptions that conservation and development are 

two different entities.  Even though some caution should be kept in mind regarding alternative 

influences on conservation practice, and considering the need for further research to assess the 

influence of CFN, CFN has shown to be an important mechanism between public policy ambitions 

and what is happening on the nature reserves and thereby narrowing the implementation gap. There 

are, however, no blueprint solutions for creating people-centered conservation practices, but the 

workings of CFN brings important implications for other contexts both in terms of practical 

implementation work, but also for further research. 
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9. Appendices 

9.1 Appendix 1. Letter for reserve managers with research intent 
 
 
Dear X, 
 
I got your contact details from X. I am a Master’s student from Stockholm University, Sweden, and 
until the beginning of December I am a visiting student at the University of Cape Town 
(Department of Environmental and Geographical Science). I am currently writing my Master’s 
thesis through a collaborative research project between Stockholm University and the University of 
Cape Town which broadly aims to understand biodiversity conservation efforts in Cape Town and 
Stockholm. I am contacting you because I am hoping that you will be able to participate in an 
interview concerning the biodiversity conservation work at your nature reserve. 
 
My thesis project looks at biodiversity conservation practices in the City of Cape Town. It aims to 
increase our understanding of how conservation practices look like in the City of Cape Town. For 
example, what the challenges are at different nature reserves, what the main activities are on the 
reserves, and so on. My thesis project also seeks to understand what influences the everyday work 
on the nature reserves. 
 
I hope that you will have the time to share with me your knowledge and experience about the work 
that is happening on your nature reserve, and what affects everyday work. Your participation would 
be very valuable for my thesis project. 
 
The interview will take approximately one hour. If you can meet with me for an interview, you can 
of course choose a day and time that fits your schedule. I will be in Cape Town until the end of 
November, so I am happy to meet you for an interview any time before then. 
  
I will follow up on this email next week. If you have any questions or wish to contact me or my 
supervisor, our contact details are listed below. 
 
 
Kind Regards, 
 
Elin Israelsson 
07 129 70 317 
0046 (0) 707 73 26 66 
eisraelsson@gmail.com 
 
Henrik Ernstson (my supervisor) 
0046 (0)70 248 07 02 
henrik@ecology.se 
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9.2 Appendix 2. Interview Guide for Conservators 
 

 OPENING QUESTIONS 

What is your position at this nature reserve? 

How long have you been working at this nature reserve? 
 

 

Themes 
 

Questions 
 

Objectives 
 

What is the main objective (aim) of management at this nature reserve?  

Is it stated in management documents or elsewhere? 

Does this nature reserve also have other objectives? 

Do you have an objective to take both biodiversity concerns and social issues 

into account? 

What does integrating biodiversity needs and social needs mean for the work 

that you do at this nature reserve? Can you give a practical example? 
 

Involvement 

 

 

How is the everyday work planned on the nature reserve to achieve the 

objective/s? 

- Are there certain strategies in place? 

 

Does the nature reserve involve people in the work that is done?  

- In activities? What kind of activities? 

- In decision making concerning what the nature reserve should work 

with? 

 

Who is involved in the decisions making/priority setting about the everyday 

practice? 

- Are people living nearby involved? 

- Does staff reach out for people to come and take part in the nature 

conservation work that you do? If so, how? 

- How do you try to ensure that people stay involved? 
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Fences 

 

Is there a fence around the nature reserve?  

- What is the purpose to put up the fence? What is the purpose to 

keep the fence? 

If not, how come? 

 
 

Treatment 
 

If people working at the reserve see someone e.g. picking endangered plants, 

how do you deal with that? 

- Does the person picking the plants pay a fine?  

- Do people working at the reserve try to talk to the person? If so, 

what do you say? 
 

Before I move on to asking about what influences the conservation practice on the nature 

reserves, I ask if there is something the person want to add about the work on the nature reserves.  

 

I then move on to what influences the work at the nature reserves. This is only asked to the two 

nature reserves that are partnering with CFN. 
 

 

Influences 
 

What would you say influences (steer) the staff’s everyday work at this nature 

reserve? 

- If you think about the objectives and work that is done every day, 

what do you think influences this? 

 

If they have mentioned that they work to for both creating benefits for 

biodiversity and for people, what influences that they do this? 

 

Are there established partnerships or similar active on the nature reserves that 

want to create more integrated practices? 

- If so, with what do they work? 

- Does this nature reserve interact with Cape Flats Nature project? If 
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so, how? 

 

Has contact with CFN influenced the everyday work that the employees are 

doing at this nature reserve? 

- If so, in what way? 

- Has CFN influenced in terms of integrating biodiversity needs and 

social needs so that both benefit? If so, how have CFN done that? 

 

If CFN project would not have been active on this nature reserve, do you 

think the employees would work differently?  

- In what way would the staff work differently? If so, how would the 

practice look different? 
 

CLOSING QUESTIONS 

Is there anything else you would like to include or bring up? 

If I need to contact you again, is that ok? 
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9.3 Appendix 3. Interview Guide for Employees at CFN 
 

OPENING QUESTIONS 

How long have you been working at CFN? 
 

  

Questions 

 

 

 

What does CFN aim to achieve on the nature reserves where it works? 

- Is there an agreement between all the partners? 
 

How do you 

work with 

conservators? 

 

On the nature reserves that CFN works with, how does CFN work to achieve 

its aim/s? 

 

How does CFN work with conservators on the nature reserves to build 

people-centered practices? 

- Do you keep regular contact with conservators? How? 

- Do you have training on how to work people-centered? What kind of 

training? 

- Do you have any kind of review that ensures that the employees are 

working in a people centered way? 
 

I shortly mention that based on the conversations I have had with conservators about their 

conservation practices, there seems to be a difference between the nature reserves partnering 

with CFN and the other nature reserves. 
 

 

Influence? 
 
 

What promotes people centered practices on the City’s nature reserves? 
- Has CFN influenced the partnering nature reserves to have a people 

centered practice? If so, how? 
 

 

CLOSING QUESTIONS 

Is there anything else you would like to include or bring up? 

If I need to contact you again, is that ok? 
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9.4 Appendix 4. Informants and Their Role in CCT’s Biodiversity Conservation 
 

Interview 1 Reserve Manager at nature reserve A. 

Interview 2 Educational Officer at nature reserve A. 

Interview 3 Student intern at nature reserve A. 

Interview 4 Representative from the Agricultural Group at nature reserve A. 

Interview 5 Reserve manager at nature reserve B. 

Interview 6 Representative from the Working Group at nature reserve B. 

Interview 7 Reserve Manager at nature reserve C. 

Interview 8 Representative of the Friends Group at nature reserve C. 

Interview 9 Employee at nature reserve C. 

Interview10 Reserve manager at nature reserve B. 

Interview 11Employee at nature reserve D. 

Interview 12 Employee at nature reserve D. 

Interview 13 Employed at CFN. 

Interview 14 Employed at CFN. 

Interview 15 Employee at nature reserve C. 

Interview 16 Representative from the Working Group at nature reserve B. 

Interview 17 Representative from the Working Group at nature reserve B. 
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9.5 Appendix 5. Presentation of the Two Polarizes Ideal Types 
 

Table 1. The Two Polarized Ideal Types. 

  
Mainstream Conservation 

 

 
People-centered Conservation 

 
 
 
Category 1: 
Objectives 
 
What should be 
achieved at the 
nature reserve? 
 

 
City staff upholds that the main objective at 
the nature reserve is biodiversity conservation 
of flora and fauna. Biodiversity conservation 
is considered a valid goal in it self and the 
practice should bring benefits for biodiversity, 
i.e. that biodiversity do not decline. 

 
City staff upholds that the main objective at the 
nature reserve is to integrate biodiversity 
conservation with social needs of surrounding 
communities. The practice should build bridges, not 
barriers, between people and nature and bring 
benefits such as e.g. job opportunities, education, 
recreational places etc. AND benefits for 
biodiversity, i.e. that biodiversity do not decline. 
. 

 
Category 2: 
Involvement 
 
Should people be 
involved in the 
planning of the 
nature 
conservation 
practice and in 
activities in the 
nature reserve?  
 

 
City staff upholds that the community should 
not directly be involved in the planning and 
priority setting concerning the biodiversity 
conservation practice on the nature reserve.  
 
City staff does not point to the need to reach 
out to surrounding communities to get 
communities to participate in e.g. activities on 
the nature reserve and in planning meetings to 
understand how peoples’ and natures’ needs 
could be integrated. It may risk misallocating 
limited resources for biodiversity 
conservation. 

 
City staff upholds that communities should be 
directly involved in the planning and the priority 
setting concerning the biodiversity conservation 
practice on the nature reserve.  
 
City staff point to the need to reach out to 
surrounding communities to get communities to 
participate in e.g. activities on the nature reserve 
and in planning meetings to understand how 
peoples’ and natures’ needs could be integrated. It 
could be used as a mean to integrate the two parts. 

 
Category 3: 
Fences 
 
Should there be 
fences around 
the nature 
reserve? 

 
City staff upholds that biodiversity 
conservation could best be achieved where 
ecosystems are allowed to function 
undisturbed by human disturbance. City staff 
upholds that having a fence around the nature 
reserve is important to achieve their goals. 

 
City staff upholds that biodiversity conservation 
could best be achieved when people are not 
ignored, i.e. people are not understood as a threat to 
biodiversity. City staff upholds that having a fence 
around the nature reserve is not important to 
achieve their goals. 

 
Category 4: 
Treatment 
 
Should there be 
fines? 

 
City staff upholds that making people to pay 
fines if they violate the regulations on the 
nature reserves (e.g. picking plants) is 
important for achieving their goals. 

 
City staff upholds that making people to pay fines if 
they violate the regulations on the nature reserves 
(e.g. picking plants) is not important for achieving 
their goals. 

 
Scale 

 
Close to MC 

 
Closer to MC 

 
Closer to PCC 

 
Close to PCC 

 

Source: Adams and others, 2004; Brown 2003; Brechin and others, 2002; BS 2001; IMEP 2001; LBSAP 2009. 
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