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ABSTRACT 

The Man and the Biosphere Programme (MAB) has been earmarked as one of the most 

promising ways of tackling the grand challenges of our time and achieving the Sustainable 

Development Goals. Furthermore, it may have the potential to make positive contributions to 

one of the most troubling conservation challenges of our time ï winning spaces for large 

carnivores in human-dominated landscapes.  

This study aims to assess the interpretation and implementation of MAB in two South African 

Biosphere Reserves (BRs) and explore how BRs as landscape level collaborative initiatives 

can support Cape leopard conservation in the Boland region of the Western Cape, South 

Africa. This study is informed by two objectives. First, to understand how the chosen 

governance strategy and structure of two South African BRs have helped to achieve a context 

appropriate interpretation and actioning of MAB in the landscape. Second, to understand how 

landscape-level collaborative conservation initiatives support leopard conservation across a 

multifunctional landscape.  

This study takes on a mixed methods approach in which qualitative data takes priority and 

quantitative data is used for support in an embedded multiple-case study design. The sampling 

techniques used include purposive sampling of strategically targeted participants, i.e. those 

governing BRs and those leading the collaborative initiative and snowballing thereon. Data 

collection included a combination of semi-structure interviews (n=20) (the principal collection 

method), a review of archival, policy and other documents (n=15), and supported by a mixed 

methods survey questionnaire (n=5). Data were analysed through thematic and content 

analysis. 

Findings suggest that organisations working at a landscape-level utilise forms of adaptive co-

management and/or governance as a means to being both adaptive and collaborative. 

Important themes which emerge include cross-sectoral approaches, networks, leadership and 

trust for building partnerships, shared visions and ófilling gapsô left by, or collaborating with the 

state to fulfil mutually beneficial objectives. 

This research provides empirical studies on MAB, important for sharing knowledge across the 

World Network of BRs, meeting the need for further research on collaborative initiatives in 

social-ecological systems and conservation programmes for large free-roaming carnivores in 

multifunctional landscapes. 

Key words: UNESCO; Man and the Biosphere Programme; social-ecological systems; governance; 

sustainable development goals; biodiversity conservation; collaboration.  
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CHAPTER 1  

General Introduction 

This chapter states the rationale of the study, provides a comprehensive literature 

review which delves into the Man and the Biosphere Programme (MAB), the biosphere 

reserve (BR) concept and the South African MAB experience. Furthermore, the 

literature review introduces a brief history of conservation paradigms, social-ecological 

systems (SES) and collaborative conservation before introducing Cape leopards. 

Thereafter, the aims and objectives of the study are introduced before laying out the 

structure of the thesis. 

1.1 RATIONALE FOR THE STUDY 

In our current epoch we face what is known as the triple challenge, including climate 

change, biodiversity loss and unsustainable land use (Kremen & Merenlender, 2018; 

Folke et al., 2021). The MAB has been earmarked as a promising way of tackling these 

inter-linked challenges and achieving the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) 

(UNESCO, 2017). The MAB, through a people-centred landscape approach, serves 

to pioneer sustainability and reconcile sustainable socio-economic and human 

development with biodiversity conservation. Further, it may have the potential to make 

positive contributions to a troubling conservation challenge of our time, i.e. winning 

spaces for area-demanding species, such as large carnivores under global change 

scenarios (UNESCO, 2017; Durant et al., 2022). Biosphere reserves do so by 

promoting environmental and ecological stewardship on private lands, expanding the 

conservation sphere and transcending isolated formal protected areas (PAs) 

(Cockburn et al., 2019; Hedden-Dunkhorst & Schmitt, 2020). Leopards are an area-

demanding keystone species (Martins & Martins, 2006; Estes et al., 2011; Devens et 

al., 2018; CapeNature, 2022), often occurring on unprotected land (Swanepoel et al., 

2015a; Webb et al., 2020), associated with high biodiversity levels (McManus et al., 

2022) yet susceptible to anthropogenic disturbances (Balme et al., 2014; Devens et 

al., 2018). Leopard persistence in these areas could reflect their ability to adapt to 

human-dominated environments (Carter & Linnell, 2023) or indicate healthy 

interactions between social and ecological systems conducive to their survival, 

contributing to what is known as óSES healthô (De Garine-Wichatitsky et al., 2021). 

Therefore, in this research study the Cape leopard is used to demonstrate how 
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collaboration initiatives across multifunctional landscapes can contribute to the 

conservation of a species and subsequently biodiversity. Biosphere reserves, with the 

key objective of conserving biodiversity (UNESCO, 1996), position themselves as 

relational hubs (after Cockburn et al., 2020b), enabling collaboration and coordination 

among a network of diverse actors around sustainability issues (Barraclough et al., 

2023; Klaver et al., 2024) making them interesting arenas to explore such a 

collaboration. 

If successful, MAB will contribute to global SES sustainability and resilience 

(Barraclough et al., 2023). According to Barraclough et al. (2023) the research 

community has, for a long time, called upon international networks for comparative 

sustainability and SES research. This stems from the need for collective action that 

can conserve biodiversity, build resilience and meet societal needs ï with UNESCO 

and BRs expected to fulfil a crucial role in this endeavour contributing to the SDGs 

and Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) (DEA, 2016; Barraclough et al., 2023). 

BRs are well-positioned to significantly contribute to these interconnected global 

challenges due to the cross-sectoral approach and purpose (DEA, 2016).  

However, what will enable the success of BRs in this regard is to pioneer sustainability 

by testing various integrated approaches through the implementation of MAB in 

various local contexts (DEA, 2016, UNESCO, 2021). A strength of MAB is the lack of 

prescriptions for implementation ï an intentional avenue for learning-by-doing 

(Ishwaran et al., 2008; Pool-Stanvliet & Coetzer, 2020). Literature on BRs has 

identified the need for a place-based understanding of the institutional context, 

governance strategies of BRs and understanding how global MAB policy is 

contextualised for local application (Coetzer et al., 2014; Ferreira et al., 2018; Pool-

Stanvliet & Coetzer, 2020; Barraclough et al., 2023). Importantly, these lessons and 

experiences, if shared, can improve MAB implementation and success globally 

(Ishwaran et al., 2008; Coetzer et al., 2014; DEA, 2016; Pool-Stanvliet & Coetzer, 

2020; UNESCO, 2021). 
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1.2 LITERATURE REVIEW 

1.2.1 UNESCOôS Man and the Biosphere Programme 

The MAB launched in the early 1970s, with the idea originating at the Biosphere 

Conference in September 1968 (Ishwaran et al., 2008; Pool-Stanvliet, 2013; 

Bridgewater, 2016; UNESCO, 2017; Pool-Stanvliet & Coetzer, 2020; Azadi et al., 

2021). The emergence of MAB is the outcome of UNESCO being tasked with initiating 

an interdisciplinary international research programme focussing on the cultural, 

economic, ecological, and social aspects ï a SES perspective, of humans in the 

biosphere (UNESCO, 2007; Bridgewater, 2016). Signatory countries to MAB were to 

establish national committees and an Intergovernmental Coordinating Council which 

decided that, apart from research, MAB should aim to develop a global network of 

representative ecosystems in which biodiversity conservation was to be combined with 

everyday living and research (UNESCO, 2007; Bridgewater, 2016). This resulted in 

the first mention of the term biosphere reserve ï the tool for implementing MAB 

(Ishwaran et al., 2008). 

In 1974, a special working group of UNESCOôs MAB, together with the United Nations 

Environmental Programme and the International Union for Conservation of Nature 

(IUCN), developed the criteria, guidelines, objectives, and functions of BRs (Ishwaran 

et al., 2008; Bridgewater, 2016). Roughly a decade after the first world gathering in 

Minsk during 1983, the Second International BR Congress in Seville during 1995 saw 

the establishment of two important foundational documents for MAB, the Seville 

Strategy and Statutory Framework of the World Network (UNESCO, 1996; UNESCO, 

2007; Ishwaran et al., 2008; Pool-Stanvliet, 2013; Bridgewater, 2016; UNESCO, 

2017). The Seville Strategy describes what constitutes a BR, while the Statutory 

Framework defines the principles, criteria, designation process and details their 

periodic (ten-year) review process, whereby BRs report on the fulfilment of their 

functions to maintain their designation (Price, 2002; Price et al., 2010). Further, it 

encourages networks (regional and thematic) to facilitate shared learning among the 

World Network of BRs (WNBR), for example the African Network of BRs (AfriMAB) or 

the World Network of Island and Coastal BRs (UNESCO, 2007; Ishwaran et al., 2008; 

Bridgewater, 2016; UNESCO, 2022a).  
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The MAB underwent further modifications to remain a prominent feature in the 

sustainable development frontier. A Seville +5 meeting was held in Pamplona during 

2000 in which, with guidance from Seville Strategy, various actions were decided 

upon, including placing greater emphasis on sustainable socio-economic development 

(UNESCO, 2008a; Pool-Stanvliet, 2013). At the Third International BR Congress, the 

Madrid Action Plan (2008-2013) was adopted (Pool-Stanvliet, 2013; UNESCO, 2017), 

which emphasised BRs should face the challenges of the 21st century, including 

climate change, the provision of ecosystem services (ES) and urbanisation (UNESCO, 

2008a), while also promoting them as internationally important sites dedicated to 

sustainable development (UNESCO, 2008a; Pool-Stanvliet, 2013). 

More recently, MAB adopted the MAB Strategy (2015-2025) and Lima Action Plan 

(2016-2025), which were founded on the Seville Strategy, Statutory Framework and 

lessons from implementing the Madrid Action Plan (UNESCO, 2017). Latest MAB 

policy emphasises BR contributions to reaching the SDGs and other multilateral 

environmental agreements, for example the CBD, United Nations (UN) Framework 

Convention on Climate Change, UN Convention to Combat Desertification, UN 

Convention on the Protection and Promotion of the Diversity of Cultural Expressions, 

and the Ramsar Convention (UNESCO, 2017; Pool-Stanvliet & Coetzer, 2020; Azadi 

et al., 2021). 

1.2.2 Biosphere Reserves: Concept and Practice 

Biosphere reserves serve as the designated landscapes in which MAB is to be 

implemented, i.e. coupling humans with nature in pursuit of specific goals (Coetzer et 

al., 2014; Palomo et al., 2014). The Lima Action Plan emphasises the WNBR as an 

integrated global network for shared learning and as óopen sky laboratoriesô or 

ólearning sitesô for sustainable development (Pool-Stanvliet & Coetzer, 2020; 

Barraclough et al., 2023). Research in the WNBR as a global network for 

interdisciplinary research, and BRs as contextual testing sites for sustainability 

science, needs to be strengthened ï specifically research focusing on MAB (Pool-

Stanvliet & Coetzer, 2020). However, if we are to realise the value of place-based 

learning for sustainability to overcome global sustainability challenges, individual sites 

are not sufficient alone, thus the various networks across the WNBR become an 

important mechanism for collective benefit (Barraclough et al., 2023). 
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Biosphere reserves, defined in the Seville Strategy as areas or terrestrial and/or 

aquatic ecosystems internationally recognised by UNESCO and MAB (UNESCO, 

1996; Ishwaran et al., 2008), are operationalised through their three complimentary 

primary functions and a zonation system (UNESCO, 1996; Ishwaran et al., 2008; Stoll-

Kleemann et al., 2010; Pool-Stanvliet, 2013; Pool-Stanvliet et al., 2018; Pool-Stanvliet 

& Coetzer, 2020). Biosphere reserve functions include (UNESCO, 1996): 

Conservation ï to conserve genetic resources, species, ecosystems and landscapes.  

Development ï to foster sustainable socio-economic development.  

Logistic ï to support education, research, training and monitoring projects relevant to 

local, national and international issues of sustainability and conservation. 

To achieve their threefold function, BRs are spatially planned according to three zones 

(Figure 1.1), including the inner ócoreô, óbufferô and ótransitionô zone (Ishwaran et al., 

2008; Pool-Stanvliet, 2013; Reed, 2019; Pool-Stanvliet & Coetzer, 2020). The zonation 

pattern and use of buffers are to minimise the human pressures exerted on the inner 

core areas (Batisse, 1982), and are described as follows (UNESCO, 1996): 

Core zones: Biosphere reserves include one to many core areas protected for 

biological diversity, monitoring ecosystems with little human disturbance, research and 

low-impact activities. This zone typically includes formally PAs governed by legislation, 

such as national parks and nature reserves. 

Buffer zones: Surrounding and connecting the core areas are buffer zones which are 

used for activities harmonious with sustainable environmental practices, including 

education, training, traditional land practices and applied research for ecosystem 

management.  

Transition zones: Beyond the buffer are transition zones which serve a variety of 

uses and is where most socio-economic activity takes place, for example agriculture 

and settlement. This zone is to be sustainably developed and managed for the benefit 

of people and biodiversity. 
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Figure 1.1 Diagram illustrating the spatial zoning pattern of a typical biosphere reserve (Pool-Stanvliet 
& Coetzer, 2020:1) 

The establishment of BRs were influenced by three different phases, with the first 57 

established in 1976 (UNESCO, 2017). The first generation of BRs includes those 

established prior to the 1984 Action Plan for Biosphere Reserves, when the focus was 

primarily on nature protection and research (UNESCO, 2007; Ishwaran et al., 2008). 

The second generation are those established between 1985 and 1995 when the 

Seville Strategy and Statutory Framework were formulated, whereas the current 

generation, or post-Seville phase, are those established after 1996 when the focus 

shifted to include sustainable socio-economic development as a primary function 

(Figure 1.2) (Ishwaran et al., 2008). 

 

Figure 1.2 Number of biosphere reserves established pre- and post-Seville (Coetzer et al., 2014) 
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Interest in the BR concept from the Global South is evident. Post-Seville 

establishments have mostly come out of the Global South when BRs were viewed not 

only as purely conservation sites, but sites with socio-economic and human 

development importance, bringing to light the people-centred approach of BRs 

(Naughton-Treves et al., 2005; Ishwaran et al., 2008; Stoll-Kleemann et al., 2010), in 

addition to biodiversity conservation. It is evident that community participation (Stoll-

Kleemann et al., 2010) and the adaptive multi-use landscape approach (Ishwaran et 

al., 2008; Pool-Stanvliet & Coetzer, 2020) has attracted much more attention as a 

strategy for biodiversity conservation in recent years ï especially in the developing 

world. According to Stoll-Kleemann et al. (2010), BRs in the Global South prioritise 

socio-economic and human development as a management objective far more than 

the first and second generations of BRs, i.e. the Global North. 

1.2.3 The Man and the Biosphere Programme in South Africa 

South Africaôs first introduction to BRs and MAB was in the 1990s, coinciding with the 

countryôs preparation for a democracy and once again entering the international arena 

(Pool-Stanvliet, 2013; Carruthers, 2020). In 1990 the Chief Directorate of the then 

Department of Nature and Environmental Conservation developed a document 

pertaining to a potential holistic strategy for conserving the Fynbos Biome ï 

highlighting local community involvement as ócritically importantô in dealing with 

conservation and development challenges (Pool-Stanvliet, 2013). The MAB was 

identified as an appropriate approach to the conservation of this region, which resulted 

in the proposition of the Fynbos Biome BR in 1991 (Pool-Stanvliet, 2013). However, it 

was only in 1995 after the first democratic elections, when agreements were signed 

between UNESCO and South Africa (Pool-Stanvliet, 2013; Carruthers, 2020). 

The Western Cape province was the first to adopt this holistic approach to biodiversity 

conservation, establishing its first BR in 1998, the Kogelberg BR (KBR) (Pool-

Stanvliet, 2013; Carruthers, 2020; Pool-Stanvliet & Coetzer, 2020). UNESCO strongly 

supported South Africaôs interest in BRs, hosting several seminars and workshops in 

the country in the early 2000s. Thereafter, its then named Department of 
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Environmental Affairs and Tourism1 wrote a position paper emphasising BRs as 

valuable land management tools ï sustainably integrating people with the environment 

while trying to achieve the countryôs conservation and socio-economic development 

goals. The vision was that South African BRs would be ñspecial landscapes where 

social-ecological land management is practised for a more sustainable future for allò 

(UNESCO, 2008b:4). The Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment is 

the focal point of executing MAB implementation within South Africa (Pool-Stanvliet, 

2013) and was responsible for establishing the national MAB committee in 2010. In 

Figure 1.3 the governance structure of MAB within the South African context is 

illustrated ï all falling under the AfriMAB regional network. 

 

Figure 1.3 Vertical governance structure of biosphere reserves in the South African context, including 
the local, regional, national and international levels (DEA, 2016) 

Currently South Africa has ten BRs spanning roughly a tenth of the country, all of which 

are listed in Table 1.1 (Carruthers, 2020; Pool-Stanvliet & Coetzer, 2020). Unlike 

formal PAs in the country, there is no enforcement of BRs through legislation, rather 

through collaborative social networks between the BR management entities and other 

relevant stakeholders and role players (Pool-Stanvliet, 2013; Carruthers, 2020; Pool-

Stanvliet & Coetzer, 2020). However, this ósoft lawô approach (Pool-Stanvliet & 

Coetzer, 2019 & 2020) does mean BRs can strategically utilise existing legislation to 

 

1 Currently the Department of Forestry, Fisheries and Environment (DFFE: 2019-present). Previously 

DFFE was named the Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA: 2009-2019) and the Department of 

Environmental Affairs and Tourism (DEAT: 1994-2009). 
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enforce acceptable use in each of the zones. This marked a new and positive shift in 

South Africaôs approach to conservation which was previously characterised by strict 

forms of a top-down nature and wildlife conservation often attached to ethical 

injustices, marginalisation, resentment and exclusion (Pool-Stanvliet & Coetzer, 

2020). As a result, BRs are thought to be one of the most appropriate bottom-up 

landscape management tools to face contemporary challenges in the South African 

context (Palomo et al., 2014; Pool-Stanvliet, 2013; Carruthers, 2020; Pool-Stanvliet & 

Coetzer, 2020). The overall purpose of these BRs, realised as SESs, is to achieve the 

SDGs through a flexible and inclusive governance approach (Pool-Stanvliet & Coetzer, 

2020), while simultaneously contributing towards other global imperatives such as the 

30x30 target of the global biodiversity framework (Barraclough et al., 2023). 

Table 1.1 South African Biosphere Reserves, including their year of designation, size (ha) and links to 
their online webpage 

Biosphere reserve (Province/s) 
Year of 

designation 
Size(ha) Website 

Kogelberg (Western Cape)  December 1998 103 629 kogelbergbiosphere.org.za  

Cape West Coast (Western Cape) November 2000 387 000 cwcbr.co.za  

Waterberg (Limpopo) March 2001 417 406 waterbergbiosphere.com  

Kruger to Canyons (Limpopo & 

Mpumalanga) 
September 2001 2 608 000 kruger2canyons.org  

Cape Winelands (Western Cape) September 2007 322 032 capewinelandsbiosphere.co.za  

Vhembe (Limpopo) May 2009 3 099 163 vhembebiosphere.org  

Gouritz Cluster (Western & 

Eastern Cape) 
June 2015 3 187 893 gouritz.com  

Magaliesberg (North West & 

Gauteng) 
June 2015 357 437 magaliesbergbiosphere.org.za  

Garden Route (Western Cape & 

Eastern Cape) 
June 2017 698 363 gardenroutebiosphere.org.za  

Marico (North West) July 2018 447 269 maricobiosreserve.org  

 

https://kogelbergbiosphere.org.za/
https://cwcbr.co.za/
https://waterbergbiosphere.com/
https://kruger2canyons.org/
https://www.capewinelandsbiosphere.co.za/
https://www.vhembebiosphere.org/
https://gouritz.com/
https://magaliesbergbiosphere.org.za/
https://gardenroutebiosphere.org.za/
https://www.maricobiosreserve.org/
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1.2.4 Brief History of Conservation Paradigms: Progressions Towards Social-

Ecological Systems for Sustainability 

Protected areas, core strategies of biodiversity conservation (de Vos et al., 2017; 

Maxwell et al., 2020), are still one of conservations best approaches for ensuring the 

persistence of ecological populations, communities and ecosystems. However, over 

the years the objectives of these areas, and our understanding of them, has changed 

(Mace, 2014; Palomo et al., 2014; Cumming et al., 2015; Cumming & Allen, 2017). 

They have been successful in protecting species and their habitats from external 

threats, such as land-use change (Palomo et al., 2014). However, biodiversity, 

considered a global common-pool resource (Cumming, 2016), continues to decline 

globally, undermining its capacity to deliver ES and subsequently contribute to human-

wellbeing in the long-term (Cumming & Allen, 2017). Therefore, the global network of 

PAs is not achieving their core goal ï preserving biodiversity and ES (Palomo et al., 

2014; Cumming, 2016; Cumming & Allen, 2017). Conservation is mission-driven, 

subject to change as new knowledge and challenges emerge (Mace, 2014), and over 

the last half century there have been several fundamental shifts ï largely due to how 

we view the relationship between humans and nature (Cumming & Allen, 2017). This 

change, occurring over a relatively short period, has resulted in multiple views and 

motives driving conservation at present ï sometimes occurring simultaneously, others 

causing tension (Mace, 2014; Cumming, 2016). Therefore, a brief history of the 

evolution of PAs and the conservation paradigms behind them is provided below to 

illustrate how the science driving conservation decision-making and our understanding 

has changed.  

Prior to the 1960s the underlying conservation philosophy was to protect ñnature for 

itselfò (Mace, 2014), i.e. for its intrinsic value (Palomo et al., 2014), and PAs were to 

be managed to maintain their historically defined ñwildò form (Cumming & Allen, 2017). 

Historically, areas were protected for their aesthetic and scenic beauty, recreation and 

specific wildlife species, not necessarily to conserve biodiversity (Mace, 2014; 

Western et al., 2020). During this time conservation occurred in óecological islandsô, 

where PAs were to separate nature from humans (Mace, 2014; Borsdorf et al., 2014; 

Palomo et al., 2014; Cumming et al., 2015) ï PAs as their own system to be managed. 

The philosophy had been dualistic, a distinct separation between nature and society 

ï the latter being a threat to the former (Borsdorf et al., 2014; Palomo et al., 2014; 
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Mabele et al., 2022). The fortress conservation model emerged during this period, with 

the establishment of world-famous national parks such as Yellowstone National Park 

in 1872 and Kruger National Park (KNP) in 18982 (Venter et al., 2008; Borsdorf et al., 

2014; Palomo et al., 2014; Mabele et al., 2022). 

During the 1970s and 1980s, there was the realisation that human activities increase 

the impacts on habitats and species, largely habitat destruction, overharvesting natural 

resources and invasive species, all of which are social constructs debated in political 

arenas (Cumming & Allen, 2017). This led to conservation being underpinned by 

ñnature despite peopleò (Mace, 2014). A distinct shift from protecting wilderness areas 

to protecting species and their habitats occurred (Palomo et al., 2014). The fortress 

model embodied the separatist philosophy, forcibly removing people and protecting 

what is óinsideô from the óoutsideô, successfully protecting species and their habitats 

and trying to reverse or reduce threats to them (Mace, 2014; Palomo et al., 2014). The 

interest was placed on maintaining the óstatus quoô within the PA boundaries 

(Cumming & Allen, 2017). Those who benefitted were merely conservationists, 

scientists and tourists, white or wealthy in the South African context (B¿scher, 2015; 

Mabele et al., 2022), while the history of injustices, exclusion and displacement of local 

communities in and around PAs, in the South African context, resulted in feelings of 

resentment to anything termed óconservationô (Pollard et al., 2003; Stoll-Kleemann et 

al., 2010; Pool-Stanvliet & Coetzer, 2020; Hedden-Dunkhorst & Schmitt, 2020).  

A shortfall in this paradigm was that PAs were designated by those who had knowledge 

on biology and ecology, not landscape planning, which resulted in new threats to PAs 

stemming from isolation and the lack of connectivity (Palomo et al., 2014). Biosphere 

reserves emerged during this time and their spatial zonation pattern was considered 

important for managing areas beyond PAs and buffering against threats to them 

(Hamilton, 2014; Palomo et al., 2014). Despite the shortfalls, this model still provides 

value in some contexts and has seen resurgence through the ógreen militarisationô in 

response to poaching (B¿scher, 2015). 

Protected areas need to adapt and remain relevant through time (Cumming et al., 

2015). Their success is determined by their social acceptability and economic 

 

2 Sabie Game Reserve, the predecessor of the Kruger National Park, was established in 1898. Kruger 

National Park, as it is in its current form, was established in 1926. 
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feasibility (de Vos et al., 2017) and since the 1980s, consensus was being built that 

conservation needed to become more socially, economically and politically 

accountable (Coetzer et al., 2013) periodically requiring the re-consideration of 

conservation strategies (Venter et al., 2008; Mace, 2014).  

Protected areas influence their embedded environments and are also influenced by 

the context of these environments. For many years isolated PAs were dealing with óon-

siteô or óinternalô issues, largely traditional ecological concerns, for example managing 

water, wildlife, fires and fences, however their potential to endure was becoming 

threatened by increasing óoff-siteô or óexternalô issues which were social, economic and 

political, for example public hostility and opinion, social pressures, changing 

legislation, land claims, pollutants and climate change (Western et al., 1989; Venter et 

al., 2008; Cumming, 2016). 

In the 1990s, pressures on PAs were understood to be ubiquitous and persistent, and 

that even the best conservation efforts were failing because of social, economic, or 

political reasons ï not understanding the plurality of PAs (Mace, 2014; Cumming, 

2016; Cumming & Allen, 2017). This led to a period in which conservation was framed 

as ñnature for peopleò, marked by transitions towards integrated approaches focussed 

on ecosystems, ES and increased stakeholder participation (Borsdorf et al., 2014; 

Mace, 2014; Palomo et al., 2014) ï ES being the connection between PA management 

and societal wellbeing (de Vos et al., 2017). It was during this period in which 

conservation, specifically PAs, adopted the World Parks Congressôs ñBenefits Beyond 

Bordersò (Venter et al., 2008; Palomo et al., 2014) in which PAs can and must consider 

their surroundings and contribute towards other imperatives such as sustainability and 

poverty alleviation (IUCN, 2003). Landscape ecology was considered necessary for 

conservation to be sustainable and therefore ecological corridors, in concept and 

practise, emerged to deal with the previous eraôs challenges of isolation and lack of 

connectivity, however, this did not curb the loss of biodiversity within PAs (Palomo et 

al., 2014). 

From the mid-2000s until today landscape approaches have been the dominant 

conservation paradigm, driven by a new value of maintaining ecological processes, 

and integrating land-use planning, governance, policy and management under a óland-

sharingô philosophy (Palomo et al., 2014; Arts et al., 2017). Landscape-thinking had 

been promoted in earlier conservation philosophy, particularly through the theory of 
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island biogeography, including the appropriate number, size, distribution and 

connectivity of PAs, and metapopulation theory (Sayer et al., 2013; Hamilton, 2014; 

Kremen & Merenlender, 2018). Landscape approaches already gained popularity in 

the 1980s, drawing inspiration from spatial planning, and gaining momentum from 

debates with regards to trade-offs between the needs of conservation and livelihoods, 

thus the new era needed to consider multiple objectives and increased stakeholder 

participation (Palomo et al., 2014; Arts et al., 2017). 

As we reconsider our approaches, learning from emerging lessons of previous 

paradigms, it is important to acknowledge limitations, look forward to what could 

improve and anticipate what could be expected in the future. There are shortfalls with 

the traditional landscape approach, including the bias in location and size of PAs, their 

isolation and drivers of change, and the relationship between society and PAs (Palomo 

et al., 2014). Historically, PAs were not designated for biodiversity (Mace, 2014; 

Western et al., 2020). Studies have shown that there are many important and 

threatened biodiversity hotspots beyond the boundaries of PAs, greater than 

previously realised in human-dominated landscapes (Cowling et al., 2003; Barendse 

et al., 2016; Coetzer et al., 2016; Kremen & Merenlender, 2018). This is not a novel 

consideration as Pimentel et al. (1992) argued this fact 30 years ago, that not only did 

human-dominated landscapes hold most of the biodiversity but that they also provide 

the broader social-ecological context which determine the success and effectiveness 

of PAs. Therefore, biodiversity conservation needs to be integrated into the everyday 

life and not just practiced in far-removed isolated PAs, which if left in isolation are 

hopeless (Kremen & Merenlender, 2018; Obura et al., 2021). 

We are now in the era of ñpeople and natureò (Mace, 2014), or ñharmony with natureò 

(CBD, 2022). The current vision of the Global Biodiversity Framework (CBD, 2022) 

reflects this: 

ñBy 2050, biodiversity is valued, conserved, restored and wisely used, maintaining ecosystem 

services, sustaining a healthy planet and delivering benefits essential for all people.ò 

This means PAs can no longer be implemented as ecological islands in the landscape 

managed for them but should rather be viewed through the lens of the SES ï 

acknowledging the influence of wider ecological, social and political processes (Figure 

1.4) (Palomo et al., 2014; Cumming et al., 2015; Arts et al., 2017; Cumming & Allen, 

2017; de Vos et al., 2017).  
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Figure 1.4: Protected areas through a systems perspective, indicating social, ecological, economic and 
political influences and how these dynamics can influence outputs (Cumming & Allen, 2017:1711) 

Social-ecological systems, also known as complex adaptive systems (Preiser et al., 

2018), emphasise that humans and nature are intertwined and is based on the notion 

that delineation between the social and ecological realms is artificial and arbitrary 

(Biggs et al., 2022). These systems are dynamic, with many interdependent parts 

interacting that give rise to emergent properties laden with uncertainty (Preiser et al., 

2018; Biggs et al., 2022). These interactions influence individual parts of the system 

resulting in feedback loops and the evolution of the system over time ï allowing 

adaptation to occur (Biggs et al., 2022). 

There are some distinct features separating the more traditional landscape approach 

to that of a landscape through a SES lens, particularly their rationale. Traditional 

landscape approaches were initially adopted to deal with lessons from the ónetworkingô 

era ï that PAs are affected by their surroundings ï and that integration across the 

landscape was needed to ómaintainô its original cultural, historic, symbolic and 

aesthetic value (Kirchhoff et al. 2012) or to manage the landscape to protect PAs 

(Palomo et al., 2014). Whereas through a SES lens, the goal is to maintain a functional 

and resilient landscape for sustainability, i.e. deliver ES for the long-term (de Vos et 

al., 2017), with the introduction of concepts such as thresholds and resilience 
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(Kirchhoff et al. 2012; Palomo et al., 2014); óresilienceô being defined as the systemôs 

ability to maintain its identity within a regimes threshold (Folke et al., 2021).  

Landscape approaches as viewed through a SES lens for PAs, offers several 

advantages over the traditional landscape model with regards to conserving 

biodiversity. In the future, PAs are likely to face increasing pressures from social, 

economic and political sources, not only broader anthropogenic environmental 

impacts (Cumming, 2016). The interconnectedness and tele-coupling of these 

subsystems, i.e. ecological, economic, social and political, across scales (Schoon et 

al., 2021) means that sectoral approaches cannot deal with global biodiversity loss, a 

wicked problem due to the complexities and uncertainties involved (Arts et al., 2017). 

Therefore, a multisectoral approach is necessary to build resilience across the 

landscapes in which PAs are embedded in to achieve sustainability (Cumming & Allen, 

2017).  

Additionally, The cross-sectoral and multiple scales in drivers of biodiversity loss 

creates a ómismatchô (Bergsten et al., 2014), ómisfitô (Ekstrom & Young, 2009; Sternlieb 

et al., 2013) or óproblem of fitô (Plummer & Hashimoto, 2011) in which ecological 

processes transcend the scale of environmental institutions and governance 

boundaries, exacerbating the challenge of achieving institutional ófitô (Schoon et al., 

2021). However, the SES approach potentially offers a better fit for such scales (Arts 

et al., 2017; Cumming & Allen, 2017). 

Social-ecological systems are adaptive, dynamic and made up relationally, meaning 

the interactions between subsystems is more important than the properties of 

subsystems themselves (Arts et al., 2017; Preiser et al., 2018 & 2019; de Vos et al., 

2019). Thus, shifting the focus in favour of function and service over individual 

components, for example a species, recognising that change is inevitable and often 

needed (Cumming & Allen, 2017). This is evident in KNP which has for a long time 

reconsidered its approach and adapted to remain the conservation stronghold that it 

is (Pollard et al., 2003; Venter et al., 2008), moving from an ecological island in which 

ócommand and controlô was the modus operandi, to integrating itself in the greater 

social, ecological, economic and political landscape and managed as a complex 

adaptive system since 1995 (Venter et al., 2008). Importantly, poverty, equity and 

human-wellbeing can no longer be discussed separately from conservation in viewing 

human-nature relations (Cumming, 2016), and SES enable us to understand the 
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linkages between humans and their environment (Arts et al., 2017). Further, SES can 

help us reframe biodiversity conservation and PAs, how they are both defined and 

define the interactions between humans and nature (Cumming & Allen, 2017). 

Reconciling human-wellbeing, societal needs and biodiversity conservation is a key 

message emanating from the most recent Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform 

on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services report (IPBES, 2019). Framing these 

interconnected challenges as complex adaptive SES, has permeated through several 

concepts which share this underlying philosophy of the current and future conservation 

paradigm ï aiming to sustain biodiversity, provide ES, and enhance SES resilience. 

These include other effective area-based conservation measures (OECMs) which 

were adopted by the CBD in 2018 to recognise and support biodiversity conservation 

beyond PAs which can benefit in-situ conservation efforts (Donald et al., 2019; 

MacKinnon et al., 2021; Marnewick et al., 2021). This policy tool is important for filling 

the shortfalls of PA coverage and reaching global conservation targets, specifically 

30x30, while strengthening biodiversity conservation for the long-term (Donald et al., 

2019; Gurney et al., 2021; MacKinnon et al., 2021; Marnewick et al., 2021). 

Importantly, it is believed that OECMs are one of the few tools which can 

simultaneously combat global biodiversity loss and climate change (Diaz et al., 2019; 

MacKinnon et al., 2021), which is critical considering these are not isolated 

phenomena and two planetary boundaries which we are in or beyond the zone of 

uncertainty (Folke et al., 2021). This tool ensures conservation is equitable, effective 

and legitimate in the eyes of a diverse set of actors who are needed to curb global 

biodiversity losses (Gurney et al., 2021). It does this by fostering collaboration and 

enhanced engagement between conservation organisations and a range of diverse 

landowners to protect economically important natural resources while supporting local 

economies (Donald et al., 2019; Marnewick et al., 2021). It supports local communities 

in managing their own lands while conserving nature (Gurney et al., 2021), thereby 

contributing to broad-scale conservation within the SES by strengthening landscape 

connectivity (Donald et al., 2019; Marnewick et al., 2021). 

Like OECMs, Kremen and Merenlender (2018) and Western et al. (2020) refer to 

working landscapes conservation in the context of biodiversity conservation in human-

dominated landscapes, which are essentially what BRs and multifunctional 

conservation landscapes epitomise. The aim is to manage landscapes in a way that 
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maintains biodiversity, while providing ES, and supporting abiotic conditions necessary 

for sustainability and resilience (OôFarrell & Anderson, 2010; Kremen & Merenlender, 

2018; Western et al., 2020), thereby supporting multiple environmental, social and 

economic benefits to diverse stakeholder groups (OôFarrell et al., 2010; Neyret et al., 

2023). This is otherwise known as ómultiple-benefit conservationô (Gardali et al., 2021). 

These multifunctional landscapes are especially important as they can play a 

supplementary role to PAs, increase the connectivity to allow the movement of 

animals, natural processes and provision of ES to persist (Kremen & Merenlender, 

2018; Western et al., 2020; Puri et al., 2022). This thinking is founded on the premise 

that these working lands make up approximately 25-30% of the Earth (Western et al., 

2020; Carter et al., 2021), and that to avoid an ecological collapse (and mass 

extinction), biodiversity conservation needs to be integrated into everyday life (Kremen 

& Merenlender, 2018; Obura et al., 2021). 

1.2.5 Collaborative Conservation Governance in Social-Ecological Systems 

The current conservation paradigm necessitates collaboration beyond PA boundaries 

and across sectors to conserve biodiversity within SESs. Collaborative conservation 

governance across SES is increasingly becoming the norm due to ecological 

challenges crossing multiple scales, therefore involving multiple stakeholders (Kark et 

al., 2015; Clement et al., 2020). In other words, natural resource management and 

governance in landscapes defined by multiples, i.e. many stakeholders, ES, land-

uses, institutions, organisations, scales of action and decision-makers) are 

increasingly implementing collaborative initiatives ï the collaborative turn (Cockburn 

et al., 2020a). Cockburn et al. (2020a) define collaborative initiatives as a process 

bringing together a diverse set of role-players who work together to achieve SES 

sustainability.  

Governance refers to a broader set of processes and institutions through which society 

affects the SES (Armitage et al., 2012). Governance takes on several definitions, 

however, according to the Technical Guidelines for Biosphere Reserves, governance 

refers to the ñstructures and processes that determine how decisions about BRs are 

taken and how stakeholders are includedò (UNESCO, 2021:51). Further, it describes 

ñthe totality of committees, legal texts, statutes, and their implementationò (UNESCO, 

2015a:18). Drawing on the definitions of the MAB guiding documents, governance 

within the context of this research is defined as the structures and processes 



 18 

determining how decisions, i.e. the act and process of making decisions, about BRs 

are taken, how stakeholders are included, and it involves the strategic planning and 

leadership around setting goals, direction and accountability. Therefore, the 

governance model refers to the chosen forms of governance approaches and 

decision-making body. 

Governance is collaborative in nature, relying on many actors to deal with public issues 

or challenges within the commons (M¿ller, 2008). These many and key societal actors 

ï civil, private or public ï interact across the SES to solve societal challenges and 

create opportunities ï referred to as interactive governance (Kooiman et al., 2008; 

Edelenbos and van Meerkerk, 2016). According to interactive governance theory, 

higher orders of governance, i.e. meta- or third order governance involving underlying 

principles and values, guide the everyday actions of governing (Kooiman et al., 2008). 

For example, in the context of BRs UNESCO MAB policy provides guidance to BRs, 

however local BRs tailor the implementation thereof to fit local context. 

Literature on collaboration in SES, which has grown across the interlinking themes of 

collaborative governance, collaborative management, adaptive co-management and 

adaptive governance, share two common characteristics (Schoon et al., 2021). First, 

decision-making is complex, uncertain, and can be improved though sharing 

knowledge, information and experience (Kark et al., 2015; Van der Weyde et al., 2022). 

Second, ófitô between SES scale and the ecological challenge (Cockburn et al., 2019; 

Clement et al., 2020; Schoon et al., 2021). Importantly, collaboration can facilitate 

cross-scale coordination, i.e. local to national (Wyborn & Bixler, 2013). Moreover, 

collaboration enhances conservation outcomes, cost-effectiveness, resource 

availability, adaptive capacity, expands knowledge and encourages experimentation 

(Kark et al., 2015; Clement et al., 2020). However, the outcomes of collaboration 

depend on how mechanisms interact with context because context mediates 

mechanisms to produce certain outcomes (Lauber et al., 2011; Schoon et al., 2021). 

Redpath et al. (2017) writes ñdonôt forget to look downò, referring to bottom-up 

approaches, and states that both top-down and bottom-up approaches hold value, and 

are especially pertinent in the developing world, i.e. the Global South where 

collaborative bottom-up approaches may be more suitable. In this context, resources 

are limited, poverty is rife and governance is often weak, and therefore bottom-up 

collaborations are particularly useful in that they operate with particular focus on the 
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realities on the ground and pay attention to local culture and context (Redpath et al., 

2017; Genda et al., 2022). For this reason, Wyborn and Bixler (2013:59) believe it 

seems appropriate to formulate solutions at the lowest level, summing up the 

philosophy by saying ñas much local solution as possible and only so much 

government regulation as necessaryò. According to Carter et al. (2021), there is 

evidence supporting place-based collaborations in the context of human-predator 

coexistence, more specifically they have the potential to reduce negative impacts on 

both predator populations and human livelihoods, increase tolerance and reduce 

human-induced mortalities. 

1.2.6 Leopards of the Cape 

Large carnivores are declining globally (Devens et al., 2018; Amin et al., 2021) and 

are the most at risk of extinction (Carter et al., 2021) largely due to the pervasiveness 

of human impacts on nature (Estes et al., 2011; Swanepoel et al., 2012). This decline 

is not just an aesthetic and ethical issue (Estes et al., 2011), but rather a sustainability 

issue because they have a strong influence on biodiversity (Bodasing, 2022). The loss 

of biodiversity results in decreased landscape resilience (Cumming, 2016) and 

therefore the ability of the SES to buffer against shocks (Folke et al., 2021). Large 

carnivores play a crucial role in regulating and maintaining healthy ecosystems (Ripple 

et al., 2014; Devens et al., 2018), yet are highly susceptible to anthropogenic forces, 

particularly human-induced mortality, land-use changes, habitat loss and 

fragmentation, poaching and prey-base depletion (Bodasing, 2022; McManus et al., 

2022; Strampelli et al., 2022; Hinde et al., 2023). Furthermore, as keystone species, 

the loss of apex consumers may result in trophic cascades with extensive, 

unanticipated, non-linear and pervasive impacts to ecosystems (Estes et al., 2011). 

Globally, large carnivore populations are declining due to habitat loss and human 

persecution (Bodasing, 2022). While PAs are critical for African large carnivores, most 

rely on multifunctional areas beyond PA boundaries where they face greater 

anthropogenic pressure, specifically persecution (Ripple et al., 2014; Strampelli et al., 

2022). Several species, such as African wild dog (Lycaon pictus), cheetah (Acinonyx 

jubatus), spotted hyaena (Crocuta crocuta) and lion (Panthera leo), are targeted, 

especially where there is conflict with livestock (Dickman, 2010; Van der Weyde et al., 

2022). Additionally, some species such as lion and tiger (Panthera tigris) are 

persecuted for the global trade of their body parts (Williams et al., 2017). South Africa 
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has a long history of persecuting large carnivores, having extirpated several species 

from their historical ranges (M¿ller et al., 2022). 

The Cape leopard (Panthera pardus) is the most widespread felid and last remaining 

free-roaming apex predator in the Western Cape, South Africa (Martins & Martins, 

2006; Swanepoel et al., 2012; Amin et al., 2021; Devens et al., 2021; M¿ller et al., 

2022), with spotted hyena and lion having been extirpated centuries ago (M¿ller et al., 

2022). This species is declining from most of its range (Morris et al., 2023; Swanepoel 

et al., 2012). The Cape leopard was believed to be distinct from other leopards in Africa 

due to their morphological and genetic identity (Martins & Martins, 2006), which new 

research now supports (Morris et al., 2024). The species has until recent times been 

classified as óverminô ï and highly persecuted by farmers and conservation officials 

alike (Martins & Martins, 2006; CapeNature, 2022). They are far smaller and occur at 

lower densities than others in the region (CapeNature, 2022 predicts fewer than 500 

individuals), but occupy much larger ranges (Martins & Martins, 2006). They are highly 

susceptible to anthropogenic disturbances such as habitat fragmentation and prey 

depletion (Balme et al., 2014; Devens et al., 2018 & 2021) and persistence may 

therefore reflect positive interactions between social and ecological systems, 

contributing to what is known as óSES healthô (De Garine-Wichatitsky et al., 2021). 

Additionally, they carry cultural significance in South Africa as óiconicô species and 

national heritage (Griffiths, 2017), and their charismatic nature makes them flagship 

species for biodiversity conservation, crucial for raising awareness and support 

(Bodasing, 2022). 

There is reason for concern regarding leopard sustainability in South Africa 

(Swanepoel et al., 2015b), particularly due to suitable habitat being highly fragmented, 

and most of it situated beyond PAs (Swanepoel et al., 2012 & 2015a). Evidence 

suggests non-protected landscapes can be home to as many leopards as PAs 

(Swanepoel et al., 2015a), however, this requires the mitigation of human-carnivore 

conflict and facilitating human-wildlife coexistence in these corridors outside PAs 

where their survival rates may be lower (Swanepoel et al., 2015b; McManus et al., 

2022). Surprisingly, there appears to be a mismatch between leopard research and 

conservation priorities (Balme, 2014), specifically an urgency in filling the knowledge 

gap surrounding their conservation in unprotected landscapes, including actions, 
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programmes and outcomes (Swanepoel et al., 2015a & 2015b) ï which this study 

hopes to contribute to. 

Biosphere reserves potentially have much to offer in terms of creating the right 

enabling environment and facilitating conducive conditions to support the conservation 

of leopard and subsequently SES sustainability by promoting environmental and 

ecological stewardship on private lands, expanding the conservation sphere. Hamilton 

(2014) believes there is a need for the óresurrectionô of BRs as a feasible means to 

enlarging the sphere of conservation, promoting nature-friendly land and water 

management beyond PAs which can certainly benefit area-demanding species such 

as large carnivores. Increasing the populations of endangered species has been 

reported as one of their many positive outcomes (Ferreira et al., 2020).  

Durant et al. (2022) and Boronyak et al. (2022) both write about a theory of change to 

achieve coexistence between humans and large carnivores. Some specifically 

important enabling and facilitating conditions overlapping with the mandate of 

effectively functioning BRs and these theories of change are as follows. First, systems 

of good governance. During the initiation of BRs there is a level of openness with its 

stakeholders, enhancing transparency and compliance with regard to rules of the 

areaôs designation (Hedden-Dunkhorst & Schmitt, 2020). Second, local empowerment 

and participation in decision-making, an important characteristic, determinant of 

success of BRs (Hedden-Dunkhorst & Schmitt, 2020) and positive outcome of BRs 

(Ferreira et al., 2020). Biosphere reserves do not enforce, rather they incentivise and 

innovate, empowering local communities to foster sustainability and lead through 

models of óbest practicesô (Cl¿sener-Godt et al., 2022) by cooperation among 

landscape actors (Stoll-Kleemann & OôRiordan, 2017). Third, monitoring and 

evaluation (research) which are core functions of BRs (UNESCO, 1996), particularly 

in the buffer zones surrounding PAs (Cl¿sener-Godt et al., 2022). Fourth, networking 

and support in terms of financial and other resources. This is believed to be the 

envisioned role of BRs in South Africa, for example the Kruger to Canyons (K2C) as a 

ócollaborative platformô (Schultz et al., 2018), or the KBR as a órelational hubô (Klaver 

et al., 2024), which can help strengthen existing conservation activities beyond PAs 

(Hedden-Dunkhorst & Schmitt, 2020; Cl¿sener-Godt et al., 2022). Fifth, education and 

shared learning, another core function of BRs (UNESCO, 2016) and positive outcome 

in many BRs (Ferreira et al., 2020). Further, in K2C it was found that conservation 
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practitioners learned how to better position their practices through engagements with 

the BR (Schultz et al., 2018). Lastly, a SES approach. Biosphere reserves position 

themselves óin betweenô social, ecological and economic goals, providing valuable 

sites to learn-by-doing with regards to the complexities of SESs (Schultz et al., 2018). 

This research provides empirical studies on MAB and meets the need for further 

research on collaborative initiatives in SESs and conservation programmes for large 

free-roaming carnivores in multifunctional landscapes. Currently, how MAB is 

implemented across various contexts is not well-understood and remains a gap which 

this research attempts to fill. Additionally, these BRs are multi-use conservation 

designations that are positioned as relational hubs (after Cockburn et al., 2020b) to 

enable collaboration and coordination amongst a diverse network of landscape actors 

to deal with sustainability issues (Barraclough et al., 2023; Klaver et al., 2024). 

Therefore, this research also builds on the work of Schoon et al. (2020; 2021) and 

Cockburn et al. (2020a), and explores a collaborative leopard conservation project 

spanning two BRs. Although this research is more focused on collaborative processes 

and less on leopards, the outcome of this research may contribute to the knowledge 

gap surrounding leopard conservation programmes and actions in unprotected 

landscapes identified by Swanepoel et al. (2015a & 2015b). 
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1.3 AIMS AND OBJECTIVES 

1.3.1 Aim 

This study aims to assess the interpretation and implementation of MAB in two South 

African BRs and explore a landscape-level collaborative initiative supporting Cape 

leopard conservation in the Boland. 

1.3.2 Objectives 

Objective 1: To understand how the governance strategy and structure of two South 

African BRs have helped to achieve a context appropriate interpretation and actioning 

of MAB in the landscape. 

i. To explore the mode of governance of the individual BR and its envisioned role 

in the landscape. 

ii. To explore stakeholder involvement within the BR and what these relationships 

entail. 

Objective 2: To understand how landscape-level collaborative conservation initiatives 

support leopard conservation across a multifunctional landscape. 

i. To explore how and why collaborative initiatives operate to support Cape 

leopard conservation in a multifunctional landscape? 

1.4 THESIS STRUCTURE 

This thesis contains three data chapters (Figure 1.5), all of which have either been 

published, in press or undergoing peer review in academic journals. Therefore, there 

is a certain amount of repetition across some sections of the thesis. These papers 

have, as far as possible, been re-formatted to maintain consistency throughout the 

thesis, however, there may be some inconsistencies among the three data chapters.  
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Figure 1.5 Graphic representation of the thesis structure 

Chapter 1 frames the thesis by stating the rationale for the study, providing a 

comprehensive literature review and research aims and objectives. Chapter 2 

introduces the research methodology, including the paradigm, design, methods, 

quality measures and my positionality, followed by ethical considerations and 

limitations of the research. Chapter 3 presents a research article published on the 1st 

of April 2024 in the journal Landôs Special Issue of Biospheres in the Global South 

(Appendix 1). Chapter 4 presents a research article published on the 18th September 

2024 in Environmental Management (Appendix 2). Chapter 5 presents a research 

article prepared for submission to the journal Conservation Science and Practice. 

Chapter 6 provides a synthesis of research findings, implications and 

recommendations. Chapter 7 includes my personal reflections on the research 

process. Chapter 8 provides a consolidated list of appendices and an alphabetical 

reference list including all sources used throughout the thesis, including the articles. 

  

Chapter 1: 

Introduction 

Chapter 2: 

Methodology 

Chapter 3: Learning through 

Place-Based Implementation of the 

UNESCO MAB Program in South 

Africaôs Oldest Biosphere Reserve: 

A Case Study of the Kogelberg 

Biosphere Reserve. 

Chapter 4: Exploring the 

implementation of UNESCOôs MAB 

Program in South Africa: A case 

study of the Cape Winelands 

Biosphere Reserve. 

Chapter 5: Exploring Collaborative 

Conservation in a Multifunctional 

Landscape: A case study of the 

leopards in the Boland, South 

Africa. 

Chapter 6: 

Synthesis and 

Discussion 

Chapter 7: 

Reflections 

Chapter 8: 

References and 

Appendices 
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CHAPTER 2  

Methodology 

This chapter maps out the methodology followed in this study. To do so, this chapter 

begins by introducing the research design, discussing the context-mechanism-

outcome (CMO) framework and providing an overview of the study site. Thereafter, 

this chapter introduces the methods used for data sampling, collection and analysis. 

Finally, this chapter refers to research quality measures, ethical considerations and 

research limitations. 

2.1 RESEARCH DESIGN 

 

The nature of this research was mixed, implying its design and methods integrate both 

quantitative and qualitative research into a single study. Priority is given to the 

qualitative data, i.e. the principal data gathering tool, which will be supported by the 

quantitative data. 

This study used an explorative embedded multiple-case study design (Yin, 2018), as 

seen in Figure 2.1. Case studies are an all-encompassing mode of enquiry which 

aligns with a realist orientation (Yin, 2018). Case studies are designed to analyse and 

describe, for example, processes, institutions or phenomena in detail (Starman, 2013). 

Furthermore, case studies are appropriate for answering óhowô and ówhyô questions, 

conducting research in natural settings, and when the study is interested in contextual 

factors (Starman, 2013; Baxter & Jack, 2015; Yin, 2018). 

 

Collaborative initiatives in the Boland  

KBR CWBR 

MAB governance 

(Chapter 4) 

Collaborative leopard conservation (Chapter 5) 

MAB governance 

(Chapter 3) 
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Figure 2.1 Illustration of the embedded multiple case study design for Objectives 1 and 2. The outer 
box represents the case study context, and the inner boxes represent the cases with their embedded 
units of analysis. 

This research explored cause-and-effect relationships between governance, 

structures, processes and outcomes. According to Clement et al. (2020), we can 

develop an understanding of these relationships by collating case studies. Both the 

objectives of this study contributed to larger research agendas in which case studies 

are being collected for further comparative analysis across case studies. This research 

was conducted under an umbrella project currently being undertaken across South 

Africaôs BRs (more available here), specifically focussing on their modes of 

governance and their envisioned roles in the landscape while implementing MAB 

(Objective 1). Furthermore, Objective 2 built on the original work of Schoon et al. 

(2020; 2021) and Cockburn et al. (2020a) for understanding collaboration in SES.  

The holistic people-centred approach of MAB, and the way in which it plays out 

(governance) influences the involvement of stakeholders and the relationships 

between them (collaboration), which in turn determines whether broader goals such 

as sustainability and biodiversity conservation would be achieved (supporting Cape 

leopard conservation). To aid cross-case comparisons, these studies make use of the 

same exploratory tools. For example, the same interview guide across BR case 

studies (Objective 1) and the use of the CMO framework which is used to guide studies 

wanting to understand collaboration in SESs (Objective 2). 

2.1.1 Summary of Methods 

A graphic illustration summarising the protocol can be seen in Figure 2.2, presenting 

the aim supported by the two overarching key questions guiding Objectives 1 and 2 

and subsequently the sub-objectives. Thereafter, clearly illustrating the specific 

methods of data collection and analysis for the sub-objectives. 

 

https://researchbiosphere.org/
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Figure 2.2 Graphic illustration of the connection between the aim, objectives, and methods 

2.1.2 Context-Mechanism-Outcome Framework 

Collaborative initiatives in multifunctional landscapes characterised by many multiples 

can understandably play out in a diverse set of totally different contexts (Cockburn et 

al., 2018). Cockburn et al. (2020a) propose a realist evaluation methodology, tested in 

Schoonôs et al. (2021) proof of concept paper, which helps better understand 

collaborative initiatives. The CMO allows the comparison of different case studies to 

identify and share lessons learnt under various contexts ï helping to create a 

generalisable understanding of collaborations within SESs. Within these contexts, 

various actors will implement various activities, practices and processes of 

collaboration and learning (mechanism variables). The outcomes are then the result 

of interactions between the contextual and mechanism variables, or in other words the 

mechanisms are moderated by context (Schoon et al., 2021). The CMO framework 

hypothesises that these initiatives succeed (outcome ï O) because of the 

Aim 

Objectives 

Data collection  

Data analysis 

Sub-objectives 

Thematic analysis 

Semi-structured 
interviews 

Document analysis 
Survey (mixed methods 

questionnaire) 

To explore the mode of 
governance of the 
individual BR and their 
envisioned role in the 

landscape. 

To explore stakeholder 
involvement and what 
these relationships entail. 

1. To understand how the 
governance strategy and 

structure of two South African 
BRs have helped to achieve a 

context appropriate 
interpretation and actioning of 
MAB in the landscape (Chapter 

3 and 4). 

2. To understand how 
landscape-level collaborative 
conservation initiatives support 
leopard conservation across a 
multifunctional landscape 

(Chapter 5).  

This study aims to assess the 
interpretation and implementation 
of MAB in two South African BRs 
and explore a landscape-level 
collaborative initiative supporting 
Cape leopard conservation in the 

Boland. 

To explore how and why 
collaborative initiatives 
operate to support Cape 
leopard conservation in a 
multifunctional landscape. 

Content analysis 
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implementation of some or other mechanism (M) which operates under specific 

contexts (C) (Cockburn et al., 2020a). 

The CMO framework and associated coding manual developed by Schoon et al. 

(2020) helps guide studies seeking to understand how and why collaborative initiatives 

work and operate within SESs (Schoon et al., 2021). This framework allows SESs 

researchers to link context to case, thereafter code cases for the online database 

(available here) which allows cross-case comparisons, contribute towards developing 

generalisable statements or configurations and structuring theories on how 

collaborative initiatives operate in supporting SES sustainability (Cockburn et al., 

2020a; Schoon et al., 2021). In Chapter 5 the CMO was used as a framework to build 

the case study on collaborative Cape leopard conservation, enabling the results to be 

better suited for further comparative studies. 

2.2 STUDY SITE 

The Boland, defined by its terrestrial location and geography, is situated at a higher 

altitude along the Cape Fold Mountains in the southwest of the Western Cape province 

of South Africa, covering approximately 425 000ha (4 250km2) (Figure 2.3). The 

Boland lies within the fynbos biome, renowned as one of ñthe worldôs great centres of 

terrestrial biodiversityò (UNESCO, 2024) and characterised by a Mediterranean-type 

climate. Further, the Boland supports a substantial portion of the Western Capeôs 

agrarian economy ï considered a significant component of the net economy of the 

province (Nieman et al., 2020). The human-wildlife interface is a prominent feature in 

the Boland with substantial populations of wildlife across a network of formal PAs and 

private land, including one of the Western Capeôs most charismatic species, the Cape 

leopard (Nieman et al., 2020 & 2021). These PAs in the Boland are almost entirely 

enveloped by other land uses and are therefore regarded as refugia for biodiversity 

(Amin et al., 2021). 

Leopards, the last free-roaming apex predator in the Western Cape, exist in low 

numbers, occupy large ranges and therefore cross many jurisdictional boundaries 

(Martins & Martins, 2006; Swanepoel et al., 2012; Amin et al., 2022). The Boland has 

one of the highest leopard population densities (1.69/100km2) along the Cape Fold 

Mountains, however they deal with fragmented habitats and growing human 

settlement, increasing their vulnerability (Amin et al., 2021). Large carnivores, like 

https://asu.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_2gxzqkwarlUkyKV
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leopards, are declining globally due to anthropogenic impacts, posing sustainability 

challenges as keystone species crucial for ecosystem health (Estes et al., 2011; 

Swanepoel et al., 2012; Devens et al., 2018). 

 

Figure 2.3 Map and location of the Boland Mountain Complex including the Cape Winelands Biosphere 
Reserve (north), Kogelberg Biosphere Reserve (south), and their individual zonation patterns 
(Bohdanowicz, 2023a) 



 30 

In 1998 the KBR was established bottom-up in response to the proposed damming of 

the Kogelberg Valley (Klaver et al., 2024a). In 2004 the Boland Mountain Complex3, 

consisting of eight PAs covering 557 584ha (5 575.84km2) and surrounding buffer 

zones spanning 1 315 000ha (13 159km2), was inscribed by the World Heritage 

Convention as a UNESCO World Heritage Site as part of the Cape Floral Region 

Protected Areas (CapeNature, 2019). In 2008 the Cape Winelands Biosphere Reserve 

(CWBR) was established top-down by the Cape Winelands District Municipality as a 

spatial planning instrument. However, the CWBR has since found a niche in other 

landscape functions, particularly socio-economic development and conservation. In 

2010 the Boland Project (BP), a collaborative initiative between the Cape Leopard 

Trust (CLT), conservation authorities and private landowners, was established to 

conserve leopard in the Boland Mountain Complex. 

The Boland is a multifunctional landscape with small to large towns, privately owned 

farmlands, commercial and ex-forestry plantations, several PAs managed by 

CapeNature and the City of Cape Town (CoCT), and UNESCO designated sites 

(CapeNature, 2019). Thus, there are a multitude of conservation and sustainability 

actors in the landscape working towards various goals. This paper provides in-depth 

case studies of the KBR (Chapter 3), the CWBR (Chapter 4), and the CLTôs 

collaborative leopard conservation initiative, the BP, which extends across the two 

adjacent BRs (Chapter 5). 

2.3 RESEARCH METHODS 

This study used purposive and snowball sampling techniques to gain insights from 

respondents. Data was gathered through semi-structured interviews, a self-

administered online questionnaire and document analysis. After numerous cycles of 

coding and organising the data in ATLAS.ti (2022), thematic (Objective 1) and content 

(Objective 2) were used to analyse the data. 

2.3.1 Sampling Strategy 

Qualitative research lends itself to non-probability sampling methods (Bryman, 2012). 

This study made use of a typical case study purposive sampling technique in addition 

 

3 The Boland Mountain Complex refers to the collection of protected areas in CapeNatureôs Landscape 

Central region. 
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to snowball sampling. Purposive sampling is commonly used in qualitative studies to 

build information-rich cases and maximise limited resources (Palinkas et al., 2015). 

Purposive sampling is a method in which the researcher does not attempt to sample 

participants randomly, rather using their judgement and expertise to recruit participants 

(Zickar & Keith, 2023). Given the aim and objectives, there were specific groups of 

people which held important knowledge useful to the study, i.e. those governing BRs 

and those leading the collaborative initiative across the study site, hence why a 

purposeful sampling technique (Campbell et al., 2020) was used in this research. 

Snowball sampling, also known as óchain referral samplingô (Bagheri, 2015), is a useful 

sampling method for studying hard-to-reach populations or in this case a population 

which was unknown to me (Parker et al., 2019; Raifman et al., 2022; Zickar & Keith, 

2023). Snowball sampling relies on peer referral, beginning with initial participants, or 

óseedsô (Raifman et al., 2022). Thereafter, the initial group refers other potential 

participants to broaden the sample (Raifman et al., 2022). Snowball sampling is 

particularly useful in this study because the initial participants, i.e. those leading the 

collaborative initiative, have a better understanding of the population than I did.  

The goal of these methods was to strategically sample participants relevant to the 

research questions. Zickar and Keith (2023) refer to this as óexpert samplingô ï to 

sample participants because they have specific expertise or knowledge pertaining to 

my aim and objectives. The minimum basic criteria for persons to participate in the 

study included being over the age of 18 and voluntarily agreeing to participate. 

Participants were purposefully selected based on the criteria that they are personnel 

holding a strategic or executive position with the BR (Objective 1) or held first-hand 

knowledge of the collaborative initiative led by the CLT (Objective 2). 

I initially sought permission to access participants from purposefully selected 

organisations, including the KBR, CWBR and CLT. Letters inviting the BRs to 

participate in the study were sent via e-mail to their respective chairperson who then 

approved the study (Appendix 3). Similarly, the CLT were contacted via e-mail through 

their chief executive officer (CEO) and research coordinator, who then provided 

contact details for staff who led their work in the Boland. 

Once permission was granted from each of the participating organisations, the 

participant recruitment process began. The CLT participants were recruited for 
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interviews, while also provided a list and contact details of other potential participants 

to recruit for the survey (n=10). Further, during discussions with the CLT, they 

suggested interviewing a CapeNature official with whom they worked closely. I then 

sought permission from CapeNature by applying for a research permit (Appendix 4).  

Recruitment letters (Appendix 5) containing the research proposal, ethics certificate 

(Appendix 6) and permission letters, were sent to prospective participants to invite 

them to participate in an interview (n=22). Twenty participants (n=20) were enrolled in 

the study (Appendix 7) after two (n=2) did not respond during the recruitment phase 

or were unavailable for an interview. During the enrolment phase, participants signed 

consent forms (Appendix 8) and dates and times were set for interviews. Details on 

the targeted and sampled population can be seen in Table 2.1. 

Table 2.1 Table indicating the targeted organisations, the samples collected and the response rates of 
the targeted groups 

Objective Group Method Targeted Sampled Response % 

1 

KBR Interviews n = 10 n = 9 90% 

CWBR Interviews n = 9 n = 8 89% 

2 

CLT Interviews n = 2 n = 2 100% 

CapeNature 

Interviews n = 1 n = 1 100% 

Survey n = 7 n = 3 43% 

CoCT Survey n = 3 n = 2 67% 

 n = 32 n = 25 78% 

Note: underlined groups indicate the purposefully selected participants. 

 

Purposive sampling was fitting for Objective 1: ñto understand how the governance 

strategy and structure of two South African BRs have helped to achieve a context 

appropriate interpretation and actioning of MAB in the landscapeò. This objective 

required implementing the same research strategy as other cases (already collected) 

within the multiple-case design of the umbrella project. Purposefully sampled 

participants for this objective were the Board of Directors (BofD) and executive 

management teams of each BR. Likewise for the Objective 2: ñto understand how 

landscape-level collaborative conservation initiatives support leopard conservation 
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across a multifunctional landscapeò, the initial sample was based on the criteria that 

participants hold expert knowledge on the BP. Thereafter, sampling snowballed by 

means of one interview and an online survey to other participants, including 

CapeNature and the CoCT Biodiversity Management Unit. 

2.3.2 Data Collection  

Methods used consisted of semi-structured interviews (Objectives 1 and 2), a review 

of documents (Objective 1 and 2), and a self-administered questionnaire survey 

(Objective 2). Semi-structured interviews are targeted, insightful and find middle 

ground between open and structured interviews, or in other words between rich, 

detailed answers and answers which can be coded quickly (Bryman, 2012; Yin, 2018). 

óTargetedô refers to their ability to narrow the topics to that which the research is 

interested in and provides me the opportunity to listen to the óstoryô of the participants, 

while allowing the flexibility necessary to change the direction of the interview by 

asking for more details, clarification, or probing with additional questions following 

(Naz et al., 2022).  

Self-administered questionnaires are cheap, quick to administer and minimise 

interviewer effects (Bryman, 2012). The strength of using documents is that they are 

specific, unobtrusive and can be reviewed repeatedly (Yin, 2018). Documents 

reviewed (n=15) included, those provided by the participants and self-sought, 

electronic sources, archival, policy, and other guiding documents. Documents were 

primarily supplementary sources of data used to strengthen findings from the survey 

and interviews by means of data triangulation. 

Semi-structured interviews (n=20) were conducted in-person with participants during 

the month of May 2023 at their workplace or private residence. The duration of the 

interviews ranged from 45 to 130 minutes. Not all questions were asked of/answered 

by each participant during the interviews, for example some participants were new to 

the BRs and were not sure of the details, or the participants were unfamiliar with the 

topic being questioned, referring me to their coordinator or CEO for questioning. 

Semi-structured interviews follow an interview guide which is a set of questions 

prepared beforehand based on prior knowledge (Naz et al., 2022). In this study the 

interview guides were informed by previous experience and knowledge on the 

research topic. For example, the interview guide for Objective 1 (Appendix 9) was 
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developed by researchers within the umbrella project of this study who are 

knowledgeable in BR research and who had already tested the protocol in other BRs. 

While the interview guide for Objective 2 (Appendix 10) was developed using the 

codebook (Appendix 11) from the CMO coding manual established by long-serving 

researchers and practitioners interested in better understanding collaboration in SES. 

The interviews were guided by their respective interview guides and audio recorded 

with the permission of the participants. The interview guide for the first objective 

consisted of five overarching themes, including 1) governance model, 2) history of 

involvement, 3) envisioned role, 4) stakeholders and 5) critical relationships. The first 

theme targeted how the governance models of the BRs were initially formed, how they 

enable a specific governance approach, i.e. how decision-making processes occur 

and how it has changed over the years. The participants were asked to describe the 

governance approach they are applying in their BR, their perceptions for the 

motivations behind using this approach, and any challenges they might have 

encountered in the process. The second theme aimed to find sources of personal 

commitment to the BRs and the motivations for the participantôs initial, and continued 

involvement in the BR. The third theme explored the perceived vision for the role of 

their BR in the SES. The fourth theme asked how their current BR governance model 

enables or prevents other stakeholders from participating in the BR. The final theme 

involved knowing the institutional overlap in the landscape the BRs function in, as well 

as the horizontal and vertical alignment of actors operating in the landscape. Each of 

the themes began with a main overarching open question after which there were 

several probing questions. 

The interview guide for the second objective consisted of 30 questions. Questions 1 

to 25 were developed using the CMO codes as a guide to capture the details 

necessary to build the case study. These questions provided an opportunity to gain 

insights on the details of the collaboration, how it was formed, who participates in it, 

how do they participate, histories and prior networks between the collaborators, the 

area of collaboration, the objectives and/or goals, and how the collaboration is 

governed. Governing the collaboration included its facilitation, formality, how decisions 

are made, levels of trust and funding, and the costs and benefits of collaborating. 

Additionally, the closing questions 26 to 30 intended to capture the role and 

involvement of BRs in the collaboration. 
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The self-administered questionnaire survey (Appendix 12) was developed from the 

second objectiveôs interview guide. The aim with the survey was to gather more details 

on the collaborative initiative, specifically from the perspectives of the conservation 

authorities. The survey, created using QuestionProôs (2023) online survey software, 

was sent via e-mail to potential participants (n=10) on the 12th of June 2023 and 

remained accessible for one month. Five (n=5) participants responded, while others 

(n=4) opened the survey but did not complete it or did not respond at all (n=1). Those 

that completed the survey took on average 28 minutes to do so and participation was 

anonymous. The questionnaire consisted of 18 questions including yes/no, selecting 

multiple or the most appropriate answers, and open-ended questions. Respondents 

were prompted to elaborate where possible. The survey asked the participants about 

their affiliated organisation, personal motivation for participating and their 

organisationôs role in the collaboration. Furthermore, the survey asked about the 

formality of the collaboration, its objectives (goals) and whether these are being 

achieved, if there were previous occasions of working together, a conflict resolution 

process and what the level of trust is within the group. Thereafter, the survey asked 

whether shared learning and building knowledge is encouraged within the group, if 

there were any unanticipated outcomes, and whether participants benefitted from 

working together even if the objectives were not being met. Finally, the survey asked 

how necessary collaboration is in their context and what role BRs could fulfil before 

asking for any additional information regarding the successes or challenges within the 

collaboration. 

2.3.3 Data Analysis 

This study made use of thematic analysis (Objective 1) and content analysis (Objective 

2). Both thematic and content analysis share a common approach, i.e. identifying 

themes, patterns or codes to be grouped either inductively or deductively, which has 

made them difficult to distinguish and often used interchangeably (Humble & Mozelius, 

2022). However, there are differences between the two, for example, thematic analysis 

is considered a more inductive, purely qualitative methodology used for deeper 

analysis to offer in-depth understandings through its intuitive approach (Humble & 

Mozelius, 2022). Whereas content analysis is a more straightforward, surface-level 

method of analysis offering wider application ï a feature of its quantitative beginnings 

(Kleinheksel et al., 2020; Humble & Mozelius, 2022).  
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The study followed Braun and Clarkeôs (2006) step-by-step guide to thematic analysis 

(Table 2.2). Thematic analysis is a flexible and common inductive (bottom-up) 

qualitative data analysis method used to identify, analyse and report on repeated 

patterns ï providing a rich, detailed and complex account (Braun & Clarke, 2006; 

Humble & Mozelius, 2022). Themes represent patterns and capture important 

meaning within the data relating to the research questions. Thematic analysis is well-

suited for under-researched areas as it provides a rich and detailed account of the 

data (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Importantly, this study took a semantic approach to 

themes, in which themes are identified for their surface meaning ï not looking further 

than what the participants/data said. 

Table 2.2 Phases of a thematic analysis followed in the study as informed by Braun and Clarke (2006) 

Phase Description 

1. Becoming familiar with 

the data 

Transcribing the data using using Otter.aiôs (2023) online 

transcriptions software, reading through the transcriptions and 

making notes of initial ideas. 

2. Generating initial 

codes 

In vivo first cycle coding of relevant data, thereafter second cycle 

coding systematically across the entire data set. 

3. Searching for themes Collating codes into potential themes. 

4. Reviewing themes 
Reviewing the fit of themes in relation to the coded extracts of the 

entire data set and mapping out the themes. 

5. Defining and naming 

themes 

Refining the specifics of the themes by developing ótheme 

descriptionsô which are clear definitions of the specific theme 

(Appendix 13). 

6. Reporting 

Opportunity for a last and final analysis, selecting compelling 

extracts and reporting the findings in relation to the research 

questions and literature. 

 

The mixed data from Objective 2 was analysed through content analysis ï making 

inferences systematically and objectively by looking for specified characteristics 

(Bryman, 2012). Content analysis is suitable for both quantitative and qualitative 

research questions, and is a well-established, flexible, transparent method of analysis, 

lending itself to longitudinal studies (Bryman, 2012; Kleinheksel et al., 2020; Humble 

& Mozelius, 2022). This study made use of a directed content analysis in which the 

codes were informed by prior research findings and defined before the data analysis 



 37 

(Kleinheksel et al., 2020; Humble & Mozelius, 2022). This type of content analysis is 

deductive (top-down) and is often used in studies extending on prior or existing 

descriptions of phenomenon ï in this case collaboration in SESs (Kleinheksel et al., 

2020; Humble & Mozelius, 2022). The specific characteristics in this case were 

informed by the pre-existing CMO framework and associated coding manual. Since 

the codes, i.e. short, descriptive labels attached to a unit of meaning (Kleinheksel et 

al., 2020), were developed prior to the data analysis, less steps were required. Like in 

Braun and Clarkeôs (2006) thematic analysis, I first familiarised myself with the data 

by transcribing and reading through the data. Thereafter, I went through numerous 

cycles of coding the data (two to three times) to ensure nothing had been missed in 

previous cycles before reporting the findings. 

2.4 RESEARCH QUALITY MEASURES 

In quantitative research, reference is made to the reliability and validity of the study, 

whereas, in qualitative research, to the trustworthiness and authenticity. 

Trustworthiness of the study refers to its credibility (internal validity), transferability 

(external validity), dependability (reliability), and conformability (objectivity) (Bryman, 

2012). There are several strategies which can contribute to the rigour and 

trustworthiness of a study (Bryman, 2012; Baxter & Jack, 2015; Yin, 2018) which were 

implemented as follows. First, the process of respondent validation (member 

checking) which was done after transcribing the participantsô interviews. Member 

checking refers to the process of returning the data collected to the participants to 

ensure accuracy, and therefore increases the credibility of the results (Birt et al., 2016). 

Second, data triangulation, which refers to using multiple sources of data to find 

convergences and expand knowledge around the research area (Brown, 2008). 

Triangulation is encouraged to build an information-rich case study (Martinsuo & 

Huemann, 2021). Third, replicating logic models from multiple-case studies, 

maintaining case study protocols, and contributing to an existing research project to 

allow for further comparative studies. Fourth, maintaining a strong chain of evidence. 

The ATLAS.ti (2022) software allowed for keeping a note and coding history, including 

merging and splitting codes, which also provided the opportunity to discuss the codes 

with other researchers when building themes, therefore increasing intercoder 

reliability. Finally, giving due attention to conducting ethical research. 



 38 

2.5 RESEARCHER POSITIONALITY 

My positionality is shaped by a combination of theory, experience and perspective. I 

am passionate about people, biodiversity conservation and the interactions between 

them while striving to build a sustainable and just future for all.  

Theoretically, my background lies in both the social and ecological sciences, 

specifically public and development management, geography and environmental 

studies, and sustainable natural resource management and science. My academic 

journey has equipped me with theoretical knowledge and tools to investigate complex 

SESs. Professionally, I have experience within public and private conservation fields, 

having volunteered much of my time within our national parks and working on a private 

game reserve in the Eastern Cape province of South Africa. Additionally, I have been 

serving under the Youth portfolio on the BofD of the Garden Route BR, a non-

governmental and non-profit organisation. Through these experiences I have become 

aware of both the challenges and opportunities faced by conservation practitioners 

and stakeholders, while highlighting the importance of collaborative, holistic and 

adaptive approaches to biodiversity conservation. Personally, my commitment to 

conserving our natural environment stems from a lifelong appreciation for wilderness 

areas, wildlife and the intrinsic value of biodiversity, and I acknowledge that this is a 

privileged position ï to appreciate nature for what it is, not what it provides. This 

perspective informs my research ethos, forcing me to advocate for inclusivity in 

biodiversity conservation which balances ecological integrity and societal needs. 

Through my research and engagement with its stakeholders, I hope to bridge gaps 

between theory and practice, with the goal of contributing meaningful insights to the 

field of conservation and sustainability science. Acknowledging my positionality as a 

researcher, I believe will not make my research better, but will allow me to become a 

better researcher (Holmes, 2020), and I recognise that there may be inherent biases 

and subjectiveness shaping my interpretations and interactions. 

I am committed to reflexivity, continuously examining how my background, values, and 

experiences influence my research. By embracing transparency and reflexivity in my 

research, I aim to contribute to becoming a change agent, advancing science, and 

promoting sustainability and justice in biodiversity conservation. I understand that 

being a young white male may influence my positionality in ways that are important to 
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acknowledge. I recognise that I may carry certain societal privileges and advantages 

which could affect my interactions with others. Therefore, it is important that I remain 

conscious of that. Additionally, there are two other factors specifically relevant to my 

research that may have been advantageous. Firstly, I spent the first 21 years of my 

life living in or near the Boland, my study site. This could be perceived as 

advantageous, being of similar origin, culture and familiar with the often-bilingual 

dialect spoken in the region. Secondly, having been involved with, and gaining insights 

from, the Garden Route BR, I believe could have benefitted me during interviews ï 

being able to probe appropriately with follow up questions. 

Further, I acknowledge that my identity could sometimes provide me with easier 

access to certain spaces, opportunities and networks. Therefore, I believe it is 

important that I strive to ensure the full diversity of voices and perspectives are heard 

and fairly represented. Being aware of who I am, I believe allows me to practise 

reflexivity more effectively, continuously reflecting on how my identity, background, 

biases and privileges may influence my research. Moreover, being fully aware of my 

position, I believe could help me to mitigate bias, enhancing the validity of my research. 

My positionality leads me to engage with the ethical considerations in my research, 

allowing me to build a level of trust and collaboration with stakeholders, thereby 

contributing to the integrity of my research. 

2.6 ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

The ethical considerations of this research were informed by the Belmont Report, 

considered the primary guiding document for ethical qualitative research (Ryan et al., 

1979). These principles were followed and applied in my approach. I understood that 

the research participants have the rights to privacy and confidentiality, fair treatment, 

protection from harm, and to withdraw from the research at any stage. 

2.6.1 Principle 1: Respect for persons 

Principle one of the Belmont Reportôs basic ethical principles is órespect for personsô, 

which states that all individuals are autonomous agents, and that those with 

diminished autonomy should be protected. There are two sets of moral requirements 

with regards the respect for persons. First, acknowledging autonomy. Second, 

protecting those with diminished autonomy. 
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In this research this principle demanded that research participants entered the 

research voluntarily and with enough information regarding the study. The research 

participants willingly agreed to participate, were briefed on the purpose, aims and 

objectives of the research, and asked whether they wish to participate in the study 

during the recruitment and enrolment stage. Furthermore, participants signed consent 

forms prior to data collection, acknowledging their autonomy and willingness to 

participate in the research. 

2.6.2 Principle 2: Beneficence 

Principle two of the Belmont Reportôs basic ethical principles is óbeneficenceô, which 

refers to securing the well-being of the research participants. Beneficence is acting in 

kindness. The Report states there are two rules with regards to this principle. First, 

cause no harm. Second, maximise benefits while minimising possible harms. 

To minimise possible harms and maximise possible benefits, the participants in this 

research were allowed to withdraw from the study at any stage. Participants were 

made aware of their right to withdraw throughout the phases of recruitment, enrolment 

and again during the interviews. Additionally, member checking was used to confirm 

the data collected reflected participantsô positions accurately (respondent validation), 

again to minimise possible harm but also to ensure the research provided an honest 

reflection of the research participantsô accounts, thus maximising benefits of their 

participation. 

2.6.3 Principle 3: Justice 

The final basic ethical principle stated in the Belmont Report is that of ójusticeô. This 

principle is about fairness in the distribution of benefits and burdens of the research, 

or in other words, ñequals ought to be treated equallyò (Ryan et al., 1979). This study 

avoided instances of injustices, i.e. imposing burdens, by offering participants the 

opportunity to select the day, time and location of the interviews. 

2.6.4 Ethical Clearance 

I obtained ethical clearance for the study from the Nelson Mandela University Human 

Research Ethics Committee (ethical clearance certificate: H22-SCI-NRM-001; 

Appendix 6). The human research ethics committee provides various guidelines and 

documents (e.g. the researcherôs code of conduct, policy on research ethics, a 

summary of the Protection of Personal Information Act, the standard operating 
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procedures of the human research ethics committee and the Belmont Report) for 

researchers to familiarise themselves with ethical guiding documents prior to seeking 

ethics approval. I was required to submit progress reports to the committee for review 

throughout the study. Additionally, I obtained clearance from CapeNature, the statutory 

conservation body of the Western Cape to access staff and/or reserves voluntarily 

participating in the study (research permit number: CN32-87-25882; Appendix 4). 

2.6.5 Dissemination of Results 

As part of conducting ethical research, there was a plan for disseminating the results. 

First, this research was submitted in line with the Nelson Mandela University 

requirements for the completion of a Master of Science Degree. Second, the data 

chapters are/will be published as articles in appropriate peer-reviewed journals. Third, 

the results will be provided in a condensed format, such as a policy brief or infographic 

to research participants. Fourth, in line with the research permit obligations from 

CapeNature, all outcomes or publications will be shared with them. Fifth, the 

preliminary results were presented at a conference, the annual Garden Route 

Interface and Networking Meeting 2023 (presentation can be viewed here). Finally, 

research outcomes and publications are/will be shared on the projectôs website 

(available here). 

2.7 LIMITATIONS 

The critical realist ï interpretivist position of this study implied this research was of a 

qualitative nature, i.e. more interested in words than numbers (Bryman, 2012). 

Quantitative research designs cannot identify causality and do not consider contextual 

factors (Starman, 2013) ï two critical aspects of this study. Furthermore, the 

interpretivist position is generally contextual, having site-relevance, and thus 

associated with the production of knowledge and not necessarily the production of 

generalisable findings ï a well-known shortfall of qualitative research (Bisman, 2010; 

Bryman, 2012). Further, the chosen design, i.e. case study, and methodology, i.e. non-

random sampling, results in the same shortfall of limited generalisability due to 

representativeness and therefore external validity (Bryman, 2012; Palinkas et al., 

2015; Parker et al., 2019; Raifman et al., 2022; Zickar & Keith, 2023). 

However, despite the common criticisms of case study research producing findings 

that lack generalisability, this research was exploratory, with the objective of providing 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8BftRM7KQr0
https://researchbiosphere.org/activities/a-contextual-analysis-of-two-south-african-biosphere-reserves-in-the-boland-mountain-complex/
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a contextualised understanding of MAB implementation and collaboration. For this 

reason, the sample was purposefully based on the specified criteria of being 

associated with the BR management entity or collaborative initiative, to provide 

information-rich case studies (Palinkas et al., 2015). This research was motivated by 

the need to understand the institutional context and governance strategies of BRs in 

the landscapes in which they operate and to understand how collaborative 

conservation plays out in these multifunctional landscapes. The purpose of the 

research was not to produce generalisable findings but rather in-depth, contextualised 

understandings for which the chosen methods are often advocated for, i.e. 

purposefully sampled case studies (Parker et al., 2019).
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CHAPTER 3  

Preface 

Implementing MAB is flexible and driven by local context. It is a promising strategy for 

dealing with the grand challenges of our time and a tool for land management in Africa, 

particularly South Africa, in that it aims to conserve biodiversity while achieving other 

objectives, for example socio-economic development. To improve the success of MAB 

implementation, we need to understand how it is interpreted and implemented, what 

challenges and lessons have been learnt, and what BRs envision their role to be within 

the SES. Importantly, these learnings must be shared across the WNBR for BRs to 

realise their potential as ólearning laboratoriesô for sustainable development. This 

paper aimed to understand how the governance strategy and structure of the KBR had 

helped achieve a context-appropriate interpretation and actioning of MAB by exploring 

its mode of governance, envisioned role, stakeholder involvement and what those 

relationships entailed. The publication is available online at: 

https://doi.org/10.3390/land13040455 

Learning through Place-Based Implementation of the UNESCO MAB Program 

in South Africaôs Oldest Biosphere Reserve: A Case Study of the Kogelberg 

Biosphere Reserve 

3.1 ABSTRACT 

UNESCOôs Man and the Biosphere Programme (MAB) is implemented through a 

world network of biosphere reserves, which offer a holistic people-centered landscape-

level conservation approach. When successfully implemented the program enhances 

social-ecological system sustainability and resilience. However, there remains a 

research gap in understanding and collating lessons from individual sites for the 

benefit of the program globally. We assess MAB implementation in South Africaôs 

oldest biosphere reserve, the Kogelberg Biosphere Reserve (KBR; est. 1998). Using 

semi-structured in-depth interviews with directors and the coordinator, complemented 

by document analysis, we explore the governance and implementation learnings of 

the KBR as it has evolved. The KBR program implementation is guided by global 

necessity, but driven by the local context, which for the KBR translates to a non-profit 

organization cooperative governance model. The site faces a perceived lack of 

government financial support and awareness of the óbiosphere reserveô concept. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/land13040455
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Despite these challenges, successes have emerged in the formation of local 

partnerships to fulfil critical roles in socio-economic development and biodiversity 

conservation. The learnings from KBR, as it strives to become a model site for 

sustainability, are useful for other sites similarly operationalizing an international 

designation for local conditions. 

3.2 INTRODUCTION 

The Man and the Biosphere Programme (MAB) supports the United Nations 

Sustainable Development Goals (SGDs) (UNESCO, 2017; Carruthers, 2020; Pool-

Stanvliet & Coetzer, 2020) and other multilateral agreements, such as the Convention 

on Biological Diversity targets (Pool-Stanvliet & Coetzer, 2020) and Paris Climate 

Agreement (UNESCO, 2017). Therefore, it may be one of the most promising ways of 

tackling the triple challenge of the Anthropocene, i.e., biodiversity loss, climate change 

and human well-being (Baldwin-Cantello et al., 2023). Biosphere reserves (BRs) are 

useful landscape management tools in this regard because they involve inclusive, 

flexible and multistakeholder governance arrangements that are context specific and 

offer an integrated and holistic approach to deal with these interlinked and cross-

sectoral challenges (Pool-Stanvliet, 2013; Carruthers, 2020; Baldwin-Cantello et al., 

2023). Furthermore, they act as a global network of learning laboratories for 

sustainability science and research on climate change (Pool-Stanvliet, 2013; Pool-

Stanvliet & Coetzer, 2020; Cl¿sener-Godt et al., 2022; Barraclough et al., 2023). 

Governance structures adopted in BRs serve as a tool to enable stakeholder 

participation and to sustainably achieve their individual goals, although how they 

facilitate participation can differ from site to site, and even within the country 

(UNESCO, 2021). Although guided by overarching documentation, BRs must 

contextualize their implementation based on local circumstances, with key UNESCO 

MAB guiding policy, i.e., the Statutory Framework (UNESCO, 1996) and the Technical 

Guidelines for Biosphere Reserves (UNESCO, 2021), acknowledging prescriptive 

implementation documents would not work. 

However, MAB requires that BR arrangements should provide for stakeholder 

involvement and participation in both the design and implementation of BR core 

functions (UNESCO, 1996). The current MAB Strategy 2015-2025 and Lima Action 

Plan (LAP) 2016-2025 (UNESCO, 2017) calls for participatory planning around 
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individual BR implementation, which is effective and equitable, and supported by local 

and national government and the private sector (UNESCO, 2021). 

BR scholarship has identified a need for understanding the institutional context and 

governance strategies of BRs in the landscapes in which they operate, i.e., 

understanding global strategy and policy contextualization for local purposes (Coetzer 

et al., 2014; Ferreira et al., 2018; Pool-Stanvliet & Coetzer, 2020; Barraclough et al., 

2023). Accordingly, there is a need to understand and compare lessons learnt, and to 

consider successes and challenges from each site to improve global MAB 

implementation successes (Coetzer et al., 2014; UNESCO, 2017); herein 

opportunities for place-based learning are considered a significant MAB strength 

(UNESCO, 1996; UNESCO, 2021; Barraclough et al., 2023). The absence of a 

governance blueprint within BRs offers an opportunity for learning and sharing 

experiences in what works, why, and in what context, which may aid the 

implementation of a global program for local fit, while fulfilling its obligation for 

innovation in sustainability science (Barraclough et al., 2023). 

Ferreira et al. (2020) conducted a systematic literature review of BR management 

effectiveness, including 66 publications between 1996 and 2017. They found most 

(57.6%) first authors were from the Global North (Europe and North America ï none 

from Africa), of which none conducted research on their own BRs, and only 6% of 

papers were single in-depth case studies on BR management or governance. Most of 

the research on management or governance in BRs was project based ï not on the 

BR itself, and only one study included a BR in its entirety. The reviewôs outcome was 

that there is a need for greater geographic diversity of research, for more research on 

BRs as single case studies, and it also produced the finding, like Barraclough et al. 

(2023), that BRs remain underutilized, in terms of their contributions to the theory and 

practice of sustainability science. Importantly, research on BR governance, i.e., MAB 

implementation, remains a gap in the literature. 

To address the shortfall in geographic diversity, especially for Africa, and BR-specific 

case studies, as opposed to project-based studies, scholars in South Africa are 

currently pioneering research on South African BRs (more can be found here 

https://researchbiosphere.org, accessed on 29 March 2024). This project is compiling 

in-depth case studies to unpack various aspects of BR governance to offer lessons to 

https://researchbiosphere.org/
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newer BRs, share experiences across the WNBR, and potentially contribute to 

improved MAB implementation success. 

In this respect, the Kogelberg Biosphere Reserve (KBR) (Kogelberg Biosphere 

Reserve, 2024) makes for an interesting in-depth case study of institutional context 

and governance strategy. It was established as a bottom-up response to a proposal 

for the construction of a dam and is the oldest BR in South Africa (est. 1998), emerging 

soon after South Africa signed a country agreement with UNESCO-MAB. Since its 

establishment, it has passed through multiple generations of UNESCO policy 

guidelines, evolving and adapting to stay in line with these policy amendments. 

Furthermore, the KBR holds multiple designations, being in the heart of the Cape 

Floristic Region World Heritage Site, which presents a complex social-ecological 

context (DFFE, 2022a; UNESCO, 2022b). Hereafter, we explore the interpretation and 

implementation of MAB in the context of the KBR, focusing on the translation of the 

international MAB designation for a local social-ecological and economic fit. We 

explore the strategic decisions and motivations therein that have enabled this BR to 

fulfil the role it has envisioned within its broader landscape. 

3.3 MATERIALS AND METHODS 

3.3.1 Study Area 

The KBR spans 103,629 ha (Figure 3.1), including 24,629 ha of marine area 

(Kogelberg Biosphere Reserve, 2022; DFFE, 2022a; UNESCO, 2022b). The KBR is 

considered one of the most ecologically diverse biodiversity hotspots worldwide 

(DFFE, 2022a; UNESCO, 2022b). Furthermore, the site has economic significance ï 

being ñone of the most important deciduous fruit producing and exporting areas of 

South Africaò (Wessels, 2019:190). 

The core area constitutes 31%, covering 31,629 ha (30,000 ha terrestrial and 1629 ha 

marine environments) and is made up of formally protected areas (PAs), in the form 

of Provincial Nature Reserves, which are category 1A according to the International 

Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN), and under the management of CapeNature, 

the provincial conservation authority of the Western Cape province, South Africa. The 

core zone prioritizes nature conservation and long-term protection (Schultz et al., 

2020; UNESCO, 2021). The buffer zone constitutes 39% of its overall area, stretching 

40,000 ha (17,000 ha terrestrial and 23,000 ha marine environments), emphasizing 
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scientific research, and monitoring and education with limited human use, which is 

compatible with conservation objectives (Schultz et al., 2020; UNESCO, 2021). The 

transition zone constitutes 32,000 ha, roughly 30% of the BR footprint, and is where 

human populations intend to practice sustainable resource management and 

development (Schultz et al., 2020; UNESCO, 2021). 

 

Figure 3.1 Map of the Kogelberg Biosphere Reserve, illustrating the core (31%, 31,629 ha), buffer 
(39%, 40,000 ha) and transition (30%, 32,000 ha) zones, important points of interest, and major towns 
and transport routes (Bohdanowicz, 2023b) 
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The site is home to approximately 60,000 permanent residents, with an additional 

50,000 non-permanent residents during peak times, i.e., holiday periods and 

weekends (DFFE, 2022a; UNESCO, 2022b). 

Kleinmond and Grabouw are the major towns of the region. The primary economic 

activities across the BR include agriculture, specifically deciduous fruit and wine in the 

Elgin Valley, flower production, commercial forestry plantations (Pinus species), as 

well as tourism, specifically eco-tourism, throughout the BR (DFFE, 2022a; UNESCO, 

2022b). 

The latest national census (2011) data from the six largest municipalities in the 

transition zones: Rooiels (n = 125), Pringle Bay (n = 801), Bettyôs Bay (n = 1380), and 

Kleinmond (n = 6634) of the Overstrand Municipality, and Grabouw (n = 30,337) and 

Elgin (n = 953) from the Theewaterskloof Municipality (Figure 3.1), shows a population 

of 40,230 (Stats SA, 2023), characterized as follows: 

¶ Population groups present within the KBR are mostly colored4 (49.12%), 

thereafter black African (35.78%), white (13.91%), other (0.98%) and Indian/Asian 

(0.21%). Most of the population speak Afrikaans (61.79%), followed by isiXhosa 

(25.82%) and English (5.56%), which are the three official provincial languages 

predominantly spoken in the Western Cape, South Africa. 

¶ Sex and age distribution: Males and females are evenly distributed across age 

groups. The average age of the population is in the 25ï29 age category. Most of 

the population (51.54%) is under 30 years old ï a young population ï and 57.73% 

of the population are in the working age category (20-64). 

¶ Education: A large portion of the population have some secondary schooling 

(41.56%), and 22.96% have matric. 9.8% of the population have a higher 

education. 

 

4 The South African ócolouredô identity, although considered a racial slur in some parts of the world, is 

not considered a derogatory term in South Africa. In South Africa it refers to a heterogenous ethnic 

group that have diverse cultural and ancestral linkages that are neither white nor black African, and 

therefore remains a population demographic and identity of its own.  
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¶ Most (51.33%) of the populationôs average household income is between R9 

601/$1212.25 and R76 400/$9646.46 (ZAR exchanged at R7.92/ US$1 during the 

2011 census), being however skewed towards the lower end; meanwhile, a 

significant portion of the population (16.65%) has no income at all ï indicating 

inequality. 

¶ Most of the population have electricity for lighting (87.97%) and a flush toilet 

(89.75%), whether connected to sewerage or septic tank, while less (66.95%) have 

piped water inside their dwelling. 

The Kogelberg is considered the heart of the Cape Floristic Region and is the smallest, 

most relatively diverse floral kingdom in the world ï one of the worldôs hottest hotspots 

in terms of its diversity of threatened and endemic species (CapeNature, 2012; Van 

Schalkwyk, 2019; UNESCO, 2022b). Approximately 1600 plant species occur in the 

subregion, of which there are an estimated 150 taxa that are endemic to the area 

(UNESCO, 2022b) The predominant biome is Fynbos (dominated by Proteaceae, 

Ericaceae, Restionaceae and Bruniaceae) ï a sclerophyllous vegetation type adapted 

to long periods of dryness and heat, winter rainfall, regular fires, and low soil nutrients 

(Van Schalkwyk, 2019), which experiences a Mediterranean climate characterized by 

dry hot summers and cool wet winters. 

The marine portion of the BR forms part of the southern Atlantic, which is subject to 

upwelling events, in which nutrients are brought to the surface ï driving a highly 

productive and diverse marine environment (DFFE, 2022a; UNESCO, 2022b) 

3.3.2 Methods and Data 

This case study was compiled using an inductive qualitative approach, drawing on in-

depth and in-person semi-structured interviews with individuals of the Kogelberg 

Biosphere Reserve Company (KBRC; ethics certificate: H22-SCI-NRM-001). These 

data were supplemented through document analysis. The aim of this case study is to 

provide a contextual understanding by exploring the implementation of MAB in local 

conditions, and not to produce generalizable findings to be inferred elsewhere ï rather, 

the aim is for lessons and experiences to be shared across the World Network of BRs 

(WNBR). 
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Purposefully sampled participants (n=9) for interviewing were the Board of Directors 

(BofD) and coordinator. Criterion for participants were that they must be personnel of 

the KBRC. The interview protocol consisted of the following categories: 

i. Governance model: How it was initially formed, enables a specific governance 

approach, i.e., how decision-making processes occur, and how it has evolved over 

the years. Participants were asked to describe the governance approach applied, 

their perceptions and motivations behind using this approach, and what challenges 

they have encountered. 

ii. History of involvement: Finding sources of participantsô personal commitment to 

the BR and their initial and continued motivations for continued involvement in the 

BR. 

iii. Envisioned role: Perceived vision for the BR and its role in the socialïecological 

system (SES). 

iv. Stakeholders: How the current BR governance model allows, enables/prevents, 

other stakeholders from participating in the BR, and how participation is 

constructed by the BR. 

v. Critical relationships: Exploring the institutional overlap and vertical and 

horizontal alignment with actors operating in the landscape. 

The duration of the interviews ranged from 45 to 110 minutes. Not all questions were 

appropriate for all participants, explaining variable interview times. 

Document analysis involved the use of, self-sought and provided, electronic sources, 

archival, policy, and other guiding documents. Sources used included the website of 

the KBR (KBR, 2022), a SES model description of the KBR, a project and program 

plan, a historical timeline, and a strategic management framework/plan. 

The interview data were transcribed using Otter.ai (2023), validated to address any 

misrepresentations, and thematically coded using ATLAS.ti (2022) (dominant themes 

in Appendix 14). The data were analyzed through an inductive 6-step thematic analysis 

utilizing the methods of Braun and Clarke (2006). 

To maintain anonymity, each respondent or document was allocated a reference code, 

for example IR5 (interview respondent 5) or DR2 (document result 2). Throughout the 

results, frequency (f) counts refer to the number of participants mentioning a particular 
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theme (rather than the number of times a theme was mentioned within the interview 

collective), to get a sense of prioritization or importance of a particular topic. Frequency 

counts were not for quantitative analysis purposes and were only used to indicate 

levels of significance. 

Attempts have been made to keep verbatim quotes; however, some scenarios 

required minor alterations to enhance the óreadabilityô of the data presented, for 

example, repetition, hesitations, stumbling speech, or translations (Brennan, 2022). 

Where specific information in the quotation may identify the respondent/s, redactions 

have been made in the form of [XXX]. Throughout the paper, quotations have been 

used in-text or provided in quotation tables. The challenge was to find balance 

between keeping as much detail as possible without creating too much material to 

read (Brennan, 2022). Furthermore, verbatim quoting and triangulating quotations 

from respondents helped develop the credibility of the data (Brennan, 2022). 

3.4 RESULTS 

3.4.1 Governance Model: Initial Establishment and Evolution 

The impetus for the formation of the KBR came from an environmental threat. IR4 

explained that the government had proposals to dam the Palmiet River, which would 

flood the Kogelberg Valley to provide the City of Cape Town (CoCT) with water. The 

local community along the coastal villages strongly objected and proposed the 

establishment of a BR, a concept thought to be a strategy to deal with the threat at the 

time (IR2; DR3). The KBR, officially declared in 1998, ñwas the first one [BR] declared 

in South Africa and it was declared purely from a conservation point of viewò (IR1; 

DR4). The Kogelberg Biosphere Association (KOBIO), previously known as the 

Hangklip Regional Forum in 1991 (DR3) and Greater Kogelberg-Hangklip Regional 

Forum in 1992 (DR3), lobbied for a BR and submitted the application to UNESCO in 

1994 (DR3), and were responsible for the public participation component of managing 

the BR (DR3). KOBIO was described as ñan organization of scientists and nature 

lovers, mostly around the coastò (IR2), and referred to as óenvironmental activistsô 

(IR2). KOBIO had been influential in the area, however, their ñfocus is to exclude, stop 

development, é just preserveéò (IR1) ï a vision adopted initially by some 

stakeholders at the time (IR2). The KBRC, a non-profit company in accordance with 

Section 21 of the Companies Act 61 of 1973 of South Africa, was established in 2002 



 52 

to manage the KBR in terms of the MAB requirements and to achieve the vision of ñthe 

Cape Floral Kingdomôs model sustainable living environment for allò (DR4). From 1998 

to 2002 this was the role of an elected Management Committee ï a ólarge and clumsyô 

committee, which necessitated the formation of the KBRC (DR3). Until 2004, when the 

technical committee was established to support the KBRC, the KBR struggled to 

become operational and was near collapse (DR3; DR4). 

The BR evolved over the years, from being a predominantly top-down to a bottom-up 

implementer, after realizing their ineffectiveness and diversifying their activities, due to 

the need for socio-economic development in combination with conservation (IR1). 

Their initial approach was to directly engage with mayors, explaining to them that they 

are in a BR and should attend the meetings, however this achieved minimal success 

(IR1). More recently however, the BR directly engages, through projects, with the more 

ólocal peopleô within the municipalities, i.e., public officials working on the ground, 

which has increased success (IR1). Increasing their focus on socio-economic activities 

was spurred by participants perceiving that ñyou canôt expect a hungry person to 

protect the environment5ò (IR1) and that there are many people who are dealing with 

multiple challenges, i.e., poverty, hunger and economic crisis, and so environmental 

care is not necessarily their immediate priority (IR5). 

The move towards a more bottom-up implementation brought challenges or similar. 

The BR is ñtrying to get this more bottom-up. é you just got to find people from the 

bottom and bring them in. Then of course they never pitch up at the meetings. They 

didnôt have the resources to even contributeò (IR2). Participants believe the BR first 

needs to get to a position where it can provide value ï a participant stated: ñI first want 

us to get to a point where [the KBRC] can be of some use to them. At least give them 

a lift to the meetingò (IR2). 

 

5 I have kept quotations verbatim but would like to acknowledge that just because a person is poor or 

hungry, does not mean they do not (or wish to) care for the environment. I am aware that a personôs 

attitude is dynamic, changing constantly, and can consist of multiple values co-existing. Further, 

environmental and social (and physical) needs are often intertwined as a personôs livelihood and well-

being are dependent on their local environment. 
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3.4.2 Governance Model: Structure, Responsibilities and Decision-Making 

A visual representation of the governing structure for the KBR can be seen in Figure 

3.2. Directing the KBR is the BofD and coordinator, who also oversee the day-to-day 

activities and running of the BR. This management entity makes up the KBRC. 

Supporting the KBRC are two advisory and support groups, the technical committee, 

and the professional advisory group (PAG). These two stakeholder groups, along with 

the KBRC, interact with all other interested and affected parties present within the 

KBR. 

 

Figure 3.2 Schematic diagram of the Kogelberg Biosphere Reserve Company, including its technical 
committee, professional advisory group, registered members, and other stakeholders 

The board consists of nine directors (three female, six male), including a chairperson, 

vice-chairperson and treasurer, and several portfolios (Figure 3.2) (DR5). Each of the 

directors are assigned to one of the portfolios, also referred to as a óprogramô (DR2), 

depending on their expertise. Within each program are several projects and it is the 

responsibility of the director to provide support through their experience and 

knowledge (IR1). One of the directors is the chairperson of the PAG ï providing a 

direct link between the two bodies (IR1). BR management consists of a full-time 

coordinator who is responsible for managing the day-to-day activities, i.e., finance, 

administration and running the projects (IR1). 

Directors either approached the KBRC or were sourced to serve on the board in a 

volunteer capacity. One director approached the KBRC to join the board (IR3) and 
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another has been on the board since initially serving on the board of KOBIO (IR2). IR1 

stated that directors serve a term of three years and can be reelected for a second 

term not exceeding six years. This is to ensure institutional knowledge is retained ï 

older directors can mentor and train newer members, and newer members join 

intermittently to bring in new ideas, knowledge and experience (IR1). Three directors 

joined in 2023, whereas others have been serving two to five years, with the 

chairperson serving the lengthiest term after becoming a board member in 2016. 

The directors steer the focus of the KBR. When asked about the evolution of their 

focus, one participant stated: ñit depends a lot on your directors and their focus. In the 

past, the focus of the directors was very much conservationò (IR1). IR7 said that a 

óshake-upô occurred in recent years ï with greater interest in socio-economic and 

human development. IR1 believes that there has been what is referred to as a ómental 

shiftô ï a shift from focusing purely on conservation and stopping developments, to a 

focus on creating sustainable solutions and working on developing human well-being. 

When the KBRC plan their annual operations, they find alignment between the 

programs and projects they implement to meet the needs of their immediate local 

context and the óbigger pictureô (global) targets of the SDGs ï where the KBRC attempt 

to find alignment with the UNESCO-MAB policy guidelines (IR1). A focus on the SDGs, 

as opposed to UNESCO policy guidelines, is because of their overwhelming length, 

which leaves the BR believing they are not achieving much (IR1). 

The KBRC had a part-time coordinator since 2020, which had been outsourced (IR1), 

and worked 10 days per month, however, as of 2023 the coordinator joined full-time, 

working 40 hours per week. The coordinator is offered training opportunities, for 

example attending fundraising and communication workshops. Their social media 

management has been outsourced (IR1; DR2). Other additional permanent positions 

that the KBRC needs, given its recent and expected growth, include a secretary, 

fundraiser, administrator, CEO, and someone doing outreach and communications 

(IR1; IR2; IR6). 

KBRC members are sourced based on their personal (f = 7) interest and skills, 

knowledge (f = 6) which they hold, and networks and connections (f = 6) that they have 

(Table 3.1). The criteria sought after in a director are passion, leadership, vision, 

community ties, and the fact that they reside within the BR (IR1; IR2).  
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Table 3.1 Descriptions of beneficial skills within the Kogelberg Biosphere Reserve Company helping to 
fulfil the envisioned role of the biosphere reserve 

Skill Skill Description 

Personal 
Being influential (IR2) or patient (IR1), having people skills (IR4)ðbeing able to 
build relationships (IR6), being a hard worker (IR5) or a visionary (IR7), or being 
able to bring communities together (IR5). 

Knowledge 

Ecological, economics and businessðespecially the interface between 
economics and the environment (IR3), tourism (IR7), law (IR8) and knowing how 
government and public officeôs function (IR8), administration, community 
engagement and workshop facilitation (IR6), and being aware of current social, 
economic, environment and political affairs (IR5). 

Networks and 
connections 

Connected with people in the KBR or having built up networks after spending 
decades working in the field of conservation (IR1; IR2; IR5; IR8; IR9) 

 

Board meetings, which are held every second month, provide a place to plan, discuss 

and vote on decisions (IR6). Meeting agendas are shared beforehand so further items 

can be attached (IR5). Decisions are believed to be made quickly and easily (IR1). 

There is a concern that decisions are made too quickly, which does not allow for fully 

informed decisions. IR6 stated: ñ[Board meetings] almost go too quickly. I sometimes 

think the decisions are just made on the spot, there and then, because we havenôt got 

much timeéò. 

There are a wide range of motivations for joining and continuing to serve the BR (Table 

3.2). These include their passion, enjoyment, love for/interest in the environment and 

BRs (f = 7), recognizing the lack of government capacity and needing an organization 

to be a change agent (f = 5), conservation issues (f = 3), the holistic and inclusive 

approach of BRs (f = 3), believing that there are good people doing good work (f = 2) 

in their local environment, sustainability, youth, and future generations (f = 2), and the 

immense potential and opportunities the environment offers (f = 2). 

Table 3.2 Motivations for personnel joining and continuing to serve on the KBRC 

Theme Theme Description Example quotes 

Passion, 
enjoyment, love 
for/interest in 

the 
environment 
and BRs 

Personal interests 
motivating 

participants to serve 
on the KBRC 

ñIôm passionate about this area, I love this area. I love 
everything about itò (IR2). 

ñJust love for our environmentò (IR8). 

ñIôm a conservationist. I was interested to see how this 
BR workedò (IR9). 
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Recognizing 
the lack of 
government 
capacity and 
needing an 
organization to 
be a change 
agent 

Realizing capacity 
issues and 

participants wanting 
to create change 

ñI realized that there is no way that conservation can 
just be done by government entities. A lot of the focus of 
the government like CapeNature and SANParks is more 
exclusion, what you cannot do, and allowed to do. We 
are way beyond that point where we can say to people 
who canôt do this, we must find a way to do it, but in a 
sustainable manneré I think a biosphere [reserve] is 
the perfect vehicle to be doing that. Because the 
biosphere [reserve] does not only focus on 
conservation, itôs job creation, itôs educationéò (IR1). 

ñItôs impossible to change anything on your own. Youôve 
got to be part of an organizationé There are so many 
é little organizations or little groups trying to do their 
thing. Theyôre not always working or pulling together. I 
think the biosphere [reserve] forms sort of the umbrella 
organization who can get everyone involved. Thatôs why 
Iôm choosing to be a part of themò (IR6). 

ñThe only real impact that can be made is through an 
umbrella [organization] like KBRCò (IR8). 

Conservation 
issues 

Realizing 
conservation issues 
and wanting to find 

solutions 

ñI love the place. But then I realized thereôs lots of 
conservation problems. I thought, okay, how to get 
involvedéò (IR6). 

ñI am seeing glimpses of development thatôs not 
sustainable.ò (IR8). 

Holistic and 
inclusive 
approach of 
BRs (social, 
economic and 
environment) 

Attraction to the 
people-centered 
approach to 
landscape 
conservation 

ñOne needs to have activities that will put food on the 
table before one even talks about conservationò (IR7). 

ñLifting the local community that hasnôt really benefited 
from the resources the way they should have. Itôs been 
agriculture and forestry. Then the local community has 
just been [farm] workers, everyoneôs a [farm] worker 
except for the 100-odd farmers...ò (IR2). 

Good people 
doing good 
work 

Motivated by the 
people and the 
good work they do 

ñWhat motivates me is that I see a lot of good people 
doing the right thing and understanding what weôve got 
here. é itôs under so much threat, but it is one of the 
most important floral kingdoms on the planet. We donôt 
want to lose itò (IR7). 

Sustainability, 
youth, and 
future 

generations 

Motivated by the 
youth and 

sustainability for 
future generations 

ñI want young people to feel like thereôs more to life than 
what theyôre currently experiencing. I do the stuff that I 
do with the agenda of introducing them to, óguys thereôs 
so much more than what you see right now. This 
doesnôt have to be the endôò (IR5).  

ñFor the long run and for future generationsò (IR8). 

Immense 
potential and 
opportunities 

the 
environment 
offers 

Acknowledging the 
potential of the 
landscape 

ñI see the immense potential in the natural resources of 
[KBR]ò (IR2) 
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The technical committee, which formed in 2004 (DR3), provides support and convenes 

their critical partners, including authorities and some conservation bodies (DR2; DR4). 

It is ñan attempt to get people from these various silos to actually sit in a room togetherò 

(IR4). Additionally, the newly formed PAG, also known as the óKBR Science Affiliationô 

(DR1), was initiated by interested and affected parties interested in the sustainability 

of the KBR (IR4). The PAG is a diverse group of óscientists and technical specialistsô 

who self-organized to bring a scientific approach to prioritizing and addressing 

challenges, thereby supporting the activities of BR (IR4; IR9; DR1; DR2). The PAG 

conducted an analysis on the KBR to develop a SES model description and identified 

what they call ópressure pointsô (IR9; DR1). They presented these results at a 

workshop ï thereafter solidifying their role. The BR orientates their programs and 

projects to deal with these pressure points. IR6 explained that the BR is lucky to have 

a supportive group of experts who the BR can seek guidance from. 

Stakeholder meetings take two forms in the KBR: meetings of the technical and 

advisory stakeholders, as represented through the technical committee and PAG, and 

larger, more inclusive, meetings of all interested and affected parties residing within 

the KBR. Stakeholder meetings with the technical committee occur directly after board 

meetings (IR6). This is where the KBRC attempt to broaden the conversation with 

some of their critical partners (IR1). In these meetings ñ[the KBRC] would then discuss 

projects and how we can collaborate, issues that have come up, é, find solutions and 

things like thatò (IR1). These meetings offer a space for information, or knowledge-

sharing, and for the various stakeholders to provide feedback on their activities. Twice 

a year the KBRC will have larger stakeholder meetings that are open to all interested 

and affected parties who would like to participate (IR1) ï one being the annual general 

meeting (AGM). 

The BR has volunteers and memberships. The directors are volunteers and there is a 

group of wildlife rescuers (IR1; IR5). In the last two years the BR has grown to 25 paid 

memberships. Membership fees range from R250/$13.11 to R1000/$52.44 (ZAR 

exchanged at R19.07/US$1 during the time of data collection ï May 2023), depending 

on the nature of their membership (business or individual), and the funds contributed 

to the BRôs operational capacity (IR1; DR5). Benefits for registered members include, 

special access to resources such as information and maps only available to members, 

the use of the KBR logo, a certificate showing commitment to sustainable 
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development, the opportunity to work with the KBR to network with key stakeholders 

(e.g., municipalities and local government), the power of the collective voice to bring 

about positive change, knowing about the project implementation and how to get 

involved, and access to joint marketing opportunities (DR5). 

3.4.3 Governance Model: Evolution and Lessons Learned 

The governance structure has not changed since its establishment, apart from the 

inclusion of additional roles ï now having a designated treasurer and having diversified 

the board with younger members and connected it to different networks (IR2; IR4; 

IR8). There is momentum towards establishing a youth board (IR5). One significant 

change however has been the removal of incentives (IR2). In early years staff were 

incentivized to attend meetings (IR2), and there is a perception that previous board 

members lacked interest and enthusiasm, regarding their role as ójust a jobô ï attracting 

the ówrongô people (IR2). Previously, ñdirectors were just people living here, who would 

attend meetings, somewhat reluctantly, some of them becauseé I think they could 

see possibly ways and means of using the facility to gain something out of it. But I 

didnôt get the feeling that the directors were there really to make the ultimate difference 

of creating jobs and addressing povertyò (IR2). Furthermore, ñitôs important that the 

board is unpaid, in a situation like this, because itôs going to become a club otherwiseò 

(IR2). Strategically selecting members for the board has helped increase success 

(IR2; IR5). Rotating the board with the terms of service has also contributed to getting 

the right mix of people that have a genuine interest in the KBR and its purpose (IR2; 

IR8), which is reported to have increased their success (IR1; IR6; IR8). 

3.4.4 Envisioned Role: Visions of Success 

Four themes emerged when asked about the vision for success in the BR (Table 3). 

These include being an organization connecting stakeholders (f = 6) to link all the 

actors in the landscape (IR5; IR6), be their ógo-toô (IR7) and a place where everyone 

talks to each other (IR8). Secondly, creating awareness, pride, and a sense of place 

(f = 5) so that people are aware of the KBR (and BR concept) and proud to live in and 

promote it (IR5; IR6). Thirdly, job creation and socio-economic opportunities (f = 

4) to empower youth, encouraging their involvement in the landscape (IR2). An avenue 

for job creation that was identified is tourism (IR7). Finally, fostering stewardship and 

being a model site for sustainability (f = 4), to set an example for others through 
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living and developing in harmony with nature (IR3; IR9), and to have residents care 

for the land (IR3; IR8). All the above should result in what a participant referred to as 

a ócritical massô, after which success would come (IR9). 

Table 3.3 Kogelberg Biosphere Reserve Companyôs visions of success for the Kogelberg Biosphere 
Reserve 

Theme Theme Description Example Quotes 

Organization 
connecting 
stakeholders 

The KBR seen to 
perform as a central 
hub for stakeholders 

to connect 

ñI think it would be being a link between all the 
institutions and organizations in the areaò (IR5). 

ñThe KBRC can become strong enough that theyôd be 
the go-to for everyoneò (IR7). 

ñA place where the authorities and the people work 
together, who speak to each other...ò (IR8). 

ñTo actually be this umbrella body where all the other 
conservation organizations, all these tiny groups, must 
sort of get it get pulled in and be part of itò (IR6). 

Awareness, 
pride, and 

sense of place 

Increasing 
awareness and 

pride 

ñThe BR having a prominent role in the community, 
where everyone that stays here knows what it is, knows 
what it stands for, and theyôre proud to have it here... 
People being aware that óI stay in a BR. This is what it 
means to stay in a BRô, and to see the benefits of 
staying in oneò (IR5). 

ñA critical mass of the people living in the KBR buying 
into the concept and understanding what it meansé I 
get the feeling that thereôs quite a large proportion of 
people that buy in, but not enough. Then thereôs a large 
proportion of the people that donôt quite understand 
what itôs about... If you could somehow get more people 
to buy in and more people to understandé the success 
would comeò (IR9). 

Job creation 
and socio-
economic 
opportunities 

Creation of 
opportunities and 
employment 

ñEmpowering the younger people... Job opportunities, 
there needs to be job opportunities. If we can get a very 
clearé picture of the placeðsomething turning around. 
The youth getting enthusiastic about getting involved in 
the whole landscapeò (IR2). 

ñThis would be a major tourism destination. Because it 
should beé the most diverse flower kingdom on the 
planetò (IR7). 

Fostering 
stewardship 
and being a 
model site for 
sustainability 

To be an example 
site for other areas 
to learn from, 
including people 
coexisting with 
nature 

ñTo be an example of how to live, an appropriate 
balance, or harmony with the environment and 
economy. To roll that out into places where it is not a 
BRò (IR3). 

ñItôs meant to be a model for showing other areas how 
they can coexist with natureò (IR9). 

ñé getting everyone in, as custodiansò (IR8). 

ñRentmeesters [stewards]ò (IR3). 
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3.4.5 Envisioned Role: Present Role in the Landscape 

This section details the KBRôs present role within the SES (Appendix 15). 

Collaboration and coordination are about bringing actors in the landscape together 

and implementing the óbig ideasô through custodianship (IR8). Addressing inequality 

and unemployment and supporting non-profit organizations (NPOs) and the youth are 

their main socio-economic activities. Conservation activities include invasive alien 

plant (IAP) clearing, wildlife and plant rescue, and supporting conservancies. 

Collaboration and coordination: Three municipalities; the Overstrand, 

Theewaterskloof and the CoCT, as well as the Overberg District Municipality (ODM), 

are all actors within the BR. Additionally, CapeNature, the statutory conservation body 

of the Western Cape. Moreover, there are civil society bodies acting across the 

landscape, for example conservancies. They see their responsibility as ñbeing there to 

bring those [actors] together in as an effective a way as possibleò (IR4). Their primary 

role is not necessarily to implement projects but rather, ñ[the KBRC] can get the 

funding, [the KBRC] can get it going, but then someone has to take ownership or 

champion the project and I think this is where the smaller groups come inò (IR6). The 

BR can also give the smaller groups and organizations a ólouder voiceô by utilizing their 

networks and relationships built with the authorities. 

Conservation and socio-economic development: The BR sees itself as a vehicle 

ñto introduce and to create jobsò (IR7), which is perceived to be important because of 

the belief that ñwhen people are hungry, you can tell them donôt pollute, but thatôs not 

their main concernò (IR5). They have partnered with other actors to fulfil their role in 

socio-economic development and create opportunities for those living in the BR. Their 

conservation role is supporting and facilitating existing conservation organization 

activities, and in some cases initiating new ones. 

3.4.6 Envisioned Role: Challenges 

Six themes regarding challenges for the BR to fulfil its role in the landscape emerged. 

Awareness, óbuy-inô, communities and óbiosphere livingô (f = 8) (Table 3.4) are 

associated with the lack of awareness of the BR concept and having the óbuy-inô and 

support for the KBR (IR3; IR4; IR8), community members not embodying what has 

been referred to as óbiosphere livingô (IR8), a detachment from the natural environment 

(IR4; IR5; IR9), and anti-BR stakeholders (IR2). 
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Table 3.4 Awareness, óbuy-inô, communities and óbiosphere livingô as a challenge for the Kogelberg 
Biosphere Reserve Company in fulfilling their envisioned role in the Kogelberg Biosphere Reserve 

Theme Theme Description Example Quotes 

Awareness, 
óbuy-inô, 

communities, 
and óbiosphere 

livingô 

Challenges relating 
to residents who 
lack awareness of 
the KBR and BRs in 
general, embodying 
the harmonious 
lifestyle between 
humans and nature. 

ñThe biggest challenge is probably that I doubt that 
people have got buy-in reallyò (IR3). 

ñPeople still donôt know what a BR is. They donôt know 
the purpose of a BR. They donôt know where theyôre 
living. So, theyôre not doing things in line with biosphere 
livingò (IR8). 

ñI noticed that there was a fair amount of anti-BR, 
especially from people in the economy, the farming 
sector. The KBRC was too closely related to what was 
known as óKOBIOô beforeéò (IR2). 

 

Funding, resources, and international partnerships (f = 7) relates to a lack of 

funding, and there is a belief that the KBRC ócould do a lot moreô if there was more 

funding available (IR9) ï specifically, operational funding (IR4). IR4 stated: ñ[The 

KBRC] can get funding for very specific, clearly defined projects. But to get funding for 

é giving more capacity to KBRCôs office and admin and publicity... That is proving a 

real problemò (IR4). The KBRC have limited human resources (IR6), which is related 

to the challenge of funding (IR5). Additionally, the KBR lack international partners and 

would like to build a relationship with those who would be willing to contribute to their 

cause (IR2). 

Cooperation and coordination (f = 5) are a challenge that relates to what seems to 

be óterritorialismô over who the management entity of the KBR is (IR4; IR8), and 

dividedness amongst civil society organizations, despite having the similar motivations 

to conserve the natural environment and its wildlife (See ólack of consensusô in Table 

3.10). The experience of territorialism is presented below: 

ñEvery group thinks they are the ones who are managing this biosphere reserve. The 

other ones are somehow part of the problem. Now Iôm saying this to illustrate the point 

that they have a tremendous sense of ownership of the biosphere reserve, but donôt 

see the KBRC as the body that can help to coordinate all the activities. Thereôs a 

breakdown there. KBRC is regarded either as, óare you going to come and tell us [civil 

society organizations] what to do?ô Or ówho are [KBRC], what did [KBRC] ever do for 

us? [KBRC is] uselessô. Without knowing anything about what the KBRC is attempting 

to accomplish. é theyôll own the land but not the bodyò (IR4). 
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Additionally, actors operating in ósilosô is believed to be one of the KBRôs óbiggest 

challenge[s]ô (IR1) ï not communicating with each other despite trying to achieve a 

common goal. For example, IR9 stated: ñThereôs ... 10 or more different organizations, 

clearing invasive alien plants and not talking to each other...ò. 

Environmental (f = 5) challenges (Table 3.5) include wildfires and their associated 

impacts (IR1) ï specifically the municipalityôs response to implementing fire protection 

(IR2; IR9). IAPs are a threat to the environment within the BR (IR9), which is 

exacerbated by the municipalityôs fire prevention strategy and increasing the fire risk 

through the proliferation of IAP species (IR3). 

Table 3.5 Environmental challenges for the Kogelberg Biosphere Reserve Company in fulfilling their 
envisioned role in the Kogelberg Biosphere Reserve 

Theme Theme Description Example Quotes 

Environmental 

Environmental 
challenges for the 
KBR in fulfilling its 
envisioned role 

ñFire is a big threat to us, and the whole impact that all 
of that hasò (IR1). 

ñIf we donôt bring these invasive species under control, 
then theyôre going to take over the whole placeò (IR9) 

ñ[Municipality] would have everybody just clear their 
plots and cement them so that they have no fuel on 
them. Weôve been engaging with them over that 
question. There are different opinions. Some people, 
they treat, for example, they said all the vegetation 
must be cut down to point five of a meter. Now, when 
youôre dealing with, itôs not a grassland, you know, and, 
or if youôve got trees, you must trim them two meters 
above the ground. Now what weôve got here is shrubs. 
If you trim them two meters from the ground and leave 
the top branches, theyôre going to die. If you mow them 
to 0.5 m, theyôre going to die. There was no ecological 
understanding of thatò (IR9). 

ñLike this fire thing [municipalityôs approach to IAP 
clearing]. Theyôre illegal [cutting down milkwoods], 
theyôre illogical. The fact that they cut it down causes 
aliens to grow, it causes these óspansrietô [pampas 
grass], the reeds to grow. It increases the fire riskò 
(IR3). 

 

Illegal activities (f = 5) (Table 3.6) include issues of illegal hunting (IR2), which the 

KBR is responding to through strategic partnerships (see óprotecting natureô in 

Appendix 15), which include the poaching of proteas and perlemoen (abalone, Haliotis 

midae) (IR7; IR9), and the illegal clearing of protected species (IR2; IR4), which is 

associated with the municipalityôs fire prevention strategy (see Table 3.5). Land 
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invasions and the associated challenges they bring pose a challenge for the KBR (IR4; 

IR7; IR9). These challenges are difficult to respond to, considering the capacity issues 

faced by the authorities (see ólack of capacityô Table 3.10). 

Table 3.6 Illegal activities as a challenge for the Kogelberg Biosphere Reserve Company in fulfilling its 
envisioned role in the Kogelberg Biosphere Reserve 

Theme Theme Description Example Quotes 

Illegal activities 

Illegal activity 
posing a challenge 
for the KBR to fulfil 
its envisioned role 

ñThe snaring here is shocking!ò (IR2). [According to the 
Nature Conservation Ordinance No.19 of 1974, snaring 
is a method of trapping and therefore an illegal hunting 
method in Western Cape, South Africa] 

ñNumber one, big pressure point, is Knoflokskraal. 
Thereôs a land invasion. Itôs completely outside the law. 
The government is not in control anymore. Theyôre 
[invaders] just going to continue. Theyôre going to take 
the next piece of state land and the next piece of state 
land. That is a major issueò (IR9). 

ñItôs all kinds of illegal activity, and people go in there 
with 5 or 10 bakkies [pickup truck] a day, and just clear 
proteas. They have a photocopied license from DFFE. 
No one knows whether itôs authentic or not. You phone 
people and theyôre just not interested. Weôve been 
writing letters, writing emails, weôve got a paper trail, a 
couple of kilometers long of all the things that have 
been going on since the [forestry] exitò (IR7). 

ñI mentioned that [municipalityôs approach to IAP 
clearing] because fire is a major threat in the area and 
our municipality sees their responsibilityðfire breaksé, 
theyôll brush cut whatôs easy to brush cut. But where 
alien vegetation is growing in areas thatôs difficult to 
access, and places where theyôre responsible, but just 
difficult to access. óNo, no, no that I [municipality] will 
just leaveô. These areas that are serious threats to 
runaway fires, those are left. Itôs very easy to tell the 
plot owner, just by the way, you havenôt developed your 
plot yet, but youôve got to give a brush cut once every 
two to three years. Down to ankle height. Thereôll be a 
milkwood [Sideroxylon inerme are a tree species 
protected by South Africaôs National Forests Act.84 of 
1998] or somethingðdoesnôt matter. You just brush cut 
it. It is going completely against [ecological 
understanding and the law]ò (IR2). 

 

Government (f = 3) challenges (Table 3.7) include the perceived lack of support from 

government, specifically some local municipalities and national that the KBRC have 

difficulty collaborating with to find solutions to problems ï suspected to be due to 

political reasons (IR1; IR2). Additionally, there are views that government does not 
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take the KBR seriously (IR7), and that the engagements between government and the 

KBR seem superficial, in that public officials only engage due to obligations (IR2). 

Table 3.7 Government as a challenge for the Kogelberg Biosphere Reserve Company in fulfilling its 
envisioned role in the Kogelberg Biosphere Reserve 

Theme Theme Description Example Quotes 

Government 

Reference to 
challenges with 
local, provincial or 
national government 

ñOne of our BIGGEST challenges is the [XXX] 
Municipality. Because of all sorts of political reasons, 
they are just not coming to the partyò (IR1). 

ñThe mayor of [XXX] Municipalityé [The KBRC] cannot 
get a meeting with a guy. Not for anythingò (IR2). 

ñI feel that the biospheres [reserves] in the Western 
Cape donôt get support from national [government]ò 
(IR1). 

ñBut then a big problem has been [the KBRCs] inability 
to get government to be part of solutionséò (IR2). 

ñThe people attending the [stakeholder] meetings, the 
stakeholders from government, ... I donôt think they 
were really taking the [KBRC] board seriously. I think it 
was a meeting that they [government officials] had to 
attend. They [government officials] were ticking a boxé 
enduring the meetingò (IR2). 

 

3.4.7 Envisioned Role: Effectiveness 

There was a mixed response to if the BR is believed to be successful in terms of 

fulfilling its mandate. One participant had conflicting perceptions, saying: ñThe old 

response in Afrikaans would be ója, neeô. Yes and noò (IR4). Participants described 

success in some areas and not in others. Earlier years were unsuccessful, however, 

with recent years becoming more successful and achieving more. This improvement 

is captured in the following statement: ñFor the first two or three years, I saw absolutely 

no progress. But I certainly have seen, escalating in the last two years, better and 

better response. Especially with [coordinator] holding the reins. I think this is what was 

vital to the organization ï having this one person whoôs totally passionate about itò 

(IR2). Staff joining in more recent years believe ñ[the KBRC] have a lot more to do, but 

yes [there is success]ò (IR5) and ñit could be betterò (IR8). IR4 stated: ñHow do we 

know? é In any formal sense you say thatôs our specific outcome that weôre wanting 

to achieve. You measure success in terms of how close you are to your defined 

outcome. We donôt have a defined outcome. Maybe thatôs something we need to doò 

(IR4). 
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When asked what accounts for the recent effectiveness (Table 3.8), cited factors 

included the type of people involved (f = 5), leadership quality (f = 3) and full-time 

staff (f = 2). 

Table 3.8 Factors instrumental in the increased effectiveness of the Kogelberg Biosphere Reserve 

Theme Theme Description Example Quotes 

Type of people 
involved 

Strategically 
selecting directors 
with skillsets 

ñWhether [the KBRCôs] effective or not, is dependent on 
who does itò (IR4). 

ñA nice group of peopleò (IR8). 

ñI think that our success now over the last two years, 
has been, weôve got more interest. Weôve got a good 
balance of people sitting around the table now who are 
interested in the growth, the general growth, not 
conservation, per se, and not development per se. I 
think that our board we have are more enthusiastic and 
more interested in moving in the right direction. There 
was a board [previously] that I donôt think was moving in 
the right directionéò (IR2). 

Leadership 
quality 

Reference to staff 
holding a leadership 

position 

ñWhen [the chairperson] took over, there was a big 
shake up. Now itôs achieving.ò (IR7). 

ñYou certainly do needé I want to say charismatic, 
energetic leadership, whatever you call that leader. 
[The chairperson], is a wonderful example. [The 
coordinator] is a wonderful exampleò (IR4). 

ñ[The chairperson is] enthusiastic, é Can you imagine 
if it was someone else? It wouldnôt workéò (IR9). 

Full-time staff 
Reference to full-
time staff 

ñI think the one full-time [staff] member is the biggest, 
biggest reason for being more successful nowéò (IR6). 

 

Participants were asked to describe the BR successes and failures (Table 3.9). 

Importantly, failures are not only areas that have gone completely wrong but rather 

where they believe there is room for improvement and recognizing a learning 

opportunity. 
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Table 3.9 Successes (areas going well) and failures (areas for improvement) of the Kogelberg 
Biosphere Reserve 

Successes (Areas Going Well) Failures (Areas for Improvement) 

Alien invasive plant clearing, e.g., Hangklip 
Conservancy, with the GWUA and on private 

land (IR1; IR3; IR5; IR6; IR8). 

Anti-BR and negative perceptions associated 
with the KBR because of the predecessors of 

the KBRC, KOBIO (IR1; IR2; DR4). 

Wildlife Rehabilitation Centre and training 
volunteer wildlife first responders (IR1; IR4). 

Broken partnerships due to lack of reporting ï 
capacity issue (IR2) 

Source-to-Sea project ï youth environmental 
education and work (IR2; IR5). 

Consistent messaging about the KBR and 
communication with partnersïcommunication 

model (IR6) 

Building and strengthening local partnerships, 
e.g., WWF and Cape Leopard Trust (IR2; IR6). 

Inability to get government to be a part of the 
solutions (IR2). 

Social media growth and network ï growing 
awareness (IR2). 

Lack of community involvement and awareness 
of the KBR (IR2; IR5; IR6; IR7; IR8). 

Stony Point and the MPA are believed to not 
have been established if the KBR were not in 

the area (IR3). 

Policy regarding fire management, which is 
enforced by the municipality (IR3). 

Preventing the Palmiet River from being 
dammed and the Kogelberg Valley flooded, and 
water security project with the City of Cape 

Town (IR3). 

Food garden project that withered away 
because the KBRC saw it as its own and 
therefore lacked community support (IR4). 

Job creation, e.g., forest rangers and in IAP 
clearing projects (IR5; IR7; IR8). 

Not having the correct people (IR6). 

Rooiels Ecological Corridor (IR4). 
Not keeping up to date with compliance and the 

rule of law (IR8). 

  

3.4.8 Stakeholders and Critical Relationships 

Stakeholder participation is ñvery much project drivenò (IR1). For specific projects the 

KBR arrange meetings with relevant stakeholders to explain the need for their help 

and ask if they are interested in collaborating (IR1). There is a growing interest from 

stakeholders (IR2) who ñwant to come to the meetings, and they want to participate. 

They say, óhow can we help you? How can we work with you?ôò (IR1). One avenue of 

participation believed to be useful are the workshops (IR8; IR9). ñIt was nice because 

we all sat together with the authoritiesé That was a nice participation method 

[workshopping] of getting everyoneôs ideas out. Not just one-sided ideasò (IR8). 

The KBR believe ñitôs important to build up a good relationship with governmentò (IR2), 

which in some cases they have, for example the Overstrand Municipality (IR9), who 
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were described to be óvery much on top of itô and described themselves as having a 

ñgreat working relationship with them, they want to be part of everythingò (IR1). World 

Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) is also considered a critical partner (IR2; IR9) ñbecause 

conservation is not high on the list for government so weôre never going to get the 

funding or the support that we need from government. But private entities like WWF, 

é, they have a lot of funding, é a lot of resourcesò (IR1). More in Appendix 16. 

3.4.9 Stakeholders and Critical Relationships: Challenges with Participation 

Participants identified challenges with regards to stakeholder participation (Table 

3.10), including the lack of capacity (f = 3), which is often a limitation (IR4), and 

restrictive legislation (f = 2), which restricts key stakeholdersô ability to act (IR4; IR8). 

The tension of capacity and legislation results in civil society believing that key 

stakeholders do nothing at all (IR4). The lack of consensus (f = 2) or ódifferences in 

opinionô, i.e., polarization, is also an issue, but driving specific agendas is also difficult 

to manage (IR5; IR9). 

Table 3.10 Stakeholder participation challenges within the Kogelberg Biosphere Reserve 

Theme Theme Description Example Quotes 

Lack of 
capacity 

Participants 
referring to the 
capacity of 

stakeholders (i.e., 
the stakeholders 
potential or ability to 
perform a task) 

ñThat tension between capacity and having to operate 
within the parameters that are laid down legislatively. 
Those are the challenges, the problems that 
governments up against. On the civil society side, folks 
donôt understand, donôt realize the extremely limited 
capacity that they have and the restrictive nature of a lot 
of the legislation that government works underò (IR4). 

ñI think on the government side, one of the things, or 
two issuesé the one is capacity. They just donôt have 
enough people to do enough things... For example, 
confronting the poaching issues along this coastline. 
Neither CapeNature nor municipal law enforcement 
really has the capacity to police the coastline 
adequately. Thatôs just one illustration and various other 
examples. The whole question of having enough 
rangers to police the mountains, where just presently 
thereôs a problem with flower poaching. Big problemò 
(IR4). 

Restrictive 
legislation 

Participants 
referring to legal 
frameworks in which 
stakeholders must 

act 

ñI think with key stakeholders, the regulatory and 
legislative framework is pretty much set in stone. What 
we might wish for cannot be done because thereôs 
legislation already designed for it. The authorities could 
only work within that framework, and their hands are 
tied with anything elseò (IR8). 

ñYou buy a property; you can do what you like with it. 
Environmental Management and CapeNature must 
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stand there with their arms folded. Thereôs absolutely 
nothing [Environmental Managers or CapeNature] can 
doò (IR4). 

Lack of 
consensus 

Participants 
referring to 
differences in 
opinion 

ñWhen people donôt agree sometimes with what we are 
trying to achieve, and then try to force their wayò (IR5). 

ñPeople are highly divided on how to deal with baboons, 
for example this one group of people that says, óshoot 
them allô. Thereôs another group that says, ólet them do 
what they wantô. There are people that say donôt feed 
them, other people do feed them. é, different 
interpretations of how to deal with things is a challengeò 
(IR9). 

 

There are key stakeholders, or critical partners, whose participation is believed to be 

missing. These include representation of the full diversity of landowners (f = 5). For 

example, ócommunity leadersô (IR5), as well as farmers which are key actors who 

manage large portions of land within the KBR are missing. ñ[The KBRCs] interaction 

with farmers is supposed to be good, or strong. é, but itôs not there. We donôt interact 

with the farmers union. Maybe thatôs a serious gap because they manage landò (IR3). 

In terms of demographic, younger people, people of color, and poorer people, are 

perceived to be missing despite acknowledging the importance of having diverse 

stakeholder groups (IR1; IR2). 

Participants stated that political actors from some local municipalities (f = 2) within 

the BR footprint, including mayors and municipal actors tasked with environmental 

management, are absent (IR2). There is a perception that ñthe whole BR thing as far 

as [key stakeholders are] concerned is a waste of timeò (IR2), possibly due to the BR 

not being politically powerful. Furthermore, there is believed to be a lack of support 

from higher levels within the municipality. IR3 stated: ñI think the [XXX] municipality is 

there. The lady is there, but I donôt think the environmental section in the [XXX] 

municipality... I think they are so used to not having any real power or support from the 

topò. 

Government departments (f = 2) are believed to be missing. ñThereôs a huge 

disconnect between [the KBRC] and national governmentò (IR2). In this case it would 

be beneficial if the BR could engage with them around certain challenges, including 

issues in the forestry exit areas, i.e., previously commercially driven afforested areas 

being returned to their natural productive state (IR7). 
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3.4.10 Stakeholders and Critical Relationships: Institutional Overlap and 

Disruptive Stakeholders 

Institutional overlap in terms of mandate occurs with multiple actors in the landscape, 

for example South African National Biodiversity Institute (SANBI), CapeNature, local 

municipalities and WWF, in connection with environmental education (IR1) and IAP 

clearing activities (IR1). Participants believe the challenges therein are coordinating 

and creating cohesion between the actors so that there is reduced duplication. IR1 

stated: ñItôs to get them all together and say, letôs just put all the resources together 

and work, design a plan and work according to the planò. Participants generally 

perceive overlap presents an opportunity, believing ñthat you could be so much more 

efficient if you coordinated those efforts and put together some kind of planò (IR9). One 

participant stated: ñI think the overlapping of the NPCs [non-profit companies] is vital. 

The conservancies, WWF, and efforts to protect the natural resourcesò (IR2). The idea 

is that the KBRC ñmustnôt walk, I think, on other peopleôs jobs, but rather empower the 

existing groups or empower new groupsò (IR4). While some of the benefits would be 

greater efficiency and the ñopportunity is probably, if you can coordinate them, they 

can have a louder voice because we know the world is turned around politics or 

pressureò (IR3). The perception is that overlap should enable support from 

government (IR2; IR5; IR6), however some said it has no impact in this regard (IR3; 

IR8). 

There are few stakeholder groups that participants believed could be or are disruptive 

ï or are in some cases óinappropriateô (IR3), as they do not align to the values of the 

KBR. These are the more radical activist type groups (IR1; IR2; IR9), political groups 

(IR3; IR5) and lawbreakers (IR7). 

3.4.11 Lessons Learned to Share across the World Network of Biosphere 

Reserves 

Lessons the KBRC would share with emerging or newly established BRs include three 

themes. The people (f = 6) are important. Participants believed that having one full-

time individual is vital (IR1) and directors need to be chosen strategically, depending 

on what is needed and for their passion (IR6; IR7). Directors need to be ñpeople that 

are genuinely interested in solving the problem. Not people that want to be there 

because it might be something in it for themò (IR7). Furthermore, the inhabitants need 
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ñto really understand the concept of a BR, in which the relationship between the natural 

processes and ecological processes and the cultural, social, and economic processes 

of human society are somehow working in syncò which is believed to be ñcritical for a 

biosphere [reserve] to justify its existenceò (IR4). 

In terms of legality, governance, and compliance (f = 3), it is important to ñget the 

governance thing sorted out quicklyò (IR2), i.e., the correct people as staff and 

partners, and to get strategic plans in place early on. Furthermore, to keep up to date 

with the rule of law and ñnever lose sight of complianceò (IR8) and having ólegal teethô 

(IR9). In the South African context this would be an IUCN Category V óprotected 

landscapeô (IR9). 

Understanding the SES (f = 2), i.e., ñtake the time to know your environment and 

your communityò (IR5). Understanding the SES is important because ñthe [social-

ecological] environment should in fact, direct what needs to be doneò (IR3) and will 

help the BR prioritize activities. This highlights the importance of the local context, and 

how understanding it may help apply lessons learnt in other areas, both appropriately 

and successfully (IR5). 

3.5 DISCUSSION 

3.5.1 Envisioned Role of the KBR and Their Alignment with UNESCO Policy 

The KBRC aims to protect their natural environment and build harmony between 

humans and nature (KBR, 2022) and has the vision to be ñthe Cape Floral Kingdomôs 

model sustainable living environment for allò (KBRC, 2006:11). The KBRôs vision for 

success is to be an organization with a network to connect stakeholders, create 

awareness and a sense of place amongst its inhabitants, create socio-economic 

opportunities, foster stewardship, and be a model site for sustainability. The BR taking 

on this role resembles what Cockburn et al. (2020b) refer to as a relational hub, which 

is a central point connecting diverse stakeholders to foster collective action. These 

hubs enable relationships to be built between humans, much like the KBRôs envisioned 

role for connecting and coordinating stakeholders for collaboration, and for building it 

between humans and nature, such as KBRôs vision of fostering stewards of the land 

(Cockburn et al., 2020a). 

In achieving their vision, the KBR focus on the local context, conceptualizing projects 

based on the current needs in the landscape. Although they are familiar with UNESCO 
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policy guidelines, such as the LAP, KBR has found implementation of LAP in practice 

overwhelming, leaving the KBR with the perception that not much is achieved. Instead, 

the KBR focus on the co-designed and science-based pressure points (with the PAG), 

and social needs considered priorities within the SES, finding greater alignment with 

the SDGs, a national imperative. 

3.5.2 Governance Model and Structure Adopted by the KBRC 

Their governance model is strategically positioned to help enable their envisioned role. 

The KBRC have adopted what the Technical Guidelines (UNESCO, 2021) refer to as 

the Non-Governmental Organization (NGO) model, in this case an NPO. Using this 

model, the KBRC provides a platform, or relational hub (Cockburn et al., 2020b), to 

bring together stakeholders to discuss matters, with the best interests of the 

community in mind. Similar to how M¿ller (2014) describes BR models, the KBRC is 

not necessarily responsible for implementation, but rather interacts with other actors 

in the landscape to implement decisions facilitated through the platform. This model is 

best described by what Kooiman et al. (2014) and Edelenbos and van Meerkerk (2016) 

refer to as interactive governance ï a model in which many actors are involved in 

governing the SES. This form of governance places emphasis on finding solutions to 

everyday challenges through interactions and creating opportunities through civil, 

public, and private actors (Kooiman et al., 2008; Santosa, 2022). According to 

interactive governance theory, higher orders of governance, i.e., meta-, or third order 

governance involving underlying principles and values, guide the everyday actions of 

governing (Kooiman et al., 2008). This is experienced in the BR model, in which the 

UNESCO MAB guiding policy, i.e., Statutory Framework, LAP and Technical 

Guidelines (UNESCO, 1996; 2017; 2021), provide guidance to BRs; however the KBR 

tailors implementation to fit its SES context. 

The Technical Guidelines (UNESCO, 2021) identify three components that must be 

fulfilled within an effective BR governance structure, i.e., a management/coordination 

team of full-time employed staff who work on activities with an available budget, a 

management, steering or executive committee made up of key stakeholders and who 

work closely with the coordination team and is responsible for proposing actions and 

evaluating implementation, and an advisory board that provides an oversight function 

and is used for consultation purposes. The KBR compliments this structure via their 
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directors, coordinator, technical committee and PAG, but there is significant overlap in 

performing these rolesðpossibly to overcome constraints in human resources. 

KBRC is led by the BofD, with which the coordinator works closely. Having the 

coordinator work closely with the directors is known to increase board effectiveness 

(Bradshaw et al., 1998). There are nine directors that are diverse in terms of age, 

gender, and culture, serving (a maximum of six years) on the board, all of whom have 

specific responsibilities, depending on their expertise. Directors are strategically 

selected based on personal skills, knowledge, expertise networks and connections, 

which are said to be key qualities of directors (Petrovic, 2008) and believed to have 

increased the KBRôs effectiveness. Strategic selection, in combination with 

disincentivizing the board and strong leadership, is believed to have contributed to 

building the KBRC with the correct ótype of peopleô, i.e., people that are genuinely 

interested in solving problems and not in it for personal gain, because the success of 

the BR is determined by the personnel that implement it. This is a lesson offered by 

the KBR: that BRs need strong, charismatic leaders, people serving for the right 

reasons and full-time staff. Personnel are also similarly motivated to support the BR 

and have a shared vision ï also proven to increase effectiveness (Bradshaw et al., 

1998). Building a board strategically, which is both diverse in skills and expertise, and 

in demographics, creates a heterogenous group that is less likely to be subject to 

groupthink and more likely to offer creative solutions through their diverse perspectives 

(Petrovic, 2008). However, to build such a board takes time and can become valuable 

for the organization. The decision to retain directors for a maximum of 6 years and 

intermittently allow for change is beneficial because boards continually need 

upgrading in terms of skills and knowledge, but it also allows knowledge to be 

transferred between older and newer additions to the board ï maintaining institutional 

memory (Harvey, 2012; Berstein et al., 2015). When thinking of sustainability, the 

involvement of future generations, including youth, in decision-making processes is 

important (Mitrofanenko et al., 2018; Barraclough et al., 2021). Including youth on the 

board and progressing towards establishing a Youth Board is innovative thinking and 

consistent with transformation occurring within South Africaôs BR population, which 

initiated a national Youth Network in 2023. Furthermore, evidence suggests that 

increased diversity on boards increases their effectiveness (Bradshaw et al., 1998; 

Ortega-Rodr²guez et al., 2023). Finally, good (regular) meeting practices are 
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considered essential (Bradshaw et al., 1998; Petrovic, 2008; Ortega-Rodr²guez et al., 

2023). The KBRC have regular board meetings, which are a place to plan, discuss 

and vote on decisions, and are held every second month, along with proposed 

agendas that accommodate the addition of items by participants. 

Moreover, in adopting this collaborative approach, and in line with the Statutory 

Framework (UNESCO, 1996), the KBRC rely on the technical committee and the PAG. 

This committee is an attempt to deal with the issue of ósilosô ï convening critical 

partners to build consensus and establish areas for collaboration. Through their SES 

analysis and model description of the KBR, the PAG have guided the projects and 

programs that are now prioritized ï targeting what have been identified as pressure 

points. Working closely with these two stakeholder groups allows for integrated 

responses, through defragmentation and breaking silos that are necessary to 

overcome complex issues (Edelenbos & van Meerkerk, 2016). The integrated 

responses in identifying problems and finding solutions to them, whether from the 

technical committee or PAG, also aids in the diversity of responses ï an important 

resilience factor in SES (M¿ller, 2014). 

Characteristic of the NPO model is its project-orientation (UNESCO, 2021). 

Stakeholder participation within the KBRC is project-driven, which is why stakeholder 

involvement is so dynamic, ranging from one-off collaborations to long-term 

partnerships. The KBRC bring together civil, private, and public institutions to discuss 

matters with the best interests of the community in mind. This is important considering 

that when dealing with complex, diverse and multiscale societal and environmental 

challenges, or wicked problems, no one actor has the knowledge, information, 

jurisdiction, or capacity to deal with them independently (Armitage et al., 2012; M¿ller, 

2014) and therefore collaborative initiatives or collective action are best suited for 

dealing with wicked problems (Berkes, 2017). Cockburn et al. (2020a), define 

collaborative initiatives as multistakeholder arrangements working together to 

overcome social-ecological challenges. To fulfil their envisioned role and answer the 

MAB Strategyôs (UNESCO, 2017) call for collective action, the KBRC actively search 

for stakeholders in the landscape with whom they can collaborate with, to find solutions 

to solve specific challenges. Growing interest in the KBR has resulted in stakeholders 

seeking opportunities for participation. 
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The KBR engage with various stakeholders as needed, i.e., their collaboration and 

coordination role, to fulfil their role within the SES (through projects and activities). 

Engaging with stakeholders can occur in many ways, ranging from individual 

volunteers to the involvement of organizations, in which their efforts consist of 

interacting with other landscape actors, directly addressing specific problems, or 

working with communities to deal with challenges (Karar & Jacobs-Mata, 2016). These 

engagements, according to Arnsteinôs (1969) ladder of citizen participation, occur at 

levels ranging from óinformingô and óconsultingô through outreach and workshops, to 

ópartnershipsô with actors and, in some cases, ódelegated powerô, e.g., Groenland 

Water User Association (GWUA) who now manage the IAP clearing project. The 

KBRôs socio-economic development role, which serves their vision in wanting to create 

opportunities, is fulfilled through partnerships with the ODM, NGOs, and other 

institutions to implement projects in economic growth, environmental education and 

youth development, and sustainable natural resource management. Similarly, the 

KBRC fulfil their role in conservation, which includes protecting nature and securing 

water, through partnerships. Joining alliances to target the SDGs meets the 

recommendations provided in the LAP (UNESCO, 2017). Furthermore, these sorts of 

inclusive governance approaches are considered necessary to meet the SDGs in 

contexts that involve decentralization and fragmentation of many actors operating at 

different levels and scales (Karar & Jacobs-Mata, 2016) ï the BR context. 

Additionally, the KBRôs mandate overlaps with multiple actors in the landscape, which 

according to M¿ller (2014) can build resilience through the redundancy of actors in the 

SES. The KBR perceive these overlaps to be vital, as they present opportunity for 

pooling resources, coordinating responses and collaboration, and potentially gaining 

government support. However, the challenge is believed to be coordination, creating 

cohesion, and avoiding duplication. 

3.5.3 Implementation Challenges in the KBR 

Stakeholders knowing about the BR, being willing to meaningfully participate, and 

having sufficient interest to do so will enable their participation. According to Pool-

Stanvliet (2014), being able to adequately convey the BR concept remains a challenge 

for many BRs. The KBR struggles with a ólack of awarenessô, in which many 

inhabitants do not know about the KBR or what a BR is, which in turn hinders their 

ability to meaningfully engage with the BR. BRs are dependent on their awareness 
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and communication for its successful implementation (Van Cuong et al., 2017). One 

way to overcome this, as Coetzer et al. (2014) stated, is using social media and 

technology to disseminate information about the BR and ensure BR óbrandô recognition 

in an accessible and relatable manner. In this respect, the KBR has experienced 

growth in their online presence, and this has been described as one of their successes. 

Social media has been an important medium to attain this level due to its self-

propagation characteristic (Coetzer et al., 2014; Maniou, 2021) and is believed to have 

been important in growing awareness of the KBR. However, despite recent growth and 

being able to successfully build local partnerships, broad-based community 

stakeholders, i.e., landowners, residents, and farmers, are believed to be missing. The 

full diversity of participating stakeholders is regarded as integral for increased 

effectiveness (George & Reed, 2017) and is perhaps a shortfall of the KBR ï only 

meeting with a wider stakeholder group twice a year, one being the AGM, where all 

interested and affected parties are welcome to attend and engage in dialogue 

surrounding KBR governance. 

KBR inhabitants not conforming to biosphere living, i.e., living in harmony with the 

environment, is a further challenge for the BR. The disconnect between humans and 

nature is due to living in human-dominated and modified landscapes and lack of 

interactions with green spaces (Miller, 2005; Soga & Gaston, 2016). Developing a 

sense of place and connection to the environment is a vision of the KBR, and evidence 

suggests that people who are more connected to their local environment will be more 

motivated to protect it (Miller, 2005; Soga & Gaston, 2016). Swemmerôs (2020) results 

in the case of environmental monitors (EM) working in the Kruger to Canyons BR 

(K2C), South Africa, supports this. Before participation in the EM program, EMs had 

no understanding of the value of biodiversity, but through their participation they 

started naturally acting as conservation ambassadors and change agents actively 

propagating the BR message through their communities, outside of their EM jobs 

(Swemmer, 2020). The KBR provide the opportunity for locals, particularly youth, to 

be involved in their conservation efforts, for example through their IAP-clearing hack 

groups and Source-to-Sea project, which may produce similar outcomes to the EMs 

in the K2C. Engaging people in dialogues about the natural environment, especially 

youth, is key to addressing this disconnection (Miller, 2005; Soga & Gaston, 2016). 
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Establishing management systems for participation, i.e., stakeholder participation and 

governance structures, and the delivery thereof, i.e., resources and strategic plans, is 

critical for BR success, even more so than the stakeholdersô understanding of the BR 

concept (Van Cuong et al., 2017). The governance model implemented by the KBRC 

should allow for adequate stakeholder participation, especially in their structure, 

keeping their key stakeholders, i.e., technical committee and PAG, close by. However, 

this could be improved for the wider stakeholder group, and possibly through better 

awareness of the KBR and its mission. Furthermore, in the delivery thereof, the KBRC 

have well designed and informed strategic plans that have been developed through 

the input of the PAG. Therefore, what seems to hinder their implementation are 

sufficient support and resources required to successfully enact and, in addition, the 

unfortunate fact that even the best-designed systems can be overruled by external 

issues, such as poverty, corruption, and weak governance (Stoll-Kleemann & 

OôRiordan, 2018).  

South Africa experiences political infighting and clashing between politics and 

management within the sphere of local government (Reddy, 2016), which is an 

important consideration seeing that it is responsible for service delivery. It is within this 

sociopolitical context that the KBR (and other BRs in South Africa) must operate, which 

undoubtedly impacts the broader óbuy inô for the BR óbrandô in two respects. Firstly, in 

increasing support for the notion of conservation that can ówork for the poorô (Coetzer 

et al., 2014), and secondly, at local scale, where local social-economic factors may 

overrule longer term sustainability aspirations held by various stakeholders in the 

landscape. 

The KBR lacks support in the form of human and financial resources, specifically 

operational funds, which is severely constraining their potential impact by limiting their 

capacity. Like other BRs in the Western Cape, South Africa, the KBR receive limited 

financial support from the Department of Environmental Affairs and Development 

Planning ï a critical partnership for the KBR. Van Cuong et al. (2017) found that the 

lack of resources available to BRs is a major factor leading to their failure, and that 

resource limitations have proven to be significant setbacks for implementing the MAB 

in developing countries. Furthermore, resources are needed to establish continuity 

and trust in engagement with stakeholders (Van Cuong et al., 2017). Supporting this 

claim, the BR believes that improved success has come after establishing a fulltime 
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coordinator ï allowing for consistency and continuity and stronger relationships with 

its stakeholders. This has allowed the BR to experience more growth and success in 

forging local partnerships. However, determining the success of the KBR seems to 

remain a subjective task with the lack of a measurement system, i.e., specified goals 

or outcomes, with which to objectively measure their performance (KBRC, 2006). 

Furthermore, government commitment and involvement in BRs are critical for their 

success (Van Cuong et al., 2017). PoolïStanvliet (2014) discovered that MAB 

implementation in South Africa faces issues of horizontal and vertical integration with 

local actors and national government. The lack of integration undermines the intended 

purpose of BRs to demonstrate ñsustainable systems and innovative approaches in 

support of resilience of SES and fostering transparency through partnershipsò (Pool-

Stanvliet & Coetzer, 2019:184). This is the experience of the KBR, who have limited 

support from national authorities, and who have difficulty solidifying partnerships and 

support from some local municipalities and actors. The KBR have working 

relationships with some local government actors who are providing operational support 

and wanting to collaborate. However, the KBR sees an opportunity for more support 

from local and national government, who they regard as ómissingô critical partners, to 

improve its operations. The absence of some government actors is perceived to be 

because of ópolitical reasonsô ï either political opposition parties or wanting to politicize 

the BR. The KBR believe politics can be disruptive to the BR and thus avoid those who 

attempt to use the KBR as a political instrument. This is a setback for the KBR, as they 

have projects that they hope to launch within regions where a lack of support from 

government agencies is not forthcoming. 

Although subject to change, currently BRs do not feature prominently in South Africaôs 

national environmental legislation and policy system, and although supported by the 

national government during the nomination process thereafter, they are expected to 

forge their own way in successfully implementing the MAB (Pool-Stanvliet, 2014; Stoll-

Kleemann & OôRiordan, 2018; Pool-Stanvliet & Coetzer, 2019). The reality for South 

African BRs is that they operate without legal óteethô, apart from the formally protected 

core zones (Pool-Stanvliet, 2013; Pool-Stanvliet & Coetzer, 2019), and are 

implemented through ósoft lawô (Pool-Stanvliet & Coetzer, 2019 & 2020) ï largely 

relying on adherence with national policy around linked matters for enforcement and/or 

management. The absence of legislation to enforce the KBR and lack of sufficient buy-
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in from some critical partners and government limits their authority to act, which is 

believed to weaken NPO governance operations (Van Cuong et al., 2017), limits 

technical and financial support and thus impact (Edelenbos & van Meerkerk, 2016), 

and potentially threaten the legitimacy of the BR as an organization (Lockwood et al., 

2010). 

However, the lack of authority can be overcome by becoming a legitimate organization, 

which is ñthe validity of an organizationôs authority to governò that is earned through 

social acceptance (Lockwood et al., 2010:991). The data suggests that the KBRC is 

challenged by not being recognized as the legitimate management entity by some 

actors in the landscape. This could in part be because of the negative image left by 

their predecessors or because of a lack of awareness and communication (George & 

Reed, 2017), which is a perceived failure of the BR. However, at the same time it may 

be argued that the KBR is increasing its legitimacy, which is evident in building long-

term partnerships with NGOs and experiencing increasing membership numbers. 

Nonetheless, the lack thereof may threaten their ability to fulfil their envisioned role of 

being an organization that can foster collaboration and coordination, given that their 

purpose is to provide a platform for cooperation between actors in the BR (Stoll-

Kleemann & OôRiordan, 2018). Therefore, greater efforts towards improving their 

public image and encouraging greater, i.e., regular and consistent, participation in 

decision-making is required if they want to be fully accepted as a local partner and 

fulfil all their functions successfully across the SES (George & Reed, 2017; Van Cuong 

et al., 2017; Stoll-Kleemann & OôRiordan, 2018). 

A common criticism of case study research is that its findings are not generalizable, 

due to issues of external validity (Bryman, 2012). However, this research was 

exploratory, with the objective of providing a contextualized understanding of MAB 

implementation within the KBR. For this reason, the sample was purposefully based 

on the criteria of being associated with the management entity, i.e., the KBRC, to 

provide an óinformation-richô case (Palinkas et al., 2015). This research was driven by 

the need to understand the institutional context and governance strategies of BRs in 

the landscapes in which they operate (Coetzer et al., 2014; Ferreira et al., 2018; Pool-

Stanvliet & Coetzer, 2020; Barraclough et al., 2023). Although the results are not 

directly transferable to other BRs (cases), there is a need to understand and compare 

lessons learnt from each site (ócaseô), to improve the implementation of the MAB 
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program (Coetzer et al., 2014; UNESCO, 2017). This research builds on the strength 

of MAB, which is an opportunity for place-based learning. In the absence of 

implementation blueprints, case studies such as this can offer valuable lessons and 

experience in implementing MAB, to ultimately determine what works, why, and for 

who? Future research should explore other BRs to develop contextual understandings 

of MAB implementation in their local environments (case studies). This will fulfil the 

need ñto communicate the experiences and lessons learned, facilitating the global 

diffusion and application of these modelsò identified by UNESCO (2017:52). Future 

research should possibly include the perspectives of key stakeholders, specifically 

their perceptions and expectations, which may help provide a more holistic 

understanding of the BRs local image, i.e., its óbrandô. 

3.6 CONCLUSION 

This research explored the KBR context of both interpreting and implementing the 

MAB and, as such, how global policy is contextualized for local conditions. The place-

based nature of the MAB allows the KBR to adapt and evolve to deal with local 

pressures. In-depth learnings, such as this, can aid implementation elsewhere while 

providing insights in sustainability science. Lessons provided from the KBR case study 

may be useful to other BRs operating in similar conditions, and especially to other BRs 

in the Western Cape of South Africa. 

The KBR offered an interesting case, as it was established as being bottom-up. After 

being established shortly post-Seville in 1998, which turned the focus to sustainable 

development and arguably motivated South Africaôs buy-in to the program, it has been 

in operation through several iterations of MAB policy, i.e., MAP and LAP. The KBR 

operate within the statutory frameworksô core functions, for example socio-economic 

development, conservation and fostering collaboration amongst actors and 

coordinating them. 

The KBR implementation strategy is driven bottom-up from local pressure points within 

the SES, which are aligned with the overarching global SDGs. Local pressure points 

were co-designed with an important community stakeholder group, the PAG. 

Instrumental in their growing effectiveness has been the people involved ï a lesson 

provided from the case. Strategically selecting directors to fill the KBRC with the 

correct type of people who are genuinely interested in solving problems, will provide a 
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strong, charismatic, and energetic leadership, and full-time staff have increased the 

effectiveness of the KBRC. 

Operational challenges experienced in the KBR, i.e., lack of support, resources and 

awareness, and illegal and environmental problems, have caused it to lean towards 

adopting an NPO interactive governance model, in which it performs the role of a 

relational hub. In doing so, they rely on the formation of partnerships, interacting with 

actors in the landscape to defragment and break existing silos. This enables them to 

create opportunities for collective action within the SES. Despite having excellent 

strategic plans and strong support from some interested and affected parties, a tension 

exists between their capacity to offer meaningful participation from broad-scale 

stakeholders, building stakeholder interest and acceptance through awareness and 

communication, and becoming a legitimate organization that can provide value to its 

inhabitants. Fundamental to this tension are the limited resources at the BRs disposal, 

and the inability to gain support from some important public institutions. Looking 

forward, despite the KBR undergoing a slow establishment and near collapse in early 

years, it has regenerated itself and become a more effective BR with growing support 

in recent years. 

Pioneering place-based knowledge-action networks for sustainability is an opportunity 

within the WNBR (Barraclough et al., 2023). If we are to realize the value of place-

based learning for sustainability to meet global [un]sustainability challenges, individual 

sites may not be sufficient alone (Barraclough et al., 2023). However, most of the BR 

literature available is skewed to the Global North, underrepresenting the Global South 

ï particularly Africa, and in-depth knowledge from individual sites at the scale of the 

entire BR organization seems to be lacking altogether. This research presents a 

remedy to this ï and while admittedly presenting one site with the limitations of 

generalizability, which is due to the nature of case study methodology ï still allows for 

learning and knowledge sharing on how things have been ódoneô in the context of the 

KBR. South Africa has been a part of the MAB network for over a decade now, and is 

relatively new, and these case-specific lessons offer much value to the newer BRs in 

the country from a practical standpoint. Further, if similar in-depth research could be 

conducted in other globally representative BR ócasesô in the future, MAB 

implementation could certainly benefit from integrated comparative learning of the 
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experiences, successes, challenges, and lessons provided through these sites by 

those who learn-by-doing.
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CHAPTER 4  

Preface 

The implementation of MAB is flexible, driven by local conditions and a promising 

strategy for dealing with the complex contemporary challenges. Additionally, it is an 

appropriate land management tool for South Africa, serving multiple objectives, 

including biodiversity conservation and socio-economic development. To improve 

MAB implementation success, it is necessary to understand how it is interpreted and 

implemented, what challenges and lessons have emerged, and what the envisioned 

role of BRs are within the SES in which they are realised. Critically though, these 

learnings should be shared across the WNBR for BRs to realise their potential as 

ólearning laboratoriesô for sustainability. This paper aimed to understand how the 

governance strategy and structure of the CWBR has helped to achieve a context-

appropriate interpretation and actioning of MAB in the landscape. To do this, the paper 

explored the CWBRôs mode of governance, its envisioned role in the landscape, 

stakeholder involvement and what those relationships entailed. The publication, 

including in-text data references, is available online at: https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-

024-02048-3. Data references were removed from the text to improve its readability 

and submitted as supplementary material upon recommendation from the journal 

reviewers (available in Appendix 17).

Exploring the implementation of UNESCOôs MAB Program in South Africa: A 

case study of the Cape Winelands Biosphere Reserve 

4.1 ABSTRACT 

The Man and the Biosphere Programme (MAB) responds to challenges of the 

Anthropocene through an explicit social-ecological approach. Implemented as a world 

network of biosphere reserves, MAB aims to increase [eco]system sustainability and 

resilience globally, via individual model sites for learning and sustainable development. 

This research provides an in-depth case study of MAB implementation in South Africa 

using the Cape Winelands Biosphere Reserve (CWBR), established in 2007 when a 

key MAB guiding policy, the Madrid Action Plan came into effect. The study utilized 

semi-structured in-depth interviews with strategic and operational management, and 

document analysis. The CWBR prioritizes their role as a landscape coordinator, a 

driver of socio-economic development and site in which humans derive benefits from 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-024-02048-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-024-02048-3
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healthy natural environments. The CWBR have adopted a non-profit organization 

cooperative governance model in support of this vision, fulfilling the socio-economic 

development function primarily through successful international partnerships. 

Challenges faced include a perceived lack of sufficient government support, limited 

stakeholder awareness and insufficient resources for project implementation. Over 

reliance on the pillar of their model, the chief executive officer in the current 

governance form, is an instrument in their effectiveness, yet carries significant risk. 

These are learnings useful for other biosphere reserves translating an international 

designation for a local context. 

4.2 INTRODUCTION 

The United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) Man 

and the Biosphere Programme (MAB) is implemented through biosphere reserves 

(BRs) which are holistic social-ecological system (SES) management tools serving 

three functions, including conservation, sustainable socio-economic development and 

logistic support, i.e. education, research and monitoring (UNESCO 1996). They 

involve inclusive, integrated, flexible and multistakeholder governance arrangements 

that are context specific and useful in dealing with the interlinked triple challenge of 

the Anthropocene, i.e. climate change, biodiversity loss and human wellbeing in a 

growing population (Pool-Stanvliet 2013; Palomo et al. 2014; Carruthers 2020; 

Baldwin-Cantello et al. 2023). These governance approaches offer both knowledge 

and functional diversity (M¿ller 2014). Moreover, BRs are regarded as sustainability 

science and climate change learning sites (UNESCO 2007; Pool-Stanvliet 2013; Pool-

Stanvliet and Coetzer 2020; Cl¿sener et al. 2021; Barraclough et al. 2023) and when 

considered as a world network they provide a platform to share innovation and best 

practice globally. Additionally, the place-based implementation of the program is 

flexible, meaning BRs can be adaptive, and factors of redundancy and modularity can 

be incorporated within their governance arrangements ï all factors increasing system 

resilience (M¿ller 2014). 

To improve the effectiveness of BR governance globally UNESCO policy recommends 

several structural components. The Technical Guidelines for Biosphere Reserves 

(UNESCO 2021), recommend a dedicated management team, steering or executive 

committee and advisory board. The Lima Action Plan (LAP) 2016-2025 (UNESCO 
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2017) calls for joined alliances for open participation and planning, as appropriate 

models contributing to the implementation of Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). 

In a systematic literature review of BR management effectiveness (66 publications 

between 1996 and 2017), Ferreira et al. (2020) found 57,6% research emanated from 

the Global North and very few (6%) publications were in-depth case studies on BR 

management and governance ï of which most were project-based. The outcome of 

the review was a need for greater geographic diversity and in-depth single case 

studies of BRs in research. Barraclough et al. (2023) found BRs remain underutilized 

research contributors to sustainability science theory and practice. Further, literature 

on BRs has identified the need for a place-based understanding of the institutional 

context and governance strategies of BRs (Coetzer et al. 2014; Ferreira et al. 2018; 

Pool-Stanvliet and Coetzer 2020; Barraclough et al. 2023). Currently, there is a drive 

ñto communicate the experiences and lessons learned, facilitating the global diffusion 

and application of these modelsò (UNESCO 2017:15). Therefore, understanding how 

MAB is implemented across BR sites and comparing lessons learnt is needed to 

improve implementation success (Coetzer et al. 2014; Klaver et al. 2024).  

To address the need for greater geographic diversity, in-depth case studies and 

understanding the institutional context and governance strategies of BRs, South 

African scholars are currently conducting research in South African BRs (more can be 

found here https://researchbiosphere.org, accessed on 4 June 2024). The goal is to 

compile in-depth case studies of South African BRs to uncover aspects of MAB 

implementation, i.e. lessons and experiences learned, and to share these across the 

World Network of BRs (WNBR) in the hopes of improving MAB implementation 

success (see Klaver et al. 2024). A strength of MAB is the lack of prescriptions for 

implementation ï an intentional avenue for learning ï however, how global policy is 

contextualized for local application is not well understood. Therefore, exploring how 

MAB is implemented in various contexts is important and remains a gap. The óone size 

fits allô approach does not comply with the BR model which necessitates learning-by-

doing and sharing these experiences across the world network of BRs (WNBR) 

(Ishwaran et al. 2008; Pool-Stanvliet and Coetzer 2020) specifically for understanding 

what works, why and in which contexts. 

This case study aims to provide a contextual understanding of MAB implementation in 

local conditions, and not to produce findings which are generalizable. Rather, we aim 

https://researchbiosphere.org/
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to share lessons and experiences learned through MABôs place-based implementation 

across the WNBR. The Cape Winelands Biosphere Reserve (CWBR) case study may 

offer valuable lessons for the WNBR as it has passed through multiple generations of 

MAB action plans, from the Madrid Action Plan (MAP) 2008-2013 to the LAP. 

Therefore, the CWBR should ideally be adaptive in its approach to ensure continued 

alignment with UNESCO-MAB strategic policies, for example MAP priorities of climate 

change, ecosystem services and urbanization (UNESCO 2008) to LAP priority of 

addressing the SDGs (UNESCO 2017). The CWBR is an important site within the 

Cape Floristic Region (CFR) World Heritage Site for its locally protected environments 

and catchment areas (Le Maitre et al. 2019; DFFE 2022b; UNESCO 2022c). This 

research explores the CWBR context of interpreting and implementing MAB and 

focusses on how the international designation is translated for the local social-

ecological and economic fit, including the strategic decisions and motivations which 

support the BR in meeting its envisioned role in the landscape. In doing so, we hope 

to answer the question: how has the governance strategy and structure of CWBR 

helped achieve a context appropriate interpretation and actioning of MAB in the 

landscape? 

4.3 METHODS 

4.3.1 Study Area 

The CWBR (Figure 4.1), located 40 kilometers east of Cape Town, South Africa was 

established in 2007, and spans roughly 322 030ha (UNESCO 2022c). Furthermore, 

the BR lies within the CFR, which exhibits high levels of endemism and is home to 

20% of the total number of plant species which occur on the African continent (DFFE 

2022b; UNESCO 2022c). The site constitutes a mosaic of diverse ecosystems and 

landscape features within the Cape Fold Mountains and surrounding valleys, 

displaying a variety of land-uses, including historic towns, a world-famous viticultural 

landscape, and some of the CFRs most important protected environments and river 

systems which feed the City of Cape Town (CoCT) (Le Maitre et al. 2019; DFFE 2022b; 

UNESCO 2022c). 
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Figure 4.1: Map of the Cape Winelands Biosphere Reserve illustrating the core (30%, 99 459ha), buffer 
(42%, 133 844ha) and transition (28%, 88 727ha) zones, important points of interest, and major towns 
and transport routes (Bohdanowicz 2023c) 
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The core zone of the CWBR constitutes 30% of the BR (99 459ha) and is made up of 

formally protected areas managed by CapeNature6. The core zone prioritizes nature 

conservation and long-term protection (Schultz et al. 2020; UNESCO 2021). The 

buffer zone constitutes 42% of the BR (133 844ha) where emphasis is placed on 

scientific research, monitoring, and education with limited human use and compatible 

with conservation objectives (Schultz et al. 2020; UNESCO 2021). The transition zone 

constitutes 28% of the BR (88 727ha) and where human populations strive for 

sustainable resource management and development (Schultz et al. 2020; UNESCO 

2021).  

The CWBR overlaps with several municipalities including, the entire Stellenbosch 

Municipality, majority of the Drakenstein Municipality and sections of the Breede 

Valley, Theewaterskloof and Witzenberg municipalities. Furthermore, this region has 

a winemaking tradition and history dating back approximately 350 years, and accounts 

for 68% of the total wine production within South Africa (UNESCO 2022c). Other 

primary economic activities in the area include agriculture, manufacturing, tourism, 

forestry, business services and real estate (DFFE 2022b). 

4.3.2 Methods and Data 

This case study was conducted following a qualitative approach (ethics certificate: 

H22-SCI-NRM-001), using semi-structured interviews (n=8) and supplemented 

through document analysis (n=3). Criterion for participant selection were that they 

represented the current CWBR strategic and operational management personnel, 

deemed by the research team as the most relevant operationalization of the 

governance strategy and structure of the CWBR at the time of the research. Therefore, 

the Board of Directors (BofD) and executive management (chief executive officer and 

coordinator) were purposefully sampled with a response rate of 88.89% (n=1 

participant unavailable for an interview). 

Interview transcriptions (and documents) were thematically coded manually by the 

primary author of this paper using ATLAS.ti 23.2.0 for Mac and analyzed through the 

inductive 6-step thematic analysis described by Braun and Clarke (2006) following 

 

6 CapeNature is the public entity responsible for conserving biodiversity within the Western Cape 

Province. 
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respondent validation. Thematic analysis is an inductive qualitative data analysis 

method used to identify, analyze and report on repeated patterns, i.e. óthemesô, 

observed in the data to provide an in-depth understanding (Braun and Clarke 2006; 

Humble and Mozelius 2022). The process included transcribing the data, coding 

interesting features across the entire data set, collating codes into potential themes, 

reviewing fit of themes in relation to quoted extracts, refining and describing themes, 

and thereafter, reporting findings.  

Frequency (f) counts within the results refer to the number of participants mentioning 

a certain theme and are used to indicate the significance and not for quantitative 

analysis purposes. Verbatim quotes have been used where possible, however in some 

cases minor alterations were needed to enhance the óreadabilityô of the data, i.e. 

repetitions, hesitations, stumbling speech, or translations have been removed 

(Brennan 2022). Additions for clarification and redactions have been made in the form 

of [XXX] or óéô to protect identities. Quotations have been used in-text or provided in 

quotation tables. Source codes for all quotations, verbatim and those incorporated into 

the narrative structure of the results, were removed to enhance readability (Lingard 

2019). All quotations are attributed anonymously in Supplementary Table 1, providing 

the necessary audit trail for validation of research results. 

Semi-structured interviews 

The following overarching themes were explored through the interview protocol: 

¶ Governance model: How the governance model of the BR was initially formed, 

how this enables a specific governance approach, i.e. how decision-making 

processes occur, and how it has changed over the years. 

¶ History of involvement: Sources of personal commitment to the BR and the 

motivations for the participantôs initial and continued involvement in the BR. 

¶ Envisioned role: Perceived vision for the BR, and the BRôs role in the SES. 

¶ Stakeholders: How the current BR governance model allows, 

enables/prevents other stakeholders from participating in the BR and how 

participation is constructed by the BR. 
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¶ Critical relationships: Knowing the institutional overlap in the landscape the 

BRs functions within, as well as the horizontal and vertical alignment of actors 

operating in the landscape. 

Interviews were designed to be informal discussions. Interviews ranged from 45 to 130 

minutes and were conducted in May 2023 at the intervieweeôs location and time of 

choosing (two interviews were conducted virtually). Within each of the overarching 

themes there were several sub-questions used to facilitate the discussions and probe 

for more detail, clarification or to change direction of the interview. 

Document analysis 

Document analysis involved the use of the CWBRs website 

(https://www.capewinelandsbiosphere.co.za), the BR-specific spatial development 

plan and staff and stakeholder spreadsheet provided by the CWBR. 

4.4 RESULTS 

4.4.1 Governance Model: Initial Establishment and Evolution 

The CWBR was initiated by the Cape Winelands District Municipality (CWDM) and the 

proposal put together by the Dennis Moss Partnership ï a top-down establishment. 

The CWBR was registered in 2007 after a four year long public participation process. 

The impetus for its establishment was that it would be an important spatial 

development planning instrument and that development proposals would have to be 

approved by the committee. This function is fulfilled by the Department of 

Environmental Affairs and Development Planning, so to avoid duplication this role was 

never realized. The CWBR was initially well received by its stakeholders; however, 

expectations did not meet reality and ódamage controlô was needed for the first two 

years ï seeing to the promises made by the consultants writing up the proposal. 

The role of the CWBR has evolved since its establishment. Their initial strategy was 

to focus on one BR function at a time, build momentum and then focus on the next. 

The CWBR ñdidn't try to deal with all three [BR core functions] at a time. So [the CWBR] 

concentrate[d] on the education sideò. With the belief that education is the answer to 

many current issues, their initial foci were conservation and education. They formed 

partnerships with European funders, thereafter ñ[the CWBRs] focus has been more 

community upliftment and education basedò. ñThe next side [the CWBR] were weak, 

https://www.capewinelandsbiosphere.co.za/
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was the scientific sideò, and recently the CWBR has become more involved in science 

and research. The CWBRs projects are intended to align with the core functions of 

BRs as stipulated in The Statutory Framework of the World Network while responding 

to emergent local challenges. 

4.4.2 Governance Model: Structure, Responsibilities and Decision-Making 

Leading the CWBR are the BofD. The management team, including executive 

management, project leaders and others oversee implementation within the CWBR. 

The BofD, management team, technical advisory and youth board make up the 

management entity, which is the CWBR, a Section 21 non-profit company7 (Figure 

4.2). Supporting them is the technical committee and a well-established volunteer 

program. 

 

Figure 4.2: Schematic diagram of the Cape Winelands Biosphere Reserve personnel, including its 
technical assistance, board of directors, management and implementation team, youth board, 
volunteers and other stakeholders 

 

7 Refers to Section 21 of the Companies Act 61 of 1973 of South Africa and is a type of non-profit 

organization. 
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The board consists of seven directors (one female, six male) with a chairperson, vice-

chairperson, secretary, and several portfolios. In terms of the diversity, a participant 

believes ñgetting gender and racial representation on the board remains a challengeò. 

Each director is assigned to a portfolio, depending on their expertise, or a portfolio 

may be established for them. The responsibility of the BofD is to provide an operational 

oversight role. Linkages are present between the directors and some of the 

stakeholder groups to allow information to be shared and for fostering collaboration, 

for example with the CWDM, Heritage Committee, Iziko Museums, CapeNature and 

universities. The ñboard's role, [to] a large extent, is to communicate and have that 

relationship with stakeholdersò. 

CWBR management consists of a chief executive officer (CEO), administrator and 

coordinator, and several project leaders, advisors or facilitators. The CEO leads the 

management, oversees implementation, builds networks and relationships with 

funders and partners, and is tasked with timely decision-making. The responsibility of 

the coordinator is reporting, managing records and administrative tasks. Project 

leaders are appointed through service-level agreements and work part-time managing 

projects and facilitating various activities. 

Directors are either sourced by or approach the CWBR to be elected to serve on the 

board. Personnel are sourced for their interest, skills and knowledge, and networks 

(Table 4.1). Other criteria may include whether they are involved in activities aligning 

with the BR objectives, and although not important at present, reside within the CWBR. 

Currently, ñthe main thing is, what skills do [the CWBR] need?ò. Directors are retained 

until they are unwilling to serve or the lack of alignment between the objectives of the 

CWBR and what the director provides. Whilst there are recent additions to the BofD, 

i.e. within the last two years, most of the directors have served for a minimum of five 

to seven years, with some (n=3) serving since the establishment of the CWBR, 

including the CEO. The CWBR has had a full-time coordinator since 2018. 
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Table 4.1: Descriptions of beneficial skills within the Cape Winelands Biosphere Reserve office helping 
to fulfil its envisioned role 

Skill Skill Description 

Personal 
Personnel bring the people skills and the ability of óconnecting with peopleô, the 
ócollaborative spiritô and óleadership skillsô, technical ówriting skillsô and 
óobjectivityô. 

Knowledge 
óBuilt environmentô, specifically the interface between the built and natural 
environments, óenvironmental and conservation ecologyô knowledge, as well as 
óbusinessô, ótown and regional planningô, and ósustainable developmentô. 

Networks & 
connections 

Spheres within government, public institutions, and the field of conservation. 

 

The CWBR has four full-time staff, including the CEO, coordinator, and project leaders 

whose work hours are flexible. These staff have specific responsibilities or 

commitments which need to be delivered upon. This generally entails a 40-hour week 

but can be much longer ï depending on what is required. There are five to eight part-

time workers depending on project funding, including administration, project leaders, 

advisors and facilitators. Opportunities for training exist, both formal and informal, for 

example the coordinator completed a virtual BR management course. Participants 

believe important full-time positions for the CWBR that should be filled include a CEO, 

coordinator, administrator, project leaders and a social media manager. 

Board meetings, held quarterly, are a place for the BofD and CEO to plan, discuss and 

vote on decisions. Two thirds (4/6) of the BofD must be present for board meetings, 

including the secretary, chairperson and CEO, and all present need to vote. Decision-

making is perceived to be an informal process and ñthe board meetings are a space 

to have conversations about things ï to give input. But I wouldn't say there's a 

formalized decision-making structure ... I think it's quite looseò. Meeting agendas are 

shared beforehand allowing items to be attached. Ad hoc meetings occur regularly, for 

example with municipalities ï allowing decisions to be made quickly. The CWBR has 

what is called an óopen phone policyô ï meaning the CEO calls on individual directors 

depending on which portfolio expertise are needed to make decisions quickly. There 

is trust between the CEO and directors and often decisions are made independently 

of the BofD and discussed at a later stage. The CEO leads CWBR management 

meetings, a place to provide updates and work through programs, on a weekly basis. 
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In these meetings there are usually 14 to 22 individuals depending on absentee 

numbers.  

With regards to decision-making around CWBR projects, decisions are not made 

without the local communities. CWBR ñspend of lot of time in the communitiesò 

attending community meetings through invitation where there is open dialogue in óco-

creatingô projects and solutions. Through these relationships being built, communities 

can regard the CWBR as a channel to the municipalities when they cannot get answers 

themselves, specifically regarding issues of housing, education and access to land. 

There are no memberships, however the CWBR has a volunteer program. There are 

generally six to eight volunteers (maximum of 14) who are either local or international. 

Volunteers help with ongoing projects or initiate new projects depending on their skill 

set, for example the ódrone projectô. The CEO often meets with the prospective 

volunteers beforehand in attempt to match the volunteers with specific projects or 

needs. It is clear that ñBRs couldn't run as well as they do without volunteers and 

people being able to give of themselvesò ï relying on many voluntary hours and the 

goodwill of people, including the BofD. 

CWBR personnel have similar motivations for joining and continuing their service, 

including their personal interest (f=6), enthusiasm and enjoyment, and appreciating 

the holistic and inclusive approach of BRs (f=5), being able to give back to the 

community (f=4), the dynamics of what the role entails (f=3), prospects of personal 

growth and opportunities (f=3), believing that these are good people doing good work 

(f=2) in their local environment, and caring for the environment (f=2). 

The CWBR has a linked youth board (est. 2021), situated outside the primary board 

which supports project implementation. The youth board consists of youth from 

different local communities and is regarded as a ñvery powerful way of embedding [the 

CWBR] in communitiesò. It has been an experimental process and seen by some as 

relatively unsuccessful and therefore to be evolved into a youth committee or forum. 

Supporting the effectiveness of the CWBR is the technical advisory and technical 

committee. The advisory consists of individuals with knowledge on sustainable living 

and UNESCO-MAB. The committee, which fulfils an advisory role to the board, 

consists of critical stakeholders, for example the local municipalities, CWDM, 

Department of Agriculture and CapeNature. The committee meet once or twice a year 
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and at the annual general meeting (AGM) to share knowledge and information, and 

feedback on activities. A participant summarizes the experience below: 

ñIt's almost like stakeholder involvementé these are all the various stakeholders that are interested in the 

CWBR, and they need to be represented é on the technical committee to make sure that they are happy with the 

direction [the CWBR] is going. é, most of the time the technical committee is made up of people that are coming 

from organizations that are already doing things. It should almost be for them to come along and tell us what 

they're doing. Then we can find out where we can help them a bit more, which does happen. But generally, those 

meetings, there's a lot of very quiet people there.ò 

4.4.3 Envisioned Role: Present Role in the Landscape 

The CWBRs current role within the larger SES is grouped into three themes, including 

socio-economic development, collaborating with, and coordinating actors in the 

landscape, and conservation. The CWBRs collaboration and coordination role is to 

ósupport and facilitateô actors in the landscape. Participants perceive the CWBR as an 

organization to network, connect actors and to help those in need. This enables the 

CWBR to partner with relevant actors when problems arise. A participant stated, ñ[the 

CWBR] will look at the problem. Diagnose it. What partners do [the CWBR] need to 

sort that outò. 

Socio-economic development has been their focus because of the disparity in 

education in South Africa and the need to understand issues to solve them. Their 

educational programs have been successful and gained them support. There is an 

attempt to óalign with government departmentsô and ófill the gapsô with their projects, 

for example early childhood development (ECD) a niche of the CWBR. Their ECD 

program has put teachers through training and offered learning experiences with Iziko 

Museums. The CWBR offer other forms of training for all interested parties, for 

example woodwork to upskill the local communities. The CWBR conducts 

environmental education and outreach programs with the youth and uses a mobile 

science unit (trailer) to promote conservation at schools. 

The CWBRs conservation role is fulfilled through partnerships with several 

organizations, for example invasive alien plant (IAP) clearing with WWF and Idas 

Valley Trails, and with universities to fulfil their role in science and research. The 

CWBR have developed strategic partnerships with several universities including, 

University of Stellenbosch, University of Cape Town ï specifically their African Climate 

Development Initiative, University of Leuven, and the Flemish Institute for 

Technological Research in Belgium. The CWBR support provincial government, WWF 
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and CapeNature in research and monitoring through baseline data collection with the 

use of drones ï a project initiated by a volunteer. There are citizen science projects, 

for example their Source-to-Sea BeResilient project which focuses on conserving 

rivers and environmental education. 

4.4.4 Envisioned Role: Challenges 

Three themes emerged as challenges for the CWBR to fulfil its envisioned role, 

including the lack of resources (Table 4.2), limited support from national government 

(Table 4.3), and community stakeholders who are unaware of the CWBR or dealing 

with other social issues (Table 4.4). These challenges are discussed further below. 

Lack of resources (f=7) is associated with the lack of funding, specifically operational 

funding which influences human resources and capacity. The CWBR is believed to be 

over reliant on few human resources. Partnering with other BRs to source funding 

seems to be an underutilized strategy. 

Table 4.2: Resources as a challenge for the Cape Winelands Biosphere Reserve in fulfilling their 
envisioned role 

Theme Example Quotes 

Lack of human 
and financial 
resources  

ñFunding is a major challenge. Most of the guys are doing it for the love of 
conservation.ò 

ñ[The CWBR are] still very reliant, heavily reliant on [the CEO] and [the 
coordinator]. There's a need to invest in human resources for the organization. 
Which comes along with funding questions.ò 

ñThere's scope for more, but it requires a larger dedicated team and operational 
funding.ò 

ñI don't understand why the Western Cape [BR] Forum doesn't get together 
more. You know because the power of collaboration. I know it from business. I 
mean, there is big funding out there, but it's too big for one biosphere, but all 5 
biospheres. We can go for the 50 [or] 100-million-europroject. But working in 
silos, we can't do that.ò 

 

Limited government support (f=4) uncovers a perceived lack of MAB program 

governance within South Africa, and therefore believed to be a lack of clarity in defined 

roles, structures and responsibilities within the óchain of commandô, i.e. national MAB 

governance down to CWBR. Participants believe national government are hesitant in 
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allocating resources to the Western Cape for what is perceived to be political reasons8. 

There is the perception that their engagement is superficial. It is believed there are 

structural challenges with regards to government involvement, for example, limited 

mechanisms to transfer funds, and believing that interacting with BRs is not part of 

their functional responsibility, i.e. no mandated engagements. 

Table 4.3: Government as a challenge for the Cape Winelands Biosphere Reserve in fulfilling their 
envisioned role 

Theme Example Quotes 

Limited 
government 
support 

ñIt's frustrating that our system, our top-down structure ï we don't have leadership 
on top.ò 

ñAgain, who does the CWBR report to? What is our relationship? What are they 
doing? What is our contribution to helping them achieve their objective? Now for 
me that's not defined at all. We don't see any real government, either of provincial 
or national, participation really in terms of what to do. There's got to be a chain of 
command in all these organizations. Who are you? What are you doing? Why are 
you doing it? Who's effectively in charge of the whole thing? Power is what, we 
have no power. Things are devolved down to us to do, and to achieve what? To 
me those are not well defined, properly defined that people can understand or 
support for that matter. We have no support é in real terms from national or 
provincial government.ò 

ñTreasury doesn't want money to come to the Western Cape. I mean, I've had 
that from [XXX].ò 

ñ[During technical committee meetings the CWBR] get a 'representative' from the 
organization coming along. But not necessarily the right representative. It gets 
delegated down till somebody gets sent to you. That's not always useful.ò 

ñI know they had challenges with the legislation é they couldn't even transfer 
funds. I think 10,000 rand for reports. We compiled the report, a ten-year report. 
They said that that they will fund it, é they couldn't fund it. They don't have a 
mechanism of transferring fundséò 

ñGuys at local government, if they have certain KPIs [key performance indicators], 
they focus on that. If the CWBR invites them, they just say, no, I'm not availableé 
the person, individual at that organization must have similar interests to get them 
in.ò 

 

 

8 At the time of this research, prior to the May 2024 National and Provincial elections producing no 

outright majority winner, South Africaôs national government and the Western Cape provincial 

government were led by opposition political parties. 
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Awareness and communities (f=3) is associated with the awareness of the CWBR 

and the concept of BRs, getting people to understand issues which are not their 

immediate priority, as well as challenging community dynamics due the presence of 

gangsters. Participants believe the current schooling system does not provide for 

many extracurricular activities which makes it challenging for the CWBR to engage 

with the youth. 

Table 4.4: Awareness and communities as a challenge for the Cape Winelands Biosphere Reserve in 
fulfilling their envisioned role 

Theme Example Quotes 

Awareness & 
communities 

ñIt's not really well known to the public, what we do, that we are there and we do 
all these things. I mean, the general public is not aware of us. Maybe in 
Franschhoek, with other projects there. People would know about it. In 
Stellenbosch, if you say BR. They say, what is that?ò 

ñGetting communities to understand science, and climate change, and 
conservation is not easy.é hungry stomachs have no ears.ò 

ñWe've got a difficult biosphere in that a lot of the community is gang controlled.ò 

ñIt's very, very difficult to get to the kids, which I think is probably one of the most 
important things. Especially the way things are going now. If you don't have any 
understanding of the natural world, you're going to have absolutely no desire to 
do anything about it.ò 

 

4.4.5 Envisioned Role: Effectiveness 

There are two factors which have led to the CWBR success, including leadership and 

the quality of staff. Participants suggested it is the continued perseverance and 

voluntary commitment of the team. Other factors include the leadership, like-

mindedness, personalities and networks within the team involved. Participants 

attributed much of the success of the CWBR to the CEO. One participant stated: ñIf it 

wasn't for [the CEO], none of this would have happened. None of it would happen. 

[The CEO is] a rather phenomenal personò. Some credited the partnership between 

the CEO and coordinator together with the relaxed and flexible nature of engaging with 

the team. When asked about instrumental positions which have increased the CWBRs 

effectiveness, one participant believes success has come from the teamôs passion and 

commitment to meaningful work, while another explained that it is more the types of 

people and personalities involved and not necessarily their position (see below). 
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ñThe structure has got nothing to do with it. If you don't have the right people there. Or if you do have 

the right people, you can have any structure, the structure isn't the issue. It's the personalities and 

whether they [are] prepared to do what they're supposed to do or not, you know. You can have the 

best structure in the world and a bunch of ópalookasô sitting in it and it's still not going to work.ò 

4.4.6 Stakeholders and Critical Relationships 

Stakeholder participation occurs ñon a case-by-case basisò and could include any 

actors in the CWBR of which CWBR stakeholder mapping has identified for example 

provincial government departments, non-governmental organizations, community 

forums and water catchment area working groups, local businesses, community 

organizations and sports clubs. One participant believes partnerships cannot be forced 

and that one must attract them by providing value, which the CWBR have done in their 

educational domain. Participation from all interested and affected parties is 

encouraged through blog posts on their website, newsletters, word-of-mouth, and via 

phone call. Participation levels are increasing ï several participants said that they have 

had increasing attendance at their AGMs. 

4.4.7 Stakeholders and Critical Relationships: Participation Challenges 

Participants reported challenges with regards to stakeholder participation from local 

government: there is superficial engagement and lack of perceived significance of the 

CWBR. Furthermore, some stakeholders are perceived to be prioritizing their own 

agendas, or that the CWBR does not feature on the stakeholderôs agenda, or within 

their professional ófunctional responsibilityô unless the individual has a personal 

interest. 

Stakeholder participation from local and national government (f=4) is believed to be 

missing despite being considered critical partners. Participants believed that 

municipalities are disinclined to play an active role in CWBR engagement/participation, 

with room for more engagement. Furthermore, participation from some key 

conservation bodies (f=2) are believed to be missing. The absence of these 

stakeholders is a ólimitationô for the CWBR. The CWBR would like more participation 

from the public (f=2) particularly youth groups. 
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4.4.8 Stakeholders and Critical Relationships: Institutional Overlap and 

Disruptive Stakeholders 

Institutional overlap occurs with other actors in the landscape in terms of their 

mandate, for example CapeNature and municipalities. Participants believe the 

challenge therein is to reduce duplication, and resource competition. Participants 

mentioned the opportunity is to form partnerships, pool resources and collaborate ï 

ódovetailingô projects with CapeNature, for example. Participants were unsure whether 

such overlap enables or constrains ongoing/further government support. Participants 

believe it depends on who is involved as one needs a shared vision and the 

ócollaborative spiritô, while another said that it could enable support, however staff 

turnover is a challenge when it comes to building long-standing relationships. 

Participants perceive some municipal councilors to be disruptive in their attempts to 

politicize the CWBR and that even directors have the potential to be disruptive by 

trying to push their agendas and in some way óhijackô the CWBR. Furthermore, some 

government departments are believed to be disruptive and of little help to the CWBR 

ï in some cases perpetuating and exacerbating issues, for example land invasions. 

4.4.9 Lessons Learned to Share Across the World Network of Biosphere 

Reserves 

When asked what lessons the CWBR would share with emerging or newly established 

BRs, two themes emerged (Table 4.5), including the type of people (f=6) involved. 

Participants believe it is necessary to ñget a nice core team togetherò and a good CEO 

or leader. There were also lessons around BR infrastructure (f=4), for example a 

physical space is beneficial to have, setting a clear plan (strategy or business plan) 

early on, to find a niche, and if there are overlaps with other actors look to build 

partnerships and collaborate. Partnerships and continuity of funding are considered 

the ólifelineô of a BR. A participant advised to try form these early and develop the BR 

around the personalities involved. 
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Table 4.5: Lessons learned by the Cape Winelands Biosphere Reserve to be shared across the World 
Network of Biosphere Reserves 

Theme 
Theme 

Description 
Example Quotes 

Type of people 

Participants 
referring to the 
directors & 
executive 
management 

ñSome active individuals who are enthusiastic and make 
their time available to their own societiesé I think the 
important thing is to identify two or three people who are 
really committed and prepared to put in time.ò 

ñGet yourself a good CEO.ò 

ñYou need a charismatic person that's willing to take on the 
overall role. Then for him or her using your own personal 
charisma to persuade other people to join this enterprise.ò 

BR infrastructure 

Funding, 
partnerships, 
niche, physical 
space, & 
structure 

ñI think having the [physical] space [headquarters], where 
volunteers é can stay. There's an office ... Everything is in 
one placeé and I think that's valuable... it's really the ideal 
scenario. You've got someone who is setting up and 
championing something like this. If they have é the physical 
space that they're working in, that can become the HQ... It 
just makes things a lot easier.ò 

ñFind your niche, é [where] you can have an impact. It's 
about just searching for that, networking, understanding the 
landscape.ò 

ñI think having é stability of funding in place, I think there's 
something linked to that around kind of international 
partnerships and relationships. I think that's something which 
[the CEO] has done quite well. It's really been a lifeline to the 
organization, in many ways. I think é for BRs in the Global 
South, establishing partnerships and relationships with either 
funders and/or other BRs in the [Global] North as a way of 
trying to kind of create some sense of financial stability.ò 

ñé the [BR] is dependent on funding and the personalities 
that drive it. If the personalities that drives the BR, if they do 
not conform to a rigid system, a rigid structure. If it's easier 
for them to implement without that structure, then I just think 
it should go with the flow. It shouldn't be overregulated in 
terms of [a] set structure.ò 

 

4.5 DISCUSSION 

4.5.1 Envisioned role of the Cape Winelands Biosphere Reserve and their 

alignment with UNESCO policy 

The vision of the CWBR is ñto achieve an exemplary connection between people and 

nature, in a secured comfortable and sustainable living environmentò (CWBR 2022) 

and being a model site as envisioned for BRs (Cl¿sener et al. 2021). The findings 

suggest that the CWBRôs internal vision is for greater recognition and coordination 

across the landscape to fulfil their role in ócollaboration and coordinationô, operating as 
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a órelational hubô (Cockburn et al. 2020b). These hubs actively develop human-human, 

i.e. collaboration, and human-nature connections, i.e. stewardship (Cockburn et al. 

2020b). This role is envisioned for other BRs in South Africa, for example Kogelberg 

(KBR) (Klaver et al. 2024) and the Kruger to Canyons BR who perform as a 

ócollaborative platformô (Schultz et al. 2018). The CWBR prioritizes healthy natural 

environments in which people can connect with and derive benefits from. Furthermore, 

to ensure the sustainability of the BR through overcoming resource use challenges.  

To achieve their vision the CWBR do not use MAB guidelines as prescriptions in a top-

down manner, but rather drive their implementation to deal with emergent local 

pressures identified by the local population, that broadly supports the goals for a BR, 

i.e. work within the framework of the three core functions of a BR (UNESCO 1996). 

Their approach to fulfilling the BR functions is to focus systematically on one function 

at a time. This provides a good lesson for dealing with limited resources but can also 

increase social acceptance and support by delivering positive outcomes (Lockwood et 

al. 2010). The support the CWBR receive from their partners is believed to be a 

testament of their success. 

4.5.2 Governance model and structure adopted by the Cape Winelands 

Biosphere Reserve 

The CWBR implementation is structured around what the Technical Guidelines for BRs 

(UNESCO2 2021) refers to as the óNGO Modelô. This model is uncommon in Africa yet 

prevalent amongst BRs in South Africa (UNESCO 2015; Department of Environmental 

Affairs 2016; Hedden-Dunkhorst and Schmitt 2020). Key UNESCO-MAB policy 

identifies that the NGO model allows for more effective action across zones whereas 

the óauthority modelô provides better ñcontrolò of the core (UNESCO 2015). Elsewhere 

in Africa, BRs are also implemented in a top-down fashion through the authority model 

(UNESCO 2015; Hedden-Dunkhorst and Schmitt 2020) which is dependent on 

government ministries who are primarily responsible for conservation in core zones 

(UNESCO 2015; UNESCO 2021). This prioritization may translate to managing BRs 

as traditional protected areas without consideration for buffer and transition zones ï 

possible symptoms of the pre-Seville Strategy designation (Coetzer et al. 2014; Van 

Cuong et al. 2017).  
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In South Africa, however, despite being nominated by national government (Pool-

Stanvliet 2014), BRs have mostly been designated through bottom-up processes 

(Pool-Stanvliet and Coetzer 2019) and are independent, apolitical non-profit 

organizations (NPO) (Department of Environmental Affairs 2016) which does provide 

BRs with legal existence (Borsdorf et al. 2014). Core areas are protected by public 

authorities, in this case CapeNature, while other institutions operating in the buffer and 

transition zones all have their own leadership structures. In terms of legislation, South 

African BRs are not regulated by law and their management plans are not legally 

binding, however the three core functions are recognized and reflected in the countryôs 

legislation (Department of Environmental Affairs 2016) with additional regulation of the 

NPOs by the Companies Act (Act 71 of 2008) (Republic of South Africa 2008). This is 

like, for example, Swedish BRs (Elbakidze et al. 2013), Fontainebleau-G©tinais BR in 

France (Borsdorf et al. 2014) and the Dana BR in Jordan (UNESCO 2021). In the 

context of the CWBR, this model appears beneficial in that it may support BRs 

increased autonomy and can balance collaboration equally between state and non-

state actors (Department of Environmental Affairs 2016; Pool-Stanvliet and Coetzer 

2019).  

Under the NGO model, the BR acts as a platform to bring together the interests of 

local stakeholders and is designed for collaboration, negotiating with other landscape 

actors as implementers of decisions made by the platform (UNESCO 2021). The 

CWBRôs BofD consists of individuals reflecting diverse stakeholder groups and 

institutions (UNESCO 2015; Hedden-Dunkhorst and Schmitt 2020) which is believed 

to be a good strategy for better cooperation amongst actors in the BR (Stoll-Kleemann 

and OôRiordan 2018) and avoids favoring narrow interests (Rold§n et al. 2019). Doing 

so allows the CWBR to fulfil their collaboration and coordination role in the landscape 

ï taking on the role of supporter and facilitator ï as a óplatformô which brings together 

diverse stakeholders to deal with everyday challenges and aligning with UNESCOôs 

(1996) broader goals of fostering collaboration and coordinated efforts across BRs. As 

M¿ller (2014) and Stoll-Kleemann and OôRiordan (2018) describe the NGO model for 

BRs, the CWBR are not necessarily the implementers, but rather more often 

supporting actors in the landscape which are in need or will identify areas in need of 

action. This is a model in which many actors govern the SES and what Kooiman et al. 

(2008) and Edelenbos and van Meerkerk (2016) refer to as interactive governance. 
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Interactive governance is important in this context as it can help deal with resource 

shortages and build resilience, i.e. the perceived lack of government support, human 

and financial resources, and helps to develop integrated responses and de-fragment 

actors in the landscape (Armitage et al. 2012; M¿ller 2014; Edelenbos and van 

Meerkerk 2016; Berkes 2017). 

The CWBR is led by a BofD, which respondents acknowledge lacks gender and racial 

representation, although has recently begun to diversify through the addition of 

younger directors, and a female director ï diversity is believed to increase board 

effectiveness (Bradshaw et al. 1998; Petrovic 2008; Ortega-Rodr²guez et al. 2023). 

Directors do not have a fixed term of service, and a few have been serving the CWBR 

since its inception which benefits the BR in terms of its continuity and maintaining 

institutional memory. Skills, knowledge, and experience take time to replace, thus a 

consistent BofD with the addition of younger directors helps to transfer institutional 

knowledge, bring in new knowledge, ensure organizational memory, and can help 

mitigate corporate amnesia (Kransdorf 1998; Harvey 2012). Without the strategic 

addition of new directors (due to natural processes of staff turnover), the CWBR could 

however risk experiencing a static board in the long term in which new ideas, 

knowledge and perspectives are not incorporated. 

Strategically selecting directors based on their expertise, knowledge, personal skills, 

and motivations for the company are important board qualities (Petrovic 2008). 

Directors are purposively selected depending on the skills needed, but also to prevent 

the possibility of board members óhijackingô the organization by driving their personal 

agendas. Lessons from this model are to have a small board which offers an oversight 

role and is not involved in the implementation but rather connected to other 

organizations operating effectively in the landscape. Additionally, these need to be 

individuals which have an interest and are driven by some level of altruism given that 

participation on the board is voluntary. 

There is significant overlap in the motivations of the board and their vision for the BR 

ï described as ólike-mindednessô, and which is believed by participants to be a factor 

contributing to their effectiveness. Although this may increase the risk of groupthink 

(Petrovic 2008), a shared vision and limited internal conflicts have been found to 

increase the effectiveness of the board (Bradshaw et al. 1998; Ortega-Rodr²guez et 

al. 2023). 
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Good meeting practices are considered essential for board effectiveness (Bradshaw 

et al. 1998; Ortega-Rodr²guez et al. 2023). The CWBR have regular meetings. Board 

meetings, held quarterly, are described as a more informal setting, are a place to plan, 

discuss and vote on decisions. The BR management meet on a weekly basis which 

allows staff to be up-to-date and provide feedback on their programs. Importantly, ad 

hoc meetings and an óopen phone policyô between the CEO and BofD has developed 

a level of trust and allows decisions to be made quickly and without having to wait for 

the following meeting. This is consistent with Petrovic (2008) who states open and 

frequent communication contributes to building a shared vision and trust. 

The structure of the CWBR is what Bradshaw et al. (1998) describes as an emergent 

model ï characterized by networks, flexibility, and organic innovation. The CWBR 

structure grew organically and evolved to deal with new challenges, information, and 

requirements. However, this model requires strong and charismatic leadership 

(Bradshaw et al. 1998; George and Reed 2017; Stoll-Kleemann and OôRiordan 2018), 

and much of the BRs effectiveness and success is attributed to their operational 

leader, the CEO. However, the overreliance on one individual, the leader, comes with 

potential risk and consequences when the leadership changes.  

Much like the NGO and emergent models which are óproject-orientatedô and óissue-

drivenô (Bradshaw et al. 1998; UNESCO 2021), the CWBR interacts with stakeholders 

and establishes partnerships on a ócase-by-case basisô much like its neighboring KBR 

(see Klaver et al. 2024) to address their most pressing needs. These stakeholders 

include a diverse group of provincial government departments, parastatals, NGOs, 

forums and working groups, local businesses, community organizations and sports 

clubs, while working particularly closely with local communities. This stakeholder 

engagement philosophy is to ófind out whoôs battling and help them to do betterô 

through support and facilitation, or to ófill the gapsô or resource and capacity shortfalls 

within their local environment. The CWBR frequently engage with local communities 

to co-create projects and solutions for challenges which they face. For example, ECD 

emerged as a need in the landscape. This agility to respond to challenges and create 

opportunities through partnerships enhances adaptive capacity (Lockwood et al. 

2010). According to George and Reed (2017), collaborative partnerships are better 

equipped to develop and implement innovative solutions to problems by sharing 

knowledge and pooling resources. Although the assumption is that higher levels of 
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participation, according to Arnsteinôs (1969) ladder would increase BR legitimacy to 

greater degrees, in Rold§nôs et al. (2019) survey across 92 BRs they found there is no 

linear relationship between participation and legitimacy, and that any levels of 

participation increase BR legitimacy amongst local stakeholders. Moreover, consistent 

engagement and dialogue with stakeholders, as reported numerously in the Seville 

Strategy (UNESCO 1996), is fundamental to BRs as they are ñnot only a designation 

or an international recognition, [but] a long-term commitment, a responsibility, a social, 

economic, and ecological project, that must be supported and carried out by its 

inhabitantsò (Bouamrane et al. 2016:6).  

4.5.3 Implementation challenges in the Cape Winelands Biosphere Reserve 

NPO governance and operation can be weakened by a lack of authority (Van Cuong 

et al. 2017). South African BRs have no ólegal teethô, apart from the formally protected 

core zones, and are therefore implemented through ósoft lawô (Pool-Stanvliet 2013; 

Pool-Stanvliet and Coetzer 2019), largely relying on adherence to national policy 

around linked matters of enforcement and/or management. However, social 

acceptance and support for the BR can be increased through stakeholder participation 

(Van Cuong et al. 2017) as well as effectiveness in producing outcomes (Lockwood et 

al. 2010) which may serve their recognition and coordination vision, and collaboration 

and coordination role. 

Government involvement and commitment is critical for the BR success (Van Cuong 

et al. 2017). Although BRs are supported by national government during their 

nominations, South African BRs must largely find their own way to implement MAB 

(Pool-Stanvliet 2014). The CWBR, like Pool-Stanvliet (2013) found, lacks significant 

support from the national government and interest from local municipalities ï noted by 

respondents as critically missing stakeholders, as opposed to better engagements 

with private stakeholders and communities. This is not particular to the CWBR case, 

and it has been found that in South Africa MAB faces challenges integrating vertically 

with national authorities and horizontally at the local level (Pool-Stanvliet 2014). 

Political buy-in is necessary for the long-term success of BRs (Coetzer et al. 2014), 

however the technical committee faced challenges in building reliable and consistent 

relationships between local municipalities and the CWBR. This is an important 

consideration for future action since the CWBR regards themself as a channel 

between the local communities and municipalities. Vhembe BR, for example, has 
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established several ex officio non-voting director seats on their BofD (Hedden-

Dunkhorst and Schmitt 2020). Doing similarly could result in more frequent 

engagement with the CWBRôs missing local government stakeholders ï frequent 

engagement believed to improve stakeholder participation and support (Rold§n et al. 

2019). 

Sustainable financial resources, or the lack thereof, can result in BR success or failure, 

and particularly a challenge for innovation, collaboration, and knowledge sharing (Van 

Cuong et al. 2017). The CWBR, like other South African BRs (Pool-Stanvliet and 

Coetzer 2020), lack financial resources, specifically operational funding, impacting on 

their ability to employ full-time staff. It is believed the CWBR could do much more if it 

were better resourced. Azadi et al. (2021) found that BRs in Africa receive very limited 

amounts of funding from government partly due to financial management systems 

hindering the process. This is the perception of the CWBR, which in some cases could 

not receive funding, for example to compile the ten-year Periodic Review (a UNESCO 

reporting requirement; UNESCO 1996), because of the mechanisms in place. Several 

lessons have emerged from this dilemma including building operational funds into 

project costs, service-level agreements for human resources and using overlaps with 

other actors in the landscape to pool resources. Taking advantage of the overlaps 

requires a shared vision and limited staff turnover as it could be detrimental to 

building/maintaining long-term relationships (Aunger et al. 2022). Although being 

under-resourced seems to foster innovation, human and financial resources are a 

necessity for continuity, competence and building trust (Stoll-Kleemann and OôRiordan 

2018). 

Awareness and communication are important factors determining the success or 

failure of BRs as it makes the BR concept a reality to those living within it and thereby 

enabling its implementation (Coetzer et al. 2014; Van Cuong et al. 2017). However, 

research elsewhere has indicated that BR inhabitants find the concept and its 

terminology difficult to understand (Pool-Stanvliet 2014). Social media is a useful way 

to support the dissemination of information, market the BR and build awareness 

(Coetzer et al. 2014; Van Cuong et al. 2017), which is a way in which the CWBR share 

news and project updates, and to encourage participation from their stakeholders ï 

although it is believed that their interface with the public needs improvement. The 

CWBR is well-known in areas where their projects occur, however there are areas 
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beyond, where the BR is still unknown. Increasing stakeholder engagement at any 

level, whether informing or delegating power (Arnstein 1969), is beneficial to BRs. 

Rold§n et al. (2019) found BR stakeholders value receiving information in addition to 

providing inputs, especially project outcomes, which can result in better participation 

levels. Therefore, the CWBR would find it beneficial to continue their commitments to 

updating their local stakeholders regularly through various avenues ï which is likely to 

have been key in gaining increased engagement and attendance at their stakeholder 

meetings. 

Case study research is often criticized for non-generalizable findings (Bryman 2012). 

However, the aim of this research was to provide a contextualized understanding of 

how the CWBR interpret and implement global MAB policy within their local conditions. 

Thus, the sample was purposefully selected using specific criteria, which allowed an 

óinformation richô case to be built (Palinkas et al. 2015). The aim of this research was 

to fill the need for understanding the institutional context and governance strategies of 

BRs in the landscape in which they are found (Coetzer et al. 2014; Ferreira et al. 2018; 

Baldwin-Cantello et al. 2023; Barraclough et al. 2023). Despite these results not being 

directly transferable to other BRs, the need exists to understand and compare lessons 

learnt from BRs to improve the implementation success of MAB (Coetzer et al. 2014; 

UNESCO 2017). A strength of MAB, which is the absence of blueprints for 

implementation, offers an opportunity for place-based learning. Case studies such as 

this offer lessons and experience in implementing MAB. Future research should 

consider developing similar case studies in other BRs and ñto communicate the 

experiences and lessons learned, facilitating the global diffusion and application of 

these modelsò (UNESCO 2017:52) to ultimately determine what works, for who, and 

why? Furthermore, research could additionally explore stakeholder perceptions and 

expectations of BRs to develop a holistic understanding of the BRs. 

4.6 CONCLUSION 

The CWBR provided an interesting case as it has had to adapt to various iterations of 

MAB policy. This has meant that their implementation has been driven in response to 

emergent local needs and landscape priorities. As a result, any overlaps with the 

SDGs have largely been unintentional. 
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The CWBR strategy has been to focus on one core function at a time, become 

effective, achieve success, and thereafter expand efforts to other core functions. Their 

immediate priority had been their socio-economic development function. Targeting this 

function first may have alleviated pressures from external factors affecting their ability 

to successfully implement the program. However, achieving success in this area has 

also resulted in increased legitimacy, ability to build a brand and attracted international 

partnerships which have been fundamental for the sustainability of the organization. 

An instrument in their success has been the type of people involved, strong and 

charismatic leadership and people willing to contribute to society through goodwill ï a 

lifeline for the BR. 

The CWBRs operational challenges ï limited support, financial and human resources, 

and general awareness of the BR concept necessitate an NPO interactive governance 

model. This enables the CWBR to perform as a relational hub in the landscape relying 

on partnerships, building on overlaps, and interacting with, and de-fragmenting actors 

in the landscape to create opportunities for collective action across the BRs landscape 

actors. 

There are no prescriptions for MAB implementation in individual BRs with this 

intentional program flexibility providing an opportunity for place-based learning-by-

doing for broader benefits. The research presented here contributes to a clearer 

understanding of how MAB is interpreted and implemented within a local African 

context. The place-based implementation of MAB allows the CWBR to evolve and 

adapt to local pressures. These in-depth learnings can aid MAB implementation 

elsewhere and provide insights in sustainability science. Lessons learned from the 

CWBR can be useful in other cases, and mechanisms used by the CWBR may be 

suitable for application for BRs operating in similar contexts, especially in the Western 

Cape of South Africa where four other BRs are located.  

Available BR literature lacks in-depth knowledge from individual BRs and is skewed 

towards the Global North, leaving the Global South under-represented ï specifically 

Africa. This research, although acknowledging the limitations of the chosen 

methodology, attempts to remedy the needs in BR literature by offering the CWBR as 

a Global South case study which shares knowledge and lessons of implementing the 

MAB. South Africa, although relatively new signatories to MAB, has been a part of the 

MAB network for more than two decades (Pool-Stanvliet and Coetzer 2020), and case 
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studies such as this can offer valuable lessons in terms of practically implementing 

MAB in the country. The implementation of MAB could benefit from integrated 

comparative learning from in-depth BR case studies and therefore future research 

should follow suit to develop several globally representative ócasesô to share 

experiences and lessons learnt through the learning-by-doing approach of MAB.
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CHAPTER 5  

Preface 

Collaboration is increasingly being recognised as a necessity for effective 

conservation efforts across multifunctional landscapes. To improve and better 

understand collaborative initiatives within SES, scholars have put together 

methodologies to help guide studies such as the one presented. This chapter answers 

Objective 2 of this research which aims to understand how landscape-level 

collaborative conservation initiatives support leopard conservation across a 

multifunctional landscape. Further, it presents a paper prepared for submission to 

Conservation Science and Practice. The CMO framework guided this study while 

using the leopard to explore how and why collaborative initiatives, such as the BP, 

operate to support Cape leopard conservation across the Boland BRs.

Exploring Collaborative Conservation in a Multifunctional Landscape: A case 

study of the leopards in the Boland, South Africa 

5.1 ABSTRACT 

The Cape leopard (Panthera pardus) is the last remaining free-roaming apex predator 

in the Western Cape province of South Africa. The species occurs across 

multifunctional landscapes with diverse land uses represented which necessitates a 

collaborative and landscape-level conservation approach. Outcomes of conservation 

collaborations depend on the mechanisms used and the context in which they are 

implemented. Explored through the context-mechanism-outcome (CMO) framework, 

which facilitates global cross-case comparisons and learning from diverse 

conservation initiatives, we use the Boland Project (BP) led by the Cape Leopard Trust 

(CLT) as a case study. We used the CMO framework to analyze data from interviews, 

surveys, and documents. The study highlights the role of strong leadership, prior 

collaborative networks, and willingness for landscape-level collaboration in achieving 

conservation goals and leveraging research for adaptive management and public 

education. The BP highlights the benefits of partnerships for biodiversity conservation, 

bridging the gap between public conservation bodies and private landowners. Through 

their scientific approach, the CLT play a crucial role in providing accurate scientific 

data on leopards and biodiversity that can inform conservation management. Effective 

leadership was crucial for initiating collective action, building trust, and coordinating 
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conservation efforts. The BP emphasized shared learning, knowledge sharing and 

capacity building, ensuring sustainability of conservation activities and supporting 

adaptive conservation action, influencing broader conservation actions beyond the 

project's domain. Insights from the BP had broader conservation implications, guiding 

conservation efforts at larger scales, demonstrating how local collaborations can have 

far-reaching impacts. 

5.2 INTRODUCTION 

Ecological challenges often cross scales and boundaries in multifunctional landscapes 

(Bergsten et al., 2014). Therefore, successful natural resource management and 

governance has increasingly become collaborative (Kark et al., 2015; Clement et al., 

2020). This is acknowledged as the collaborative turn (Cockburn et al., 2020a). 

Collaboration brings together resources to address complex issues collectively, 

enhancing conservation effectiveness, cost-efficiency, adaptive capacity, and 

knowledge expansion (Clement et al., 2020; Cockburn et al., 2020a). Additionally, 

collaboration ensures shared accountability (Hahn, 2011) and is considered necessary 

in the developing world where wildlife often shares human-dominated landscapes and 

the state lacks sufficient capacity (Redpath et al., 2017). In South Africa, where 

important globally recognized biodiversity often extends beyond formal protected 

areas (PAs) (Cowling et al., 2003; Barendse et al., 2016), public-private partnerships 

are crucial for conservation on private lands. Typically led by non-governmental 

organizations (NGOs) (Barendse et al., 2016; Hanson et al., 2016), these 

collaborations, comparable to other effective area-based conservation measures, help 

ensure long-term benefits for in-situ conservation efforts (Marnewick et al., 2021). 

Working landscapes conservation refers to managing social-ecological systems (SES) 

shaped by human activities like farming, with the aim of sustaining biodiversity, 

ecosystem services, and building resilience (Kremen and Merenlender, 2018; Western 

et al., 2020). Shifting biological conservation from 'on-site' to 'off-site', i.e. from within 

to outside of PAs, has been recognized since the late 20th century (Western et al., 

1989; Pimental et al., 1992). Furthermore, it is increasingly recognized that 

multifunctional conservation landscapes play a critical role in achieving global 

biodiversity targets, inclusion and justice in conservation (Diaz et al., 2019; IPBES, 

2019; Obura et al., 2021; CBD, 2024). The urgency to conserve biodiversity across 

multifunctional landscapes was highlighted by the failure to meet the Convention on 
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Biological Diversity (CBD) target of achieving a significant reduction in biodiversity loss 

by 2010 (Butchart et al., 2010), resulting in renewed emphasis on the CBD's other 

effective area-based conservation measures strategy (Maxwell et al., 2020). 

Literature on collaboration in SES covers the interlinked themes of collaborative 

governance and management, adaptive co-management, and adaptive governance 

(reviewed in Schoon et al. (2021). It highlights two key characteristics: decision-

making in complex, uncertain contexts, and institutional fit, ensuring actions align with 

ecological processes to avoid scale ómismatchô (Bergsten et al., 2014), ómisfitô 

(Ekstrom and Young, 2009; Sternlieb et al., 2013) or óproblem of fitô (Plummer and 

Hashimoto, 2011). Mismatches arise when management actions or ecological 

processes span different scales or governance boundaries (Bergsten et al., 2014). 

These challenges often necessitate collaboration among multiple actors to effectively 

govern at appropriate scales (Bergsten et al., 2014). 

Outcomes of collaborative initiatives depend on how implementation context interacts 

with various collaboration mechanisms, i.e. various actions, programs, practices and 

processes of collaboration (Lauber et al., 2011; Schoon et al., 2021). Methodologies 

have evolved to understand this interplay in initiatives (Cockburn et al., 2020; Schoon 

et al., 2020; 2021). This case study builds on the original work of Schoon et al. (2020; 

2021) and Cockburn et al. (2020a), by exploring the Boland Project (BP). Using the 

context-mechanism-outcome (CMO) as a framework, it examines the BP's context, 

implementation mechanisms, and resulting outcomes. 

The BP, led by the Cape Leopard Trust (CLT), is a compelling case study for several 

reasons. The BP spans two UNESCO biosphere reserves (BRs), the Kogelberg (KBR) 

and Cape Winelands (CWBR). These are people-centered, multi-use conservation 

designations that are positioned as relational hubs (after Cockburn et al., 2020b) to 

enable collaboration and coordination amongst a diverse actor network around 

sustainability issues (Barraclough et al., 2023; Klaver et al., 2024). Cape leopards 

(Panthera pardus) are the last free-roaming apex predators in the Western Cape, 

South Africa, existing in low numbers and occupying extensive ranges that cross 

jurisdictional boundaries (Martins and Martins, 2006; Swanepoel et al., 2012; Amin et 

al., 2022). Recent research suggests that the southern and eastern parts of South 

Africa may hold a genetically distinct leopard population (Morris et al., 2024). Globally, 

large carnivores like leopards are declining due to human impact, posing sustainability 
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challenges as keystone species crucial for ecosystem health (Estes et al., 2011; 

Swanepoel et al., 2012; Devens et al., 2018). There is an urgent need to fill knowledge 

gaps in leopard conservation outside protected areas (PAs), including effective actions 

and conservation outcomes (Swanepoel et al., 2015a; Swanepoel et al., 2015b).  

5.3 METHODS 

5.3.1 Case Description 

Established in 2004, the CLT is a non-profit, public benefit NGO dedicated to leopard 

and biodiversity conservation through coexistence, landscape protection, 

partnerships, education, and advocacy informed by scientific research (CLT, 2024). 

Organized around three pillars ï research, conservation, and education ï the CLT 

focuses on areas including the Cederberg and Boland, as well as the Little Karoo, 

Namaqualand, and other regions across the Western, Northern, and Eastern Cape 

provinces. Leading the BP, the CLT collaborates with local and international partners 

and sponsors, notably CapeNature, the statutory conservation body of the Western 

Cape (More available here: BP Sponsors and Partners). 

5.3.2 Study Area 

The Boland (Figure 5.1), located along the Cape Fold Belt Mountain Chain (CLT, 

2024), is a mountainous fynbos region with several state-owned PAs managed by two 

of the Western Capeôs conservation authorities, CapeNature and the City of Cape 

Town's (CoCT) Biodiversity Management Unit (CLT, 2024). Private lands have, in most 

cases, self-organized into conservancies which are voluntary agreements among 

landowners aimed at local environmental conservation. Further, the region serves as 

a critical water catchment area for the CoCT (Le Maitre et al., 2019), encompassing 

the nationally important Boland Strategic Water Source Area. It overlaps with 

UNESCO-designated sites known for biological and cultural diversity, including the 

Cape Floristic Region (CFR) World Heritage Site, KBR and CWBR (UNESCO, 2022b; 

UNESCO, 2022c; UNESCO, 2024; CapeNature, 2024a). 

https://capeleopard.org.za/research/current/boland/sponsors
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Figure 5.1: Map illustrating the Boland Project domain, spanning the Kogelberg and Cape Winelands 
Biosphere Reserves, and its multifunctionality, including protected, forested, cultivated, built-up and 
other land-uses (Geospatial Information Services Unit, 2024) 
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5.3.3 Research Design 

This case study used a deductive mixed-methods approach, using semi-structured 

interviews with key informants, supplemented by a mixed-methods survey and 

document analysis (Ethics certificate: H22-SCI-NRM-001, CapeNature research 

permit: CN32-87-25882). 

Methods and Data 

Using a chain-referral sampling technique, two key informants, officials from the CLT 

leading the BP, were purposefully sampled and provided detailed in-depth, first-hand 

knowledge. Key informants then identified potential participants for interviews (n=1) or 

an online survey (n=5; 45% response rate), enhancing representation, particularly 

from conservation authorities. Document analysis involved electronic documents and 

available literature relevant to the case, supplementing the data collected. 

Semi-structured interviews covered three main themes: collaboration details, 

governance, and BR involvement. Interview transcripts were processed using 

Otter.aiôs (2023) online transcriptions software. A mixed-methods survey, created 

using QuestionProôs (2023) online survey software, gathered data on the BP and BR 

involvement. Qualitative data collected were manually coded in ATLAS.ti 23.2.0 for 

Mac and analyzed using deductive, directed content analysis (Bryman, 2012; 

Kleinheksel et al., 2020; Humble and Mozelius, 2022). Quantitative data collected 

through the survey were managed in MicrosoftÑ Excel 16.78 for Mac. 

Context-Mechanism-Outcome Framework 

The CMO framework, designed to understand collaborative initiatives, posits that 

collaborations achieve outcomes (O) due to specific mechanisms (M) operating within 

defined contexts (C). This framework guides studies in understanding how and why 

collaborative initiatives operate within SES (Schoon et al., 2021), enabling cross-case 

comparisons and the development of generalizable theories on how such initiatives 

support SES sustainability through the collection of coded cases in an online database 

(Schoon et al., 2021; Cockburn et al., 2020a). The CMO utilizes primary or secondary 

data sources like literature, electronic records, interviews, or surveys (Schoon et al., 

2020). This framework is well suited to researching collaboration in SES as it can help 

understand collaborative interventions, learn about the nature of collaboration and the 

influence of context and mechanisms on producing outcomes (Schoon et al., 2021). 
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The CMO codebook by Schoon et al. (2020) provides 19 contextual variables, 21 

mechanism variables, and four outcomes for coding. Contextual variables describe 

SES conditions, while mechanisms identify factors crucial for collaboration success. 

In this case study, 17 contextual and 15 mechanism variables, along with all four 

outcomes, were coded (n=36) and facilitated data organization and case study 

development (Figure 5.2). These variables have been bolded within the Results text.  

 

Figure 5.2: Contextual or social-ecological system characteristic variables, mechanism or rules and 
process variables, and outcome codes found in the Boland Project case study 

To ensure participant anonymity, data were labeled with reference codes like IR1 

(interview respondent 1) and SR4 (survey respondent 4). Frequency counts (f) in the 

results indicate theme importance based on how many participants mentioned each 

theme. Quotes have been incorporated within the narrative and, where possible, 

verbatim quotes were used with minor edits for readability, such as removing 

repetitions, hesitations, or translations, and demonstrated by óéô (Lingard, 2019; 

Brennan, 2022). To maintain confidentiality, redactions are denoted by [XXX]. Publicly 

available documents and literature used in the results are cited where used. 
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5.4 RESULTS 

5.4.1 Introducing the case and context 

The BP originated from a casual conversation between the CLT and CapeNature 

officials, stemming from a curiosity about the status of leopards (resource type) in the 

Boland (IR1; IR2). This infers the collaboration goal (IR1; IR2). Previous studies were 

undertaken in the 1980s by Norton and Lawson (1985) and Norton et al. (1986), with 

little known about the contemporary status of leopards (IR2). Initiated in 2010 and 

ongoing (collaboration status), the BP began with large-scale camera trap surveys 

to determine leopard presence, distribution, and population size (IR1; IR2; CLT, 2024). 

Over time, the project evolved to include periodic surveys to monitor population trends, 

diet and create public awareness (diversity of objectives) (IR1; IR2; CLT, 2024). 

Leopards were later collared to study home range sizes, movements, activity patterns, 

and habitat preferences (IR1). Upon discovering snaring9 incidents, efforts shifted to 

understanding and mitigating snaring (institutional adaptability), alongside 

environmental education and outreach initiatives (IR1; IR2). More information on the 

evolution of the project and its multi-objective approach can be found in Appendix 18. 

The BP domain (ecosystem scale) spans roughly 2 000km2 from Nuwekloof Pass 

west of Tulbagh to coastal villages near Kogelberg Nature Reserve (IR2; CLT, 2024). 

It encompasses a diverse, multifunctional landscape with varied land-use types 

(complexity) and subsequent management objectives (IR1; IR2; IR3). The Boland 

landscape is characterized by patchiness, diversity, and fragmentation, marked by 

distinct transitions. ñYou've got your natural land and then [a] very hard border going 

into agricultural townsò (IR1). For instance, "the Limietberg Nature Reserve, a 

CapeNature reserve, [is] surrounded by 80 [to] 100 private landownersò (IR1). Land 

uses in the Boland include mostly state and privately-run (property rights) 

conservation, forestry and agriculture, including orchards, vineyards, lucerne, 

aquaculture, floriculture, and eco-tourism, with livestock farming being largely absent, 

a preference shared by CapeNature and the CLT stakeholders as it results in less 

human-wildlife conflict (IR1; IR2; IR3). 

 

9 According to the Nature Conservation Ordinance No.19 of 1974, snaring is a method of trapping and 

therefore an illegal hunting method in Western Cape, South Africa 
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South Africa has a history of colonialism which persisted until 1994 with the end of 

apartheid (Oliver and Oliver, 2017). In the latter part of colonial rule, leopards were 

persecuted as 'problem animals' or 'vermin' until 1968, and only recognized as 

'protected wild animals' in 197410 (Martins and Martins, 2006; M¿ller et al., 2022). IR2 

noted some private landowners recalled their ancestorsô hunting leopards, which 

initially led to doubts about finding leopards, though they nonetheless expressed 

interest in participating in the BP. 

ñInitially, coming onto a farm, é especially the older farmers, they would tell stories about their fathers 

or grandfather's hunting leopards, and you could see that they believed that there weren't any 

leopards. óYeah, you could put up your camera but don't expect to see anythingô [the farmers would 

express]. I think there was a lot of positivity and welcoming, but disbelief é or doubt that [the CLT] 

would [find] any leopards.ò  

The collaboration includes a relatively large group size (n > 30) considering the 

number of private landowners within the conservancies, none of whom are directly 

dependent on the resource (resource dependence). The BP involves the CLT, 

conservation authorities, private landowners, and other supporters providing 

resources, expertise, training, networks, and a moderate level of funding (IR1; IR2; 

IR3; CLT, 2024). Despite this, the CLT as an NPO, faces ongoing challenges with 

fundraising (IR1; IR2).  

CapeNature plays a crucial role in facilitating the collaboration, supporting the CLT 

with access to study sites and networks with local landowners (IR1; IR2; IR3). 

ñ[CapeNature] gave the CLT the platform to kind of run with the thing [BP], and 

[CapeNature] would set up, [and] invite [the CLT] to conservancy meetings where they 

can meet the publicò (IR3). There is a history of collaboration between CapeNature 

and the CLT. ñCapeNature and [the] CLT have a long-standing relationshipò (SR1), 

with successful partnerships in the past (IR1; IR2; IR3). The collaboration formality 

between the CLT and conservation authorities is formal, involving data-sharing 

agreements and memorandums of understanding (IR1; IR2; IR3). In contrast, 

relationships with private landowners are informal, relying on developing relationships, 

trust and reputation (IR1; IR2). Involvement of conservation authorities in the BP 

 

10 In South Africa leopards are listed as a threatened or protected species according to the Nature 

Conservation Ordinance No.19 of 1974 and National Environmental Management: Biodiversity Act 10 

of 2004. 
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allows for potential rule changes and enforcement related to leopards in the province 

(decision-making) and the opportunity to integrate new knowledge into management 

plans (IR1; IR2). Decision-making lies primarily with the CLT and its advisory boards, 

however, requiring approval from participating landowners (IR1; IR2; IR3) (governing 

the collaboration). 

Participants unanimously believe collaborative efforts are necessary for conserving 

free-roaming leopards and is considered crucial (why collaborate) for accessing 

state- and privately-owned land, building capacity for undertaking such a landscape-

scale initiative, and networking (IR2; IR3; SR5). Survey respondents believe the BP is 

important for (Figure 5.3): understanding the state of leopards (f=4), restoring 

ecosystems and preventing environmental damage (f=4), enhancing long-term 

conservation planning (f=4), improving monitoring and/or enforcement of regulations 

with regards to human-leopard interactions (f=3), knowledge sharing (f=3), 

encouraging and/or facilitating collaboration (f=3), more inclusive decision-making 

and/or legitimacy of decisions (f=2), and securing funding for conservation activities 

(f=1). 

 

Figure 5.3: Survey respondentsô (n=5) perception on why a collaborative effort is necessary 

Biosphere Reserve Involvement 

Biosphere reserve involvement in the collaboration varied over time, initially 

involvement was minimal despite the collaboration spanning both BR boundaries, but 

this has increased in recent years as the BRs have matured into functioning 

landscape-level institutions (IR1; IR2). Their contribution includes networking and 

environmental education programs such as the CLT Teacher Development Workshops 

with the CWBR (IR1; IR2; IR3). The KBR has been particularly active in the snare 

response plan, Snare Free (IR2; IR3; Snare Free, 2023). 
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All participants (n=8) believe BRs should play a role in leopard conservation, especially 

outside PAs, as indicated by most survey respondents (80%). Identified roles for BRs 

include (Figure 5.4): environmental education and awareness raising (f=7), 

maintaining ecological corridors and promoting sustainable land-use (f=4), facilitating 

social networks and resource pooling (f=4), supporting existing conservation projects 

(f=1), and research and fundraising (f=1). 

 

Figure 5.4: Roles which participants (n=8) believe biosphere reserves can fulfil in leopard conservation 

5.4.2 Mechanism (process) variables this case highlights 

Leadership: The CLT is the lead organization (IR1) and has been instrumental in 

initiating and driving the BP (IR2; IR3). 

Collaborative and resource boundary: Initially focused on formal PAs and 

surrounding private lands in the Boland, the collaborative scope, particularly the CLTôs 

focus, has expanded to a ólandscape-level approachô across the Western Cape, 

aligning with the distribution of free-roaming leopards (IR1; CLT, 2024). 

Prior networks and longȤterm commitment: The óideaô is that the CLT remain active 

and have a presence through the BP in the Boland (IR1). Since their inception in 2004, 

the CLT have had a longstanding partnership with CapeNature, including other sites 

across their PA network. ñThe collaboration [between CapeNature and the CLT] first 

started in the Cederberg area before it moved down to the Boland.ò (SR2). The Snare 

Free project supports this long-term partnership and commitment, and 80% of the 

survey respondents believe that collaboration is important for long-term planning for 

leopard conservation. 

Congruence between costs and benefits: Survey respondents acknowledged 

collaboration benefits such as resource pooling, knowledge building, and networking. 

The BP has raised awareness about Cape leopards, subsequently attracting support 

for biodiversity conservation. ñLeopards are well-known, charismatic and iconic 

[flagship species], and can be used to promote awareness [environmental education] 
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and rally support for prey and habitat [biodiversity] conservationò (CLT, 2024). 

Partnerships provided crucial resources (IR2), benefiting private landowners who 

gained biodiversity insights (IR1). CapeNature leveraged fire and biodiversity data 

from the BP. 

ñ[CapeNature] saw things on the cameras that [they have] never seen before, and that [they] didn't 

know [they] had. You know, aardvark and those type of things that you just never see.ò ï IR3 

ñ[CapeNature] collected data before fire and then went back and [the CLT] did the same thing after 

fire. It was also nice to compare that because CapeNature and every scientist in the book has done a 

lot of research on the recovery of plants after fires, but nobody's looked at the animals and what 

happens to animals during the fire.ò ï IR3 

Additionally, the conservation authorities have improved knowledge to implement in 

their management plans. For instance, SR3 noted that ñ[CapeNature] have a much 

better understanding of the state/number of leopards in the Bolandò. Leopards serve 

as umbrella species, meaning ñconservation efforts focused on the continued survival 

of leopard populations [which includes preserving their habitat and prey species] also 

benefit other species and ecosystem processesò (CLT, 2024). CapeNature also 

reported ñimproved relationship with neighbors and opportunities for awareness 

raisingò (SR1). Further, landowners, including wine farms and eco-tourism operators, 

are perceived to have capitalized on leopard conservation and the presence of 

leopards in the area. 

ñSome of the bigger wine farms that had a very big tourist compliment to it, they almost capitalized on 

it. Yeah, it became an icon.ò ï IR2 

ñI've seen é farmers using it as a marketing tool. Especially where they have maybe chalets and 

things, é, they would say, well, come and spend the evening and you might see a leopard.ò ï IR3 

The BP imposes minimal direct financial costs on participants apart from the leaders. 

Stakeholders' willingness to engage in the BP was viewed positively (IR1). According 

to IR3, ñthe [Boland farmers] attitude is completely differenté The farmers are actually 

very excited if they have a leopard on their farm. é once we started putting up the 

cameras, [the farmers] were like, óshow me, show me!ô But é, I think it's because they 

don't have livestockò. 

Capacity of the collaboration to succeed: There is evidence that the BP is 

supported from internal and external sources to sustain its operations in terms of 

resources, technology, jurisdiction or accessibility, and training. This includes 
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partnerships with Western Cape conservation authorities to address capacity gaps, 

and the CLT workshops and training sessions with CapeNature staff.  

ñ[CapeNature] didnôt really have the capacity to do a lot of this research themselves. They rely on 

organizations and universities to do the research and then feedback the information to CapeNature ï 

into their state of biodiversity database, then into their management plan[s]. [The CLT] donôt want to 

just be doing research for the sake of it. [They] want the research to be meaningfulé contributing to 

actual conservation and how things are, how leopards are managed. That I do think [the CLT] have 

achieved. All [the CLTs] findings, and [they are] very open with CapeNature about what [they] findé 

That is é, essentially the point in the end. [CapeNature] gained in that way. Same with the CoCT.ò ï 

IR1 

ñ[The] CLT have assisted [CapeNature] with awareness sessions and training of reserve staff 

especially around [camera] traps and snare detection.ò ï SR4 

Capacity for the BP success is also evidenced through informal farmer networks. 

ñFarmers are sometimes hesitant to let people onto their farms, security reasons and 

things. But if another farmer phones in and says, no but you can trust [the CLT], é, 

it's okayò (IR3). External capacity building includes financial, human, and equipment 

resources. Multiple sponsors supported the BP and the CLT, providing necessary 

resources (CLT, 2024). Organizations contributed vehicles, maintenance, and 

technical training, and sponsored camera traps for extensive surveys (IR1; IR2; CLT, 

2024). Collaborations with universities facilitated research in priority areas, and a 

leopard database engaged citizen scientists and landowners to report sightings, 

enhancing data collection and ófilling in the gapsô (IR1; IR2). For instance, IR1 

mentioned: 

ñFor instance, when [the CLT] started in 2010, in the Boland. [The CLT] picked up [on the camera 

traps] an individual [leopard] called Boland Male 7, BM7. Then [the CLT] realized that the landowner 

there had already got a photograph of this leopard in 2002. At that time, he was already seven years 

old. Which, in 2002, [the CLT] could see that he wasn't a cub, or a young one. He was already a 

mature cat. At that time, [BM7] should have been three when they picked him up [on the camera 

traps], plus seven, is 10 [years old]. Then we continually picked him up [on the camera traps] until 

2014. That was 14 years old.ò 

Social learning and knowledge building: Survey respondents unanimously 

highlighted the BPôs role in fostering learning and knowledge exchange. The CLT 

actively shares information, provides feedback through presentations, and engages in 

dialogue at conservancy meetings to discuss data collected and contributions made 
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(see quotes below). Additionally, the CLT hosts the óFarming with Natureô workshop 

series province-wide, facilitating ólearning togetherô and exchange between farming 

communities and conservation practitioners, aiming to ñshare principles of holistic land 

management and sustainable farmingò (CLT, 2024). 

ñ[Landowners] would send é [their] photos. [The CLT] would, é, try to identify the animals, and send 

them feedback [on which individuals were photographed].ò ï IR2 

ñBut with the conservancies and that, when [the CLT] do presentations or talks at their AGMsé [The 

CLT] tailor [their] talk to include leopard ecology and behavioré, but then also looking at their area 

and what leopards [the CLT found] thereé also highlighting some of the key issues that [the CLT 

have] maybe identified in that area so that the actual people living there and doing stuff on the ground 

can be aware.ò ï IR1 

Respondents noted data being freely shared (SR2) and knowledge disseminated 

through public speaking engagements with clubs, societies, conservancies, and 

outdoor centers (IR1; IR2; IR3). ñThereôs lots of feedback to the public and also on [the 

CLTs] website [including social media] and in news articlesò (IR2). Educational 

initiatives include awareness days, school programs fostering conservation 

ambassadors, and information boards (IR1; IR2; IR3). Scientific knowledge is 

disseminated through periodic journal publications (IR2), as detailed in Appendix 18. 

Level of trust and face-to-face dialogue: The survey revealed that 80% of 

respondents perceive a high level of trust. ñThrough the sharing of information, it is 

clear that there is a level of trustò (SR2). Developing trust was facilitated by ñregular 

interaction and knowledge sharingò (SR3). Joint efforts were directed towards certain 

aspects of the BP development, as highlighted by IR3: 

ñ[CapeNature] sat with [the CLT] and we basically, on a map, decided where we would put our camera 

traps that was part of CapeNature's land. [CapeNature] physically went out with [the CLT] and walked 

the trails and went back when the batteries were flaté looked at all the dataé [CapeNature] was part 

of the whole thing.ò 

All BP partners receive regular updates via their mailing list (IR1). IR1 believes, ñyou 

need to feedback and have open communications and good communications. I think 

that is, é a pivotal part of [successful collaboration]ò. Trust is fostered through 

ñconsistent and ethical decision-makingé, as well as open communication, consistent 

professional work conductò (SR1).  
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Monitoring the monitors and the resource: The CLT, supported by various 

stakeholders within the BP, monitor leopards in the Boland. Their accountability lies 

with conservation authorities who grant access (recognition of rights to organize) 

and funders who provide financial support (IR1; IR2; IR3). Further, the CLT are 

required (and driven) to report to donors which is crucial to maintain funding and 

ensure responsible resource utilization for sustaining the BP (IR1). 

5.4.3 Collaborative Outcomes 

All participants (n=8) affirmed that collaborative objectives are being met, 

highlighting the benefits of working together even beyond achieving specific goals 

(collaboration process). They emphasized the necessity of collaborative efforts for 

conserving free-roaming leopards. IR2 stressed the importance of a shared end goal 

for success. Besides revealing widespread snaring in the Boland, participants noted 

no unexpected negative environmental, social, political, or economic outcomes 

from the BP. Instead, several unexpected positive outcomes were identified (Table 

5.1). 

ñThe CLT do amazing work and have built a really good name in the conservation field. So many more 

people have become aware of leopards and started seeing them as the charismatic animals they are, 

playing a vital role in a healthy ecosystem. We are slowly moving away from the old óproblem animal 

conceptô. This is to a large extent a result of the work of the CLT and partnerships.ò ï SR1 

Table 5.1: Summary of outcomes of the Boland Project case study 

Environmental Social and Economic Process (internal) 

Larger leopard population 
than anticipated 

Successful leopard research 
and monitoring 

Coordinated snare removals 

Dedicated Snare Free project 
developed 

Environmental stewardship 

Raising awareness of Cape 
leopards and biodiversity 

Employment (e.g. snare 
patrol officer) 

Citizen scientists 

Fostering stewardship 

Economic gains through 
marketing the leopard 

Improved relationships 

Strengthening existing 
partnerships 

Increased participation 

Increased trust 

Biodiversity data to 
implement in management 
plans 

Well-resourced through the 
growth in awareness 
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5.5 DISCUSSION 

5.5.1 Biodiversity, ecosystem services and leopards 

Projects such as the BP are important for conserving free-roaming species and 

biodiversity across multifunctional landscapes. Leopards serve as surrogate or 

umbrella species, indicating high biodiversity and landscape connectivity (Tshabalala 

et al., 2021; McManus et al., 2022). As keystone species, large carnivores are 

important for maintaining healthy ecosystems (Estes et al., 2011; Devens et al., 2018). 

Leopards also hold cultural significance in South Africa as óiconicô species and national 

heritage (Griffiths, 2017). Their charismatic nature makes them flagship species for 

biodiversity conservation, crucial for raising awareness and support for conservation 

(Bodasing, 2022; Global Leopard Conference, 2024). From a social perspective, the 

attractiveness to the charisma of leopards may have increased support and 

awareness for the BP. Ecologically, their critical role as keystone and umbrella species 

may have enhanced and provided a clear message or need for conserving the species 

in the Boland Mountain Complex. Together, both factors could have contributed to 

overwhelming success and support of the BP. 

5.5.2 Biodiversity conservation and stewardship in the Boland 

CapeNature, the custodian of biodiversity in the Western Cape, manages wilderness 

areas crucial for societal wellbeing, supported by accurate scientific data (CapeNature, 

2024b). The CLT provides not only accurate data on leopards in the Boland, but an 

array of biodiversity data collected through surveys ï including fire recovery data and 

species not often seen. Many of the globally recognized biodiversity and threatened 

environments within South Africa, particularly in the CFR, are found outside of formal 

PAs (Cowling et al., 2003; Barendse et al., 2016; CLT, 2024) resulting in public-private 

partnerships and collaboration, such as the BP, for species conservation, habitat 

preservation, research and monitoring on private land (Barendse et al., 2016; Hanson 

et al., 2016; Marnewick et al., 2021). Such collaborations óbridge the bordersô between 

public and private sector managers and decision-makers (Schoon et al., 2021), and 

are crucial in human-dominated landscapes, like the Boland, where state capacity is 

often limited. Collaboration in this case reduces redundancy and enhances 

conservation effectiveness, cost-efficiency, resource availability, adaptive capacity, 
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and knowledge expansion (Clement et al., 2020; Marnewick et al., 2021), reasons 

cited for why a collaborative effort was necessary in the Boland. 

In the South African context, NGOs often collaborate with provincial conservation 

bodies like in the BP for stewardship projects, and frequently fulfill the role of 

implementation agents (Barendse et al., 2016). Stewardship takes on a variety of 

meanings, but ultimately encompasses responsible use and care of natural resources, 

balancing utilization and protection thereof (Cockburn et al., 2018; Enqvist et al., 

2018). Barendse et al. (2016) defines stewardship as voluntary efforts contributing to, 

promoting or conserving natural resources in SES. In this regard, the CLT could be 

seen as stewards of leopards in the province, being one of a few organizations which 

have taken the responsibility for leading awareness and protection efforts (SANBI, 

2024). 

Conservancies, a form of stewardship and identified as key partners in the BP, are 

motivated by reasons such as environmental consciousness, nature conservation, 

wildlife and livestock security, opposition to development, and tourism opportunities 

(Barendse et al., 2016). Encouraging stewardship often relies on the proponents 

convincing potential stewards, such as the CLT facilitating landowners' voluntary 

commitments (CLT, 2024). These commitments include preserving natural land, 

rehabilitating unused areas, preventing snaring, and removing invasive species (CLT, 

2024), crucial for biodiversity conservation and sustaining leopard populations. 

Factors influencing landowner participation include their type, land size, and 

opportunity costs (Barendse et al., 2016). Participants in the BP showed enthusiasm, 

possibly due to leopard charisma or other intrinsic or extrinsic benefits which could be 

gained through collaborating ï important considering successful conservation on 

private lands requires motivated participants (Marnewick et al., 2021). 

Adaptive co-management, a collaborative conservation approach emerging in the last 

decade, involves multiple actors working across scales to make decisions aimed at 

addressing governance-ecosystem 'fit' (Plummer and Hashimoto, 2011). The BP 

addresses the issue of fit through landscape-level efforts, facilitated largely by the CLT, 

functioning as a boundary organization (Sternlieb et al., 2013) where boundary refers 

to óshared spaceô (Enqvist et al., 2018). The CLT has adopted a ólandscape-level 

approachô as an organization, allowing them to fulfill this necessary role and achieve 

an institutional fit. Boundary organizations, like the CLT, operate at the interface of 
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science, practice, and policy, bridging public and private sectors with dual 

responsibility and accountability, fulfilling a crucial role that neither sector could fulfill 

alone (Sternlieb et al., 2013). This role, as a bridging organization, is often needed to 

facilitate collaboration (Schultz et al., 2011). Like the CLT's role as a (trans)boundary 

organization, BRs act as relational hubs connecting landscape actors (Barraclough et 

al., 2023; Klaver et al., 2024). BRs in the region fulfill some of the roles believed to be 

important for conserving leopards in the Boland such as education and raising 

awareness, promoting sustainable land-use management, assisting conservancies, 

and supporting other conservation projects (Klaver et al., 2024). 

5.5.3 Fit for purpose: the Boland Project 

This case exemplifies several factors from Boronyak et al. (2022) and Durant's et al. 

(2022) theory of change for human-carnivore coexistence, including a landscape-level 

approach, local participation, monitoring and evaluation, networking and support, 

shared learning, and good governance principles such as transparency, 

communication, participation, trust, legitimacy and collaboration (Bennett et al., 2019). 

It also demonstrates key aspects of adaptive co-management, such as interactive and 

communicative processes among diverse stakeholders, shared decision-making and 

learning, networking across scales, and flexibility to enhance adaptive capacity 

(Plummer and Hashimoto, 2011; Carr Kelman et al., 2023). 

The BP adopts a landscape-level approach, aligning collaboration with the scale of the 

free-roaming Cape leopard. Given the multifunctionality of the landscape and the large 

range of Cape leopards, local buy-in from a large and diverse group of stakeholders 

was essential, along with building trust. Trust and support from private landowners are 

crucial for conservation efforts on private land (Marnewick et al., 2021). Despite 

typically smaller, more homogeneous groups in which there is a dependence on the 

resource being more successful (Carr Kelman et al., 2023), the BP's larger stakeholder 

group may have facilitated extensive networking, enhanced social capital, and 

increased resources which enabled its success. 

The CLT, as the lead organization, is widely recognized in the landscape for their 

exemplary work ethic and conduct, embodying principles of good governance (Bennett 

et al., 2019). They prioritize transparency, open communication, active participation, 

and collaboration, fostering trust and social capital crucial for their mission. Trust and 



 128 

social capital are important in supporting such initiatives and is built over time spent 

together in the field, planned meetings or informal socializing, and aided through 

established prior networks (Marnewick et al., 2021; Schoon et al., 2021; Carr Kelman 

et al., 2023). Prior networks, particularly with CapeNature, and informal interactions 

were instrumental in shaping the BP. Cases presented in Schoon et al. (2021) 

highlighted the importance of building trust and social capital to develop a shared 

vision and long-term commitment and were key to the BP's success. It is important to 

note, however, that trust is built over long time periods yet can be broken instantly 

(Raschke et al., 2023). Therefore, maintaining trust and good relations will be critical 

for successful long-term collaboration ï a key factor of collaboration. This may mean 

attempting to retain or strategically utilize personnel ï those who have prior histories 

of working together and that have personally taken the time to build trust ï as staff 

turnover can negatively influence the sustainability of long-term relationships (Klaver 

et al., 2024). 

Effective leadership and implementation agencies can result in successful 

collaboration by initiating collective action for a shared vision and fostering 

stewardship, and in some cases override the absence of other key variables 

(Marnewick et al., 2021; Carr Kelman et al., 2023). Further, effective leaders can 

coordinate efforts, build trust and networks, and are often referred to as óchampionsô 

(Carr Kelman et al., 2023). Effective leadership by the CLT has in this case facilitated 

collective action and stewardship, demonstrating their role as champions for leopard 

conservation in the region. 

Social capital enhances collaboration flexibility and adaptive capacity (Carr Kelman et 

al., 2023), which were critical traits evident in the BP's conservation efforts driven by 

new research insights. The collaboration goal was exploratory in nature and research-

orientated, yet with significant conservation implications. The BP necessitated skill 

development, for example through training in camera trap surveying and snare 

detection, involving decision-makers, securing support, building networks, and 

increasing the visibility of the project ï all of which builds capacity and knowledge (Carr 

Kelman et al., 2023). Capacity-building reduces the dependency of external support 

and sustains activities for the long-term (Marnewick et al., 2021). Shared learning and 

knowledge sharing within the network can help strengthen stewardship (Marnewick et 

al., 2021) as evident in the BP. Further, the BP built knowledge through scientific 
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publications and sharing important information relating to fire and ecology, enhancing 

conservation planning and response strategies for the conservation authorities. The 

BP's research influence extended beyond the collaborative boundary with initiatives 

like Snare Free (2023) and the CLTôs advocacy for national collaborative conservation 

efforts to combat snaring (Parliamentary Monitoring Group, 2024), highlighting how 

insights from the BP can help guide conservation actions across scales. 

5.6 CONCLUSION 

Multifunctional landscapes are increasingly important for securing adequate space for 

ecological processes and biodiversity conservation to meet global targets. Urgent 

action to meet global biodiversity targets of the Global Biodiversity Framework, is 

crucial to safeguarding ecosystems, species, the services they provide, and ensuring 

the well-being of current and future generations (IPBES, 2019). These landscapes 

involve diverse stakeholders, land uses, institutions, and decision-making scales, i.e. 

many multiples (Cockburn et al., 2018), which necessitate collaborative natural 

resource management and governance. In South Africa, significant biodiversity sites 

lie outside PAs and are often managed by non-state actors collaborating with the state. 

Therefore, collaborative initiatives such as the BP are essential for successful 

conservation implementation across such multifunctional landscapes. 

The outcomes of collaborative efforts hinge on the interaction between contextual 

factors and implementation mechanisms. Recent scholarly focus has centered on 

understanding how context influences collaboration, resulting in various 

methodological frameworks. This study applied the CMO framework to analyze a 

conservation project in the Boland, South Africa, notable for its global conservation 

significance within the CFR World Heritage Site and as a habitat for the Cape leopard, 

a South African icon. 

The case demonstrated the importance of strong leadership grounded in ethical 

principles, which fosters trust and stewardship among collaborators. Despite 

challenges posed by large group size and scale, consensus supported the need for 

landscape-level collaboration to align with conservation goals. Established networks 

and prior collaboration history facilitated trust-building, a process acknowledged as 

crucial yet time-intensive. The collaboration benefited from extensive internal and 

external support, increasing its capacity for success. Opportunities for knowledge 
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exchange both within and outside the collaboration empowered participants to adapt 

and implement effective conservation strategies while raising public awareness about 

biodiversity conservation. 

This study acknowledges the limitations of case studies in generating universally 

applicable findings, which was not the primary objective. Rather, it investigates how 

conservation programs can effectively operate within multifunctional landscapes 

where PAs are fragmented, where some species ranges extend outside of the PAs, 

and where significant biodiversity requiring protection exists beyond their boundaries. 

The study aimed to contribute to a global repository of collaborative case studies, 

enabling cross-case comparisons that can inform generalized insights and theoretical 

frameworks for enhancing SES sustainability across diverse contexts. Additionally, it 

hoped to provide insights to address the knowledge gap concerning successful 

leopard conservation programs outside protected areas. 
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CHAPTER 6  

Think Globally, Act Locally: Conclusion 

6.1 INTRODUCTION 

ñIn preparation for the future, it is necessary for us to learn to expand our models of biodiversity 

conservation, to embrace the diversity and multifunctionality of the landscape, to empower people to 

be a part of the solutions, and to deal with challenges collectively and holistically.ò ï Michael Klaver 

The UNESCO MAB is regarded as a promising way of tackling the contemporary 

challenges and achieving the SDGs (UNESCO, 2017). This programme, through its 

people-centred landscape approach, serves to pioneer sustainability and reconcile 

sustainable socio-economic development and biodiversity conservation. BRs are the 

implementation tool of this global programme across multifunctional landscapes, i.e. 

various local contexts. This study aimed to assess the interpretation and 

implementation of MAB in two South African BRs and explore a landscape-level 

collaborative initiative in the Boland. Two in-depth case studies of BRs in the Boland, 

the KBR (Chapter 3) and CWBR (Chapter 4) were undertaken to understand how their 

governance strategy and structure have helped to achieve a context appropriate 

interpretation and actioning of MAB in the landscape. These case studies explored 

their mode of governance, envisioned role in the landscape, stakeholder involvement 

within the BRs, and what those relationships entailed. 

Additionally, this research was interested in understanding how a landscape-level 

collaborative conservation initiative operated to conserve leopards across a 

multifunctional landscape. Therefore, a third case study explored how and why this 

collaborative initiative operates to support Cape leopard conservation in the Boland 

(Chapter 5). Leopards are area-demanding keystone species (Martins & Martins, 

2006; Estes et al., 2011; Devens et al., 2018), occurring mostly outside of PAs on 

private lands (Swanepoel et al., 2015a). They are an umbrella species (Tshabalala et 

al., 2021) associated with high levels of biodiversity (McManus et al., 2022). For this 

reason the Cape leopard was selected as an illustrative to demonstrate how these 

initiatives in multifunctional landscapes can contribute to the conservation of a species 

and subsequently biodiversity outside of PAs. The BP was used as a case study to 

explore how the relationship between context and mechanisms, i.e. the process, 

produced successful conservation outcomes for the Cape leopard in the Boland. The 
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BP made for an interesting case study to explore collaboration as it overlaps two BRs 

which are positioned to enable collaboration and coordination amongst a diverse actor 

network around sustainability issues (Barraclough et al., 2023; Klaver et al., 2024). 

6.2  SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF KEY FINDINGS 

This study found that organisations working at a landscape-level require some form of 

adaptive co-management and/or governance to remain adaptive and collaborative, 

and to enable the utilisation of different types of knowledge and decision-making at 

different scales (Schultz et al., 2011). According to Folke et al. (2005) adaptive 

governance is operationalised through adaptive co-management which emphasises 

several overlapping themes which emerged in the case studies presented, including 

networks, social capital, leadership and trust. Adaptive co-management combines 

adaptive, collaborative and cooperative management, and is generally defined as a 

dynamic, ongoing, self-organised learning-by-doing process in which institutional 

arrangements and knowledge is tested and revised (Folke et al., 2002 & 2005). 

6.1.1 Biosphere Reserve Governance Models and Envisioned Role in the 

Boland 

This section speaks to findings of Objective 1.1 which was to explore the mode of 

governance of the individual BRs and their envisioned role in the landscape. Biosphere 

reserves in the Boland have adopted models of NPO cooperative governance. Their 

models are described as the óNGO modelô in the Technical Guidelines which are 

designed for collaboration (UNESCO, 2021) and believed to allow greater 

effectiveness across zones (UNESCO, 2015b). This model is prevalent in BRs in 

South Africa yet less common across Africa where the óauthority modelô is more 

frequently observed (UNESCO, 2015b; DEA, 2016; Hedden-Dunkhorst and Schmitt, 

2020). As described by the NGO model, these BRs are positioned as supporters and 

facilitators in the landscape, not necessarily implementers (M¿ller, 2014; Stoll-

Kleemann & OôRiordan, 2018). To facilitate this position, these BRs implement forms 

of interactive governance, emphasising collaborative problem-solving among multiple 

diverse actors which govern the SES, finding solutions to everyday challenges through 

interactions and creating opportunities for landscape actors (Kooiman et al., 2008; 

Edelenbos & van Meerkerk, 2016; Santosa, 2022). 
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South African BRs, with no exception of the KBR and CWBR, are not regulated by 

public laws in South Africa (DEA, 2016). Despite being nominated by national 

government (Pool-Stanvliet, 2014), BRs are independent, apolitical NPOs (DEA, 

2016) and most often designated bottom-up (Pool-Stanvliet & Coetzer, 2019) as was 

the case for the KBR. These BRs have no legal óteethô and are implemented through 

ósoftô law (Pool-Stanvliet, 2013; Pool-Stanvliet & Coetzer, 2019) relying on adherence 

with national policy, with the core functions of BRs being reflected in the countryôs 

legislation (DEA, 2016). Being registered NPOs does provide BRs with legal existence 

(Borsdorf et al., 2014) and regulation by the Companies Act 71 of 2008 (Republic of 

South Africa, 2008). This positioning provides increased autonomy for the BRs and 

the ability to balance collaboration equally between state and non-state actors (DEA, 

2016). 

Both the KBR and CWBR envision being model sites for sustainability in the region, 

as prescribed for BRs (DEA, 2016; Cl¿sener-Godt et al., 2021), as well as being a 

platform for collaboration and coordination, bringing diverse stakeholders together to 

deal with sustainability issues. Their role aligns with UNESCOôs (1996) broader goals 

of collaboration and coordination, bringing together the interests and diversity of local 

stakeholders (UNESCO, 2021). These BRs operate as relational hubs (after Cockburn 

et al., 2020b; Klaver et al., 2024), much like that of the K2C who seek to provide a 

collaborative platform (Schultz et al., 2018), fostering partnerships and creating 

opportunities for collective action amongst actors within the SES, as well as human-

human and human-nature connections. 

Both NPOs leading the BRs are strategically guided by their BofD, with similarities and 

differences in their structure and roles (see sections 3.4.2 in Chapter 3 and section 

4.4.2 in Chapter 4). These boards fulfil a management, steering, or executive 

committee role described by UNESCO (2021), representing key stakeholders who 

work closely with BR management and are responsible for proposing actions and 

evaluating implementation. Retaining directors is important for maintaining institutional 

knowledge (Berstein et al., 2015) and preventing corporate amnesia (Kransdorf, 1998; 

Harvey, 2012), however, intermittent change brings new knowledge, ideas and 

diversifies the board. Board diversity increases its effectiveness (Bradshaw et al., 

1998; Ortega-Rodr²guez et al., 2023). Both BRs have recently began to diversify in 

terms of gender, age, skills and knowledge which is believed to have improved their 
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effectiveness. Involving youth in decision-making processes is important for BRs 

(Mitrofanenko et al., 2018; Barraclough et al., 2021) and both have done so, the KBR 

through a Youth Director and CWBR through a Youth Board. Sourcing directors to 

voluntarily serve on the board is done strategically (see sections 3.4.2 in Chapter 3 

and section 4.4.2 in Chapter 4). Other factors which improve the effectiveness of these 

boards include working closely with the management team and good (regular) meeting 

practices (Bradshaw et al., 1998; Ortega-Rodr²guez et al., 2023), as frequent 

communication aids building trust and a shared vision (Petrovic, 2008). Like 

mindedness, i.e. similar motivations and visions particularly in the CWBR (see section 

4.5.2 in Chapter 4), has also proven to be effective (Bradshaw et al., 1998; Ortega-

Rodr²guez et al., 2023), however, homogeneity runs the risk of groupthink (Petrovic, 

2008). Importantly, the BofD of the KBR and CWBR have important linkages to other 

actors within the BRs, thus reflecting diverse stakeholder groups and institutions as 

they should (UNESCO, 2015b; Hedden-Dunkhorst & Schmitt, 2020). This is believed 

to be a good strategy for BRs as it facilitates better cooperation among actors (Stoll-

Kleemann & OôRiordan, 2018) and avoids favouring narrow interests (Rold§n et al., 

2019). 

In the CWBR the BofD provide an organisational oversight role, however, in addition 

to oversight, the KBR BofD support programmes linked to their portfolio. Although not 

involved in the day-to-day activities, the role of the KBR BofD tends to overlap with 

management ï possibly a coping mechanism for resource constraints. Day-to-day 

activities in the BRs are fulfilled by the management/ coordination team of the BRs 

who work on activities with their available budget (UNESCO, 2021). This is the 

responsibility of the one full-time coordinator in the KBR (since 2023; part-time since 

2020), and the management team of the CWBR. However, the CWBR have far more 

human resources available with their management team (see section 4.4.2 in Chapter 

4). These BRs believe it is necessary to fill the following full-time positions if possible: 

CEO, administrator, social media and outreach manager, coordinator, project leaders 

and fundraiser. 

Operationalising MAB within the local context of the KBR and CWBR differs. While 

both BRs prioritise their activities in response to emergent local priorities, the KBR 

intentionally align their programmes/projects with the SDGs, i.e. the priority areas of 

the LAP (UNESCO, 2017). The CWBRôs alignment with the SDGs, and therefore the 
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LAP (UNESCO, 2017) is unintentional. Both BRs, however, do intentionally operate 

within the core functions of BRs (UNESCO, 1996) ï the envisioned roles of both BRs. 

Focussing on the core functions of BRs, and particularly the SDGs in the case of the 

KBR, is due to UNESCO-MAB policies, i.e. MAP (UNESCO, 2008a) and LAP 

(UNESCO, 2017), being overwhelmingly lengthy, leaving the BRs feeling like they are 

not achieving much and therefore they narrow their focus.  

6.1.2 Biosphere Reserve Stakeholders: Participation and Relationships 

This section speaks to findings of Objective 1.2 which was to explore stakeholder 

involvement within the BR and what these relationships entail. Fulfilling the advisory 

role to the BofDs are the critical stakeholders of the BRs who provide oversight and 

are used for consultation, as recommended by UNESCO (2021). This role, partly 

fulfilled by their respective BofD, is the responsibility of their technical committees and 

advisory groups, for example the PAG in the KBR and technical advisory in the CWBR 

(see sections 3.4.2 in Chapter 3 and section 4.4.2 in Chapter 4). This role 

complements the third component of an effective governance structure set out by 

UNESCO (2021). The PAG has played a crucial role in the KBR, identifying their local 

priorities within which their activities are determined. The KBRôs technical committee 

has been an important arena for convening their critical stakeholders, meeting 

regularly. Frequent engagement is not only important for developing trust and a shared 

vision (Petrovic, 2008) but also improves stakeholder support and participation (Van 

Cuong et al., 2017; Rold§n et al., 2019). The CWBR meet with their technical 

committee less regularly, possibly explaining why it has proved less reliable. However, 

the CWBR engage with local communities frequently and their local priorities are 

generally determined by local challenges emerging within these communities. 

Characteristic of the NGO model and emergent governance is its project-orientation 

(UNESCO, 2021) and issue-driven approach. These BRs reflect this in their 

stakeholder engagement which is project-driven in the KBR and established case-by-

case in the CWBR. Stakeholder engagement within the BRs varies, according to 

Arnstein (1969), from once off consultations to establishing long-term partnerships and 

delegating power. Whether its informing local inhabitants about BR activities or forming 

partnerships seems irrelevant as Rold§n et al. (2019) discovered there is no linear 

relationship between participation and legitimacy, and that any form of participation 

helps build the BRôs legitimacy, particularly producing outcomes (Lockwood et al., 
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2010). Further, it is the frequency of engagements that seem to matter most (Van 

Cuong et al., 2017; Rold§n et al., 2019). 

The KBR and CWBR, in response to emergent challenges, seek partnerships with 

relevant stakeholders in addition to local stakeholders approaching the BR NPOs 

wanting to collaborate supporting their priority envisioned role of collaboration, 

coordination and connecting stakeholders. These BRs, through collaborating with 

stakeholders to deal with local issues, align with MAB Strategyôs (UNESCO, 2017) call 

for collective action and the LAPôs (UNESCO, 2017) recommendation for joint 

alliances in targeting the SDGs. Integrated responses are a necessity for dealing with 

complex or wicked problems (Edelenbos & van Meerkerk, 2016; Berkes, 2017). 

Collaborative partnerships are better equipped to develop innovative solutions as no 

single actor has the knowledge, jurisdiction or capacity to deal with them alone 

(Armitage et al., 2012; George & Reed, 2017) and diverse responses is an important 

factor in building SES resilience (M¿ller, 2014) and adaptive capacity (Lockwood et 

al., 2010).  

These BRs believe that partnerships cannot be forced but must be attracted by 

providing value to their stakeholders. The CWBR has been particularly successful in 

this endeavour, through their systematic approach of implementing the BR core 

functions (see section 4.5.2 in Chapter 4). This has enabled the CWBR to build their 

brand, attracting international support which has been fundamental in the success and 

sustainability of the organisation. Developing and marketing a positive BR brand can 

help stakeholders better understand BRs and their functions, enhancing co-operation, 

increasing participation, awareness and opportunities for BRs, and importantly, 

adjusting peopleôs perceptions of BRs (Coetzer et al., 2014). To be successful in 

implementing all three BR functions simultaneously requires commitment and 

consistency, and there is difficulty in doing so in a balanced way (Borsdorf et al., 2014). 

Although there is no lack of commitment within these BRs, to be consistent 

necessitates them being better capacitated ï a serious challenge within both BRs. 

Therefore, a systematic approach to implementing BR core functions may prove to be 

a valuable lesson for BRs which suffer financial and human resource constraints. 

Being under-resourced is believed to foster innovation, although sufficient financial 

and human resources is required to build trust, continuity and competence in BRs 

(Stoll-Kleemann & OôRiordan, 2018).  
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The KBR on the other hand seems to have struggled building its brand and its 

legitimacy. This could be due to their numerous identity changes from different forums 

to KOBIO and then the KBRC. Brand identity is known to affect trust ï where trust is 

defined as the ñrecognition of the level of validityò of the company (Hosseini et al., 

2014:3498), and therefore closely related to their legitimacy (Lockwood et al., 2010). 

A perception of the lack of significance of the KBRC and territorialism (see section 

3.4.6 in Chapter 3) may have been a result of these identity changes. Alternatively, 

perhaps because of the KOBIOôs modus operandi of nature preservation and being 

anti-development. By initially establishing itself as a conservation organisation, 

although significantly supported during its designation, the KBR perhaps neglected the 

interest of a large portion of their local inhabitants. Conservation has a negative history 

in South Africa (Carruthers, 2020; Pool-Stanvliet & Coetzer, 2020). Therefore, 

excluding development in earlier years as an explicit organisational objective or being 

misunderstood as another fortress conservation organisation may have threatened 

broader support for the BR. External issues such as poverty, are known to weaken 

even the best-designed programmes (Stoll-Kleemann & OôRiordan, 2018). Therefore, 

there is potentially a lesson in choosing to help people first, as in the case of the 

CWBR, or focusing on nature first, as in the KBR. The KBR, in its current form is 

becoming increasingly more successful and this could be attributed to a more 

balanced focus on people and nature, including aspects of skills development and job 

creation. 

There are, however, three common challenges limiting the KBR and CWBR. Firstly, 

the lack of human and financial resources at their disposal. These resources are 

inextricably linked as without sufficient operational funding, the case of both BRs, they 

cannot secure enough human resources, specifically full-time staff which is believed 

to be critical for their effectiveness as it brings continuity to their operations (Stoll-

Kleemann & OôRiordan, 2018). Biosphere reserve success or failure is dependent on 

sustainable financial resources (Van Cuong et al., 2017). Biosphere reserves across 

Africa receive very limited funding from the state (Azadi et al., 2021). In South Africa, 

BRs lack financial resources, specifically operational funding (Pool-Stanvliet & 

Coetzer, 2020) and these BRs are no exception. Both BRs believe they could do much 

more if they were better capacitated with human and financial resources. In response 

to these challenges, there are lessons which could be offered by the KBR and CWBR. 
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These BRs rely heavily on voluntary commitments, the goodwill of local inhabitants 

and collaborating with others. Volunteers contribute enormously to the 

accomplishments and financial sustainability of BRs (Pool-Stanvliet et al., 2018). 

Additionally, both BRs have learnt to build human resource costs into project funding, 

and in the case of the CWBR, establish part-time and service-level agreements with 

those responsible for the BRs implementation. Collaboration is one way to deal with 

resource shortages as it is more cost-effective and increases resource availability and 

adaptive capacity (Kark et al., 2015; Clement et al., 2020). Both BRs take advantage 

of overlapping mandates within the BR, partnering with others to successfully 

implement MAB. To do so requires a shared common goal and limited staff turnover, 

which otherwise makes building long-standing relationships a challenge (Aunger et 

al., 2022). 

Secondly, the lack of awareness of the BRs and buy-in to the concept. This is a 

significant challenge in these BRs, more so in the KBR than the CWBR, possibly 

because the CWBR is well-established and prominent in the sphere of education. 

However, the lack of awareness is believed to affect their ability to create meaningful 

opportunities for stakeholder participation, engage a wide range of stakeholders and 

effectively communicate and build broad-based support. Compounding this are the 

limited resources and insufficient support from some public institutions. Effective 

awareness and communication are vital for BR success (Coetzer et al., 2014; Van 

Cuong et al., 2017). In both BRs there is a need for improved public outreach to grow 

awareness beyond areas where their projects are well-known. One of their methods 

for raising awareness and outreach is social media, an inexpensive and easy methods 

for BRs to popularise their brand (Coetzer et al., 2014; Van Cuong et al., 2017) and 

effective due to its self-propagation characteristic (Maniou, 2021). Rold§n et al. (2019) 

found that, in addition to providing inputs, BR inhabitants value receiving information, 

particularly project outcomes ï a contributor to legitimacy (Lockwood et al., 2010). 

Communication is key to effective conservation strategies and decision-making, 

resulting in greater stakeholder support (Rold§n et al., 2019) and a communication 

and awareness raising strategy is highlighted as necessary for BRs (DEA, 2016; 

UNESCO, 2021). However, adequately conveying the BR concept remains a 

challenge (Pool-Stanvliet, 2014). Technical jargon can make understanding concepts, 

particularly BRs, difficult to understand, excluding some of its stakeholders (Gardali et 
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al., 2021). The concept of BRs is difficult to understand compared to, for example, 

national parks (Aschenbrand & Michler, 2021). The difficulty of the BR concept comes 

from the term óbiosphereô which is less familiar than ónationalô or ónaturalô, the perceived 

contradiction of óreserveô and ódevelopmentô, serving multiple interlinking objectives 

and creating a vision for conservation and development simultaneously (Aschenbrand 

& Michler, 2021). 

Lastly, these BRs experience limited government support. Boland BRs believe the 

insufficient support from national and local government, a common issue among South 

African BRs (Pool-Stanvliet et al., 2018), affects their implementation and constrains 

their operations. Despite being implemented through the NGO model, government are 

critical stakeholders of the KBR and CWBR. Both have good working relationships 

with the Western Cape provincial government, who provide limited annual operational 

budgets. Additionally, there are good relations between the BRs and some other local 

public offices, for example KBR and the Overstrand Municipality, and CWBR and the 

CWDM. However, there is room for improvement with their connection to national 

government and other local public offices. Pool-Stanvliet (2014) found that MAB 

implementation in South Africa does face difficulties integrating vertically with national 

government and horizontally with local actors. Government involvement and 

commitment is critical for BRs (Van Cuong et al., 2017), and their political buy-in is 

necessary for long-term success (Coetzer et al., 2014). Perceived challenges 

emanating from the BRs include the lack of interest in the BRs and thus superficial 

engagement. Engaging with BRs is not the functional responsibility of local public 

officials, i.e. mandated. Lack of interest is perhaps due to public officials tending to 

politicise the BRs for their benefit, whereas BRs are meant to remain apolitical actors 

(DEA, 2016). These ñself-interestedò stakeholders are seen to be disruptive by the 

BRs, along with others who seek to use them to drive their own agendas, radical 

groups and criminals. 

6.1.3 Collaboration across a Multifunctional Conservation Landscape 

This section speaks to the findings of Objective 2.1 which was to explore how and why 

collaborative initiatives operate to support Cape leopard conservation in a 

multifunctional landscape? Collaboration is necessary, stemming from a practical need 

as many ecological challenges, for example free-roaming leopards, span across 

scales, jurisdictions, sectors and tenure (Kark et al., 2015; Clement et al., 2020), where 
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there are many boundaries which need to be crossed (Sattler & Schrºter, 2022) and 

where the landscape is diverse and characterised by many multiples (Cockburn et al., 

2020a). Adaptive co-management became essential for the BP given the 

multifunctionality of the landscape. Adaptive co-management is beneficial in that it 

helps deal with complexity by being flexible and easily tailored for specific situations 

(Schultz et al., 2011) and it was clear the BP evolved to adapt to new challenges as 

they emerged (see section 5.4.1 in Chapter 5).  

Collaboration allows for improved fit between SES scales and the ecological challenge 

(Cockburn et al., 2019; Clement et al., 2020; Schoon et al., 2021). Partnerships 

between the CLT, the state, private landowners, and resource providers were needed 

to effectively implement the project which offered a better governance-ecosystem fit, 

i.e. synchronising institutional and organisational landscapes to the ecosystem or 

ecological challenge to be managed (Plummer & Hashimoto, 2011), in this case for 

conserving free-roaming leopards in the Boland. Further, collaboration can facilitate 

cross-scale, i.e. local to national, coordination (Wyborn & Bixler, 2013) as the BP 

demonstrated lessons learned in the Boland informed developing national strategies 

to combat snaring country-wide. 

What is often needed to facilitate collaboration is a bridging organisation (Schultz et 

al., 2011). The BP addressed the issue of fit through landscape-level efforts, facilitated 

largely by the CLT, functioning as a boundary organisation (Sternlieb et al., 2013). 

Boundary organisations, like the CLT, operate in the shared space (Enqvist et al., 

2018), at the interface of science, practice, and policy (Sternlieb et al., 2013). The CLT, 

successfully bridges public and private sectors with dual responsibility and 

accountability, fulfilling a crucial role that neither sector could fulfil alone (Sternlieb et 

al., 2013). Thus, the BP was essentially ñas much local solution as possible and only 

so much government regulation as necessaryò (Wyborn & Bixler, 2013:59). Operating 

as such is particularly useful in that focus is put on the realities on the ground, paying 

attention to local culture and context (Redpath et al., 2017; Genda et al., 2022). 

Collaboration is known to enhance conservation outcomes by being more cost-

effective, increasing resource availability and adaptive capacity, while expanding 

knowledge (Clement et al., 2020) which is needed for improving decisions and 

implementation in complex and uncertain contexts (Kark et al., 2015; Van der Weyde 

et al., 2022). The success of the BP was enhanced by extensive internal and external 
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support, which increased its capacity for success (see section 5.4.1 in Chapter 5). 

Furthermore, opportunities for knowledge exchange and shared learning empowered 

participants to adapt and implement effective conservation strategies while additionally 

raising public awareness about biodiversity conservation and contemporary threats. 

These processes expanded the capacity of the group to respond to change, and 

included training and skills development, increasing visibility of the work and raising 

awareness, workshopping and spending time together in the field, securing sponsors, 

building networks and connecting with decision-makers (Carr Kelman et al., 2023). 

Additionally, there were numerous other factors which led to the success of the BP, 

with shared themes of what contributed to the increased effectiveness of the BRs, 

which are discussed below. 

6.1.4 Commonalities and success factors across cases  

There were several themes present across the case studies discussed here. These 

are introduced below. 

Cross-sectoral approaches 

These case studies adopted a cross-sectoral approach to drive the SES in a 

sustainable direction. This approach spanned across biodiversity conservation, 

science and research, socio-economic and human development. Navigating the social 

and environmental challenges in our current era poses a significant challenge due to 

the interconnected nature and dynamics between ecosystems and society, and which 

are best tackled through a SES perspective (Preiser et al., 2018; de Vos et al., 2019). 

Learning together and building knowledge and capacity 

Themes of education, shared learning, building knowledge, technical skills, capacity, 

and raising awareness were common among these case studies. These elements 

were important in the success and mission of the BRs and BP, as any forms of 

engagement with stakeholders is beneficial in terms of fostering support (Rold§n et 

al., 2019). The BRs current roles overlap conservation, collaboration (logistics 

function) and socio-economic development (see sections 3.4.5 in Chapter 3 and 

section 4.4.3 in Chapter), i.e. the three BR core functions (UNESCO, 1996 & 2021). 

Likewise, the BP did not just have a singular objective (see section 5.4.1 in Chapter 5 

and Appendix 18). The BP collaboration used science and research to inform 

conservation management and prioritisation. Additionally, the BP used environmental 
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education and social learning processes to grow awareness of the importance of 

biodiversity conservation, fostering stewardship in the landscape ï illustrating the 

CLTôs multiple objective approach (CLT, 2024). 

Embedded opportunities for building knowledge and shared learning in the BP, i.e. 

through regular meetings, workshops, public speaking events, mailing lists, scientific 

publications and sharing data, meant stakeholders could be well-informed, allowing 

them to adapt conservation management strategies. This is important considering 

stakeholders value receiving information (Rold§n et al., 2019) and frequent 

engagement is critical for successful outcomes (Wyborn & Bixler, 2013). Further, 

building skills and capacity of stakeholders, for example with camera traps and snaring 

in the BP, teaching, woodwork and river monitoring in the CWBR, and forest rangers, 

river monitoring and wildlife volunteers in the KBR allows activities to be sustainable 

in the long term and with limited support (Marnewick et al., 2021). For example, 

CapeNature rangers could conduct snare patrols, youth could monitor rivers, and 

wildlife volunteers could respond to wildlife emergencies on their own. While building 

skills like woodwork and teaching empowers people to source livelihoods for 

themselves in the CWBR, equipping them with necessary skills to pursue alternative 

careers. 

Building legitimacy 

Furthermore, these case studies illustrated the importance of becoming legitimate 

organisations, and that there are contextual or process variables which contributed to 

achieving this, such as leadership, trust, shared visions and prior networks (Carr 

Kelman et al., 2023). Legitimacy is earned through sound leadership, producing 

outcomes, shared visions, stakeholder acceptance and local participation (Lockwood 

et al., 2010). Across the case studies, leadership and the type of people (see sections 

3.4.7 in Chapter 3 and section 4.4.5 in Chapter) were key to increased effectiveness 

and successes. Strong, energetic and charismatic leadership benefitted the CWBR in 

building trust and partnerships and was crucial in the KBRôs positive turnaround. In the 

BRs it was evident that strategically selecting the right people to serve in the best 

interest of society helped to improve the effectiveness and increased the success of 

these institutions. The strategic selection of passionate and problem-solving-oriented 

individuals has strengthened their impact. BRs, due to the lack of operational funding, 

were found to be reliant on people acting out of goodwill. Leadership, a key element 



 143 

in collaborative arrangements, is important for fostering stewardship and collective 

action towards a shared vision (Carr Kelman et al., 2023). Strong leadership grounded 

in ethical principles in the BP was crucial for fostering trust and stewardship among 

collaborators and may have helped overcome challenges working at a landscape 

level, for example large group sizes and scales (Carr Kelman et al., 2023). 

The importance of trust and networks 

Trust, essential for building relationships for effective biodiversity conservation, is 

closely linked to other aspects of successful collaboration, including effective 

communication, transparency and joint knowledge production, and is crucial for 

collaborative success (White et al., 2023). Further, trust is a key component of social 

capital and therefore a collaborationôs adaptive capacity (Folke et al., 2005). While 

local participation helps build trust between stakeholders (Young et al., 2016), the lack 

of participation compromises trust (Saif et al., 2022). Local participation was a 

necessity for the BP and crucial for its success (see section 5.4.2 in Chapter 5). The 

KBR saw improvement after increasing active involvement of community 

stakeholders, such as the PAG (see sections 3.4.2 and 3.5.2 in Chapter 3), while the 

CWBR rely on their local communities for guiding their activities (see section 4.4.2 in 

Chapter 4). 

Information exchange, a feature of adaptive co-management, leads to developing a 

shared vision which is key in successful collaboration towards a common goal (Schultz 

et al., 2011). A shared vision was regarded as a key success factor in the BP, while 

overlapping motivations for serving, and positive visions for the future of the BRs is 

beneficial in their governing structures (Bradshaw et al., 1998; Ortega-Rodr²guez et 

al., 2023). Importantly, having positive visions for the future could be critical for 

transformation in SESs towards a more sustainable and just future (Hamann et al., 

2020). Further, in Hamannôs et al. (2020) Good Anthropocene visions for southern 

Africa, several themes emerged which are consistent with the vision and mission of 

BRs in the Boland. These include decentralised and equitable decision-making, 

stronger voices for citizens, improved human-human and human-nature relationships. 

Effective collaborative initiatives benefit from established networks and a history of 

collaboration, which helps in building trust, a time-consuming process (Carr Kelman 

et al., 2023). In the BP, prior networks and positive pre-histories of working together 
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helped to build trust quickly (see section 5.4.1 in Chapter 5), while longstanding 

partnerships between BRs and some of their critical partners, for example CapeNature 

and WWF had resulted in mutually beneficially relationships and successful 

collaboration. 

Supplementing shortfalls of, or collaborating with the state 

Interestingly, the theme of limited state capacity or support, and supplementing 

shortfalls in overlapping mandates, emerged in all case studies. For example, the 

capacity of conservation authorities to implement at a landscape scale in the BP (see 

section 5.5.2 in Chapter 5), or limited support from the state in BRs (see sections 3.4.6 

in Chapter 3 and section 4.4.4 in Chapter 4). In the BP the CLT were the implementers 

filling a shortfall of the conservation authorities who have the mandate to conserve 

biodiversity, however, have limited capacity for such a landscape-level approach. 

Likewise, in the BRs, their activities often build on overlaps with the state, where 

possible, or ófill the gapsô where there are shortfalls in the stateôs implementation. For 

example, IAP clearing across both BRs, ECD, training teachers and feeding schemes 

during COVID-19 in the CWBR, or wildlife first responders, restoration, supporting 

small businesses and establishing forest rangers to patrol forestry exit areas in the 

KBR. The inherent attributes of MAB, i.e. its holistic approach, effectively positions 

BRs to assist the state in dealing with pressing sustainability challenges intersecting 

with their core functions (Pool-Stanvliet et al., 2018) and contribute to achieving the 

states national priorities and international commitments (DEA, 2016). 

6.3 IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Despite the limitation of the case study approach in producing findings that are 

universally applicable, this research contributes to the understanding of MAB 

implementation in an African context, particularly South Africa. Two in-depth case 

studies of BRs in the Boland, the KBR (Chapter 3) and CWBR (Chapter 4) were 

explored to understand how their governance strategy and structure have helped to 

achieve a context appropriate interpretation and actioning of MAB in the landscape. 

This study allowed for learning and knowledge sharing on how things have been 

ódoneô, providing valuable insights into the institutional context and governance 

strategies of BRs in the Boland, South Africa. By developing these case studies and 

sharing their findings, this study fulfilled another need highlighted in MAB Strategy  
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which is to compare lessons learnt from BRs to improve MAB implementation. 

Findings from chapters three and four suggest the following: 

6.1.5 Improved awareness and communication strategies 

Although the CWBR and KBR have awareness and communication strategies, as 

prescribed by the South African Strategy for BRs, awareness of the BRs and the BR 

concept proved to be a significant challenge. Awareness and communication are 

critical for BR success, making the concept a reality for its local inhabitants and 

enabling its implementation. Studies have indicated that the BR concept is not an 

easily conveyed concept, possibly due to technical jargon, contradictory mandates or 

confusion with PAs and the deep-rooted resistance to them. Therefore, future research 

could investigate effective means and messages to easily convey the concept of BRs, 

grow their recognition and raise awareness. Social media is a useful tool in raising 

awareness and popularising the BR brand. Both BRs have grown their social media 

use from websites to Facebook in June 2011 (KBR) and May 2012 (CWBR), and most 

recently Instagram in December 2020 (CWBR) and January 2022 (KBR). The 

increased reach through various platforms may have contributed to their growth in 

awareness, however what is also important is people-friendly messaging of what BRs 

are. The 'Magaliesberg Biosphere video series' introduces the BR and its purpose 

(Magaliesberg Biosphere, 2024). Furthermore, some BRs have simple explanatory 

videos explaining the purpose of BRs, what they are and what they do. For example, 

the Howe Sound Biosphere Regionôs óPeople and Nature IN BALANCEô and the Dyfi 

Biosphereôs óBiosphere reserves in a nutshellô (Dyfi Biosphere, 2024; Howe Sound 

Biosphere Region, 2024). Additionally, storytelling could be useful in explaining what 

BRs do. For example, the Canadian Biosphere Regions Association has 

óReconciliation Storiesô and European BRs have some of their stories shared as 

#OurStories (CBRA, 2024; Innovation Norway, 2024). 

6.1.6 Dealing with limited resources  

Both the CWBR and KBR value their personnel, particularly their full-time staff who 

are believed to have been crucial for their increased effectiveness. However, both 

experienced very limited capacity to afford human resources, relying largely on 

voluntary commitments and goodwill from local inhabitants. They are limited by 

insufficient operational funds. Although being able to source sufficient project funds, 

https://magaliesbergbiosphere.org.za/magaliesberg-biosphere-video-series/
https://www.howesoundbri.org/what-is-a-biosphere-region
https://www.dyfibiosphere.wales/what-is-a-biosphere
https://biospherecanada.ca/reconciliation-stories/
https://eea.innovationnorway.com/article/ourstories:-biosphere-reserves
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both BRs believe their implementation is constrained by very limited operational 

funding. Sustainable financial resources are a necessity for BRs  and a determinant 

of their success or failure. Previous research has found that South African BRs lack 

financial resources, specifically operational funding. Despite this, the BRs have proven 

to be relatively successful, however this research confirms the lack of resources is still 

a threat, hindering their ability to achieve their desired potential. For this reason, future 

research should consider exploring sustainable funding mechanisms for BRs, 

particularly those who are independent from government and adopting the NGO 

model. In 2023 BRs from South Africa and Zimbabwe attended the óEnhancing 

Sustainability: Biosphere Reserves Empowered in Funding Proposal Development 

and Resource Mobilizationô workshop hosted in collaboration between UNESCO Be 

Resilient South Africa, Magaliesberg BR and Resilient Waters (UNESCO, 2023; 

CWBR, 2024). The three-day workshop aimed to capacitate BRs to diversify and 

mobilise funding resources to support their implementation (UNESCO, 2023). The 

Gouritz Cluster BR (South Africa) have an online shop which could help raise funds 

(GCBR, 2024), while the K2C BR (South Africa) employ EMs under a National 

Government programme, overlapping to build human resources. Additionally, 

óbiodiversity-positive carbon creditsô and ónature certificatesô are believed to be useful 

in generating financial resources (Steele et al., 2023). The Sierra Gorda BR (Mexico) 

has such a carbon project, offsetting emissions for financial compensation, generating 

numerous direct benefits for many involved. The Global Environmental Facility and 

World Bank support several biodiversity conservation trust funds (McNeely & 

Weatherly, 1996). For example, the Mount Mulanje Conservation Trust who manage 

Mount Mulanje BR (Malawi) and developed an endowment fund which generates 

annual revenue for the BR (Hedden-Dunkhorst & Schmitt, 2020). A South African BR 

Trust, endowment funds and biodiversity off-sets were all explored in the South African 

Strategy for the Biosphere Reserve Programme 2016-2020 (DEA, 2016).  

6.1.7 Learning to understand BR stakeholders 

The lack of awareness and limited capacity of these BRs seems to affect their ability 

to create meaningful and more frequent public participation processes, particularly in 

decision making. Local participation is a key feature of BRs, critical in gaining 

stakeholder support, trust and increasing social acceptance and legitimacy, benefitting 

the bottom-up NGO implementation model. Future research should therefore explore 

https://shop.gouritz.com/?_gl=1*vv15j3*_ga*NzU0NzAxNzM2LjE3MjQxNDYzNjM.*_ga_LM5KLY1YRY*MTcyNDE0NjM2Mi4xLjEuMTcyNDE0NjQwNS4xNy4wLjA.
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stakeholder perspectives and expectations which could provide a more 

comprehensive view of a BR's local image and effectiveness, moving BRs closer to 

matching stakeholder experiences with their expectations. Attention to the perceptions 

of local stakeholders is important because perception influences behaviour (Botha, 

2023). Further, it can help BR planners and managers better understand them, 

including sources of negative or positive associations (Wallner et al., 2007). 

Additionally, it could help understand how participation could take place and how 

stakeholders engage in sustainability (Botha, 2023). This understanding will be 

beneficial because incorporating local stakeholder perceptions into management 

decisions enhances effectiveness and acceptability (Lecina-Diaz et al., 2023). 

6.1.8 Considering diversity and representation of BR personnel 

Although not a recommendation for future research, it is perhaps important to mention 

a recommendation for improved practice of MAB implementation within BRs. The 

strategic leadership of the Boland BRs, until recent years, lacked diversity ï being 

majority old, white males. These BRs are beginning to include women on their BofD 

as well as youth ï in both cases increasing their effectiveness. Despite being a step 

in the right directions, these BRs are not entirely representative of the SES 

demographics (population groups, age, language, education). Although there is 

currently some diversity in terms of stakeholder groups, it would be beneficial to strive 

towards strategic leadership that is representative of the SES to avoid favouring 

narrow interests, groupthink, and improve decision-making by including a greater 

diversity of perspectives. 

6.1.9 Need for more in-depth case studies 

The lack of prescriptions and flexibility of implementing MAB within BRs is intentional, 

allowing the opportunity for place-based learning-by-doing, and therefore as testing 

sites for sustainability science. This study assessed the interpretation and 

implementation of MAB in two South African BRs in the Boland to fill the gap in 

understanding the institutional context and governance strategies of BRs and how 

global MAB policy is contextualised for local application. Furthermore, this study 

addressed the underrepresentation of Global South experiences in BR literature. 

Comparative and shared learning across the WNBRs could provide broader insights 

and improve the effectiveness of MAB worldwide and could facilitate integrated 
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learning from diverse experiences. Further, research should develop similar in-depth 

case studies across a range of globally representative BRs, specifically on MAB 

implementation in different contexts, which would enhance understanding and 

implementation of its policies (see our project activities here). For example, the 

Biosphere reserves as Effective Conservation Measures (BECOME) project is 

currently developing case studies documenting various approaches and effectives of 

BR management (more available here) (BECOME, 2024; Biodiversa+, 2024). 

Chapter 5 focused on why and how conservation programmes function effectively in 

multifunctional landscapes where PAs are fragmented and biodiversity extends 

beyond their boundaries. Building on the seminal work of Schoon et al. (2020 & 2021) 

and Cockburn et al. (2020a), this study contributed to a global repository of 

collaborative case studies, facilitating cross-case comparisons to inform generalised 

insights for enhancing SES sustainability across diverse contexts. By selecting 

leopards as an illustrative for collaborative processes, the study also sought to address 

the knowledge gap concerning successful leopard conservation programs outside 

PAs, providing insights that could benefit similar conservation efforts. Findings from 

the BP case study may be useful for other regions or species as it provides an example 

of a successful collaborative effort across a multifunctional landscape. Furthermore, 

its findings suggest the following: 

6.1.10 Understanding the perceptions and motivations for stewardship 

Stakeholders in this study were believed to have positive attitudes towards the 

collaboration and conservation of leopards. Stewardship takes on multiple meanings  

and reasons for engaging in stewardship on private land stem from multiple interests. 

Motivated participants are necessary for successful conservation on private lands. 

Therefore, stakeholder perceptions and motivations for stewardship, particularly those 

on private lands in the Boland, could be considered in further research to enhance 

support of such collaborative projects elsewhere, driving collective action. Motivations 

are a leverage point in supporting stewardship and can be intrinsic (e.g. self-

actualisation, morals, values or beliefs) or extrinsic (e.g. costs vs. benefits or rewards 

vs sanctions) (Bennet et al., 2018). Chouinard et al. (2006) found that motivations for 

stewardship lie on a continuum of profitability, conservation and stewardship. On the 

one end farmers could be profit driven and on the other, believe they have a sense of 

https://researchbiosphere.org/activities/
https://become.w.uib.no/
https://www.biodiversa.eu/2023/04/19/become/
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obligation to others. Other motivations could be a sense of community belonging and 

benefits of working together, the responsibility of caring for the environment for future 

generations or personal learning (Bramston et al., 2017). 

6.1.11 Need for more research on collaborative carnivore conservation 

Contextual and process factors are important determinants of collaborative success. 

There are several sites in South Africa which exhibit similar contextual factors, for 

example free-roaming wild dogs of the Waterberg BR and leopard in the Gouritz 

Cluster and Garden Route BRs. However, how their collaborative efforts are mediated 

by their process variables would also make for interesting future research. Further 

case studies will be useful in addressing the knowledge gap concerning successful 

leopard conservation programs outside PAs. This is not limited to South Africa, as 

Marker and Dickman (2005) found more information is needed regarding leopard 

conservation outside PAs in Namibia as conservation efforts need to expand beyond 

them. This is because political and natural boundaries rarely coincide (Vitkalova et al., 

2018), meaning successful conservation efforts must be less area-centric and more 

integrated, collaborative (Webb et al., 2020) and at a landscape-level (Searle et al., 

2020). Napleton-King (2018) found nurturing human interactions by empowering 

people and building good relationships will benefit collaborative conservation of 

threatened felids. While strong stakeholder engagement, knowledge-sharing, 

improving the flow of information, enhanced collaboration, continuous monitoring and 

evaluation, and building resilience were believed to be important for collaborative 

Persian leopard conservation (Rahimi et al., 2024). Further, trust, collaboration and 

creating a transboundary BR is believed important for conserving the Amur leopards 

as well as ecological integrity on the boundary of Russia and China (Vitkalova et al., 

2018). 

6.1.12 Need for more collaborative initiative case studies 

Future research on collaborative initiatives would be beneficial for the global repository 

of collaborative case studies making use of the CMO ï to find out ñwhat works, for 

whom, in what circumstance, and why?ò (Cockburn et al., 2020a; Schoon et al., 2020). 
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CHAPTER 7  

Reflections: From There to Here and Back Again 

Through my research journey my participants were really open and honest with me 

and I felt welcomed. They reflected on their motivations for what they do, their visions 

for the future and, in most cases, what brought them to where they are. For this reason 

I find it fitting that I do the same. 

I grew up in Durbanville, what used to be a relatively small town in the northern suburbs 

of the City of Cape Town Metropolitan area, where the city meets the farmlands. I was 

privileged during my upbringing. I say this because at the young age of four I had my 

first ñwilderness experienceò visiting the KNP. Visiting our many national parks and 

other places offering similar experiences was something my family was drawn to. More 

importantly though, it was having these experiences with my dad, mom and sister that 

was so special to me. It was a time for us to bond and spend quality time together as 

a family. For many years during winter school holidays we would go on a road trip ï 

something we all hold very close to our hearts. Seeing new and wilder places was 

something that my family had done for a long time. My parents as well as my 

grandparents all grew up going on family road trips. It had been passed down through 

generations, leaving a love for nature in us all. 

This masterôs degree has been a stimulating journey for me. It has completely changed 

my mind along the way. The experiences I had in my youth and what I was in some 

ways trained to believe during my undergraduate years was that nature needed to be 

separated from people to be protected ï that humans were destructive. This is the old 

conservation paradigm that many cling to. I say I have changed because, although I 

am eco-centric at heart, I have become anthropocentric in my view of conservation. 

With new knowledge I look at my past experiences in a different light. I clearly see the 

marginalisation and injustices of the past and can in some way understand this 

resentment held by possibly many fellow South Africans. It bothers me. It upsets me, 

makes me uncomfortable. It motivates me to drive change. 

ñPlant seeds of happiness, hope, success, and love; it will all come back to you in abundance. This is 

the law of natureò ï Steve Maraboli 

I love nature for what it is, but I love people for who they are and their potential. I 

believe people are inherently good, wanting to do the right thing. However, many are 
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limited by their circumstances and subject to lasting legacies of the past. Not everyone 

is privileged enough to do good things all the time, although most would like to. This 

is perhaps a naµve view, but I believe it to be true. I know local environmental and 

social factors drive us to become who we are, and that it is true, for example, that one 

can be born a ñcriminalò in the same way I was maybe born to love our natural world. 

This view, and one of my guiding principles of óyou are only as strong as the weakest 

playerô, makes me think that to really protect nature we must help and protect people. 

I believe nature will be cared for when people derive benefit from it, see the benefit in 

protecting it or when they are in a position allowing them the choice to care for it. 

This line of thinking became apparent to me in 2021, during my BSc Honours and after 

working on a private game reserve in the Eastern Cape during 2020. At this time I did 

a lot of reading on environmental philosophy, attitudes, values, behaviours, ecosystem 

services and landscape approaches to biodiversity conservation; and when I first came 

across BRs and SESs. As part of my mini-thesis I chose to investigate the ñHuman 

perceptions and attitudes towards nature and wildlife in the built environmentò. This 

was an interesting time because I began to question all my assumptions and continue 

to do so even today. I chose to study BRs because they are people-centred, holistic 

approaches to biodiversity conservation and sustainability ï aligning my passion of 

people and biodiversity. I want to see biosphere reserves become a success, 

particularly in South Africa, and therefore I felt compelled to contribute in some way. 

At the beginning of my study I was clueless on many things, for example real detail on 

BRs, governance, qualitative research and analysis, and research in general. I actively 

did a lot of reading and attended as many workshops as possible so I could prepare 

for the journey that lay ahead. This journey is more than just my MSc research but 

rather preparing me for a career in research and as a change agent. It paid off. In the 

end I was able to help others with which software to use, how to use it, about research 

methods and pursuing ethical clearance ï a big task which resulted in a three-month 

delay during my MSc. It was these tougher times, pushing myself when I learnt many 

lessons and experienced a lot of growth. I leave my MSc journey feeling confident. I 

am not confident in that I know it all and ready to change the world, no. I am confident 

because I am capable of overcoming adversity, being able to óimprovise, adapt, 

overcomeô. I am confident because I am comfortable that I donôt know it all, and that I 

can work with others to collectively solve problems. 
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ñIf you want to go fast, go alone. If you want to go far, go togetherò ï African Proverb 

I am hopeful for the future. I admit, I did not have a very positive outlook for the future 

prior to my MSc journey. However, meeting people along the way who are similarly 

driven led me to believe that I am not alone. There are many others giving their all to 

make the world a better place. This occurred to me when I attended the mini-TILL, or 

TRANSECTS summer school, in Germany during 2022. The people that I met, some 

who are now great friends, gave me hope. The participants in my research did the 

same. It was the conversations, and in some cases short walks, we had after the 

recorder had been turned off that I will carry with me. Their passion was tangible. Their 

motivations for what they do and vision for the future align so closely with mine. 

Particularly, connected humans which are connected to their environment, that 

human-wellbeing and societal needs are intertwined with conserving nature, and that 

there are good people doing good work. Fundamentally, that it is important to use my 

position and my privilege to bring about positive change. 

ñThe more privilege you have, the more opportunity you have. The more opportunity you have, the 

more responsibility you haveò ï Noam Chomsky  

Looking forward, I will be pursuing my PhD. I was delighted to be recruited by the 

Centre for Sustainability Transitions to work on their project titled, ñPathways to 

transformative scenarios in multi-functional conservation landscapes in Southern 

Africaò. In doing so I will be able to further develop myself and follow my passion. I 

would like to make positive contributions to conserving biodiversity and promoting 

human-wellbeing, while supporting my peers and others in pursuing their passion. I 

have always had this fire inside me for wanting to do more, to help make the world a 

better place. What cemented the ñPhD ideaò in me was a conversation with Preven 

Chetty. He had told me that having a masterôs degree is like having a learnerôs license, 

while having a PhD allows you to be the driver. I really want to be the driver. Not only 

because I want to drive change and research projects in the future, but I want to 

encourage, mentor and train other aspiring students and researchers. This, I believe, 

will allow me to be the change agent I envision myself becoming.  
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Appendix 3: Research permission letters from the Kogelberg and Cape Winelands Biosphere 
Reserves 

  

                       

Kogelberg Biosphere Reserve 

Section 21A Company ï 2002/017057/08 

NPO: 133-290 / PBO: 930029252 

Coordinator: Corlie Hugo 

082 380 9072 

admin@kogelbergbiosphere.org.za 

22 April  2023   

 

 

 

 

To Mr M Kl aver  ï Nelson Mandela University 

 

RE: COLLABORATIVE CONSERVATION GOVERNANCE IN WORKING 

LANDSCAPES: A CONTEXTUAL ANALYSIS OF TWO SOUTH AFRICAN BIOSPHERE 

RESERVES IN THE BOLAND MOUNTAIN COMPLEX 

 

The Kogelberg Biosphere would like to record its full support for the above research. The 

Kogelberg Biosphere Reserve Company hereby gives you permission to interview the Board 

of Directors, Coordinator and other individuals as deemed necessary during the time frame of 

your research.  

 

 

Sincerely 

 

 

Corlie Hugo 

Coordinator  

Kogelberg Biosphere 
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                                                                                                                                     17th April 2023 

Dear Mr Klaver 

On behalf of the Board of the Cape Winelands Biosphere Reserve I give you permission to conduct a  

MSc study in the Reserve on the  topic  Collaborative Conservation Governance in working 

landscapes: a contextual analysis of two South African Biosphere Reserves in the Boland Mountain 

Complex. This implies that may conduct interviews with Board members and staff and have access to 

our minutes and data. 

Yours sincerely 

 

(Prof.) J H Giliomee 

Chairman CWBR 
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Appendix 4: CapeNature research permit 
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Appendix 5: Recruitment letter sent to invite prospective participants to the study 

 

 

 

1 

Madiba Rd 

Glenwood AH 

6529 

George 

 

November 2022 

 

 

Dear Mark, Jan, Quinton, Celine and others at the Cape Winelands Biosphere 

Reserve (CWBR), 

 

RECRUITMENT LETTER 

 

My name is Michael Klaver. I am a MSc Nature Conservation student with the 

Sustainability Research Unit at Nelson Mandela University researching ñCollaborative 

Conservation Governance in Working Landscapes: A contextual analysis of two South 

African biosphere reserves in the Boland Mountain Complexò. This project is 

supervised by Dr Bianca Currie (Sustainability Research Unit, Nelson Mandela 

University and Chief Executive, Garden Route Biosphere) and co-supervised by Dr 

Kaera Coetzer-Hanack (Global Change Institute, University of the Witwatersrand), and 

Dr James George Sekonya (Sustainability Research Unit and School of Natural 

Resource Science and Management, Nelson Mandela University). 

 

My research project is part of a larger research project titled: ñGovernance models 

implemented in biosphere reserves: Progression towards social-ecological systems 

for sustainabilityò. This project investigates how South African biosphere reserves 

(BRs), which are recognised as sustainability organisations, operate and how this 

translates into their implementation successes. The project is interested in mapping 

the governance structures of each BR, drawing on interviews with key decision-

makers of each to identify how the chosen governance model, its history and evolution 

have shaped the current implementation of each BR in the landscapes they are found. 

This will be done for all 10 of South Africaôs BRs. My research aims to add the CWBR 

to the participating BRs in this project as a specific case study. 

April 2023 
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2 

My study aims to assess the interpretation and implementation of the Man and the 

Biosphere (MAB) programme in two South African BRs, including the Cape Winelands 

and Kogelberg, and explore how BRs, as a landscape-level conservation approach, 

can enable collaborative conservation initiatives amongst diverse stakeholders. In this 

regard, I use Cape leopard conservation as a potential collaborative conservation 

case-study impacting upon both BRs. Moreover this study is informed by two 

objectives. First, to understand how the chosen governance strategy and structure of 

the two South African BR case-studies have helped to achieve a context appropriate 

interpretation and actioning of MAB in the landscape. Second, to understand how 

landscape level collaborative conservation initiatives support leopard conservation 

across multi-use landscapes and especially in unprotected environments. 

 

As the Board of Directors and members of the Strategic executive team of the CWBR, 

I would like to invite you to participate in this study. I believe your input and insights 

would be of great value to the project and ensure its success. This letter is to formally 

invite you to be a participant in the study. Further details of the study can be found in 

the proposal supporting this letter. 

 

To follow through with the correct researcher ethics procedures, I wish to make explicit 

your rights as a research participant. Due the fact that I will be interviewing you directly 

(knowing your identity) and the small sample size with each BR, to minimise risks of 

disclosing your identity I will take three precautions: 1) assign randomised codes to 

the answers you provide 2) paraphrase any direct quotes if it may be necessary due 

to patterns of your speech and 3) give you the opportunity to review the transcripts of 

the interview to check the accuracy as well as areas of sensitivity post-interview. 

 

What is expected of you is to participate in an interview with me. The interviews will 

take place during May of 2023. The interview will be guided by several questions 

(these will be sent to you in advance) and take no longer than 2 hours, more likely in 

the region of 1 to 1İ hours, at a time of your choosing. You are free to withdraw from 

participating at any point, as well as refuse answering any specific questions. Your 

participation is completely voluntary. With your permission, I would like to record the 

interview using a digital device and have it transcribed. You are welcome to have a 

copy of the transcription to ensure an accurate representation of what you have said 
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3 

and to discuss any concerns you might have with any of the information provided 

during the interview. Your participation will be of no personal costs to you. You will not 

receive any direct benefits for participating and you will also not receive any penalties 

or disadvantage should you choose not to participate or withdraw from the study.  

 

The research will be written up and published in an academic journal which will be 

shared with you. Individual BRs will also receive personalised summary reports of the 

project findings. The data collected from this research project will be stored in a 

password protected computer and will be kept for 5 years after final publication, with 

the raw data only accessible to the research team. With your permission, the data 

collected from this research project may be used by us, if we expand this research 

beyond South Africa to compare with other BRs globally. 

 

Should you be willing to participate in the study, inform me by signing and returning 

the consent letter and I will follow up with an enrolment letter during late April 2023, 

after which we can arrange a date for the interview. If you do not wish to participate in 

the study, kindly inform me and I will not send a follow-up letter. If you have any 

questions, please feel free to contact me or my supervisors. 

 

I would appreciate your input in this project as I believe you have valuable contributions 

to make. Please see the attached project proposal and consent form. I look forward to 

hearing from you and hopefully meeting with you soon. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Michael Klaver 

MSc Nature Conservation (School of Natural Science and Management, and 

Sustainability Research Unit, Nelson Mandela University) 

Email:  s217117244@mandela.ac.za 

m18klaver@gmail.com 

Cell:  (+27) 074 188 6110 
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Appendix 6: Nelson Mandela University Research Ethics Committee (Human) clearance certificate 

 

  

 
Chairperson: Research Ethics Committee (Human) 

Tel: +27 (0)41 504 3624    
          Dalray.Gradidge@mandela.ac.za 

     
NHREC registration nr: REC-042508-025 

Ref:  [H22-SCI-NRM-001] / Approval : 28 March 2023 ï 28 March 2024 

 

28 March 2023 
 
Dr J Sekonya 
Faculty: Science 
 

COLLABORATIVE CONSERVATION GOVERNANCE IN WORKING LANDSCAPES: A CONTEXTUAL 
ANALYSIS OF TWO SOUTH AFRICAN BIOSPHERE RESERVES IN THE BOLAND MOUNTAIN COMPLEX 
 

PRP: Dr J Sekonya 
PI: Mr M Klaver 
 
Your above-entitled application served at the Research Ethics Committee (Human) (meeting of 22 February 2023) for 
approval.  The study is classified as a medium risk study. The ethics clearance reference number is H22-SCI-NRM-001 and 

approval is subject to the following conditions: 

 
1. The immediate completion and return of the attached acknowledgement to Imtiaz.Khan@mandela.ac.za,  
2. Approval for data collection is for 1 calendar year from date of receipt of this ethics approval letter.  
3. The submission of an annual progress report by the PRP on the data collection activities of the study (form RECH-004 

available on Research Ethics Committee (Human) portal) by 15 November this year for studies approved/extended in the 
period October of the previous year up to and including September of this year, or 15 November next year for studies 
approved/extended after September this year. 

4. In the event of a requirement to extend the period of data collection (i.e. for a period in excess of 1 calendar year from date 
of approval), completion of an extension request is required (form RECH-005 available on Research Ethics Committee 
(Human) portal) 

5. In the event of any changes made to the study (excluding extension of the study), RECH will have to approve such 
amendments and completion of an amendments form is required PRIOR to implementation (form RECH-006 available on 
Research Ethics Committee (Human) portal). 

6. Immediate submission (and possible discontinuation of the study in the case of serious events) of a report to RECH in the 
event of any unanticipated problems, serious incidents or adverse events observed during the course of the study. 

7. Immediate submission of a Study Termination Report to RECH (form RECH-008 available on Research Ethics Committee 
(Human) portal) upon expected or unexpected closure/termination of study. 

8. Immediate submission of a report to RECH in the event of any study deviations, violations and/or exceptions. 
9. Acknowledgement that the study could be subjected to passive and/or active monitoring without prior notice at the 

discretion of Research Ethics Committee (Human). 
 
Please quote the ethics clearance reference number in all correspondence and enquiries related to the study.  For speedy 
processing of email queries (to be directed to Imtiaz.Khan@mandela.ac.za), it is recommended that the ethics clearance 
reference number together with an indication of the query appear in the subject line of the email. 
 
We wish you well with the study. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Dr D Gradidge 
Chairperson: Research Ethics Committee (Human) 

  
Cc: Department of Research Development 
 Faculty admin: Science 
  
   
   
Appendix 1: Acknowledgement of conditions for ethical approval 
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Appendix 7: Enrolment letter sent to participants who agreed to participate in the study 

 

 

 

1 

Madiba Rd 

Glenwood AH 

6529 

George 

 

April 2023 

 

 

Dear Mark, Jan, Quinton, Celine and others at the Cape Winelands Biosphere, 

 

ENROLMENT LETTER 

 

Thank you for your interest in the project and thank you for agreeing to participate in 

the study. I am pleased to enrol you as a participant. Your contributions will be 

invaluable for the success of this project. 

 

To follow through with the correct researcher ethics procedure I must make explicit 

your rights as a research participant. Due the fact that I will be interviewing you directly 

(knowing your identity) and the small sample size within each BR, to minimise risks of 

disclosing your identity I will take three precautions: 1) assign randomised codes to 

the answers you provide 2) paraphrase any direct quotes if it may be necessary to do 

so due to revealing patterns of your speech and 3) give you the opportunity to review 

the transcripts of the interview to check the accuracy as well as areas of sensitivity 

post-interview. 

 

What is expected of you is to participate in an interview with me. The interviews will 

take place during May of 2023. The interview will be guided by several questions 

(these will be sent to you in advance) and take no longer than 2 hours, more likely in 

the region of 1 to 1İ hours, at a time of your choosing. You are free to withdraw from 

participating at any point, as well as refuse answering any specific questions. Your 

participation is completely voluntary. With your permission, I would like to record the 

interview using a digital device and have it transcribed. You are welcome to have a 

copy of the transcription to ensure an accurate representation of what you have said 

and to discuss any concerns you might have with any of the information provided 
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during the interview. Your participation will be of no personal costs to you. You will not 

receive any direct benefits for participating and you will also not receive any penalties 

or disadvantage should you choose not to participate or withdraw from the study.  

 

The research will be written up and published in a thesis and academic journal which 

will be shared with you. Individual BRs will also receive personalised summary reports 

of the project findings. The data collected from this research project will be stored in a 

password protected computer and will be kept for 5 years after final publication, with 

the raw data only accessible to the research team. With your permission, the data 

collected from this research project may be used by us, if we expand this research 

beyond South Africa to compare with other BRs globally. 

 

Please indicate a date and time that suits you for an interview. If you have any 

questions, please feel free to contact me. 

 

I really appreciate your input in this project. Please see the attached project proposal, 

interview guide and consent form. I look forward to hearing from you and hopefully 

meeting with you soon. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Michael Klaver 

MSc Nature Conservation (School of Natural Science and Management, and 

Sustainability Research Unit, Nelson Mandela University) 

Email:  s217117244@mandela.ac.za 

m18klaver@gmail.com 

Cell:  (+27) 074 188 6110 
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PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM 

 

 

Research title: Collaborative Conservation Governance in Working Landscapes: A 

contextual analysis of two South African biosphere reserves in the Boland Mountain 

Complex. 

 

Umbrella project title: Governance models implemented in biosphere reserves: Progression 

towards social-ecological systems for sustainability 

 

 

Researcher: Mr Michael Klaver (School of Natural Resource Science and 

Management, and Sustainability Research Unit, Nelson Mandela University)  

Email: s217117244@mandela.ac.za / 

m18klaver@gmail.com  

Cell: +27741886110  

 

 

Without any expectation of compensation or other remuneration, now or in the future, 

I,       , from       

        (name of institution, organisation, 

company or óotherô affiliation) hereby agree to participate in this research project.  

I agree to the following: 

 

This consent includes, but is not limited to (highlight options below):  

I am over the age of 18 and voluntarily participate in the project. YES / NO 

I understand that due to having a small sample size and conducting 

face-to-face interviews, this prevents complete anonymity and 

confidentiality in participation, but that the researcher will do 

everything within his power to remove any identifying information from 

YES / NO 
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interviews. This will included paraphrasing direct quotes and 

assigning randomised codes to participants. 

I agree that the interview may be audio recorded using a digital 

device. 
YES / NO 

I would like to see the interview transcript to ensure that I am 

comfortable with what information will be used in this study. Any 

concerns will be raised with the researcher immediately. 

YES / NO 

I agree that the information I provide may be used anonymously after 

this project has ended, for academic purposes by other researchers, 

subject to their own ethics clearance being obtained. 

YES / NO 

I am aware that I can withdraw from the research at any time and can 

refuse to answer any questions I am not comfortable with 
YES / NO 

 

 

 

1. Signed Consent: 

Your signature below indicates that the research has been explained to me. I have 

had an opportunity to ask questions and my questions have been answered. I 

consent to being interviewed as part of this research project. A copy of this consent 

form has been given to me for my records. 

 

2. Verbal Consent (alternative): 

To be given to Michael Klaver (the researcher) and audio recorded for the record. 

 

 

Name of Participant:    

 

Signature: 

 

Date of interview: 
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1. Could you please tell me the history of your involvement with the Biosphere 

Reserve?  

[## Here, the interviewer will probe the sources of personal commitment to the BR and the 

motivations for the participantôs initial, and continued, involvement in the target BR ##] 

The following probing questions will help explore this overarching question 

further: 

a) What is your professional position in the Biosphere Reserve? 

b) How long have you been involved in the Biosphere Reserve? 

c) What motivates you to be involved in Biosphere Reserve governance and/ 

or its day-to-day management? 

i. How did you initially get involved in the Biosphere Reserve? 

ii. Why did you initially get involved in the Biosphere Reserve? 

iii. Why do you think you were asked to be involved in the Biosphere 

Reserve? 

iv. Why do you continue to be involved? 

d) What specific skills do you think have been especially useful for your role in 

the Biosphere Reserve? 

i. What skills do you think are lacking/ have had to develop to enable 

your participation in Biosphere Reserve governance and/ or 

management? 

 

2. Considering the Biosphere Reserveôs role in the landscape, can you describe the 

envisioned role for the biosphere reserve here?  

[## Here the interviewer wants to get a sense of the perceived vision for the BR, the BRôs role in the 

social-ecological system ï as that may tie to the nature of the governance model employed ##] 

a) What was the initial vision/ focus of this Biosphere Reserve? 

b) Was this vision adopted by most stakeholders? If yes, does your institution 

support this vision?  

[## Given that not all BR decision-makers are officially employed by the BR, but give of their time as 

volunteers, the [mis]alignment with professional responsibilities and/ or institutional support for their 

participation is thus key ##] 

c) How do you see the role of the Biosphere Reserve in the landscape at 

present? 

[## This question, together with 2d hereafter probes whether the initial role of the BR may differ from 

its current role, which in turn may have shaped the evolution of the governance mode l##] 
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d) Does this role align with the initial vision first considered for the Biosphere 

Reserve at its inception?  

i. If not, why did the Biosphere Reserve follow a different vision/ role? 

e) What are the Biosphere Reserveôs main challenges in fulfilling its current 

role? 

f) Do you believe the Biosphere Reserve has been successful in achieving its 

goals and objectives? What do you think is the most important thing the 

Biosphere Reserve is doing right now that has been instrumental in its: 

i. Success/ growth? 

ii. Acceptance by the stakeholders in the landscape? 

g) Is there a specific role or position in the Biosphere Reserve governance or 

management that you consider instrumental in ensuring the Biosphere 

Reserveôs success?  

[## Here we are trying to probe what is a ónice to haveô versus what is a critical position that needs to 

be fulfilled in a BR to ensure its success. Being able to identify this critical position may be a key for a 

BRs overall ósuccessô ##] 

h) Give an opinion on whether this Biosphere Reserve is successful/ effective 

or not. 

i. Can you discuss the successes of the Biosphere Reserve? 

ii. Can you discuss some of the failures of the Biosphere Reserve? 

i) What do you think makes (or would make) a Biosphere Reserve successful 

and/ or effective in fulfilling its dedicated role? 

 

3. Can you describe the governance model of the Biosphere Reserve?  

a) How does the chosen model influence the Biosphere Reserveôs decision-

making processes?  

[## Here, the interviewer will probe how the governance model of the BR was initially formed, how this 

enables a specific governance approach, i.e. how decision-making processes occur within the chosen 

approach and how it has changed over the years. This section aims to also identify key moments of 

learning related to BR governance. The participant will be asked to describe the governance 

approach they are applying in the BR, their perceptions of the motivations/ value behind using this 

approach, and any challenges they might have encountered in the process ##] 

The following questions below will be asked as follow-up questions to the 

participantôs description of the governance model, and will help probe the 

response to the above in greater detail: 



 184 

 

 4 

b) Can you describe the internal organisational structure of the Biosphere 

Reserve?  

[## Which positions are held, by who and from what background/ sector are they? ##] 

c) Are there different management/ board subgroups responsible for the 

Biosphere Reserve goals e.g. working groups, directors with specific 

portfolios? 

d) Why do you think it was set up in this manner? 

e) Can you describe how decision-making processes occur within the 

Biosphere Reserve? 

f) Has the current governance approach raised any challenges for the 

Biosphere Reserve?  

i. Can you detail what these were and why you feel these may have 

occurred? 

g) Conversely, can you explain the opportunities/ successes of having this type 

of governance approach for the Biosphere Reserve? 

h) Have there been any changes in the governance model since the Biosphere 

Reserve was first declared?  

i. Could these be described?  

[## Here we are interested in the evolution of the original model, and linked to this the learnings (Q3h) 

that occurred as the BR matured as an organisation ##] 

i) What lessons have been learnt about the governance model over time? 

j) Do you have a relationship with a sister/ twin Biosphere Reserve nationally 

or internationally that provides/ provided guidance in the development of 

your governance model?  

i. If yes, could you explain this relationship and the assistance given?  

[## Often BRs have an international compatriot with whom knowledge exchanges [should] occur. This 

may have shaped the development of the chosen governance structure ##] 

4. From the Biosphere Reserveôs perspective, how are stakeholders involved in the 

Biosphere Reserve decision-making processes and other governance or 

management activities? (include any means of involving local communities/ 

residents/ traditional leaders/ youth or other stakeholder groupings) 

[## Here, the interviewer will probe the current BR governance model and how it allows, enables/ 

prevents other stakeholders from participating in the BR. The interest is in how óparticipationô is 

constructed by the BR, and how different stakeholders are considered as ócredibleô to participate. The 

BR model emphasise representation and collaboration around a shared vision for landscape 
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management, and BRs considered more ósuccessfulô across the World Network, are those that have 

enabled this, however this may also bring with its own challenges ##] 

a) Can you describe who (which stakeholders/ stakeholder groups) are 

involved in the Biosphere Reserveôs decision-making structures and 

processes? 

b) How is óparticipationô by these stakeholders in the Biosphere Reserve 

decided and encouraged?  

[## Here interviewer wants to get insight into how individuals are selected and included ##] 

c) Who do you feel is missing from the Biosphere Reserveôs ódecision-making 

tableô?  

i. Why? 

d) What are the challenges in allowing stakeholders to participate in the 

Biosphere Reserveôs decision-making processes? 

e) What are the opportunities for allowing stakeholders to participate in the 

Biosphere Reserveôs decision-making processes? 

 

5. Thinking of the Biosphere Reserveôs relationships with other stakeholders/ 

institutions in its landscape, can you identify any critical relationships - and areas 

of overlap - with other institutions? 

[## Here, we are interested in knowing the institutional overlap in the landscapes the BRs function in, 

as well as their horizontal and vertical alignment with other actors also operating in the landscape ##] 

a) Who initially motivated for establishing the Biosphere Reserve? 

b) Is the Biosphere Reserve accountable to anyone? 

c) Does the Biosphere Reserveôs role overlap with other institutions/ 

organisations or provincial, regional, national or international designations? 

i. If yes, does the óinstitutional overlapô raise challenges for the 

Biosphere Reserveôs operations? Please explain. 

ii. If yes, does the óinstitutional overlapô raise opportunities for the 

Biosphere Reserveôs operations? Please explain. 

iii. Does this institutional overlap enable support from government 

entities? Please explain. 

iv. Does this institutional overlap constrain support from government 

entities? Please explain. 
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QUESTIONS FOR ONLY THE BIOSPHERE RESERVE MANAGER/ CO-

ORDINATOR/ CEO 

[## These are additional questions that will only be asked to Biosphere Reserve executive manager/ 

co-ordinator in their role as óoperational oversightô. We do not want to overburden the Board with 

questions that lie outside their specific organisational role, however if Board members feel that they 

can also offer insight to any of the below, we would be ever appreciative ##] 

 

1. Questions on alignment with UNESCO-MAB strategy and guiding policy: 

a. Please elaborate on the positive aspects of the UNESCO-MAB designation 

for the landscape. 

i. Please elaborate on the negative aspects. 

b. How does the Biosphere Reserve attempt to align to both the national and 

global UNESCO-MAB policy prescriptions/ guidelines (including the MAB 

Strategy and Lima Action Plan)? 

c. In your opinion, what is the main challenge the Biosphere Reserve faces in 

applying the UNESCO-MAB policy for local application? 

i. What support would help address this? 

 

2. Questions on internal management: 

a. What is the legal status of the Biosphere Reserve? Provide detail on all 3 

zones as well as the Biosphere Reserve in its entirety? 

b. Is there a management plan for the Biosphere Reserve in its entirety, or 

does the Biosphere Reserve rely on management plans for different 

sections/ zones?  

i. If the latter, how does the Biosphere Reserve reconcile these 

different plans? 

c. Please describe the funding mechanisms of the Biosphere Reserve ï main 

sources of funding; operational vs project funding? 

i. What are the means of fund sourcing? (e.g. dedicated fundraiser)? 

d. How does the availability and source of funds impact the governance and 

management structures of the Biosphere Reserve? 
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3. Questions on internal governance model: 

a. Were the expertise in the governance structures actively sourced? Please 

explain. 

b. Are there any entry criteria that Board Members have to meet to be 

considered a suitable candidate? 

c. How long do Board Members retain their positions? Why was this 

determination made? 

d. Thinking on the Biosphere Reservesô Boards/ designated authoritiesô 

representation more generally (not necessarily your own Biosphere 

Reserve), can you suggest any ways that individuals who perhaps have 

been traditionally poorly represented in biosphere reserve decision-making 

structures can be better included?  

i. Are such methods being employed currently or not? 

 

4. Questions on internal staffing: 

a. How many official employees does the Biosphere Reserve have and what 

are their professional positions? 

b. Are these positions full time or part-time?  

i. If part-time, how many hours do they work per week/ month?  

No. Full time: 

No. Part-time:    (hours)? 

c. How many volunteers are involved in the Biosphere Reserve?  

i. How many hours do they spend on Biosphere Reserve work per 

week/ month? 

d. What type of work do volunteers generally help with (e.g. administration, 

projects, community engagement)? 

e. Do employees or volunteers receive any training?  

i. What sort of training? 

ii. How is the training funded/ supported (internal or external training/ 

funding?)? 

f. Does the Biosphere Reserve have an option for the general public to sign 

up as members or be part of a ñFriends of the Biosphereò group? 

g. In your opinion, which 3 permanent positions need to be filled to ensure the 

success of the Biosphere Reserve? 
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5. Are there other individuals with the biosphere reserve that I should be talking 

to? 

 

6. And finally, could you share any lessons learned that might be useful for another 

newly established Biosphere Reserves currently in the process of setting up its 

governance model? 
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Appendix 10: Interview guide used for interviews with the Cape Leopard Trust and CapeNature 

 






















































