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Abstract
For over 100 years, the communities adjacent to the Dwesa and Cwebe Forests in South Africa
have been caught in a conflict over natural resources. Residents were forcibly removed from the area for
decades by colonial and apartheid-era governments. After being declared a Nature Reserve in 1978, locals
were fenced out, losing all access to natural resources. Although the communities won a land-claim battle
in 2001, the current management of the reserve still reflects a “fortress conservation” model, where local
people are prohibited from harvesting natural resources, including indigenous vegetables. Remarkably,
the knowledge associated with these foods endures, primarily through the stories, actions, and resistance
of local women.
Using a feminist political ecology framework to illustrate the gendered power dynamics that
mediate the knowledge, valuation, and use of indigenous vegetables, (known locally as imifino), this study
describes how women’s everyday practices, traditions, and resistance strategies are being deployed to
promote indigenous vegetable (imifino) consumption from both the protected area site as well as in
homestead gardens. Analyzing how these local struggles are connected to the wider political discourse on
biodiversity conservation sheds light on how formal management rules and regulations interplay with,
and are negotiated on a daily basis by protected area community members. Results of the study indicate
that a co-management structure that takes women’s knowledge into account could encourage the
sustainable use of these resources and consequently, help maintain the indigenous knowledge associated
with indigenous vegetables (imifino).
A mixed methods approach was taken to gather a holistic picture of the knowledge and practices
surrounding these indigenous vegetables. A variety of qualitative and visual methods including participant
observation, key informant interviews, facilitated group discussions, free-listing of species, forest walks,
community history mapping, and participatory photography were chosen to gain in-depth understanding
of indigenous knowledge, community challenges, and everyday strategies of adaptation and resistance to
current reserve management. A household survey of 80 homesteads in Southern Hobeni Village was used
to provide information on the different varieties of imifino grown in homestead gardens (igadi) as well as
intra-household data on the gendered labor dynamics for cultivating these varieties.
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Epigraph

Sizityela izinto zethu, sithe gabalala yhoo!! Sizityela Izilimo Zethu, Sithe Gabalala Yhoo!, Sizityela imveliso
yethu sithe gabalala yhoo! (Qhubeleko)
Sizityela isivuno sethu sikhululekile futhi sonwabile, sithe gabalala yhoo! Sizityela iizinto zethu,
somwabile futhi siya vuya, sithe gabalala yhoo!

We are eating our fresh produce, we are free and relaxed. We are enjoying our own agricultural
produce, we are free and relaxed! {Refrain}
We are eating our own harvest, we are happy and free!
– Sizityela izinto zethu, “We are Eating our Produce”, Traditional amaXhosa Song

~~~
“Sometimes there must be darkness for light to come.”
– Mr. Kuzile Juza, Former CPA representative and head research assistant

Figure 1: Taraxacum officinale/irhaba/dandelion

xi

Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION
For over 100 years, the communities adjacent to the Dwesa and Cwebe Forests in South Africa
have been caught in a conflict over natural resources. Residents were forcibly removed from the area for
decades by Colonial and Apartheid-era governments. After being declared a Nature Reserve in 1978,
locals were fenced out, losing access to nearly all natural resources. Although the communities won a
land-claim battle in 2001, the current management of the reserve still reflects a “fortress conservation”
model, where local people are largely prohibited from harvesting natural resources, including a variety of
forest foods. Remarkably, the traditional ecological knowledge associated with these foods endures,
primarily through the stories, actions, and resistance of local women. This study explores the genderdifferentiated knowledge and valuation associated with forest foods, the politics of everyday resistance,
and the implications for natural resource management at the Dwesa Cwebe Nature Reserve (DCNR).
This dissertation is grounded in eight months of fieldwork in Hobeni Village, a rural protected area
community adjacent to the Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve (DCNR). In Hobeni, women serve as custodians
of forest plant biodiversity, particularly through their practices of replanting wild vegetables in their
homestead gardens. These plants, known locally in isiXhosa as imifino, play a significant role in the dietary
practices of women and children1. As a staple food they are used in many traditional dishes, and since
they are highly resilient plants, they provide an important safety net in times of food insecurity. With subSaharan Africa targeted as a region that will be hit particularly hard by climate change and resultant
economic and political shocks, the contribution of imifino as a free, abundant source of food to rural diets

1

Imifino is referred to throughout this study interchangeably as a traditional vegetable, wild vegetable, and
indigenous vegetable. The knowledge associated with imifino is likewise referred to as traditional ecological
knowledge, local ecological knowledge, and indigenous knowledge to encapsulate the different cultural, temporal,
and geographic dimensions of this knowledge.

1

cannot be underestimated. And yet, while the contribution of forest foods to rural livelihoods is
increasingly acknowledged in global policy circles, very little is known as to the social and gender dynamics
that situate the associated knowledge and practices of these wild vegetables that ultimately determine
their continued use.
This study uses a feminist political ecology framework to interrogate the gendered dimensions of
plant biodiversity, traditional ecological knowledge, and natural resource management. Gender roles and
relationships are never static – and in Hobeni, traditional amaXhosa beliefs intermingle with postdemocracy attitudes of women’s and men’s connection with the environment. While migration trends
over the last several decades have seen more women entering the wage labor force in distant cities,
homestead cultivation in the Eastern Cape Province remains predominately the responsibility of women.
Because of these historical and persisting labor dynamics, gender plays a key role in determining who has
knowledge of which forest and agricultural species, how this knowledge is transmitted across generations,
and whether the socio-cultural significance and valuation of these species continues or not.
Problem Statement
While the dynamics of gender relations are becoming more fluid, even in the most rural pockets
of South Africa, generations of differential roles and responsibilities has resulted in gender-differentiated
localized knowledge of the environment (Garibay-Orijel et al. 2012; Luizza et al. 2013; Pfeiffer and Butz
2005). This is certainly the case at the DCNR, and in many other forest-dependent communities (Nelson
2012; Ponderosa et al. 2012; Shackleton et al. 2011). Despite this, gender equity concerns are absent from
management mandates and policies, yet are directly implicated in adaptation strategies for food security,
sustainable use of natural resources, and participatory governance of biodiversity. Although several case
studies have been conducted in Hobeni over the last twenty years (Fay 1998; Timmermans 1994; Sunde
2012), none of them have taken gender as the organizing framework for addressing issues related to
natural resource management.
2

Using a feminist political ecology framework to illustrate the gendered power dynamics that
mediate the knowledge, valuation, and use of indigenous vegetables, my study describes how women’s
everyday practices, traditions, and resistance strategies are being deployed to promote imifino
consumption from both the protected area site as well as in homestead gardens. Analyzing how these
local struggles are connected to the wider political discourse on biodiversity conservation sheds light on
how formal management rules and regulations interplay with and are negotiated on a daily basis by
protected area community members. By researching the gendered traditional knowledge systems
associated with local plant biodiversity, more inclusive and sustainable management policies can be
implemented and the transmission of this knowledge can continue.
A mixed methods approach is taken to gather a holistic picture of the knowledge and practices
surrounding these wild, traditional vegetables. A variety of qualitative and visual methods including
participant observation, key informant interviews, facilitated group discussions, free-listing of species,
forest walks, community mapping, and participatory photography were chosen to gain in-depth
understanding of indigenous knowledge, community challenges, and everyday strategies of adaptation
and resistance to current reserve management. A household survey of 80 homesteads in Southern Hobeni
Village (also known as Lalini) is used to provide information on the different varieties of imifino grown in
homestead gardens (igadi) as well as intra-household data on the gendered labor dynamics for cultivating
these varieties.
Four research questions guide this study:
1. How is knowledge of imifino situated in material and gendered practices?
a. Who holds knowledge about imifino?
b. How is that knowledge transmitted?
c. What are the practices associated with the resource?
2. How do gendered power relations (at varying scales) mediate the valuation of imifino?
3

a. Why is imifino important to some community members and not others?
b. Who is dominating discourses of imifino’s relative importance?
3. What are the everyday practices, traditions, and resistance strategies being used to promote the
consumption of imifino in light of natural resource and agricultural interventions in Hobeni?
a. What are the cultivation and harvesting practices of imifino today?
b. What are household or farm characteristics associated with imifino cultivation in
homestead gardens?
4. What implications, if any, does the gendered valuation and associated practices have for resource
management at the DCNR?
a. How are local struggles for imifino at the DCNR connected to wider political discourses on
biodiversity?
Dissertation Organization
This dissertation is organized as follows: Chapter 2 provides a review of the literature on the
gendered dimensions of biodiversity, indigenous knowledge, and natural resource management. Chapter
3 delineates the study’s conceptual framework and research questions. Chapter 4 describes the
methodology used during the eight months of fieldwork. Chapter 5 gives a background of the study site
and provides an overview of the political economy of the Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve. Chapter 6
presents the results of the mixed methods analysis. Chapter 7 closes the dissertation with a synthesis of
chapters 1-6 and presents the theoretical, programmatic, and policy contributions of the study.
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Chapter 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
This chapter provides a review of relevant literature to the study. First, a summary of core concepts
surrounding biodiversity conservation and management is given. Next, a national-level synopsis of South
Africa’s management practices is provided. Following this, literature concerning the gender dimensions of
biodiversity conservation, use, and management is reviewed, incorporating the concepts of participatory
development and participatory exclusions. Lastly, literature on the biodiversity this study canvasses –
indigenous vegetables – is discussed with a focus on its importance in the South African context.
Global Discourses of Biodiversity Conservation and Management
Until very recently, global policy for biodiversity conservation and management was largely driven
by a top-down, protectionist style of governance, known as fortress conservation. Fortress conservation
is an approach to conservation management that seeks to, “preserve wildlife and their habitat through
forceful exclusion of local people who have traditionally relied on the environment in question for their
livelihoods” (Brockington 2002:1). Based on the United States model at Yellowstone Park started nearly
200 years ago, (Adams and Mulligan 2003), protectionist conservation efforts in protected areas have been
adopted the world over, particularly in less-developed countries in the global south (Borrini et al. 2004).
Fortress conservation is based on the belief that biodiversity protection is best achieved by
creating protected areas where ecosystems can function in isolation from human interference (Ghimire
and Pimbert 1997). Underpinning this approach to conservation is the assumption that local people use
natural resources in unsustainable and destructive ways, and as a result cause biodiversity loss and
environmental degradation. Protected areas following the fortress conservation model can be
characterized by three principles: (1) local people dependent on the natural resource base are excluded;
(2) enforcement is implemented by park rangers patrolling the boundaries, using a “fines and fences”
5

approach to ensure compliance; and (3) only tourism, safari hunting, and scientific research are considered
as appropriate uses within protected areas (Brockington et al. 2008). Within this discourse of protectionist
conservation, communities dependent on natural resources are criminalized. Fortress conservation’s
simplistic and negative representation of human-environmental relations has, in countless cases, made
local people antagonistic towards the goals of conservation authorities.
It was not until the late 1980s and early 1990s that a more participatory and integrated model of
natural resource management, known as a “Parks and People” approach was articulated at the global scale
(Colchester 1994). This alternative model of community conservation, also known as community-based
natural resources management (CBNRM), involves the decentralization of management authority and
distribution of benefits to natural resource dependent communities with the belief that this will generate
incentives to support conservation planning (West and Brechin 1991; Berkes 2004). Other terms for this
approach include co-management, participatory conservation, and conservation-with-development.
These community-based approaches to conservation encourage local environmental stewardship and the
integration of social and environmental issues (Coad et al. 2008). Although community-based conservation
is not a flawless system2, it is generally considered by social scientists (as well as many conservationists)
to be more socially and ecologically ethical and sustainable than fortress conservation.
Co-Management in South Africa’s Protected Areas System
South Africa is recognized as one of 17 mega diversity countries, primarily for its exceptional
floristic diversity and the high level of endemism. South Africa occupies about 2% of the world’s land area,
but is home to nearly 10% of the world’s plants (estimated at 23, 420 species) and 7% of reptile, bird, and

2

Underlying assumptions of decentralized conservation include an understanding of community which is often
theorized as generic or homogenous (see Flint et al. 2008). To move towards a more complex model of “community”,
Agrawal and Gibson (1999) assert that understandings of community in conservation planning depend on three
elements: the community as a spatial unit, as a distinct social structure, and as a set of shared norms.
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mammal species. Three of the world’s 25 most threatened biodiversity hotspots are found within the
country’s boundaries – the Cape Floristic Region, the Succulent Karoo and the Maputaland-PondolandAlbany. The South African coast is home to almost 15% of known coastal and marine species (UNDP 2006).
The global significance of South Africa’s biodiversity is undeniable. Yet sadly, the conservation of
this diversity has often come at a great cost to the country’s indigenous peoples. While at present South
Africa has no standardized definition for “indigenous people”, I use it here to distinguish the languages,
traditions, and customs of majority Bantu-language speakers in contrast to those of European and Asian
settler populations. Throughout the colonial and apartheid eras, indigenous South Africans were
dispossessed of their land, resources, and livelihoods, resulting in widespread poverty3. Reconciling this
history of inequity with contemporary resource access, natural resource governance, and biodiversity
conservation remains a unique challenge in South Africa’s protected areas system. Indeed, the objectives
of conservation authorities and rural communities have historically been in conflict and have led to the
forced removal of rural people (almost exclusively Black South Africans) from zoned protected areas. This
has largely resulted in the exclusion of indigenous people from the decision-making process regarding
natural resource use and protected area boundary zoning. Local distrust in conservation authorities and
weakened connections between local communities and land has contributed to the erosion of localized
traditional ecological knowledge (Reid et al. 2004). However, over the last twenty years, more participatory
forms of biodiversity management have been pursued between resident people and conservation
authorities, predominantly in the form of co-management regimes.
Co-management regimes structure how communities are able to access forest resources within
the protected area, what land is available for agricultural production, how economic and social benefits of

3

Africans account for 95% of the poor in South Africa. This is further negatively skewed against African women,
particularly those who live in rural areas (Woolard 2002).
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conservation are distributed, and who is involved in the decision-making and formal management
practices of the protected area. The shift from a protectionist strategy in forest management to a more
participatory system in South Africa correlated with a global policy swing towards recognizing community
rights, pro-poor development strategies, and collaborative management to solve environmental problems
(Cundill et al. 2013).4
Although co-management is a broad term used to denote an arrangement of joint decision-making
between the state and local communities, it can be distinguished from other types of participatory natural
resource management via the presence of power sharing and partnerships (Carlson and Berkes 2005). This
power sharing is often depicted as existing along a continuum, where at one extreme, full control remains
with the state agency even with local consultation, and at the other extreme, arrangements are such
where full control is invested in local communities and there is very little contribution by state agencies.
Research in the area of co-management has illustrated, however, that these arrangements tend to be
complex involving more stakeholders than just the state and local communities (Wells 1996). These other
stakeholders could include logging companies, tourist agencies, or traditional authorities. Perhaps it is
best, then, to think of co-management not as an end point in itself, but rather as “a process that involves
ongoing institution building, trust building, problem solving, knowledge generation and learning” (Blore
et al. 2013).
However, the implementation of more community-driven approaches to environmental
governance have frequently been fraught with challenges. Indeed, instead of delivering community
empowerment and direct benefits (Reid et al. 2014), many studies (Cundill et al. 2013, Nuggehalli and

4

A major issue with this discursive shift was that the underlying assumptions of decentralized conservation went
unquestioned - including an understanding of community which is often theorized as generic or homogenous. See
Flint et al. 2008 for a discussion of how the term “community” has been problematically deployed in CBNRM
literature and policy.
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Prokopy 2009; Fabricius et al. 2007)

have shown the reverse, and that seemingly participatory

management styles can end up strengthening the state or private sector’s control over resource
management, policy, and allocation. These cases illustrate that despite discursive commitments to
inclusive conservation development, coercive practices by external actors can actually lead to the
disempowerment of natural resource dependent communities.
This process is described by Wells (1996:396) as “formal cooptation” where the formal
involvement of constituencies (e.g. resource dependent communities) are granted responsibility without
power to deflect conflict. In this process, the inequitable institutional arrangements between parties are
glossed over, and natural resources are governed by state agencies that, within the South African context,
have historically dispossessed rural people of common pool resources (Cundill et al. 2013). Despite these
critiques, co-management as a form of natural resource governance has been aggressively pursued in
South African protected areas, especially in land claim cases.
Over the past twenty years, much of the coastline of the Eastern Cape Province, also known as
“The Wild Coast”, has been the subject of land claims. In the case of the Dwesa-Cwebe and Mkambati
Provincial Nature Reserves, such claims have been settled in favor of the community, with the land being
maintained as protected areas through the settlement agreements. Broadly, in terms of the agreement,
the state hands over the ownership of the nature reserve to a trust representing the claimants; the land
currently used as a nature reserve continues to be used as such in perpetuity; and the nature reserve is
managed jointly by the claimants and nature conservation authorities for mutual benefit (UNDP 2006:16).
The protected areas of South Africa include national parks and marine protected areas (MPAs)
managed by the national government, public nature reserves managed by provincial and local
governments, and private nature reserves managed by private landowners. In addition to the protection
of biodiversity, areas may also be protected for their value and importance as historical or cultural
significance. This study’s site, the Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve, is one of the eighty-eight protected areas
9

in the Eastern Cape Province, and one of the fourteen managed by Eastern Cape Parks (ECPTA) as detailed
in Table 2.1 below. The total area of protected areas in the Eastern Cape Province is 418,192 hectares
(ECPTA 2016).
Table 2.1: Protected Areas in the Eastern Cape Province, South Africa
Protected Area Category
Number of Protected Areas per Category
National Parks
4
Mega Bio-Reserves
2
National Heritage Sites
5
Private and Other Parks
54
Forest Reserves
19
Parks Managed by Eastern Cape Parks
14

The co-management regime currently being pursued in the Eastern Cape Province involves the
sharing of protected area management responsibilities between the regional government conservation
authority (Eastern Cape Parks and Tourism Agency or ECPTA) and local stakeholders via Participatory Forest
Management Committees and Traditional Authorities. Traditional authorities in the region are recognized
as a critically important institution, as much of the land on the “Wild Coast” is currently occupied as
communal land. There are four regional authorities in the Wild Coast – Qaukeni, Nyandeni, Dalinyebo and
Gcaleka – each led by a male King (Palmer et al. 2002). Within each regional authority there are a number
of traditional authorities, each headed by a Chief. While Chiefs are usually men, in the event that a chief
passes away, his wife or eldest child may take his place. Within each regional authority the Chiefs
constitute the Council of the King. Traditional authorities are broken up into a number of smaller territories
called administrative areas. The administrative areas are presided over by Headmen and Subheadmen,
who are generally men. The Subheadman is the only position not appointed through lineage. Instead,
residents in the sub-village area elect a Subheadman through a series of open forums. The responsibilities
of traditional authorities include the allocation of land and other natural resources. It’s crucial to recognize
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the gendered impact of the traditional authority system on women’s ability to participate in governance,
as traditional authorities typically exclude women through their patrilineal organization.
Sociological research in the Eastern Cape has demonstrated that local residents tend to have
negative perceptions towards demarcated protected areas as they associate such areas with their denial
of access to resources they consider theirs (Matose 2009). This has led to the practice of Ukujola – a local
Xhosa term that refers to locally legitimate taking of a resource, based on a historical claim that predates
existing co-management relations (Kepe 2011).
The term is taken from that used for a love relationship between two young
people, where their affair must be kept hidden from their respective parents or
other relatives of respectable status. Ukujola means that the two lovers have
reached an understanding, but do everything in their power to keep it secret
because of the possible consequences. They firmly believe, however, that they
are doing nothing wrong (Kepe 2011:916).
The shift from a fortress conservation model to one that includes the needs of local people has
been slow in South Africa. This shift aligns with global discourses of environmental justice and the
complexity of the human-environment nexus that began to take shape over twenty years ago. As stated in
the 1992 Convention on the Conservation of Biological Diversity:
Each government shall subject to its national legislation, respect, preserve, and
maintain knowledge, innovations, and practices of indigenous and local
communities embodying traditional lifestyles relevant to the conservation and
sustainable use of biological diversity (United Nations 1992).

To move towards innovative models of protected area governance that incorporate the needs and
practices of indigenous people, a nuanced understanding of the gender dimensions of biodiversity use,
conservation, and management are required.
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The Gender Dimensions of Biodiversity Use, Conservation, and Management
This study takes the position echoed by Singh (2008) that gender must be seen as historically
contingent and constructed, simultaneously embedded in material relations, social institutions, and
cultural meanings. Gender relations are, “relations of power between men and women that are revealed
in a range of practices, ideas, and representations, including the division of labor, roles, and resources
between women and men” (Agarwal 1994:51). These relations are mutually constitutive, and these
gendered practices and ideologies intersect with other categories of social differences such as age,
ethnicity, and class. Gender relations are characterized by both cooperation and conflict, and their
hierarchical character in any given context is maintained or changed through, “a process of contestation
or bargaining between actors with differential access to economic, political, and social power” (Agarwal
1994:52).
Applying this conceptualization of gender/gender relations to the area of biodiversity use,
conservation, and management introduces the notion of gendered ecological knowledge. Gendered
ecological knowledge is based on the idea that women and men have developed, “partially different,
partially common, and interlinking sciences of survival in complex ecosystems” (Zweifel 1997: 119). These
gendered knowledge systems are fluid, flexible, and contingent on the sociocultural and ecological
context.
Theories on how and why ecological knowledge is gendered have been hypothesized by both
ecofeminists and feminist political ecologists. One emergent theory is that the multiplicity of women’s
roles (producer, reproducer, and consumer) has led women to integrate complex environmental and
agricultural systems instead of specializing (Rocheleau et al. 1996). The rationale for this theory is that
within agrarian societies, women are often responsible for securing the nutrition and health of their
families, in turn making them more focused on a ‘systems’ approach as opposed to men who tend to
specialize in commercialized or market-oriented farming activities (Paolisso et al. 2002; Rocheleau et al.
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1996). Global trends of men’s greater involvement in commercial activities, migration from rural to urban
areas, and seeking employment outside of the agricultural sector has led to the theorization that women’s
specialized knowledge of the environment (situated in their material daily environmental practices) could
be of great value to conservation activities and agro-ecological planning (Nuggehalli and Prokopy 2009;
Shiva 1992).
Agricultural studies that highlight women’s labor contribution to food production are widespread
(Reddy and Moletsane 2011; Goetz and Hassim 2003; Agarwal 1994), but studies that account for
women’s knowledge systems in agricultural and environmental planning are far less common. This is
interesting, given that gender is often a key variable in determining resource user groups (Wan et al.
2011). Indeed, recognizing the relevance of gender in user groups and how those differences could
influence the implementation of conservation planning is a largely untapped area in natural resource
management (with the notable exception of economist Bina Agarwal’s work (2001), some of which is
described below).
Gender research in conservation planning takes into account the potentially different roles,
responsibilities, levels of performance, and participation in decision making for men and women living in
forest-dependent communities (Espinosa 2010). A gender analysis breaks apart the varying domains of
power and influence over management structures, and how (and by whom) knowledge on conservation
and harvesting patterns are constructed. Case study research (Badola and Hussain 2003; FAO 2012a;
Espinosa 2010) reinforces that understanding women and men’s relationships with the environment in
protected areas and their buffer zones, in the context of their respective gender roles, is foundational for
any conservation initiative to meet long-term management goals.
An approach to conservation management that takes gendered knowledge into account would
require a radical shift in the privileging of environmental knowledge (and “knowers”) to include rural
women. While data on this type of management structure remains scarce, what few studies on gender13

sensitive natural resource management do exist (Flintan 2003; Badola and Hussain 2003), indicate that
when gender and its implications in the distribution of labor, decision-making power, and natural resource
use are taken into account in protected area management, not only are its social impacts more equitable,
but also the results and sustainability of biodiversity conservation are likely to improve.
However, it is important to recognize that under the banner of participatory natural resource
management, some users, including women, can be negatively impacted. Although participatory natural
resource management is frequently lauded as increasing the ‘empowerment’ of women, recent evidence
suggests that many women are disempowered and marginalized in the process (Cornwall 2000; Agarwal
2001). Indeed, Guijt and Shah (1998:1) point out that the language and practice of 'participation' often
“obscures women's worlds, needs, and contribution to development, making equitable participatory
development an elusive goal.”
Participatory Development and Participatory Exclusions
Approaches to development that integrate the perspectives of local people in the design,
implementation, and management of projects and programs are commonly labeled “participatory”. These
participatory approaches stand in contrast to traditional approaches to development that, stunningly, did
not take local people into consideration. While the purpose and parameters of participation in
development can be vague, the overall goal of participatory development can be characterized as
enhancing diversity, equity, and social inclusion through the participation of different, and often
historically marginalized people in developmental decision-making (Guijt and Shah 1998). Embedded in
the idea of participatory development is the concept of local empowerment, whereby participation will
empower people with the “skills and confidence to analyze their own situation, reach consensus, make
decisions and take action, so as to improve their circumstances” (Chambers 1993: 1). In this way,
participatory development is a vehicle through which local people discover their power to speak out and
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determine their own development through fundamental changes in power relations, ultimately leading
to more equitable societal transformation (Peter 2006).
The concept of local empowerment through inclusive, participatory development was a radical
departure from traditional development practices. Through a “bottom up” approach local people could
articulate their perspectives and become engaged actors in the development process. And yet, after the
rise of participatory development in the 1990s, critiques have come in that participatory development has
become tokenistic as opposed to transformative through an increasingly diluted and institutionalized
approach (Cornwall and Pratt 2003; Cleaver 1999).
Making distinctions regarding who participates and how is crucial to avoid these pitfalls of
tokenistic participation. However, as Cornwall (2000) stresses, since participation has multiple
understandings at both the theoretical and field level, it is difficult to pinpoint exactly where to draw
definitional lines in practice. Indeed, “In the contested terrain of participatory development practice, the
elegant ideals of inclusion all too often fall away in the face of institutional expectations and procedure,
or for reasons of expediency, conflict-avoidance, or prejudice” (Cornwall 2000:9). For example, Bandiaky
(2008) studied how seemingly participatory projects that create village communities for biodiversity
conservation in Senegal can actually bestow discretionary power on traditional leaders who are not
popularly accountable and have a poor track record of serving women’s needs.
The power of institutions (international organizations, governments, traditional authorities) in
shaping access to natural resources is well known. Lesser known is the extent to which men and women’s
access to resources may be determined by how they relate to institutions (Zweifel 1997). Understanding
how institutions work and for who benefits is crucial for a gendered questioning of power relations in
natural resource management, and for in-depth analysis of how formal and informal institutions may
shape and reproduce relations of unequal power and authority (Rocheleau 1995; Rocheleau et al. 1996;
Leach et al. 1997).
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Bina Agarwal (2001) coined the term “participatory exclusions” to refer to the exclusion of certain
groups – in her analysis, women – within seemingly participatory institutions. These exclusions can
negatively impact both equity and institutional efficiency. Agarwal lays out a typology of participation to
differentiate levels of community involvement into six categories, listed in Table 2.2 below.
Table 2.2: Typology of Participation (Adopted from Agarwal 2001:1624)
Form/Level of Participation
Characteristic Features
Nominal
Membership in the group
Passive Participation
Being informed of decisions ex post facto; or attending meetings
and listening in on decision-making without speaking
Consultative Participation
Being asked an opinion in specific matters without guarantee of
influencing decisions
Activity-specific Participation Being asked to (and volunteering) to undertake specific tasks
Active Participation
Expressing opinions, whether or not solicited, or taking on other
sorts of initiatives
Interactive Participation
Having voice and influence in the group’s decisions
As part of her analysis of a community forestry project in Nepal, Agarwal concludes that
participation is not always the cure-all many assume. There are limits to what participation alone (even
interactive) can achieve in terms of equity and efficiency, given pre-existing social and economic
inequalities and relations of power (Agarwal 2001: 1625). Her study found that women’s participation was
determined by rules of entry, social norms regarding the gendered division of labor, social perceptions
regarding women’s ability to contribute to forestry activities, personal endowments and attributes (e.g.
educational levels, property status, and age), and household endowments and attributes which determine
where women fall in the structural hierarchies of caste and class.
Applied to matters of biodiversity conservation, the concepts of participatory development and
participatory exclusions illustrate how even within seemingly participatory institutions (e.g. comanagement regimes, community forestry projects), some people (e.g. women, ethnic minorities) can still
be excluded from participating in the decision-making process (e.g. creation of forest management plans).
Excluding these groups from having power in formal management structures means that there are likely
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gaps in understanding how different groups value resources and wish to act upon these values. As detailed
earlier in this chapter, the notion that ecological knowledge is gendered helps explain how biodiversity
knowledge and values are situated (and thus not held uniformly across communities, places, or spaces).
The concepts of gendered and situated knowledge of biodiversity are expounded in detail in the following
chapter. The next section discusses the type of biodiversity this study canvasses – indigenous vegetables.
Indigenous Vegetables
In this study, the term Imifino describes both indigenous and indigenized, mostly weedy, edible
plant species.5 Imifino are also called indigenous vegetables, traditional vegetables, and/or wild spinaches.
Imifino is referred to as indigenous vegetables in this study, since it emphasizes the importance of these
plants to indigenous peoples.6 While in many parts of the world, Amaranthus (Pigweed), Cleome (Spider
plant), Chenopodium (Lambs quarters), and Bidens (Black Jack) species are regarded as weeds, in South
Africa these plants form part of the daily diets of many rural households.7 Imifino are harvested from both
the wild and from fallowed and cultivated fields where it grows as weeds. The young and tender leaves
are the parts of the plants that are used in the preparation of traditional amaXhosa dishes.
The well-known proverb in the region, “Meat is a visitor, but imifino is a daily food” highlights the
contribution of imifino to everyday rural food security. In the Eastern Cape’s maize-based subsistence
farming sector, imifino are eaten as a relish to accompany main dishes which are prepared from maize

5

Imifino in isiXhosa and isiZulu, also known as morongo in Sesotho or isiPedi

6

I chose to use the terms indigenous vegetables/indigenous knowledge throughout this dissertation, as this best
captures the link between local plant biodiversity and the localized ecological knowledge held by indigenous South
Africans about these vegetables. It was also the preferred terminology by my research participants.
7

Most of the species used nowadays to make imifino in South Africa are originally from countries in the Americas,
Europe, Asia, or North Africa, but now grow as weeds across the world. Some species are cultivated as vegetable
elsewhere, for example imbikicane/Goosefoot/Chenopodium album (in India and Nepal), ututhu/ rough
pigweed/Amaranthus hybridus (Kenya, Tanzania, and India), umsobo/Solanum nigrum/black nightshade (West and
Central Africa), and ihlaba/Common sow thistle/Sonchus oleraceus (Indonesia) (Husselman and Sizane 2006).
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meal. Prepared maize meal, also known as “pap”, is a stiff, unflavored, starchy dish that has a course, dry
texture. The addition of imifino as a relish provides welcome texture and flavor to an otherwise bland
food stuff. Research by Mavengahama et al. (2013) found that the use of imifino can impact the amount
of maize meal consumed, with more maize consumed if imifino was present. The authors concluded that
reduced imifino consumption could lead to greater levels of food insecurity, with less staple food (maize
meal) consumed when imifino is absent.
Imifino is lauded for its superior nutritional value compared to exotic vegetables, especially its
sizable micronutrient portfolio which includes beta-carotene, vitamin C, protein, calcium, and iron (van
Rensburg et al. 2014). Imifino also contributes to household food security via its benefits as a source of
diet diversification. When grown in homestead gardens, imifino can buffer against pests and diseases as
it provides cover for soil at the edges of fields to prevent erosion (Myer 1999). This makes it ideal under
highly variable or harsh climatic conditions. Along with nutritional benefits, using imifino can represent
significant cash savings for rural households as a ‘free’, natural occurring foodstuff (Shackleton 2003).
Thus, the use of imifino is part of an important “safety net” that rural people use to cope with food
shortages, poverty, disaster, or livelihood stress (van Rensburg et al. 2014).
Emerging from the body of literature on wild plant/human interactions (also known as
Ethnoecology), is the association of indigenous vegetables with locally-held traditions and knowledge.
This has been referred to as indigenous knowledge (IK), traditional ecological knowledge (TEK), and local
ecological knowledge (LEK). This literature has shown repeatedly that knowledge of particular indigenous
plants is related to their consumption (Hadjichambis et al. 2008; Orech et al. 2007; Pieroni 2001). Myers
(1999) cites two examples from Botswana and Kenya, where indigenous populations’ plant knowledge is
used as a determining factor in whether the plants are allowed to grow in cultivated fields and in the
selection and preparation of traditional cuisine.
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Ethnoecologists note that there is a mutual dependency dynamic between ecological knowledge
and local use. On the one hand, if the knowledge system and traditions associated with a species are lost,
the use of that plant is unlikely to continue. On the other hand, if a species falls into disuse, the associated
knowledge will likely disappear. In addressing the maintenance and dynamics of these knowledge
systems, the questions of who holds plant knowledge and how it is transferred are of key importance
(Myers 1999).
Key to understanding this mutual dependency dynamic is the gendered nature of ecological
knowledge and associated practices. This has been widely documented in sub-Saharan Africa (Dovie et al.
2008; Voeks 2007; Pfeiffer and Butz 2005) where women are far more involved in the collection and
preparation of indigenous vegetables and play a key role in transferring plant knowledge to their children.
Gender roles that encourage women to be the primary contributors to household sustenance has given
them specialized knowledge of edible plants (Howard 2003). Indeed, the gendered division of agricultural
labor has helped shape these knowledge systems, and continues to shape them under global agrarian
transitions, such as rural to urban migration and the feminization of agricultural production.
Within the South African context, only a handful of studies have explored the social dynamics and
cultural significance associated with indigenous vegetables. Kepe (2008) looked specifically at how social
differentiation by gender and wealth status determined the valuation of the resource in communities
neighboring the Mkambati Nature Reserve. Kepe’s study concluded that the majority of imifino users were
poor women; this was compared to wealthier households who did not “need” to include imifino to
“diversify their livelihoods”. Using a broad livelihoods approach, Kepe equated “value” largely with the
economic valuation of the resources, and underplayed its socio-cultural and gendered significance.
Another study by Myer (1999) indicated that the use of imifino in South Africa is in decline due to
the introduction of exotic vegetables, lack of knowledge about their nutritional benefits, cooking
methods, and ways of preservation. More recently, a study highlighted that the social stigmatization of
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imifino as “poor people’s food” and its association with “backwards knowledge” has led to an
unwillingness of young people to be associated with imifino (Voster & van Rensburg 2005). Localized
knowledge of plants is also eroding due to environmental and cultural changes caused by migration of
labor, increased urbanization, and the promotion of cash crop farming instead of subsistence farming
(Mavengahama 2013; Njume et al. 2014).
To return to a conservation perspective, since these vegetables are often located within protected
areas, there is a need to understand how these resources can be managed jointly between forestdependent communities and conservation authorities. As established earlier in this chapter, it is likely that
these resources are of special importance to women. Thus, it is critical to ensure women are participating
in the management decisions regarding these wild vegetables. This study aims to provide an in-depth
sociological and participatory study of imifino to assess its associated knowledge system, valuation, and
implications for resource co-management in protected areas.
Chapter Summary
This chapter outlined the literature applicable to the study. The global and national discourses
and debates surrounding biodiversity conservation were introduced to undergird this study’s focus on
how biodiverse resources are being utilized in a South African protected area community. The chapter
described how South Africa has endeavored to move beyond a “fortress conservation” approach to a
“parks and people” perspective that aims to integrate the concerns and knowledge of forest-dependent
communities into protected area management. An understanding of the current complexities and
conflicts regarding how biodiversity management is currently being approached in South Africa (mainly
through co-management regimes) further grounds the case study which is described in detail in Chapter
5. Furthermore, literature revealing the gender dimensions of biodiversity was introduced to situate the
study’s focus on the situated and material aspects of conservation. Whether and how gender concerns
are included in institutional agenda setting and management remain outstanding challenges for
20

communities and conservation authorities alike, especially in the case of biodiverse resources like
indigenous vegetables that are predominately used by women. In the next chapter, the conceptual
framework and research questions are presented.
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Chapter 3
RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
This dissertation uses the case study site of the Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve (DCNR) to explore
the gendered power dynamics that mediate the knowledge, valuation, and use of indigenous vegetables
among the forest dependent community of Hobeni Village. This chapter introduces the research questions
that guide this study and lays out the conceptual framework and key concepts that are used to inform the
analysis.
Research Questions
Four critical questions are used to guide this study; the first question asks: how is knowledge of
imifino situated in material and gendered practices? The second question is: how do gendered power
relations (at varying scales) mediate the valuation of imifino? The third question asks what are the
everyday practices, traditions, and resistance strategies that are being used to promote the consumption
of imifino, in light of natural resource and agricultural interventions that have been implemented in
reserve-adjacent communities? The fourth question examines what are the possible implications of
including the gendered valuation and associated practices of imifino in DCNR reserve management?
Research Question I
Research question I (RQI) asks: How is knowledge of imifino situated in material and gendered
practices? To unpack this question, there are three sub-questions. The first is: Who holds knowledge
about imifino? The second is: How is that knowledge transmitted? The third is: What are the practices
associated with the resource? Data used to answer this question is drawn from key informant interviews,
facilitated group discussions with natural resource experts, and participatory methods including forest
walks, species inventories, and community/history mapping.
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Research Question II
Research question II (RQII) asks: How do gendered power relations (at varying scales) mediate the
valuation of imifino? Two sub-questions guide this inquiry. The first is: Why is imifino important to some
community members and not others? The various scales of analysis include the household level and
institutional levels of reserve management and agricultural extension to explore how imifino is positively
or negatively valued. The second sub-question is: Who is dominating discourses of imifino’s relative
importance? Data used to answer this question is drawn from key informant interviews with community
members, reserve management, and agricultural extension officers and photographs and narratives from
the participatory photography (Photovoice) activity.
Research Question III
Research question III (RQIII) asks: What are the everyday practices, traditions, and resistance
strategies being used to promote the consumption of imifino, in light of natural resource and agricultural
interventions in Hobeni? Two sub-questions are used to illustrate these strategies. The first is: What are
the cultivation and harvesting practices associated with imifino today? The second sub-question is: Are
there specific homestead or farm characteristics associated with imifino cultivation in homestead
gardens? Data used to answer this question are drawn from interviews with community members and a
household survey of 80 homesteads in Southern Hobeni Village (also known as Lalini). Survey data is used
to provide information on the different varieties of imifino grown in homestead gardens (igadi) as well as
intra-household data on the gendered labor dynamics for cultivating these varieties.
Research Question IV
Research question IV (RQIV) asks: What implications, if any, does the gendered valuation and
associated practices have for reserve management at the Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve (DCNR)? One
sub-question is used to connect this inquiry to broader scales. It asks: How are local struggles for imifino
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at the Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve (DCNR) connected to wider political discourses on biodiversity? Data
used to answer this question is drawn from key informant interviews with community members and DCNR
management staff, and secondary data in the form of contextual analysis of management documents for
the reserve.
Conceptual Framework
This study uses a feminist political ecology (FPE) conceptual framework to explore the gendered
valuation, knowledge system, and everyday practices associated with indigenous vegetables/ imifino. FPE
is also useful as it provides a frame to understand how the political and institutional discourse of
biodiversity conservation determines local resource access among forest-dependent communities.
The next section delineates the background, overview, and main tenants of FPE, along with a
detailed explanation of how this framework ties in to the study’s core focus on biodiversity. Following
this, a description of key concepts including gendered sciences of survival and resistance are presented.
The last section provides a description of the research epistemology and positionality used to frame the
study and analysis, pulling together the theories of situated knowledge and hard objectivity, reflexivity,
and situated solidarity. Finally a chapter summary is given to synthesize these conceptual and theoretical
points, and how these underpin and guide the present study.
Feminist Political Ecology
Theories linking gender, livelihoods, and the environment have tended to associate with two
schools of thought. The first, ecofeminism, centers on the symbolic and ideological relationships between
women and nature (Shiva 1992). While ecofeminism played a crucial role in first articulating the
connections between gender and the environment, the theory has been criticized for homogenizing the
category of “women,” reifying essentialist accounts of the relationship between “women” and “nature,”
and not taking into account wider political, ecological, or social factors (Archambault 1993). The second
approach, feminist political ecology (FPE, popularized by the seminal text by Rocheleau et al. 1996),
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emphasizes power relations and other social and cultural processes as well as the macro-level context that
affect gendered environmental relations.
This study adopts the second theoretical approach, FPE. Within FPE, socially constructed gender,8
interacting with other factors, is seen as a critical variable in affecting relationships between human beings
and their environment. This dynamic is considered mutually constituitive: not only are gender relations
taken to influence environmental management, but it is recognized that environment also constitutes
gender relations (Nightingale 2006). FPE further stresses the importance of considering the substantial
interdependencies between women and men alongside gender differences.
Feminist political ecology (FPE) provides an important departure from ecofeminism’s essentialist
positioning of women’s relationship with nature, instead grounding women’s relationship with the
environment in the “material, historical, socio-cultural, and political realities of specific places” (Radel
2012:65). For example, Claudia Radel’s (2012) study of women’s participation in conservation projects in
Calakmul, Mexico found that gendered livelihood strategies are outcomes of negotiations within both
communities and households, in response to specific gendered opportunities and constraints.9
These gendered opportunities and constraints are patterned by the micro level intrahousehold
relationships around the gendered division of labor and resource ownership, but also connected to wider
historical, cultural, political, and economic elements influencing the human-environment nexus (Sigot et

8

By gender, I refer to the social construction that within specific cultures and societies shapes the interactions
between men and women, converting biological differences into social hierarchies that define differential
entitlements, roles, identities and power for men and women. Gender intersects with class, age, and ethnicity to
influence the relationships people establish with nature and the way they use natural resources (Espinosa 2010).
9

How resource rights are negotiated between men and women both within households and communities has been
an important empirical and theoretical thread in FPE (Schroeder 1999).
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al. 1995). These gendered power relations shape how natural resources are accessed, allocated, and
controlled (Howard 2003).
Embedded within a feminist political ecology approach is the social theory of intersectionality.
Intersectionality is an important explanatory social theory, as no single dimension of overall inequality can
adequately describe the full structure of multiple, intersecting, and conflicting dimensions of inequality
(Nightingale 2003).10 Within FPE, there is a strong but not exclusive focus on gender as well as other
dimensions of identities and inequalities such as ethnicity, life stage, marital status, and class in the
analysis of human-environmental relations. Drawing on intersectionality theory helps explain how both
social and spatial categories shape human-environment relations. Intersectionality theory pushes gender
issues beyond the boundaries of intra-inter household relationships and sees structures of power at
multiple scales (global, national, local) and institutions (communities, markets, management regimes)
(Razavi 2003; Leach 2007; Nightingale 2011; Pratt and Rosner 2012).
In recent years, there have been three core themes emergent in FPE: (1) moving beyond dualistic
simplifications of men and women; (2) paying attention to connections between scales, sites, and
struggles; and (3) interrogating the politics of knowledge production (Hawkins and Ojeda 2011: 240).
Situating this study as explicitly feminist allows me to employ the following aims. First, I help
expose the underlying structures and conditions that contribute to unequal gendered power relations at
varying scales. At the smallest scale, I interrogate possible factors that influence imifino’s consumption
and valuation among individuals and within a household. At a broader community level, I evaluate how
different actors value imifino and act (or not) on those values (whether through indifference, active
confrontation, or passive resistance). At the national and international level, I evaluate how political and
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A special Thematic Issue on Intersectionality: Theorizing Power, Empowering Theory was released in Signs: Journal
of Women in Culture and Society earlier this year, and is edited by Cho, S., K. Crenshaw, and Leslie McCall.
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institutional discourse frames biodiversity agendas and priorities, which can ultimately play a role in
determining local access.
Second, I assist in giving women a voice to speak about their situation in their own words. FPE
emerged in part, to challenge simplistic analyses of the victimization of women or their valorization as
symbols of resistance (Kimura and Katano 2014). Using an FPE perspective allows me to account for
women’s agency rather than assuming that they are powerless victims.
The study site in South Africa is couched in an Apartheid history of economic, political, and social
marginalization and dispossession. Thus, incorporating the voices of multiple stakeholders in biodiversity
conservation and management (particularly women and the rural poor) via participatory visual methods,
in combination with a rigorous reflexivity, will hopefully catalyze a shift towards more equitable and
collaborative research outcomes.
Third, I can conduct this research with the intention of contributing towards more socially inclusive
engagement in conservation. FPE methodologies combine political engagement, participatory approaches
and critical analysis relevant to everyday lives. Using a direct community engagement approach in the
research process allows me to build on existing activities and aspirations.
Lastly, an FPE provides a framework that pays particular attention to power dynamics within
methodologies and epistemological approaches. This point is often lost on many political ecologists who
incorrectly equate FPE with merely adding women to political ecology (Rocheleau 2008). Indeed, at the
heart of FPE is the interrogation of the politics of knowledge production.
Feminist Political Ecology and Biodiversity
The gendering of indigenous knowledge, including knowledge related to managing biodiversity,
has four key characteristics. First, women and men have knowledge about different things. Second, men
and women have different knowledge about the same things. Third, women and men may organize their
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knowledge in different ways. Fourth, men and women may receive and transmit their knowledge by
different means (Rocheleau 1995).
As discussed in Chapter 2, women and men often have highly specialized knowledge of forest flora
and fauna in terms of species diversity, location, harvesting and hunting patterns, seasonal availability,
uses for various purposes, and conservation practices. Generally, both women and men derive their
knowledge from their specialized roles and the gender-specific ways in which they access forests and trees,
which products they harvest and how they use them, what markets they access, and how they rely on
forest products for their livelihoods (Shanley and Gaia 2001; Howard 2003; Colfer 2005).
In practical terms this approach starts by identifying: (1) the multiple uses or values at stake; (2)
the multiple actors, the relations between them, and the diverse organizations that mediate people's
relations with the surrounding ecosystem; (3) the physical and spatial relation of both to the landscape;
and (4) the distinct sciences of life that guide various groups in their daily land use practices (Rocheleau
1995:10-11).
I chose Feminist Political Ecology as an orienting framework to elucidate the multiple uses of
indigenous vegetables in the area, the multiple users of the reserve and surrounding lands, the “sliding
scale” of the landscape, in this case, the differential agro-ecological practices taking place, and the “local
science” meaning local indigenous knowledge held by resident people as they negotiate their diverse
livelihood strategies. Using this frame raises some interesting questions: How do women experience and
negotiate their positionality in light of restricted access to natural resources? What spaces are they
creating to change unequal dynamics? The following section on sciences of survival takes up these
questions.
Gendered Sciences of Survival and Community Resistance
Indigenous knowledge systems are maintained in part through people’s everyday practices.
Importantly, this knowledge is dynamic and mediated through social, political, and economic
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transformations. When these knowledge systems are threatened, people may adapt different strategies
to ensure the survival of this knowledge. These specific strategies arise from women’s and men’s unique
ecological knowledge, and their actions constitute “gendered sciences of survival”. Within this study,
women negotiate their marginal positionality by creating opportunities to continue their indigenous
knowledge practices associated with imifino in multiple ways, in light of the challenges they face regarding
the natural resource and agricultural interventions that have taken place over the years.
In order to better understand these strategies of resistance, it is helpful to draw upon Scott’s
(1985) theories of peasant resistance, also termed the “weapons of the weak”. Scott postulated that
marginalized populations can react to restrictive/dominant institutions/populations through active
protest, or through more passive resistance strategies. In active resistance, populations use
confrontational means to resist, while passive resistance can include activities that subvert the will of the
dominant group through non-confrontational means. These everyday strategies of resistance show that
the subaltern has not consented to domination.
Critical to a gendered perspective of resistance is a nuanced conceptualization of “community”.
This approach involves taking an interactional approach to community – the idea that, “community
emerges through communication and interaction among people who care about each other and the place
they live” (Flint et al. 2008:526). Taking an interactional approach that views community as an emergent
phenomenon helps avoid the homogenization of both “gender” and “community” in describing the (often
conflicting) ideas, concerns, and interests held by people in a shared locality. Community agency is at the
core of an interactional approach – the capacity for collective action. Viewing men and women as actors
who have the capacity to manage, utilize, and enhance the resources available to them (as opposed to
passive or tokenistic resource managers) avoids the reinforcement of existing/traditional gender
inequalities.
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Research Epistemology and Positionality
The epistemological underpinnings of my personal research agenda (or the “what counts as
knowledge?” question) are influenced by the concepts of “situated knowledge”, “hard objectivity”, and
the “global intimate” (as articulated by Haraway (1988), Harding (2008), and Pratt and Rosner (2012),
respectively). Conceptualizing knowledge as situated, partial, and dynamic is useful when considering
issues related to seemingly static or fixed scientific concepts such as biodiversity conservation, when in
fact, conservation is very much socially constructed and reflects the role of human values in framing
scientific problems (Machlis 1991). Through this lens, conservation of biodiversity is partly a “socially
constructed problem, its measures the result of human preferences, its scale bounded by human
perception, its importance defined by human culture” (Machlis 1991:163).
To briefly summarize my current epistemological views, I align myself with a feminist vision of
objectivity that sees knowledge production as limited, partial, and context-specific. To be a responsible
knowledge producer (and avoid what Donna Haraway (1988) refers to as the ‘god trick’), we must ground
our knowledge by positioning ourselves and our claims – in this way, knowledge becomes situated and
can no longer claim universality. To move beyond this theoretical stance, as a feminist empiricist, I also
recognize that the amount of reflexivity11 one is able to articulate within a particular research agenda is
always limited. Thus in addition to drawing attention to a self-conscious positionality, I agree with feminist
geographer Gillian Rose (1997) that the uncertainties of reflexivity should be included to explore the
differences, tensions, and conflicts in the research process and to see them as conceptual spaces for
opportunities and negotiations.

11

According to Billo and Hiemstra (2012:322), the concept of reflexivity is generally understood as a “commitment
to thinking about the ways in which our personal biography and positionality influence our research”.
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Situated Knowledge and Hard Objectivity
The concepts of situated knowledge and hard objectivity are embedded in feminist standpoint
theory. Standpoint theory is premised on the links between lived, everyday experiences and knowledge.
Recognizing these differing standpoints makes visible who/what knowledge is privileged, and who/what
knowledge is oppressed. Gender is an important dimension of social differentiation that impacts
who/what knowledge is privileged, although there is no universal women’s or men’s standpoint. Instead,
due to intersecting positions of race/class/generation among others, “situated knowledges” arise
(Haraway 1988).
I chose to adopt a feminist standpoint approach in fieldwork. Using this approach means carrying
sensitivity to power issues and control in the research process (embodied best in the concept of
reflexivity). Following feminist sociologist Dorothy Smith (1972), I view power as woven in and through
various institutions that shape women’s (and men’s) daily lives. Thus, by adopting a feminist standpoint
methodology, the researcher can better address questions related to knowledge production (“What
counts as knowledge? Knowledge for whom?). My research with marginalized women and men and my
concerns with how to represent their interests throughout the research process provide the impetus for
framing my research agenda through a feminist lens.
An FPE approach also allocates space for addressing power dynamics embedded in methods. This
space becomes visible through the concepts of reflexivity and situated solidarity.
Reflexivity and Situated Solidarity
FPE literature is beneficial for positioning me within the research project, so as not to project a
disembodied vision from my research and its outcomes, and for cultivating understandings of people’s
use and feelings of space (e.g. Longhurst 1997; Rose 1993; Sultana 2011; Truelove 2011). My
interpretation of and vision for my research are not separate from what is produced in this study. This
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theme enables me to be more transparent about potential biases in the design, implementation, and
analysis of my research.
How researchers reflexively negotiate power relations in the field is influenced by our
“standpoint.” Yet we as researchers are never fully “inside” or “outside” the participants and communities
we are studying. Rather, these relations are constantly negotiated and are seen as shifting and dynamic.
These everyday negotiations are “manifest in local processes that reposition gender, class, and
race/ethnicity relations among other socially constructed categories” (Naples 2003:49).
When using a reflexive approach to research, the construction of a situated solidarity with
research participants can be reached (Schurr and Segebart 2012). This concept suggests that while it is
important to acknowledge the differences between researcher and research partners/participants (which
most fieldwork-based feminist research has clearly articulated in the past decade), it is the
interconnectedness of our experiences, political aims, and everyday struggles that is more important,
particularly in realizing a de-colonial research agenda. Schurr and Segebart (2012:151) suggest that
building an awareness of “how our political visions intersect with the struggles of our research partners’
opens up the possibility to turn research into a collaborative decolonizing project built on situated
solidarity”. Rapport can be established through intersecting interests and concerns between the research
partners and researcher. Through this process:
“By highlighting the commonalities rather than the differences in women’s struggles for
political rights across different national contexts, a transnational feminist solidarity can
be built that confronts exclusions inherent in contemporary political systems and also
advocates women’s citizen rights on all political levels” (Schurr and Segebart 2012: 151).
Chapter Summary
A feminist political ecology framework combines political engagement, participatory approaches,
and critical analysis relevant to people’s everyday lives. It is a unique framework to interrogate the
institutional boundaries of natural resource management and how resource-dependent communities
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negotiate these boundaries. Using an FPE framework allows me to analyze and situate local experiences
with biodiversity within a larger context of conservation discourses, since FPE does not isolate local
struggles from political discourses. FPE is well equipped for cross scale analysis to break down hierarchies
between local, national, and global levels of analyses to highlight previously invisible spaces of contested
power relations. Critically, FPE creates space for exploring how intersectionality influences people’s
struggles with and access to natural resources. Recognizing the situated nature of ecological knowledge
and adopting a reflexive approach to the research process opens up spaces for situated solidarity to occur.
The next chapter presents the study’s methodology.
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Chapter 4
METHODOLOGY
Research Design
This project sought to gain a holistic picture of the gendered dimensions of biodiversity,
traditional ecological knowledge, and natural resource management in Hobeni Village by using a mixedmethods case study research design. Case studies are useful in generating detailed research about a
particular site/sites which can be used to add to broader theoretical understandings and identify
underlying issues (Newing 2011). While case study research can be used comparatively with other cases
to build theoretical understanding, the aim of case study research is generally not to produce
generalizations beyond the particular case (Denscombe 2007). For this project, Hobeni Village and the
Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve in the Eastern Cape Province, South Africa were chosen as the case study
sites.
In this case study, a mixed-methods research approach was used to collect data on different
aspects of the overall project and triangulate the findings to inform conclusions and programmatic/
institutional management recommendations. Quantitative data was used to address focused questions
on cultivation and labor practices associated with indigenous vegetables (imifino) and qualitative data was
used to provide an in-depth understanding of different perspectives regarding biodiversity knowledge,
valuation, and practices. Using a mixed-methods approach assisted in capturing the intricacies of the
different dimensions of the research topic, which were far too complex to have been adequately captured
by using one method of gathering data.
In additional to the more traditional types of qualitative methods such as participant observation
and interviews, visual, participant-driven approaches such as community mapping and photography, have
become prevalent in community and conservation research (Russell and Harshbarger 2003). These
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methods provide another way of gathering information about natural resources and shared perceptions
from community members, and are an invaluable way to study applied traditional ecological knowledge.
Participatory approaches aim to give more power to the respondent to explain, in their own words and
through visual means, their own understanding around the issues being researched.
The types of data collected for this study were key informant interviews, facilitated discussion
groups, participatory photography (Photovoice), a structured survey questionnaire, and secondary data
analysis. Detailed descriptions of how and why each of these methods were carried out are provided in
the following section.
Methods
Secondary Data Analysis
Secondary data was collected from a variety of sources to provide background and historical
information on the study site and analyzed using content analysis (Creswell 2007). Textual analysis was
performed for management documents, which include the original protected area proposal, monitoring
and evaluation reports from the ECPTA archives, and the overall Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan for
the Wild Coast produced by the Wild Coast Conservation and Sustainable Development Project in July
2005. This data was used to inform the fourth research question which dealt with implications and
recommendations for improved approaches to environmental-agricultural resource management.
Key Informant Interviews12
Rationale, Sampling, and Data Collection
Key informant interviews were used to explore research topics based on participants’ own
experiences and worldviews. These interviews provided invaluable background information and context
on the study site, and most importantly, helped uncover unexpected areas of interest by gathering in-

12

See Appendix A: Key Informant Interview Questionnaire
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depth information on participant’s views, perspectives, and motivations. Indeed, through the “exploration
of meaning, heterogeneity, and contradiction” in participant’s narratives, I was able to arrive at a deeper
understanding of local’s perceptions of key natural resource issues (Drury et al. 2010:21). As this study
focused heavily on the social realities of biodiversity conservation, key informants’ insights and
experiences provided an “important and logical starting point for the compilation of data about the social
reality of a person, place, program, or issue” (Elmendorf and Luloff 2001: 142).
I chose to use informal and unstructured or semi-structured approaches to interviewing. I found
this approach to be less intimidating to participants from the DCNR communities, especially as we were
discussing sensitive and controversial topics with regards to the history of the reserve and on-going
struggles that involved (in many cases) activities that are currently considered illegal. Throughout the
interview process I sought to give respondents a safe space to share, in their own words, their
understanding of the issues.
For the key-informant interviews with ECPTA and Department of Agriculture staff, I used known
contacts in order to purposively and then snowball sample prospective interviewees. With regards to
resident interviews, after hiring my head research assistant in August 2014, he assisted me in obtaining a
list of community members from each sub-village Headman thought to have significant experience with
resource issues, reserve management, and community struggle.
At first we targeted sub-villages closest to the nature reserve – Velelo, Bhula, and Mavundleni,
and then we moved to the four slightly farther inland villages that comprise Southern Hobeni (Lalini). This
area was chosen because the deep ecological knowledge associated with reserve resources was thought
to correlate with geographic proximity to the resource base (the Dwesa and Cwebe forests).
Most key informant interviews lasted between 45 and 60 minutes, with the longest interview
lasting over 120 minutes. Interviews were coded and electronic data (audio files, transcriptions, and
written field notes) was stored on a password protected laptop.
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Participant Characteristics
Key informant interviews were conducted with 39 Hobeni Village community members, 6 ECPTA staff
members, 2 Department of Agriculture extension officers, and an individual from the Department of Land
Affairs. Community members included members of the co-management committee (currently known as
the Communal Property Association or CPA), traditional leadership (headmen and subheadmen for
Hobeni), and residents identified as having an interest or knowledge of natural resources. A full list of key
informants and their corresponding pseudonyms are listed in Table 4.1.
Participants tended to be older residents because many young people of working age had migrated
to urban areas. There were slightly more men than women interviewed, partly since there were more
men in management positions within the conservation authority.
The interview schedule, which is listed in the appendix, included topics regarding community
perceptions of: changes in availability of natural resources, changes in reserve management, conditions
under Apartheid and Betterment-era planning and forced removals, indigenous knowledge associated
with natural resources, including priority species, gender issues and differences with regards to
livelihoods, land use, and community involvement in the management of the reserve.
Analytic Procedures
Interviews with community members were often conducted in isiXhosa, and translated by my
research assistant at time of interview.13 All interviews were audio recorded and transcribed into English.
After an initial reading of the transcripts, key themes and concepts were identified. Recurring themes and
concepts became categories through the coding process (known as organizational coding). I then created
subthemes related to the key concepts and issues identified by the participants (known as substantive

13

See Appendix C for Community Member Semi-Structured Interview Guide
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coding). I revisited these codes to identify significant data that addressed my research questions. I chose
direct quotations and reorganized the data to summarize the relevant themes and findings.
Table 4.1: List of Key Informants and Corresponding Coding Pseudonyms (n=48)
Position in Community
Gender
Age
Neighborhood
Code
Hobeni (Residents)
Subheadman
Male
60
Velelo
VEL001
Wife of subheadman and
Female
50
Velelo
VEL002
resource expert
Resource Expert
Female
45
Velelo
VEL003
Resource Expert
Female
60
Velelo
VEL004
Resource User
Female
45
Velelo
VEL005
Pensioner/Farmer
Male
87
Velelo
VEL006
Pensioner/Farmer
Female
65
Velelo
VEL007
Pensioner
Female
80
Velelo
VEL008
Pensioner
Female
60
Velelo
VEL009
Farmer
Male
51
Velelo
VEL010
Pensioner/Farmer
Male
65
Velelo
VEL011
Fisher
Male
74
Mavundleni
MV012
Subheadman
Male
64
Mavundleni
MV013
Pensioner
Male
84
Mavundleni
MV014
Fisher
Male
51
Mavundleni
MV015
Resource User
Female
59
Makhakha
MK016
Subheadman
Male
54
Makhakha
MK017
Siyazondla Member
Female
40
Mhlanganisweni
MHL018
Farmer
Male
65
Mabambeni
MB019
Farmer
Male
80
Mabambeni
MB020
CPA Representative
Male
37
Mabambeni
MB021
Farmer
Male
57
Mabambeni
MB022
Farmer
Male
65
Velelo
VEL023
CPA Representative
Male
43
Mendwane
MW024
Ward Committee Member
Female
38
Mendwane
MW025
Subheadman
Male
67
Mendwane
MW026
Livestock Owner
Male
62
Velelo
VEL027
Livestock Owner
Female
70
Velelo
VEL028
Livestock Owner
Female
73
Velelo
VEL029
Livestock Owner
Male
46
Velelo
VEL030
Livestock Owner
Male
54
Mavundleni
MV031
Livestock Owner
Female
47
Mavundleni
MV032
Livestock Owner
Male
74
Mavundleni
MV033
Livestock Owner
Female
66
Mavundleni
MV034
Livestock Owner
Female
32
Velelo
VEL035
Livestock Owner
Female
53
Velelo
VEL036
Livestock Owner
Female
46
Mavundleni
MV037
38

Livestock Owner
Livestock Owner
ECPTA Staff (DCNR)
Gatekeeper

Male
Female

57
48

Velelo
Mavundleni

VEL038
MV039

Female

57

DCNR - Cwebe

DC040

Gatekeeper
Field Ranger
Senior Field Ranger
Assistant Manager
ECPTA Staff (Provincial)
Regional Manager, Parks
and People
DRDLR Staff (Provincial)
Project coordinator comanagement
DAFF Extension Staff
Head extension agent
Assistant extension agent

Female
Female
Male
Male

48
23
49
28

DCNR - Cwebe
DCNR - Cwebe
DCNR - Cwebe
DCNR - Dwesa

DC041
DC042
DC043
DC044

Male

43

Mthatha

EC045

Female

48

Mthatha

DLDR
046

Male
Female

39
31

Elliotdale
Elliotdale

AG47
AG48

Participatory Photography/Photovoice
Rationale, Sampling, and Data Collection
Participatory Photography, also known as “Photovoice”, is a well-documented participatory
research tool that can be used to visually represent the views of marginalized people (Castledon et al.,
2008). According to Wang and Burris (1997: 369), Photovoice is:
“A process by which people can identify, represent, and enhance
their community through a specific photographic technique. It
entrusts cameras to the hands of people to enable them to act as
recorders, and potential catalysts for change, in their own
communities”.
Photovoice originated in public health as a method of assessing health needs (Wang and Burris
1997) and has since been used in numerous settings and with various populations. The originators suggest
that the goals of Photovoice are threefold: “(1) to enable people to record and reflect their community’s
strengths and concerns; (2) to promote critical dialogue and knowledge about important community
issues through large and small group discussions of photographs; and (3) to reach policymakers” (Wang
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and Burris 1997: 370). Photovoice has seen significant usage in health, education, psychology, and
community development research; however, it is only recently emerging as a tool for examining changes
in the natural environment or for exploring human environment-interactions (Berbe´s-Blazquez 2012).
To identify participants for this research activity, I used a combination of snowball and purposive
sampling to select individuals who were (a) knowledgeable and interested in agriculture and natural
resources in the reserve, and (b) representative of various genders, ages, and livelihood groups. Snowball
sampling is a process whereby an initial contact of community gate-keeper suggests possible participants
who in turn make recommendations of additional respondents (Beh 2011). Purposive sampling allows for
the selection of individuals to represent certain groups or who are knowledgeable on the topics under
study (Bennet and Dearden 2013).
The Photovoice project was completed over a three week period in December 2014.14 The first
phase was the recruitment of thirteen participants and an initial introductory workshop. During the
workshop, the premise of the Photovoice project was explained, and participants were instructed on the
use of the cameras and the central questions of the study. The questions posed were the following: The
main questions for the Photovoice assignment: (1) How are you feeding yourself and your family, and how
has this changed over time?; (2) Can you tell me a story about the challenges you encounter in meeting
your food needs by means of photograph?; and (3) Can you tell me a story about your hopes for the future
by means of photograph?
At the first meeting, each participant was given a disposable camera model – the Kodak Fun Saver
Flash Single Use Camera with 39 exposures. The decision about whether or not to use disposable or digital
cameras was a difficult one. On the one hand, using digital cameras would have enhanced pixel and color
quality, have been easier to save and print from online, and been more transferable, especially to people’s

14

See Appendix E Consent Form and Participant Information Sheet – Participatory Photography
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mobile phones which are ubiquitous in Hobeni. However, after consulting with my research team, we
decided that digital cameras would present a risk to study participants – having a relatively expensive
piece of technology in one’s home could lead to theft or violence. Also, it was likely that possessing a
digital camera would be viewed as a sign of favoritism among community participants. Thus, in order to
reduce potential conflict, disposable cameras were used for this Photovoice project. At the end of the
meeting, participants were encouraged to take a practice shot of “something good about living in Hobeni”.
I checked in periodically with the photographers by visiting their homesteads to remedy any
technical issues and discuss progress over the next two weeks. After two weeks, I collected the cameras
and developed the film in East London, South Africa. After printing out the photographs, I made digital
copies of each exposure, and gave each participant a set of their printed photographs.
While handing back the photographs, I conducted in-depth semi-structured interviews with each
of the thirteen photographers to explore the narratives behind their photographs. Interviews were
conducted in isiXhosa and translated to English with the assistance of my head research assistant and
subsequently transcribed. The translator was also a Photovoice participant. Each individual interview was
about 45 minutes in length.
After each participant was interviewed individually, three facilitated discussion groups were held
with 3-7 participants. Two all-female groups were held (n=6), and one mixed group (5 men and 2 women).
These discussions allowed participants to share their photographs and concerns with one another. The
advantages of having two all-female groups were that women felt they were able to share their stories
and photographs freely, as cultural tradition generally privileges the voices of men in public forums. In the
mixed sex group, extra attention was paid to the gender dynamics of the group, and additional effort was
made to create an inclusive environment for discussion.
At the final meeting, participants were asked to share their best photographs with one another
and discuss their experiences with the Photovoice project. Questions included: (1) What do you think
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about the Photovoice project? What did you like/dislike?; (2) What do you think about taking
photographs?; (3) Did the Photovoice project change your way of seeing or thinking?; and (4) Do you have
any recommendations for how to do it better next time?
Participant Characteristics
The total list of Photovoice participants and their corresponding coding pseudonym are listed in
Table 4.2 below. The age group ranged from 25 to 73, with a mean age of 49. Five men and eight women
participated. It was difficult to recruit young participants, as most youth of working age have migrated to
urban areas for wage employment.
Table 4.2: List of Photovoice Participants and Corresponding Coding Pseudonyms (n=13)
Camera Position in Community Gender of
Age of
Number of Code
number
Participant Participant Exposures
Developed
1
Former CPA member
Male
46
34
PV01
2
Pensioner/Farmer
Male
73
28
PV02
3
Student
Female
25
39
PV03
4
Resource expert
Female
60
26
PV04
5
Siyazondla member
Female
47
32
PV05
6
Siyazondla member
Female
39
25
PV06
7
Resource expert
Female
67
39
PV07
8
Resource expert
Female
53
39
PV08
9
Siyazondla member
Female
41
39
PV09
10
Resource expert
Male
61
39
PV10
11
Student
Male
29
37
PV11
12
CPA member
Male
37
39
PV12
13
Pensioner/Farmer
Female
62
28
PV13

Analytic Procedures
A total of 444 total exposures were developed, and 183 were grouped into thematic categories.
This sizable reduction in photographs is attributed to photographers shooting the same object(s) in
multiple photos. Analysis of results was done through initial participatory exploration (coding, if you will)
of the changes shown in the photographs and explained in each interview with each participant and then
subsequent discussion of the main topics of the interviews. The topics discussed by all participants were
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grouped into main themes for the follow-up small group discussions (three meetings with 3 to 7
participants at each). A final layer of qualitative analysis was done during the dissertation write-up to
search for underlying or hidden themes.
Facilitated Group Discussions15
Rationale, Sampling, Data Collection
A facilitated group discussion is a qualitative group interview that sometimes includes other group
activities. Krueger and Casey (2009: 18) have defined the facilitated group discussion as a “carefully
planned discussion designed to obtain perceptions on a defined area of interest in a permissive, nonthreatening environment”. Newing (2011) suggests that a group discussion is often better than a set of
individual interviews at bringing out contrasting views, encouraging reflection, and producing in-depth
explanations of the reasoning behind the views that are expressed. However, it must be taken into
consideration that what each person says will be influenced by what others have said. Therefore focus
groups can be poor at uncovering patterns of variation between individuals or finding out what proportion
of people hold a particular view. Facilitated discussion groups can be used to:
“Help determine the salience of particular topics to a target
population, understand the language that people use to
comprehend and describe some phenomenon, translate
theoretical concept into understandable survey questions, and
provide valuable information for more harmonious decision
making” (Elmendorf and Luloff 2001:143).
I chose to use these group discussions to provide greater insight into the knowledge and valuation
of forest resources, current practices associated with imifino, and community perceptions of reserve
management. A total of three facilitated discussion groups were held with local ecological experts of
imifino / wild edible vegetation.

15

See Appendix B Agenda for Imifino Discussion Groups
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In recruiting participants for discussion groups, it is important to attempt to bring together a
group of people that will be able to interact easily, since people tend to speak most freely in front of
others who perceive them as ‘similar’ to themselves. As these groups of experts were based in the small
sub-localities of Lalini, everyone was already known to one another. Participants in this study were
recruited after requesting a list from the subheadman of each sub-village (Mavundleni, Velelo, and Bhula)
for any potential natural resource experts.16
In order to decipher what knowledge is held about indigenous vegetables in Hobeni, three
facilitated discussion groups were held with “imifino experts” identified by the sub-headmen in each
neighborhood. Working through the sub-headmen was important for two reasons. First, in order to
conduct research in the region, permission must be obtained from local traditional authorities. Second,
the subheadmen are the lowest level of traditional government in the area, and generally only preside
over a neighborhood of 15-20 homesteads. Thus, they are incredibly knowledgeable about the skills,
interests, and livelihoods of community members.
Other participatory activities were included in these facilitated discussion groups. These included:
transect walks through the forest to identify priority species of indigenous fruits and vegetables; freelisting of agro and forest biodiversity (participant brainstorming of available resources); community
mapping using a sheet of paper to draw the community and the paths that lead to any forest foods; and
a history line using a sheet of paper to draw pictures of important events in the history of Hobeni. Not all
of these research procedures were conducted with every participant in the study. Each exercise took
between one and three hours (for the transect walk). My research assistant and I facilitated and
monitored group discussions on topics relevant to the research project. The agenda for the facilitated
group discussions and consent forms are listed in Appendix B.

16

See Appendix D – Consent Form – Participatory Activities with Community Members of Lalini Village
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Participant Characteristics
Twenty participants between the ages of 26 and 70 were chosen because of their knowledge of
forest foods and experiences living in a reserve-adjacent community. I relied on the local subheadmen
to organize these discussion groups and provide me with a list of possible participants, all of which were
women. There was one male participant - the son of one of the imifino experts that unexpectedly joined
in during the second group meeting in Mavundleni. I spoke with men in the community about their
perceptions of imifino in individual key informant interviews before and after these all-female discussion
groups. The discussion groups typically lasted about three hours and had between five and seven
discussants. A full list of the participants of the facilitated discussion group participants and their
corresponding coding pseudonyms are listed in Table 4.3.
Table 4.3: Facilitated Discussion Group Participants and Coding Pseudonyms (n=20)
Group 1 - Velelo
Gender
Age
Code
Imifino expert
Female
53
IMF01
Imifino expert
Female
26
IMF02
Imifino expert
Female
56
IMF03
Imifino expert
Female
39
IMF04
Imifino expert
Female
63
IMF05
Imifino expert
Female
62
IMF06
Group 2 - Mavundleni
Son of Imifino expert
Imifino expert
Imifino expert
Imifino expert
Imifino expert
Imifino expert
Imifino expert
Imifino expert

Male
Female
Female
Female
Female
Female
Female
Female

21
64
47
55
61
70
62
64

IMF07
IMF08
IMF09
IMF10
IMF11
IMF12
IMF13
IMF14

Group 3 - Bhula
Imifino expert
Imifino expert
Imifino expert
Imifino expert
Imifino expert
Imifino expert

Female
Female
Female
Female
Female
Female

63
50
63
60
53
50

IMF15
IMF16
IMF17
IMF18
IMF19
IMF20
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Household Survey
Rationale, Sampling, and Data Collection
The household survey is the third in a longitudinal series of surveys, originally conducted in 1998
and again in 2009 by Dr. Derick Fay, Department of Anthropology, University of California, Riverside17. I
used the names of household heads (provided by Dr. Derick Fay) to identify participants from the 1998
and 2009 surveys. Within the original surveys by Dr. Fay (1998, 2009), participants gave consent to be recontacted.18 Each survey lasted approximately 60-90 minutes, and was only administered once. As
compensation, cash payments of approximately R80 (approximately $10 USD) were used for participation
in the household survey.
As Fay (2009) identified, fewer than 5% of Hobeni residents are proficient in spoken English; more
can read at roughly a fourth-grade level. I worked with six English-speaking research assistants to assist
me in successfully enumerating the surveys in isiXhosa. The survey was verbally administered, with data
recorded on pencil and paper by research assistants with my periodic supervision. While surveys were
being administered, I was capturing GPS coordinates for each household, thus, constant supervision was
not possible. Data was entered first in Excel spreadsheets, then SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences).
Additions made for the 2015 survey included GPS coordinates, a modification to crop tables to
add 42 crop species and 8 wild imifino species, a category to disaggregate each crop or species by genderresponsibility, questions related to farmer inputs was modified, and number of livestock and livestock
health tables were modified to include 10 animal species. The survey covered a wide array of topics

17

Dr. Derick Fay’s study was titled: “Continued Ethnographic Research on Livelihoods in Xhora, South Africa”, and
was approved by the University of California, Riverside Human Research Review Board #HS - 09 - 092.
18

See Appendix F – Consent to Participate in Household Survey
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related to rural livelihoods, and included data on household composition, employment/pension status,
sources of fuel wood and fencing materials, and questions related to land and cultivation.19
For this dissertation, I have chosen to use a small portion of the total household data collected. I
focus my sex-disaggregated analysis on the types of imifino species cultivated in home gardens, and the
gendered division of labor ascribed to their cultivation. This information was only available in the 2015
data set. This data is used to assist in answering the sub-questions for RQIII: (a) What are the cultivation
and harvesting practices of imifino today; and (b) Are there specific household or farm characteristics
associated with imifino cultivation in homestead gardens. My ongoing collaborative work with Dr. Derick
Fay will ensure that outputs related to the wealth of information in this longitudinal data set are delivered
to the appropriate research outlets and interested parties.
Participant Characteristics
Participants in the household survey consisted of adult members of 80 households selected
through a random sample in 1998. The population was selected to allow for a re-study of the population
chosen in the household survey in the community in 1998. Household surveys and community interviews
took place in participants’ homes and/or outside another location convenient to the participant.
Identification of survey respondents is based on a household number used in prior survey work rather
than personal information. Identification of individuals is based on a coding scheme known only to IRB
approved members of the study. A list of selected demographic characteristics of survey respondents are
listed in Table 4.4.

19

A copy of the survey questionnaire is attached in Appendix G.
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Table 4.4: Demographic Characteristics of Survey Respondents (n=80)
Frequency
%
Sex of household head
Male headed
31
38.8
Female headed
49
61.2
Age of household head
39-54 Pre-Retirement
19
23.8
55-64 Early/Normal Rt.
31
38.8
65+ Compulsory Rt.
30
37.5
Education of household head
No education
43
32.8
Primary
35
26.7
Secondary
2
1.5
Location
Bunene Bukanomama
12
15
Dingata
10
12.5
KuBhula
8
10
Mabambeni
7
8.8
Mavundleni
16
20
Mhlanganisweni
15
18.8
Velelo
12
15

Analytic Procedures
First, raw data was entered into SPSS (Version 23) for each household based on the questions,
“Do you grow this variety?”; and “Who is responsible for cultivating this variety?” Responses were
coded into (0=not grown, 1=grown) and (0=not grown, male=1, female=2, and joint=3), respectively.
This data was then transferred into Microsoft Excel (Windows 10) to create pivot tables for each of the
eight varieties of imifino. Using an identifying code for each household, counts for who grows each
variety of imifino were generated. Then, the totals were summed for each table of individual variety and
household so that total counts for male, female, and joint cultivation could be summarized. This
generated a new “total imifino” variable. Using the data from the total imifino table, new variables were
generated for total male, total female, and total joint labor and transferred into SPSS for paired samples
statistics analysis.
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Timeline for Completion and Resources
The work for this project was conducted over an 8-month period (May 2014 – January 2015).20
Seven and a half months was spent collecting primary data in Hobeni village, the Eastern Cape Province,
South Africa, and two weeks in May 2014 were spent at Bioversity International headquarters office in
Rome, Italy, in fulfillment of my U.S. Borlaug Fellowship in Global Food Security. Funding for my
international fieldwork has been generously provided by the Purdue University Center for Global Food
Security, the Penn State Africana Research Center and Office of International Programs, the
Interinstitutional Consortium for Indigenous Knowledge (ICIK), and the Dickerson Family. In-country
fieldwork was facilitated by both a local NGO, The Donald Woods Foundation, and the Eastern Cape Parks
and Tourism Agency (ECPTA). Additional funding and support for survey work was provided by Dr. Derick
Fay and the Department of Anthropology at the University of California, Riverside.
Potential Benefits to Study
In line with prior research conducted in Hobeni by Dr. Derick Fay in 1998 and 2009, this study aims
to contribute to on-going activist work. Fay’s research on rural livelihoods has been used to inform
revisions to agricultural support practices as evidenced in the 2003 Eastern Cape Provincial Growth and
Development Plan. Fay also gave testimony in October 2008 before the Constitutional Court of South
Africa to challenge the 2004 Communal Land Rights Act, which has ironically worked to the detriment of
reserve-adjacent communities (see Chapter 5 for additional information on the on-going court case).
Potential benefits to others include specific policy and programmatic recommendations for more
inclusive natural resource management that could lead to increased food security in Hobeni. Households

20 This research proposal was submitted under the expedited terms of conditions established by Penn State’s
Institutional Review Board (IRB), Submission # 45175.
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that chose to participate in the household re-surveys were compensated monetarily at the time of resurvey.
While the history of conflict between conservation management and locals is palpable,
anticipated risks for the study were minimal. Participants were only identified by their respective age and
gender and throughout the study had the option of not participating and/ or not answering any particular
questions. This rarely occurred over the course of the project, with the exception of several high-level
ECPTA staff declining to be interviewed, and during the household survey for questions regarding “Lobola”
payments (bride price or dowry) paid or received including livestock and cash. Data continues to be kept
confidential and presented only in aggregated form and/or anonymously or with pseudonyms.
With regards to participant confidentiality, I concealed the names of people I collected data from,
and informed them in advance that I would do so. Inclusion requirements for the study were that
participants needed to be at least 18 years of age or older and at least part-time residents of Hobeni
Village.
Consent
Participants for all research activities were approached to obtain consent at time of
interview/survey at the place of the interview. A written implied consent form was administered to
English-speaking key informants at the time of interview. Verbal consent was used for the household
survey and participatory photography components of the project. Having a translator verbally articulate
the purpose of the study, procedures to be followed, the right to ask questions, and voluntary
participation, was decided to be a more culturally-appropriate option for assisting in obtaining consent
from native isiXhosa speakers. Indeed, consent forms have a tendency to undermine participants’ ability
to direct conversation by positioning them as subjects to be studied rather than knowledgeable persons
from whom the researcher is learning. Verbal permission was obtained by the village chief, headman, and
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subheadmen prior to beginning the study. The next section describes the various methods used in the
study.
Verification Assessment
From the outset of this project, I built in a clear effort at triangulation since I believed that the
use of data collected in each phase of this work, when taken together, would provide more information
and insights than would be available from any one of the techniques alone. Taken as a whole, my project
is concerned with context validity. Context validity refers to how far the situation under which the
research is carried out represents ‘real life’ (Newing 2011: 51). The context validity of the study is further
detailed in Chapter 7 of this dissertation.
Ethical Considerations
This project posed several unique ethical considerations. The bitter history of colonial and
Apartheid rule in the Eastern Cape, and the resulting conflict at the Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve,
complicated my study. In the past, resident people have criticized academic researchers for exploiting and
misappropriating cultural knowledge, lacking a long-term commitment to the community, and drawing
inappropriate conclusions for policy recommendations. As a doctoral student, I acknowledged that it
would be untimely for me to make a long-term commitment to working in Hobeni Village. However, I
found that partnering directly with local agricultural extension officers for Xhora District and living at the
Donald Woods Foundation, an NGO that has worked with the local population for over thirty years, I was
able to mitigate some of these criticisms.
Concurrently, my relationship with the ECPTA was often times a point of questioning among
participants. The questions of “whose side I was really on” or “whose interests I had at heart” were key
concerns voiced by both community members and DCNR managerial staff. For participants that saw me
as an interloper into either agenda, I tried to reiterate my position as a third party, outsider, University-
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associated researcher/student, whose primary agenda is to listen and learn about the various perspectives
on concerns, challenges, and changes related to natural resource knowledge, use, and management.
Researcher Position and Research Relationships
Since this dissertation aims to contribute to both feminist and sociological understandings of
natural resource management, it’s crucial to consider how my position as an “outsider” mediated my
research agenda and research relationships with study participants. My position as a researcher working
in rural South Africa was mediated by both visible and invisible identity markers. Visual markers of my
identity included whiteness, femaleness, and youth, and audio cues of being a native-English speaker with
an American accent. Non-physical markers of my identity were my class position, level of education, and
identification as a feminist. I recognize that at any point, one of these categories or intersection of
categories, likely became more salient. Yet, being cognizant of these issues, I felt that (for the most part)
I was able to bridge the possible barriers to my research in Hobeni. Positions of race and gender were at
the intersection with my identity as an “outsider” to the community, which was perhaps the biggest
contextual factor (along with non-language fluency) in influencing my access to information and level of
engagement with participants. Reflecting on these issues throughout the research process enabled me to
take responsibility for the various privileges these positions afford. And, as ever, when conducting
fieldwork in the global south, I tried to remain cognizant of the histories of colonialism, globalization, and
local realties to avoid exploitative research or perpetuation of relations of domination and control. While
navigating these complex relationships of difference, it was my hope that they could be bridged by
focusing on the interconnectedness of our experiences and political aims. In this way, I tried my best to
form a situated solidarity based on an intersecting political vision of biodiversity management at the
Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve.
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Chapter Summary
This chapter outlined the research methods used to address the research questions presented
including key informant interviews, Photovoice, facilitated group discussions, and quantitative analysis of
a household survey. Analysis of qualitative data from the key informant interviews, facilitated group
discussions, and Photovoice project provided rich details about the complexity of the gender issues
related to biodiversity, traditional ecological knowledge, and natural resource management. Analysis of
the household survey yielded information on the gendered labor dynamics of imifino cultivation in
homestead gardens.
Secondary data in the form of technical reports and policy documents enabled another layer of
analysis providing historical context and institutional understanding of the conditions surrounding the
Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve. Throughout the research cycle, reflexive questioning was practiced to
facilitate greater triangulation and context validity of the research and study findings.
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Chapter 5
BACKGROUND
Chapter 5 provides contextual material for the case study site, the Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve
(DCNR). First, a historical overview of conservation, land management, and land claims at the national
level is presented. Next a provincial analysis of land and livelihood practices and natural resource use in
the Eastern Cape is used to further ground the study. Then an in-depth discussion of the study site, its
resident people, and their livelihood strategies is provided. A distillation of the complexity of natural
resource management at the reserve, including the events leading up to the 2001 land claim, the
claimants, and the post-settlement environment is given. Finally, the current state of co-management and
the ongoing power struggles at the reserve are explained. The information presented in this chapter seeks
to illustrate how the power relations arising from the legacy of colonial and apartheid era conservation
and agricultural interventions have shaped, and continue to shape, the governance of protected area
resources in the country, including at the DCNR.
The National Context
Despite having the oldest conservation movement in Africa, it is only recently that South Africa
has begun incorporating the concerns of local people into conservation planning.21 Motivating factors for
the creation of a national parks system included concerns that big game was being exterminated in
increasingly large numbers, deforestation was rampant, and soil erosion was damaging wetlands
(Ramutsindela 2003). Alongside this, it was also predicated on the colonialist belief that Africans were
“savages of nature, who took no interest in protecting nature for future generations” (Ntsholo 2014).22

21

The history of fortress conservation and participatory conservation discourses are described in Chapter 2 of this
dissertation.
22

Prior to colonial-style strategies for conservation, several aspects of sustainable use and conservation of resources
were present in African society. In the case of the amaXhosa people, resource use was influenced by religious belief
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Beginning in the late 19th century, the South African government adopted a model of conservation based
on the United States’ National Parks ‘fences and fines’ approach (Fabricious and deWet 2002). This model
of fortress conservation is based on the notion that resource-dependent communities are inherent
threats to biodiversity through their reliance on forest products, water, and other natural resources.23
Over the next 100 years protected areas were established with limited or no regard for communities living
in or around these areas (Kostauli 2011).
The shift towards more ‘collaborative’ approaches to biodiversity conservation began as South
Africa transitioned to democracy in 1994. South Africa ratified the Convention on Biological Diversity
(CBD) in 1997, endorsing the objectives of the Convention, including the mainstreaming of biodiversity in
all government plans, policies, and programs. This led ultimately to the development of new biodiversity
policies for the country, and the identification of priority areas for conservation action (Blore et al. 2013).
The White Paper on Sustainable Use of South Africa’s Diversity, developed in 1997, set out a number of
goals, strategies, and priorities for conservation, sustainable use, and equitable benefit sharing. A wide
range of organizations were involved in developing the White Paper, which set the scene for the
development of legal instruments, notably the Protected Areas Act in 2003, and the Biodiversity Act in
2004 (Fearon 2010).
The Protected Areas Act (2003) stipulates the protection and conservation of “ecologically viable
areas that are representative of South Africa’s biological diversity, natural land, and seascapes” (DEA
2008). The Act allows local communities and management authorities to enter into written agreements

and superstition, and controlled by chiefs and tribal councils (King 2007). As discussed in chapter 2, the connections
between nature and culture are inseparable for amaXhosa people.
23

By “biodiversity” I refer to the variety of life on Earth. “Bio” means life and “diversity” means difference.
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to use biological resources in a sustainable way – termed in the document as “co-management”.24 The Act
stipulates that co-management agreements can be signed between local communities and management
authorities to allow for the “delegation of power, income sharing, benefit sharing, use of natural
resources, development of economic opportunities, management capacity development, knowledge
exchange, and financial support” (DEA 2008).
The Biodiversity Act (2004) stipulates the protection of species and ecosystems that warrant
national protection; the sustainable use of indigenous biological resources; the fair and equitable sharing
of benefits arising from bioprospecting involving indigenous biological resources, and the establishment
of a South African National Biodiversity Institute25 (DEA 2008).
At the same time biodiversity protection laws were being adopted, South Africa drafted several
restitution laws aimed at ameliorating past racial injustices. The first piece of legislation was the
Restitution of Land Rights Act 22 of 1994, which began the process of providing “restitution rights to
dispossessed populations and to halt any further racially based discriminatory land practices” (DLA 2001).
This process involved evaluating land claims from unjustly relocated populations, including those affected
by protected area demarcations and Betterment Planning.
Land Claims on Protected Areas in South Africa
Land claims on protected areas in South Africa must adhere to the Ministers of Land Affairs and
Environmental Affairs Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) of 2007. This MOA has two conditions: the first
is that all protected areas must stay protected areas in perpetuity (even after a successful land claim

24

Co-Management, as defined by the Parks and People program, refers to a mutually beneficial situation
between/amongst collaborators without the duplication of management functions. However, the management
authority remains responsible and accountable for the management of the protected area (ECPB 2008).
25

Accessed at Southern African Legal Information Institute 5 July 2015
http://www.saflii.org/za/legis/consol_act/nemba2004476/
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settlement) and the second, is that co-management is the only management strategy communities may
opt for in land restitution.
The land claim settlement process can take years from initial submission to the drafting of a comanagement agreement. In most cases, the state-based conservation authority is responsible for
negotiating the terms of co-management with the land claimants to make sure the document adheres to
the MOA. The Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve (DCNR) was the first successful land claim case in the Eastern
Cape Province, which resulted in a co-management agreement between land claimants and the statebased conservation authority (Hall 2007). Subsequently, there have been 18 land claims on protected
areas in the Eastern Cape, with 6 claims settled as of 2008 (DEA 2008).
While in theory co-management provides a governance structure that has equity and
inclusiveness built in to its organization, the practice of co-management is often fraught with problems.
The negotiations in establishing co-management mechanisms to transfer resources and skills are often
overseen by a variety of different government organizations, traditional leaders, community property
associations, and NGO’s. With this number and diversity of stakeholders, the delegation of responsibilities
to each group is often unclear, and can result in political posturing that significantly derails the negotiation
process. Additionally, the problematic homogenization of “communities” as unified groups by
conservation authorities and other external stakeholders has complicated land claims further. Social
differences within communities along gender, wealth status, education, political, and ethnic lines
influence the “degree and type of participation possible and therefore affect the success of the claims”
(Cundill et al. 2013).
In sum, the underlying problematic of applying the dual mandates of keeping areas conserved in
perpetuity alongside having a functional co-management structure has been the fundamental challenge
to achieving “win-win” scenarios for resource dependent communities (Fay 2007). These challenges are
perhaps nowhere more pressing than in the Eastern Cape Province. The Eastern Cape Province is
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highlighted in purple in Figure 5.1 below.

Figure 5.1: Eastern Cape Province (Google Maps 2016)
The Provincial Context
The Eastern Cape Province incorporates two of the former homelands of the apartheid era, the
Ciskei and Transkei. This territory is called emeXhoseni, meaning “place where the Xhosa people live”,
that is, Xhosaland (Cocks and Dold 2012). The ‘Xhosa-speaking people’ is a term current in modern
anthropological usage, and refers to the Southern or Cape Nguni in general, i.e. the Xhosa, Tembu,
Mpondo, Mpondomise, Bhaea, Xesibe, Bomvana, Hlubi, Zizi, Tolo, Bhele, and Ntlangwini chiefdom
clusters (Cocks and Dold 2012a: 227). The Transkei was one of South Africa’s ten black homelands and the
first of four to gain self-rule in 1976 (Kepe 1997). These homelands were established by South Africa’s
apartheid government to divide the populations into ethnic groups, each with its own territory and
inherent potential that would be developed into separate sovereign nations (Cocks and Dold 2012b).
Mbhashe Municipality
The DCNR is located in the Mbhashe municipality, which is situated in the south eastern part of
the Eastern Cape Province, and is bound by the Qhora River in the south to Mncwasa River in the north
along the Indian Ocean. Mbhashe has earned the name from the fast-flowing Mbhashe River which flows
from the banks of eNgcobo. Mbhashe municipality comprises the three towns of Idutywa, Gatyana, and
Xhora, as well as numerous rural settlements, including the case study site of Hobeni Village (Statistics SA
2015).
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According to the 2011 Census26, Mbhashe Local Municipality has a total population of 254, 909.
Nearly all the people (99.4%) residing in the municipality are black African, 0.2% are White, and 0.4%
representing other population groups. Of those aged 20 years and older, 6.7% have completed primary
school, 31.8% have some secondary education, 10.2% have completed high school and 5.1% have some
form of higher education. There are 34,159 households in the municipality, with an average household
size of 4.1 persons per household. More than half (58.3%) of households are headed by women (although
it’s unclear whether this figure represents married women that are temporarily ‘acting heads’ due to male
out-migration or whether they are not married or widowed). About half (49.7%) of households have
access to electricity. Only 3.5% of households have access to piped water inside their dwellings. In
Mbhashe, 30,840 people are economically active (employed or unemployed but looking for work), and of
these 42.3% are unemployed.
About 60.5% of households (n=36,377) surveyed were engaged in some sort of agricultural
activity. Of these households, 23,504 (64.6%) were engaged in livestock production, 24,586 (67.6%) were
producing poultry, 15,627 (43%) producing vegetables, 6,427 (17.7%) were producing other crops, and
2,175 (6%) were engaged in other agricultural activities. Of the households involved in agriculture, 14,826
(41%) were male-headed households, and 21, 551 (59%) were female-headed households.
Households that had a head of 65 years and older were the most likely to engage in agriculture
(33%), followed by heads aged 46-55 (21%), 56-64 (20%), 35-45 (14%), 15-34 (11%), and less than 15
(<1%). By level of education of household head, household heads that had a Grade 11 to 11/Standard 9
education were the largest group (62%), followed by household heads with no education (30%), those
with Grade 12/Standard 10 (4%), completed tertiary (3%), and other (<1%). By income of household head,
those with no income made up 31% of households, those that made between R1-38,000 made up 63%,
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All data from the 2011 census was accessed on the SA Statistics website, http://www.statssa.gov.za/ on 15 June
2015.

59

and those that made R38, 401-307,200 made up 4%. Less than 2% of those practicing agriculture made
above R307, 201 per annum.
Households that were only raising animals made up 50% of households, those that used only crops
made up 10%, and those that both raised animals and grew crops were 40%. Of those household
producing livestock, 55% were female-headed, and 45% were male-headed. Of those households
producing poultry, 61% were female-headed and 39% were male-headed. Of those growing vegetables,
58% were female-headed, and 42% were male-headed. It is worth noting that these statistics are limited
in their efficacy for nuanced gender analysis since data was only disaggregated by sex of household head
as opposed to collecting intra-household responses.
Study Site - The Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve
The Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve (DCNR) is located on the south-eastern coast of the former
Transkei homeland (now part of the Eastern Cape Province). The reserve is situated between the Nqabara
River (32˚ 12’ S; 28˚ 58’ E) and the Ntlonyana River (32˚ 20’ S; 28 ˚ 48’ E) on the Wild Coast. The Wild Coast
is defined as the 250 km coastal strip from the Kei River in the south to the Mtamvuna River in the north,
and extending inland for 20 km, to include all coastal grasslands and forests, and out to sea for 3 km to
include the coastal shelf (CSIR 2005). The “Wild Coast” is named for its relative isolation compared to
other parts of the country’s coastline and wealth of biodiverse flora and fauna. The Wild Coast is
composed of both communal land and State conservation land, which is roughly 235 km in total area
(Timmermans 1994). A satellite image of the reserve is shown in Figure 5.2 below.
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Figure 5.2: Satellite image of DCNR (Google Maps 2015)
The forests in the study area are classified as South Coast forests, with the DCNR containing the
largest patch of this forest type in South Africa (Matose 2005). The Dwesa portion of the reserve consists
of indigenous forest (80% total land coverage), coastal grassland, and other habitats. The Cwebe part of
the reserve is 50% indigenous forest and 50% coastal grassland (Abu-Raheem 2010). Vegetation types
range from marine, wetland, estuary, coastal forest, valley thicket, and coastal grassland. The eastern
boundary of the reserve is the high water mark that forms the inshore boundary of the Dwesa-Cwebe
Marine Protected Area (MPA). The MPA extends 6 nautical miles out to sea from the high water mark,
and extends from the western bank of the mouth of the Suku River to Human’s Rock just above Nqabara
Point. The MPA also includes the tidal portion of the Mbashe River (Ntsholo 2014).
Seven communities with a population of about 15,000 people in 2,270 households (Fay 2013) lie
adjacent to the reserve, which is separated by the Mbashe River. On the Dwesa side from north to south
are Mendwane, Ntlango, Ngoma, Mpume, and Ntubeni. On the Cwebe side are Cwebe and Hobeni. These
demarcations can be seen in Figure 5.3.
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Figure 5.3: Map of the DCNR (Fay 2013)
Hobeni Village
This study focuses on residents of Hobeni Village (latitude. -32.2000°, longitude. 28.8833°). The
administrative area known as Hobeni is separated into 3 distinct municipalities - Upper Hobeni, Central
Hobeni, and Lower Hobeni (Lalini) which are further divided into 16 sub-localities as follows: Upper Hobeni
includes Kulo Mkqenka; Kwamrabi; Ndubozondenka; and Kulo Dyobha. Central Hobeni includes Thunzini,
Ngxabane, Ngqungqumbe; Mncwabe; and Belungwini. Lower Hobeni (Lalini) includes Dingata, Makhakha
also known as Bhula; Mabambeni; Bunene Buka Nomama; Mhlanganisweni; Mavundleni; and Velelo.
The study site for this project is Lower Hobeni Village, also known as Lalini. In Lalini municipality
3 sub-localities border the reserve – Velelo, Mavundleni, and Bhula. Lalini is a tight-knit community with
approximately 192 households. The "community" is loosely defined as the people living in 15 "wards"
(small rural clusters or sub-villages) within Hobeni Village. Each ward is made up of approximately 10-20
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homesteads and consists of mixed clan settlements27 (Grundy et al. 2004).
The majority of Lalini residents use a mix of livelihood strategies, and in my observations, tended
to be more reliant on the natural resource base than Central and Upper Hobeni residents who are closer
to major access roads. Livelihood strategies include garden and larger field cultivation, the collection of
wild plants and fruits from their gardens and the forest veld, and the currently illegal practice of marine
resource harvesting, including line fish, mussels, and abalone. According to oral history accounts, local
peoples' recollections of events over the past 40 years emphasize the “increasing poverty and deprivation
as a result of rising unemployment and increasing alienation from the nearby forest resources” (Grundy
et al. 2004: 151). Although school attendance has risen over the last 30 years, youth are seeking ways out
of these remote rural areas, mirroring a broader trend in the region (Fay 2013a).
Resident People and Xhosa Culture
While natural resource dependent communities are usually viewed in light of their daily utilitarian
practices, the cultural and spiritual value of nature is often overlooked. In their 2012 book, Voices of the
Forest, Tony Dold and Michelle Cocks explore how nature is inseparable from amaXhosa cultural identity.
The authors explore how the amaXhosa are still connected to nature, particularly the thicket biome called
Ihlathi (Xhosa forest). In a related study, Cocks and Dold (2012) found that access to places and spaces
within the natural environment provided a sense of wellbeing, a link to ancestral spirits, a location for
religious rituals, and a wealth of culturally-inspired uses of specific species.
The Dwesa and Cwebe forests have been sources of cultural identity for both Bomvana or “Red
Xhosa” and Mfengu ethnicities for over 150 years (Ntshona et al 2010: 355). The Bomvana or “Red Xhosa”
who occupy the Cwebe side of the reserve tend to be more conservative and agrarian as compared to the
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Homestead is the common translation for the isiXhosa term umzi, referring to a social network –a co-resident
patrilineal family, typically 2 of 3 generations – and to a set of physical assets: houses (usually 2-3), a residential site,
livestock kraals, gardens, and other domestic structures (Fay 2009).
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more ‘Western-oriented’ Mfengu on the Dwesa side of the reserve. 28 These differences can be traced
back to Christian missionaries working in the Dwesa area in the mid-nineteenth century (Palmer et al.
2002). Thus, primary education has been available on the Dwesa side of the reserve for nearly 100 years
longer than on the Cwebe side! These historical differences continue to shape socio-economic and cultural
differentiation in the region (Palmer et al. 2002).
Livelihoods in Hobeni
Diversification of Livelihoods as Result of Male Migration
Gender plays an important role in mediating relationships with land and livelihoods at the
household level and beyond. Rocheleau and Edmunds (1997) explain that gender is a complicating factor
due to the unequal power relations between men and women in most societies. Contemporary Xhosa
culture exhibits what has been described as a ‘patchwork quilt of patriarchies’, each in the process of
penetration and transformation by economic forces (Bozzoli 1983). These power relationships, however,
are dynamic and subject to change.
The lives of many rural women in Hobeni remain intimately linked with the environment through
their daily practices of cultivation and harvesting. Women are often responsible for supplying food, water,
fuel wood, reproductive labor, and small income generating activities like trading clothes or vegetables.
Palmer (1997) suggests that the distortion of local demography through migration, the disruption of the
agrarian economy through congestion, and the diminution of male authority as a result of unemployment
have softened the old rigid division of labor based on age and gender in rural South Africa.29 The gendered
division of labor has facilitated continued cultivation in Hobeni: until the late 1990s, only men of working
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For example, primary education has only been available on the Cwebe side since the 1960s (Fay 2013).
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Mbashe experienced a -0.35% decline between the 2001 and 2011 census. According to the latest report by the
Eastern Cape Socio Economic Consultative Council (ECSECC 2011:3), the Eastern Cape Province has the highest net
migration outflow (211, 600 people) in South Africa.
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age generally migrated, leaving behind a relatively large, mainly female labor force (Fay 2013: 249).
Cultivation
Many residents of Dwesa and Cwebe cultivate in gardens adjoining their homesteads. In the
Dwesa community of Ntubeni in 1998, 97% (all but one) of the surveyed homesteads had gardens
(Timmermans 2004). On the Cwebe side, 79% (Cwebe) to 91% (Hobeni) of homesteads had attached
gardens. Rates of cultivation at Dwesa and Cwebe were similar; between 80% and 88% of homesteads
had cultivated their gardens in the previous year. Due to a scarcity of labor and resources, Hobeni’s food
system is dominated by garden cultivation. Gardens are easier to fence than large fields, and are closer to
the homestead. This makes manure management less burdensome, and women are able to integrate
reproductive care/domestic tasks more easily into their daily management practices.
Hobeni residents also cultivate a wider variety of crops in gardens; while fields are generally
exclusively given over to beans, maize, and occasionally pumpkins, gardens often hold a range of
additional vegetables (e.g., cabbage, tomatoes, potatoes, sweet potatoes, and onions). On the Dwesa
side, households grew an average of 3.9 crops, compared to an average of 3.2 crops at Cwebe
(Timmermans 2004: 112) and 2.7 at Hobeni (Fay 2003: 287), reflecting both dietary preferences and the
larger proportion of cultivation taking place in gardens at Dwesa. The area once supported the commercial
cultivation of maize and tobacco, but by the 1930s, taxation and external competition from subsidized
white farmers had undercut local producers (Fay 2013).
Natural Resource Use
Cwebe and Dwesa forests provide resident people with a host of natural resources that have both
economic and cultural significance. These forests provide wood for fuel purposes, the construction of
houses, livestock kraals, and fences, and for smaller items such as storage bins, plough handles, and sledge
baskets (Shackleton et al. 2007). The most common species of wood for fuel are Buxus macowanii
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(boxwood), Acacia karroo (sweet thorn) and Eucalyptus species (Timmermans 2002). For building
purposes, the most commonly used trees are Ptaeroxylon obliquum (sneezewood), Xymalos monospora
(lemonwood), and Eucalyptus species (Palmer et al. 2002). The amount of wood required for construction
ranges, but on average fencing a garden requires between 200 and 500 poles, and between 40 and 80
poles to construct a livestock kraal. To further protect these structures, species such as boxwood and
spiny gardenia are used for weaving material in between the poles (Timmermans 2002).
Wild grass species are traditionally used as roofing material for rondavels, making rope, bracelets,
and brooms from wiry grass (known locally as ‘isilevu’) (Fay 1999). The reed species Cyperus textilis (the
common rush) and Juncus krausii are used for weaving sleeping mats, place mats, beer strainers, and
baskets (Shackleton et al. 2007). The sedge Cyperus pulcher is used in rituals, such as ‘intonjane’, a female
life-cycle/fertility ritual where it is laid on the floor of the women’s isolated hut (Fay 1999).
Forest foods notably contribute to household food security in the DCNR area. Shackleton et al.
(2007) cite 22 wild fruits as critically contributing to micro-nutrient content of local diets in Ntubeni and
Cwebe. Most common fruits used include Harpephyllum caffra (wild plum), Rubus rigidus (bramble) and
Scutia myrtina (cat-thorn). Fay’s (1999) study on natural resource use in Dwesa-Cwebe showed that 90%
of the people in the area make use of edible wild plants in the forest reserve or in home gardens. Wild
honey, wild mushrooms, and bushmeat are also used occasionally. Animal species most commonly eaten
include Tragelaphus scriptus (bushbuck), Potamochoerus pocus (bushpig), Cercopithecus aethiops
(monkey) and Sylvicapra grimmia (common duiker) (Shackleton et al. 2007).
Despite the many natural resource practices listed above, the ability to use resources at the DCNR
has been curtailed over the years by forced removals, agricultural interventions, and varying degrees of
control through different management structures and institutions.
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Forced Removals
Forced removals for residents living in and around the Dwesa and Cwebe forest areas occurred in
waves over a hundred year period. The first wave occurred during the colonial frontier war of 1878. During
and immediately following the war, the authority of tribal leaders was systematically eroded, and colonial
magistrates controlled much of the Transkei region (Ntsholo 2014). During this time, the land practices by
indigenous people became tightly managed by colonial authorities, but local people were able to continue
living inside the Dwesa and Cwebe forests (Ntsholo 2014).
The second wave of removals came two decades later, and was catalyzed when conservationist
Dr. J.S. Henkel came to study the Dwesa and Cwebe forests in 1891 (Ntsholo 2014). Under the lens of
colonial era racism, Dr. Henkel concluded that residents threatened the forests, and that their presence
inside the forests was “generally inconvenient” (as cited in Palmer et al. 2002). According to Matose (2009)
this marked the end of people living freely inside the forests, and after the forests were officially
established by colonial authorities in 1894, indigenous people were gradually removed.
The third period of forced removals occurred between 1900 and 1950, where people that had
been living inside the forest boundaries were relocated to the land just outside. The Haven Hotel and the
other cottages in the reserves were constructed during this period to attract tourists30 (Matose 2009;
Palmer et al. 2002). This legislation resulted in the segregation of land occupation at Dwesa-Cwebe, where
land was demarcated for white and indigenous occupation separately.
The fourth wave of forced removals came in the form of “betterment planning” between 1970
and 1989 (Ntsholo 2014). The aim of the removals was to create a buffer zone between residential areas
and the reserve. This was based on the apartheid-era racist reasoning that separating indigenous people

30

The 1936 Natives Trust and Land Act effectively granted formal recognition to outsiders who had come to live at
Dwesa Cwebe, creating an opportunity for white recreational land users in a black native reserve (Palmer et al.
2002).
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from the forest was necessary for the conservation of natural resources (Matose 2009).
Over the near 20 year period of betterment, residents that shared a boundary with the reserve
had to move to locations further inland, at “considerable cost to their communities in terms of space and
thus livelihood” (Fay 2013). It wasn’t until the 1990s that people began returning to their pre-betterment
sites in Hobeni and across the Xhora district (Fay 2013). The households that were affected by Betterment
Planning in Lalini can be broken down into three categories: (1) outsiders (from Velelo and Mavundleni)
who were moved into the Bunene half of the resettlement area; (2) outsiders (from Velelo and
Mavundleni) who were moved into the Mhlanganisweni half of the resettlement area; and (3) insiders
who were moved from the southern and eastern portions of Mhlanganisweni into the northern
Mhlanganisweni portion of the resettlement area (Fay 2012: 62).

Figure 5.4: Map of Hobeni after Betterment Planning (1979), adopted from Fay (2012)
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Management of the Dwesa-Cwebe Forests and the Creation of the Nature Reserve
Alongside these waves of forced removals, over time there have been different management
regimes for the Dwesa-Cwebe forests. At different times, the reserve has been opened or closed for use
by local people. From 1903 until 1976 harvesting of resources was allowed by local forestry regulations
through the payment of harvesting tariffs. However, with the Department of Agriculture’s betterment
planning scheme in the late 1970s, local harvesting regulations began to tighten as residents adjacent to
the forest were pushed further inland by local authorities. In addition to the effects of betterment
planning, two research studies sponsored by the Wildlife Protection and Conservation Society of South
Africa also impacted the shape of management at Dwesa-Cwebe (Timmermans 2004).
The first study by Moll (1974) called for the reserve to be given high conservation status and
fenced off from locals using fortress conservation reasoning popular at the time. The second study by
Tinley (1975) called for a management plan that would be responsive to the needs of community
members, namely, one that would allow local people to collect resources through a permit based and
rotational system that coincided with resource availability during the year. The second study also
recommended that traditional plants be available for collection under the supervision of a ranger, twothirds of conservation revenue should be distributed to local communities, and that park authorities
should work closely with communities through the recruitment of local experts as forest rangers.
After the area was proclaimed a nature reserve in 1978, virtually none of Tinley’s
recommendations were followed. The boundaries of the forests were fenced off and wild game species
(including red hartebeest, cape buffalo, eland, blue wildebeest, burchell’s zebra, white rhinoceros and
blesbok) were introduced into the reserve in an effort to drum up tourism (ECPB 2006). Instead of
providing opportunities for indigenous people to participate in and benefit from conservation, local
people were excluded from the reserve more than ever before (Palmer et al. 2002). Community
discontent triggered by these exclusions culminated in the mobilization of community action in 1994.
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Reclaiming the Land
The historically dispossessed communities of the Dwesa-Cwebe forests began to mobilize in the
early 1990s. At the time, a severe drought was impacting agricultural production and livestock in
particular. Cattle owners, who had traditionally taken their animals inside the reserve to graze on the
protected grasslands, pleaded with the governing conservation authority, the Eastern Cape Nature
Conservancy (ECNC) to be allowed to use the land for emergency grazing. After being repeatedly denied,
residents led a protest march to the reserve gates to demand access to the grazing land, and other natural
resources (Palmer et al. 2002). When they continued to be ignored, another march was organized in
September 1994. Herman Timmermans (2004:1), a doctoral researcher working in Hobeni at time,
describes the events as follows:
Six months after South Africa's first democratic elections, a little known nature
reserve on the remote Transkei coastline shot into the national spotlight. In
October 1994, communities living adjacent to the Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve
launched a mass protest action against the local conservation authorities. Singing
freedom songs, they forcibly invaded the protected area and illegally began
harvesting many of its natural resources. Overwhelmed, and vastly underresourced, local conservation officials were powerless to prevent the destruction
that was taking place. Soon images of large groups of women and children
stripping the rocks of shellfish were broadcast on national television, sparking a
public outcry. Was this a sign of things to come in the 'New South Africa'? Were
protected areas no longer sacrosanct? Would the ANC-led government be
prepared to act against the popular, but illegal, actions of the rural poor? Sensing
a political crisis, the new government acted quickly to address these fears …
Under national media scrutiny, the regional coordinator for Environmental Affairs ordered the
reserve to be opened immediately for forest use and grazing. Negotiations were opened to discuss a joint
management agreement with the Dwesa and Cwebe communities. This process led to the lodging of a
land claim, and the eventual settlement of the Dwesa-Cwebe Reserve (Palmer et al. 2002).
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The Settlement Agreement
With the support of the Restitution of Land Rights Act (22 of 1994), Dwesa-Cwebe residents
lodged a land claim in 1996. The claim was settled out of court on June 17, 2001 and signed by the elected
representatives of the 7 Community Associations, The Department of Agriculture and Land Affairs, the
Department of Water Affairs and Forestry, The Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism, the
occupiers of cottages represented by Mr. G. Bell, and the Trustees of the Dwesa Cwebe Land Trust. In
terms of paragraph 8 of the Agreement, the parties further agreed to enter into a “community agreement”
in terms of which the manner of management, control, and utilization of the reserve would be governed
(Ntoshona et al. 2010).
Under the community agreement, 5,283 hectares of land was restored in full ownership to the
claimants, consisting of the Dwesa and Cwebe nature reserves, the Haven Hotel, and a number of holiday
cottages.31 The provincial Department of Economic and Environmental Affairs agreed to lease the twin
reserves for 21 years at a cost of R100,000 ($9,176) per year, to be paid in advance (R2.1 million ~$192,690
up front). The claimants were compensated R1.6million (~$146, 811) for agreeing not to take physical
occupation of the land and to preserve it as a protected conservation area32. The 2,382 households
involved in the claim also received a total of R10,576,080 (~$970,425) in grants, to be paid to a trust for
settlement planning, agricultural, educational, and development projects that would be managed by
Amatole District Municipality on behalf of the claimants (Ntoshona et al. 2010). The community trust in
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“Land” in the settlement claim is defined as “The land claimed from the State in terms of the Restitution of Land
Rights Act 22 of 1994, incorporating the Reserve, the Hotel, and the land on which the cottages are presently
situated” (DCNR Settlement Agreement 2001:5).
32

In the Settlement Agreement, “conservation” is defined as, “the conservation of wild animals, flora, and fauna
of a particular area, together with objects of geological, archaeological, historical, and other interests in such a
manner that the land is retained in its “natural state”, as far as may be practicable, for the benefit and
enjoyment of the community and nation at large” (DCNR Settlement 2001: 4).
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which all of these funds were placed, was the Dwesa Cwebe Land Trust.
There are several key features of the settlement agreement. These include the stipulations that:
(1) The State will hand over the two nature reserves of Dwesa and Cwebe to a trust representing the
claimants; (2) The nature reserve will be managed jointly by the claimants and nature conservation
authorities; (3) The claimants must benefit economically from the reserves in a meaningful way; (4) The
claimants must be given access to marine resources adjacent to the reserves in accordance with applicable
laws and regulations as well as any regulations that may be drawn up and adopted by the Joint
Management Committee in this regard; (5) Claimants will continue to reside on the land on which they
presently reside and to which some of them were forcibly moved, and the land currently used as nature
reserves should continue to be used as such; and (6) The land presently occupied (outside of the reserve)
will become the property of a specially formed Communal Property Association (ECPB 2007).
The Community Forestry Agreement
The Community Forest Agreement (CFA) is the document that accommodates use and
management of the reserve by land claimants. The CFA provides for co-management of the Reserve by
the Land Trust, the Department of Water Affairs and Forestry, the provincial conservation authority
(ECPTA, which acts as the delegated management authority), the Department of Land Affairs, and local
government institutions. These institutions came together to form a Co-Management Committee (CMC).
The following vision was endorsed by the conservation authority and the claimant communities
in the CFA:
“The community and a Nature Conservation Agency shall jointly manage the area in a manner
that conserves biodiversity, while seeking to optimize the benefits to the Dwesa and Cwebe
community, based on the principles of sustainable utilization.”
Paragraph 12 of the agreement provides that:
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“The community shall enjoy favored status in terms of the benefits from eco-tourism employment
opportunities, resource rights, input to management policies etc. in accordance with the
management plan.”
The co-management committee (CMC) includes seven members appointed by and representing
the community trust, and seven members appointed by the management authority (of which at least one
will be appointed by DWAF). The CFA states that co-management of the reserve shall be conducted in
accordance with a management plan – and that until such a time that the CMC takes action of the use or
development of a plan, the status quo in respect of management of the reserve applicable at the time of
entering into the agreement shall remain in force (paragraph 6.4).
As of May 2016, there has been no implementation of the Community Forestry Agreement. The
frustrations of the claimants have not been addressed, in particular their demands for natural resources
and their anticipation of preferential treatment to the reserve. Despite the fact that no co-management
agreement (with regards to a joint management plan for the reserve) has been signed by either the
community representatives or conservation authorities, the CMC still exists and is working towards a
resolution. This is explained in the next section which documents the current co-management regime.
The Current Management Regime
The conservation authority responsible for managing Dwesa-Cwebe has changed since the land
claim was settled in 2001. In 2004, the management of all provincial parks (including Dwesa-Cwebe) was
assigned to the newly established conservation agency called the Eastern Cape Parks Board (ECPB). In
2009, the Eastern Cape Tourism Board and Eastern Cape Parks Board joined to form the newly established
Eastern Cape Parks and Tourism Agency (ECPTA). To date, Dwesa-Cwebe falls under the management of
the ECPTA.
In 2008, ECPTA created a draft management plan that included regulations for grass harvesting,
fuel wood harvesting, and plants for ceremonial occasions, reeds, and medicinal plants. The plan did not
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include a livestock grazing component, due to the risk of transferring diseases to wild species. These
proposed guidelines were based on a permit system. The permit was to be issued to each person by a
member of the land trust, and they would be escorted by a park ranger to record the number of resources
or species gathered (Eastern Cape Parks Board 2008). Unfortunately, this plan was never implemented,
due in part to a marine protected area (MPA) evaluation in 2009 that recommended the MPA remain a
no-take zone. Since that time, there has been a stalemate with moving the co-management agreement
forward, and increased conflict between local people and conservation authorities (Sunde et al. 2013).
Indeed, the situation came to a violent head in 2011 and 2012, when two fishermen were killed
by rangers on separate occasions when caught with fish inside the reserve. The rangers involved in their
deaths were arrested, but never tried in court (Sunde et al. 2013). On May 22, 2012 the Elliotdale
Magistrate Court rendered a verdict on whether three men from Hobeni were guilty of trespassing and of
‘intention to fish’ within the DCNR marine reserve.33 The Magistrate ruled that the community had a
customary system of law, and that the constitutionality of the Marine Living Resources Act, 18 of 1998, in
denying these customary rights was ‘doubtful to say the least’, but that he had no powers to strike the
provision down. The men were released, and the case has been taken to the next level of judiciary, the
Mthatha Magistrate Court. A hearing was scheduled for April 2015, but has subsequently been postponed.
A month before the court date, in March 2015, the ranger station at Cwebe Gate 2 in Hobeni was
burnt to the ground by local residents in protest of ECPTA’s continued access ban. The reasons given for
the blockage is the perception that residents threaten biodiversity through destructive livelihood
practices, which include over-exploiting marine and forest resources, overgrazing which gives way to

33

Case number E382/10, In the Magistrate’s Court for the District of Willowvale held at Elliotdale, In the Matter
between: The State and David Gongqoze Plus 2
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erosion, land clearing and fragmentation from agriculture, and the unsustainable harvesting of wild plants
and animals (Abdu-Raheem 2010).
Internal struggles within the community have also caused delays. In 2013, the community
representatives shifted from the regime known as the Second Communal Property Association Trust to
the Third Trust. This Third CPA Trust has fourteen representatives from each of the seven communities
involved in the claim, instead of the original seven. However, the land represented by the Trust is unevenly
divided – the Dwesa side of the reserve has five communities adjacent to the reserve, while the Cwebe
side of the reserve has two. Cwebe residents feel that this is unfair, and demand greater representation.
This situation has led to disputes and delays in scheduling monthly co-management meetings.
However, what conflicts exist within the communities is overshadowed by the dominant role the
conservation authority (ECPTA) plays in setting the management agenda. The ECPTA has made the
protection of biodiversity via fortress conservation their top priority. The overall problematic of
maintaining the reserve in perpetuity, while at the same time promising benefits to land claimants is
reflected in the settlement agreement with regards to possible land uses for claimants:
“No part of the Reserve may be used for residential, agricultural, or other
development purposes, save for low density nature-based tourism development
as indicated by an environmental impact assessment, and as approved by a
competent authority. The Reserve shall be proclaimed in perpetuity as a National
Protected Area in accordance with existing law applicable to protected areas”
(DCNR Settlement Agreement 2001:9).
Until this point, co-management at the DCNR has been a way of enhancing the legitimacy of
governmental resource responsibility by emphasizing conservation interests over the land rights of
claimants. However, there is a possibility that the tide may be turning. The ECPTA has recently hired a
new manager, with a background in working with protected area communities in Kwa-Zulu Natal. This in
addition to ongoing legal cases taken up by the Mthatha Magistrate Court could mean that resource
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access could become a reality for the DCNR communities. Most importantly, the Community Agreement
with the Department of Water Affairs and Forestry as well as with the Provincial Department of Economic
Affairs, Environment, and Tourism expires in 2021. At that time, the community being the official land
owners, will have the chance to decide if they want to continue their current arrangements with the ECPTA
and cottage owners or not.
Chapter Summary
This chapter gave an overview of the complexity surrounding the DCNR land claim and settlement
process. The histories of colonial and apartheid era rule, coupled with agricultural betterment planning,
worked to separate indigenous people from their relationship with the Dwesa and Cwebe forests. And
yet, what is most striking about the DCNR case, is that local people have even less access to resources
now than they did before the land settlement (Palmer et al. 2008; Fay 2012; Sunde et al. 2013). Indeed,
the park continues to be operated under the tenants of fortress conservation, and the idea of comanagement remains just that – an abstraction.
More broadly, a complicating factor in the South African case is that both environmental and
human rights are enshrined in the country’s constitution, but which of these receives preference in a given
case is determined on a case by case basis. It’s difficult to escape the oppositional framing that, on the
one hand, the Wild Coast region is a global biodiversity hotspot, with unique flora and fauna in need of
‘protection’. On the other, the use of these biodiverse resources is an important livelihood source and an
inextricable part of amaXhosa cultural identity. The next two chapters will attempt to move beyond this
divide to investigate how the knowledge of biodiversity held by rural people can be used to enhance the
protection and management strategies associated with these resources.
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Chapter 6
MIXED METHODS ANALYSIS
As explicated in chapters 3 and 4, a combination of quantitative, qualitative, and participatory
visual methods were used in this study. Data gathered from each of these methods were used to address
the study’s four research questions. This chapter is divided into four sections, each responding to and
analyzing a main research question. The first section addresses RQI: How is knowledge of imifino and
related indigenous knowledge situated in material and gendered practices? This section analyzes the subquestions of who holds knowledge about imifino, how that knowledge is transmitted, and what are the
practices associated with the resource. The second section addresses RQII: How do gendered power
relations (at varying scales) mediate the valuation of imifino? This section analyzes the sub-questions of
why imifino is important to some community members and not others, and who is dominating discourses
of imifino’s relative importance. The third section addresses RQ III: What are the everyday practices,
traditions, and resistance strategies being used to promote the consumption of imifino, in light of natural
resource and agricultural interventions in Hobeni? This section describes the current cultivation and
harvesting practices associated with imifino, and whether there are specific household or farm
characteristics associated with its cultivation in homestead gardens. The gendered patterns of imifino
cultivation are analyzed using household survey data. The fourth section addresses RQ IV: What
implications, if any, does the gendered valuation of imifino and associated practices have for resource
management in Hobeni Village and at the DCNR? This section analyzes implications for management
options for Hobeni residents and DCNR management, and also connects the local resource struggles to
wider political discourses on biodiversity.
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RQI | Situated Gendered Knowledge(s) and Practices
As discussed in the proceeding chapters, indigenous/traditional/local ecological knowledge is
grounded in material and gendered practices. That is, people’s everyday interactions with the
environment impact their associated knowledge of various natural resources. In Hobeni Village, these
everyday interactions are rooted in the historical gendered division of labor. Interviews with community
members over my eight months in the area highlighted that the distribution of knowledge associated with
natural resources in the Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve and Marine Protected Area is patterned along
gender and generational lines. During individual interviews with community members and in same-sex
participatory activities that involved ecological mapping (e.g. walking through the protected area with
community members under the supervision of a forest ranger), men and women articulated their natural
resource priorities in light of the current ban. Men tended to place more emphasis on their desire to
harvest woods for building, carving, and fencing of homestead gardens and maize fields. They emphasized
that their system of indigenous knowledge provided them with the necessary skills to harvest species
sustainably, that is, without destroying the resource base. With great passion they spoke of their desire
to engage in subsistence and small-scale commercial fishing enterprise. Men in particular see tourism
arising from the fishing industry as being a potential boon for job creation, and due to the gender norms
that men are responsible for holding knowledge about fish species and fishing techniques, it would follow
that they are the group most likely to benefit from the marine protected area re-opening. One fisherman
described the current situation as incredibly dire:
As we speak, there are no job opportunities and little economic
development. That's why we're so dependent on natural
resources. If you block us from going in there, we will die forever.
(MV012, male, 74)

78

Using the same techniques of in-depth interviewing and ecological mapping, women emphasized
their desire to harvest indigenous edible plants, including wild fruits (especially sherry guavas and
granadillas) and indigenous vegetables (referred to locally as imifino). Running parallel to men’s ecological
knowledge of fish species, women voiced their concerns that they were unable to harvest shellfish and
mussels. When expressing their concerns with these resources, women emphasized that their families
could use these marine resources as valuable sources of protein and nutrition. In addition to household
subsistence, some women said they would like to sell mussels and shellfish locally to community members
and to tourists at the Haven Hotel. Additionally, women cited the importance of wild grasses (ixezaixaza,
ubande), and branches for weaving (utongothi). Utongothi is a thorny branch that is used as additional
protection for kraals and homestead gardens from the free-roaming livestock that populate the
communal land.
During forest walks, both men and women pointed out medicinal plants they would like to
harvest. Knowledge associated with medicinal plants appeared to be less clearly divided between men
and women, and ultimately depended on the individual species. For example, some are categorized as,
“women’s plants” (for example, Rhoicissus tridentate/wild grape/isinwazi is a creeper plant made into a
decoction taken as an utero-tonic to facilitate childbirth), while others are “men’s plants”. For example,
Boophane Disticha/gifbol and tumbleweed/incotho are plants used as ancestral medicines in male
circumcision rituals.
During different tenure of resource managers at the Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve, there have
been different rules regulating the harvesting of resources. As explicated in Chapter 5, prior to the fencing
of the reserve in 1984, the forests were essentially open-access and governed loosely through
arrangements with local forestry officials. Over time, restrictions were placed on multiple resource groups
– indigenous woods, medicinal plants, reeds, grasses, wild game, and finally, marine resources were
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placed under protection by the reigning conservation authorities. There is only one group of resources
that have remained totally invisible in formal reserve management plans – wild edible plants.
How have wild edible plants remained immune to the multiplicity of restrictions that have been
put into place over the years? After decades of research in this part of the world (and within the
Dwesa/Cwebe forests) why have these forest resources not been formally placed on the list of restricted
species? These questions catalyzed my interest in researching this particular form of biodiversity.
Within the literature, wild edible plants have garnered a reputation as a “hidden harvest” for rural
households. Indeed, the contribution of wild foods is often underplayed, even by the community
members that rely on them most. Driving forces behind this phenomenon are the complex social and
institutional mechanisms that determine resource value and importantly, who values imifino. Using the
conceptual framework of Feminist Political Ecology, this analysis disentangles the complex relationships
that determine whether and how imifino is valued, by whom, and to what effect. Although this analysis is
predominantly deductive as opposed to inductive, there are several hypotheses that guide my inquiry.
The first is that women have quintessentially different knowledge than men about wild edible
plants arising out of historical cultural gender norms and gender relations in Hobeni Village. The second
is that this one-sided, and largely hidden body of plant knowledge parallels unequal gendered power
dynamics in the household and beyond, leading to unequal valuation of imifino by the more dominant
group (e.g. men, conservation authorities, agricultural extension officers). This leads to the third
hypothesis that unequal valuation leads to marginalized and threatened knowledge systems, which have
implications for biodiversity conservation strategies and resource management. The fourth hypothesis is
that in order to combat these threats to their indigenous knowledge base, women have come up with
strategies of resistance to maintain their practices and cultural traditions associated with imifino.
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In order to explore the first research question and hypothesis, facilitated discussion groups were
held with “imifino experts”.34 These experts were generally older women that lived in one of the three
sub-localities that border the DCNR. In the facilitated discussion groups, experts participated in a variety
of activities. First, a free-listing of species activity was used to engage experts in displaying their knowledge
about what forest and garden species they were familiar with. In the first discussion group, the names of
different species were offered up by the participants. In subsequent groups, participants validated or
invalidated the collected inventory of species, and added new species to the list. While assembling the
list, the species were divided into two categories: forest (Ihlathi) and garden (Igadi) varieties. This was
done to facilitate conversation about the relative number of forest to garden species, and simply to
illuminate the expert’s vast catalogue of species identification to themselves (as this knowledge is
generally under-appreciated, even by experts). Next, experts were asked to group the availability status
of each variety, as either: (1) easy to find/common; (2) harder to find/sometimes you can’t find; and (3)
hardest to find/rare. This was done to facilitate conversation about possible causes of species increase or
decline. In tandem, a history map was created in group two to describe factors related to natural resource
availability over the last fifty years. The last of these activities was to create a seasonal calendar and record
which species are harvested at different times of the year. This was done to encourage discussion about
the importance of these resources at different times of the year.
The results of the facilitated discussion groups illustrated a significant amount of knowledge
regarding species varieties, availability, and seasonality, in addition to a detailed history map of natural
resource and agricultural interventions, and social change. The results of the species inventory are listed
in Table 6.1 and Figure 6.1 below.

34

The recruitment process for research participants is explained in Chapter 4 of this dissertation.
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Table 6.1: Results from Species Inventory Among Three Facilitated Discussion Groups
Location
Velelo
Mavundleni
Bhula
Garden
12
15
14
Forest
33
41
44
Both
2
0
4
Total
47
56
64
The first group of experts in Velelo was able to identify 47 species, 12 were found in gardens, 2
mixed (both garden and forest), and 33 forest varieties. Using that list as a foundation to build from, the
group in Mavundleni was able to identify a total of 56 species, 15 garden species and 41 forest species.
The last group in Bhula was able to identify 14 garden species, 4 mixed, and 44 for a total of 62 species.
The reason for the difference between Mavundleni and Bhula was that Bhula experts did not recognize
Uchwethe or Undovondovo from the previous group. Taken altogether, 64 species of imifino were listed
by experts in these three facilitated discussion groups. In obtaining these results, I was particularly
awestruck, as initial conversations with my male research assistant and male ecologist for the DCNR
claimed that only 2-3 varieties of imifino were used by locals. This represents a body of gendered
indigenous knowledge that has been completely marginalized in forest management planning and
agricultural interventions.

Figure 6.1: Results of species inventory from Velelo FDG
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The results from the species availability exercise are listed in table 6.2 and figure 6.2. Experts
explained that forest species are usually found all year round, whereas garden varieties only flourish in
the spring and summer months (September – March). Because these forest species are now located in a
restricted zone, experts lamented that: “we are now starving in the winter!” (IMF09, female, 47). Despite
the fact that wild edible plants are absent in official reserve documents regulating their usage, the reality
that in order to harvest these plants women would need to enter the fenced-in nature reserve acts as a
large deterrent to gathering species from inside the bounds of the protected area.
Table 6.2: Results from Species Availability Among Three Facilitated Discussion Groups
Location
Velelo
Mavundleni
Bhula
Common
30
27
19
Less common
12
15
22
Rare
5
14
23
Total
47
56
64

Figure 6.2: Seasonal Availability of Imifino Species as described by Velelo Facilitated
Discussion Group

Women in each of these group discussions were able to articulate this knowledge of imifino
because as children they were inculcated through a complex process of intergenerational learning. It is
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this process that sustains the knowledge system associated with imifino. Knowledge of imifino in Hobeni
Village is held almost exclusively by women. Knowledge is passed on orally between generations, and
through daily interactions with the environment. Being able to collect imifino on one’s own is considered
a rite of passage for women entering adulthood, and is of great cultural significance to community
members. After a woman turns sixteen years old, she is allowed to be trained to collect wild imifino from
deep inside Cwebe forest. After a year of training, she is able to venture into the forest alone. The experts,
who are generally elder women in the community, take younger girls to teach them about the different
types of imifino and to be able to importantly distinguish the edible from the poisonous species. The
experts explain that as they get older and venturing into the forest becomes more difficult, it’s important
to teach the youth to go far away to search for forest species. They note that they still enjoy selecting
garden species as they enter old age.
Our mothers, before they passed away, taught us about imifino, so now
it is our duty to teach the next generation. It’s like a chain. When we
transfer the knowledge, and you can see the person understands, I
become glad in my heart because I know they’ll be using that knowledge
for generations to come. (IMF08, female, 64)

In addition to the socio-cultural significance ascribed to imifino which classifies it as a “woman’s
resource”, the knowledge associated with imifino is embedded in the gendered division of labor.
Collection and preparation of imifino is regarded as a women’s duty. There are two main ways imifino is
used in local diets. They are either used as the main meal or as a side dish. When the leaves are used as
the main dish, they are referred to as isigwamba, when in the side dish as isitshebo (Figure 6.3). The two
dishes are prepared differently; isigwamba is cooked with maize meal, while isitshebo is boiled leaves
with spices. Sometimes the boiled leaves without maize meal are eaten on their own. This is called ilaxa
(Figure 6.4). While the term “imifino” refers to all leafy, wild-growing spinaches and weeds, the term is
also occasionally applied to refer to leaves on sweet potato vines and other non-indigenous plants. Some
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varieties of imifino are valued for qualities in addition to its role as a staple food source, which are covered
in the following section. However, experts always began explaining the importance of imifino by
referencing its place as an everyday food source.
I use imifino when cooking at home. My favorite is Ugubazi. For Ugubazi
you boil water and mix with imifino leaves to make a homemade mealie
powder. It is served for women and children only. (VEL002, female, 50)
Interestingly, both men and women consume imifino when it is prepared as a side dish, without
the maize meal. But when maize meal is added to the exact same ingredients, men and older boys are
teased by other men when they are seen eating imifino. I believe this is due to the fact that isigwamba is
first fed to children as infants, and remains a staple food in children’s and women’s diets. Speaking with
men in Hobeni, many of them stated that imifino doesn’t “fill them up” or that they feel weak after eating
it.
My mother took this iguzu (wild imifino) from her friend’s garden and
planted the imifino here. Imifino is a big part of my mom’s diet – my gran’s
and my dad’s diet too. I don’t like it as much – it doesn’t fill me up!
(PV13, male, 36)
Because physical strength is a main pillar to constructions of masculinity in the region, and infants
and girl-children are generally not associated with this attribute, some men may feel entitled to treat
imifino as a ‘feminized food” and a culturally-sanctioned affront to Xhosa masculinity. When directly
questioned on why they don’t consume imifino at the same pace as women, several men gave the
common saying, “A man that eats imifino is not man enough”.
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Figure 6.3: Imifino prepared as isitshebo

Figure 6.4: Raw imifino (ilaxa)

Experts referred to this common saying as a “cultural myth” that has discouraged men from eating
imifino. As one expert put it:
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In the old days, men did not eat imifino because they believed that if you
ate imifino you would become weak... But in order for men to be strong,
they must eat imifino as well! (IMF11, female, 61)
This cultural myth could be explained in part at least, to the historical gendered division of labor.
Before the introduction of a formal primary education system, which didn’t occur in Hobeni until the
1960s, young girls were sent for the collection of imifino and fuel wood, while boys were taught to look
after livestock as “head boys”. Since the introduction of a primary education system in Hobeni, experts
noted that the division of labor among children has appeared to soften, leading to less social stigma
associated with boys enjoying imifino.
Educational programming on the health benefits of imifino has been held at the local health clinic,
which experts say has positively impacted men’s perceptions of the vegetables.
Men are learning it’s not just for women’s consumption, it improves
everyone’s health. Imifino is for everyone! (IMF11, female, 61)
While the consumption patterns of imifino may be changing in Hobeni, the knowledge associated
with the resource remains firmly in the hands of women. What is particularly impressive is that both the
knowledge system and associated culinary practices have survived in Hobeni despite a history of
marginalization from the resource base. For the history line activity (depicted in Figure 6.5 below), experts
were asked to draw a timeline of events that have impacted how imifino is collected and used. This was
done to facilitate conversation about how access to and knowledge about imifino has changed over time.
Through this exercise, three key themes emerged: the impact of the natural resource ban and changing
reserve management on harvesting of forest varieties of imifino, the impact of Betterment Planning on
collection of both forest and garden species, and finally the complex interactions with modernization
processes, increased education, and migration patterns of women to distant urban centers.
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Figure 6.5: Community history line, Mavundleni FDG

Results of the community mapping exercise mirrored the historical accounts provided in Chapter
5. In 1965, the former Department of Agriculture, Forestry, and Fisheries (DAFF), took over forest
management. Experts described these as “golden years” where community members were able to access
resources through a permit system. Meetings were held with community members and reserve
management at Cwebe Gate Two on a monthly basis, and locals generally felt like their concerns were
taken into consideration in management planning. Then, starting in the 1970s, minor restrictions were
put into place. By 1975, a more restrictive use policy was implemented – yet, community members were
still able to access resources through the permit system. Around this time, women began to migrate for
wage employment after the Transkei gained independence.
1984 marked a crucial turn in reserve management when the reserve was fenced off and local
access completely blocked. This was also the time the Eastern Cape Nature Conservancy (ECNC) took over
management. Under their stewardship, a climate of fear was generated, and ever since, locals entering
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the reserve face serious consequences, including being charged fines, taken to jail, and abused and
harassed by rangers. The fencing of the reserve created a significant rift in the intergenerational passage
of indigenous knowledge for reserve resources, including imifino.
You must tell the child in person to take them to see. For the species you
cannot see, we do not know how to teach them. (IMF01, female, 53)
In addition to the reserve ban imposed by conservation authorities, during this time, under the
guise of agricultural “Betterment Planning” hundreds of families in the region were forcibly removed from
their land by the Department of Agriculture. In Hobeni, Betterment Planning required families to relocate
further inland – anywhere between 3 and 10 kilometers. Experts explained that these dual modes of
oppression - the harvesting ban and Betterment planning – have severely compromised their ability to
gather and/or cultivate imifino, and transmit their knowledge to the next generation. This has created
already visible impacts on the knowledge associated with imifino.
Now we’re transferring the knowledge to our children. Our mothers were
born here along the coast and taught us everything [forest and garden
species], but now we’re only teaching our children about garden species.
We can tell them about forest species, but we can’t take them into the
forest because of the ban. They [children and grandchildren] only know
category 1 garden species (10-12 species), so about 90% of the species
they don’t know about. (IMF15, female, 63)
If these institutional transformations weren’t bad enough, a decade-long drought in Hobeni
(1983-1993) crippled the livestock sector, with an estimated 80-90% of cattle dying. During the drought,
Hobeni residents pleaded with reserve officials that they be allowed to graze their cattle inside Cwebe
forest to offer their animals some reprieve. When officials continued to deny access, residents engaged
in massive protests, which catalyzed a change in management beginning in 1995. Beginning with a takeover by the former DEA (Department of Environment and Agriculture) in 1995, the conservation authority
began to plan how to incorporate the needs of community members into reserve management. When
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apartheid ended officially in 1994, residents that were forcibly removed under Betterment moved back
to their original homestead sites.
Before natural resources were closed to use, we used to get imifino to
add to our crops, we would go inside the forest to collect, but since it’s
been closed, we are suffering a lot. Now we are only dependent on the
imifino outside the reserve. (PV07, female, 66)
The next chapter for Hobeni residents began in 2001, where after a prolonged legal battle, the
settlement agreement (appended in Chapter 5), was signed. In 2005, day-to-day operations were taken
over by the Eastern Cape Parks and Tourism Agency (ECPTA). Shortly after ECPTA took over, and a no-take
policy implemented in the newly demarcated marine protected area, wide protests were held again.
Experts relayed that both men and women entered the reserve, and those that were caught were beaten,
jailed, and one woman even reported being raped by a forest ranger while reprehending her. Tensions
simmered for the next five years, erupting in 2010 and 2013 when a male ranger and two male community
members were killed in conflicts over marine resources and harvesting of traditional woods. In 2015, just
a month before I arrived in Hobeni, the ranger station at Cwebe Gate Two was burnt to the ground in
protest of the long-standing no-take policy on both forest and marine resources.
Alongside these institutionally oppressive policies, experts explained that the out-migration of
women in particular has contributed to a loss of knowledge of imifino. Being away from the environment,
people that migrate forget which species are edible, and may change their food preferences to fit a more
‘Western’ or urban culture diet. They explained that after 1994, young people began earning state grants
in larger numbers, which allowed them to purchase non-traditional foodstuffs. Also, the educational
system, which was introduced in Hobeni in the 1960s, has had an impact on perceptions of imifino:
“Youngsters that go to school in cities will be pressured by their classmates and say collecting imifino is
barbaric!” (IMF10, female, 55)
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In spite of the challenges posed by the continued resource ban, the long term impacts of
Betterment Planning, and the sustained out-migration and education of women, imifino continues to be
an everyday foodstuff in Hobeni, particularly varieties that are suitable for homestead gardens. Experts
claimed that this was because the consumption of imifino was inseparable from amaXhosa culture, and
their traditional ways of living.
Forest imifino is important for our culture, because even if this person is
staying in a city without imifino, he will ask his family to eat traditional
food and eat imifino. It is something that he feels from the inside – now
that I’m back home I must feel at home by eating this stuff.
(IMF15, female, 63)

The next research question describes how gender roles and relationships at varying scales affect
the valuation of resources among different stakeholders at the Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve.

RQII | Gendered power relations and resource value
The proceeding section described how knowledge of imifino is rooted in historical and
contemporary cultural gender norms and relationships. This section explores how this largely hidden body
of plant knowledge parallels unequal gendered power dynamics in the household and beyond, leading to
unequal valuation of imifino. The analysis highlights how these dynamics of valuation help shape relations
of unequal power within the current management regime and among Hobeni residents.
In order to address the first sub-question of why imifino is important to some community
members and not others, I draw on data gathered from the Photovoice project to demonstrate food
preferences and practices. The second sub-question of how power relations at the household and
institutional levels mediate the resource’s importance is answered through key informant interviews with
community members, DCNR staff, and agricultural extension officers. For the Photovoice exercise,
thirteen participants were asked to take photographs that addressed three areas: (1) Can you tell me a
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story about how you are feeding yourself and your family, and how it has changed over time by means of
photograph? (2) Can you tell me a story about the concerns or challenges you encounter in meeting your
food needs by means of photograph? (3) Can you tell me a story about your hopes for the future by means
of photograph?
In addressing the first question, the main theme that emerged from the photographs and
participants’ accompanying narratives was gendered cultivation preferences. Within the project, men
took photographs that emphasized the importance of maize. Maize was their preferred crop as it is part
of the traditional diet in the form of a staple food and beer-brewing, and importantly, has commercial
marketing value (Figure 6.6). A common saying among male farmers in the area was:
All things come after maize. (PV03, male, 74)

Figure 6.6: A seasoned farmer describes the different types of maize
he’s currently growing on his land in Mhlanganisweni.
Photo credit: PV03, male, 74
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In the Photovoice project, no men listed imifino as important to feeding their families (Figure 6.7).
Women tended to emphasize their preference for growing a wide variety of food in their home gardens,
especially imifino.
I’m growing forest species together with commercial crops so I’ll have a
variety to eat. I live with my grandchildren so it’s important they can get
everything they need. (PV4, female, 65)

Figure 6.7: Imifino is found naturally or cultivated alongside more
exotic crops such as cabbages, carrots, and peas.
Photo credit: PV04, female, 65
In addition to imifino’s significance as a rite of passage for young women, it was described by
experts as a ‘super food’, stressing the nutrients, proteins, and vitamins it contains. It was also lauded for
its taste, fat-free, and that it is a very filling food. It makes you feel strong.
The older you get, the more imifino you eat, because you develop a love
for it! The taste is so good. Most of the time we don’t even use a spoon
to eat it, we use our hands! (IMF05, female, 70)
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Imifino was described as having medicinal qualities, (unomatsweletswele - imifino plus medicinal
plant for infant constipation) and that new diseases occurred during the time of Betterment are correlated
with restricted forest access and the inability to eat traditional food. It is being served now to those with
TB and HIV/AIDS. Women’s medical problems were also linked with decreased imifino consumption –
menstrual and pregnancy complications like pre-mature births and miscarriages were associated with this
trend.
Experts agreed that there were taste differences between garden and forest varieties, because of
the shade forest varieties tended to be greener, sweeter, and moister than garden species.
These are all in my garden now. Imifino is very important. We just
finished eating imifino at the mourning service today for my mother-inlaw. Imifino is our everyday food. It is our staple food. I’m teaching my
children about imifino. Imifino is good for your health. Natural imifino is
good for your health. I’m glad that nurses are recognizing how
important it is. They used to only preach about veggies.
(PV6, female, 39)

Figure 6.8: Broad leaf Umthimkulu or “wild Umthimkulu” is one of the
most popular species that has been successfully transplanted from
the forest veld into a home garden. Photo Credit: PV06, female, 39
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The economic benefits of imifino were also lauded, as it saved what little money was available
and assisted during times of financial hardship. Both garden and forest varieties of imifino were said to
assist households significantly in the wintertime when other vegetables are unable to be cultivated, or
during times of hardship.
Most forest species can be found all year round, so you know if you go to
the bush, you’ll definitely get something there. We eat lots of wild species
in the winter when nothing is growing in our gardens. Now that we are
banned from the forest, we’re starving in winter! (IMF05, female, 70)
I rely on imifino a lot in combination with what I’m able to grow (and
seeds taken from the DCNR). (VEL007, female, 65)

Wild imifino Umthimkulu – that is usually only found in the forest, but
I’ve re-planted it in my garden. I planted it more than 20 years ago. I
planted it so I could use it as an alternative vegetable in winter when I
can’t grow other food in my garden. (PV4, female, 65)

Figure 6.9: As a naturally occurring weedy species, imifino is naturally
drought resistant and grows in the dry winter season when other
cultivated exotic crops cannot grow.
Photo credit: PV #04, female, 65
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The second theme was around the concerns participants encountered with food security
challenges. Women listed their labor contribution as being the biggest challenge to ensuring food security
for their families (Figure 6.10 and Figure 6.11). Their lack of financial support and resources were also
cited.
It is women’s responsibility to provide food for the family. Yes, mainly
women are always around when men are away. Women must plant crops
so we can wisely use the money that’s sent home to us. All of these jobs
involve a lot of work, so sometimes I can’t manage to plant everything.
(PV5, female, 47)

Figure 6.10: An elder farmer prepares her home garden for the
coming season. Photo credit: PV05, female, 47
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Figure 6.11: Fruits trees have gained popularity over the last few
decades in Hobeni, and women grow these fruits for home
consumption and share/sell the fruit to their neighbors. Pictured her is
a neighbor who is “borrowing fruit”. Photo credit: PV05, female, 47

The responsibility of food procurement and preparation is a key component of women’s identity,
as women spend a significant portion of their day occupied and preoccupied with food. Patterns of
gendered cultivation are also influenced by male migration patterns. According to residents, before the
1980s, men who had migrated for mining would come back for 6 months to assist in cultivating. After the
1980s, they were only given two months of leave time. Now most are only able to come home for three
weeks.
Our husbands have been migrating for a long time now, but now our sons
and daughters both are seeking employment in faraway cities so we are
left to do everything. As grandmothers and wives of husbands who left,
we find ourselves in difficult situations. We can’t produce as much as
before because we’re looking after our grandchildren. It becomes
difficult to go to the garden and watch the children. We find ourselves to
be alone and isolated. (PV08, female, 53)
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In my situation, my husband isn’t working. I’m supposed to be planting
with him, but I must look after the grandchildren, so I can’t help. It’s
putting pressure between me and my husband. (PV5, female, 65)
Men cited a loss of income from marine resources and large scale field cultivation of maize as
their main food security challenges (Figures 6.12 and 6.13). Although men (alongside women) revealed
personal preference for traditional varieties of foods and livestock, the common saying, “Taste does not
give you money at the end of the day” was used to legitimize the cultivation of commercial varieties.
Although indigenous plant and animal varieties are preferred amongst both men and women for taste,
traditional recipes, and amaXhosa ceremonies, community members lamented that these types of
products are not popular for mass consumption or production practices.

Figure 6.12: The Mbashe River weaves its way through the heart of
the DCNR dividing the Cwebe side (foreground) from the Dwesa
forests (background). Photo credit: PV01, male, 46
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Figure 6.13: The sea and coastlines of the DCNR were demarcated as
part of the Dwesa-Cwebe Marine protected area in 2005.
Photo credit: PV11, male, 29
In contrast to male participants, women in the study tended to emphasize the importance of fuel
wood over fish or traditional woods.
Firewood is more important than access to the MPA. You cannot
eat mussels raw- they must be cooked, so you need fuel wood!”
(VEL003, female, 45)
The third theme that emerged was intergenerational learning (hope for the future). Women
emphasized how they wanted their children and grandchildren to be able to identify and grow a variety
of plants on their own (Figures 6.14 and 6.15). Men wanted their kin to be knowledgeable about cattle
and modern technologies for farming, including tractors and chemical inputs (Figures 6.16 and 6.17).
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Figure 6.14: A girl child uses a pail to help water her grandmother’s
home garden. Photo credit: PV09, female, 41

Figure 6.15: A grandmother sits with her granddaughter in their igadi
(home garden). Intergenerational learning is key to the continuity of
knowledge and skills around home cultivation.
Photo credit: PV08, female, 53
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Figure 6.16: A man and his nephew operate a rented tractor near
their homestead in Lalini. Tractors are a rarity in Hobeni, and usually
need to be hired from outside the village.
Photo credit: PV12, male, 37

Figure 6.17: A boy guides an ox drawn plow while his father
supervises alongside him. Ox drawn plows are far more common in
Hobeni than tractors, and yet finding oxen that are strong enough to
plow was highlighted as a community challenge to food security.
Photo credit: PV12, male, 37
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As a whole, the Photovoice project illustrated the gender-ascribed duties within the household
division of labor that mediates the importance given to natural and agricultural resources. In Hobeni,
many men are involved in migratory labor in the mining industry in distant cities, and generate the
majority of household income. In contrast, women spend their labor time on agricultural tasks, minding
livestock, and domestic chores related to family care. The majority of women are responsible for
managing their families’ nutritional requirements. The ban on forest resources has a direct impact on
women’s ability to fulfill these duties. Furthermore, since this labor is often labelled as subsistence work
and confined to the household, women’s contributions are easier to overlook.
For women, imifino is critical as an everyday food source and source of agrobiodiversity in their
homestead gardens. Men clearly are not valuing imifino in the same way, and instead prioritize the only
cash crop in the region – maize. Women’s experiences with imifino are fundamentally different from
men’s. For many men, the ability to access forest resources is important, but of secondary concern
compared to access to marine resources. In the Photovoice project, men emphasized tourism, economic
opportunities, and marketing of traditional woods and fish. In contrast, women’s concerns for forest
resources, agro-biodiversity, and imifino are intimately linked to their daily interactions with the
environment.
It has affected us physically and spiritually. We used to go into the forest
for spiritual journeys and healing rituals. Since access was prohibited, the
connection between us and our ancestors has been jeopardized.
(IMF09, female, 47)
To answer the second sub-question: Who is dominating discourses of imifino’s relative
importance?, I analyzed interview data from community members, DCNR staff, and agricultural extension
officers.
First, in speaking with community members, when approaching men to talk about imifino, most
of them would smile and respond with, “Ask my wife! That’s not my business/area of expertise.” As
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outlined in RQI, knowledge associated with imifino is literally, a “woman’s business.” In addition to the
local gender norms that work to deter some men from consuming imifino, a lack of access to women’s
spaces (the kitchen, the forest thicket where imifino is available), and an outright lack of recognition of
significance could cause them to ignore imifino’s importance.
Another problematic community perception that affects imifino use among both men and women
is the notion that it is the main food source of the poorest people. Local people feel they cannot serve
imifino to outsiders or in the presence of outsiders, as it is a sign of poverty. This perception was
confirmed on numerous occasions during my field study. Some households are even prepared to enter
into debt to obtain alternative food so that their visitors may think highly of them, rather than serve them
imifino.
Education plays a lot of damage…people undervalue traditional food after going
to school. People learn to not take it seriously. People will think you’re from a
poor background – that imifino is just for people that can’t afford to buy food
from the shop. (IMF13, female, 62)
Interviews with male agricultural extension officers revealed the perception from Western
notions of successful agricultural land management that weeds must be eliminated at all costs. This
perception also implies that plants growing in the crop fields (non-cultivated plants, including most
imifino, as weeds). Thus, the locally favored Bidens pilosa and Amaranthus sp., are regarded as some of
the most common weeds locally. To this day, extension officers trained in Western methods of farming
continue to promote herbicides and ways to eliminate all weeds, including imifino.
I'm appealing to not use old seeds. Don't use seed from the 1980s! I encourage
people not to use old traditional varieties. Do not save seeds! It will not help you
grow the most food. – DAFF extension officer, Hobeni community meeting,
September 5, 2014
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With regards to DCNR valuing imifino, since there are no official regulations concerning the
harvesting of indigenous vegetables, they are not considered a source of biodiversity that needs to be
protected. Male and female rangers agreed that imifino occurs in “great numbers” and that there is no
way that community members could ever deplete the resource base.
Finally, imifino is not seen as economically valuable by men, thus largely ignored when discussing
their priority natural resources for harvesting. Women on the other hand, see imifino as being so
important, that they are willing to enter the reserve illegally at great personal risk and use innovative
resistance strategies to continue to harvest it from the forest veld.
RQ III | Everyday practices, traditions and strategies of resistance
In order to preserve the body of knowledge associated with imifino and continue its use by forestadjacent communities, a variety of everyday practices, traditions, and strategies of resistance have
proliferated in spite of the natural resource and agricultural interventions that have occurred over the
years. As explained in the previous sections, there are two ways to consume imifino – by cultivating
garden varieties and harvesting forest varieties. Garden varieties are either those that have been taken
as seedlings from the reserve forest and re-planted in homestead gardens (or those naturally occurring
imifino species outside of the forest veld that have been promoted in homestead gardens), while forest
varieties are those that originate in the Dwesa and Cwebe forests and are harvested from those areas.
Since the reserve was fenced off, the ability to harvest from the forest veld has become
increasingly fraught with danger. When first asking residents in interviews if they entered the reserve, the
resounding answer was no. With the insights of my local research assistant and translator, we realized
that respondents perceived “entering the reserve” as the formal system of entering through the perimeter
gate, paying an entry fee, and being supervised by a ranger as they engaged in currently legal activities –
going for forest walks, swimming in the marine protected area, or accessing the Haven Hotel. It was only
after asking if there were any “secret ways” that interviewees shared their stories of entering the fenced
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off areas of the DCNR to harvest resources. These “secret ways” are holes that have been cut in the
perimeter fence by community members. Since the fence was erected in 1984, at different times locals
have come together to cut the fence. They say this do this as both a practical way to enter the reserve to
harvest resources, but also as a strategic bargaining chip with conservation authorities. After portions of
the fence have been completely removed, the conservation authority hires locals to re-fence the
perimeter, creating much needed, albeit short term employment (Figure 6.18).

Figure 6.18: The DCNR perimeter fence by Cwebe Gate 2, December
2014
The process of entering through secret ways was described as follows:
We make our own ways to go inside the nature reserve – through the
holes in the fence. We go with them [children]; they can’t go alone in case
they’re caught by a ranger. It must be us who suffer the consequences if
caught by a ranger. (VEL002, female, 50)
The “consequences” this woman was referring to include being fined, beaten, jailed, raped, or
murdered by forest rangers. Those who dare venture into the reserve know what has happened to
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community members in the past who have entered the reserve illegally. With these harsh realities, it
comes as no surprise then that the consumption of forest imifino has decreased markedly since the
reserve was fenced off.
The following quotes by older women wishing to enter the nature reserve to harvest imifino
capture the fraught emotions and perceptions of risk involved:
I don’t want to risk my life! Some people go, but I know I will go to jail if I
get caught. I have children, so I can’t risk it. I am afraid. (VEL003, female,
45)
Now I’m in a desperate situation. I don’t enter the reserve because I’m
too old to run away, so I don’t go in at all, even thru the secret ways.
(VEL009, female, 60)
Those that do enter the reserve try to go at times when forest rangers are not working.
We go on Sundays when we know the ECPTA is not working, but we must
hurry and collect imifino quickly. (VEL004, female, 60)
Interviews with ECPTA staff indicated that over the last decade, forest ranger numbers at the
DCNR have dropped from over 100 to just 11 rangers to patrol the over 6,000 hectare-reserve. The main
reason for this reduction in employment is due to provincial budget cuts, as the DCNR (along with several
other ECPTA-managed protected areas) has been operating in a fiscal deficit for some time. Thus, while
the likelihood of getting caught by a ranger might be slim, the possibility for potential conflict drives
community members to be extremely cautious if they choose to enter the forest.
In spite of the considerable risks, some women continue to enter the reserve.
We force ourselves inside holes in the fence to collect imifino without
permission. We’re afraid of being locked up in jail, but we still need
imifino so we still go. (IMF08, female, 64)
In addition to the occasional collective protest strategy whereby community members enter the
reserve in large numbers and harvest marine resources and traditional woods (the resources with the
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highest economic value), women have adopted everyday strategies of resistance to ensure the
preservation of the knowledge and practices associated with imifino. These tactics can be classified within
Scott’s (1985) framework as “weapons of the weak”. In addition to entering the reserve through “secret
ways” beneath the radar of forest rangers, other methods of passive resistance have been developed. Key
among these is the use of cattle as decoy figures.
As discussed in Chapter 5, the practices of cattle-keeping and livestock husbandry are important
livelihood strategies for Hobeni residents. Since residents of Southern Hobeni (Lalini) occupy homesteads
that border the reserve, their free roaming livestock graze near the border of the perimeter fence (cattle,
goats, and sheep are generally kept in Kraal containers during the night, but are free to graze in Hobeni’s
communal lands during the day).
Since there are large tracts of the perimeter fence that have been cut, residents can push their
cattle, sheep, and goats through the holes in the fence so their animals can graze inside the reserve. In
community interviews, some residents said they purposefully push their animals inside the protected
area, while others said that due to their geographical proximity, the animals wander in on their own since,
“they know the grasses are more palatable inside” (VEL030, male, 46).
After the livestock are “discovered” to be inside the reserve, the owner will go to the front
perimeter gate to tell the rangers their animals have escaped. The rangers are then happy to allow them
to enter the reserve to herd their animals out, as livestock grazing inside the reserve is strictly prohibited
by the DCNR authorities. Then, while the owner is searching for their animals, they may collect plant
resources (both medicinal and imifino) covertly. Thus, the use of livestock grazing as a strategy of
resistance has assisted women in collecting imifino to either directly consume or transport the plants to
homestead gardens to be grown there. However, this method does not properly allow for the
transmission of plant knowledge, as children are largely excluded from using this strategy, since they’re
usually in school when women enter the reserve to shepherd the animals out.
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Figure 6.19: A rogue heifer lounging on the Cwebe coast, December 2014
Interestingly, this strategy is not taken as a serious offense by rangers, although it was in the past.
When asked why this has changed, one livestock owner commented:
Before the ECPTA took over management, rangers used to take
us to the police. Now that the nature reserve fence is not that
strong, they are tired of policing the cattle and people. All of the
sub-localities along the fence are grazing inside. How many
would need to be taken to the police? Hundreds! They don’t have
the ranger numbers. (MV032, female, 47)
Even in instances where rangers are aware that community members might be harvesting small
amounts of resources when finding their livestock, they say that they would not be able to take out
valuable resources (indigenous woods, marine resources) without being seen by a ranger. Since edible
plants are regarded as less important than other forms of biodiversity by conservation management (as
explained in research question II), this trespass is not seen as an offense worthy of serious reprimand.
In describing the differences in valuation of resources, both reserve staff and community
members perceived wild edible plants and grasslands inside the protected area to be plentiful or “less
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rare”. Thus these resources had a lower prioritization to be protected, and the laws concerning became
more flexible. As one community member explained:
I think the reason for serious offenses is that they [rangers] think it is
upon their duty to protect rare resources in the reserve. But they think
the grass is plentiful, and that it won’t be destroyed. The cattle aren’t in
large numbers and there are lots of open spaces for grazing.
(MVO037, female, 46)
As a woman it’s difficult when the cattle are inside the reserve. I’m a
widow, my husband passed away, so it poses a difficulty/challenges to
me to go into the forest alone to get the cattle. Because I’m a woman
and I’m old. Some people could rape me inside the bush.
(VEL0030, female, 60)

In addition to the strategy of using “rogue livestock” as a legitimate excuse to enter the
protected area, women have adopted other “weapons of the weak” to continue their practices
associated with imifino. Key among these strategies is not to openly challenge extension officers’ advice
about destroying all weeds and men’s instruction that during weeding no weeds can be spared. Instead
of challenging these orders outright, women simply ignore them, but keep their subsequent actions
discreet for fear of clashes they know are difficult to win.
Whether through active protest or more passive resistance techniques, women in Hobeni are
committed to continuing their traditions associated with imifino. As a cultural symbol of a girl’s journey
to womanhood, a traditional culinary dish, and a practical resource in the nutrition of their families, the
continued use of imifino is critical to maintaining the system of indigenous knowledge bound to the
resource.
We will never stop eating imifino. Even though we are blocked, we will
be patiently waiting to go in (IMF13, female, 62).
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The next section analyzes the use of imifino in homestead gardens, whether there are specific
household or farm characteristics associated with its cultivation, and the gendered labor dynamics
associated with its cultivation.

The Cultivation of Imifino Varieties in Homestead Gardens
As discussed earlier in this chapter, the combination of apartheid-era agricultural Betterment
Planning and conservation ban has significantly affected the transfer of indigenous knowledge associated
with imifino. Being forced further inland meant that people were farther away from the forest veld. To
cope with these barriers, some households were able to transport forest plant material to their home
gardens, while others chose to cultivate already present imifino species as naturally occurring weeds.
The data used to assess the cultivation of imifino varieties in homestead gardens was captured
from a general household survey on rural livelihoods, socio-economic demographics, and agricultural
trends conducted in 2015. The 2015 survey was adapted from surveys conducted by Dr. Derick Fay in 1998
and 2009, and respondents were chosen based on the original randomized survey population.
Unfortunately, specific questions on imifino cultivation were absent in the 1998 and 2009 surveys, so no
longitudinal analysis is possible. While imifino experts were able to identify over sixty varieties of imifino,
only eight varieties were chosen to be represented in the finalized questionnaire. These eight varieties
were chosen based on recommendations from imifino experts about the most common species found in
home gardens. During the training of enumerators it was decided that having a free listing of species
would be too time consuming in an already lengthy household survey. While these eight species may not
represent the entirety of varieties cultivated in home gardens, they are sufficient in identifying homestead
cultivation trends as they are the most common.
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Table 6.3: Imifino Cultivation by Sex of Household Head (n=80)

IMIFINO CULTIVATION BY SEX OF HOUSEHOLD
HEAD
Household Head Female

4

3

6
4

3

3

3
0

3

7

11

7

10

16

31

49

Household Head Male

0

3

4

5

6

7

8

NUMBER OF IMIFINO SPECIES CULTIVATED

TOTAL

Table 6.3 presents the basic descriptive statistics for imifino cultivation by sex of household head.
Households cultivated between zero and eight varieties of imifino, with an average number of five
varieties in their homestead gardens. Of the eighty households surveyed, only ten (12.5%) did not
cultivate any imifino species. Of the ten households that did not cultivate imifino, three were male headed
and seven were female headed. Three households (3.8%) grew three varieties (zero male headed and
three female headed); six households (7.5%) grew four varieties (three male headed and three female
headed); fourteen households (17.5%) grew five varieties (four male headed and ten female headed);
twenty-seven households (33.8%) grew six varieties (eleven male headed and sixteen female headed);
thirteen households (16.3%) grew seven varieties (six male headed and seven female headed); and seven
households (8.8%) grew eight varieties (four male headed and three female headed).
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These numbers support qualitative data that demonstrates the widespread cultivation of imifino
in homestead gardens by both male and female headed households. The next step was to determine
whether there were specific household head demographic characteristics that could help predict the total
diversity of imifino varieties grown. These characteristics chosen for analysis are presented in Table 6.4
below.
Table 6.4: Household Head Demographic Characteristics (n=80)
Categories

Sub-categories

N

%

Forest-Adjacent
Community

Non-forest
Forest
<55
55-65
>65
None
Primary
Secondary
Male
Female

44
36
19
31
30
43
35
2
31
49

55.0
45.0
23.8
38.8
37.5
32.8
26.7
1.5
38.8
61.2

Age

Education

Sex

The first category chosen was whether or not the household was located in one of the three sublocalities neighboring the forest reserve (Velelo, Mavundleni, and KuBhula). It was hypothesized that
households living closest to the forest boundary might have higher levels of imifino diversity in their
gardens. Of the eighty households in the survey, forty-four (55%) were classified as non-forest adjacent
while thirty-six (45%) were forest-adjacent. Age was also chosen as another possible predicting factor,
and clustered into three groups. There were nineteen (23.8%) household heads under fifty-five, thirtyone (38.8%) heads between fifty-five and sixty five, and thirty heads (37.5%) over age sixty five. It was
hypothesized that households with older heads would have higher levels of imifino diversity, since
advanced knowledge connected with imifino tends to be clustered around village elders. Education was
also chosen as a predicting factor and grouped into three categories. Forty-three heads (32.8%) had no
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formal education, thirty-five heads (26.7%) had finished primary schooling, and two heads (1.5%) had
completed secondary school. It was hypothesized that households with less education might be more
dependent on imifino as a food source and thus, grow a larger variety in their home gardens. Lastly, sex
of household head was chosen as an independent variable. Thirty-one households (38.8%) were male
headed and forty-nine (61.2%) were female headed. It was hypothesized that female headed households
might be more dependent on imifino than male headed households, as women throughout the study were
the repositories of imifino knowledge and valued their cultural significance contributions to household
food security. Furthermore, extant literature (Aberman et al. 2015; Musiyiwai et al. 2015) suggests that
female headed households may be more vulnerable to climate change and thus more reliant on wild
edible plants.
A series of regressions were tested in SPSS using the dependent variables of total imifino crops
grown. Table 6.5 shows the results of a univariate analysis of variance, where the total number of
imifino varieties cultivated was tested against the sex, age, education level, and current location (forest
adjacent community or inland sub-locality) of the household head.
Table 6.5 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: Total Imifino Diversity
Source
Type III Sum of
Squares
Corrected Model
26.255a
Intercept
320.495
Forest Community
.547
Age
8.676
Education
2.931
Sex
8.850
Error
381.945
Total
2530.000
Corrected Total
408.200

df

Mean Square
6
1
1
2
2
1
73
80
79

4.376
320.495
.547
4.338
1.465
8.850
5.232

F

Sig.

.836

.546

61.255

.000

.104

.747

.829

.440

.280

.757

1.691

.198

a. R Squared = .064 (Adjusted R Squared = -.013)
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Interestingly, none of these socio-demographic independent variables were significant predicting
factors in the total number of imifino species cultivated (this lack of significance could also be due to the
relatively small sample size). This led me to question whether there were any factors within households
that could help explain the cultivation of different types of imifino in home gardens.
Table 6.6 lists the descriptive statistics for cultivation of individual imifino varieties and the
associated intra-household labor allocation for each species. . Biden pilosa was the most commonly grown
imifino variety, with 68 households (85% of survey population) using it in their homestead gardens.
Women overwhelmingly made up the labor force, contributing 86.76% of the labor associated with this
variety. For all eight imifino varieties, women were the predominant cultivators, constituting between
83.33% - 89.74% of the labor force.
Table 6.6: Cultivation of imifino varieties and Intra-household labor allocation
Imifino Variety
Households
Intra-household labor allocation for
that cultivated
imifino cultivation
the variety %
Species
Common Name(s) All households
Men
Women
Joint
(N=80)

Biden pilosa
Centella coriacea

Amaranthus
hybridus
Lantana rugosa

Nicandra
physaloides or
Physalis viscosa
Sonchu oleraceus
Laportea
peduncularis

Umhlabangula,
Black Jack
Unongotyozana,
Varkoortjie,
Waternael
Unondlomboyi,
Pigweed
Itywalabentaka,
Shrub Verbenas,
Lantanas
Iguzo, Apple of
Peru, Cape
Gooseberry
Irwabe, Sow
Thistle
Ububazi, River
Nettle

Frequency (%)
68 (85.0%)

4 (5.88%)

59 (86.76%)

5 (7.35%)

62 (77.5%)

4 (6.45%)

53 (85.48%)

5 (8.06%)

58 (72.5%)

4 (6.9%)

51 (87.93%)

3 (5.17%)

54 (67.5%)

4 (7.4%)

45 (83.33%)

5 (9.26%)

54 (67.5%)

3 (5.56%)

48 (88.89%)

3 (5.56%)

54 (67.5%)

4 (7.41%)

46 (85.19%)

4 (7.41%)

39 (48.8%)

2 (5.13%)

35 (89.74%)

2 (5.13%)
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Chenopodium
album** closest
relative

Umthimkulu,
Lamb’s quarters,
Goosefoot

19 (23.8%)

1 (5.26%)

17 (89.47%)

1 (5.26%)

Based on the descriptive analysis, it became clear that there were differences in the amount of
women’s, men’s, and joint labor allocated to individual imifino cultivation. But were these differences
significant when looking at total number of imifino species grown? To find out, I decided to run paired
samples t-tests on each category of gendered cultivation patterns (male, female, and joint). To achieve
this, I used the survey questions (1) Do you grow this variety in your homestead garden? and (2) Who is
responsible for cultivating this variety?” Responses were coded into (0=not grown, 1=grown) and (0=not
grown, male=1, female=2, and joint=3), respectively in SPSS. This data was then transferred into
Microsoft Excel (Windows 10) to create pivot tables for each of the eight varieties of imifino. Using an
identifying code for each household, counts for who grows each variety of imifino were generated.
Then, the totals were summed for each table of individual variety and household so that total counts for
male, female, and joint cultivation could be summarized. This generated a new “total imifino” variable.
Using the data from the total imifino table, new variables were generated for total male, total female,
and total joint labor and transferred into SPSS for paired samples statistics analysis. The results of these
paired tests are displayed in Table 6.7 below.
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Table 6.7: Results of paired samples tests for intra-household distribution of labor for imifino
cultivation in homestead gardens (n=80)
Table 6.7A Paired Samples Statistics
Mean
Pair 1
Pair 2
Pair 3

Male
Female
Female
Joint
Joint

N

Std. Deviation

Std. Error
Mean

.33

80

1.439

.161

4.43
4.43
.35
.35

80
80
80
80

2.787
2.787
1.442
1.442

.312
.312
.161
.161

.33

80

1.439

.161

Male

Table 6.7B Paired Samples Correlations
N
Pair 1
Pair 2
Pair 3

Male& Female
Female & Joint
Joint & Male

Correlation
80
80
80

-.363
-.390
-.056

Sig.
.001
.000
.625

Table 6.7C Paired Samples Test
Paired Differences

Std.
Mean Deviation
Pair 1
Pair 2
Pair 3

Male -Female -4.100
Female -Joint 4.075
Joint - Male
.025

3.571
3.603
2.093

Std. Error
Mean
.399
.403
.234

95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
Lower
-4.895
3.273
-.441

Upper

t

-3.305 -10.270
4.877 10.116
.491
.107

df
79
79
79

Sig. (2tailed)
.000
.000
.915

Paired sample statistics revealed that the sex of the person within the household responsible for
cultivating imifino was a significant factor in determining the total number of imifino crops grown. As
Table 6.7C shows, there is strong evidence (t= -10.27, p= <.001) that the labor allocated to the cultivation
of imifino crops differs between men and women. Men are responsible for cultivating -4.1 less imifino
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crops than women. There is also evidence (t= 10.116, p= <.001) that there is a difference between female
and joint cultivation. Female cultivation grows 4.075 more crops than joint labor.
These survey findings, when triangulated with the qualitative and participatory visual methods of
the study, support and provide further evidence of the crucial role women play in imifino cultivation. The
statistically significant differences in gendered cultivation patterns of imifino demonstrates the interplay
between plant knowledge, valuation, and use. These findings have both programmatic and
methodological implications.
Programmatically, to encourage the cultivation of imifino, targeted interventions could support
women in their roles as cultivators. Possibilities for perspective partnerships are listed in the following
chapter. Methodologically, this analysis speaks to the importance of disaggregating within household data
as opposed to just household headship. Had this analysis stopped at household headship, the gendered
dynamics of imifino cultivation would have been obscured. Thus, I recommend that studies aiming to
provide gender-disaggregated data on cultivation patterns go beyond the unit of household headship and
investigate intra-household relationships.
RQIV | Implications for Resource Management
This section evaluates this study’s implications for natural resource management in Hobeni Village
and at the DCNR. As evidenced in answering research question II, the institutional discourse of biodiversity
valuation by key conservation authorities mediates local resource access. Based on my interviews with
community members and conservation authorities, resources considered rare/species with high
economic value (potential for tourism) were prioritized for conservation at the DCNR. The challenge, then,
is how to develop policies to preserve the knowledge and practices around imifino when local men,
conservation authorities, and agricultural extension agents don’t value it, and when those are the people
likely to be engaged in policy reforms. These dynamics play a crucial role as people who hold power often
have the ability to encourage the implementation of policies, which are based on their perceptions. These
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perceptions are materialized publically in discourses surrounding the options available for reserve
management.
The first prevailing discourse is related to co-management and community participation in reserve
decision-making. This discourse become concretized after local claimants won the landmark protected
area settlement case in 2001. This localized discourse is also connected to the wider discursive contexts
of biodiversity that began to emerge at the international and national levels in the 1990s. For example,
the Preamble of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), which came into force in 1993, recognizes
the “close and traditional dependence of indigenous and local communities…on biological resources and
the desirability of sharing in the benefits derived from the use of traditional knowledge, innovations, and
practices.” National obligations toward indigenous communities occur in Articles 8 (In-situ Conservation),
10 (Sustainable Use of Components of Biodiversity), 17 (Exchange of Information), and 18 (Technical and
Scientific Cooperation) (UNEP 1992).
Yet, despite institutional arrangements at the DCNR being labeled as “co-management” for the past
fifteen years, the current management situation is far from a collaborative community-based approach
to conservation activities. As evidenced from community interviews and interviews with conservation
authorities, local people have been blamed by conservation authorities for threatening biodiversity, as
opposed to being open to their traditional resource use and practices. At this point, is there any hope
within this contested and conflict-ridden situation where a participatory, sustainable management plan
for imifino harvesting could emerge? Hypothetically, if women’s traditional ecological system were to be
incorporated into DCNR management planning in a meaningful way, the conservation authority would
have to recognize the legitimacy and value of local knowledge, and importantly, be willing to share power
and control of resources with community members.
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But what would the ECPTA be “forfeiting” by including this type of knowledge in management
plans? For one, their power as the external knowledge producer would be threatened. As Briggs
(2005:106) explains:
Western science can be seen as an instrument of power and is unlikely
to be ceded easily by ‘experts’ for another knowledge system through
which they have no power.
The tenets underpinning the superiority of Western sciences’ ideology of biodiversity
conservation has been maintained at the DCNR through crisis narratives. The crisis narrative is the
discourse that runs contradictory to the fundamentals of co-management, yet both have been formally
articulated in policy documents at the DCNR. Within the crisis narrative, indigenous people are vilified as
careless, uneducated, and threats to the environment (Mauro and Hardison 2000). In practice, the crisis
narrative is articulated through the prioritization of environmental concerns over human livelihoods. At
the DCNR this has materialized on the ground as an unequal partnership between state conservation
authorities and local stakeholders, where the state is in a more dominant position to support or obstruct
collaborative management processes. Within the park’s policy documents, in the contractual agreement
signed by the land claimants, the primary mandate of preserving the forests in “perpetuity” has
dominated the secondary mandates of ensuring sustainable use policies and setting up co-management
structures that would take on community concerns. Through ignoring community members’ repeated
requests for sustainable harvesting, the conservation authority has been able to continue its fortress
conservation practices.
Furthermore, as a representative from the commission of land affairs pointed out, the
conservation authority may not have the technical skills necessary to engage in “real” co-management
with forest-dependent communities.
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The ECPTA is interested in biodiversity conservation. They do not feel
comfortable about natural resources and land being restored to
claimants. (DLDR046, female, 48)
According to older natural resource users, although there were traditionally no limits on natural
resource use, traditional social institutions helped shape resource management regimes. The leadership
authorities consisted of tribal chiefs, headmen, and sub-headmen. While tribal chiefs and headmen came
from blood lineage, sub-headmen were elected locally by community members. In key informant
interviews with elder members of the community, they frequently lamented that indigenous knowledge
is being eroded by having blocked access to the nature reserve. Community members do not fully
understand why the reserve is being closed off. They claim that their indigenous knowledge systems have
been sustainable for generations, that people know when to harvest, and what “safe” limits are for
harvesting resources.

It is a wrong mentality for ECPTA to think the species will be overused.
We have always used our indigenous knowledge and traditional ways to
make sure the species aren’t over used. We want to teach them with our
traditional ways to come up with a use-policy. Most people employed at
the reserve aren’t from this area, so they don’t have this knowledge. If
they can involve us in drafting management plants, it can work well for
both of us. (IMF08, female, 64)
We have traditional ways of managing the reserve. We know we can’t
just destroy everything! (MVO32, female, 47)
This distrust of local people by conservation authorities continues to influence the institutional
structures of “co-management” at the DCNR. It has, not surprisingly, left many community members bitter
and disenchanted with the ECPTA and current management.
Promises were made that have never materialized. It was supposed to be
the community and parks board working together for a win-win. We are
on the other side of the fence; nobody cares about our concerns, our
views. (MV034, female, 66)
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Conservation staff working at the DCNR articulated their own disappointment and feelings of
helplessness with regards to the current management situation. They acknowledge the imbalance in the
credence that scientific recommendations are made versus the voices of those most affected by the ban
on harvesting. One employee reflected: “It’s the communities’ lives that depend on this piece of paper
that we can produce.” (EC045, male, 43)
It seems that the community’s expectations of the Settlement and Community Forestry
Agreements have not matched up to the realities of curtailed access.
As we speak everything we get there is illegal. We want to get our rights
in the spirit of co-management. We are like strangers in our own land.
We were born utilizing these resources and now we are banned. What’s
happening now is very contrary to the settlement agreement.
(MVO034, female, 66)
Remarkably, despite the historical failings associated with co-management at the DCNR, it is still
the preferred mechanism through which community members would like to see the reserve managed.
Results from key informant interviews with community members revealed that most members believe of
using a permit system would allow people to use the resources more sustainably.
Co-management is preferred. We can’t manage the reserve with just our
indigenous knowledge. But the community voices must be dictating the
decisions about what happens with management. (MVO37, female, 46)
Almost everyone who participated in the facilitated group discussions stated that they are still hopeful
that things may change. They note the hiring of local youngsters as field rangers as a sign that relationships
between the parks board and the community can be improved. As an example of a potential partnership
with the ECPTA, many participants said they would be interested if reserve staff could help support a
nursery where locals could grow and sell wild vegetables outside of Hobeni.
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Despite the community’s willingness to ‘cross the aisle’ to collaboratively manage the park, it seems
that the future of management relationships at the DCNR lay squarely on the shoulders of the
conservation authority, as they are the dominant group. If there are no policy interventions on harvesting
of forest varieties of imifino, this knowledge will most likely be lost. Indeed, the gendered valuation and
associated practices with imifino have serious implications for their continued use in local diets, traditional
practices, and management of these resources. The programmatic implications of these dynamics are
discussed in the following chapter.
Chapter Summary
This chapter addressed the study’s four research questions through a combination of quantitative,
qualitative, and participatory methods. The first section addressed RQI: How is knowledge of imifino and
related indigenous knowledge situated in material and gendered practices? The sub-questions of who
holds knowledge about imifino, how that knowledge is transmitted, and the practices associated with the
resource were analyzed. My research findings suggest that the localized ecological knowledge system of
imifino and associated cultural traditions are held predominately by elder women. This knowledge is
materialized through practices such as taking children into the forest to learn about different varieties,
and the adolescent rite of passage for young women to enter the forest alone and return with imifino
requested by the elder women. Passing this test means that the girls are now women, and able to take
care of their families’ nutritional needs. This knowledge system is embedded in the gendered division of
labor in Hobeni that makes women responsible for the health and nutrition of their families.
Research question II investigated: How do gendered power relations (at varying scales) mediate the
valuation of imifino? The sub-questions of why imifino is important to some community members and not
others, and who is dominating discourses of imifino’s relative importance were explored. Findings suggest
that the valuation of imifino is differentiated by gender and by different social positions within the
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community. Throughout the study, imifino was always referred to as a “woman’s resource”, meant for
consumption by women and children. Since women make food security decisions for the household,
including whether or not imifino is produced or harvested, it is critical to the nutrition of women and
children. Men do not value imifino for a variety of reasons explicated in this chapter, including the
perceptions that they will become weak by eating it, the plants have little to no commercial value, and
that having them in home gardens as weeds may reduce maize yields. The discourses of imifino’s relative
importance are dominated by local men, agricultural extension agents, and conservation authorities who
de-value the resource. Some women underplay the food’s importance too– this is partly to do with outside
influence that views imifino consumption as “backwards” or as “food for the poor”.
Research question III addressed: What are the everyday practices, traditions, and resistance strategies
being used to promote the consumption of imifino, in light of natural resource and agricultural
interventions in Hobeni?

This section described the current cultivation and harvesting practices

associated with imifino, and whether there were specific household characteristics associated with its
cultivation in homestead gardens. The gendered patterns of imifino cultivation were analyzed using
household survey data. Findings concluded that women are practicing “everyday strategies of resistance”
by harvesting species when going to collect their cows grazing inside the reserve, growing imifino in their
home gardens, and continuing to educate their daughters and grandchildren on the importance of
imifino. The findings from the statistical analysis revealed that that the sex of the person within the
household responsible for cultivating imifino was a significant factor in determining the total number of
imifino crops grown. Women were responsible for cultivating 4.1 more imifino crops than men (p=<.001)
and women were responsible for growing 4.075 more crops than joint labor (p=<.001). These survey
findings, when triangulated with the qualitative and participatory visual methods of the study, support
and provide further evidence of the crucial role women play in imifino cultivation. The statistically
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significant differences in gendered cultivation patterns of imifino demonstrates the interplay between
plant knowledge, valuation, and use.
The fourth research question addressed: What implications, if any, does the gendered valuation of
imifino and associated practices have for resource management at the DCNR? This section analyzed the
two prevailing discourses of co-management and crisis reflected in DCNR policy documents and how these
local resource struggles are connected to wider political discourses on biodiversity. Community and
conservation staff’s perceptions of the current co-management situation highlighted the challenges of
negotiating changes in harvesting practices based on existing regulations, as well as the aspirations held
by both parties that a collaborative and participatory management structure could eventually emerge.
The potential opportunities for such a relationship are discussed in the following concluding chapter.
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Chapter 7
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
This chapter presents a synthesis of the proceeding chapters and offers the theoretical,
programmatic, and policy contributions of this study. First, an overall summary of the study’s aims and
methods are provided. Next, conclusions emanating from each of the four research questions are
discussed. Following this, a summary of the study’s theoretical contributions, programmatic applications,
and policy implications are presented. Finally, study limitations and directions for future research and
study impact are provided.
Summary of Study Aims and Methods
This study aimed to canvass the gendered dynamics of the traditional, localized ecological
knowledge system associated with imifino (indigenous vegetables); its valuation at the household and
institutional levels by multiple actors; the impact that natural resource and agricultural interventions have
had on the knowledge, valuation, and practices associated with the resource; the resistance strategies
and patterns of cultivation being employed at the local level to ensure that traditional knowledge and
practices continue; and the implications of these findings for guiding management practices and future
interventions aimed at promoting imifino in local diets.
To address these aims, a mixed methods approach was taken to gather a holistic picture of the
knowledge and practices surrounding these indigenous vegetables. A variety of qualitative and visual
methods including participant observation, key informant interviews, facilitated group discussions, freelisting of species, forest walks, community history mapping, and participatory photography were chosen
to gain an in-depth understanding of the socio-cultural significance of imifino across scales (households,
community, institutions) and the everyday strategies of adaption and resistance to current reserve
management practices. A household survey of 80 homesteads in Southern Hobeni Village was used to
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provide baseline information on the different varieties of imifino grown in homestead gardens (igadi) as
well as intra-household data on the gendered labor dynamics for cultivating these varieties.
Summary of Conclusions
The first conclusion to be drawn from this study is that, in Hobeni, women have quintessentially
different knowledge than men about indigenous vegetables. These differences arise out of historical and
contemporary cultural gender norms, identities, and relationships and are reflected in the everyday
practices associated with resource harvesting and cultivation. Women, especially elder women, are the
custodians of biodiversity knowledge associated with imifino. This indigenous knowledge system has been
affected by the DCNR ban on resource harvesting, Betterment Planning, and social changes (increased
education, migration, and adoption of Western dietary practices) that have taken place in Hobeni over at
least a fifty year period.
The second conclusion is that this largely hidden body of plant knowledge parallels unequal
gendered power dynamics in the household and beyond, leading to unequal valuation of imifino by the
more dominant group (e.g. local men, conservation authorities, agricultural extension officers). Imifino is
valued at the household level, predominantly by women, as contributing to agrobiodiversity in homestead
gardens, child nutrition, economic benefits, and its use in traditional dishes. It is de-valued by some local
men (and some local women) as being representative of “poor people’s food”. It is also de-valued by local
men as a characteristically “feminized” food, with little potential for commercial growth or economic
benefit. At the institutional level, the consumption and/or growth of imifino in homestead gardens is
largely ignored by agricultural extension staff. For DCNR management, imifino is absent from any official
biodiversity protection mandates – however, due to the current ban on resources, community members
are discouraged from entering the reserve to harvest any resources. While this study did not focus
explicitly on the use of other forms of biodiversity at the DCNR, residents often described their traditional
agrarian practices as requiring them to have bundled access rights to a variety of forest species, beyond
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wild edible plants. This community discourse of bundling resource rights will undoubtedly make it difficult
to engage DCNR management in targeted imifino access interventions, as reserve management is
concerned about unsustainable resource practices associated with endangered or endemic forest species.
Findings from this study suggest that restrictions on reserve resources directly undercut
community members’ attempts to secure the well-being of their families by creating a more food-insecure
environment. For one, the loss of access rights has led to a significant decline in local ecological knowledge
associated with edible wild plants. In addition to the curtailed collection of forest foods, the loss of access
to forest species for building and fencing livestock kraals, homestead gardens, and larger fields has created
significant hardships for the people of Hobeni. Now that residents must purchase alternative sources of
fencing materials (e.g. wire mesh, exotic woods), they are often forced to make economic trade-offs that
compromise the health and well-being of themselves and their families. For example, deciding whether
to purchase HIV anti-viral medications or fencing their gardens in time for the planting season. These
dangerous trade-offs highlight the importance of being able to access free, naturally occurring food
sources – whether from the forest veld or within their home gardens.

The third conclusion is that in

order to combat these threats to their indigenous knowledge base, women have come up with strategies
of resistance to maintain their practices and cultural traditions associated with imifino. For everyday
practices, cattle are used as a resistance strategy to harvest resources “illegally” through secret ways of
entering the reserve. Some varieties of imifino are cultivated in homestead gardens, either actively or as
naturally occurring weedy species. While there were no relationships found between the cultivation of
imifino and the sex of household head, level of education of the household head, or the geographical sublocality where the homestead was based, there were clear gendered patterns of cultivation that suggest
the presence of female labor results in more varieties of imifino grown per household. This relationship
between female labor and increased on-farm agrobiodiversity (in the form of multiple imifino species)
confirms the crucial role women play in providing diversified household nutrition, and the relationship
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between gendered resource knowledge, valuation, and use. In other words, women possess knowledge
about imifino, they value imifino, and thus grow? And use imifino in ways that benefit themselves and
their families.
The fourth conclusion is that unequal valuation has led to a marginalized and threatened
knowledge system, which has implications for biodiversity conservation strategies, resource
management, and household level nutrition. These implications include the recognition of imifino’s
contributions to rural livelihoods and its socio-cultural significance, and the incorporation of women’s
ecological knowledge into biodiversity management plans. Imifino is a resource located at the interface
of natural resources and agriculture, and needs to be recognized for its important contributions to
household agrobiodiversity. Thus, a management structure that takes into account both the
environmental and agricultural importance of indigenous vegetables to local residents should be
established to ensure their continued usage in local diets. The guidelines of such a management structure
are discussed below under programmatic implications.
Theoretical Contributions
After the publication of Rocheleau’s (1996) seminal text on feminist political ecology (FPE), there
was a drop-off in the number of authors that chose to use FPE as an orienting framework. I postulate that
a contributing factor for this decline is that authors using social categories other than gender as central to
their analyses chose to use frameworks such as the Sustainable Livelihoods Framework (Chambers 1993)
that allow space to incorporate gender issues, but are not its core focus. This study aimed to contribute
to the revival of the field of Feminist Political Ecology.
Using the concepts of situated knowledge and standpoint theory, this analysis was able to uncover
the practices of power that create knowledge and valuation of biodiversity. Using Donna Haraway’s
metaphor of vision, the partiality of knowledge claims becomes evident.
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“The work of feminist science is linking the knowledges produced
by multifaceted and complexly situated observers into a new
form of deeper, stronger rationality. It is based not on omniscient
positioning, but on the contradictions between embedded
positions.” (Haraway, Modest_Witness)
As illustrated throughout this study, indigenous/traditional/local ecological knowledge is
organized along gendered lines. With regards to improved natural resource management, a genderinclusive strategy is required to build managerial practices around the less visible knowledge and practices
associated with biodiversity. However, the contours of what constitutes gender-inclusive biodiversity
management will be highly context-specific. This case study serves as a powerful example of the tradeoffs inherent in including gendered, ecological knowledge into forest management plans. This is discussed
in further detail in the programmatic and policy implications sections.
By using a feminist political ecology framework, this study has illustrated how gender roles,
identities, and relationships play a significant role in shaping knowledge and practices associated with
indigenous vegetables. The actions of local women in safeguarding their traditions around imifino is a
concrete example of Vandana Shiva’s (1988) concept of gendered “sciences of survival”. By entering the
reserve illegally, transplanting plant material from the forest veld into homestead gardens, and using
passive resistance strategies or “weapons of the weak”, women have been able to keep many of the
traditions associated with these plants alive under tumultuous conditions. And yet, the findings of this
study suggest that the continued transmission of the knowledge and practices around imifino is anything
but certain.
In addition to its contribution to feminist political ecology, this study has important theoretical
implications for the emerging field of “adaptive co-management”. “Adaptive co-management” relies on
the moralist discourse that bringing resource-dependent communities together with the state (and often
other stakeholders) is the best (or only) solution to addressing issues around inequitable resource
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governance, biodiversity conservation, and community interests. While theoretically, this discourse is a
promising divergence from non-participatory, top down models of governance, it neglects the fact that,
in practice, even “adaptive co-management” can further marginalize communities through participatory
exclusions and reinforcement of existing hierarchies. Since 2001, the institutional arrangements at the
DCNR have been classified as a “co-management” regime. Yet the varied political power struggles by
predominately male community and extra-community actors has resulted in an ongoing stalemate that
makes the creation of a sustainable management plan unlikely to emerge anytime soon. Thus, the
programmatic and policy implications of this study place more emphasis on the role of non-related actors
– especially local non-governmental organizations and the Department of Agriculture – in catalyzing
positive changes in plant agrobiodiversity knowledge transfer and conservation.
Programmatic Applications
By programmatic applications I refer to the possible interventions or programs that can be
implemented by local or state actors to act upon the findings of this study. Since this research has revealed
the deep schisms between the conservation management authority (ECPTA) and reserve adjacent
communities of Hobeni, a partnership with the Department of Agriculture and local non-governmental
organizations is more likely to result in increased awareness and uptake of practices around imifino,
without compromising its accessibility. While extension agents from the Department of Agriculture have
largely ignored the benefits of imifino consumption and cultivation, there are currently no mandates
outlawing their use. Currently agricultural extension agents are primarily educating and supporting
farmers with producing higher yields of maize and other cash crops. If they were able to shift some of
their focus to indigenous plants as a way to encourage agrobiodiversity, it’s likely that residents would be
able to incorporate both into their cultivation and consumption practices. The benefits of indigenous
vegetable consumption for household nutrition and food security are numerous, and while this research
highlighted their socio-cultural significance, recent studies have highlighted their high micro-nutrient
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content and resiliency to climate change (Oseni 2015; Njeme et al. 2014). Thus, my first recommendation
is for the Department of Agriculture to coordinate an educational campaign to bring attention to the
positive nutritional benefits associated with imifino consumption, and incorporate the views of Hobeni
residents into their programming. Furthermore, if extension agents could support Hobeni residents in
creating a local market for imifino, this could potentially assist in ensuring the continued consumption of
these plants. However, such an intervention would need to be highly monitored to ensure genderinclusive benefits. Research in other agricultural value chains (Mudege et al., 2015; Quisumbing et al.,
2015; Waithanji et al., 2015) suggest that as production becomes more commercialized, women may not
be able to derive the same benefits as men due to structural norms that legitimize men’s privilege over
these commodities.
For either of these interventions to be successful, local agricultural extension officers must take
seriously the concerns and knowledge of Hobeni residents. This will require a rebalancing of power
relations that recognizes women’s valuation of indigenous vegetables. Any educational intervention
will require working directly and often with local community members to create local-expert knowledge
links. These links between intervention actors and local people could facilitate the discussion and transfer
of imifino practices in homestead gardens. As a practical recommendation from field experience,
communication between agents and community members could be greatly improved via monthly
meetings in the rural community, instead of the extension office which is located more than 60 kilometers
away from Hobeni.
Underpinning the success of a state-supported educational campaign is a change in community
perceptions of imifino as a food of poverty, or as a foodstuff only for women and children. The support of
a local non-governmental organization in facilitating a change in perspective could make a huge impact in
spreading awareness of imifino’s benefits “for everyone”. The largest NGO currently operating in Hobeni
is the Donald Woods Foundation. Founded in 2003, the Donald Woods Foundation flagship program is
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“Health in Every Hut”. This program focuses on health screenings and education in HIV, tuberculosis,
diabetes and hypertension, and maternal and child health. The program has reached approximately
50,000 local residents for health screenings, and 9,068 households have been visited by community health
outreach workers since June 2013. If the Donald Woods Foundation were able to incorporate the
consumption of imifino into their Health in Every Hut program – either as a part of individual health
screenings or through a larger community campaign - the potential for community members to transform
their perceptions of these foods is truly remarkable.
Whether through the Department of Agriculture, the Donald Woods Foundation, or the unlikely
candidate of conservation management at the Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve, immediate intervention is
needed to ensure the survival of the traditional, localized ecological knowledge around imifino. Ideally, a
partnership between the Department of Agriculture, non-profit organizations, and Hobeni leadership
could create opportunities for Hobeni residents to increase their use of imifino in local diets. The ability
for residents to reclaim their socio-cultural heritage around imifino is likely to occur only if and when the
conservation authority explicitly allows (or better yet, supports) harvesting of forest imifino varieties. In
order for this to happen, conservation authorities must be willing to listen to the stories of Hobeni
residents and integrate women’s indigenous knowledge into forest management plans.
Policy Implications
The experiences and practices of women as gatherers, cultivators, natural resource managers, and
providers of sustenance and health for their families constitutes a substantial knowledge system that can
contribute to the conservation and use of forest and agricultural biodiversity. Yet, my analysis of DCNR
management documents revealed the core conflicting issue of mandating the area as a conservation site
in “perpetuity” while also allowing for “principles of sustainable utilization”. The reserve documents are
also clear that no land can be used for agricultural purposes. Thus, as of this juncture, the likelihood for a
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community-based sustainable harvesting management plan to emerge (let alone a plan situated around
gendered ecological knowledge) is sadly improbable.
This research has provided a comprehensive documentation of the gendered knowledge system of
indigenous vegetables in Hobeni, including the associated practices and significance around imifino. The
study has drawn attention to the fact that the knowledge and practices associated with “wild” or forest
varieties of imifino, are rapidly eroding under the continued resource harvesting ban. If this ban were to
be lifted, and the conservation community could work together with local experts in identifying potential
environmental requirements and forest-to-garden transportation of plant materials, perhaps the
generations of indigenous knowledge and cultural significance of all the varieties of imifino could
continue.
However, the documenting of imifino knowledge, including the whereabouts of forest species, comes
with considerable risks under the current management regime. For the purposes of this study I
purposively chose not to document forest plants using specific photographs, as I was concerned that this
information could be used to the detriment of locals – namely, that these would be species added to the
list of “no take” resources. By staying under the radar of the more conservative management parties at
the DCNR, perhaps the associated practices associated with imifino can continue through community
resistance (e.g. the use of cows to enter the reserve to harvest) for a time. However, the long term
sustainability of imifino harvesting will require conservationists to recognize the significance of these
plants to rural people, and cooperate to ensure the survival of women’s knowledge system and associated
practices.
Study Limitations and Directions for Future Research
This study has several important limitations. The first is that interviews on the knowledge system
associated with imifino were conducted predominantly with experts, who were elder women. Thus, the
lack of younger participants in the study makes it difficult to make precise inferences on the process of
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knowledge transmission and/or uptake. Future research canvassing a broader age range of participants
would be useful in documenting the rapid erosion of forest plant knowledge, and could be a powerful tool
in convincing conservation authorities, government officials, universities, or other stakeholders to stage
interventions.
Although the quantitative component of the study was officially a “re-survey”, the original surveys
conducted in 1998 and 2009 did not include data on imifino cultivation practices, making longitudinal
analysis in this domain impossible. The small number of participants in the household survey (n=80) likely
influenced the non-significant relationships in the regression analyses. A re-survey using a larger
population could potentially mitigate this issue. Furthermore, the lack of an “income”/wealth category
made it impossible to infer whether wealthier households were more or less likely to cultivate imifino.
Adding this information to a re-survey in the future could inform targeted food security interventions in
Hobeni aimed at specific household types.
Finally, while this study canvassed only one category of forest resources (indigenous vegetables),
there are a variety of other forest foods and natural resources that likely have gendered localized and
traditional knowledge systems that are in jeopardy due to the current ban. Future research targeting these
resources would be helpful in documenting their associated traditional ecological knowledge, valuation,
and practices, and could be used to design species-specific interventions and awareness programs.
Study Impact
During my eight months in Hobeni, emergent recommendations were made throughout the
fieldwork process to the Department of Agriculture, Forestry, and Fisheries (DAFF), the Eastern Cape Parks
and Tourism Agency (ECPTA), and the Donald Woods Foundation (DWF). As of March 2016, I am
contributing to an on-going court case whereby the Legal Resources Center (South Africa’s largest public
interest, human rights law clinic) is representing a group of women from Mendwane who were arrested
for allegedly illegally harvesting marine resources from the Marine Protected Area. I have provided the
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legal representatives a doctoral dissertation research brief outlining how the curtailment of access to the
Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve has impacted rural livelihoods, agricultural practices, and indigenous
knowledge associated with natural resources, which will be used to prepare affidavits for the case.
As for the participants involved in this study, it is my hope that through sharing their stories and
photographs they recognized the value of their perspectives, and gained a greater recognition of their
roles as potential agents of change in their community. In the last Photovoice session, several participants
explained that after documenting their concerns through photographs, they now felt confident to share
their photos with agricultural extension agents to discuss community food security challenges. I was
surprised and delighted to hear that this small exercise had catalyzed their interest and confidence in
participating in spaces they hadn’t before. I hope that more projects aiming to gather community
perceptions use Photovoice as a research and capacity building tool – it really can be a powerful vehicle
to bring “voice” to people who feel excluded, de-valued, or “voice-less”.
As for the study’s impact on me, conducting research in Hobeni not only tested my abilities as a
researcher and problem-solver, but also in many other unexpected and intimate roles. While in
retrospect, I fondly remember my time trying out my recently acquired isiXhosa language skills with new
friends, tasting imifino for the first time with my research team, and training a group of very talented
community photographers, engaging in other parts of the study, especially those that dealt explicitly with
the historical and current management of the DCNR, was profoundly difficult. It was painful to routinely
hear the spiritual dispossession and threat of violence that community members faced in trying to exercise
their traditional practices and way of life. On several occasions I spoke with community members who
had directly been physically violated by rangers, and many more times I interviewed people who had a
family member beaten, jailed, or raped by rangers.
When describing the purpose of my study to community members, it was heartbreaking to explain
that there was no way to determine whether or not my research would have an impact on lifting the
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resource harvesting ban. On my first day in the field, a resident responded to my request for interview
with, “Hah! I’ll die before things change here”. Other times, participants would suddenly bring up deeply
personal issues in interviews not directly related to natural resources – the challenges of being
unemployed, HIV positive, and/or the victims of domestic violence were common ones. While I usually
tried my best to connect these interviewees with the most appropriate local authorities or clinics, I often
felt that my research questions were a “trigger” for the emotional and spiritual damage the community
had experienced. Or perhaps they just saw me as an outsider that could offer help on issues they felt were
too big to face alone.
In addition to challenges with community members, I found that as my research continued, it
became increasingly difficult to maintain an objective opinion of the conservation authority. Having topranking park officials duck and dodge my requests for interview, I began to question whether my study
could contribute to an improved “co-management regime” at the DCNR after all. In the end, I chose to
focus my recommendations more towards the impacts other governmental bodies, private institutions,
or community members themselves could have on the continued use of indigenous vegetables in local
diets. As an outsider, I fear that the socio-cultural significance of these forest plants will soon be lost if
adolescent girls are unable to practice the initiation rituals associated with wild imifino.
And yet, the insiders of this study, particularly the natural resource experts who helped me
document the knowledge and valuation of imifino, seemed to be more hopeful than ever that things were
beginning to change in Hobeni. They cited the recent hiring of several local young people as forest rangers
as a step in the right direction to reconciliation. They described how the ongoing court case (while it
centers on whether the demarcation of the MPA was constitutional) is a sign that the tide is beginning to
turn in the community’s favor. And with regards to the continued knowledge, valuation, and use of
imifino, study participants seemed more confident than ever that their practices would be able to
continue – and that participating in this study had, in a small way, helped them.
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Your research has boosted our morale and spirits. Before you
came, we were taking these imifino species for granted. You
motivated us to use species we grew up eating. The wild imifino
species have a lot of value, so we can’t take them for granted.
They add value to our lives.
- Photovoice participant #04, female, 65
Final Thoughts
In Hobeni Village, women serve as custodians of forest biodiversity, particularly through their
practices of replanting wild edibles in their homestead gardens. These plants, known locally in isiXhosa as
imifino, provide an important safety net in times of food insecurity, in addition to their sociological
valuation and reverence in amaXhosa cultural practices. Imifino contributes to food security by providing
necessary diet diversification and nutrition, supplementing the foods produced by agriculture.
The results of this study indicate that the blocked access to natural resources at the DCNR has
resulted in grave cultural, economic, and spiritual losses for Hobeni Community. The erosion of local
ecological knowledge associated with forest foods has resulted in lower rates of consumption and
availability for rituals and cultural practices. It is evident that the curtailment of resources has created a
rapid decline in knowledge – elder women in the study were able to identify over 60 species of wild foods,
and claimed their children were able to identify only 8-10. To bring attention to the devastating impacts
of resource curtailment, women have led multiple protests and continue to actively resist current
management policies at great personal risk. Despite being beaten, arrested, and jailed, the women of
Hobeni say they will continue to combat laws that deny their cultural rights and responsibilities associated
with their knowledge of forest biodiversity.
Using a feminist political ecology perspective to interrogate the multiple uses and values at stake
and the various actors and institutions that mediate community perceptions and patterns of imifino use,
this study emphasizes the need for recognizing women’s knowledge in the management of plant
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biodiversity. Optimally, a management structure or community intervention that takes women’s
knowledge into account could encourage the sustainable use of these resources and consequently, help
maintain the indigenous knowledge associated with imifino.

138

BIBLIOGRAPHY
Abdu-Raheem, K. A. 2010. Expanding biodiversity conservation beyond the official mandate of the DwesaCwebe nature reserve of South Africa: qualitative assessment based on Nqabara administrative
area (Doctoral dissertation, University of Pretoria).
Adams, W.M. and Mulligan M. 2003. Decolonizing nature: Strategies for conservation in a post-colonial
era. London: Earthscan Publications.
Agrawal, A., & Gibson, C. C. 1999. Enchantment and disenchantment: the role of community in natural
resource conservation. World development, 27(4): 629-649.
Agarwal, B. 1994. A field of one’s own: Gender and land rights in south Asia. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.
Agarwal, B. 2001. Participatory exclusions, community forestry, and gender: An analysis for South Asia
and a conceptual framework. World development, 29(10): 1623-1648.
Archambault, A. 1993. A critique of ecofeminism. Canadian Woman Studies, 13(3): 1-4.
Bandiaky, S. 2008. Gender inequality in Malidino biodiversity community-based reserve, Senegal: political
parties and the 'village approach'. Conservation and Society, 6(1): 62-73.
Badola, R., and S. A. Hussain. 2003. Conflict in paradise: Women and protected areas in the Indian
Himalayas. Mountain Research and Development 23 (3): 234-237.
Beh, A., Bruyere, B.L., & Lolosoli, S. 2013. Legitimizing local perspectives in conservation through
community-based research: A Photovoice study in Samburu, Kenya. Society & Natural Resources, 26(12):
1390-1406.
Bennett, N.J. and P. Dearden. 2013. A picture of change: using Photovoice to explore social and
environmental change in coastal communities on the Andaman Coast of Thailand. Local Environment,
18(9): 983-1001.
Berbés-Blázquez, M. 2012. A participatory assessment of ecosystem services and human wellbeing in
rural Costa Rica using photo-voice. Environmental Management, 49(4): 862-875.
Berkes, F. 2004. Rethinking community-based conservation. Conservation biology, 18(3): 621-630.
Billo, E. and Hiemstra, N. 2013. Mediating messiness: Expanding ideas of flexibility, reflexivity and
embodiment in fieldwork. Gender, Place and Culture, 20 (3): 313-328.
Blore, M., Cundill, G., Mkhulisi, M. 2013. Towards measuring the transaction costs of co-management in
Mkambati Nature Reserve, Eastern Cape, South Africa. Journal of Environmental Management. 129: 444455.
139

Bozzoli, B. 1983. Marxism, feminism and South African studies. Journal of Southern African Studies, 9(2),
139-171.
Brockington, D. 2002. Fortress Conservation. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press.
Brockington, D. 2008. Preserving the new Tanzania: Conservation and land use change. The International
Journal of African Historical Studies, 41(3): 557-579.
Carlsson, L., and F. Berkes. 2005. Co-management: concepts and methodological implications. Journal of
Environmental Management 75(1): 65-76.
Castleden, H. and T. Garvin. 2008. Modifying Photovoice for community-based participatory Indigenous
research. Social science & medicine, 66(6): 1393-1405.
Castro, A.F. and Nielson, E. 2001. Indigenous people and co-management: Implications for conflict
management. Environmental Science and Policy, 4(5): 229-239.
Chambers, R. 1993. Challenging the professions: frontiers for rural development. Intermediate Technology
Publications Ltd (ITP).
Cleaver, F. 1999. Paradoxes of participation: Questioning participatory approaches to development.
Journal of International Development, 11: 597-612.
Coad, L., A. Campbell, L. Miles, and Katherine Humphries. 2008. The costs and benefits of protected areas
for local livelihoods: a review of the current literature. Cambridge, UK, UNEP World Conservation
Monitoring Centre.
Cooke, B., and U. Kothari, eds. 2001. Participation: The New Tyranny? London: Zed Books.
Dold, T., & Cocks, M. 2012a. Voices from the forest: Celebrating nature and culture in Xhosaland. Jacana
Media.
Cocks, M. L., Dold, T., & Vetter, S. 2012b. 'God is my forest': Xhosa cultural values provide untapped
opportunities for conservation. South African Journal of Science, 108(5-6): 52-59.
Colchester, Marcus. 1994. Salvaging nature: indigenous peoples, protected areas and biodiversity
conservation. Geneva: Diane Publishing.
Colfer, C.J.P. 2005. The equitable forest: diversity, community and resource management. Washington,
DC, Resources for the Future.
Cornwall, Andrea. 2000. Making a difference? Gender and participatory development. IDS Discussion
Paper: 378-400.
Cornwall, A. 2003. Whose Voices? Whose Choices? Reflections on gender and participatory development.
World Development, 31(8): 1325-1342.
140

Creswell, J.W. 2007. Qualitative inquiry and research design: Choosing from five methods, (2nd edition).
Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications.
Cundill, G., Thondhlana, G., Sisitka, L., Shackleton, S. and Blore, M. 2013. Land claims and the pursuit of
co-management on four protected areas in South Africa. Land use Policy, 53: 171-178.
DEA (Department of Environmental Affairs Republic of South Africa). 2010. Conservation for the people
with the people: A review of the parks and people programme. Pretoria, South Africa.
Denscombe, M. 2014. The good research guide: for small-scale social research projects. McGraw-Hill
Education (UK).
Department of Land Affairs. 2001. Dwesa-Cwebe Community Agreement. PO Box 1375 Caxton House
East London, Unpublished.
Dovie, D. B., Witkowski, E. T. F., & Shackleton, C. M. 2008. Knowledge of plant resource use based on
location, gender and generation. Applied Geography, 28(4): 311-322.
Eastern Cape Parks Board (ECPB). 2007. Dwesa-Cwebe Integrated Reserve Management Plan. East
London: Southernwood.
Elmendorf, W. F., & Luloff, A. E. 2001. Using qualitative data collection methods when planning for
community forests. Journal of Arboriculture, 27(3): 139-151.
Espinosa, M.C. 2010. Why gender in wildlife conservation? Notes from the Peruvian Amazon. The Open
Anthropology Journal, 3: 230-241.
Fabricius, C., C. Folke, G. Cundill, and L. Schultz. 2007. Powerless spectators, coping actors, and adaptive
co-managers: a synthesis of the role of communities in ecosystem management. Ecology and Society
12(1): 29.
FAO. 2013. Forests, food security and gender: Linkages, disparities and priorities for action. Background
paper for the International Conference on Forests for Food Security and Nutrition.
FAY, D. 1999. Local knowledge of grass and grassland management in Dwesa-Cwebe. Boston University
Department of Anthropology.
Fay, D. 2003. Disabling Globalization: Places of power in post-Apartheid South Africa. International Journal
of African Historical Studies, 36 (1): 217-219.
Fay, D. 2007. Struggles over resources and community formation at Dwesa-Cwebe, South Africa. The
International Journal of Biodiversity Science and Management, 3(2): 88-101.
FAY, D. 2009. Land tenure, land use and land reform at Dwesa-Cwebe, South Africa: Local transformations
and limits of the State. World Development 37: 1424-1433.
141

Fay, D. 2013. Neoliberal conservation and the potential for lawfare: New legal entities and the political
ecology of litigation at Dwesa–Cwebe, South Africa. Geoforum, 44: 170-181.
Flint, C.G., A. E. Luloff, and J.C. Finley. 2008. Where is “community” in community-based forestry? Society
and Natural Resources, 21(6): 526-537.
Flintan, F. 2003. Engendering Eden: Women, gender and ICDPs in South and South East Asia: Lessons learnt
and experiences shared. International Institute for Environment and Development.
Garibay-Orijel, R., Ramírez-Terrazo, A., & Ordaz-Velázquez, M. 2012. Women care about local
knowledge, experiences from ethnomycology. Journal of ethnobiology and ethnomedicine, 8(1).
Ghimire, K. and M. Pimbert (eds.) 1997. Social change and conservation. London: Earthscan.
Goetz, A.M and S. Hassim (eds.) 2003. No Shortcuts to Power: African Women in Politics and Policy-making.
Zed Press, London, UK.
Grundy, M., Campbell, B., White, R., Prabhu, R., Jensen, S., and T.N. Ngamile. 2004. Participatory forest
management in conservation areas: The case of Cwebe, South Africa. Forests, Trees, and Livelihoods, 14
(2): 149-165.
Guijit, Irene and Shah, M. (eds.) 1998. The Myth of Community: Gender Issues in Participatory
Development. London: Intermediate Technology Publications.
Hadjichambis, A. C., Paraskeva-Hadjichambi, D., Della, A., Elena Giusti, M., De Pasquale, C., Lenzarini, C.,
& Skoula, M. 2008. Wild and semi-domesticated food plant consumption in seven circum-Mediterranean
areas. International Journal of Food Sciences and Nutrition, 59(5): 383-414.
Hall, R. 2004. A Political Economy of Land Reform in South Africa. Review of African Political Economy,
100: 213-227.
Haraway, D. 1988. Situated knowledges: The science question in feminism and the privilege of partial
perspective. Feminist studies: 575-599.
Harding, S. 2008. Introduction to Sciences from Below: Feminisms, Postcolonialities, and Modernities.
Durham, Duke University Press: 1-19.
Hawkins, Roberta, and Diana Ojeda. 2011. Gender and Environment: Critical Tradition and New
Challenges. Environment and Planning D: Society and Space, 29(2): 237-53.
Howard, P.L. (ed.) 2003. Women and plants: gender relations in biodiversity management and
conservation. London, ZED Books.
Husselman, A. and Sizane, N. 2006. Imifino: A guide to the use of wild leafy vegetables in the Eastern Cape.
Institute of Social and Economic Research, Rhodes University.
142

Kepe, T. 1997. Communities, entitlements, and nature reserves: The case of the wild coast, South Africa.
IDS Bulletin, 28(4): 47-58.
Kepe, T. 2008. Land claims and co-management of protected areas in South Africa: Exploring the
challenges. Environmental Management, 41(1):311-321.
Kepe, T., Cousins, B., and S. Turner. 2011. Resource tenure and power relations in community wildlife: The
case of Mkambati Area, South Africa. Society and Natural Resources: An International Journal, 14(10): 911925.
Kimura, A. H., & Katano, Y. 2014. Farming after the Fukushima accident: a feminist political ecology
analysis of organic agriculture. Journal of Rural Studies, 34: 108-116.
King, B.H. 2007. Conservation and community in the new South Africa: A case study of the Mahushe
Shongwe Game Reserve. Geoforum, 38(1): 207-219.
Kiptot, E., & Franzel, S. 2012. Gender and agroforestry in Africa: a review of women’s
participation. Agroforestry systems, 84(1): 35-58.
Kostauli, M.R. 2011. Assessing the Complexity of a Post Land Settlement Process in Protected Area
Management: an example of Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve in the Eastern Cape, South Africa.
Unpublished Master's thesis, Centre for Environmental Management, University of the Free State,
Bloemfontein.
Krueger, R. A., & Casey, M. A. 2014. Focus groups: A practical guide for applied research. Sage
publications.
Leach, M., R. Mearns and I. Scoones. 1997. Environmental entitlements: A framework for understanding
the institutional dynamics of environmental change. Discussion Paper-Institute of Development Studies
No. 359.
Leach, M. 2007. Earth mother myths and other ecofeminist fables: How a strategic notion rose and fell.
Development and Change, 38(1): 67-85.
Machlis, G.E. 1992. The contribution of sociology to biodiversity research and management. Biological
Conservation, 62: 161-170.
Matose, F. 2009. Knowledge, power, livelihoods, & common practices in Dwesa-Cwebe, South Africa.
Development South Africa, 26(4): 627-638.
Mavengahama, S., McLachlan, M., and W. de Clerq. 2013. The role of wild vegetable species in household
food security in maize based subsistence cropping systems. Food Security, 5: 227-233.
Mnguni, E. and A. Giampiccoli. 2015. Indigenous food and tourism for community well-being: A possible
contributing way forward. Mediterranean Journal of Social Sciences, 6(3): 24-34.

143

Moll, E.J. 1974. A preliminary report on the Dwesa Forest Reserve, Transkei. Wildlife Society of Southern
Africa, Cape Town.
Mudege, N.N., Kapalasa, E., Chevo, T., Nyekanyeka, T., and P. Demo. 2015. Gender norms and the
marketing of seeds and ware potatoes in Malawi. Journal of Gender, Agriculture and Food Security, 1(2):
18-41.
Myer, L., 1999. Imifinoyasendle, imifinoisiZulu: the ethnobotany, historical ecology and nutrition of
traditional vegetables in KwaZulu-Natal (Doctoral dissertation, University of Cape Town).
Naples, N. A. 2003. Feminism and method: Ethnography, discourse analysis, and activist research.
Psychology Press.
Newing, H. 2010. Conducting research in conservation: Social science methods and practice. New York:
Routledge.
Nightingale, A. J. 2003. A feminist in the forest: Situated knowledges and mixing methods in natural
resource management. ACME: An International Journal for Critical Geographies, 2(1): 77-90.
Nightingale, A. J. 2006. The nature of gender: Work, gender and environment. Online papers archived by
the Institute of Geography, School of Geosciences, University of Edinburgh.
Nightingale, A. J. 2011. Bounding difference: Intersectionality and the material production of gender,
caste, class and environment in Nepal. Geoforum, 42(2): 153-162.
Njeme, C., N. Goduka, and G. George. 2014. Indigenous leafy vegetables (imifino, morogo, muhuro) in
South Africa: A rich and unexplored source of nutrients and antioxidants. African Journal of
Biotechnology, 13(19): 1933-1942.
Ntshona, Z., Kraai, M., Kepe, T., Saliwa, P., 2010. From land rights to environmental entitlements:
community discontent in the ‘successful’ Dwesa Cwebe land claim in South Africa? Development
Southern Africa, 27 (3):353–361.
Ntsholo, L. 2014. Biodiversity Conservation in Land Reform: The Continuities and Discontinuities of
Colonial thought and Practice. A case Study of the Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve. Masters dissertation,
University of Cape Town.
Nuggehalli, R. K., & Prokopy, L. S. 2009. Motivating factors and facilitating conditions explaining women's
participation in co-management of Sri Lankan forests. Forest policy and economics, 11(4): 288-293.
Orech, F. O., Aagaard-Hansen, J., & Friis, H. 2007. Ethnoecology of traditional leafy vegetables of the Luo
people of Bondo district, western Kenya. International journal of food sciences and nutrition, 58(7): 522530.
Oseni, G., et al., 2015. Explaining gender differentials in agricultural production in Nigeria. Agricultural
Economics, 46(3): 285-310.
144

Palmer, R. 1997. Rural adaptations in the eastern cape, South Africa. Lesotho: Morija Printing Works.
Palmer, R., Timmermans, H. and D. Fay eds. 2002. From conflict to negotiation: Nature-based development
on the South African wild coast. Pretoria: Human Sciences Research Council.
Paolisso, M. Ramirex, A., and Ritchie, A. 2002. The significance of gender roles in assessing disaster
impacts: A case study of hurricane Mitch and hillside farmers in Honduras. International Journal of Mass
Emergencies and Disasters, 20(2): 171-195.
Pfeiffer, J. and R.J. Butz. 2005. Assessing Cultural and Ecological Variation in Ethnobiological Research:
The Importance of Gender. Journal of Ethnobiology, 240-278.
Pieroni, A. 2001. Evaluation of the cultural significance of wild food botanicals traditionally consumed in
Northwestern Tuscany, Italy. Journal of Ethnobiology, 21(1): 89-104.
Pratt, G. and Rosner, V. (Eds) 2012. Introduction: The global and the intimate. In The Global and the
Intimate: Feminism in Our Time. Columbia University Press: 1-27.
Quisumbing, A.R., et al., 2015. Gender, assets, and market-oriented agriculture: learning from high-value
crop and livestock projects in Africa and Asia. Agriculture and Human Values, 32(4): 705-725.
Radel, C., Schmook, B., McEvoy, J., Mendez, C., & Petrzelka, P. 2012. Labour migration and gendered
agricultural relations: The feminization of agriculture in the ejidal sector of Calakmul, Mexico. Journal of
Agrarian Change, 12(1): 98-119.
Ramutsindela, M. 2003. Land reform in South Africa's national parks: a catalyst for the human-nature
nexus. Land Use Policy 20(1): 41-49.
Razavi, S., 2003. Introduction: Agrarian change, gender and land rights. Journal of Agrarian Change 3
(1/2): 2-32.
Reddy, V. and Moletsane. 2011. The gendered dimensions of food security in South Africa: A review of the
literature, Human Sciences Research Council: 1-5.
Reid, H., Fig, H., and Magome, N. 2004. Co-management of contractual national parks: Lessons from
Australia. Conservation and Society, 2: 377-409.
Rocheleau, D. E. 1995. Gender and biodiversity: A feminist political ecology perspective. IDS bulletin, 26(1):
9-16.
Rocheleau, D., & Edmunds, D. 1997. Women, men and trees: Gender, power and property in forest and
agrarian landscapes. World development, 25(8): 1351-1371.
Rocheleau, D., Wachira, K., Malaret, L., & Wanjohi, B. M. 1989. Local knowledge for agroforestry and
native plants. Farmer first: Farmer innovation and agricultural research: 14-24.

145

Rocheleau, D. 1995. Maps, numbers, text, and context: Mixing methods in feminist political ecology. The
Professional Geographer, 47 (4): 458-466.
Rocheleau, D., B. Thomas-Slayter and E. Wangari. 1996. Feminist political ecology. Global issues and local
experiences. Routledge, London, UK.
Rocheleau, D. E. 2008. Political ecology in the key of policy: From chains of explanation to webs of
relation. Geoforum, 39(2): 716-727.
Rose, G. 1997. Situated knowledges: Positionality, reflexivity, and other tactics. Progress in Human
Geography, 21 (3): 305-320.
Russell, D., & Harshbarger, C. 2003. Groundwork for community-based conservation: strategies for social
research. AltaMira Press.
Schurr, C., & Segebart, D. 2012. Engaging with feminist postcolonial concerns through participatory
action research and intersectionality. Geographica Helvetica, 67(3): 147-154.
Scott 1985. Weapons of the weak: Everyday forms of peasant resistance. New Haven: Yale University
Press.
Shackleton, C.M. 2003. The prevalence of use and value of wild edible herbs in South Africa. South
African Journal of Science, 99: 23-25.
Shackleton, C., Paumgarten, F., Mthembu, T., Ernst, L., Pasquini, M., & Pichop, G. 2010. Production of
and trade in African indigenous vegetables in the urban and peri-urban areas of Durban, South
Africa. Development Southern Africa, 27(3): 291-308.
Shackleton, C.M., Timmermans, H., Nongwe, N., Hamer, N., and R. Palmer. 2007. Direst-use value of nontimber forest products from two areas on the Transkei Wild Coast. Agrekon, 46: 135-155.
Shackleton, C. M., Shackleton, S. E., & Cousins, B. 2001. The role of land-based strategies in rural
livelihoods: the contribution of arable production, animal husbandry and natural resource harvesting in
communal areas in South Africa. Development Southern Africa, 18(5): 581-604.
Shackleton, S., Delang, C. O., & Angelsen, A. 2011. From subsistence to safety nets and cash income:
exploring the diverse values of non-timber forest products for livelihoods and poverty alleviation.
In Non-timber forest products in the global context (55-81). Springer Berlin Heidelberg.
Shiva, V. 1988. Staying alive: Women, ecology, and development. London: Zed Books.
Shiva, V. 1992. Women's indigenous knowledge and biodiversity conservation. India International Centre
Quarterly: 205-214.
Schroeder, R. A., 1999. Shady Practices: Agroforestry and Gender Politics in the Gambia, University of
California Press, Berkeley.
146

Shanley, S. and Gaia, G.R. 2001. Equitable ecology: collaborative learning for local benefit in Amazonia.
Agriculture Systems, 73: 83-97.
Sigot, A., Thrupp, L.A., and J. Green. Eds. 1995.Towards common ground: Gender and natural resources
management in Africa. Washington, DC: World Resources Institute.
Singh, N. 2008. Equitable gender participation in local water governance: An insight into institutional
paradoxes. Water Resource Management, 22: 925-942.
Smith, D. E. 1987. The everyday world as problematic: A feminist sociology. University of Toronto Press.
Sultana, F. 2011. Suffering for water, suffering from water: emotional geographies of resource access,
control, and conflict. Geoforum, 42(2): 163-172.
Sunde, J., Sowman, M., Smith, H., & Wicomb, W. 2013. Emerging proposals for tenure governance in
small-scale fisheries in South Africa. Land Tenure Journal, (1): 1-26.
Timmermans, H. 1994. Rural livelihoods at Dwesa/Cwebe: poverty, development and natural resource use
on the Wild Coast, South Africa. MSc thesis, Rhodes University, Grahamstown.
Timmermans, H. 2002. Natural resource use at Dwesa-Cwebe. From Conflict to Negotiation. Naturebased Development on the South African Wild Coast: 173-198.
Timmermans, H.G. 2004. Rural livelihoods at Dwesa/Cwebe: Poverty, development and natural resource
use on the Wild Coast. M.Sc. Thesis. Rhodes University, Grahamstown, South Africa.
Tinley, K. 1975. Planning and management proposals for the Dwesa Forest Reserve: Transkei.
Unpublished report, Farrell & van Riet Landscape Architects & Ecological Planners, Pretoria. 1-86.
Truelove, Y. 2011. (Re-) Conceptualizing water inequality in Delhi, India through a feminist political
ecology framework. Geoforum, 42(2): 143-152.
UNDP. 1992. Convention on Biological Diversity. VNEP No.92-8314. United Nations Environmental
Programme, Nairobi, Kenya.
UNDP. 2006. Conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity on the South African Wild Coast, UNDP
Global Environment Facility.
Uusiku, N. P., Oelofse, A., Duodu, K. G., Bester, M. J., & Faber, M. 2010. Nutritional value of leafy
vegetables of sub-Saharan Africa and their potential contribution to human health: A review. Journal of
Food Composition and Analysis, 23(6): 499-509.
Van Rensburg, W. J., Venter, S. L., Netshiluvhi, T. R., Van Den Heever, E., Vorster, H. J., De Ronde, J. A., &
Bornman, C. H. 2004. Role of indigenous leafy vegetables in combating hunger and malnutrition. South
African Journal of Botany, 70(1): 52-59.

147

Voeks, R. A. 2007. Are women reservoirs of traditional plant knowledge? Gender, ethnobotany and
globalization in northeast Brazil. Singapore Journal of Tropical Geography, 28(1): 7-20.
Vorster, H.J. and Jansen Van Rensburg, W.S. 2005. Baseline studies to identify African vegetables to
alleviate micronutrient deficiencies in the South Africa: Eastern Cape. Unpublished report, Agricultural
Research Council (ARC), Roodeplaat, Pretoria, South Africa.
Waithanji, E., et al. 2015. A gendered analysis of goat ownership and marketing in Meru, Kenya.
Development in Practice, 25(2): 188-203.
Wang, C., & Burris, M. A. 1997. Photovoice: Concept, methodology, and use for participatory needs
assessment. Health education & behavior, 24(3): 369-387.
Wan, M., Colfer, C.J.P. & Powell, B. 2011. Forests, women and health: opportunities and challenges for
conservation. International Forestry Review, special issue, 13(3): 369-387.
Wells, Michael P. 1996. The social role of protected areas in the new South Africa. Environmental
Conservation 23(4): 322-331.
West, P.C. and R. Brechin. 1991. Resident peoples and national parks: Social dilemmas and strategies in
international conservation. Tucson, AZ: University of Arizona Press.
Woolard, I. 2002. An overview of poverty and inequality in South Africa. Working paper for United
Kingdom Department of International Development.
Zweifel, H. 1997. The gendered nature of biodiversity conservation. NWSA Journal, 9(3): 107-123.

148

APPENDICES

149

Appendix A: Key Informant Interview Questionnaire
This is a composite list of questions designed to guide a semi-structured interview process with various
individuals – community key informants, governmental representatives, and members of various
community groups. The questionnaire is designed to explore various aspects of livelihoods, agrarian
change, and reserve co-management that are central to this research. Please note that not all questions
will be used with any individual participant.
I. Livelihoods Strategies
 What are the major livelihoods strategies that the community engages in?
 What livelihoods strategies are done in the area around the Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve?
 What livelihoods did people participate in the past? How have people's livelihoods changed over
time?
 What percentage of the community's livelihoods rely on natural resources? On agriculture?
 At what times of the year do different livelihoods occur?
 Do people in the community migrate to other places to work?
 Do family members send remittances to people who are still located in the community?
 What types of natural resources are used by the community?
 How do women and men's livelihoods differ in the community?
 What contributions do women's livelihoods make to the household and the community?
 What contributions do men's livelihoods make to the household and the community?
 Historically, what things and events have had the most significant impact on community
livelihoods? When did these events happen?
 What factors would allow the community to expand their repertoire of livelihoods? What
hinders?
 Has the curtailment of access rights to reserve resources led to a ‘simplification’ of livelihood
strategies?
 How are community members articulating concerns related to food security and livelihood
change, and how are these experiences gendered?
II. Natural Resource Management
 What policies, laws, legislations, or regulations facilitate or constrain resource use? How?
 What organizations (governmental and non-governmental) work with the community?
 What role does scientific and local knowledge play in the management of resources?
 How has the creation of the nature reserve impacted your community (both positive and
negative ways)?
 How did co-management emerge as the preferred model for reserve management?
 Who are the major stakeholders in co-management of the Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve?
 Are there gender differences in forest-related knowledge?
 Is gendered knowledge being recognized in forest management plans?
 Is the ECPTA planning on coming up with sustainable use policies for both the terrestrial forest
reserve and marine protected area?
 How do you think relations between reserve management and local communitites can be
improved?
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Overall, how do you think the local communitites perceive ECPTA management of the reserve?
Are you aware of what local people would like to see happen with regards to access and reserve
management?
Are there any plans to address food security in local communitites by allowing people to access
forest resources and replant edible wild plants that are found inside the nature reserve?
How are the views of ordinary citizens included in co-management planning and decisionmaking?

III. Agrarian Change
 What are the previous and potential future impacts of agrarian change on livelihoods? On
community?
 What challenges (environmental and social) do cultivators face in Lalini?
 Do these same challenges apply to cultivators living in other communitites adjacent to the
Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve?
 What species are being actively cultivated and/or conserved in Lalini?
 How does the gender division of labor impact agricultural activities?
 Why has Lalini been targeted for agricultural intervention when other parts of Hobeni have not?
 What coping methods have been offered to cultivators in order to deal with these challenges?
 (e.g. Subsidies, technology, special programs)
 Have you noticed any patterns in cultivator adoption or rejection of these methods?
 Is the Department of Agriculture promoting traditional methods of cultivation (kraal manure,
oxen/hand plowing) alongside modernized farming (tractors, chemical inputs, etc.)?
 Is the Department of Agriculture promoting the use of traditional varieties of crops and
livestock?
 Why do you think larger field cultivation has been largely abandoned in Lalini? And, since this
appears to be the trend, is the Department of Agriculture planning on targeting household
gardens instead for intervention/programs?
 Do you think that “Betterment Planning” during the time of Apartheid impacted farmer
knowledge and methods of cultivating in Lalini?
 Do you think young people living in Lalini are interested in agriculture?
 Do you think most households in Lalini are “food secure”?
 What future project activities do you think will help cultivating households increase their
livelihoods?
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Appendix B: Agenda for Imifino Discussion Groups
A. Free-listing of imifino species - RQ addressed: What are the priority species of imifino? What is
their availability status? What time of year are they collected?
a. Step 1: Create 2 lists for imifino (Imifino found in the veld and in their home gardens)
b. Step 2: List their availability status as (1) easy to find (common), (2) harder to find
(sometimes you can find), and (3) hardest to find (rare)
c. Step 3: Make a seasonal calendar and write which species are harvested at different
times of the year
B. History Line– RQ addressed: How has access to and knowledge about imifino changed over
time? What are the key drivers of changes in IK? Is it connected to landscape changes
(encroachment of invasive species), or broader sociological trends? (migration, forced removals,
land use change, integration of ‘modern foods’, & gender division of labor)
a. Step 1: Using a sheet of paper, draw a timeline of events that have impacted how imifino
is collected / used
C. Open Discussion of Importance of Imifino – RQ addressed: Are there gender or generational
differences in knowledge and valuation of imifino?
a. List of Questions:
i. Why do you like to eat imifino? Or what is the “cultural value” of imifino? Is
imifino important for your family’s diet / food security? Does it assist you during
times of food shortage?
ii. Who is responsible for collecting imifino? (gender and age-wise)
iii. Who taught you about imifino, and who are you teaching now about imifino?
(How is IK acquired and communicated?)
iv. How have you coped with restricted access to imifino specifically found in the
DCNR?
v. How have historical processes including Betterment Planning, restricted DCNR
access, and changing land use patterns impacted imifino use over the last 20-50
years?
vi. What are the differences between species found in the forest and in the garden?
Are there differences in taste? Preference? Uses?
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Appendix C: Community Member Semi-Structured Interview Guide
Circumstances of Interview
Date
Schedule Number
Date of Interview

Section 1: - Briefing Script:
Hello, my name is Katie Tavenner, and I am involved in a project that seeks to understand how the
communities adjacent to the Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve are using natural resources, and what
special challenges people may be facing. I would like to speak to you because of your experiences living
in this community, and how living here may provide special knowledge of how natural resources are
used and managed by local people.
Anything you say in this interview will remain confidential. I would like to record our conversation so
that I can be sure to accurately record what you tell me. However, you can still participate even if you
prefer that your responses not be recorded. Only I will have access to the recordings. Your decision to be
in this research is voluntary. You can stop at any time. You do not have to answer any questions you do
not want to answer. Do I have you consent to continue with the interview?

Section 2: - The Interview Schedule:
Topics to be discussed during semi-structured interviews include:
-Community perceptions of changes in agricultural production and practices of cultivation
-Community perceptions of changes in availability of natural resources
-Community perceptions of changes in the management of the Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve
-Betterment planning under the pre-Democratic South African government, including forcible removals
-Local ecological knowledge associated with natural resources, including priority species
-Cultural traditions and ceremonial practices related to natural resources
-Perceptions of food security, at the household and community levels
-Gender differences in knowledge related to natural resources and their use
-Community perceptions of generational differences with regards to ecological knowledge and
livelihood practices
-How the land inside the nature reserve is currently being used (and how it would like to be used in the
future)
-Ideas for how the community can be more involved in the management of the reserve
-The role of traditional authorities (Chiefs, Headmen, and sub-Headmen) in the allocation of land, and
their current role in the management of the reserve
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ISISHWA NKATHELO NDLIWANO NDLEBE KULUNTU – LWA SEKUHLALENI
INCUKACHA NGEMEKO YODLIWANO NDLEBE
UMHLA
INOMBOLO
YOHLELO
UMHLA
WODLIWANO
NDLEBE
ICANDELO 1: - LEPHEPHA SISHWANKATHELO
MOLO, IGAMA LAM NDIKU KATIE TAVENNER, NDITHABATHA INXAXHEBA KWINKQUBO – NEPROJECT
ENJONGO ZAYO IKUKUFUMA UKOQONDA UKUBA ABEMI BELALI EZINGQONGE ITHANGA IDWESA-CWEBE
BAZI SEBEHZISA NJANI IZINTO ZENDALO, NOKUTHI YEYIPHINA IMINGENI ABAHLANGANA NAYO. NDINGA
THANDA UKUNCOKOLA NAWE NGOKWAMAVA AKHO NJE NGOMHLALI, NANGOKUTHI NJENGOKO
KUKUDALA UHLALA KULELALI NGAWAPHI AMAVA AKHETHEKILEYO OLWAZI NGENDLELA ABANTU
ABASEBENZISA NABAZILAWULA NGAYO IIZINTO ZE NDALO?
YONKE INTO OXITHETHAYO KOLU DLIWANO-NDLEBE. YOKUBA YIMINLO. MDIZA KUBHALA PHANTSI
YONKE INTO ONDIXELELA YOMA UKUNZELA UKUBA IBHALWE NGOKU CHAMEKILEYO
NGOKWAMAZWIAKHO. NDIM KUPHELA OXAKUFIKELELA KWI NCUKACHA ZOKU – BHALWE KULENCOKO.
IIGQIBO ZO KUTHABATHA INXAXHEBA KOLU DLIWAHENO-NDLEBE AZOZINYAMZELISO. XA UZIVA
UNGAFUNIKUTHETHA NAKU PHENDULA UMGAYEKA NOKUBA KUNININA, UKUTHATHA IMXAXHEBA
KOLU DLIWANO-NDLEBE. AWUNYA NZELEKANGA UKUPHENDULA UMBUZO XA UNGAFUNI.
ICANDELO 2: - LOHLELO LODLIWANO-NDLEBE
IZIHLOKO EKUZA KUXOXWA NGAZO KOLU SHWAMKATHELO NDLIWANO-NDLEBE, ZIQUKA EZIZINDELAYO:
–
–

–

–
–
–
–
–

INDLELA ULUNTU ABALUBONA NGAYO UTSHINTSHO KUSIMVELISO YEZOLIMO KUQUKA INDLELA
EKULINYWA NGAYO KULEMIHLA.
INDLELA ULUNTU OLUBONA NGAYOUTSHINTSHO LOKU FUMAMEKA KWEZINTO ZENDALO
NGOKU KUMANGA PHAMBILI. INDELA ABANTU ABA BONA NGAYO INQUQU KULAWULO
LWETHANGA IDWESA-CWEBE.
INKQUBO / NENDLELA ABANTU ABA CHAPHAZELEKA NGAYO LUCANDO PHAMBI KWAHO
RHULUMENTE UKHOYO WESININZI. KUQUKA UKUSCISWA KWABO ZIZI RHUMENTE
ZANGAPHAMBILI.
ULWAZI LA BAHLALI NGOKU SETYEMZISWA KWEZINTO ZENDALO KWANEZINTO EZIZIMFUNO
EZIPHAMBILI ABUFUNA UKUZIXMAMLA KWITHANGA LENDALO IDWESA-CWEBE.
AMASIKO NENCUBEKO NGOKU SETYEMZISWA KWEZINTO ZENDALO.
INDLELA ABANTU AMAFUNA NGAYO UKUXHALA NGAYO IIZINTO ZENDELO – EZI FUMAMENEKA
KULAMATHANGA IDWESA-CWEBE UKUZE KUPHUHLE INTLALO YABO EMAKHAYA.
UMOHLU KO WO LWAZI NGEZINTO ZENDALO KUBANTU BEZINI EZO HLUKILEYO.
INDLELA ULUNTU EKUHLALENI ELOHLUKA NGAYO NGOLWAZI LOKU SETYEMZISWA LEZINTO
ZENDALO.
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–
–
–

INDLELA KULEMIHLA ITHLATHI ELISETYENZISWA NENDLE OFUNA UKUBA KUQHUTYWE
NGAYOKWIXA ELIZAYO.
IIMIBONO NGENDLELA ULUNTU OLUNGA THABANGAYO INXAXHEBA KULAWULO LWETHANGA
LENDALO.
INXAXHEBA YEMKOKHELI ZEMVELI IINKOSI NEZIBONDA, NEBHODI / ONOZITHETYANA
KUNIKEZELO LWEMIHLA YAMANXIXA NENDIMA YABO KULAWULO LWE THANGA LWENDALO
NGO SITHETHAYO.
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Appendix D: Consent Form – Participatory Activities
Participation in this research study is completely voluntary. Please ask questions about anything that you
do not understand before deciding if you want to participate. The research is being conducted by Katie
Tavenner, and is funded by a US Borlaug Fellowship in Global Food Security.
This research aims to gather community perceptions of livelihood and agrarian change, and changes in
forest use and resource management at the Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve by conducting participatory
activities with community members of Lalini Village.
Research procedures will include:
A. Transect Walks through the Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve to identify priority species of
indigenous fruits and vegetables
B. Free-listing of agro and forest biodiversity (participant brainstorming of available resources)
C. Facilitated Discussion Groups – topics for discussion will include agrarian and livelihood change,
and changes in forest access/availability of resources and co-management
D. Community Mapping – using a sheet of paper draw your community and the paths that lead to
any forest foods
E. History Line – using a sheet of paper draw pictures of important events in the history of Lalini
Village
Not all of these research procedures will be conducted with every participant in the study. Each exercise
will take between one and three hours (for the transect walk). Katie and her research assistant will
facilitate and monitor group discussions on topics relevant to the research project.
There are no anticipated risks to this research. All of your answers will be kept confidential and will only
be seen by Katie and her assistant. The results of this research may be used to assist in making policies to
assist smallholder farmers and resource users in the Transkei region of the Eastern Cape, but your name
and identifying information will not be included in any reports of this research.
You will be compensated with R40 for each exercise you take part in. You do not need to make your
decision immediately. You may decide now, or you may decide at a later time before the first exercise.
*The Pennsylvania State University’s Office for Research Protections and Institutional Review Board,
and the Office for Human Research Protections in the Department of Health and Human Services may
review records related to this project.
*Please contact Katie Tavenner at 078 105 9155 with questions, complaints, or concerns about this
research. You can also call this number if you feel this study has harmed you. If you have any
questions, concerns, or problems about your rights as a research participant or would like to offer
input, please contact The Pennsylvania State University’s Office for Research Protections (ORP) at +1
814 865 1775. The ORP cannot answer questions about research procedures. Questions about
research procedures can only be answered by the research team. *You must be 18 years or older to
take part in this study.
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Appendix E: Consent Form and Participant Information Sheet – Participatory
Photography
Principle Investigator: Katie Tavenner, PhD Candidate in Rural Sociology and Women’s Studies
Department of Agricultural Economics, Sociology, and Education, 311 Armsby Building, University Park,
PA 16802, United States. TEL: 078 105 9155
Advisor: Dr. Carolyn Sachs, Professor of Rural Sociology and Head of Women’s Studies Department
118 Willard Building, University Park, PA 16802, United States. TEL: +011 814 867 7716
Purpose of Study:
To give voice to Lalini Community members to speak out on issues related to food security and changes
in their resource-dependent livelihoods. This could include changes in forest use, changes in agricultural
practices, or other social or environmental changes.
Who will participate?
10 Lalini Community members of different ages, genders, and occupations to get a holistic picture of
community concerns.
What will be required of community members who participate?
Participants will be required to attend 3 meetings.
Duration: Approximately 3 weeks to complete.
Procedures to be followed: In the first meeting, each participant will be given a 35 mm disposable
camera, a pen, and the activity sheet. They will be shown how to use the camera, take a photograph,
and how to record and code their responses on the back of the activity sheet. In the second meeting,
participants will be given their printed-out photographs and encouraged to discuss why they took the
pictures they did. Participants do not need to share their responses or photographs with the group if
they so choose. In the third meeting, all ten photographers will meet together and share their 3 favorite
photographs and discuss their experiences of the project.
Compensation
Participants will receive lunch at every meeting (including a sandwich, fruit, and cool drink). Participants
will receive a book full of photographs upon completion of the project, and printed-out photographs of
their entire roll of film (approximately 40 photographs).



Example Questions for Photovoice assignment:
Can you tell me a story about how you are feeding yourself and your family, and how it has changed
over time by means of photograph? For example, one photograph could be of a maize crop or
abandoned field, and another photograph could be of store-bought food, or a new plant that is now
growing in the garden.
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Can you tell me a story about the challenges you encounter in meeting your food needs by means of
photograph? For example, this could be a photograph of wild foods inside the nature reserve that you
would like to access but are having difficulty accessing.
Risks: There are no known or anticipated risks to you by participating in this research.
Withdrawal of Participation: You may withdraw at any time without explanation or consequence.
Should you withdraw, if you would like to remove your data from the study, your data will be destroyed
immediately (or in the case of photographs from the participatory photography exercise, these will be
returned to you as soon as possible).
Anonymity and Confidentiality: Due to the group nature of the research process, you will not be
anonymous during participation in this research. Also, your answers may not be completely confidential
since other people will be present during the research. During dissemination of results, your name can
be attached to your photographs and explanations if you wish or your photographs and explanations can
be anonymized (see below). All data and results will be kept confidential and stored in a secure location
at all stages of the research process and afterwards.
Participants will be asked verbally whether they would like to waive confidentiality.
Photos taken by me during the photo-voice may be used for: Analysis ___ Dissemination ___
Does the participant agree to have his or her photographs and responses attributed to him or her by
name in the results? Yes _____ No ____
Right to Ask Questions: Please contact Katie Tavenner at 078 105 9155 with questions, complaints, or
concerns about this research. You can also call this number if you feel this study has harmed you. If you
have any questions, concerns, or problems about your rights as a research participant or would like to
offer input, please contact The Pennsylvania State University’s Office for Research Protections (ORP) at
+1 814 865 1775. The ORP cannot answer questions about research procedures. Questions about
research procedures can only be answered by the research team.
*You must be 18 years or older to take part in this study.
*The Pennsylvania State University’s Office for Research Protections and Institutional Review Board, and
the Office for Human Research Protections in the Department of Health and Human Services may review
records related to this project.
Agreement to participate in Photovoice implies that you have read/been read the information in this
form, and that you give your consent to take part in the research. Please keep this form for your records
and/or future reference.
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Appendix F: Consent to Participate – Household Survey
Participation in this research study is completely voluntary. Please ask questions about anything that you
do not understand before deciding if you want to participate. The research is being conducted by Katie
Tavenner, and is funded by a US Borlaug Fellowship in Global Food Security.
This research aims to understand changes in livelihoods, household composition, and perceptions of
agrarian change and resource co-management at the Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve, by conducting a resurvey of households that Dr. Derick Fay interviewed in 2009. Your household has been selected because
it was involved in the 2009 survey.
There will be two interviews in this research. Each one will take about an hour and a half, and they will
take place on separate days. First, Katie and her research assistant will record your answers to a series of
questions about your livelihood and changes in your household over the past 5 years. Second, Katie and
her assistant will return to talk with you more about the topics of the first interview.
You may choose not to participate in the interviews. If you participate in the first interview, you may
refuse to participate in the second interview. During the interviews, you may also refuse to answer any
questions.
There are no anticipated risks to this research. All of your answers will be kept confidential and will only
be seen by Katie and her assistant. The results of this research may be used to assist in making policies to
assist smallholder farmers and resource users in the Transkei region of the Eastern Cape, but your name
and identifying information will not be included in any reports of this research.
You will be compensated with R40 for each interview.
You do not need to make your decision immediately. You may decide now, or you may decide at a later
time before the first interview.
*The Pennsylvania State University’s Office for Research Protections and Institutional Review Board,
and the Office for Human Research Protections in the Department of Health and Human Services may
review records related to this project.
*Please contact Katie Tavenner at 078 105 9155 with questions, complaints, or concerns about this
research. You can also call this number if you feel this study has harmed you. If you have any
questions, concerns, or problems about your rights as a research participant or would like to offer
input, please contact The Pennsylvania State University’s Office for Research Protections (ORP) at +1
814 865 1775. The ORP cannot answer questions about research procedures. Questions about
research procedures can only be answered by the research team.
*You must be 18 years or older to take part in this study.
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Appendix G: Household Survey Instrument
Iinkcukacha Zodliwano Dlebe - Details of Interview
Igama Lombuzi - Name of Interviewer:………………………………………………………
Umhla Wodliwano-Ndlebe - Date of Interview: ………………………………………..
Inani Lephepha Lemibuzo - Questionnaire Number: ………………………............
Ilali - Village: ………………………………………………………………………………..............................
Ibhodi – Subheadman: ……………………………………………………………………………………………

Iinkcukacha Zomphenduli– Details of Respondent
Igama - First Name: ………………………………………………………………………………………………..
Ifani – Surname: ………………………………………………………...............................
Isiduko – Clan name: ……………………………………………………………….................................
Isini-sex: (Ndoda-Male) (Mfazi-Female)
Ubudala - Age:…………
Ukuba umphenduli akayontloko yekhaya, buza unxibelelwano phakathi kwakhe kunye nentloko
yekhaya?
Is the respondent the head of the household? If no, please supply details of the household head below.

Iinkcukacha Zentloko Yekhaya– Details of Household Head
Igama-First Name: …………………………………………………………………….
Ifani-Surname: ………………………………………………………………………….
Isiduko-Clan Name: ……………………………………………………………………
Isini-sex(Ndoda-Male) (Mfazi-Female)
Ubudala -Age....................
Indawo Azalelwe Kuyo - Place of Birth................................................
GPS Coordinates (UTM): N: __________________________ GPSN
S: ___________________________ GPSS
E: ___________________________ GPSE
W: __________________________ GPSW

Incazelo Ngomzi –Household Data
1. Ingaba lo mzi wahlala kwesi siza ngo-2010?

EWE / HAYI

Was this homestead on its current site in 2010? Y/N

2. Ukuba impendulo ngu-HAYI, ingaba intloko yalo mzi yayihlala phi phambi kukuba ize kwesi
siza? Igama lendawo...................................................................................................................
If the answer is no, where did it move from?
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3. Please list every person who lives in this homestead who is currently here, INCLUDING the
respondent.
Highest
If the person was not born
Relation Standard
Year
Education into this HH, from where did
Sex
to Head Passed
No Full Name
of
Plans (see he or she come? (Enter the
(M/F)
(See
(See
Birth
codes)
name of the place and the
Codes) directions
code from below)
below)
R1
R2
R3
R4
R5
R6
R7
R8
R9
R10
R11
R12
4. Please list every person who is considered a member of this household, but who is not here
at present:
Highest
Relation
If the person was not born into this
Standard Education
Sex
to Head
HH, from where did he or she
No Full Name
Age
Passed
Plans (see
(M/F)
(See
come? (Enter the name of the
(See
codes)
Codes)
place and the code from below)
Codes)
A1
A2
A3
A4
A5
A6
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**See Code Guide for Questions 3 and 4 on next page**

Codes for questions 3 and 4
Instructions for Relation to Head:
Use the following Abbreviation Codes:
N - intloko
T - utata
Y - umyeni
M - umama
K - inkosikazi
W - umntwana

B - ubhuti
D - udade

Instructions for Highest Standard Passed: Enter 0 if the person has no education. Enter 11 if
the person has education past Standard 10.
Instructions for Education Plans: enter N (Ngoku) if the person is studying now. Enter B
(Uzobuya) if the person is no longer in school but aims to return. Enter G (Ngqibile) if the
person is not in school and does not aim to return.
Codes for Origin:
1 - Same sublocality/locality
2 - Other locality within Hobeni Administrative Area
3 - Adjacent Administrative Area within Elliotdale (Cwebe, Manganyelo, Makameso)
4 - Other Administrative Area within Elliotdale
5 - Adjacent Administrative Area across Mbashe (Mendo)
6 - Other Administrative Area within Willowvale
7 - Other area in Transkei
8 - Elsewhere in Eastern Cape
9 - Other province
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5. Yqibezela apha kumntu ngamnye kwaba
Complete the following table for each person listed on the previous two pages:
No Igama
Imeko
Igama Lomqeshi Umsebenzi
Ndawo
Name
Yempangelo – Name of
Wakhe (ukuba Asebenza Kuyo
Employment Employer
uyasebenza) Place of Work
Status
occupation
ENTER
EMPLOYMENT
STATUS CODE

Ingaba
Wamkela
Udanke
okanye iGrant
Yabantwana
ENTER
PENSION
CODE

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
Codes for Question 5:
Imeko Yempangelo Codes –Codes for Employment Status:
1 - Akaphangeli/ Ufuna Umsebenzi – Unemployed but seeking work
2 - Akaphangeli/ Akafuni Msebenzi – Unemployed and not seeking work
3 -Akaphangeli Rhoqo – Casually employed/part-time
4 - Uphangela Rhoqo – Employed full-time in informal sector
5 - Uyaphangela Ngoku Semthethweni – Employed full-time in formal sector
6 – Uyaziphangelela – Self-employed
Udanke Codes:Codes for Pension
1 - Ubudala - Old Age Pension
2 - Ukulimala/ukugula –Disability pension
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3 - iGrant yabantwana - child welfare grant
4 - Akafumani Udanke – does not receive an old age grant

Impilo –Health
6. Ukhona umntu ongakwaziyo ukuzenzela into ngokwakhe?

EWE / HAYI

Does anyone here have a chronic disability? Y/N
a) ukuba kunjalo, bangaphi? If so, how many people? _____________

7. Ukhona umntu olosileyo umsebenzi wakhe ngenxa yesosizathu
ngeenyanga-12 eziphelileyo?

EWE / HAYI

Has anyone here had to leave or miss work in the last 12 months because of illness? Y/N
a) ukuba kunjalo, bangaphi? If so, how many people?__________

8. Ukhona umntu osweleke ngeenyanga-12 eziphelileyo?

EWE / HAYI

Has anyone here died in the last 12 months? Y/N

9. Ukhona umntu otshipile ngeenyanga-12 eziphelileyo?

EWE / HAYI

Has anyone permanently left home in the last 12 months? Y/N

10. Ukhona umntu oqhwule umtshato ngeenyanga-12 eziphelileyo?

EWE/ HAYI

Has anyone been divorced in the last 12 months? Y/N

Izinto nezakhiwo –Property and Buildings
How many of each of these kinds of buildings do you have in this homestead?

Uhlobo Lwendlu – House Type
Irondawuli Yezinti - Rondavel with mud

Zingaphi – How Many

Irondawuli Yezitena- Rondavel with bricks
Uxande
6-Corner
8-Corner
Gable
Flat
American Flat
L-Flat
Enye (igama layo) - Other (Name)

11. Nakhe iizindlu ezingaphi kumnyaka 2010-2015? ________________
How many houses have you built from 2010-2015?

12. Nizakhe iintlanti ezingaphi kumnyaka 2010-2015? ______________
How many kraals have you built from 2010-2015?
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13. Ngaba igadi yenu ibiyelwe kumnyaka ka 2010?

EWE / HAYI

Have you fenced your garden since 2010?Y/N

14. Usebenzisa zaziphi zinto ekubiyeni?
What kind of material do you use for fencing?Circle all that apply
0 - akubiywa –unfenced 1 - uthongothi –tongothi
2- imithi enye –other wood
3 – ucingo – fencing wire 4 – ezinye – other material
15. Ingaba lo mzi uzifumana phi iinkuni zokwakha?
From where does your household obtain wood for building?Circle all that apply.
1 - Ithanga lolondolozo ndalo – Nature Reserve
2 -Kumahlathi angaphandle (bhala igama)–Other Forest(s) (specify):..............................
3 - ezigamini - gum plantation
4- Enye (bhala igama) - Other (specify): ........................................
16.Ingaba lo mzi uzifumana phi iinkuni zokubasa?
From where does you household obtain wood for fuel?Circle all that apply.
1 - Ithanga lolondolozo ndalo – Nature Reserve
2 -Kumahlathi angaphandle (bhala igama): ..................................... –Other Forest(s) (Specify)
3 - ezigamini - gum plantation
4 - Enye (bhala igama): ........................................– Other (specify)

Mhlaba –Land
17. Izitiya zalo mzi zingaphi ezilinyiweyo? ..................
How many gardens does this household have that are currently in use?

18. Lo mzi wafumana izitiya zawo kanjani? Bhala i-code: ...............
How did this household acquire their garden(s)? Enter Code

Codes for 18 and 21:
1= ngelifa – inherited 2 = nikwa yinkosi okanye yibhodi– allocated by Inkosi/Ibhodi
3 = nikwa ngeTrasti – allocated at time of Trust
4= nikwa yefamili – allocated by family
5= enye ndlela (khawucacisa) – other
19. Ingaba ubukhulu besitiya balo mzi batshintshile na emva kwe-2010?Atshintshe njani?
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
Has the size of the cultivated area of the garden changed since 2010? Yes/No, If Yes, how has it changed?

20. Amasimi alo mzi angaphi amalinyiweyo?……………………………………….
How many fields does the household have that are currently in use?

21. Lo mzi wafumana amasimi alo kanjani? Bhala i-code: ...............
How did the household acquire their field (or fields?) Enter code
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22. Ingaba ubukhulu bentsimi balo mzi batshintshile
na?…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
Has the size of the cultivated area of the field changed? Yes/No, If Yes, how has it changed?

23. Ukuba kukho umhlaba othile ongasetyenziswayo, KUTHENI obungasetyenziswa, kwakhona
yiminyaka emingaphi?
Does your household have any land that is not used? YES/ NO - If the answer is YES, ask what kind of land? Why is it
not being used?

24. Ngaba umzi wakho ulima kumhlaba womnye umntu? Ukuba kunjalo kutheni?
Is your household using any land that belong to someone else? If the answer is YES, ask what kind of land, and
why?

25. Ingaba imveliso okanye umgangatho womhlaba itshintshile ukususela oko wathi walima?
How has the productivity/quality of your land changed since you started using it? It is has changed, why? Ask this
question about fields, gardens, and grazing land.

Ukutshintsha Kwemveliso
Productivity Change

Iphucukile
Kakhulu

Iphucukile
Kancinci

ImprovedGreatly

Improved Somewhat

1

2

Iyafana

Ihlile Kancinci

Stayed the same

Declined Somewhat

Ihlile
Kakhulu
Declined Greatly

3

4

5

26. igadi ______________ ukuba utshintshile, utheni? Garden
27. intsimi _______________ ukuba utshintshile, utheni? Fields & Grazing Land

Ulimo–Cultivation
28.Ingaba zeziphi izityalo ezityalwe kulo mzi ngexesha lokulima elidlulileyo?
What crops did this household cultivate during the last season?

Enter the responses in the following three tables.
a. Sityaliwe Entsimini - For crops grown in a field
Isityalo
Name of Crop

Beka u x
Sithengiswe Ngoku
Sold
Amount
apho
(Y/N)
Stored sikhulileyo
Mark X if
Grown

IMPORTANT:
enter the
units of
measurement

Silinyiwe Ngubani omele
ebusika? ukusityala?
Do you
grow this
crop in
the

Who is responsible for
growing this?
(enter codes)
1= Ndoda – male
2= Mfazi – female
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(for example,
50 kg bags)

winter?
(Y/N)

3= Bonke – both

Umbonaobomvu
- Red Maize
Uceshana –
Squash

Umgila – Round,
white pumpkin

Umthutyana –
Yellow bean

Sugar Beans
Usolontsi –
orange pumpkin

Umxoxozi –
watermelon

Erwtjes – peas
Iselwa – Gourd
Intlumayo
Umbona
Omhlophe –
White Maize

Imfe – Traditional
“sugar cane”

Amazimba –
Sorghum (sweet)

Other (specify):
Other (specify):
Other (specify):
b.

Imifino ikhula eziyadini nase ntsimini - For imifino grown and collected in fields/gardens
Ngubani omele
Igamale imifino
Beka u X apho
Uyifumana e winter
ukukha imifino or
Name of Imifino
sikhulileyo
le imifino?
Mark X if grown or
collected

Do you gather this imifino
in the winter?

ukuyityala?
Who is responsible
for growing or
collecting this
imifino?
(enter codes)
1= Ndoda – male
2= Mfazi – female
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3= Bonke – both

Unondlomboyi
Itywalabentaka
Iguzo
Umhlabangula Black Jack
Unongotyozana
Irwabe
Umthimkulu
Ububazi
c. For crops grown in garden: Sityaliwe esitiyeni
Isityalo
Beka u x apho Sithengiswe Ngoku
Silinyiwe Nyubani omele
Name of Crop
Amount Stored ebusika? ukusityala?
sikhulileyo
Sold
Mark X if
Do you
Who is responsible for
(Y/N)
Grown

grow this
crop in
the
winter?
(Y/N)

growing this?
(enter codes)
1= Ndoda – male
2= Mfazi – female
3= Bonke – both

Spinach
Kapheshu –
Cabbage

Ibatata – Sweet
Potato

Amazabhane –
White Potato

Intumata Tomato

Ipsika – Peach
Tree

Guava
Banana
Oranges
Ungantsi –
Xhosa Tobacco

Iphelephele –
Red Chilies

Green Pepper
Ibhunyezi –
Beet Root
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Umngatha Carrot

Isiwele - Onion
Pineapple
Sugarcane
Sherry Guava
(indigenous)
Iapile - Apple
Ipele - Pear
Ipopo - Papaya
Isiqhwashumbe
– Bitter spinach
Turnip
Lettuce
Cauliflower
Lemons
Iganandela –
Granadillas

Grapes
Imizi – Reeds
(indigenous)

Other (specify):
Other (specify):
Other (specify):

29. Ubusebenzisa ntoni ukulima intsimi yakho?
What do you use to cultivate your field? Circle all that apply.
1 - Iteletele – Tractor
2 - Iinkabi zekompani – Oxen in a ploughing company

3 - iinkabi eziqashiweyo – Hired oxen 4 - Iinkabi ezinye – Other oxen
5 - Idonki/imbongolo –Donkeys

6 - Amahashe/imeyile - Horses/Mules

7 Ngesandla – Plow by Hand
30. Ngaba uli lungu lweqela lombutho wabafuyi nabalimi?

Ewe / Hayi

Are you a member of a farmer’s group / organization? Yes / No

31. Nike nafumana uncedo nenkxaso kurhulumente?

Ewe / Hayi

Have you received any farming inputs or services from the government? Yes / No
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32. Ngaba uyakuthanda ukufuyanje ngomsebenzi nendlela yokuziphilisa?

Ewe / Hayi

Do you like farming as a profession? Yes / No

a. Ukuba akunjalo ingaba kungenxa…If no, is it because of…
1 – Kuba kwenza ingeniso ephantsi- Low profitability
2 – Kuba kunomngcipheko mninzi- Riskiness
3 –Kunomsebenzi omninzi ofuna abantu - Too labor intensive
4 –Okunye (cacisa) - Other (specify) _____________________________
33. Ingaba ukhe wenze amalima kunyaka ophelileyo? Have you had any work parties (amalima) in the
past year?

Uhlobo lwamalima – Type of Amalima

# held

okwenza izitena – making bricks
Okubiya – fencing
Okuhlakula – hoeing
Okuncothula – pulling weeds
Okuvuna – harvesting
okurhela ingca – cutting grass
Okugawula – chopping kraal wood
Okutyabeka – plastering a house
okutyala iimbotyi – planting beans
okanye (cacisa) – Other (specify)
okanye (cacisa) – Other (specify)
34. Ingaba uqashele umsebenzi wokwakha kunyaka ophelileyo? Uba kunjalo, bangaphi abantu
abaqashileyo? Did this homestead hire any building workers in the past 12 months? If so, how many people were
hired? ……………………………………………

35. Ukusebenzisa kangakanani emasimini sakho oku kulandelayo?
How many times per year do you use the following in your field?

# Of Times Per Year
Umgquba Manure (Kraal)
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Umgqubo Wezityalo – Compost
Isichumisi – Fertilizer (Chemical)
Isibulali Zinambuzane – Pesticide
36. Ukusebenzisa kangakanani emasityeni sakho oku kulandelayo?
How many times per year do you use the following in your garden?

# Of Times Per Year
Umgquba – Manure (kraal)
Umgqubo Wezityalo – Compost
Isichumisi – Fertilizer (Chemical)
Isibulali Zinambuzane – Pesticide

37. Ingaba unemithi elapho emzini wakho esebetyiswe kuwe? Ukuba impendulo yi-EWE, buza:
Usebenza eli mithi kanjani? Wawulima ngokwakho?
Do you use any trees located within your homestead, field, or garden?

Igama lomthi

Uwusebenzisa

Wawulima ngokwakho?

Name of Tree

What do you use the tree for?

Did you plant the tree yourself?
(Y/N)

38. Ngaba Umhlambi namanani wemfuyo yakho yandile okanye anciphile kule minyaka ili shumi
elina mbini idlulileyo? ENTER CODE
Has the number of your livestock increased or decreased in the last 12 months?

iinko
mo

iigush iibhokh
a
we

iihag
u

iinkuk iimeyi
u
le

amaki
wu

amarhan
isi

amahas
he

iimbong
olo

cattle

sheep

pigs

chicke
ns

ducks

geese

horses

donkeys

goats

mules

39. Ngaba impilo yemfuyo yakho itheya phucuka okanye yamkenenkene ngoku kodwa kule
minyaka eli shumi eli nambini edlulileyo? ENTER CODE
Has the health of your livestock increased or decreased in the last 12 months?
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iinko
mo

iigush iibhokh
a
we

iihag
u

iinkuk iimeyi
u
le

amaki
wu

amarhan
isi

amahas
he

iimbong
olo

cattle

sheep

pigs

chicke
ns

ducks

geese

horses

donkeys

goats

mules

Codes for Questions 38 and 39

1 – Anciphe ehla kakhulu - Declined a lot
2 –Ehle kancinane - Slightly declined
3 –Asafana nangaphambili - The Same
4 – Anyuke anda kancinane - Increased Slightly
5 – Ande kakhulu kunangaphambili - Increased a lot
40. Ngaba kwezinyanga ziyi-12 ziphelileyo kowenu nikenabhatala ilobola? Ukuba kunjalo,
zingaphi?
Did the household pay lobola in the past year? If yes, how much?

iinkomo

iibhokwe

iigusha

amashe

iimali

cows

goats

sheep

horses

money

41. Ngaba kwezinyanga ziyi-12 ziphelileyo kowenu nikenafumana ilobola? Ukuba kunjalo,
zingaphi? Did the household receive lobola this year? If yes, how much?
iinkomo
iibhokwe
iigusha
amashe
iimali
cows

goats

sheep

horses

money

Ezinye Ezinto Zendalo Ezifumaneka Ngokwemvume – Other Natural Resources
42. Ingaba lo mzi ukhe wasebezisa ezinye zezi zinto zilandelayo kunyaka odlulileyo? Has your
household used any of the following resources in the past 12 months?

sebenzisile (ewe/hayi)
Do you use? (Y/N)

a. isanti yokwakha- building sand
b. ingca yokufulela – thatching grass
c. imithi yokunyanga – medicinal plants
d. imifino – wild fruits & vegetables
Ubuncwane Baselwandle – Marine Resources
43. Abantu balo mzi baloba ngeenyanga-12 eziphelileyo?

EWE / HAYI
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Have people from this household fished in the past 12 months?(Y/N)

44. Ingoba abantu balo mzi baxeze elwandle ngeenyanga-12 eziphelileyo?

EWE / HAYI

Have people from this household collected other types of seafood (shellfish) in the past 12 months? (Y/N)

IMali – Money
45. ingaba abantu balo mzi basebenzisa ibank?

EWE / HAYI

Do people in this homestead keep money in the bank? Yes / No

46. ingaba abantu balo mzi basebenzisa iATM?

EWE / HAYI

Do people in this homestead have an ATM Card? Yes / No

47. ingaba abantu balo mzi banetyala lasevenkileni?

EWE / HAYI

Do people in this homestead have a credit account at a store? Yes / No

ENKOSI KAKHULU!!! Thank you!
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