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ABSTRACT 

 

New Zealand faces a number of immediate and long-term conservation 

challenges. Habitat degradation and introduced predators are the greatest 

contributors to the nation’s biodiversity decline. Actors from a variety of arenas 

(including community groups, non-government organisations, private 

landowners and public agencies) are working to address these problems. 

However, the money to properly fund conservation outcomes is consistently 

lacking, and public agencies are perennially underfunded. It is expected by the 

current government that environmental programmes will engage with the private 

sector to secure the additional funding required. The Department of Conservation 

(DOC) was extensively restructured in 2013 to facilitate engagement with the 

private sector. 

 

The engagement of conservation programmes with private-sector actors is 

not a new phenomenon, and can be traced back to the rise of neoliberal 

economics in the 1980s. Tourism has long been a source of revenue for protected 

area managers, but comes with its own set of challenges. More recently, 

partnerships between public agencies and private companies have resulted in the 

growth of conservation programmes. However, such projects are not without 

controversy, and sometimes come at the expense of genuine conservation gains. 

With a growing emphasis being placed on tourism and conservation partnerships 

by the New Zealand central government, this thesis aims to provide a critical 

examination on the funding of conservation by the private sector. Can halting 

New Zealand’s biodiversity loss truly be achieved using money raised from 

tourism, or from engagement with the private sector? 

 

Chapter 1 seeks to review the concept of neoliberal conservation in a 

theoretical, global context. Chapter 2 examines the roles of tourism and 

partnerships in funding conservation outcomes locally, with an emphasis on the 

tradeoffs that must be made for these engagements to occur. Unsurprisingly, not 

all partners appreciate the scientific realities of the projects they engage in. 
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However, some of the strongest and most enduring partnerships are the result of 

the private actors demanding a firm scientific basis for the projects. A lack of 

publicly-available data makes it difficult to determine the true extent to which 

tourism and partnerships support conservation work in New Zealand. 

 

The final chapter of this thesis considers the interplay between 

conservation partnerships and the documentary Pest Free?. This film was 

produced as the creative component of the thesis, and examines the scientific and 

social realities of pest eradication in New Zealand. 
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Chapter 1. 

A Review of Neoliberal Conservation 

 

1.1 Introduction 

In the 21st century, the world finds itself poised on the edge of the sixth 

great extinction crisis. Some argue that it has already begun (Barnosky, 2011). 

There are 14,000 species on the International Union for the Conservation of 

Nature (IUCN)’s Red List of threatened taxa (McCarthy, 2013). What we face has 

been termed a “biodiversity crisis” (Tregidga, 2013; Polasky, 2012; Barnosky; 

2011). 

 

In response to the alarming rate of biodiversity loss, more than 160 

governments from around the world joined together in signing the Convention on 

Biological Diversity (CBD) (Swanson, 1997). In theory, this agreement commits 

countries to tackle the issue. In practice, the deadline has already been extended 

twice. One large hurdle is that nobody knows how much the proposed 

conservation outcomes will actually cost (Polasky, 2012; McCarthy, 2013). 

 

In 2012, a group of economists led by Donald McCarthy set about 

establishing an estimate. They claimed that to achieve the CBD goals, it could cost 

around $76.1 billion per year. Contrasted against the global Gross Domestic 

Productivity (GDP) of the planet, this sum is pitifully small (0.1%). However, the 

next burning question was: where will this money come from? (McCarthy et al., 

2012; Polasky, 2012). 

 

One possible solution is to engage the private sector. As it so happens, the 

private sector is open to the idea of working with conservationists. Indeed, such 

interactions have been occurring for the last three decades - and probably a lot 

longer. The mechanism through which corporations and environmentalists 
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engage is known as ‘neoliberal conservation’ (Castree, 2008; Brockington & Duffy, 

2010). 

 

This review seeks to investigate what role neoliberal conservation has in 

achieving on-ground environmental outcomes. The terms ‘neoliberalism’ and 

‘neoliberal conservation’ are defined in the following section, followed by a brief 

history of environmental governance through the 20th and into the 21st century. 

The different ways the private sector funds conservation will be examined, 

including a discussion on the facilitatory roles of Non-Governmental 

Organisations (NGOs). Different types of neoliberal conservation members will be 

briefly identified, followed by a consideration of emerging issues and 

controversies. Finally, the question will be asked, “Does it work?”. Avenues for 

further analysis will be identified and conclusions drawn. It should be noted that 

this review takes a very broad approach which, unlike some other reviews of the 

topic, allows for consideration of neoliberal conservation in the developing world 

rather than just in the West. 

  



 3 

1.2 Key Definitions 

Neoliberalism: 

Neoliberalism is a form of economic philosophy that places heavy 

emphasis on the virtues of market trade. Robinson (2012, p. 969) describes it 

succinctly as: “...the belief in the efficiency of private enterprise, liberalised trade, 

and open markets to set economic, social, and political priorities, which are to be 

reached through voluntary and self-policing actions of corporations rather than 

the regulatory role of government.” 

 

Neoliberal economics views the free market as the best means of 

dispersing services and wealth, and it has become the dominant force in today’s 

society. It should be noted that neoliberalism itself is not inherently 

environmentally-minded (Castree, 2010; Holmes, 2012).  

 

Neoliberal Conservation:  

Capitalism relies on growth, and must always search for new market 

opportunities. Supporting conservation is one way neoliberal economics allows 

businesses to expand. This requires the commodification of conservation (i.e.: a 

means of generating money from it), and the mutually-agreed rollback of state 

authority for environmental services (i.e.: deregulation) (Holmes, 2012; Castree, 

2008). 

 

At the same time, conservationists recognise that turning to the private 

sector rather than the state might be a better mechanism for meeting 

conservation goals. By working together, conservationists and capitalists can 

reduce or repair environmental degradation and maximise revenue. This is 

neoliberal conservation (Brockington & Duffy, 2010; Castree, 2008; Holmes, 

2012). 
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1.3 The recent history of environmental governance 

 

For the first half of the 20th century, conservation was seen as the 

preserve of the state (Büscher & Whande, 2007). It generally took the simple 

form of excluding human processes from particular areas. The colonial mentality 

of the time dictated a top-down approach of establishing exclosures and 

implementing a system of “fences and fines”. This resulted in a proliferation of 

national parks and a general assumption that the preservation of the 

environment was the responsibility of governments (Büscher & Whande, 2007).  

 

However, in the 1960s and 1970s, this status quo slowly began to change 

as the world went about the process of decolonisation. The 1960s saw the advent 

of environmental NGOs, which aimed to inspire grassroot conservation practises 

through bottom-up approaches (MacDonald, 2010). Such practices, known as 

community-based conservation (CBC) found sway not only in the West, but also 

in the newly-formed nations of the global South that were emerging from the 

shadow of colonial rule. The idea of caring for one’s own local environment 

meshed particularly well with the Marxist and communist philosophies that were 

concurrently permeating the developing world (Büscher & Whande, 2007).  

 

The 1970s were characterised by the rise of “popular environmentalism”, 

the vehement opposition of capitalists and environmentalists, and the adoption 

by Western states of Keynesian ideals, in which governments were responsible 

for social and environmental welfare. The belief that governments were 

responsible for conservation was reinforced by the 1972 United Nations 

Conference on Human Environment. Known as the ‘Stockholm Declaration’, this 

accord also sought to limit the negative impact of corporate expansion (Büscher & 

Whande, 2007; Corson, 2010; MacDonald, 2010).  

 

For the West, the 1980s were a decade of change. The ideologies of 

neoliberal economics found strong favour under the Thatcher government in 

Britain, and then with the Reagan administration in the United States. The 
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incorporation of neoliberalism into the mainstream saw states rolling back 

funding and regulation in many areas, and handing these responsibilities to the 

corporations (Corson, 2010; MacDonald, 2010;). The publication of the World 

Conservation Strategy in 1980 - written by the IUCN, the World Wildlife Fund for 

Nature (WWF) and the United Nations Environment Programme - introduced a 

new concept to the world: sustainable development. Though vaguely defined in 

its application, it immediately found favour with both environmentalists and 

capitalists (MacDonald, 2010). 

 

In the last weeks of the 1980s, the Cold War finally ended and with the 

downfall of communism, neoliberal economics emerged as the dominant global 

ideology (Büscher & Whande, 2007).  

 

In the 1990s, neoliberalism became institutionalised. Governments 

continued to roll back funding and allow corporations greater degrees of self-

regulation. Anti-capitalist stances had softened dramatically. Across the world, 

conservation NGOs boomed, and a handful (such as WWF) grew into 

transnational giants. Their emphasis shifted away from knowledge acquisition 

and towards the realms of fundraising and project implementation (Corson, 

2010; MacDonald, 2010). By the end of the decade though, there was a growing 

recognition (particularly in the developing world) that community-based 

conservation had failed to achieve results, under both Marxist/communist ideals 

and under neoliberal ideology. This spawned the ‘neoprotectionist’ movement, 

which called for a return “back to barriers”, believing the colonial system of 

fences and fines was the most appropriate form of conservation (Büscher & 

Whande, 2007).  

 

Despite this, in the early years of the 2000s, NGOs began working more 

and more closely with corporations, first modelling their structures and 

operations around corporate ideals, and then collaborating directly with the 

private sector to achieve conservation outcomes. Some NGOs found themselves in 

positions where they had become reliant on corporate relationships - a far cry 
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from their grassroot ideologies of the 1960s. As large corporations accumulated 

more and more self-regulatory power over environmental outcomes, they soon 

became involved in proceedings that were once the role of NGOs and states. 

Perhaps the most controversial example of this was when the oil giant Shell was 

invited to participate in the 2002 IUCN CBD conference. The late 2000s saw a 

backlash against this “sleeping with the enemy”, with a number of smaller groups 

and NGOs publically removing their support of the big international NGOs 

(MacDonald, 2010). 

 

In the second decade of the 21st century, we find ourselves in a position 

where neoliberal economics is more deeply ingrained in society than ever. 

Biodiversity loss is increasing, resource consumption is at an all-time high and 

escalating rampantly, and grave concerns hang over the future of humanity as the 

earth’s population prepares to reach 11 billion by 2050. Neoliberals are confident 

the private sector can solve the world’s problems, while neoprotectionists call for 

a reassertion of state governance (McCarthy, 2013; Polasky, 2012; Robinson 

2012; The Royal Society, 2012). 
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1.4 The way it works 

Governance 

The neoliberal market relies on states to privatise and deregulate assets. 

Privatisation is the selling of a state-owned (or unowned) asset, service or 

environmental phenomenon, to a private owner. Deregulation is the 

relinquishment of aspects of state governance in favour of corporate self-

governance. This is sometimes referred to as ‘rollback’. Neoliberal conservation 

expects the state to privatise environmental services and deregulate 

environmental management (Castree, 2010). 

 

While governments worldwide are indeed deregulating environmental 

policy, not all new regulators are private corporations. International bodies such 

as the European Union (EU) and the Convention on the International Trade in 

Endangered Species (CITES) have found themselves in regulatory roles, along 

with various NGOs (Robinson, 2012). 

 

Conservation policy is no longer drafted in government offices. In the 

neoliberal world, policies are forged through relationships between corporate 

entities, NGOs, and a multitude of stakeholders - right down to the public. 

Corporations use spectacle and rhetoric, both “relentlessly positive”, to achieve 

acceptance of their environmental policies (Brockington & Duffy, 2010) 

 

NGOs 

Conservation NGOs - particularly the big international NGOs - have come a 

long way since the 1960s and 1970s. Indeed, they have diversified into 

corporation-like entities themselves. Rather than rely on charitable donations, 

NGOs have developed sophisticated marketing strategies to raise revenue. A core 

staple of the large NGOs’ marketing strategy is an annual networking gala, which 

also relies heavily on spectacle (often celebrities) and positive rhetoric. These 

exclusive events not only generate capital for the NGOs, but they attract the 



 8 

corporate elite, providing an important avenue for further engagement 

(Brockington & Duffy, 2010; Corson, 2010; Holmes, 2012). 

 

The willingness of NGOs to work with corporations (rather than fight 

against them) marks the other large turnaround in attitudes. There has been “a 

shift in the recognition of what and who are currently in a position to best 

contribute the support necessary” (MacDonald, 2010, p. 540). NGOs have come to 

realise that working with the private sector keeps them both viable and relevant. 

To this end, NGOs form relationships with companies to help them meet specific 

environmental goals. Such relationships can be classified into ‘negotiations’, 

‘collaborations’ and ‘joint ventures’. Each comes with its own form of perceived 

risk to the NGO (such as endorsement or conflict of interest), but these 

relationships are generally entered into in good faith, with the plan of developing 

mechanisms to reduce a company’s environmental impact (Brockington & Duffy, 

2010; MacDonald, 2010; Robinson, 2012). 

 

Corporate Social Responsibility 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is a voluntary framework that some 

(generally larger) companies adopt as a means of addressing their social and 

environmental impacts. At their most basic, they are standards specific to each 

company, designed to minimise or compensate for the damage done to society 

and environment through the course of business. Proponents of CSR argue that it 

will prepare companies for the coming challenges associated with sustainably 

harvesting from decreasing resource bases. It is also assumed that if the risk to 

the environment can be minimised, the private sector can continue to expand 

(Robinson, 2012; Tregidga, 2013). 

 

The establishment of CSR provides a means for the private sector to work in 

conjunction with NGOs and other regulatory authorities. Some neoliberals argue 

that such engagement with NGOs, and a commitment to CSR, is tacit public 

approval for a company to continue conducting its business (Robinson, 2012). 
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Conservation 

According to Büscher & Whande (2007, p. 30), “in extreme market 

logic...nature and biodiversity have to be justified by ensuring a demand for their 

existence”. While a rather extreme statement, it does highlight that fact that 

neoliberal conservation relies on commodifying the biosphere. Natural resources 

must be worth more alive than dead, and be worth more in situ than harvested, 

for conservation to succeed (Brockington & Duffy, 2010; Büscher & Whande, 

2007).  

 

It is well established that biodiversity conservation can generate a 

substantial profit. For those natural resources that already have a market price 

(e.g.: raw materials, food, water, etc.,) neoliberalism does not seek to replace 

existing values - rather, it augments the market value to include the new 

priorities. According to neoliberals, capitalism provides the most effective means 

of improving social wellbeing and reducing environmental degradation 

(Brockington & Duffy, 2010; Büscher & Whande, 2007; Dressler, 2011;  Fairhead 

et al., 2012).  

 

Assigning a monetary value to ‘ecosystem services’ (ES) would be one such 

step towards achieving an operational neoliberal conservation framework. 

Ecosystem services are the environmental processes upon which humanity is 

dependent, such as nutrient cycling, water supply and purification, carbon 

capture, ozone replenishment and crop pollination, among many others (Büscher 

& Whande, 2007; Costanza et al, 1997). Some argue that because we are 

completely reliant on such services, their value is infinite (Costanza et al, 1997). 

Establishing schemes that see humans ‘paying’ the environment for the services it 

provides us would be the ultimate form of neoliberal conservation. However, it is 

a topic mired in conflicting opinions, and far beyond the scope of this thesis. 
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1.5 Forms of Neoliberal Conservation 

 Ecotourism - one of the most effective forms of neoliberal conservation. 

Tourists pay to experience a natural environment, and revenue is raised 

(Corson, 2010; Dressler, 2012; Holmes, 2012). 

 Public-private partnerships - may take many forms, but generally sees a 

private company sponsoring a conservation initiative that is being enacted 

by a public provider (Corson, 2010). 

 Payments for Ecosystem Services (ES) - revenue gained by sustaining a 

vital environmental service (e.g.: maintaining freshwater catchments, 

preserving forests for carbon sequestration, etc.,) (Büscher & Whande, 

2007; Castree, 2008; Holmes, 2012; Robinson, 2012). 

 Management of parks by private entities - private entities manage 

public preserves (or establish their own), and implement their own 

conservation measures while generating revenue from sources such as 

tourism, game hunting, ecosystem services payments or low-impact 

agriculture (Corson, 2010; Holmes, 2012). 

 Fortress Conservation - land is locked away for environmental outcomes 

and access to its resources is restricted. Revenue can be generated through 

payments for ecosystem services (Corson, 2010; Fairhead et al., 2012). 

 Philanthropy - donations from a benefactor to a specific cause (Holmes, 

2012). 

 Philanthrocapitalism - turning philanthropy into a business. The act of 

donating will actually raise more revenue for the benefactor’s business 

(Holmes, 2012). 

 Bioprospecting - preserving the natural world while searching for new 

compounds or genetic material that may have economic value (Castree, 

2008; Holmes, 2012). 

 Consumptive Philanthropy - incentivising public consumption of a 

product by pledging to donate a portion of its profits to a conservation 

charity (Holmes, 2012). 
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 Resource management - privatisation of a natural resource for which 

there is consumer demand (e.g.: fisheries, forestry, water) and for which a 

value can be charged (Castree, 2008). 

 Carbon trading and offset schemes - Private companies pay a levy on 

carbon emissions, which is put towards reforestation (Castree, 2008). 

 Biodiversity offsetting - Private companies determine the monetary 

value a given disturbance will have on the ecology of their work site, and 

pay the equivalent value to conservation programs elsewhere (Tregidga, 

2013). 

 Product Certification - Private companies demonstrate their 

commitment to increasing the sustainability of their operations, in return 

receiving a certification that is looked upon favourably by consumers (e.g.: 

Rainforest Alliance, Forest Stewardship Council, Fairtrade, etc.) (Robinson, 

2012). 

 Renewable energy - Companies produce and charge the market value for 

energy that has a lower impact on the environment (e.g.: solar and wind 

energy) (Robinson, 2012). 
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1.6 Issues & Controversies 

Biodiversity Offsetting 

Biodiversity offsetting is a concept still in its infancy, and far from an exact 

science. Explained best by Greenhalgh et al., (2010, p15), “biodiversity is highly 

complex and hierarchical, and cannot be quantified in an adequate simple 

currency.” With little baseline data to work from, environmental accountants 

have been slow to identify the monetary value of biodiversity, consequently 

rendering current offsetting targets as arbitrary. Given the lack of understanding 

surrounding biodiversity offsetting, there is a very real risk that current offsetting 

programs could create bad precedents for future models to follow (Tregidga, 

2013). 

 

Transnational corporations have the luxury of being able to offset 

biodiversity loss from one region with biodiversity gains in another region - 

preferably in regions where it is most economical to do so. Consequently, there is 

a disproportionate amount of land appropriation occurring in the developing 

world, where conservation actions are cheaper. This can have negative 

implications on the company’s domestic environment and on the foreign 

country’s economy (Fairhead et al., 2012). 

 

Green Grabbing 

“Green grabbing” is the popular term for the appropriation of land by large 

companies for use in conservation outcomes. Green grabbing is fast becoming an 

issue in the developing world, where land and labour are cheap. Such 

appropriation of land - sometimes underhandedly - displaces local and 

indigenous peoples, and moves the coordination of conservation programmes 

away from local actors. As neoliberalism expands into a new domain, it heralds 

the privatisation and restriction of access to evermore natural assets, and locals 

struggle to compete against transnational interests. It has been postulated that 



 13 

green grabbing is a form of neocolonialism. (Büscher & Whande, 2007; Castree, 

2008; Corson, 2010) 

 

Also controversial is the determination of the “green outcomes” for 

grabbed land. Are biofuel monocultures (such as palm oil plantations) an 

appropriate way for a company to implement its conservation measures? 

(Fairhead et al., 2012)  

 

Corporate Social Responsibility 

Skepticism surrounds the concept of Corporate Social Responsibility. A 

glib interpretation by Robinson (2012) considers CSR as commodifying the 

damage a company inflicts on the environment, and then turning that damage 

into new business opportunities. Newell (2008, p. 1064) sees CSR as shrouding 

ulterior motives: “The rise of CSR is in no small part a move to offset and pre-

empt regulations aimed at ensuring minimal standards of social and 

environmental protection”. Put another way, CSR is a “self-serving” means of 

ensuring continued access to resources and markets, despite causing 

environmental damage (Robinson, 2012). 

 

NGOs 

The business of NGOs has also come under scrutiny, not only from 

economists and academics but also from other NGOs. 

 

NGOs must be conscious to avoid conflict of interest when engaging with 

the private sector, especially if money is accepted. Paid endorsements and 

greenwashing are not looked upon favourably by the public. There are also 

examples of funding failing to reach on-ground projects, with money lost to top-

heavy administration structures (Corson, 2010; Robinson, 2012). 

 

Allowing corporate sponsors on the boards of NGOs is perceived as a 

conflict of interest by some, along with NGO board-members holding executive 
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roles in private corporations. An illustrative example is when the United States 

branch of the WWF opted not to join other NGOs in protesting against a proposed 

Alcoa aluminium smelter. Critics suggest WWF didn’t object to the smelter 

because its Chief Executive, Kathryn Fuller, was also on the board of Alcoa 

(Corson, 2010; Holmes, 2012; MacDonald; 2010). 

 

NGOs also come under fire when private companies are seen as 

collaborators in high-level policy formation. Shell’s presence at the Convention on 

Biological Diversity conference in 2002 created considerable controversy. In 

2008, the IUCN also came under heavy criticism for its ‘corporate partnership’ 

with Shell. A majority vote from member NGOs in the lower house sought to 

terminate the relationship. However, collusion between the IUCN Secretariat, 

neoliberal member-state representatives and other private-sector actors saw the 

motion overturned in the assembly’s upper house. Subsequently, some 

conservation NGOs terminated their membership with the IUCN (MacDonald, 

2010; Robinson, 2012). 

 

Philanthropy and philanthrocapitalism 

While philanthropists are generally considered to be benevolent pillars of 

society, the concept of philanthropy is surrounded by its own unique suite of 

issues.  

 

 Some argue that philanthropists are getting credit for solving the problems 

they created in the first place, and that their actions are simply to improve their 

image or to legitimise the negative impacts of their business (Holmes, 2012). 

 

Philanthropists are free to choose who and what they donate their money 

to. Charismatic animals and exotic locations tend to steal the limelight from those 

species and habitats that might be more pressing candidates for conservation. 

Additionally, philanthropists may have an agenda: those organisations at odds 

with capitalism may never see philanthropic support (Holmes, 2012). 
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Also of concern is that philanthropists and philanthrocapitalists are 

unsackable and unaccountable. Their actions also allow them considerable 

political and social sway - particularly in the developing world - and it is argued 

this power is disproportionate to the amount they donate (Holmes, 2012). 

 

Rhetoric 

The very language of neoliberal capitalism is considered by dissenters to 

be an issue. It is claimed that the “unremittingly positive” rhetoric of neoliberals 

obscures the reality of generally unimpressive results. Neoliberal rhetoric has the 

unique ability of being able to assuage and assimilate the paradoxes and 

arguments put forward against it, making it difficult to debate the flaws in its 

logic. The very language it uses generates a faith that neoliberalism will solve 

environmental problems, and precludes the consideration of other alternatives 

(Brockington & Duffy, 2010; Büscher & Whande, 2007). 

  



 16 

1.7 Does it work? 

 

There are probably very few conservation projects that are uninfluenced 

by neoliberal ideals. Neoliberal ideology is now deeply ingrained in conservation 

practices, even though conservation is but a drop in the ocean for neoliberal 

economics. Proponents claim that corporate engagement is the most effective 

way of achieving conservation outcomes. Indeed, carbon trading and ecotourism 

can make positive contributions to conservation efforts. The line between 

capitalism and altruism can be a blurry one, illustrated by the fact that the rich 

and powerful have been protecting animals long before the concept of 

conservation ever arose. In New Zealand, Solid Energy’s biodiversity offsetting 

program is being undertaken completely voluntarily, and the Stockton Snails 

(Powelliphanta augusta), as decidedly uncharismatic as they are, have been 

protected at considerable expense (Brockinton & Duffy, 2010; Holmes, 2010; 

Robinson, 2012; Tregidga, 2013). 

 

But of course, there are dissenters. Many scientists disagree with the idea 

of saving one species to able to sacrifice another, as biodiversity offsetting 

proposes. It is also argued that eco-accounting practices need to improve before 

biodiversity offsetting can really be considered legitimate (Brockington & Duffy, 

2010; Tregidga, 2013). 

 

Others argue that allowing companies to self-regulate their conservation 

outcomes generates policies which create minimal disruption to business 

operations and have little environmental benefit. Indeed, some companies 

consider environmental self-regulation a “right to pollute” (Castree, 2008; 

MacDonald, 2010). 

 

One particular paradox that neoliberal economics cannot seem to shake is 

the “Contradiction of Capitalism”. For economic growth to increase, the finite 

resources upon which the economy relies must be consumed at an ever-

increasing rate. The inevitable conclusion is that resources will be exhausted and 
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the biosphere permanently altered (Büscher & Whande, 2007; MacDonald, 2010). 

Neoliberals argue that within the paradox lies its solution: that it is “about 

conservation and its two antitheses of destroying existing [resources] and 

creating new biophysical resources” (Castree, 2008, p. 150). Regardless, 

consumption of resources and the associated destruction is increasing rather 

than decreasing (The Royal Society, 2012). 

 

It should be noted that quite often, the people involved in neoliberal 

conservation are highly passionate about environmental protection, and that 

many have a sincere desire to do right by the planet (Brockington & Duffy, 2010; 

Holmes, 2010). In contrast, there is also a vocal minority who plead for a 

recognition of the intrinsic value of conservation, rather than treating it solely as a 

commodity (Büscher & Whande, 2007). 

 

Sometimes, things go awry. The African Wildlife Network is the fourth-

largest conservation NGO in sub-Saharan Africa, and operates under a corporate 

structure by engaging with the private sector. Despite its formidable financial 

success, in recent years it has not been successful in achieving on-ground 

conservation results. There is growing evidence that neoliberal conservation is 

“not working” in Africa, and that the state is still the best regulator and facilitator 

of environmental protection (Brockington & Duffy, 2010; Brockington & 

Scholfield, 2010; Büscher & Whande, 2007; Sachedina, 2010). 

 

Meanwhile, in the Dominican Republic the government has rejected the 

idea of neoliberal conservation and instead continues very successfully to meet 

conservation goals itself, providing a valuable example of state protectionism 

(Holmes, 2010). 

 

Outside the conservation arena, there are capitalists who disagree with the 

concept of Corporate Social Responsibility, claiming that it takes money to 

implement, requires new knowledge to be attained and new stakeholders to 

consult with. Such practices make businesses less competitive, less profitable and 
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therefore detrimental to the market economy. Additionally, because companies 

are answerable to shareholders the gap between CSR policy and actual 

implementation is often considerable, and because CSR is entirely voluntary, only 

a tiny proportion of businesses actually engage in it (Robinson, 2012). 

 

Neoliberal conservation looks good on paper but often fails to live up to 

expectations. Authors argue that the results of CSR have been generally 

unimpressive, and that there is little evidence to suggest that CSR is an effective 

way of achieving conservation outcomes. There are even recommendations that 

conservationists should not rely on the private sector for funding (Blowfield, 

2007; Brockington & Duffy, 2010; Conley & Williams, 2005; Holmes, 2010; 

Robinson, 2012;). 
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1.8 Avenues for further exploration 

In such a broad field, there is always more scope for exploration. However, 

there is also a requirement to refine the scope of analysis. Two key areas that 

need to be considered in further detail are: 

 How can those opposed to the neoliberal vision of conservation get their 

message across without it being assimilated by the neoliberals’ own 

rhetoric? 

 What is the role of the private sector in funding government  (as opposed 

to neoliberal) conservation initiatives in a New Zealand-specific context? 

 

 

 

1.9 Conclusions 

While never explicitly stated, it has become apparent through this review 

of the literature that whosoever pays for conservation also has the authority (or 

the belief they have the authority) to regulate its implementation. There are 

strong arguments for and against neoliberal conservation, just as there are strong 

arguments for and against state-based conservation. 

 

However it occurs, conserving nature and preserving ecosystem services is 

an investment in the future of humanity. Funding needs to be found sooner rather 

than later, and projects implemented sooner rather than later. It will be far more 

cost effective to implement these conservation measures now than in the future, 

and the sooner we act, the more we can save. As McCarthy (2012) bluntly states, 

we cannot afford not to do this. 
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Chapter 2. 

The New Zealand Perspective 

 

 

2.1  CHAPTER INTRODUCTION 

 

The NZ economy is inextricably linked to the health of the physical 

environment, and the ecosystem services it provides (Tregidga & Milne, 2006). 

Clean air, clean water and fertile soils are the basis of the agricultural industry, 

and provide New Zealand with the “100% Pure” and “clean green” reputation that 

drives export demand (Clemens & Babcock, 2004; Department of Conservation 

[DOC], 2014f; Forbes et al., 2009). But the environment provides so much more: 

the cycling of nutrients, carbon, water and energy; flood prevention; erosion 

control; food-crop pollination; and biomass decomposition, to name a few (DOC, 

2014b, 2014f; Rader, 2012; Wardle, 2004). Such services are essential for the 

functioning of society and industry. 

 

The natural environment also provides opportunities for recreation and 

leisure. Access to the great outdoors is considered to be an integral part of the 

New Zealand cultural identity (DOC, 2014f). This brings with it societal benefits, 

such as improved physical health and mental well-being (Bowler et al, 2010; 

Maller et al, 2006; Thompson et al, 2011). 

 

Yet these services that the environment provides are not safely assured. 

Centuries of human occupation have fragmented the natural environment into 

poorly-performing remnants, and invasive animals and plants, deliberately 

introduced by acclimatisation societies, continue to drive biodiversity loss (DOC, 

2014b). New Zealand has lost three-quarters of its forest cover since human 

occupation, and 56% of its tussock grasslands (Ewers et al., 2006; Weeks, 2013). 
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These environments play essential roles in carbon sequestration, water capture 

and water retention (Mark et al., 2013).  

 

Wetlands are increasingly under pressure. These habitats provide 

essential services such as sediment and nutrient capture, carbon sequestration, 

water purification and flood mitigation, as well as acting as nurseries for 

freshwater and marine fish, many of which have commercial value (Lau, 2013; 

Lowe, 2013; Myers, 2013). However, wetlands face problems ranging from 

eutrophication (damage caused by excessive nutrient input), to flow changes 

caused by hydroelectric schemes, to drainage and land reclamation (Jay, 2007; 

Myers, 2013; Surren, 2011). The transition from sheep farming to dairy farming 

in the New Zealand lowlands over the last decade has seen a dramatic decrease in 

wetland health, and the negative impacts are expected to grow following the 

relaxation of water quality standards by the National Party led government in 

2014 (Jay, 2007; Wright, 2014). 

 

Introduced herbivores, such as rabbits and deer, graze on the native 

plants, limiting their ability to regenerate (Wright et al., 2012), while mammalian 

predators such as cats, possums, stoats and rats have caused catastrophic 

population declines of the native fauna (Clout & Russell, 2006). Each native 

species plays a role in maintaining the health of the environment as a whole, and 

as species disappear, ecosystem services begin to break down (Luck et al., 2003; 

Worm et al., 2006). Recent evidence suggests that the extirpation of the kakapo 

(Strigops habroptilus) from the mainland is the reason for the decline of the 

wood-rose (Dactylanthus taylorii); it appears the kakapo was the primary 

pollinator for this now-rare plant (Wood et al., 2012). 

 

New Zealand has over 2000 threatened species, most of which are 

endemic (DOC, 2014f). It also has one of the highest extinction rates in the world 

(DOC, 2014b). It is projected that without human intervention, kiwi would 

become extinct on the mainland within fifty years (DOC, 2014b). 
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Leaving nature to take care of itself in New Zealand’s degraded 

environments is not an option. Introduced plants such as willow, gorse and 

broom vigorously outcompete native seedlings, and can choke entire landscapes 

if left alone (Meurk et al., 2007). Likewise, an equilibrium between the native 

animals and introduced predators will not be achieved before many natives are 

lost forever (Meurk et al., 2007). The only way to ensure the survival of New 

Zealand’s biodiversity is through direct human intervention, and even then 

maintenance-free sustainability may never be achieved (Meurk et al., 2007). 

 

Fortunately, the best ways forward are well understood. The most 

effective conservation measure on private land is the cessation of native 

vegetation clearance. On public land, where habitat is already protected, the 

control of predators delivers the most effective conservation outcomes (DOC, 

2014b). A number of improvements in pest control techniques loom on the 

horizon, and it is anticipated that an increased effort on scientific research will 

deliver cheaper and more efficient techniques (DOC, 2014b; Centre for Wildlife 

Management & Conservation, 2012; Eason et al., 2014). 

 

Conservation programmes are an investment in the health, prosperity and 

well-being of a nation (DOC, 2013a). Unfortunately, conservation in New Zealand 

lacks the political support necessary to achieve adequate funding from the central 

treasury (Ericksen, 2003).  

 

Conservation in New Zealand needs revenue streams in addition to the 

funding provided by the central government. As discussed in Chapter 1, there are 

many ways this could occur. This chapter will consider two such options: tourism 

and public-private partnerships. Both are already established practices in New 

Zealand, and have been generating funding for conservation for several decades. 

This chapter will examine the pros and cons of how the private sector can support 

conservation in New Zealand through these mediums, and will consider what 

trade-offs need to be made if successful outcomes are to be achieved. 
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2.2  TOURISM 

 

 

2.2.1  Introduction 

In addressing the role of the private sector in funding conservation in New 

Zealand, it is essential to examine what role the tourism industry currently plays, 

and what role it might play in the future. 

International tourism is one of New Zealand’s largest export earners, surpassed 

only by dairy exports. 2.7 million international tourists visited New Zealand in 

2014, and the direct contribution of tourism (both domestic and international) to 

the GDP stood at NZ$8.3 billion, or 4.0% GDP (Statistics New Zealand, 2014). The 

total contribution of tourism to the New Zealand economy for 2014 is estimated 

to be NZ$23.7 billion (Statistics New Zealand, 2014). 

 

Given the importance of tourism in New Zealand, two key questions are 

investigated in this chapter: 

 What are the conservation implications of tourism? 

 Can tourism fund conservation in New Zealand? 
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2.2.2  The Conservation Impacts of Tourism 

 

The effects that tourism can have on conservation outcomes are many and 

varied. They can be direct impacts, or they can be intangible (from here-on 

referred to as “indirect”), and these effects can have both positive and negative 

environmental outcomes. 

 

Direct Impacts 

Tourism can directly benefit conservation efforts by generating the 

funding necessary to establish and operate private reserves, or by contributing to 

the operational costs of existing public reserves (Allan, 2008; Buckley, 2012; 

Pegas & Castley, 2014; Steven et al., 2013). The mechanics of how this can operate 

will be discussed in Section 2.2.3. - Direct Funding (p. 27). 

 

Some tourism operators directly engage in conservation actions with their 

clients, involving them in activities such as pest eradication, weeding and tree-

planting (Whitelaw et al., 2014). One local example is Wairaurahiri Jet, an 

adventure-tourism company, operating in the Waitutu region of Fiordland 

National Park. The company includes stoat-trapping in some of their packages, 

and also gives clients the option of sponsoring stoat traps which are then 

maintained by the company on the client’s behalf (Wairaurahiri Jet, 2014). 

 

More common in the literature are the negative impacts of tourism upon 

the environment (Buckley, 2012; Mitchell et al., 2013; Whitelaw et al., 2014). 

Direct impacts include pollution in the form of atmospheric emissions and the 

generation of solid and liquid wastes (Buckley, 2012). Tourism also consumes 

water, energy and other renewable and nonrenewable resources (Buckley, 2012). 

It is estimated that in 2001, global tourism consumed 3.2% of the global energy 

total and contributed to 5% of global anthropogenic climate change (Gössling, 

2002).  
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Biological resources are also impacted upon, and can include vegetation 

damage and disturbance to wild animal populations (Buckley, 2012). Local 

examples in New Zealand include the proposed (and abandoned) Fiordland Link 

Monorail project, which would have seen the removal of over 15,000 old-growth 

native trees (Lister, 2013); and the disruption to kea diet and foraging behaviour 

in the presence of human food (Brejaart, 1994). Not all wildlife tourism is 

disruptive. Monitoring of seal-swim activities in the Bay of Plenty suggests that 

there is minimal disturbance to the animals - indeed, the seals ignored swimmers 

in 54% of instances (Cowling et al., 2014). 

 

Indirect Impacts 

Support for conservation efforts can be bolstered through the educational 

and experiential engagement that tourism provides. One objective of the 

Department of Conservation (DOC) is “to increase public understanding of the 

value of conservation management and participation in conservation projects” 

(Mitchell et al., 2013, p. 711). Tourism is a major avenue through which this is 

achieved. With an increased public understanding of the work DOC does, comes 

increased public support for that work (State Services Commission [SSC], 2014). 

Engagement can also “increase public appreciation of the intrinsic worth of the 

country’s unique, protected lands” (Mitchell et al., 2013, p. 704).  

 

Such sentiments are supported in a case study by Rose et al., (2014), 

looking at the relationship between marine tourism and marine protection at 

Akaroa on the Banks Peninsular. It was revealed that, while the presence of 

marine reserves is unlikely to influence tourists’ decisions to engage in marine 

tourism at Akaroa, tourists departed from the experience with an enhanced 

understanding about the role of marine reserves. Rose et al., (2014) concluded 

that marine tourism promotes conservation values. 

 

Buckley (2012) suggests tourism can have negative indirect impacts on 

conservation efforts. He agrees that successful tourism ventures will grow the 
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prosperity of the surrounding communities (which might seem good for the triple 

bottom line of economy, society and environment), but argues that prosperity 

invariably leads to increased resource consumption and pollution. 

 

Whether on not the indirect impacts of tourism can help to generate 

funding for conservation is the focus of Section 2.2.3 - Indirect Funding (p. 35). 
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2.2.3  Can Tourism fund Conservation Outcomes In New 

Zealand? 

 

Direct Funding 

Industry Motivation 

It is almost universally accepted that tourism can be used to directly fund 

conservation works (Allan, 2008; Pegas & Castley, 2014). Given the importance of 

tourism to the New Zealand economy, there is a desire from the incumbent 

National Party-led government to expand the industry further. Because such an 

arrangement must be mutually beneficial, it is important to consider the 

motivations of the tourism industry. Unsurprisingly, some of these motives 

generate controversy (Erkuş-Öztürk & Eraydın, 2010). Buckley (2012) argues 

that mass tourism is inherently unsustainable and meets only the “economic” 

target of the triple bottom line. However, he accepts that this might not be the 

case for ecotourism. Ecotourism (or “responsible” or “sustainable” tourism) can 

be described as “tourist experiences that care for the integrity of the biophysical 

environment, providing for economic viability and social responsibility in the 

long term” (Pegas & Castley, 2014, p. 604), thus theoretically satisfying a positive 

triple bottom line. 

 

Lobbyists for the tourism industry are active and powerful (Buckley, 

2012). Disputes over access to the New Zealand conservation estate for tourism 

and recreation have been ongoing since the 1920s  (Mitchell et al., 2013). In 

addition to access, industry lobbyists also fight for self-regulation, particularly as 

a means of addressing environmental and sustainability concerns (Buckley, 2012; 

Erkuş-Öztürk & Eraydın, 2010). Critics argue that industry self-regulation is an 

ineffective means of mitigating its environmental impacts, and that eco-

certifications are irrelevant (Buckley, 2012). Patrons of mass tourism generally 

don’t choose a company based on its impact-mitigation measures; rather, they 

expect companies to adhere to conditions imposed by the governing authorities 
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(Buckley, 2012). Tourism organisations can respond to government regulation in 

a number of ways: compliance, compromise, avoidance, defiance and 

manipulation (Zapata & Hall, 2012).  

 

In addition to arguments that mass tourism clients pay little attention to a 

company’s corporate social responsibility (CSR) programmes, there is evidence 

that sometimes companies themselves put little faith in such systems. For some 

businesses, creating environmental partnerships and CSR programmes is simply 

seen as a necessary step to achieving corporate legitimacy, even if they are never 

acted upon after their establishment (Zapata & Hall, 2012). Findings from Erkuş-

Öztürk & Eraydın (2010) demonstrate that the primary motivation of the tourism 

industry is economic, not environmental. Surprisingly, they reveal that larger 

companies are more likely to have deeper concerns for environmental issues. 

They suggest that smaller tourism companies have less time, money and 

resources to commit to environmental concerns. 

 

Tourism and Protected Areas 

Protected areas, whether public (e.g.: national parks) or private (e.g.: 

ecosanctuaries), are popular tourist attractions (Campbell-Hunt, 2014; Mayer, 

2014; Whitelaw et al., 2014). In New Zealand, approximately one third of the land 

area (9.3 million ha) is public protected area (also termed “conservation estate”) 

(Mitchell et al., 2014). This includes the network of national parks and reserves, 

and is administered by the central government’s Department of Conservation. 

Private protected areas occupy much less of New Zealand’s land area, but can 

contain high biodiversity values (Campbell-Hunt, 2014). Private reserves are self-

administered, or administered through a Trust. 

 

There is a paradox, widely recognised by protected area managers, 

surrounding tourism in reserves. Impacts from visitors contribute to reduce the 

net worth of the protected area and measures must be taken to ensure the 

intergenerational integrity of the area; but at the same, time additional visitors 
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must be sought to grow revenue (Buckley, 2012; Mitchell et al., 2013; Whitelaw et 

al., 2014). Parks need visitors, to their own detriment. 

 

It would also seem that in New Zealand, the tourism industry needs the 

parks. Eagles & Hillel (2008) report that 65% of international tourists visited at 

least one park in New Zealand, 12% came specifically to visit a park, and 10% 

would have spent less time in the country if they had not visited a park. A more 

recent statistic suggests that at least 35% of international tourists visit New 

Zealand to primarily to experience its “natural landscapes”, though it must be 

noted that this can be achieved without visiting a national park (DOC, 2014b). 

 

In light of the prominence of protected areas in New Zealand, and the 

importance of protected areas to the tourism industry, the bulk of this chapter 

will consider the interplay between tourism and protected area funding. 

 

Tourism funding conservation outcomes on public land 

In New Zealand and around the world, public protected areas are 

inadequately funded by their governments, and need to consider diversifying 

their revenue streams if they are to adequately address the biodiversity threats 

within their boundaries (Allan, 2008; Whitelaw et al., 2014). Tourism is often 

seen as a means of increasing park revenue, and the Department of Conservation 

has the capacity to generate income through tourism and recreation (Mitchell et 

al., 2013; Steven et al., 2013). However, taxpayer allocated funding from the 

central government remains the department’s dominant income stream, with 

contributions from tourism making up less than 10% of the budget (Mitchell et 

al., 2013; Steven et al., 2013). 

 

There is a growing expectation that public protected areas should be able 

to generate enough revenue to remain viable, independent of government 

funding (Allan, 2008; Eagles & Hillel, 2008; Whitelaw et al., 2014). It might be 

possible for certain high-profile national parks to meet this demand, were it not 

for the fact that the parks receive only a proportion of the money they generate 
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(Allan, 2008). The prevailing funding paradigm for public parks is for all revenue 

generated by parks to be forwarded to the state’s central treasury, to be 

reallocated the following cycle (Allan, 2008). Revenue raised by public protected 

areas is often diverted to other portfolios, and the parks are reallocated less than 

what they have earned (Allan, 2008). For example, tourism in Fiordland National 

Park (in the Southland conservancy) generated NZ$51 million of government 

revenue in 2007 (one-sixth of the department’s budget that year [DOC, 2008]), 

yet the entire Southland conservancy was allocated less than half of this (NZ$21 

million) for tourism management (Mitchell et al., 2013). 

 

Not all of the funding that a public protected area receives goes towards 

conservation actions. The visitor services and visitor management provided by 

park authorities is expensive (as illustrated above), but necessary to maintain 

safety, appeal and competitive advantage (Whitelaw et al., 2014). In addition, a 

park’s budget must include costs for repairing damage (both structural and 

biological) caused by visitors (Whitelaw et al., 2014). Public budgets are also used 

to fund research, community engagement and for supporting local business 

opportunities (Allan, 2008; Mitchell et al., 2013). Therefore, funding conservation 

activities is only one part of a park’s budget. 

 

Even just the existence of a park can be expensive. As Mayer (2014) 

bluntly states, “parks cause costs.” Alongside the direct costs of maintenance, 

management and equipment, there are also indirect costs (such as wildlife 

roaming beyond park boundaries) and non-use costs (such as forgone revenue 

from failing to utilise the natural resources available) (Mayer, 2014). 

 

Parks have the ability to recoup costs by using tourism as an income 

stream. The most common way of doing this is by levying entrance fees upon 

visitors, and/or charging tour operators a concession to conduct their business 

within the park. In doing so, park managers ascribe a market value to protected 

area use (Whitelaw et al., 2014). Unsurprisingly, this has created controversy, and 

it is argued that visitors should not be required to pay access for a service that is 
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already being financed from their income tax (Whitelaw et al., 2014). This is 

countered by the argument that international visitors are excluded from the host-

country’s taxation system; and that domestic visitors receive “exclusive” 

recreational experiences above and beyond the park’s existence values that non-

visitors receive (Eagles & Hillel, 2008). By and large, this is a moot point in New 

Zealand, where visitors are not required to pay entry fees to access the 

conservation estate (Espiner et al., 2013; Whitelaw et al, 2014). 

 

Public protected areas in New Zealand do have alternate means of 

generating revenue from tourism. User-pay amenities such as parking and picnic 

facilities, are one option (Whitelaw et al., 2014). Parks can also sell their 

intellectual property, such as licensing the park name or park images (Whitelaw 

et al., 2014). Donation boxes, campground and hut fees, and filming permits are 

other strategies (Allan, 2008). 

 

Licensing concessions to tourism companies, which allow them to operate 

within a park, is an established and effective means of generating revenue (Allan, 

2008; Whitelaw et al., 2014). Such an arrangement can directly reduce 

environmental impacts, as concessionaires are held to strict standards, and are 

expected to impart those standards on their clients (Whitelaw et al., 2014). It 

could be interpreted that such benefits are diminished if the tourism industry is 

allowed to self-regulate its environmental impacts, as the consequences for failing 

to comply with best practise would not exist, though there is little direct evidence 

of this in the literature. 

 

It is argued that in some situations outside of New Zealand, park entrance 

fees are set arbitrarily low and reflect neither the park’s management costs nor 

the public’s willingness to pay. Case studies reveal the public would be willing to 

pay considerably more to access certain international parks (Whitelaw et al., 

2014), though Allan (2008) counters that public parks have a mandate to provide 

access to all, regardless of affluence.  
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Factors that increase the public’s willingness to pay include a high level of 

infrastructure and facilities, and an ease of access to the park itself (Whitelaw et 

al, 2014). A local example of this is seen in the popularity of the Great Walks trail 

and hut network in New Zealand. The per-night cost of staying in a Great Walks 

hut reflects the popularity of that particular walking trail, with the most popular 

trails (Milford, Kepler and Routeburn) costing $54 per night in the peak season. 

This is five times the cost of a standard DOC hut elsewhere (DOC, 2014l). 

However, the Great Walks offer an ease of access and level of amenity not found 

elsewhere within the conservation estate, and during the summer tramping 

season the demand for hut passes can often exceed supply. 

 

There is a considerable lack of academic literature examining the interplay 

between tourism and conservation funding - particularly so for articles with a 

New Zealand emphasis. However, the recency of the papers that are available 

suggests that this is a growing topic. Authors point to this dearth of literature 

when drawing their own conclusions, citing the lack of studies on applied park 

sustainability (Mitchell et al., 2013) and the need for further research and testing 

of funding models (Whitelaw et al., 2014). Fees and concessions are effective at 

generating revenue, but it is argued that arrangements such as licensing 

intellectual property and donation boxes are merely cost-defraying mechanisms 

rather than income streams (Whitelaw et al, 2014).  

 

The evolution of park management agencies into “parastatal agencies”, 

with financial autonomy from the central state treasury, is one way that public 

protected areas can retain all their tourism revenue (Allan, 2008; James, 1999). 

Examples from developing nations appear promising. In the Caribbean, parks run 

by parastatal agencies have been able to spend twice as much on conservation 

outcomes than similar parks managed by the state (James, 1999). 

 

The New Zealand government is actively trying to increase tourism, 

although DOC shows hesitancy to expand tourism operations in the conservation 

estate (Mitchell et al., 2013). Careful management (or even a policy change) 
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would be required to avoid the environmental and social deficits associated with 

mass tourism, and to ensure the extra revenue raised does indeed find its way 

back to the Department of Conservation. 

 

Tourism funding conservation outcomes on private land 

Private protected areas are lands under private ownership that are set-

aside for conservation outcomes (Pegas & Castley, 2014). Like public protected 

areas, they are popular tourism destinations and integrate well with ecotourism 

ventures. Unlike public protected areas, private protected areas can retain all the 

revenue they generate (Allan, 2008; Pegas & Castley, 2014; Steven et al., 2013). 

Private reserves can offer tourist experiences that public parks cannot, such as 

smaller group sizes, high-end facilities, closer access to wildlife and interaction 

with the landowners (Pegas & Castley, 2014). These qualities put private reserves 

in a good position for the anticipated growth of the bird watching market (Steven 

et al., 2013; Steven et al., 2014). 

 

In New Zealand there exists a small collection of predator-proof, fenced 

ecosanctuaries, which share many of the characteristics of private reserves (e.g.: 

Orokonui Ecosanctuary, Zealandia, Maungatautari Ecological Island). However, 

most are run by community trusts, operating on public land, and receive the 

majority of their funding from local or central government grants (Campbell-

Hunt, 2008). Whether such sanctuaries can be described as private is debatable.  

 

Some sanctuaries occupy a combination of public and private land. 

Orokonui comprises 230 ha of public land and 85 ha of trust owned land, while 

Maungatautari’s footprint is about 2250 ha public land plus 1150 ha private land 

owned by farmers and Maori (Campbell-Hunt, 2008). Bushy Park, in the Taranaki 

region, stands as one of the few examples of a fenced ecosanctuary built entirely 

on private land. However, because of its designation as a scenic reserve, its 

managing trust cannot charge entry fees (Campbell-Hunt, 2014). Money can be 

generated through accommodation fees at the adjacent historic Bushy Park 

Homestead (also managed by the Trust), but it is recognised that tourism will 
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only ever provide a small proportion of the reserve’s funding (Campbell-Hunt, 

2014).  

 

In her study of six New Zealand ecosanctuaries, Campbell-Hunt (2008) 

identified only Orokonui (Dunedin) and Zealandia (Wellington) as being able to 

charge entry to tourists. Both have aspirations to become self-sustaining 

(Campbell-Hunt, 2014), but both have, at times, struggled to attract enough 

visitors to make this a reality (Caldwell, 2013; Chapman, 2012). Orokonui 

subsidises its tourism revenue with grants from DOC, the local government and 

private benefactors, along with interest generated from the newly-formed 

Orokonui Foundation endowment fund (McAvinue, 2014, Peat, 2014). Zealandia 

subsidises its tourism revenue with donations from benefactors and from the 

Wellington City Council. A partnership with Mitsubishi recently ended, leaving 

the sanctuary investigating further fundraising options. Following several years 

of stagnation, visitor numbers rose by 19% in the last financial year (2013/14) 

and the sanctuary forecasts a return to positive cash flow in 2015 (Karori 

Sanctuary Trust, 2014). 

 

Cape Sanctuary (formerly known as Cape Kidnappers and Ocean Beach 

Preserve), located in Hawkes Bay, provides a unique case amidst New Zealand’s 

array of non-governmental protected areas. Whilst it barely appears in the 

primary literature, Cape Sanctuary is New Zealand’s largest privately-owned 

reserve (McLennan, 2009). The 2500 ha sanctuary extends over three farming 

properties, and seeks conservation, agricultural and tourism outcomes from 

sustainable mixed land use (100% Pure New Zealand, n.d.; McLennan, 2009). Pest 

and predator control has led to the translocation of 11 bird species (including 

kiwi, pateke and takahe) and several reptile species (McLennan, 2009; Miskelly & 

Powlesland, 2013), indicating a positive environmental impact. Whether tourism 

can make this venture self-funding remains to be seen, and what role agricultural 

revenue plays in financing the project is not discussed. Cape Sanctuary would 

make a good model for further research, and could provide a valuable 
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contribution to the academic literature on private protected areas in New 

Zealand. 

 

Cape Sanctuary also serves to highlight aspects that are beyond the scope 

of this thesis. What is the role of the agricultural sector in funding conservation 

outcomes? What is the role of zoos in funding conservation outcomes? What 

other smaller private reserves exist in New Zealand that do not appear in the 

primary literature? 

 

Risks and market uncertainty 

Generating funding for protected areas through tourism is not guaranteed, 

and not without risk. As already discussed, agencies must solve the riddle of 

promoting tourism despite its potential for negative impacts (Buckley, 2012). But 

for parks to rely on tourism funding could introduce a long-term danger. Tourist 

dollars are finite (Whitelaw et al., 2014), and protected areas do not always 

attract tourists, or enough tourists (Mayer, 2014). While protected area visitation 

rates are increasing in the developing world, they have levelled off or are even in 

decline in developed countries (Whitelaw et al., 2014). Moreover, tourist trends 

are variable and “must see” destinations change from year to year (Allan, 2008). 

The tourism market is volatile, and particularly susceptible to disturbances such 

as natural disasters, global recession, terrorism, pandemics and civil unrest 

(Allan, 2008; Steven, 2013). For these reasons, protected area managers need to 

look beyond the tourism industry as the sole source of non-governmental 

funding. 

 

Indirect Funding 

Is it possible for the indirect impacts of tourism (i.e.: increased public 

understanding and increased public appreciation, discussed in Section 2.2.2 - 

Indirect Impacts, p. 25) to generate conservation revenue in New Zealand? 
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It has been identified that an understanding of environmental services, or 

an experience with a place, can influence people to make a financial contribution 

to conservation efforts (Martín-López et al., 2007; Zander et al., 2010). This 

behaviour, known as “willingness to pay”, has been the subject of two recent New 

Zealand case studies. Yao et al. (2014) found that most New Zealanders in his 

sample would be willing to pay extra income tax to subsidise a hypothetical 

biodiversity enhancement programme in forestry plantations. Likewise, Hoyt et 

al. (2014) found that 63% of respondents would be willing to pay more for fish 

that was dolphin-friendly, and 52% would be willing to pay a dolphin-protection 

levy on their annual tax returns. In the former study, those people who lived 

nearer to plantation forests were more likely to pay for biodiversity 

enhancements (Yao et al., 2014). Similar conclusions were drawn from the 

Zander et al. (2014) study: those who had visited an Australian tropical river 

system were more likely to be willing to pay for conservation measures. 

 

Such willingness to pay does not exist when the public lacks 

understanding and awareness of environmental concerns (Martín-López et al., 

2007). Thus, the indirect education and engagement benefits of tourism have the 

potential to generate additional funding for conservation. However, it must be 

remembered that these case studies are based on hypothetical markets, and in 

such a situation there is no consequence if a respondent over-inflates the amount 

they are willing to pay (Yao et al., 2014). In addition - and pertinent to the scope 

of this thesis - these studies envisage the funding being sourced from taxpayers, 

through levies on income tax. While it may be that the efforts of the private sector 

can foster a willingness to pay among the general public, the reality is that the 

New Zealand government is actively reducing the amount of taxpayer dollars 

destined for conservation.  
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2.2.4  Conclusions 

Tourism is an important source of revenue for park managers - and an 

essential source for private parks. At the very least, gains from tourism need to be 

enough to offset the costs associated with visitor management and the repairs to 

visitor damage. In theory, any additional revenue raised from tourism could be 

put towards conservation, but in practise, this surplus is returned to the central 

treasury. Revenue from one park may end up financing conservation (or tourism) 

in another park, or just as likely, be allocated to another department’s portfolio. 

Many areas within the conservation estate will never generate enough money to 

be self-sustaining, despite the value of the biodiversity they protect. 

 

It is unclear whether DOC could support itself through tourism alone if it 

were ever to evolve into a parastatal agency, independent of the central treasury. 

The data from 2007 suggests that revenue generated by Fiordland National Park 

could have accounted for one sixth of the department’s budget that year. 

However, it has not been possible to find financial data from any other New 

Zealand national parks. This makes it impossible to tell whether total tourism 

revenue does exceed the operational budgets handed down by the central 

treasury each year. In this author’s opinion, a feasibility study to determine 

whether a parastatal DOC could survive on tourism revenue should certainly be 

pursued. In the meantime, DOC will need to consider additional means of 

generating conservation funding. 
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2.3  PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS 
 

 

2.3.1  An Introduction to Partnerships 

Background 

Conservation today exists in a neoliberal economy of reduced public 

spending, privatised public assets and the after-effects of the 2008 global 

financial recession (The Treasury, 2010; Zapata & Hall, 2012). Conservation 

managers must consider market mechanisms for generating additional revenue, 

and one such option is the establishment of partnerships (Zapata & Hall, 2012). 

Most public-private partnerships are some combination of any of the following 

actors: government agencies, non-governmental organisations (NGOs) and 

private for-profit enterprises (also variously referred to as companies, 

corporations and businesses) (Howald et al., 2011). Some of the most successful 

partnerships contain representatives from all three categories (Howald et al., 

2011; Margerum & Robinson, 2015). 

 

Partnerships can be a powerful tool, which extend the ability of a 

government agency to do its work (Margerum & Robinson, 2015). Traditionally, it 

is charities and relief-aid agencies, sports teams and the arts that receive 

corporate sponsorship (Meurk et al., 2007). The Department of Conservation has 

long been engaged in community partnerships, for which there is a rich literature 

(Dodson, 2014; SSC, 2014). However, these partnerships generally involve DOC 

providing funding from its own budget to community groups wishing to 

undertake small-scale conservation projects (DOC, 2014a). What is needed is the 

opposite: private-sector entities providing DOC with the funds necessary to 

undertake large-scale projects. The union between the private sector and 

government conservation agencies can yield high value outcomes, so 

understanding to how to utilise partnerships to their fullest potential is of great 

importance (Margerum & Robinson, 2015). 
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Complexity within a project promotes the development of partnerships 

(Howald et al., 2011). The more complex a project is, the greater the commitment 

from the partners needs to be (Margerum & Robinson, 2015). Co-governance of 

the project can ensure the full commitment from all partners, increasing the 

chances of success (Dodson, 2014). However, co-governance comes with its own 

sets of challenges, including power-sharing and consensus building. Reaching a 

consensus between partners is often the most demanding aspect of a partnership 

(Margerum & Robinson, 2015). For this reason, it is important that partnerships 

are adaptive and can still meet the needs of the partners while also addressing 

the original goals they set out to achieve (Dodson, 2014). Having the appropriate 

support systems built into the partnership can help resolve difficulties and 

maximise productivity (Margerum & Robinson, 2015). Overall, the advantages of 

working in a partnership should be greater than the challenges (Howald et al., 

2011). 

 

Public-private partnerships have been extremely successful in achieving 

large and ambitious conservation outcomes overseas. One such partnership is 

Project Isabela, in the Galápagos Islands. It saw the coming-together of public, 

private and NGO entities to remove invasive goats, pigs and donkeys from three 

islands. The programme was not only a success from a conservation standpoint, 

but also from a partnership perspective. The ties formed between partners were 

so strong that the project survived the transitions through 10 national park 

managers and five Ecuadorian presidents (Howald et al., 2011). 

 

It is with this general background in mind that we will begin our 

exploration of conservation partnerships in New Zealand. 

 

Cause Related Marketing 

In 1990, New Zealand market researchers Gray & Frame reviewed a “small 

but growing sub-area of marketing that is worthy of the professional’s attention” 

(Gray & Frame, 1990, p. 57). It was a topic termed “cause related marketing.” 
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Their paper is unique, as it provides a detailed insight into the New Zealand 

corporate psyche in the very year that conservation partnerships appeared 

locally. To understand the evolution of conservation partnerships, it is necessary 

to explore Gray & Frame’s (1990) findings on cause related marketing in New 

Zealand. 

 

Gray & Frame (1990) acknowledge that cause related marketing is far 

from a uniquely New Zealand phenomenon. The first recognised example of cause 

related marketing is that of American Express, who in 1983 entered into a 

partnership with the Statue of Liberty Restoration Fund to help raise money for 

repairs to the monument. Each time an American Express card was used for a 

purchase, the company would contribute one cent to the fund, and one dollar for 

every new card they issued. Customer engagement was the cornerstone of the 

strategy, and over a million dollars was raised. This failed to match the amount 

that American Express spent on advertising the campaign, but it did attract a 

considerable number of new clients and strengthened the relationship with the 

company’s existing customers. Moreover, it demonstrates what is possible when a 

company aligns its goals to match those of its customers (Gray & Frame, 1990).  

 

Local examples of cause related marketing began to appear in New 

Zealand in the late 1980s, with printing firm Caxton Press partnering with the 

Royal Foundation for the Blind, and then with Crippled Children (Gray & Frame, 

1990). 

 

Gray & Frame (1990) identified three main objectives for businesses which 

entered into cause related marketing: 

 an increase in sales; 

 an enhanced reputation; and 

 to generate additional funding for the associated cause. 
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They also listed the eight most common objections to such marketing 

campaigns, many of which are still cited as concerns for today’s partnerships. The 

perceived risks were: 

 companies selecting causes that have popular appeal, despite being 

potentially unimportant; 

 companies avoiding causes that could offend customers, or could be seen 

to promote “lifestyle negatives” (their given example being AIDS charities);  

 companies using their donations as leverage to dictate or manipulate the 

operations of the recipient cause; 

 the public losing incentive to make direct donations to a cause if it is seen 

to be in a corporate partnership (especially damaging if the corporate 

partner doesn’t donate sufficiently); 

 volunteers who support the cause being “turned off” by the commercial 

aspect of corporate involvement; 

 companies spending more on promoting the partnership than they 

actually provide to the cause; 

 philanthropic revenue streams being diverted to other causes; and 

 governments reducing their support for a cause that is seen to be in an 

effective corporate partnership. 

As we will see, almost all of these points factor into the landscape of conservation 

partnerships in New Zealand. 

 

Gray and Frame (1990) determined cause related marketing to be a form of 

corporate social responsibility (CSR), and proposed that there had been three 

distinct phases in the evolution of CSR between 1960 and 1990: 

 “voluntarily doing good;” 

 “mandated social responsibility;” and 

 “doing good by doing better” (Gray & Frame, 1990). 

It was also suggested that society might be about to enter a fourth phase of CSR, 

unique to anything that had come before it. 
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The authors concluded that cause related marketing is mutually beneficial 

if done right, and should be more widely considered by corporate managers. 
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2.3.2  The Structure of DOC 

The Birth of DOC 

A central policy of the 1984 Labour Government was to improve the 

efficiency of the New Zealand public services (SSC, 1995; Taylor, 2013). The 

consolidation of numerous natural resources agencies into a single unified 

department was part of this goal. The implementation of the Conservation Act 

1987 saw the combination of the Forest Service, the Wildlife Service, the 

Department of Lands and Surveys, the Historic Places Trust, the national parks 

and crown conservation land (then administered under the Department of 

Internal Affairs), and the Commission for the Environment into one new agency: 

the Department of Conservation (SSC, 1995; Taylor, 2013). This new department 

was mandated with “promoting conservation of the natural and historic heritage 

of New Zealand on behalf of, and for the benefit of, present and future New 

Zealanders” (DOC, 2014b). DOC is unique among public agencies in that it sits at 

the intersection of the social, environmental and economic domains (SSC, 2014). 

 

Following the restructure, DOC became responsible for 8 million hectares 

of conservation estate, almost one third of the country’s landmass (Jay, 2005; 

Popay, 2013). This area has since grown, and much is in mountainous regions, 

with the lowlands (below 250 metres) being critically underrepresented (Jay, 

2005; Norton & Overmars, 2012). It was hoped that New Zealand’s biodiversity 

decline would halt under the new Department of Conservation structure (Jay, 

2008). Direct management work within the conservation estate included pest and 

weed control, threatened species recovery, protection of historic and cultural 

heritage sites, and the provision of recreation and tourism facilities (Jay, 2005). 

The department was also chartered with environmental advocacy (SSC, 1995), 

and found itself performing a number of social functions, such as alpine rescue, 

fire-fighting, natural disaster response (including earthquakes, floods, avalanches 

and storms), and supporting the emergency services with other non-

environmental accidents (DOC, 2014b; Jay, 2005). 
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By the end of the 1980s , it was apparent that the department was not 

functioning properly. Limited resources were being stretched too far and too thin 

(DOC, 2013b; SSC, 1995). It is acknowledged that the department was possibly 

under-funded right from its inception (SSC, 1995). The central government’s 

response to the situation was to initiate a restructure in 1989, which saw the loss 

of 188 staff (Taylor, 2013).  

 

1990: the start of conservation partnerships 

With the 1987 establishment of DOC came the creation of additional 

support structures to help the department in its work. The New Zealand 

Conservation Authority, and a suite of Regional Conservation Boards, are external 

consultative committees, designed to assist and guide the department in 

achieving its core objectives (Jay, 2005). The members of these boards are 

appointed by the Minister for Conservation and come from a diverse range of 

backgrounds (DOC, 2014b). In the late 1980s, many of these board members had 

skills in business management and were able to conceptualise ways that DOC 

could address its funding gap whilst simultaneously meeting its core objectives 

(Jay, 2005). One result of this was the establishment of the Threatened Species 

Trust (TST) in 1990. The TST was a partnership between DOC and an NGO, the 

Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society (Forest & Bird), and was developed to 

connect private-sector entities with DOC (Jay, 2005). 

 

At the same time, New Zealand was preparing to celebrate 150 years of 

nationhood, and businesses were looking for novel ways to commemorate the 

event. The time and mood was right for the corporate and environmental sectors 

to engage with each other (Simpson, 1994). The first two New Zealand public-

private partnerships emerged that very year, as a result of collaborations 

between the TST and the private sector. The partnership between the Tiwai Point 

aluminium smelter, Forest & Bird and DOC to save the kakapo made headlines 

and history (Kakapo Recovery, n.d.; Jay, 2005; Rio Tinto Alcan, n.d.), and caused 

quite a stir among business observers (Gray & Frame, 1990). This was followed 
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by Project Crimson, a partnership between a trust and the forestry company 

Carter Holt Harvey to restore pohutukawa forests in the north (Simpson, 1994). 

The following year, 1991, saw the launch of the Bank of New Zealand Save the 

Kiwi Trust, and at some point after this, Flight Centre partnered with DOC’s 

Takahe Rescue programme (Jay, 2005). Public-private conservation partnerships 

had begun, and some of the original ventures would also prove to be the most 

enduring.  

 

1990 - 2000: ongoing troubles 

Despite the establishment of several firm public-private partnerships, the 

1990s marked a period of turmoil for the Department of Conservation. Funding 

was perennially insufficient and conservation outcomes were not being achieved 

(Jay, 2005; SSC, 1995; Taylor, 2013).  

 

At its inception, DOC was highly decentralised. Originally, this had been a 

deliberate decision, designed to give more independence to local managers. 

However, DOC soon demonstrated that it was too large a beast, it’s arms too 

unwieldy, to be without a central command. A devolved management structure 

spread across 14 conservancies resulted in communication gaps, knowledge gaps, 

and the inability to properly account for spending and assets (SSC, 1995). 

 

Restructures in 1994 and 1996 slowly centralised the Department. The 

latter restructure came in the wake of the 1995 Cave Creek disaster, in which 14 

people died when a viewing platform collapsed (SSC, 1995; Taylor, 2013). The 

political fallout from the incident was high, and a review into the operations of 

the department was launched. The ensuing report found that there were 

inconsistencies in service delivery, with some regions performing exceptionally 

while others were failing to achieve their mandated objectives (SSC, 1995). The 

department was warned that it “needs to take a more strategic approach to 

consideration of its funding needs in relation to its ability to deliver its outputs 

and fulfill its statutory requirements” (SSC, 1995, p. 4). 
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By the end of the decade the department was highly centralised and had 

managed to take stock of its assets, its expenditure and its work programmes. But 

with this access to information, a new concern became apparent: despite the 

tireless efforts of frontline workers, the Department had failed to halt the loss of 

New Zealand’s biodiversity (Jay, 2005; Taylor, 2013). Two influential reports 

(New Zealand Biodiversity Strategy, 2000, and Restoring the Dawn Chorus: 

Department of Conservation Strategic Business Plan, 1998) expressed serious 

concern for the state of New Zealand’s biodiversity, and called for a renewed 

drive for partnerships. These reports emphasised that conservation programmes 

would only be successful if they had the support of communities, landowners and 

iwi (Jay, 2005).  

 

The 2013 Restructure: an emphasis on partnerships 

Drivers of the restructure 

There is a considerable lack of literature on the activities of DOC between 

2000 and 2010. Perhaps this can be interpreted as a stable structure having 

finally been achieved. In 2012, as the central government worked to bring its 

budget out of deficit (English, 2013), there became an expectation for a raised 

level of performance across the whole of the public sector (SSC, 2014). DOC was 

not immune to this expectation. While it was recognised that the department had 

hugely improved its knowledge of how to effectively implement conservation 

programmes, it was seen that DOC was still not spending in a strategic manner 

(SSC, 2014). A new restructure was on the horizon - indeed, a whole new business 

model - which would take the department’s history of partnership programmes 

and extend it much further (SSC, 2014). 

 

The push for this restructure was instigated from within the department, 

by Director-General Alastair Morrison (Booth, 2014; Taylor, 2013). DOC’s 

management had recognised the need to “bridge the gap between current funding 

and future funding” if the agency was to continue working at the current capacity 
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(DOC, 2013a, p .1). In their quest to “future-proof conservation by diversifying 

and building revenue streams,” DOC saw an opportunity to do business with 

those seeking to do their own bit for the environment (DOC, 2013a, p. 1). This 

comes in response to an acknowledgement that DOC’s mandate is too big for it to 

achieve alone, and that there needs to be more collaboration with communities 

and the private sector (DOC, 2013b). 

 

One of the key - and most ambitious - goals of DOC’s new focus is to embed 

conservation values into business (DOC, 2014b; SSC, 2014). If successful, this 

could change the face of conservation, locally and globally. With increased 

adoption of CSR, there could be merit to this idea. Corporations need to be seen to 

be both moral and liberal, as they are the role models of society (Meurk et al., 

2007). Additionally, corporations have the resources to lead positively (Meurk et 

al., 2007). The realisation that everyone is responsible for conservation is 

beginning to challenge the existing paradigm, and the department’s new business 

model places it in a position to capitalise on this change in mindset (Jay, 2005; 

Meurk et al., 2007). 

 

The major changes 

The restructure began in September 2013, continued into 2014, and was 

implemented through a strategy devised by the Business Review Panel (DOC, 

2014a; SSC, 2014). What makes this restructure unique is its scale, unmatched in 

the public sector, and its transformation of DOC into an outcome-oriented agency 

(SSC, 2014).  

 

Among the changes was the removal of a layer of local managers, the 

introduction of Senior Ranger positions, and the reduction of administrative 

regions (from 11 down to six) (DOC, 2013b). The restructure also saw the 

existing Operations Group split into a Conservation Services Group and a 

Conservation Partnerships Group (DOC, 2013b). 
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The new Conservation Services Group, which implements the on-ground 

conservation programmes, is divided into six regions, each with a Conservation 

Director located in the following centres: Whangarei; Taupo; Palmerston North; 

Christchurch; Hokitika and Invercargill (DOC, 2013b). 

 

The new Conservation Partnerships Group, whose duty is to develop 

partnerships and engagement opportunities, is divided into six regions also, with 

a Partnership Director located in each of the following: Auckland; Hamilton; 

Taupo; Wellington; Nelson and Dunedin (DOC, 2013b). 

 

The department states four main outcomes for the restructure: 

1. “Securing value exchanges with partners to benefit conservation;” 

2. “Project managing new large-scale value exchanges to ensure that they are 

delivered successfully on the ground (locally, regionally, nationally);” 

3. “Maintaining and enhancing strong relationships with external partners;” 

and 

4. “Being an advocate for conservation locally, regionally and nationally” 

(DOC, 2014a, p1). 

 

There are three key indicators for success: 

 “Increased partnership engagement and involvement in conservation;” 

 “Significant growth in the amount of conservation work done with the 

funding and support of external partners;” and 

 “Increased conservation outcomes across New Zealand” (DOC, 2014a, p1). 

 

Partnerships in detail 

With the restructure now mostly in place, DOC has partnership staff in 

almost 100 offices. The role of these Partnership Rangers is to find new 

partnership opportunities and strengthen existing partnerships (DOC, 2014c). 

Primary industries are a major target for DOC Partnership Rangers (DOC, 2014b), 

but effective communication with community groups, landholders, iwi, schools 

and local businesses remains integral to the role (DOC, 2013b). Additionally, 
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Partnership Rangers will foster awareness of - and interest in - conservation 

matters among the wider public (DOC, 2014c). 

 

The new structure has placed a partnership emphasis on Auckland, as it has the 

greatest number of businesses and the highest potential for urban conservation 

programmes (DOC, 2013b).  

 

The stated goals of the Conservation Partnership Group are to: 

 “significantly increase New Zealand’s engagement in conservation;” and 

 “generate growth in the amount of conservation work done with the 

funding and support of external partners” (DOC, 2014b, p. 26). 

 

Partnership Rangers will be assisted in their work by two national support teams: 

 the Commercial Business Unit, which has an emphasis on finding new 

business partners to engage with; and 

 the Community Engagement Unit, which has an emphasis on building 

conservation awareness and education (DOC, 2013b). 

 

The work of the Partnerships Group will be supported by the Kahui Kaupapa 

Atawhai unit, whose role is to increase cultural awareness and facilitate the 

capacity for DOC to work in a Maori dimension (DOC, 2013b). 

 

Restructure results 

As a result of the restructure, the department’s saving through efficiencies 

are estimated to be NZ$4 million for 2013/14 and NZ$4.8 million for 2014/15 

(DOC, 2014b). However, the changes also saw the loss of 96 full-time equivalent 

positions, translating to a 9% staff decrease (DOC, 2014b; SSC, 2014). 

Furthermore, as of 2014, staff felt the changes were taking too long to implement, 

and a lack of operational capacity was putting extra pressure on staff (SSC, 2014). 
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Criticism 

The announcement and subsequent implementation of the 2013 

restructure sparked considerable controversy, not least of which being that it was 

confusing and difficult for those outside the agency’s management to understand 

(Booth, 2014; Taylor, 2013). Booth (2014) criticised the department for failing to 

define the concept of “value exchanges”, although an answer to this might lie in 

Gray & Frame’s (1990, p. 58) exploration of cause related marketing: “an 

exchange process that produces value and satisfaction.” 

 

Concern was expressed about the impact of staff reduction, especially in 

small and remote communities, where DOC employees represent the face of the 

government. It was also worried that locals in such communities might lose faith 

in the department’s ability to deliver outcomes (Booth, 2014; DOC, 2014b). The 

reassignment of local managers to Senior Ranger positions was seen by many as a 

demotion, and as a clever way for the department to claim that more ranger 

positions were being added (Anon, pers comm, 2014). In addition, Taylor (2013) 

criticises the lack of consultation outside the department. 

 

Confusion exists over the splitting of the Partnership Group and Services 

Group into different regions, and concerns arise over the knowledge and 

communication gaps that could result in missed opportunities or poor 

conservation outcomes (Booth, 2014). Taupo is the only centre in the new 

structure where a Conservation Director and Partnerships Director will operate 

together (DOC, 2013b).  

 

Taylor (2013) warns that the restructure is a big gamble given the lack of 

certainty in securing the anticipated partnerships, and that there may not be the 

demand within New Zealand’s private sector to sustain such a structure. Too 

much change at once is destabilising and the agency stands to lose knowledge and 

expertise (Taylor, 2013). 
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Early outcomes 

Despite the upheaval of the restructure, preventing biodiversity loss and 

maintaining a high diversity of habitat types remains a key priority for DOC (SSC, 

2014). The Department was allocated $375 million for 2013/14 (SSC, 2014). This 

equates to 0.5% of the 2013/14 central government budget (English, 2013; own 

calculations), and the State Services Commission deems that the agency still 

doesn’t have enough to carry out its mandate (SSC, 2014). 

 

At present, there is no literature publicly available on partnerships formed 

after the September 2013 restructure. It has been observed that effective 

narratives can be used to grow partnerships, and that DOC’s new business model 

lacks a compelling narrative (SSC, 2014). It has been recommended that, along 

with developing a suitable narrative, DOC needs to address the public 

misconception that the government will reduce DOC’s budget as more 

partnerships are formed (SSC, 2014). DOC also needs to dispel the myth that it 

will be competing with community groups for grant money (SSC, 2014). 
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2.3.3  Case Studies 

Kakapo Recovery Programme  

To fully understand how conservation partnerships work, it is necessary 

to examine one in depth. The partnership between Rio Tinto Alcan NZ (RTANZ), 

Forest & Bird and DOC to save the critically endangered kakapo has been selected 

for this case study. This choice was made for several reasons. It is the longest-

enduring conservation partnership in New Zealand (Kakapo Recovery, n.d.), it has 

resulted in considerable success (Kakapo Recovery, n.d.), and it has the most 

literature available. Indeed, it is claimed that more scientific data exists for the 

kakapo than any other parrot species in the world (Brooks, 2008). 

 

The kakapo is an ancient, flightless, nocturnal parrot endemic to New 

Zealand, and was driven to the brink of extinction by introduced predators in the 

twentieth century (Lloyd & Powlesland, 1994). The Wildlife Service (the 

predecessor of DOC) sought to ensure the survival of the species by relocating the 

birds to predator-free offshore islands (Lloyd & Powlesland, 1994). Eventually, 

Codfish Island, sitting roughly 60 kilometres from the Southland port of Bluff, 

became the new centre of kakapo conservation. 

 

In 1990, a partnership between the New Zealand Aluminium Smelter 

(NZAS), Forest & Bird and DOC was established, with the purpose of raising 

additional funding for kakapo conservation (DOC, 2014d; Kakapo Recovery, n.d.; 

Harding, 2012). The smelter, located adjacent to Bluff on Tiwai Point, shares a 

close geographic proximity to Codfish Island. Ownership of the smelter has 

changed several times, from NZAS to Comalco to RTANZ. For the purposes of 

simplicity, this narrative will not attempt to track the changes in ownership, and 

will refer to the smelter by its current owner, RTANZ. 

 

RTANZ was approached by the other partner members (rather than the 

smelter instigating the relationship) (Rio Tinto Alcan, n.d.). What ensued was a 

classic example of cause related marketing, in that it required public buy-in 
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before the smelter would donate (Gray & Frame, 1990). In this case, RTANZ 

donated money based on the amount of community participation in an aluminium 

can recycling campaign (Rio Tinto Alcan, n.d.). When the can recycling 

programme ended (year not specified), the company continued to support the 

kakapo recovery programme through direct donations and in-kind support (DOC, 

2014d; Rio Tinto Alcan, n.d.). 

 

It is estimated that the operational budget of the kakapo recovery 

programme is NZ$1 million per year, of which around NZ$200,000 is supplied by 

RTANZ (Harding, 2012). The remaining four-fifths come from the Department of 

Conservation, private donations and the occasional advocacy event (e.g.: special 

displays of captive kakapo) (Peat, 2014; Real Journeys, 2014). As of 2014, RTANZ 

has contributed NZ$4.35 million to the programme (Kakapo Recovery, n.d.). It has 

also provided a considerable amount of in-kind services. RTANZ engineers have 

been involved in infrastructure maintenance and the installation of solar panels, 

hydroelectric systems and fuel generators on Codfish and Anchor Islands (Kakapo 

Recovery, n.d.; Rio Tinto Alcan, n.d.). 

 

Furthermore, RTANZ staff are given the opportunity to spend 2 weeks 

working with kakapo rangers in the field, performing duties such as nest-minding 

and providing supplementary feed (Kakapo Recovery, n.d.; Rio Tinto Alcan, n.d.). 

Over 60 employees have been involved in the programme, accounting for more 

than 1000 days of volunteer support, and have describe the experience as “life 

changing” (Kakapo Recovery, n.d.; Rio Tinto Alcan, n.d.). RTANZ encourages staff 

participation by offering one week of special leave, and requiring the remainder 

to be taken from annual leave (Rio Tinto Alcan, n.d.). 

 

RTANZ emphasise their expectation for a high level of project performance 

in return for their contribution. The company arranged an independent review of 

the programme, and supported the involvement of international avian fertility 

experts, which has been crucial in improving breeding success (Bergner, 2014; 

DOC, 2014d; Rio Tinto Alcan, n.d.). RTANZ considers a strong scientific basis to 
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the kakapo programme as being a mandatory element in the partnership and 

asserts that its funding must be used strategically: “for RTANZ, it’s not just a 

matter of writing a cheque each year” (Rio Tinto Alcan, n.d.). 

 

In August 2012, RTANZ announced to DOC Southland its intentions of 

ending the partnership, which was contracted to run until 2015. The company 

cited “low aluminium prices and the high exchange rate” as the reasons for this 

decision (Harding, 2012, p. 1). A controversial $30 million government bailout in 

2013 secured the future of the Tiwai Point smelter until 2017, and with it the 

short-term prospects of the kakapo partnership (Vance, 2013). Whether the 

partnership will continue beyond 2015 remains to be seen. 

 

2015 will mark 25 years of partnership between DOC, Forest & Bird and 

RTANZ. Not only is this New Zealand’s first public-private conservation 

partnership, it is also the longest-running partnership for both DOC and RTANZ 

(DOC, 2014d; Harding, 2012). When the partnership began, there were only 24 

kakapo. Today, the population stands at 127, a fivefold increase, demonstrating 

the ability of public and private interests to develop a “world class conservation 

programme” (Kakapo Recovery, n.d., p. 1). 

 

Other Examples 

To develop a more complete understanding of conservation partnerships 

in New Zealand, it is worth considering a handful of other high-profile example. 

Due to the lack of publicly available literature, these case studies will be kept 

brief. 

 

Air New Zealand 

In 2012 Air New Zealand commenced a partnership with DOC, committing 

NZ$2.9 million to a range of biodiversity projects. In September 2013 (as the 

restructure was beginning), the airline extended its contract until 2017, and 

pledged an additional NZ$4.5 million. This newly strengthened commitment saw 
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a broadening in the scope of the projects the organisations would undertake, and 

notably includes marine reserve work (DOC, 2013c). Of the $7.4 million total, $2 

million is allocated to research and monitoring in marine protected areas, and 

$5.4 million is allocated to terrestrial work (DOC, 2013c, n.d.(c)).  

 

The $7.4 million commitment is a combination of direct financial support 

and flight/cargo services for specified programmes (DOC, 2013c). These 

programmes including “bringing some of New Zealand’s rarest birds back to the 

Great Walks” (DOC, 2014e, p. 1), through a combination of predator trapping and 

species translocations. Air New Zealand supports other DOC programmes by 

providing cargo of rare species on its domestic flights, and has been instrumental 

in the transfer of kiwi, whio, pateke, robins and reptiles (DOC, 2013c). Air New 

Zealand also promotes the use of the conservation estate (particularly marine 

reserves and the Great Walks) to its customers (DOC, 2014e). 

 

Mitre 10 

In 2005, hardware suppliers Mitre 10 partnered with DOC to support 

Takahe Rescue. In 2012, they extended their commitment for another three years, 

to end in 2015. Since its inception, Mitre 10 has donationed upwards of 

NZ$500,000 to the programme (DOC, 2014g). This funding has enabled DOC to 

maintain and expand its captive breeding facilities, to translocate takahe to 

predator-free reserves, and to implement predator control in the wild (DOC, 

2014g). The renewed partnership will see a stronger involvement between local 

Mitre 10 stores and Takahe Rescue activities. 

 

Bank of New Zealand 

In 1991, the Bank of New Zealand (BNZ) entered into a partnership with 

DOC and Forest & Bird to establish the BNZ Save the Kiwi Trust (DOC, 2014h), 

whose goal was to raise money for kiwi conservation projects. The Trust was 

converted into the charity Kiwis for Kiwi in 2012, and BNZ remain the principal 

sponsor (DOC, 2014h; Kiwis for Kiwi, n.d.(a)) BNZ have donated over NZ$7 

million to the programmes since 1991 (DOC, 2014h, as well as raising awareness 
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of the plight of the birds. The bank offers customers an opt-in eftpos card, for 

which it will donate NZ$10 per card per year to the charity (BNZ, n.d.). 

 

Other commercial partners in the Kiwis for Kiwi programme in 2014 

include: TradeMe, SkySolar, Kensington Swan, Derek Corporation and Eco 

Alkalines, who all offer direct financial contributions; and Google, Air New 

Zealand, Big Fish Creative, The Research Agency and Hustle & Bustle, who offer 

pro bono services (Kiwis for Kiwi, n.d.(b)). 

 

Genesis Energy 

The electricity producer Genesis Energy has recently become the national 

partner in the Whio Forever programme, which aims to stabilise and grow 

declining whio populations (DOC, 2014i). Beyond a stated commitment of five 

years, little is publicly available about the financial aspects of this partnership. 

Both Genesis and the Auckland Zoo are active advocates for whio conservation 

(Genesis Energy, n.d.). 

 

Genesis is partnered with a number of other conservation projects, 

including Waikato River Care, Waikareiti Biodiversity Restoration Project and the 

Pukaha Mount Bruce Wildlife Centre (Genesis Energy, n.d.). 

 

Dulux New Zealand 

Paint manufacturer Dulux partnered with DOC in February 2013 (before 

the restructure) to help conserve the Department’s aging backcountry huts, and 

to promote their use to all New Zealanders (DOC, 2014j). While not strictly a 

conservation partnership, it has the potential to foster a greater appreciation of 

the conservation estate among the general public (refer to chapter 2.2.3 - Indirect 

Funding [p. 35] for the benefits this can have). Dulux has committed 15,000 litres 

of paint and 3,000 litres of wood sealer to the programme (Protecting our Paces, 

2013). 
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Fonterra 

The Living Water partnership between DOC and milk processor Fonterra 

was announced in March 2013 (again, before the restructure) (DOC, 2014k). The 

agreement is to the value of NZ$20 million over 10 years. Fonterra will release 

NZ$2 million per year to DOC (Fonterra & DOC, 2013). The fund will support DOC 

to work with dairy farmers and community groups in improving the health of five 

key water catchments. Activities will include restoring riparian vegetation, 

controlling pests and weeds, restricting stock access to waterways, improving 

water quality and enhancing biodiversity around dairy farms (DOC, 2014k). 

 

This partnership is significant as it allows DOC to implement conservation 

measures beyond the boundaries of the conservation estate, and without dipping 

into its own budget to do so. Working in cooperation with Fonterra will enable 

access to private land, specifically, those lowland wetlands that are 

underrepresented in the conservation estate. 
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2.3.4  Partnerships in Detail 

Corporate Motivation 

From the previous case studies, it is clear that the Department of 

Conservation stands to gain from engaging with the private sector. What is less 

apparent is how corporations benefit from partnering with DOC. 

 

In the late 1980s, Gray & Frame (1990) asked New Zealand businesses 

why they engaged in cause related marketing. The overwhelming response was 

that it enhanced the image of their company and improved sales. Other motives 

included increasing the corporate legitimacy of the business, pacifying 

disgruntled customers and pre-emptively claiming a cause before their 

competitors did (Gray & Frame, 1990). 

 

It seems little has changed. Partnerships are still driven by social and 

economic demand, not environmental demand (Jay, 2005). Conservation 

partnerships are seen to demonstrate corporate fitness, and Air New Zealand’s 

partnership actions are described as “adding authenticity to its brand” (DOC, 

2013c, p. 1; Zapata & Hall, 2012). 

 

DOC is more upbeat in its assessment of why businesses would want to 

partner with it, stating that “commercial partners invest in conservation because 

they understand the value to their business of maintaining the health of New 

Zealand’s environment” (DOC, 2013a). There are additional benefits for 

businesses, including direct access to DOC’s wealth of expertise, and the 

association with New Zealand’s “clean green” and “100% Pure” branding (DOC, 

2014b). Biodiversity is seen as an ethical investment choice, and the assets of 

ethical investment funds have grown dramatically in recent years (Meurk et al., 

2007). 

 

Conservation partnerships are seen to appeal particularly to customers of 

an environmentally-educated, middle class demographic (Meurk et al., 2007). The 
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unique features of New Zealand’s wildlife and ecosystems lend themselves 

particularly well to marketing and branding opportunities (Meurk et al., 2007). 

For example, the ethical clothing company Chalkydigits helped in the restoration 

of Chalky Island (Fiordland Conservation Trust, 2012), and companies that 

produce red products (particularly wineries) support Project Crimson (Project 

Crimson, 2014).  

 

Conversely, “irrational partnerships” - ones which could never work - 

appear from time to time (Zapata & Hall, 2012). One example of such a 

partnership occurred between General Motors and the Detroit city council in the 

1980s. The council partnered with the automobile manufacturers to improve the 

prosperity of the city, and allowed the leveling of an entire neighbourhood for a 

manufacturing plant, but failed to attract the revenue it had anticipated 

(Stephenson, 1991). Zapata & Hall (2012) consider the corporate motive behind 

such ventures is simply so the business can claim to be partnered, with no 

interest in the cause or the partnership. 

 

One common mistake is for companies to consider partnerships as a 

marketing exercise, rather than the public relations exercise that it truly is (Gray 

& Frame, 1990). 

 

Stakeholder Satisfaction 

Harmony between stakeholders is an important part of an effective 

partnership. Yet it needs to be acknowledged from the start that actors will have 

differing interpretations of the scope of the project; that disagreements will arise; 

and that reaching a consensus might not be easy. Stakeholders have different 

goals, and not all partners will be happy with the scientific realities of 

conservation projects (Margerum & Robinson, 2015; Simpson, 1994).  

 

DOC usually brings funding from its own budget to a partnership project, 

to augment that provided by the private partner (Espiner et al., 2013). However, 



 60 

partners need to be aware that DOC is now highly accountable for the public 

money that it spends, and so a partnership programme must achieve genuine 

benefits (Espiner et al., 2013). Yet it is important that DOC is not seen to reject 

potential partners that can only offer a little. DOC is warned that it will need to 

balance its preference for long-term, high-quality conservation gains (large 

partnerships) with the market demand for smaller, short-term gain partnerships 

(SSC, 2014). 

 

Sponsorship vs. Partnership 

The terms sponsor and partner are used interchangeably by many authors. 

However, there is a difference between the two, and it comes down to the level of 

involvement the private actor has. 

 

While degrees of sponsorship vary, a sponsorship is usually viewed as the 

donation of money to a cause with little other involvement in securing results 

(Simpson, 1994). Gray & Frame (1990) glibly suggest that sponsorship is little-

different to self promotion. 

 

Simpson (1994) recorded a key development in the evolution of the 

Project Crimson Trust. In 1994, the trust was debating whether to extend the 

scope of its activities to protecting rata trees. Until that time, the project had 

focused only on pohutukawa trees, and its activities were mainly confined to the 

north of the North Island. Carter Holt Harvey (CHH), the trust’s principal sponsor, 

was keen to see the programme expand and in 1994 was actively pushing for the 

inclusion of rata (Simpson, 1994). History shows that CHH were successful in 

their bid, and the trust has grown larger and extended their work further because 

of it. 1994 marks the era when the literature about Project Crimson began to 

transition from using the term “sponsor” to “partner”. 

 

The involvement of a company’s staff in the operations of a project is also 

seen as a way of differentiating sponsors from partners. Meurk et al. (2007) 
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considers BNZ’s relationship with the kiwi programme more akin to that of a 

sponsor, claiming the company’s staff have little involvement in the “ownership” 

of the programme and its outcomes. 

 

The engagement of staff tends to be greatest in small companies (eg. 

Chalkydigits), or companies that have a geographic proximity to the cause (eg. Rio 

Tinto Alcan and the kakapo programme) (Meurk et al., 2007). 

 

NGOs 

A brief mention must be made about the omnipresence of NGOs in public-

private conservation partnerships. Very little exists in the literature on their role, 

but they are literally the “third-party”, being neither public sector nor private. 

One big benefit they do provide is their funding capability, as they can often 

source money that is out of reach of both public agencies and private 

corporations (Howald et al., 2011). Forest & Bird is one such NGO, and is involved 

in many New Zealand conservation partnerships. 
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2.3.5  Obstacles to Success 

Risks 

Conservation partnerships present a diverse range of risks, which can 

affect all parties involved. Perhaps the greatest risk is the mis-assumption of 

responsibility when things go wrong (Howald et al., 2011). Prior to commencing 

the programme, the responsibilities of each partner need to be clearly defined, so 

that in the event of a failure, one party cannot be unfairly blamed (Howald et al., 

2011). Such a policy also provides the basis for ensuring that a negligent party 

can be held accountable.  

 

Partnerships need strong leaders who can engage and build trust with 

other actors (Margerum & Robinson, 2015). However, a dangerous situation 

arises when the success of the partnership rests entirely on the relationship 

between party leaders. Staff and leader turnover within organisations is 

inevitable, and partnerships need to be able to function regardless of who the 

leaders are (Margerum & Robinson, 2015). 

 

Howald et al. (2011) identifies “contract paradox” as a risk when public 

agencies contract private partners. In this situation, the contractee fails to 

understand the scope and complexity of the work at hand. The same could hold 

true when the private partner in a conservation partnership fails to recognise the 

complexity of the project they have agreed to, and provides insufficient funding. 

 

Risks have the potential to arise from DOC’s new business structure. 

Partnerships have traditionally been slower to establish in New Zealand than 

elsewhere because is has smaller companies, smaller turnover and smaller profit 

margins than other countries (Meurk et al., 2007). Additionally, some companies 

have a distinct anti-partnership stance, arguing that if individual shareholders 

wish to see the company’s profits contributed to a cause, they can make that 

donation themselves with their annual dividends (Meruk et al., 2007). 
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DOC may also face risks to its own reputation. Under the new structure, 

there are not yet any established rules for engagement (SSC, 2014). This allows 

for the possibility of partnerships that could put the DOC brand at risk or which 

could be difficult to enact (SSC, 2014). Moreover, not all partnerships will 

produce significant gains, but DOC is expected to contribute funds to low-value 

projects regardless (SSC, 2014). 

 

Timewasting from potential partners and volunteer burnout are other 

problems that have been reported (Margerum & Robinson, 2015; Simpson, 1994). 

 

Companies Ending the Partnership 

There is no guarantee that private partners will continue to support a 

project beyond the end of the contracted term. Indeed, some partners might try to 

terminate the relationship early, as was seen with the kakapo programme in 2012 

(Harding, 2012).  

 

Prior to Mitre 10’s sponsorship with Takahe Rescue, the travel company 

Flight Centre was the major sponsor (Jay, 2005). Flight Centre terminated their 

sponsorship some time before 1999 (English, 1999). The details on when this 

partnership started and ended, how it ended, and the overall financial 

commitment no longer exist in the public literature. However, it is apparent that 

Takahe Rescue continued its work for at least six years before another partner 

(Mitre 10) joined the cause. 

 

The recovery programme for the North Island kokako (not to be confused 

with kakapo) has suffered a series of sponsor withdrawals. Tasman Forestry 

sponsored the initial phase of kokako conservation research between 1990 and 

1993, but then withdrew their support (Innes & Flux, 1999). State Insurance & 

Norwich Union Group funded the recovery programme between 1993 and 1996, 

but ended the partnership when the company was sold (English, 1999; Graham & 

Graham, 2005; Innes & Flux, 1999). It appears there has been no major sponsor 
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for a national recovery programme since. Smaller companies sponsor grassroots 

kokako conservation efforts on an irregular basis. In 2004, Transpower partnered 

with the Howick Tramping Club and DOC to control predators in the Mangatutu 

Valley (Graham & Graham, 2005). Currently, forestry company PF Olsen supports 

the Kaharoa Kokako Trust as their main partner, along with Chalkydigits and Heli 

Resources (Kaharoa Kokako Trust, 2014). 

 

With two major national partnership contracts expiring in 2015 (Mitre 10 

and Rio Tinto Alcan), all eyes will be on the DOC Partnerships Group to see if they 

are renewed. The kakapo partnership will prove especially interesting, given the 

uncertain future of the Tiwai Point smelter beyond 2017. 

 

Project Crimson Case Study 

As previously mentioned, Project Crimson seeks to preserve and re-

establish pohutukawa and rata forests. It should be noted that this is not a 

partnership between DOC and private enterprise. Rather, it is a trust whose 

members come from (but do not represent) a range of agencies, NGOs and iwi 

(Simpson, 1994). The trust was established in 1990, with forestry company New 

Zealand Forest Products Limited (NZFPL) as the major sponsor. NZFPL soon 

became Carter Holt Harvey (CHH), who remained the major sponsor for the next 

16 years. Members of the trust were open to the involvement of additional 

sponsors, on the understanding that CHH would remain the principal sponsor. 

This saw the involvement of companies such as Villa Maria wines and Westpac 

Bank during the 1990s (Simpson, 1994). 

 

In 2006, CHH was bought out by billionaire Graeme Holt, who ended the 

company’s involvement with Project Crimson (Prentice, 2006). However, it was 

agreed that CHH’s support would continue until a new major partner was found. 

Meridian Energy took over that role, and in 2007 the Mazda Foundation joined 

Project Crimson to start the Treemendous Schools Makeover programme (Project 

Crimson, 2010). 
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Now, in 2014, Meridian Energy has moved on to become the major partner 

of the Living Legends offshoot project, while Mazda has taken over the role of 

Project Crimson’s major sponsor (Meridian Energy, n.d.; Project Crimson, 2014). 

Other commercial partners in 2014 are: Ata Rangi vineyard, Rata restaurant, 

Matrix Biolage haircare and Ingrid Anderson textiles (Project Crimson, 2014). 

 

Project Crimson demonstrates how a conservation partnership can adapt 

and grow despite the comings and goings of major partners, and turnover in 

other commercial partners. From humble beginnings, Project Crimson now has 

offshoot programmes that allow it to broaden its scope beyond pohutukawa and 

rata forests. 

 

Cause Selection: what’s hot, what’s not, and what’s changing 

The literature is replete with examples of (and arguments against) 

conservation causes which champion charismatic megafauna (Brambilla et al., 

2013; Minin et al., 2013; Skibins, 2013). Cause selection appears as the first point 

in Gray & Frame’s (1990, p. 59) list of objections to cause related marketing: 

“companies tend to seek relationships with causes that have popular appeal.” In 

biological terms, this is the choosing of iconic species over important species. 

Charismatic animals present a lower perceived risk to business image than 

uncharismatic species (Simpson, 1994). In New Zealand, large birds are seen as 

particularly charismatic (Jay, 2005), probably because “birds are better loved… 

than any other class of organism” (Brooks et al., 2008, p. S7). Partnership 

programmes exist for kiwi, kakapo, takahe, whio, black stilt and yellow-eyed 

penguins, among many others. Uncharismatic creatures such as powelliphanta 

snails, insects, reptiles and frogs tend to fare poorly in comparison (Bishop et al., 

2012; Jay, 2005).  

The counter argument to such selection bias is that protecting iconic 

species can simultaneously protect other local species and ecosystem services 

(Jay, 2005). An ‘umbrella species’ is one with a key ecological role and whose 

conservation protects a suite of other species, whilst a ‘flagship species’ is an 



 66 

instantly recognizable creature that captures the public’s attention while those 

outside of the limelight still receive the benefit of its protection (Fleishman et al., 

2000; Walpole & Leader-Williams, 2002). For example, preserving forest for a 

flagship species will benefit all other species that share the forest. Or in a forest 

that is already protected, eradicating mammalian predators for the benefit of an 

umbrella species will see population increases in other rare species, too (Jay, 

2005). These concepts can be applied to many New Zealand single-species 

partnership programmes. 

 

The kakapo, being large and charismatic, is a prime example of how a 

flagship species can protect other vulnerable New Zealand species. At least seven 

islands around New Zealand (Maud, Little Barrier, Codfish, Chalky, Anchor and 

Mana Islands) have undergone complete eradication of invasive mammals to 

make them safe for kakapo (Lloyd & Powlesland, 1994). Some of these islands no 

longer host kakapo, or hold only non-breeding individuals. However, their pest-

free status has been maintained, and the benefit of this has been transferred to 

numerous rare and uncharismatic species. Maud Island provides a secure refuge 

to the Stephens Island striped gecko, speckled skink, Maud Island frog, the 

Powelliphanta hochsetteri snail, the Cook Strait flick beetle, the flax weevil and the 

Cook Strait giant weta (DOC, 2015a). Little Barrier Island protects populations of 

red mistletoe, wood rose, giant-flowered broom, long-tailed and short-tailed bats, 

stitchbird, New Zealand storm petrel, northern tuatara and giant weta (DOC, 

2015b; Hauturu, 2015). Codfish Island supports populations of short-tailed bat, 

South Georgian diving petrel, Campbell Island teal and Snares Island snipe (DOC, 

2015c). Mana Island shelters a population of brown teal, along with McGregor’s 

skink, Duvaucel’s gecko, goldstriped gecko, Cook Strait giant weta, flax weevil and 

speargrass weevil (DOC, 2015d; DOC, 2015e; Reintroduction Specialist Group, 

2010). Chalky Island supports the only population of the Te Kakahu skink (DOC, 

2013d). 

 

Some of these species already existed on these islands, while others have 

been translocated from founder populations elsewhere. It should be noted that 
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this is not an exhaustive list. It undoubtedly omits rare or endemic invertebrates 

that are poorly represented in the literature; and deliberately omits threatened 

birds such as the various parakeet, wattlebird and penguin species, which could 

be construed as charismatic. However, it serves to illustrate that kakapo islands 

have secured or extended the habitats for at least 25 poorly-championed 

threatened species. 

 

Habitat protection and ecosystem services protection is seen as a less-

appealing option for sponsors than targeting a single animal species, even if the 

former contributes more value to biodiversity (Jay, 2005; Simpson, 1994). As 

seen in the case studies of Section 2.3.3, most high-profile partnerships in New 

Zealand focus on conserving a single species rather than maintaining an entire, 

functioning ecosystem. 

Causes in affluent urban centres such as Auckland and Wellington are 

more likely to be chosen than causes in poorer regional areas such as Northland 

and the Hawkes Bay region (Jay, 2005). 

 

Jay (2005) attributes a sponsor’s choice of cause to the following factors: 

 economic, demographic and social constraints; 

 historic, symbolic or aesthetic value; 

 community leadership and participation; 

 knowledge and resources available; and 

 health and safety concerns. 

 

Several high-profile partnerships have begun to challenge the unwritten 

taboos of cause selection. Project Crimson demonstrates that plants, usually 

considered inherently uncharismatic (Simpson, 1994), can achieve wide support. 

Fonterra’s goal of restoring degraded wetlands shows that ecosystem services 

can attract partners; and marine reserves, considered untouchable in the 1990s 

(Simpson, 1994), are now the centrepiece of Air New Zealand’s latest advocacy 

campaign. 
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2.3.6  Conclusions 

Is it Working? 

Partnerships have great potential to further the conservation effort in New 

Zealand. As has been demonstrated, they are now allowing DOC to work in 

important environments outside the conservation estate, and are building 

support for conservation measures once deemed too contentious. Additionally, 

many other low-key partnerships allow grassroot community projects to 

continue their work. Partnerships have extended the ability of DOC to meet its 

conservation goals (both physically, outside of the conservation estate; and 

financially), and allowed DOC to shift its resources to other areas, such as tourism 

management (Jay, 2005; Margerum & Robinson, 2015). 

 

When companies allow their employees to get hands-on and truly engaged 

in a cause, there will be far more positive outcome than if the company were 

simply to donate money (Meurk et al., 2007). 

 

Co-governance creates the most effective partnerships, but the 

partnerships themselves need to be adaptable and resilient to upheaval, such as a 

change of partners. Meurk et al. (2007) foresaw the demise of Project Crimson 

after Carter Holt Harvey withdrew from the programme, but their concerns 

proved to be unfounded. Today, Project Crimson is more expansive than ever. The 

advantages of operating in a partnership are greater than the challenges, and 

more can be achieved by working together than by working alone (Howald et al., 

2011; Simpson, 1994). 

 

There are caveats that must be kept in mind. Biodiversity threats may 

arise that are so urgent that their address cannot be delayed until a partner is 

found. The 2014 Battle for our Birds is one such example, and DOC needs to 

maintain flexibility in its budget for such events (DOC, 2014b).  
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Despite having been around for almost 25 years, conservation 

partnerships are still a new thing for many involved, and a learning curve is to be 

expected (Jay, 2005). Partnerships should try to target projects not already 

funded by the treasury (Simpson, 1994), but DOC also needs to be strategic in 

what it commits its own time and money towards (SSC, 2014). Empirical evidence 

of partnership success is hard to publicly obtain, and it is likely that some 

partnerships are of more educational value than conservation value (Jay, 2005). 

Finally, it must be recognised that established partnerships still need to be 

nurtured (Margerum & Robinson, 2015). 

 

There is an awareness that the previous partnership arrangements which 

existed in DOC prior to the 2013 restructure made engagement difficult. 

Commands found in the Kokako Management Folder (Flux & Innes, 2001, p. 13) 

demonstrate this: “Consult with the Recovery Group leader before approaching 

ANY sponsor for a local project. Your arrangement may jeopardise a much larger 

sum of money from a national sponsor for the species.” Such disincentive for 

managers to engage with potential partners could perhaps explain why the 

kokako programme never had a national sponsor after State Insurance & Norwich 

Union Group withdrew in 1996. 

 

Additionally, there have been complaints that partnerships with iwi were 

being hamstrung by DOC’s inability to facilitate co-governance (Dodson, 2014). 

DOC has been advised that the flexibility of its working arrangements with 

partners needs to be improved (SSC, 2014). The elevation of the Kahui Kaupapa 

Atawhai unit within the Partnerships Group should allow for improved 

relationships between DOC and Maori stakeholders. 

 

The current proliferation of partnerships signals that there is a growing 

appreciation of conservation in New Zealand (Jay, 2005). Many partnerships have 

completely lost the original public buy-in component that so typified cause 

related marketing, instead opting for an increased involvement in the project. 

This supports the view that businesses are beginning to accept that their role in 
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conservation is more than just being a conduit between the public and the cause. 

Gray & Frame (1990, p. 63) proposed a fourth phase in the evolution of corporate 

social responsibility: “doing better by doing good.” If conservation partnerships 

can one day halt New Zealand’s biodiversity decline, it may be that we have finally 

entered that new era. 

 

Beyond the Scope 

Because of constraints in both time and space, the partnerships examined 

in this chapter were between the private sector and the public sector (i.e.: DOC). 

While Project Crimson was technically beyond this scope, it was able to illustrate 

some important concepts that were otherwise absent from the literature. 

 

It needs to be acknowledged that there are many more types of 

partnerships and conservation efforts in New Zealand, which were simply beyond 

the scope of this review. Many of DOC’s partners are community trusts, rather 

than corporate entities (Espiner et al., 2013). In 2005, there were 187 Landcare 

groups and 929 New Zealand Ecological Restoration Network groups (Jay, 2005). 

 

DOC is allocated $22.4 million per year that it must distribute to other 

biodiversity programmes, through five official channels (DOC, 2014b): 

 Nature Heritage Fund 

 Queen Elizabeth II National Trust 

 Nga Whenua Rahui 

 Community Conservation Partnership Fund 

 Terrestrial & Freshwater Biodiversity Information System Fund 

Community groups can apply to these funds for grants. 

 

Volunteerism, again beyond the scope of this thesis, is a resource that 

should not be overlooked. DOC has over 600 community and iwi partner 

programmes, and it is estimated that volunteer labour for these tallied up to 

35,000 workdays in 2013 (DOC, 2014a). 
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A study by Kerr & Abell (2014) revealed that, nation wide, big game 

hunters spend between $100 million and $180 million per year in pursuit of their 

hobby. Since their efforts prevent population explosions of deer and other 

invasive ungulates (and because it is not currently feasible to completely 

eradicate these species), it could also be inferred that hunters save DOC up to 

$180 million a year - almost 50% of its 2013/14 budget! 

 

Volunteers allow for much more to be achieved than could be done by DOC 

alone, and their total contributions can sometimes rival those of private sector 

partners. 

 

Lack of Literature 

This review was conducted using remote research methods only. No direct 

interviews were obtained, nor was DOC approached for additional material that is 

not currently in the public literature. 

 

There is a considerable lack of primary literature on this topic, as has been 

expressed by others (Jay, 2005; Meruk, 2007). As such, this review needed to 

consider sources outside the academic sphere. Blogs and opinion pieces were 

ignored. 

 

Much of the information on the DOC website, and the websites of partners, 

was delivered in press release format, and was relentlessly positive. Often, the 

details of a partner’s commitments were obscure or absent. Likewise, empirical 

evidence of programme success was often missing. Negative details were absent. 

It was almost impossible to find information on collapsed partnerships, and what 

was found came from newspaper articles. Neither DOC nor their partners 

maintain public records of such failures. 
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Numerous dead links exist online that once directed to a series of pages on 

the DOC website called A Short History of DOC. These pages have been removed, 

and the DOC website now contains no information on the agency’s origin and 

development. This isolating of itself from its past might be a step towards crafting 

a new narrative, but it further obscures an outsider’s ability to understand how 

the 2013 restructure has changed the agency. 

 

Because of these factors, this review contains one of the most 

comprehensive academic histories of DOC now publicly available. With limited 

literature, and online information being edited into irrelevance or removed 

altogether, this chapter provides a critical resource for those wishing to examine 

public-private partnerships in New Zealand. 

  



 73 

2.4   CHAPTER CONCLUSIONS 

 

 

Through the course of this review, the degree to which the Department of 

Conservation is underfunded has become clearly apparent. DOC is expected to 

manage almost a third of the New Zealand’s land area, plus a growing number of 

marine reserves, yet receives less than half a percent of the government’s annual 

budget. In the course of its work, it must deliver not only environmental returns, 

but social and economic returns as well. 

 

DOC’s budget is supported with money generated by the tourism industry, 

and through a growing number of partnerships. Both demonstrate that the 

private sector can play a part in funding conservation in New Zealand, but almost 

certainly not to the level that the government currently funds the department. 

Many partners seek to begin new conservation initiatives, rather than support the 

work DOC is already doing. However, such willingness to try something new can 

allow DOC to engage in conservation outside of its estate, and outside of its 

operational budget. The strategic values of such partnerships may be of greater 

conservation significance than the dollars contributed. The new Living Water 

partnership between DOC and Fonterra provides hope that more private sector 

entities will embed a greater value for the environment within their corporate 

ethos. 

 

It is apparent that the private sector has an increasingly important role to 

play in New Zealand’s conservation. However, that should in no way be 

interpreted that the government can reduce the amount of support it provides. 

Both tourism and partnerships are highly sensitive to global market forces, and 

tourism is also affected by humanitarian and natural disasters. With a growing 

population and a warming planet, the frequency with which the latter two events 

occur is expected to rise (Strömberg, 2007). If conservation was to become 

dependent on the private sector, it leaves itself vulnerable to a host of 

uncertainties.  
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New Zealand’s unique environment cannot be left to look after itself. It 

needs constant human intervention if native species are to survive and 

biodiversity declines are to halt. Given these circumstances, it is inappropriate for 

conservation to be at the mercy of market forces. Likewise, it is not satisfactory 

for conservation budgets to fluctuate at the whim of politicians. But a 

combination of private and public funding, through strong partnerships, does 

appear to be not only a way of sustaining conservation, but also of growing 

conservation beyond its current bounds. 
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Chapter 3.  

Linking the Creative and Academic 

Components 

 

 

3.1 “Pest Free?” film 

For the creative component of this thesis, I produced a 25 minute 

documentary entitled “Pest Free?”. As its name suggests, the film examines 

whether New Zealand can achieve the impossible and successfully eradicate 

invasive mammalian pests on a national level. Along the way, the film explores 

what it means to be pest free, where New Zealand currently stands, and where 

the future of pest control is headed. 

 

The film is presented from the view of three Fiordland DOC biodiversity 

officers. These protagonists are attempting to eradicate pests from a collection of 

on-shore islands, and then restore the native birdlife following the eradications. 

Each of them encounters setbacks and challenges as the unpredictable New 

Zealand environment delivers its surprises. 

 

The social issues surrounding pest eradication are discussed, including the 

reclassification of “pest free” to “predator free” in certain circumstances. The film 

provides a grounding in the basic tenets of Fiordland ecology, and gives a glimpse 

at the emerging techniques and technologies that might one day help the 

protagonists in their quest for a pest (or predator) free New Zealand. 
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3.2 My partnership with DOC 

 

In the last quarter of 2013 I applied for, and was granted, a logistical 

support scholarship from the Department of Conservation (Te Anau Area Office). 

The scholarship provided access to DOC staff and their works programmes, along 

with transportation to field sites in DOC (or DOC-contracted) vehicles, vessels and 

aircraft. Without such access, this film would not have been possible to produce. 

It is also important to note that, had I been working in partnership with another 

student, it would have been unlikely that DOC could have provided this level of 

access and accommodation for two. 

 

Part of the reason I received such a large level of support from DOC is 

because my project was seen to align with the core values of the Conservation 

Partnerships Group under the new DOC structure (refer to Chapter 2.3.2 - The 

2013 Restructure, p. 45). DOC is keen to collaborate with others to promote the 

work they are doing in the field. Much of the fieldwork I presented in my film is 

encompassed within the Dusky Sound restoration project. This ambitious 

programme aims to return the fiord and its island to their pre-European state (as 

much as is possible) through the removal of pests and the reintroduction of native 

species (or ecological analogues, if the original is extinct) (Lloyd et al., 2013). 

 

Because Dusky Sound and the other Fiordland islands are so isolated, very 

few members of the public have the chance to observe for themselves the work 

DOC undertakes there. My film was seen as an opportunity that could allow the 

public to engage with this distant - but highly valuable - corner of the 

conservation estate, and as a tool for fostering public support for the Dusky 

Sound restoration programme. 
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3.3 Partnerships Within the Film 

 

My film contains several examples of public-private partnerships: 

 

Anchor Island Kiwi Transfer 

The attempted transfer of Little spotted kiwi (Apteryx owenii) from Kapiti 

Island to Anchor Island was the result of a partnership between DOC, the 

Fiordland Lobster Company, Air New Zealand and the Fiordland Conservation 

Trust (FCT). Each entity brought funds or an in-kind service to the project, 

without which DOC could not have initiated the transfer. The Department of 

Conservation was responsible for performing the kiwi capture and health checks 

on Kapiti Island, organising the transfer of kiwi from Kapiti to Wellington, and 

arranging iwi representatives to perform a karakia ceremony. Air New Zealand 

had offered free cargo space for the birds on a flight between Wellington and 

Queenstown, and financial sponsorship from the Fiordland Lobster Company was 

to offset the charter of a helicopter from Queenstown to Anchor Island.  

 

As depicted  in the film, the transfer had to be aborted when blood-screening 

revealed an unidentified strain of Salmonella among the birds. It is hoped that in 

time the population will overcome the disease. All parties remain committed to 

attempting the transfer again, potentially in mid- 2015. 

 

Indian Island Restoration 

Some of the fieldwork presented in the film took place on the smaller 

satellite islands adjacent to Resolution Island. One such place, Indian Island, has 

been pest free since 2012 (Fiordland Conservation Trust [FCT], n.d.). 

 

The eradication of rats, mice, stoats and deer from Indian Island came 

about as the result of a partnership between DOC and the Fiordland Conservation 

Trust (FCT, n.d.). During the eradication phase, the primary role of the FCT was to 
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raise the necessary NZ$70,000. Some trust members also assisted in the 

fieldwork (FCT, n.d.).  

 

Following the successful eradication of predators, South Island robins 

(Petroica australis australis) were reintroduced in 2013. This project was 

sponsored by the FCT and facilitated by DOC. As well as assisting to fund the 

transfer, the FCT also arranged volunteers to help catch and release the birds 

(FCT, n.d.). To track the success of the reintroduction, DOC monitors the robin 

population three to four times per year. DOC also continues to maintain the 

trapping lines on Indian Island, as mitigation against potential reinvasion by 

predators. These traps are checked in conjunction with the robin monitoring. 

 

A scene featuring the monitoring of robins on Indian Island by private 

sponsor Lucy Bellerby appeared in the original draft of Pest Free?. It was removed 

due to time constraints, but will be incorporated into the commercial DVD as a 

special feature. 

 

Million Dollar Mouse Campaign 

Gareth Morgan was specifically chosen to bookend the film because he is a 

high-profile public figure who, through philanthropic means, funds predator 

control in New Zealand. Gareth is a trustee of the Morgan Foundation, a 

philanthropic charitable trust that aims to improve the wellbeing of New 

Zealanders by supporting social development, public policy and environmental 

restoration programmes (Morgan Foundation, 2014).  

 

In March 2012, the Morgan Foundation began a media campaign aimed at 

raising NZ$1 million for mouse eradication on the subantarctic Antipodes Islands 

(Scoop, 2012). The Morgan Foundation pledged to match the public’s 

contribution, dollar for dollar, and also sought the involvement of commercial 

partners. The drive was known as the Million Dollar Mouse campaign. 
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The $1 million target was finally achieved in March 2014, and a series of 

preparatory trips to the Antipodes took place throughout 2014.The eradication is 

scheduled to begin in winter 2015 (Ratley, 2014). The Million Dollar Mouse 

campaign, while not mentioned in the film, demonstrated Morgan’s own use of 

“spectacle and rhetoric” to garner funding as part of a well-coordinated public-

private partnership. It is also a local example of philanthropic conservation. 

 

The Dusky Sound Restoration Plan 

The Department of Conservation is turning to the private sector to secure 

a future for its pest control work in the Fiordland sounds. Dusky Sound, where 

much of the film was set, features heavily in this future. The Dusky Sound 

Conservation and Restoration Plan states that a long-term goal is to ensure Dusky 

Sound is “recognised internationally as one of the most intact ecosystems on 

earth” (Lloyd et al., 2013, p. 2). Much work (such as predator control and species 

reintroduction) is needed to achieve this, but Dusky Sound has the huge 

advantage of having few invasive mammal species. Many islands are already pest 

free, while others have only one or two pest species. Achieving the pest free 

vision in Dusky Sound will require much less effort than anywhere else in the 

country (Lloyd et al, 2013). 

 

Part of DOC’s strategy for Dusky Sound is to establish partnerships with 

private-sector entities. Prospective partners can choose from a number of clearly 

defined projects, which are arranged in packages based on cost and estimated 

duration of commitment from the sponsor. Examples include: 

 Reintroducing tieke (saddlebacks) to the Five Fingers Peninsular on 

Resolution Island. The project would require approximately NZ$40,000 

and DOC hope to have completed it by 2018. 

 Translocation of the Snares Island snipe to islands in Dusky Sound, to fill 

an ecological niche left vacant following the extinction of the local snipe 

species. The project is expected to cost NZ$50,000, and occur in 2015. 
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 Perform a comprehensive tawaki (Fiordland crested penguin) survey on 

the islands in Dusky Sound, to use in analysis of population declines. The 

project would require approximately NZ$20,000 per year, for three years, 

beginning in 2015. 

 Deploying an array of acoustic recorders to monitor sea-bird activity on 

the Dusky Sound islands. The project would require between 30 and 60 

recording devices, costing NZ$330 each, and aims to begin in 2015. 

 The translocation of pateke (brown teal) to Resolution Island, with the 

hope that the birds will self-colonise the other islands in the Sound. The 

project would require NZ$20,000 per year, over a period of five to seven 

years. 

 The expansion of stoat trapping lines on Long Island, to further secure the 

stepping-stone islands between it and Resolution Island. The partnership 

would require an initial outlay of NZ$90,000 for the traps, and NZ$20,000 

per annum for ongoing maintenance. DOC hopes to secure the partnership 

by 2018. 

 

The immense scope of the Dusky Sound Conservation and Restoration Plan 

places it well beyond the limits of the DOC operational budget. However, the 

sponsorship options it lists provide a tantalising example of what might be 

possible when the private sector engages with the public sector to fund 

conservation. 
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3.4 Chapter Conclusions 

 

From the outset, it was a conscious decision to avoid discussing DOC’s 

restructure and budgetary constraints in my film. I felt that the challenges 

presented to the protagonists by the environment would be more captivating to 

the viewer than the economical challenges. I was also aware that discussing DOC’s 

under-funding could alienate viewers. Consequently, the linkages between my 

academic and creative components might not be immediately apparent. However, 

much of what is being achieved on these islands is supported by financial 

contributions from the private sector. 

 

If New Zealand is ever to become pest (or predator) free, the economic 

means of doing so will need to come from sources other than (or in addition to) 

the government. Involvement from the private sector is essential if the Pest Free 

dream is to be realised. 
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Concluding Remarks 

 

The completion of this thesis has been an enormous journey. In seeking to 

understand conservation funding arrangements in New Zealand, as well as 

discovering whether the country can become pest free, I’ve met many passionate 

environmentalists, each with their own opinion. By restricting this review to a 

synthesis of the available literature, I’ve had to ignore much of what I’ve learned 

from my time in the field. I do hope that in the near future, empirical reviews of 

DOCs performance following the 2013 restructure will be able to finally settle the 

many differences of opinion that currently exist. 

 

The private sector plays an important role in funding New Zealand 

conservation programmes, and in an ideal world that role should continue to 

grow. However, there are legitimate market reasons to support those who voice 

concern. As such, the government must continue the support it provides, as paltry 

as it is, and should be prepared to provide further assistance in times of crisis. If 

ailing private sector ventures such as the Tiwai Point smelter can attract $30 

million bailouts, the stewards of our natural heritage - upon which the entire 

economy is dependent - should be eligible for assistance. 

 

2015 will be an important year for conservation in New Zealand. The 

Kakapo Recovery Programme and the Takahe Rescue partnerships will expire, 

and ensuring the continued support for the programmes should be paramount. 

Moreover, with all its pieces now in place, DOC will finally be able to demonstrate 

whether or not its restructure was beneficial, putting an end to several years of 

conjecture and uncertainty. With private actors more willing than ever to engage 

in conservation, New Zealand’s unique plants, animals and ecosystems may yet 

have hope. 
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map 
Secretary Island LINZ Data Service Footnote 1 
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map 
Anchor Island to 
Kapiti Is 

LINZ Data Service Footnote 1 
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Video,  
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 party 
Pete sliding in 
snow 
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Checking trapbox 
in snow 
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Video,  
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 party 
Kiwi footprints in 
snow 

Pete McMurtrie N/A 
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Beech forest 
cable-cam 

Luke Padgett Footnote 2 
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Beech forest 
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Luke Padgett Footnote 2 

00:12:10;12 03;06 Video 
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 party 
Deer  Dean Hansen N/A 
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Deer kill-shot 

NHNZ Moving 
Images 
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Resolution Island LINZ Data Service Footnote 1 
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Video,  
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Stoat raiding 
duck nest 

Department of 
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Fly to Stewart 
Island 
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Possum trap Goodnature Ltd.  N/A 
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3
rd

 party 
Possum trap Connovation Ltd. N/A 
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Video,  

3
rd

 party 
Stoat experiment 

Centre for Wildlife 
Management & 
Conservation 

N/A 

00:21:32;19 03;15 
Video,  

3
rd

 party 
Red deer Dean Hansen N/A 

00:21:47;22 05;04 
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3
rd

 party 
White-tailed deer 

NHNZ Moving 
Images 
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1) Raw orthophoto tiles provided by LINZ.  Tiles converted, composited together and animated by me. 

2) I designed and built the cable dolly rig; shots were filmed used Luke’s camera and radio-controlled 
gimbal. I controlled the gimbal’s movement while Luke controlled the dolly’s speed. 

3) Approval was granted to use 76 seconds of third-party video material. 


