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Abstract

There is differential use of language/terminology within a multidisciplinary user group, with the
selection of terminology often presenting a barrier to broad engagement with climate change
and development issues. This was particularly noted within the City of Cape Town as an im-
pediment to moving forward with multidisciplinary climate change decisions within the City.

In collaboration with the City of Cape Town, using the development of the City’'s Climate Change
Policy document and the Green Economy, Energy and Climate Change forum as a basis, this
research aimed to engage in a transdisciplinary process to better understand and attempt to
circumvent language discrepancies at a city scale. Through this process, the project has elu-
cidated a nuanced understanding of the terminology discrepancies at play. The findings show
two main kinds of discrepancies - conceptual and contextual - and that confusion around terms
are a result of either or both categories.

According to the transdisciplinary literature, understanding terminology discrepancies and
coming to a common meaning of terms, or at least making explicit the differential under-
standings, is fundamental to successful transdisciplinarity. As FRACTAL aims to demonstrate
transdisciplinarity, these results are particularly pertinent in the ongoing work of the FRACTAL
project. In this regard, the team should remain cognisant of potential conceptual and contex-
tual discrepancies when working in transdisciplinary groups as well as actively attempting to
pre-empt terminology barriers. The tools developed as a result of this project can be used as
conduits towards this aim.
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1. Introduction

The Climate Systems Analysis Group (CSAG) and the City of Cape Town were awarded a Small
Opportunity Grant (SOG) under the Future Resilience of African Cities and Lands (FRACTAL)
Project. The grant project was conceptualised through a need emanating from the City of Cape
Town, leading to the co-production of a research proposal. The City recognised that there
is differential understanding and use of language/terminology within a multidisciplinary user
group. The selection and use of different of terminology often presents a barrier to broad en-
gagement with climate change and development issues. This barrier presents obstacles at mul-
tiple levels in the decision-making and implementation processes, including during attempts
by technical staff to incorporate climate change considerations into policy and practical imple-
mentation.

An example was highlighted within the City in discussions around, for instance, adaptation
and mitigation. Participants in meetings would use the word “adaptation” to mean “energy ef-
ficient” because being energy efficient is seen as adapting to producing less carbon. To climate
change specialists this would be a mitigation activity. Similarly, meeting participants would
refer to mitigating the impacts of climate change while, in climate change parlance this would
be referred to as adaptation. Green is also a frequently misunderstood word. When green
energy or green economy was spoken about, after some discussion someone in the meeting
would raise the issue of “what do you really mean by green [issue]”? (Davison, pers. comms.
07/08/2017). In these cases, there was often a lack of guidance as to what should be included
or excluded when using a particular term (Morgan pers. comms, 31/07/2017). This lack of com-
mon understanding often lead to meetings not reaching a conclusion, going in unintended
directions or going around in circles with general disagreement.

Ambiguity in the meaning of terms is common in the climate change field. It is argued that
these multiple meanings arise out of the functional needs of different disciplines (Adger, 2006,
Janssen et al 2006), and evolve over time (Fussel and Klein 2006). Though the meanings of
terms might be suitably tailored to certain fields, a plurality of definitions and interpretations
may impede understanding and communication across disciplines (Gallopin, 2006).
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“this project set out
to undertake research that would
facilitate the process of

co-exploring climate knowledge
particularly by understanding
and addressing the barriers to
multi-disciplinary working posed
by differential terminology use”

FRACTAL, as a project, aims to demonstrate transdisciplinarity. Taylor et al (2017) define trans-
disciplinarity as “entailing the integration of other forms of knowledge outside of academia to
address the complexity of contemporary problems in society”. According to relevant literature,
common language should be developed across disciplines for a project to be truly transdisci-
plinary (Newell et al. 2005). A common language is required to support mutual comprehension
which, in turn, is the precondition needed for integrative research. Importantly, this common
language should not be understood as merely a shared language, because words can have
multiple meanings when applied through the lens of different speakers (Newell et al. 2005,
p301) but rather a common meaning should be agreed upon which goes beyond agreeing on
a definition towards developing something in common i.e. “creating something new together”
(Bohm 1996). In this regard, Newell et al. (2005) state that members of a team need to dedicate
considerable time in detailed discussion to unpack the meanings of words. Despite this need, it
is often not attempted within transdisciplinary projects, likely because it is neither a trivial nor
an easy task and may have varying degrees of success.

With this knowledge in mind, this project set out to undertake research that would facilitate the
process of co-exploring climate knowledge, particularly by understanding and addressing the
barriers to multi-disciplinary working posed by differential terminology use. Within this broad
goal, the project aimed to improve the understanding of different ways that terminology is
used by various user groups from different backgrounds and disciplines, with the objective of
shaping a process where users converge towards a common understanding of climate science,
climate response and development terms. For the purpose of this paper, in the given context
of climate terminology, a“common understanding’ should be understood as (a) shared mean-
ing - that is when two or more parties share the same conceptual definition of a term or (b)
when there is no agreement on the meaning, either because it is not yet achievable, or when a
shared definition is not applicable’, we argue that there should be an acknowledgment by par-
ties involved that they hold different definitions, and shared knowledge of these differences.

As a tangible output, the project sought to develop a toolkit to better understand terminology
barriers in the field of climate change and development while contributing to overcoming these
barriers.

1 This is the case with contextual discrepancies, which will be expanded on further in our findings.
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2. Methodology
2.1 The embedded researcher

The primary mechanism for completing the research was through the placement of an embed-
ded researcher (ER) into the City of Cape Town. The appointed ER, started working in the City of
Cape Town's Environmental Management Department at the beginning of January 2017. During
her time at the City, the ER has engaged with city officials, attended multi-disciplinary portfolio
meetings, department meetings, councillor workshops and had one to one consultation meet-
ings with relevant City officials. She has presented the project to two multi-disciplinary working
groups, gaining traction for the project within the City. She also took part in the FRACTAL ER
workshop and the International Conference on Climate Services 5. She has attended all City
Learning Cluster calls as the representative ER from the City of Cape Town. Finally, the ER was
responsible for undertaking investigation into the commonly misinterpreted terms, driving the
development of the resultant tools and contributing to the draft of the FRACTAL working paper
resulting from the project.

2.2 Analysis of the Climate Change Policy and comments

The initial phase of the project entailed identifying “barrier”> terms and their interpretations
across sectors. The first step in this process was to identify potential barrier terms used in
the City's Climate Change Policy draft. A frequency count of the terms defined in the policy’s
glossary was compiled from both the policy document and its associated comments to iden-
tify which of the glossary terms was most frequently used. The context in which these terms
were used was further investigated to elicit any potential discrepancies in understanding of the
term. As a result of this process, a list of potentially problematic terms was compiled to take
forward in the project.

2.3 Expert elicitation

These terms were then presented in one-on-one interviews with external experts. Five ex-
perts were identified. These were people that commented extensively on the policy and do not
work at the City. Experts were given the opportunity to add terms they thought were missing
from the list. They were then asked to prioritise terms from the list to be taken forward in the
project. They were also asked to provide interpretations for those terms as they would define
them, and as they might be defined by others.

In addition to one-on-one interviews, an online survey was carried out with the FRACTAL team
asking for identification of barrier terms together with examples of how these terms are under-
stood. There were eleven online responses.

2.4 Co-exploration forums

In February, the first co-exploration forum was held during the Green Economy, Energy and
Climate Change (GEECC) monthly committee meeting. The GEECC forum is comprised of City

2 In this context a “barrier term” would be a term that is interpreted differently across individuals
within a multi-disciplinary audience or a term where the meaning is poorly understood.
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officials representing different departments and line functions and was identified as a prime
example of a multi-disciplinary working group grappling with the terminology discrepancy is-
sues identified in this project. The initial interaction was used to explain the project, deepen
our understanding of how these terms are both interpreted and used, and finalise which terms
would be carried into the second phase of the project. GEECC members were also asked to
prioritise terms from the list, provide definitions of terms and to use them in a contextual sen-
tence.

In March, the second co-exploration forum was held with the City of Cape Town Coastal Work-
ing Group. They were also asked to vote on terms they would prioritise for tool development
through the project. The voting results from both the expert elicitations and the co-exploration
forums are shown in Table 1.

No. Expert elicitation (5) GEECC (18) Coastal (11)  Sum Total
1 Adaptation 3 7 4 14
2 Adaptive capacity 1 10 8 19
3 Global warming 1 1 2 4
4 Climate change 1 0 1 2
5 Ecosystem services 0 10 2 12
6 Hazard 1 3 2 5
7 Low carbon 1 8 2 11
8 Mitigation 2 2 8
9 Probability 0 0 3 3
10 | Resilience 4 12 9 25
11 [Risk 1 1 2 4
12 | Uncertainty 2 4 2 8
13 | Vulnerability 2 7 9 18
14 | Scenario 0 1 1
15 | Sustainability 0 8 8
16 Green identified at GEECC 13 5 18

Table 1: Combined voting on which terms should be taken forward for tool development

Tool development and testing:

Given the results of the voting, a series of project team workshops were held with the objective
of developing appropriate tools to address the top-ranking terms. Three tools were developed
as a result of these workshops. To assess the efficacy of the tools, they were then tested inter-
nally multiple times and revised accordingly.

Results dissemination:

In the final stages of the project, a special meeting of the GEECC committee was called to
disseminate the results of the project to the City. During the meeting, the learning from the
research was presented together with the presentation of the final tools. There was general
agreement that the insights of the project were appropriate and helpful in better understand-
ing the terminology barriers at the City.
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3. Findings and products

The hypothesis on beginning this project (and the general understanding of both practitioner
and academics) is that the barrier posed by climate change terminology is a result of concep-
tual misunderstandings of the terms. Though this is, at times, the case, this project has eluci-
dated a more nuanced picture.

The findings show two main kinds of discrepancies - conceptual and contextual - and that con-
fusion around the terms listed above are a result of either or both categories.

3.1 Conceptual discrepancies

According to the literature, confusion around the meaning of terms occurs as a result of con-
ceptual differences arising from formulations that best suit the relevant disciplines (Gallopin,
2006; lonescu et al, 2008 and O’brien et al, 2004). This was reflected in our findings where
the definitions provided by participants revealed a variation in the conceptual meaning of the
terms. For example, two contrasting interpretations for “resilience” emerged. For some partici-
pants resilience is understood as a system'’s ability to return to its previous state after a stress
or shock, i.e. bouncing back. In other instances, however, resilience is understood to be the
ability of a system to move on from a stress or shock and involves transforming and strength-
ening pre-existing structures, i.e. ‘bouncing forward’. Further examples are shown in the terms
“green” and “uncertainty”. Participants provided varying definitions of green including “better”,
“extreme perceptions” and “a place with lots of vegetation”, to list a few. With respect to uncer-
tainty, one participant said that some people understand “uncertainty” as being “not sure of
something” whilst in science it is understood as something that “falls within a certain band of
probability”.

Another participant highlighted that some terms which might be considered quite distinct in
many cases are at times used synonymously in order to entice engagement from otherwise
disinterested parties. For example, Disaster Risk Management staff are likely to engage in con-
versations with respect to resilience, but are put off by the term adaptation. As a result, practi-
tioners tend to use the term interchangeably to promote engagement. This introduces further
confusion as to the distinction in meaning between the two terms.

In other instances, conceptual confusion results from a poor understanding of the term, rather
than differing definitions. This is similar to the barriers introduced through the use of jargon
terminology.

We found this to be the case for ‘adaptation’ and ‘adaptive capacity’. While some participants
explicitly stated that confusion around these terms was due to poor understanding, others
showed difficulty in understanding what these terms mean in the climate change space, as evi-
denced by the range of answers they provided. Some definitions for ‘adaptation’ provided in-

T}

cluded: “the ability to form resilience within everyday processes”, “the alteration of a system to

" il

suit its environment”, “to use something and change it to work in a different system”. Some ex-
amples of definitions provided for ‘adaptive capacity’ were: “how much something can change

n u

and still function”, “adaptive capacity is the ability to withstand and function through environ-

n u

mental shocks”, “the resource level available to allow adaptation to a changing environment”.
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3.2 Contextual discrepancies

There is very little in the current literature with regards to contextual nuances present in the
use of terminology, particularly in the climate change field. Pickett et al. (1999) and Bohm
(1996) recognise a more nuanced “common language” that goes beyond conceptual misunder-
standings and advances towards the development of common meaning. In support, Newell
et. al 2005 state the need to be wary of superficial approaches to bridging the communication
divide by simply trying to remove conceptual confusions.

The concept of working towards a common meaning is reinforced in the results of this project
which shows that, in some cases, participants have very different meanings when a particular
term is applied in a sectoral context other than their own. Importantly, our interactions have
also revealed that when there are contextual terminology discrepancies, users are often com-
pletely unaware that terms are being used to mean different things across multidisciplinary
groups. For example, the general definition for the term “mitigation” is the action of reducing
the severity of something. However, it is the subject that the term refers to - the thing being
mitigated - that differs across sectors. In the climate change field, “mitigation” refers to mitigat-
ing the severity of climate change, while in disaster risk management “mitigation” means to
reduce disaster risk. In both cases the conceptual definitions are the same, but in each case
they pick out different subjects. It is quite easy to see how this could lead to confusion - if “miti-
gation” is being used in a conversation between someone in the energy sector and someone
from disaster risk management they might be referring to different subjects when using the
term without realising it. This could be quite easily solved by bringing this discrepancy to at-
tention to allow for clarification. This may also be the case for other words which have been
adopted for frequent use in the climate change field, such as; robust, capacity building, inno-
vation and transformation. Words such as these may have different nuances outside of the
climate change field.

Some terms, however, are not as well understood and relate to more complex problems. Many
climate related terms, including but not exhausted by the list identified in this project, refer to
emerging concepts and practices. As such, officials are likely still in the process of defining and
applying them within their own contexts. It is no surprise, therefore, that there is not a com-
mon understanding of the application of these terms across multiple sectors.

This was the case for “green” - a term that the GEECC working group argued had very high
discrepancy across sectors. Although, as discussed earlier, there were some variations in their
conceptual definitions of green, many participants indicated a relatively shared conceptual
understanding of ‘green’, defining it as “environmentally conscious”, “environmentally benefi-
cial”, or “environmentally friendly”. On further investigation, it was found that the confusion
lies primarily in how the term is applied in specific sectors. For example, someone working in
the technology sector might have a very clear understanding of green practices in their own
field (e.g. implementation of energy efficient technologies such as LED lighting) but may have
little knowledge of green practices in the economy sector (e.g. incentives for environmentally

friendly manufacturing or environmentally friendly public procurement).
Importantly, while fewer than anticipated terms showed conceptual barriers, many of them

showed contextual ones. Additionally, it was noted that there is often a combination of concep-
tual and contextual barriers at work.
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3.3 Tools

As a result of this research, three stand-alone tools were developed which aim to address these
terminology discrepancies and unpack them further, in an effort to move toward a common
understanding. Each tool addresses a different concern identified in the research (conceptual
barriers, contextual barriers and a combination of both). It is hoped that these tools will be uti-
lized by city officials at the City of Cape Town in processes such as multi-disciplinary planning
and during procurement procedures. Each tool has the potential to be transferable across all
cities in the FRACTAL project.

The first tool, Spilling the Beans, is a game that addresses discrepancies in the conceptual un-
derstanding of the term ‘resilience’. The game takes participants through a range of scenarios
in order for the participants to come to understand two common conceptual formulations of
resilience. Importantly the game does not indicate which formulation is the “correct” one. It is
at the discretion of the users if they would like to agree on a single definition or not. The aim
is to make explicit different interpretations. The second tool is an e-learning module aimed
at deepening understanding of poorly understood terms, namely: adaptation and adaptive
capacity. This tool explores these concepts in the city context, unpacking various features of
adaptation and adaptive capacity, providing local city examples, and guidelines on determining
adaptation pathways.

Figure 1: Testing the spilling the beans tool with CSAG staff
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The third tool, named the Wheel of Context is an activity that addresses both contextual and
conceptual discrepancies for any term. The activity facilitates a discussion between people
from different sectors, allowing them to unpack and explore climate change terms in different
contexts. It is an interactive wheel that requires players to provide definitions and contextual
examples from their sector. Once participants have unpacked the term in their own sector, the
wheel is rotated, allowing participants to explore how the various definitions apply in different
sectors. By doing this, discrepancies in meaning across sectors can be highlighted. Further-
more, asking participants to offer examples of the term applied in their own context provides
an opportunity for participants from other sectors to deepen their understanding of the term
asitis applied in sectors beyond their own. The strength of the tool is also evident in the discus-
sion that it elicits around the nuanced focal areas of each of the departments.

| CONTEXTUALISING |

Figure 2: The Wheel of Context tool after testing the word
“Green” at the final GEECC forum

All the tools from the project were received well. In particular, the “Wheel of Context” tool was
met with enthusiasm because it is seen as having tremendous potential for use within multi-
disciplinary fora within the City. It was described by one of the officials as a “useful, gentle and
empowering way to bring people into the discussion”.

The e-learning tool was also well received, with potential application within the City’s Project
Portfolio Management training. It is envisaged that when the term ‘adaptation’ or ‘adaptive
capacity’ is mentioned, there could be a hyperlink to the e-learning module for further informa-
tion. The development of further e-learning modules around other terms would be similarly
useful for this purpose.

Understanding Urban Governance | FRACTAL 12



4. Informing FRACTAL
4.1 Lessons learned for FRACTAL

According to the transdisciplinary literature, understanding terminology discrepancies and
coming to a common meaning of terms, or at least making explicit the differential understand-
ings, is fundamental to successful transdisciplinarity. This project has highlighted that there
are terminology nuances to working within a transdisciplinary space that were perhaps previ-
ously overlooked. In this regard, the FRACTAL team should be especially alert to the potential
for less obvious contextual discrepancies introduced in multi-disciplinary groupings.

At a fundamental level, the terms identified through the project will have common problems
across all FRACTAL cities. They signify red flags when continuing to engage through FRACTAL.
But at a conceptual level, the learning on the nuances to the terminology discrepancies should
allow for an enhanced understanding of the complexities of transdisciplinarity. Going forward
in FRACTAL, the team should remain cognisant of potential conceptual and contextual discrep-
ancies when working in transdisciplinary groups as well as actively attempting to pre-empt ter-
minology barriers. The tools developed as a result of this project can be utilised in this regard
and are transferable between city contexts.

4.2 Reflections on the embedded researcher process

The placement of the ER at the city for the duration of the project aimed to (a) foster relation-
ships between city partnerships and gain knowledge of the functioning and dynamics of the
City as part of the FRACTAL project and (b) undertake research for this SOG.

Through her placement, the ER was able to attend multi-disciplinary portfolio meetings, de-
partmental meetings, councillor workshops and carry out one to one consultations. These en-
gagements contributed to the wider FRACTAL agenda which aims to “better understand the
un-codified everyday practices of governance that influence the ability to engage with climate
information and the perceived limitations to existing climate information” (FRACTAL Proposal).
By attending these meetings, the ER was given insight into city decision-making processes, gov-
ernance structures and the general workings of the city. These opportunities would not have
been so readily available to the researcher were she not physically placed in the City municipal-

ity.

Importantly, by serving as the boundary agent between both institutions, the ER provided an
opportunity to form relationships between the academics and city officials. This meant that the
officials at the city were more willing and felt more able to make contact with academics and
the wider FRACTAL community, and vice versa.

In addition to this as the ER was the primary driver of the SOG, she was responsible for setting
up meetings and workshops at the city and for gathering data for the research. From within
the City, the ER was able to identify entry points for research as well as suitable participating
officials. An example of this was the identification of the Green Economy and Climate Change
Forum, a transversal working group which served as an ideal platform to undertake some
of the SOG research. Furthermore, attracting interest and participation in these forums was
made easier through the ER’'s formal and informal relationships with City officials.
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However, some challenges to the ER process should be noted. The primary limiting factor was
time. The ER role aims to lay the foundations for long-term sustained partnerships between
the city and the academic institution. These relationships need to form in an authentic man-
ner and cannot be a rushed or contrived process. Although the ER’s placement for six months
allowed for these relationships to be initiated, more time is necessary for them to be properly
established.

In addition to this, time and resource constraints on the project meant that the ER's primary
focus was on carrying out research required for the SOG and as a result she was not able to
involve herself in various other projects at the city. This was compounded by the fact that many
projects ran over the six month contract period and hence her involvement was unfeasible. As
such, the ER was not given insight into some of the small-scale decision processes in the city.
The ER’s lack of involvement also limited contact time with city officials thus inhibiting relation-
ship forming and knowledge sharing. For the purposes of the SOG this limitation was minor,
however, for the greater FRACTAL agenda, the ER’s involvement in city projects and processes
is imperative to understanding and mapping out the decision-making space in a city context.

During the six month placement, the City underwent a structural reshuffle in the form of an
Organisational Development and Transformation Plan (ODTP) in order to “reverse the legacy
of apartheid spatial planning, modernise government, improve service delivery, and become
more customer-centric” (The City of Cape Town, 2017). However, this provided an unforeseen
challenge to the SOG. Business as usual was halted as the city officials primary focus was on
carrying out the reshuffle. This constrained the usual city processes making it difficult for the
ER to have proper insight. Opportunities for learning about process within the reshuffle were
often not possible due to the sensitive nature of the restructuring. Furthermore, the reshuffle
put considerable strain on the officials, and, as a result they had less time and resources avail-
able to engage with the SOG and with the ER more generally.

Despite these limitations and constraints, the placement of the ER was invaluable to the project
as it provided the opportunity to carry out necessary research from within the City and, im-
portantly, lay the foundations for long term sustained partnerships between the City and the
academic institution.

4.3 Reflections on the co-exploration process

This project set out to be explicitly co-exploratory in nature. As defined by Taylor et al. (2017),
co-exploration refers to a “participatory relationship-building process that brings climate sci-
entists, policy-makers and practitioners together to ask questions of each other, share knowl-
edge, and develop a joint understanding of what is potentially needed from climate science by
decision-makers”. In this regard, the project can be considered very successful. The knowledge
products resulting from the project are a direct result of the collaborative process between the
City and the researchers. Locating the ER at the City for the duration of the project resulted in
the burgeoning of a trust relationship between the university researchers and the City officials
as well as elicited buy-in and confidence in the results of the project.

It is worth noting here that the FRACTAL programme intends to go a step beyond co-explora-
tion into co-production. Taylor et al (2017) define co-production of knowledge as about “find-
ing ways to foster collaboration between scientists, decision-makers and practitioners (in the
public, private and civil society sectors) resulting in tangible outcomes”. This project has made
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clear that true co-production of knowledge is very difficult to achieve. In reality, the majority
of knowledge products that are labelled as co-produced are actually user-informed products.
The FRACTAL team should remain aware of this distinction and critically assess whether knowl-
edge has been truly co-produced before labelling it as such.

4.4 Study limitations and further research

As it was only a six-month project, the learning is based on one case study of a transversal
working group within the City of Cape Town. This is a small sample size for drawing any conclu-
sive results but does provide insight into some of the complexities of language nuances across
multiple sectors.

Going forward, the applicability of these results could be tested across the FRACTAL tier 1 and
tier 2 cities to assess transferability of learning across the cities. Additionally, the concept of
contextual nuances could be further unpacked to assess what and where the sectoral differ-
ences lie. This could be achieved by determining which words are unique to a single sector
or rarely used outside of that sector, and which are commonly used across sectors. This could
take place both within a city decision-space but also across other multi-disciplinary decision-
making contexts. Critically, the language discrepancies across the academic and practitioner
space could be further investigated for their underlying contextual nuances.

4.5 Recommendations for integrating results into the FRACTAL work
plan and the way forward for the City of Cape Town

Recommended tasks/activities for upcoming work plan:

1) Integrating the wheel of context into learning lab activities: Perhaps the most widely
applicable tool developed through this project is the wheel of context, which can be applied
across different groupings and cities. The wheel of context is also not tied to a specific term
so can be used to unpack contextual discrepancies in any identified terms. Given the learning
around contextual discrepancies that is now apparent, the wheel of context tool seems to be
a fundamental tool for inclusion in city engagements (such as the learning labs) going forward.
As a first step, the reports from the first learning labs could be analysed for potential areas
where contextual discrepancies may be present. This analysis could inform the planning for
the subsequent learning labs where the wheel of context could be included as a tool to clarify
the contextual meanings of the identified term(s).

2) Development of further e-learning modules: Of note in the project is also the potential for
the development of further e-learning modules for addressing commonly poorly understood
terms. A module on ‘adaptation” and ‘adaptive capacity’ has already been developed as a re-
sult of this project, but further modules could be developed as and when the need arises. The
need could be identified through the activities of the ERs or through the learning lab/learning
dialogue processes. A joint initiative towards drafting digestible jargon pieces was initiated
between UMFULA and FRACTAL in the first year of the FRACTAL project but was not sustained.
ldentifying and clarifying jargon terminology could be taken forward as a cross-consortium
activity.
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3) Integrating “Spilling the beans” into capacity development activities: Spilling the beans
was received well by the City's transversal working group but it was noted that, as a knowledge
transference game, it may have more value during capacity building exercises. FRACTAL is
undertaking ongoing capacity development activities in each city. Going forward, the ‘spilling
the beans’ game should be considered for inclusion in the training material as and where ap-
propriate.

4) Development of a FRACTAL reflective piece on the challenges of embedded research: Aside
from core learning objectives of this project, it has also provided an opportunity to gather
learning on the challenges of embedded research, which are varied. An important output of
the FRACTAL project will be to document the challenges of this relatively new approach to re-
search across each of the cities benefitting from an ER This could be in the form of a collabora-
tive reflective piece, a series of journal entries or a formal academic paper.

5) Integration of City of Cape Town as a self-funded city: This project has provided an op-
portunity to have an ER based at the City of Cape Town for the six-month project duration.
Unfortunately, the tenure of the ER has now come to an end but the City of Cape Town will
still remain active in the project as a self-funded city. Discussions are underway for a learning
lab to be held in the City in October of this year. This learning lab will be the first step towards
continuing the collaboration with the City going forward. There is also potential for the revi-
talization of the City’s climate change think tank. The think tank was an initiative that began at
the City in 2009 to bring together academics and specialists to address the challenges posed
by climate change. The think tank was successful in the initial co-exploration of climate change
issues but was not sustained. It is hoped that FRACTAL can be pivotal in revitalizing the think
tank process at the City.
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