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Chapitre 1. Introduction. The quest for naturbanity

In this introduction, the neologism « Naturbanity » is discussed, for expressing the necessity for cities endowed with a national park to integrate it into their functioning. Conversely, such parks must take into account their location in an urban environment, both as a source of heavy pressures on nature and as a nexus of incentives to support its conservation. What we call the principle of non-exclusivity (neither the city nor the park has a right nor even the possibility to negate the other's presence) summarizes the main argument of our book. The fact that park and city must live together, for better or for worse, must be considered empirically: the challenge of informal settlement encroachment, industrial pollution, etc. may be balanced by the support of urban « civil society » for funding parks, awareness of ecosystem services provided by the park to the city, etc. It must also be considered philosophically, since naturbanity blurs the old « modern » dichotomy of nature/culture: animals and human beings can often jump the physical and ideological wall separating many parks from the adjacent city. This introduction concludes by illuminating the structure of the book.

"The survey found that the leopard density at Sanjay Gandhi National Park [in Mumbai] is 21 in a 100 sq km, which, the report said, was one of the highest density of leopards found anywhere. (...) Breaking previously-held notions of leopards entering buildings along the periphery due to lack of prey inside the national park, the study showed wild prey contributed to 57 per cent of the leopards' diet. However, dogs along the periphery of the park was still found to be the principal prey species".

Indian Express, 1.7.2015

The two megacities of Mumbai and Rio de Janeiro host a national park. But the quotes above suffice to show how they differ! A good part of this book will be devoted to the explanation of these differences between urban national parks, and the consequences of these in terms of scenarios. The fact that nature conservation policies have been in line with the way societies function for more than a century, has nurtured recurring controversies on the links between protection measures on the one hand, and exploitation and development objectives on the other. These controversies have been exacerbated particularly in cities: they were for a long time considered as highly artificialised spaces, and for this reason the least likely to meet environmental concerns. The gap between nature protection and urban spaces has been widened to such an extent that conservation professionals and activists have, up until recently, neglected these areas, preferring to focus on rural spaces or even more so on the "wilderness". Nevertheless, things have begun to change and, today, cities are recognized not only as spaces likely to welcome nature conservation policies, but also as spaces able to generate a specific nature and therefore specific policies. From being characterised as marginal spaces in nature management issues, cities are now characterised as potentially original and innovative spaces. Yet, while in theory structuring perspectives are being opened up, actual co-ordination and/or collaboration practices and policies between conservation and urban public action are still fragile. They are greatly slowed down by spatial and institutional opposition logics inherited from past nature conservation as well as urban expansion and planning policies. This is particularly visible in the large metropolises of so-called "emerging" countries where urban pressures are exacerbated, and in national parks where fairly strict "nature" protection measures are being imposed.

Box: The UNPEC project:

UNPEC (Urban National Parks in Emerging Countries and Cities), is an interdisciplinary fundamental and applied research project (2012)(2013)(2014)(2015)(2016) based in Cape Town, Mumbai, Nairobi and Rio de Janeiro, where it operated in collaboration with the national parks of these cities, i.e. respectively the Table Mountain National Park, the Sanjay Gandhi National Park, the Nairobi National Park and the Tijuca National Park. The largest of these parks, Table Mountain, has its continental part 73 times bigger than Central Park in New York. Too often do park and city managements work independently which, given the diversity of actors and their interests, is not without creating tensions and conflicts. UNPEC aimed to understand the implications and consequences of these dynamics.

UNPEC was funded by the French National Research Agency (ANR). It brought together 20 social and environmental science researchers from three continents, working jointly with agencies in charge of national parks, namely SANParks (South Africa), the Maharashtra Forest Department (India), ICMBio (Brazil) and the Kenya Wildlife Service. The project was co-ordinated by the University of Paris Nanterre, with the collaboration of the French Institute of Research in Africa (IFRA-Nairobi), the French Institute of South Africa (IFAS), the Tata Institute of Social Sciences (Mumbai), the Pontifical Universidade Catholica in Rio de Janeiro, the Libertas Institute for Applied Research, and the Urban Protected Areas Network. In close collaboration with park and city managers, the research work of the project's multidisciplinary teams on each site has been punctuated by three international conferences on BiodiverCities in Rio de Janeiro (2012), Cape Town (2014) and Marseille (2015).

The four national parks under review are located in countries considered more or less as "emerging" countries. For our purpose, the notion of emergence is defined as a double process characterised by the development of areas, activities, social groups and values drawing closer to those of the countries of the North, and by the fact that yet, emerging countries are still underlain by poverty and socio-spatial injustice to varying degrees, depending on the countries and the extent of their emergence. The notion of emergence in countries, cities and parks is also tackled as a new relationship between parties, institutions and actors potentially leading to new tendencies, including in the field of conservation.

UNPEC offered a critical look at the notions of nature and city, making it possible to revisit this dichotomy in the metropolises of the South, thereby opening up to a critical analysis of the circulation of models regarding approaches to conservation. How can a national park survive in the megacity of an emerging country? E pur si muove! and yet these parks exist! They compel us to move from the idea of nature being opposed to humans' territory, to the recognition of intrinsic relations between natural and inhabited spaces. They also compel us to imagine the political interface between central and local powers: although these "national" parks are part of a "local" metropolis, they must face "global" issues: their management is made difficult by the diversity of actors operating at different levels, often bringing divergent representations and meeting contradictory interests, and endowed with unequal powers. This work offers an overview of the main problematics underlying urban space as part of the conservationist field and, symmetrically, nature as an object of urban policies. Not only does it mean to contribute to the theoretical thinking on "cities" and "national parks" as subjects, on their limits, structuring and coexistence, but also to the more pragmatic debates on the formulation of the actual and political means of such coexistence. This approach seems all the more necessary, since the explosion in the past fifteen years or so of academic works on urban biodiversity conservation, does not always come with clear and sufficiently detailed results (Shwarz et al., 2013) not only as regards species conservationeven though urban managers are developing an increasingly structured discourse around environmental policies.

All the national parks under review have in common the fact that they are situated in or close to large urban areas in more or less emerging countries, although their characteristics are very different: What is common to, for example, the forest of the National Park of Mumbai, which was managed for many years like a "fortress"which did not prevent leopards from getting out nor thousands of slum dwellers from enteringon the one hand, and the fynbos shrub of the National Park of Cape Town, which is criss-crossed by tar roads as well as numerous residential and economically disparate suburbs on the other hand, which is part of the image of a world-class city enhanced by the "nature" criterion? Contrasts internal to each case also reinforce this diversity, as found with the favelas above the plush residences of Rio de Janeiro, or with the "nature" representations of Maasai breeders in Nairobi, which contrast with those of well-off and westernised Kenyans. Confronted with such diversity, the objective of this publication is to answer one central question: Whose parks are we talking about? Stuck between biodiversity protection requirements and city needswhether these are legitimate such as ecosystem services, or more questionable such as urban sprawl -urban national parks are prey to identity crises. What are their objectives? Which actors must define them? With our research entries being so diverse, we can use at best the comparative approach, all these entries leading to the following conclusion: not only should cities take their national parks more into account, in that they represent an incredible asset for local urban management and global competition, but also and reciprocally parks should negotiate and co-ordinate more with the cities around them: even if they wish to conduct an isolated "fortress" policy, for this they need the co-operation of the urban sphereotherwise it could lead to disaster, as was the case for a while at the Sanjay Gandhi National Park in Mumbai.

'Naturbanity' is a hybrid neologism expressing this need. Neither a city nor a park has a right or the possibility to negate the presence of the other: as will be seen, the principle of 'non-exclusivity' summarizes the main argument of our book. The fact that parks and cities must and will live together, for better or for worse, must be considered empirically: challenges such as informal settlements encroaching on parks or industrial pollution, may be balanced out by getting support from the urban 'civil society' for funding parks, or by benefitting from the awareness of ecosystem services provided by the park to the city, for example. It also has to be considered philosophically, since it blurs the old 'modern' nature/culture dichotomy: animals and human beings can often jump the physical and ideological barriers separating parks from adjacent cities.

Conceiving the Park-City Inclusion in Four Dimensions (Space and Time)

The Non-Exclusivity Principle

The issue of national parks is generally considered from the perspective of some opposition between (nature) conservation and (societal) development. The precarious balance between human needs and biodiversity protection, still greatly structures biodiversity management in the countries of the South. There is abundant literature on the subject, mostly insisting on the fact that it is necessary to include local populations into conservation policies [START_REF] Berkes | Community-based conservation in a globalized world[END_REF][START_REF] Brosius | Communities and conservation. Histories and politics of community-based natural resource management[END_REF][START_REF] Dellier | Les écueils de la Wild Coast, Afrique du Sudla co-gestion des réserves naturelles dans un contexte post-apartheid[END_REF][START_REF] Dressler | From hope to crisis and back again? A critical history of the global CBNRM narrative[END_REF][START_REF] Ghimire | Social change and conservation[END_REF][START_REF] Kepe | Land Claims and Comanagement of Protected Areas in South Africa : Exploring the Challenges[END_REF][START_REF] Shackleton | Community-based natural resource management: designing the next generation (Part 1)[END_REF]. In this binary approach, two positions are possible. One insists on reconciling or even merging biodiversity with anthropised landscapes, i.e. on policies able to articulate nature protection problematics concerned with the well-being of populations [START_REF] Balmford | Fusion or Failure? The Future of Conservation Biology[END_REF][START_REF] Mathevet | La solidarité écologique. Ce lien qui nous oblige[END_REF]. The other points to competition potentially established between nature and exploited or built spaces: in this approach, an economic-type analysis prevails, where the advantages and inconveniences of nature conservation are assessed against the yardstick of a comparison with other nonenvironmental planning or exploitation options. This economic or even market assessment of conservation, has known these last years a spectacular reinforcement, with the introduction of the notion of ecosystem services [START_REF] Balvanera | Conserving Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services[END_REF][START_REF] Boisvert | Market-based instruments for ecosystem services: institutional innovation or renovation?[END_REF][START_REF] Laurans | Use of ecosystem services economic valuation for decision making: questioning a literature blindspot[END_REF].

When placed back in an urban context, large metropolises in particular, this dialectics is highly questioned. Cities and their populations cannot be moved due to biodiversity protection reasonswith the exception of the destruction of hamlets housing populations unfortunately living in spaces that suddenly became protected (as was the case in the National Park of Mumbai), or squatter camps invading protected areas (still in Mumbai). Reciprocally, urban national parks cannot be delisted either as a whole because of urban development, whatever the reasons, economic, social justice or land speculation. Thoughts on the links between urban national parks and their respective cities should be dominated by this non-exclusivity principle. But not without ambiguity! Some highlight the fact that cities "host" parks (cf. chapter 8), while others say the opposite: parks do house cities, because nature was there first1 !

The Dialogue Principle

In this context of non-exclusivity, the deep interweaving between a park and its urban environment is not a temporary situation that can be corrected by reinforcing any wilderness or conversely imposing a concrete jungle. On the contrary, the interconnected dimension is a central characteristic of urban parks. In this context of cohabitation, where biodiversity cannot rid itself of infrastructures and humans, and where "development" (the city) cannot rid itself of wild species that, in any case, often contribute to the city's identity, dialogue, as the first step towards participation, becomes the central node of interaction between city and park. This is not only the case within the restricted framework of an institutional instrument for the management of interface, i.e. a set place for meetings and collaboration; dialogue is also essential in a more political approach able to take into account the "community" as a whole, as constituted by the urban area.

Yet, confronted with these issues, institutional co-operation is at best limited, at worst inexistent in many urban national parks in the global South. This situation, which is behind recurring conflicts and challenges in the parks' management policies, cannot represent a politically viable long-term solution, especially if the modes of participation do not take into account the urban population as a whole, and do not resolve in a satisfactory manner all imbalances in park access, and more generally income as well as social inequalities. Even in the most extreme cases, where local authorities ideologically do not favour public participation and support centralised policies, participative practices are needed, for simple empirical reasons of efficiency and security.

This necessity leads to at least two difficulties. On the one hand, it might not be able to make all interested parties agree. Maintaining a very conflictual park, like the one in Mumbai, requires the eviction of all squatter camps as well as holding out against property developers… [START_REF] Wollenberg | Pluralism and the less powerful: accommodating multiple interests in local forest management[END_REF] argue, "pluralism" and "syncretism" do not always make it possible to accommodate all interested parties involved in the management of protected areas. There is not always possibility of a win-win situation in the nature conservation-societal development pair: the compromise principle must be introduced during negotiations [START_REF] Sanjayan | Retiring Cassandra[END_REF]. On the other hand, this difficulty is reinforced by another dimension, due to the fact that the "national" park designation introduces non-local, national and international actors in the political process, and therefore complicates the political participation process by multiplying scales. The intervention of levels external to the city is mainly due to their technical or scientific skills, while urban mobilisation is based more widely on urban development, including the legitimacy of residing there. In addition to the multiplicity of actors and interests at play peculiar to urban spaces, participation must therefore endeavour to cross vertical and horizontal scales.

Horizontality and Verticality: Beyond the Park Entry Gate

Let us say it from the outset, the expression "urban national park" is in itself an oxymoron or, put more simply, a challenge. Being of national interest, a park corresponds to legal frameworks and objectives defined by a State meeting various national considerations, and sometimes even global objectives, such as conserving certain endemic species or reducing climate change. Yet, a park is also "urban" in that it is locally situated and must therefore meet demands from the city, just as it must resist against certain pressures. This, understandably, does not facilitate the task of a park's managers.

As such, a park must not be studied or managed in isolation. Horizontally, the urban area as a whole must be taken into consideration, or even the (bio-)region, due to ecological processes as well as traffic flows. Vertically, it is advisable to tackle the way a park is structured at local, national and international levels. In this light, it seems that a park is situated at the crossing of two dimensions, a horizontal dimension (which concerns the issue of its integration into the urban region), and a vertical dimension (which concerns the dialectics between the local, provincial as well as national scales and beyond), in logics that are not structured only according to oppositions, but also to complementarities. In any case, the institutional, social, ecological and functional distinction between a park and a city, as well as the spatial segregation policies resulting from this distinction, turn out to be conceptually erroneous and practically unmanageable.

In the table 1 below, parks are classified through two entries. The X-axis defines high or low horizontal integration at the level of the urban area or region between park and city. What we call integration corresponds to relations that are above all institutional, and that bring park and city managers to join forces or confer, and the way parks' and cities' objectives and interests can be similar or compatible at least. As we shall see in this book, in Rio de Janeiro, and to a lesser extent Cape Town, the authorities meet with a view to coordinating their efforts. This is not the case in Nairobi or Mumbai where the two spheres tend to operate separately, ignoring each other.

On the Y-axis, we represent what we call the degree of globalisation, i.e. the importance of supra-local scales, and the global scale in particular, among the actors and objectives of national parks. The Tijuca and Table Mountain National Parks are obviously highly globalised sites, with worldwide renown and a high turnover of tourists from overseas. The Nairobi National Park is not similarly globalised but, by virtue of its urban proximity, serves as an urban ambassador for Kenya's wilderness parks, though it is hardly ever a destination in itself. As for Mumbai, the park is not a destination for foreign visitors and, unlike in Rio and Cape Town, it is not a landmark for the city to project itself onto the global arena. Relationships to time are an important dimension to take into consideration, when interpreting the links between cities and their national parks. These temporalities vary according to the different actors involved in city/park interactions. In some cases, the city changes at a faster rate than the park does (e.g. with some recent exceptions the borders of the Nairobi National Park had remained the same since the park's creation); in other cases, the opposite takes place (e.g. the Table Mountain National Park firmly intends on expanding its influence over most of the Cape Peninsula). Confronted with the weight of historical heritage, it is important to distinguish long-term processes and analyse often determining breakdowns taking place in the short term.

Several steps regarding the way urban national parks have been formed can be pointed out: a first long term temporality refers to their being recommended and designed by different types of actors, often following a top-down and sometimes bottom-up logic; a second temporality, characterised by short-term political decisions, concerns a park's implementation; a third temporality, stretching over a more or less long time period depending on conflict levels, concerns a park's gestation and appropriation by urban dwellers. A last temporality concerns a park's evolution: reassertion of the park in a renewed context of labelling and international promotion or, on the contrary, conflict between protection and urban development requirementsas exemplified by the establishment of over 500 000 squatter camp residents inside the Sanjay Gandhi National Park during the 1990s. For each one of these steps, it is important to fully understand the different local (metropolitan), national and international contexts influencing these temporalities.

Urban Nature + Natural City = Naturbanity

The Different Values of a Park

History informs us that it is rare for a national park to be created only for ecological purposes [START_REF] Brockington | Nature unbound: Conservation, capitalism and the future of protected areas[END_REF][START_REF] Byrne | Nature, race, and parks: past research and future directions for geographic research[END_REF]. The environmental value of a park takes on several meanings: it does not only concern its ecological value (i.e. the park's content), but also that which takes into account the urban "environment" (i.e. the park's container) (Daerborn, Kark, 2010;[START_REF] Rosenzweig | Win-win ecology: how Earth's species can survive in the midst of human enterprise[END_REF]. As such, the park sometimes appears to be protected for its urban cover as much as for itself. It is a mistake to reduce the ecological value of a protected area to the species it contains. The processes it helps sustain are just as important, if not more so.

The park serves as landscape to the city while offering many ecosystem services (such as recreation and tourism, water, micro-climate and international landmark among others). A park can also do potential disservices or cause inconveniences for the urban space: loss of land that could be urbanised, fire hazard etc. In Mumbai, where the park creates serious traffic jams by blocking the east-west traffic in the north of the city where it has to be bypassed, the city is beginning to dream up a tunnel going under the park. In Nairobi, some authorities wish to reduce the size of the park to introduce a ring road and railway line. In Rio, on the other hand, it has been a while since tunnels had to be dug up in order to facilitate traffic between the morros.

Urban national parks seem to have strong specificities compared to "normal"i.e. ruralnational parks.

What makes the « urbanity » of an urban national park? Chapter 12 offers an answer to this question theoretically as well as empirically (an urban national park is for example a park where rangers can drive their children to school easily). Reciprocally, what makes the "parkness" or naturalness of a city endowed with an urban national park? Do these cities share distinctive characteristics? In Cape Town, and even more so in Stockholm for example (as briefly mentioned in Chapter 11), the park spreads its ecological values in the city; this is not at all the case in Mumbai. This alludes to a further value of these parks: their educational value, both locally and more broadly as ambassadors for nature conservation elsewhere.

A Park-Environmental Policy Dialectics That Does Not Always Go Without Saying

The problematics posed by urban national parks partlyand only partlycover those of the « sustainable city ». Where the former focus on protecting vegetal and animal species and ecosystems, in areas specifically dedicated to that end, the latter adopts « greening » strategies of urban policies in various domains. This distinction confirms a difference in terms of public policy sectors, where conservation as an institutional sector taking initiatives on nature, is historically distinguished from a vaster and less sectorial set of environmental policies [START_REF] Dumoulin | Les ONG, au centre du secteur mondial de la conservation de la biodiversité[END_REF]. For this reason, naturbanity questions explicitly the argumentation underlying the integration of conservation into wider urban sustainability policies. Issues in this regard are not speculative only: initiatives in favour of sustainability have these last years constituted a domain where cities emerge as political actors that, in some cases, can go beyond or compete with the role of the State, particularly in the globalisation context [START_REF] Emelianoff | La ville durable : l'hypothèse d'un tournant urbanistique en Europe[END_REF]. Confronted with these transformations in urban policies, conservation for the time being seems isolated and sometimes exploited. The presence of a national park in a city does not necessarily indicate significant dynamism, as far as urban environmental policies are concerned. Sometimes it is even the opposite, and many cities seem to be snowed under with their environmental problems (waste management, makeshift housing, pollution etc.) as is the case in Mumbai, Nairobi or even Marseilles. In some cases, urban authorities can even be tempted to offload problems onto the national park, by counting on it to benefit from a "green" image that will take the focus away from urban problems, i.e. using the national park as a "greenwashing" tool. Some of the cities under study, such as Cape Town or Rio, use existing corridors and ecological connectivity between the park, metropolitan and provincial nature reserves as well as certain open spaces, in an attempt to combine different types of environmental policies, by making of the national park one of the components, among other things, of these policies; however, this does not necessarily influence the actual "greening" of the city. While the environment has been used by cities trying to assert themselves as global political actors, opposite governments or firms, can the presence of a national park be enough to conceal certain shortcomings as regards environmental policies?

Urban Nature

Urban nature is the first expression of what we call naturbanity. Current discourses on "nature in town" tend to consider that reciprocal relations between these two terms are obvious. By "nature in town", some understand a continuation of rural nature or even wilderness, and try to actually recreate spaces dedicated to this type of nature within cities [START_REF] Dubost | La nature dans la cité, de l'hygiénisme au développement durable[END_REF]. Others understand the city as an ecosystem where biodiversity elements form an integral part of the urban ecosystem, and insist on the vigour of spontaneous vegetal and animal life in a world which is not mineral only [START_REF] Arnould | La nature en ville : l'improbable biodiversité[END_REF]. In the face of these two positions, it seems imperative to reassert that urban nature is not similar to rural nature. Not that there is always a reality peculiar to urban biodiversity, but connections of any kind caused by urbanity create configurations peculiar to urban spaces. This should dissuade any attempt to recreate "wilderness" in town, via national parks in particular. This point is all the more significant since urban biodiversity is not only present in these parks, but is also structurally and functionally connected to other places, whether these are parks or corridors, and to isolated species or individuals. All of this has direct effects on the city (which scientists are trying to define and assess through the notion of urban ecosystem services) which, in turn, have effects on biodiversity. Without taking an interest directly in the specific forms and functioning of urban biodiversity [START_REF] Farinha-Marques | Urban biodiversity: a review of current concepts and contributions to multidisciplinary approaches[END_REF][START_REF] Magle | Urban wildlife research: Past, present, and future[END_REF][START_REF] Savard | Biodiversity concepts and urban ecosystems[END_REF], we note that the urban context compels us to define specific modes of biodiversity conservation and management [START_REF] Dearborn | Motivations for Conserving Urban Biodiversity[END_REF]. This also concerns national parks: pastures are from now on being grown inside the Sanjay Gandhi National Park, unlike the previous policy that advocated afforesting it to a maximum, so that leopards can feed on more herbivores within the park instead of being tempted to go to town to hunt dogs or rodents.

Natural City

Through the idea of a "natural city", the second expression of naturbanity, we can theorise that an urban national park is an excellent laboratory to study the city around it. Such a park, which can almost be seen as a metonymy of the city, is a highly media-covered stage where actorswho are above all urbaninteract: by looking at the park, one (almost) knows already what the city is like. It reveals social logics: integration or exclusion of social or ethnic practices in the park, potential rivalries between urbanities and ruralities… As such, the political emphasis placed on accessing the Table Mountain National Park, which must be facilitated for the poor who are mainly Black and Coloured, reflects the weight of the apartheid legacy in the urban area of Cape Town, and beyond in the whole of South Africa; while the rather miserable lot of the Adivasis living in the Sanjay Gandhi National Park, expresses the lower status of the indigenous populations in Indian society.

When a national park owes part of its existence to relief (as is the case in Rio, Mumbai, and Cape Town), it structures part of the urban area due to its steep slopes. It can also represent a major element of the urban structuring and its evolution for other reasons altogether, particularly from the point of view of economics and identity. For this reason, our hypothesis is that a city housing a national park can enjoy or build for itself a "natural" identity which is stronger than any other cities of similar size. We will see in this publication that this hypothesis is validated in Cape Town and Rio de Janeiro, although not so much in Nairobi, and even less in Mumbai.

It is possible to measure the way urban dwellers appropriate the park's identity according to its more or less socially separated urban practices. A city can rightly advertise itself as "natural", when its residents develop a specific relationship with (protected) nature, making it possible to differentiate the city from other large cities devoid of national park. However, there is a lack of reliable indicators in trying to assess this relationship with nature: it is interesting to measure the number of local visitors as opposed to external visitors (which is huge in Mumbai, but low in Cape Town), but many of the visitors confine themselves to picnic and recreation areas, not showing real interest in the biodiversity and its ecosystems. In any case, it remains to be proven that visitors who respect protection measures in the park actually show concern with the environment in their daily way of life.

The fact remains that national parks are places of social activities. The presence of biodiversity in town compels authorities to develop specific political mechanisms that can take nature into account, while accepting the presence of many visitors as well as the diversity of actors involved. This is not without creating tensions and conflicts.

Conflicts and Injustice

Environmental Conflicts

The co-presence of a city and an urban national park can be a source of conflict. In the broadest meaning of the notion of environmentan environment characterised by the interface between park and cityconflict can result from the city extending beyond the park's borders (what we call urban frontier, cf. Chapter 8), or on the contrary from the park extending beyond the city walls (ecological frontier, see [START_REF] Guyot | The eco-frontier paradigm: rethinking the links between space, nature and politics[END_REF]. The potential for conflict is high when it comes to land, as when parts of the national park are being "eaten away" by the city; or when urban spaces are being protected to ensure ecological continuity with the park, among others. But what we understand by "frontier" is not only tangible: it also includes policies, education and representations, among others, which can also be conflictual.

These conflicts are characterised by and mobilise a wide diversity of scales, actors and processes. As such, this research is one more proof of the fertility of the "political ecology" approach [START_REF] Robbins | Political Ecology: A Critical Introduction[END_REF]. However, our various case studies show that the intensity of environmental conflicts is not directly proportional to the environmental value of the environments concerned. In Nairobi, the conflict concerning the Southern Bypass expressway was perhaps less about the strip of land which the national park was going to lose, than about the principle of delisting a gazetted area without the Parliament voting on it, and about the risk of creating a precedent. Consequently, it is advisable to determine the factors influencing conflict intensity, whether these concern the violence of the urban sprawl, the magnitude of the social gap, the degree of collective heritageization of the protected biodiversity, or the park's history, among others.

The Issue of Access to Parks

When access to urban national parks is too limited, it has an impact on their social acceptance. The dilemma of many a park manager is as follows: they can privilege closing a park in the name of protection, in order to limit cases of destruction and disruption linked to urban influences; but closing a park will mean running the risk of paradoxically undermining it if, where it is not sufficiently appropriated by the local population, it is not considered as public goods and subsequently runs the risk of being degraded. They can, on the contrary, privilege opening a park, either in the name of appropriation and social acceptance or because of the income expected from visitors. But opening a park can also undermine its very existence, if it turns out to be overvisited, as is the case with the beaches and dunes of Noordhoek, in Cape Town, where the balance is threatened by the excessive presence of strollers and pets (dogs and horses).

Issues linked to park access are not limited to their direct peripheries, but involve the entire urban area. In Cape Town for example, the challenge consists in ensuring that the park is not being used only by the white populations living around it, but also by populations from distantmainly black and colouredsuburbs. In Mumbai, the park is situated too far up in the north of the urban area, for the residents of the south to appropriate it… residents who sometimes have to spend over two hours to travel there.

Moreover, segregation strategies (of a social or ethnic nature, among others) can be deployed around national parks, their location and situation. Maasai herders, for example, are banned from crossing the river giving access to the Nairobi National Park, even in case of drought; yet urban white collars, who benefit from a yearly pass paid by their firm, can drive through the park every day to avoid traffic jams in the capital city.

The park management justifies these double standards with the fact that visitors, who are channelled along trails or on picnic areas, are less harmful to conservation than wandering cattle competing with wild herbivores and potentially transmitting diseases. This argument is challenged by those who advocate rejuvenating park grass by the cattle and fires of the Maasai (in the name of ecological efficiency), or authorised access for the Maasai at least during the drought periods (in the name of social justice).

Justice and Inequalities

The presence of nature in town often raises the problematic of social inequalities. Studying this interaction makes all the more sense in the case of metropolises which are characterised by considerable socio-spatial segregation phenomena. In Rio, the national park includes the Tijuca mountain which makes up a natural barrier between the north of the city which is popular and industrial, and the south of the city which is wealthy and touristic. Furthermore, banning the specific links maintained by "indigenous" communities with nature can lead to processes of economic and political marginalisation. Indeed, conserving biodiversity and satisfying the needs of the destitute are inseparable, and call for the implementation of specific public policies. It is necessary to point to the different and sometimes divergent representations of what an urban national park ought to be, in order to meet the double ecological and social issue.

Social justice can also be questioned through the prism of differences in temporality, by examining the opposition between, on the one hand, the heaviness of a deeply unequal urban space and, on the other, the rapid emergence of national parks as international touristic icons promoted by wealthy and influential minorities.

The idea is to look for factors and dynamics that can make of the park a driving force for the positive development of the city, without however neglecting the influence exercised on the future of the park by "the pace of the city" and its legacies.

Finally, the notion of "environmental justice" can be used in trying to shed light on many processes [START_REF] Moreau | Obviously…, Justice spatiale/Spatial Justice[END_REF]. The creation of parks has often generated spatial injustice, by evicting local populations, or at least depriving them of access to most of the park's resources. In all cases, these parks can also be questioned in terms of spatial justice. If the squatter camps of the Sanjay Gandhi National Park must be destroyed, does that mean that the tribal hamlets of the Adivasis must also be destroyed, where these represent a population probably fifteen times smaller and are especially less harmful and even very useful for conservation, than the squatters (Zérah, Landy, 2013)? To a certain extent, do not the greening of urban discourses, and the advancement of national parks as compensating elements of environmental justice for populations as a whole, take part in maintaining far more blatant inequalities, whether in water access or failing waste management (Blanchon, Moreau, Veyret, 2010)? Nonetheless, parks can also represent tools of justice [START_REF] Landy | Urban Protected Areas: Forces of justice or injustice for Indigenous populations? The cases of Xochimilco and the national parks of Mumbai and Cape Town, Justice spatiale|Spatial Justice[END_REF]: this is the case for the Table Mountain National Park with its slogan "A park for all, forever", which shows the park's desire to build a more equal South Africa, favouring access to a park that was once situated in a "white area", and developing ecological awareness leading to the promotion of African knowledge (cf. Chapters 4 and 5).

Book Structure

This publication is structured as follows.

In this introduction, the neologism « Naturbanity » has been discussed, for expressing the necessity for cities endowed with a national park to integrate it into their functioning. Conversely, such parks must take into account their location in an urban environment, both as a source of heavy pressures on nature and as a nexus of incentives to support its conservation. What we call the principle of non-exclusivity (neither the city nor the park has a right nor even the possibility to negate the other's presence) summarizes the main argument of our book. The fact that park and city must live together, for better or for worse, must be considered empirically: the challenge of informal settlement encroachment, industrial pollution, etc. may be balanced by the support of urban « civil society » for funding parks, awareness of ecosystem services provided by the park to the city, etc. It must also be considered philosophically, since naturbanity blurs the old « modern » dichotomy of nature/culture: animals and human beings can often jump the physical and ideological wall separating many parks from the adjacent city.

Four years of field research have also shown how necessary it is to disaggregate the notions of « park » and « city ». Both park and city management are made difficult by the diversity of actors operating at different levels (from the local to the global), each bringing often-divergent representations of what is « nature », meeting often-contradictory interests, endowed with unequal powers. Furthermore, an urban « national park » has to meet national objectives, even global goals of biodiversity conservation, whereas it is also locally situated and must satisfy some demands of the city. When a metropolis competes internationally to obtain the status of "global city", a national park can be an efficient logo, a symbolic branding image attracting tourists, capital and international conferences (e.g. Cape Town and Rio de Janeiro). But in other cities, (Mumbai, Nairobi), the parks can seem largely neglected. In the former case, « emerging parks » attached to « emerging cities » appear as a driving force for « emerging countries ». In the latter, parks remain marked by the old "fortress" approach to conservation, with very little integration taking place with the metropolitan area. Our book explores the logic of this pattern.

The book is divided in three sections. The first section, Actors. Whose parks?, starts with the chapter 2 describing the historical and spatial settings of the four case studies. The date of creation of the parks, the fact that some of them were municipal parks before becoming national, the size and history of the cities, the size of the parks and their location more or less close to the urban edge, the national social and political contexts, etc., are among the factors contributing to the various trajectories of the city-park interrelationships.

The following two chapters deals with the respective relationships of « the rich » and « the poor » with the national parks. According to chapter 3, the interrelationships between middle-upper classes and the existence of an urban national park may seem obvious in Cape Town and Nairobi where colonial systems are key factors explaining the location of rich and white inhabitants adjacent to the protected areas. They are much less obvious in Mumbai and Rio, as history bears out. We argue that the influence of « the rich » on the creation of the national park, and later on its management, is often crucial. Yet the presence of the park within the urban agglomeration cannot alone explain territorial strategies employed by « the rich ».

The last point is further elaborated and complemented in the chapter 4. « The poor, » so numerous in the « emerging cities » under study, are often described by « non-poor » local stakeholders as having mainly short term perspectives, unaware of many environmental issues and struggling for their livelihood. However, we argue that their practices as well as their representations of nature are often in line with conservation policies. Our case studies show that, in any case, the poor are not more injurious to the national parks than are the rich.

This issue is elaborated in the chapter 5 through the specific experience of indigenous peoples. National parks are areas placed under specific rules, generally prohibiting any human being to live within its borders: their categorization in terms of spatial boundaries as well as management rules can alternatively label the local dwellers with the tags of "encroachers" or legal inhabitants. Similarly, "indigenous peoples", when politically recognized, are the result of a political decision that can provide or take away some rights to the concerned groups. This chapter considers linkages between these two categories of space and people, to wit, urban national parks and indigenous peoples. Both can be classified in terms of dominationdomination of the park by the city, domination of indigenous peoples by conservation institutions. In the four case studies the power of ethnicity may be paradoxical: the second part of our chapter uses the analytical concept of eco-ethnicity to assess the possible recognition and instrumentalization of the claimed identities of indigenous peoples, and concludes by considering ethnicity as a marker of environmental governmentalitywhat is called by Agrawal (2006), following Foucault, "environmentality".

The second section of the book is entitled Beyond local challenges : the city-park relationships. It starts with the chapter 6 that examines the impact of the national park on residential prices in respective cities. This influence is assessed in combination with other factors which might play an important role in determination of housing prices. The chapter uses secondary data that have been mapped appropriately to show locations of various social and environmental facilities as well the residential prices. A regression method has been used to assess the individual factor influence on the residential prices in Mumbai and Cape Town. The data used for Rio and Nairobi are more qualitative in nature. One of the results is that whereas in Cape Town the proximity of the park is correlated to higher estate prices, in Rio and above all in Mumbai the poorer sections of the society are concentrated around the park, the reason being the cheap availability of land or illegal occupation of government forest areas.

Chapter 7 brings out another possible factor determining real estate prices, namely the presence or absence of wild carnivores. Why in Mumbai were many people « eaten » by leopards whereas, in Nairobi, leopards, lions, hyenas or hippos have never killed anyone in living memory? In Mumbai even more than in Nairobi, the carnivore represents a double conceptual problem. Firstly, it shakes the nature-culture dichotomy that leads to the delineation of protected areas and the city-park disconnection. Following Latour (1991) the nature/culture purification is endangered by the Mumbai leopards who refuse it and create hybridation. For most people and park managers, leopards outside protected areas are "stray" animals that must be "rescued", i.e. trapped and deported to protected areas. We argue that wildlife management and more generally the way of living with wildlife must not be seen as neutral techniques or practices but as elements of an institutional framework and, beyond that, of a protection paradigm and an ontology of nature.

Chapter 8 goes further by theorizing and contextualizing -mostly from the Cape Town case studythe notion of frontier, defined as both a boundary and area of contact. We look here at a specific frontier, the one dividing a city from a protected area. We ask if ecological frontiers are active within a city where new spaces of eco-conquest appear to be quite scarce. If such a conquest seems sometimes physically difficult due to land tenure and users constraints, we argue that the ecological frontier can be adapted by urban policies and city dwellers, directly at the contact of the park or further away. How urbanisation process, in a socially and often ethnically divided city, is using and impacting the park boundary? Is the frontline area between the park and the city a space of contest or a space of confidence and interactions -what we will call a space of hybridization?

Chapter 9 places the urban national parks on the « metropolitan stages »: which systems of actors can exist in incomplete models of governance? Decentralization generates new authorities at the local level, that might perceive the national park as part of their competence; urban stakeholders and the « civil society » intervene more often in or about the management of the park. Yet there is little coordination between these actors; similarly, the parks are rarely granted an important place in the management plan of the megacities.

The last section of the book engages with the Circulation of practices, discourses and models.

Chapter 10 aims to set the four national parks in a global typology classifying the governance systems of protected areas according to the place they give to parties in decision making processes related to biodiversity conservation, but also to the integration of urban issues and social and environmental justice. Whereas the Mumbai national park -and to a lesser extent the Nairobi National Park -may seem to refer to the traditional paradigm of « reservation ecology », Table Mountain National Park is officially considered as a tool for policies of political reparation, compensation and nation rebuilding. Yet Tijuca seems to be the only park with a -partly -joint management guaranteed by the federal Constitution.

Chapter 11 proposes a theoretical grid for evaluating the « urbanity » of national parks within the national systems of protection, and focuses mostly on Nairobi National Park. Which criteria characterize an urban national park ? As such, any national park in the world is « urban », since they were created by urbanites and are mostly visited by them. But there do exist gradients of urbanity. Urbanity implies specific types of management (eg. in Nairobi poachers can easily escape and vanish into the city), specific functions of the park, also specific narratives and images: in Cape Town the park is iconic and represents the logo of the city, whereas in Mumbai the park is to a large extent ignored by the city.

Is not a specific environmental education another feature of urban national parks? Chapter 12 considers that environmental education may be an education for the environment, so that individuals and groups may better protect it. But it may also been considered more ambitiously as an education by the environment, with "environment" used as a tool for personal development, and above all for socialization and (re)construction of individual, group, and national identities. Lastly, a more politically incorrect view is to see environmental education as a way to impose exclusive paradigms that have nefarious impacts on the life of marginal groups whose conception of environment differs from the dominant narratives.

The conclusion summarizes the book by highlighting the commonalities between the four sites under study, and their differences. Trying to understand these differences turns to be fruitful since new policies and regulations could emerge from our conclusionsin particular as far as the dialectic relationships between flows and fences are concerned. A final typology is proposed, opposing the "fortress parks" (yet with more and more breaches, willingly or not) and the "multidimensional parks".

As a kind of epilogue, the final chapter 13 analyses the uneasy collaboration between researchers and practitioners. From the very start, our UNPEC research project has been preoccupied with the so-called science-policy interface. This is to say, as social scientists, we intended to closely collaborate with the practitioners who manage and govern the parks and cities in which our research was focused. To be sure, our work would not have been possible without the cooperation of these colleagues. But in practice, their role in the project remained primarily as informants and facilitators rather than as co-creators or co-designers of the research. Similarly, while some actively participated in our periodic "BiodiverCities" workshops, the research we've undertaken remains -at best -peripheral to their daily work. This chapter draws lessons from our experience, recognizing with hindsight the naivety of our intentions, the obstacles and opportunities we encountered, and taking stock of the consequences of our approachboth positive and negative, intended and unintended.
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