The Writing Sample below is taken from:

“Effective Conservation and Development Ideologies for Divided Southeast Asian Nations”

Written by- Nicole Hutton

In partial fulfillment of the requirements for
The Dual Degree Masters of the Arts in:

 International Affairs: Natural Resources and Sustainable Development

From:
American University and the University for Peace

May 2010

Chapter 2- Quantifying Effective Conservation Strategies

In areas such as Kalimantan, where land use is extreme-- either cleared or uninhabited, enforcement is low, migration is high, and off farm employment is reliant on job security in other extractive industries, the park protection problem is extraordinarily high. Community level land tenure legislation and agro-forestry are the most immediate modes through which citizens in similar situations can change this (Lal 2000:172, 173). Land tenure for agro-forestry requires that antiquated laws, such as those dictating that land must be cleared and in intense production to be granted tenure, be removed. Debates over land tenure have raged in Indonesia since the time of colonization though. Since quantitative assessment alone cannot contain these interactions, quantitative case studies must be used (Norton 2005: 135). As there are no solutions per se, governance structures are left to demand reasonable results in reasonably timed phases (138). Phases are used here instead of finite goals because there is not a finite time frame on evolution or ecological processes.
2.1- Development of Conservation Strategies

Conservation strategists have not always taken into consideration population pressure or biological systems. Since colonial times, when parks were managed by the state and accessible only to elites for recreational purposes, international examples of forest management have shifted gradually away from fortress style conservation. A key challenge to past methods of conservation strategies is that the ecosystem, which these plans seek to find ways for humans to interact with, is complex and ever changing (Norton 2005: 128). Philosophically, this is termed a “wicked problem;” such a problem can never be solved but merely temporarily assuaged, with options for resolution ranging from best to worst practice (132). Contemporary plans offer options for resolution of wicked environmental access problems through best practices of all stakeholders. Additionally, Joint Fact Finding (JFF), Community Based Resource Management (CBRM), and Adaptive Ecosystem Management (AEM) and other contemporary strategies take pressure off the state by instilling a sense of ownership and likewise responsibility from the researchers to community resource managers (Agarwall 2001, Mac Chaplin 2004). These strategies are participatory approaches, which build upon the strengths of each stakeholder to provide a basket of sustainable choices (Lal 2000: 189). 

Through JFF, the scientific community and national regulators investigate local knowledge to support scientific findings to form a culturally appropriate management plan. Tropical scientists can however, be deterred by physical dangers, inaccessibility, and language barriers in areas such as the highlands of Indonesian islands (Stork et al. 2008: 358). CBRM makes conservation more lasting by involving public participation in the implementation of the plan once JFF is completed. A key drawback to CBRM strategies however, is the assumption that the stakeholders are rational actors who use the precautionary principle and that they have strategies to adapt to the cycles of their surroundings (Norton 2005: 94). 

AEM addresses the shortcomings of CBRM on several levels. AEM is particularly well understood by governing bodies because it is similar to an environmental security assessment. For example, AEM builds multiple possible scenarios in to the produced plans, as far reaching as the occurrence of a natural disaster or social conflict. AEM combines hard science and social science thereby expanding the ability to draw conclusions past collections of species or communities to eco-risk. Eco-risk is different from the risks typically assessed because it echoes across and brings a value assessment to ecological and social systems instead of focusing on one type of risk such as human health or water quality (Norton 2005: 9). Because the problems here are pluralistic, a pluralistic approach to them offers the most potential for success (133). For this reason, AEM is neither an adaptive science, which would traditionally limit the scope of the programs to assessment, or an adaptive policy process, which would typically include management of program opportunities and implementation, but rather a farther reaching combination of the two (Norton 2005: 9).

2.1- Political Theory Behind Adaptive Ecosystem Management 
AEM is not a perfect science, although it attempts to bridge many fields of study. It experiences uncertainty between the combination of observations and measurements in terms of finding the proper balance in analysis of phenomena at work in social, economic, and environmental systems (Chapin 2009: 101). AEM is a process of learning by doing (Chapin 2009: 141 and Norton 2005: 52).  Successful AEM experiments are those that prevail in the long run (103). 

According to Darwin, adaptation is always local (Norton 2005: 93). “Survival of the individual depends, in the short run, on very local conditions of stability; but that local stability also represents a negotiation with slower changing background conditions. The actions, once undertaken, will result in either survival or termination of the individual or the population over varying periods of time (96).” Darwin inspires AEM, in that it seeks to adapt human cultural interaction with the land through shifts in social structure. “To the extent that sustainability represents an opportunity to develop a broadly shared ideal of environmentally responsible living, its definition and expanded use can embody a whole new world view, a world view appropriate to the future rather than one dictated by the ossified categories of tradition (121).” In a policy realm, this is the only way to evolve to use land sustainably as it is obvious that the evolution of the land to suit the needs of the human species to better use depleted resources is too long-term to have an impact on any one generation (111). 

Sewall Wright, pioneer in genetics, expands Darwin’s work on the evolution of species. He states that the tendency of species in their search for success is to metaphorically climb the tallest peak as high as possible. Through human consciousness however the species has the ability to realize that the closest steepest incline may not lead to the highest peak. If a species chooses without this foresight it can stall or plateau development. In the genetic community, there is debate as to whether or not it is possible to back down an unsuitable incline. The hope of adaptive managers is that, at least amongst conscious beings, termination of a deleterious use method is possible at least on a cultural level; the difficulty in this hope is that humans must then forgo immediate rewards (125-126). 

Aldo Leopold takes the biological need for humans to live adaptively to a philosophical realm. Drawing from Darwin and Wright’s assessment that humans are social animals interested in their own survival, Leopold believes that humans are “logically anthropocentric” (103). “Community-level success […] requires success on two levels; at least some individuals from each generation must be sufficiently adapted to the environment to survive and reproduce, and for the population to survive over many generations, the collective actions of the population must be appropriate for (adaptive to?) its environment (96).” This assessment implies that the fate of the whole can be greatly influenced by the actions of a few. Consequently, AEM does not have to inspire every member of a community or nation. 

To achieve sustainable results, Leopold proposes that humans approach their environment from the perspective of a mountain “on multiple scales of time” (128). The Land Ethic addresses that humans, although dependent upon the land, unlike other species are conscious of their actions. Because of this it is important for them to extend value to the “land community” that sustains them. Since humans are accustomed to working within a social community it is not far fetched to extend their understanding of their interactions to the land through increased awareness of the dependence upon the biotic community. Without this ethic however, as Wright fears, environmental problems have potential to go unaddressed and cause permanent damage (123). By including customizable components, AEM ensures that the call toward sustainability is not only heard by but has potential to be integrated into communities while respecting their cultural norms. 


AEM does not only consider the triple bottom line of balancing society, politics, and economy, but it incorporates each of these in the development of each strategic plan as well. AEM keeps humans from trying to control the environment in a static state, as it is recognized that ecosystems adapt to disturbances (Chapin 2009:108). Therefore, AEM is a beneficial alternative to government intervention alone tends to only affect some ecosystem processes and not the whole, which leads to failure in the long-term (111). AEM can also begin to lift a poverty trap because it fosters the creation of new options for people to work within their ecosystem without limiting future options (109). 

To account for social, political, and economic inputs and ramifications, AEM incorporates a triple loop learning system. Through triple loop learning, not only the design of a project can be altered if a target is not met, but the policies related to that a target or the governance structure for decision making as well (105). To achieve these results, scientists must inform politicians and vice versa thereby creating a multidirectional flow of information, which is hopefully more in tune with community needs than present dictatorial policy methods (Norton 2005: 143). This can be a threatening prospect for the state and local governments involved in the decision making process but allows for social resilience if a target is not working for the community. On the other hand, this ensures that the citizens are never left with no way out and thus governments have resilient processes in place for trigger events, which in the past may been destabilizing (113). 

AEM does not remove the interdependence of communities with each other, a product of globalization, either. Dealing with globalized markets can actually be beneficial to AEM through the transfer of technology or opening of new markets. However, given the amount of time AEM implementation takes in comparison to the typical speed of global markets, AEM can cause short-term socio-economic stress. There is consequently a sort of ripple effect into global policy and markets as seen in the long period of time required to develop international legislation on climate change and markets for carbon. These represent the global community’s acceptance that the world is interconnected through the biosphere as well as markets and international governing bodies thus foster hope for the future of better integrating the time scales of AEM (Lal 2000: 112).
