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9.15-9.30 Welcome from Ralph Armond, Director General, ZSL

INTRODUCTION

9.30-10.00 Trade-offs in conservation
Nigel Leader-Williams (Durrell Institute of Conservation and Ecology,
University of Kent, UK) and Bill Adams (University of Cambridge, UK)

Conservation action inevitably involves choices, between the population of different species
and the states of various ecosystems, between preservation and transformation by economic
forces, between the needs of people and those of other species, between the interests of
some people and others. However, these choices are rarely explicitly recognised or debated.
To encourage further improvements in our conservation practices, we need to be more explicit
about what hidden choices there are in our conservation policy. Furthermore, we need to be
careful in weighing up the trade-offs that we make every day. Conservation planning is often
presented as a scientific activity where outcomes follow rational and explicit choices. However,
what factors influence the choices we make? To what extent are our policies rational? To what
extent are our choices wise? Are we unconsciously practicing triage, selecting species or
ecosystems for action while abandoning others? If we make trade-offs, and we are slow to
recognize them, does it matter? What are we failing to conserve, and why? What, if anything,
should we do about it? How do we responsibly practice conservation in a world of trade-offs?
This talk seeks to set the scene for others that follow in the symposium, where speakers will
address some of these difficult questions and choices.

SESSION |: CURRENT APPROACHES AND TOOL KITS
Chair: Professor Tim Coulson, Imperial College London

10.00-10.30 Identifying priority areas for global conservation
William Murdoch (University of California, Santa Barbara, USA), Peter Kareiva
(The Nature Conservancy, USA), Kerrie Wilson (The Nature Conservancy,
Australia), Michael Bode, Steve Polasky, Jon Hoekstra and Hugh Possingham,
(University of Queensland, Australia)

We review the major approaches to setting priorities for conservation at a global scale. All
approaches share the general goal of protecting the earth’s biodiversity, but vary in their
emphasis on three aspects. These are: (1) preventing or minimizing species extinctions
(reactive conservation) (e.g. Cl hotspots), (2) protecting as much biodiversity as possible
(proactive conservation) (e.g. WWF'’s Global 200), and (3) protecting representative habitats
(e.g. TNC’s 2015 goal). Issues include mixing of goals, the use of scoring systems and
thresholds, the spatial scale and “grain” of selected areas, problems in measuring threats and
estimating probabilities of extinction, lack of congruence among the global distributions of taxa
and types of species (e.g. endemic versus threatened) and most important, the absence of
explicit consideration of costs. We discuss the need, given inadequate budgets, for return-on-
investment (ROI) approaches and describe the two main approaches: maximize conservation
gain (effectively proactive conservation) and minimize losses of species or habitats (effectively
reactive). ROI can increase greatly conservation gains per dollar. It may also reduce the
problem raised by lack of taxonomic congruence, since variation in costs tends to swamp
differences in the distributions of different taxa. Finally, we show how the measure of



conservation benefit can be modified, simply, to take into account the likelihood of habitat or
species loss in the absence of conservation action (increases the benefit) and the probability
of success if action is taken (increases the benefit).

10.30-11.00 Conserving both biodiversity and ecosystem services
Peter Kareiva (The Nature Conservancy, USA), Gretchen Daily, H. Goldman
and Heather Tallis (Stanford University, USA),

Conservation depends on public support and public funding, and that support will not be
forthcoming for biodiversity alone. As a result, conservation needs to increasingly include the
protection of ecosystem services as one of its goals. When we focus on ecosystem services
we can support both people and biodiversity. However, because there is a poor correlation
between ecosystem services and biodiversity, it is not clear to what extent we can effectively
meet these two goals. In central California and the Florida panhandle it is possible to identify
conservation plans that cover both ecosystem services and biodiversity, but at some increased
cost in terms of extra lands needed. In Florida, protection of critical habitat for threatened and
endangered species is combined with protection of vulnerable elderly and poor human
communities. The extra cost may be worth it because analyses of World Bank projects indicate
in fact economic and social goals do not suffer as a result of biodiversity goals. In addition,
analyses of Nature Conservancy projects for which we have financial data reveal that
ecosystem projects obtain more corporate and public funding than do biodiversity alone
projects, and still address biodiversity goals. Only time and monitoring will reveal how well
biodiversity fares as conservation increasingly combines species protection with ecosystem
service protection.

11.00-11.30 TEA/COFFEE

11.30-12.00 Defining and measuring success in conservation
Valerie Kapos'?*, Andrea Manica?, Rosalind Aveling®, Philip Bubb®, Peter
Carey®, Abigail Entwhistle®, John Hopkins®, Teresa Mulliken’, Roger Safford?,
Alison Stattersfield®, Matthew Walpole® and Andrew Balmford?.

!Cambridge Conservation Forum, val.kapos@unep-wcmc.org.

“Dept of Zoology, University of Cambridge, Cambridge CB2 3EJ.

3Fauna & Flora International, Great Eastern House, Tenison Road, Cambridge
CB1 2TT.

“UNEP World Conservation Monitoring Centre, 219 Huntingdon Road,
Cambridge CB3 ODL.

>Centre for Ecology and Hydrology Monks Wood, Abbots Ripton, Huntingdon,
Cambridgeshire PE28 2LS.

®English Nature, English Nature, Northminster House, Peterborough PE1 1UA.
'"TRAFFIC International, 219a Huntingdon Rd, Cambridge, CB3 ODL.
®BirdLife International, Wellbrook Court, Girton Road, Cambridge CB3 ONA.

Evaluating the success of conservation efforts and identifying those approaches that are most
effective are major challenges facing conservationists, policy-makers and donors alike.
Several recent efforts have sought to develop approaches that would enable standardized
evaluation and synthesis of experience from conservation projects. Most recently, the
Cambridge Conservation Forum - a consortium of 28 global to local organisations - has spent
three years developing a conceptual framework and a practical scorecard for evaluating major
categories of conservation activity. The framework recognises seven broad categories of



conservation action and recognises that each leads to conservation impact through distinct
pathways of outputs and outcomes. The resulting set of seven conceptual models form the
basis for the structure of a questionnaire-based evaluation tool. Applying these tools to sample
projects from 10 conservation organizations has shown that standard questions about the links
between activity and conservation impact can help project implementers to identify the likely
impacts of their actions, even for projects still in progress and for activities such as capacity
building or policy-related work where biological impacts are not commonly measured. This trial
application has also shown that, even for well-established or completed projects, the amount
of substantive information available to verify conservation impacts is very limited; potentially
this can be improved through the use of targeted questions in planning and evaluating
projects. More commonly reported measures of project implementation effectiveness are poor
predictors of conservation success. While few organizations are good at openly declaring
whole projects to be complete failures, or indeed sharing widely their failures, examining
projects by their component interventions can help to identify more and less successful
approaches. A new electronic version of these tools will facilitate their wider use and a simple
scoring system can be used to synthesize experience from a diverse range of activities and
projects, and identify semi-quantitatively some important predictors of conservation success.

12.00-12.30 Optimising trade-offs in conservation
Kerrie Wilson (The Nature Conservancy, Australia), Michael Bode, Hedley
Grantham and Hugh Possingham, (University of Queensland, Australia)

The key to conservation decision making is a properly formulated problem. If we are
concerned about biodiversity and money then we will typically seek to do one of two things: (1)
to minimise the total cost while satisfying a set of biodiversity constraints; (2) to maximise
biodiversity gains given a fixed budget. Where time is concerned the latter can be achieved by
maximizing short-term biodiversity gains, or minimising the rate at which biodiversity is lost.
Regardless of our problem definition we might aim to achieve our objective across multiple
land uses, acknowledging the contribution of the non-reserved matrix to biodiversity
conservation. The key challenge in undertaking such an analysis is to obtain information on
the relative contribution to our biodiversity goals of alternative land uses. Alternatively we may
seek to achieve our objective through strategic investment (in time and space) in a range of
conservation actions. The resultant investment schedule will be determined by the interplay of
three main factors: (1) the relationship between the additional area invested in each
conservation action and the biodiversity benefit; (2) the cost of this investment; (3) the existing
level of investment. In addition to the trade-offs associated with investing in alternate
conservation actions, there exist trade-offs associated with improving our underlying
knowledge of the ecological, economic and social context. We can evaluate the value of
waiting for an improved information base given the opportunity costs associated with habitat
loss. The final challenge for decision-makers is accounting for uncertainty and risk. We show
that while an optimal management decision may be desired, we can generate rules of thumb
that closely approximate the optimal solution and can help to optimise trade-offs in
conservation for large and complex problems.

12.30-14.00 LUNCH



SESSION II: THE INFLUENCE OF VALUE SYSTEMS
Chair: Dr Dan Brockington, University of Manchester

14.00-14.30 Mainstreaming the other 99% of all organisms: triage, synthetic
management and the precautionary approach
Michael J. Samways (Department of Conservation Ecology and Entomology,
Stellenbosch University, Matieland 7602, South Africa) Samways@sun.ac.za

Invertebrates, the other 99% of compositional diversity after plants and vertebrates, are being
increasingly mainstreamed on conservation agendas. This is largely coming about through
increasing realization that they have complex and often important functional roles in many
ecosystem processes. When these functions are disrupted, there can be major changes in
ecosystem function and a change in the service provision of those systems. There are signs
that this is the case, for example, with impacts on pollinator interactions and stress to coral
reefs. One of the first steps has been to include invertebrates in systematic conservation
planning, and in landscape- and seascape-scale conservation management. But results are
indicating that not all species will be able to be conserved, as to do so may mean conserving
as much as half the landscape intact.

Overlying the coarse filter, landscape approach is a fine filter, species level of conservation,
where threatened or iconic species additionally receive specific conservation attention. An
important side effect of this focus on particular species is that certain invertebrates get to be
included in conservation planning and management action, especially where they are Red
Listed species. This in turn helps address the Perception Challenge, where invertebrates are
otherwise considered unimportant, irrelevant and even a nuisance, but now become included
on the basis of high intrinsic value.

While the majority of invertebrates remain scientifically undescribed, new precautionary
approaches, involving an overarching synthetic management approach at the landscape scale
is emerging as an umbrella for a host of species and their myriad of interactions. All this
conservation activity is taking place on land and in freshwater, where invertebrates and
landscape change are more immediately visible.

Of great concern is the situation in the sea, especially on the sea bed, where invertebrates are
being ravaged at such a rate that future human generations are unlikely to be very forgiving of
this plundering and ultimate Tragedy of the Commons.

14.30-15.00 Animal welfare and conservation in international policy
Stuart Harrop (Durrell Institute of Conservation and Ecology, University of Kent,
UK)

The goal of conservation, in this context, is to conserve animal species and the ecosystems
that support them. Animal welfare seeks to eradicate or limit the suffering of animals in their
interactions with humans.

Animal welfare regulations flourish in areas dealing with extensive human-animal interaction.
Familiar subjects include: companion animals, domestic animals in agriculture and animals
kept for recreation and public access (circuses and zoos).

Conservation law and policy usually contain scant reference to welfare although provisions
may be required as conservation strategies increase the level of direct human interaction with
the conserved species. Thus, national hunting and trapping laws frequently regulate, inter alia,



methods, weapons, and training requirements in order to secure a humane kill. Trade laws
often regulate live-animal transport and holding facilities in order to minimise suffering.

Welfare and conservation interests work together in many instances. Where whale stocks are
too low to support a sustainable harvest, welfare arguments against killing methods and
scientific arguments based on population levels support the same case. Differences between
conservation and welfare interests arise where suffering is an incident of a conservation
solution to preserve species. Controversies arise, for example, in relation to programmes to
eradicate invasive animal species or where culling is used to control conserved populations
within limited habitats.

With shrinking habitats and with increasing application of sustainable use approaches to
conservation strategies, the relationship between humans and the target conservation species
is increasing to the point where welfare has much greater relevance. However, the
epistemological gap between raw science and the ethics of compassion can give rise to
dilemmas rather than a pragmatic integration of goals.

This paper will seek to find a way through this challenge by analysing international legal
approaches to integrating welfare and conservation.

15.00-15.30 TEA/COFFEE

15.30-16.00 Protection or use?
Nigel Leader-Williams (Durrell Institute of Conservation and Ecology,
University of Kent, UK) and Holly Dublin (lJUCN-SSC, South Africa)

At the global level, many conservation biologists call for more protected areas, especially
where there are gaps in representation. Furthermore, tourism is often seen as an incentive to
establish protected areas on state-owned land in ‘high’ categories of protection that usually
exclude local people. However, at local levels, there are often polarised debates over whether
conservation is about people or wildlife, or about protection or use. Therefore, more inclusive
approaches have involved private and communal land, and protected areas in ‘low’ categories
of protection, that do not exclude people. However, there has been a recent backlash against
more inclusive approaches in what has been termed conservation going ‘back to the barriers’.
This talk seeks to examine whether there is a case for a dual approach, using case studies
from three continents. First, the talk examines the case for and against protection, and shows
that both protection and nature-based tourism to protected areas may not always be well
managed. Second, the talk examines the case for and against use, and shows that despite the
many examples of overuse, private and communal land-holders can sustainably use natural
resources and effectively manage biodiversity under appropriate conditions. Consequently,
there is a case for a dual approach of protection and use to maximise conservation gains.
Indeed, as both paradigms appear to operate sub-optimally, a dual approach stands to make
greater gains for conservation than arguing about the effectiveness of one approach against
the other.

16.00-16.30 Whose value counts? Disentangling biodiversity-poverty relationships
Dilys Roe (International Institute for Environment and Development [IIED] and
Durrell Institute for Conservation and Ecology, UK) and Matt Walpole (Fauna
and Flora International, UK)

Biodiversity conservation and poverty reduction are increasingly linked in policy debates as
questions are raised about the accountability of international conservation to local stakeholders
and about the marginalisation of environment in global development agendas. Yet the



relationship between conservation and poverty reduction in practice is complex and multi-
faceted. There are a range of perspectives on how and whether the two are linked, from
mutually supportive to mutually antagonistic. In this presentation we explore some of the myths
and realities of this relationship and assess to what extent international conservation priorities
encompass those components of biodiversity of most value to the poor. Reconciling local and
global interests will mean accepting trade-offs as well as identifying synergies, and recognising
that it is often the way that conservation is carried out — as much as the species or habitats that
are targeted — that determines its effect on poverty.

16.30-17.00 The power of traditions in conservation
Katherine Homewood (University College London, UK)

Many traditions and practices of non-western societies have relevance to conservation, from
sacred sites to traditional ecological knowledge and practice. There is a perennial interest on
the part of conservation workers to engage with such traditions and harness them for the
conservation enterprise. However, both theoretical analyses and empirical studies warn that
the institutions that have produced protected sites or sustainable use in small-scale societies
may not be a robust basis for western-style conservation initiatives. Divergent underlying aims,
changing local, national and global contexts, and more generally the fluid, diverse and
continually evolving nature of traditions mean it is at best a dubious strategy to cherry-pick
individual, superficially synergistic-seeming practices. At worst, it becomes a cynical co-opting
that undermines rather than reinforces outcomes for environments and communities. This
paper looks briefly at some non-western conservation traditions, and at the literature
documenting and analysing attempts to harness potential synergies for western conservation
projects. It goes on to develop the specific case of resource use by Maasai in East Africa.
Maasai are widely perceived as traditional pastoralists, practising extensive livestock-rearing
on natural range. Their form of livestock production is widely thought to be strongly compatible
with conservation, as is their tolerance of wildlife and their relative lack of involvement in
hunting or poaching. Building on past work on trends in habitat and wildlife populations in
Kenya and Tanzania Maasailand, this paper summarises the findings of a collaborative multi-
site study on Maasai household economies, focusing on reserve-adjacent populations in the
very different national political and economic contexts of Kenya and Tanzania. The paper
looks at the ongoing diversification of Maasai land use and livelihoods, and examines the role
of wildlife and tourism in household economies. Across a spectrum of sites with different
conditions, contrasting national policies on land tenure, livestock and wildlife are interacting
with a variety of conservation initiatives in ways that seem to work poorly for both conservation
and development. The study raises questions about continuity, change and diversity in Maasai
resource use, about conservation impacts on such traditions, and about more realistic ways to
engage with communities over resource use and sustainable management.

17.00 End of Day One

19.00-21.30
Symposium dinner for speakers and guests with tickets



SESSION Ill: ECONOMIC AND GOVERNANCE CONSTRAINTS
Chair: Professor E.J. Milner-Gulland, Imperial College London

9.00-9.30  Funding (constraints)
Aaron Bruner (Conservation International, USA), Eduard Niesten and
Richard Rice

The scope of effective, on-the-ground conservation action is inadequate to achieve most
biodiversity conservation targets. Although insufficiency of funding clearly contributes to this
situation, the extent of the funding gap also depends on how resources are allocated amongst
possible conservation activities. At the extreme, poor allocation of funds would mean that
increased support for conservation would achieve very little. On the other hand, improving the
effectiveness of funding-use would not only increase what conservationists can achieve with
current resources, but, we argue, would also provide an opportunity to increase overall
financial support for conservation. This paper reviews several relatively easy-to-quantify
funding gaps, as well as basic tradeoffs in choosing both sources and uses of conservation
funds. We suggest that incentives facing conservation practitioners in many cases do not
favour long-term investment in basic conservation, to the detriment of conservation objectives.
Finally, we review several promising trends among conservationists and donors that we
believe provide an opportunity to allocate funds more effectively as well as improve the
absolute amount of funding available. We conclude by offering recommendations for action
building on these trends.

9.30-10.00 Conservation and marketing
Bob Smith, Douglas MacMillan and Diogo Verissimo (Durrell Institute of
Conservation and Ecology, University of Kent, UK)

Marketing campaigns play an important role in conservation, helping to increase awareness,
change behaviour and raise funds. They can use a range of direct and indirect techniques but
two of the most important are campaigns based on flagship species and publicity through the
news media. Such campaigns need to be cost-effective, distinctive and use simple messages
that appeal to their target audience. Here, we briefly discuss the purpose of these flagship and
news campaigns, focusing on how they can be tailored for different audience types, before
highlighting some of their limitations. These include problems that occur when “dumbing down”
complex issues and that result from different groups having unequal access to the media. In
addition, we will discuss the types of flagship species and news stories that are publicised and
the extent to which these reflect conservation priorities. As part of this, we will argue that
conservation practitioners should become more involved in developing marketing campaigns,
and we will illustrate the benefits by highlighting two existing campaigns that have used
innovative approaches to target species and regions that are generally neglected. We will also
argue that conservation needs to broaden its funding base by focussing less on negative
issues and producing more aspirational campaigns that inspire greater involvement amongst a
wider constituency.



10.00-10.30 Conservation in conflict and post-conflict situations
Ros Aveling, Helen Anthem and Annette Lanjouw (Fauna and Flora
International, UK)

Despite differences in the causes, speed of onset and scale of conflicts, some common
characteristics of conflict situations can be identified. Although the term post-conflict is widely
used, there is rarely a linear progression to this stage and underlying drivers of conflict can
remain a persistent challenge for conservation. Modern conflicts are also characterised by the
increasing involvement of civilians, both as targets and as combatants, and this creates further
complexity for conservationists.

The relationship between natural resources and conflict has been well documented and
conservation organisations are becoming increasingly aware of the role they may play in
fuelling or mitigating conflict.

Using experience from Aceh in Indonesia and from Central Africa (Rwanda and the
Democratic Republic of Congo), we illustrate how long-term conservation objectives can be
maintained through very dynamic changes in local governance structures. We also discuss
how conservation objectives can enable people on opposing sides of a conflict to work
together, enhancing prospects for peace and stability.

From these, and other, examples some of the implications for conservation management in
conflict prone areas are identified. These present some challenging trade offs, such as the
need to interact with those in power whilst also working closely with local stakeholders at the
level of the resource, retaining trust and credibility with both groups. It is crucial to demonstrate
neutrality, retain a long term goal but demonstrate consummate flexibility in approach.

The authors recommend that, drawing learning from the development and humanitarian
sectors, conservation organisations build conflict sensitivity into their work through “peace and
conflict impact assessments”. They also speculate on the increasing value of knowledge in this
sphere, as a changing climate and the economic shifts across the world lead to increasing
pressure points around natural resources.

10.30-11.00 Extractive industries and conservation policies: a game of expectations
and perceptions?
Manuel Pulgar-Vidal (Peruvian Society for Environmental Law, Peru)

This talk will address how short-term and long-term planning trade-offs are taken into account
and negotiated when defining public policies related to extracting natural resources. The talk
will ask whose expectations are being played with, and who is gambling? Are regional and
local expectations considered? Under whose rules are public policies towards extractive
industries defined? What are the common perceptions among different stakeholders? Do
these perceptions help achieve a common vision of development? What should be the role of
the main stakeholders, including government, politicians, technical institutions, media, local
populations, civil society and extractive enterprises?

The talk will explore the links between extractive industries and sustainable development, and
ask whether short term and long term planning trade-offs are taken into account and
negotiated when defining public policies related to natural resources, and whether extractive
industries can guarantee sustainability in the long term? The talk will also examine the
structural issues behind the conflicts between extractive industries and natural resources:
structural issues behind the conflicts and ask whether externalities being distributed with
equity? Finally, the talk will ask whether different visions of development will make it possible
to arrive at agreements regarding how to use natural resources in an area with actors with



different interests, using a case study from Peru of an indigenous movement, local
populations, conservation and extractive industries.

11.00-11.30 TEA/COFFEE

SESSION IV: INSTITUTIONAL CONSTRAINTS
Chair: Mark Wright, WWF

11.30-12.00 Trading-off implementation goals versus constraints for effective
conservation planning
Andrew Knight and Richard Cowling (Department of Botany, Nelson Mandela
Metropolitan University, Port Elizabeth, South Africa)
tawnyfrogmouth@gmail.com; rmc@kingsley.co.za.

Scientifically identifying areas important for achieving conservation goals is a fundamental
component of regional conservation planning initiatives that need to be resilient, cost-effective
and defensible. However, the majority of area selection studies published in the peer-reviewed
literature are never translated into action, and of those implemented effectiveness, is generally
not high'. One reason for this apparent lack of effectiveness is potentially the absence of
factors influencing implementation success from systematic conservation assessments.
Mapping and analysing these types of factors moves conservation planning beyond simply
identifying areas important for representing biodiversity to target-levels on a map, towards
understanding opportunities for effectively implementing conservation actions®. These factors
could include human characteristics, social networks and institutions, political systems, costs
of implementation®, and the links between land management systems and ecological systems.
However, the emphasis of the mainstream peer-reviewed conservation literature is on
amassing more and more data on biophysical features at an increasingly fine scale, whilst
ignoring the collecting of even the most rudimentary social data. This absence of social data in
systematic conservation assessments limits the effectiveness and societal relevance of
conservation planning initiatives, as an understanding of the trade-off required between the
conservation value or priority placed on an area and the opportunities and constraints to
securing the conservation values of the area, is a prerequisite for successful implementation.
For example, understanding patterns and trends in landowners willingness to sell their land, or
to participate in private land conservation initiatives, is essential for acquiring land for
expanding protected area networks, and securing conservation agreements, respectively.
Other important factors could also include local capacity in land management organisations,
levels of burnout, financial circumstances, and the absence of appropriate conservation
instruments and institutions, depending on the characteristics of the planning region. The
effectiveness of conservation planning initiatives is better assured by identifying actions not
simply areas, assessing implementation opportunities and constraints, and conducting a
comprehensive social assessment®, as these are prerequisites to effectively balancing the
trade-offs required to translate conservation goals into effective implementation.

Recommended further reading

L A.T. Knight, R.M. Cowling, M. Rouget, A. Balmford, A.T. Lombard & B.M. Campbell (2007). ‘Knowing’ but not ‘doing’: selecting priority
conservation areas and the research-implementation gap. Conservation Biology, in press.

2 A.T. Knight & R.M. Cowling (2007). Embracing opportunism in the selection of priority conservation areas. Conservation Biology 21(4):
1124-1126.



% R. Naidoo, A. Balmford, P.J. Ferraro, S. Polasky, T.H. Ricketts & M. Rouget (2006). Integrating economic costs into conservation planning.
Trends in Ecology and Evolution 21(12): 681-687.

* R.M. Cowling & A. Wilhelm-Rechmann (2007). Social assessment as a key to conservation success. Oryx 41: 135.

12.00-12.30 Path-dependence in conservation policy
Bill Adams (University of Cambridge, UK)

Over time, conservation policies are not static, but change in response to new evidence, new
ideas and new challenges. There are many examples of this, such as the way in which
‘community conservation’ ideas became so important in the last decades of the twentieth
century, or the current interest in conservation and poverty alleviation. Ideas about what
should be prioritised in conservation, and what approaches and methods should be used, also
differ from place to place, between organisations, and among different people. But how do
ideas about conservation change? And how should we understand the process by which they
change? Do our ideas about conservation change effectively and smoothly in response to
evidence and as a result of rational reflection, or is change more random and quirky, blown
about by fashion? Does change happen when it should, or do our ideas get stuck in a rut? This
paper will discuss paradigms and paradigm shifts in conservation, and will consider the idea of
policy narratives, and the way they structure and constrain our thinking. It will ask how, in
practice, ideas change in conservation, and consider whether we can find better ways to
change our ideas and policies.

12.30-14.00 LUNCH

14.00-14.30 Conservation and the politics of knowledge
Peter Brosius (The University of Georgia, USA)

In this talk | examine the issue of conservation and development trade-offs from the
perspective of an analytical tradition concerned with understanding the ways in which
knowledge production is linked to the production of various configurations of power and
political authority. | begin by making three fundamental observations about trade-offs. First, the
concept of trade-offs is enormously complex and open to a range of interpretations. Some
disciplines employ the concept with precision, while others embed the concept in implicit ways
through a range of predicates (choice, decision, triage, compromise, priority). Second, the
issue of scale is embedded in a multiplicity of ways in the analysis and implementation of
conservation trade-offs. Producing and circulating knowledges at or across a range of scales
influences the ways in which trade-offs are identified, calculated, analyzed and negotiated.
Third, the “social context” in which conservation is carried out encompasses much more than
the social realities that exist at specific sites of intervention. Developing new understandings of
how conservation trade-offs are identified, calculated, analyzed and negotiated requires that
we also focus our research efforts on sites of organization, concept-development and
planning.

Based on these observations, | argue that any effort to analyze the contemporary conservation
domain must engage with the issue of knowledge. The effort by actors and institutions to
address the erosion of global biodiversity intersects with the production, distribution and
application of knowledge in myriad ways. Decisions about how conservation trade-offs should
be made are premised on the production of various forms of knowledge —biological, social,
economic, and more. How we understand the politics of knowledge in conservation is key to
understanding the processes by which trade-offs are identified, calculated, analyzed and
negotiated. | further suggest that effective conservation decision-making and calculation of
trade-offs requires more than scientific information and must be premised on a broader



conception of credibility that recognizes the different contexts in which academics,
practitioners, state authorities, community members and other actors work. Acknowledging the
plurality of regimes of credibility entails an engagement with the complexities of the multiple
contexts in which the production and dissemination of knowledge, and the calculation of trade-
offs, takes place today.

| conclude by providing a number of examples of the way in which a focus on the politics of
knowledge can provide new insights into how conservation and development trade-offs are
made.

SESSION V: FUTURE CONSIDERATIONS
Chair: Dr Leon Bennun, BirdLife International

14.30-15.00 Climate change and conservation
Stephen Willis and Brian Huntley (Durham University, UK)

In a world of increasingly isolated and fragmented populations of individual species, protected
areas are now vital in maintaining biodiversity. However, current observed and future forecast
changes in global climate are likely to result in the potential for large range shifts in many taxa,
leading to the possibility of high turnover of species in protected areas, or local extinctions of
less mobile and isolated populations. Protected area (PA) networks as a whole tend to cover
available climate space well at a continental scale, suggesting that they could be robust to
climatic change. However, species’ abilities to move between PAs is variable and will also
depend on the occurrence of other key species and habitats in newly suitable areas, leading to
uncertainty in the likelihood of shifts being realised. As many PAs remain inadequately
protected, this provides a conservation dilemma; should we focus funding on protecting sites in
climatically stable regions or conversely, should we focus conservation on regions simulated to
experience the greatest upheaval? Whichever strategy we adopt, it is apparent that we need to
allow for flexibility in PA management to accommodate species turnover and we need to make
the matrix between PAs more permeable to facilitate range shifts. Finally, turnover of species
in protected areas may result in some protected areas losing the species for which they were
originally designated, potentially leading to their declassification. Given the potential for the
current networks as a whole to conserve species, we suggest a paradigm shift is needed in the
designation of PAs, emphasising their importance for harbouring a range of species both now
and in the future and not solely based on their current species complement.

15.00-15.30 Drivers of biodiversity change
Georgina Mace (Imperial College London, UK)

The major direct drivers of biodiversity loss are habitat loss, over-exploitation, invasive
species, climate change and pollution (including nutrient loading). Over time, the importance of
each of these has varied and habitat loss is currently considered the most important present-
day threat to species. Most conservation actions are planned using current information on
threats and management options. Yet we know that both the indirect and the direct drivers of
change are altering in intensity into the future, with increases anticipated from many drivers,
but significant increases expected especially from climate change and nutrient loading. Current
conservation investments need to be effective in the face of future conditions. Ideally
information on trends in drivers, their expected impacts on species, and their response to
policy and management interventions would be used to design efficient actions. In practice,
much of this information is missing, at least for the time scales and spatial scales that are



relevant for conservation. Even without this knowledge however, approaches to integrate
biodiversity conservation into broader environmental planning and maximise the options for
persistence under future scenarios of rapid environmental change should now be considered.

15.30-16.00 TEA/COFFEE

CRITICAL ISSUES
Chair: Professor Bill Adams, University of Cambridge

16.00-17.00 Concluding Panel Presentation and Discussion

16.00-16.20 Discussants@views
Ana Rodrigues (University of Cambridge)
Bruno Monteferri (Peruvian Society for Environmental Law)
Cathy Dean (Save the Rhino International)

Toby Gardner (University of East Anglia)

16:20-16.50 Audience reaction

16.50-17.00: Results of a questionnaire

17.00 End of symposium



