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MA: Ecosystems: basic functions;
Biodiversity services and benefits to people

Goods Quality of Life;
Human Well Being

Nature: Biodiversity and Ecosystems

IPBES: Goods and Services
benefiting people

Constituents of Different
Well-being frameworks

UKNEA: Ecosystem Ecosystem
Air, Land, Water, Life Functions Services

Differences over the conceptualisation and categorisation

of ecosystem services, functions and benefits.

Differences over appropriate institutions and
goals for governing ecosystems

Benefits to Human
People Well-being

Differences over meaning
of poverty

Differences over institutions
governing benefit distribution

‘ Differences over spatial and temporal timescales under consideration

Different
normative positions

Primary Motivation Nature and the Environment

Primary Motivation Economic Growth



Normative Positions

. Ecosystems should be managed to deliver services in ways that enable biodiversity
conservation.

. Ecosystems should be managed to deliver services in ways that maintain their functional
integrity.

. Ecosystems should be managed to deliver services in ways that protect and secure the
existing lives and livelihoods of the poor.

. Ecosystems should be managed to deliver services in ways that bring new benefits to the
poor.

. Ecosystems should be managed to deliver services in ways that maximise economic
growth.
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Questionnaire Structure

. Demographics
. Background — are they interested in clarifying the relationships between ES and PA and why?

. Ideas surrounding ES and PA — possibility of win-wins, definitions of ES and PA, and management
and governance of ES and PA and ES for PA

. Importance of different types of ES and their role in PA
. Agreement with the normative positions (keeping in mind their region of expertise)

. Governance of ES, PA and ES for PA — trade-offs in governance, role of new markets versus
incentives versus state regulations versus civil society

. Issues of language



Preliminary Results
Background

Main Subject Areas

Other NN
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70

69% work in Higher Education/University

Broad global spread of research areas

BUT: Respondents are interested in clarifying the
relationships between ES and PA because “we may fail
to protect ecosystems and their related ES” (64%) or “
we may introduce new policies that have unintended
consequences for ecosystems and their related ES”
(17%) versus those interested in delivery of ES to people
in poverty or policies with unintended consequences for
people in poverty.



Preliminary Results
Trade-offs and Win-Wins

Trade-offs do occur at interface of ecosystem service management and poverty
alleviation

mYes mNo

83% of respondents think win-wins are possible with the right knowledge
and management strategy




Preliminary Results

Governance of Ecosystem Services for Poverty Alleviation
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Preliminary Results
Normative Positions
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Thanks! eSp

ecosystem services
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Please fill in the questionnaire before the 14t October 2016 at:

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1ihT4x8 yf4ZcgD80Lf9yUqgB6AHhe3GZewEXBBREUEVQ/viewform?c=0&w=1&usp=
mail form link

Email me: caroline.howe@sheffield.ac.uk if you would like me to send you the link, or alternatively visit our website:

https://ecosystemservicesandpovertydebates.wordpress.com which also has more details of other aspects of the

project.
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