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Introduction

As a means to introducing a postdoctoral research project that I am currently developing, this paper explores engagement between social scientists and policy-makers on the issue of environmentally-induced human displacement.  After defining my terms and describing the initial impetus for this research, I present a brief overview of social science contributions to human displacement scholarship.  Then, drawing from previous research on engagement between social scientists and environmental policy-makers in the context of protected area conservation, I introduce some impediments to engagement, highlighting specifically the claim that social scientists are not providing the types of data policy-makers need.  Thereafter, I present my research proposal for an ethnographic analysis of human displacement policy. 

Displacement has been conventionally understood to indicate a group's involuntary movement away from their place of residence.  While most scholarship on human displacement in the context of environmental change focuses on migration, for the purposes of this paper, and reflecting a recent shift in conservation and development scholarship and policy, I use the term displacement to convey both restrictions in resource access and geographic relocation (Cernea 2006).   Cernea (2006) considers this conceptual shift, which has been adopted by such multilateral agencies as the World Bank and African and Asian Development Banks, a policy advancement, because it mandates compensation regardless of whether or not a group was physically relocated by a conservation or development intervention.  From another point of view, however, the broadening of displacement "to include the economic, social, cultural, and other forms of loss" is unnecessary and "more appropriately reserved for physical removal and resettlement" (Agrawal and Redford 2009).  


Engagement is defined by communication and collaboration to create, influence, and improve environmental policy on human displacement. Social scientists include anthropologists, geographers, political scientists, sociologists, economists, ecologists, and other social researchers working on the human dimensions of environmental change or the issue of displacement. Environmental policy‐makers include environmental planners, professionals, biologists, ecologists, climatologists, local, national, and international governmental officials and nongovernmental representatives. Both social scientists and environmental policy‐makers might work for or represent a variety of institutions including universities, governmental and non governmental institutions, and donor agencies, or they may be independent consultants. 


Over the past few years, my dissertation research and writing have focused on conservation related displacement and resettlement in southern Africa.  My first formal introduction to the topic of human displacement in the context of climate change was at the 2008 United Nations University Summer Academy on "Environmental Change, Migration and Social Vulnerability" in Hohenkammer, Germany.  This workshop also prompted me to consider research on engagement between social scientists and environmental policy-makers.  

The Summer Academy was chaired by Anthony Oliver-Smith and brought together 25 international PhD students representing both the social and natural scientists as well as international human rights law with senior scientists and other experts.  On day one we dove directly into debate and discussion.  As PhD students long devoted to our own, rather singular dissertation research projects, we were abuzz with the exposure to each others' work; excited about the prospects for our own work; and eager to engage all the intricacies and complexities surrounding the relationships between migration, environment, and vulnerability.  Day two came along and along with it a panel of policy-makers on environmental migration, and, in the span of an hour or two, the policy-makers rendered our group deflated.    

The policy-makers left us with the following three messages:  1) the language some in the group were using to describe environmental migration was inappropriate; 2) there was a lack of empirical data on environmental migration, and the data that did exist was out of date, not comparable, or just plain unscientific; and 3) the complexity our work was trying to illuminate, while interesting, was not applicable to the types of decisions policy-makers were facing.  I was struck at how much this third point resonated with research I had conducted on engagements between social scientists, particularly anthropologists, and environmental policy makers, particularly those working in protected area conservation
.  Therein was the impetus for the research project I will discuss with you today.  Before moving on to discuss the relationship between this perception and the impediments that keep social scientists and environmental policy-makers apart, I will briefly discuss the relationship between human displacement and vulnerability, introduce some common ground between social scientists and environmental policy-makers, and present an overview of social science contributions to environmental policy on human displacement.  
The Relationship between Human Displacement and Climate Change Vulnerability:


In recent decades, scholarship on social vulnerability has improved our understandings of the social dimensions of climate change including how policy might reduce vulnerability to global environmental change (Kelly and Adger 2000; Ribot 2009).  My perspective on vulnerability is informed primarily by a political economic approach reflected, for example, in the working definition of vulnerability developed by Kelly and Adger (2000).  Building from Blaikie et al (1994), Kelly and Adger (2000: 328) defined vulnerability as "the ability or inability of individuals and social groupings to respond to, in the sense of cope with, recover from or adapt to, any external stress placed on their livelihoods and well-being".  This definition constitutes what Kelly and Adger referred to as the "wounded soldier" approach.  


Vulnerabilis was the term used by the Romans to describe the state of a soldier lying 
wounded on the battlefield, i.e., already injured therefore at risk from further attack.  
The relevance to the present discussion is that vulnerability, in this classic sense, is 
defined primarily by the prior damage (the existing wound) and not by the future stress 
(any further attack).  By analogy then, the vulnerability of any individual or social 
grouping to some particular form of natural hazard is determined primarily by their 
existent state, that is, by their capacity to respond to that hazard, rather than by what 
may or may not happen in the future." (Kelly and Adger 2000: 328).  

This definition, therefore, departs from the conceptualization of vulnerability as an end point of a sequence of events (327).  That being said, "vulnerability does not exist in isolation, only with respect to exposure to some specific impact or set of impacts" (Kelly and Adger 2000: 328)

In this paper I conceptualize human displacement as both a cause and consequence of vulnerability to climate change.  This dual conceptualization of human displacement mirrors that of vulnerability.  In the first scenario a group may be rendered vulnerable as a consequence of a climate event and as a result may become displaced.  
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Figure 1:  Scenario One:  Human Displacement as a consequence of climate change
Human displacement as a consequence of climate change , therefore,  relates to the potential for external stressors to displace vulnerable people, either by undermining their access to resources or by inducing them to move.  For reasons that will be discussed later in this paper, devising policy on human displacement, and in particular environmental migration, as a consequence of climate change has proven to be a considerable challenge.   However, conceptualizing the role of human displacement as a cause of vulnerability to climate change may be an even greater challenge for policy-makers because it involves the underlying political and socio economic processes that contribute to marginalization and inequities.  


In scenario two, a group who is displaced by, for example, a development project may become vulnerable to a climate change event if, for example, in their destination locations they were not able to establish access to environmental resources.  
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Figure 2:  Scenario  Two:  Human displacement as a cause of vulnerability to climate change

There is, of course, the potential for a feedback loop between these two oversimplified scenarios.  
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Figure 3.  The Cause and Consequence Feedback Loop  

The point here, however, is not to tease out the complex relationships between and within the two scenarios but rather to suggest that there is a range of potential policy entrances at points along this spectrum which may be simplified into two categories:  1) a post event curative or responsive entry-point and 2) a pre-event, preventative or pro active entrance.  
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Figure 4:  Two Broadly Defined Entry Points to Policy on Human Displacement
Points of departure 


First, in the age of climate change and climate action, there is substantial need for social scientists and environmental policy‐makers to engage. Second many social scientists and policy‐makers share an appreciation for long‐term sustainability.  Third, both groups realize that environmental policy is not static and fourth, that it is inherently political.  Finally, fifth, both are also keenly aware that the objectives of many sustainability initiatives have not been realized under current practice.

Social science contributions to environmental policy on human displacement


Of particular relevance to  environmentally induced human displacement, social scientists have provided insight into, first, the complexity of causation.  Human displacement has been induced by conflict, natural disasters and hazards, socioeconomic change, environmental degradation, the implementation of conservation and development projects, and, also, by policy interventions. Second, they have examined the relationship between migration and decision-making.  Scholarship has illuminated the push and pull factors that contribute to decision-making and illustrated how the decision to migrate may vary across and within households in the same community.  More recently, and again in the realm of conservation and development, scholars have problematized the notion of volition by asserting that the need to show that resettlement projects are voluntary in order to meet World Bank standards has motivated some practitioners to ratchet up the push factors in order to induce local people to comply with resettlement (Schmidt-Soltau and Brockington 2007).  This argument diminishes the power of terms like "voluntary" and "forced" in determining compensation.  

Social scientists have also analyzed the social effects of large-scale resettlement projects.  Among other findings, scholarship has shown why resettlement initiatives that do not recognize and respond to issues relating to local tenure institutions, social networks, and social articulation have failed (Cernea 2005).  They have illuminated:  the historical variables that may influence the relationships and interactions between resource users and environmental policy-makers; how different resource management and tenure systems have evolved; how particular places have been differentially, claimed, represented, and contested; the historical development of global environmental concern and global environmental policy; how development and relief projects benefit some more than others; and how the availability of funding effects policy goals.  Finally, social scientists have provided cross scale approaches to studying the human dimensions of climate change.  The creation of climate change policy at the global scale increases both the need to recognize the social aspects of environmental policy and the opportunities for social researchers and environmental policy-makers to work together. Working at the global scale, however, should not correspond to a movement away from the need to prioritize local resource residents and local resource users.  Therefore the ability for social research to make "local" processes (including those political economic processes that link the local to the global) visible is significant to the creation and implementation of human displacement policy.
Impediments to engagement

The need for social scientists to engage in environmental policy-making on human displacement is substantial.  However, in recent decades interactions between social scientists and policy-makers have revealed a number of potential impediments to engagement.  The potential impediments to engagement have much to do with perceptions of the other.  Some social researchers perceive environmental policy-makers unfairly blame local people by creating an overly simplistic link between local resource use practices and environmental degradation.  
Social scientists may further perceive environmental policy to be overly influenced by certain impulses or tendencies of environmentalism that are ahistorical (Cronon 1993) and even antihistorical.  These tendencies are characterized by a crisis approach that may undermine scientific rigor (Guyer and Richards 1996).  Third social researchers perceive that they are brought in too late; that is after a human organizational problem has gone particularly wrong.  

For their part, environmental policy-makers perceptions on social research are shaped by the following characteristics which may work to obscure policy goals.  If environmental policy-makers blame local people, in many cases, social researchers tend to blame global economic and political factors for environmental degradation; these forces are difficult to identify and even more difficult to hold accountable or to govern.  Second, policy-makers may perceive that social research is characterized by an inaccessible academic language and tone that serves to distance science from practice.  As a related point, social research may be characterized by unruly data, long-interviews and counter-maps, and oral histories that may not feed readily into policy.  Further, from the perspective of environmental policy-makers, the legacy of critique amongst many of us has served not only to impede conservation goals but also, in some instances, to demonize environmental practice.  Each of these resonate with that third point made in Hohenkammer - social scientists are not providing the types of data policy-makers  need.  

Again, the policy-makers in Hohenkammer highlighted the following three points:  1) the language some in the group were using to describe environmental migration was inappropriate; 2) there was a lack of empirical data on environmental migration, and the data that did exist was out of date, not comparable, or just plain unscientific; and 3) the complexity our work was trying to illuminate, while interesting, was not applicable to the types of decisions policy-makers were facing.
In making their first two points, the policy experts in Hohenkammer addressed three of the most salient issues that have emerged in both scholarship and policy on environmental migration (Moriniere 2009).  First, terminology and in particular the use or misuse of the term "environmental refugee"; second causation or what we referred to at the Summer Academy as the question of drivers; and third, the numbers (see Moriniere 2009).

Terminology:  Following World War II, there was heightened recognition of the need for states to assume responsibility for the violent displacement of their citizenry.  To that end, the League of Nations created the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) to monitor international human mobility (Bronen et al. 2009)
.   Resulting from the UNHCR mission, in their destination locations, international migrants accorded "refugee" status receive the benefit of admission and access to services and resources unavailable to all other categories of migrants (Bronen et al. 2009).  An additional legacy of the UNHCR relates to terminology.  Since the founding of this governing body, in the international policy context the term "refugee" has been used both to convey involuntary or forced movement and/or to signal the need for an international protocol of humanitarian assistance and protection (Bronen et al. 2009).  

In other circles, however, the term “refugee” has been commonly used to refer to any person fleeing or displaced by extreme misfortune and distress (Hansen and Oliver-Smith 1982).  For example, in describing hurricane Katrina victims as "refugees," even though the vast majority remained within United States, academics, politicians, and other sympathizers were attempting to signal the urgency of their situation and to push the state to take responsibility.  The “environmental refugee” label brought a sense of urgency and needed attention to the issue of environmentally-induced migration.  Some hurricane victims, however, took offense to the label.  Their perception was that being described as a refugee portrayed them as unwelcome visitors in a nation that was supposed to be taking its citizenry (Martin and Browne 2007).  

Some migration scholars and policy-makers find environmental refugee terminology highly inappropriate, because there is a shared sense of agreement that extending the term “refugee" beyond the narrowed usage employed by the UNHCR will undermine and further complicate an already compromised mandate (Bronen et al. 2009).  Additionally, as described by Raleigh and Jordan (2009: 103) the term environmental refugee "conflates the idea of disaster victim with that of a refugee" and reduces the complexity in inherent in both situations.  More importantly, however, will environmental migrants who leave their country receive protection by the UN?  

In many respects, this issue of refugee terminology may be more correctly categorized as a problem of accountability.  Over the last century, the answer to the question, under whose mandate do displaced people fall?, has had much to do with motivation, location, and volition.  Those who were forced to moved abroad due to political violence were protected by the UN mandate.  Those who moved internally were to be protected by individual nation-states.  


Indeed the situation seems less complicated for internally displaced people who make up the vast majority of displaced people (Baird et al 2007).  The Guiding Principles on Internal Migration which were formed to help individual nation-states manage displacement "seek to protect all internally displaced persons in internal conflict situations, natural disasters and other situations of forced displacement."
  However, these guidelines only propose to protect those who physically move and, therefore, leave out people who may be displaced by environmental change but do not relocate.    

Drivers:  In addition to accountability, a second sub-issue implicated in the terminology debate relates to the problem of identifying and isolating displacement drivers.  Among scholars the verdict is out as to whether or not environmental degradation is a) a primary cause for people to migrate or b) merely a factor driving people’s decision to move intermixed with more fundamental cultural, political and economic triggers (Afifi and Warner 2008).  Not only is disaggregating environmentally-induced drivers of mobility events from other political and economic drivers a conceptual challenge, doing so has the potential undermine the relationships between political, socio-economic, and environmental processes (Oliver-Smith 1999; Baird et al. 2007).  Further, within different communities and households, vulnerability and displacement thresholds vary significantly (Sharp and Spiegel 1985; Starr 1987; Kelly and Adger 2000; Cliggett 2005).  Of particular relevance to human displacement, the most vulnerable within a community may not be able to relocate to in order to cope with restrictions in resource access (Cohen 2005).  


Numbers:  This brings us to the numbers.  One of the overriding concerns among the policy representatives in Hohenkammer was the "need to know how many are going to be affected, where, and when."  The IPCC has predicted that climate change will drastically increase environmentally-induced human migration causing the number of approximately 25 million migrants currently displaced by pollution, land degradation, drought, and natural disasters, to swell to 200 million by 2050 (Brown 2007).  Additionally, climate change may exacerbate those economic and political conditions that cause conflict and development induced migration (Baird et al 2007).  Such predictions make human displacement, which includes both migration and restrictions in resource access regardless of geographic relocation (Cernea 2006), one of the greatest single impacts of climate change.  Be that as it may, in 2001 the IPCC removed human displacement as a consequence of climate change all together as a concern for policy-makers (Raleigh and Jordan 2009).  According to Raleigh and Jordan, the predictive estimates of people forced to migrate due to climate change have ranged from 10 million to 150 million upwards of 1 billion people.  Some of these numbers seem to be derived from hotspot maps that project sea level rise, drought, and natural disasters.  However, as argued by Raleigh and Jordan (2009: 106; see also Meze-Hausken 2004) "to be vulnerable to climate change... does not make one a potential climate migrant".

A full discussion of the inconsistencies here is beyond the scope of this paper; suffice it to say that the range of predictions climate induced human displacement are perceived by policy-makers to be holding back the creation and implementation of policy.  The failure to isolate or even identify environment as displacement driver corresponds to the inability for scientists to predict the numbers of migrants who may be displaced by climate change (Bronen et al. 2009; Raleigh and Jordan 2009).  A perceived lack of legitimate predictions further obscures the potential scale of the displacement problem and the issue of who should be accountable for helping those with the potential to be displaced.  

Incommensurability:  
The third take home point the policy-makers left us with was that the issues many of us brought to the table, while interesting, were by and large was not applicable to the types of decisions policy-makers were facing.  Clearly there are some major gaps in climate change research, but in making this point, I suggest that the policy-makers were speaking beyond gaps.  Instead they were illustrating a level of incommensurability between the humanitarian and social and natural science research being presented and the policy expectations
.  


My knowledge of incommensurability in so far as Feyeraband and Kuhn applied it to the philosophy of science is admittedly thin so I approach this topic with due hesitation.  Here I am applying incommensurability not to different scientific approaches, but rather to the relationship between social science and environmental policy-makers.  My use of the term is simply to point out that paradigms have "different assumptions about which intellectual and operational scientific methods result in valid scientific knowledge"
 and different standards for deeming scientific problems to be solved.  My contention is that a high level of incommensurability between social scientists and environmental policy-makers was implied in the seemingly simple notion that scientists aren't providing the types of information that the policy-makers need.  This claim begs the question, what does engagement between social science and environmental policy look like?
What does engagement between social science and environmental policy look like?:

The answer I provide here is a modified version of a series of slides presented by Bill Adams, Geographer, at the Advancing Conservation in a Social Context workshop in Helen Georgia, October 2007.   
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Figure 5:  Adams' Slide One:  Social Science and the Public Sphere
This model represents an idealized relationship between scientific research and the public sphere.  So a problem exists in the public sphere, scientists do research on it, policy is formed and implemented based on research findings, and public behavior is changed.  
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Figure 6:  Adams' Slide Two:  The Presumed Role of Social Science
And this is where social science fits in to this idealized schema.
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Figure 7:  Adams' Slide Three:  The "Community Problem"
Social science comes in to address the question:  Why aren't communities acting the way we want them to?  
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Figure 8:  Adams' Slide Four:  Problematizing "Community"
To address this question, social scientists spawned new questions:  What is a community?; How does a community work? How is the community changing?  At this point of engagement, perhaps we can legitimately question if the nature of social research data- how it looks, how it is organized and how it communicates- acts as an impediment to feeding into policy.  However, at other points of engagement along the research policy process, the question of how to feed social science findings into environmental policy gets turned on its head.  
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Figure 9:  Adams' Slide Five:  Problematizing Policy
The model above represents, from the perspective of many social scientists at least, the full spectrum of engagement between social scientists and environmental policy-makers.  Seen in this light, the question - how might social research feed more effectively into the policy level- is framed as scaling up social science research to fit into the policy level; that is, as making generalizations about information learned at the household or village level so that it can be applied into the policy level.  Perhaps, we need to reframe the question such that we look at ways in which policy might fit on the ground realities (West 2001; Igoe 2004).  The research project I present in this next section aims to address the role of social science in these earlier  stages of policy engagement.  

As a final point before moving into my research proposal, social scientists are not alone in their struggle to engage environmental policy‐makers. Engaging policy means questioning the assumption that science, any science, effects change in environmental decision‐making or if it just becomes the criteria against which policy in interpreted (Sayer 1995; Mosse 2004).   Perhaps more than science, international law, institutional mandates, and the availability of funding may drive human displacement policy in the age of climate change and climate action.

Research Proposal


To test some of the generalizations and assumptions I explored above, I propose to conduct an ethnographic analysis of how social scientists and policy‐makers engage on the issue of human displacement in the context of climate action.  The overarching objective of the research is to track changes and developments in engagement over a two year period, beginning with the Second International Conference on Climate, Sustainability and Development in Semi‐arid Regions (referred to as the "ICID 2010") and ending shortly after the proposed Earth Summit in 2012. A longitudinal, multi‐ sited ethnographic approach to the problem of engagement between social scientists and policy‐makers will illuminate the organizational behaviors, individual relationships, mandates, and power structures that drive decision‐making. This research, therefore, will provide insights that cannot be gained from a review of policy documentation alone (Crismon 2006: 19). 


Traditional ethnographic research has generally confined its focus to single sites characterized by rural communities or disadvantaged groups whose culture differs from that of the researcher. In recent decades, however, recognition of the political economic processes that transcend geographical locality have increased the need for multi‐sited, multi‐scaled ethnographic approaches (Appadurai 1991; Gupta and Ferguson 1992; Marcus 1995; Falzon 2009). In recognition of these important conceptual shifts, this research brings some core components of ethnographic research ‐ a) participant observation, which includes detailed observation, involvement in daily activities, building rapport, and unstructured interviews and b) semi‐structured and in‐depth, structured interviews ‐ to the problem of policy‐making. 


The following integrated questions will guide my postdoctoral research: Q1‐ Who are the primary social scientists and policy‐makers driving, influencing or attempting to influence displacement policy? Q2‐ Are there overlapping and divergent objectives within and between these two groups? Q3‐ What types of engagements with "the other" is each group seeking? For example, what types of information are policy makers‐seeking and why? What types of information are social scientists providing and why? Q4‐ Who is engaging with whom? Under what conditions does engagement occur? What are the sites of engagements? Q5‐Finally, what opportunities and impediments are there for engagement between social scientists and environmental policy‐makers for creating and improving human displacement policy? To address these questions I will conduct a) an event ethnography of key international sustainability meetings, b) a series of consecutive interviews with social scientists and policy‐makers seeking to influence policy on human displacement, and c) a review of policy documents and scholarship pertaining to this issue. 
Event Ethnography: 

Formal data collection will focus on a set of three to five key international sustainability and climate change meetings which focus on creating, informing, and/or effecting change in environmental policy. The first and final of these meetings, the ICID 2010 and the Earth Summit 2012 are determined.  The remaining meetings will be identified as the project develops.  Conceptually and methodologically this project builds from a research approach developed by Brosius, Campbell, and MacDonald who, viewing international meetings as sites of environmental decision‐making, conducted a collaborative event ethnography of the 2007 World Conservation Congress.  Building from Brosius, Campbell and MacDonald, I conceptualize these international conferences on sustainability and climate change as sites of environmental policy‐making.  Theoretically the ICID 2010 and the Earth Summit 2012, among these other meetings, will enable actors from all over the world representing a variety of local, national, and global constituents to engage in environmental decision‐making. At these meetings, the interests and mandates of various stakeholders are presented, measured, and ultimately negotiated. Therefore, who talks to whom, the terms and conditions under which groups and individuals engage, and the aspirations not brought to the table, matter. 

I will analyze the data using social network analysis. In focusing this research focus on engagement, I assume that the relations between social scientists and policy‐makers are significant, capable in fact of effecting change in environmental policy on human displacement. Social network analysis is a strategy for investigating social relations between people or actors including a) how humans use relationships to transfer information and to influence change, b) how events link, affiliate but also exclude and neglect, and c) how international meetings both facilitate and constrain particular engagements (Wasserman and Faust 1994). A particularly illuminating way to assess the different ways in which engagement occurs may be to compare the social networks evident in a) international meetings, b) day to day communications, and c) the literature.  Therefore, at and in between the meetings, I will conduct a series of consecutive interviews with key social scientists and environmental policy‐makers seeking to influence environmental policy on human displacement.  Throughout the research period I will conduct a parallel review of relevant policy documents and academic scholarship, focusing in particular on who is writing with and citing whom. I will also analyze interview and observation data through thematic data analysis in which I identify important themes that describe the opportunities and impediments for engagement as well as the conditions under which engagement occurred. 


Particular points of tension I would like to address through this research include but are not are not limited to:  first, if and how the recent conceptual shift which defines displacement as the restriction of resource access regardless of geographic has influenced policy related to climate change.  Second, if and how policy will address the complexities inherent in the relationship between the factors that cause displacement and the levels of volition and agency obtained by those who move. Third, if and how policy will address the political economy of human displacement, particularly the way in which some people are more vulnerable to the maleffects of political, socioeconomic and environmental change than others; the most vulnerable within a society may not be able to use migration as a response to change; and power is key in determining who participates in and who gains from environmental decision‐making. Fourth and finally, I propose to examine the potential for policy interventions, as societal responses to climate change, to increase the displacement effects of global environmental change.  I will close by elaborating on this final point.   
Conclusion: The Potential for Policy to Displace


Scholarship on vulnerability has brought the social aspects of climate change to the forefront of discussions among, not only social researchers, but also numerous other parties involved in climate policy and governance.  The potential for 1) human displacement to be a consequences of global environmental change and 2) to increase vulnerability to climate change necessitates social science engagement on environmental decision‐making. This need is magnified by the potential for policy interventions to contribute to rather than to prevent human displacement.  For example, Raleigh and Jordan (2009: 119) suggested that one key to mitigating vulnerability to environmental migration is through development:  "Governments can bolster a community's immunity to disaster by encouraging local and urban development, thereby lessoning its social and economic vulnerability to hazards."  Research has shown, however, a) that development only bolsters the coping mechanisms of some and b) that development projects themselves have displaced millions of people (Oliver-Smith 2009).    

As a second example, scholarship has shown that maintaining resource access reduces vulnerability and the risk of impoverishment for displaced people (Kelly and Adger 2000; Cernea 2005). If their resource access is severely diminished, displaced migrants may contribute to exacerbating environmental, socioeconomic, and political struggles in their destination locations (Otsuka and Place 2001; Unruh et al. 2005). Therefore, policy interventions will be measured by their ability not only to prevent human movement but also to prevent ongoing displacement, impoverishment and vulnerability.  This project assumes that social science research will diminish the potential for policy interventions to displace vulnerable people and aims to identify some of the means through which effective engagement may take place.  
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� I conducted this research in the contexts of a) transboundary protected area conservation implementation in southern Africa in conjunction with the Transboundary Protected Areas Research Initiative (TPARI) and b) trade-offs analysis for the Advancing Conservation in a Social Context project (ACSC).


� The UNHCR was designed to be a temporary body charged with protecting and assisting refugees displaced during World War II and dealt primarily with Europeans displaced in Europe.  Half a century later, millions of people fall under the UNHCR mandate (http://www.unhcr.org/pages/49c3646c2.html).  


� http://www.idpguidingprinciples.org/


� The role of incommensurability in the problem of engagement between science and policy-makers was brought to my attention at the Rethinking Trade-offs: ACSC Global Research Workshop entitled Conservation and the Politics of Knowledge, November 6-8, 2007, Unicoi State Park, Helen, Georgia.  


� http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Commensurability_(philosophy_of_science)
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