Ecology and vulherability

Islands and sustainable risk management

Introduction

In this paper, two conceptual models
are combined in order to propose
insight into and a way forward for
achieving sustainable risk manage-
ment. These models direct research
and application towards the appropriate
issues and encourage multidisciplinary
work and solutions.

The first conceptual model sum-
marized is “Disaster Ecology”. This
term was first used by Lewis (1980)
and brings an ecological framework
to the understanding of dealing with
disasters. Applying similar reasoning
for “Risk Ecology™ widens the concept
beyond specific disaster events, setting
the stage for a focus on vulnerability in
order to achieve sustainable risk man-
agement. The second conceptual model
summarized is “Island Vulnerability™,
which has developed through the web-
site http://www.islandvulnerability.
org Island vulnerability describes the
importance of and advantages from
exploring the vulnerability of islands.

Using the disaster ecology approach
for island vulnerability illustrates the
insights which can be gained from,
and highlights lessons to be applied
by practitioners for, moving towards
sustainable risk management. To begin,
the meaning and importance of vulner-
ability are described.

Vulnerability

The disaster management and risk
management literature (e.g. UN DHA
1992) tends to converge on definitions
similar to:

Disaster. An event with detrimental
consequences beyond the coping abil-
ity of the affected community. For
example, houses collapsing during an
earthquake.

Risk. The potential for disaster or ex-
pected losses over a given timeframe,
usually expressed or calculated as a
combination of hazard and vulnerabil-
ity. For example, a community might
estimate that 5% of their properties
will be flooded by a river during the
next decade.

Hazard. An event, process, or entity
interpreted as posing a threat. For ex-
ample, the hazard of a landslide which
might bury a town or the hazard of
disinterest in preserving a language
which can lead to cultural loss. A
“natural hazard” stems from the natu-
ral environment, such as earthquakes,
tornadoes, or viruses.

Vulnerability. The potential for dam-
age or harm to occur. For example,
during smog, emergency ambulance
calls for respiratory complaints might
increase 60% with people older than
50 years accounting for the majority
of extra calls.

The term “natural disaster” fre-
quently denotes a disaster requiring a
natural hazard. Because vulnerability
is also required for a disaster to occur,
few disasters are truly “natural” (e.g.
Wisner ef al. 1976). Thus, “natural
disaster” is a misnomer and this paper
uses the phrase “disaster involving a
natural hazard”.

Before a disaster, much effort is
often expended in quantifying risk.
After a disaster, much effort is often

expended in studying the disaster’s

effects. Hazard studies, usually com-
ing from the physical sciences such
as meteorology and seismology, tend
to receive prominence, such as the
annual predictions of Atlantic tropical
cyclones (e.g. Gray ef al. 2003) and
analyses of earthquake frequencies
(e.g. Murray and Segall 2002).

Vulnerability, with perhaps the least
concrete of the previous definitions,
could appear to be secondary or less
important. No annual report exists
of the vulnerability of Atlantic com-
munities to tropical cyclones. Few
studies examine the frequency or rate
with which communities are becoming
increasingly vulnerable to earthquakes.
Vulnerability therefore warrants a more
detailed investigation.

Expanding the definition of vul-
nerability (after. e.g.. Capobianco er
al., 1999; Klein and Nicholls, 1999;
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Wisner et al., 2004), it is often taken

as (a) mathematically a function of and

(b) non-mathematically comprising:

1. Resistance, the ability to withstand
change due to a hazard.

2.Resilience, the ability to return to
the original state following a hazard
event.

3. Susceptibility, the current character-
istics which could be harmed from

a hazard event, without taking into

account temporal changes.

This definition may be interpreted
for natural environments, individuals,
societies, structures, infrastructure, so-
cial networks, communities, cultures,
and the built environment.

An example of a coastal settle-
ment in a tropical cyclone illustrates
the definition’s applicability. People
have resistance in their ability to live
through the tropical cyclone without
having nightmares for the next year
and without being fearful each time the
wind blows more strongly than usual.
Houses have resistance in their ability
to withstand structural collapse due to
wind speed, debris, and external water
pressure from rain or a storm surge.
People’s resilience appears through
their ability to carry on with their
normal routines soon after the tropical
cyclone has passed. Houses also have
resilience in their materials’ physical
properties relating to the ability to dry
without damage following inundation.
Finally, people have susceptibility due
to gender and age distributions, prior
disabilities, familiarity with survival
and coping strategies, and mental and
physical states when the tropical
cyclone strikes. The houses have sus-
ceptibility due to their value, state of
maintenance, and location.

Vulnerabilities of houses and people
influence each other. People can affect
their house’s vulnerability by boarding
up windows and securing or removing
loose objects in the garden. Houses
can affect the people’s vulnerability by
their ability to withstand damage. The
difference is that houses do not make
decisions and choices, whereas people

do. People’s decisions frequently af-
fect others” vulnerability more than
their own.

Thus, rather than looking at vul-
nerability as only related to location
or place, Lewis (1999) suggests that
social and political issues must be
considered as much the physical rec-
ognition of a current state of vulner-
ability and a community’s physical
resistance to natural hazard forces.
Vulnerability often manifests after an
event, such as river floods affecting
poorer people more than richer people
(Pelling, 1999), or after a process, such
as cultural heritage being lost because
a generation of youth has sought op-
portunities off the island.

This vulnerability, though, is not just
in the dilapidated state of the poorer
dwellings or in the physical pres-
ence of the financially disadvantaged
population in a flood-prone location.
Vulnerability also encompasses the
hidden and intangible external pres-
sures--social, economic, political, and
historic--over which this sector of the
population may have no control, which
prescribe living in such locations, and
which produce the lack of options and
resources for mitigation.

Lewis (1999) notes, therefore, that
commonly “vulnerability is related to
overall policies and activities in the
control of others”. Vulnerability is not
only about the present state, but also
about what we have done to ourselves
and to others over the long-term; why
and how we have done that in order
to reach the present state; and how we
could change the present vulnerability
state to improve in the future.

Ecology of vulnerability

The importance of vulnerability has
been shown. An approach for examin-
ing and understanding vulnerability is
now required.

The traditional view of disaster
is of a detrimental phenomenon to
both the society and the environment
which must be avoided. The concept
of recovery, for example, implicitly

assumes that an ideal pre-disaster state
exists to which society, communities,
and individuals must return following
a disaster event. The presupposition is
that returning to this pre-disaster state
is viable and desirable. Similarly. a
disaster destroying an ecosystem or
cultural heritage is generally assumed
to be unwelcome. While disasters can
have appalling consequences, they may
also provide opportunities to rebuild
to a different and better state than had
existed before and to enact beneficial
changes which might not have been
feasible otherwise.

While this view applies to society
over shorter time scales such as human
life and smaller space scales such as a
city or country, it also applies to global
natural history. Conceptual conflicts
result. The mass extinction event which
included the death of the dinosaurs ap-
proximately 65 million years ago per-
mitted the rise of mammals followed
by the development of humanity (e.g.
Cooper and Penny, 1997), but a similar
event today would not be considered
acceptable.

These analogies and conceptual link-
ages between environmental/ecologi-
cal and societal/sociological aspects,
on differing scales of space and time,
yield a set of linked questions:

« How might it be possible to extract
the positive consequences from dis-
aster while minimizing the negative
consequences?

« Might the positive and negative con-
sequences be inextricably linked?

* How are positive and negative conse-
quences defined and identified? This
question effectively investigates how
“disaster” is defined and indicates
that detrimental consequences are
subjectively defined.

Kelman (2003) and Lewis (1999)
detail examples where disasters in-
volving natural hazards were a trigger
for political change or influenced a
war’s deciding battle. Disaster and
risk can become a resource in some
circumstances--or from the victor’s
viewpoint. To fully understand the



presence and consequences of this
potential “risk resource™ and the role
of vulnerability, a wide overview is
necessary. Ecology provides such an
overview.

Ecology investigates the relationship
between organisms and their natural
environment. By analogy, disaster
ecology investigates the relationship
between society and the social and
physical environment which results
in disaster. The role of disaster could
be defining of that relationship or a
defining component of the specific
society considered. For example, many
riverine societies are dependent on
annual floods and their annual cycle
centers around the floods” appearance.
Etkin and Stefanovic (2004) and Fraser
et al. (2003) discuss how society’s
dependence on and interaction with
natural hazards is a key component of
vulnerability.

The ecological term “disturbance”,
or the generic word “change” incor-
porating both the nature and rate of
that change, might therefore be more
appropriate than “disaster”. This term
provides linguistic neutrality and in-
dicates the complexity of outcomes
which a disaster event yields and the
pace at which such outcomes might
oceur.

Actions by society to resist change,
such as from a disaster, themselves
create change. Therefore, anticipating
disaster or merely the thought or idea
of disaster, irrespective of an actual
event. is part of the disaster ecology of
asociety. Disaster ecology applies not
only to society’s reactions following a
disaster, but also to the influence of the
threat of disaster on society s attitudes
and decisions, which might lead to
prevention, mitigation, and adaptation
activities. Therefore, the initial idea of
disaster ecology based on Lewis (1980)
has moved into “Risk Ecology™.

Understanding ecologies is used for
improving the relationship between or-
ganisms and their environment as well
as for improving interaction between
society and the environment. By anal-

ogy, understanding disaster and risk
ecologies can be used for improving
the changes which occur when society
encounters disaster or risk.

These changes would be dominated
by society’s ability to prevent, miti-
gate, and cope with disasters; that is,
society’s vulnerability. Understanding
how vulnerability changes society and
how society changes its vulnerabilities
yields an ecology of vulnerability. The
importance and relative lack of inves-
tigation of vulnerability suggests that
an ecology of vulnerability would be
a vital component for sustainable risk
management.

Given the complexities of ecological
studies and their far-reaching nature,
fully understanding the ecology of
vulnerability presents challenges. A
system in which such studies could
be undertaken is needed. This system
should be small enough that linkages
could be viewed. analyzed, and inter-
preted. Isolation would assist to keep
the analysis relatively simple. In order
to ensure that recommendations are
practical and workable, this system
should also be realistic rather than be-
ing artificial or created specifically for
research purposes.

One system which meets these crite-
ria in ecological studies is islands. par-
ticularly small islands (e.g. MacArthur
and Wilson, 1967). Understanding
island vulnerability to disasters is thus
proposed for understanding the ecol-
ogy of vulnerability and, hence disaster
and risk ecologies.

Ecology of island
vulnerability

Islands

The focus on islands arises because the
physical and psychological isolation of
islands tends to prioritise them dispro-
portionately low in comparison to their
importance. Reasons for neglecting
islands include small size, lack of re-
sources, and relative inaccessibility, yet
these same characteristics make islands
more unique and more vulnerable.

When the risk in a vulnerable situa-
tion manifests, such as in the form of
a disaster, an island’s insularity tends
to preclude a timely response with the
needed resources. The result is worse
consequences than would occur at an-
other location experiencing a similar
situation.

A set definition for terms including
“island™, *small island™, and “isolated”
does not exist in a geographical con-
text. Many authors (e.g., Briguglio
et al., 1996; Crowards, 2002; Royle,
2001) have discussed definitions of
these terms using such criteria as:
® dictionary definitions
® population size
® land area
® arable land area
® gross national product
® environmental influence, forexample

defining an island to be a landmass

which does not create its own climate
or ecology due to its volume

® characteristics of social geography,
such as the presence of a unique
people or culture.

In the end, it is appropriate to answer
the question “What is an island?”” with
an intuitive concept of a comparatively
small landmass, generally without an
adequate land transportation network
connecting with a larger land mass.
This statement is not a definition but a
working description. Obvious exam-
ples of islands are St. Lucia and the
Chatham Islands which belong to New
Zealand. Africa and Nebraska are not
islands in the sense of physical geog-
raphy. Brazil and Galicia are arguably
cultural and linguistic islands. Ambi-
guities emerge, including Andorra and
Ceuta (Spain).

In defining islands, the experience
of smallness and isolation, as distinct
from theoretical analyses, should
be considered alongside traditional
criteria such as population size, land
area, and resources. The 122 km? of
St. Helena or the 400 km? of Barbados
are substantial “smallnesses™ when
compared to that of Tuvalu’s 26 km’.
Much more significant is that Tuvalu’s



minimal land area is scattered amongst
nine atolls over oceanic distances
of 650 km. Although all are “small™
— islands or states — the experience
of their land formations, whether by
visitors or indigenous inhabitants, is
vastly different.

Understanding islands thus requires
an understanding of “dispersiveness”
or “entireness” in order to convey the
fragility and the remoteness that is a
part of a special experience of islands.
“Remoteness from what?” —such as a
continental land mass, capital city, or
other islands — would need to be con-
sidered. Smallness is more a complex
matter than simply size. Interactions
with the environment and neighboring
societies, as often dictated by disper-
siveness, emerges in an ecological
context.

These interactions and the smallness
and remoteness of islands make them
highly vulnerable to some of the most
devastating disasters involving natural
hazards. One of the most lethal tsunami
(on Papua New Guinea, which is a
small island developing state, in 1998)
and one of the most lethal volcanic

eruptions (on Martinique in 1902) of

the 20th century struck islands. When

tropical cyclones threaten, island

populations cannot evacuate inland as
coastal populations do.

Moreover, islands often experience
longer-term, more chronic vulnerabili-
ties including:

* Maintaining adequate water and
energy supplies.

* Preventing emigration which depletes
the population and removes a needed
skill base.

® Maintaining self-sufficient econo-
mies.

® Preserving their culture and herit-
age.

Such vulnerabilities are as dan-
gerous and important as the single,
catastrophic event, for example an
earthquake or cyclone (e.g. Pelling
2001, Kelman 2003).

These difficulties and challenges
can lead to advantageous outcomes.

The vulnerabilities of isolation and
dispersiveness imply an impetus to-
wards developing local, small-scale
energy sources and water supplies.
These techniques could be transferred
to other locations to reduce community
vulnerability. The same argument ap-
plies to other resources and community
needs because the potential exists for
focusing on self-sufficiency and lo-
cally sustainable resource and risk
management.

A further advantage of islands is
that they provide the compactness and
isolation needed to fully analyze and
communicate the inter-relationships
amongst vulnerability. sustainability,
and risk. The ability to demonstrate and
to articulate the processes which create,
maintain, and could be used to reduce
vulnerability can be learned through
island study and then applied to non-is-
land geographies. The transferability of
lessons from islands to other locations
(e.g. coastal zones or small, landlocked
countries) is a vital outcome from is-
land vulnerability studies.

Islands are examined due to their
importance, their vulnerability, and the
lessons which can be gained.

Island vulnerability
From the previous discussion, island
vulnerability refers to the potential for
harm to come to island locations. More
than the present state of potential harm
must be covered. Island vulnerability
also examines why that state of poten-
tial harm exists in such a relatively
small environment, how it arose, the
advantages and disadvantages of its
existence, how it should be changed,
and how that change might be effected
given the challenges and advantages of
islands. The processes which created
that vulnerability and the processes
which that vulnerability creates are
examined in the island context where
they can be more readily understood
than in other locations.

Pelling and Uitto (2001) quantify
island vulnerability by using socioeco-
nomic data to develop a vulnerability

index or indicator number by which
islands may be ranked. They conclude
that *“The larger, and least globally con-
nected island states are those most se-
verely affected by disaster... Although
it is the smaller islands that are most
at risk from “knock-out” by a single
event.” The vulnerabilities experienced
by islands are aptly illustrated.

UN DHA (1992) also provides a
quantitative definition of vulnerability:
“Degree of loss (from 0% to 100%)
resulting from a potentially damag-
ing phenomenon”. When considering
vulnerability as a percent loss, the im-
portance of islands becomes apparent,
as Lewis (1999) notes in discussing
“proportional impact”. Proportional
impact reports percentages: for ex-
ample, the percent of the population
killed or affected or the percent of the
infrastructure damaged. In contrast,
disaster magnitude reports numbers;
for example. the number of people
killed or affected and numbers or
monetary value of buildings damaged
or destroyed.

Prior to the start of the volcanic
eruption in 1995, the total population
of Montserrat was approximately
11,500, about half the death toll from
the 26 January 2001 earthquake in
Guyjarat, India. Superficially, it appears
that the tragedy in India far surpasses
any event which could possibly afflict
Montserrat. Proportional impact, how-
ever, shows the territory of Montserrat
to have far greater vulnerability than
the state of India. Every Montser-
ratian, 100% of the population, has
been directly affected by the volcano.
More than 50% of the population has
migrated away from the island. The
25 June 1997 pyroclastic flows killed
at least 19 people, which proportion-
ally would be equivalent to more than
1.5 million people dying in India
Similarly, nearly 100% of Montserrat’s
main infrastructure was destroyed. The
issue is not to downplay disasters in
India, but to give island disasters the
prominence they deserve.

Therefore, island vulnerability en-
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compasses “proportional impact
and “potential proportional impact
as indicators of the importance of a

£

disaster or potential disaster. Island
vulnerability investigates the processes
which produce the potential propor-
tional impact, of which the small size
of islands is an obvious element, and,
more importantly, looks at ways in
which proportional impacts could be
diminished by reducing vulnerability.
Thus. the ecology of island vulner-
ability emerges.

The compactness and smallness of
islands implies that a reasonable grasp
of the entire vulnerability ecology
could be attained. Meaningful analy-
ses could be completed on the entire
system providing lessons that could be
scaled up to non-islands.

Application

The conceptual background has now
been established. In addition to the
theoretical combination of two con-
ceptual models — disaster ecology and
island vulnerability — application is
needed to indicate how the ecology
of island vulnerability could be used
operationally to contribute to sustain-
able risk management. The first opera-
tional lesson, already implied, is that
studies on islands are an appropriate
starting point, but lessons should be
considered for and applied to non-
island geographies.

Two island case studies are provided
here: Koltur, one of the Faroe Islands
in the North Sea, and Rathlin Island,
Northern Ireland’s only inhabited
island. The specific vulnerability ad-
dressed in both cases is the sustain-
ability of the island heritage.

Koltur

With an area of 2.5 km?, Koltur is the
smallest of the 17 inhabited Faroese
islands (Figures 1 and 2). No com-
mercial ferries travel to the island,
but a public helicopter route has a
few scheduled landings each week.
weather-permitting. Otherwise, a pri-
vate boat or helicopter is needed. The

Figure 2. The Faroese
island of Koltur,
population 2 in 2003
(Copyright llan Kelman,
2003).

population is two: a couple who farm
the island, who were selected from
a group of applicants to live there,
and who are guardians of the unique
Faroese heritage on Koltur.

Koltur has exceptional examples
of old building traditions, in terms of
community layout, building design,
and architecture (Figure 3). After
the historical process of settlement,
declining opportunities, and abandon-
ment, two clusters of buildings remain.
Their principal vulnerability is being
left to decay with the consequent loss
of heritage. Another historical and
continuing process contributing to this
vulnerability is emigration from the
Faroes to seek better opportunity and
the increasing Faroese preference for
urban, consumerist lifestyles.

For tackling Koltur’s vulnerability,
an opportunity exists to turn the island
into a prominent heritage site display-
ing traditional Faroese building and
community styles. One idea is making
Koltur a living site where the buildings
would be preserved and maintained yet
become a functional farm illustrating
Faroese farming techniques over the
past millennium.

Figure 1. The Faroes,
highlighting Koltur,

One principal issue is accommoda-

tion and facilities for visitors. Achiev-
ing modern safety and access standards
could damage the island or the old
buildings, either physically or through
altering their character (Figure 4).
Camping would be an appropriate
alternative, but the cold, damp climate
could preclude that option and it would
not solve the emergency management
challenges posed by Koltur’s isolation
and smallness. Regular and affordable
transport to and from Koltur could
assist, yet would impact the island’s
isolation and access is not straightfor-
ward (Figure 5).

Teams of visitors could be used to
work on the farm and to restore and
maintain the buildings. With groups
arriving and departing irregularly,
chartering a boat or helicopter becomes
viable with minimal impact on Koltur’s

Figure 3. The old buildings of Koltur (Copyright llan
Kelman, 2003).



Figure 4. Koltur’s old buildings do not meet modern
safety and access standards (Copyright lan Kelman,
2003).

Figure 5. The challenges of getting on and off Koltur by
boat (Copyright an Kelman, 2003).

remoteness.

The challenge for Koltur is balanc-
ing preservation with tourism. Visitor
numbers should not exceed the ability
to provide facilities without damaging
the island or the heritage, including
the character of the surroundings.
Nonetheless, visitors would bring in
revenue which would be needed to run
and maintain the heritage site.

Plans would be needed to protect
the buildings from natural hazards,
particularly the wind and rain but also
including extreme waves, coastal ero-
sion, and subsidence or heave. Visitors
could also cause damage and disparag-
ing word-of-mouth feedback could
affect Koltur’s popularity. To avoid
inadvertent damage or disappointment,
visitors would need to understand the

environment they visit and its vulner-
abilities. An off-island orientation
session would help, but could drain
resources from managing Koltur.

This brief description of the his-
torical processes, future potential, and
present tradeoffs being examined to
make Koltur a viable visitor centre
illustrates the challenges faced by iso-
lated small islands in managing their
heritage’s vulnerability. Detailing each
concern and placing it within disaster
ecology frameworks, such as that pro-
posed by Etkin and Stefanovic (2004)
for disasters involving natural hazards,
would yield the needed vulnerability
and risk ecologies for Koltur.

The risk ecology is particularly seen
in understanding how changes to pre-
serve the heritage could augment its
vulnerabilities or cause direct harm.
Conversely, preventing such changes
could also augment the heritage’s
vulnerabilities or cause direct harm.
Once these issues, and others involving
single-event and chronic hazards and
vulnerabilities, have been identified,
resolving them could be attempted to
yield risk management, inclusive of
decisions made by others, which would
be as sustainable as possible.

Although Koltur’s situation parallels
the experiences of many non-island
heritage sites, the advantages of is-
lands appear in that the options are
straightforward while each choice’s
impacts are directly seen — in isolation.
Meanwhile, the entire population of
Koltur could be directly consulted and
their entire experience and knowledge,
covering the island in detail, could be
applied. A further vulnerability is then
revealed because this expertise of, and
contributions to, Koltur could be lost if
an inhabitant were injured or decided
to leave.

Rather than being strictly about
tourism at a heritage site, the ecology
of island vulnerability for Koltur indi-
cates how the heritage’s vulnerability
changes the wider society (including
visitors) and how wider society af-
fects Koltur’s heritage vulnerabilities.

The vulnerabilities of smallness and
isolation also become advantages by
being part of the Koltur experience
beyond the heritage meaning of the
old buildings.

Rathlin

Rathlin Island (Figure 6) lies about
5 km from Northern Ireland’s north
coast and about 25 km from Scotland.
At its widest, the island is approxi-
mately 1.5 km across, but its L.-shaped
length yields an area of approximately
14 km®. Evidence of on-island human
activity dates back to up to 9,000 years
ago. but following a recent population
peak of 1,200 in 1784, a steady decline
has yielded a 2003 population of just
over 80. Ferry is the only public trans-
port available for reaching the island.
The desire for emigration and the lack
of interest in building and maintaining
a sustainable small island community
is Rathlin’s and Rathlin’s heritage’s
main vulnerability.

Rathlin is a useful case study for
disaster ecology and island vulner-
ability related to heritage due to the
collaboration between an outside her-
itage organisation, the U.K. National
Trust, and the islanders. The National
Trust owns small amounts of the natu-
ral and built heritage on the island and
is considering opportunities to pur-
chase more. Through their ownership
of parts of Rathlin, the National Trust
has been working with Rathliners:
® To provide the form of investment

which the islanders desire.
® Toensure that National Trust properties

serve the community as well as visitors
and the National Trust’s goals.

Figure 6. Rathlin Island (Modified from http://fwww.bally-
castle.free-online.co.uk/places/rathlin/rathlinmap.htm).



Figure 7. Manor House on Rathlin (Copyright llan Kelman, 2003).

* To develop and maintain a sustain-
able community.

The heritage building of Manor
House (Figure 7), owned by the Na-
tional Trust, could play a central role
in sustaining the Rathlin community.
Manor House is operated mainly as a
guest house, but the property includes
community-orientated rooms such as
a nurse’s clinic, an Irish Gaelic class-
room, a pottery and crafts workshop
used by islanders and visitors, and of-
fices for the Rathlin Island Co-op.

Showcasing good environmental

and sustainability practice is one of

the operational goals of Manor House.
Examples are:

* A no smoking policy is actively
encouraged.

® Paper, ice cream tubs, margarine
tubs, and glass jars are reused as
much as possible along with organic
waste which is composted.

* Local products are purchased when-
ever possible and organic produce is
grown in the Manor House’s garden,
in which greenhouse-type structures
have been built (Figure 8).

* Employees live on Rathlin.

* Low energy light bulbs are used and
much of the hot water is passively
solar heated.

® Laundry is air dried, either outdoors
or indoors.

None of these methods is especially
innovative, but they are simple, effec-
tive. and economic. Implementing such
practices illustrates a clear concern for
the community in which the National
Trust owns property. Additionally,
demonstrating and promoting good
practice would hopefully inspire other
locals to act similarly.

The goal for Manor House is creating
a sustainable living and community
centre. Not only is the built heritage
of Manor House preserved, but also
its place of importance on Rathlin is
augmented and opportunities are cre-
ated for Rathliners. Thus, the heritage
is seen within the complete risk ecol-
ogy of Rathlin rather than as a separate

entity which must be preserved for
its own sake rather than for Rathlin’s
sake.

For example, local mistrust of the
National Trust’s goals and attitudes is
frequently a concern for the National
Trust when acquiring properties. On
Rathlin, this concern was balanced by
some Rathliners’ initiative in approach-
ing the National Trust to see how a col-
laboration could support a sustainable
island community. Sensitive, honest
interaction with Rathliners assisted
in allaying fears and in ensuring that
National Trust activities and policies
were appropriate for the island.

Further complexity emerges due
to competing interests on the island.
Rathlin interests sport hunters who
would wish to make the land amenable
to pheasants and the people amenable
to shooting birds. As well, develop-
ers are building houses to be used as
weekend or summer cottages. Many
Rathliners are concerned about both
these activities because they feel that
these activities would do little to sup-
port the local community and culture
and to reduce the island’s vulnerability
to emigration. The debate is amplified
by the smallness and isolation of the
island. Without imposing or appearing
to impose outsiders’ dictums, the Na-
tional Trust, as an outside organisation
trying to become a local supporter, has
had to carefully balance the combina-

Figure 8. Growing Organic Produce in Manor House's Garden (Copyright llan Kelman, 2003).



tion of Rathliners’ wishes, the path
towards sustainability, National Trust
policies, and other like-minded organi-
sations’ policies.

[n attempting to achieve this balance
at Manor House, the overall ecology
of island vulnerability has been ad-
dressed. In addition to the aforemen-
tioned contributions to the community,
Manor House seeks tourists who would
stay on-island and who would become
involved in Rathlin. Aside from the di-
rect presence of providing high-quality,
environmentally-friendly accommoda-
tion, activities and tours liable to assist
the local economy and culture are pro-
moted. Themed visits and workshops
have been held on Rathlin and, in the
future. topics could encompass nature,
history. shipwrecks, or environmental
management.

An interesting heritage issue within
Rathlin’s risk ecology relates to the
several dozen shipwrecks around the
island. These sites are part of Rathlin’s
heritage as well as a possible incentive
for tourist visits. Shipwrecks, however,
have the potential to damage coastline
or historical sites, particularly with the
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