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Shock therapy: 

• Open markets 

• Subsidy cuts 

• Privatization 
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Research Questions 

Effects of: 

1. socioeconomic shocks 
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Agriculture 

Northern Eurasia is rewilding 

Abandonment rates differ 

strongly among countries 

Strength of institutions 

matters most 
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Overall 0.8% forest loss,  
22,000 ha illegal logging 

Forests 

Woodcock,  Olofsson et al. 



Autonomous Republic of Adjara, southwestern Georgia, 2.6% change 

Forests Forests 

Woodcock,  Olofsson et al. 



• Georgian forests are a carbon sink (~0.3 Tg/yr.)  

• Georgia will remain sink until 2040 

• Sink strength ~30% 

 of Georgia's 

 carbon emissions 
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Classification results 

    Forest 2000 

    Forest loss 2000-05 

    Non-forest 2000 

Potapov, et al.  

2011 RSE 
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  Moscow (3.1%) 
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Forests 

A few logging hotspots, 

but generally less logging 

Access to markets and 

regional governance are  

key factors 
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Biodiversity 

Mixed picture:  

- rewilding provides habitat 

- weak governance and lack 

of enforcement caused 

declines for most species 
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Conclusions 

Institutional changes  

  - The collapse of the USSR was 

     a major socioeconomic shock 

  - Shock therapy  

Open markets 

Subsidies cut 

Privatization 



Conclusions 

Institutional changes  

 - Countries diverged after  

      the collapse 

 - Unique ‘natural experiment’  

 



Conclusions 

Agriculture 
 - Widespread abandonment of  

   1/3rd of all pre-collapse farmland 

    - Most abandonment where  

   institutions are weak or changing 

 - Strong cross-border differences 



Conclusions 

Forests 
 -  Logging rates changed rapidly  

   after the collapse 

 - Generally logging declined 

    - Some logging hotspots,  

   often due to illegal logging 

    - Governance effects non-linear 

   

 



Conclusions 

Wildlife 
 -  Northern Eurasia is rewilding, 

   habitat availability is improving 

    -  Initially, socioeconomic shock 

   resulted in poaching of all species  

    -  Now, some species rebounding 

   while others continue to decline 
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Socioeconomic shocks 
 Wars, revolutions, and recessions 

   happen 

 Majors effects on land use, generally  

   decreasing land use intensity 

 We need to account for socioeconomic 

   shocks when modeling the future 
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Conclusions 

Broad-scale drivers 
 Most variability among countries  

   and among regions 

 The strength of institutions matters 

   more than any institution by itself 

 We need to understand institutions  

   and governance when predicting  

   the future 
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