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Mr Samson, a senior official at Surabaya City Government, pondered over the proposal in
his hands. Along with his authority for overseeing the budget of the local government, he
was fully aware that he had to make an emergency decision about the proposed budget of
USD150 million (Antara, 2013).

He could not continue to ignore the situation of the animals, given his deeply rooted ethical
convictions. Due to an unresolved management conflict, the zoo apparently failed to reach
expectations. A number of animals, as well as workers, suffered because of a longstanding
management conflict. This called for a quick response from the local authority with which
Mr Samson was involved. He would have to decide whether the zoo would close or
continue operating.

Typically the promotion of animal rights is not prioritized by law enforcers in emerging
economies (Dallas, 2013). The effort to provide more resources for animal welfare is not a
priority for local public policymakers when so many people still live on the poverty line.
However, this zoo disaster had attracted international attention. For example, Tierpark
Berlin, Germany, and CNN came to Surabaya Zoo on March 24, 2012 (Suara Surabaya,
2012). They highlighted the problems of too many animals in their cages and the poor
quality of the animals’ food.

Is a zoo a social enterprise?

Zoos or zoological parks are social enterprise models with mixed goals. They do good
things, such as raising money for conservation, and promote well-being via education and
recreation. Besides intervention for conservation purposes, sheltering and providing care
to endangered animals, a zoo’s management is also challenged to provide a decent quality
of life to its animals (Fraser, 2012). For wild animals, life in a zoo is unnatural, so as most
conservation programs can only fail to provide a natural mode of life to their animals, they
will suffer, to some extent, in the effort to prevent their species from becoming extinct
(Schnitzler et al., 2008, Shani and Pizam, 2010). One of the reasons refers to the economic
unfeasibility of zoos (Kikuchi, 2012).

In 2005, the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MEA) offered the best method of global
ecosystem assessment to promote business ethics in conservation. According to MEA,
business ethics in conservation constitutes three elements. First, the principle of animal
welfare refers to animal-centric ethics, such as their physical health, ability to engage in
natural behavior, suffering and stress (Vanhonacker et al., 2010). Keeping a wild animal in
a zoo causes the animal to lead a less pleasant life that it would enjoy outside a zoo. The
second principle concerns education by which a contribution to the welfare of the
environment as a whole is made where zoos provide experiences to students who develop
their critical thinking. Yasuda (2013) argued that a zoo is merely about humanity asserting
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