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Executive summary
To date, 14% of the world’s terrestrial areas and 3.4% of marine areas are protected (UNEP 2012).
Despite the proven conservation benefits of protected areas, a body of literature exists that
documents the tensions and trade-offs between such conservation efforts and the local
communities whose livelihoods are directly affected by their establishment (Abbot et al. 2001; West
et al. 2006; Stone and Rogerson, 2011).
Attempts at conservation management, such as protected areas and their governance, imply an
exercise of control over resources. How governance structures and processes are set up has a direct
impact on how protected areas are managed and consequently on conservation and social outcomes
(Vatn 2005). The International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) identifies four types of
governance: by government, shared governance, private governance, and governance by local
communities and indigenous people.
An evidence synthesis gap exists of literature that focuses exclusively on protected areas
(irrespective of whether they cover marine or terrestrial areas), that focuses on a human outcome,
that focuses exclusively on governance, and that zooms in geographically on Sub-Saharan Africa.
With this gap in mind, we conducted a Rapid Evidence Assessment (REA) aimed at answering the
following research question:
What is the impact of different governance structures in protected areas on ecosystem
services and multi-dimensional poverty alleviation in Sub-Saharan Africa?

Characteristics of the evidence-base
In terms of the identified primary studies included, the following characteristics of the evidence-base
were identified:












Screening a total of 9493 search hits identified by a systematic search, we included 26
studies in our REA, 20 of which were used in the synthesis of results following critical
appraisal of the studies’ trustworthiness.
The 26 included studies were conducted in 10 countries concentrated in Southern (n=11)
and Eastern Africa (n=11). In terms of individual countries, Tanzania (n=7) and Namibia (n=5)
had the highest number of studies.
The majority of studies were conducted in countries (7 out of 10) that are in the bottom half
of the Environmental Performance Index (EPI) rankings in terms of the protection of human
health and the protection of ecosystem.
In terms of governance structures assessed, the most prominent type of governance
featured in the included studies refers to governance by local communities (Type D; n=14);
followed by governance by government (Type A; n=6); comparison of different types of
governance (n=4); and shared governance (Type B; n=2). No studies assessing the effects of
privately governed protected areas were identified.
The included studies cover 36 different protected areas in Sub-Saharan Africa, all but three
of which cover terrestrial protected areas.
A majority of studies assessed the effects of different types of governance structures on SDG
1: poverty reduction (n=18).
Studies applied a heterogeneous range of qualitative and quantitative study designs.



There is not established measure or framework that is widely applied in the evidence-base
to measure multi-dimensional poverty and environmental outcomes in relation to multidimensional poverty are largely framed in terms of natural capital.

Findings from our synthesis of primary studies
We followed a narrative approach to synthesise the findings of the included studies assessing the
effects of different government types in protected areas on multi-dimensional poverty. In a first
step, we extracted studies’ findings verbatim according to a deductive framework for synthesis. This
framework organised verbatim findings according to four categories of interest for analysis: (i)
findings related to impacts on socio-economic outcomes; (ii) conservation outcomes; (iii)
perceptions and programmatic information on the respective governance types; and (iv) reflections
on aspects of multi-dimensional poverty.
In terms of the synthesis of the results of the individual primary studies included in our REA, we
establish the following key findings on the impacts of different governance structures in protected
areas.

Impacts on socio-economic outcomes








The different governance types in protected areas do not seem to result in the alleviation of
poverty in any form, but findings suggest that there is increased livelihood insecurity among
affected communities.
Alternative livelihoods in protected areas governed by government is not sufficient
compensation of livelihood loss, and community structures in community-governed
protected areas cannot be seen as proxies for community benefit. The evidence indicates
that these efforts often experience equity concerns and conflict.
Conflict around livelihoods across different types of governance have the same elements in
common: the benefits are not enough, are distributed in an uneven manner, people feel
unfairly treated, and there is evidence that small groups benefit disproportionally (i.e. elite
capture).
It is surprising that when governance types are considered independently of one another
there are few differences in outcomes by type. That is, different forms of governance results
in the same equity concerns and subsequent conflicts hindering positive socio-economic
effects.

Impacts on environmental outcomes




The evidence base contains little information on conservation rates measured, or on aspects
of sustainable use. As a result, there is an absence of evidence on the impact of different
governance structures on environmental outcomes.
There are, however, examples of tensions existing between conservation and development
objectives around protected areas.

Impacts on governance processes


There is similarity across governance types in the barriers to effective governance structures.
In protected areas governed by government and by communities, participation by
communities in the governance structures is insufficient and unequal, and communication





between governance structures and communities are inadequate, while there is evidence of
elite capture of governance structures. Studies focusing on either type of governance also
indicate limitations in the governance structures that hinders the equal and fair distribution
of benefits.
The evidence from protected areas governed by communities and the one example of
shared governance highlight the inefficacy of governance structures in dealing with conflict
and conflicting claims over resources and benefits.
The empirical findings illustrate that differences in governance structures have very little
effect and findings are similar across types.

It is major weakness of the included evidence-base that these environmental outcomes are not
assessed empirically. It is challenging to investigate the links and synergies between ecosystem
services and conservation activities and poverty reduction if not both outcomes are empirically
assessed.

1. Background
1.1. Protected areas – trade-offs between conserving nature and reducing
poverty
To date, 14% of the world’s terrestrial areas and 3.4% of marine areas are protected (UNEP 2012).
This is well on the way to meeting the Aichi Biodiversity Targets adopted in 2010 by 196 parties to
the Convention on Biodiversity (CBD) to protect 17% of terrestrial and 10% of marine areas by 2020
(CBD n.d.). These targets are aimed at mediating what is considered to be one of the greatest global
challenges—a loss of biodiversity (Hens and Nath 2003; Hsu et al. 2016).
The benefits of protected areas in conservation and ecosystem service protection have been widely
noted and include contributions towards global and local climate regulation, and plant and species
protection as captured in various primary studies and evidence syntheses (e.g. Geldman et al. 2013;
Sciberras et al. 2013). However, recent literature has noted that this success is not guaranteed and
that there is a need to better manage protected areas in addition to expansion (Pressey and Ritchie
2014).
Despite the conservation benefits of protected areas, a body of literature also exists that documents
the tensions and trade-offs between such conservation efforts and the local communities whose
livelihoods are directly affected by their establishment as often the very resources that require
protection are the resources needed by poor communities to survive (Abbot et al. 2001; West et al.
2006; Stone and Rogerson, 2011). Discussion of poverty reduction and environmental conservation
are therefore often seen as inseparable and the subject of much debate, although the links and
mechanisms through which to achieve both these objectives and the ways in which they are linked
are also contested (Roe et al. 2014; Nyaupane and Poudel, 2011; Adams et al. 2003; Pearce 2011).
Related to these discussions on poverty reduction is the question of the most appropriate ways in
which to measure poverty. The definition of poverty reduction and well-being has moved towards a
multi-dimensional understanding of poverty. Nobel prize laureate Amartya Sen’s Capability
Approach (2001) and Alkire and colleagues’ Multi-dimensional poverty index (MPI) (2016), which has
been used in over a hundred countries (UNDP 2010), pay testimony to the realisation that poverty
reduction and well-being cannot be measured exclusively in monetary and economic terms. The 17
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) also have this complexity in mind and is set to motivate
governments to eradicate poverty and protect the natural environment, within their borders, in
order to secure a future for all.

1.2. Governance of protected areas
The governance of protected areas has received increasing attention internationally since the World
Park Congress in Durban in 2003 and the adoption by both the International Union for Conservation
of Nature (IUCN) and the CBD of guidelines that focus both on sustainable development and benefits
to local people (Macura 2015; Hall et al. 2014).
Attempts at conservation management, such as protected areas and their governance, imply an
exercise of control over resources. How governance structures and processes are set up have a
direct impact on how protected areas are managed and consequently on conservation and social
outcomes (Vatn 2005).
1

Governance can be defined in various ways (Quereshi 2009; UNESCO n.d.) but for the purposes of
this REA we follow the definition by Graham et al. (2003) adopted by the IUCN. Governance is:
“The interactions among structures, processes and traditions that determine how power and
responsibilities are exercised, how decisions are taken and how citizens or other stakeholders
have their say.” (IUCN 2013: 10).
The IUCN further identifies five principles of good governance in protected areas: legitimacy and
voice, direction (e.g. a strategic vision), performance, accountability, and fairness and rights (IUCN
2013: 59-60).
Those who govern protected areas are required to makes decisions regarding what the objectives
are, what to do to pursue them, and with what means—how those decisions are taken—who holds
power, authority and responsibility—who is (or should be) held accountable (IUCN 2013). Decisionmakers can be government; they can be a variety of rightsholders and stakeholders who share the
responsibility of governing the protected areas; they can be individuals and organizations, and finally
they can be indigenous people and local communities that surround the protected area and also
share a vested interest in the protected area given their reliance for sustainable livelihoods (IUCN
2013).
The acknowledgement of a sharing of governance responsibilities and the involvement of
communities and indigenous people in governance is characteristic of a move since the mid-1980
away from top-down governance by government and a recognition of the rights of those effected by
protected areas to have a voice in how these areas and concomitant resources are governed. This
devolution of power signals a shift towards new types of governance systems (Berkes 2010). Other
contributors towards this change in favour of more participatory and inclusive approaches has been
the strengthening of civil society through globalisation and increasing emphasis by international
donors to link conservation efforts and rural development in developing countries (Macura 2015).
However, a systematic understanding of how different these different governance types influence
poverty and conservation is still lacking, as illustrated in a review of evidence syntheses below.

1.3. Why this REA is needed
Evidence synthesis or evidence maps that incorporate protected areas tend to fall into three
categories. The first of these categories is syntheses and maps that do not explicitly focus on
protected areas, but that include primary research on protected areas as part of a broader
intervention being investigated and that incorporate a human outcome. These are: a gap map by
Puri et al. (2016) on forest conversation interventions, a systematic review by Brooks et al. (2015) on
community-based conservation projects, a gap map by Snilstveit et al. (2016) on land-use change
and forestry programmes, a map by McKinnon et al. (2016) on nature conservation and human wellbeing, an a systematic review by Samii et al. (2015) on decentralised forest management.
A second category of syntheses and maps have an explicit focus on protected areas, but have an
environmental outcome, and not a human one. These include: a systematic review by Geldman et
al. (2013) on terrestrial protected areas with biodiversity and habitat loss as outcomes, a systematic
review by Sciberras et al. (2013) on the biological effectiveness of marine protected areas, a
systematic review by Porter-Bolland (2012) on the conservation effectiveness of, and community
managed forests and forest protected areas in the tropics, a systematic review by Stewart et al.
(2008) on the effectiveness of marine protected areas as a tool for sustainable fisheries, and a
2

systematic map by Macura et al. (2015) on the impact of governance type on the conservation
effectiveness of forest protected areas.
A third category of syntheses that focus on protected areas and have a human outcome. One fall
within this category: a systematic review by Pullin et al. (2013) on terrestrial protected areas and
human wellbeing.
The above illustrate a gap in evidence synthesis of literature that focuses exclusively on protected
areas (irrespective of whether they cover marine or terrestrial areas), that focuses on a human
outcome, that focuses exclusively on governance, and that zooms in geographically on Sub-Saharan
Africa.
The gap in syntheses on human outcomes, and specifically on governance as an intervention results
in a knowledge gap that could impact on decision-making around protected areas. Many
considerations go into the establishment of protected areas, such as the conservation objectives, the
impact on affected communities, and the governance structures to put in place. As we don’t know
what the impact is of different governance types it would be difficult for decision-makers to know
which governance structures might be most appropriate, despite more participatory and inclusive
ones having been put forward as more appropriate. In addition, environmental decision-makers face
the formidable challenge of designing policies and programmes that simultaneously support poverty
reduction while also managing ecosystem services in a sustainable manner. The challenge is acute in
Sub-Saharan Africa which remains one of the most impoverished regions in the world with an
estimated 58.9% of people living in multi-dimensional poverty while being heavily reliant on
ecosystem services of their livelihoods (Alkire and Housseini 2014).

1.4. Objective
In light of the above challenges that decision-makers face and gaps in the synthesised evidence our
rapid evidence assessment aimed to answer the following research question:
What is the impact of different governance structures in protected areas on ecosystem services and
multi-dimensional poverty alleviation in Sub-Saharan Africa?
The question will cover governance structures such as:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)

Governance by government;
Shared governance;
Private governance, for-profit organisations & NGOs;
Governance by indigenous peoples and local communities.
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2. Methodology
2.1. Systematic review approach
We conducted a Rapid Evidence Assessment (REA) of the available research evidence on the impact
of different governance structures in protected areas on ecosystem services and multi-dimensional
poverty alleviation in Sub-Saharan Africa. REAs are part of a family of methodologies for research
synthesis that include systematic reviews and evidence maps (Gough et al 2017). Our REA followed
World Health Organisation standard guidelines for rapid reviews of research evidence (Tricco et al.
2017). REAs, as the name entails, present an approach to rapidly review the available evidence-base
on a given question and are usually conducted over a period of three months. They follow all
standard steps of research synthesis methodologies, namely:





Setting the research scope and designing inclusion criteria for primary studies;
Systematic searching for research studies and screening for inclusion;
Extracting data and critical appraisal of included studies;
Synthesising studies’ findings.

REAs thereby allow us to generate research findings that are based on a body of evidence rather
than on individual studies. Their underlying methodology facilitates a structured, transparent, and
replicable process to transform the results of individual studies into a synthesis that is more than the
sum of its parts. That is, REAs allow us to identify patterns and results based on the totality of
evidence and accumulated body of knowledge. Given their short timeframe, REAs usually answer
narrow review questions and scale back on the most labour-intensive aspects of the review process
such as: searching multiple databases; double-screening and coding; full descriptive data extraction;
and strengths of the evidence and recommendation assessments. REAs provide a quicker approach
to systematic reviewing without compromising on the core principles of research synthesis.
Our REA is based on a prior evidence map of research on the links between ecosystem services and
multi-dimensional poverty alleviation in Africa (Erasmus et al. 2017). This evidence map presents an
exhaustive account of all research evidence evaluating the effects of different interventions
targeting the link between ecosystem services and poverty alleviation in Africa. Our REA zooms in on
one particular sub-set of this evidence map: research on the governance of protected areas. Below,
we outline the main methodological steps of our REA.

2.2. Criteria for inclusion and exclusion of studies
We developed a priori criteria to determine what type of studies will be included in our REA. Any
study not meeting all of these criteria was excluded from our REA. Our inclusion criteria followed the
Population, Intervention, Comparator, Outcome (PICO) framework (Appendix 7.1) to identify criteria
for study inclusion (Higgins and Green, 2011).
Region & population: To be included studies had to be conducted in Sub-Saharan Africa as defined
by the World Bank. Studies conducted in multiple countries, including those countries outside of
Sub-Saharan Africa, were included as long as at least a single research site was located in SubSaharan Africa. No restrictions were applied regarding study population and all forms of human
organisation (individuals, households, communities, etc.) were relevant study populations for
4

inclusion. Only studies collecting empirical data from the year 2000 onwards were included in our
REA.
Context: All studies had to evaluate the effects of governance structures in protected areas in order
to be eligible for inclusion. That is, the presence of a protected area was a key inclusion criteria and
studies not focused on the governance of protected were not included. Protected area were defined
following the IUCN as:
“a clearly defined geographic space, recognised, dedicated and managed, through
legal or other effective means, to achieve the long-term conservation of nature with
associated ecosystem services and cultural values.” (Borrini-Feyerabend 2013:5)
Studies could assess the impact of governance in protected areas either on populations
residing within the protected area or adjacent or near it.
Intervention: Only interventions that comprised the introduction of or changes to
governance structures in protected areas were included. Governance is defined in line with
the IUCN as:
“The interaction among structures, processes and traditions that determine how
power and responsibilities are exercised, decisions are taken, and how citizens or
other stakeholders have their say.” (Borrini-Feyerabend 2013:10-11).
We identified four types of governance that was relevant to our REA as outlined in Table 1
below. Other forms of governance were not included. In order to be categorised as a
governance intervention, studies had to report on (i) the process or presence of codified
governance structures; (ii) and the different types of decision-making authorities involved.
Governance type
Description
Type A.
(i) Federal or national ministry or agency in charge; (ii) sub-national
Governance by government ministry or agency in charge (e.g. at regional, provincial, municipal
level); (iii) government-delegated management (e.g. to an NGO).
Type B.
(i) Transboundary governance (formal arrangements between one
Shared governance
or more sovereign States or Territories); (ii) Collaborative
governance (through various ways in which diverse actors and
institutions work together); (iii) Joint governance: pluralist board or
multi-party governing body.
Type C.
Conserved areas established and run by: (i) individual landowners,
Private governance
(ii) non-profit organisations (e.g. NGOs, universities), (iii) for-profit
organisations (e.g. corporate landowners).
Type D.
(i) Indigenous peoples’ conserved territories and areas – established
Governance by indigenous and run by indigenous peoples; (ii) Community conserved areas and
peoples and local
territories – established and run by local communities.
communities
Table 1: Different types of governance in protect areas (Source: Borrini-Feyerabend, 2013:29)

Study design: We included both quantitative and qualitative studies that aimed to
investigate the effects of different types of governance structures in protected areas on
multi-dimensional poverty. The overall objective of the applied study design therefore had
5

to be on evaluating the effects of an applied governance intervention. Studies not
attempting to assess the effects of a clearly defined intervention, for example broadly
assessing communities’ responses to climate change, were not included.
For quantitative study design to be included, the applied methods had to either collect two
independent data points (e.g. pre- and post- intervention) or collect outcome data from
two experimental groups. Illustrations of such study designs refer to Randomised
Controlled Trials (RCTs), and a range of quasi-experimental designs such a matching and
regression-based studies. For qualitative studies to be included, the only criterion was the
collection of empirical research data in order to evaluate intervention effects. Examples of
eligible qualitative designs refer to case studies, ethnographies and participatory rural
appraisal techniques.
Outcomes: In order to be included studies had to assess the effects on governance
structures in protected areas on multi-dimensional poverty outcomes. We used the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) as a framework to structure the outcomes and
identified SDG 1–8, 10, and 11 as relevant poverty-related outcomes. Any study assessing
outcomes related to these SDGs were included in our REA, as were studies using predefined multi-dimensional poverty indexes such as the global Multidimensional Poverty
Index (MPI) or the Human Development Index (HDI). Studies only measuring environment
and conservation outcomes were not eligible for inclusions as they do not contribute data
on the effects of governance structures on human development.

2.3. Search strategy for identification of relevant studies
Our search strategy to identify relevant studies for our REAs is based on a prior evidence map of all
available research evidence on the links between ecosystem services and poverty alleviation in
Africa. This comprehensive search for relevant research studies serves as our source for this REA.
Below, we outline the search strategy for the evidence map.
Comprehensive search for the evidence map: The search strategy to identify relevant studies for the
evidence map targeted both academic and Grey literature sources and aimed to provide a
comprehensive account of the evidence-base. Academic databases searched included a range of
social sciences sources: Academic Search Complete, Africa-wide Information, Business Source
Complete, EconLit, GreenFile, Humanities Source, and SocIndex. The cut-off date for searches was
January 2000 seeing that the concept of ecosystem services gained prominence following the
Millennium Assessment (MA, 2005). Grey literature sources comprised organisational websites (e.g.
Innovations for Poverty Action, Intergovernmental Panel for Climate Change – Assessment reports,
The Stockholm Resilience Centre), and public sector publications (Intergovernmental Panel on
Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services, DFID). In total we consulted seven academic search sources and
29 Grey literature sources1.

1

One such source includes the Ecosystem Services for Poverty Alleviation Programme (ESPA) database of academic
publications.
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We designed a master search string
Box 1: Sample of the search string
consisting of three search concepts and
Ecosystem OR Eco-system OR “Ecological system" OR
associated terms to guide our search for
“climate change” OR conservation OR biodiversity OR
relevant studies. An exhaustive record of
“protected areas” OR environmentalism
the full search strategy including key words
AND
is provided in Appendix 7.2. The three
concepts referred to terms related to (i)
poverty OR income OR livelihood* OR “asset*” OR
ecosystem services, (ii) poverty, and (iii)
“food security” OR “economic growth” OR inequality
region of interest. These three concepts
OR “living standard*”OR “well-being”
were combined with the Boolean operator
AND
‘AND’ indicating that all three concepts
needed to be met within a search result.
Africa* OR Djibouti OR Egypt OR developing countries”
We did not apply a search concept related
OR “developing nation”
to the study design in an effort to not
exclude relevant evidence. A sample of the search string is provided in box 1. We further applied
forward and backward citation searches of all identified studies and screened the reference lists of
existing reviews.
For this REA no additional searches were ran and all studies included in the evidence map were used
as the sole source of relevant research to be included. That is, we screened all of the studies
included in the evidence map2 against the above outlined inclusion criteria. Studies included in the
evidence map were first screened on title and abstract to assess their relevance to the focus of this
REA, i.e. a focus on governance of protected areas in Sub-Saharan Africa. Full-texts of relevant
studies were then sought and subsequently screened for inclusion at a full-text level. A single
reviewer conducted the screening for inclusion in this REA with a second reviewer being consulted in
case uncertainties about inclusion of individual studies remained. All screening for inclusion took
place and was recorded in EPPI-Reviewer (Version 4.6.4.1)

2.4. Data extraction and critical appraisal
Studies selected for inclusion at full-text were then subjected to a detailed data extraction process.
We developed a structured extraction tool coding studies for key characteristics of interest related
to study context, design, applied intervention, and measured outcomes, among other. The full tool is
provided in Appendix 7.3. Data extraction was conducted in EPPI-Reviewer by a single reviewer with
a second reviewer providing input in case of uncertainties.
Studies included at full-text level were further subject to a rapid critical appraisal process to assess
their trustworthiness. We applied a tailored critical appraisal tool, which examined studies’
methodological rigour along four appraisal domains: (i) the ability of the research design to answer
the research question; (ii) the rigour of the research conduct; (iii) the rigour and transparency of the
data analysis; and (iv) the link between the study’s claims and conclusions and the data and analysis
provided. The full appraisal tool is provided in Appendix 7.4. Studies were allocated a binary rating of
‘trustworthy’ or ‘not trustworthy’ per appraisal domain. Studies with 0–1 trustworthy ratings were
excluded from the synthesis. That is, these studies did fit our REA’s inclusion criteria and we did
extract descriptive information of them, but their empirical findings were not integrated into our

2

The inclusion criteria for the evidence map were broader than those of the REA and we therefore are not at risk of
excluding relevant evidence.
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synthesis as doing so would have undermined the rigour of our synthesis itself given the doubts
about the trustworthiness of studies’ findings.

2.5. Evidence synthesis
We followed a narrative approach to synthesise the findings of the included studies assessing the
effects of different government types in protected areas on multi-dimensional poverty. In a first
step, we extracted study’s findings verbatim according to a deductive framework for synthesis. This
framework organised verbatim findings according to four categories of interest for analysis: (i)
findings related to impacts on socio-economic outcomes; (ii) conservation outcomes; (iii)
perceptions and programmatic information on the respective governance types; and (iv) reflections
on aspects of multi-dimensional poverty. Having organised the study’s findings in this manner, in a
second step, we then investigated each category in return developing common themes per category
using standard methods for thematic synthesis (Thomas and Harden, 2008). Two reviewer’s
conducted the synthesis and any disagreements and inconsistencies throughout the process of
extraction and organising studies’ findings was resolved through joint discussion. Studies’ findings
exclusively referred to the verbatim results reported by authors. We did not consider author’s
discussions or the underlying raw data as a unit of analysis in our synthesis.

8

3. Descriptive findings
The aim of the section is to introduce the reader to the evidence-base on which the findings of this
rapid evidence assessment are based. It does so by providing the descriptive results, which sets out
how the included studies were identified, and it presents their key characteristics in relation to:
study setting, population, intervention, outcomes, study design, and risk of bias.

3.1. Results of the systematic search
A systematic search for relevant evidence identified a total of 9493 records as potentially relevant to
this rapid evidence assessment about the impact of different governance types in protected areas on
multi-dimensional poverty alleviation in Sub-Saharan Africa (see Figure 1). The systematic search
was completed in March 2017 and covered a total of seven academic databases, while grey
literature searches reviewed 29 organisational websites (see Appendix 7.2). All search results were
imported into the systematic review data management software EPPI-Reviewer 4.
Of the 9493 records identified in the systematic search, a total of 9307 records were excluded after
screening on titles and abstracts – prominent reasons for exclusion were citation not being relevant
to our research question (n=4456); not mentioning a relevant intervention (n=1394) and study
design (n=1768) when not mentioning empirical data. After the initial abstract screening phase, a
total of 186 studies were screened at full-text. This led to the exclusion of a further 160 studies.
Similar to exclusion at abstract level the main reasons for exclusion related to studies not meeting
the intervention inclusion criteria, for example not describing the impact of governance within a
protected area, but rather the effect of the establishment of the area (n=115). The second largest
reason for exclusion (n=26) was on methodological grounds as these studies were either examples of
evidence syntheses or lacked any evidence of empirical data being drawn on. Other reasons for
exclusion included outcome (n=6) where the study failed to relate an intervention to a poverty
outcome; and context (n=6) where the area that was the focus of the study was not protected. Two
further studies were excluded as they were published in French and we were unable to access the
English versions, while another three were excluded as data were collected prior to our cut-off of
2000. Finally, we were unable to access the full-text versions of a further two studies.
Our final sample of includes comprise 26 studies represented in 28 papers.
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Identification

Records identified through
database searching
(n = 6071)

Additional records identified
through other sources
(n = 3422)

Included

Eligibility

Screening

Records excluded at title and
abstract, with reasons
(n = 9307)
Records screened
(n = 9493)

Full-text articles assessed
for eligibility
(n = 186)

Not relevant
Region
Intervention
Study design
Outcome
Date

4456
644
1394
1768
857
188

Full-text articles excluded, with
reasons
(n = 160)
Intervention
115
Method
26
Outcome
6
Context
6
Language
2
Date
3
Full text not found
2

Studies included in Rapid
Evidence Assessment
(n = 26)

Figure 1: Flow chart diagram of search results and identification of studies
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3.2. Types of included studies
We included a total of 26 studies in our rapid evidence assessment, which were reported in 28
papers (Appendix 7.5). Throughout the report we use the term ‘study’ to refer to an independent
data set regardless of how many papers reported on it3. Of the 26 studies the majority were
published as journal articles (n=23) followed by working papers (n=1), discussion papers (n=1) and a
monograph (n=1).
The studies included in this review were published in the last two decades with the earliest
publication by Bandyopadhyay (2004) and the most recent publication by Burgoyne (2017). All but
two studies were published from 2007 onwards, with a fairly equal distribution of studies from
thereon. Figure 2 below represents the timeframe over which studies were published.
4
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3

3

3
2

2

2

2

2
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1

1

1
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Publication year
Figure 2: Cumulative number of studies per year

The characteristics of all the 26 included studies are presented in Appendix 7.6.

3.3. Study setting
In terms of the geographical location and regional spread, the studies were concentrated in
Southern (n=11) and Eastern Africa (n=11) (Figure 3). Only 4 studies from Western Africa were
included and none from Central Africa. A total of ten countries were represented across the three
regions that the studies are drawn from. In Southern Africa studies focused on Namibia (n=5), South
Africa (n=3), Botswana (n=2), and Zambia (n=2). In Eastern Africa studies are also drawn from four
countries: Tanzania, including one study from Zanzibar (n=7), Kenya (n=2), Uganda (n=1) and the
Comoros Islands (n=1). In Western Africa Ghana (n=3) and Sierra Leone (n=1) were represented.
In total, 46% of the studies refer to only two of the ten countries: Tanzania (n=7) and Namibia (n=5).
Only one study, Musumali (2012) compared protected areas in more than one setting – Zambia and
Botswana.

3

Note that throughout this section and in related tables, studies are referred to by their first author and date in order to
conserve space.
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Figure 3: Visual representation of the countries and regions

The countries in the included studies were classified using the World Bank classification of
economies. The study settings were fairly heterogeneous: ten of these settings were in upper-middle
income countries (UMICs) such as Namibia, South Africa and Botswana; seven in lower-middle
income countries (LMICs) such as Ghana, Zambia and Kenya; and ten in low income countries (LICs)
such as Tanzania, Uganda, Sierra Leone and the Comoros.
The 2016 Environmental Performance Index (EPI)4 was used to rank and score the country settings of
included studies in order to contextualize the findings of this REA. The EPI was launched at the World
Economic Forum and is central to achieving the SDGs by measuring the progress 180 countries are
making towards addressing some of the most pressing socio-environmental challenges, such as
access to drinking water or protection of species (Hsu et al., 2016). The EPI ranks countries'
performance on high-priority environmental issues in two areas: protection of human health and
protection of ecosystems.
The majority of countries that our included studies draw from (7 out of 10 countries) are in the
bottom half of the EPI rankings in terms of the protection of human health and the protection of
ecosystems. Two of these countries, the Comoros and Sierra Leone are ranked particularly low at
152 and 162 respectively, out of 180. However, three of the countries (Namibia, Botswana, and
South Africa) find themselves in the top half of the rankings. The countries covered in this REA
4

http://epi.yale.edu/
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generally had a high score in terms of the percentage of terrestrial biome area that is protected,
weighted by domestic biome area.
Rank
(1-180)
78
79
81
106
123
130
132
135
152
162

Country (n studies)

EPI Score

Namibia (n=5)
Botswana (n=2)
South Africa (n=3)
Zambia (n=2)
Kenya (n=2)
Ghana (n=3)
Tanzania (n=7)
Uganda (n=1)
Comoros (n=1)
Sierra Leone (n=1)

70.84
70.72
70.52
66.06
62.49
58.89
58.34
57.56
49.2
45.98

Terrestrial PA's
(national)
100
100
64.05
100
85.19
86.12
98.79
95.49
74.6
72.06

Table 2: EPI rankings of included studies

3.4. Study population
Our study population was defined as all forms of human organisation – individuals, households, or
communities, including those within and/or adjacent to and/or near a protected area. The included
studies showed much variation in where the populations of interest were located. Some authors,
such as Derkyi (2013) studying protected areas in Ghana were interested in populations living within
the protected areas; while others such as Bruyere (2009) in Kenya and Silva (2013) in Namibia
studied the effect of governance on the poverty levels of populations adjacent or near the protected
areas. Others compared more than one community in relation to a protected area, such as Burgoyne
(2014) in South Africa; yet others compared communities in different protected areas in the same
country - Bandyopadhyay (2004) in Namibia and Bandyopadhyay (2010) in Zambia. Others, such as
Kangalawea (2012) in Tanzania studied one village inside and one outside of the protected area.

3.5. Intervention
Following the IUCN definition of governance and governance types5, the most prominent type of
governance featured is governance by indigenous peoples and local communities (Type D; n=14)6.
This is followed by governance by government (Type A; n=6). Two examples of shared governance
(Type B; Derkyi 2013; Granek 2005) are included, and no examples of privately managed (Type C)
protected areas.
In four additional studies authors compare different governance types: government to government
(different government entities) (n=1), government to community-managed (n=1), government to
privately managed (n=1) and community-managed to privately managed (n=1). Therefore, although

5

In instances where the IUCN classification on Protected Planet (www.protectedplanet.net), the online interface for the
World Database on Protected Areas (WDPA), differed from what was stated or described in the paper, or when the
information was not reported in the database, we applied a classification using the IUCN description of the four
governance typologies.
6 One study (Collomb 2010; Namibia; governed by a local community) developed its own multi-dimensional governance
index to unpack governance in conservancies.
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no study is included that focuses exclusively on protected areas that are governed by private
owners, this typology receives attention through studies that compare governance types.

3.6. Context
Nearly all of the included studies investigated terrestrial protected areas, and only three focused on
marine protected areas: Granek (2005), Comores; Mwaipopo (2008), Tanzania; and Gustavsson
(2014), Tanzania (Zanzibar).
The included studies cover a wide array for protected areas of which the most prominent are
conservancies (n=137), parks (n=10), and reserves (n=7).
Of the 26 included studies 25 cover 36 different protected areas. An additional study (Riehl 2015)
focused on 22 conservancies in Namibia, but these are not named and it is therefore unclear to what
extent these overlap with conservancies covered by other studies. The protected areas covered in
more than one study include: Chobe National Park, Botswana (n=2); Torra Communal Conservancy,
Namibia (n=2); Khoadi-Hôas, Communal Conservancy, Namibia (n=2); Ehirovipuka Communal
Conservancy, Namibia (n=2); Salambala Communal Conservancy, Namibia (n=2); Kwandu Communal
Conservancy, Namibia (n=4); Mayuni Communal Conservancy, Namibia (n=3); Burunge Wildlife
Management Area (WMA), Tanzania (n=2); and Luangwa National Park, Zambia (n=2).
Figure 4 on the following page provides a visual representation of which protected areas are the
focus of the studies included in this REA.

7

This includes 13 individually named conservancies, but does not include the 22 unnamed ones in Namibia studied in Riehl
2015.
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SIERRA LEONE
Tiwai Island Wildlife Sanctuary
(Larson 2016)
NAMIBIA
22 different conservancies (Riehl 2015)
Torra Communal Conservancy, Khoadi-Hôas,
Communal Conservancy, Ehirovipuka
Communal Conservancy, Salambala
Communal Conservancy (Bandyopadhyay
(2004; Silva 2012)

GHANA
Kakum National Park
(Amoah 2012)
Tano Offin Forest reserve
(Derkyi 2013)

UGANDA
Mt Elgon National Park
(Ditiro 2008)

Samburu National Reserve
(Bruyere 2009)

Wechiau Community Hippo Sanctuary
(Sheppard 2010)

Buffalo Springs National Reserve
(Bruyere 2009)
TANZANIA
Burunge Wildlife Management Area
(Bluwstein 2016; Igoe 2007)

Sorris Communal Conservancy
(Bandyopadhyay 2004)

Ololosokwan community conservation
area (Burgoyne 2017)

Mashi Communal Conservancy (Collomb
2010)

Mnemba Island-Chwaka Bay Marine
Conservation Area (Gustavsson 2014)

Wuparo Communal Conservancy, Balyerwa
Communal Conservancy (Collomb 2010)

Katavi National Park (Hausser 2009)

Kwandu Communal Conservancy (Collomb
2010; Bandyopadhyay 2004; Suich 2013;
Silva 2012)

Rukwa Game Reserve (Hausser 2009)
Ugalla Game Reserve (Hausser 2009)

Mayuni Communal Conservancy (Collomb
2010; Bandyopadhyay 2004; Silva 2012)

Mbarang’andu Wildlife Management
Area (Kangalawea 2012)

Puros Communal Conservancy, Kasika
Communal Conservancy (Silva 2012)
ZAMBIA
Bangweulu park system, Lower Zambezi park system, Kafue
park system (Bandyopadhyay 2010)
Luangwa National Park (Musumali 2012; Bandyopadhyay 2010)

KENYA
Elangata Wuas Community Conservancy
(Archambault 2016)

Mafia Island Marine Park (Mwaipopo
2008)
SOUTH AFRICA
Mkuze Game Reserve (Burgoyne 2014)
BOTSWANA
Chobe National Park
(Musumali 2012; Stone 2015)

Madikwe Game Reserve (Bologna 2008)

COMORES
Mohéle Marine Park (Granek 2005)

iSimangaliso Wetland Park (Hansen 2015)

Figure 4: Protected areas covered by studies included in this REA
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3.7. Outcome
The outcomes assessed by the included studies were mapped according to the SDGs. All of the
included studies measured at least one outcome in relation to SDG 1 (end poverty in all its forms
everywhere); and 18 of the 26 studies only measured outcomes in relation to this SDG. The
outcomes were changes in livelihoods (n=10; for example indicated by self-report of benefits and
livelihood activities); assets (n=11; indicated by measures such as tenure, access to land, and
infrastructure); income (n=9; measured through household income and expenditure, and
consumption expenditure); and empowerment (n=5; assessed through participation, representation,
consultation, capacity-building).
The remaining outcomes that were represented in the included studies were: SDG 2 (food security;
n=2), SDG 3 (healthy lives; n=2), SDG 4 (education; n=3), SDG 6 (water; n=1), and SDG 8
(employment; n=4). Of the 26 included studies, SDG 5 (gender equality), SDG 7 (energy), SDG 10
(inequality among countries), and SDG 11 (inclusive cities) were not represented at all as outcomes
measured.
Of the 26 studies, 11 measured only one outcome. There were four studies that applied a multidimensional poverty index (MDPI) to their outcomes. Collomb (2010; Namibia) developed their own
socioeconomic achievements index (SAI), Hansen (2015; South Africa) used Sen’s (1999) capability
approach, Stone (2015; Botswana) used a community capital framework, and Suich (2013; Namibia)
developed their own multi-dimensional poverty framework.

3.8. Study design
The most commonly used study designs centered around the collection of data through surveys and
interviews (n=11 used a combination of surveys and interviews; n=11 used interviews, but not
surveys; n=3 used surveys but not interviews). Authors used a variety of terms to self-describe their
designs, for example survey and semi-structured interview (Amoah 2012; Archambault 2016); longterm ethnography (Archambault 2016); quantitative survey (Bandyopadhya 2004); case study
(Granek 2005); participatory rural appraisal (Kangalawea, 2012); comparative analysis using data
from two rounds of the demographic health surveys (Rieh 2015); and using population data, GIS,
remotely sense imagery, and interviews (Burgoyne 2014).

3.9. Risk of bias of included studies
All 26 studies included in this review underwent a critical appraisal process to determine how
methodologically rigorous the studies are. Of the 26 studies six were found to be untrustworthy and
the main reasons that led to their exclusion included not describing how data were collected, usually
in combination with another reason such as also not specifying their sample. In two instances,
Sheppard (2010) and Igoe (2007) basic information was provided on the different components of
their methodology, but the information was not detailed enough to be deemed trustworthy.
Studies rated as untrustworthy were included in the REA and contributed descriptive information to
this section. However, they were not included in the synthesis stage as we cannot guarantee the
trustworthiness of the reported data and analysis. As a result, our synthesis is only based on the
study results of 20 primary research studies.
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3.10.

Summary of descriptive results

The main characteristics of the evidence included in this REA refer to:












Screening a total of 9493 search hits identified by a systematic search, we included 26
studies in our REA, 20 of which were used in the synthesis of results following critical
appraisal of each study’s trustworthiness.
The 26 included studies were conducted in 10 countries concentrated in Southern (n=11)
and Eastern Africa (n=11). In terms of individual countries, Tanzania (n=7) and Namibia (n=5)
had the highest number of studies.
The majority of studies were conducted in countries (7 out of 10) that are in the bottom half
of the EPI rankings in terms of the protection of human health and the protection of
ecosystem.
In terms of governance structures assessed, the most prominent type of governance
featured in the included studies refers to governance by local communities (Type D; n=14);
followed by governance by government (Type A; n=6); comparison of different types of
governance (n=4); and shared governance (Type B; n=2). No studies assessing the effects of
privately governed protected areas were identified.
The included studies cover 36 different protected areas in Sub-Saharan Africa, all but three
of which cover terrestrial protected areas.
A majority of studies assessed the effects of different types of governance structures on SDG
1: poverty reduction (n=18).
Studies applied a heterogeneous range of qualitative and quantitative study designs.
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4. Synthesis of effects
Our synthesis of the impact of different governance structures is organised according to two overall
frames. To recall, we first grouped studies according to four types of governance structures.
Protected areas governed by government bodies (n=4 in our studies for synthesis); protected areas
where the governance is shared by different bodies (n=1); protected areas governed by private
bodies (n=0); protected areas governed by community bodies (n=11); and comparisons of different
governances structures within protected areas (n=4). Following this grouping of studies by
governance structures, we then synthesised studies’ findings against four levels of analysis. These
assessed the impact of the different types of structures in protected area on the following four
outcomes: (i) changes in socio-economic outcomes; (ii) changes in conservation outcomes; (iii)
perceptions and efficacy of governance structures; and (iv) understandings and measurement of
multi-dimensional poverty.
The reporting of the synthesis below is organised first by the different outcomes (4.1 - 4.4). Within
each outcomes category, we then report the effects of individual governance structures before
providing a comparison of the relative impact (or lack of impact) of these structures at the end of
each section.

4.1. Impacts of governance structures in protected areas on socio-economic
outcomes
4.1.1 Type A: Impacts of governance by government in protected areas on socio-economic
outcomes
We have four studies assessing governance by government among our studies included for
synthesis. The studies span four different countries: Ghana (Kakum National Park (KNP)), Kenya
(Samburu National Reserve and Buffalo Springs National Reserve), Tanzania [Zanzibar] (Mnemba
Island-Chwaka Bay Marine Conservation Area (MIMCA)), and South Africa (iSimangaliso Wetland
Park). One of them focuses on a marine protected area, while the remaining three cover terrestrial
protected areas. The four studies represent all three of the IUCN sub-types of governance by
government: governance by a national ministry (n=2), a sub-national ministry (n=1), and delegated
management to an NGO (n=1). One protected area in question is also a World Heritage Site (Hansen
2015).
Although the evidence base is small, the findings from these studies seem to indicate that the
governance of protected areas by government results in livelihood insecurity, which speaks
directly to SDG 1 on ending poverty in all its forms everywhere. The studies do not show strong
evidence of outright harm, but provide evidence of livelihood insecurity and conflict about
previous, current, or alternative livelihoods. In order to meet their socio-economic needs local
communities defy restrictions to access resources, such as in the case of the Kakum National Park
(KNP) in Ghana where the majority of respondents (84%) reported that they enter the conservation
area for non-timber forest product (NTFP) collection (Amoah 2012). Alternative livelihood strategies
was perceived to have increased conflict and injustice between communities, for example those
most in need were not seen as benefitting from alternatives (Gustavsson 2014). Tourism as
alternative livelihood strategy proved contentious because although communities acknowledged the
economic benefits of tourism (e.g. stipends to conservancies from park entry fees to fund local
priorities, or tourism dollars spent on village visits) there was dissatisfaction with the amount of
money received from park revenue and tourist visits (Bruyere 2009). This dissatisfaction is also
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carried through to perceptions of the inadequacy of the employment of locals in the reserves and
associated lodges, although protected area management were of the view that this was adequate
(Bruyere 2009). Similar dissatisfaction regarding tourism development was noted in Gustavsson
(2014) where tourism development was assumed to provide economic opportunities, but has in turn
contributed to the degradation of the marine ecosystem, revenue sharing from park entry fees was
perceived to be non-transparent, and communities benefitted unequally (Gustavsson 2014).
In the one instance where the socio-economic effects of government managed protected areas are
viewed through a multi-dimensional poverty index the findings indicate a mixed, but overall negative
relationship between governance and socio-economic outcomes. Hansen (2015) used Sen’s (1999)
capability approach and showed that the “freedom, or agency, of local users and inhabitants to
achieve doings and beings according to their own values and norms is constrained by state-led
conservation management” (Hansen 2015:1) In terms of natural assets, land entitlement remains
unsettled as a result of an ongoing land claim, and access to natural resources are constrained by
conservation management objectives. Physical infrastructure remain poor as there is a lack of access
to basic services such as electricity, water and sanitation, health care and road access), although
there have been gains in education as a new primary school was built. Although some community
members have found employment in local conservation initiatives, the main source of income was
found to be non-contributor social assistance grants from the state. Political freedoms remain
questionable as male-dominated tribal authorities communicate on behalf of the community with
the state. (Hansen 2015)

4.1.2 Type B: Impacts of shared governance in protected areas on socio-economic
outcomes
We have only one example of shared governance in our included studies for synthesis and this draws
on the Tano Offin Forest Reserve in Ghana (Derkyi 2013). A globally significant biodiversity area
(GSBA) was declared within the reserve in 2000 comprising 45% of the area. The GSBA includes the
admitted village of Kyekyewere that is the focus of the study. A number of key actors are involved in
the governing of the GBSA representing the interests of government, the customary governance
structure, and the community. Although only one study is represented, the findings here resonate
with the studies above focusing on the governance by government and livelihood insecurity and
conflict again emerge as themes. The location of the village in the GSBA means that there is a high
level of dependence by the community on forest resources and farming for their livelihoods, and
that illegal forest and land use occurs (approximately one third of respondents admitted to this)
(Derkyi 2013). The existence of limited resources have resulted in competing claims over their use.
There are competing claims among those living in the area, between locals and migrants, and with
forest managers (Dekyi 2013).

4.1.3 Type C: Impacts of private governance in protected areas on socio-economic
outcomes
There is no evidence among our studies included for synthesis on the impact of private governance.
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4.1.4 Type D: Impacts of community-based governance in protected areas on socioeconomic outcomes8
Our synthesis of the impact of community governance in protected areas (Type D) is based on 11
studies assessing the effects of different types of community governance structures in PAs. This
includes eight PAs classified according to the ICUN as ‘community-conserved areas and territories –
established and run by local communities’9. The studies were clustered in four countries, Namibia
(n=5), Tanzania (n=3), Zambia (n=2), Botswana (n=1), and Sierra Leone (n=1). In total, 21 different
PAs are covered in the included studies10. All protected areas referred to terrestrial protected areas.
PAs assessed in multiple studies referred to Kwandu Communal Conservancy (n=4), Mayuni
Communal Conservancy (n=3, Torra Communal Conservancy (n=2), Khoadi-Hôas Communal
Conservancy (n=2) in Namibia and Luangwa National Park (n=2) in Zambia.
Overall, the body of evidence suggests that community-based governance structures in PAs have
no positive impacts on socio-economic outcomes. That is, there is no evidence that communitybased governance structures in protected areas affect outcomes such as reduction in poverty rates
or inequality. Of the eight studies assessing direct livelihood impacts on households and
communities, only a 2004 evaluation of community conservancies in Namibia (Bandyopadhyay 2004)
found some positive effects. The remaining seven studies consistently found no or negative effects
of community-based governance structures in protected areas.
Four quasi-experimental evaluations compare the socio-economic status of households and
communities under community-governed protected areas to households not exposed to the
protected areas (Bandyopadhyay 2010; Suich 2013; Riehl 2015; Colomb 2010). None of these studies
identifies any significant differences on average. However, the studies do indicate that better-off
households can experience positive socio-economic outcomes, usually derived from wage
employment within the community governance structures (e.g. Suich 2013; Bandyopadhyay 2010).
Outside these direct benefits, the contribution of the governance structures to communities, usually
in terms of distribution of financial income obtained from the protected areas to households or
through development investments such as local clinics, are not sufficient to offset the loss of no
longer being able to access natural resources and pursue certain livelihood strategies. This can result
into livelihood insecurity for the communities and households affected by the protected areas.
This finding is also echoed by more qualitative studies on the perceptions of people living in or
adjunct to protected areas on the benefits that they derive from the community governance
structures. Larson (2016), for example, found that the majority of people (55%) involved in a
community-governed protected areas in Sierra Leone stated that they did not think the governance
structure was to their benefit. The same finding emerged in community-governed protected areas in
Zambia and Botswana (Musumali 2007). Musumali’s findings are particular noteworthy as these
governance structures are long-standing over two decades challenging assumptions that
community-based governance structures can incite more sustainable long-term governance
practices and associated socio-economic outcomes.

8

We calculated statistical effect sizes for all quantitative impact evaluations but did not conduct a statistical meta-analysis
of effects given the heterogeneity of the study designs and outcomes.
9

Three studies assessed community-based governance structures within a protected area classified by the
Protected Planet as state-governed.
10
This excludes Riehl (2015) who collects documentary information of 22 protected areas in Namibia.
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Two key reasons are cited in the evidence on the impact of community-based governance
structures in protected areas that might potentially explain this absence of positive effects: equity
concerns, and subsequent conflicts.

Lack of equity in community-based governance structures in protected areas
A key reason cited for the lack of impact of community-based governance structures in protected
areas on socio-economic outcomes was equity concerns in how the governance structures are
implemented. This referred in particular to who is involved in the governance and how this affects
access to benefits derived from the protected areas. As indicated above, the benefits of the
community-governed protected areas were not of sufficient scale to offset the livelihood losses of
communities and households introduced through the protected areas. For example, communities
lost access to grazing land or hunting grounds through the protected areas, but the monetary
benefit of shared tourism revenues contributed by the protected areas did not make up for this.
Though, households and individuals employed by the governance structures, reportedly experienced
monetary benefits that offset the livelihood losses. This raises a clear matter of equity, which was
articulated consistently in the included studies.
Bluwstein (2016) found that a range of villages in Tanzania had been coerced into a collective
community governance structure to form a protected area and subsequently lost access to the
majority of their grazing and hunting grounds. A range of communities rejected the shared benefit of
roughly US$7 per head per year describing it as unfair and demanding access to their land. In Zambia
and Botswana, Musumali (2007) found that 80% of the respondents complained that compensation
received was insufficient to replace livestock lost. The communities expected benefits from the
community governance structures such as employment, infrastructure development, and cash
income; and when these did not materialise at scale the community members reported
dissatisfaction and equity concerns. These results are also confirmed by community-governed wild
life conservation in Tanzania in which 57% of participants reported that hunting revenues were too
small and received at such irregular patterns that the community governance of these resources did
not support household or community development (Kangalawea 2012).
In addition to these equity concerns around loss of livelihood options, a second key concern was that
the few benefits received were moreover distributed in a highly uneven manner. Evaluating
community-based governance structures in Tanzania, Bandyopadhyay (2010) finds that (i) only
certain restrictive types of game-governed areas contribute community benefits in the first place
and (ii) that these benefits are then captured by more affluent households who dominate
membership in the governance structures. Poor households in and adjunct to the protected areas
are at a net loss, which is even the case where they participate in governance structures. This
sentiment is echoed by Suich’s (2013) evaluation of community-based natural resource governance
projects in Namibia which, on average, have no impacts on poverty reduction, but for a selected
group of households do. These are described as households that were “more closely involved in the
governance and benefit streams associated with the conservancy, and that many household
members within this group were employed by the conservancy” (Suich 2013:24). Such elite capture
of benefits is also reported by Kangalawea (2012) and Bluwstein (2016) in Tanzania, Musumali
(2007) in Zambia and Botswana, and Larson (2016) in Sierra Leone. The latter’s findings are
particular striking as they quantify the discrepancy of obtained benefit to some extent. The study
finds that 90% of individuals involved in the governance structures report to receive benefits
compared to only 20% of individuals that do not take part in the governance structures (Larson
2016).
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A lack of equity in community governed protected area sets up potential for
conflict
Within the included studies, there is a consistent pattern that the insufficient livelihood benefits and
strong equity concerns set up a large potential for conflict. The cited data from Larson (2016) above
illustrates this and the authors further their analysis to highlight how the 90% of individuals
reporting no benefits were locked in insecure livelihood patterns. This leads them to conclude that
“these drastically different perspectives generated a high potential for conflict” (Larson 2016:1).
These results are seconded by Musumali’s (2007) assessment of community-governed protected
areas in Zambia and Botswana where more than 80% of households report conflicts in the
community governance structures, of which only 3–10% were resolved by the governance
structures.
In addition, Bluwstein (2016) reports on a particular serious case of conflict in a communitygoverned protected area in Tanzania. The studies accounts that he set-up of the communitygoverned Burunge Wildlife Governance Area was perceived by a range of villages as so unjust that
the governance area has been successfully taken to court and the manner in which it was
established declared illegal. Community members, having lost access to their communal land
required for grazing of livestock, and governance area staff, assigned to ensure that the protected
area is not accessed, have been locked into violent confrontation for over five years (Bluwstein
2016). Albeit being an extreme study result, by and large, the potential for conflict in the
community-based governance structures of protected areas is a consistent theme across the
included studies. A helpful academic contribution in this regard is the synthesis of different types of
potential for conflicts to be aware of conducted by Hauser (2009). Investing types of conflicts
reported in two Tanzanian community-based protected areas, the study identifies seven different
types of conflicts experienced by communities: conflicts over boundaries, access rights, user rights,
regulation of illegal use, land use and governance, benefit generation, human-wildlife conflicts.

4.1.5 Empirical comparison of different governance types
There are four studies in our included studies for synthesis that compare one type of governance of
a protected area to another. None of them present separate findings on each type of governance,
followed by a comparison, but rather a description of one type of governance in relation to another.
The governance types compared include: (i) governance by government compared to perceived
benefits to those living close to a private reserve (Burgoyne 2014, Mkuze Game Reserve, South
Africa); (ii) governance by government compared to community managed (Stone 2015, Chobe
National Park, Botswana; (iii) transition between governance by different government actors (Ditiro
2008, Mount Elgon National Park, Uganda) and (iv) community conservancy / former group ranch
transitioning to private ownership (Archambault 2016), Elangata Wuas Community Conservancy,
Kenya).
A change in governance structure seems to bring about a change in land use and livelihoods, and
not always for the better. For the Elangata Wuas in Kenya the change from community to private
ownership has meant that they have had to diversify their livelihoods and make changes to herd
sizes as access to grazing has become limited. Most significantly, they seek to “recreate a commons”
of free mobility for their herds (what they had before the change in governance) by relying on the
social capital of women to access pastoral resources (Archambault 2016). Even a change between
different governance actors can have an effect on people’s livelihoods. In Mount Elgon National
Park, Uganda the change in legal status led to a redistribution of access and control over natural
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resources which negatively affected people’s livelihoods. 72% of the households used to collect
various resources from the forest reserve, while only 30% collect similar resources from the park.
14% of the households used to generate cash incomes from the forest reserve compared to only 2%
reporting to generate cash incomes from the national park Ditiro (2008). Similar to the findings for
protected areas governed by government, people adjacent to the state governed Mkuze Game
Reserve in South Africa felt they benefited little (especially in the form of bursaries and employment)
from the protected area. Land-use has been changing as residents reportedly rely increasingly on
government grants and pensions as a source of income. But the community contrasts their situation
with the perceived successful benefit sharing by a neighbouring community which borders a private
reserve (Burgoyne 2014).
Stone (2015), who investigates governance by government compared to community governance in
the Chobe National Park in Botswana uses a multi-dimensional poverty index – the community
capital framework - that investigates seven types of capital: social, human, natural, financial,
physical, cultural and political. The paper illustrates how prior to the introduction of tourism in the
park the natural capital in the park and the community were seen as independent systems. The
introduction of tourism has made possible the enhancement of other capitals through the formation
of a community body that gives the community voice and recognition as a stakeholder in the park.

4.1.6 Overall synthesis: Comparing the effects of different types of governance in protected
areas on socio-economic outcomes








The different governance types in protected areas do not seem to result in the alleviation of
poverty in any form, but findings suggest that there is increased livelihood insecurity among
affected communities.
Alternative livelihoods in protected areas governed by government is not sufficient
compensation of livelihood loss, and community structures in community-governed
protected areas cannot be seen as proxies for community benefit. The evidence indicates
that these efforts often experience equity concerns and conflict.
Conflict around livelihoods across different types of governance have the same elements in
common: the benefits are not enough, are distributed in an uneven manner, people feel
unfairly treated, and there is evidence that small groups benefit disproportionally (i.e. elite
capture).
It is surprising that when governance types are considered independently of one another
there are few differences in outcomes by type. That is, different forms of governance results
in the same equity concerns and subsequent conflicts hindering positive socio-economic
effects.

4.2. Impacts of governance structures in protected areas on environmental
outcomes
4.2.1 Type A: Impacts of governance by government in protected areas on environmental
outcomes
The findings from the studies describing governance by government indicate that tension exists
between conservation priorities and community livelihoods (Amoah 2012; Hansen 2015;
Gustavsson 2014). These tensions play out in a number of ways: (i) limited economic opportunities
for communities as conservation objectives are prioritised which limits livelihood opportunities
(Hansen, 2015); (ii) conservation costs are carried unequally between the different actors in the
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area, for example fishermen are prevented from fishing but unsustainable activities by hotels are
tolerated (Gustavsson 2014); and (iii) tensions as perceived by communities and park management
between using resources sustainably and using as much as possible while it is available (e.g. longterm sustainable use by harvesting fewer NTFPs but adding value to them vs. short-term gains from
harvesting NTFPs while they are in abundance) (Amoah 2012).

4.2.2 Type B: Impacts of shared governance in protected areas on environmental outcomes
The one study focusing on shared governance illustrated that competing claims to resources and
competing claims between those who want to conserve the environment and those who want to use
resources also existed in the GSBA in the Tano Offin Forest Reserve in Ghana. Findings indicate
competing claims between, on the one hand managers who aim to conserve biodiversity in the
forest; and on the other hand those aiming to make a livelihood from the forest (e.g. timber, the use
of non-timer forest products (NTFPS), hunting, boundary disputes for farming when faced with a
growing population) (Derkyi 2013).

4.2.3 Type C: Impacts of private governance in protected areas on environmental
outcomes
There is no evidence among our studies included for synthesis on the impact of private governance.

4.2.4 Type D: Impacts of community-based governance in protected areas on
environmental
There is an absence of evidence on the impacts of community-based governance structures in PAs
on environmental outcomes. Only two studies assessed environmental changes, such as
conservation rates, in the entire sample of studies included (Kangalawea 2012; Suich 2013). Both
studies find that the community-governed PAs were successful in increasing conservation rates, but
do not comment on long-term patterns and practices of sustainable use. Throughout the remainder
of the included studies, conservation outcomes are implicit rather than explicit. For example, the
consistent theme around conflict and concerns over access to land indicates that the communitygoverned PAs were successful in restricting use of the land and thus supporting resource
conservation rates.

4.2.5 Empirical comparison of different governance types
Drawing on one study only, the empirical comparison between governance types is weak. After the
transition from a forest reserve to a national park, the biodiversity conditions were reported to have
improved in the Mount Elgon National Park in Uganda, but significant decreases were still observed
in stem tree counts per hectare, indicating that tree-harvesting activities continue in two studied
forest patches even after the transition to a National Park (Ditiro 2008).

4.2.6 Overall synthesis: Comparing the effects of different types of governance in protected
areas on environmental outcomes
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The evidence base contains little information on conservation rates measured, or on aspects
of sustainable use. As a result, there is an absence of evidence on the impact of different
governance structures on environmental outcomes11.
There are, however, examples of tensions existing between conservation and development
objectives around protected areas.

4.3. Impacts of governance structures in protected area on governance
processes
4.3.1 Type A: Impacts of governance by government in protected areas on governance
processes
The four studies that discuss governance by government have in common that communities
perceive participation as unsatisfactory. Dissatisfaction seems to relate to two elements in
particular—not enough participation and perceptions of inadequate representation of certain
groups of interests, and there are suggestions of ‘elite capture’ by those participating. There is a
common perception by local communities that their participation in the governance structures of
the various protected areas is unsatisfactory (Amoah 2012; Bruyere 2009; Gustavsson 2014). In
some instances local people are excluded from governance structures altogether and they are
unable to input into decisions that have local implications, although respondents held that they
should be involved (Amoah 2012; Bruyere 2009). The relationship between managers of the park
and communities can be strained (Amoah 2012). Even when there are attempts at involving local
communities in governance, such as involving Village Fishermen Committees in MIMCA in Zanzibar,
they were involved in certain aspects, such as implementation and not planning (Gustavsson 2014)
and their participation is seen as functional rather than a recognition of their inherent right to
participate (Gustavsson 2014). The interests of other local groups and women in particular are not
seen as being represented, and decentralised management reinforces existing power structures and
“elite capture” in the community (Gustavsson 2014:98).
Interestingly, protected area staff and local communities can have very different views on
governance effectiveness, such as when 10 out of the 14 protected area staff (71%) in Samburu
National Reserve and Buffalo Springs National Reserve, Kenya, suggested that communication with
local communities about important management decisions was sufficient and imperative, while 12
out of 16 (75%) of community members assessed communication as either non-existent or limited at
best.

4.3.2 Type B: Impacts of shared governance in protected areas on governance processes
The one study that discusses shared governance seen to illustrate that even within this context
competing claims (and conflict) over resources still exist and the governance structure is not
automatically equipped to manage these (Derkyi 2013).

11

This should not be read to indicate that protected areas do not benefit environmental outcomes. In fact,
there is a large body of existing research suggesting they do. It does indicate, however, that studies assessing
the effects of governance in protected areas on human outcomes (e.g. poverty) do not simultaneously
measure impacts on the environment. This is an unfortunate weakness in the evidence base as it does not
allow us to link human outcomes back to environmental outcomes and vice-versa.
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4.3.3 Type C: Impacts of private governance in protected areas on governance processes
There is no evidence among our studies included for synthesis on the impact of private governance.

4.3.4 Type D: Impacts of community-based governance in protected areas on governance
processes
In our synthesis, we also investigated what particular aspects of community-governance governance
structures in protected areas contributed or hindered their impact. Given the synthesis results
presented above suggesting that community governance structures have no positive effects on
poverty outcomes, our assessment of the governance structures themselves largely identified
barriers and governance design issues that hindered positive effects. These can be grouped into four
key barriers: (i) nature and scale of benefits; (ii) information sharing and communication; (iii) nature
and mode of participation; and (iv) conflict management mechanisms in existing governance
structures.

Nature and scale of benefits
A central design flaw in the community-based governance structures in protected areas identified
consistently throughout the included studies was that the nature and scale of the protected areas’
benefits to communities were inadequate. The decision-making structures used to set the size and
type of benefits were reported as unclear and inconsistent to perceived beneficiaries (e.g.
Kanagalewa 2012; Musumali 2007; Suich 2013). As a result, communities were not satisfied with the
amount of benefits, usually monetary benefits; and neither with the type of benefit, for example
benefits being distributed at a village level, benefits provided in-kind, infrequent timing of benefit
provision, and benefits paying for the administrative costs of the community governance body. In
short, the structures set up to determine the key function of the community governance bodies in
PAs were inadequate and not transparent leading to a provision of benefits that were not in line
with the community members’ preferences.

Information sharing and managing expectations
A second key barrier to the effective functioning of community-based governance structures in PAs
referred to information sharing and governance of expectations. A lack of transparent and continued
communication and information sharing between the community governance bodies and their
perceived stakeholders in the communities was reported throughout the included studies. For
example, Collomb’s (2010) assessment of five community-governed conservancies in Namibia found
that all five of conservancies were rated poorly for transferring information to their constituents.
Such a lack of information sharing and communication between governance bodies and constituents
in particular ran the risk of protected areas being expected to meet needs of constituents that they
were not designed for. An illustration of this is provided by Musumali’s (2007) research on protected
areas in Zambia and Botswana. Here, a third of community members did not know the objective of
the protected areas; and of those who thought to know community members indicated the
objective to be a provision of income for people residing within the protected areas. In contrast, the
official objective of the protected areas and the community governance bodies set up to manage
them were conservation objectives, an objective that only 1–7% of community members correctly
identified.
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Type of community participation
A third main barrier to the effectiveness of community-based governance structures in protected
areas was a lack of meaningful participation. This lack of meaningful participation manifested itself
in two different dimensions: one, skewed participation as to who is part of the governance body
and, two, skewed participation as to who is involved in the decision-making processes of the
governance bodies. We have already outlined above that community governance bodies in
protected areas were dominated by more affluent and well-off community members limiting the
participation and representation of a more representative mix of community stakeholders. In
addition to this, the process of participation in decision-making was commonly referred to as a topdown with community members’ involvement being a token rather than an actual input. Bluwstein
(2016) for example reports of community governance bodies in Tanzania whose offices were over a
day’s travel away from the communities they were set up to serve. Likewise, Musumali (2007) found
that community participation in protected areas in Zambia and Botswana was largely functional to
ratify decisions being made elsewhere on behalf of communities and often not in their interest. In
sum, a lack of meaningful participation fostered a sense that the community governance bodies
were in fact not owned by the communities and did not necessarily represent the communities’
interests.

Conflict management mechanisms in existing government structures
Finally, a cross-cutting theme between the three themes above was the absence of explicit conflict
governance mechanisms in the assessed community governance bodies (e.g. Hausser 2008; Larson
2016; Bluwstein 2016). Conflict, at least to some extent, should be expected in any type of
governance structure of protected areas (Hausser 2008). Given that financial benefits are being
allocated and shared in return for restrictions on resources use, the creation of conflicts should be
expected by governance bodies and appropriate conflict resolution mechanisms be put in place.
However, in the studies that actively assesses community governance bodies structures in this
regard, such mechanisms could not be identified (Hausser 2008; Larson 2016; Bluwstein 2016;
Collomb 2010; Musumali 2007). This links to the above themes of a lack of participation and
information sharing in community-based governance structures, two mechanisms that would help
mitigate and manage emerging conflicts.
Lastly, it needs to be cautioned that the identification of these barriers does not imply that their
removal will make community-based governance in protected areas more effective. These barriers
help to explain the lack of positive effects to some extent, but the evidence does not allow us to
comment on whether they present facilitators too. Collomb’s (2010) study on the correlation
between good governance of community-governed protected areas and more positive socioeconomic outcomes in Namibia contributes an important caution in this regard. The authors do not
find a correlation between good governance and more effective outcomes challenging the
assumption that it is governance aspects per se that hinder the impacts of protected areas on
poverty outcomes.

4.3.5 Empirical comparison of different governance types
How governance structures interact with communities have an effect on resource access. When
collaborative management agreements were established in Mount Elgon National Park after the
change in legal status, 40% of households in the village with an agreement accessed forest products
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compared to 13% in a village without an agreement who access forest products illegally. Such
agreements have reduced the adverse livelihoods effects of a change in legal status (Ditiro 2008).
While investigating governance by government in the Mkuze Game Reserve in South Africa
Burgyone (2014) presents the perceptions that community members living near Mkuze have of the
socio-economic situation of communities living adjacent to a nearby privately run protected area.
Burgoyne (2016) does not compare governance outcomes across the state and privately run
protected areas, but does present findings on Mkuze which is state governed. Communities around
Mkuze had a negative view of their engagement with reserve management. Several participants felt
that tourism resources and the associated monetary benefits were being withheld from them by the
Mkuze Game Reserve management authority. In contrast, reserve management felt that they did
not have the expected monetary resources to share (Burgyone 2014).

4.3.6 Overall synthesis: Comparing the effects of different types of governance in protected
areas on governance processes






There is similarity across governance types in the barriers to effective governance structures.
In protected areas governed by government and by communities participation by
communities in the governance structures is insufficient and unequal, and communication
between governance structures and communities are inadequate, while there is evidence of
elite capture of governance structures. Studies focusing on either type of governance also
indicate limitations in the governance structures that hinders the equal and fair distribution
of benefits.
The evidence from protected areas governed by communities and the one example of
shared governance highlight the inefficacy of governance structures in dealing with conflict
and conflicting claims over resources and benefits.
The empirical findings illustrate that differences in governance structures have very little
effect and findings are similar across types.

4.4. Multi-dimensional poverty indices (MDPI)
Out of all 20 studies included in the synthesis, only four studies include an assessment of what could
be broadly understood as concepts of multi-dimensional poverty (Hansen 2015; Stone 2015; Suich
2013; Collomb 2010). First, Hansen (2015) investigated six dimensions of poverty: human assets
(health and education), natural assets (entitlements to land and access to resources), physical assets
(access to infrastructure), political freedom (representation and consultation), economic
opportunities, and protective security (state-funded grants and job creation). However, these
dimensions are based on qualitative data on perceptions and no overall indicator of multidimensional poverty is constructed.
Second, Stone (2015) focusing on the differences between governance by government and
community governance in the Chobe National Park, Botswana. Stone (2015) employed a community
capital framework that incorporated seven types of capitals: social, human, natural, financial,
physical, cultural and political. Again, no overall or composite measure of multi-dimensional poverty
is established.
Third, Suich (2013) constructed a multi-dimensional poverty index comprising five dimensions of
poverty: financial, human, natural, physical, and social dimensions. This measure is based on the
sustainable livelihoods framework in poverty analyses (Norton and Foster 2001, Moser and Felton
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2007). To operationalise the measure, quantitative survey information was collected on a range of
indicators for each dimension of poverty and then triangulated using qualitative data. The index
does not calculate an overall score of multi-dimensional poverty and only reports aggregated indices
for all five dimensions of poverty.
Fourth, Collomb (2010) generated a socio-economic achievements index (SAI) capturing six benefits
that local residents could have received from conservancies such as the provision of cash,
employment, the provision of meat, educational services, project benefits, or in-kind benefits. The
index is on a scale from 0 to 100, averaging binary responses from a set of six items (1 for having
received the benefit in question, 0 for not having received it). It is thus the only measure obtaining a
composite value of multi-dimensional poverty. None existing multi-dimensional poverty indexes
were used, such as the Human Development Index and the Global Multidimensional Poverty Index.
In sum, the research on multi-dimensional poverty and ecosystem services is a nascent domain.
There is no established measure or framework that is widely applied in the evidence-base and
existing measures such as the Global MPI are not used. Environmental outcomes in relation to multidimensional poverty are largely framed in terms of levels of natural capital such as access to land.
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5. Discussion of research results
5.1. Limitations of this research
This REA is subject to research limitations arising from the nature of the research process as well as
of the included primary research. In terms of the included research, our REA is limited to reporting
on the outcomes measured by the primary studies. That is, we can only synthesise empirical results
on poverty outcomes measured in the primary studies. This limits us, for example, in commenting on
the impact of governance structures in protected areas on multi-dimensional poverty reduction—an
outcome measure not reported in the primary evidence-base. We are also unable to comment
extensively on the effects of different governance structures on environmental outcomes, which,
too, were not empirical measured frequently. We are further limited by the applied study design in
the primary research, which challenges the attribution of governance effects to poverty outcomes.
The description of governance structures throughout the evidence-base was thin, challenging us in
conducting a detailed synthesis of programmatic effects. Lastly, our REA focuses on evidence from
Sub-Saharan Africa only, which is a limitation in terms of our understanding of evidence outside this
region.
In terms of the research process followed in this REA, our research is subject to common limitations
when rapidly reviewing a body of evidence (Gough et al 2017). Despite following standard
methodological steps for REAs (Triconni et al 2017), any REA includes trade-offs between goldstandard systematic review methods and the need to produce a reliable synthesis rapidly and
according to decision-makers’ needs (Langer et al 2017). The key limitations in our REA refer to: (1)
conducting a rapid systematic search in selected academic and Grey literature sources potentially
missing a small number of relevant studies; (2) conducting a rapid critical appraisal that does not
allow us to establish relative degrees of trustworthiness within the evidence-base; (3) conducting a
focussed and narrow synthesis only on our key research questions without exploring additional
analyses; and (4) not conducting a strength of the evidence and recommendation assessment such
as GRADE.

5.2. Authors’ conclusions
Keeping in mind the above limitations, a range of key findings emerge from our REA.
In terms of the identified primary studies included, the following characteristics of the evidence-base
were identified:








Screening a total of 9493 search hits identified by a systematic search, we included 26
studies in our REA, 20 of which were used in the synthesis of results following critical
appraisal of studies’ trustworthiness.
The 26 included studies were conducted in 10 countries concentrated in Southern (n=11)
and Eastern Africa (n=11). In terms of individual countries, Tanzania (n=7) and Namibia (n=5)
had the highest number of studies.
The majority of studies were conducted in countries (7 out of 10) that are in the bottom half
of the EPI rankings in terms of the protection of human health and the protection of
ecosystem.
In terms of governance structures assessed, the most prominent type of governance
featured in the included studies refers to governance by local communities (Type D; n=14);
followed by governance by government (Type A; n=6); comparison of different types of
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governance (n=4); and shared governance (Type B; n=2). No studies assessing the effects of
privately governed PAs were identified.
The included studies cover 36 different protected areas in Sub-Saharan, all but three of
which cover terrestrial protected areas.
A majority of studies assessed the effects of different types of governance structures on SDG
1: poverty reduction (n=18).
Studies applied a heterogeneous range of qualitative and quantitative study designs.
There is not established measure or framework that is widely applied in the evidence-base
to measure multi-dimensional poverty and environmental outcomes in relation to multidimensional poverty are largely framed in terms of natural capital.

In terms of the synthesis of the results of the individual primary studies included in our REA, we
establish the following key findings on the impacts of different governance structures in PAs.

Impacts on socio-economic outcomes








The different governance types in protected areas do not seem to result in the alleviation of
poverty in any form, but findings suggest that there is increased livelihood insecurity among
affected communities.
Alternative livelihoods in protected areas governed by government is not sufficient
compensation of livelihood loss, and community structures in community-governed
protected areas cannot be seen as proxies for community benefit. The evidence indicates
that these efforts often experience equity concerns and conflict.
Conflict around livelihoods across different types of governance have the same elements in
common: the benefits are not enough, are distributed in an uneven manner, people feel
unfairly treated, and there is evidence that small groups benefit disproportionally (i.e. elite
capture).
It is surprising that when governance types are considered independently of one another
there are few differences in outcomes by type. That is, different forms of governance results
in the same equity concerns and subsequent conflicts hindering positive socio-economic
effects.

Impacts on environmental outcomes




The evidence base contains little information on conservation rates measured, or on aspects
of sustainable use. As a result, there is an absence of evidence on the impact of different
governance structures on environmental outcomes.
There are, however, examples of tensions existing between conservation and development
objectives around protected areas.

Impacts on governance processes


There is similarity across governance types in the barriers to effective governance structures.
In protected areas governed by government and by communities, participation by
communities in the governance structures is insufficient and unequal, and communication
between governance structures and communities are inadequate, while there is evidence of
elite capture of governance structures. Studies focusing on either type of governance also
indicate limitations in the governance structures that hinders the equal and fair distribution
of benefits.
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The evidence from protected areas governed by communities and the one example of
shared governance highlight the inefficacy of governance structures in dealing with conflict
and conflicting claims over resources and benefits.
The empirical findings illustrate that differences in governance structures have very little
effect and findings are similar across types.

These findings raise a few questions about the rationale behind implementing different types of
governances structures with the objective of supporting PAs in influencing socio-economic
development. If indeed, as this synthesis finds, there is little correlation between different types of
governance and more effective outcomes, this challenges the assumption that it is governance
aspects per se that hinder the impacts of protected areas on poverty outcomes. If so, this then
opens a broader debate as to whether the objectives of protected areas can be reconciled with the
objectives of development programmes. Or, in other words, whether protected areas can both
support the conservation of the environment and support reductions in poverty and inequality. This
synthesis has provided little evidence that both objectives can be reconciled. In addition, individual
studies question this link between conservation and development outcomes too. Studies by Silva
(2013) and Musumali (2007) illustrate that local communities affected by protected areas do not
agree with the conservation objective of protected areas, strongly preferring a developmental
objective in terms of increases in income. This leads Silva (2013:43) to conclude that:
“given this finding, policies linking environmental conservation and economic development
require more attention to local concepts of equitable development to successfully
incentivize sustained participation in conservation initiatives”.
Bluwstein (2016) comes to a similar conclusion identifying a ‘conservation bias’ in the governance of
PAs in LMICs. This conservation bias prioritises the environmental objectives of protected areas over
the developmental objectives resulting in the overriding of local development needs and
preferences. He suggests that this conservation bias might be hardwired into the governance
structures of protected areas a suggestion shared by Riehl (2015) who proposes that a more realistic
model for the reconciliation of protected areas’ conservation and development objectives might be
to focus on more macro-developmental changes such as offsetting protected areas’ negative
impacts on livelihoods with investments into development related infrastructures at scale.
However, it should also be noted that some of these absence of evidence on the links between
environmental outcomes and poverty-related outcomes is due to a lack of primary studies assessing
both outcomes simultaneously. It is major weakness of the included evidence-base that these
environmental outcomes are not assessed empirically. It is challenging to investigate the links and
synergies between ecosystem services and conservation activities and poverty reduction if not both
outcomes are empirically assessed. Evaluation of the poverty outcomes of ecosystem service
interventions such as community-governed protected areas should measure both, environmental
outcomes and poverty-related outcomes. Otherwise, providing evidence on the conceptual and
empirical synergies between conservation and development efforts cannot not be reliably
established.
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7. Appendices
7.1. Summary of inclusion criteria
Sub-Saharan Africa

Governance structures

Impact

Protected Areas

Population
Published after 2000

Intervention
Intervention not Protected
Areas, but:

Comparator
Quantitative:
2 data points (e.g. change
governance structure in the
same PA, or tracking of
governance system over
time; but not before and
after the establishment of
the PA)

Context
Protected area:

People: all (all forms of
human organisation)
including within the
protected area as well as
adjacent to

Region: SSA (therefore
excluding Northern Africa).

12

Governance structures :
IUCN 2013 (pp.10-11)
distinguishes management
from governance and defines
governance as: “The
interaction among
structures, processes and
traditions that determine
how power and
responsibilities are exercised,
decisions are taken, and how
citizens or other stakeholders
have their say.”

OR 2 groups (e.g. comparing
different governance types)

Definition as per IUCN
“…clearly defined geographic
space, recognised, dedicated
and managed, through legal
or other effective means, to
achieve the long-term
conservation of nature with
associated ecosystem
services and cultural values.”

Examples of study designs
include:
- Case-series or time-series
- Cross-sectional study

(p. 5 of IUCN. See pp.6-8 for
detailed breakdown of the
different components of this
definition).

4 types: (IUCN 2013, p.29)
Qualitative:
Type A. Governance by
Must be based on empirical
government: Federal or
data (data collected at some
national ministry or agency in

Species/plants
This REA does not include
species and plant
management outside of a

Ecosystem Service (ES) /
Multi-dimensional poverty
(MDP)
Outcome
MDP as defined in the
evidence map:
SDG 1: End poverty in all its
forms everywhere (assets,
income, empowerment,
wellbeing, social capital,
resilience, livelihoods)
SDG 2: End hunger, achieve
food security and improved
nutrition and promote
sustainable agriculture (food
security, nutrition)
SDG 3: Ensure healthy lives
and promote well-being for all
at all ages (physical health,
mental health, health services)

12

Using the IUCN guidance on Protected Areas for the definition of a PA as well as the different governance types. Borrini-Feyerabend G, Dudley N, Jaeger T, Lassed B,
Broome NP, Phillips A, and Sandwith T. 2013. Governance of Protected Areas: from understanding to action. Best Practice Protected Area Guidelines Series No. 20.
International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN).
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charge; sub-national ministry
or agency in charge (e.g. at
regional, provincial,
municipal level);
government-delegated
management (e.g. to an
NGO)
Type B. Shared governance:
Transboundary governance
(formal arrangements
between one or more
sovereign States or
Territories); Collaborative
governance (through various
ways in which diverse actors
and institutions work
together); Joint governance:
(pluralist board or multiparty governing body).
Type C. Private governance:
Conserved areas established
and run by: (i) individual
landowners, (ii) non-profit
organisations (e.g. NGOs,
universities), (iii) for-profit
organisations (e.g. corporate
landowners).
Type D. Governance by
indigenous peoples and local

point either during study or
census data, for example)
Examples of study designs
include:
- Case studies
- Ethnography
- Qualitative evaluation
approaches such as:
Participatory Appraisal
techniques, community and
household surveys and
mapping.
- Perception studies

protected area. A protected
area might have been
established with the
protection of a species/plant
in mind in which case there
could be overlap between
the areas and the species.
If there ever is a study about
a protected area that only
focuses on managing the
resource, not the area, then
it would be excluded as the
IUCN definition refers to
geographic area as part of
the defining features of a PA.

SDG 4: Ensure inclusive and
quality education for all and
promote lifelong learning
(literacy/numeracy, education
quality, knowledge/skills,
education services)
SDG 5: Achieve gender
equality and empower all
women and girls
(empowerment, addressing
discrimination)
SDG 6: Ensure access to water
and sanitation for all (eater
security, water quality,
sanitation/hygiene)
SDG 7: Ensure access to
affordable, reliable,
sustainable and modern
energy for all (use of
renewable energy technology,
availability of renewable
energy technology)
SDG 8: Promote inclusive and
sustainable economic growth,
employment and decent work
for all (economic growth,
employment)
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communities: Indigenous
peoples’ conserved
territories and areas –
established and run by
indigenous peoples;
Community conserved areas
and territories – established
and run by local
communities.
What is required for it to be
coded as a governance
intervention:
(1) Governance structure
codified and presented
(2) Decision-making
authorities/levels

SDG 10: Reduce inequality
within and among countries
(social capital, social
inequality, economic
inequality)
SDG 11: Make cities inclusive,
safe, resilient and sustainable
(transport, human
settlements, social capital)
ES if poverty outcome criteria
met, but not if only outcome.
Ecosystem services include:
Provisioning services: such as
food and water
Regulating services: such as
regulation of floods, drought,
land degradation, and disease
Supporting services: such as
soil formation and nutrient
cycling
Cultural services: such as
recreational, spiritual, religious
and other non-material
benefits (IUCN 2013: 8)
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7.2. Search strategy
Our search strategy consists of a detailed search string of terms related to ecosystem services and
poverty alleviation which are then applied in a range of academic and Grey literature sources.

Search string and terms
The below search terms cover the following three concepts: country, poverty, ecosystem services
and were combined using the ‘AND’ Boolean operator.
(1) Country
“Africa*” OR “Djibouti” OR “Egypt” OR “Morocco” OR “Tunisia” OR “Algeria” OR “Libya” OR “Angola”
OR “Botswana” OR “Equatorial Guinea” OR “Gabon” OR “Mauritius” OR “Namibia” OR “South Africa”
OR “Cameroon” OR “Cape Verde” OR “Republic of Congo” OR “Côte d'Ivoire” OR “Ivory Coast” OR
“Ghana” OR “Kenya” OR “Lesotho” OR “Mauritania” OR “Nigeria” OR “São Tomé and Principe” OR
“Sudan” OR “Swaziland” OR “Zambia” OR “Benin” OR “Burkina Faso” OR “Burundi” OR “Central
African Republic” OR “Chad” OR “Comoros” OR “Democratic Republic of Congo” OR “Eritrea” OR
“Ethiopia” OR “the Gambia” OR “Guinea” OR “Guinea-Bissau” OR “Liberia” OR “Madagascar” OR
“Malawi” OR “Mali” OR “Mozambique” OR “Niger” OR “Rwanda” OR “Senegal” OR “Sierra Leone”
OR “Somalia” OR “South Sudan” OR “Tanzania” OR “Togo” OR “Uganda” OR “Zimbabwe” OR
“developing country” OR “developing countries” OR “developing nation” OR “developing nations”
OR “developing world” OR “lower middle income countr*” OR “lower middle-income countr*” OR
“lower middle income nation*” OR “lower middle-income nation*” OR “upper middle-income
countr*” OR “upper middle income countr*” OR “upper middle-income nation*” OR “upper middle
income nation*” OR “low-income countr*” OR “low income countr*” OR “low-income nation*” OR
“low income nation*” OR “Low- and Middle- Income countr*” OR “Low and Middle Income Countr*”
OR “LMIC” OR “LMICs” OR “LIC” OR “LICs” OR “UMICs” OR “UMIC”
(2) Poverty
“poverty” OR “income” OR “livelihood*” OR “asset*” OR “food security” OR “economic growth” OR
“inequality” OR “living standard*” OR “wellbeing” OR “well-being” OR “well being” OR “health” OR
“education” OR “skills” OR “numeracy” OR “literat*” OR “water security” OR “water quality” OR
“social capital” OR “settlement*” OR “savings” OR “consumption” OR “vulnerability” OR “resilience”
OR “empower*” OR “nutrition” OR “employ*” OR “risk management” OR “adapt*” OR “basic needs”
OR “sustainable development goals” OR “SDG” OR “SDGs” OR “millennium development goals” OR
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“MDG” OR “MDGs” AND “human*” OR “people” OR “person*” OR “community*” OR “household*”
OR “population”
(3) Ecosystem services
Ecosystem OR Eco-system OR “Ecological system" OR “climate change” OR conservation OR
biodiversity OR “protected areas” OR environmentalism
Master search string:
(1) AND (2) AND (3)

Search sources and results
Academic search sources








Academic Search Complete
Africa-wide Information
Business Source Complete
EconLit
GreenFile
Humanities Source
SocIndex

Search date: January 2000 – March 2017
Record of academic searches
Date
15 March 2017

Terms
Ecosystem OR Eco-system OR
“Ecological system" OR
“climate change” OR
conservation OR biodiversity
OR “protected areas” OR
environmentalism
AND
Country
AND
Poverty

Hits
8387 (5215)

10 April 2017

"renewable energy" OR
"renewables"
AND
Country
AND
Poverty

382

10 April 2017

“Certified Emission
Reductions” OR “Clean
Development Mechanism” OR
“Climate Community and

343
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Biodiversity Alliance
Standards” OR “Rainforest
Alliance” OR “UTZ”
AND
Country
AND
Poverty
10 April 2017

“REDD+”
AND
Country
AND
Poverty

131

Grey literature sources and record of search
Organisation
1. Innovations for Poverty
Action

2. Intergovernmental Panel
for Climate Change –
Assessment reports
3. Intergovernmental Panel
for Climate Change –
Special reports
4. The Stockholm Resilience
Centre

5. Intergovernmental Panel
on Biodiversity and
Ecosystem Services
6. Intergovernmental Panel
on Biodiversity and
Ecosystem Services –
Publications
7. The Jameel Abdul-Latif
Poverty Action Lab (JPAL)
– Evaluations
8. International Initiative of
Impact Evaluations (3ie) –
Impact evaluation reports
9. Southern African
Development Community

Search
hits

Terms searched / filters applied

Date

Livelihoods
Environment
Ultra-Poor
Food security
Poverty AND Ecosystem services

27/03/2017

55

27/03/2017

51

Poverty AND Ecosystem services

27/03/2017

41

Livelihood
Poverty
Ecosystem services
Africa
Poverty OR livelihood OR wellbeing

28/03/2017

93

29/03/2017

14

No search string used.
Filter applied:
Publications

29/03/2017

9

Environment and energy AND
Africa
Agriculture AND Africa
Livelihood AND Africa
Ecosystem
Environment AND poverty AND
Africa
Poverty
Environment
Ecosystem

29/03/2017

55

29/03/2017

244

31/03/2017

352

41

10. African Union
11. United National
Environmental
Programme –
Book/report, Assessment
report, Case study,
Technical report,
Discussion paper
12. Worldwide Fund for
Nature International
(WWF) – Publications and
resources
13. World Bank –
Publications
14. World Resources Institute
– Working paper, Case
study, report

15. The Earth Institute

16. Stockholm Environment
Institute (SEI) – Journal
article, Working paper,
Project report
17. Poverty and Conservation

18. African Development
Bank – Documents
19. Natural Environment
Research Council –
Research
20. Economic and Social
Research Council (ESRC) –
Research and impact
evaluations
21. Economic and Social
Research Council (ESRC) Research topics

Ecosystem AND poverty
Environment AND Poverty
Environment AND Africa
Ecosystem
Livelihoods

28/03/2017

457

31/03/2017

28

Ecosystem AND Africa
Livelihood AND Africa
Poverty AND Africa
Environment AND Africa
Ecosystem with filter Sub-Saharan
Africa applied
Ecosystem AND Africa
Environment AND Africa
Livelihood
Nature
Well-being AND Africa
Poverty AND Africa
(Poverty OR livelihood OR wellbeing) AND Africa AND
(ecosystem OR nature OR
environment)
Poverty AND Africa
Livelihood AND Africa
Well-being AND Africa

31/03/2017

93

28/03/2017

139

31/03/2017

32

28/03/2017

50

29/03/2017

33

No search string used. Filters
applied:
Discussion papers
Research reports
Country reports
Tool

28/03/2017

32

(Poverty OR livelihood OR wellbeing) AND (ecosystem OR nature
OR environment)
Livelihood AND Africa
Poverty AND Africa
Well-being AND Africa
Poverty AND Africa
Livelihood AND Africa

31/03/2017

269

27/03/2017

174

27/03/2017

7

No search string used. Filter
applied:

27/03/2017

23
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22. Economic and Social
Research Council (ESRC) –
Our research
23. UK Department for
International
Development (DFID)

Environment + Impact case
studies
No search string used. Filter
applied:
Environment
Poverty AND Ecosystem Services
AND Africa AND Livelihood

28/03/2017

9

27/03/2017

383

28/03/2017

59

28/03/2017

78

Livelihood

27/03/2017

212

Database; all citations screened

28/03/2017

244

Poverty
Livelihood

28/03/2017

186

Screened all results on title and
abstract

01/10/2017

339

Filters applied:
Theme - Climate and
Environment
Published after - 2000
Document Type - Briefing, Case
Study, Evaluation Report, Country
Report, Journal Article, Journal
Issue, Lessons Learned, Manual,
Research Paper, Systematic
Review, Technical report,
Thematic Summary, Tool Kit,
Training Materials, Working Paper
24. Convention on Wetlands
of International
Importance

25. Climate change,
agriculture and food
security – Journal article,
Case study, Working
paper
26. Conservation evidence –
Individual studies (not
actions)
27. Biodiversity-poverty
evidence database
28. International Union for
Conservation of Nature
(IUCN) – Publications
29. Ecosystem Services for
Poverty Alleviation
Programme (ESPA)

Poverty
Livelihood
Environment
Well-being
Nature
Conservation
Filters applied:
Region and Country – Africa
Poverty OR livelihood OR well*
AND Africa
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7.3. Data extraction tool
CODE NAME AND CATEGORY
1. Administrative
information
1.1 Date of publication
1.2 Type of research

2. Country and region
2.1 Country as per coding sheet
for the map
2.2 Region as per coding sheet
for the map

DEFINITION









Academic journal article/peer-reviewed
Research report (e.g. unpublished academic paper)
Government report
Report from inter-governmental organisation (e.g. UNEP)
Report from NGO/civil society organisation (e.g. WWF)
Report from consultancies
Other (please specify)

Central Africa: Central African Republic, Cameroon, Chad, Congo, Sudan
Eastern Africa: Burundi, Comoros, Ethiopia, Eritrea, Kenya, Rwanda, Somalia, South Sudan, Tanzania, Uganda
Southern Africa: Angola, Botswana, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Lesotho, Madagascar, Malawi, Mauritius,
Mozambique, Namibia, Seychelles, South Africa, Swaziland, Zambia, Zimbabwe
Western Africa: Benin, Burkino Faso, Cabo Verde, Côte d'Ivoire, Gabon, Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Liberia, Mali,
Mauritania, Equatorial Guinea, Sao Tome and Principe, Niger, Nigeria, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Togo

2.3 Income classification

2.4 Environmental classification
3. Population
3.1 PA(s) name and location
3.2 PA year of establishment
3.3 Objective of the PA / the
resources it is trying to project

Use the WB country classifications to list which income classification / bracket the country falls under. This will either be:
Low income country (LIC)
Lower-middle income country (LMIC)
Upper-middle income country (UMIC)
Use the 2016 EPI framework indicator
Names(s) of protected areas/conservancies studied.
Please highlight the name and any description on where it is located
Highlight anything that speaks to the resources that the protect area is aimed at protecting / the reason for its establishment
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3.4 IUCN category

3.5 Link on protected planet
3.6 Population location
3.7 Who are the beneficiaries
4. Intervention
4.1 Main actors, structures and
processes
4.2 Are there any programmes
that were introduced that that
could potentially affect how the
governance of the area
worked?
4.3 Is there any cost data
associated with the above?
4.4 Governance type (if
explicitly stated in the paper)

Reported in the publication.
If missing, obtained from www.protectedplanet.net
NR = not reported neither on protected planet nor in the publication.
If multiple PAs use abbreviations of PA names to indicate specific IUCN categorisation
Add in url
Can have more than one, e.g. in the PA, in a buffer zone outside the PA
Highlight and provide a short description of who the beneficiaries or affected population is.
Copy and paste all information on governance structures and processes reported.
E.g. community based natural resource management

Type A. Governance by government: Federal or national ministry or agency in charge; sub-national ministry or agency in
charge (e.g. at regional, provincial, municipal level); government-delegated management (e.g. to an NGO)
Type B. Shared governance: Transboundary governance (formal arrangements between one or more sovereign States or
Territories); Collaborative governance (through various ways in which diverse actors and institutions work together); Joint
governance: (pluralist board or multi-party governing body).
Type C. Private governance: Conserved areas established and run by: (i) individual landowners, (ii) non-profit organisations
(e.g. NGOs, universities), (iii) for-profit organisations (e.g. corporate landowners).
Type D. Governance by indigenous peoples and local communities: Indigenous peoples’ conserved territories and areas –
established and run by indigenous peoples; Community conserved areas and territories – established and run by local
communities

4.5 Is governance the main
focus of the study or are there

Main focus (yes/no)
Other programme components (e.g. a school was built)
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any programme components
other than governance?
5. Methods
5.1 What methods of data
collection did the study use?
Please copy and paste.
5.2 What methods of analysis
did the study use? Please copy
and paste.
5.3 Is the study a review of
existing research or data? If so,
please copy and paste what
type of review?
5.4 Comparator(s):

6. Outcome
6.1 How were the outcomes
measured?
6.2 When were the outcomes
measured?
6.3 Number of outcomes
measured
6.4 Did they specifically
mention using a multidimensional poverty index?
6.5 Outcomes






Governance change over time in the same PA
Governance compared to other governance regime in different PAs
Governance compared to other governance regime in same PA (e.g. state vs. community)
Other (describe)

E.g. if they looked at employment what did they measure (number of new jobs)? If they looked at nutrition what did they
measure (number of calories consumed)?

1 etc.

SDG 1: End poverty in all its forms everywhere: Assets, income, empowerment, well-being, social capital, resilience,
livelihoods
SDG 2: End hunger, achieve food security and improved nutrition and promote sustainable agriculture: food security,
nutrition

46

SDG 3: Ensure healthy lives and promote well-being for all at all ages: physical health, mental health, health services
SDG 4: Ensure inclusive and quality education for all and promote lifelong learning: numeracy/literacy, education quality,
knowledge/skills, education services
SDG 5: Achieve gender equality and empower all women and girls: empowerment, addressing discrimination
SDG 6: Ensure access to water and sanitation for all: water security, water quality, sanitation/hygiene
SDG 7: Ensure access to affordable, reliable, sustainable and modern energy for all: use of renewable energy/technology,
availability of renewable energy/technology
SDG 8: Promote inclusive and sustainable economic growth, employment and decent work for all: economic growth,
employment
SDG 10: Reduce inequality within and among countries: social capital, social inequality, economic inequality
SDG 11: Make cities inclusive, safe, resilient and sustainable: transport, human settlements, social capital
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7.4. Critical appraisal tool
FATAL FLAWS
IF THE BELOW ARE NOT MET, THE STUDY IS RATED AS CRITICAL AND EXCLUDED FROM THE
SYNTHESIS
(1) Fatal flaw: method reporting
Are the following methodological requirements stated 13 in the study:
The applied method or design or research instrument
The applied data collection method(s)
The research question(s) or objective/aims
(2) Fatal flaw: sampling
The study sample and data source is described
(3) Fatal flaw: empirical data
Primary/raw data is provided (e.g. data tables, interview quotes)

1.

Part of research to investigate
Research design
1.1 is the research question stated?
1.2 is the research method stated?
1.3 Are the research methods fit for purpose to
answer the research question?14
1.4 is the sample described in detail and is
appropriate15?

2.

Research conduct
2.1 is the research process described in detail?
2.2 is the process and method of data collection
described in detail16 and separately from 2.3
2.3 the process and method of data analysis are
described in detail17?
2.4 are common limitations18 of the research process
acknowledged?
2.5 has the study changed the implementation of its
policy/programme?

Trustworthy?
I trust the study design to be
able to answer the research
question:
Yes
No

The study provides a
systematic and transparent
account of the research
process:
Yes
No

13

Stated means that studies need to make reference to them, not that there is detailed or adequate
description of them.
14
First information source is the justification of the study itself. If not provided, apply own assessment of
justification.
15
Consider if the researcher has explained how the participants were selected; if they explained why the
participants they selected were the most appropriate to provide access to the type of knowledge sought by
the study; and if there are any discussions around recruitment (e.g. why some people chose not to take part).
16
Consider if the following are discussed: choice of research setting, type of data collection (e.g. surveys) and
justification for it; are methods explicit (e.g. if survey is the instrument provided).
17
Consider whether the type of data analysis is made explicit; whether the researcher explains how the data
presented were selected from the original sample to demonstrate the analysis process; if thematic analysis is
used, is it clear how the categories/themes were derived from the data?
18
For qual: number of interviews, the type of interviews and lengths (also for observations); triangulation,
reflexivity. For quan, descriptive findings tables vs analysis tables; measures of variance and significance;
sensitivity/reliability/fit of the model or regression specification; reliability of data source and completeness of
data.
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3.

Data analysis
3.1 have the authors described how they measured
study outcomes (e.g. what tool or questionnaire
has been used?) and is this a reliable reflection of
the phenomenon under investigation?
3.2 are there missing data (for quan)? / has saturation
of data been discussed (for qual)?
3.3 is the method of data analysis relevant for the
outcome under investigation?
3.4 is the method of quality assurance (e.g.
triangulation, respondent validation, model fits)
sufficient to establish the credibility of the
findings/analysis?

4.

Study conclusions
4.1 are the findings made explicit and discussed in
relation to the original research question?
4.2 is there a clear link between data & conclusions?
4.3 does the amount of data collected justify the
magnitude of the claim?
4.4 are limitations of the study acknowledged?
4.5 is there an adequate discussion of the evidence
both for and against the researcher’s arguments?

I trust that the study findings
are not biased (e.g. are based
on data; are not cherry-picked)
Yes
No

The study adequately
represents its empirical
findings and/or answers its
stated research question:
Yes
No

Overall score:
4x YES  HIGH TRUST
3x YES
2x YES
1x YES
0 YES  CRITICAL
Range from: low, moderate, high trust if included in synthesis.

Configuration identified:

Causality of impact
Experimental design (i.e. a group with and
without the intervention)
Before-after design (i.e. measure of the effect at
different points in time)
Qualitative comparative analysis (rich
description of conditions and contexts associated
with impact)
Multi-case studies (rich description of
intervention and its effects in multiple settings

Perceptions/view on impact
Community/household perceptions on changes
Single case study and description of changes

49
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7.6. Summary of included studies
Author

Amoah (2012)

Study design

Intervention

Context

Population

Outcomes

Study design:
Risk of bias
rating:

Governance type:
IUCN management
category:

PA name:
Year of
establishment:
Sample location:

SDG: outcome
(Outcome measure):
MDPI: Yes/No

Quantitative and
qualitative
methods, survey
and semistructured
interviews

Type A: Governance by
government

Region & country:
WB Index:
Environmental
Performance Index:
Terrestrial/marine:
Western Africa:
Ghana

Kakum National
Park, 1992

SDG 1: livelihoods
(collecting of NTFPs)

LMIC

SDG 1: livelihoods
(collecting of NTFPs)

Trustworthy

II

Along the
boundaries of the
Kakum
Conservation Area
of which the KNP is
part

Elangata Wuas
Community
Conservancy, 1992

SDG 1: assets
(tenure/access to
rangeland); social capital

Sub-type: Federal or
national ministry or
agency in charge

Rank: 130
Score: 58.89
Terrestrial

Archambault
(2016)

Mixed
qualitative and
quantitative,
long-term
ethnography,
qualitative
interviews,
survey

Type D. Governance by
indigenous peoples and
local communities; and
Type C. Private
governance

Trustworthy

NR

Transition from group to
private tenure

Eastern Africa:
Kenya
LMIC
Rank: 123
Score: 62.49
Terrestrial

Transition from
group to private
tenure

Key findings

Majority of
household members
still access the park
despite restrictions to
collect NTFPs.
Relations between
park management
and communities
strained. Community
members not
involved in the
management of the
park.
Residents are faced
with land as a result
of private tenure,
which affects grazing.
They have diversified
their livelihoods and
draw on social capital
of women to
negotiate larger
grazing areas.
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Bandyopadhyay
(2004)

Quantitative,
survey

Type D. Governance by
indigenous peoples and
local communities

Trustworthy
Sub-type: Communityconserved areas and
territories – established
and run by local
communities

Southern Africa:
Namibia

Torra Communal
Conservancy, 1998

UMIC

Khoadi-Hôas,
Communal
Conservancy, 1998

Rank: 78
Score: 70.84
Terrestrial

NR

SDG 1: income
(household income and
expenditure; per capita
income and expenditure)

Community
conservancies have a
positive effect on
household welfare;
but this impact is
poverty-neutral in
Kunene region and
pro-poor in Caprivi
region.

SDG 1: income
(consumption
expenditure)

Gains from living in
GMAs and from
participation in
management are
unevenly distributed
with the poor not
benefitting even if
they participate.

Sorris Sorris
Communal
Conservancy, 2001
Ehirovipuka
Communal
Conservancy, 2001
Salambala
Communal
Conservancy, 1998
Mayuni Communal
Conservancy, 1999
Kwandu Communal
Conservancy, 1999

Bandyopadhyay
(2010)

Household
community-level
survey data and
key informant
interviews
Trustworthy

Type D. Governance by
indigenous peoples and
local communities

Southern Africa:
Zambia
LMIC

Sub-type: Communityconserved areas and
territories – established

Rank: 106
Score: 66.06

Within
conservancies
Four park systems
comprising of
different protected
areas in the same
geographic location.
Kafue, Lower
Zambezi,
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and run by local
communities

Terrestrial

NR

Bluwstein
(2016)

Review of policy
documents,
qualitative data,
observations,
semi-structured
and
unstructured
interviews

Type D. Governance by
indigenous peoples and
local communities

Eastern Africa:
Tanzania

Bangweulu,
Luangwa
Communities in
GMAs compared to
other areas near
national parks (nonGMAs)
Burunge Wildlife
Management Area
(WMA)

LIC
Sub-type: Communityconserved areas and
territories – established
and run by local
communities

Villages of the WMA
Rank: 132
Score: 58.34

SDG 1: assets (land,
natural resources)
SDG 1: income (financial
resources, tourism
generated revenues)

Centralised control
over key resources
results in limited
ownership and
participation at
community level.

Terrestrial

Trustworthy
Bologna (2008)

Anthropological
fieldwork, socioeconomic survey
Critical

NR
Type A. Governance by
government
Sub-type: Sub-national
ministry or agency in
charge (i.e. at regional,
provincial, municipal
level)19

Southern Africa:
South Africa

Madikwe Game
Reserve, 1991

UMIC

Three villages in the
area

SDG 1: wellbeing
(perceptions of benefits
and participation)

Rank: 81
Score: 70.52

Local residents are
marginalised and
excluded despite the
reserve being run
according to peoplebased conservation
principles.

Terrestrial
Bruyere (2009)

Qualitative, semistructured
interviews

NR
Type A. Governance by
government

Eastern Africa:
Kenya

Samburu National
Reserve, 1985

LMIC
19

SDG 1: livelihoods
(benefits of tourism)

Despite
acknowledgement
that economic
benefits is the major

Protected Planet notes this as sub-type federal ministry, but the description in the paper suggests a different sub-type.
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Trustworthy

Sub-type: Sub-national
ministry or agency in
charge (i.e. at regional,
provincial, municipal
level)20

Rank: 123
2016 EPI Score:
62.49

Buffalo Springs
National Reserve,
1985

Terrestrial

Adjacent to the
reserves

Type A. Governance by
government and type
Type C. Private
governance.

Southern Africa:
South Africa

Mkuze Game
Reserve, 1912

UMIC

Perceived benefits to
living close to public and
private reserves

Rank: 81
Score: 70.52

3 communities
living adjacent to
the reserve

II

Burgoyne
(2014)

Integrated study
using a mixed
methods
approach using
population data,
GIS, remotely
sense imagery,
and interviews

SDG 1: livelihoods
(benefits derived from
the reserve)

benefit for the
communities from
tourism, community
members were
dissatisfied with the
money received
through revenue
sharing programmes
and from tourist visit
to villages.
People adjacent to
the reserve felt that
they experience little
benefit from the
protected area.

Terrestrial
Burgoyne
(2017)

Trustworthy
Formal (but
unstructured)
interviews,
informal
discussions and
general
observations in
the community

Type D. Governance by
indigenous peoples and
local communities

LIC
Sub-type: Communityconserved areas and
territories – established
and run by local
communities

Critical
NR

20
21

Eastern Africa:
Tanzania

Rank: 132
Score: 58.34
Terrestrial

Ololosokwan
community
conservation area21,
adjacent to the
Serengeti National
Park which was
established in 1959;
and within the
Liliondo Game
Reserve, 1959,
which is a game
controlled area

SDG 1: livelihoods
(challenges and
possibilities of managing
the sharing of resources)

Benefit sharing seen
as effective to
address negative
stakeholder
engagements from
the past. Active
participation in
development of
community
livelihoods more
meaningful than
sharing money.

Protected Planet notes this as sub-type federal ministry, but the description in the paper suggests a different sub-type.
Is not listed on Protected Planet, but is registered under national law.
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Collomb (2010)

Interviews using
structured
questionnaires

Type D. Governance by
indigenous peoples and
local communities

Trustworthy

Sub-type: Communityconserved areas and
territories – established
and run by local
communities

Southern Africa:
Namibia
UMIC
Rank: 78
2016 EPI Score:
70.84
Terrestrial

controlled by
government
Compares five
conservancies:
Mashi (1999),
Kwandu (1999),
Mayuni (1999),
Wuparo (2003),
Balyerwa (2006)
Within
conservancies

NR

Derkyi (2013)

Mixed methods
approach
comprising key
respondent
interviews,
inception
meeting,
literature, semistructured
questionnaire,
survey
Trustworthy

22

Type B: Shared
governance22

Western Africa:
Ghana

Sub-type: Joint
governance: (pluralist
board or multi-party
governing body)

LMIC

NR

Terrestrial

Rank: 130
Score: 58.89

Tano Offin Forest
reserve, 1949. A
globally significant
biodiversity area
(GSBA) was
declared within the
reserve in 2000
comprising 45% of
the area. The GBSA
includes the
admitted village of
Kyekyewere that is
the focus of the
study

SDG 1: Income
(cash dividends)
SDG 2: Food security
(game meat distribution)
SDG 8: Employment
(employment
opportunities)
MDPI: Developed own
socioeconomic
achievements index (SAI)
SDG 1: livelihoods
(access to and use of
NTFPs)

Smaller and older
conservancies show
higher rates of
information transfer,
but this did not relate
to levels of
socioeconomic
benefits.

Local inhabitants have
few legal livelihood
options, and this
results in competing
claims (involving
community members,
migrants, managers)
over resources.

Protected Planet notes this as Type A. Governance by government, but the description in the paper suggests a different type.
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Ditiro (2008)

Household and
key informant
interviews, and
secondary data
from documents
Trustworthy

Granek (2005)

Case study

Type A: Governance by
government

Eastern Africa:
Uganda

Mount Elgon
National Park,
1993

LIC
Transition from forest
reserve to a national park
with substantial changes
in legal frameworks, in
distribution of powers,
authority, resources and
executing agencies and in
field personnel and
competence working with
local people.
II
Type B: Shared
governance

Rank: 135
Score: 57.56

Semi-structured
open-ended
interviews and
analyses of policy
documents

Mohéle Marine
Park, 2001

Sub-type: Joint
governance (pluralist
board of other multiparty governing body)

LIC

10 villages adjacent
to the park

II

Marine

Type A: Governance by
government

Eastern Africa:
Tanzania (Zanzibar)

Sub-type: Federal or
national ministry or
agency in charge

LIC

NR

SDG 1: empowerment
capacity-building,
awareness-raising)

Co-management
resulted in
empowerment of local
communities and
facilitated their use of
local knowledge. But
co-management
challenged by social
issues, etc. and is not a
adequate substitute for
scientific knowledge.
Overall MIMCA has
not increased
participation or
justice, nor achieved
sustainable use of
resources and conflict
resolution.

Terrestrial

Eastern Africa:
Comoros

Trustworthy

The legal status
change led to a
redistribution of rights
of access and control
over natural
resources.

Two villages in the
park

Critical

Gustavsson
(2014)

SDG 1: livelihoods
(endowments,
entitlements,
constraints)

Rank: 152
Score: 49.2

Rank: 132
Score: 58.34

Mnemba IslandChwaka Bay Marine
Conservation Area
(MIMCA), 2002
5 villages in or near
the conservation
area

SDG 1: social capital
(communication
networks)

SDG 1: Income
(distribution of costs and
benefits)
SDG1: Empowerment
(participation in MIMCA)
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Hansen (2015)

Qualitatively
constructed
fieldwork
methods,
interviews,
dialogues, and
focus group
meetings

Type A: Governance by
government

Southern Africa:
South Africa
UMIC

iSimangaliso
Wetland Park, 2000,
protected area and
World Heritage Site

SDG 1: assets
(entitlement to land,
access to resources,
access to infrastructure)

Sub-type: Government
delegated management
(e.g. to an NGO)

Rank: 81
Score: 70.52

KwaDapha, a small
village in the park

SDG 1: empowerment
(representation and
consultation)

NR

State-governance has
constrained local
residents’ agency to
achieve according to
their own values and
norms.

Marine
Trustworthy

SDG 1: livelihoods
(economic
opportunities)
SDG 1: income (statefunded grants)
SDG 3: physical health
SDG 4: education
services
SDG 8: employment

Hausser (2009)

Standardised
questionnaires,
semi-structured
interviews
Trustworthy

Type D. Governance by
indigenous peoples and
local communities23

Eastern Africa:
Tanzania
LIC
Rank: 132

Katavi National Park
1974, Rukwa Game
Reserve, Ugalla
Game Reserve,
1965

MDPI: Sen’s capability
approach
SDG 1: assets (access to
resources)
SDG 1: livelihoods (socioeconomic tensions)
SDG 1: empowerment
(content of or control

The projects have
shown various
degrees of success.
Conflicts exist
regarding the use of
resources in the area.

23

Protected Planet lists these protected areas as governed by government. The paper focuses on CBNRM projects in state-governed PAs and have therefore been synthesised with other
community-governed protected areas.
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Score: 58.34
Terrestrial

Igoe (2007)

Case study,
survey and
interviews

Type D. Governance by
indigenous peoples and
local communities

Critical

Sub-type: Communityconserved areas and
territories – established
and run by local
communities

Eastern Africa:
Tanzania

Buffer zones of the
strictly protected
areas

over existing political,
economic, social
systems)

Burunge Wildlife
Management Area
(WMA), 2006

SDG 2: food security
SDG 1: empowerment
(control and decisionmaking power)

One village inside
and one outside
the WMA

SDG 1: assets
(alternative land use
options, access to land
and other natural
resources)

The objectives of large
landscape conservation
that is desirable to
private investors, and
keeping the wildlife
migration corridors
free of human
habitation exacerbate
poverty and undermine
democracy at the
community level.
Much of the village
land has been
allocated for
biodiversity
conservation, but
there is little evidence
to show the results of
such interventions in
terms of poverty
alleviation.

Tiwai Island
Wildlife Sanctuary
(TIWS)

SDG 1: income
SDG 1: assets
(infrastructure)
SDG 8: employment (job
creation)

There were significant
differences between
residents of the host
and non-host villages
with respect to

LIC

Kangalawea
(2012)

Qualitative and
quantitative
approaches:
participatory rural
appraisal, key
informant
interviews, direct
field
observations, and
household survey

NR
Type D. Governance by
indigenous peoples and
local communities

Rank: 132
Score: 58.34

SDG1: livelihoods

Terrestrial

Eastern Africa:
Tanzania
LIC

Sub-type: Communityconserved areas and
territories – established
and run by local
communities

Between Tarangire
National Park and
Lake Manyara
National Park

Rank: 132
Score: 58.34

Villages in Burunge
WMA
Mbarang’andu
Wildlife
Management Area
(WMA), 2003

Terrestrial

SDG 1: livelihoods
(livelihood activities,
level of dependence on
local biodiversity)

NR
Larson (2016)

24

Trustworthy
Mixed methods,
semi-structured
interviews during
pilot, survey

Type D. Governance by
indigenous peoples and
local communities24

Western Africa:
Sierra Leone
LIC

Protected Planet notes this as Type A. Governance by government, but the description in the paper suggests a different type.
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Trustworthy

Musumali
(2012)

Qualitative and
quantitative
methods,
structured
interviews
Trustworthy

Mwaipopo
(2008)

Case study,
documentary
survey and
interviews
Critical

Sub-type: Communityconserved areas and
territories – established
and run by local
communities

Rank: 162
Score: 45.98

Type D. Governance by
indigenous peoples and
local communities25

Southern Africa:
Zambia: LMIC
Rank: 106
Score: 66.06

South Luangwa
National Park, 1971
Chobe National
Park, 1968

Botswana: UMIC
Rank: 79
Score: 70.72

Communities
adjacent to two
national parks and
their experience of
CBNRM
Mafia Island Marine
Park, 1995

Sub-type: Communityconserved areas and
territories – established
and run by local
communities
Type A: Governance by
government
Sub-type: Sub-national
ministry or agency in
charge (e.g. at regional,
provincial, municipal
level)

Comparing 8 host
and 10 non-host
villages

Terrestrial

Terrestrial
Eastern Africa:
Tanzania
LIC
Rank: 132
Score: 58.34
Marine

Inside and near the
park

SDG 1: wellbeing
(benefits)

SDG 1: wellbeing
(benefits)

attitudes towards
resource use and
overall support for site
protection, especially
around perceived
benefits associated
with TIWS.
There appears to be
significant confusion
among communities
regarding CBNRM that
seems to translate
into unfulfilled
expectations and
frustrations.

Significant
contestations exist
around resource
management, but
certain destructive
fishing practices have
been eliminated and
therefore some
success in

VI

25

The study states that in both countries the government wildlife authority is the main facilitator of CBNRM activities, which correlates to the Protected Planet classification of these parks as
Type A. Governance by government. However, the focus of the paper is on CBNRM and was therefore synthesised with other studies focusing on community-governed protected areas.
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Riehl (2015)

Comparative
analysis, data
from two rounds
of the
demographic
health surveys
Trustworthy

Sheppard
(2010)

Interviews
Critical

Type D. Governance by
indigenous peoples and
local communities

Mixed-methods
assessment,
survey,
unstructured and
semi-structured
interviews

22 different
conservancies in
Namibia

UMIC
Sub-type: Communityconserved areas and
territories – established
and run by local
communities

Type D. Governance by
indigenous peoples and
local communities
Sub-type: Communityconserved areas and
territories – established
and run by local
communities

Silva (2013)

Southern Africa:
Namibia

Caprivi
Type D. Governance by
indigenous peoples and
local communities

Rank: 78
Score: 70.84

SDG 3:
Physical health (bednet
ownership and usage,
diarrhoea prevalence
and treatment)

Terrestrial

Western Africa:
Ghana

Wechiau Community
Hippo Sanctuary

LMIC

Community in the
sanctuary

Rank: 130
Score: 58.89
Terrestrial

Southern Africa:
Namibia
UMIC
Rank: 78

SDG 1:
Assets
(asset-based wealth
index)

Torra, 1998
Khoadi-Hôas, 1998
Ehirovipuka, 2001
Salambala, 1998
Kwandu, 1999
Mayun, 1999

SDG 4:
Education services
(school attendance)
SDG 1: assets
(infrastructure
improvements)
SDG 1: resilience (equity
of benefit allocation,
economic diversification,
empowerment,
conflict/problem-solving
capacity)
SDG 8: employment (job
creation)
SDG 1:
Income
(consumption
expenditure – food and
non-food – in household)

conservation
objectives.
Results on the effects
of the conservancy
programme on
household poverty is
mixed. Positive effects
on some health
outcome variables,
but negative for
education outcomes.

Local livelihoods have
improved through
diversification and
infrastructure
development. Threats
to biodiversity have
subsided.

There is evidence of
some direct economic
benefits to
conservancy
members, but indirect
benefits promoting
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Trustworthy

Stone (2015)

Community asset
mapping exercise,
semi-structured
interviews, and
published and
unpublished data
sources

Sub-type: Communityconserved areas and
territories – established
and run by local
communities
Type A: Governance by
government

Score: 70.84

Sub-type: Federal or
national ministry or
agency in charge

UMIC

Trustworthy

Suich (2013)

Qualitative data
collected in a
household survey,
focus groups, key
informant
interviews
Trustworthy

Southern Africa:
Botswana

Rank: 79
Score: 70.72

Southern Africa:
Namibia
UMIC

Sub-type: Communityconserved areas and
territories – established
and run by local
communities

development for all
residents have not
materialized.

Terrestrial

Terrestrial

Type D. Governance by
indigenous peoples and
local communities

Puros, 2000
Kasika, 2005

Rank: 78
Score: 70.84
Terrestrial

Community within
conservancies
The Chobe National
Park and Chobe
Enclave Community
Trust, Botswana,
provide the context
for this study.
Chobe Enclave
Community Trust
(CECT),
a group of five rural
villages living
adjacent to the CNP

SDG 1: social capital
SDG 1: assets (ability to
access natural and
financial resources, and
man-made assets and
infrastructure)
SDG 4: knowledge/skills
MDPI: Community
capital framework
measuring 7 types of
capital

Compares the
Kwandu
Conservancy in
Namibia, 1999 with
the Tchuma Tchato
Project in
Mozambique

SDG 1: Assets (reduced
access to land or
resources, improved
access/returns from
physical assets, reduced
access/returns from
physical infrastructure)

Community in the
conservancy

SDG 1: Income
(increased/reduced
income, income
security)

The results indicate
that before the
introduction of
tourism, the CNP,
endowed with natural
capital in the form of
fauna was not linked
to other community
capitals. The CNP and
community were
perceived as being
independent systems.
This kind of
relationship
constrained the
linkages between CNP
and the community.
In Kwandu
Conservancy in
Namibia, positive
impacts were felt only
on household financial
capital on a
disappointingly
narrow scale.
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SDG 1: Social capital
(Greater social cohesion
and empowerment,
extent and intensity of
social networks,
exacerbation or
creation of conflicts)
SDG 2: Food security
(increased/reduced
food availability,
improved harvests,
increased/reduced
access to game meat)
SDG 6: Water security
(access to water)
SDG 8: Employment
(increased skills &
experience, increased
promotion &
employment
opportunities)
MDPI: Comprising five
dimensions of poverty:
financial, human,
natural, physical, and
social dimensions
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7.7. ESPA-funded research
All 339 studies published by March 2017 funded by ESPA were screened at title and abstract level for
possible inclusion in this REA. Seven studies drawing on primary research were identified as being of
direct relevance (see Table 5). All of these were screened at full text for possible inclusion and the
table lists decisions made.
Study

1. Bluwstein J, Moyo F, Kicheleri RP (2016) Austere
Conservation: Understanding Conflicts over Resource
Governance in Tanzanian Wildlife Management Areas.
Conservation and Society 14(3): 218-231
2. Keane A, Gurd H, Kaelo D, Said MY, de Leeuw J, Rowcliffe
M, Homewood, K (2016) Gender Differentiated
Preferences For A Community-based Conservation
Initiative. PLoS ONE 11(3): e0152432.
3. Moyo F, Ijumba K, Lund JF (2016) Failure By Design?
Revisiting Tanzania's Flagship Wildlife Management Area.
Conservation and Society 14(3): 232-242
4. Rakotonarivo OS, Jacobsen JB, Larson HO, Jones JPG,
Nielsen MR, Ramamonjisoa BS, Mandimbiniaina RH,
Hockley N (2017) Qualitative and Quantitative Evidence
on the True Local Welfare Costs of Forest Conservation in
Madagascar: Are Discrete Choice Experiments a Valid ex
ante Tool? World Development Vol. 94: 478–491
5. Rasolofoson RA, Ferraro PJ, Jenkins CN, Jones JPG (2015)
Effectiveness of Community Forest Management at
reducing deforestation in Madagascar. Biological
Conservation, 184:271-277.
6. Rasolofoson R (2016) Impacts of Community Forest
Management on Human Economic Well-Being across
Magadascar. Conservation Letters, 10: 346–353
7. Schreckenberg K, Franks P, Martin A, Lang B (2016)
Unpacking Equity for Protected Area Conservation.
PARKS 22.2: 11-26

Decision in relation Number of times
to this REA
article cited
according to
Google Scholar
Included in
7
synthesis

Exclude – outcome

0

Exclude – methods

5

Exclude – date

0

Exclude – context

32

Exclude – context

1

Exclude – methods

4

Table 5: ESPA-funded research of direct relevance to this REA

We are pleased to have been able to include Bluwstein (2016) into our synthesis of 20 studies for
inclusion in this REA. This study draws on a review of policy documents, qualitative data,
observations and interviews in the Burunge Wildlife Management Area in Tanzania, and therefore
formed part of our synthesis of community-governed protected areas. It investigates outcomes such
as access to land and natural resources, as well as communities’ financial resources and benefits
from tourism-related revenues. Its findings were in line with similar studies and include that
centralised control over key resources results in limited ownership and participation at community
level.
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Although Rakotonarivo (2017) and Keane (2016) have been excluded for the purposes of this REA,
ESPA should be commended for funding research that employ innovative methods to explore
residents’ preferences when living in or near a protected area.
Schreckenberg’s (2016) work has been important in framing thinking around debates on outcomes
in protected areas, viewing these through an equity lens rather than focusing on livelihoods; and
proposing a three-part framework consisting of recognition, procedure and distribution, together
with 16 principles present in enabling conditions. In our view, this work forms part of what we
regard as one of ESPA’s major contributions to the environmental research field – a contribution
towards ‘diagnosis’ (an analysis of the problems and options), that we have documented elsewhere.
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