The
University
g Of

(T

i . ..;"k.l':{éi Shﬁfﬁe]d.

This is a repository copy of Socio-economic and environmental trade-offs in Amazonian
protected areas and Indigenous territories revealed by assessing competing land uses.

White Rose Research Online URL for this paper:
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/216025/

Version: Published Version

Article:

den Braber, B. orcid.org/0000-0002-9639-8409, Oldekop, J.A. orcid.org/0000-0003-0565-
812X, Devenish, K. et al. (4 more authors) (2024) Socio-economic and environmental
trade-offs in Amazonian protected areas and Indigenous territories revealed by assessing
competing land uses. Nature Ecology & Evolution, 8. pp. 1482-1492. ISSN 2397-334X

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-024-02458-w

Reuse

This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) licence. This licence
allows you to distribute, remix, tweak, and build upon the work, even commercially, as long as you credit the
authors for the original work. More information and the full terms of the licence here:

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/

Takedown

If you consider content in White Rose Research Online to be in breach of UK law, please notify us by
emailing eprints@whiterose.ac.uk including the URL of the record and the reason for the withdrawal request.

2=\ White Rose

| university consortium
/‘ Universities of Leeds, Sheffield & York

eprints@whiterose.ac.uk
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/




nature ecology & evolution

Article

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-024-02458-w

Socio-economic and environmental
trade-offsin Amazonian protected areas and
Indigenous territoriesrevealed by assessing

competing land uses

A list of authors and their affiliations appears at the end of the paper

Received: 16 September 2022

Accepted: 7 June 2024

Published online: 15 July 2024

% Check for updates

Protected area (PA) assessments rarely evaluate socio-economic

and environmental impacts relative to competing land uses, limiting
understanding of socio-environmental trade-offs from efforts to protect 30%
of the globe by 2030. Here we assess deforestation and poverty outcomes

(fiscalincome, income inequality, sanitation and literacy) between 2000
and 2010 of strict PAs (SPAs), sustainable-use PAs (SUPAs) and Indigenous
territories (ITs) compared with different land uses (agriculture and mining
concessions) across ~5,500 census tracts in the Brazilian Legal Amazon. ITs
reduced deforestation relative to all alternative land uses (48-83%) but had
smaller socio-economic benefits compared with other protection types
and land uses (18-36% depending on outcome), indicating that Indigenous
communities experience socio-economic trade-offs. By contrast, SUPAs,
and potentially SPAs, did not reduce deforestation relative to small-scale
agriculture (landholdings <10 ha) but did so relative to larger agricultural
landholdings (70-82%). Critically, these reductions in deforestation
frequently occurred without negative socio-economic outcomes. By
contrast, ITs and SUPAs protected against deforestation from mining, but
atthe cost of smallerimprovements inincome and inequality. Our results
suggest that although PAs in the Brazilian Legal Amazon substantially
reduced deforestation without compromising local socio-economic
development, efforts to secure Indigenous rights need additional
interventions to ensure these communities are not further disadvantaged.

Protected areas (PAs) are key conservation interventions and are cen-
tral to new ambitious international targets, such as the global target
to protect 30% of the planet by 2030 (30 x 30 agenda)’. However, the
proposed expansion of PAs has important implications for competi-
tion among alternative land uses and rural communities that depend
on land and natural resources. Conservation research, policy and
practice recognize the importance of socio-economic impacts*?, but
analyses that focus on multiple outcomes to assess environmental and

socio-economic trade-offs remain scarce®. Furthermore, studies that
assess outcomes of different protection arrangements relative to a
range of specific alternative land uses are extremely limited*”. These
gaps hamper the ability of policymakers to understand and balance
environmental and socio-economic trade-offs in conservation and
development decision-making.

Our primary objective is to contrast environmental and
socio-economic outcomes of different protection arrangements with
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outcomes fromalternative land uses, using the Brazilian Legal Amazon
(BLA) as a case study. Our study advances previous work in two ways.
First, we compare deforestation and socio-economic outcomes (fiscal
income, incomeinequality, literacy and sanitation) between different
types of protection to matched non-protected control areas. The pro-
tection arrangements are strict PAs (SPAs; equivalent to International
Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) categories I-IV that restrict
natural resource use), sustainable-use PAs (SUPAs; IUCN categories
V-Vl that allow natural resource use) and Indigenous territories (ITs;
whichgiveinalienable land rights to Indigenous communities). Second,
we differentiate between non-protected control areas with different
land uses to assess how protection outcomes vary when compared with
alternative, and often competing, land uses.

Inthis second comparison, we differentiate non-protected control
areasintothose thatare sparsely populated, dominated by agricultural
land uses, and those with legal mining concessions. We further dif-
ferentiate the agricultural land use category based on the size of the
dominantlandholding (thatis, very small, small, medium or large). This
sizedistinctionisimportant because, globally, large-scale agriculture
is responsible for most deforestation®. Large-scale agriculture also
typically generates trade with distant locations but contributes little
to poverty reduction and can exacerbate local poverty by restricting
small-scale agriculture’. Conversely, the contributions of small-scale
agriculture to deforestation are typically lower' and socio-economic
benefits tend to be retained locally, as smallholders are often less
directly connected to distant agricultural markets". We also compare
PAland uses with legal mining concessions. There is considerable con-
cernregarding theimpacts of mining on natural habitats, but the effect
of mining activities on deforestation and its spatial extent is highly
variable®. The impacts of mining on local poverty are contested”.
Mining mightimprove income, health and education throughjob crea-
tion, while infrastructure development could improve accessibility to
schools and hospitals. Mining can, however, also increase inequalities,
reduce the economic viability of alternative livelihoods such as agri-
culture® and adversely affect health™.

Several factors justify our focus on the BLA. The region is impor-
tant biologically and contains the world’s largest continuous tropical
forest. However, the BLAis also highly threatened by deforestation and
forest degradation. Claims forland and resources are highly contested
by different actors, including smallholders, Indigenous peoples and
local communities (IPLCs; who historically have been economically
and politically marginalized), and economic and political elites who
have supported mining and large infrastructure and agro-industrial
developments (Supplementary Text 1). Critically, government institu-
tions in Brazil have facilitated the integration of environmental and
socio-economic dataacross sources and spatial scales by making them
publicly available.

Deforestation in the Amazon initially peaked in the early 2000s
owing to the expansion of soy and cattle production, influenced by
technological advancements and favourable market conditions®.
Deforestation rates dropped after 2004 when the Brazilian govern-
ment launched the Action Plan for the Prevention and Control of
Deforestation in the Legal Amazon that included the expansion of
PAs and other interventions'. Other initiatives have been linked to
increasing deforestation, including the implementation of agrarian
settlement schemes aimed at smallholder farms”, but large landhold-
ers remainresponsible for the majority of deforestation'. The second
largest cause of recent deforestation is mining'®. Although deforesta-
tion has increased again since 2012, rates are half those of the 2004
peak'. Competition for land between conservation and alternative
land uses has resulted in PA downgrading, downsizing and degazette-
ment events in the Amazon?® and the increase of mining operations
within PAboundaries”.

Effects of PAs vary according to the PA type and local and regional
contexts?>?, PAs can reduce deforestation by restricting alternative

land uses, including agriculture, logging and mining, but this can
negatively affect rural livelihoods by limiting access toland and natural
resources’. Conversely, the management regimes of PAs can support
livelihoods and alleviate poverty through numerous mechanisms?®.
Theseinclude the following: (1) alternative income-generating oppor-
tunities from tourism (for example, ref. 24); (2) bolstering the flow
of environmental services to areas adjacent to PAs, improving agri-
cultural yields and, by extension, incomes (for example, ref. 25); (3)
allowing communities to leverage support from governments and
non-governmental organizations for development projects (for exam-
ple, education and amenities)?; (4) offering payment for ecosystem
services (forexample, the Bolsa Floresta programme supporting SUPAs
in the state of Amazonas)¥; and (5) providing local communities with
access and management rights to facilitate sustainable use of land
and natural resources while restricting more intensive exploitation
of these resources®*®,

Income opportunities from tourismin the BLA are generally low”,
and SPAs limit local communities” access and management rights to
natural resources. Thisisin contrast to SUPAs and ITs that actively pro-
mote suchrights. While communitiesinITs are often autarkic and not
integrated into market economies, some households and communities
actively engage in commercial agriculture and the sale of forest prod-
ucts®, Evidence from the BLA suggests that local communities that can
legally access forest resources within SUPAs can successfully catalyse
collectiveactionand localinstitutions to diversify income-generating
activities and develop health, sanitation and education infrastructure,
as well as other key services®.

To assess the environmental and socio-economic effects of each
type of protection arrangement versus alternative land uses, we com-
piled ahigh-spatial-resolution, longitudinal dataset of land use, defor-
estation and poverty for the period 2000-2010, the two most recent
population census years for whichmicrodata are available. We generate
deforestation estimates from the well-established PRODES Brazilian
Amazon deforestation dataset® and combine these with four poverty
indicators (fiscal income, income inequality, and metrics of literacy
and sanitation) from the 2000 and 2010 population censuses for 5,545
censustracts (CTs) inthe BLA. CTs are the smallest spatial unit for which
socio-economic data are available™.

Our approach contrasts treated CTs that became protected
by one of our three types of protection during our study period,
with unprotected control CTs dominated by specific alternative
land uses. Our socio-economic metrics capture data from human
populations living across each CT, which, for protected CTs, will
include some people legally residing within PA boundaries (even
for some SPAs***) and people living close to PAs. We compiled
property sizes of landholders from agricultural census data*® and
approved mining concessions from the Sistema de Informacgdes
Geograficas da Mineracao® to define different subsets of com-
parable control CTs. Spatial data on PAs were obtained from the
National Cadastre of Protected Areas from the Brazilian Ministry
of Environment™,

Our principal analysis assesses differences in our key outcome
variables following the establishment of PAs after 2000. Our study
design does not include experimental manipulation (for example,
arandomized control trial), so we are unable to make definitive
causal claims about the statistical associations in our observational
data. To maximize the robustness of our analysis, we use statistical
matching and regression techniques, which control for potential
biophysical, socio-economic and political confounders that could
influence our outcomes and the establishment of PAs and ITs. We
support our main findings and conclusions with nine robustness
checksthatinclude,amongothers, hidden bias tests toensure results
arenot unduly influenced by missing confounders, different match-
ing specifications, datasets and an alternative modelling framework
(Supplementary Text 3).
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Fig.1|Differencesin deforestation between PA types established after 2000
and alternative land uses. Non-PA controls include all the CTs with less than 1%
oftheir land protected. Sparsely populated areas are those with less than 10% of
the CT settled. Dominant agricultural landholder sizes are determined by the
category containing the most properties per CT. Mining areas are defined as

Dominant landholding size

census tracts with licensed mining activities after 2000. Thick lines represent
treated (T) CTs, and thin lines represent control (C) CTs. Significant differences
(two sided) between treatment and matched controls: **P < 0.001; **P < 0.01;
*P<0.05; "P<0.1.Exact Pvalues and adjusted Pvalues to correct for multiple
testing are presented in Supplementary Table 1.

Results

Comparisons with non-PAs

Throughout our results, we use SPAs, SUPAs and ITs to refer to cen-
sus tracts protected after 2000. We first compared different forms of
protection to the full set of control CTs (that is, without sub-setting
controlsinto different land uses). We find that all forms of protection
were associated with reductions in deforestation between 2000 and
2010, withITs associated with the greatestamount of avoided deforesta-
tion (SPAs = -53.6%, P < 0.001; SUPAs = -46.7%, P < 0.001; ITs = —69.0%,
P<0.001; Fig. 1and Supplementary Table1).

After being corrected for inflation, mean monthly household
income increased during the study period in all types of protected
CTsand unprotected controls. Increases were 59.3% (P < 0.001) higher
in SPAs than in matched controls, with no significant difference in
increases between SUPAs and controls; by contrast, increasesinincome
inITs were 24.8% (P < 0.001) lower thanin matched controls (Fig. 2a and
Supplementary Table 2). We found no relationship between any protec-
tion arrangement and income inequality (Fig. 2b and Supplementary
Table 3) or sanitation (Fig. 3a and Supplementary Table 4). SUPAs were
associated with slightly higher literacy rates than the matched controls
(5.67% increase, P=0.01), with other types of protection having no
effect (Fig. 3b and Supplementary Table 5).

All protection arrangements thus appear effective at combat-
ting deforestation while also improving socio-economic conditions
over the study period. However, for ITs, improvements in income
were below those in matched non-PAs, indicating environmental and
socio-economic trade-offs. ITs were thus linked to the largest envi-
ronmental gains but also the smallest socio-economic gains, sug-
gesting that IPLCs may be missing out on economic development
opportunities.

Comparisons with agriculture and sparsely populated areas
SPAs and SUPAs were associated with reduced deforestation (between
-40.5% and -81.6%) compared with agricultural land uses. This applied
toallagricultural landholding sizes except when comparing SUPAs with
areas dominated by very smalllandholders (SUPAs = -1.66%, P= 0.92;
Fig.1and Supplementary Table 1). SPAs are also potentially less effec-
tive at reducing deforestation relative to areas dominated by small
landholders, but our result is only marginally non-significant and the
estimated effect sizeis much larger than that of SUPAs (SPAs = -30.7%,
P=0.08;Fig.1and Supplementary Table1). By contrast, ITs were linked
to significant reductions in deforestation compared with all five agri-
cultural land uses (between 47.7% and 82.8% avoided deforestation;
Fig.1and Supplementary Table1).

SPAs were associated with larger increases in income relative
to areas dominated by medium (57.9%, P<0.0001) and large (26.4%,
P=0.03; Fig. 2a and Supplementary Table 2) agricultural landhold-
ers. By contrast, ITs were linked to smaller increases in income com-
pared with sparsely populated areas (-32.2%, P=0.02; Fig. 2a and
Supplementary Table 2) and areas dominated by very small (-35.8%,
P<0.0001; Fig. 2a and Supplementary Table 2) and large landhold-
ers (-29.6%, P=0.01; Fig. 2a and Supplementary Table 2). We find no
relationship between SUPAs and income relative to any agricultural
landholding size.

SUPAs were associated with significant reductions in income
inequality when compared with areas dominated by small landhold-
ers (-12.3%, P< 0.001; Fig. 2b and Supplementary Table 3), but were
linked to significantincreases ininequality when compared with areas
dominated by medium landholders (59.1%, P < 0.001; Fig. 2b and Sup-
plementary Table 3). ITs were associated with significant reductions
in income inequality when compared with areas dominated by very
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Fig.2|Differencesinincome and income inequality between PA types
established after 2000 and alternative land uses. a, Effects onincome,
measured as the mean monthly income in Brazilian reais in CTs. b, Effects on
income inequality measured as the Gini coefficient in CTs. Non-PA controls
include all the CTs with less than 1% of their land protected. Sparsely populated
areas are those with less than 10% of the CT settled. Dominant agricultural
landholder sizes are determined by the category containing the most properties

Dominant landholding size

per CT.Mining areas are defined as CTs with licensed mining activities after
2000. Thick lines represent treated (T) CTs and thin lines represent control

(C) census tracts. Significant differences (two sided) between treatment and
matched controls: ***P < 0.001; **P < 0.01; *P < 0.05; ‘P < 0.1. Exact Pvalues and
adjusted Pvalues to correct for multiple testing are presented in Supplementary
Tables2 and 3.

small (-21.4%, P< 0.0001; Fig. 2b and Supplementary Table 3) and small
landholders (-14.3%, P < 0.001; Fig. 2b and Supplementary Table 3).
SPAs had no significant relationship with income inequality.

SPAs were associated withsignificantly smallerincreasesin literacy
rates when compared with sparsely populated areas (-7.59%, P= 0.03;
Fig. 3b and Supplementary Table 5). SUPAs were linked to smaller
increases in literacy when compared with areas dominated by small
(-8.49%, P=0.01; Fig. 3b and Supplementary Table 5) and medium

landholders (-13.9%, P= 0.01; Fig. 3b and Supplementary Table 5) but
were associated with greater increases in literacy compared with very
smalllandholders (1.98%, P= 0.01; Fig. 3b and Supplementary Table 5).
ITs were linked to smaller increases in literacy rates when compared
with areas dominated by small landholders (-18.1%, P < 0.001; Fig. 3b
and Supplementary Table 5).

SPAs were associated with lower improvements in sanitation
compared with sparsely populated areas and areas dominated by
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Fig.3 | Differencesin sanitation and literacy rates between PA types
established after 2000 and alternative land uses. a, Effects on sanitation,
measured as the percentage of households with poor sanitation in CTs. b, Effects
on literacy, measured as literacy rates in CTs. Non-PA controlsinclude all CTs
withless than 1% of their land protected. Sparsely populated areas are those
withless than10% of the CT settled. Dominant agricultural landholder sizes are

Dominant landholding size

determined by the category containing the most properties per CT. Mining areas
are defined as census tracts with licensed mining activities after 2000. Thick
lines represent treated (T) CTs, and thin lines represent control (C) census tracts.
Significant differences (two sided) between treatment and matched controls:
**P<0.001;*P<0.01;*P< 0.05; *P< 0.1. Exact Pvalues and adjusted Pvalues to
correct for multiple testing are presented in Supplementary Tables 4 and 5.

large landholders (sparsely populated areas = 3.34%, P=0.03; large
landholders =20.9%, P=0.03; Fig. 3a and Supplementary Table 4).
By contrast, SUPAs were linked to greater improvements in sanita-
tion when compared with areas dominated by very small landholders
(-2.71%, P< 0.001; Fig. 3a and Supplementary Table 4).

These results emphasize the importance of ITs in combatting
deforestation, as they effectively reduced deforestation compared
with all forms of agricultural land use. The effectiveness of SUPAs,

and potentially SPAs, in reducing deforestation relative to areas domi-
nated by very small landholders is limited. These results also show
potentially contrasting socio-economic effects depending on the
type of protection and the size of agricultural landholdings in the
comparison. Critically, although ITs are sometimes associated with
lower levels of inequality, Indigenous communities may be missing
out on income-generating opportunities, especially compared with
SPAs thatreduced deforestation while maintaining or evenincreasing
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average incomes within the CT compared with alternative agricultural
land uses.

Comparisons of different forms of protection to mining

All forms of protection were associated with reduced deforestation
compared with CTs with licensed mines (SPAs =-62.4%, P< 0.001;
SUPAs =-76.5%, P < 0.001;ITs = -62.9%, P < 0.001). SUPAs were associ-
ated with economic trade-offs with significantly lower gainsinincome
than in mining areas (-9.88%, P= 0.04). ITs were linked to significant
increases in income inequality (9.13%, P= 0.01) relative to CTs with
licensed mines. We find no relationship between protectionand literacy
rates or sanitation compared with mining areas. These results suggest
that SPAs can prevent the adverse environmental impacts of mining
without adversely affecting socio-economic conditions but provide
further evidence for environmental and socio-economic trade-offs
for ITs and SUPAs.

Robustness checks

We conducted asuite of different robustness checks (Supplementary
Text3 and Extended Data Figs.1-8): (1) stricter matching criteria (cali-
pers), (2) stricter spatial definitions of protection (raising the threshold
for defining protected CTs from 10% PA or IT coverage in our main
analysis to 50%), (3) restricting our analysis to deforestation from 2006
to 2010 and PAs that were established after 2006, (4) examining the
potential presence of unmeasured confounders by conducting hid-
den bias sensitivity analyses (Oster bounds) and testing for spatial
autocorrelation in our regression models, (5) ensuring that statisti-
cal differences between landholding size are not driven by differing
amounts of settled land, (6) ensuring that our results are consistent
across agricultural land dominated by different agricultural activities
(forexample, pasture), (7) using the high-resolution global deforesta-
tion maps generated by a previous study® as an alternative dataset to
PRODES, (8) examining the spatial extent of potential mining effects
and (9) using an alternative modelling framework (fixed-effects panel
regression). These tests confirm that our analyses are not adversely
influenced by hidden bias from unmeasured confounders and validate
the conclusions that we draw from our main results.

Discussion
We make two important contributions to our understanding of the
effects of different protection arrangements. First, we add to our under-
standing of the joint environmental and socio-economic outcomes of
different protection arrangements and their trade-offs. Second, we
contribute to the advancement of evaluation frameworks that assess
protection outcomes relative to alternative land uses.

Wefindthatacrossallanalyses, ITsare the governance arrangement
most consistently associated with reductionsin deforestation relative
to agricultural land use and mining in our study period. These results
highlight the conservation benefits that can arise from recognizing
the rights of IPLCs to natural resources in Brazil and potentially other
regions*’. However, our results also suggest that ITs are more likely to
experience socio-economic trade-offs than other protection arrange-
ments. [Tswere associated with smallerincreasesinincome and, insome
instances, lower literacy rates, compared with other land uses. Indig-
enous communitiesin Brazil and elsewhere are often more autarkic (for
example, because of reduced access to markets and other institutions;
Supplementary Information). Yet, as global efforts to return land and
resourcerightsto IPLCsramp up in the wake of the 2021 United Nations
Climate Change Conference (COP 26; Glasgow Leaders’ Declaration
on Forests and Land Use), it is critical that interventions to secure land
rights are accompanied by targeted development programmes and
initiatives designed to remove access barriers to other forms of support
(for example, existing social protection programmes™).

SUPAs in the BLA appear not to be effective at reducing defor-
estation compared with areas dominated by very small (<10 ha)

landholdings (which comprise a similar proportion of the BLA as
agricultural land dominated by other landholding size categories;
Supplementary Fig. 1a). These results point to the current limited
environmental gains of designating SUPAs in areas dominated by
small-scale agriculture. However, the history of the BLA highlights the
risk of the consolidation of smaller landholdings by larger commercial
agricultural enterprises (Supplementary Text 1). Designating SUPAs
could thus reduce the risk of such consolidation and be more effective
when considering future land use transitions. These dynamics should
be explicitly considered in efforts to increase PA networks inboth the
BLA and beyond.

Moreimportantly, we find that the environmental gains from SPAs
and SUPAs rarely trade off against socio-economic development when
compared with agricultural land uses, including areas dominated by
large agricultural landholdings. This resultis compatible with sugges-
tions that the socio-economic benefits of large agricultural business
development in the BLA can be limited for large proportions of the
rural population®. Our study thus indicates that agricultural business
development of the BLAis unlikely to provide socio-economic benefits
for local people to a greater extent than protection-focused alterna-
tives that preserve forest cover.

Ourresults suggest that all protection arrangements are effective
atreducing deforestation arising from mining land uses (although we
are able to assess only legal mining concessions and note that illegal
mining can affect deforestation and communities both outside and
within ITs and PAs). This effect extends up to 50 km from mining sites
for SUPAs and up to 75 km for ITs (Extended Data Fig. 1a). However,
results suggest that this may involve socio-economic trade-offsin the
case of SUPAs and ITs. ITs experienced greater increases in inequality
relative to mining, and there are indications that SUPAs experienced
smallerincreasesinincome. Critically, these negative socio-economic
effects extended over much smaller distances (5-10 km; Extended Data
Fig. 2) than the positive environmental effects of protection, that s,
reduced deforestation rates. This emphasizes the importance of con-
sidering spatial scale in balancing trade-offs between environmental
protection and socio-economic development goals.

Our approachrevealsimportant heterogeneity in the environmen-
tal and socio-economic outcomes of protection arrangements in the
BLA and provides a better understanding of synergies and trade-offs
across sustainability objectives that arise from alternative land use
decisions. The magnitude to which the outcomes of protection arrange-
ments extend beyond the boundaries of ITs and PAs, and whether
protection displaces deforestation to other locationsin the BLA (and
elsewhere), remainanimportantresearch frontier. Consideringalter-
native land use optionsin future evaluations of PAs and other effective
area-based conservation measures can further help us better under-
stand socio-environmental trade-offs withimportantimplications for
conservation policy and practice.

The target of protecting 30% of terrestrial land surface by 2030
has been enshrined in the United Nations Convention on Biological
Diversity’. As plans develop to meet the 30 x 30 target, it is critical
that the expansion of protection efforts is not biased to areas with
limited additionality, where opportunity costs are lower but conser-
vation effectiveness is reduced. Agriculture and mining frequently
compete against efforts to protect natural habitats and the provision
of rights to rural communities®>?2, Gaining a better understanding of
socio-economic and environmental synergies and trade-offs in other
regions and contexts, and the specific processes through which these
occur (for example, changes in local wages*?), will be essential for
better policy design.

Methods

We first compare deforestation and multiple socio-economic outcomes
(fiscal income, income inequality, literacy and sanitation) between
three different types of protection arrangements (SPAs, SUPAs and ITs)
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and matched non-PAs from the full set of control CTs. We then compare
the outcomes of these three protectiontreatments to control CTs domi-
nated by specificalternative land uses (sparsely populated areas, areas
dominated by different agricultural landholding sizes and mining).

Unit of analysis

Our analysis focuses on 5,545 CTs (mean size £ s.e., 977 + 44.7 km?;
Supplementary Fig. 1b) within the BLA derived from CTs identified in
Brazil’s 2000 human population census. Focusing on CTs rather than
municipalities (of which there are 772in the BLA as 0f 2021*) allowed us
to assess patterns at finer spatial scales and substantially increase our
sample size and thus the statistical power of our analysis. We merged
CTs that were smaller than 50 km? (mean size * s.e., 3.5 + 0.04 km?;
total area covered is less than 1% of the BLA area) as the boundaries
of these CTs are tightly delimiting settled areas (villages) from the
surrounding rural landscape. This merging of CTs increases the ability
to detectimpacts of land use decisions on the residents of these small
CTs. Our algorithm selected the smallest CT, then merged it with the
neighbouring CT situated in the same municipality with whomit shared
the longest border—although, in practice, most of the small census
tracts are surrounded by much larger census tracts. The algorithm
repeated this procedure until the area of the smallest remaining CT
was larger than 50 km?,

Theboundaries of some census tracts changed between 2000 and
2010. We thus followed an approach** that assumes that people are
homogeneously distributed within the census tract. We consistently
reconstructed datatothe2000 CT boundaries by first overlapping the
2010 CT boundaries with the 2000 CT boundaries and then calculat-
ing aweighted average of the 2010 metric for the 2000 CT boundary.
Agricultural census data also experienced boundary changes between
2000 and 2006, and the same procedure was followed to calculate a
2006 metric allocated to the 2000 CT boundaries.

Outcomes

Forest cover loss metric. We used the Brazilian PRODES™ to estimate
forest cover loss for our main analysis. The PRODES dataset is used
nationally and internationally in the assessment of deforestation in
the Amazon® and quantifies cumulative deforestation in patches of
atleast 6.25 ha. PRODES detects only loss of old-growth forest and
ignores secondary forest gains and losses, including those associ-
ated with shifting cultivation systems (see Supplementary Text 3 for
arobustness test using the data of a previous study®, which measures
deforestation at 30 mresolution).

Poverty metrics. We use four indicators of poverty and well-being
availableinthe national census microdata, which aggregates individual
household dataat the CT level: (1) mean household income per month
in Brazilian reais (R$), corrected for inflation using the Indice Nacional
de Precos ao Consumidor (INPC)*¢; (2) income inequality, measured
as the Gini coefficient and calculated at the household level (for each
CT) using data on the numbers of households within each income
category; (3) literacy rates as a measure of education, calculated as
the percentage of literate household heads (parental education is a
positive indicator of child education in Global South countries and a
good indicator of social mobility*’) and (4) percentage of households
with poor sanitation (that is, without toilets that drain into a sewage
system or septic tank).

Wefocusonthesefourindicatorsfor several reasons.Incomeis con-
sidered akey measure of poverty and well-being in global sustainability
agendas (for example, Sustainable Development Goal 1, Target 1.1)
and is used by Brazilian state agencies to measure poverty> and eli-
gibility for socio-economic protection programmes (for example,
Bolsa Familia*®). Similarly, reducing income inequality is also consid-
ered a key sustainability goal and target (Sustainable Development
Goal10, Target10.1). Inaddition, there is widespread recognition that

poverty and well-being are multi-dimensional issues. We therefore
also include two variables available in the census data: literacy (as a
proxy of education) and sanitation (as a proxy of health). Our indica-
torsthus cover awide range of nationally and globally relevant poverty
and well-being measures that are also closely linked to commonly used
measures to assess PA impactsin other contexts***°. More importantly,
our indicators probably capture changes in dimensions of poverty and
well-being of large swathes of the rural population of the BLA, includ-
ing populations in ITs. This is because, although more autarkic and
often marginalized politically and economically, Indigenous peoples
inthe BLA (1) do engage in market economies (at least to some extent),
(2) areeligible for socio-economic protection programmes and receive
conditional cash transfers (despite structural difficulties in access-
ing them) and (3) have constitutional rights to bilingual education
(although these rights are often only partially met)*°.

Intervention and control definitions

Defining interventions. We define each of our three protection
arrangement types and their locations in the BLA using the Brazilian
National Protected Area System (SNUC)*' (Supplementary Fig. 1c). We
define SPAs as the five categories of Integral Protected Units (Unidades
de Protecao Integral), that is, ecological research stations, biological
reserves, national parks, natural monuments and wildlife reserves.
Environmental protection is the principal aim of each of these five
categories, and they equate to IUCN PA categories | to IV. Resource
useintheseareasis prohibited, but they canbe accessed for research,
education and, in some instances, tourism (for example, in national
parks). The Brazilian National Protected Area System defines seven
categories of PAs within the sustainable use group, each with a spe-
cific set of use and occupation rules. The SUPAs are, from the least to
the most restrictive, environmental protection areas (APA), areas of
relevant ecologicalinterest (ARIE), national or state forests (FLONA or
FLOES), extractivist reserves (ResEx), faunareserves (RF), sustainable
development reserves (RDS) and natural heritage private reserves
(RPPN). All categories arerepresented in the BLA, except for RFs, which
were neverimplemented anywhere in the country**. For this study, we
define SUPAs as FLONAs and FLOES, ResEx and RDS (all of whichequate
to IUCN PA categories V and VI). APAs and ARIEs were not included
because they representvery large areas that encompass multiple land-
scape contexts (for example, urban, mining, agriculture, other PAs)
and are subject to zoning rules instead of rules that apply throughout
thePA, and they do not equate to [UCN PA categories. Natural heritage
privatereserves (RPPNs) were notincluded because they are privately
owned and cover only approximately 4% of the BLA (mostly in the state
of Mato Grosso)*™. Critically, although their restrictive-use rules can
resemble those of full-protection categories, the mechanisms through
which private protected areas can influence broader socio-economic
outcomes remain unclear®. The 1988 Brazilian Constitution provided
inalienable rights to land for Indigenous peoples. Indigenous peoples
in Brazil face continued social and economicinjustices, yet the 20 years
between 1990 and 2010 saw the largest declaration (725,531 km?) and
homologation (903,260 km?) of Indigenous territories in the Legal
Amazon region®*. Population densities within SPAs and SUPAs are low
compared with those of immediately adjacent areas®, but residence
within PA boundaries is legally permitted in some SPA and SUPA cat-
egories (for example, wildlife reserves and RDS)>.

To make our assessments more conservative, we excluded CTs
overlapping other protection arrangements than the one of interest;
for example, when analysing SUPAs, we removed CTs that also over-
lapped an SPA or IT. We define CTs as protected when protection was
established between our baseline (2000) and endline (2010) years;
note that we conduct a robustness check focusing only on protection
after 2006 (the year of the agricultural census) that limits the varia-
tionin the timing of protection establishment (Supplementary Text 3
and Extended Data Figs. 1b and 3). We defined CTs as being protected
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based on the proportion of the CT that overlapped an SPA, SUPA or
IT. For our main analysis, we use CTs with at least 10% of their area
overlapping a protection arrangement due to the frequent use of this
thresholdin otherstudies**, although percentage overlap was generally
higher (Supplementary Fig.2a-c; see Extended DataFigs.1d and 4 for
arobustness test using CTs with at least 50% of the census tract over-
lapping with protection, a higher threshold that is also used in other
studies*). We defined CTs as being not protected when <1% of their area
was protected. We thus excluded CTs with more than 1%, but less than
10%, overlap with a protection arrangement to ensure a clear distinc-
tionin the amount of protection between control and treatment CTs.

Choice of control land uses. We first compare deforestation and
poverty outcomes of protected CTs to matched non-protected CTs.
We then compared differences in outcomes between each type of
protection arrangement (SPAs, SUPAs and ITs) and a subset of control
CTs dominated by specific alternative land uses (sparsely populated
areas, areas dominated by four classes of agriculturallandholding size
and mining). We focus on agriculture and mining because they are
globally key competitors with PAs for land. Moreover, they are the two
major drivers of deforestation in the BLA'*°, We did not define forest
concessions as an additional type of alternative land use owing to their
rarity in the BLAY. We did, however, classify unprotected CTs with no
licenced mines and less than10% of their area occupied by agricultural
areasas sparsely populated areas as anadditional alternative land use.

Defining controls. Agriculture. First, we compared differences in
outcomes between protection arrangements and agricultural areas.
We defined a CT asan agricultural control if at least 10% of the CT was
settled by agricultural properties, although in most instances the
proportion of area settled by different landholding CTs was substan-
tially higher (Supplementary Fig.2d-g). To ensure a contrast between
protected CTs and agricultural control CTs, we excluded protected
CTs that also incorporated more than 10% settled land from this part
of the analysis. Following a previous study’, we defined agricultural
controlsbased onthe property size of landholdings. We calculated the
dominant landholding size for each CT from the 2006 Brazilian agri-
cultural census®® and used these data for the entire 2000-2010 study
period. This is an inevitable shortcoming due to data availability, but
we believe that the 2006 survey data are sufficient to analyse spatial
heterogeneity in landholder distribution in the Amazon. Indeed, we
found qualitatively identical patterns to our main analysis when we
assessed how PAs established after 2006 influenced deforestation
rates between 2000 and 2010 across the gradient in landholding size
(Extended DataFig. 1b).

We determined whichlandholder size category (very small, small,
medium and large landholders) dominated individual census tracts by
identifying which landholder size category had the most properties per
censustract. Thisapproach ensures that our categorization reflects the
type of landowner that contributes most to our census-based poverty
metrics (Supplementary Fig.1a). We classified properties smaller than
10 ha as ‘very small’, properties between 10 ha and 50 ha as ‘small’,
properties between 50 ha and 200 ha as ‘medium’ and properties
bigger than 200 ha as ‘large’. This classification largely follows global
assessments of farm size*®, but is adjusted for the Brazilian Amazon
because farmsizesinLatin Americaare generally bigger thanthe global
average. Our classification can tease apart differences in agricultural
property size at lower scales than previous assessments conducted in
the Amazon that generally treat all properties smaller than 100 ha as
smallholder agriculture®. Teasing apart differences in property size
below this threshold could be important because 100 hais substantially
higher than the size of the average family farmin Brazil (18.37 ha)*° and
the BLA (57 ha)®.

After matching, we use analyses of variance to confirm that our
control CTs dominated by different agricultural landholding sizes are

similar in their amount of settled land (Extended Data Fig. 8a-c). We
conduct a similar post-matching analysis to ensure that the amount
of pasture land does not differ between different landholding sizes
(Extended DataFig. 8d-f).

Mining. Our approach for comparing protection arrangements to min-
ing areas follows the same approach as our comparison to agricultural
areas. We followed previous studies” and classified areas influenced
by mining as sites with mines classified in the Sistema de Informacgdes
Geograficas da Mineracao that have been officially approved and
licensed for mining by the Brazilian Ministry of Mines and Energy?.
These categories included ‘concessao de lavra’, ‘concessao de lavra
garimpeira’, ‘licenciamento’, and ‘registro de extraciao’. We identified
mining controls based on the presence and absence of at least one
licensed mine within the CT (Supplementary Fig.1d). When comparing
protected CTs with unprotected CTs with mining, we ensure that all
CTs used in our analysis lack mines at baseline (2000). Thus, unpro-
tected CTs with mining are those in which mining commenced after
2000, and protected CTs lack mines throughout the treatment period.
We excluded mines established at baseline because they could have
differential impacts to recently licensed mines. In many cases, infra-
structure development occurs around the time of licensing and it is
thisinfrastructure development thatinfluences deforestation rates'®.
For this part of the analysis, we also excluded protected CTs with mines
established after 2000 to ensure that control and treatment groups
differ in the occurrence of mines. Note that the number of protected
CTs with mining expansion is very small (two CTs protected by ITs
also have mines within the boundaries of the CT; no CTs protected
by SUPAs have mines and six CTs protected by SPAs have mines). Due
to small sample sizes and insufficient variation, and following ref. 18,
we did not differentiate between different types of mines that vary in
their size or nature of the mined resources (for example, gold mining
or other polymetallic mines). Deposits for these mined materials are
widely distributed across the BLA and overlap substantially with loca-
tions with protection arrangements®’. There is considerable interest
in exploiting these resources. For example, even though mining is
not currently allowed in ITs, the Brazilian National Mining Agency
has received over 3,500 requests to mine in the lands of 90 isolated
Indigenous groups®—we thus consider it feasible that mining could
occur across protected CTs.

Confounders

We selected biophysical and socio-economic confounders based on
their potential to influence the outcome or the relationship between
treatment and outcomes®. These confounders were baseline levels of
our poverty measures, size of the CT, baseline forest cover, indicators
of suitability for agriculture and mining development (slope, eleva-
tion, flood risk and travel time from the census tract to major cities
(population size > 50,000)), population density, mines established
before baseline and state (see Supplementary Text 2 and Supplemen-
tary Table 6 for data sources and justification, Supplementary Table 7
for confounders included in different analyses and Supplementary
Tables 8-10 for summary statistics).

For our analyses comparing protection arrangements to agri-
cultural CTs and sparsely populated areas, in addition to matching
on mines established before our baseline, we also matched on
mines established during our study period. We do this to control
for mining activities that could confound our comparison between
protection and agriculture. Similarly, we include the proportion of
settled land as a covariate to isolate the impacts of PAs relative to
mining in our analysis comparing the effects of PAs with mining.
We do this to control for agricultural activities that could confound
our comparison between protection and mining. The individual
covariates included in our different comparisons are included in
Supplementary Table 7.
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Matching

We used acombined matching and ordinary least square (OLS) regres-
sion approach to assess the differences in poverty and deforestation
outcomes between PAs, agriculture and mining. Combining match-
ing and regressions is a well-developed method for assessing PA
outcomes®. Matching is a data pre-processing technique to balance
covariate distributions across treated and control units and is useful
whenimbalance between treatment and control hinders causal infer-
ence®. We used full matching for all covariates, except state and mining
for which we used exact matching, and used post-matching standard-
ized meandifferences of <0.25 asan acceptable balance between treat-
ment and control groups for each covariate®. We used the ‘Matchlt’
package in R for all our matching analyses. Following a previous study®,
weiteratively removed covariates from the propensity score model to
optimizebalance acrossall covariatesin our theory of change. Once bal-
ancewasoptimized, weincluded all covariatesin our theory of change
inour final post-matching regression models (Supplementary Table 7).

We used full matching®®because it allows us to maximize our sam-
plesizes, particularly the number of CTs that meet our requirements for
inclusion as control units. Compared with matching with replacement,
fullmatching maximizes the use of the data by generating subclassesin
whicheach subclass contains one treated unit matched to one or more
control units, or one control unit matched to one or more treatment
units. However, to confirm that full matchingis anappropriate choice,
we compared the full matching and genetic match balance results of
our worst matched comparisons (that is, where average post-matching
standardized mean differences across unbalanced (>0.25) confound-
ers was highest). We found that full matching outperformed genetic
matchingin all instances (Supplementary Fig. 3).

Fullmatching substantiallyimproved the balance of our confound-
ers across all our analyses (Supplementary Figs. 4-6), although for
some confoundersin someinstances the standardized mean difference
exceeded the generally accepted threshold of 0.25 (ref. 66). We tested
whether using a caliper of 1.5 would further improve the balance. We
found that although a caliper of 1.5 significantly reduced our sample
size, we nonetheless observe the same patterns as in our main results
(Supplementary Text1and Extended Data Figs.1c and 5).

Post-matching analysis

Following matching, we conducted OLS regressions on the matched
samples. Our post-matching OLS regressions model our outcomes
measured at endline (that s, valuesin 2010) as a function of our treat-
mentand our matched covariates, including outcome baseline condi-
tions (that is, values in 2000) to control for any residual differences
between treatment and control®°. We use endline outcome values,
rather than a change value between endline and baseline, for our
response variable to avoid problems of spurious correlations caused
by including baseline values in our response variable and as a predic-
tor variable®.

Our regression model takes the form:

Yi= Bo +BiTr + BoX; +¢€

where Y;represents the outcome variables (percentage of forest cover,
income, income inequality, literacy or sanitation) in census tract i in
2010, B,istheintercept, §,isthe treatment effect, Trisabinary variable
indicating the treatment (Tr = 1for census tracts that became protected
between2000and 2010, Tr = O for census tracts that remained unpro-
tected), X;is a vector of covariates we controlled for in the matching
(Supplementary Table 7) and ¢; represents the composite error.

Our post-matching OLS regressions also included the match-
ing weights obtained from the ‘Matchlt’ package. We used Breusch-
Pagan tests using the ‘bptest’ function in the ‘Imtest’ package’inR to
assess heteroscedasticity in our post-matching regressions. We find
substantial amounts of heteroscedasticity in our regression models

(Supplementary Table 11) and therefore computed heteroscedasticity
robuststandard errors (HC1) using the ‘sandwich’ package” in R. Given
the number of models in our analysis, we also present false discovery
rate’” adjusted P values, which in almost all cases show very similar
levels of statistical significance as our heteroscedasticity-corrected
values (Supplementary Tables 1-5).

We first compare deforestation and socio-economic indicators
between protected CTs and the matched unprotected control CTs,
without differentiating the latter by land cover type. We then split our
control group into the different control land use types (sparsely popu-
lated areas, agricultural areas dominated by different landholding sizes
and mining). We repeat the matching procedure for each controlland
usetypetoobtainanacceptable covariate balance between treatment
and control CTsin each comparison.

Reporting summary
Further information on research design is available in the Nature
Portfolio Reporting Summary linked to this article.

Data availability
All of the data that support the findings of this study are available via
Harvard Dataverse at https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/AGVZAT.

Code availability
The analysis code that supports the findings of this study is available
viaHarvard Dataverse at https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/AGVZAT.

References

1. United Nations Environment Programme. Convention on
Biological Diversity. CBD/COP/DEC15/4 (UNEP, 2022).

2. West, P, Igoe, J. & Brockington, D. Parks and peoples: the social
impact of protected areas. Annu. Rev. Anthropol. 35, 251-277 (2006).

3. Oldekop, J. A., Holmes, G., Harris, W. E. & Evans, K. L. A global
assessment of the social and conservation outcomes of
protected areas. Conserv. Biol. 30, 133-141 (2016).

4. Oldekop, J. A. et al. Forest-linked livelihoods in a globalized world.
Nat. Plants 6, 1400-1407 (2020).

5. Schleicher, J., Peres, C. A., Amano, T., Llactayo, W. &
Leader-Williams, N. Conservation performance of different
conservation governance regimes in the Peruvian Amazon. Sci.
Rep. 7, 11318 (2017).

6. Gaveau, D. L. A. et al. Reconciling forest conservation and logging
in Indonesian Borneo. PLoS ONE 8, e69887 (2013).

7. Sims, K. R. E. & Alix-Garcia, J. M. Parks versus PES: evaluating
direct and incentive-based land conservation in Mexico.

J. Environ. Econ. Manag. 86, 8-28 (2017).

8. Curtis, P.G,, Slay, C. M., Harris, N. L., Tyukavina, A. & Hansen, M. C.
Classifying drivers of global forest loss. Science 361, 1108-1111 (2018).

9. Meyfroidt, P. Trade-offs between environment and livelihoods:
bridging the global land use and food security discussions. Glob.
Food Secur. 16, 9-16 (2018).

10. Godar, J., Gardner, T. A., Tizado, E. J. & Pacheco, P. Actor-specific
contributions to the deforestation slowdown in the Brazilian
Amazon. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 111, 15591-15596 (2014).

1. Pokorny, B., de Jong, W., Godar, J., Pacheco, P. & Johnson, J. From
large to small: reorienting rural development policies in response
to climate change, food security and poverty. Policy Econ. 36,
52-59 (2013).

12. Sonter, L. J., Ali, S. H. & Watson, J. E. M. Mining and biodiversity:
key issues and research needs in conservation science. Proc. R.
Soc. B 285, 20181926 (2018).

13. NYDF Assessment Partners. Balancing Forests and Development:
Addressing Infrastructure and Extractive Industries, Promoting
Sustainable Livelihoods Climate Focus (coordinator and editor)
(Forest Declaration, 2020).

Nature Ecology & Evolution | Volume 8 | August 2024 | 1482-1492

1490


http://www.nature.com/natecolevol
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/AGVZAT
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/AGVZAT

Article

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-024-02458-w

4.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

von der Goltz, J. & Barnwal, P. Mines: the local wealth and health
effects of mineral mining in developing countries. J. Dev. Econ.
139, 1-16 (2019).

Richards, P. D., Walker, R. T. & Arima, E. Y. Spatially complex land
change: the indirect effect of Brazil's agricultural sector on land
use in Amazonia. Glob. Environ. Change 29, 1-9 (2014).

Arima, E. Y., Barreto, P., Araujo, E. & Soares-Filho, B. Public policies
can reduce tropical deforestation: lessons and challenges from
Brazil. Land Use Policy M1, 465-473 (2014).

Schneider, M. & Peres, C. A. Environmental costs of
government-sponsored agrarian settlements in Brazilian
Amazonia. PLoS ONE 10, e0134016 (2015).

Sonter, L. J. et al. Mining drives extensive deforestation in the
Brazilian Amazon. Nat. Commun. 8, 1013 (2017).

Silva Junior, C. H. L. et al. The Brazilian Amazon deforestation rate
in 2020 is the greatest of the decade. Nat. Ecol. Evol. 5, 144-145
(2020).

Pack, S. M. et al. Protected area downgrading, downsizing, and
degazettement (PADDD) in the Amazon. Biol. Conserv. 197,
32-39 (2016).

EL Bizri, H. R., Macedo, J. C. B., Paglia, A. P. & Morcatty, T. Q. Mining
undermining Brazil's environment. Science 353, 228 (2016).
Ferraro, P. J. & Hanauer, M. M. Through what mechanisms do
protected areas affect environmental and social outcomes?
Philos. Trans. R. Soc. B 370, 20140267 (2015).

Nolte, C., Agrawal, A., Silvius, K. M. & Soares-Filho, B. S.
Governance regime and location influence avoided deforestation
success of protected areas in the Brazilian Amazon. Proc. Natl
Acad. Sci. USA 110, 4956-4961 (2013).

den Braber, B., Evans, K. L. & Oldekop, J. A. Impact of protected
areas on poverty, extreme poverty, and inequality in Nepal.
Conserv. Lett. https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12576 (2018).

McNally, C. G., Uchida, E. & Gold, A. J. The effect of a protected
area on the tradeoffs between short-run and long-run benefits
from mangrove ecosystems. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 108,
13945-13950 (2011).

Baird, T. D. Conservation and unscripted development: proximity
to park associated with development and financial diversity. Ecol.
Soc. 19, 4 (2014).

Cisneros, E., Borner, J., Pagiola, S. & Wunder, S. Impacts of
conservation incentives in protected areas: the case of Bolsa
Floresta, Brazil. J. Environ. Econ. Manag. 111, 102572 (2022).
Oldekop, J. A, Sims, K. R. E., Karna, B. K., Whittingham, M. J. &
Agrawal, A. Reductions in deforestation and poverty from
decentralized forest management in Nepal. Nat. Sustain. 2,
421-428 (2019).

Herrera, D., Pfaff, A. & Robalino, J. Impacts of protected areas vary
with the level of government: comparing avoided deforestation
across agencies in the Brazilian Amazon. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA
116, 14916-14925 (2019).

van Vliet, N., Adams, C., Vieira, |. C. G. & Mertz, O. ‘Slash and

burn’ and ‘shifting’ cultivation systems in forest agriculture
frontiers from the Brazilian Amazon. Soc. Nat. Resour. 26,
1454-1467 (2013).

Campos-Silva, J. V. et al. Sustainable-use protected areas catalyze
enhanced livelihoods in rural Amazonia. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA
118, €2105480118 (2021).

INPE PRODES. Monitoramento da Floresta Amazénica Brasileira por
Satélite. http://www.obt.inpe.br/prodes (2017).

IBGE. Censo Demogréfico. https://www.ibge.gov.br/estatisticas/
sociais/populacao/9663-censo-demografico-2000.html (2000).
de Marques, A. A. B, Schneider, M. & Peres, C. A. Human
population and socioeconomic modulators of conservation
performance in 788 Amazonian and Atlantic Forest reserves. PeerJ
4, e2206 (2016).

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

a1.

42.

43.

44,

45,

46.

47.

48.

49,

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

Strapazzon, M. C. & Mello, N. A. D. UM CONVITE A REFLEXAO
SOBRE A CATEGORIA DE UNIDADE DE CONSERVACAO REFUGIO
DE VIDA SILVESTRE. Ambient. Soc. 18, 161-178 (2015).

IBGE. Censo Agropecuario. https://www.ibge.gov.br/estatisticas/
economicas/agricultura-e-pecuaria/9827-censo-agropecuario.
html?=&t=downloads (2017).

DNPM. Processos Minerarios: Sistema de Informagées Geograficas
da Mineragéo (SIGMINE). http://sigmine.dnpm.gov.br/ (2012).
Brasil CNUC: Cadastro Nacional de Unidades de

Conservagéo. Poligno CNUC https://dados.gov.br/dataset/
unidadesdeconservacao/ (2022).

Hansen, M. C. et al. High-resolution global maps of 21st-century
forest cover change. Science 342, 850-853 (2013).

Benzeev, R., Zhang, S., Rauber, M. A., Vance, E. A. & Newton, P.
Formalizing tenure of Indigenous lands improved forest
outcomes in the Atlantic Forest of Brazil. PNAS Nexus 2, pgac287
(2023).

Ministério do Desenvolvimento Social e Combate a Fome
Estudos Etnograficos sobre o Programa Bolsa Familia entre Povos
Indigenas. Brasilia: MDS (2016).

Robalino, J. & Villalobos, L. Protected areas and economic
welfare: an impact evaluation of national parks on local workers’
wages in Costa Rica. Environ. Dev. Econ. 20, 283-310 (2015).
IBGE Geociéncias. Cartas_e_Mapas/mapas_Municipais
https://www.ibge.gov.br/geociencias/downloads-geociencias.
html (2020).

Andam, K. S., Ferraro, P. J., Sims, K. R. E., Healy, A. & Holland, M. B.
Protected areas reduced poverty in Costa Rica and Thailand. Proc.
Natl Acad. Sci. USA 107, 9996-10001 (2010).

Soares-Filho, B. et al. Role of Brazilian Amazon protected areas
in climate change mitigation. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 107,
10821-10826 (2010).

IBGE. Indice Nacional de Pregos ao Consumidor Amplo - IPCA

e Indice Nacional de Precos ao Consumidor. INPC. https://
www.ibge.gov.br/estatisticas/economicas/precos-e-custo
s/9258-indice-nacional-de-precos-ao-consumidor.
html?=&t=downloads (2018).

Momo, M. S. M., Cabus, S. J. & Groot, W. Household deprivation
and the intergenerational correlation of education: an analysis of
developing countries. Int. J. Educ. Res. 109, 101797 (2021).
Imprensa Nacional. MEDIDA PROVISORIA N°1.164, DE 2 DE
MARCO DE 2023 - DOU - Imprensa Nacional https://www.
in.gov.br/en/web/dou/-/medida-provisoria-n-1.164-de-
2-de-marco-de-2023-467449434 (2023).

Canavire-Bacarreza, G. & Hanauer, M. M. Estimating the impacts
of Bolivia’s protected areas on poverty. World Dev. 41, 265-285
(2013).

Le Tourneau, F.-M. The sustainability challenges of indigenous
territories in Brazil's Amazonia. Curr. Opin. Environ. Sustain. 14,
213-220 (2015).

Brasil Lei 9.985/2000: Sistema Nacional de Unidades de
Conservagao da Natureza http://www.planalto.gov.br/ccivil_03/
leis/[9985.htm (2000).

Instituto Chico Mendes de Conservagéo da Biodiversidade
(ICMBio). Reservas Particulares do Patrimonio Natural - RPPN
https://sistemas.icmbio.gov.br/simrppn/publico/ (2024).

Palfrey, R., Oldekop, J. & Holmes, G. Conservation and social
outcomes of private protected areas. Conserv. Biol. 35, 1098-1110
(2021).

Povos Indigenas no Brasil. Situacédo juridica das Tls no Brasil hoje.
https://pib.socioambiental.org/pt/Situa%C3%A7%C3%A30_
jur%C3%ADdica_das_Tls_no_Brasil_hoje (2024).

Ministério do Meio Ambiente. Categorias Unidades de
Conservacao. http://antigo.mma.gov.br/areas-protegidas/
unidades-de-conservacao/categorias.html (2024).

Nature Ecology & Evolution | Volume 8 | August 2024 | 1482-1492

1491


http://www.nature.com/natecolevol
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12576
http://www.obt.inpe.br/prodes
https://www.ibge.gov.br/estatisticas/sociais/populacao/9663-censo-demografico-2000.html
https://www.ibge.gov.br/estatisticas/sociais/populacao/9663-censo-demografico-2000.html
https://www.ibge.gov.br/estatisticas/economicas/agricultura-e-pecuaria/9827-censo-agropecuario.html?=&t=downloads
https://www.ibge.gov.br/estatisticas/economicas/agricultura-e-pecuaria/9827-censo-agropecuario.html?=&t=downloads
https://www.ibge.gov.br/estatisticas/economicas/agricultura-e-pecuaria/9827-censo-agropecuario.html?=&t=downloads
http://sigmine.dnpm.gov.br/
https://dados.gov.br/dataset/unidadesdeconservacao/
https://dados.gov.br/dataset/unidadesdeconservacao/
https://www.ibge.gov.br/geociencias/downloads-geociencias.html
https://www.ibge.gov.br/geociencias/downloads-geociencias.html
https://www.ibge.gov.br/geociencias/downloads-geociencias.html
https://www.ibge.gov.br/estatisticas/economicas/precos-e-custos/9258-indice-nacional-de-precos-ao-consumidor.html?=&t=downloads
https://www.ibge.gov.br/estatisticas/economicas/precos-e-custos/9258-indice-nacional-de-precos-ao-consumidor.html?=&t=downloads
https://www.ibge.gov.br/estatisticas/economicas/precos-e-custos/9258-indice-nacional-de-precos-ao-consumidor.html?=&t=downloads
https://www.ibge.gov.br/estatisticas/economicas/precos-e-custos/9258-indice-nacional-de-precos-ao-consumidor.html?=&t=downloads
https://www.in.gov.br/en/web/dou/-/medida-provisoria-n-1.164-de-2-de-marco-de-2023-467449434
https://www.in.gov.br/en/web/dou/-/medida-provisoria-n-1.164-de-2-de-marco-de-2023-467449434
https://www.in.gov.br/en/web/dou/-/medida-provisoria-n-1.164-de-2-de-marco-de-2023-467449434
http://www.planalto.gov.br/ccivil_03/leis/l9985.htm
http://www.planalto.gov.br/ccivil_03/leis/l9985.htm
https://sistemas.icmbio.gov.br/simrppn/publico/
https://pib.socioambiental.org/pt/Situa%C3%A7%C3%A3o_jur%C3%ADdica_das_TIs_no_Brasil_hoje
https://pib.socioambiental.org/pt/Situa%C3%A7%C3%A3o_jur%C3%ADdica_das_TIs_no_Brasil_hoje
http://antigo.mma.gov.br/areas-protegidas/unidades-de-conservacao/categorias.html
http://antigo.mma.gov.br/areas-protegidas/unidades-de-conservacao/categorias.html

Article

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-024-02458-w

56. Nepstad, D. et al. Slowing Amazon deforestation through public
policy and interventions in beef and soy supply chains. Science
344, 1118-1123 (2014).

57. Keller, M. et al. Timber production in selectively logged tropical
forests in South America. Front. Ecol. Environ. 5, 213-216 (2007).

58. Samberg, L. H., Gerber, J. S., Ramankutty, N., Herrero, M. &

West, P. C. Subnational distribution of average farm size and
smallholder contributions to global food production. Environ.
Res. Lett. 11, 124010 (2016).

59. L'Roe, J., Rausch, L., Munger, J. & Gibbs, H. K. Mapping properties
to monitor forests: landholder response to a large environmental
registration program in the Brazilian Amazon. Land Use Policy 57,
193-203 (2016).

60. Medina, G., Almeida, C., Novaes, E., Godar, J. & Pokorny, B.
Development conditions for family farming: lessons from Brazil.
World Dev. 74, 386-396 (2015).

61. Guanziroli, C. Agricultura Familiar e Reforma Agraria No Século XXI
(Garamond, 2001).

62. Lloyd, T. J. et al. Multiple facets of biodiversity are threatened by
mining-induced land-use change in the Brazilian Amazon. Divers.
Distrib. 29, 1190-1204 (2023).

63. Villén-Pérez, S., Anaya-Valenzuela, L., Conrado da Cruz, D. &
Fearnside, P. M. Mining threatens isolated indigenous peoples in
the Brazilian Amazon. Glob. Environ. Change 72, 102398 (2022).

64. Wauchope, H. S. et al. Protected areas have a mixed impact on
waterbirds, but management helps. Nature 605, 103-107 (2022).

65. Ho, D.E., Imai, K., King, G. & Stuart, E. A. Matching as
nonparametric preprocessing for reducing model dependence in
parametric causal inference. Polit. Anal. 15, 199-236 (2007).

66. Stuart, E. A. Matching methods for causal inference: a review and
a look forward. Stat. Sci. 25, 1-21(2010).

67. Schleicher, J. et al. Statistical matching for conservation science.
Conserv. Biol. 34, 538-549 (2020).

68. Hansen, B. B. Full matching in an observational study of coaching
for the SAT. J. Am. Stat. Assoc. 99, 609-618 (2012).

69. Brett, M. T. When is a correlation between non-independent
variables ‘spurious’? Oikos 105, 647-656 (2004).

70. Hothorn, T. et al. Package ‘Imtest’: testing linear regression
models. https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/Imtest/lmtest.
pdf (2015).

71. Zeileis, A., Koll, S. & Graham, N. Various versatile variances: an
object-oriented implementation of clustered covariances in R.

J. Stat. Softw. 95, 1-36 (2020).

72. Benjamini, Y. & Hochberg, Y. Controlling the false discovery rate:
a practical and powerful approach to multiple testing. J. R. Stat.
Soc. Ser. B57,289-300 (1995).

Acknowledgements

B.d.B. was supported by the Grantham Centre for Sustainable Futures
at the University of Sheffield and by the European Research Council
under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 Research and Innovation
Programme (grant agreement 853222 FORESTDIET). J.A.O. and K.D.
were funded by a UKRI Frontier Research Grant (EP/X023222/1), which
was selected by the European Research Council. C.N. was supported

by the Marshall Weinberg Fellowship in Population, Development and
Climate Change and the Rights and Resources Initiative. We thank

D. Fielding and V. Unnikrishnan for statistical advice, as well as

P. Newton and L. Parry for useful comments and discussions on
previous versions of this Article. This work contributes to the Global
Land Programme (glp.earth).

Author contributions

The objectives and methodology for this analysis were conceived and
designed by B.d.B., K.L.E. and J.A.O. B.d.B. and K.D. conducted the
analyses with support from K.L.E. and J.A.O. C.N. and J.G. contributed
data on the censuses. M.S. provided local policy context. B.d.B. wrote
the first draft with K.L.E. and J.A.O. All authors contributed to editing
subsequent drafts.

Competinginterests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information
Extended data is available for this paper at
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-024-02458-w.

Supplementary information The online version
contains supplementary material available at
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-024-02458-w.

Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to
Bowy den Braber, Johan A. Oldekop or Karl L. Evans.

Peer review information Nature Ecology & Evolution thanks the
anonymous reviewers for their contribution to the peer review of
this work.

Reprints and permissions information is available at
www.nhature.com/reprints.

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing,
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format,
as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate
if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended
use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted
use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright
holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.
org/licenses/by/4.0/.

© The Author(s) 2024

Bowy den Braber®'2/, Johan A. Oldekop ®3
Marina Schmoeller®®’ & Karl L. Evans®'

, Katie Devenish?, Javier Godar®*, Christoph Nolte ®5,

'Ecology and Evolutionary Biology, School of Biosciences, University of Sheffield, Sheffield, UK. 2Department of Geosciences and Natural Resource
Management, University of Copenhagen, Copenhagen, Denmark. *Global Development Institute, The University of Manchester, Manchester, UK.
“Stockholm Environmental Institute, Stockholm, Sweden. *Department of Earth & Environment, Boston University, Boston, MA, USA. ®Pds-graduagdo em
Ecologia, Universidade Federal do Rio de Janeiro, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil. /International Institute for Sustainability Australia, Canberra, Australian Capital

Territory, Australia.

e-mail: bowydenbraber@gmail.com; johan.oldekop@manchester.ac.uk; karl.evans@sheffield.ac.uk

Nature Ecology & Evolution | Volume 8 | August 2024 | 1482-1492

1492


http://www.nature.com/natecolevol
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/lmtest/lmtest.pdf
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/lmtest/lmtest.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-024-02458-w
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-024-02458-w
http://www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9639-8409
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0565-812X
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2603-9777
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7827-689X
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7750-714X
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3492-8072
mailto:bowydenbraber@gmail.com
mailto:johan.oldekop@manchester.ac.uk
mailto:karl.evans@sheffield.ac.uk

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-024-02458-w

c
c
c
c
c—
C
c oppe— c
l T T Sexx B
+
.
47—
o

~
o

>

Deforestation PRODES 2000-10 (%)
o
o

Deforestation PRODES 2000-10 (%)

c C 15
a 10.0 b
c
c—
c—
c—
c
© K
k T
c
. T
-
. Tawr
T

5
25 ol o= T c—
ek T *x T*** C
rrx T Hk T [
-— =
7 — | ]
* -
0.0 + T Hkk T—+ i T Kkk T Ex T Tk T r—
Main 5km 10 km 25 km 50 km 75 km 100 km Sparsely Very Small Medium Large
analysis buffer buffer buffer buffer buffer buffer populated | small |
areas 5 —
Dominant landholding size
C d s
N c
c
L g
S |e© c— c s
i e 1 c—
8 ° c 810
(<] o
o o N ¢
[7) c— c (%) s . c
w w = &
Qb Q c
o c— ] c
© @
o a c
s S ¢
= C. c =
S| e - s c—
8 o c—
$° 1 . 2 o .
°© ks © —
] o |ToC + . L o c
T
T bl = | ‘mm . . 7 —
, T | e 7 o— T T T T e T o 7 —
0
Non-PA Sparsely Very Small Medium Large Mining Non-PA Sparsely Very Small Medium Large Mining
populated ‘ small | areas populated ‘ small | areas
areas areas
Dominant landholding size Dominant landholding size
125
c
e c ° . f \ .
[Sp—
F100
& T e o ¢ o
o =~
i c < o 6
] &
& ‘mm 8 ¢ c—
o 75 « c
w ¢ c— P
8 k=] 4 Ce Ce
© 5 c
£ g
s c c ¢
T 50 B T
2 c £ s P
o i
ko . = -
a T T T*** 1, Tfﬁt
-
HhE T, c okk rt::
25 T + ey T. T -
 —  —  — Thxx Tiwx
T Kk e T Hkk T *kk T Hkk ** 0
Non-PA Sparsely Medium Large Mining
Very Small Medium Large populated | small | areas
| small | areas - . R
Dominant tandholdi - Dominant landholding size
ominant landholding size
X159 :
=4 ;
8 T T
S 121 '
N i
I :
w ;
g |
O 9 '
o ;
a |
c :
k] |
S 6 ;
2 = 3
k] ex wx '
8 > ey :
= 34 |
S ey [
S o g
’ Pl |
T T T T - T "
Non—PA Sparsely  Very Small  Medium  Large Mining
populated ~ small areas
areas !

Dominant landholding size
. Strict PAs . Sustainable Use PAs Indigenous Territories

Extended Data Fig. 1| See next page for caption.

Nature Ecology & Evolution


http://www.nature.com/natecolevol

Article

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-024-02458-w

Extended Data Fig. 1| Deforestation effects of Strict Protected Areas (SPAs),
Sustainable Use Protected Areas (SUPAs), and Indigenous Territories
(ITs). aEffects of protected areas and Indigenous Territories established after
2000 in comparison to mining at buffers up to 100 km. b Effects of protected
areas and Indigenous Territories established after 2006 (the date of the
agricultural census). c Effects of protected areas and Indigenous Territories
established after 2000 using 1.5 calipers to improve balance. d Protected area
and Indigenous Territory effects after raising the protection threshold from
10%to 50% of census land area (using the PRODES deforestation dataset).

e Effects of protected areas and Indigenous Territories established after 2000
in comparison to landholdings dominated by pastures. fEffects of protected
areas and Indigenous Territories established after 2000 using Hansen et al’s
high-resolution global deforestation maps”. g Fixed effects panel regression

results (data are represented as coefficient values and error bars represent 95%
confidence intervals calculated using heteroscedasticity robust standard errors,
see Table S16 for sample sizes for each comparison and P-values corrected for
multiple testing). Controls include all census tracts (CTs) with less than 1% of
their land protected. Sparsely populated areas are defined as areas with less than
10% of the CTs settled. Dominant agricultural landholder size is determined by
the category that contains the most properties per CT. Mining sites are defined
as CTs with recorded licensed mining activities present after 2000. Thick lines
represent treatment (T) CTs that are protected, and thin lines represent matched
controls (C). Significant differences (two-sided) between treatment and matched
controls: **P <0.001, *P < 0.01, *P < 0.05, + P < 0.1. Exact P-values are presented
in Table S16.
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Extended Data Fig. 2| Socioeconomic effects of Strict Protected Areas (SPAs),  10% of the CTs settled. Dominant agricultural landholder size is determined by
Sustainable Use Protected Areas (SUPAs), and Indigenous Territories (ITs) the category that contains the most properties per CT. Mining sites are defined
in comparison to mining concessions across different buffer distances. as CTs with recorded licensed mining activities present after 2000. Thick lines
aEffects on mean monthlyincome in census tracts (CTs). b Income inequality represent treatment (T) CTs that are protected, and thin lines represent matched

effects, measured as the GINI coefficient in CTs. ¢ Effects on sanitation, measured controls (C). Significant differences (two-sided) between treatment and matched
as the percentage of households with poor sanitation in CTs. d Effects on literacy, controls: **P <0.001,*P < 0.01, *P <0.05, + P < 0.1. Exact P-values are presented
measured as literacy rates in CTs. Controls include all CTs with less than 1% of in Tables S17-S20.
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Extended Data Fig. 3| Socioeconomic effects of Strict Protected Areas (SPAs),  the category that contains the most properties per CT. Mining sites are defined
Sustainable Use Protected Areas (SUPAs), and Indigenous Territories (ITs) as CTs withrecorded licensed mining activities present after 2000. Thick lines
established after 2006, the year the agricultural census was conducted. represent treatment (T) CTs that are protected, and thin lines represent matched
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effects, measured as the GINI coefficient in CTs. c Effects on sanitation, measured  are excluded, because the main results are not affected by the agricultural

as the percentage of households with poor sanitation in CTs. d Effects on literacy, census. Significant differences (two-sided) between treatment and matched
measured as literacy rates in CTs. Controls include all CTs with less than 1% of controls:***P <0.001,*P < 0.0, *P <0.05, + P < 0.1. Exact P-values are presented
their land protected. Sparsely populated areas are defined as areas with less than in Tables S17-S20.
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Extended DataFig. 4| Socioeconomic effects of Strict Protected Areas
(SPAs), Sustainable Use Protected Areas (SUPAs), and Indigenous Territories
(ITs) after raising the threshold for treatment allocation from 10% to 50%
cover of a census tract. a Effects on mean monthly income in census tracts (CTs).
bIncome inequality effects, measured as the GINI coefficient in CTs. c Effects
onsanitation, measured as the percentage of households with poor sanitation

in CTs. d Effects on literacy, measured as literacy rates in CTs. Controls include

all CTs with less than 1% of their land protected. Sparsely populated areas are

defined as areas with less than 10% of the CTs settled. Dominant agricultural
landholder size is determined by the category that contains the most properties
per CT. Mining sites are defined as CTs with recorded licensed mining activities
present after 2000. Thick lines represent treatment (T) CTs that are protected,
and thin lines represent matched controls (C). Significant differences (two-sided)
between treatment and matched controls: *** P < 0.001,**P < 0.01,*P < 0.05,

+P <0.1. Exact P-values are presented in Tables S17-S20.
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settled. Dominant agricultural landholder size is determined by the category
that contains the most properties per CT. Mining sites are defined as CTs with
recorded licensed mining activities present after 2000. Thick lines represent
treatment (T) CTs that are protected, and thin lines represent matched controls
(C). Significant differences (two-sided) between treatment and matched
controls: **P <0.001,*P < 0.01,*P <0.05, + P < 0.1. Exact P-values are presented

in Tables S17-S20.
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in comparison to agricultural landholding areas dominated by pastures.

a Effects on mean monthly income in census tracts (CTs). bIncome inequality
effects, measured as the GINI coefficient in CTs. ¢ Effects on on sanitation,
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than1% of their land protected. Sparsely populated areas are defined as areas
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with less than10% of the CTs settled. Dominant agricultural landholder size is
determined by the category that contains the most properties per CT (very small:
<10 ha, small:10-50 ha, medium: 50-200 ha, large: >200 ha). Mining sites are
defined as CTs with recorded licensed mining activities present after 2000. Thick
lines represent treatment (T) CTs that are protected, and thin lines represent
matched controls (C). Significant differences (two-sided) between treatment and
matched controls: **P < 0.001,*P < 0.01,*P < 0.05, + P < 0.1. Exact P-values are
presented in Tables S17-S20.
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Extended Data Fig. 7 | Socioeconomic effects of Strict Protected Areas (SPAs),
Sustainable Use Protected Areas (SUPAs), and Indigenous Territories (ITs)
using fixed effects panel models. a Effects on mean monthly income in census
tracts (CTs). bIncome inequality effects, measured as the GINI coefficientin CTs.
c Effects on sanitation, measured as the percentage of households with poor
sanitation in CTs. d Effects on literacy, measured as literacy rates in CTs. Controls
include all CTs with less than 1% of their land protected. Sparsely populated areas
are defined as areas with less than10% of the CTs settled. Dominant agricultural

landholder size is determined by the category that contains the most properties
per CT. Mining sites are defined as CTs with recorded licensed mining activities
present after 2000. Data are represented as coefficient values and error bars
represent 95% confidence intervals calculated using heteroscedasticity robust
standard errors. Significant differences (two-sided) between treatment and
matched controls: ***P < 0.001,**P < 0.01,*P < 0.05, + P < 0.1. Exact P-values and
P-values corrected for multiple testing are presented in Tables S17-S20.
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