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Abstract 
Governance in the management of biodiversity conservation serves to provide 
people, particularly vulnerable human societies with opportunities for live-
lihood, recreation and renewal, water, food, clear air, the genetic potential of 
wild species, cultural values and visitor opportunities to nature sites. The pa-
per explores protected area governance processes and structures, particularly; 
the link between improved governance and improved PA outputs. The main 
components of protected area (PA) governance (including legitimacy and 
voice, direction, performance, fairness and accountability) in respect to link-
ing PA governance and improved PA outcomes were examined. The paper 
explores the content analysis methodology to examine the link between PA 
governance and PA outcomes from the perspective of management effective-
ness. Content analysis is a useful tool for exploring issues such as PA gover-
nance and outcomes from the perspective of the qualitative content analysis to 
interpret the symbolic construction of meanings. The content analysis applied 
both quantitatively and qualitatively approaches to systematically analyze 
written, verbal or visual documentation to provide a better understanding of 
issues relating to PA governance and how it relates to PA outcomes. Content 
analysis was used to develop frames from the extant literature. The results 
were used to make inferences about the key issues and conclusions raised in 
the literature under broad frameworks developed from the categorization of 
the content in the extant literature. The paper identified that the application 
of effective PA governance is critical to achieving conservation outcomes. 
Good PA governance that complements PA outcomes works best when fac-
tors including the coherence of rules and decision-making processes, proper 
networks are built, and decentralization works and is fully backed by relevant 
institutional reforms. Good PA governance that complements PA outcomes 
works best when factors including the coherence of rules and decision-making 
processes, proper networks are built, and decentralization works and is fully 
backed by relevant institutional reforms. 
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1. Introduction 

Biodiversity conservation continues to form an important basis for the Conven-
tion of Biological Diversity (CBD) to commit to reducing rates of biodiversity 
loss (Rands et al., 2010; Mace et al., 2018). Biodiversity Conservation serves 
many important purposes, provides people (particularly, vulnerable human so-
cieties) (Turner et al., 2012) with opportunities for livelihood, recreation and 
renewal, water, food, clear air, the genetic potential of wild species, cultural val-
ues and visitor opportunities to nature sites (Dudley, 2008); it is central to many 
beliefs and cultural values [important to local livelihood needs, development, 
and achievement of the United Nations Millennium Development Goals 
(MDGs)] (Convention on Biological Diversity, 2010).  

Attempts at reducing biodiversity loss have led to several measures including 
the development of National Biodiversity Strategies and Action plan by the 193 
CBD members, convening of international environmental meetings and writings 
on international biodiversity-related reports and accords that set biodiversity 
targets, and the establishment and expansion of the global network of parks and 
protected areas to include “over 12 per cent of the earth’s terrestrial surface and 
0.5 per cent of its marine systems” (Cardinale et al., 2012; Convention on Bio-
logical Diversity, 2004; Chape et al., 2005; UNEP-WCMC, 2008; Worboys & 
Winkler, 2006: p. 3; Rands et al., 2010). 

Globally, the competing interests of environmental conservation and devel-
opment are real. Climate change accelerated resource depletion, and persistent 
poverty is critical challenge to biodiversity conservation, worldwide (World Re-
sources Institute, 2003; Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005; Rockström et 
al., 2009; Andam et al., 2010; UNDP, 2011; Vizzarri et al., 2015). For example, 
human activities have over the past 50 years rapidly and extensively undermined 
ecosystems: limits of global Climate change, rate of biodiversity loss, and nitro-
gen cycle (biogeochemical flow boundary) and the change has reached critical 
levels: Plant and animal disappearance are in the ranges of 100 to 1000 times 
more than the past mainly due to growing demands for food, fresh water, tim-
ber, and fuel (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005; Rockström et al., 2009); 
and over the decade, 25000 plants and more than a thousand species of animals 
are completely lost (Basilashvili, 2021). But, the degree of degradation and frag-
mentation of biodiversity loss varies considerably (El Balti, 2021). The effort to 
reduce biodiversity loss, influenced by ethical obligations, has historically led to 
two major approaches: 1) promoting restraint in the collection and consumption 
of wild species and their products, and 2) establishment and expansion of the 
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global network of parks and protected areas to include “over 12 per cent of the 
earth’s terrestrial surface and 0.5 per cent of its marine systems” (Chape et al., 
2005; UNEP-WCMC, 2008; Worboys & Winkler, 2006: p. 3). Decisions on na-
ture management and use are not always fair and appropriate, as nature’s bene-
fits are not equitably shared, and richer countries and social elites become better 
placed to reap the benefits while poorer nations and communities bear the cost 
of biodiversity loss and get little or no benefit (IUCN, 2012). For example, effec-
tive PA governance has led to many successes; achieving greater coverage of PA 
(Convention on Biological Diversity, 2010; Walker et al., 2019); building net-
works leading to the protection of larger landscapes/seascapes (Nelson, 2010; 
Saura et al., 2018); realising effective conservation (Dudley, 2008; Baker et al., 
2018); attaining greater savings and/or generation of resources to support visita-
tions, and indigenous needs (Naughton-Treves, 2010: p. 235; Nelson, 2010); 
achieving resilient systems (Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2006; Folke et al., 2005) 
and getting more people involved in conservation (Dudley, 2008; Clement & 
Guerrero-Gonzalez, 2020). To strike a better balance, and make the two ap-
proaches workable makes the effectiveness of protected area (PA) governance 
critical. In PA governance (how power and responsibilities are exercised, a deci-
sion taken, and stakeholders held accountable), determines who controls the 
largest terrain in power distribution, allows other stakeholders to make inputs 
into decision making on matters concerning them, and regulates how different 
scales of government interact. Notwithstanding an increase in the global number 
and size of PA estates, the challenge of advancing conservation effectiveness of 
biodiversity, and ensure the success of PA governance remains.  

Currently, many scholarships have recognized the usefulness of PA gover-
nance but, PAs and their governance processes and systems continue to face 
challenges (World Resources Institute, 2003; Millennium Ecosystem Assess-
ment, 2005; Rockström et al., 2009; Andam et al., 2010; UNDP, 2011; Vizzarri et 
al., 2015; Basilashvili, 2021; El Balti, 2021). In this paper, various PA governance 
processes and structures are examined, particularly; the link between improved 
governance and improved PA outputs. The main components of PA governance 
(including legitimacy and voice, direction, performance, fairness and accounta-
bility) in respect to linking PA governance and improved PA outcomes will be 
examined.  

2. Methodology 

The paper explores the content analysis methodology to examine the link between 
PA governance and PA outcomes from the perspective of management effective-
ness. Content analysis is a useful tool for exploring issues such as PA governance 
and outcomes from the perspective of the qualitative content analysis to interpret 
the symbolic construction of meanings (Neuendorf & Kumar, 2015).  

The content material on PA governance and how it supports attempts as per-
tains to different scales and time dimensions provide important guidelines for 
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assessing PA outcomes. Content analysis is relevant to provide both quantita-
tively and qualitatively approaches to systematically analyze written, verbal or 
visual documentation to provide a better understanding of issues relating to PA 
governance and how it relates to PA outcomes (Wilson, 2016). 

The content analysis was useful in helpful because key frames emerged from 
the analysis of extant literature for classification. The content was sourced from 
a variety of scope and sources including books, manuscripts, drawings, photo-
graphs, recorded conversations and online forums. The analysis involved break-
ing down the key issues of PA governance into conceptual chunks that are then 
organized into frames. The qualitative analysis was later developed into catego-
ries emphasizing issues including evolution, applications and relevance of PA, 
Why governance in protected area research (literature) and practice, PA gover-
nance arrangements and effectiveness of PA governance in achieving PA out-
comes. 

The results were used to make inferences about the key issues and conclusions 
raised in the literature under broad frameworks developed from the categoriza-
tion of the content in the extant literature. 

The debates 
Protected area governance in context; evolution, applications and relev-

ance 
Protected area governance: An introduction 
Governance scholarship is diverse in scholarship. According to Stoker (1998), 

governance is concerned with the creation of conditions for ordered rule and 
collective action. Governance is also “about the ways and means in which the 
divergent preferences of citizens are translated into effective policy choices, and 
how the plurality of societal interests are transformed into unitary action and the 
compliance of social actors is achieved” (Kohler-Koch, 1999). Some contempo-
rary scholars have contended that boundaries between state and society have 
become blurred just as the gap between public and private sections (Yu, 2018). 
Hence, governance emphasizes social coordination, shaping power relations and 
setting directions (Robinson, 2011). Consequently, governance concerns itself 
with decisions anticipated to promote the improvement of the management of 
key natural resources. 

Governance is relatively recent in protected areas. It gained significant focus 
and scholarship at the Fifth Parks Congress in Durban in 2003 where it was 
identified as central to the conservation of PAs values (Borrini-Feyerabend, 
2003; Dearden et al., 2005; Dudley, 2008). Thereafter, governance became an 
important theme in the World Conservation Congresses of Bangkok and Barce-
lona in 2004 and 2008 respectively. The Convention on Biological Diversity 
(CBD) Programme of Work on Protected Area (PWPA) also adopted gover-
nance in 2004 as one of the four (4) themes (governance, participation, equity 
and benefit-sharing) at the 7th Conference of the Parties in Kuala Lumpur. In 
furtherance of these developments, the United Nations Development Pro-
gramme (UNPD) proposed some key principles of good governance that have 
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been synthesized and summarized by the Institute of Governance in (Table 1). 
Today, PA governance continues to be one of the central issues on the IUCN 
agenda. For example, the IUCN World Conservation Congress (WCC) in Jeju, 
Korea (September 2012) emphasize the need to close the gaps in governance and 
also focused on core themes of nature, climate, food, development, people, and 
life became one of the core themes (IUCN, 2012; The Jeju Weekly, 2012). Again, 
the 2012 WCC in Jeju emphasized the need to provide strong leadership in ad-
vocating for better and more equitable governance of the use of nature and nat-
ural resources. This emphasis on PA governance is motivated by the fact that 
decisions on nature management and use are not always fair and appropriate, as 
nature’s benefits are not equitably shared, and richer countries and social elites 
become better placed to reap the benefits while poorer nations and communities 
bear the cost of biodiversity loss and get little or no benefit (IUCN, 2012). This is 
supported by the call for the inclusion of equity concerns (Aichi Target 11) to 
ensure equitable management for the world’s protected areas (Dawson et al., 
2018). 

In this paper, PA governance refers to “the interactions among structures, 
processes and traditions that determine how power and responsibilities are exer-
cised, how decisions are taken, and how citizens or other stakeholders have their 
say in the management of natural resources-including biodiversity conservation” 
(Graham et al., 2003: p. 2). Dudley (2008) indicates that good governance in PAs 
responds to principles and values that are freely chosen by the affected peoples 
of a country as “enshrined in their constitution, natural resource laws, PA legis-
lation and policies and or cultural practices and customary laws” (Dudley, 2008; 
p. 28).  

PA governance discourse has over the years, evolved in content and applica-
tion including the dimensions of design, objectives and governance relation-
ships.  

PA evolution, design, objectives, governance relationships  
Conservation of biodiversity is not new, but an evolving concept. The concept 

(protecting natural and semi-natural areas) dates back to thousands of years 
where a focus was on setting aside hunting areas (Guruug, 2010). But, it is im-
portant to note that conservation actions need to take into account the fact that  
 
Table 1. Human rights principles and good governance as synthesized by UNDP and In-
stitute of Governance (summarized from Graham et al., 2003). 

Good Governance UNDP principles 

Legitimacy and Voice Participation, consensus building 

Direction Strategic planning 

Performance Responsiveness, effectiveness and efficiency 

Accountability Accountability, transparency 

Fairness Equity, rule of law 
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socio-ecological systems are always changing and, therefore, efforts at conserva-
tion planning in a rapidly changing global world should be dynamic in focus 
(Gavin et al., 2018). But, social norms, belief systems, and formal rules provide 
support for societies to regulate the access of individuals to environmental re-
sources. Meanwhile, effective resource governance would depend on the catego-
ries and objectives of PA systems. 

Global PA systems (categories and objectives) evolved as a result of the influ-
ence of the World Parks Congress (WPC) (Dudley, 2008). The result of the 
WPC is the IUCN definition of different types of PAs (Table 2), and the devel-
opment and management of PAs (Locke & Dearden, 2005; Dudley, 2008). PAs 
are of different sizes, age, purpose, designation, governance, management and 
outcomes (Dudley, 2008). Today, The World Database on Protected Areas 
(WDPA) recognizes 102,290 areas, covering 12.9% of the Earth’s land surface as 
being under some form of protection (Chape et al., 2005; UNEP-WCMC, 2008). 
But, there are arguments to suggest that majority of the additions to PA were to 
marine PAs. On average, 2.5 million km2 was added to the WDPA annually and 
1.1 million km2 was removed (Lewis et al., 2019). By to achieve the 2020 Biodi-
versity Aichi target of 14.7% there must be a conscious effort to remove the rate 
of protected area removal to increase the rate of protected area designation and 
addition to the WDPA. Although protected areas differ in their usefulness, they 
collectively form an essential part of biodiversity conservation (Locke & Dear-
den, 2005). 
 
Table 2. IUCN protected area categories (summarized from Dudley, 2008). 

Category Description 

1a) Strict Nature 
Reserve 
1b) Wilderness Area 

Area strictly set aside to protect biodiversity and 
geological/geomorphological features; a human visitation, use and 
impacts are strictly prohibited. 
Large unmodified or slightly modified areas: protected and managed 
to preserve their natural condition. 

2) National 
Park 

Large natural or near natural areas, protect large-scale ecological 
processes and ecosystems; managed to provide a foundation for 
environmentally and culturally compatible spiritual, scientific, 
educational, recreational and visitor opportunities. 

3) Natural 
Monument 

Areas set aside to protect a specific natural monument. 
They are generally quite small and often with high visitor value. 

4) Habitat/Species 
Aimed at protecting a particular species or habitats and management 
reflects this priority. Many need regular and active interventions. 

5) Protected 
Landscape/seascape 

Areas where people-nature interaction over time, has produced an 
area of distinct character with significant ecological, biological, 
cultural and scenic value. 

6) Managed 
Resource 

Aims to conserve ecosystems and habitats, together with associated 
cultural values and traditional natural resource management systems; 
It is generally large, mostly in the natural condition with a proportion 
under sustainable natural resource management. 
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The different perceptions on PA governance have evolved through delibera-
tion in the extant literature. These debates have resulted into the call to further 
explore effective ways to apply effective PA governance to achieve better PA 
management/governance outcomes. 

Why governance in protected area research (literature) and practice? 
In the past, formal PAs were protected against the activities of hunters, loggers 

and miners, as well as provide access to justice that solves conflicts associated 
with the activities of indigenous people and local communities (Worboys & 
Winkler, 2006; Zafra-Calvo et al., 2017). This more traditional approach has of-
ten undermined community livelihoods, through the displacement of people and 
denial of access to natural resources vital to human needs (Krueger, 2009; 
Naughton-Treves, 2010). In Latin America and Sub-Saharan Africa, for example, 
over 85% of all protected area establishments were associated with state expro-
priation of customary tribal lands, dismantling of villages and exiling communi-
ties (Hess, 2001; Lockwood, 2010). Experiences from some PAs in East and Cen-
tral Africa (where indigenous and traditional communities were unwelcomed 
and denied their needs) led to poaching, illegal logging, and also reduced reve-
nue from parks (Murphree, 1991; Nelson & Agrawal, 2008). The experience has 
been a norm in other places, worldwide; marred park-community relationships, 
and aggravated poverty among neighbouring communities of parks (Nelson & 
Agrawal, 2008; Naughton-Treves, 2010).  

Good governance serves as a requirement to securing effective management of 
PA systems; it is fundamental to “securing the political and community support 
essential to development, indeed the survival, of the global protected area sys-
tem” (Lockwood, 2010: p. 755). Good governance is becoming increasingly im-
portant for the legitimacy of state institutions including PA systems (Addink, 
2019). The conservation environment ideology is changing to encourage the lo-
cal population to value and participate in the protection of natural resources 
(Murphree, 1991; Nelson & Agrawal, 2008; Nelson, 2010; Dotan et al., 2017). 
The need to establish and maintain good governance (across a diversity of own-
ership and responsibility arrangement) is vital for the future acceptance and ef-
fectiveness of PAs (Lockwood, 2010). The need to ensure that there is a collec-
tive interest in conservation, and secure and understand the socio-economic and 
cultural benefits of surrounding communities and stakeholders is yet another 
reason driving the emergence of governance in PA research. 

Recent attempt to dominate PA management with a top-down model (in es-
pecially, many developing countries) has met various forms of resistance, con-
testation, and replacement by forms of partnership, collaborative and shared 
management, and community arrangements (Lockwood, 2010). Active centra-
lized ownership of resources such as wildlife, forest, and fisheries has resulted in 
poor transparency in the procedures for allocation of wildlife use (hunting) 
concessions, and overall governance (Nelson & Agrawal, 2008). With a greater 
role of governments and their agencies in power and responsibilities, local and 
indigenous communities, non-governmental agencies, individual landowners, 
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often collaborate in various types of partnerships (Kothari, 2006; Lockwood, 
2010; Foo, 2018). But, of key concern is the gradient of partnership relationships 
in the shared relationship (Baghai et al., 2018). 

The turn of effects to recognize and respect local and indigenous rights when 
experiences in many parts of the world, was influenced by the fact that PA estab-
lishment has led to the displacement of people who also later become disadvan-
taged (Krueger, 2009; Lockwood, 2010; Campbell & Gray, 2019). Improvements 
in international and regional conventions on human rights have provided ethical 
reasons for PAs to uphold and incorporate multi-stakeholder rights, roles, and 
interests in PA management. Previously, PA had often led to the loss of access to 
lands for farming and fishing, including the loss of some free forms of nature 
(snails, shea butter seeds, and firewood) with dire consequences like poverty, 
that threaten human existence (United Nations, 2010; Campbell & Gray, 2019). 
Addressing these forms of unfairness and inequity of PA benefits to communi-
ties are important reasons to explore governance as a way to gain the acceptance 
and support of wider stakeholders such as civil societies. 

Attempts to apply a top-down approach to P governance have been proble-
matic as it has led to low capacities, unsustainable resource extraction, poaching, 
sabotage, and incursions from local communities (Lockwood, 2010). Active 
state-centred ownership of natural resources has led to deforestation in some 
PAs; this is evident in Indonesia, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Belize, Costa 
Rica, Jamaica, India, Brazil, Zimbabwe, Malawi and Malaysia, where over 90% of 
PAs are managed by the government (Porter-Bolland et al., 2012). This was dif-
ferent in other forests resources where a mix of formal and informal 
arrangement led to lower deforestation trends and also deterred deforestation in 
many PAs in the tropics especially, in the South American tropics (Por-
ter-Bolland et al., 2012). But, poorly integrated restoration-related policies may 
have negative consequences or poor attention to key influences from different 
scales (Mansourian, 2017). In reality, when PAs are effectively managed, it con-
tributes to conservation (Dearden et al., 2005). Presently, PA governance is more 
into devolving top-down regulatory policies to integrate management under 
common property, private and civil society arrangements (Rands et al., 2010). 
To bring on board different actors and attain conservation goals will require the 
application of different roles in PA governance. 

In recent times, the informed citizenry (through increased education, and en-
hanced communication and mobility) has pressed for a greater say in decisions 
that affect their lives including, the designation and management of PAs (Kotha-
ri, 2006; Lockwood, 2010; Heuva, 2019). Consumers (as emerging important 
new agents in environmental policy) and environmental activists are choosing to 
exercise collective power (often coordinated by transnational non-governmental 
organizations) to boycott polluters and poor labour practices to purchase prod-
ucts from companies with better environmental and social standards (Liverman, 
2004; Speer & Han, 2018). The development has spearheaded the emergence of 
more powerful and significantly performing NGOs, private and communi-
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ty-based environmental actors in PA governance (Lockwood, 2010). Participa-
tory management is emerging as legislation and policy require a development 
motivated by increased levels of community involvement in PA issues (Dearden 
et al., 2005). Environmental activists in countries as varied as Malaysia, India, 
Thailand, Brazil, Nigeria, and Kenya (Tinga et al., 2020), have fought against in-
ternational corporations to protect their forests and rivers, promote sustainable 
development, safeguard biodiversity from the onslaught of transnational seed 
companies and other forces of globalization; and paralleled the movement for 
environmental justice in the USA (Mertig & Dunlap, 2001; Goyes & South, 
2017). These actions are also supported by the commitment of the world 
(through WCC) to still commit to species recovery, strengthen breeding 
programmes already in place, and promote leadership for better and more 
equitable governance (The Jeju Weekly, 2012). Good governance helps civic so-
ciety and citizens to gain knowledge to support nature conservation. 

In the past 30 years, significant changes have occurred under the caption of 
neoliberalism (suggesting that the costs of pollution and environmental degra-
dation should be included in the market and that private property is preferred 
for efficient resource management) (Liverman & Vilas, 2006). Governments, 
among other things, have devolved responsibilities from government agencies to 
individuals and communities and favoured market-based instruments (Lock-
wood, 2010). Again, neoliberalism is complemented by the current global shift 
towards the commodification of nature and the reworking of environmental go-
vernance (Liverman, 2004; Debelo et al., 2018). Application of governance in 
current PA management is important since efforts to conserve nature has been 
largely undermined by world trade and neoliberalism that creates easy oppor-
tunities for natural resources to be traded. 

In the recent past, governance has assumed significance in PA research as a 
result of the recognition that many protected areas problems require a land-
scape-scale approach response (Lockwood, 2010; Comer et al., 2020). Substantial 
numbers of protected areas continue to be created in areas inhabited by indi-
genous and local communities which incidentally, are also home to some of the 
world’s poorest citizens, who in many cases depend on forests “for income or as 
a safety-net during natural disasters or periods of social strife” (Naugh-
ton-Treves, 2010: p. 235). To address the wider connectivity of PAs, governance 
is needed to establish conditions under which successful and unsuccessful local 
initiatives and win-win solutions can occur because, “synergistic solutions can 
be advanced or tradeoffs made between biodiversity and development goals” 
(Timmer, 2005: p. 9). The challenge to engage with and influence policy res-
ponses across diverse transboundary arrangements and “networks of state, 
sub-state, non-state and civil society organizations” makes PA governance criti-
cal (Lockwood, 2010: p. 755). PA governance will support effective conservation 
for PA and surrounding areas since conservation and local objectives can be in-
tegrated to produce a win-win result for all. 

As part of conflict resolution strategies, governance has been singled out as a 
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critical tool (Zadek & Raynard, 2017). Issues of democracy that promote human 
rights, respect consensus and participation have been strongly advocated for re-
solving conflicts in human societies (United Nations, 2010; Pierce, 2018). Con-
sequently, governance at multi-scalar and stakeholder levels is advocated for ap-
propriating power and responsibilities, effective decision-making, and accounta-
bility in PA management (Borrini-Feyerabend, 2003; Pierce, 2018). In the “fight” 
to claim fairness, legitimacy, and accountability among others, governance has 
over the past 10 years, become “popular” in PA research literature. 

PA governance: The main issues 
The previously dominant state-based top-down model of PA governance has 

been debated, and in some cases replaced, by decentralized forms of collabora-
tive management, partnership arrangements, delegated authority and commu-
nity management (Lockwood, 2010). More so, the governance of PAs has been 
characterized by various issues. Whilst some scholarships have challenged PA 
governance based on decision-making authority, and tenure arrangements, oth-
ers have also argued against the roles and responsibilities of various actors of PA 
governance. The foundation of the dissenting views has ranged between past 
histories of PAs and arrangement of socio-economic policies, to the ever-changing 
world influenced by knowledge and information. Governance opens one’s mind 
to the possibility that groups in society other than government (e.g. communi-
ties or the voluntary sector) may have to play a stronger role in addressing PA 
problems (Graham et al., 2003). Also, governance is centred on good, credible 
information about stocks, flows, and processes within the resource systems tar-
geted, and also the human-environment interactions that affect the systems (Di-
atz et al., 2003). Hence, knowledge forms one of the major underlying forces of 
PA governance. For effective governance, information about values, uncertain-
ties, and the state of the environment and human actions is required (Diatz et 
al., 2003; Akamani, 2019). This section will review some of the important issues 
in PA governance. 

Decision-making authority 
In recent times, PAs range from full control (by a state agency) to control by 

other interest; but this has shifted from where the government is the sole deci-
sion-making authority to decision by consultation (Ward et al., 2018). For ex-
ample in Indonesia, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Belize, Costa Rica, Jamaica, 
India, Brazil, Zimbabwe, Malawi and Malaysia, over 90% of PAs are managed by 
the government (Porter-Bolland et al., 2012). Likewise, over 86% of world forest 
and woodland areas are being managed by central governments (Nelson, 2010). 
However, important improvements (lower deforestation trends) are evident in 
areas where little was owned by other arrangements outside formal government 
ownership (Porter-Bolland et al., 2012). The issue of decision making authority 
to the government including the distribution of powers over PAs, is still evident 
in PA literature. 

Distribution of Powers over PAs 
Power (an important issue in PA governance) is central to the differences in 
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the various types of governance, and a larger extent, instrumental to the success 
or failure of associated PA objectives. In a PA, power determines who (citizens, 
media, public sector, civil societies, and the government) controls the largest 
terrain in power distribution (Graham et al., 2003; Khan et al., 2019). It is now a 
common practice for power to be shared between government and non-government 
actors because governance is all-inclusive (concerned with how other actors in-
cluding civil society organization, have inputs into decision making on matters 
of public concern and how different scales of government interact) (Graham et 
al., 2003; Kothari, 2006). But public-private cooperation is not prevalent in na-
tional parks within centralized countries because stakeholders are likely to have 
different stakes in a shared governance arrangement (Ly & Zhang, 2019). 

Planning, regulatory, revenue mobilization, spending, and power to enter into 
agreements are the five types of power identified as important to PA governance 
(Graham et al., 2003). These types of power as held by different actors dictate the 
roles and responsibilities of different actors. The appropriation of these types of 
power to a larger extent determines how power is held by the various actors, re-
sponsibilities and roles of the actors, and to a greater extent the governance type. 
For example, experiences in Zambia, Mozambique, Tanzania, and Kenya have 
shown that because the government still retains a larger share of power, 
processes to devolve ownership and control of wildlife resources to local com-
munities have not been that successful (Nelson & Agrawal, 2008; Ntuli et al., 
2020). This development has dared some supporters of community-based natu-
ral resource management to argue that, such initiatives have failed to deliver 
(Nelson, 2010). In PA management, power has become critical because it deter-
mines who controls the largest terrain in power distribution, how other stake-
holders make inputs into decision making on matters concerning them, and how 
different scales of government interact. Linked to these propositions has been 
the need to better define protected area values. 

Governance principles: Defining protected area values 
Governance principles are essential to PA governance because it provides the 

guide to assessing the quality of governance (Graham et al., 2003). It is impor-
tant to mention that the fifth World Parks Congress (WPC) at the fifth congress 
argued to an end to exclusionary approaches to conservation; recognition of 
customary forms of environmental protection; the need to restore the losses to 
indigenous peoples whose lands were incorporated into protected areas without 
meaningful consent; and development of rights-based approaches to conserva-
tion (Witter & Satterfield, 2019). One significant categorization of governance 
came from Graham et al. (2003) where governance was grouped under five 
broad groups (starting point of the UNDP guide of good governance) as in Ta-
ble 1. These principles enable performance to be assessed and compared to dif-
ferent governance settings; basically, because different aspects of governance 
vary in different settings, and societies value outcomes differently. This brings to 
the fore, debates on what should constitute values, cultural norms, and social 
and economic outcomes. The World Parks Congress stresses the need to recog-
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nize and support different types of governance and the involvement of various 
stakeholders in arks governance (Witter & Satterfield, 2019).  

Good governance principles of governance are not “watertight” as they may 
overlap and sometimes reinforce one another. The conflicting issue may crop 
up, thus calling for a balance of judgment in the application of the principle 
(Graham et al., 2003). In such circumstances, such as complexities, an under-
standing of the social context (history, culture and technology) will be important 
to determine a balance, and how these principles play in practice (Graham et al., 
2003). Allowing the different actor roles to play will be needed to determine, 
understand and define what makes up good governance in a particular situation 
(Graham et al., 2003; Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2006; Witter & Satterfield, 2019). 
PA governance principles provide a guide for measuring governance effective-
ness for different outcomes and settings but, these principles can vary or rein-
force each other.  

Devolution and decentralization as ways to understand PA governance 
Experiences in some PA discourse have shown evidence of government ten-

dency to retain considerable power; hence weakening opportunities for com-
munities to invest and conserve wildlife. The process of transferring government 
decision-making and administrative authority (decentralization) to other actors 
of PA such as communities has increased over the past 30 years. This process has 
become necessary because 1) Governments are seeking to implement their poli-
cies and programs in a more cost-effective, responsive and equitable manner and 
to increase overall social benefits and 2) Citizens are demanding more influence 
on decisions affecting their lives and, as appropriate, the redressing of past injus-
tices (Borrini-Feyerabend, 2003; Kothari, 2006). An understanding of the dif-
ferent supportive democratic and human rights context, appropriate degree of 
decentralization in decision making, scope and depth of participation by people 
who depend on resources, the existence of social groups, high levels of trust, 
better monitoring of outcomes, stronger enforcement of property rights, gover-
nance arrangements, and investment in institutional capacities at local, regional, 
and national levels are critically important for effective PA governance (Agrawal 
et al., 2008; Dudley, 2008; Witter & Satterfield, 2019). The progress in decentra-
lization is undermined by developments including some government (e.g. 
Sub-Saharan Africa) hijacking (direct or indirect) the ownership and control of 
natural resources. Devolution and decentralization improve PA governance by 
increasing cost efficiency, increasing local participation in PA, and building trust 
between government and other stakeholders of PAs. 

Institutional dimensions of natural resource use: tenure arrangement and 
property rights 

Understanding local resource tenure arrangements of PAs is relevant for good 
governance in PAs because; resource tenure and property rights determine who 
may access and use a resource or capture the resource value (Nelson, 2010). But, 
from the community welfare’s perspective, land resources management should 
increase the efficiency of its natural resources, no matter who is in charge of 
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managing the resource (Ahene, 2020). These arrangements (resource tenure and 
property rights are captured by formal and informal institutions. Institutions are 
the rules (formal and informal) that govern society and underpin human eco-
nomic activities and social interactions, and also shape the distribution of rights 
over natural resources (Nelson, 2010). Formal institutions (laws, policies, and 
constitutions) help to define, distribute and delimit the powers of states and cit-
izens whilst informal institutions (norms, customs, and ethical beliefs) govern 
human behaviours through rules of social interaction (Nelson, 2010). In a situa-
tion where rights over resources are undefined or unenforced, conditions of 
open access (commons) tend to encourage resource depletion because nobody 
will be motivated to conserve resource which is available for use by any prospec-
tive user (Hardin, 1968; Baird & Dearden, 2003; Nelson, 2010; Epstein, 2017). 

The choice of appropriate right to tenure arrangement and institution for PAs 
should take into cognizance the prevailing local situations because they provide 
relevant local practices that serve biodiversity conservation better (Baird & 
Dearden, 2003; Nelson & Agrawal, 2008). It is important to note that, under 
certain circumstance, state orientation is still useful notwithstanding shifts from 
state to people-centred governance arrangements (Baird & Dearden, 2003). It is 
recommended that PA governance types must appreciate the context of each PA, 
and come out with the most appropriate management strategies including go-
vernance effectiveness, that provides a win-win for the achievement of the goals 
of the particular PA and local population (Baird & Dearden, 2003). For example, 
in Ratanakiri, Cambodia resource such as Dipterocarp trees (for harvesting re-
sin) have been privately owned for generation whilst land is communally owned 
(Baird & Dearden, 2003). This ownership arrangement helped to protect these 
trees and ensure sustainable harvest compared to Malva trees (communally 
owned) that attracted unsustainable use because resources were over-harvested 
(Baird & Dearden, 2003). In these circumstances, the communal ownership of 
land prevented it from being traded to outsides; private tenure of Resin tree 
fiercely prevented outside loggers from cutting it down; whilst communal tenure 
of Malva tree led to its misuse (Baird & Dearden, 2003). Effective management 
of PAs resources with varied ownership and user rights will need tenure and in-
stitutional arrangement that incorporate local situation and practices that serve 
the best interest for biodiversity conservation. 

Protected area governance: the arrangements 
Diverse new governance models beyond the traditional direct management by 

government agencies have 1experimented in recent years. Protected area gover-
nance ranges “from the traditional exercise of government authority, through to 
a wide variety of partnership, co-management and informal arrangements in-
volving multiple agencies, NGOs, communities, and individuals” (Lockwood, 
2010: p. 762). These have included various forms of collaborative management 
by local communities or indigenous people, and those delegated by third parties 
such as NGOs and the private sector (Graham et al., 2003; Borrini-Feyerabend et 
al., 2006; Kothari, 2006; Witter & Satterfield, 2019). As a follow-up to the fifth 
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World Parks Congress in Durban, four main governance models were identified, 
recognized by the IUCN, and based on decision-making, ownership, manage-
ment authority, and responsibilities. The discussions are as follows: 

Government protected areas 
The government managed PAs is run by a federal/national/agency in charge, 

sub-national ministry, or delegated to an NGO (Dudley, 2008). Usually, a gov-
ernment has extensive control in power relationships, decision making, and ac-
countability in a government-managed PA and also regulates the control of 
power, decisions and accountability depending on the type of control of power, 
decision making and accountability it intends to apply (Graham et al., 2003). 
Such agencies determine conservation objectives, develop and enforce manage-
ment plans, and most often own protected area resources (Dudley, 2008; Gu-
ruug, 2010). A state-managed PA usually provides equity and fair application of 
governance as a prime objective to the larger population (Kothari, 2006). Under 
such an arrangement, the government may delegate responsibilities to a paras-
tatal, NGO, private operator or community (Dudley, 2008; Guruug, 2010). The 
government managed PA aids in providing equity and fair application of gover-
nance for many actors because roles and responsibilities may be delegated to 
other actors. 

Collaborative managed protected areas 
A shared PA governance approach involves the sharing of decision-making, 

and power between state agencies and other partners including but not limited 
to local communities and indigenous peoples, NGOs and individuals, and pri-
vate sector institutions (Kothari, 2006). In each of the management arrange-
ments, however, there are clearly defined interests, roles, responsibilities and 
processes of accountability which may be exercised through collaborative, joint 
or transboundary management (Dudley, 2008). In collaborative management 
“formal decision-making authority, responsibility and accountability may rest 
with one agency (often a national governmental agency)” but by law, the agency 
needs to collaborate with other stakeholders (Kothari, 2006: p. 119; Khan et al., 
2017). Transboundary PAs (PAs that transcend national boundaries) are better 
managed in shared governance because these PAs have both local and interna-
tional implications for their management (Kothari, 2006; Dotan et al., 2017). For 
example, shared governance or multi-stakeholder governance is effective for the 
management of transboundary PA resources (where transboundary manage-
ment or joint management board can be applied) and brings the knowledge and 
influence of different stakeholder to bear on the management of the PA (Dudley, 
2008). Shared management is criticised because it is difficult to apply different 
(country regulations) management approaches to a transboundary PA (e.g. wil-
derness areas) that cuts across national borders. However, establishing joint 
management boards to oversee the management of such PA stand to provide 
some successes (Dudley, 2008). Examples of Collaborative managed PAs are Ga-
lapagos Marine Reserve, Ecuador (Borrini-Feyerabend, 2003). Shared gover-
nance is very effective for involving different stakeholders with different inter-
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ests to contribute to PA management effectiveness. 
Private management 
As part of the IUCN PA governance types, Private management is designated 

for PAs that are declared and run by private individuals, and/or Non-Governmental 
Organizations (NGOs) for for-profit or non-profit purposes e.g. Pantanal, Brazil 
(Borrini-Feyerabend, 2003; Bingham et al., 2017). The private management of 
these PAs have no governmental involvement but IUCN PA categories are ap-
plied (Dudley, 2008). These private parties legally own the PA resources, deter-
mine conservation objectives, develop and enforce management plans and re-
main in charge of decisions (Dudley, 2008; Guruug, 2010; Bingham et al., 2017). 
The management approach is critiqued on the basis that, effective management 
will require the negotiation of incentives from the government in return for spe-
cific levels of accountability by the private management (Dudley, 2008). Private 
managed PA provides effective management because stakeholders are accounta-
ble to the traditional community who incidentally share in the ownership of the 
PA. 

Community Conserved Areas (CCAs) 
In traditional community management, authority and responsibility for man-

aging the particular resource and territory rests with the “indigenous peoples 
and/or local communities” who also possesses customary/legal claims to the land 
with collective management (Borrini-Feyerabend, 2003: p. 6; Tobin, 2017). The 
territories and resources are cited as CCA instead of “protected area” because PA 
erroneously connotes some form of governmental control (Dudley, 2008). Tra-
ditional communities have been managing nature sites and species for quite a 
long time; but “the fact that these are equivalent in many ways to conventional 
government-managed ‘protected areas’ has not been recognized until recently” 
(Kothari, 2006: p. 549). Examples of indigenous managed parks are Sacred lakes 
in Coron, Philippines and New Sacred forests in India managed by local com-
munities (Borrini-Feyerabend, 2003; Samakov & Berkes, 2017). CCAs worldwide 
have been known to produce some of the best management effectiveness for 
protected areas as it helps in improving revenue, reduce corruption, and em-
power communities to get involved in local PA management (Murphree, 1991; 
Nelson & Agrawal, 2008; Corrigan et al., 2018). This approach is advantageous 
because it usually leads to improved conservation practices. After all, the control 
of power and decision making is in the hands of the indigenous or traditional 
local community (Dudley, 2008). The criticism against this approach stems from 
the fact that it fails to produce good results and rather encourage exploitation by 
other stakeholders like tour companies, undermines the legitimate rights of in-
digenous peoples and local communities because, the knowledge and experience 
of the community to make informed inputs into the PA management are some-
times low (Nelson & Agrawal, 2008; Zurba et al., 2019). CCA is important for 
PA management effectiveness because it encourages local and indigenous people 
to own and participate in the management of PA resources. 
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Effectiveness of PA governance in achieving PA outcomes 
Quite recently, good governance has gained significant attention as a conser-

vation priority. It can support the IUCN biodiversity conservation priorities of 
“long term conservation of nature, ecological resources and its associated cultur-
al values” (Dudley, 2008: p. 8). Conservation priorities are summarized into na-
ture conservation, science, visitor opportunities (recreation, educational, cultur-
al, spiritual), and local and indigenous needs (Graham et al., 2003) as well as re-
concile development with conservation in a recent increasing number of inter-
national initiatives (Kennedy et al., 2019). Achieving PA outcomes through PA 
management effectiveness has gained grounds because achieving the outcomes is 
taken as part of the theory and practice of monitoring and evaluation of PAs 
(Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2006). Several evaluation methodologies have been 
developed for evaluating PA governance effectiveness. These include; Manage-
ment Effectiveness developed by IUCN-WCPA, Framework for Governance Ef-
fectiveness (Lockwood, 2010) and Conservation Action Planning (Leverington et 
al., 2008). 

The available methodologies and indicators are not “limited” but still emerg-
ing; it includes the different schools of thoughts on how best to address the is-
sues of global declining biodiversity undermined by anthropogenic causes. Some 
conservationists who favour “strict conservation” argue for more attention to 
biodiversity conservation in all aspects of PA design, implementation, and go-
vernance (Locke & Dearden, 2005; Miller et al., 2011; Robinson, 2011; Zhang et 
al., 2020). Conservationists have continually debated biodiversity priorities; 
whether wildlife, wilderness, or other natural assets should be prioritized over 
development for aesthetic, moral, or spiritual reasons (human welfare) (Miller et 
al., 2011). Others are rather of a pro-development orientation and advocate for 
various forms of sustainable use and conservation-oriented development and 
welfare-oriented goals such as poverty reduction and social justice (Nelson, 
2010). Others scholars have also debated good governance providing enough 
reasons for achieving PA outcomes (Graham et al., 2003; Borrini-Feyerabend, 
2003; Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2006; Kothari, 2006; Lockwood, 2010; Eklund et 
al., 2017; Helliwell et al., 2018). Leverington et al. (2010) for instance is of the 
view that it is possible to have PAs degrading and at the same time meeting their 
outputs. Similarly, a badly managed PA can maintain its broader values. Assess-
ing good governance to investigate its capacity to deliver social benefits, conser-
vation goals including the protection of biodiversity and ecosystem values is 
important. Good governance (founded upon the capacity and reliability of go-
verning institutions to effectively respond to problems and achieve social unity 
through various forms of consultation, negotiation and multi-party agreements) 
is a fair and effective way of exercising governing powers (means) to meet the 
objectives (ends) of the protected area (Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2006; Helliwell 
et al., 2018). Asserting the effectiveness of various methodologies for assessing 
PA effectiveness requires a focus on options that serve conservation objectives 
best since different methodologies have different perspectives for either strict 

https://doi.org/10.4236/jss.2021.97040


J. L. Arthur 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/jss.2021.97040 573 Open Journal of Social Sciences 
 

conservation or a mix of conservation-development objectives. 
Greater coverage of areas important for biodiversity and ecosystem function-

ing 
Good PA governance supports efforts at meeting targets for greater coverage 

of areas important to biodiversity and ecosystem functioning. When the full 
suite of governance types is applied and leads to marked support for achieving 
an expansion of areas that can support biodiversity and ecosystem functions. In 
such cases, governance (where governance is by indigenous peoples and local 
communities, by the private sector and in shared governance arrangements) can 
be recognized, either as a component of the official protected area system or 
through other means. The CBD targets 17 and 18 (exploring and applying tradi-
tional knowledge, innovations and practices of indigenous and local communi-
ties relevant for the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity) need to be 
balanced with livelihoods and other development goals (Convention on Biologi-
cal Diversity, 2010). The engagement of actors outside of government is likely to 
increase the social acceptability and sustainability of the overall PA system. 
Drawing from arguments by Lockwood, opportunities available for all stake-
holders to participate and influence decision processes and output can clarify 
diverse interests and values, reduce project failures, enhance public ownership 
and commitment to solutions, and build capacity to manage competing interests 
and mediate conflicts (Lockwood, 2010). Good governance has improved reve-
nue and indigenous and local community needs and encouraged active partici-
pation of local communities in wildlife management in Community Based Nat-
ural Resource Management (CBNRM) areas in East and South Africa (Nelson & 
Agrawal, 2008; Mbaiwa et al., 2019; Walker et al., 2019). Good governance en-
courages active local participation in PAs and leads to the commitment of local 
communities to increase coverage of areas that protect biodiversity and ecosys-
tem functioning.  

Build networks of protected areas leading to protection of larger land-
scapes/seascapes 

Effective PA governance has a greater ability to build networks and promotes 
connectivity of protected areas leading to the protection of larger land-
scapes/seascapes. PA governance promotes connectivity across a different scale 
and geographic regions (Lockwood, 2010; Saura et al., 2018). Strategic connec-
tivity (in an environment of multilevel governance and for regional sustainabili-
ty development) allows different actors of PAs to build shared recognition of in-
terdependencies among PA issues and allows for the sharing of problems in a 
concerted manner. By this, local, sub-national, national, and international PA 
governance actors build mutual respect, trust and cohesion to collectively work 
to address the full range of PA values and concerns such as connecting areas 
physically, counteract fragmentation, maintain species movement and migratory 
pathways, and allow for genetic exchange and other benefits of connectedness 
(Lockwood, 2010; Saura et al., 2018). Many community conserved areas (for 
example the community forests in New Hampshire, USA and the Van Panchayat 
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forests in Uttarakhand, India) are serving as corridors between two or more 
government-protected areas (Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2006). In the Serengeti 
Ecosystems, effective networking and connectivity have allowed for the protec-
tion of wildlife and ecosystems over large landscapes, and across different phys-
ical and institutional boundaries (Nelson, 2010). In 2005, Ghana completed an 
inventory of 3000 sacred groves over the national territory as a result of the de-
velopment of by-laws that recognized traditional forms of conservation. An im-
proved institution (law enforcement) also led to a high reduction in poaching 
and forest destruction at Kakum Conservation Area, Ghana (IUCN, 2012). Good 
PA governance can increase the trust of communities in PA arrangements, and 
motivate them to commit more wilderness areas to the PA network. 

More effective conservation 
Achieving the conservation goals of a protected area will greatly depend on 

how and by whom management decisions are being made and implemented. 
When local actors are involved in decision-making, it results in greater accep-
tance and public support for the protected area. In addition, transparent and 
accountable decision-making institutions may effectively carry out conservation 
measures, adopt adaptive management and provide timely and adequate res-
ponses to changing conditions. The control of power and decision making in the 
Community Conserved Area (CCA), which usually lead to the achievement of 
effective conservation practices, is in the hands of the indigenous or traditional 
local community (Dudley, 2008; Baker et al., 2018). CCAs worldwide have been 
known to produce some of the best management effectiveness for protected 
areas (Murphree, 1991; Nelson & Agrawal, 2008; Baker et al., 2018). Similarly, an 
enhancement of skills and knowledge of local actors in PAs for the Aboriginal 
peoples of Australia (who have unique knowledge on how to manage landscapes 
through timely, controlled fires) promoted the conservation of wildlife and eco-
systems hitherto being destroyed by wildfires (Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2006). 
Policy reforms and legal reforms carried out in Tanzania in the 1990s enabled 
local communities to formalize collective actions in the forest leading to wide-
spread ecological recoveries (Nelson, 2010). Again, centralized PA governance in 
Kenya in 1970 made Kenya a major country in east and southern Africa with a 
sizeable wildlife population that does not allow any commercial hunting (Nelson 
& Agrawal, 2008). Good PA governance empowers local communities to support 
effective conservation. 

Greater savings and/or generation of resources to support visitations, and in-
digenous and community needs 

Effective PA governance has a significant effect on promoting greater savings 
and/or generation of resources through visitor opportunities (recreational, edu-
cational, cultural, spiritual) and local and indigenous needs. PA governance 
within the protected area system is a cost-effective conservation measure since it 
recognizes what is already in place (such as existing institutional arrangements 
and conservation efforts by private landowners or communities), avoids some of 
the social or financial cost of governments in regularizing land tenure arrange-
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ment (stepping in to buy land or impose regulations) (Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 
2006). Zimbabwe’s Community Areas Management Programme for Indigenous 
Resources (CAMPFIRE) programme has resulted in over $20 million in reve-
nues from wildlife captures at districts and community levels for 1989-2001 
(Nelson, 2010). Decentralized governance models can also save resources by de-
volving decision-making to the local level and reducing administrative costs; es-
pecially useful because world’s poorest citizens, who in many cases depend on 
forests “for income or as a safety-net during natural disasters or periods of social 
strife” making of PA a key focus for management effectiveness (Naughton-Treves, 
2010: p. 235). “win-win” outcomes are feasible when public programmes that 
provide employment and capacity development are pursued alongside conserva-
tion goals (e.g. South Africa’s Working for Water programme) (Borrini-Feyerabend 
et al., 2006). At the level of individual protected areas, participatory processes 
(through the investment of time and resources) are usually cost-effective in the 
long run, as they reduce conflicts, harness the contributions of local actors in 
conservation, and reduce the need for cost-intensive enforcement measures. 

Resilient systems supported by effective PA governance 
All governance institutions (formal and informal) may go through periods of 

instability, dysfunction or inactivity. Effective governance provides support in 
detecting and responding to environmental feedback such that; it contributes to 
ecological knowledge and understanding of ecosystem processes and functions 
necessary for addressing threats and pressures in a social-ecological system 
(Folke et al., 2005). For instance, the Community Reserve of Lac Telé-Likuoala 
aux Herbes, in the Republic of Congo (used to be a State-governed protected 
area) was previously government-managed PA until abandoned by state agencies 
during Congo’s era of political instability (Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2006). The 
engagement of multiple institutions in protected area governance provides a 
buffer against the failure of any one institution. 

More people actively involved in conservation 
Expansion of actors involved in PA governance such as trust-run protected 

areas is initiated and managed by, or rely on help from informed private indi-
viduals. When people are actively involved in biodiversity conservation, their 
experience, understanding and insights into conservation are used to enhance, 
and support relevant issues (conservation efforts) and action of society (Dudley, 
2008; Nelson, 2010; Clement & Guerrero-Gonzalez, 2020). In the United States, 
conservation NGOs have encouraged landowners to group together and create 
conservation Trusts (with or without concurrent land easements or servitudes) 
in exchange for tax incentives from state governments. Similarly in the UK, over 
a million private individuals are members of the Royal Society for the Protection 
of Birds, allowing the organization to run over 200 protected areas (Borri-
ni-Feyerabend et al., 2006). Good governance is a good conduit to motivate 
more people into the conservation of nature. 

Does effective PA governance always lead to PA outcomes? 
Expansion of PA area versus Conservation outcomes 
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The pressure to expand PAs to meet international targets such as Aichi Target 
11 may have 2 choices in how limited funds are spent. PA expansion without 
enhanced enforcement will always deliver diminishing marginal returns 
(Kuempel et al., 2018). Expansion of PA estates does not always lead to the 
achievement of conservation outcomes. Active engagement of various actors in 
PA governance, and building institutional capacities does not always promote 
biodiversity conservation. For example, the addition of “new categories” V and 
VI of PA which emphasize sustainable use of natural ecosystems, does not pri-
marily serve the objective of biodiversity protection because the characterization 
of category VI PA has openly motivated some countries to categorize forest 
areas protected for logging, as protected areas (Locke & Dearden, 2005). The ad-
dition to the “new category” V and VI, in reality, tends to inflate the size of PAs 
when these large areas are classified as PAs (Locke & Dearden, 2005: p. 3). For 
example, categories V and VI PAs have led to logging of trees, and oil explora-
tion in British Columbia and the USA respectively rather than primarily contri-
buting to the conservation of biodiversity (Locke & Dearden, 2005). For exam-
ple, global protected area expansion is compromised by projected land use and 
parochialism (Pouzols et al., 2014). For effective management, PA categories V 
and VI have to be classified as Sustainable Development Areas (SDAs). This will 
eliminate the confusion and distraction caused by PA category V and VI so that, 
they can play a vital and complementary role in biodiversity conservation in PA, 
and protection of human values including poverty reduction (Locke & Dearden, 
2005). Good governance has led to PA categories V and VI fails to adequately 
support nature conservation. 

Challenge of applying PA governance at different scales; rules versus prin-
ciples 

Developing and applying a set of governance principles in abstraction is 
plausible, however; the application in the “real” context is challenging (Graham 
et al., 2003). Culture, history, technology in a parliamentary, congressional, or 
context of some other system of government challenges the success of gover-
nance principles (Graham et al., 2003; Lockwood, 2010). At the landscape level, 
the main challenge is how to decide on the optimal allocation for best outcomes 
(De Groot et al., 2010). Improving governance at one scale does not guarantee 
improvement at another scale. Achieving effective, sustainable environmental 
governance demands a better understanding of the causes and consequences of 
the complex patterns of interdependencies that tend to connect people and eco-
systems within and across scales (Bodin et al., 2019). The reality applies when 
comparing options (from global to ecosystem level), and rules versus principles. 

The process of rule-making (an important element of governance) and rules 
together define relationships within a society and this, in reality, is the essence of 
governance. The success of rule-making applies in the phase of flexible rules be-
cause that allows for creativity and entrepreneurship in the application of the 
rules (Graham et al., 2003). This process would ensure good rules in an envi-
ronment of good principles, and with the governance principles serving as ref-
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erence points. Around the world, many governments have adopted the rhetoric 
of decentralization, devolution, and local empowerment, but this has not com-
plemented institutional reforms relevant for effective application (Nelson, 2010). 
In many places across Africa, Asia and Latin America, centralized governments 
have maintained discretionary control over valuable natural resources, and local 
tenure arrangement leading to more efficiency and better representation (Nel-
son, 2010; Ribot, 2021). In most countries in Central and South Africa, the level 
of local participation in policy reforms has not supported wildlife sector reform 
outcomes to date. There is also little evidence of significant bottom-up influence 
in institutional processes in these countries; for example, active civic and local-
ly-based reform lobby has been unsuccessful in producing wildlife sector re-
forms in Kenya (Nelson & Agrawal, 2008).  

The same principle applies in many countries where the drive to support neo-
liberalism (motivated by current global take towards the commodification of 
nature and reworking of environmental governance) creates a conflict of devel-
opment versus conservatism in PA governance applications (Liverman, 2004; 
Nelson, 2010; Speer & Han, 2018). In many African countries, world trade direc-
tions have driven massive destruction of wildlife, wilderness areas, and destruc-
tions of marine resources through a subtle agenda by the development world, to 
promote trade and development in African (Liverman, 2004; Liverman & Vilas, 
2006; Nelson, 2010). In many such cases, the application of effective PA gover-
nance becomes just a guideline in abstract but, practically challenging.  

Comparing options: governance effectiveness in global to ecosystem level 
It is no doubt that protected areas face a diverse range of governance issues at 

different governance perspectives (global, agency-wide, individual PAs and eco-
system levels) (Graham et al., 2003). A global solution may not necessarily be 
accepted and applied to a local context due to the different level of impacts at 
global, national, individual PAs and ecosystem levels. For example, improved 
governance cannot halt climate change impact on amphibians. PA governance in 
this circumstance cannot necessarily reduce species loss at Marine Protected 
Area (MPA) because different governance arrangements apply at different 
scales, whereas, impacts may be localized and sometimes drive externalities into 
other areas (Graham et al., 2003; Mansourian, 2017). Decentralization, which is 
to promote good governance, can also result in fragmented, unrepresentative 
and undemocratic institutions and processes that open opportunities for actors 
to satisfy private interest as against the provision of public good (Lockwood, 
2010). Today, there are failed attempts to encourage China to reduce pollutions 
from its industries and also adopt cleaner technologies that have minimal impact 
on climate change (e.g. melting of polar ice that threatens the habitats of polar 
bears, and expose them to human impacts). Good governance at the global level 
has also not succeeded in convincing governments in most forest regions of the 
world (e.g. Africa, and South America) to engage in the active protection of for-
est resources, afforestation, and re-afforestation drive to serve as carbon sinks 
that reduce climate change impacts, worldwide (Di Sacco et al., 2021; Wainaina 
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et al., 2020). 

3. Conclusion 

The application of effective PA governance is critical for achieving conservation 
outcomes. Again, PAs and their governance arrangements continue to face so-
cio-economic, historical, political and ecological challenges. Debates on whether 
PAs management should target strict conservation or a mix of conservation and 
socio-economic, and welfare interest of humans continue to emerge. Today, the 
debates have included PA governance such as; whether good governance ensures 
the achievement of PA outcomes. The results are diverse since PA issues are 
embedded in complex socio-ecological systems, which require solution specific 
to context to be developed, tested and applied. In other cases, it has become clear 
that prescribing specific governance guidelines to address PA effectiveness and 
achieve conservation outcomes are at best applicable in abstraction and not in 
practice. Good PA governance that complements PA outcomes works best when 
factors including the coherence of rules and decision-making processes, proper 
networks are built, and decentralization works and is fully backed by relevant 
institutional reforms. The case is not always positive because PAs and their chal-
lenges cut across global perspectives, institutional objectives, and individual PA 
values. In sum, there is no direct link between improved governance and the at-
tainment of conservation objectives. 
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