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1 
 

Socioeconomic effects of protected areas in Spain across spatial scales  1 

and protection levels  2 

 3 

Abstract 4 

Consequences of the legal designation of protected areas (PAs) may be different for 5 

different stakeholders, and at different spatial scales. In this study we analysed the 6 

organisational perception on the effects of PA designation on sustainability from all 7 

sectors of activity in Spain, accounting for PAs’ legal stringency. A semi-structured 8 

questionnaire was administered to 197 organisations at national, regional (Andalusia), 9 

and local scales (two municipalities in the Almeria province, Andalusia) through an 10 

online survey. Local stakeholders and the primary, secondary and tertiary sectors were 11 

the most concerned about the social and economic impacts of PAs designation on their 12 

organisations. On the contrary, organisations at the national or regional scales together 13 

with public institutions, the quaternary sector and others miscellaneous perceived 14 

chiefly positive effects. Only national organisations perceived increased local social and 15 

economic effects from the designation of legally stringent PAs with regard to multiple-16 

use PAs.  17 

Keywords: Europe; institutional view; sustainability; national park; Natura 2000 site; 18 

stakeholder  19 

 20 

INTRODUCTION 21 

Protected areas: effects beyond nature 22 

Protected areas (PAs) are legally and spatially defined areas set aside primarily for 23 

biodiversity conservation. PAs seek to conserve valuable genes, species and habitats 24 

that provide a range of benefits to nearby human populations and the society as a whole 25 

in terms of ecosystem services (Dudley 2008). They do this by applying a legal and, 26 

sometimes, managerial regime that forbids or restricts some human activities that may 27 

compromise biodiversity conservation (Schreckenberg et al. 2010; Rodríguez-28 

BLIND Manuscript without contact information
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Rodríguez et al. 2016). As a result of those limitations, some stakeholders that live, 29 

work or use those areas may be affected in their wellbeing (Franks and Small 2016). 30 

Currently, 14.7% of the land surface in the World is covered by PAs (Bhola et al. 2016). 31 

The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) set the target to reach 17.0% of 32 

terrestrial and freshwater ecosystems under protection by the year 2020 (CBD 2010) , 33 

so approximately three more million square kilometers will need to be effectively 34 

conserved till 2020 to reach the target, with ampler consequences to land and freshwater 35 

users. Thus, it is important to identify which stakeholders are affected by PA 36 

designation, and how, in order to maximise gains and minimise or compensate losses so 37 

human wellbeing, social support for PAs, and nature conservation can be enhanced 38 

(Calvet-Mir et al. 2015; Blicharska et al. 2016). 39 

Neither all stakeholders are affected equally by PAs, nor do all types of PAs affect 40 

stakeholders equally (Oldekop et al. 2016; Holmes and Cavanagh 2016). Stringent PA 41 

regulations forbidding or restricting most human activities are likely to be more 42 

effective at conserving biodiversity (Pallares-Blanch 2012; Rodríguez-Rodríguez and 43 

Martínez-Vega 2018) but also more impacting on local socio-economy than more 44 

lenient, multiple-use regulations. Moreover, stakeholders are likely to have different 45 

perceptions on the effects of PAs depending on the scale of the assessment, with local 46 

stakeholders being more likely affected by PA regulations (Jentoft et al. 2012; Bennett 47 

et al 2014). Nevertheless, the concept of local wellbeing and its monitoring are 48 

insufficiently developed by science and are regarded as primary research objectives 49 

(Palmer et al. 2015; Breslow et al. 2016; Corrigan et al., 2017). 50 

Study background 51 

Assessing the socioeconomic effects of PAs has been a long-lasting research topic that 52 

could be traced back to the late 1980s with the sustainable development concept, which 53 

accounts for environmental, social and economic issues (UN 1987). In the mid-2000s, 54 

the Programme of Work on Protected Areas recognised the essential role of PAs at 55 

conserving biodiversity and called Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity to: 56 

“Assess the economic and socio-cultural costs, benefits and impacts arising from the 57 

establishment and maintenance of protected areas, particularly for indigenous and local 58 

communities, and adjust policies to avoid and mitigate negative impacts, and where 59 

appropriate compensate costs and equitably share benefits in accordance with the 60 
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national legislation” (CBD 2004). Following on that call, the CBD called on Parties to 61 

ensure that PAs contribute to poverty eradication and sustainable development (CBD 62 

2008). More recently, the CBD further insisted that, by 2020, valuable ecosystems 63 

contributing to human wellbeing are safeguarded considering the needs of local 64 

communities and other stakeholders (Aichi Target 14) through equitable PA 65 

management (Aichi Target 11) and ensuring fair benefit sharing from biodiversity 66 

(Aichi Target 16; CBD 2010). By 2010 there were a number of studies and methods to 67 

assess the social impact of conservation actions, although they had different objectives 68 

and used different methods and assumptions thus providing little consistent evidence on 69 

the socioeconomic effects of PAs (Schrekenberg et al. 2010). Thus, the CBD’s 70 

socioeconomic mandate remains unfulfilled and the socioeconomic effects of PAs are 71 

still largely unknown globally (Bhola et al. 2016) and at European scale, with 72 

environmental and social effectiveness indicator systems being scarce and urgently 73 

needed (Blicharska et al. 2016). Some methodologically detailed initiatives such as the 74 

Integrated Marine Protected Area Socioeconomic Monitoring and Assessment 75 

Framework (Rodríguez-Rodríguez et al. 2015a) or the Social Assessment of Protected 76 

Areas (Franks and Small 2016) have been recently developed to help to fill that gap.   77 

The Spanish case: The need for sustainable development 78 

Between 2008 and 2014, Spain went through a deep economic crisis deriving from a 79 

long-lasting unsustainable economic growth model based on mass construction and 80 

tourism that resulted in broad land use changes with serious implications for nature and 81 

people (Montes et al. 2011; Jiménez et al. 2012). Unemployment reached 27% of the 82 

active population in the first quarter of 2013 (INE 2018), with severe effects on 83 

wellbeing through widespread poverty, evictions, emigration, social exclusion and 84 

decreasing salaries which, in addition to reduced public services and state support, 85 

worsened living conditions for most (Jiménez et al. 2012; ADGSS 2017). Thus, it is 86 

paramount to explore more sustainable ways of development for a country with vast 87 

natural and cultural resources. Spain is a highly biodiverse country (Médail and Quézel 88 

1999). PAs cover 27.3% of its land and freshwater area (Múgica et al. 2016), one of the 89 

broadest national terrestrial PA coverage in the world (UNEP and IUCN 2018). Apart 90 

from its large amount of territory under biodiversity protection regulations, Spain has 46 91 

sites included in the UNESCO World Heritage List, being the third country in the world 92 

with more such sites (Spanish Government 2018; UNESCO 2018).  93 
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Objectives 94 

In this study we sought to: 1) ascertain the views on the environmental and 95 

socioeconomic effects of PAs by a wide range of organisations from all sectors of 96 

Spanish society at three complementary scales: national, regional (Andalusia) and local 97 

(Almeria, Andalusia); 2) identify the stakeholders most affected by PA designation in 98 

Spain; 3) gather the views of stakeholders on the effects of different PA regulations 99 

(stringent regulation versus multiple-use regulation) on local social and economic 100 

variables; 4) determine the local socioeconomic aspects perceived to be most affected 101 

by the designation of PAs; and 5) analyse response consistency across spatial scales, 102 

socioeconomic guilds and respondent organisations. Results will assist not only 103 

scientists but also territorial planners, PA managers and decision-makers to make more 104 

informed and equitable decisions for greater sustainable development in the country.  105 

 106 

MATERIALS & METHODS 107 

Data collection 108 

A reduced but comprehensive number of social (n=16) and economic (n=12) variables 109 

that influence local sustainability was derived (Appendix S1) after an initial, non-110 

exhaustive literature review. They were classified in social or economic categories 111 

according to the Statistic Yearbook of Spain (INE 2016). The items represented by 112 

those variables define basic social and economic conditions for human wellbeing at 113 

national and international scales (INE 2016; EUROSTAT 2018; World Bank 2018) and 114 

are also policy-relevant (EEC 1992; CBD 2010). We tried to show a balanced 115 

representation of effects of PAs on local communities. Thus, we classified those 116 

variables from an, a priory, subjective perspective in negative and positive variables to 117 

local social or economic sustainability. Using the literature reviewed and our experience 118 

as a starting point, we also identified a comprehensive number of socioeconomic sectors 119 

and guilds that may be affected by PA designation in Spain. In order to reduce reported 120 

biases towards positive or negative effects of PAs (Schreckenberg et al. 2010) and 121 

provide a balanced picture of the perceived effects of PAs by the Spanish society, we 122 

preliminarily classified those guilds as ‘positively affected’ (48%), ‘negatively affected’ 123 

(48%), and ‘uncertainly affected’ (4%) by PAs (Appendix S1). Ecological farming and 124 
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stockbreeding organisations of the primary sector were identified for additional analysis 125 

given their likely different perceptions on the topic.  126 

We then identified relevant organisations belonging to those guilds. At national and 127 

regional scales, we used criterion sampling whereby a maximum of five of the most 128 

representative meta-organisations per guild and scale was identified (e.g. associations, 129 

federations or ministries). Organisations were selected on the basis of our previous 130 

knowledge and purposive online search. At local scale, a preliminary GIS analysis was 131 

done to select a recently-designated, non-overlapping PA. The Special Area of 132 

Conservation of Sierra de Cabrera-Bedar, in the south-easternmost part of the Almeria 133 

province (Andalusia region), was selected. This area is a multiple-use, Natura 2000 site 134 

and was thus classified within PAs of medium level of protection. Among the seven 135 

municipalities in the PA, we selected those with at least 66% of their territories inside 136 

the PA for being the ones more likely affected by its designation: Bedar (71.4% of its 137 

territory in the PA) and Turre (78% of its territory in the PA). Two online business 138 

repositories were used to quota sample a maximum of three organisations per 139 

municipality and guild: Universia (2016) and Expansión (2016). Those business-type 140 

stakeholders were complemented with guild-purposive online search to identify non-141 

commercial organisations (e.g., environmental NGOs; local councils, etc.). The whole 142 

set of socioeconomic sectors, guilds and organisations identified by scale can be 143 

consulted in Appendix S2.  144 

Each of those organisations was contacted by phone, explained the aim of the survey 145 

and asked to participate providing the views of their respective organisations, in order to 146 

maximize representation (Dillman et al. 2015). A semi-structured, online questionnaire 147 

was created using Survey Monkey software. The survey was piloted prior to its 148 

administration, amended accordingly and administered between the 5th of June and the 149 

5th of July of 2017. A link to the questionnaire was sent to the respondents who agreed 150 

to fill it in via e-mail. The whole initial sample included 119 national organisations, 65 151 

regional organisations, and 13 local organisations. Two reminders were sent to non-152 

respondents.  153 

The questions and definitions in the survey were the same at the three scales (Appendix 154 

S3). The only changes referred to the scale-related introductions to some questions. 155 

Organisations were queried about their institutional view on three main subjects: 1) 156 
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PAs’ general effects (environmental, social and economic); 2) the effects of PAs on 157 

their organisations; and 3) the intensity of PA effects on the socio-economy of the 158 

municipalities where they are designated. Response options were also the same across 159 

scales, the only difference being that local stakeholders were not asked to assess the 160 

local effects of PAs of high level of protection, as they were only asked about Sierra de 161 

Cabrera-Bedar Natura 2000 Site.  162 

 163 

[Fig. 1. Conceptual outline of the study] 164 

 165 

Data analysis 166 

Closed-ended responses on the perceived general and organisational effects of PAs were 167 

numerically coded for statistical analysis according to the following ordinal scale: ‘very 168 

negative effect’ = -2; ‘negative effect’ = -1; ‘No effect’ = 0; ‘positive effect’ = 1; and 169 

‘very positive effect’ = 2. The intensity of PA effects on local socio-economy was 170 

coded on an entirely positive ordinal scale for valid mean comparison purposes, as we 171 

tried to ascertain variation in the (absolute) value of the set of socioeconomic variables 172 

as a result of PA designation, not the direction of such variation (i.e. increase or 173 

decrease of the variable): ‘large decrease’, ‘large increase’ = 2; ‘No effect’ = 0; ‘slight 174 

decrease’, ‘slight increase’ = 1. For communication purposes, the range of continuous 175 

mean values of the perceived intensity of PA effects was split into equal intervals using 176 

quartiles: 0–0.50/0–0.50 (no effect: 0–3% increase/decrease of the variable’s baseline 177 

value); 0.51–1 (slight effect: 3–6% perceived increase/decrease); 1.01–1.50 (moderate 178 

effect: 6–10% perceived increase/decrease); and 1.51–2 (large effect: >10% perceived 179 

increase/decrease). Indicators for which moderate or large effect of PAs was averagely 180 

perceived by stakeholders at any scale of assessment or protection level were selected 181 

for creating a socially-relevant local PA socioeconomic assessment system for being the 182 

most likely influenced indicators by PA designation at local scale.  183 

Differences in the organisational perception of the social and economic effects of PAs 184 

of medium and high levels of protection were analysed at national and regional scales 185 

via paired T-tests or Wilcoxon-signed-rank tests, depending on the normality of the 186 

differences between both levels of the factor ‘protection’. We assumed that the same 187 
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organisation’s representative responded to the whole survey. Differences in the 188 

organisational views of the local social and economic effects of PAs among 189 

organisations at different spatial scales were assessed via ANOVA tests or Kruskal-190 

Wallis tests, according to the normality and homocedasticity of variables. Significance 191 

level for all tests was set at 0.05. Open responses were codified in a number of limited 192 

options. In cases when the same respondent gave different reasons for their responses, 193 

they were considered individually and summarized according to the number of mentions 194 

each codified response had among all respondents. For analysing response time, we just 195 

considered responses that were completed on the same day of being started. 196 

For analysing perceived general effects of PAs, effects on organisations, and local 197 

effects, when more than one complete response was obtained by the same organisation 198 

for a given scale, we retained the response that took longer to be answered, assuming 199 

that a more careful reply to the questions was given. For analysing response 200 

consistency, all duplicated responses were used to test internal organisational response 201 

consistency. In order to avoid comparing responses by the same person, we made sure 202 

that each of those organisationally duplicated responses had been made from a different 203 

I.P. address.   204 

We analysed response consistency on the perceived intensity of PAs of high level of 205 

protection on local socioeconomy on three analytical dimensions: 1) within guilds 206 

(same scale: national; different organisations), for the following guilds of similar 207 

foreseen response to the topic: research, environmental NGOs, mining, and hunting; 2) 208 

between spatial scales (same organisation; different scale: national vs regional), for the 209 

following organisations: COAG (farming organisation) and SEO-Birdlife 210 

(environmental NGO); and 3) within organisations (same organisation; same scale: 211 

national or regional; different respondent), for the following organisations: RADA 212 

(legal representatives; national scale), AAMA (rangers; regional scale), and Ecologistas 213 

en Acción-Andalucía (environmental NGO; regional scale). We codified the original 214 

responses on an ordinal, increasingly positive scale: ‘very negative effect’ = 1; ‘negative 215 

effect’ = 2; ‘No effect’ = 3; ‘positive effect’ = 4; and ‘very positive effect’ = 5. To test 216 

for differences in response consistency, we used Kruskal-Wallis tests after checking the 217 

non-normality of the original and log10-transformed variables, for a significance level 218 

of 0.05. All the statistical analyses were done using SPSS v.23 and Microsoft Excel.  219 
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RESULTS 220 

Response rate 221 

The response rate was 33% for the national survey (n=39), 35% for the regional survey 222 

(n=23), and 46% for the local survey (n=6). The median time to complete the survey 223 

was 18 minutes at national scale, 26 minutes at regional scale, and 16 minutes at local 224 

scale.  225 

Sample characterization 226 

The sample of selected organisations was balanced according to their foreseen 227 

preliminary stances on PAs (with a slightly greater initial selection of ‘positive’ 228 

organisations) and economic sectors, though at local scale primary and quaternary 229 

sector organisations were absent. On the contrary, there was a stark difference in the 230 

size of organisations between national and regional scales, on one side, and local scale, 231 

on the other (Table 1). 232 

Table 1. Main characteristics of responding organisations 233 

 Main 
characteristics 

 National 
organisation 

(n) 

Regional 
organisation 

Local 
organisation 

 (n) (n) N (%) 
Median 
membership 
(number of 
members) 

 > 250 >250 1 to 9 

 

Preliminary 
stance on PAs  

Positive 19 13 4 36 
(52,9%) 

Neutral 3 1 0 4 (5,9%) 

Negative 17 9 2 28 
(41,2%) 

  N (%) 39 23 6 68 (100%) 

Sector  

Primary 8 4 0 12 
(17,6%) 

Secondary 4 3 2 9 (13,2%) 

Tertiary 16 4 1 21 
(30,9%) 

Quaternary 6 1 0 7 (10,3%) 

Institutional 3 6 2 11 
(16,2%) 

Miscellaneous 2 5 1 8 (11,8%) 

 
N (%) 39 (57,4%) 23 (33,8%) 6 (8,8%) 68 (100%) 

 234 
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General effects of PAs 235 

The organisational perception of the sustainability of protected areas was ‘globally’ 236 

positive at national and regional scales but slightly negative at local scale. At all scales, 237 

the environmental dimension was the best rated, followed by the social dimension and 238 

the economic dimension, respectively (Table 2). The perception of the global 239 

sustainability of PAs was the greatest by the quaternary sector and the lowest by the 240 

primary sector. The main stated reasons in favour of PAs by national, regional and local 241 

organisations were that PAs enhance economic development and nature conservation, 242 

respectively. Restrictions to socioeconomic activities and insufficient local engagement 243 

were stated as PAs’ main drawbacks.  244 

Table 2. Organisational perception of the environmental, social and economic effects of protected 245 
areas in Spain by spatial scale and economic sector (on a -2 to +2 scale) 246 

Nat: National; Reg: Regional; Loc: Local; Prim: Primary; Eco-P: Eco-Primary; Sec: Secondary; Tert: 247 

Tertiary; Quat: Quaternary; Inst: Institutional; Misc: Miscellaneous 248 

  Sector   

Mean 

perceived 

effect 

Scale Prim Eco-

Prim 

Sec Tert Quat Inst Misc All  

Environmental 

 

 

Social 

Nat 0.88 2.00 1.50 1.56 1.83 2.00 2.00 1.51 

Reg 0.75 1.00 1.33 1.25 2.00 1.67 1.60 1.39 

Loc   0.00 -1.00  1.00 2.00 0.50 

Nat 0.13 0.50 1.25 0.81 1.50 2.00 2.00 0.97 

Reg 0.50 0.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.17 1.00 1.00 

Loc   -1.50 -1.00  0.00 2.00 -0.33 

 

Economic 

  

Nat 0.13 0.50 0.50 0.56 1.33 1.67 2.00 0.74 

Reg 0.50 0.00 0.33 0.25 2.00 0.83 0.60 0.61 

Loc   -1.50 -2.00  0.50 2.00 -0.33 

Global 

(sustainability) 

Nat 0.38 1.00 1.08 0.98 1.56 1.89 2.00 1.08 

Reg 0.58 0.33 0.89 0.83 2.00 1.22 1.07 1.00 

Loc   -1.00 -1.33  0.50 2.00 -0.06 

 249 

Effects of PAs on organisations 250 

On average, at national scale all economic sectors except the primary sector perceived 251 

to be positively affected by PAs. The most positively affected sector was 252 

‘Miscellaneous’, represented by environmental NGOs. At regional scale, all sectors 253 
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perceived to be positively affected by PAs. Only the quaternary sector, represented by 254 

journalists, perceived not to be affected by PAs. At local scale, both the secondary 255 

sector and the ‘Miscellaneous’ sector perceived not to be affected by PAs. The 256 

construction company perceived to be negatively affected whereas the cheese 257 

manufacturer business perceived to be positively affected. The organisations that 258 

provided some reasoning for that perception stated little or no effect of PAs on their 259 

activities (Table 3).  260 

Table 3. Perception of the effects of protected areas on Spanish organisations by sector and scale, 261 

and main stated reason 262 

 National scale Regional scale Local scale 

n 

Sector Mean 

perceived 

effect on 

own 

organisation 

Main stated 

reason 

Mean 

perceived 

effect on 

own 

organisation 

Main stated 

reason 

Mean 

perceived 

effect on 

own 

organisation 

Main stated 

reason 

Primary -0.13 

Restrictions to 

socioeconomic 

activities 

0.75 

Increased 

burocratic 

work 

 
 

12 

Eco-Primary 1.50 

Greater 

environmental 

awareness 

1.00 

Positive. if 

there are 

incentives to 

eco-friendly 

businesses 

  3 

Secondary 0.25 

Restrictions to 

economic 

activities 

0.67 
It clarifies 

limitations to 

activities 

0.00 No effect 9 

Tertiary 0.25 

PAs do not 

affect their 

activity 

directly 

0.50 

It increases 

economic 

activity 

-2.00 
 

21 

Quaternary 0.83 
It increases 

research 
0.00 

 
 

Journalists 

are not 

sufficiently 

considered in 

PAs 

7 

Institutional 1.67 
PAs contribute 

substantially 

to nature 

0.83 

Socioeco-

nomic 

development 

1.00 
Economic 

development; 

Little effect 

11 
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conservation on daily 

tasks 

Misce-

llaneous 
2.00 PAs are one of 

their goals 
1.20 PAs are one of 

their goals 
0.00 

 
8 

All 0.46 

Restrictions to 

socioeconomic 

activities 

0.78 

Socioeco-

nomic 

development 

0.00 No effect 68 

 263 

Effects of PAs on local communities 264 

Mean perceived change of social and economic indicators 265 

Table 4 shows the average valuation of the intensity and direction of change of social 266 

and economic indicators in the municipalities where PAs are designated at the three 267 

surveyed scales. Eight socioeconomic variables were perceived to vary the most for 268 

both protection levels of PA designation and at most scales: ‘residents’ environmental 269 

awareness’ (social), ‘restrictions to local property rights’ (social), ‘number of regulation 270 

breaches & sanctions’ (social), ‘scientific and technical research activities in/on the site’ 271 

(social), ‘local bureaucracy’ (economic), ‘local quality of life’ (economic), ‘local tourist 272 

activity’ (economic), and ‘residential construction’ (economic).  273 

Table 4. Mean perceived change in the value of social and economic indicators at local scale as a 274 

result of protected area designation (on a +2 to -2 point scale) 275 

Note: PAs of MLP: protected areas of medium level of protection; PAs of HLP: protected areas of high 276 

level of protection. *Sierra de Cabrera-Bedar Special Area of Conservation.  277 

Social indicator 

National scale Regional scale Local 

scale 

PAs of 

MLP 

PAs of 

HLP 

PAs of 

MLP 

PAs of 

HLP 

PAs of 

MLP* 

Vulnerability of local populations to natural 

disasters  

-0.42 -0.50 -0.60 -0.50 -0.17 

Residents’ age  0.00 -0.06 0.15 0.20 0.17 

Number of local health infrastructures  0.03 -0.03 0.11 -0.05 -0.50 

Number of local security and justice 

infrastructures  

0.08 -0.03 0.05 0.00 -0.50 

Number of local education infrastructures  0.18 0.10 0.33 0.17 -0.33 

Number of residents  0.18 -0.11 0.14 -0.48 -0.33 
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Educational degree of residents 0.19 0.25 0.24 0.10 -0.17 

Local traditions  0.22 0.24 0.52 0.48 0.33 

Local cultural, recreational and sport offer  0.32 0.51 0.89 0.79 0.33 

Health of residents  0.46 0.53 0.89 0.94 -0.33 

Number of local (non-commercial) associations  0.53 0.67 0.95 0.91 0.50 

Residents’ participation in local environmental 

decisions  

0.59 0.56 0.85 0.90 0.33 

Number of regulation breaches & sanctions  0.89 1.22 1.14 1.27 -0.17 

Restrictions to local property rights  1.03 1.58 1.24 1.48 0.50 

Residents’ environmental awareness  1.05 1.30 1.14 1.36 0.50 

Scientific and/or technical research activities 

in/on the site  

1.06 1.43 1.18 1.64 0.25 

Economic indicator 

National scale 

 

Regional scale Local 

scale 

PAs of 

MLP 

PAs of 

HLP 

PAs of 

MLP 

PAs of 

HLP 

PAs of 

MLP* 

Residential construction  -0.26 -0.43 -0.74 -1.26 -1.20 

Number of local transport infrastructures  0.03 -0.03 -0.09 -0.36 -0.50 

Number of local technological infrastructures  0.11 0.29 0.05 -0.10 0.33 

Local taxes  0.26 0.39 0.50 0.43 0.33 

Residents’ income 0.29 0.46 0.52 0.45 -0.40 

Number of local enterprises and businesses  0.44 0.84 0.59 0.53 -0.50 

Local quality of life  0.46 0.74 1.00 1.14 -0.33 

Local employment  0.53 0.67 0.47 0.55 -0.20 

Local council’s budget  0.54 0.94 0.95 1.00 -0.60 

Prize of local products and services  0.64 0.86 0.65 0.80 0.00 

Local bureaucracy  0.71 1.00 1.05 1.19 0.17 

Local tourist activity  1.13 1.54 1.50 1.29 0.20 

 278 

 279 

Perceived change in local indicator values across scales and protection levels 280 

The mean perceived change in the intensity of local social effects was significantly 281 

greater for highly protected PAs than for PAs of medium level of protection for national 282 

stakeholders, from 0.45 ± 0.37 to 0.57 ± 0.53 (Z = -2.272; p = 0.023). Also, there was a 283 

statistically significantly higher mean perceived intensity of local economic effects of 284 
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highly protected PAs with regard to PAs of medium level of protection for national 285 

stakeholders, from 0.45 ± 0.30 to 0.68 ± 0.40 (t(11) = -6.319; p < 0.000). There were no 286 

statistically significant differences in the mean perceived intensity of local social or 287 

economic effects between PAs of high and medium levels of protection for regional 288 

stakeholders.  289 

 Effect of scale on stakeholder perception 290 

There were no statistically significant differences in organisational perception of the 291 

intensity of local social or economic effects of PAs of medium level of protection across 292 

the three spatial scales. Neither were there statistically significant differences in 293 

organisational perception of the intensity of local social or economic effects of PAs of 294 

high level of protection between national and regional scales.  295 

Response consistency  296 

Within socioeconomic guilds  297 

There were statistically significant differences in the valuation of the socioeconomic 298 

effects of PAs of high level of protection within three of the four analysed guilds, 299 

except for research, were responses across organisations were consistent: Environmental 300 

NGOs (χ2
(1) = 4.59; p = 0.03); Mining (χ2

(1) = 6.34; p = 0.01); and Hunting (χ2
(1) = 8.05; 301 

p = 0.01).  302 

Between spatial scales 303 

There were statistically significant differences in the valuation of the socioeconomic 304 

effects of PAs of high level of protection between spatial scales for some organisations. 305 

Regional COAG (farming organisation; χ2
(1)=4.47; p = 0.03) stated greater perceived 306 

effect than its national representative. However, there were no statistically significant 307 

differences for SEO-Birdlife (environmental NGO).  308 

Within organisations 309 

There were no statistically significant differences in the valuation of the socioeconomic 310 

effect of PAs of high level of protection on local communities within organisations.  311 

 312 
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DISCUSSION 313 

Perceived general effects of Spanish PAs 314 

The perceived general effects of the designation of Spanish PAs by Spanish 315 

organisations are positive on average. However, differences are apparent among 316 

territorial scales and sustainability dimensions. Firstly, there was a general gradient in 317 

the perceived sustainability of PAs across all scales: environmental sustainability > 318 

social sustainability > economic sustainability. Such gradient has been shown for 319 

chiefly local stakeholders at European scale (Blicharska et al. 2016) and also for 320 

national organisations in north-European marine environments (Rodríguez-Rodríguez et 321 

al. 2015b), which suggests a socially consistent perception pattern on the sustainability 322 

of (M)PAs, at least in Western Europe.  323 

Local stakeholders were the most critical towards the general effects of PAs even 324 

though when they were only asked about a multiple-use, leniently regulated Natura 325 

2000 Site. Some authors suggest overemphasis on local drivers of environmental 326 

degradation by territorial planners, managers and decision-makers which may result in 327 

unnecessarily harsh restrictions to local activities and inequitable compensation to the 328 

most sensitive groups (Palmer et al. 2015; Suding et al. 2015). Additionally, insufficient 329 

and/or poor quality local involvement in PA planning and management processes 330 

leading to feelings of marginalisation is a broad concern Europe-wide (Ferranti et al. 331 

2014; Blicharska et al. 2016), and in Spain (Rodríguez-Rodríguez et al. 2017). Genuine, 332 

representative local stakeholder engagement in PA designation proposals results in good 333 

sustainability outcomes and broad acceptability (Pérez de Oliveira et al. 2013). Thus, 334 

responsible authorities should make adequate effort to adequately engage the most 335 

critical local stakeholders in PA initiatives in order to facilitate implementation and 336 

enhance socioeconomic outcomes (Oldekop et al. 2016).  337 

Perceived effects of PAs on socioeconomic sectors and guilds 338 

Two clearly differentiated opinion groups were apparent. On the one hand, public 339 

institutions (governance, PA managers and surveillance), the quaternary sector 340 

(essentially research centres) and the miscellaneous sector (chiefly the environmental 341 

NGO guild) generally had a positive stance towards PA contribution to socioeconomic 342 

and nature conservation outcomes, as shown previously (Rodríguez-Rodríguez et al., 343 
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2015b). In contrast to the study by Rodríguez-Rodríguez et al. (2015b), here the 344 

hospitality guild stated consistently positive effects from PA designation across scales. 345 

This aligns with previous claims that accommodation makes one of the largest 346 

expenditure categories for travellers to PAs (Eagles et al. 2002). Apart from 347 

accommodation businesses, catering activities have also been mentioned as benefiting 348 

most from visitors to PAs (Alló et al. 2010).  349 

On the other hand, some sectors and guilds perceived that PAs had a negative effect on 350 

their activities. The primary sector mostly perceived to be negatively affected at 351 

national scale due to restrictions to socioeconomic activities, but perceived to be 352 

positively affected at regional scale. Primary and secondary sector guilds and 353 

landowners greatly depend on natural resource use. Thus, they are among the most 354 

negatively affected guilds by PA regulations (Alló et al. 2010; Kati et al. 2015; 355 

Blicharska et al. 2016), especially in historically-used European cultural landscapes 356 

(Järv et al. 2016).  In turn, ecological farming organisations consistently perceived to be 357 

positively affected by PAs across scales, probably as a result of their competitive 358 

advantage given by PA regulations over non as nature-friendly farming business (Basha 359 

et al. 2015) and the suggested greater environmental awareness of local populations 360 

near PAs (Štraus et al. 2010). Farmers, environmental managing agencies and 361 

landowners were considered the most influential stakeholder groups on farmland 362 

biodiversity issues at regional and local scales in other European settings (Hauck et al. 363 

2016), which suggests that their consideration in land management issues in Europe is 364 

paramount.  365 

It is noteworthy that some guilds of the secondary sector, such as construction or 366 

mining, that are often the primary targets of PA regulations (Spanish Government 2007, 367 

2014; Järv et al. 2016) due to their serious effects on biodiversity (Forman and 368 

Alexander 1998; McKinney 2002; Brooks et al. 2014) did mostly not perceive to be 369 

affected by PAs in Spain at regional and local scales, or even stated positive effects of 370 

PAs on their organisations at national scale. Recent studies have shown that land 371 

artificialisation processes, to which both guilds largely contribute, were generally lower 372 

in Spanish PAs than in surrounding areas (Martínez-Fernández et al. 2015), whichever 373 

their levels of protection (Rodríguez-Rodríguez and Martínez-Vega 2018). In contrast to 374 

results in other European countries where MPAs were considered as impediments to 375 

resource extraction (Rodríguez-Rodríguez et al. 2015b), construction and mining 376 
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organisations in Spain seem to have assimilated the actual impact that PA regulations 377 

have on their activities and adopted (or at least, state) a pragmatic approach to existing 378 

status quo.  379 

In turn, some guilds of the primary sector (hunting), and tertiary sector (recreation) felt 380 

generally negatively affected by PAs in Spain at different scales. Organisations 381 

pertaining to both guilds stated restrictions to their activities by PA regulations as their 382 

main effect. In a review on management effectiveness of European PAs, Nolte et al. 383 

(2010) identified recreational activities as the major threat to those areas. Thus, 384 

evidence points to the need of regulating organized or spontaneous recreational 385 

activities in European PAs to limit their impact on natural and cultural heritage 386 

(Blicharska et al. 2016). The recreation guild seems largely unaware of or unable to 387 

benefit from the alleged new opportunities generated by new regulatory frameworks and 388 

the suggested benefits to their activities from increased tourism in PAs (Phillips 1998; 389 

Christiansen and Conner 1999; Alló et al. 2010).  390 

Our results are coherent with a recent study that also showed that national organisations 391 

from the primary sector (fishers), secondary sector (the aggregate industry) and also 392 

tertiary sector (recreation) perceived to be negatively affected by MPA designation in 393 

northern Europe, whereas organisations in the quaternary (research), institutional 394 

(governance and MPA managers), and miscellaneous sectors (environmental NGOs) 395 

perceived to experience a positive effect from MPAs (Rodríguez-Rodríguez et al. 396 

2015b). 397 

Perceived effect of PAs on local socioeconomic variables 398 

Half of the variables that were perceived to vary most by Spanish terrestrial 399 

stakeholders coincided with those that were perceived to vary most in intensity by 400 

marine stakeholders in the UK and France: ‘residents’ environmental awareness’, 401 

‘number of regulation breaches & sanctions’, ‘scientific and technical research activities 402 

in/on the site’, and ‘local tourist activity’ (Rodríguez-Rodríguez et al. 2015b), which 403 

suggests a common pattern of socially perceived local effects of PAs regardless of their 404 

major environment. Other variables perceived to vary most in intensity have also been 405 

mentioned in the European literature on PA designation constraints: ‘local bureaucracy’ 406 

(Järv et al. 2015; Blicharska et al. 2016), ‘restrictions to local property rights’ (Rekola et 407 

al. 2000), residential construction (Järv et al. 2015); and benefits: ‘local quality of life’ 408 
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(Järv et al. 2015). In other parts of the world, and using a carefully designed research 409 

framework, Andam et al. (2010) found that PAs in some tropical countries resulted in 410 

alleviated poverty in surrounding communities when compared to suitable control 411 

communities.  412 

Interestingly, local employment was not considered to vary much as a result of PA 413 

designation in Spain. In contrast to common claims (Dudley et al. 2013), Spanish PAs 414 

are not perceived to provide a strong-enough alternative to the usual employment-415 

creating sectors for local development despite the intensity of the recent economic crisis 416 

in the country and the need to diversify its economy (INE 2016; Jiménez 2012; ADGSS 417 

2017). Further studies should confirm such perceptions.  418 

A highly participative local socioeconomic assessment system of PAs was devised. 419 

Although perceived intensity of effects does not equal organisational importance, which 420 

should have been studied separately (Rodríguez-Rodríguez et al. 2015b), five of the 421 

eight socioeconomic variables perceived to vary most by Spanish stakeholders were 422 

included under priority indicators for marine stakeholders in the UK and France 423 

(Rodríguez-Rodríguez et al. 2015b), which suggests that a broadly applicable, socially 424 

relevant and efficient Local Socioeconomic Assessment System of PAs could be 425 

developed based on the aforementioned eight indicators. This system would help to fill 426 

the gap in social effectiveness research in European PAs (Blicharska et al. 2016).  427 

Perceived effects of PAs across protection levels 428 

National organisations tended to assign greater effect to PAs of high level of protection 429 

than to PAs of medium level of protection, whereas regional stakeholders did not 430 

perceive such difference in local effect intensity. The small size of and discontinuous 431 

management activities in many nature reserves in Andalusia, and the fact that, to date 432 

(April of 2018), there are only two national parks in the region: Doñana National Park 433 

and Sierra Nevada National Park, might have made most regional stakeholders identify 434 

regional PAs with multiple-use PAs, likely perceived as generating less intense 435 

ecological (Oldekop et al. 2016) and socioeconomic effects (Holmes and Cavanagh 436 

2016). 437 

Perceived effects of PAs across spatial scales 438 
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Spatial scale does not seem to influence perception on the intensity of local 439 

socioeconomic effects of PAs in Spain. These results contrast with those by Ferraro 440 

(2002), who suggests uneven distribution of costs and benefits from establishing PAs in 441 

Madagascar across spatial scales, with most opportunity costs born to local residents but 442 

most benefits in terms of tangible (e.g. tourism) and intangible (ecosystem services) 443 

assets generated at other scales (regional and national). In developing regions of the 444 

world, local dwellers and PA users tend to identify PAs with restrictions to natural 445 

resource use and harsher living conditions (Ferraro 2011; Kelboro and Stellmacher 446 

2015). In Spain, the central national park administration provides subsidies to 447 

compensate local populations for opportunity costs from the designation of those highly 448 

protected PAs (Spanish Government 2014). However, to our knowledge, there is no 449 

such consistent economic compensation applied to any other PA category in the 450 

country. In our case, we think that local stakeholders might not have had a different 451 

opinion from that by regional or national stakeholders for having been asked about a 452 

leniently regulated, recently managed multiple-use Natura 2000 site that is unlikely to 453 

have caused intense local socioeconomic effects. 454 

Response consistency 455 

Organisations in the same guilds generally provided different valuations of the 456 

socioeconomic effects of PAs on local communities even if the assessed guilds might be 457 

thought to have a similar view on the topic, such as environmental NGOs. Thus, 458 

surveyed organisations’ responses on the topic are little representative of those of the 459 

same guild, resulting in undue generalisations. These results are consistent with 460 

previous studies in other settings which suggested (Calvet-Mir et al. 2015) and showed 461 

(Rodríguez-Rodríguez et al. 2015b) that organisation classification in categories is often 462 

more a conceptual artifact than an empirical reality. In contrast to the study by 463 

Rodríguez-Rodríguez et al. (2015b) in which scientific organisations rated the 464 

importance of socioeconomic indicators for MPAs differently, here Spanish research 465 

organisations showed a consistent perception of the effects of PAs on local socio-466 

economy. The fact that scientific organisations in the study by Rodríguez-Rodríguez et 467 

al. (2015b) were from different countries may have increased response divergence.  468 

Response consistency by the same organisation across scales was organisation-specific, 469 

which suggests that it should not be taken for granted. Responses by respondents of the 470 
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same organisation at the same spatial scale showed consistency, which suggests non-471 

substantial inter-personal bias and the use of organisations as a valid unit of analysis in 472 

perceptual studies related to local socioeconomic effects of PAs in Spain.  473 

Methodological considerations 474 

The non-random selection of the organisations taking the survey means that 475 

generalisations from our findings should not be made and, when they are, they should 476 

be made with caution. Though the survey’s sample included a wide selection of meta-477 

organisations that were supposedly representative of their guilds, a larger sample would 478 

have been needed mainly at local scale to enhance societal representation. 479 

Some no-responses to the survey were noteworthy, especially among local stakeholders 480 

who are the ones most likely experiencing the limitations and opportunities of PAs 481 

(Coad et al. 2008; Blicharska et al. 2016). For instance, the a priori highly-affected local 482 

primary sector was absent from this analysis. This resulted from the inexistence of 483 

primary sector organisations in the consulted online local business repositories. Also, 484 

even though the broad spectrum of major political organisations was invited to 485 

participate in the survey (n=5, at national and regional scales), only one political 486 

response by a regional green party was obtained, suggesting low political interest in the 487 

topic (Kati et al. 2015; Rodríguez-Rodríguez et al. 2015c).  488 

Finally, sector and guild-result comparison across scales should be made with much 489 

caution, as different numbers of organisations and even sectors completed the survey at 490 

different scales.   491 

 492 

CONCLUSION 493 

There is broad social perception of the environmental benefits of PAs in Spain. 494 

However, the social and, chiefly, economic benefits of PAs are more contested, mostly 495 

at local scale and among tertiary, secondary and primary sector organisations. Input 496 

from those stakeholders should be the primary target of responsible authorities to 497 

smooth PA implementation processes and make them not only environmentally, but 498 

also socially and economically sustainable (Oldekop et al. 2016). Broad support to PAs 499 

as a public policy in Spain can be inferred from the quaternary sector, the institutional 500 
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sector, and some miscellaneous organisations, mostly environmental NGOs. Legal 501 

stringency of PAs was only perceived to impact locally by national stakeholders, 502 

although it could not be assessed at local scale.  503 

A number of local socioeconomic indicators were perceived to vary most after the 504 

designation of PAs in Spain, regardless of regulation stringency and the spatial scale of 505 

respondents and would make a socially relevant PA socioeconomic assessment system. 506 

Responses on perceived local socioeconomic effects of Spanish PAs showed low 507 

consistency among socioeconomic guilds and spatial scales for the same organisations, 508 

and reinforces previous claims that stakeholder classification in socioeconomic sectors 509 

or guilds in PA sustainability studies is more a conceptual artifact than a reality 510 

(Rodríguez-Rodríguez et al., 2015b). However, intra-organisational consistency at a 511 

given scale was found, which suggests non substantial inter-personal bias and adequacy 512 

of organisations as a valid unit of analysis in socioeconomic studies on PAs in Spain. 513 

We hope that these results may help to steer current territorial development towards 514 

greater sustainability in a time when recent unsustainable dynamics seem to reappear in 515 

the country.   516 

Acknowledgements 517 

In a separated file for peer review.  518 

 519 

REFERENCES 520 

ADGSS, Asociación de Directores y Gerentes de Servicios Sociales. 2017. Informe 521 
sobre el Estado Social de la Nación 2017. ¿Nos están robando el futuro? Una 522 

sociedad dual instalada en la precariedad. 523 
http://www.directoressociales.com/images/documentos/Novedades/INFORME%20524 

ESTADO%20SOCIAL%20NACION%202017.pdf  525 
Alló, M., M. Barrio, and M. Loureiro. 2010. Impactos socioeconómicos de la red de 526 

parques nacionales: Una aproximación al Parque Nacional de las Islas Atlánticas. 527 

Ecosistemas 19(2). 528 
Andam, K. S., P.J. Ferraro, K.R.E. Sims, A. Healy, and M.B. Holland. 2010. Protected 529 

areas reduced poverty in Costa Rica and Thailand. Proceedings of the National 530 
Academy of Sciences 107(22): 9996-10001.  531 

Basha, M. B., C. Mason, M.F. Shamsudin, H.I. Hussain, M.A. Salem. 2015. Consumers 532 
attitude towards organic food. Procedia Economics and Finance 31: 444-452.  533 

Bennett, N. J., and P. Dearden. 2014. Why local people do not support conservation: 534 

Community perceptions of marine protected area livelihood impacts, governance 535 
and management in Thailand. Marine Policy 44: 107-116.  536 

http://www.directoressociales.com/images/documentos/Novedades/INFORME%20ESTADO%20SOCIAL%20NACION%202017.pdf
http://www.directoressociales.com/images/documentos/Novedades/INFORME%20ESTADO%20SOCIAL%20NACION%202017.pdf


21 
 

Bhola, N., D. Juffe-Bignoli, N. Burguess, T. Sandwith, and N. Kington. 2016. Protected 537 

Planet Report 2016. How protected areas contribute to achieving global targets for 538 
biodiversity. Cambridge and Gland: UNEP-WCMC and IUCN. 539 
https://www.protectedplanet.net/c/protected-planet-report-2016  540 

Blicharska, M., E.H. Orlikowska,  J.M. Roberge, and M. Grodzinska-Jurczak. 2016. 541 
Contribution of social science to large scale biodiversity conservation: A review of 542 
research about the Natura 2000 network. Biological Conservation 199: 110-122.  543 

Breslow, S. J., B. Sojka, R. Barnea, X. Basurto, C. Carothers, S. Charnley, S. Coulthard, 544 
N. Dolsak. et al. 2016. Conceptualizing and operationalizing human wellbeing for 545 
ecosystem assessment and management. Environmental Science and Policy 66: 546 
250-259.  547 

Brooks, S., M. Tolley, C. Montes, M. Jones, N.  Burguess, N. Kingston, and J. Hutton. 548 
2014. Protected areas and the extractive industry: challenges and opportunities. 549 
Cambridge: UNEP-WCMC.  550 

Calvet-Mir, L., E. Corbera, A. Martin, J. Fisher, and N. Gross-Camp. 2015. Payments 551 

for ecosystem services in the tropics: A closer look at effectiveness and equity. 552 
Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability 14: 150-162.   553 

CBD, Convention on Biological Diversity. 2004. Programme of Work on Protected 554 
Areas. https://www.cbd.int/doc/publications/pa-text-en.pdf  555 

CBD, Convention on Biological Diversity. 2008. COP 9 Decision IX/18. Protected 556 
Areas. https://www.cbd.int/decision/cop/default.shtml?id=11661  557 

CBD, Convention on Biological Diversity. 2010. Strategic Plan 2011-2020. Aichi 558 
Biodiversity Targets. http://www.cbd.int/sp/targets/  559 

Cernea, M. M., and K. Schmidt-Soltau. 2006. Poverty risks and national parks: Policy 560 
issues in conservation and resettlement. World Development 34(10): 1808-1830.  561 

Christiansen, G., and N. Conner. 1999. The contribution of Montague island nature 562 
reserve to regional economic development. 563 
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/projects/ReportMontagueIsland.htm  564 

Coad, L., A. Campbell, L. Miles, and K. Humphries. 2008. The costs and benefits of 565 

forest protected areas for local livelihoods: A review of the current literature. 566 
Cambridge: UNPE-WCMC. https://www.unep-567 
wcmc.org/system/dataset_file_fields/files/000/000/128/original/Coad_et_al_2008_568 

Working_Paper.pdf?1398683633  569 
Corrigan, C., C. Robinson, N.D. Burgess, N. Kingston, and M. Hockings. 2017. Global 570 

review of social indicators used in protected area management evaluation. 571 
Conservation Letters 00(00): 1-9.  572 

Dillman, D. A., L.M. Christian, and J.D. Smyth. 2015. Internet, Phone, Mail, and 573 
Mixed-Mode Surveys : The Tailored Design Method (4th Edition). New jersey: 574 
Wiley. 575 

Dudley, N. (Ed.) 2008. Guidelines for applying protected area management categories. 576 
Gland: IUCN.  577 

Eagles, P. F. J., S.F. McCool, and C.D. Haynes. 2002. Sustainable tourism in protected 578 

areas. Guidelines for planning and management. Gland and Cambridge: IUCN.  579 
EEC, European Economic Community. 1992. Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 580 

1992 on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora. http://eur-581 
lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A31992L0043 582 

EUROSTAT. 2018. Data. Browse statistics by theme. 583 
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/browse-statistics-by-theme   584 

Expansión. 2016. Directorio de Empresas. http://www.expansion.com/directorio-585 
empresas.html  586 

https://www.protectedplanet.net/c/protected-planet-report-2016
https://www.cbd.int/doc/publications/pa-text-en.pdf
https://www.cbd.int/decision/cop/default.shtml?id=11661
http://www.cbd.int/sp/targets/
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/projects/ReportMontagueIsland.htm
https://www.unep-wcmc.org/system/dataset_file_fields/files/000/000/128/original/Coad_et_al_2008_Working_Paper.pdf?1398683633
https://www.unep-wcmc.org/system/dataset_file_fields/files/000/000/128/original/Coad_et_al_2008_Working_Paper.pdf?1398683633
https://www.unep-wcmc.org/system/dataset_file_fields/files/000/000/128/original/Coad_et_al_2008_Working_Paper.pdf?1398683633
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/TXT/?uri=CELEX%253A31992L0043
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/TXT/?uri=CELEX%253A31992L0043
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/browse-statistics-by-theme
http://www.expansion.com/directorio-empresas.html
http://www.expansion.com/directorio-empresas.html


22 
 

Ferranti, F., E. Turnhout, R. Beunen, and J.H. Behagel. 2014. Shifting nature 587 

conservation approaches in Natura 2000 and the implications for the roles of 588 
stakeholders. Journal of Environmental Planning and Management 57(11): 1642–589 
1657. 590 

Ferraro, P.J. 2002. The local costs of establishing protected areas in low-income 591 
nations: Ranomafana National Park, Madagascar. Ecological Economics 43(2-3): 592 
261-275.  M.M.,  593 

Ferraro, P. J., Hanauer, and K.R.E Sims. 2011. Conditions associated with protected 594 
area success in conservation and poverty reduction. Proceedings of the National 595 
Academy of Sciences 108(34): 13913-13918.  596 

Forman, R. T. T., and L.E. Alexander. 1998. Roads and their major ecological effects. 597 
Annual Review of Ecology and Systematics 29(1): 207-231.  598 

Franks, P. and R. Small. 2016. Social Assessment for Protected Areas (SAPA). 599 
Methodology Manual for SAPA Facilitators. London: IIED. 600 
http://pubs.iied.org/pdfs/14659IIED.pdf  601 

Hauck, J., J. Schmidt and A. Werner. 2016. Using social network analysis to identify 602 
key stakeholders in agricultural biodiversity governance and related land-use 603 
decisions at regional and local level. Ecology and Society, 21(2): 49. 604 
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-08596-210249  605 

Heagney, E. C., M. Kovac, J. Fountain, and N. Conner. 2015. Socio-economic benefits 606 
from protected areas in southeastern Australia. Conservation Biology 29(6): 1647-607 
1657.  608 

Holmes, G. and C.J. Cavanagh. 2016. A review of the social impacts of neoliberal 609 
conservation: Formations, inequalities, contestations. Geoforum 75: 199-209.  610 

INE, Instituto Nacional de Estadística. 2016. Anuario Estadístico de España 2016. 611 

http://www.ine.es/prodyser/pubweb/anuarios_mnu.htm  612 
INE, Instituto Nacional de Estadística. 2018. Encuesta de Población Activa (EPA). 613 

Serie histórica. http://www.ine.es/prensa/epa_tabla.htm  614 
Järv, H., J. Kliimask, R. Ward, and K. Sepp. 2016. Socioeconomic impacts of protection 615 

on residents of national parks. European Countryside 8(2): 67-85.  616 
Jentoft, S., J.J. Pascual-Fernández, R. de la Cruz., M. González-Ramallal, and R. 617 

Chuenpagdee. 2012. What stakeholders think about marine protected areas: Case 618 
studies from Spain. Human Ecology 40: 185-197.  619 

Jiménez, L.M. 2012. Sostenibilidad en España 2012. Capítulo especial energía 620 

sostenible para todos (2012 Año Internacional de la Energía). Madrid: Ministerio 621 
de Agricultura, Alimentación y Medio Ambiente. 622 

Kati, V., T. Hovardas, M. Dieterich, P.L. Ibisch, B. Mihok, and N. Selva. 2015. The 623 
challenge of implementing the European network of protected areas Natura 2000. 624 
Conservation Biology 29(1), 260-270.  625 

Kelboro, G. and T. Stellmacher. 2015. Protected areas as contested spaces: Nech Sar 626 
National Park, Ethiopia, between ‘local people’, the state, and NGO engagement. 627 
Environmental Development 16: 63-75.  628 

Kettunen, M. and P. ten Brink. 2013. Social and economic benefits of protected areas: 629 
An assessment guide Abingdon: Routledge.  630 

Martínez-Fernández, J., P. Ruiz-Benito, and M.A. Zavala. 2015. Recent land cover 631 
changes in Spain across biogeographical regions and protection levels: Implications 632 

for conservation policies. Land Use Policy 44: 62–75. 633 
 McKinney, M.L. 2002. Urbanization, biodiversity and conservation. Bioscience 52(10): 634 

883–890. 635 

http://pubs.iied.org/pdfs/14659IIED.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-08596-210249
http://www.ine.es/prodyser/pubweb/anuarios_mnu.htm
http://www.ine.es/prensa/epa_tabla.htm


23 
 

Médail, F., and P. Quézel. 1999. Biodiversity hotspots in the Mediterranean Basin: 636 

Setting global conservation priorities. Conservation Biology 13(6): 1510-1513.  637 
Montes, C., F. Santos, M. Aguado, B. Martín-López, J.A. González, J. Benayas, C. 638 

López, C. Piñeiro.et al. 2011. Ecosistemas y bienestar humano. Evaluación de los 639 
Ecosistemas del Milenio de España. Síntesis de resultados. Madrid: Fundación  640 
Biodiversidad y Ministerio de Medio Ambiente y Medio Rural y Marino. 641 
http://www.ecomilenio.es/informe-sintesis-eme/2321  642 

Múgica, M., C. Martínez, J.A. Atauri, J. Gómez-Limón, J. Puertas, and D. García. 2016. 643 
EUROPARC-España 2017. Anuario 2016 del estado de las áreas protegidas en 644 
España. Madrid: Fundación Fernando González Bernáldez.  645 

Nolte, C., F. Leverington, A. Kettner, M. Marr, G. Nielsen, B. Bomhard, S. Stolton, S. 646 
Stoll-Kleemann et al. 2010. Protected area management effectiveness assessments 647 
in Europe. A review of application, methods and results. Bonn: Bundesamt für 648 
Naturschutz. https://www.unep-649 

wcmc.org/system/dataset_file_fields/files/000/000/029/original/PAME_assessment650 

s_in_Europe_2010.pdf?1395144885  651 

Oldekop, J. A., G. Holmes, W.E. Harris, and K.L. Evans. 2016. A global assessment of 652 
the social and conservation outcomes of protected areas. Conservation Biology 653 
30(1), 133-141.  654 

Pallares-blanch, M. 2012. Natural protected areas and rural / local development: A 655 
sustainable strategy in remote areas. Urbani Izziv 23: 87-96.  656 

Palmer, B., M. Agarwala, G. Atkinson, and T. Clements. 2015. Monitoring local 657 
wellbeing in environmental interventions: a consideration of practical trade-offs. 658 
Oryx 51(1): 68-76.  659 

Perez de Oliveira, L. 2013. Fishers as advocates of marine protected areas: a case study 660 
from Galicia (NW Spain). Marine policy 41: 95-102. 661 

Phillips, A. (Ed.) 1998. Economic values of protected areas. Guidelines for protected 662 
area managers. Gland and Cambridge: IUCN.   663 

Rees, S. E., M.J. Attrill, M.C. Austen, S.C. Mangi, and L.D. Rodwell. 2013. A thematic 664 

cost-benefit analysis of a marine protected area. Journal of Environmental 665 
Management, 114: 476-485.  666 

Rekola, M., E. Pouta, J. Kuuluvainen, O. Tahvonen, and C.Z. Li. 2000. 667 
Incommensurable preferences in contingent valuation: the case of Natura 2000 668 
Network in Finland. Environmental Conservation 27(3): 260-268.  669 

Rodríguez-Rodríguez, D., S.E. Rees, L.D. Rodwell, and M.J. Attrill. 2015a. IMPASEA: 670 
A methodological framework to monitor and assess the socioeconomic effects of 671 
marine protected areas. An English Channel case study. Environmental Science and 672 
Policy, 54, 44-51.  673 

Rodríguez-Rodríguez, D., S.E. Rees, L.D. Rodwell, and M.J. Attrill. 2015b. Assessing 674 

the socioeconomic effects of multiple-use MPAs in a European setting: A national 675 
stakeholders' perspective. Environmental Science and Policy, 48, 115-127.  676 

Rodríguez-Rodríguez, D., J. Martínez-Vega, M. Tempesta, and M.M. Otero-Villanueva. 677 

2015c. Limited uptake of protected area evaluation systems among managers and 678 
decision-makers in Spain and the Mediterranean Sea. Environmental Conservation 679 
42(03): 237-245.  680 

Rodríguez-Rodríguez, D., J. Rodríguez, and D. Abdul Malak, D. 2016. Development 681 

and testing of a new framework for rapidly assessing legal and managerial 682 
protection afforded by marine protected areas: Mediterranean Sea case study. 683 
Journal of Environmental Management 167: 29-37.  684 

http://www.ecomilenio.es/informe-sintesis-eme/2321
https://www.unep-wcmc.org/system/dataset_file_fields/files/000/000/029/original/PAME_assessments_in_Europe_2010.pdf?1395144885
https://www.unep-wcmc.org/system/dataset_file_fields/files/000/000/029/original/PAME_assessments_in_Europe_2010.pdf?1395144885
https://www.unep-wcmc.org/system/dataset_file_fields/files/000/000/029/original/PAME_assessments_in_Europe_2010.pdf?1395144885


24 
 

Rodríguez-Rodríguez, D., P. Ibarra, M. Echeverría, and J. Martínez-Vega. 2017. 685 

Perceptions, attitudes and values of two key stakeholders on the oldest and newest 686 
Spanish national parks. Environment, Development and Sustainability 687 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-017-0051-5  688 

Rodríguez-Rodríguez, D. and J. Martínez-Vega. 2018. Protected area effectiveness 689 
against land development in Spain. Journal of Environmental Management 215: 690 
345-357.  691 

 (de) Santo E. M. 2013. Missing marine protected area (MPA) targets: How the push for 692 
quantity over quality undermines sustainability and social justice. Journal of 693 
Environmental Management, 124: 137-146.  694 

Schreckenberg, K., I. Camargo, K. Withnall, C. Corrigan, P. Franks, D. Roe, L.M. 695 
Scherl, and V. Richardson. 2010. Social assessment of conservation initiatives 696 
social assessment of conservation initiatives. Natural Resource Issue, Nº 22. 697 
London: IIED. http://pubs.iied.org/pdfs/14589IIED.pdf  698 

Spanish Government. 2007. Ley 42/2007, de 13 de diciembre, del Patrimonio Natural y 699 

de la Biodiversidad. BOE 299: 51275-51327.  700 

Spanish Government. 2014. Ley 30/2014, de 3 de diciembre, de Parques Nacionales. 701 
BOE 293: 99762-99792.  702 

Spanish Government. 2018. Patrimonio Mundial. 703 
http://www.mecd.gob.es/cultura/areas/patrimonio/mc/patrimoniomundial/presentac704 

ion.html  705 
Štraus, S., F. Bavec, and M. Bavec. 2011. Organic farming as a potential for the 706 

development of protected areas. Acta Geographica Slovenica 51(1): 151-168.  707 
Suding, K., E. Higgs, M. Palmer, J.B. Callicott, C.B. Anderson, M. Baker, J.J. Gutrich, 708 

K.L. Hondula, et al. 2015. Committing to ecological restoration. Science 709 
348(6235): 638-40.  710 

UN, United Nations. 1987. Report of the World Commission on Environment and 711 
Development: Our Common Future. http://www.un-documents.net/our-common-712 

future.pdf  713 

UNEP-WCMC and IUCN. 2018. Protected Planet: The World Database on Protected 714 
Areas (WDPA) [On-line], April 2018. Cambridge: UNEP-WCMC and IUCN. 715 
www.protectedplanet.net 716 

UNESCO. 2018. World Heritage Centre. The State Parties. Spain. 717 
http://whc.unesco.org/en/statesparties/es  718 

UNIVERSIA. 2016. Guía de Empresas Españolas. https://guiaempresas.universia.es/  719 
(The) World Bank. 2018. Data. Indicators. https://data.worldbank.org/indicator  720 
 721 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-017-0051-5
http://pubs.iied.org/pdfs/14589IIED.pdf
http://www.mecd.gob.es/cultura/areas/patrimonio/mc/patrimoniomundial/presentacion.html
http://www.mecd.gob.es/cultura/areas/patrimonio/mc/patrimoniomundial/presentacion.html
http://www.un-documents.net/our-common-future.pdf
http://www.un-documents.net/our-common-future.pdf
http://www.protectedplanet.net/
http://whc.unesco.org/en/statesparties/es
https://guiaempresas.universia.es/
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator


Figure Click here to download Figure Fig. 1.tif 

http://www.editorialmanager.com/ambi/download.aspx?id=70543&guid=9b96a449-c6a2-4200-844c-ddea1228685a&scheme=1
http://www.editorialmanager.com/ambi/download.aspx?id=70543&guid=9b96a449-c6a2-4200-844c-ddea1228685a&scheme=1


  

Supplementary Material

Click here to access/download
Supplementary Material

Supplementary material.docx

http://www.editorialmanager.com/ambi/download.aspx?id=70546&guid=a935a115-562f-4d76-befd-4f777f28b871&scheme=1


Response to the editor 

 

We would like to thank Prof. Keskitalo for her comments to improve the manuscript. 
Please, find below the changes we made accordingly: 

 We structured the Introduction a bit differently, including four sub-sections. 

Among them, a “Study background” section better contextualising our research 

from the point of view of policy and research was included.  

 

 We also clarified the significance of the indicators used in Materials & Methods, 

adding a number of new relevant references (in “Data collection”).  

 
 We modified the title to a more straightforward and appealing one.  

 
 Finally, we slightly modified the Abstract and keywords for greater clarity and 

accurateness.  

Please note that the requested additions, while enhancing the clarity and context of the 

study, have slightly increased the number of words and references in the manuscript.  

We hope to have adequately addressed Prof. Keskitalo’s concern and that our 
manuscript can proceed, if so considered, to peer-review.  

Looking forward to hearing from you. 

Yours, 

Dr. David Rodríguez-Rodríguez 

 

Responses to Reviewers



Ambio
 

Socioeconomic effects of protected areas in Spain across spatial scales  and
protection levels
--Manuscript Draft--

 
Manuscript Number: AMBI-D-18-00137R1

Full Title: Socioeconomic effects of protected areas in Spain across spatial scales  and
protection levels

Article Type: Research Article

Keywords: Europe;  institutional view;  sustainability;  national park;  Natura 2000 site;
stakeholder

Corresponding Author: David Rodríguez-Rodríguez, PhD
Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas
Madrid, SPAIN

Corresponding Author Secondary
Information:

Corresponding Author's Institution: Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas

Corresponding Author's Secondary
Institution:

First Author: David Rodríguez-Rodríguez, PhD

First Author Secondary Information:

Order of Authors: David Rodríguez-Rodríguez, PhD

Iván López, PhD

Order of Authors Secondary Information:

Funding Information: Ministerio de Economía y Competitividad
(CSO2014-54611-JIN)

Dr. David Rodríguez-Rodríguez

Abstract: Consequences of the legal designation of protected areas (PAs) may be different for
different stakeholders, and at different spatial scales. In this study we analysed the
organisational perception on the effects of PA designation on sustainability from all
sectors of activity in Spain, accounting for PAs' legal stringency. A semi-structured
questionnaire was administered to 197 organisations at national, regional (Andalusia),
and local scales (two municipalities in the Almeria province, Andalusia) through an
online survey. Local stakeholders and the primary, secondary and tertiary sectors were
the most concerned about the social and economic impacts of PAs designation on their
organisations. On the contrary, organisations at the national or regional scales together
with public institutions, the quaternary sector and others miscellaneous perceived
chiefly positive effects. Only national organisations perceived increased local social
and economic effects from the designation of legally stringent PAs with regard to
multiple-use PAs.

Powered by Editorial Manager® and ProduXion Manager® from Aries Systems Corporation


