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Protected areas (PAs) are the leading tools to conserve forests.
However, given their mixed effectiveness, we want to knowwhen
they have impacts internally and, if they do, when they have
spillovers. Political economy posits roles for the level of govern-
ment. One hypothesis is that federal PAs avoid more internal
deforestation than state PAs since federal agencies consider gains
for other jurisdictions. Such political differences as well as economic
mechanisms can cause PA spillovers to vary greatly, even from
“leakage,” more deforestation elsewhere, to “blockage,” less defor-
estation elsewhere. We examine internal impacts and local spill-
overs for Brazilian Amazon federal and state agencies. Outside
the region’s “arc of deforestation,” we confirm little internal impact
and show no spillovers. In the “arc,” we test impacts by state, as
states are large and feature considerably different dynamics. For
internal impacts, estimates for federal PAs and indigenous lands
are higher than for state PAs. For local spillover impacts, estimates
for most arc states either are not significant or are not robust; how-
ever, for Pará, federal PAs and indigenous lands feature both in-
ternal impacts and local spillovers. Yet, the spillovers in Pará go in
opposite directions across agencies, leakage for indigenous lands
but blockage for federal PAs, suggesting a stronger external signal
from the environmental agency. Across all these tools, only federal
PAs lower deforestation internally and nearby. Results suggest that
agencies’ objectives and capacities are critical parts of the contexts
for conservation strategies.
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Protected areas (PAs) long have been the dominant conser-
vation policy, covering nearly 1/6 of global land (1). Further

PA expansions have been widely advocated, as in the Aichi
Biodiversity Targets (2). There is evidence that, to date and on
average, PAs have reduced the rates of deforestation inside their
boundaries. Impacts vary considerably, however, including ef-
fectively zero impacts in cases, with large variations in PA impact
by PAs’ locations, types, and enforcement (3, 4). Such variations
are clearer because rigorous evidence on PAs has grown locally
(5, 6), regionally (7, 8), and globally (9). The findings from such
studies, however, have not addressed the possible roles of levels
of government within the implementation and net impacts of
public land-use restrictions.
Moreover, interactions between such public actions and pri-

vate actors are central in conservation. PAs can be com-
plemented by private conservation as induced by, for example,
ecopayments (6, 10, 11), private rights for households (12–14) or
firms (15–17), and adjustments in development investment in
dams and transport (18–22). Alternatively, PAs’ achievements
can be undermined by shifts in private land use if, for example,
deforestation blocked by PAs is substituted by “leakage” to areas
nearby. Responses to PAs by private actors, and by public actors
who, in turn, influence more private actors, can shift rates of
deforestation outside PAs from immediately alongside a PA to
across the globe. Thus, even rigorous evidence about internal PA

impacts could misrepresent PAs’ overall impacts if PAs influence
land use outside their borders (i.e., PAs have significant spill-
overs to private land).
For the Brazilian Amazon, a critical region for forest, we study

PA impacts by government agency, considering internal impacts
(within boundary) and spillovers (nearby). After discussing po-
litical economy hypotheses about federal and state agencies, and
describing a spillovers dynamic, we provide evidence concerning
internal deforestation impacts and spillovers from those agen-
cies’ land-use restrictions. Thus, we also add to a limited em-
pirical literature on PA spillovers (23, 24).

Different Government Agencies
The creation and operation of PAs are public choices, although
other societal actors have influence. For the Brazilian Amazon,
government agencies deciding on restrictions could be federal or
state agencies. Among federal actors, the agency overseeing in-
digenous lands differs from that for federal PAs, including im-
portant differences in their objectives, links with local development,
and capacities.
Levels of government are suggested to be important in a variety

of theories about public choices. Some theories about environ-
mental decentralization posit tradeoffs from the federal point of
view. Local choices allow local actors to bring useful information
to bear (25). However, decisions driven by local objectives could
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give less attention to the benefits for individuals outside the lo-
cality (26–28, all with environmental goals). Such concern clearly
applies to rent maximization by local officials (29), even if local
maximization includes, for example, local interests in common-
property resources (30).
Local citizens do altruistically demand environmental im-

provements outside their localities (31). However, if locals put
less weight on distant environmental gains than do agencies with
federal mandates, then a more local level of government will be
expected to put relatively more weight on local costs. Then, we
expect agencies to differ in PA creation, location, and operations
(including enforcement). That, in turn, predicts differences across
agencies in the internal impact and forest spillovers of PAs. Varia-
tions on such hypotheses include the interests and relative strengths
of political elites in any democracy (32) and spatial property-right
variations that influence cross-jurisdictional effects (33).
Location and enforcement, i.e., pressure faced and con-

fronted, affect internal impacts and spillovers. We hypothesize
that government levels, which differ in their agencies’ objectives
and capacities, affect the magnitudes and even signs of PAs’
deforestation spillovers by sending different “signals” [signaling
may include choices of PA types that differ in local rights (ref. 34
and, for Acre State, ref. 5)].
Thus, actors who understand public objectives and capacities

can respond according to the agency. For instance, PA creation
by a federal agency may signal a broad decision to “keep the area
green,” which, for the federal government, can then potentially
be backed up by varied other federal actions, such as adjusting
development investments. States have fewer resources to back up
such visions. Further, states often have different visions. Some-
times they respond to federal actions at least cost, sending no
additional “green” signals [e.g., results for the Green Munici-
palities program (35)].
Indigenous lands historically focused solely on the land within

their legal boundaries, not outside. For decades, their inhabitants
have protected lands from invasions without sending further sig-
nals, given few resources for broad engagement on the landscape
(36). That may leave the forest nearby open for leakage (of
ranching, logging, or mining), even when boundaries are well
defended (37). It would also eliminate expectations of lowered
deforestation nearby. It is not clear there exists a capacity for in-
fluence nearby (38), even if there were a will to intervene outside
indigenous lands.

Different Spillover Dynamics
When spillovers from land restrictions are considered, they are
often assumed to yield “leakage.” Indeed, there are multiple
economic reasons to expect leakage to occur if land restrictions
bind. For example, land-use restrictions in a particular location
could lead labor and capital to shift location, lowering the cost of
production nearby and thus raising deforestation nearby (39).
Alternatively, significant restrictions upon land use could lower
outputs enough to raise goods’ prices [e.g., for timber (40)], in-
creasing both profitability and deforestation elsewhere, even
across the globe.
Understanding land-use dynamics helps to predict where and

when forest spillovers might occur. That, in turn, can help to
measure or test for them. For instance, Andam et al. (4) found
forest land near PAs in Costa Rica did not suffer statistically
significant leakage on average. That was confirmed by Robalino
et al. (41); however, in addition, further theory about possible
transport and tourism mechanisms suggested spatially specific
tests that revealed leakage near roads far from PAs’ entrances
(tourism centers).
We use “blockage” to refer to spillovers in the other direction

(i.e., lower deforestation elsewhere). That too can result from
economic and political mechanisms underlying private responses
to PAs [in addition, there is evidence of private–private spatial

interaction “blocking” deforestation (42)]. As noted, tourism is
an important economic mechanism for PAs. It can yield blockage
by raising net private benefits of conservation, as tourism can
raise local wages and reduce poverty (43–45).
Land-use dynamics in the Brazilian Amazon can include all

those dynamics, as well as other ones. Brazil’s Legal Amazon
includes forest frontiers that are isolated [compared with Costa
Rica; e.g., while differences are more stark, with intensely de-
veloped forests in China (46) and India (47, 48)]. Some areas are
especially isolated. We separate those from the more active “arc
of deforestation.”
Further, even for relatively densely developed Amazon re-

gions, there is little tourism around PAs. The building of early
transport links led to many responses in this region. Migrants
moved to new lands. There, they lobbied for public services as in
health posts and schools. That led to more private investment and
more migration. All of that, in turn, led to additional road in-
vestments. Restrictions by government agencies, in contrast, can
interrupt such land-use dynamics. That, in turn, can signal that
future public investments will differ, shifting local expectations.
We emphasize such spatially path-dependent processes, on fron-
tiers, within the economic development leading to deforestation.
They suggest a different model for local “blockage” in spill-

overs, which is fully independent of tourism. Public land-use
restrictions (e.g., establishing PAs) could be signals that future
public investments near the PAs will be less oriented toward
economic development than would otherwise be the case. That
can stop and even reverse path-dependent development pro-
cesses, lowering local forest loss.

Internal Impacts and Local Spillovers on Deforestation,
by Agency
We examine PAs’ internal impacts on deforestation and local
spillovers in the Brazilian Amazon. To start, very low pressure
should eliminate the potential for PA impacts (as we confirm
below). Further, we hypothesize that this would also suggest no
spillovers. Without impacts inside a PA, spillovers would not be
expected, given neither a spur for leakage nor any clear proforest
signal.
Thus, for analyzing both internal impacts and local spillovers,

we separated forests “in the arc of deforestation” (Rondônia,
Mato Grosso, Pará, Maranhao, and Tocantins) from forests “not
in the arc” (Acre, Amazonas, Roraima, and Amapá) (Fig. 1
shows the 2 regions). Outside of “the arc,” on average, we do not
expect significant internal impacts or, thereby, PA spillovers.
Even within the arc, however, there existed considerable var-

iation in the pressures that PAs faced. One reason is consider-
able variation across states in which restrictions were adopted,
and where. SI Appendix, Table S1A shows that Rondônia, for
example, had most of the state PAs and meaningful shares of the
federal restrictions, leaving only 6% of unprotected land. Mato
Grosso had meaningful shares of both state PAs and indigenous
lands, yet no federal PAs at all. Pará had the majority of both the
federal PAs and the indigenous lands, yet no state PAs. Finally,
both Maranhao and Tocantins are very small, in all categories.
Thus, we do not include those states in our breakdown by state.
We split our data into 2 time periods because other Amazo-

nian policies (49) generated a fall in deforestation around 2004.
For our empirical tests, we separated out 2 deforestation “re-
gimes”: 2000 to 2004 and 2004 to 2008. Any restriction can differ
in impacts and spillovers across periods.
Finally, there has often existed a bias toward low deforestation

pressure in the siting of PAs (50), and the restrictions that we
study do differ in their sites, on average, from unprotected forest
land (SI Appendix, Table S1 A–E). That could bias our estimates
of impacts of PAs (51, 52).
Thus, to reduce such potential bias, we apply matching methods

for “observably apples-to-apples” comparisons. We implement and
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test consistency across propensity-score matching and covariate
matching, plus postmatching regressions. As discussed further in
Methods and Materials, we compare “treated” forests, inside PAs
or for spillovers within 10 km, 20 km, or 30 km, with the untreated
or unprotected forests more than 30 km away that are, observa-
tionally, most similar.

Results
To start, we look outside the “arc” and confirm essentially no
internal impacts from any restrictions (Fig. 2; with a few very
small impacts that are statistically significant, given many ob-
servations). We then show no local spillovers from restrictions:
indigenous lands, federal PAs, or state PAs.
For the “arc of deforestation,” we again start with the internal

impacts from public land restrictions. First, we combine our 3 states

of focus (i.e., Rondônia, Mato Grosso, Pará). In comparing
across agencies, to start, we lump together the indigenous lands
and federal PAs (i.e., the federal restrictions) to compare with
state PAs. Next, we compare just federal PAs with state PAs,
since the federal indigenous lands are a distinct restriction by a
distinct agency. Fig. 3 (per SI Appendix, Table S5) shows signif-
icantly higher federal impacts, without or with clustering of SEs.
This supports our hypothesis above. However, we also want to
know whether the result holds up by state.
We then continue by examining the state of Rondônia, which

contains all 3 agencies’ policies and is the only state possessing all
3 of these types of public restrictions during these time periods.
Comparing agencies, for each period, we focus here upon the in-
ternal impacts. For Rondônia, the local treated areas for spillovers
within 0 to 30 km of PAs are a large share of nonprotected forests

Fig. 1. PAs created before 2004 in Brazil’s Legal Amazon region.
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(per SI Appendix, Table S1C). Thus, for testing, we often have
more treated than control points, with poor matching balance.
Also, the 3 types of treated areas for local spillovers often overlap.
For internal impacts of restrictions in Rondônia, Fig. 4 (and SI

Appendix, Tables S3B and S6) supports our hypothesis that state
PAs have lower impacts (i.e., avoided deforestation) than federal
restrictions. In fact, the state PAs have no impact, on average,
with 3 of 4 estimated impacts being insignificant and the other
estimate being low. In contrast, both federal PAs and indigenous
lands have significant deforestation impacts for Rondônia (with
estimated avoided deforestation effects of 3.7% and 6.5% for
2000 to 2004 deforestation, which is large relative to the baselines
of 5% and 7%).

Thus, federal and state impacts are not the same, even in
terms of statistical significance. However, that is not sufficient to
claim that the impact estimates differ statistically across the
different agencies. Given uncertainties in the impact estimates
for each agency, we need to test whether impacts differ. The
lowest rows in Fig. 4 provide a test of difference between impact
estimates for each time period, specifically comparing govern-
ment levels by combining the federal PAs and indigenous lands:
Postmatching regressions show federal PAs’ and indigenous
lands’ impacts are above those of state PAs. The difference be-
tween the impacts of the 2 types of federal restrictions and the
single type of state restriction is not only statistically significant
but also extremely similar across time periods.

Fig. 2. Non-arc: pre-2000 PA internal and spillover (0 to 20 km) impacts on 2000 to 2004 deforestation and pre-2004 PA internal and spillover (0 to 20 km)
impacts on 2004 to 2008 deforestation, both by agency. The coefficient estimates and 95% confidence intervals are for covariate matching (CM) without OLS
(orange) and then postcovariate-matching OLS regressions within which we are clustering the SEs (green).
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Within the “arc of deforestation,” we continue with Mato
Grosso. It faced high and rising pressure. For instance, Mato
Grosso’s soy production and profits grew significantly across the
time periods. Rising pressure was an anomaly in the region, as
Amazon deforestation fell drastically after 2004 but, if anything,
Mato Grosso rose in pressure and impact, given its location and
its valued outputs. For Mato Grosso, we focus here upon the
internal impact on deforestation, inside restrictions’ borders. For
this state, the reason is that most of our estimates for spillovers
simply were not significant, while the few statistically significant
estimates were not consistent across the matching methods.
For the 2000 to 2004 period, Fig. 5 (and SI Appendix, Tables

S3C and S6) supports the hypothesis that state PAs have less
impact. The point estimate for impacts of indigenous lands is
above that for impacts of state PAs. Given the uncertainty in
each estimate, the third row of the 00-04 panel in Fig. 5 shows
that a postmatching regression finds lower impact from state PAs
relative to federal restrictions. In this case, the federal restric-
tions are the indigenous lands, given no federal PAs in Mato
Grosso (the 2000 to 2004 indigenous avoided deforestation ef-
fect is 4.1% of a 5% baseline).
As Mato Grosso and Rondônia are the states with meaningful

shares of state PAs, we next combine them to test differences in
impact by level (i.e., state PAs versus both federal PAs and in-
digenous lands). The final row of the 00-04 panel in Fig. 5
confirms the 2000 to 2004 difference. Like the third row in the
same panel in Fig. 5, this result holds with a clustering of errors
by nearest PA that we believe is quite conservative (53).
In the second period, Mato Grosso’s results highlight that

pressure levels are critical for impacts. Recall, very low pressure
outside the “arc” implied no internal impact, or spillovers, for
any agency. Here, we see that agencies also might not differ in
impacts for very high pressure: Even state PAs have a 2004 to
2008 impact (not significantly different from indigenous lands).
Despite this anomaly, however, our final row in the 04-08 panel
in Fig. 5 clearly shows federal impacts above states’ for Mato
Grosso plus Rondônia.

We conclude for the “arc of deforestation” with Pará State. It
also has faced significant pressures. While it hosted both types of
federal restrictions (PA and indigenous land), it had no state PAs
at all. Fig. 6 (and SI Appendix, Tables S3D and S6) supports that
both Pará’s federal PAs and its indigenous lands had statistically
significant internal impacts (per magnitudes, 2000 to 2004 avoi-
ded deforestation effects were 5.5% and 2.2%, again large rel-
ative to the baselines of 6% and 2.6% here).
Novel for Pará is that spillovers are significant. Further, and

fascinating, the spillovers vary even in their signs (Fig. 6 and SI
Appendix, Table S4B). Indigenous lands generate leakage (in-
creased 2000 to 2004 deforestation of 3% over a baseline of
6.4%), as often is assumed when such interventions restrict land
uses, perhaps in particular if the agency’s focus is on defending
the legal boundaries. However, the local spillovers from federal
PAs differ greatly, as we find blockage from federal PAs (avoided
2000 to 2004 deforestation effect of 2.5% nearby, relative to a
baseline forest loss of 6.8%).

Discussion
For Brazil’s Amazon, for 2000 to 2004 and somewhat lower
2004 to 2008 deforestation, we studied the deforestation impacts
of PAs and indigenous lands: their internal impacts and local
spillovers. For a single country, region, state, and period, we
showed important variations across agencies.
These findings are relevant for any actor whose global com-

mitment will be implemented locally. Such actors should con-
sider which local actors have the best incentives to carry out
agreed plans. Standard political economy suggests that the fed-
eral incentives align better with global interests. Our results
supported that idea, for internal impacts, with a related variation
for spillovers in Pará.
These results suggest political economic influences on choices

that drove the restrictions’ impacts. They support our hypothesis
for this time period and perhaps temporal averages. For the
Amazon and other settings, however, it is important to allow that
federal and state goals can shift over time, so that any predictions

Fig. 3. Arc: pre-2000 PA internal impacts on 2000 to 2004 deforestation and re-2004 PA internal impacts on 2004 to 2008 deforestation, both by agency
(indigenous lands, federal PAs, and state PAs) for Rondônia, Mato Grosso, and Pará combined. OLS tests of impact differences across agencies without
clustering (red) and with clustering (green), using postcovariate-matching treated and control samples. (Carrying out these procedures using propensity score
matching generates effectively the same results for our focus, the differences in impacts by agency type, even when impact estimates vary some across
methods.) Clust, clustering; Diff, difference; Fed, federal; Ind, indigenous; Std Err, standard error.
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based on these results must also take into account any such
temporal shifts.
Most generally, we want to understand when PAs have in-

ternal impacts and spillovers, as forests provide large flows of
ecoservices, locally to globally, while conservation resources are
limited. Significant local leakage clearly diminishes the net
benefits from protection, in terms of the forest. Significant local
blockage, on the other hand, clearly enhances local net forest

benefits from PAs. Of course, any avoided deforestation, internal
or local, could simply be leaking to other regions. Even then,
however, spillovers need to be taken into account in the evalu-
ation of net PA impacts, including or in particular when different
ecological values are assigned to different areas of forest.
Digging deeper on Pará’s spillovers, they differ by federal

policy (federal PAs and indigenous lands). The agency for in-
digenous lands is perceived to have little power to shift the local

Fig. 5. Arc, Mato Grosso: pre-2000 PA internal impacts on 2000 to 2004 deforestation and pre-2004 PA internal impacts on 2004 to 2008 deforestation, by
agency (indigenous lands and state PAs). As in Fig. 3, covariate matching and tests are without clustering (orange and blue) and with clustering (green and
purple). (Carrying out these procedures using propensity score matching generates effectively the same results for our focus, the differences in impacts by
agency type, even when impact estimates vary some across methods.) Clust, clustering; Diff, difference; Fed, federal; Ind, indigenous; MT, Mato Grosso; RO,
Rondônia; Std Err, standard error.

Fig. 4. Arc, Rondônia: pre-2000 PA internal impacts on 2000 to 2004 deforestation and pre-2004 PA internal impacts on 2004 to 2008 deforestation, by
agency (indigenous lands, federal PAs, and state PAs). Added to covariate matching both without OLS (orange) and with OLS with clustered SEs (green), as in
Fig. 2, are OLS tests of impact differences across agencies without clustering (blue) and with clustering (purple). (Carrying out these procedures using pro-
pensity score matching generates effectively the same results for our focus, the differences in impacts by agency type, even when impact estimates vary some
across methods.) Clust, clustering; Diff, difference; Fed, federal; Ind, indigenous; Std Err, standard error.
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development. Its focus is on de jure rights (34), given borders,
suggesting internal impacts of indigenous lands, yet not blockage,
and perhaps leakage. Also, de facto political weaknesses could
allow invasions, although there exist many anecdotes about fierce
internal enforcement by these indigenous peoples. In contrast,
however, the federal government could not only implement con-
servation policies but also adjust where and how development
investments occur (e.g., creating and maintaining roads). State
agencies have some related powers, yet their interests tend to be
more about local economic development alone than are the in-
terests of either the federal agencies or the indigenous peoples.
Concerning how best to take spillovers into account, more

ideas on mechanisms could be useful. We showed that agencies
certainly are part of the mechanisms. However, we would like to
better understand the responses to such public land restrictions.
For instance, while the blockage we show around federal PAs is
consistent with our ideas (based on path-dependent development
processes), making policy based on such spillover mechanisms may
require further direct testing of the ideas. For instance, one could
look at migration responses to new PAs, by government agency,

and whether public agencies shift any other relevant actions, such
as their investments in nearby roads.

Methods and Materials
Deforestation. We study 2000 to 2004 and 2004 to 2008 deforestation using
Programa de Cálculo do Desflorestamento da Amazônia (PRODES) data for
2000, 2004, and 2008 of the Brazilian space agency, Instituto Nacional de
Pesquisas Espaciais (INPE). Deforestation is measured as a change from for-
ested to nonforested land cover. For each forest pixel in 2000, the de-
forestation outcome is binary (1 if forest in 2000 but not in 2004, 0 if forest
in both years), and the deforestation outcome is the same for each forest
pixel in 2004 (1 if forest in 2004 but not 2008, 0 if forest in both).

The PRODES dataset was downloaded from the INPE in raster format in the
Geographic Coordinate System, South American Datum of 1969. The cell
resolution of those raster data was 0.000808 decimal degrees, equivalent to
2.9088 s or 90 m around the equator once it is projected. INPE’s own analyses,
since 2001, have actually been conducted at a finer scale, but the results
have been resampled to a resolution of 90 × 90 m to create the down-
loadable versions of these datasets.

PAs. The Brazilian Legal Amazon is a region of 521,742,300 ha (∼5 million km2,
on the order of the size of the continental United States). By 2008, ∼30% of
the area was under one of the following forms of protection (within 1 of 532

Fig. 6. Arc, Pará: pre-2000 PA internal and local spillover impacts on 2000 to 2004 deforestation and pre-2004 PA internal and spillover (0 to 20 km) impacts
on 2004 to 2008 deforestation, both by agency. As in Fig. 3, covariate matching and tests are without clustering (orange and blue) and with clustering (green
and purple). (Carrying out these procedures using propensity score matching generates effectively the same results for our focus, the differences in impacts by
agency type, even when impact estimates vary some across methods.) Clust, clustering; Diff, difference; Fed, federal; Ind, indigenous; Std Err, standard error.
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PAs in total): 7% in federal conservation units (104 areas), 4% in state con-
servation units (114 areas), and 19% in indigenous lands (314 areas). In total,
that is a very large fraction of an enormous area. Most of the PAs were created
before 2000, although we include new PAs created during 2000 to 2004.

Land and Site Characteristics. Many factors affect the benefits and costs of
clearing forests and, thereby, rates of deforestation. Profits from production
on cleared lands can lead local stakeholders to resist the creation of PAs that
limit production. Thus, all of the factors in such costs, as well as benefits,
influence the siting of PAs. This implies that for comparing protected and
unprotected locations to estimate impacts from PAs on deforestation, we
need to control for such factors that affect both deforestation and PA siting.
For example, if factors that lower profits and deforestation also raise the
probability of a new PA, then any correlation of PAs with lower deforestation
might not be due to causal PA impacts: PAs might not have lowered de-
forestation themselves, versus tending toward sites with low clearing.

Key factors include slopes, soils, and characteristics such as distance to the
nearest road or city. Another relevant distance is to the forest’s edge, as it is
harder to access lands deep in the forest. To control for that, within our
analyses of 2000 to 2004 deforestation, we use the distance to the forest
edge in 2000, and for our analyses of 2004 to 2008 deforestation, we use the
distance in 2004, in both cases employing the deforestation data just dis-
cussed. Digital road maps were from the Department of Geography at
Michigan State University and from paper maps created by the Departamento
Nacional de Estradas de Rodagem, an agency in the Transport Ministry in
Brazil. The information about city locations comes from the 1991 Demo-
graphic Census, which also has information about urban populations. We
also use metrics for biophysical conditions. We employ an index of soil
quality, a continuous measure of rainfall (54), a slopes metric distinguishing
“steeply sloped” from “rolling hills” (55), and an indicator of cerrado, a
tropical savanna biome. SI Appendix, Table S1 A–E show values for subsets of
our data.

Sample. To have sufficient observations to be able to break each treatment
down to subtreatments by state, while also being able to use matching to
select only controls that are similar to treatments, we start with a sample of
800,000 pixels. If the land-cover information available (16 categories) does
not clearly indicate that the point was in forest cover, thenwe simply drop the
observation (dropping the categories no data, nonforest, water, clouds, and
residual). That leaves us with about 450,000 pixels in forest in 2000 (a bit
lower in 2004) that can be examined for deforestation. That falls to about
200,000 pixels if we look only at points within the arc (SI Appendix, Table
S1A). That sample of pixels is then broken down by states, plus treatments,
to which we match controls.

Matching Approaches. If PAs in the Brazilian Amazon had been implemented
randomly across all of the forested lands, then their impacts would be easy to
estimate. We could look at the differences between rates of deforestation on
treated versus untreated lands. The latter would provide unbiased estimates
of the deforestation that would have occurred without PAs, since all of the
other factors should cancel out.

Of course, PAs are not located randomly, and their sites do not appear to
have been located across the landscape “as if by random processes” (SI
Appendix, Table S1 A–E). Their locations are biased for the deforestation-
relevant characteristics we measure, including distances to roads and cities.
Thus, differences in deforestation between protected and unprotected lands
reflect not only impacts of protection but also differences in characteristics.
To reduce those differences, we used matching.

Its objective is to find an “acceptably similar” control group by matching
each protected land unit with the most observationally similar unprotected
units to get best “apples-to-apples” comparisons. For our analyses of local
spillovers impacts, protected or treated units are not the pixels inside the
boundaries of PAs but those in buffers of 10, 20, and 30 km around PAs,
based on linear distances from the boundaries, while control units would be
located more than 30 km away from boundaries.

For example, PAs and the forests near them may be in areas of relatively
low profits in agriculture. If so, to test for spillovers, we should compare
deforestation rates in and near PAs with those for low-profit areas farther
away. Matching identifies such controls, using observed factors. To the extent
observed factors affect both deforestation and PA siting, matching should
reduce potential biases. However, this is based upon observed factors. We
must also consider possible unobserved factors, as well as whether controlling
for them using proxies, such as states, could improve similarities.

To define observed similarities, we used both propensity-score matching
and covariate matching. Propensity-score matching links treated with un-

treated observations based on any unit’s treatment propensity (probability
to be treated). Treated observations are compared with untreated obser-
vations with similar treatment probabilities. Treatment probabilities are
generated by a logit model, within which the regressors are factors expected
to affect both treatment siting and the outcome (56, 57). We implement the
estimator from a study by Abadie and Imbens (51), which adjusts for the
presence of this initial step used for estimating propensities. Covariate
matching, instead, defines its similarities using the Mahalanobis distance
metric, in which the weights on factors are based on the inverse of the
covariate variance-covariance matrix (58). For each approach, we report the
average treatment effect on the treated observations.

With similarity defined, we choose how many untreated observations to
compare with each treated observation. As that increases, the variance of the
estimator will decrease because it will be based on more data. However, bias
increases as we go beyond the most similar unprotected pixels to less similar
units (56). The analyses we present use a single best untreated match for
each treated unit (with replacement).

For our analyses, both types of matching (propensity-score and covariate)
produce subsets of the untreated points that are observably more similar to
the treated points, in terms of our key factors, versus differences before
matching between the treated observations and the full set of untreated
observations. SI Appendix, Table S2 A–D shows that each matching approach
improved balance quite a lot, although never to perfect. SI Appendix, Table
S2 A–D shows the standardized differences and variance ratios for the
treated and untreated groups, both before and after matching. Standardized
differences are differences in the treated versus untreated means, for each of
the covariates, divided by the average of the variances of the treated and un-
treated groups for the factor in question. A perfectly balanced covariate has a
standardized difference of 0 and variance ratio of 1. SI Appendix, Table S2 A–D
shows all of these facts for covariate and propensity-score matching. While
neither approach always has better balance, covariate matching has smaller
deviations from balance, so we show covariate matching results in the previous
sections.

In light of the nonuniformity of either approach possessing better balance
(or even good balance), however, we also always consider the result of
propensity-score matching. We note similar results, especially for our focus:
the tests of differences in impacts across agencies. With regard to the issue of
acceptably good balance (59, 60), we suggest that a rule of thumb for
concerns about balance after matching is a standardized difference of
0.25 or higher (above which linear regressions tend to be sensitive to their
specifications). Across SI Appendix, Table S2 A–D, anything over 0.15 is un-
usual for either of our matching approaches. Only for the indigenous lands
in Rondônia are the standardized differences above 0.15 for more than
1 variable, and that is the case for each matching approach. That treatment
state is the only one with any standardized difference above the 0.25 rule of
thumb. Thus, we would again summarize that SI Appendix, Table S2 A–D
shows significant progress, using the data for the observable factors we have
utilized, in reducing differences between treated and untreated.

We must also highlight that in blending states to do this matching, over
thewhole Amazon region (or when blending the states for an average impact
for only the entire “arc of deforestation” region), even if covariate and
propensity-score matching both yielded acceptable similarity of observables,
their estimates of PA impacts sometimes varied significantly. Our in-
terpretation of this multistate result is that unobserved differences across
states were particularly important, consistent with our belief that these
large Amazon states vary considerably in economic and also political dy-
namics. Consequently, to proxy for state differences not measured in our
data, we split our sample by state and repeated all of our analyses with both
matching approaches (we extended this, for robustness, by also splitting
each state into close to versus far from roads). With this form of “exact
matching,” when each matching approach generated acceptable similarity
for observables, resulting estimates were quite similar. In particular, differ-
ences in agency impacts (i.e., our focus) were very similar.

Postmatching Approaches. As just highlighted, matching does not find
comparisons that are exactly identical to treated pixels. As another robustness
check, we ran ordinary least squares (OLS) using the matched samples from
each approach to control for remaining differences in covariates, both
without and with clustered SEs. When we did cluster the SEs, we did so by
the nearest PA, based upon linear distances. One could instead use political
boundaries. However, since municipalities are not creating these PAs, we
do not think those would be appropriate units upon which to base clus-
tering. The next largest units are the states, which are few. According to
Abadie et al. (53), our clustering approach may be conservative. We found
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significant robustness of our results, for most but not all comparisons, to
the clustering.

Our main focus in these postmatching OLS regressions is differences in
impacts across agencies, for whichwe generally get consistent (in eachmethod)
and significant estimates of agency effects. To test differences in the estimated
impacts, across agencies, we used the matching subsamples (including treated
observations, controls, and respective weights). We merged these samples as a
function of which agencies we want to compare (e.g., if comparing federal PAs
with indigenous lands, we merged the matched datasets used for impact es-
timates), and then ran a deforestation regression on covariates, a treatment
and its interaction with an agency. The latter can show different impacts.

However, as Ferraro et al. (23) noted, while that approach usefully com-
pares each treatment with similar untreated observations, the resulting
comparisons could focus upon different sorts of land. For instance, if state
PAs were on low-pressure lands but federal PAs were on high-pressure lands,
differences might be due not to state and federal PAs functioning differ-
ently on similar land but, instead, to the fact that these treatments have
different sorts of locations. Thus, following the useful suggestion by Ferraro
et al. 23, we also directly compare treatments, using covariate matching. We
use the state PAs as the treatments and federal PAs as the controls for
Rondônia and Mato Grosso. We use federal PAs as the treatments and in-

digenous lands as the controls for Pará. Matching in this way will identify
where treatments are located on similar lands, which should remove the ef-
fects of the dissimilarities in locations to estimate whether these agencies have
different outcomes on similar lands. In this fashion, our direct comparisons of
treatments confirmed all of the above comparison results (SI Appendix,
Table S7).

We used the software Stata for all matching computations and the com-
mands “teffects psmatch,” “teffects nnmatch,” and “tebalance” to compare
the balances between unmatched and matched samples.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS.We thank the attendees at our University ofWisconsin,
Association of Environmental and Resource Economists (AERE)/Seattle, Heart-
land, Global Land Project, Duke University, US Agency for International Devel-
opment, and Berlin Spillovers Workshop presentations for helpful comments.
We also thank Robert Walker, Eugenio Arima, Stephen Aldrich, William Laur-
ance, and their colleagues for help with the data. We thank the World Bank,
Inter-American Development Bank, Inter-American Institute for Global Change
Research, Tinker Foundation, NASA Large-Scale Biosphere-Atmosphere Exper-
iment in Amazonia (Walker & Reis project), and Swedish International Devel-
opment Cooperation Agency through the Environment for Development
Initiative for financial support facilitating this work.

1. D. Juffe-Bignoli et al., “Protected planet report 2014” (UN Environment World Con-
servation Monitoring Centre, Cambridge, 2014).

2. Convention on Biological Diversity, “Aichi Biodiversity Targets, Target 11” (Convention
on Biological Diversity, Montreal, 2010). Available at https://www.cbd.int/doc/strategic-plan/
targets/T11-quick-guide-en.pdf. Accessed 21 June 2019.

3. A. Nelson, K. M. Chomitz, Effectiveness of strict vs. multiple use protected areas in
reducing tropical forest fires: A global analysis using matching methods. PLoS One 6,
e22722 (2011).

4. K. S. Andam, P. J. Ferraro, A. Pfaff, G. A. Sanchez-Azofeifa, J. A. Robalino, Measuring
the effectiveness of protected area networks in reducing deforestation. Proc. Natl.
Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 105, 16089–16094 (2008).

5. A. Pfaff, J. Robalino, E. Lima, C. Sandoval, D. Herrera, Governance, location and
avoided deforestation from protected areas: Greater restrictions can have lower im-
pact, due to differences in location. World Dev. 55, 7–20 (2013).

6. K. Sims, J. Alix-Garcia, Parks vs PES: Evaluating direct and incentive-based land con-
servation in Mexico. J. Environ. Econ. Manage. 86, 8–28 (2017).

7. A. Pfaff, J. Robalino, D. Herrera, C. Sandoval, Protected areas’ impacts on Brazilian
Amazon deforestation: Examining conservation-development interactions to inform
planning. PLoS One 10, e0129460 (2015).

8. A. Pfaff, J. Robalino, C. Sandoval, D. Herrera, Protected area types, strategies, and
impacts in Brazil’s Amazon: Public protected area strategies do not yield a consistent
ranking of protected area types by impact. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. B Biol. Sci. 370,
20140273 (2015).

9. L. N. Joppa, A. Pfaff, Global protected area impacts. Proc. Biol. Sci. 278, 1633–1638
(2011).

10. C. Samii et al., Effects of payment for environmental services (PES) on deforestation
and poverty in low and middle income countries: A systematic review. Campbell Syst.
Rev. 11, 10.4073/csr.2014.11 (2014).

11. J. Robalino, A. Pfaff, Ecopayments and deforestation in Costa Rica: A nationwide
analysis of PSA’s initial years. Land Econ. 89, 432–448 (2013).

12. W. D. Sunderlin, “The global forest tenure transition: background, substance, and
prospects” in Forest and People: Property, Governance, and Human Rights, T. Sikor,
J. Stahl, Eds. (Earthscan, Oxon, UK), pp. 19–32.

13. W. Sunderlin, A. Larson, P. Cronkleton, “Forest tenure rights and REDD+: From inertia
to policy solutions” in Realizing REDD+: National Strategy and Policy Options, A.
Angelsen, Ed. (Center for International Forestry Research, 2009), pp. 139–149.

14. W. Sunderlin et al., “The challenges of establishing REDD+ on the ground: Insights
from 23 subnational intiatives in six countries” (Occasional Paper 104, Center for
International Forestry Research, Bogor, Indonesia, 2014).

15. S. Panlasigui, J. Rico, A. Pfaff, J. Swenson, C. Loucks, Impacts of certification, un-
certified concessions, and protected areas on forest loss in Cameroon, 2000 to 2013.
Biol. Conserv. 227, 160–166 (2018).

16. J. Rico, S. Panlasigui, C. Loucks, J. Swenson, A. Pfaff, Logging concessions, certifica-
tion, protected areas in the Peruvian Amazon: Forest impacts from combination of
development rights and land-use restrictions. Available at http://www.banxico.org.mx/
publications-and-press/banco-de-mexico-working-papers/%7BEE68CA08-0437-E8D4-
9B97-CA8C974B184E%7D.pdf. Accessed 21 June 2019.

17. B. Griscom, P. Ellis, F. E. Putz, Carbon emissions performance of commercial logging in
East Kalimantan, Indonesia. Glob. Change Biol. 20, 923–937 (2014).

18. L. Mandle et al., Entry points for considering ecosystem service within infrastructure
plannning: How to integrate conservation with development in order to aid them
both. Conserv. Lett. 9, 221–227 (2015).

19. K. Chomitz, D. Gray, Roads, land use, and deforestation: A spatial model applied to
Belize. World Bank Econ. Rev. 10, 487–512 (1996).

20. A. Pfaff et al., Road investments, spatial spillovers, and deforestation in the Brazilian
Amazon. J. Reg. Sci. 47, 109–123 (2007).

21. A. Pfaff et al., Roads & SDGs, tradeoffs and synergies: Learning from Brazil’s Amazon
in distinguishing frontiers. Economics 12, 2018–11 (2018).

22. A. Tesfaw et al., Land-use and land-cover change shape the sustainability and impacts
of protected areas. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 115, 2084–2089 (2018).

23. P. Ferraro et al., More strictly protected areas are not necessarily more protective:
Evidence from Bolivia, Costa Rica, Indonesia and Thailand. Environ. Res. Lett. 8,
025011 (2013).

24. J. Alix-Garcia, K. Sims, E. Shapiro, Forest conservation and slippage: Evidence from Mex-
ico’s National Payments for ecosystem services program. Land Econ. 88, 613–638 (2012).

25. J. Phelps, E. L. Webb, A. Agrawal, Land use. Does REDD+ threaten to recentralize
forest governance? Science 328, 312–313 (2010).

26. W. Oates, Fiscal Federalism (Harcourt Brace, New York, 1972).
27. T. Besley, S. Coate, Centralized versus decentralized provision of local public goods: A

political economy approach. J. Public Econ. 87, 2611–2637 (2003).
28. H. Sigman, Transboundary spillovers and decentralization of environmental policies.

J. Environ. Econ. Manage. 50, 82–101 (2005).
29. R. Burgess et al., The political economy of deforestation in the tropics. Q. J. Econ. 127,

1707–1754 (2012).
30. E. Ostrom, Governing the Commons: The Evolution of Institutions for Collective Ac-

tion (Cambridge University Press, 1990).
31. T. Rudel, Defensive Environmentalists and the Dynamics of Global Reform (Cam-

bridge University Press, 2013).
32. S. McCarthy, L. Tacconi, The political economy of tropical deforestation: Assessing

models and motives. Env. Polit. 20, 115–132 (2011).
33. B. Harstad, T. Mideksa, Conservation contracts and political regimes. Rev. Econ. Stud.

84, 1708–1734 (2017).
34. T. H. Ricketts et al., Indigenous lands, protected areas, and slowing climate change.

PLoS Biol. 8, e1000331 (2010).
35. E. O. Sills et al., Estimating the impacts of local policy innovation: The synthetic

control method applied to tropical deforestation. PLoS One 10, e0132590 (2015).
36. S. Schwartzman, B. Zimmerman, Conservation alliances with indigenous peoples of

the Amazon. Conserv. Biol. 19, 721–727 (2005).
37. S. Schwartzman et al., The natural and social history of the indigenous lands and

protected areas corridor of the Xingu River basin. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. B Biol.
Sci. 368, 20120164 (2013).

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

39. A. Pfaff, J. Robalino, Spillovers from conservation programs. Annu. Rev. Resour. Econ.
2017, 299–315 (2017).

40. B. Sohngen, R. Mendelsohn, R. Sedjo, Forest management, conservation and global
timber markets. Am. J. Agric. Econ. 81, 1–13 (1999).

41. J. Robalino, A. Pfaff, L. Villalobos, Heterogeneous local spillovers from protected
areas in Costa Rica. J. Assoc. Environ. Resour. Econ. 4, 795–820 (2017).

42. J. Robalino, A. Pfaff, Contagious development: Neighbors’ interactions in de-
forestation. J. Dev. Econ. 97, 427–436 (2012).

43. P. J. Ferraro, M. M. Hanauer, Quantifying causal mechanisms to determine how
protected areas affect poverty through changes in ecosystem services and in-
frastructure. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 111, 4332–4337 (2014).

44. J. Robalino, L. Villalobos, Protected areas and economic welfare: An impact evalua-
tion of National Parks on local workers’ wages in Costa Rica. Environ. Dev. Econ. 20,
283–310 (2014).

45. K. Sims, Conservation and development. Evidence from Thai protected areas. J. En-
viron. Econ. Manage. 60, 94–114 (2010).

46. E. Uchida, S. Rozelle, J. Xu, Conservation payments, liquidity constraints, and off-farm
labor: Impact of the grain-for-green program on Rural households in China. Am. J.
Agric. Econ. 91, 70–86 (2009).

47. A. Foster, M. Rosenzweig, Inequality and the sustainability of agricultural productivity
growth: Groundwater and green revolution in rural India. Available at http://adfdell.pstc.
brown.edu/papers/deep.pdf. Accessed 21 June 2019.

48. D. Kaczan, Can roads contribute to forest transitions? (Working Paper, Chapter 1 in
PhD Dissertation, Duke University, 2017).

Herrera et al. PNAS Latest Articles | 9 of 10

EC
O
N
O
M
IC

SC
IE
N
CE

S

https://www.pnas.org/lookup/suppl/doi:10.1073/pnas.1802877116/-/DCSupplemental
https://www.pnas.org/lookup/suppl/doi:10.1073/pnas.1802877116/-/DCSupplemental
https://www.cbd.int/doc/strategic-plan/targets/T11-quick-guide-en.pdf
https://www.cbd.int/doc/strategic-plan/targets/T11-quick-guide-en.pdf
http://www.banxico.org.mx/publications-and-press/banco-de-mexico-working-papers/%7BEE68CA08-0437-E8D4-9B97-CA8C974B184E%7D.pdf
http://www.banxico.org.mx/publications-and-press/banco-de-mexico-working-papers/%7BEE68CA08-0437-E8D4-9B97-CA8C974B184E%7D.pdf
http://www.banxico.org.mx/publications-and-press/banco-de-mexico-working-papers/%7BEE68CA08-0437-E8D4-9B97-CA8C974B184E%7D.pdf
http://adfdell.pstc.brown.edu/papers/deep.pdf
http://adfdell.pstc.brown.edu/papers/deep.pdf


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

50. L. Joppa, A. Pfaff, Reassessing the forest impacts of protection: The challenge of non-
random location and a corrective method. Ann. N. Y. Acad. Sci. 1185, 135–149 (2010).

51. A. Abadie, G. Imbens, Large sample properties of matching estimators for average
treatment effects. Econometrica 74, 235–267 (2006).

52. A. Abadie, G. Imbens, Matching on the estimated propensity score. Econometrica
84, 781–807 (2016).

53. A. Abadie, S. Athey, G. W. Imbens, J. Wooldridge, When should you adjust standard
errors for clustering? Available at https://www.nber.org/papers/w24003. Accessed 21
June 2019.

54. W. F. Laurance et al., Predictors of deforestation in the Brazilian Amazon. J. Biogeogr.
29, 737–748 (2002).

55. Instituto Brasileiro de Geografia e Estatistic, Diagnóstico Brasil: A ocupação do
território e o meio ambiente. Available at https://biblioteca.ibge.gov.br/biblioteca-
catalogo?id=281216&view=detalhes. Accessed 23 June 2019.

56. P. Rosenbaum, D. Rubin, The central role of the propensity score in observational
studies for causal effects. Biometrika 70, 41–55 (1983).

57. P. Rosenbaum, D. Rubin, Constructing a control group using multivariate matched
sampling methods that incorporate the propensity score. Am. Stat. 39, 33–38 (1985).

58. A. Abadie, G. Imbens, Bias-corrected matching estimators for average treatment ef-
fects. J. Bus. Econ. Stat. 29, 1–11 (2011).

59. G. W. Imbens, J. M. Wooldridge, Recent developments in the econometrics of pro-
gram evaluation. J. Econ. Lit. 47, 5–86 (2009).

60. G. W. Imbens, D. B. Rubin, Causal Inference in Statistics, Social, and Biomedical Sci-
ences (Cambridge University Press, 2015).

10 of 10 | www.pnas.org/cgi/doi/10.1073/pnas.1802877116 Herrera et al.

https://www.nber.org/papers/w24003
https://biblioteca.ibge.gov.br/biblioteca-catalogo?id=281216&view=detalhes
https://biblioteca.ibge.gov.br/biblioteca-catalogo?id=281216&view=detalhes
https://www.pnas.org/cgi/doi/10.1073/pnas.1802877116

