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USING SOCIOECONOMIC INDICATORS IN MINAS GERAIS, BRAZIL

ABSTRACT: The objective of this study was to evaluate the possible correlations 
between the socioeconomic development indicators of the municipalities of Minas Gerais, 
Brazil, and the presence of both sustainable use and full protection conservation areas 
(CAs). The Human Development Index (HDI) and Gini Index (GI) values were compared 
between municipalities with and without CAs using the non-parametric Wilcoxon-Mann-
Whitney test. The correlations between the HDI and GI of each municipality and its areas 
occupied by CAs were analyzed using the non-parametric Spearman correlation test. A 
total of 560 CAs were identified in the 853 municipalities of the state. The HDI values 
of municipalities with CAs were not significantly different from those of other areas, but 
significant differences were found in the GI values, which were higher in municipalities 
with CAs. No significant correlations were found between the HDI of municipalities 
and their areas occupied by CAs. However, significant correlations were found between 
the GI and areas occupied by CAs, suggesting that the CAs are associated with greater 
socioeconomic inequalities. Populations should be included in conservation efforts through 
programs that benefit these individuals, such as payment for environmental services and 
other conservation strategies.

ÁREAS DE CONSERVAÇÃO, POBREZA E DESIGUALDADE SOCIAL:  
AVALIAÇÃO UTILIZANDO INDICADORES SOCIOECONÔMICOS EM MINAS 
GERAIS, BRASIL

RESUMO: Neste estudo objetivou-se avaliar as possíveis correlações entre os 
indicadores de desenvolvimento socioeconômico dos municípios do estado de Minas 
Gerais, Brasil, e a presença de unidades de conservação (UC), tanto de uso sustentável 
como de proteção integral. Os valores de Índice de Desenvolvimento Humano (IDH) e 
Índice de Gini (IG) foram comparados entre os municípios com e sem UC pelo teste não 
paramétrico Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney. Testaram-se as correlações entre IDH e IG de cada 
município e suas áreas ocupadas por UC através do teste não paramétrico de correlação 
de Spearman. Identificaram-se 560 UC nos 853 municípios do estado. Os municípios com 
UC não apresentaram IDH significativamente diferentes dos demais, mas encontraram-
se diferenças significativas nos valores de IG, superiores nos municípios com UC. Não se 
encontraram correlações significativas entre os IDH dos municípios e suas áreas ocupadas 
por UC. Mas encontraram-se correlações significativas entre IG e as áreas ocupadas por 
UC, associando as UC a maiores desigualdades socioeconômicas. Deve-se incorporar as 
populações aos esforços de conservação por meio de programas que as beneficiem, em 
especial o pagamento por serviços ambientais, entre outras estratégias conservacionistas.



CERNE | v. 22 n. 2 | p. 145-150 | 2016

                     CONSERVATION AREAS, POVERTY AND SOCIAL INEQUALITY: AN EVALUATION USING 
SOCIOECONOMIC INDICATORS IN MINAS GERAIS, BRAZIL

146

INTRODUCTION

Natural protected areas are land or sea areas 
specifically dedicated to the protection and maintenance 
of biological diversity and associated natural and cultural 
resources that are managed through legal or other 
effective means (CHAPE et al., 2008). These areas 
include conservation areas (CAs), generically called 
parks. In the Brazilian CAs system, CAs are divided into 
two large groups: the first group is granted full protection 
and includes five types of CAs aimed at preservation; the 
second group is dedicated to sustainable use, with seven 
conservation function categories, and economic activities 
are allowed as long as the strict rules of each CA are 
observed (BRASIL, 2015).

Although the establishment of these areas is 
recognized as the most important biodiversity and natural 
resource conservation strategy (PERES, 1995; ADAM et 
al., 2004), critics claim that the establishment of CAs 
may inhibit local or regional development and lead to 
poverty in human populations by restricting access to 
subsistence natural resources and traditional sources of 
income, generating conflicts between these populations 
and those protecting the areas (BROCKINGTON, 
2004; PRETTY; SMITH, 2004; ADAMS; HUTTON, 
2007; McSHANE et al., 2011). Many populations 
depend on these resources for food, folk medicine, 
housing construction, and manufacturing of clothing and 
various tools (GIRALDI; HANAZAKA, 2010; BRITO; 
SENNA-VALLE, 2012).

In contrast, studies show that many protected 
areas promote income generation and stimulate regional 
and local development by promoting sustainable tourism 
programs and the creation of cooperatives, in addition 
to encouraging science and education (ADAM et al., 
2010; CANAVIRE-BACARREZA; HANAUER, 2013) and 
reducing poverty (FERRARO et al., 2011). Thus, countries 
such as Costa Rica and Thailand have reduced poverty 
by combining protected areas with tourism, which has 
also reduced deforestation rates (ADAM et al., 2010). 
Likewise, Naughton-Treves et al. (2011), in a decadal 
study of Kibale National Park, Uganda, failed to link the 
park to poverty, but rather linked it to the generation of 
better quality of life for the surrounding population.

In Brazil, little is known about the effect of the 
creation and management of CAs on the socioeconomic 
development of a site or region. Silva & Garavello (2013) 
found that of 1,058 municipalities in the Cerrado biome, 
those with CAs had lower Human Development Index 
(HDI) values, and the municipalities with sustainable 
use CAs exhibited lower rates of development than 

those with full protection CAs but with a more equal 
income distribution as demonstrated by the Gini Index 
(GI). The authors suggested that the lower HDIs of the 
municipalities with sustainable use CAs are a natural 
consequence of the presence of traditional populations 
with a production system geared to subsistence and not 
the market economy.

The state of Minas Gerais has an area of 
587,000 km² that is divided into 853 municipalities 
with approximately 20 million inhabitants. These 
municipalities show high socioeconomic heterogeneity, 
with situations ranging from a depressed economy, poor 
infrastructure, and very low indicators of quality of life to 
those with economic dynamism and good life standards 
(SCOLFORO et al., 2008). The state is also home to 560 
CAs covering 52,000 km2 or 8.8% of its area. Thus, it 
represents an excellent opportunity to study the effect 
of CAs on socioeconomic development.

The objective of this study was to test the 
correlation between the socioeconomic development 
indicators of the municipalities of Minas Gerais, Brazil, 
and the presence of both sustainable use and full 
protection conservation areas.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The Human Development Index (HDI) and Gini 
Index (GI) were used as socioeconomic development 
indicators of each municipality of the state of Minas 
Gerais. The HDI of a location is based on the life 
expectancy of its citizens at birth, access to education, 
and per capita income; it ranges from 0 to 1 and is 
considered high when it exceeds 0.8 and low when it 
is below 0.5 (NOORBAKHSH, 1998; NEUMAYER, 
2001; UNDP, 2010). In Brazil, the index has been 
expanded to consider other variables such as housing, 
health, work, and vulnerability, with data obtained from 
demographic censuses (PNUD et al., 2013). The GI is 
a statistical measure of inequality used to indicate the 
degree of income concentration of a region. Treated as 
complementary to the HDI, it ranges from 0 (perfect 
income equality) to 1 (perfect income inequality and 
concentration) (FREIRE JUNIOR, 2010). The HDI and 
GI values of each municipality were obtained from the 
Brazilian Institute of Geography and Statistics (Instituto 
Brasileiro de Geografia e Estatística - IBGE, 2014), and 
the information on the existence of conservation areas 
(CAs) in each municipality, as well as their category and 
area, were obtained from the João Pinheiro Foundation, 
an institution associated with the Department of Planning 
and Management of Minas Gerais (FJP, 2015).
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The HDI and GI values were compared 
between the municipalities with and without CAs 
using the non-parametric Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney test 
(CHAKRABORTY; CHAUDHURI, 2015; FAY; PROSCHAN, 
2010). The municipalities with and without sustainable use 
CAs and those with and without full protection CAs were 
also compared separately. The correlations between the 
development indices (HDI and GI) of each municipality 
and their areas occupied by CAs were analyzed using the 
non-parametric Spearman correlation test. Minitab 16 
was used for the statistical analyses.

RESULTS

A total of 560 conservation areas (CAs) were 
identifi ed in the 853 municipalities of Minas Gerais among 
municipal, state, and federal areas. Of these, 119 are fully 
protected and 441 are sustainable use CAs, covering 
11,600 km2 and 40,300 km2 or 1.96% and 6.86% of the 
state, respectively.

The Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney tests showed that 
the HDI of the 365 municipalities with CAs did not 
signifi cantly differ from the HDI of the 487 municipalities 
without CAs (p = 0.1440), and no signifi cant differences 
in the HDI were observed between the 300 municipalities 
with and the 487 municipalities without sustainable use 
CAs (p = 0.1670) or between the 134 municipalities 
with and the 487 municipalities without full protection 
CAs (p = 0.0483). In contrast, the test showed signifi cant 
differences in the GI values between the municipalities 
with and without CAs (p = 0.0001) as well as those with 
and without sustainable use CAs (p = 0.0003) and with 
and without full protection CAs (p = 0.0000); the GI was 
higher in municipalities with CAs in the three cases. The 
HDI and GI values of the groups are shown in the box 
plots in Figure 1.

The Spearman test indicated no signifi cant 
correlations between the HDI values of the municipalities 
and their areas occupied by CAs (rs = - 0.014; p > 0.05; 
Figure 2A) or with their areas occupied by sustainable 
use CAs (rs = - 0.006; p > 0.05; Figure 2B) but did 
indicate a weak correlation with their areas occupied by 
full protection CAs (rs = 0.083; p < 0.05; Figure 2C). 
For the GI, signifi cant correlations were found with the 
total areas occupied by CAs as a whole (rs = 0.153; p 
< 0.05; Figure 2D) and also with the sustainable use (rs 
= 0.127; p < 0.05; Figure 2E) and full protection (rs = 
0.143; p < 0.05; Figure 2F) CAs.

DISCUSSION

The Human Development Index (HDI) values 
showed that the municipalities with conservation areas 
(CAs) in their territories do not generate worse living 
conditions for their populations than the municipalities 
without CAs, which is inconsistent with the fi ndings of 
Silva & Garavello (2013). However, it cannot be stated 
that the CAs of Minas Gerais provide greater gains for 
the local populations, as shown by several studies (e.g., 
MEDEIROS et al., 2011; ADAM et al., 2010; FERRARO et 
al., 2011). It is important to recognize and draw attention 
to the fact that the HDI is a summary measurement; as 
such, it generalizes the different living conditions within 
each municipality and does not show how a smaller 
social group is affected by inhabiting the CA or its close 
surroundings. This is especially true regarding social 
groups that directly depend on biological resources for 
their survival, such as traditional populations (GIRALDI; 
HANAZAKI, 2010; BRITO; SENNA-VALLE, 2012).

In contrast, the Gini Index (GI) values indicated 
greater social inequalities in municipalities with CAs, 
corroborating the fi ndings of Silva & Garavello (2013). 
These municipalities are in regions of Minas Gerais 
identifi ed as dynamic and of high economic signifi cance, 
such as the Central region, the South region, and the 
Triângulo Mineiro (CIRINO; GONZÁLEZ, 2011). 
Although the result does not prove causality in the 
correlation, it increases the importance of including 
populations in conservation efforts, as suggested by LIU 
et al. (2007; 2015). This represents a paradigm shift 
from the conservationist ideals of a sacred nature, kept 
untouched with no human presence (ORMSBY; BHAGWAT, 
2010). Such efforts, which are increasingly common, 
provide alternative livelihoods to individuals, reducing the 
pressure on biodiversity and allowing sustainable use of 
natural resources through community-based conservation 
programs by combining biodiversity protection with the 
livelihoods of traditional populations (BERKES, 2004).

FIGURE 1 Box plots of the Human Development Index (HDI) 
and Gini Index (GI) values for all municipalities in 
Minas Gerais, Brazil, that do not have (empty box) 
or have (gray box) conservation areas and for 
those with and without sustainable use (SU) and 
full protection (FP) conservation areas.

FIGURA 1  Boxplots dos valores de Índice de Desenvolvimento 
Humano (HDI) e Índice de Gini (GI) para o total 
de municípios de Minas Gerais, Brasil, que não 
possuem unidades de conservação (box vazio) ou 
as possuem (box cinza) e entre os municípios com 
e sem unidades de conservação de uso sustentável 
(sust. use) e de proteção integral (preserv.).
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scenarios (MURADIAN et al., 2010). They tend to benefi t 
only those populations that represent a real threat to 
nature rather than those who already live in harmony 
with nature and may become just one more commercial 
relationship between these populations, not replacing 
other forms of conservation (WUNDER, 2007). Thus, in 
isolation, these programs are not effective but must be 
accompanied by other conservation efforts (SÁNCHEZ-
AZOFEIFA et al., 2007).

The search for a consensus between conservation 
and the survival of local populations depends essentially 
on the active participation of these populations as key 
players in the processes of the creation and management 
of CAs. Additionally, the principle of collectivity should not 
be excluded, and the interest of the general public should 
remain above that of small social groups. Decreasing 
these confl icts depends essentially on detailed planning 
(ENGEL et al., 2008) that minimizes them and does 
not place conservation and developmental interests on 
opposite sides. Hence, the role of the government is of 
paramount importance in ensuring serious conservation 
policies affi liated with forms of social inclusion.

CONCLUSIONS

The existence of conservation areas does 
not infl uence the Human Development Index of the 
municipalities Minas Gerais, but it is associated with higher 
socioeconomic inequalities, according to the analysis of 
the Gini Index values. Populations should be included in 
conservation efforts through programs that benefi t these 
individuals, such as payment for environmental services 
and other conservation strategies.

REFERENCES
ADAM, K. S.; FERRARO, P. J.; SIMS, K. R. E.; HEALY, A.; 

HOLLAND, M. B. Protected areas reduced poverty in Costa 
Rica and Thailand. PNAS, v. 107, n. 22, p. 9996-10001, 2010.

ADAMS, W. M.; AVELING, R.; BROCKINGTON, D.; DICKSON, 
B.; ELLIOTT, J.; HUTTON, J.; ROE, D.; VIRA, B.; WOLMER, 
W. Biodiversity Conservation and the Eradication of Poverty. 
Science, v. 306, n. 5699, p. 1146-1149, 2004.

ADAMS, W. M.; HUTTON, J. People, Parks and Poverty: Political 
Ecology and Biodiversity Conservation. Conservation and 
Society, v. 5, n. 2, p. 147-183, 2007.

BERKES F. Rethinking Community-Based Conservation. 
Conservation Biology, v. 18, n. 3, p. 621-630, 2004.

BRASIL. Lei nº 9.985, de 18 de julho de 2000 - Regulamenta 
o artigo 225, § 1º, incisos I, II, III e VII da Constituição 
Federal, institui o Sistema Nacional de Unidades de 
Conservação da Natureza e dá outras providências. 
Available at: https://www.planalto.gov.br/ccivil_03/leis/
l9985.htm. Accessed in: 10 october 2015.

FIGURE 2 Relationship between the Human Development 
and Gini Indices of 853 municipalities of the 
state of Minas Gerais, Brazil, and the respective 
areas occupied by total, sustainable use, and full 
protection conservation areas.

FIGURA 2 Relação entre os Índices de Desenvolvimento 
Humano e de Gini de 853 municípios do estado de 
Minas Gerais, Brasil, e respectivas áreas ocupadas 
por unidades de conservação, tanto totais quanto 
por unidades de uso sustentável e de proteção 
integral separadamente.

One of the strategies commonly used to 
minimize this impact is payment for environmental 
services. Through economic incentives, local populations 
can reduce the extraction of resources and actively 
participate in conservation (ENGEL et al., 2008), and this 
strategy is considered a potential solution to the confl ict 
between traditional populations and the protection of 
natural areas (MILLER et al., 2011). It becomes even 
more important to consider such programs where full 
protection areas exist that restrict the use of biological 
resources that are used as primary sources of subsistence 
(BROCKINGTON, 2004; PRETTY; SMITH, 2004; 
MCSHANE et al., 2011). Communities that receive 
some direct benefi t for conservation tend to contribute 
to the protection of a resource, such as a protected area, 
so that the areas occupied by human populations receive 
more protection than those that are dependent on 
government actions (TUANMU, 2016). However, such 
programs are not uniform and operate in heterogeneous 



SÁLVIO et al.

149

BRITO, M. R.; SENNA-VALLE, L. Diversity of plant knowledge in 
“Caiçara” community from the Brazilian Atlantic Forest coast. 
Acta Botanica Brasilica, v. 26, n. 4, p. 735-747, 2012.

BROCKINGTON, D. Community Conservation, Inequality and 
Injustice: Myths of Power in Protected Areas Management. 
Conservation & Society, v. 2, n. 2, p. 411-432, 2004.

CANAVIRE-BACARREZA G.; HANAUER, M. M. Estimating 
the Impacts of Bolivia’s Protected Areas on Poverty. World 
Development, v. 41, p. 265-285, 2013.

CHAKRABORTY, A; CHAUDHURI, P. A Wilcoxon-
Mann-Whitney-type test for infinite-dimensional data. 
Biometrika, v. 102, n. 1, p. 239-246, 2015.

CHAPE, S.; SPALDING, M.; JENKINS, M. The World’s 
Protected Areas: Status, Values and Prospects in the 
21st Century. University of California Press, 2008. 359p.

CIRINO, J. F.; GONZÁLEZ, A. M. G. O. A heterogeneidade do 
desenvolvimento econômico do estado de Minas Gerais. 
Revista de Ciências Humanas, v.11, n.1. p. 9-11, 2011.

ENGEL, S.; PAGIOLA, S.; WUNDER, S. Designing payments 
for environmental services in theory and practice: an 
overview of the issues. Ecological Economics, v. 65, n. 4, 
p. 663-674, 2008.

FAY, M. P.; PROSCHAN, M. A. Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney or 
T-test? On assumptions for hypothesis tests and multiple 
interpretations of decision rules. Statistics Surveys, v. 4, 
p. 1-39, 2010.

FERRARO, P. J.; HANAUER, M. M.; SIMS, K. R. E. Conditions 
associated with protected area success in conservation 
and poverty reduction. PNAS, v. 108, n. 34, p. 13913-
13918, 2011.

FJP - FUNDAÇÃO JOÃO PINHEIRO. Lei Hobin Hood. 
Available at: http://www.fjp.mg.gov.br/robin-hood. 
Accessed in: 15 novembro de 2015.

FREIRE JUNIOR, J. Entendendo os principais indicadores 
sociais e econômicos. IPECE, 2010, 131 p.

GIRALDI, M.; HANAZAKI, N. Uso e conhecimento 
tradicional de plantas medicinais no Sertão do Ribeirão, 
Florianópolis, SC, Brasil. Acta Botanica Brasilica, v. 24, 
n. 2, p. 395-406, 2010.

IBGE - Instituto Brasileiro de Geografia e Estatística. Pesquisas 
de informações básicas municipais. Available at: http://
ces.ibge.gov.br/base-de-dados/metadados/ibge/pesquisa-
de-informacoes-basicas-municipais. Accessed in: 6 
fevereiro de 2014.

LIU, J.; MOONEY, H.; HULL, V.; DAVIS, S. J.; GASKELL, J.; 
HERTEL, T.; LUBCHENCO, J.; SETO, K. C.; GLEICK, 
P.; KREMEN, C.; LI, S. Systems integration for global 
sustainability. Science, v. 347, n. 6225, p. 963 – 973, 2015.

LIU, J.; DIETZ, T.; CARPENTER, S. R.; ALBERTI, M.; FOLKE, 
C.; MORAN, E.; PELL, A. N.; DEADMAN, P.; KRATZ, 
T.; LUBCHENCO, J.; OSTROM, E.; OUYANG, Z.; 
PROVENCHER, W.; REDMAN, C. L.; SCHNEIDER, S. H.; 
TAYLOR, W. W. Complexity of Coupled Human and Natural 
Systems. Science, v. 317, n. 5844, p. 1513-1516, 2007.

MCSHANEA, T. O.; HIRSCH, P. D.; TRUNG, T. C.; 
SONGORWA, A. N.; KINZIG, A.; MONTEFERRI, B.; 
MUTEKANGA, D.; THANG, H. V.; DAMMERT, J. L.; 
PULGAR-VIDAL, M.; WELCH-DEVINEH, M.; BROSIUS, 
J. P.; COPPOLILLO, P.; O’CONNOR, S. Hard choices: 
Making trade-offs between biodiversity conservation and 
human well-being. Biological Conservation, v. 144, n. 3, 
p. 966-972, 2011.

MEDEIROS, R.; YOUNG, C. E. F. Contribuição das unidades 
de conservação brasileiras para a economia nacional: 
Relatório Final. UNEP-WCMC, 2011. 120p.

MILLER, T. R.; MINTEER, B. A.; MALAN, L-C. The new 
conservation debate: The view from practical ethics. 
Biological Conservation, v. 144, n. 3, p. 948-957, 2011.

MURADIAN, R.; CORBERA, E.; PASCUAL, U.; KOSOY, N.; 
MAY, P. H. Reconciling theory and practice: An alternative 
conceptual framework for understanding payments for 
environmental services. Ecological Economics, v. 69, n. 
6, p. 1202-1208, 2010.

NAUGHTON-TREVES, L.; ALIX-GARCIA, J.; CHAPMAN, 
C. A. Lessons about parks and poverty from a decade of 
forest loss and economic growth around Kibale National 
Park, Uganda. PNAS, v. 108, n. 34, p. 13919-13924, 2011.

NEUMAYER, E. The human development index and 
sustainability - a constructive proposal. Ecological 
Economics, v. 39, p. 101-114, 2001.

NOORBAKHSH, F. A Modified Human Development Index. 
World Development, v. 26, n. 3, p. 517-528, 1998.

ORMSBY, A. A.; BHAGWAT, S. A. Sacred forest of India: a 
strong traditional of community-based natural resource 
management. Environmental Conservation, v. 37, n. 3, 
p. 320-326, 2010.

PERES, C. A. Indigenous reserves and nature conservation in 
Amazonian forests. In EHRENFIELD, D. Readings from 
conservation biology: the social dimension. Blackwell, 
1995. p. 25–57.

PNUD; IPEA; FJP. O Índice de Desenvolvimento Humano 
Municipal Brasileiro. Programa das Nações Unidas 
para o Desenvolvimento/Instituto de Pesquisa Economica 
Aplicada/FUNDAÇÃO JOÃO PINHEIRO, 2013. 96p. 

PRETTY, J.; SMITH, D. Social Capital in Biodiversity 
Conservation and Management. Conservation Biology, v. 
18, n. 3, p. 631-638, 2004.

SÁNCHEZ-AZOFEIFA, G. A.; PFAFF, A.; ROBALINO, J. A.; 
BOOMHOWER, J. P. Costa Rica’s payment for environmental 
services program: intention, implementation, and impact. 
Conservation Biology, v. 21, n. 5, p. 1165-1173, 2007.



CERNE | v. 22 n. 2 | p. 145-150 | 2016

                     CONSERVATION AREAS, POVERTY AND SOCIAL INEQUALITY: AN EVALUATION USING 
SOCIOECONOMIC INDICATORS IN MINAS GERAIS, BRAZIL

150

SCOLFORO, J. R. S.; OLIVEIRA, A. D.; CARVALHO, L. M. 
T. Zoneamento Ecológico-Econômico do Estado de 
Minas Gerais – Componente Socioeconômico. UFLA, 
2008. 195p.

SILVA, C. F.; SILVA, H. A. Direito de propriedade e proteção 
ambiental: estudo de caso das unidades de conservação 
da natureza no município de Barbacena - MG. Vianna 
Sapiens, v. 5, n. 1, p. 112-147, 2014.

SILVA, R. J.; GARAVELLO, M. E. P. E. Conservation assumptions 
and development in Brazilian Cerrado. Acta Scientiarum, 
v. 35, n. 1, p. 71-75, 2013.

TUANMU, M- N; VIÑA, A.; YANG, W.; CHEN, X.; 
SHORTRIDGE A. M.; LIU, J. Effects of payments 
for ecosystem services on wildlife habitat recovery. 
Conservation Biology, v. 0, n. 0, p. 1-9, 2016.

UNDP. United Nations Development Programme. The 
Human Development Report: The real wealth of 
nations. UNDP, 2010. 238p.

WUNDER, S. The efficiency of payments for environmental 
services in tropical conservation. Conservation Biology, 
v. 21, n. 1, p. 48-58, 2007.


