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ABSTRACT. Conserving biodiversity with a growing human population is a key sustainability challenge. Consequently, a vast number
of development initiatives across the globe have been designed to combine social, economic, and environmental perspectives. For the
most part, the development community is well acquainted with the negative experiences and unintended consequences that some projects
have or may bring. However, in tropical coastal ecosystems, this aspect is not completely acknowledged, studied, or understood. Here,
we use tropical seagrass meadows as a model social-ecological system to investigate how sustainable development initiatives result in
unintended consequences with both positive and negative outcomes for environment and society. We analyze the initiatives and their
effects in terms of a typology encompassing “flow”, “addition”, and “deletion” effects and investigate them across four types of
sustainable development initiatives that occur within tropical coastal environments: (1) megafauna conservation, (2) alternative livelihood
programs, (3) mosquito net malaria prophylaxis, and (4) marine protected areas. Using these four initiatives as examples, we show that
sustainable development initiatives can produce unintended effects with major consequences. Further, we illustrate how not assessing
such effects may ultimately undermine the initial goals of the sustainable development intervention. Our study suggests that
acknowledging unintended effects and transitioning them so that they become sustainable is more effective than ignoring effects or
viewing them as trade-offs. We strongly stress the need for an a priori process in which positive effects, negative effects, and potential
uncertainties and surprises are considered when planning the development intervention, and we argue for greater social-ecological
monitoring of initiatives. As such, this contribution links to contemporary approaches dealing with the sustainability of natural resources
and social-ecological systems and bridges with the importance of development initiatives in the context of the United Nations Sustainable
Development Goals.
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INTRODUCTION
Human-driven degradation of nature is responsible for the
biodiversity crisis (IPBES 2019), an issue simultaneously coupled
with a climate emergency (Ripple et al. 2020) that has the potential
to increase the risk of food-insecurity (Hasegawa et al. 2021) and
poverty at global scales (Soergel et al. 2021). The 17 Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs; United Nations 2015) were
conceived as a vision to ensure that humans and nature can thrive
together (Mironenko et al. 2015), representing clear ambitions for
societal development (e.g., SDG1 Zero Poverty, SDG3 Good
Health and Well-being) and preserving nature (e.g., SDG14 Life
Below Water, SDG15 Life on Land). Nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs) are viewed as vehicles to implement
sustainable development initiatives in the absence of strong,
formal institutions (Brass 2016), so much so that since the release
of the Brundtland Report (World Commission on Environment
and Development 1987), the number of NGOs in low-income and
emerging economies have exploded in number (Brass et al. 2018),
size, and scope, ranging from large international NGOs such as
Oxfam to smaller localized farmer associations (Banks et al.
2015). However, although the contribution of NGOs toward
sustainable development is considerable (Lewis et al. 2020),
challenges within the sector can impede progress (e.g., funding,
focus on short-term results and short-term value for money;
Banks et al. 2015).
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Although analyses of SDG actions mostly suggest synergies
between social and environmental targets, there are also indications
of trade-offs (Nilsson et al. 2016, Pradhan et al. 2017). Trade-off
analysis has grown steadily as a field of study, especially within
terrestrial settings, but generally only concerns the known costs
and benefits (e.g., Kanter et al. 2018, Scherer et al. 2018), i.e.,
outcomes that are planned for and anticipated. Thus, there is great
need to understand and report the unknown or indirect costs and
benefits, i.e., the unintended consequences, which can be numerous.
In Zambia, for example, a community-based wildlife program
driven by NGOs resulted in livelihood losses, food insecurity,
malnutrition, and social conflicts for traditional communities for
whom bushmeat was an important source of protein (Marks 2001).
Moreover, Armsworth et al. (2006) noted that purchasing land for
conservation initiatives could lead to greater biodiversity loss and
more illegal land acquisitions if land market dynamics are ignored.
Such unintended consequences are difficult to predict and design
for (St John et al. 2013), but some can be anticipated and possibly
avoided by considering different types of local and traditional
knowledge and taking a multidisciplinary approach using both
natural and social sciences (Minnes et al. 2020).
A social-ecological systems approach (Berkes and Folke 2000,
Ostrom 2009) provides a conceptual framework for exploring the
ways in which humans and nature interact (Carpenter and Folke
2006) and can be used to build resilience for sustainability (Olsson
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et al. 2004, Ostrom 2009). Such an approach can also be integrated
into ecosystem-based management, which recognizes the need to
incorporate systems approaches into natural resource
management. Systems thinking can facilitate the understanding
of coevolutionary dynamics and help interpret linkages between
social and environmental change, and can also indicate how these
linkages influence the achievement of sustainable development
strategies (Berkes and Folke 2000, Fulton et al. 2011, Fischer et
al. 2015). With the growing recognition that it is important to
account for unintended consequences to better manage and
implement sustainable development (Hull et al. 2015), integrating
systems approaches into sustainable development planning could
help to identify how systems cope with and adapt to change
(Carpenter et al. 2009) and what traps and consequences occur
in context-specific scenarios (Larrosa et al. 2016, Cumming 2018).
Social-ecological systems perspectives have been used to
investigate unintended consequences in agricultural (Zvoleff and
An 2014, Steen-Adams et al. 2015), forested (Spies et al. 2014),
and urban landscapes (Morzillo et al. 2014, Shandas 2015), and
marine systems (Cinti et al. 2010, Davis et al. 2020). To our
knowledge, examples are lacking for tropical coastal systems, even
though these ecosystems support livelihoods and secure food for
a large and rapidly growing proportion of citizens in tropical
countries (Short et al. 2021).
Seagrass meadows are one such coastal ecosystem; they populate
shallow coastal areas across most of the planet, including the
tropics (McKenzie et al. 2020). These “underwater grasslands”
remain marginalized in global policy, confounded by a lack of
appreciation for the critical ecosystem services they deliver: food
and livelihoods (Cullen-Unsworth et al. 2014), fisheries
production (Unsworth et al. 2019b), carbon sequestration
(Macreadie et al. 2014), human health support (Lamb et al. 2017),
and culture (McKenzie et al. 2021), among others. Especially in
the tropics, seagrass meadows support a plethora of services
important for sustaining human life. They are often the primary
habitat of choice for coastal fishers targeting both fish and
invertebrates (de la Torre-Castro et al. 2014), reducing social
vulnerability (Quiros et al. 2018). Food supply across the tropics
depends on seagrass meadows (Unsworth et al. 2014), making
them archetypical social-ecological systems. However, this
concept has seldom been acknowledged within the seagrass
scientific literature. Although some studies examine seagrass
meadows as a social-ecological system (see de la Torre-Castro
2006, Nordlund et al. 2011, Cullen-Unsworth et al. 2014, Quiros
et al. 2018), further understanding is necessary to support
sustainable development that sustains and improves human wellbeing while conserving seagrass meadows in a changing world
(Unsworth et al. 2019b). Most importantly, we need to understand
the complex links and feedbacks that exist within seagrass socialecological systems and whether these systems are resilient to
change (Unsworth et al. 2015).
Here, we take an integrated approach to analyze a set of
sustainable development initiatives from the perspective of
seagrass social-ecological systems across the Indo-Pacific region,
a bioregion with the world‛s highest seagrass diversity and largest
seagrass distribution (Short et al. 2007). Using documented
examples from the literature, we discuss sustainable development
initiatives with effects that potentially result in unintended and

often dire consequences for both people and nature. We argue
that these consequences should be confronted and avoided or
relieved to increase the likelihood of driving the systems into
sustainable development pathways.
METHODS
Study region: Indo-Pacific ecosystems
Of the six global seagrass bioregions, the Indo-Pacific hosts the
highest seagrass species richness and largest seagrass distribution
(Short et al. 2007) and is the most diverse in terms of associated
seagrass fauna (Unsworth et al. 2019a). However, gaps in the
understanding of Indo-Pacific seagrass social-ecological systems
pertain to the global challenges for seagrass conservation
(Unsworth et al. 2019b). In the Indo-Pacific, seagrass meadows
are threatened by a myriad of stressors, including localized threats
(e.g., overfishing, seaweed cultivation) and regional and global
challenges (e.g., poor water quality, coastal development).
Localized threats, although small in impact, can happen over such
large spatial and temporal scales (Unsworth et al. 2018) that they
make seagrass meadows highly vulnerable to change (Grech et al.
2012). These local threats are commonly overlooked in science
and policy and can often arise as unintended consequences of
sustainable development initiatives.
A social-ecological systems approach to understand sustainable
development initiatives in seagrass ecosystems
Based on the broad knowledge of social-ecological systems (e.g.,
Folke 2006, Ostrom 2009), we conceptualize Indo-Pacific seagrass
ecosystems as a coupled system consisting of two main
subsystems, the social and the ecological, which each comprise a
further two core subsystems (McGinnis and Ostrom 2014). The
social subsystem comprises governance systems and actors, such
as government organizations, NGOs, and local fishing
communities; ecological system comprises a resource system and
resource units, such as seagrass meadows and the fauna they
support (Fig. 1). We emphasize that this structure is one of many
ways of conceptualizing social-ecological systems, and we use it
for our study because of its focus on actors and ecosystem services
generation.
We define sustainable development initiatives as any intervention
or activity designed either to eliminate poverty, to ensure
sustainable lifestyles for all, or to foster a stable and resilient
planetary life-support system, as per the overarching aims of the
Sustainable Development Goals (Griggs et al. 2014). Sustainable
development initiatives may occur within the focal socialecological system (e.g., changing any of the four subsystems), but
because of the interconnected nature of tropical marine
seascapes, these initiatives may also have causes and consequences
that occur outside the seagrass social-ecological system (e.g., coral
reefs, mangrove forests). While not specifically part of the seagrass
ecosystem, the characteristics of these other systems are
interrelated and play significant roles in sustaining seagrass
meadows (Nagelkerken 2009). In both cases (within and outside
the system), sustainable development initiatives aim to redefine
the linkages within the social-ecological system to achieve a
certain goal, ultimately leading to a change in feedbacks, some of
them positive (self-reinforcing) and some of them negative
(stabilizing). These changes also connote the potential to degrade
and disrupt the social-ecological system (Sterman 2000).
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Fig. 1. Social-ecological system framework used to understand
and interpret unintended consequences of sustainable
development initiatives for seagrass meadows in the IndoPacific region. Adapted from McGinnis and Ostrom (2014).
Dashed arrows represent unintended effects.

Defining unintended consequences from a social-ecological
systems perspective
We here define unintended consequences as unanticipated effects
brought about by sustainable development initiatives. In our
analysis, we refer to the three types of unintended effects inspired
by Larrosa et al. (2016), which draw upon disturbance responses
introduced by Schoon and Cox (2012). These effects can be
singular or multiple to result in an unintended consequence. The
three effects we draw upon are as follows.
1. Flow effects occur due to changing the strength (enhancing
or dampening) of pre-existing linkages within the socialecological system, brought about by the sustainable
development intervention. For example, interventions to
alter (increase or decrease) the abundance of individual
resource units (fauna) can alter the effect that these
individuals play in structuring resource systems.
2. Deletion effects occur when pre-existing linkages within the
social-ecological system are lost due to the sustainable
development intervention. For example, prohibiting actors
from accessing resource units or resource systems represents
a loss of an important feedback loop.
3. Addition effects occur when sustainable development
initiatives introduce new elements (variables or relationships)
to the social-ecological system structure. Many
interventions facilitate the addition of new actors,
institutional structures, or resources, which can completely
change the structure and function of the pre-existing socialecological system.

Selection of unintended consequences case studies
We first sought to identify cases of unintended consequences
within the peer-reviewed and grey literature for seagrass
ecosystems, specifically searching for knock-on (cascading)
effects and feedbacks that occurred as a direct result of targeted
human interventions. We also searched the Regime Shifts
Database (https://www.regimeshifts.org/), a platform containing
> 300 specific case studies related to regime shifts and changes in
social-ecological systems, for cases documenting targeted
interventions that affected seagrass ecosystems. We found few
documented cases of unintended consequences within seagrass
social-ecological ecosystems, and most of the literature
concerning feedbacks relates to naturally occurring ecological
feedbacks or shifts due to anthropogenic stresses.
As a result of this information gap and due to the novel nature
of our study, we decided to implement an expert-elicitation
approach (Caley et al. 2014) to produce expert judgment on the
topic (Martin et al. 2012). The procedure followed a standardized
five-step approach: deciding how information will be used,
determining what information to elicit, designing the process,
performing the elicitation, and translating the information into
quantitative statements (Martin et al. 2012). We decided that
information would be used to provide expert judgment on
unintended consequences of sustainable development initiatives,
and we sought to elicit known or potential cases of unintended
consequences that were not well defined within the literature. We
defined experts as individuals with “relevant and extensive or indepth experience in relation to a topic of interest” (Krueger et al.
2012) and involved experts (all coauthors) with > 100 years of
combined expertise studying seagrass ecosystems (both from
social and ecological lenses) in the Indo-Pacific region. In
February 2020, we facilitated discussions to elicit unintended
consequences and identified five potential cases for inclusion in
which sustainable development initiatives have or could have the
potential to increase the occurrence of seagrass loss, exacerbate
seagrass threats, and affect local communities reliant on seagrass
resources (Table 1).
Literature sources were then gathered for each of these
unintended consequences (Table 1) using the search browser
Google Scholar in March 2020 and again in May 2021 and
combining keywords related to “seagrass” and the sustainable
development initiatives (i.e., turtle conservation; seaweed
farming; mosquito nets). One of the cases we identified had
plausible unintended consequences (mangrove afforestation), but
the literature available did not allow us to explore them further
from a social-ecological perspective. We thus used the remaining
four initiatives to form the basis of our study.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Using expert knowledge to inform expert judgment, we identifed
unintended consequences of sustainable development initiatives
for seagrass social-ecological systems across the Indo-Pacific
region. Using a seagrass ecosystem lens, the cases were selected
to demonstrate direct ecological and social initiatives within the
social-ecological system (megafauna conservation and alternative
livelihood programs), indirect initiatives within the system
(malaria prophylaxis), and initiatives in distant systems (marine
protected areas). Here, we show how sustainable development
initiatives feed back (through flow, addition, and deletion effects)
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Table 1. Sustainable development initiatives with potential unintended consequences for seagrass social-ecological systems in the IndoPacific region, identified using an expert-elicitation approach.
Sustainable development initiative

Unintended consequences

Megafauna conservation

Overgrazing, regime shift, seagrass loss, conflict

Alternative livelihood program

Mosquito net malaria prophylaxis
Marine protected areas
Mangrove afforestation

Key papers

Arthur et al. (2013), Kelkar et al. (2013), Christianen et
al. (2014), Heithaus et al. (2014)
Supplementary income invested in fishing, seagrass loss, Eklöf et al. (2005, 2012), Fröcklin et al. (2012), Hill et
encroachment on fishing habitat, species composition
al. (2012)
change
Repurposing as fishing gear, fisheries overexploitation
Short et al. (2018), Trisos et al. (2019), Jones and
Unsworth (2020)
Displacement, community conflict, fisheries
de la Torre-Castro and Lindström (2010), Unsworth et
overexploitation
al. (2014), Exton et al. (2019)
Incorrect restoration location, seagrass loss,
Primavera and Esteban (2008), Sharma et al. (2017),
encroachment on fishing habitat
Mendoza et al. (2019)

to create new problems or undermine the initiatives themselves.
For example, the unintended consequences of turtle conservation
result in feedbacks that increase human-wildlife conflict and cause
seagrass loss; seaweed farming programs initiated to reduce
fishing effort can feed back to increase fishing activity; the
distribution of mosquito nets feeds back to undermine the initial
goal of the initiative; and marine protected areas result in
unintended effects that lead to sequential ecosystem degradation.
However, this is not an exhaustive list of sustainable development
initiatives with unintended consequences for seagrass socialecological systems. Multiple other initiatives likely exist across the
Indo-Pacific (e.g., mangrove restoration in seagrass meadows)
and globally (e.g., seahorse protection conflicting with
recreational boat users).

would result in unintended consequences (Burkholder et al. 2013).
For seagrass systems, green sea turtle conservation has generated
“flow effects”, whereby green sea turtles have grown beyond
historical carrying capacity in some areas (Fig. 2), inducing
overgrazing of seagrasses and trophic cascades from seagrass loss
(Lal et al. 2010, Kelkar et al. 2013, Christianen et al. 2014). Such
effects, with the long-term potential collapse of seagrass (e.g.,
Fourqurean et al. 2019), undermine the long-term sustainability
of the turtle conservation initiative through a loss of their food
source. However, such initiatives also have societal effects.
Structurally complex seagrass areas support higher populations
of fish (Jones et al. 2021), and excessive turtle grazing, through a
flow effect, undermines this habitat provisioning (Scott et al.

Unintended consequences of charismatic megafauna conservation
Sustainable development initiatives focusing on biodiversity
conservation predominantly focus on well-known, charismatic
species or high-profile issues (Small 2011). Politicians, members
of the public, and NGOs are sympathetic to the so-called flagship
or iconic species or habitats. Megafauna are classic flagships
(Clucas et al. 2008) that exemplify public engagement with
biodiversity conservation (Walpole and Leader-Williams 2002).
Because of their appeal, they can be used to rally public attention
toward broader conservation objectives (Mazzoldi et al. 2019)
such as habitat loss or overfishing. This strategy has long been
used by many conservation NGOs (Mazzoldi et al. 2019).
However, campaigns and projects promoting flagship species tend
to direct the majority of funds exclusively toward recovering
populations of those species (Smith et al. 2012). For seagrass
meadows in the Indo-Pacific, one flagship example is the green
sea turtle (Chelonia mydas). Many of the strategies used to
promote green sea turtle conservation are potentially inadequate
to conserve seagrass social-ecological systems.

Fig. 2. Conceptual diagram of the potential unintended
consequences of megafauna conservation for seagrass socialecological systems.

Green sea turtles remain threatened (Mazaris et al. 2017), yet
sustainable development initiatives that protect turtle nesting
beaches and reduce fishing pressure have been highly successful
(Chaloupka et al. 2008, Kittinger et al. 2013), leading to a
predominantly increasing trend for sea turtle populations across
the globe (Mazaris et al. 2017). However, such success comes with
a caveat. In many areas, turtle populations are largely released
from predation because of a decline in sharks (Heithaus et al.
2012), and research has shown that actions that ignore this effect
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2020). It is well known that highly grazed seagrass areas lose
important fauna, including fisheries species (Johnson et al. 2020,
Inoue et al. 2021). Therefore, the loss or collapse of seagrass
structure poses significant well-being risks for fisherfolk who
depend on seagrass and associated species as a source of food
security or livelihoods through further flow effects (Arthur et al.
2013). For example, the unintended consequence of turtle
conservation in the Lakshadweep archipelago increased humanwildlife conflict (Arthur et al. 2013) because of impacts to
livelihoods. Fishers lost income and suggested culling turtles and
destroying nests as solutions; such actions would undermine the
sustainable development initiative.
This case also raises geopolitical debate. Because green sea turtles
may migrate up to 4000 km from the locality of the conservation
initiative (Hays et al. 2014), sustainable development initiatives
in one country may have far-reaching unintended consequences
for countries that exacerbate existing conflicts. Such unintended
consequences may not just relate to fisheries but also to climate
change strategies, especially where coastal blue carbon ecosystems
are included as “Nationally Determined Contributions”
submitted to the United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change as climate mitigation or adaptation solutions
(Herr and Landis 2016). Numerous countries within the IndoPacific specifically include coastal ecosystems within their
Nationally Determined Contributions (Martin et al. 2016),
including Bahrain, Kiribati, Mauritius, Sri Lanka, Sudan, United
Arab Emirates (United Nations Environment Programme 2020),
and, more recently, Kenya (Kairo and Langat 2021), that
specifically reference seagrass meadows. Excessive turtle grazing
decreases future carbon sequestration potential through a
reduction in net ecosystem production (Johnson et al. 2017). Thus,
there is a risk that conservation initiatives in one country
undermine climate change mitigation and adaptation strategies
in others.
Unintended consequences of introducing alternative livelihoods
such as seaweed farming
The historical top-down conservationist archetype imposed by
both scientists and NGOs has been replaced in recent decades by
involving the rights and needs of communities (Campbell et al.
2010). This paradigm shift toward people-centered conservation
occurred because of concerns about the burden that conservation
initiatives place on local communities (Sunderlin et al. 2005) and
introduced sustainable development initiatives that aim to change
or improve livelihoods (Sievanen et al. 2005). Alternative
livelihood projects are one such intervention that aims either to
reduce reliance on nature, to generate new wealth streams, or to
increase support for conservation (Roe et al. 2015). Fishers may
already engage in multiple alternative livelihoods such as farming,
selling groceries, or working as laborers (Silas et al. 2020), but
alternative livelihood programmes generally prioritize new,
market-based livelihoods not currently present in the area (Roe
et al. 2015). After a commercial success in the Philippines, seaweed
farming became an alternative livelihood strategy to fishing that
is still championed by NGOs, managers, and senior policy makers
for use in low-income and emerging economies (Sievanen et al.
2005). However, seaweed cultivation as an alternative livelihood
has multiple and often negative effects in seagrass systems.
Seaweed farming as an alternative livelihood strategy transforms
seagrass systems to a large extent by manipulating the seagrass

meadow and, through “addition effects” creates a new resource
system (i.e., seaweed; Fig. 3). Commercial manuals for seaweed
farming advocate placing “growth ropes” on top of seagrass
meadows (Neish 2003), altering the structure and function of the
seagrass below (Eklöf et al. 2005, 2006b). “Deletion effects” occur
whereby seagrass is lost or severely affected by seaweed farms
(Eklöf et al. 2006b, Lyimo et al. 2006, Mallea et al. 2014, Hedberg
et al. 2018) or by manipulation by seaweed farmers (de la TorreCastro and Rönnbäck 2004, Lyimo et al. 2006). The activity
significantly affects seagrass faunal communities and the
provision of seagrass ecosystem services (e.g., loss of access to
target species or fishing ground). For fauna, flow effects are
multiple, with increases in siganid fish abundance (Eklöf et al.
2006a, Hehre and Meeuwig 2016, Anyango et al. 2017), but
decreases in other fish species (Eklöf et al. 2006a, Hehre and
Meeuwig 2015) coupled with a loss of important invertebrates
(Eklöf et al. 2005, Moore et al. 2012).
Fig. 3. Conceptual diagram of the potential unintended
consequences of seaweed farming as an alternative livelihood
program on seagrass social-ecological systems.

Even ignoring these potentially severe ecological risks, as well as
conflict for space, seaweed farming as a sustainable development
intervention to reduce fishing pressure has very little evidence of
success (Hill et al. 2012). Seaweed farming introduced to reduce
fishing pressure creates pull factors for women and children,
rather than men (Larson et al. 2021), through addition effects
from new income streams, resulting in household incomes being
supplemented rather than reducing male fishing (Sievanen et al.
2005). As a result, the supplementary income may maintain or
even increase fishing effort through a flow effect from increased
monetary investment (Sievanen et al. 2005). Such programs ignore
that people’s attachment to fishing is more than economical
(Bavinck et al. 2012, Cinner 2014), and cultural institutions can
be determinants for fishers’ behavior (de la Torre-Castro and
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Lindström 2010). Although seagrass fisheries provide income and
subsistence, they are strongly associated with culture and personal
identity (de la Torre-Castro and Rönnbäck 2004). In addition, in
places such as Zanzibar, where in-depth studies have been
conducted on the effects of seaweed farming for women,
important social identifiers have been negatively affected (e.g.,
Fröcklin et al. 2012, de la Torre-Castro et al. 2017), with positive
effects only for particular individuals (Msuya and Hurtado 2017).
Fröcklin et al. (2012) analyzed the intervention as a development
project and found that women had considerable health and
occupational problems as well as income below the poverty line;
in light of these results, the overall benefits of the activity, as well
as its sustainability, can be questioned (for review, see also Eklöf
et al. 2012).

use should be monitored to avoid unintended negative
consequences on the environment. However, other flow effects
provide short-term opportunities that alleviate poverty (e.g.,
provide income) and could increase gender equity (e.g., rights and
access to fishing grounds; Bush et al. 2017, Short et al. 2020).
Actors that use mosquito nets for fishing instead of malaria
protection are driven by a series of pull factors (incentives) such
as ease of access, ease of use, and reliability of catch, as well as
push factors (desperation) such as poverty and declines in
alternative resources (Short et al. 2018). A degraded environment
that cannot deliver the needed resources might cause even greater
malnutrition and poverty; thus, it is crucial to use sustainable
fishing gear.

Unintended consequences of mosquito net malaria prophylaxis in
coastal communities
Malaria, with > 229 million cases and 409,000 deaths in 2019
(World Health Organization 2020), remains one of the most
monumental health crises of recent times. To ensure healthy lives
and promote well-being (SDG 3), NGOs and governments have
invested billions in the prevention and control of malaria. Ending
the epidemic by 2030 is a key target of the SDGs (target 3.3), and
as a result, large-scale initiatives distribute hundreds of millions
of insecticide-treated nets across the globe each year. In 2019, >
400 million nets were distributed globally, with coastal countries
across the Indo-Pacific region receiving a large share of this total:
Indonesia (3.7 million), Madagascar (2.5 million) Mozambique
(10.2 million), Myanmar (4.8 million), Papua New Guinea (1.1
million), and Tanzania (8 million; World Health Organization
2020). Although these nets are intended for malaria protection,
it has been documented that they are frequently used as fishing
gear (Short et al. 2018), generally targeting seagrass-associated
fauna (Jones and Unsworth 2020), and they can be one of the
most commonly used fishing gears in certain areas such as
Mozambique‛s long coastal area (Samoilys et al. 2019).

Fig. 4. Conceptual diagram of the potential unintended
consequences of mosquito net malaria prophylaxis on seagrass
social-ecological systems.

Free mosquito net distribution has proven to be very efficient to
reduce the rates of malaria (Berthe et al. 2019), but when not used
as a mosquito net or when broken, they can provide people (often
women and children) with an opportunity to repurpose mosquito
nets as fishing gear to enter finfish fisheries (Short et al. 2020) and
provide greater access to marine resources for the poor and
unskilled (Berthe et al. 2019). This addition effect increases the
number of fishers using the seagrass resource system (i.e., provides
a new way to extract fish; Fig. 4). Flow effects follow, with
potential overharvesting of fauna, which could lead to regime
shifts that undermine the long-term viability of the resources in
situations with very high fishing pressure (e.g., Vieira et al. 2020).
Because of the small mesh size, mosquito nets remove fry and
small fish (Jones and Unsworth 2020), which jeopardizes the
balance of food webs and compromises full fish growth and
further recruitment in systems already suffering from fisheries
overexploitation. For people, however, eating whole small fish is
beneficial because small fish contain large amounts of vital
micronutrients such as calcium, iron, zinc, and vitamin A
(Kawarazuka and Béné 2011). Consuming such fish therefore has
the potential to contribute significantly to curbing malnutrition
(Hicks et al. 2019), especially considering the balanced harvest
principle (Garcia et al. 2012). Because fishing with mosquito nets
potentially has ecological risks (Jones and Unsworth 2020), their

Unintended consequences of establishing marine protected areas
Marine protected areas (MPAs) either use area-based targets to
conserve biodiversity (e.g., SDG14) or foster sustainable resource
use, improving fishery yield, for example (target 14.4;
McClanahan et al. 2006), and have been driven by many
international and local actors supported by research results
(McClanahan 2011). MPAs normally increase abundance and
biomass of fish (Maypa et al. 2002) and may (at least in theory)
have “spillover” effects to adjacent fisheries (McClanahan and
Mangi 2000, Russ et al. 2003). Considered a “best approach” to
fisheries management by some (Johnson et al. 2013), there has
been a drive for their placement in low-income and emerging
economies. However, many MPAs have been misplaced, with
limited ecological function (Jantke et al. 2018) and, more
importantly, they can be considered “social failures” because of
societal harm such as conflict (e.g., between dive operators and
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Fig. 5. Conceptual diagram of the potential unintended consequences of marine protected areas on
seagrass social-ecological systems.

fishers), economic loss (e.g., loss of livelihoods), and dislocation
of disadvantaged communities (e.g., fishing communities living
within MPAs; Christie 2004, Mascia and Claus 2009, Agardy et
al. 2011).
Many tropical MPAs focus on imposing no-take areas or using
gear restrictions (Hargreaves-Allen et al. 2017), yet seagrass
meadows are rarely included in these targets to reduce fishing
(Nadiarti et al. 2012) despite emerging recognition of the value
of seagrass fisheries (Nordlund et al. 2018). Some MPAs fail by
assuming that previous fishing effort just disappears, whereas it
is often displaced and potentially concentrated elsewhere (Kaplan
et al. 2010). The implementation of gear restrictions or no-take
areas can result in a deletion effect within a nearby system (e.g.,
coral reef system) and an addition effect within the seagrass
system (Fig. 5). Fishers no longer have access to the fauna or
fishing habitats within the nearby system (e.g., coral reef system)
and are thus displaced (Cinner et al. 2014), in this case, to seagrass
meadows. For example, following gear restrictions and reserve
creation in Kenya, fish catches showed increased composition of
juvenile seagrass-associated scavengers and herbivores such as
Lethrinus, Leptoscarus, and Siganus spp. (McClanahan et al. 2008,
Hicks and McClanahan 2012). Similarly, after destructive fishing
methods (e.g., dynamite) on coral reefs were banned in the
Wakatobi National Park, Indonesia (von Heland and Clifton
2015), the contribution of seagrass-associated fish to livelihoods
and food security became more apparent (Unsworth et al. 2014).
However, this increased fishing pressure presents a risk.
Overharvesting of seagrass-associated fish species presents a flow
effect that threatens the seagrass resource through reduced
resilience and, in turn, could create community conflict (de la
Torre-Castro and Lindström 2010, Exton et al. 2019) or
contribute to seagrass decline (Harcourt et al. 2018, Unsworth et
al. 2018). The move of fishers to an adjacent system also presents

opportunities whereby communities can continue to collect the
marine resources needed to support livelihoods and food security
following the loss of access to original fishing grounds (CullenUnsworth et al. 2014). That being the case, sustainable fisheries
in seagrass areas should be promoted and non-damaging practices
encouraged. The implementation of payments for ecosystem
services schemes could also provide new opportunities for
sustainable development.
Problems arising
Common to all sustainable development initiatives that we
discussed is the apparent lack of knowledge and understanding
from NGOs and implementers; it is normally not recognized that
seagrass meadows are an intrinsic part of the social-ecological
system in which the intervention sits. Initiatives to reduce
overfishing (e.g., alternative livelihoods, MPAs) as well as those
to conserve biodiversity (e.g., turtle conservation) have failed to
take an ecosystem-based approach or acknowledge that so-called
“reef fisheries” (Ruddle 1996) are broader seascape fisheries with
several links to other ecosystems. Specifically, the fact that
seagrass meadows are used as a fishing ground by many is ignored.
Recent research demonstrates that seagrasses act as fishing
grounds globally (Nordlund et al. 2018), but failing to
acknowledge this fact means that they remain marginalized in
policy (Unsworth et al. 2019a). Fishers that use seagrass may be
the poorest in society because of their strong dependence on the
habitat for food and livelihoods (Cullen-Unsworth et al. 2014,
Quiros et al. 2018), yet discussions around conservation,
management, and sustainable development in general still fail to
reflect the perspectives of the communities that will be affected
(Belhabib 2021). Therefore, using local and traditional ecological
knowledge should be prioritized when planning sustainable
development initiatives.
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Another key process that we identified were unexpected behaviors
by communities. These behaviors arise due to emergent properties
that are difficult to predict or account for (Glaser et al. 2012), as
in the cases of mosquito net fishing and seaweed farming. For
both cases, socioeconomic issues are assumed to be black and
white, presuming that ill health is the only barrier to livelihood
generation (e.g., malaria) or that poorer households just need
different jobs (e.g., alternative livelihoods). Although both
statements may be true in specific contexts, their assumptions
marginalize culture and identity and result in “taboo trade-offs”
that ignore the often-sacred value of fishing as a right or a social
recreation activity (Daw et al. 2015). Such unexpected behaviors,
especially in the context of pull factors, are common for fishing
communities. In Zanzibar, for example, even when presented with
alternatives, communities continued to use destructive and illegal
fishing gear because information on the advantages of sustainable
gear (i.e., financial and cultural benefits) were scarce and because
illegal gear is associated with strong comradeship and signals
youth and strength (Wallner-Hahn et al. 2016).
Planning, anticipation, and remediation
To identify these risks, in-depth social impact assessments are
required that consider both the positives and negatives of
proposed initiatives in the context of social-ecological systems.
This process demands a willingness to question narratives of
sustainability and reexamine existing initiatives for unintended
consequences (Short et al. 2020). Using adaptive approaches to
implementation (Reed et al. 2006), whereby we monitor more of
the social-ecological system spectrum, we could increase the
likelihood of identifying unintended consequences and adapting
the sustainable development initiative to account for them (Olsson
et al. 2004). Evaluating not only the intervention’s impact on its
target (e.g., turtle populations), but also its impact on the wider
social-ecological system (e.g., seagrass abundance, fish
abundance, and fish catches), would help us understand and
identify the true drivers of successes or failures. For example,
when evaluating the success of turtle conservation initiatives, we
should not only be monitoring green sea turtle abundance, but
also seagrass abundance (e.g., biomass, cover), faunal abundance,
fisheries landings, and fishers’ opinions. We also need to consider
the scale at which monitoring is required, which, for migrating
sea turtles, can be extremely large (Hays et al. 2014). Such
monitoring could suggest the possibility that top predators (e.g.,
tiger sharks) also need to be restored to avoid unintended
consequences (Heithaus et al. 2014). Well-designed, robust,
social-ecological monitoring would not only help to identify
unintended consequences but would also help to build evidence
on the types of unintended consequences that are common in
similar systems. However, identifying the presence of unintended
consequences in project outcomes requires robust data from all
subsystems (Short et al. 2020) and, ultimately, more resources
allocated to such investigations.
Given the strong association between environmental degradation
and food insecurity, poverty, and well-being (Subramaniam and
Masron 2021), ignoring social factors and communities in general
within these social-ecological systems would only disenfranchise
local actors further (Belhabib 2021). However, by building
resilience into sustainable development initiatives, i.e., the
capacity to change, learn, and develop (Folke et al. 2002), there
is potential to harness unintended consequences to help further

the SDGs in the context of seagrass social-ecological systems. For
example, in some countries, top-down approaches make the use
of mosquito nets for fishing illegal (Blythe et al. 2013), but it does
nothing to tackle underlying pull factors that result in mosquito
nets being used for fishing in the first place (Trisos et al. 2019).
One way to handle the unintended consequence could be to
promote inclusive management (de la Torre-Castro 2019) in which
the role of women is acknowledged. Women using mosquito nets
can then be involved in gear-exchange programs, rather than fined
or jailed, and included in local coastal spatial planning.
Transitioning mosquito net fisheries, which are dominated by
women, to a more sustainable fishery works toward fulfilling
social goals (e.g., SDG1 Zero Poverty, SDG2 Zero Hunger, SDG3
Good Health and Well-being, SDG5 Gender Equality), economic
goals (SDG8 Decent Work and Economic Growth, SDG12
Responsible Production and Consumption), and environmental
goals (SDG14 Life Below Water). Such an opportunity highlights
the need to be holistic in the monitoring, design, and
implementation of sustainable development initiatives and take
a “full-spectrum sustainability” approach that considers social,
ecological, and economic factors equally (Foley et al. 2020). It is
not necessary to avoid sustainable development initiatives for fear
of unintended consequences; we see such consequences as
learning opportunities to strengthen and adapt current initiatives.
CONCLUSION
Piecing together evidence from multiple locations across the vast
Indo-Pacific region, we have documented how sustainable
development initiatives alter seagrass social-ecological systems
through flow, addition, and deletion effects, resulting in
unintended consequences for both people and nature. We present
risks and potentially severe unintended consequences (e.g.,
overfishing, habitat collapse, regime shifts) that, in some cases,
undermine the sustainable development initiative. However, we
also reveal how unintended consequences present opportunities
for learning and for actions to be transformed toward
sustainability to help further the SDGs (e.g., biodiversity
conservation, poverty alleviation, livelihoods, and gender equity).
Our analysis revealed that unintended consequences arise through
failing to acknowledge parts of the social-ecological system in
which the initiative occurs or by neglecting that certain behaviors
and activities are cultural. Strong sustainability strategies are
needed to tackle the societal and environmental challenges of the
Anthropocene if we are to meet the goals of 2030 Agenda (Díaz
et al. 2020), but systems thinking is required to avoid unintended
consequences.
In the context of current policy and the United Nations Decade
of Ocean Science for Sustainable Development (Claudet et al.
2020), our findings highlight the need to use social-ecological
monitoring frameworks to ensure that initiatives are positive for
both people and nature, not just for seagrass social-ecological
systems, but for all systems. For current and past initiatives, we
urge implementors and funders to consider not just focal
organisms or individuals, but the whole system, in monitoring
and evaluation. Doing so will no doubt identify failures but will
also highlight opportunities for dialogue and learning. For future
policy, we suggest that implementors consider an a priori process
for identifying potential unintended consequences, using local
and traditional ecological knowledge to improve sustainable
development practice and foster progress to meet the goals of
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2030 Agenda. Unintended consequences will always be present,
but rather than ignore them because they are outside the scope
of initiatives or programs, we must acknowledge and actively
lessen these effects to enable transitions to sustainability.

Islands. Biological Conservation
org/10.1016/j.biocon.2013.07.014

Responses to this article can be read online at:
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/issues/responses.
php/13063

Bavinck, M., R. Pollnac, I. Monnereau, and P. Failler. 2012.
Introduction to the Special Issue on job satisfaction in fisheries
in the global South. Social Indicators Research 109:1-10. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s11205-012-0051-7

Author Contributions:
Benjamin L. Jones: Conceptualization, Investigation, Visualization,
Writing - Original Draft. Leanne C. Cullen-Unsworth: Validation,
Writing - Review & Editing. Maricela de la Torre Castro:
Validation, Writing - Review & Editing. Lina M. Nordlund:
Validation, Writing - Review & Editing. Richard K. F. Unsworth:
Validation, Writing - Review & Editing. Johan S. Eklöf:
Conceptualization, Validation, Writing - Review & Editing.
Acknowledgments:
We thank fellow presenters and attendees of the 6th International
Marine Conservation Congress session “Conservation with
Communities: Inclusive Governance Planning to Achieve Social and
Environmental Objectives” for providing invaluable discussions and
perspectives on the findings of this research. We thank Giuseppe Di
Carlo, Rebecca E. Short, Marjolijn J. A. Christianen, and T. E.
Angela L. Quiros for additional discussions and feedback that
helped shape previous versions of this manuscript, and we thank the
editors and two anonymous reviewers for their helpful comments on
the final version of this manuscript.
Data Availability:
Data/code sharing is not applicable to this article because no data/
code were analyzed.
LITERATURE CITED
Agardy, T., G. N. di Sciara, and P. Christie. 2011. Mind the gap:
addressing the shortcomings of marine protected areas through
large scale marine spatial planning. Marine Policy 35(2):226-232.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2010.10.006
Anyango, J. O., C. M. Mlewa, and J. Mwaluma. 2017. Abundance,
diversity and trophic status of wild fish around seaweed farms in
Kibuyuni, South Coast Kenya. International Journal of Fisheries
and Aquatic Studies 5(3):440-446. [online] URL: https://www.
fisheriesjournal.com/archives/?year=2017&vol=5&issue=3&part=
F&ArticleId=1253
Armsworth, P. R., G. C. Daily, P. Kareiva, and J. N. Sanchirico.
2006. Land market feedbacks can undermine biodiversity
conservation. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences
103(14):5403-5408. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0505278103
Arthur, R., N. Kelkar, T. Alcoverro, and M. D. Madhusudan.
2013. Complex ecological pathways underlie perceptions of
conflict between green turtles and fishers in the Lakshadweep

167:25-34.

https://doi.

Banks, N., D. Hulme, and M. Edwards. 2015. NGOs, States, and
donors revisited: still too close for comfort? World Development
66:707-718. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2014.09.028

Belhabib, D. 2021. Ocean science and advocacy work better when
decolonized. Nature Ecology and Evolution 5(6):709-710. https://
doi.org/10.1038/s41559-021-01477-1
Berkes, F., and C. Folke. 2000. Linking social and ecological
systems for resilience and sustainability. Pages 1-25 in F. Berkes
and C. Folke, editors. Linking social and ecological systems:
management practices and social mechanisms for building
resilience. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK.
Berthe, S., S. A. Harvey, M. Lynch, H. Koenker, V. Jumbe, B.
Kaunda-Khangamwa, and D. P. Mathanga. 2019. Poverty and
food security: drivers of insecticide-treated mosquito net misuse
in Malawi. Malaria Journal 18:320. https://doi.org/10.1186/
s12936-019-2952-2
Blythe, J. L., G. Murray, and M. S. Flaherty. 2013. Historical
perspectives and recent trends in the coastal Mozambican fishery.
Ecology and Society 18(4):65. https://doi.org/10.5751/es-05759-180465
Brass, J. N. 2016. Allies or adversaries: NGOs and the State in
Africa. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK.
Brass, J. N., W. Longhofer, R. S. Robinson, and A. Schnable. 2018.
NGOs and international development: a review of thirty-five
years of scholarship. World Development 112:136-149. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2018.07.016
Burkholder, D. A., M. R. Heithaus, J. W. Fourqurean, A. Wirsing,
and L. M. Dill. 2013. Patterns of top-down control in a seagrass
ecosystem: Could a roving apex predator induce a behaviourmediated trophic cascade? Journal of Animal Ecology 82
(6):1192-1202. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2656.12097
Bush, E. R., R. E. Short, E. J. Milner-Gulland, K. Lennox, M.
Samoilys, and N. Hill. 2017. Mosquito net use in an artisanal east
African fishery. Conservation Letters 10(4):451-459. https://doi.
org/10.1111/conl.12286
Caley, M. J., R. A. O’Leary, R. Fisher, S. Low-Choy, S. Johnson,
and K. Mengersen. 2014. What is an expert? A systems perspective
on expertise. Ecology and Evolution 4(3):231-242. https://doi.
org/10.1002/ece3.926
Campbell, B. M., J. A. Sayer, and B. Walker. 2010. Navigating
trade-offs: working for conservation and development outcomes.
Ecology and Society 15(2):16. http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/
ES-03380-150216
Carpenter, S. R., and C. Folke. 2006. Ecology for transformation.
Trends in Ecology and Evolution 21(6):309-315. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.tree.2006.02.007
Carpenter, S. R., H. A. Mooney, J. Agard, D. Capistrano, R. S.
DeFries, S. Díaz, T. Dietz, A. K. Duraiappah, A. Oteng-Yeboah,

Ecology and Society 27(2): 10
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol27/iss2/art10/

H. M. Pereira, C. Perrings, W. V. Reid, J. Sarukhan, R. J. Scholes,
and A. Whyte. 2009. Science for managing ecosystem services:
beyond the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment. Proceedings of
the National Academy of Sciences 106(5):1305-1312. https://doi.
org/10.1073/pnas.0808772106
Chaloupka, M., K. A. Bjorndal, G. H. Balazs, A. B. Bolten, L.
M. Ehrhart, C. J. Limpus, H. Suganuma, S. Troëng, and M.
Yamaguchi. 2008. Encouraging outlook for recovery of a once
severely exploited marine megaherbivore. Global Ecology and
Biogeography 17(2):297-304. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1466-8238.2007.00367.x
Christianen, M. J. A., P. M. J. Herman, T. J. Bouma, L. P. M.
Lamers, M. M. van Katwijk, T. van der Heide, P. J. Mumby, B.
R. Silliman, S. L. Engelhard, M. van de Kerk, W. Kiswara, and
J. van de Koppel. 2014. Habitat collapse due to overgrazing
threatens turtle conservation in marine protected areas.
Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences 281
(1777):20132890. https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2013.2890
Christie, P. 2004. Marine protected areas as biological successes
and social failures in Southeast Asia. American Fisheries Society
Symposium 42:155-164.

Cumming, G. S. 2018. A review of social dilemmas and socialecological traps in conservation and natural resource
management. Conservation Letters 11(1):e12376. https://doi.
org/10.1111/conl.12376
Davis, K. J., J. Alfaro-Shigueto, W. N. S. Arlidge, M. Burton, J.
C. Mangel, M. Mills, E. J. Milner-Gulland, J. Palma Duque, C.
Romero-de-Diego, and S. Gelcich. 2020. Disconnects in global
discourses—the unintended consequences of marine mammal
protection on small-scale fishers. bioRxiv 2020.01.01.892422.
https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.01.01.892422
Daw, T. M., S. Coulthard, W. W. L. Cheung, K. Brown, C. Abunge,
D. Galafassi, G. D. Peterson, T. R. McClanahan, J. O. Omukoto,
and L. Munyi. 2015. Evaluating taboo trade-offs in ecosystems
services and human well-being. Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences 112(22):6949-6954. https://doi.org/10.1073/
pnas.1414900112
de la Torre-Castro, M. 2006. Humans and seagrasses in East
Africa: a social-ecological systems approach. Dissertation.
Stockholm University, Stockholm, Sweden. [online] URL: http://
su.diva-portal.org/smash/record.jsf ?pid=diva2%3A189345&dswid=-39

Cinner, J. 2014. Coral reef livelihoods. Current Opinion in
Environmental Sustainability 7:65-71. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
cosust.2013.11.025

de la Torre-Castro, M. 2019. Inclusive management through
gender consideration in small-scale fisheries: the why and the how.
Frontiers in Marine Science 6:156. https://doi.org/10.3389/
fmars.2019.00156

Cinner, J. E., T. Daw, C. Huchery, P. Thoya, A. Wamukota, M.
Cedras, and C. Abunge. 2014. Winners and losers in marine
conservation: fishers’ displacement and livelihood benefits from
marine reserves. Society and Natural Resources 27(9):994-1005.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2014.918229

de la Torre-Castro, M., G. Di Carlo, and N. S. Jiddawi. 2014.
Seagrass importance for a small-scale fishery in the tropics: the
need for seascape management. Marine Pollution Bulletin 83
(2):398-407. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpolbul.2014.03.034

Cinti, A., W. Shaw, R. Cudney-Bueno, and M. Rojo. 2010. The
unintended consequences of formal fisheries policies: social
disparities and resource overuse in a major fishing community in
the Gulf of California, Mexico. Marine Policy 34(2):328-339.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2009.08.002
Claudet, J., L. Bopp, W. W. L. Cheung, R. Devillers, E. EscobarBriones, P. Haugan, J. J. Heymans, V. Masson-Delmotte, N. MatzLück, P. Miloslavich, L. Mullineaux, M. Visbeck, R. Watson, A.
M. Zivian, I. Ansorge, M. Araujo, S. Aricò, D. Bailly, J. Barbière,
C. Barnerias, C. Bowler, V. Brun, A. Cazenave, C. Diver, A. Euzen,
A. T. Gaye, N. Hilmi, F. Ménard, C. Moulin, N. P. Muñoz, R.
Parmentier, A. Pebayle, H.-O. Pörtner, S. Osvaldina, P. Ricard,
R. S. Santos, M.-A. Sicre, S. Thiébault, T. Thiele, R. Troublé, A.
Turra, J. Uku, and F. Gaill. 2020. A roadmap for using the UN
Decade of Ocean Science for sustainable development in support
of science, policy, and action. One Earth 2(1):34-42. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.oneear.2019.10.012
Clucas, B., K. McHugh, and T. Caro. 2008. Flagship species on
covers of US conservation and nature magazines. Biodiversity
and Conservation 17(6):1517. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10531-008-9361-0
Cullen-Unsworth, L. C., L. M. Nordlund, J. Paddock, S. Baker,
L. J. McKenzie, and R. K. F. Unsworth. 2014. Seagrass meadows
globally as a coupled social-ecological system: implications for
human wellbeing. Marine Pollution Bulletin 83(2):387-397.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpolbul.2013.06.001

de la Torre-Castro, M., S. Fröcklin, S. Börjesson, J. Okupnik, and
N. S. Jiddawi. 2017. Gender analysis for better coastal
management – increasing our understanding of social-ecological
seascapes. Marine Policy 83:62-74. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
marpol.2017.05.015
de la Torre-Castro, M., and L. Lindström. 2010. Fishing
institutions: addressing regulative, normative and culturalcognitive elements to enhance fisheries management. Marine
Policy 34(1):77-84. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2009.04.012
de la Torre-Castro, M., and P. Rönnbäck. 2004. Links between
humans and seagrasses—an example from tropical East Africa.
Ocean and Coastal Management 47(7-8):361-387. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2004.07.005
Díaz, S., N. Zafra-Calvo, A. Purvis, P. H. Verburg, D. Obura, P.
Leadley, R. Chaplin-Kramer, L. De Meester, E. Dulloo, B.
Martín-López, M. R. Shaw, P. Visconti, W. Broadgate, M. W.
Bruford, N. D. Burgess, J. Cavender-Bares, F. DeClerck, J. M.
Fernández-Palacios, L. A. Garibaldi, S. L. L. Hill, F. Isbell, C. K.
Khoury, C. B. Krug, J. Liu, M. Maron, P. J. K. McGowan, H. M.
Pereira, V. Reyes-García, J. Rocha, C. Rondinini, L. Shannon, Y.J. Shin, P. V. R. Snelgrove, E. M. Spehn, B. Strassburg, S. M.
Subramanian, J. J. Tewksbury, J. E. M. Watson, and A. E. Zanne.
2020. Set ambitious goals for biodiversity and sustainability.
Science 370(6515):411-413. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.abe1530
Eklöf, J. S., M. de la Torre Castro, L. Adelsköld, N. S. Jiddawi,
and N. Kautsky. 2005. Differences in macrofaunal and seagrass

Ecology and Society 27(2): 10
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol27/iss2/art10/

assemblages in seagrass beds with and without seaweed farms.
Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science 63(3):385-396. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ecss.2004.11.014
Eklöf, J. S., M. de la Torre-Castro, C. Nilsson, and P. Rönnbäck.
2006a. How do seaweed farms influence local fishery catches in
a seagrass-dominated setting in Chwaka Bay, Zanzibar? Aquatic
Living Resources 19(2):137-147. https://doi.org/10.1051/alr:2006013
Eklöf, J. S., R. Henriksson, and N. Kautsky. 2006b. Effects of
tropical open-water seaweed farming on seagrass ecosystem
structure and function. Marine Ecology Progress Series
325:73-84. https://doi.org/10.3354/meps325073
Eklöf, J. S., F. E. Msuya, T. J. Lyimo, and A. S. Buriyo. 2012.
Seaweed farming in Chwaka Bay: a sustainable alternative in
aquaculture? Pages 213-233 in M. de la Torre-Castro and T.
Lyimo, editors. People, nature and research in Chwaka Bay,
Zanzibar, Tanzania. Western Indian Ocean Marine Science
Association, Zanzibar, Tanzania. [online] URL: https://www.
wiomsa.org/publications/people-nature-and-research-in-chwakabay-zanzibar-tanzania/
Exton, D. A., G. N. Ahmadia, L. C. Cullen-Unsworth, J. Jompa,
D. May, J. Rice, P. W. Simonin, R. K. F. Unsworth, and D. J.
Smith. 2019. Artisanal fish fences pose broad and unexpected
threats to the tropical coastal seascape. Nature Communications
10:2100. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-10051-0
Fischer, J., T. A. Gardner, E. M. Bennett, P. Balvanera, R. Biggs,
S. Carpenter, T. Daw, C. Folke, R. Hill, T. P. Hughes, T. Luthe,
M. Maass, M. Meacham, A. V. Norström, G. Peterson, C.
Queiroz, R. Seppelt, M. Spierenburg, and J. Tenhunen. 2015.
Advancing sustainability through mainstreaming a socialecological systems perspective. Current Opinion in Environmental
Sustainability 14:144-149. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2015.06.002
Foley, P., E. Pinkerton, M. G. Wiber, and R. L. Stephenson. 2020.
Full-spectrum sustainability: an alternative to fisheries
management panaceas. Ecology and Society 25(2):1. https://doi.
org/10.5751/es-11509-250201
Folke, C. 2006. Resilience: the emergence of a perspective for
social-ecological systems analyses. Global Environmental
Change 16(3):253-267. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2006.04.002
Folke, C., S. Carpenter, T. Elmqvist, L. Gunderson, C. S. Holling,
and B. Walker. 2002. Resilience and sustainable development:
building adaptive capacity in a world of transformations. Ambio
31(5):437-440. https://doi.org/10.1579/0044-7447-31.5.437
Fourqurean, J. W., S. A. Manuel, K. A. Coates, S. C. Massey, and
W. J. Kenworthy. 2019. Decadal monitoring in Bermuda shows a
widespread loss of seagrasses attributable to overgrazing by the
green sea turtle Chelonia mydas. Estuaries and Coasts 42
(6):1524-1540. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12237-019-00587-1
Fröcklin, S., M. de la Torre-Castro, L. Lindström, N. S. Jiddawi,
and F. E. Msuya. 2012. Seaweed mariculture as a development
project in Zanzibar, East Africa: a price too high to pay?
Aquaculture 356-357:30-39. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
aquaculture.2012.05.039

Fulton, E. A., A. D. M. Smith, D. C. Smith, and I. E. van Putten.
2011. Human behaviour: the key source of uncertainty in fisheries
management. Fish and Fisheries 12(1):2-17. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1467-2979.2010.00371.x
Garcia, S. M., J. Kolding, J. Rice, M.-J. Rochet, S. Zhou, T.
Arimoto, J. E. Beyer, L. Borges, A. Bundy, D. Dunn, E. A. Fulton,
M. Hall, M. Heino, R. Law, M. Makino, A. D. Rijnsdorp, F.
Simard, and A. D. M. Smith. 2012. Reconsidering the
consequences of selective fisheries. Science 335(6072):1045-1047.
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1214594
Glaser, M., G. Krause, B. M. W. Ratter, and M. Welp, editors.
2012. Human-nature interactions in the Anthropocene:
potentials of social-ecological systems analysis. Routledge, New
York, New York, USA.
Grech, A., K. Chartrand-Miller, P. Erftemeijer, M. Fonseca, L.
McKenzie, M. Rasheed, H. Taylor, and R. Coles. 2012. A
comparison of threats, vulnerabilities and management
approaches in global seagrass bioregions. Environmental
Research Letters 7(2):024006. https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-932
6/7/2/024006
Griggs, D., M. Stafford Smith, J. Rockström, M. C. Öhman, O.
Gaffney, G. Glaser, N. Kanie, I. Noble, W. Steffen, and P.
Shyamsundar. 2014. An integrated framework for sustainable
development goals. Ecology and Society 19(4):49. https://doi.
org/10.5751/es-07082-190449
Harcourt, W. D., R. A. Briers, and M. Huxham. 2018. The thin
(ning) green line? Investigating changes in Kenya’s seagrass
coverage. Biology Letters 14(11):20180227. https://doi.
org/10.1098/rsbl.2018.0227
Hargreaves-Allen, V. A., S. Mourato, and E. J. Milner-Gulland.
2017. Drivers of coral reef marine protected area performance.
Plos One 12(6):e0179394. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.
pone.0179394
Hasegawa, T., G. Sakurai, S. Fujimori, K. Takahashi, Y. Hijioka,
and T. Masui. 2021. Extreme climate events increase risk of global
food insecurity and adaptation needs. Nature Food 2(8):587-595.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s43016-021-00335-4
Hays, G. C., J. A. Mortimer, D. Ierodiaconou, and N. Esteban.
2014. Use of long-distance migration patterns of an endangered
species to inform conservation planning for the world’s largest
marine protected area. Conservation Biology 28(6):1636-1644.
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12325
Hedberg, N., K. von Schreeb, S. Charisiadou, N. S. Jiddawi, M.
Tedengren, and L. M. Nordlund. 2018. Habitat preference for
seaweed farming – a case study from Zanzibar, Tanzania. Ocean
and Coastal Management 154:186-195. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ocecoaman.2018.01.016
Hehre, E. J., and J. J. Meeuwig. 2015. Differential response of fish
assemblages to coral reef-based seaweed farming. Plos One 10(3):
e0118838. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0118838
Hehre, E. J., and J. J. Meeuwig. 2016. A global analysis of the
relationship between farmed seaweed production and
herbivorous fish catch. Plos One 11(2):e0148250. https://doi.
org/10.1371/journal.pone.0148250

Ecology and Society 27(2): 10
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol27/iss2/art10/

Heithaus, M. R., T. Alcoverro, R. Arthur, D. A. Burkholder, K.
A. Coates, M. J. A. Christianen, N. Kelkar, S. A. Manuel, A. J.
Wirsing, W. J. Kenworthy, and J. W. Fourqurean. 2014. Seagrasses
in the age of sea turtle conservation and shark overfishing.
Frontiers in Marine Science 1:28. https://doi.org/10.3389/
fmars.2014.00028
Heithaus, M. R., A. J. Wirsing, and L. M. Dill. 2012. The
ecological importance of intact top-predator populations: a
synthesis of 15 years of research in a seagrass ecosystem. Marine
and Freshwater Research 63(11):1039-1050. https://doi.
org/10.1071/MF12024
Herr, D., and E. Landis. 2016. Coastal blue carbon ecosystems:
opportunities for nationally determined contributions. Policy
brief. International Union for Conservation of Nature, Gland,
Switzerland, and The Nature Conservancy, Washington, D.C.,
USA. [online] URL: https://www.unep.org/resources/policy-andstrategy/coastal-blue-carbon-ecosystems-opportunities-nationallydetermined
Hicks, C. C., P. J. Cohen, N. A. J. Graham, K. L. Nash, E. H.
Allison, C. D’Lima, D. J. Mills, M. Roscher, S. H. Thilsted, A. L.
Thorne-Lyman, and M. A. MacNeil. 2019. Harnessing global
fisheries to tackle micronutrient deficiencies. Nature 574:95-98.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-1592-6
Hicks, C. C., and T. R. McClanahan. 2012. Assessing gear
modifications needed to optimize yields in a heavily exploited,
multi-species, seagrass and coral reef fishery. Plos One 7(5):
e36022. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0036022
Hill, N. A. O., J. M. Rowcliffe, H. J. Koldewey, and E. J. MilnerGulland. 2012. The interaction between seaweed farming as an
alternative occupation and fisher numbers in the central
Philippines. Conservation Biology 26(2):324-334. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2011.01796.x
Hull, V., M.-N. Tuanmu, and J. Liu. 2015. Synthesis of humannature feedbacks. Ecology and Society 20(3):17. https://doi.
org/10.5751/ES-07404-200317
Inoue, H., A. Mizutani, K. Nanjo, K. Tsutsumi, and H. Kohno.
2021. Fish assemblage structure response to seagrass bed
degradation due to overgrazing by the green sea turtle Chelonia
mydas at Iriomote Island, southern Japan. Ichthyological
Research 68(1):111-125. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10228-020-00775-1
Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and
Ecosystem Services (IPBES). 2019. Global assessment report on
biodiversity and ecosystem services of the Intergovernmental
Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services.
E. S. Brondizio, J. Settele, S. Díaz, and H. T. Ngo, editors. IPBES
secretariat, Bonn, Germany. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3831673
Jantke, K., K. R. Jones, J. R. Allan, A. L. M. Chauvenet, J. E. M.
Watson, and H. P. Possingham. 2018. Poor ecological
representation by an expensive reserve system: evaluating 35 years
of marine protected area expansion. Conservation Letters 11(6):
e12584. https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12584
Johnson, A. E., J. E. Cinner, M. J. Hardt, J. Jacquet, T. R.
McClanahan, and J. N. Sanchirico. 2013. Trends, current
understanding and future research priorities for artisanal coral

reef fisheries research. Fish and Fisheries 14(3):281-292. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-2979.2012.00468.x
Johnson, R. A., A. G. Gulick, A. B. Bolten, and K. A. Bjorndal.
2017. Blue carbon stores in tropical seagrass meadows maintained
under green turtle grazing. Scientific Reports 7:13545. https://doi.
org/10.1038/s41598-017-13142-4
Johnson, R. A., K. M. Hanes, A. B. Bolten, and K. A. Bjorndal.
2020. Simulated green turtle grazing affects benthic infauna
abundance and community composition but not diversity in a
Thalassia testudinum seagrass meadow. Journal of Experimental
Marine Biology and Ecology 522:151266. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jembe.2019.151266
Jones, B. L., L. M. Nordlund, R. K. F. Unsworth, N. S. Jiddawi,
and J. S. Eklöf. 2021. Seagrass structural traits drive fish
assemblages in small-scale fisheries. Frontiers in Marine Science
8:640528. https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2021.640528
Jones, B. L., and R. K. F. Unsworth. 2020. The perverse fisheries
consequences of mosquito net malaria prophylaxis in East Africa.
Ambio 49(7):1257-1267. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-019-01280-0
Kairo, J., and J. Langat. 2021. Ocean climate solutions: blue
carbon now incorporated in the updated Kenya‛s nationally
determined contributions to Paris Agreement. Kenya Aquatica
Journal 6(1):52-58.
Kanter, D. R., M. Musumba, S. L. R. Wood, C. Palm, J. Antle,
P. Balvanera, V. H. Dale, P. Havlik, K. L. Kline, R. J. Scholes, P.
Thornton, P. Tittonell, and S. Andelman. 2018. Evaluating
agricultural trade-offs in the age of sustainable development.
Agricultural Systems 163:73-88. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
agsy.2016.09.010
Kaplan, D. M., D. R. Hart, and L. W. Botsford. 2010. Rotating
spatial harvests and fishing effort displacement: a comment on
Game et al. (2009). Ecology Letters 13(7):E10-12. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01499.x
Kawarazuka, N., and C. Béné. 2011. The potential role of small
fish species in improving micronutrient deficiencies in developing
countries: building evidence. Public Health Nutrition 14
(11):1927-1938. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1368980011000814
Kelkar, N., R. Arthur, N. Marbà, and T. Alcoverro. 2013. Greener
pastures? High-density feeding aggregations of green turtles
precipitate species shifts in seagrass meadows. Journal of Ecology
101(5):1158-1168. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12122
Kittinger, J. N., K. S. Van Houtan, L. E. McClenachan, and A.
L. Lawrence. 2013. Using historical data to assess the
biogeography of population recovery. Ecography 36(8):868-872.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0587.2013.00245.x
Krueger, T., T. Page, K. Hubacek, L. Smith, and K. Hiscock. 2012.
The role of expert opinion in environmental modelling.
Environmental Modelling and Software 36:4-18. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.envsoft.2012.01.011
Lal, A., R. Arthur, N. Marbà, A. W. T. Lill, and T. Alcoverro.
2010. Implications of conserving an ecosystem modifier:
increasing green turtle (Chelonia mydas) densities substantially
alters seagrass meadows. Biological Conservation 143
(11):2730-2738. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2010.07.020

Ecology and Society 27(2): 10
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol27/iss2/art10/

Lamb, J. B., J. A. J. M. van de Water, D. G. Bourne, C. Altier, M.
Y. Hein, E. A. Fiorenza, N. Abu, J. Jompa, and C. D. Harvell.
2017. Seagrass ecosystems reduce exposure to bacterial pathogens
of humans, fishes, and invertebrates. Science 355(6326):731-733.
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aal1956
Larrosa, C., L. R. Carrasco, and E. J. Milner-Gulland. 2016.
Unintended feedbacks: challenges and opportunities for
improving conservation effectiveness. Conservation Letters 9
(5):316-326. https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12240
Larson, S., N. Stoeckl, M. E. Fachry, M. Dalvi Mustafa, I.
Lapong, A. H. Purnomo, M. A. Rimmer, and N. A. Paul. 2021.
Women’s well-being and household benefits from seaweed
farming in Indonesia. Aquaculture 530:735711. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.aquaculture.2020.735711
Lewis, D., N. Kanji, and N. S. Themudo. 2020. Non-governmental
organizations and development. Second edition. Routledge,
London, UK.
Lyimo, T. J., E. F. Mvungi, C. Lugomela, and M. Björk. 2006.
Seagrass biomass and productivity in seaweed and non-seaweed
farming areas in the east coast of Zanzibar. Western Indian Ocean
Journal of Marine Science 5(2):141-152. https://doi.org/10.4314/
wiojms.v5i2.28506
Macreadie, P. I., M. E. Baird, S. M. Trevathan-Tackett, A. W. D.
Larkum, and P. J. Ralph. 2014. Quantifying and modelling the
carbon sequestration capacity of seagrass meadows — a critical
assessment. Marine Pollution Bulletin 83(2):430-439. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.marpolbul.2013.07.038
Mallea, A. J. A., F. C. A. Villanueva, J. Bernardi, and R. Cabrera.
2014. Ecological risk assessment of the introduction of exotic
carrageenophytes in the tropical Western Atlantic. Journal of
Applied Phycology 26(5):2055-2063. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10811-014-0385-4
Marks, S. A. 2001. Back to the future: some unintended
consequences of Zambia’s community-based wildlife program
(ADMADE). Africa Today 48(1):121-141. [online] URL: https://
www.jstor.org/stable/4187393
Martin, A., E. Landis, C. Bryson, S. Lynaugh, A. Mongeau, and
S. Lutz. 2016. Blue carbon - nationally determined contributions
inventory: coastal blue carbon ecosystems. Opportunities for
Nationally Determined Contributions. GRID-Arendal, Arendal,
Norway. [online] URL: https://www.grida.no/publications/378
Martin, T. G., M. A. Burgman, F. Fidler, P. M. Kuhnert, S. LowChoy, M. McBride, and K. Mengersen. 2012. Eliciting expert
knowledge in conservation science. Conservation Biology 26
(1):29-38. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2011.01806.x
Mascia, M. B., and C. A. Claus. 2009. A property rights approach
to understanding human displacement from protected areas: the
case of marine protected areas. Conservation Biology 23(1):16-23.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2008.01050.x
Maypa, A. P., G. R. Russ, A. C. Alcala, and H. P. Calumpong.
2002. Long-term trends in yield and catch rates of the coral reef
fishery at Apo Island, central Philippines. Marine and Freshwater
Research 53(2):207-213. https://doi.org/10.1071/MF01134

Mazaris, A. D., G. Schofield, C. Gkazinou, V. Almpanidou, and
G. C. Hays. 2017. Global sea turtle conservation successes. Science
Advances 3(9):e1600730. https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1600730
Mazzoldi, C., G. Bearzi, C. Brito, I. Carvalho, E. Desiderà, L.
Endrizzi, L. Freitas, E. Giacomello, I. Giovos, P. Guidetti, A.
Ressurreição, M. Tull, and A. MacDiarmid. 2019. From sea
monsters to charismatic megafauna: changes in perception and
use of large marine animals. Plos One 14(12):e0226810. https://
doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0226810
McClanahan, T. R. 2011. Human and coral reef use interactions:
from impacts to solutions? Journal of Experimental Marine
Biology and Ecology 408(1-2):3-10. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jembe.2011.07.021
McClanahan, T. R., C. C. Hicks, and E. S. Darling. 2008.
Malthusian overfishing and efforts to overcome it on Kenyan
coral reefs. Ecological Applications 18(6):1516-1529. https://doi.
org/10.1890/07-0876.1
McClanahan, T. R., and S. Mangi. 2000. Spillover of exploitable
fishes from a marine park and its effect on the adjacent fishery.
Ecological Applications 10(6):1792-1805. https://doi.
org/10.1890/1051-0761(2000)010[1792:SOEFFA]2.0.CO;2
McClanahan, T. R., M. J. Marnane, J. E. Cinner, and W. E. Kiene.
2006. A comparison of marine protected areas and alternative
approaches to coral-reef management. Current Biology 16
(14):1408-1413. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2006.05.062
McGinnis, M. D., and E. Ostrom. 2014. Social-ecological system
framework: initial changes and continuing challenges. Ecology
and Society 19(2):30. https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-06387-190230
McKenzie, L. J., L. M. Nordlund, B. L. Jones, L. C. CullenUnsworth, C. Roelfsema, and R. K. F. Unsworth. 2020. The
global distribution of seagrass meadows. Environmental
Research Letters 15(7):074041. https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/
ab7d06
McKenzie, L. J., R. L. Yoshida, J. W. Aini, S. Andréfouet, P. L.
Colin, L. C. Cullen-Unsworth, A. T. Hughes, C. E. Payri, M. Rota,
C. Shaw, R. T. Tsuda, V. C. Vuki, and R. K. F. Unsworth. 2021.
Seagrass ecosystem contributions to people’s quality of life in the
Pacific Island Countries and Territories. Marine Pollution
Bulletin 167:112307. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpolbul.2021.112307
Mendoza, A. R. R., J. M. R. Patalinghug, and J. Y. Divinagracia.
2019. The benefit of one cannot replace the other: seagrass and
mangrove ecosystems at Santa Fe, Bantayan Island. Journal of
Ecology and Environment 43:18. https://doi.org/10.1186/
s41610-019-0114-7
Minnes, S., V. Gaspard, P. A. Loring, H. Baulch, and S.-P. Breen.
2020. Transforming conflict over natural resources: a socioecological systems analysis of agricultural drainage. Facets 5
(1):864-886. https://doi.org/10.1139/facets-2020-0031
Mironenko, O., P. Lucas, N. Tarasova, and J. Zlinszky. 2015.
Sustainable development goals: Why do we need them? Social
Evolution and History 14(2):176-190. [online] URL: https://www.
socionauki.ru/journal/articles/363615/

Ecology and Society 27(2): 10
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol27/iss2/art10/

Moore, A., S. Ndobe, A.-I. Salanggon, Ederyan, and A. Rahman.
2012. Banggai cardinalfish ornamental fishery: the importance
of microhabitat. ICRS2012_13C_1 in D. Yellowlees and T. P.
Hughes, editors. Proceedings of the 12th International Coral Reef
Symposium. James Cook University, Townsville, Australia.
[online] URL: https://www.icrs2012.com/proceedings/manuscripts/
ICRS2012_13C_1.pdf
Morzillo, A. T., K. M. de Beurs, and C. J. Martin-Mikle. 2014. A
conceptual framework to evaluate human-wildlife interactions
within coupled human and natural systems. Ecology and Society
19(3):44. https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-06883-190344
Msuya, F. E., and A. Q. Hurtado. 2017. The role of women in
seaweed aquaculture in the Western Indian Ocean and South-East
Asia. European Journal of Phycology 52(4):482-494. https://doi.
org/10.1080/09670262.2017.1357084
Nadiarti, E. Riani, I. Djuwita, S. Budiharsono, A. Purbayanto,
and H. Asmus. 2012. Challenging for seagrass management in
Indonesia. Journal of Coastal Development 15(3):234-242.
[online] URL: https://ejournal.undip.ac.id/index.php/coastdev/
article/view/4011
Nagelkerken, I. 2009. Introduction. Pages 1-6 in I. Nagelkerken,
editor. Ecological connectivity among tropical coastal
ecosystems. Springer, Dordrecht, The Netherlands. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-90-481-2406-0_1
Neish, I. C. 2003. The ABC of Eucheuma seaplant production:
agronomy, biology, and crop-handling of Betaphycus, Eucheuma
and Kappaphycus the Gelatinae, Spinosum and Cottoni of
commerce. Monograph 1-0703. SuriaLink Infomedia.
Nilsson, M., D. Griggs, and M. Visbeck. 2016. Policy: map the
interactions between sustainable development goals. Nature 534
(7607):320-322. https://doi.org/10.1038/534320a
Nordlund, L., J. Erlandsson, M. de la Torre-Castro, and N.
Jiddawi. 2011. Changes in an East African social-ecological
seagrass system: invertebrate harvesting affecting species
composition and local livelihood. Aquatic Living Resources 23
(4):399-416. https://doi.org/10.1051/alr/2011006
Nordlund, L. M., R. K. F. Unsworth, M. Gullström, and L. C.
Cullen-Unsworth. 2018. Global significance of seagrass fishery
activity. Fish and Fisheries 19(3):399-412. https://doi.
org/10.1111/faf.12259
Olsson, P., C. Folke, and F. Berkes. 2004. Adaptive comanagement
for building resilience in social-ecological systems. Environmental
Management 34:75-90. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-003-0101-7
Ostrom, E. 2009. A general framework for analyzing
sustainability of social-ecological systems. Science 325
(5939):419-422. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1172133
Pradhan, P., L. Costa, D. Rybski, W. Lucht, and J. P. Kropp. 2017.
A systematic study of sustainable development goal (SDG)
interactions. Earth’s Future 5(11):1169-1179. https://doi.
org/10.1002/2017EF000632
Primavera, J. H., and J. M. A. Esteban. 2008. A review of
mangrove rehabilitation in the Philippines: successes, failures and
future prospects. Wetlands Ecology and Management 16
(5):345-358. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11273-008-9101-y

Quiros, T. E. A. L., M. W. Beck, A. Araw, D. A. Croll, and B.
Tershy. 2018. Small-scale seagrass fisheries can reduce social
vulnerability: a comparative case study. Ocean and Coastal
Management 157:56-67. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2018.02.003
Reed, M. S., E. D. G. Fraser, and A. J. Dougill. 2006. An adaptive
learning process for developing and applying sustainability
indicators with local communities. Ecological Economics 59
(4):406-418. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2005.11.008
Ripple, W. J., C. Wolf, T. M. Newsome, P. Barnard, and W. R.
Moomaw. 2020. World scientists‛ warning of a climate emergency.
Bioscience 70(1):8-12. https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/biz088
Roe, D., F. Booker, M. Day, W. Zhou, S. Allebone-Webb, N. A.
O. Hill, N. Kumpel, G. Petrokofsky, K. Redford, D. Russell, G.
Shepherd, J. Wright, and T. C. H. Sunderland. 2015. Are
alternative livelihood projects effective at reducing local threats
to specified elements of biodiversity and/or improving or
maintaining the conservation status of those elements?
Environmental Evidence 4:22. https://doi.org/10.1186/s13750-015-0048-1
Ruddle, K. 1996. Geography and human ecology of reef fisheries.
Pages 137-160 in N. V. C. Polunin and C. M. Roberts, editors. Reef
fisheries. Springer, Dordrecht, The Netherlands. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-94-015-8779-2_6
Russ, G. R., A. C. Alcala, and A. P. Maypa. 2003. Spillover from
marine reserves: the case of Naso vlamingii at Apo Island, the
Philippines. Marine Ecology Progress Series 264:15-20. https://
doi.org/10.3354/meps264015
Samoilys, M. A., K. Osuka, J. Mussa, S. Rosendo, M. Riddell,
M. Diade, J. Mbugua, J. Kawaka, N. Hill, and H. Koldewey. 2019.
An integrated assessment of coastal fisheries in Mozambique for
conservation planning. Ocean and Coastal Management
182:104924. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2019.104924
Scherer, L., P. Behrens, A. de Koning, R. Heijungs, B. Sprecher,
and A. Tukker. 2018. Trade-offs between social and
environmental sustainable development goals. Environmental
Science and Policy 90:65-72. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2018.10.002
Schoon, M. L., and M. E. Cox. 2012. Understanding disturbances
and responses in social-ecological systems. Society and Natural
Resources 25(2):141-155. https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2010.549933
Scott, A. L., P. H. York, and M. A. Rasheed. 2020. Green turtle
(Chelonia mydas) grazing plot formation creates structural
changes in a multi-species Great Barrier Reef seagrass meadow.
Marine Environmental Research 162:105183. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.marenvres.2020.105183
Shandas, V. 2015. Neighborhood change and the role of
environmental stewardship: a case study of green infrastructure
for stormwater in the City of Portland, Oregon, USA. Ecology
and Society 20(3):16. https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-07736-200316
Sharma, S., K. Nadaoka, M. Nakaoka, W. H. Uy, R. A.
MacKenzie, D. A. Friess, and M. D. Fortes. 2017. Growth
performance and structure of a mangrove afforestation project
on a former seagrass bed, Mindanao Island, Philippines.
Hydrobiologia 803:359-371. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-017-3252x

Ecology and Society 27(2): 10
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol27/iss2/art10/

Short, F., T. Carruthers, W. Dennison, and M. Waycott. 2007.
Global seagrass distribution and diversity: a bioregional model.
Journal of Experimental Marine Biology and Ecology 350
(1-2):3-20. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jembe.2007.06.012
Short, R., R. Gurung, M. Rowcliffe, N. Hill, and E. J. MilnerGulland. 2018. The use of mosquito nets in fisheries: a global
perspective. Plos One 13(1):e0191519. https://doi.org/10.1371/
journal.pone.0191519
Short, R. E., S. Gelcich, D. C. Little, F. Micheli, E. H. Allison,
X. Basurto, B. Belton, C. Brugere, S. R. Bush, L. Cao, B. Crona,
P. J. Cohen, O. Defeo, P. Edwards, C. E. Ferguson, N. Franz, C.
D. Golden, B. S. Halpern, L. Hazen, C. Hicks, D. Johnson, A. M.
Kaminski, S. Mangubhai, R. L. Naylor, M. Reantaso, U. R.
Sumaila, S. H. Thilsted, M. Tigchelaar, C. C. C. Wabnitz, and W.
Zhang. 2021. Harnessing the diversity of small-scale actors is key
to the future of aquatic food systems. Nature Food 2(9):733-741.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s43016-021-00363-0
Short, R. E., J. Mussa, N. A. O. Hill, M. Rowcliffe, and E. J.
Milner-Gulland. 2020. Challenging assumptions: the gendered
nature of mosquito net fishing and the implications for
management. Gender, Technology and Development 24(1):66-88.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09718524.2020.1729583
Sievanen, L., B. Crawford, R. Pollnac, and C. Lowe. 2005.
Weeding through assumptions of livelihood approaches in ICM:
seaweed farming in the Philippines and Indonesia. Ocean and
Coastal Management 48(3-6):297-313. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ocecoaman.2005.04.015
Silas, M. O., S. S. Mgeleka, P. Polte, M. Sköld, R. Lindborg, M.
de la Torre-Castro, and M. Gullström. 2020. Adaptive capacity
and coping strategies of small-scale coastal fisheries to declining
fish catches: insights from Tanzanian communities. Environmental
Science and Policy 108:67-76. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
envsci.2020.03.012
Small, E. 2011. The new Noah’s Ark: beautiful and useful species
only. Part 1. Biodiversity conservation issues and priorities.
Biodiversity 12(4):232-247. https://doi.org/10.1080/14888386.2011.642663
Smith, R. J., D. Veríssimo, N. J. B. Isaac, and K. E. Jones. 2012.
Identifying Cinderella species: uncovering mammals with
conservation flagship appeal. Conservation Letters 5(3):205-212.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-263X.2012.00229.x
Soergel, B., E. Kriegler, B. L. Bodirsky, N. Bauer, M. Leimbach,
and A. Popp. 2021. Combining ambitious climate policies with
efforts to eradicate poverty. Nature Communications 12:2342.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-22315-9
Spies, T. A., E. M. White, J. D. Kline, A. P. Fischer, A. Ager, J.
Bailey, J. Bolte, J. Koch, E. Platt, C. S. Olsen, D. Jacobs, B.
Shindler, M. M. Steen-Adams, and R. Hammer. 2014. Examining
fire-prone forest landscapes as coupled human and natural
systems. Ecology and Society 19(3):9. https://doi.org/10.5751/
ES-06584-190309
St John, F. A. V., A. M. Keane, and E. J. Milner-Gulland. 2013.
Effective conservation depends upon understanding human
behaviour. Pages 344-361 in D. W. Macdonald and K. J. Willis,
editors. Key topics in conservation biology 2. Wiley-Blackwell,

Chichester, West Sussex, UK. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118520178.
ch19
Steen-Adams, M. M., N. Langston, M. D. O. Adams, and D. J.
Mladenoff. 2015. Historical framework to explain long-term
coupled human and natural system feedbacks: application to a
multiple-ownership forest landscape in the northern Great Lakes
region, USA. Ecology and Society 20(1):28. https://doi.
org/10.5751/ES-06930-200128
Sterman, J. D. 2000. Business dynamics: systems thinking and
modeling for a complex world. Irwin/McGraw-Hill, Homewood,
Illinois, USA.
Subramaniam, Y., and T. A. Masron. 2021. Food security and
environmental degradation: evidence from developing countries.
GeoJournal 86(3):1141-1153. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10708-019-10119w
Sunderlin, W. D., A. Angelsen, B. Belcher, P. Burgers, R. Nasi, L.
Santoso, and S. Wunder. 2005. Livelihoods, forests, and
conservation in developing countries: an overview. World
Development 33(9):1383-1402. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
worlddev.2004.10.004
Trisos, C. H., S. M. Alexander, J. A. Gephart, R. Gurung, P. B.
McIntyre, and R. E. Short. 2019. Mosquito net fishing exemplifies
conflict among sustainable development goals. Nature
Sustainability 2(1):5-7. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-018-0199-5
United Nations. 2015. Transforming our world: the 2030 agenda
for sustainable development. A/RES/70/1. United Nations,
Washington, D.C., USA. [online] URL: https://sdgs.un.
org/2030agenda
United Nations Environment Programme. 2020. Out of the blue:
the value of seagrasses to the environment and to people. United
Nations Environment Programme, Nairobi, Kenya. [online]
URL: https://www.unep.org/resources/report/out-blue-value-seagrassesenvironment-and-people
Unsworth, R. K. F., R. Ambo-Rappe, B. L. Jones, Y. A. La Nafie,
A. Irawan, U. E. Hernawan, A. M. Moore, and L. C. CullenUnsworth. 2018. Indonesia’s globally significant seagrass
meadows are under widespread threat. Science of the Total
Environment 634:279-286. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.03.315
Unsworth, R. K. F., C. J. Collier, M. Waycott, L. J. McKenzie,
and L. C. Cullen-Unsworth. 2015. A framework for the resilience
of seagrass ecosystems. Marine Pollution Bulletin 100(1):34-46.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpolbul.2015.08.016
Unsworth, R. K. F., S. L. Hinder, O. G. Bodger, and L. C. CullenUnsworth. 2014. Food supply depends on seagrass meadows in
the coral triangle. Environmental Research Letters 9(9):094005.
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/9/9/094005
Unsworth, R. K. F., L. J. McKenzie, C. J. Collier, L. C. CullenUnsworth, C. M. Duarte, J. S. Eklöf, J. C. Jarvis, B. L. Jones, and
L. M. Nordlund. 2019a. Global challenges for seagrass
conservation. Ambio 48(8):801-815. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s13280-018-1115-y
Unsworth, R. K. F., L. M. Nordlund, and L. C. Cullen-Unsworth.
2019b. Seagrass meadows support global fisheries production.

Ecology and Society 27(2): 10
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol27/iss2/art10/

Conservation Letters 12(1):e12566. https://doi.org/10.1111/
conl.12566
Vieira, M. L. M., C. L. A. de Lima, J. R. B. de Souza, and J. L.
L. Feitosa. 2020. Effects of beach seine fishing on the biodiversity
of seagrass fish assemblages. Regional Studies in Marine Science
40:101527. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rsma.2020.101527
von Heland, F., and J. Clifton. 2015. Whose threat counts?
Conservation narratives in the Wakatobi National Park,
Indonesia. Conservation and Society 13(2):154-165. [online]
URL: https://www.jstor.org/stable/26393194
Wallner-Hahn, S., F. Molander, G. Gallardo, S. Villasante, J. S.
Eklöf, N. S. Jiddawi, and M. de la Torre-Castro. 2016. Destructive
gear use in a tropical fishery: institutional factors influencing the
willingness- and capacity to change. Marine Policy 72:199-210.
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.MARPOL.2016.07.001
Walpole, M. J., and N. Leader-Williams. 2002. Tourism and
flagship species in conservation. Biodiversity and Conservation
11(3):543-547. https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1014864708777
World Commission on Environment and Development. 1987.
Our common future. Oxford University Press, Oxford, UK.
World Health Organization. 2020. World malaria report 2020: 20
years of global progress and challenges. World Health
Organization, Geneva, Switzerland. [online] URL: https://www.
who.int/publications/i/item/9789240015791
Zvoleff, A., and L. An. 2014. The effect of reciprocal connections
between demographic decision making and land use on decadal
dynamics of population and land-use change. Ecology and
Society 19(2):31. https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-06243-190231

