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perceptions of various stakeholders on the current challenges and development needs for biodiversity conservation and its 
international funding in Madagascar by using qualitative methods.    
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of sustainable development - social, ecological and economic – are considered. 
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Tiivistelmä 
 
Vaihtuvien, suurten rahoittajien tarjoama kansainvälinen rahoitus on muuttanut merkittävästi Madagaskarin 
luonnonsuojelua 1980-luvulta lähtien. Luonnon monimuotoisuuden suojeluun ja sen kansainväliseen rahoitukseen 
liittyvät haasteet ovat olleet tiedossa jo pitkään, ja niihin on yritetty löytää ratkaisuja. Tästä huolimatta metsäkato ja 
luonnon tilan heikentyminen Madagaskarilla jatkuvat edelleen. Tämä tutkimus tutki eri sidosryhmien käsityksiä 
nykyisistä haasteista ja kehittämistarpeista luonnonmonimuotoisuuden suojelussa ja sen kansainvälisessä rahoituksessa 
Madagaskarissa käyttäen laadullisia menetelmiä.   
 
Tämä tutkimus perustui 26 semi-strukturoituun haastatteluun. Haastateltavat henkilöt edustivat sidosryhmiä, jotka 
osallistuvat kansainvälisesti rahoitettuun luonnonmonimuotoisuuden suojeluun Madagaskarilla. 14 näistä haastatteluista 
tehtiin tätä tutkimusta varten.  Loput 12 haastattelua on peräisin “Conservation Legacies: Understanding the Long-term 
Impacts of Private Foundation Investment in International Biodiversity Conservation” -tutkimushankkeelle kerätystä 
aineistosta. Deduktiivista ja induktiivista lähestymistapaa yhdistävä sisällönanalyysi toi esille lukuisia erilaisia haasteita 
ja kehittämistarpeita, jotka olivat vahvasti sidoksissa toisiinsa.  
 
Esiin nousseet haasteet liittyivät esimerkiksi heikkoon hallintoon, poliittiseen epävakauteen, köyhyyteen ja 
Madagaskarin sisäiseen muuttoliikkeeseen, rahoittajien asettamiin vaatimuksiin, rahoituksen riittämättömään määrään, 
taukoihin maksatusten välillä, riippuvuuteen kansainvälisestä rahoituksesta, rahoittajien asettamiin prioriteetteihin 
rahoituksen kohteesta, koordinoinnin puutteeseen sekä toimintaympäristöstä esiin nouseviin haasteisiin. Sidosryhmien 
esille nostamat kehittämistarpeet olivat tarve pidemmille rahoitusjaksoille, joustavuudelle, vahvemmalle 
paikallisyhteisöjen osallistamiselle, kokonaisvaltaisille ja aloja ylittäville lähestymistavoille sekä yksityissektorin 
mukaan ottamiselle.  
 
Laajaa yhteistyötä yli eri toimijoiden ja sektoreiden tarvitaan edelleen haasteiden voittamiseksi sekä kehittämistarpeiden 
saattamiseksi käytäntöön. Ilman tätä on riskinä, ettei tavoitteita liittyen luonnon monimuotoisuuden suojeluun ja 
kehitysavun tehokkuuden lisäämiseen saavuteta. Näiden tavoitteiden saavuttamista tukisi lisätutkimus miten luonnon 
monimuotoisuuden suojelun prioriteettien asettaminen ja omistajuus toimista siirretään entistä enemmän paikalliselle 
tasolle samalla kun kaikki kestävän kehityksen näkökohdat - sosiaaliset, ekologiset ja taloudelliset – huomioidaan. 
 
Avainsanat  

Luonnon monimuotoisuuden suojelu, luonnonsuojelu, kansainvälinen rahoitus, kehitysyhteistyö, kehitysapu, 

Madagaskar 

Ohjaajat 

Johanna Eklund ja Eshetu Yirdaw  

Säilytyspaikka  

E-thesis / Helsingin yliopisto 



 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

 

I would like to thank everyone who has been helping me writing this Master´s Thesis.   

 

First, I would like to thank all those people who found time to give me an interview. I 

feel very grateful that I got a chance to hear your insightful thoughts based on your years 

of experience in the field. Without you, this research would not have been possible. 

 

Moreover, I would like to thank my thesis supervisors Johanna Eklund and Eshetu 

Yirdaw. You have supported me throughout the writing process by providing helpful and 

encouraging comments as well as concrete help with the paperwork I have needed to fulfil 

the requirements for both University of Illinois and University of Helsinki.  

 

Also, Daniel Miller and Jennifer Zavaleta Cheek helped me with the paperwork that was 

required to fulfill the ethics approval by the University of Illinois. Thank you very much 

for your help.  

 

Thank you, university lecturer, Kari Pitkänen for helping me improve my language in my 

thesis. 

 

Lastly, misaotra bietsaka, thank you very much, all my Malagasy friends who helped me 

to organise interviews for people working in MEDD.  

  



 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

1 INTRODUCTION ......................................................................................................... 1 

1.1. Background of the research ................................................................................... 1 

1.2. Brief introduction to nature conservation and natural resource management in 

Madagascar – from pre-colonial times to current challenges ....................................... 2 

1.3 Stakeholder roles and relations in the development assistance industry ................ 8 

2 Research questions and objectives .............................................................................. 14 

3 MATERIALS AND METHODS ................................................................................ 15 

3.1 Data ....................................................................................................................... 15 

3.2 Data analysis ......................................................................................................... 17 

3.3 Methodological approach ..................................................................................... 21 

3.4 Ethical considerations ........................................................................................... 22 

4 RESULTS .................................................................................................................... 23 

4.1 Main category – Challenges ................................................................................. 27 

4.2 Main category - Development needs .................................................................... 39 

5 DISCUSSION .............................................................................................................. 42 

5.1 Challenges ............................................................................................................ 42 

5.2 Development needs............................................................................................... 48 

5.1 Limitation of the study ......................................................................................... 51 

6 CONCLUSIONS ......................................................................................................... 53 

REFERENCES ............................................................................................................... 54 

 



 

 

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS  

    

EU     European Union  

FANC     The Finnish Association for Nature Conservation  

ICDP     Integrated Conservation and Development Project  

IRB    Institutional review board  

IUCN     International Union for Conservation of Nature  

KfW  Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau (In English: "Credit 

Institute for Reconstruction")  

MEDD  Ministère de l'Environnement et du Développement 

Durable (Ministry for the Environment and Sustainable 

Development)  

NGO     Non-governmental organisation  

OECD Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 

Development  

ODA    Official development aid  

PA     Protected area  

QCA     Qualitative content analysis  

REDD+  Reducing emissions from deforestation and forest 

degradation and the role of conservation, sustainable 

management of forests and enhancement of forest carbon 

stocks in developing countries  

UNDP     United Nations Development Programme  

USAID    United States Agency for International Development  

  



 

1 
 

1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Background of the research   

   

Madagascar is the fifth-largest island in the world. It is located in the Indian Ocean and 

close to the Mozambique coast (see Figure 1 and 2). In contrast to the long-standing, 88-

million-year geographical isolation from other landmasses (Ganzhorn et al. 2014), 

Madagascar has been the focus of attention for many international environmental actors 

for the past forty years. During the last decades, Madagascar has transformed from “a 

forgotten, isolationist republic to an emblem of biodiversity and environmental crisis” 

(Kull 2014a).    

   

  

Figure 1. Map of continental Africa and Madagascar. Figure 2. Map of Madagascar. (Source: 

Google Maps 2022).   

   

The interest in Madagascar is understandable when it comes to environmental actors: 

Madagascar is one of the biodiversity hotspots for conservation priorities (Myers et al 

2000), and home to some very charismatic animals, such as lemurs, tenrecs and fossae. 

Tens of millions of years of isolation from other landmasses has created a unique, 

endemic flora and fauna (Ganzhorn et al 2014). This uniqueness has attracted foreign 

naturalists and researchers ever since the 18th century (Kull 2014a; McConnell & Kull 

2014), and more than half of the tourists come to Madagascar for nature (Scales 2014e).   
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However, many of the biodiversity conservation interventions have been driven by false 

assumptions, created already in the early 20th century, about the island’s original forest 

cover and the false proven narrative that the forest cover would have declined by 90 % 

(McConnell & Kull 2014). Despite the challenges related to specifying the original 

vegetation coverage of Madagascar, according to McConnell and Kull (2014), 

deforestation has been significant. The forest cover has been reduced to half since the 

1950s, and regional changes can be even more dramatic (McConnell & Kull 2014).   

   

Since the 1980s, the international funding for biodiversity in Madagascar has increased, 

excluding a few years after the coup d'état in 2009, to hundreds of millions of USD 

(Freudenberger 2010; Miller et al 2013). The international funding provided by various 

and changing donors has significantly changed the conservation landscape in Madagascar 

(Freudenberger 2010; Scales 2014c). Despite the multi-million funding for conservation 

actions, deforestation and environmental destruction continue (e.g., Freudenberger 2010; 

Waeber et al 2016).    

   

The aim of this study was to identify the perceptions of various stakeholders on the current 

challenges and development needs for biodiversity conservation and its international 

funding in Madagascar by using qualitative methods. Part of the data has been collected 

for the research project “Conservation Legacies: Understanding the Long-term Impacts 

of Private Foundation Investment in International Biodiversity Conservation,” a 

collaboration between the University of Helsinki, University of Illinois, the State 

University of Ohio, and the Bhutan Himalayan Institute, and funded by the MacArthur 

Foundation.   

   

1.2. Brief introduction to nature conservation and natural resource management in 

Madagascar – from pre-colonial times to current challenges   

   

This chapter provides an overview to the history of nature conservation and natural 

resource management in Madagascar, starting from pre-colonial times. However, I focus 

on the past four decades, the most relevant years for this study.   
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1.2.1 From pre-colonial times until independence   
   

People have been shaping the landscape since the earliest visitors came to Madagascar 

around 2000 BC (Devar 2014). Once these visitors stayed long enough for an agricultural 

cycle, fire has been used purposefully to clear land for food production (Randrianja & 

Ellis 2009; Devar 2014). In addition, there have been other notable changes in land use 

that have affected the landscape significantly. The involvement in international trade 

since the 16th century has intensified land use. First, the international trade was led by the 

Malagasy monarchies that possessed considerable economic, military, and political 

strength. This intensified after the colonization by France in 1896, and during 

the following 56 years, significant political and economic changes were introduced in 

Madagascar to provide economic benefits to the colonial ruler. These, for 

example, consisted of the establishment of large plantations with introduced species, such 

as tobacco, logging for timber and concessions for private companies (Randrianja & Ellis 

2009; Scales 2014a).   

   

Many of the environmental management policies and approaches that were established 

during the colonial times continued after Madagascar gained its independence in 1960. 

The network of protected areas established in 1927 continued to grow. The first 

internationally funded projects and activities started in the 1960s and the first national 

conservation plan was published in the early 1970s (Scales 2014a).  

   

1.2.2 From the 1980s until the first years of the Millennium   
   

In the 1980s, the international conservation actors and donors with hundreds of millions 

of euros in environmental programmes began the so-called “conservation boom” in 

Madagascar (e.g., Kull 2014a). The rapid increase of international funding caused 

numerous and rapid changes in environmental institutions and policies (Freudenberger 

2010). The changes were strongly influenced by donor requirements and international 

conservation organisations (Kull 2014a; Corson 2016).    

   

In the 1980s, World Bank recognized the importance of environmental and economic 

policies in the sustainable development of poor nations and began to encourage African 

countries to adopt comprehensive environmental strategies (Freudenberger 2010). In 
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1984, as the first of the major Afro-tropical countries, Madagascar adopted a National 

Strategy for Conservation and Development (Kull 2014a).    

   

In the aftermath of the International Conference on Conservation and Development, held 

in Madagascar in November 1985, the first new protected areas after the independence 

and several internationally funded programmes were initiated (Kull 2014a). In 1991, 

Madagascar launched Africa's first National Environmental Action Plan (NEAP) with 

multi-donor funding of 100s of millions of USD (Freudenberger 2010). The NEAP hoped 

to create a framework and a mechanism for clarifying donor roles due to their concerns 

for duplication of efforts. In the first phase of NEAP, the U.S. was the main donor, 

together with Germany, France, Switzerland, Japan, Global Environment Facility (GEF), 

World Bank, and United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) (Freudenberger 

2010).   

   

NEAP was divided into three Environmental Programmes (EPs) (Freudenberger 2019). 

In the first phase of NEAP, EP I, the key national institutions for environmental 

management were established, including Office National pour l’Environnement (ONE) 

and Association National pour la Gestion des Aires Protégées (ANGAP) (Jones et al 

2021). EP I supported new protected areas through Integrated Conservation and 

Development Programmes (ICDPs) (e.g., Pollini et al., 2014; Jones et al 2021). However, 

the reviews of the ICDP projects suggested the development approaches had been poorly 

targeted and delivered limited conservation benefits (Jones et al 2021). Also, the key 

actors of USAID recognized that the limited impact of their programmes was due to 

highly donor-driven approaches, with little buy-in from the Malagasy government 

(Freudenberger 2010). As a result, during the second and third phases of the NEAP (1997-

2003 and 2003-2008) the focus shifted to wider landscapes and an ‘eco-regional’ 

approach. The approach supported the development of the legal frameworks allowing co-

management of natural resources with local communities (Freudenberg 2010; Jones et al 

2021). Also, the national law requiring environmental impact assessment and impact 

mitigation for new developments was set (Jones et al 2021).    

   

In between the implementation of EPs, President Marc Ravalomanana announced that 

Madagascar would triple its protected area to 6 million hectares at the fifth World Parks 

Congress by the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) in Durban, South 
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Africa in 2003 (Freudenberg 2010; Corson 2014). The objective of the Durban Vision 

was to involve communities to a greater extent than previous approaches that had been 

crucial during the first EP. However, the Durban vision has been criticised for lacking 

true participation because the program reinforced non-local decision-making power. 

(Corson 2014). According to Corson (2014), there is evidence that the Durban Vision 

process represents an international biodiversity conservation agenda rather than a 

domestic one. Corson (2014) argues that only minimal village-level consultation took 

place and at the same time, the process was pressured by national and international 

political forces. Furthermore, the process marginalized rural people’s control over making 

decisions about forests, access to those and the ability to benefit from the forests of 

Madagascar (Corson 2014). According to Corson (2014), many stakeholders from 

Madagascar’s government staff and some organisations wanted to slow down the process, 

but some actors involved in internationally funded biodiversity conservation pushed the 

plan to be implemented on time (Corson 2014).    

   

During the EP III, the main funder of ANGAP, shifted from USAID to German 

Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau (KfW), while “implying that USAID had somehow failed 

the relationship” (Freudenberg 2010). At the same time, the name was changed into 

Madagascar National Parks (MNP). According to USAID, this was related to the demands 

for the adoption of a more robust financial management system after suspicion of 

mismanagement of funding, confirmed by an audit (Freudenberg 2010).   

   

In March 2009, political instabilities led to a coup d'état in Madagascar. This led to a 

decision of the U.S. government and other international donors to suspend all non-

humanitarian programs in Madagascar for several years (Freudenberger 2010).   

   

1.2.5 Madagascar today – current challenges and some prospects    
   

According to data provided by the World Bank (2022), Madagascar is performing poorly 

when considering several indicators for development and well-being (World Bank 2022). 

Improvements in many of these indicators are linked to biodiversity conservation, but at 

the same time, environmental resources are under increasing human pressure: the 

population has grown from 15 to 27 million in the past 20 years (1999-2019) (World Bank 

2022).    
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Several direct and indirect causes of environmental destruction and deforestation have 

been identified in the literature that are in line with the issues listed by the Malagasy 

government itself. Many of these reasons are linked to land use practices, such as food, 

fuel wood and charcoal production; illegal loggings, (Stratégie Nationale REDD+ 

Madagascar 2018); and artisanal mining (Stratégie Nationale REDD+ Madagascar 2018; 

Cabeza et al 2019).    

   

Due to the direct link between food production and environmental degradation and 

deforestation in Madagascar (Stratégie Nationale REDD+ Madagascar 2018), a true 

transformation and sustainable agricultural development are needed to achieve the 

objectives related to biodiversity conservation (Jones et al 2021). However, this would 

require investments, collaboration across a range of sectors and acknowledging the 

reasons why tavy, a Malagasy forest-agrarian system (swidden agriculture), has remained 

a popular practice throughout the island (Jones et al 2021). Also, reduction of the 

commonly practised illegal bushmeat hunting of endemic, endangered species would 

require a multi-sectoral approach involving improving the availability of alternative 

protein sources, education, and enforcement (Razafimanahaka et al 2012).       

   

Poverty is listed as one of the underlying drivers (Stratégie Nationale REDD+ 

Madagascar 2018). However, the direct link between poverty and biodiversity is complex. 

As Jones et al (2021) summarise, environmental degradation is partly driven by poverty 

and locals’ need to achieve food security, but on the other hand, conservation will not 

directly be achieved if poverty is reduced (Jones et al 2021). For example, improved 

livelihoods enable the hiring of more people to clear land (Freudenberger 2010). 

Therefore, true win-win situations in both poverty alleviation and biodiversity 

conservation have remained scarce (e.g., McShane et al 2011; Jones et al 2021).    

   

In addition to previously listed, corruption, poor knowledge of PA-related legislation, 

weak government, ineffective judiciary, rarely enforced penalties, lack of political will 

and weak law enforcement obstruct the achievement of biodiversity conservation 

objectives in Madagascar (e.g, Freudenberger 2010; Gore et al 2013; Gardner et al 2018; 

Stratégie Nationale REDD+ Madagascar 2018).  According to Gardner et al (2018), law 

enforcement is challenging because the managers of the protected areas have no authority 
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to apply the law. Therefore, slow, costly, and inefficient multistakeholder field missions 

are required (Gardner et al 2018). Additionally, Jones et al (2021) claim that Madagascar 

would benefit from stable transitions of power because each political crisis tends to 

impact the stability of conservation programmes (Jones et al 2021). It is also notable, that 

many of these direct and indirect drivers are often a result of social, economic, and 

political drivers, not forgetting the international forces, such as changing trends and 

policies related to international trade which may cause lasting legacies (Scales 2014d).      

   

Also, Gardner et al (2018) have listed reasons why biodiversity conservation-related 

outcomes have not been achieved in Madagascar. One aspect is local participation. The 

establishment of protected areas should be participative from the planning phase, to 

ensure that the productive landscapes meet the needs of all stakeholders (Gardner et al 

2018). This, however, does not mean that trade-offs will not happen, because win-win 

situations, where both natural resources are conserved and human well-being is improved, 

have been difficult to realise (Gardner et al 2018, McShane et al 2011). Also, various 

stakeholder groups may have quite different motivations for PA management, e.g., 

revenue generation. However, the non-participatory interventions can lead to unrealised 

expectations, and unresolved conflicts (McShane et al 2011).  Therefore, the transition to 

locally managed PAs requires careful planning and implementation to ensure ecological 

sustainability in the long term (Gardner et al 2018). Also, clearer land tenure would 

support sustainable, long-term plans in land use (Freudenberger 2010).    

   

As described earlier, biodiversity conservation in Madagascar has largely been funded by 

international donors. The current funding for biodiversity conservation is largely 

dependent on unpredictable and short timescales (3–5 years) grant-based funding 

(Gardner et al 2018). According to Gardner et al (2018), this is inappropriate and 

unrealistic for addressing the scale and complexity of contemporary challenges of the PAs 

and biodiversity conservation (Gardner et al 2018).  Also, the lack of insufficient 

resources and capacity may cause that spreading of the efforts is not done on an adequate 

level. Partly this is related to the increasing responsibilities and tasks when the same time 

the managers should prevent environmental change and reverse the socio-economic 

trajectories, including e.g., gender empowerment, sustainable livelihoods, poverty 

alleviation, simultaneously in the same site. Despite the attempts to increase national-
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level, sustainable funding for biodiversity conservation through national trust funds and 

market-based approaches, they have not been successful (Gardner et 2018). 

   

So from where can Madagascar obtain the much-needed funding? Madagascar hopes to 

receive funding through performance-based Reducing Emissions from Forest 

Degradation and Deforestation in Developing countries (REDD+) programme (Strategie 

nationale Stratégie Nationale REDD+ Madagascar 2018). There have been years of 

preparations with United Nations’ UN-REDD+ and Forest Carbon Partnership Facility, a 

World Bank multi-donor fund, to increase the capacity of Madagascar to receive the first 

perform-based payments (Strategie nationale Stratégie Nationale REDD+ Madagascar 

2018, FCPF 2018, UN-REDD 2022). Despite the critics and concerns (e.g., Scales 2014b; 

Brimont & Biudad 2014; Poudyal et al 2016), the potential financial flows in REDD+ are 

significant (Hunt 2012).   

   

1.3 Stakeholder roles and relations in the development assistance industry   

   

In the development assistance industry, the key actors are the state, the donors, NGOs, 

and the final beneficiaries (e.g., Hulme & Edwards 1997). Therefore, as part of this study, 

it is essential to provide a brief overview of their roles and interrelationships.   

   

1.3.1 Stakeholder roles   
   

The state represents a series of governments headed by the President (Horning 2008). The 

state has a crucial role in nature conservation and natural resource management because 

it sets environmental legislation (Scales 2014a). However, as Scales (2014a) notes, the 

state is never a homogenous entity as there are and always has been key differences 

between ministers and implementing state institutions. Ministries have had contradicting 

objectives, for example between agricultural development and forest protection (Scales 

2014a). Furthermore, the state is neither an isolated entity, it is shaped in interaction with 

the surrounding world: international relations have been shaping both Malagasy ideology 

and practice of biodiversity conservation and environmental resource management 

(McConnell & Kull 2014, Scales 2014a, Scales 2014d).   
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The terminology related to donors in development assistance varies and involves several 

types of actors. In the literature and development assistance publications, donor 

terminology include e.g., bilateral donors (national governments, e.g., France, Japan), 

bilateral agencies (e.g., Swedish SIDA, USAID), international financial institutions (e.g., 

World Bank) and multilateral agencies (e.g., United Nations, EU) (Hulme & Edwards 

1997; Haan 2008). Also, private foundations have an increasing role in funding 

international development (Haan 2008), also in the environmental sector. In addition to 

the international foundations, two national foundations have been established in 

Madagascar to increase financial stability and sustainability in biodiversity conservation. 

Foundations Tany Meva and Fondation pour les Aires Protégées et la Biodiversité de 

Madagascar (FAPBM) were established in 1996 and 2005 respectively. However, the 

original funding sources of these foundations are foreign and neither of the foundations 

will be self-sufficient anytime soon (e.g., Freudenberger 2010; Gardner et 2018; Jones et 

al 2019a).  

   

According to Michael (2004), multinational institutions and international financial 

institutions, such as United Nations and World Bank, have the greatest power in the 

international development community, also over African NGOs. This power is gained for 

example through the large amounts of finance and funding decisions by these 

organizations, but also through publishing various reports and publications that shape the 

global development agenda. This has affected, for example, the roles that NGOs and 

governments have in development. Nevertheless, also smaller donors have influential 

power through funding decisions and criteria (Michael 2004).   

   

The term NGO can accommodate a wide variety of actors. Often NGOs are classified 

based on their geographical location – between northern NGOs (NNGOs) with 

headquarters in the industrial democracies and southern NGOs (SNGOs) with 

headquarters in the poorer or middle-income countries (Raju 2009; Hulme and Edwards 

1998). This geographical division has also been used in many references of this study. 

Nevertheless, the restricted categorisation between SNGO and NNGOs has been recently 

questioned as wide-ranging organizations have overlapping responsibilities across the 

globe (Raju 2009).    
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Haley (2000) provides the following examples of NNGOs: large semi-donor NGOs; 

broad-based development NGOs (e.g., Oxfam GB); specialist NGOs with a particular 

regional or sectoral focus (e.g., WaterAid); advocacy agencies (e.g., the World 

Development Movement); or emergency relief agencies (e.g., Medecins Sans Frontieres). 

Also, there is large variation among SNGOs, from small grassroots or community-based 

organisations to large multi-programme development agencies. Some of the SNGOs have 

direct links with NNGOs (e.g., the national offices of World Vision) (Hailey 2000). 

Sometimes, the definition of the role is not easy. For example, Conservation International 

(CI) has become so powerful in Madagascar that it now plays the role of the donor rather 

than implementing actor: it runs conservation projects, allocates funds to other operators, 

and proposes novel approaches to conservation (Horning 2008). Since the role of NGOs 

and the funding for them has increased in the development context, the number of NGOs 

has grown significantly (Hulme & Edwards 1997; Hailey 2000).    

   

1.3.2 State-donor-NGO-relations   
   

Hulme and Edwards (1997) identify that the relationships between states, donors, NNGOs 

and SNGOs have two dimensions. The first one includes both officially stated objectives 

(e.g., assisting the poor) and the hidden objectives (e.g., opening new export markets). 

The second dimension consists of the formal (e.g., financial transfers) and informal (e.g., 

patronage) means that an actor may utilise to influence the other actors, varying between 

persuading an argument to direct coercion (Hulme & Edwards 1997).   

   

1.3.3 NGO-donor relations   
   

Originally, the donors provided more funding for governments of the recipient countries 

and some NNGOs. This funding was further directed to SNGOs, grass-roots organisations 

and lastly, to the beneficiaries (often the poor and disadvantaged) (Bebbington & Riddell 

1997; Hulme & Edwards 1997).    

   

However, international funding has increasingly been provided directly to NGOs as they 

have become the preferred channel for many donors in service provision (Bebbington & 

Riddell 1997; Hulme & Edwards 1997; Hailey 2000). They are considered to have many 

advantages: they are based locally, can engage with political issues, and stimulate civil 
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society (Michael 2004). According to Haan (2008), the role of NGOs as beneficiaries 

increased when the critique of governments in developing countries emerged and the neo-

liberal paradigm became stronger, both in economic and political thinking (Haan 2008). 

Hulme and Edwards (1997) are listing two reasons for the increased role of the NGOs. 

First, the neoliberal views which highlighted the effectiveness of private initiatives over 

governments and therefore, the ability of the NGOs to cost-effectively provide the 

services. Second, supporting the NGOs was seen as a tool for “democratisation,” 

supporting civil society and participation (Hulme & Edwards 1997). On the other hand, 

despite growing responsibility and gratitude, NGOs are also under regular criticism: their 

impact is limited, they lack capacity, and they are not necessarily representatives of the 

beneficiaries (Haan 2008; Hulme & Edwards 1997).   

   

Many of SNGOs depend on international donors and their funds for survival (Elbers & 

Arts 2011; Hulme & Edwards 1997).  In order to receive funding, NGOs must enter into 

agreements and contracts, which define “what is done and how it is reported and 

accounted for” (Hulme & Edwards 1997). Thus, it has been argued that their role is 

shifting into implementing donor policy than having true ownership of their activities 

(e.g., Michael 2004; Elbers & Arts 2011).   

   

In their study, Elbers and Arts (2011) found that the conditions can be described under 

three sets: 1) project design and planning, 2) accountability and 3) the structuring of 

funds.  In the project design and planning phase, the donors, for example, outline the type 

of projects they seek to support through their criteria. The criteria may include 

requirements for (sub-)themes, target groups, strategies, geographical areas, and 

promotion of gender equality. Often, the funding emphasis is for interventions with 

predictable outcomes which must be presented through logical frameworks, including 

indicators and means for verification and monitoring. The condition for accountability 

addresses that performance and progress must be proven with periodical narrative and 

financial reports. Most donors expect to use their specific reporting formats, require a 

separate bank account designated for the project they fund, independent evaluations and 

financial audits (Hulme & Edwards 1997; Elbers & Arts 2008; Wallace et al 2007). The 

structuring of funding means that the funding is often strictly earmarked to certain 

expenses, and many donors do not allow their grantees to use their funds to cover 

overhead costs (Elbers & Arts 2008; Michael 2004). Earmarking makes it impossible to 
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transfer funds from one purpose to another which is even further limiting flexibility 

during implementation. Inflexibility has made true responsiveness impossible to changes 

in the project environment. Therefore, a certain degree of flexibility and the possibility to 

make changes has been seen as essential for successful implementation (Michael 2004; 

Elbers & Arts 2008; Wallace 2007).   

   

Additionally, there are a few other consequences that direct funding and donor 

requirements may lead to (e.g., Michael 2004; Elbers & Arts 2011; Wallace et al 2007). 

For example, direct cooperation may weaken the role of SNGOs as agents of civil society 

and crowd out the smaller SNGOs (Bebbington & Riddell 1997). The lack of sustained 

funding, short funding periods and unwillingness to fund overhead costs has an enormous 

impact on SNGOs’ ability to sustain and strengthen their organisation. The extensive 

accountability requirements, for example time-consuming reporting, force NGO staff to 

divert considerable time and resources away from their core activities (Michael 2004; 

Elbers & Arts 2011; Wallace et al 2007). According to Hulme and Edwards (1997) and 

Wallace et al (2007), because of these requirements, there is an increasing need to hire 

highly educated, “multi-lingual bureaucrats or administrators”, which may conflict with 

the capacity of current employees who on the other hand have the necessary technical and 

local expertise (Hulme & Edwards 1997; Wallace et al 2007). Therefore, the findings in 

the literature reveal a certain paradox: while donor conditions are often motivated by 

improving effectiveness and efficiency, they may have the opposite effect in practice 

(Hailey 2000, Elbers & Arts 2011).    

   

Most of the development assistance is for fixed periods, typically short ones ranging from 

one to three years which has been insufficient (Michael 2004; Elbers & Arts 2011; 

Wallace et al 2007). However, according to Michael (2004), the most desirable partners 

for southern NGOs were not necessarily the ones that provided the most funding, but 

those which are flexible or provided opportunities for NGO development and capacity 

building (Michael 2007). The study of Wallace et al (2007) shows that the EU has been 

a particularly challenging donor, and smaller ones are experienced to be more flexible 

and less demanding (Wallace et al 2007).   

   

Not many academic studies have looked into the challenges that donors are facing in 

cooperating with NGOs. According to Haan (2008), analysing the impact through 



 

13 
 

evaluation and monitoring is increasingly important for donors because of the critique 

and growing need to show the results of publicly funded activities (Haan 2008). Wallace 

et al (2007) state that the donor concerns arise from the need to understand what has been 

done, prominent levels of corruption, have some control over “what is happening 

thousands of miles away”, unmet expectations in the past and a profound desire to make 

an impact. Also, the donors have concerns about their accountability to their trustees or 

parliament, which increases the need for reporting because of the increased demand to 

show impact, achieved changes and added value of the funded activities. The donors have 

reported having limited resources to support NGOs, and the reporting from NGOs is often 

poor and often late (Wallace et al 2007). Wallace et al (2007) also reported how the donor 

community had difficulties recognising themselves from the feedback from the South 

(Wallace et al 2007).     

   

1.3.4 State-donor relations 
   
   
As described earlier, the state of Madagascar has generated very little resources to achieve 

its objectives related to biodiversity conservation. Therefore, the state needs international 

funding from donors for its objectives related to biodiversity conservation. However, 

according to Horning (2008) cooperation with donors means pursuing donor visions. At 

the same time, the donors can only take their agenda with the consent and support of the 

state. Thus, to achieve their goals, these two actors depend on each other’s support 

(Horning 2008). But why donors are still willing to finance Madagascar even though the 

objectives have not been reached and performance considered poor? Horning (2008) 

argues that foreign donors are competing to provide funding to be able to influence 

government conservation policies in multiple spheres (Horning 2008).  According to 

Hulme and Edwards (1997), the governments in developing countries have adopted the 

increasing role of NGOs with mixed feelings: even though it might bring additional aid 

funds, the increasing ties with foreign actors and reduced state control for natural 

resources are concerning (Hulme & Edwards 1997).   

   

The international community has acknowledged the challenges related to the division of 

responsibilities between the donor and the recipient country. For example, OECD 

(Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development) has organised four events 

of High Level Fora on Aid Effectiveness. These meetings have resulted in declarations 
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that have received wide support from Ministers, Heads of Aid Agencies and other 

multilateral and bilateral development institutions (OECD 2003; 2019a). According to 

the Rome declaration (OECD 2003), the need for the improvement was due to concerns 

of the donor community that “the totality and wide variety of donor requirements and 

processes for preparing, delivering, and monitoring development assistance are 

generating unproductive transaction costs for, and drawing down the limited capacity of, 

partner countries”. Also, the donor community addressed the awareness that of “partner 

country concerns that donor practices do not always fit well with national development 

priorities and systems, including their budget, programme, and project planning cycles 

and public expenditure and financial management systems” (OECD 2003). Agreed 

measures included, for example, ensuring that development assistance is delivered 

following partner country priorities; and promotion of government leadership and 

ownership of development results providing support for the country by strengthening 

their capacity (OECD 2003; 2019a).   

 

Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness in 2005 aimed, e.g., to allow developing countries 

to take leadership and set their strategies but also the objective to better coordinate, 

simplify procedures and share information to avoid duplication. It was also agreed that 

both donors and partners are accountable for development results (OECD n.d.; 2005). 

The Accra Agenda for Action in 2008 proposed improvements in the predictability of aid, 

use of the country as the primary option for aid delivery, changing approach from donor 

prescriptions to recipient country development objectives, stronger leadership on aid 

coordination and more use of country systems for aid delivery (Hunt 2012; OECD 2021).  

  

2 Research questions and objectives  

  

Based on previous studies it is clear that the history of conservation and natural resource 

use is troubled and contested in Madagascar. With this Master’s thesis, I wanted to find 

out what the current situation is and how it could be improved.  

  

More specifically, this study aims to investigate the following research questions:  

 What are the current challenges for biodiversity conservation in Madagascar?  



 

15 
 

 What kind of development needs for international biodiversity conservation 

funding do different stakeholders identify?  

  

3 MATERIALS AND METHODS  

  

3.1 Data  

  

The data of this study consists of semi-structured interviews conducted with several key 

stakeholders with experience in internationally funded biodiversity conservation in 

Madagascar. I have collected part of the data specifically for this study, but some data 

was secondary, which was based on data collected for the research project “Conservation 

Legacies: Understanding the Long-term Impacts of Private Foundation Investment in 

International Biodiversity Conservation.” The Covid-19 pandemic affected my original 

research plan and I had to adapt, thus the inclusion of secondary data and reliance on 

remote connections for the interviews.   

  

3.1.1 Primary data  
  

I conducted fourteen interviews between 18 May and 30 August 2021 specifically for this 

study. These interviews were conducted by using remote connections: 12 interviews were 

carried out by Zoom or Skype (duration between 30 minutes to 2.5 hours) and two via 

email because of a weak internet connection.  

  

The objective was to approach interviewees with extensive expertise and experience in 

the conservation sector in Madagascar and with insights into the international funding 

schemes for biodiversity. I searched for suitable interviewees by going through LinkedIn 

and web pages of staff members of relevant organisations that operate in Madagascar, 

and through personal contacts. The time limit for finding interviewees and completing 

the interviews was set for the end of August 2021.  

  

The interviewees can be divided into three groups, with numbers in brackets referring to 

the number of interviews: employees of the Ministry for the Environment and Sustainable 
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Development (MEDD) (3), representatives of big international donors (5), and employees 

of international and foreign NGOs (6).  

  

All employees of MEDD have management roles and a minimum working experience of 

eight years related to biodiversity conservation or environmental resource management 

in Madagascar. The objective was to interview more employees of MEDD, but it was 

particularly challenging because of the lack of official contact details on governmental 

websites. There were also challenges caused by inadequate internet connection. Several 

staff members were working remotely because of the COVID-19 pandemic at the time of 

data collection.   

  

Six of the interviewees work for large international donors, all having their role in 

management, the level varying from executive director to programme director. They can 

all be considered to have a long work history related to biodiversity conservation.   

  

The most heterogeneous group consisted of interviewees in international and foreign 

NGOs. These interviewees consisted of six professionals working for NGOs who are 

involved in biodiversity conservation in Madagascar. Their job titles were related to 

management, fundraising, and technical advising. Their work experience, if known, 

varied between six to more than 20 years, with emphasis on the longer experience. All of 

them are working mainly in locations outside Madagascar where the top management of 

their organisation is also located. Four of the NGOs are registered and located outside 

Madagascar, while two have staff members in Madagascar.   

   

Foreign and international organisations defined their cooperation with Malagasy 

organisations as partnerships and referred to the Malagasy organisations as partners, 

partner offices or partner organisations. Although some of these organisations provided 

small grants through their fundraising, the funding to these organisations and their work 

in Madagascar is funded mainly by larger donors, including state official development 

aid (ODA), and also, smaller foundations. Their role is hence to work as a sort of 

intermediary between donor and recipients in Madagascar (Lewis 1998). After 

considering different options, I decided to group all these NGOs as international and 

foreign NGOs, because of the similarities of their roles and responsibilities.  
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3.1.2 Secondary data   
  

The secondary data has been collected as part of the MacArthur foundation funded 

research project “Conservation Legacies: Understanding the Long-term Impacts of 

Private Foundation Investment in International Biodiversity Conservation”, a 

collaboration between the University of Helsinki, University of Illinois, the State 

University of Ohio, and the Bhutan Himalayan Institute. The data was provided by Dr 

Johanna Eklund, also a supervisor of this master's thesis.   

  

The data consists of 12 transcript interviews conducted with Malagasy-based 

conservation practitioners in June 2019 and includes information about conservation 

practitioners’ perceptions about the funding landscape for biodiversity conservation in 

Madagascar. The data were collected, transcribed and pseudoanonymised by doctoral 

student Marketta Vuola in June 2019.  

  

The roles of interviewees consisted of titles such as executive director and technical 

advisor. If known, the working experience related to biodiversity conservation and natural 

resource management varied between five to 25 years. The organisations in which they 

worked received funding directly from donors or through intermediary organisations.  

  

3.2 Data analysis  

  

I chose qualitative content analysis (QCA) for this study because it seemed appropriate 

for a variety of reasons that are presented below. QCA provides a systematic way to 

describe the meaning of qualitative data (Schreier 2012). The method ensures that the 

analysis goes beyond individual understanding and interpretation. All this increases the 

validity and reliability of the research (Schreier 2012).  

  

According to Schreier (2012), QCA can be a good method if research is dealing with 

descriptive research questions and finding answers to questions such as: “What is a certain 

group of people saying about a given topic?”. Also, it is appropriate if the data requires 

some degree of interpretation (Schreier 2012). The QCA does not describe all the 

relevance of the material, as it only describes certain aspects defined by the research 

questions. I saw this as important because the secondary data used was not specifically 
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collected for this study, and therefore there was no need to understand the full meaning 

of it - only on those parts that were relevant to answer my research questions.   

  

Additionally, an important aspect that supported the choice of QCA was that it is very 

flexible because the coding frame can be created inductively, based on the material 

(Schreier 2012). This was important because the research questions of this study defined 

that the objective is rather to describe and understand than to check if the perceptions of 

stakeholders or current practices fit into a certain theory.   

  

Other seriously considered options for data analysis included coding and conducting a 

grounded theory. Coding (also QCA has a step in the analysis process called coding) 

would rather help to create a theory or help to look at the data in a new way (Schreier 

2012). This did not seem to support the objectives of this study. The grounded theory was 

not chosen, because, for example, the idea for the research emerged from already existing 

data which is against the basic principles of the grounded theory method (Charmaz 2014, 

Birks & Mills 2015). Also, the creation of grounded theory has other requirements that 

would not have been applicable for this study and its resources, e.g., the constant need to 

pre-confirm interviewees and interview questions with the institutional review board 

(IRB).  

   

During the analysis, I followed the steps as defined by Schreier (2012) in Qualitative 

Content Analysis in Practice: 1) deciding on the research questions; 2) selecting the 

materials; 3) building a coding frame; 4) trying out the cording frame; 5) evaluating and 

modifying the coding frame; 6) the main analysis; and at last, 7) the interpreting and 

presenting the findings (see Figure 3) which will be later explained in more detail.  
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Figure 3. Steps in QCA (based on Schreier 2012).  
   

Steps 1 (deciding on the research question) and 2 (selecting the materials) have already 

been addressed (see chapter 2 - Research questions and subchapter 3.1 - Data). Building 

a coding frame is a key step, because as Schreier says (2012), the code frame is the heart 

of QCA and is already one of the main results of the study (Schreier 2012). The main 

categories of the coding frame are the aspects on which the analysis will focus. The main 

categories were selected deductively (also known as a concept-driven approach) based on 

the research questions (Schreier 2012).  

   

The process of building a coding frame consisted of the following steps: selecting; 

structuring and generating; defining; revising and expanding (see Figure 3 – Steps in 

QCA). I completed the selection by reading all the research data by keeping in mind the 

question: “does this interview has information relevant to my research questions?” With 

the primary data sources, it was easy because the interviews were conducted directly for 

this study, but with the secondary data, this was uncertain. However, all the secondary 

data contained relevant data for the study. Structuring and generating consists of deciding 

the structure of the coding frame. For both main categories, subcategories were generated 

because they seemed crucial to answer the research questions. The subcategories were 
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formed inductively (also known as a data-driven approach). Hence, the strategy in this 

study is a combination of inductive and deductive strategies. According to Schreier 

(2012), this is a typical mix of strategies in QCA (Schreier 2012).  

   

Before the defining phase, I generated the subcategories by using a subsumption method 

as it is “especially useful if you have already decided upon your main categories and now 

want to generate the subcategories” (Schreier 2021), which was exactly the case in this 

study. First, I examined the material for the concepts related to the main categories: 

challenges and development needs. A provisional name was given for each concept 

found. I checked all material through and if a new concept did not fit into the already 

existing subcategories, I created a new subcategory. This was repeated until I reached the 

end of the material.   

  

I completed the search of concepts and generation of subcategories by using the Atlas.ti 

software. At first, there were 80 subcategory groups altogether, consisting of 18 codes 

under the main category and 62 challenges.   

   

For each category, I then defined the meaning by giving a brief description and examples. 

Revising and expanding was completed simultaneously to check similarities and to ensure 

no overlapping between subcategories. This phase was especially important when using 

the subsumption approach because overlapping is common at the beginning (Schreier 

2012). Also, I received comments from my thesis supervisors and used them to improve 

the descriptions and category names. There was no need for expansion because the coding 

frame was generated from the beginning by using all the interview data.   

  

After the above steps, the final code frame consisted of 25 subcategories: 18 under the 

main category called challenges and seven under the main category called development 

need. All subcategories have descriptions, as well as including and excluding themes to 

help decision making during the coding. The column “including examples” describes 

themes of units of coding that should be coded under a certain subcategory. Because the 

subcategories are exclusive to each other, the column “excluding examples” describes 

themes that should not be coded under a certain subcategory, but under some other 

subcategory (Schreier 2012).   
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In this study, one unit of analysis consisted of one interview. The units of analysis were 

segmented into units of coding by looking for changes in the topic using a thematic 

criterion. However, units of coding were not necessarily continuous segments from the 

interview data as what the interviewee mentioned about the topic was often spread out 

over various parts of the interview. Using a formal criterion was not suitable as it is often 

difficult to proceed with transcript interviews (Schreier 2012). Marking the segmentation 

and coding was done simultaneously in the Atlas.ti computer programme. Each unit of 

coding was coded only under one subcategory. The number of codes under each 

subcategory was counted manually because it did not seem possible with the Atlas.ti 

programme when using a thematic criterion and the units of segmentation were not 

simultaneous.   

  

A trial coding was conducted for eight randomly selected interviews. The number was 

based on the recommendation to include in the test coding enough variability but still 

consider the available resources. A re-trial coding was conducted eight days later (10-12 

days recommended by Schreier (2012). The two rounds of trial coding were compared to 

each other and there were no differences, suggesting coding reliability.   

   

The main coding was completed one week after the second trial coding. After eight days, 

eight units of analysis were coded for a second time after one week to check for 

differences. There were none which indicates a high level of reliability.  

  

3.3 Methodological approach   

  

This research followed a constructionist epistemological position which “holds that what 

constitutes knowledge depends on how people perceive and understand reality” (Moon & 

Blackman 2014). Although a systematic data analysis method, such as utilising QCA, 

seeks to go beyond a researcher’s understanding and interpretation, there is always an 

element of subjectivity when conducting qualitative research because one always brings 

in one’s own individual background and experience (Schreier 2012). According to 

Schreier (2012), the interpretation occurs because qualitative research is not standardised 

and deals with symbolic materials. It does not make the study invalid but is emphasising 

a different facet of the meaning of the data than other research made from the same data 

(Schreier 2012).  
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3.4 Ethical considerations  

  

As part of my thesis work, I have also reflected on research ethics and my role as the 

conductor of this study. I have been involved in biodiversity conservation in Madagascar 

for the past 3.5 years in my role as the development cooperation coordinator for the 

Finnish Association for Nature Conservation (FANC). The role of FANC is an 

intermediary actor because it receives ODA from the Finnish Ministry for Foreign Affairs 

and has tried to find new funding sources from international donors. The funding is then 

allocated to Malagasy environmental organisations, which take most of the responsibility 

for the implementation of the conservation interventions on the ground. Therefore, special 

attention was paid to ethical issues already at the research design stage together with the 

thesis supervisors, including the research topic and its approach.  

  

During the primary data collection process, all interviewees were informed in advance 

about the key principles of this study in an information letter that was attached to all 

contact emails. I emphasized that participation in this study was voluntary. The most 

important parts of the information letter were repeated before the interviews started. 

Permission for recording was asked before the recording. I confirmed with interviewees 

in advance whether they could be referred to anonymously by using the name of their 

response group, e.g., donor (see subchapter 3.1 – Data).   

  

As this study is part of a wider international research project, I needed to fulfil the ethics 

requirements of the University of Illinois at Urbana Champaign, to gain access to the 

secondary data collected as part of the wider project. I completed two online modules on 

research ethics: Basic course and International Research – SBR, both on 13 September 

2021. A collaboration agreement regarding data sharing was made and signed. The 

interview questions have also been approved by the IRB of the University of Illinois, 

which is responsible for ensuring the ethical and legal conduct of human subject 

research.   

  

Good practices in data sharing and storing have been followed. The data has been stored 

and managed according to the General Data Protection Regulation (EU) 2016/679 (the 

GDPR) in a password secured online cloud storage. The data was pseudoanonymised 

during the transcription phase and the identifiers were stored separately from the 
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interview data. The raw data, i.e., interview recordings, were destroyed as soon as the 

transcript was written.   

4 RESULTS   

   

The code frame itself, presenting the challenges and development needs (Tables 1 and 2), 

is one of the most important results of this study because it was created inductively by 

using a subsumption method (Schreier 2012). This code frame provides the answers to 

the research questions, i.e., what are the challenges and development needs in relation to 

biodiversity conservation and its international funding in Madagascar.   

 

Table 1. The final version of coding frame presenting the identified challenges for biodiversity 

conservation and its international funding in Madagascar (Name of the subcategories and 

Descriptions of the subcategory) and guidelines for coding process (Including and Excluding 

examples). 

Challenges    

Name of the subcategory Description of the subcategory Including examples Excluding examples 

Weak governance and 
distrust towards the 
government of 
Madagascar   

Weak governance and distrust 
towards Madagascar 
government 

Challenges in biodiversity 
conservation and its 
funding related to 
corruption, weak/bad 
governance, or distrust (or 
synonyms); limitations to 
provide certain funding 
instruments because of 
weak/bad governance; 
challenges related to 
environmental 
administration  

Political instability and 
political changes 

Political instabilities and 
political changes  

Political instabilities; coup 
d'état in 2009 and its 
effects; political changes 
after elections; other 
sudden changes in the 
government 

Other challenges related 
to Madagascar state or its 
government 

Poverty and internal 
migration related 
challenges 

Poverty and internal migration 
related challenges 

Poverty; migration inside 
Madagascar and problems 
related to that (e.g., no 
respect for local fady) 

Other challenges in 
Madagascar 

Poor infrastructure and 
long distances inside 
Madagascar 

Poor infrastructure and long 
distances inside Madagascar 

Poor infrastructure; long 
distances; challenges to 
reach sites  

Growing population 
Growing population of 
Madagascar Population growth  

Challenging funding 
proposal processes and 
difficulties finding donors 
for conservation activities 

Challenging funding proposal 
processes and difficulties 
finding donors for conservation 
activities 

Other sectors have more 
donor options; rate of 
positive funding decisions 
low 

Insufficient funding; 
difficult reporting and 
different requirements 
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Challenging reporting and 
varying requirements 
depending on the donor 

Reporting is challenging and 
the requirements set by 
donors vary 

Difficult reporting and 
other accountability 
requirements; different 
donors require different 
things in reporting 

Difficulties to find donors 
for biodiversity 
conservation; low capacity 
of partners 

Funding gaps 
Funding gaps between 
instalments from the donor  Insufficiency of funding 

Low effectiveness 
Biodiversity conservation 
funding has low effectiveness 

Strategies which are 
created will not be 
realised; conservation 
funding targeted to 
interventions in 
Madagascar used outside 
Madagascar  

Insufficient and 
unsustainable sources of 
funding 

Sources of funding for 
biodiversity conservation are 
insufficient or unsustainable 

Insufficient or 
unsustainable funding for 
biodiversity conservation; 
competition between 
different NGOs and 
sectors; challenges to get 
funding for all needed 
activities Funding gaps 

Dependence on 
international funding 

Biodiversity conservation in 
Madagascar is dependent on 
international funding 

Dependency on 
international funding in 
biodiversity conservation 

Need for governmental 
participation 

Funding priorities set by 
the donors 

Funding priorities set by the 
donors 

Funding priorities set by 
the donors; climate 
change and restoration 
priorities; some habitats 
do not get funding for 
conservation  

Only project type funding 
available  

Only project type funding 
available 

Lack of funding for running 
costs; basic costs not 
covered 

Insufficient funding; 
funding gaps; other 
requirements set by the 
donor 

Conservation intervention 
targets need to be 
attractive for the public 

Biodiversity conservation 
activities must be attractive for 
the public 

Conservation target or 
intervention must be 
interesting or attractive for 
the public  

Challenges to achieve 
sustainable and adequate 
financial incentives for 
conservation  

Challenges to evolve 
sustainable and adequate 
financial incentives for 
conservation 

Challenges to develop 
incentives for 
conservation; profitability 

Insufficient or 
unsustainable funding; 
dependence of 
international funding 

Low capacity of 
implementing partners 

Low capacity is challenge to 
the implementation of 
conservation interventions 

Low capacity of NGO and 
government staff members 
in Madagascar; need for 
foreign staff or consulting 

Other challenges faced by 
Malagasy NGOs or 
government or limited 
resources 

Limited resources of 
NGOs Limited resources of NGOs 

Limited resources of 
NGOs 

Insufficiency of funding; 
limited capacity of NGOs 

Lack of coordination, 
duplication 

Lack of coordination, 
duplication 

Lack of coordination; risk 
of duplication of 
conservation interventions  
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Table 2. The final version of coding frame presenting the identified development needs for 

biodiversity conservation and its international funding in Madagascar that emerged from the data 

(Name of the subcategories and Descriptions of the subcategory) and guidelines for coding 

process (Including and Excluding examples). 

 

Development needs    

Name of the subcategory Description of the subcategory Including examples Excluding examples 

Longer funding cycles 

Longer funding cycles would 
better support achieving the 
objectives of biodiversity 
conservation 

Current funding cycles not 
sufficient; need for longer 
funding cycles 

Insufficient or 
unsustainable funding; 
funding gaps; no funding 
for basic work 

Flexibility in financial 
instruments and 
requirements 

International biodiversity 
conservation funding and its 
instruments should be more 
flexible 

Flexibility in finance use in 
case need to change 
plans; realistic 
expectations; risk 
tolerance 

Insufficient funding; 
funding gaps; no funding 
for basic work 

Identification of 
environmental degradation 
drivers 

Drivers behind environmental 
issues should be known 
before planning and 
implementing any 
conservation interventions 

Need to identify drivers 
behind deforestation and 
environmental degradation 

Listing of drivers behind 
environmental degradation 
or deforestation 

More governmental 
participation and 
ownership  

More governmental and 
national-level participation and 
ownership is needed and 
should be demanded 

Diplomacy as a tool; more 
government driven actions 
needed; more national-
level ownership; pressure 
and political lobbying by 
NGOs needed 

Lack of coordination of 
activities; low capacity of 
implementing partners; 
insufficient or 
unsustainable funding 

More holistic and cross-
sectoral approaches 

Conservation interventions 
should be more holistic and 
biodiversity conservation 
should be considered across 
different sectors 

Holistic approaches; or 
integrated approaches; or 
cross-sectoral cooperation 
needed more 

Need for stronger local 
participation and 
involvement 

Stronger local participation 

Conservation interventions 
should be more participative 
for local populations 

Participation of local 
population; livelihood 
development; need for 
interventions with local 
people in buffer zones 

Holistic and cross-sectoral 
approaches 

Involvement of the private 
sector 

Private sector should be more 
involved in the biodiversity 
conservation interventions 

Need to involve private 
sector 

Challenges to include 
private sector 
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In the following sections, I introduce the findings in more detail by describing and 

illustrating the results with the help of quotations, as suggested by Schreier (2012). The 

aim is to deepen understanding and summarise the core concept of subcategories based 

on the coding.   

   

Some quotations from the interviews are introduced under each subcategory to illustrate 

the underlying perspectives and perceptions. Some have been shortened to improve 

readability and ensure anonymity. Some words or partial sentences have been changed to 

the letter X to ensure anonymity.   

   

Even though the frequencies of coding (see Tables 3 and 4) provide quantitative data, the 

results were not analysed further by quantitative methods. The comparison of response 

groups would be challenging because of the size difference, varying between three 

(employees of MEDD) and 12 (representatives of the Madagascar-based conservation 

practitioners). This would have made it difficult to use inferential statistics to analyse 

whether the group differences were actual or had occurred by chance. Additionally, the 

interview questions were not the same during the collection of secondary and primary 

data and this could cause differences in frequencies. Therefore, my analysis focuses on a 

descriptive comparison not to overinterpret the findings. The chosen method is adequate 

when considering the research questions and the main objective of this study: to identify 

and describe rather than analyse the differences between stakeholders.    

 

Table 3. Coding frequencies for identified challenges in biodiversity conservation and its 
international funding in Madagascar. 
 

Challenges 

MEDD (3) 
International 
and foreign 
NGOs (6) 

Malagasy 
recipient 

organisations 
(12) 

Donors (5) TOTAL 

Weak governance and distrust towards 
the government of Madagascar   0 3 6 3 12 

Political instability and political changes 0 1 6 2 9 
Poverty and internal migration related 
challenges 1 2 4 3 10 

Poor infrastructure and long distances 
inside Madagascar 0 0 2 1 3 

Growing population 0 1 0 1 2 

Challenging funding proposal processes 
and difficulties finding donors for 
conservation activities 0 6 2 0 8 
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Challenging reporting and varying 
requirements depending on the donor 1 4 5 0 10 

Funding gaps 0 0 4 0 4 

Low effectiveness 1 1 4 3 9 
Insufficient and unsustainable sources of 
funding 2 4 9 2 17 

Dependence on international funding 3 0 9 2 14 

Funding priorities set by the donors 1 4 11 2 18 

Only project type funding available  0 3 6 1 10 

Conservation intervention targets need 
to be attractive for the public 0 4 0 1 5 

Challenges to achieve sustainable and 
adequate financial incentives for 
conservation  2 0 3 3 8 

Low capacity of implementing partners 1 3 2 2 8 

Limited resources of NGOs 0 2 2 2 6 

Lack of coordination, duplication 0 0 7 0 7 

 

Table 4. Coding frequencies for identified development needs in biodiversity conservation and 
its international funding in Madagascar. 
 

Development need 

MEDD (3) 
International 
and foreign 
NGOs (6) 

Malagasy 
recipient 

organisations 
(12) 

Donors (5) TOTAL 

Longer funding cycles 0 2 5 2 9 

Flexibility in financial instruments and 
requirements 1 1 3 3 8 

Identification of environmental 
degradation drivers 0 1 1 0 2 

More governmental participation and 
ownership  1 2 4 1 8 

More holistic and cross-sectoral 
approaches 2 5 1 3 11 

Stronger local participation 2 3 5 4 14 

Involvement of the private sector 0 1 0 2 3 

 

 

4.1 Main category – Challenges   

   

Next, follows a summary of what stakeholders considered as current challenges in 

biodiversity conservation and its international funding in Madagascar.  The order follows 

the code frame (see Table 1).   

   

4.1.1 Weak governance and distrust towards the government of Madagascar    
   

Stakeholders stated that corruption at various levels of Malagasy society is a direct driver 

for environmental destruction and this was seen to obstruct progress for conservation 
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projects and actions. Some Madagascar-based conservation practitioners described how 

they had noticed that the reputation of weak governance and corruption has caused 

distrust towards Malagasy institutions and organisations. This has emerged as a challenge 

to find donors and funding for biodiversity conservation in Madagascar.    

   

Interviewees who represented donors stated how the weak governance has limited the 

possibilities to provide certain funding instruments in Madagascar. They described how 

elsewhere in the world, loans are an important part of the international biodiversity 

conservation funding, but in Madagascar, most donors provide only grants. Some donors 

defined providing loans as “unjustified,” “causing debts,” and “really, really risky.”   

   

Implementing partners shared the view that any conservation actions that required the 

help of the authorities can be challenging because of their poor availability. This applied 

especially to law enforcement because the managers of protected areas do not have law 

enforcement rights and therefore, local law enforcement authorities are needed for joint 

patrols.   

   

Both environmental crimes and weak law enforcement in Madagascar were seen as a 

challenge, especially by the Madagascar-based conservation practitioners. Notably, the 

existing legislation was mostly considered adequate, so the challenges seem more related 

to the applicability of the laws and law enforcement. However, the legislation related to 

ecological compensation for the environmental damage caused by the industry was not 

seen as adequate.   

   

4.1.2 Political instability and political changes   
   

The coup d'état in 2009 was seen as having had large negative impacts on biodiversity 

conservation for a long time. During that time, biodiversity conservation was extremely 

challenging due to the restrictions of aid payment but also because of the increased 

number of environmental crimes and major changes in environmental policies.    

   

In 2009 when there was a coup, and we had been supporting work in Madagascar 

consistently under our strategy for so many years. We had built a lot of capacity in the 

institutions we were supporting. We had really strong partnerships in place. A lot of 
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conservation work was happening at that time, of which we were really proud of. ... Then, 

suddenly, all companies were invited  to come and log, all rosewood was cut, it was really 

tragic. You know all that work, building sustainable economies based on those resources, 

and then you have a government entity that just gives these permissions and contracts to 

come in and cut all down. And there is nothing you can do to stop it (Donor 04).   

   

Even today, more than a decade since the coup d'état in 2009, the political situation was 

still seen as unstable and instabilities rising before every national election. One 

Madagascar-based conservation practitioner told how the donors seem to follow these 

instabilities, and in case of instabilities occur, there are delays in payments even though 

the donors do not withdraw the payments. Also, major environmental policy changes 

were reported to take place in post-coup elections as each new government makes their 

changes when ministers change. Such instabilities and unpredictability were considered 

a significant barrier to improvements related to biodiversity conservation in the long 

term.  One aspect of this is the challenge to create alternative livelihoods based on tourism 

because the instabilities have direct impacts on the tourists visiting Madagascar.   

   

4.1.3 Challenges related to poverty and internal migration   
   

Stakeholders named poverty as one of the drivers for deforestation and environmental 

degradation and as a challenge to achieve the anticipated outcomes of biodiversity 

conservation interventions. Nevertheless, there was an understanding that local 

populations need to use available natural resources to meet their basic needs or improve 

their quality of life.   

   

There are a lot of challenges. One of the biggest challenges is poverty. When poverty is 

driving deforestation, their interest is survival (International or foreign NGO 05).   

   

One of the side effects of poverty was the internal migration in Madagascar. This is a 

challenge because it was told that the migrants do not respect local taboos, fadys, that 

often support biodiversity conservation. Fadys, set by the ancestors, can prohibit the local 

population e.g., hunting certain mammals or land-use in certain areas, and are a central 

part of the Malagasy culture (Jones et al 2008). Internal migration is also causing 

interaction among different ethnic groups which may lead to conflicts. Also, internal 
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migration was seen as a challenge to encourage the original local populations to commit 

to biodiversity conservation. The unclear land tenure combined with internal migration 

was seen to force people into focusing on short-term benefits in the use of natural 

resources.   

   

… the migration of people. If you get the community to commit to conserving the forest 

and then someone comes to steal it, your next move will be just to think about the short 

term, not the long term. Nature doesn’t cope with the short term. They don’t see the benefit 

of planting trees if the land is grabbed by other people. It seems like their efforts are just 

benefiting someone else. That is what is killing Madagascar. Short term thinking (Donor 

03).   

    

4.1.4 Poor infrastructure and long distances inside Madagascar   
   

Poor infrastructure and long distances reportedly increase costs and cause delays in 

biodiversity conservation projects. Poor infrastructure and long distances also limit the 

volume?? of tourism and therefore limit the alternative income and funding generation 

possibilities. PAs closer to other services were considered to be more successful in 

achieving biodiversity objectives.   

   

4.1.5 Growing population   
   

Stakeholders considered population growth as a challenge for biodiversity conservation 

because the current and constantly increasing population was mentioned to put pressure 

on the environmental carrying capacity. Especially this was seen to be linked to food 

production. Because of the current size of the population tavy was no longer seen as a 

sustainable option.    

   

4.1.6 Challenging reporting and varying requirements depending on the donor   
   

Many stakeholders stated how the reporting requirements are causing challenges for the 

implementing actors and taking a lot of their resources away from carrying out actual 

biodiversity conservation interventions. Some funding instruments were identified to be 

especially challenging: EU, USAID, and UNDP were all mentioned more than once. 

These donors were mentioned to be “very complicated,” and have “lots of rules,” “heavy 
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procedures” and “very high administrative burden.” It was pointed out how the size of 

the funding for a certain project does not correlate with the reporting requirements, 

because the requirements are based on the donor and the funding instrument. Also, the 

challenge is that the donor requirements are different for each donor which makes it 

difficult to live up to and fulfil each of the standards and requirements. Smaller donors 

and private funding sources were considered easier and simpler. Some international and 

foreign NGOs said that they would prefer to have more direct funding from private 

individuals and companies because they are simpler to use and report. Nevertheless, the 

advantages of larger donors were seen as well: e.g., the size of funding from the large 

donors enables much larger interventions and ensures secured funding for several years.    

   

4.1.7 Challenging funding proposal processes and difficulties finding donors for conservation 
activities   
   

The process to receive funding, including writing funding proposals, was seen as 

challenging. Many organisations make an initial assessment of the available resources 

already when planning to apply for funding.  Respondents pointed out how funding 

applications were directed to those funders who had been easier to work with or were 

familiar from before. Funding was not applied from certain funders due to low acceptance 

rates. Also, some donors require that the organisations have first some experience with 

other, smaller funders which limits the potential donors for some NGOs.   

   

We have learned how to get money from [donor X] and write applications that are 

accepted. All funders have different requirements. If we started looking for funding from 

several funders, it would cause problems for us as all have their requirements. We have 

been lucky that our current funding source has been enough to run our activities to that 

extent we have wanted… or been allowed or had capacity (International or foreign NGO 

01).   

   

When it comes to EU funding, it is very unlikely to get that kind of support. The percentage 

of approved applications is so low (International or foreign NGO 03).   

   

Some stakeholders described that it is challenging to find funding directly for biodiversity 

conservation. Other sectors, including humanitarian aid, were considered to have more 
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funding and more potential donors are available. One interviewee also mentioned how 

potential funding sources are limited because some donors are accessible by invitation 

only.    

     

4.1.8 Funding gaps   
   

Several Madagascar-based conservation practitioners reported how the funding gaps are 

affecting the implementation of project activities. The gaps are due, for example, to the 

fact that before the next instalment, the donor wants to check the report of the previous 

period. The situation was seen as especially challenging for smaller, local NGOs because 

they do not have their own funding to cover the gaps.   

   

Our work is divided into trimesters, but we may get the funds only when the trimester is 

already halfway through (Madagascar-based conservation practitioner 08).   

   

4.1.9 Lack of coordination, duplication   
   

It is noteworthy that this theme was mentioned only by the Malagasy-based conservation 

practitioners: seven out of 14 interviewees in this stakeholder group mentioned this as a 

challenge but none in the other stakeholder groups. According to the interviewees, the 

lack of coordination has caused different actors to implement very similar or same 

projects in the same area, during the same time or sequentially.  

   

They propose the exact same projects in exactly the same places. What I want to say is 

that the funding system is not coordinated and there is a lot of double funding. 

(Madagascar-based conservation practitioner 9).   

   

Respondents considered that increased cooperation among donors, but also between 

implementing organisations operating with the same funding, would be useful and 

important to avoid duplication. This was also considered to decrease the competition 

among different actors.    

   

4.1.10 Low capacity of implementing partners   
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Low capacity is one of the reasons that limit access to the larger donors because some 

actors may not have enough capacity to develop good projects and proposals, or they lack 

the required level of administrative or financial capacity. Sometimes, the lack of capacity 

was related to technical skills or knowledge to implement required biodiversity 

conservation activities. Partly, the low capacity can be compensated with the support of 

intermediary NGOs. This means, e.g., assisting with drafting the official reports required 

by the donor. Sometimes support from foreign consultants is provided by donors.   

   

If there is an external funder, a grant has been given from a donor, the partner will report 

to us, and then we check the report if it is something that we could use for the funder, but 

in 100% of the cases, the reports are something like someone, meaning we, have to re-

write in good English. Often there is also a lot of need to get back in contact with the 

partners to discuss to get the information right as they may have not put it in the report 

or not written to answer directly to the funder’s report form (International or foreign NGO 

2).   

    

4.1.11 Only project type funding available   
   

It was seen as a challenge that the donors require that something novel is created every 

time as most of the funding available is targeted for projects. This resulted, for example, 

in challenges to find funding for “just normal work”, general operational costs of 

environmental NGOs and management costs of protected areas.   

   

4.1.12 Low effectiveness   
   

Interviewees mentioned several examples that they consider decreasing the effectiveness 

of funding. For example, paperwork required by the donor was told to take sometimes 

most of the available project resources. A large amount of the funding was used for 

management and other administrational costs, also outside Madagascar, especially in the 

larger organisations. Even inside Madagascar, the funding was not seen to reach the local 

level – communities or the smaller implementing organisations. Therefore, the actual 

funding available for the implementation of the activities was seen to be limited compared 

to the overall funding originally granted by the donor.   
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I think many of these projects direct enormous amounts of funding to mediators which 

are based in the United States. I think that is really tragic. Because even though all this 

conservation work needs good operations to be in place to be able to be executed, I think 

that there is just a loss of funding... which should be going into that country we are 

supporting. While it could be used in the countries to do more work, to support the 

communities, to support the work on the ground. So, in many ways, I don’t think it is as 

well targeted as it could be (Donor 04).   

   

Sometimes, the poor effectiveness is because of unachieved objectives despite the 

attempts. This was related to the challenging operating environment.    

   

4.1.13 Conservation intervention targets need to be attractive for the public   
   

International and foreign NGOs emphasized how, from the planning stage, measures to 

protect diversity must consider whether the planned activities are sufficiently attractive 

to the public. This is important because sometimes the donors require the interventions to 

be partly self-financed that must be gained through fundraising. Sometimes fundraising 

from the public was carried out to try to implement projects that have not received funding 

from donors.   

   

Interviewees described how challenging it is to foresee what topics the public finds 

interesting. Sometimes this has resulted in higher fundraising campaign costs than the 

funding received.  Many also highlighted that the public is often more interested in 

humanitarian issues than biodiversity conservation. The media was said to influence what 

is attractive for the people at that moment.    

   

Organisations try to minimize the risks by involving communications or fundraising 

departments already in the planning phase of new projects or when expanding into new 

areas of work. More attractive animals are used to get funding for general conservation 

activities. However, for certain projects, funding was not even applied for, because the 

topic was known to be disinteresting for the public.    

   

Also, communication during decision-making processes is important with our fundraising 

and communication departments, if they see any potential in that area. Madagascar for 
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example is very attractive when you think about how to communicate about our work to 

the public. We really had a long list of what we needed or kind of requirements for the 

area we want to expand our work (International or foreign NGO 03).   

   

4.1.14 Funding priorities set by the donors   
   

Madagascar-based conservation practitioners and representatives of foreign and 

international NGOs described that the available funding and its allocation is strictly pre-

defined. This might not correspond with how the NGOs would like to use the funding, 

and they may have to change their objectives to receive funding from certain donors. As 

a result, some activities considered essential must have several donors. Sometimes the 

external funding priorities exclude possibilities to work with certain ecosystems, such as 

wetlands.   

   

But there is always co-financing from several donors in the sense that each donor has 

their own focus on what kinds of activities they want to fund (Madagascar-based 

conservation practitioner 10). 

   

The priority setting by donors seems to follow international trends. As a concrete 

example, the Madagascar-based conservation practitioners told how the donors and 

current government promote tree planting, often with introduced, exotic species. This is 

not the preferred approach for some NGOs, or even for the local communities. Currently, 

there is funding especially available for climate change-related activities. The allocation 

of funding to climate change is seen to limit the funding available for other environmental 

sectors. Also, the total amount of international biodiversity conservation funding is 

constantly varying due to changing governmental policies in the donor countries. All of 

this make planning unpredictable, as the amount of funding available for desired activities 

can be difficult to estimate.   

   

What’s hard? Working in a big financing institution, we work in funding cycles. Before it 

was biodiversity, let’s do that. Now it’s getting back. Then it's climate change. Now it’s 

coming back, comes and goes. Yes, funding cycles, that is hard. And you have to deal with 

that reality (Donor 05).    
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… the amounts how much [state X] is budgeting for development cooperation. It just goes 

up and down. … The international and global dialogue is now very much about climate 

change. It is very strong and even at some point, I think it took financing away from other 

environmental sectors (International or foreign NGO 3).   

   

One interviewee stated how the purposes of providing funding can also be broader than 

biodiversity conservation per se because the donor itself has a desire to benefit somehow 

in return. There was a doubt if the donors would adapt to the priorities set by the 

Madagascar State.   

   

Most of the governments doing cooperation with Madagascar remain very colonial. 

There are many conditions when they give money. They don’t give it because they love 

Madagascar. Maybe they love biodiversity to some extent but mostly when they give 

things, they want a return (Madagascar-based conservation practitioner 06).   

   

We have the Paris Declaration [of Aid Effectiveness] and the AAA [Accra Agenda for 

Action] including principles of ownership, alignment, harmonization etc. But the 

countries who give the funding decide what actions will be taken. The goals of the 

declaration have not been achieved yet. I think that the donors do not really play that 

game. And Madagascar and other “target” countries don’t really show ownership in 

these initiatives. The states are not quite ready to do it but there is simultaneously the side 

of the donors. If Malagasy State presented a development plan and asked the donors to 

fund it, would they really follow it? (Madagascar-based conservation practitioner 9).   

   

4.1.15 Dependence on international funding   
   

The biodiversity conservation in Madagascar remains nearly entirely dependent on 

international funding, directly or indirectly. Interviewees considered this to be risky, and 

a reason why many biodiversity conservation interventions have failed.  However, it was 

seen as crucial to achieving biodiversity conservation goals. It was also seen as a 

responsibility of the international community to fund biodiversity conservation in 

Madagascar.    

   

4.1.16 Limited resources (other than financial) of NGOs   
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The role of the NGOs was seen as important, but their possible impact alone was 

considered to have limits. Some of the interviewees pointed out how the different kinds 

of actors are needed, and funding and support must be provided for the government as 

well to achieve biodiversity conservation outcomes in Madagascar.   

   

Another aspect of limited resources is that NGOs, both final recipients and intermediaries, 

must think about their available resources when looking for new projects and funding 

sources. This goes beyond financial resources because NGOs may have several reasons 

that they cannot expand their overall size. This may result intermediary NGOs having a 

limited number of staff to support implementing organisations in Madagascar to work 

with more challenging funding instruments.  Failure in this task was considered to have 

a risk of a reputation for the intermediary NGOs.   

    

4.1.17 Insufficient and unsustainable sources of funding    
   

All stakeholder groups agreed that the total amount of international funding for 

biodiversity conservation is not sufficient considering the level of need in Madagascar. 

Madagascar-based interviewees stated how the limited amount of funding is creating 

competition among different actors, resulting in even territoriality.   

   

It is complicated. It is half the time working together and half the time competing against 

each other to get the same fund. This leads partly to distrust and territoriality 

(Madagascar-based conservation practitioner 12).   

   

Insufficiency of funds was also reflected in ongoing projects that had already received 

funding. Interviewees stated that often the received funding does not cover all the costs 

of agreed and required activities. The examples given included salaries of required project 

staff, monitoring, evaluation, development, accounting, communication, and operational 

costs, such as office costs and rent. It was said that sometimes the staff members need to 

have several jobs to have sufficient income because the funding does not provide adequate 

funding for living.   
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In small projects in conservation, or projects in general, people want to cover the nice 

bits, but they don’t want to fund the project development, contribution to accounting, 

evaluation... and so on. There is a reluctance to fully fund these (International or foreign 

NGO 05).   

   

The implementing actors told that they are dependent on the donors, which means that 

the activities can continue only as long as the funding is provided. There have been 

attempts to continue the activities or create sustainable sources of funding during the 

project, but they have failed.    

   

4.1.18 Challenges to achieve sustainable and adequate financial incentives for conservation   
   

Different stakeholders described how there had been high expectations for tourism to 

provide an ecologically sustainable income and financial incentives for locals to protect 

biodiversity. This goal has failed so far. Many of the protected areas are remotely located 

and some “struggle to get even five visitors a year.”  Therefore, tourism was not 

considered as a sustainable funding source for the protected area network. The lack of 

sustainable financing was seen to cause dependency on funding cycles of international 

donors, but currently, no better options could be identified.   

   

But in the conservation community, you have to conserve it just because. Then what 

happens? You end up in the donor-funding cycle. You get five years, then what? You don’t 

really consider it as long-term... Like the government will never have enough money to 

finance all the parks. But you know, we are trying, we are freaking trying everything. 

Whatever we can find, we will try it (Donor 05).   

   

The stakeholders stated how the remaining natural resources are an important source of 

income for local populations. Therefore, it was described that it would be important to be 

able to provide the locals with sustainable alternative livelihood options. However, this 

was seen as a challenging task, especially when the land use management methods, for 

example, mining or plantations, may provide more financial benefits and therefore, be 

more attractive to both decision-makers and local people.   
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4.2 Main category - Development needs   

   

Next follows a summary of what stakeholders saw as important ways forward and their 

suggestions of what should be altered to build a more sustainable conservation funding 

landscape. The order follows the code frame (see Tables 1 and 2).  

   

4.2.1 Longer funding cycles   
   

Interviewees called for longer funding cycles. Short-term funding was seen as a challenge 

to sustainable results. Currently, many financial instruments run in three to four years 

cycles, which was considered too short to work with local communities. The real need 

was identified to be closer to ten years. Longer funding cycles were also seen as a 

possibility to be a starting point to create something additional to the original objectives 

through “experiment and progress” as one of the interviewees described. Other 

interviewee stated how some results they could have never planned before hand, it “just 

required sustained funding”. 

   

4.2.2 Flexibility in financial instruments and requirements   
   

Stakeholders considered flexibility as an important aspect of funding because it helps 

better to meet the real needs arising from the field which may not have been known at the 

preparatory stages of a project. Also, situations may change rapidly, and this may require 

a quick change in budget use.   

   

… it is not easy to explain to them [donors] that sometimes you need to react fast, and 

funds are needed fast. We will lose the opportunity and people will get away with e.g., 

illegal logging because it takes time to do paperwork on changing budget lines. ... In the 

field nothing goes as planned and you always must change some budget lines 

(Madagascar-based conservation practitioner 04).   

   

In addition, flexibility is understanding that sometimes things do not go according to the 

original plans, and the goals must be proportionate to the circumstances that prevail. 

Although the activities did not always produce the desired objectives, they often had at 
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least some positive effects, and the situation would have remained worse overall without 

any interventions.   

   

People always think about the risks. There are always people, they see corruption, they say it stinks 

and they leave. I say, if you leave, nothing will change. I don’t say everything will change, but 

something (Donor 02).   

   

4.2.3 Identification of environmental degradation drivers   
   

The need to understand the actual drivers of the environmental degradation already in the 

planning phase of biodiversity conservation interventions was stated by some of the 

interviewees. This was said to improve the outcomes of the interventions. For example, 

tree planting interventions were not considered effective, if the actual causes of 

deforestation are not tackled simultaneously.    

   

4.2.4 More governmental participation and ownership    
   

All stakeholder groups stated the need for the Malagasy government to participate more 

in biodiversity conservation because of limited possibilities for the international actors to 

conserve the biodiversity of Madagascar. Planning and objective setting was seen as a 

starting point for stronger, national ownership. This should include cross-sectoral 

commitment to tackle environmental issues. Interviewees hoped that there would be 

pressure from civil society and diplomacy to achieve this goal.   

    

Tremendous changes are needed also from national-level administration, from the state 

and government. As an international actor like us, or others even bigger, saving 

Madagascar and its nature is impossible. Partly yes (International or foreign NGO 01).   

   

4.2.5 More holistic and cross-sectoral approaches   
   

The need to have more holistic and cross-sectoral approaches in biodiversity conservation 

was the second most frequently mentioned theme. A holistic approach would 

simultaneously consider biodiversity conservation needs as well as needs to improve 

human well-being. This was seen as crucial because the ecological and social issues are 

strongly linked in Madagascar.   
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I think, what we are forced as every institution, we try to evolve and adapt and lessons 

what we have learned. I think currently, to have purely environmental, is not seen as 

effective as... integrated, multi-sector project. ... because the drivers of deforestation and 

natural resource degradation aren’t purely within the environment. In that sense, I hope, 

that we have learned the lessons. To have more holistic projects (Donor 05).   

   

A cross-sectoral approach is needed because the same donors who fund biodiversity 

conservation can provide subsidies directly harmful to the environment elsewhere. Such 

contradiction was said to happen at the national level in Madagascar with state subsidies 

as well.   

   

A more holistic and cross-sectoral approach was stated to require a lot of capacity, 

knowledge and experience. This could be achieved through stronger cooperation between 

different actors. For stronger cooperation, one of the interviewees emphasized the need 

to reduce confrontation between different actors that currently exists.   

   

4.2.6 Participation and involvement of local communities   
   

The need for stronger participation and involvement of local communities was the most 

frequently mentioned theme. Participation, involvement and consideration of the needs 

of the local communities were seen as an important part of conservation interventions and 

to decrease the pressure on the protected areas and other natural resources. Many 

stakeholders stressed that achievement of this objective requires more funding.   

   

Sadly, in many cases, it is true that the local people suffer from conservation activities. 

People who live close to these beautiful places should be lucky. But then we, 

conservationists, manage to gather disgraceful amounts of money for the community 

development activities. And we even try our best and we try applying as much as we can, 

but it is just not enough. The opportunity costs. That for me is the big one. More funding, 

directed at the local communities, is needed (International or foreign NGO 04).   
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4.2.7 Involvement of the private sector    
   

Some interviewees brought up the need to involve the private sector more in biodiversity 

conservation and its funding. It was seen as a possibility to increase the amount of funding 

through investments. One donor hoped that they would receive more funding proposals 

in which the private sector is involved to link economic growth with conservation.    

    

One stakeholder stated how sometimes the legislation is not conducive to allowing 

partnerships with the private sector. The interviewee stated this to be linked to the general 

reluctance to cooperate with industry because their actions are not seen as good, “anti-

private sector thinking” by the stakeholders participating in biodiversity conservation.   

    

5 DISCUSSION  

  

In this chapter, I summarise the major results and compare how my findings relate to 

previous research I introduced in chapter 1 - Introduction. At the same time, I provide 

answers to the research questions set out in chapter 2 – Research questions and 

objectives.  

  

5.1 Challenges  

  

As I have demonstrated in the results (see chapter 4 - Results), my data revealed several 

challenges that different stakeholders face in their work related to biodiversity 

conservation in Madagascar and in relation to the international funding for the sector. 

These challenges provide a direct answer to my first research question. While I summarise 

my findings, I will point out some of the linkages between these various challenges, but 

they are certainly not limited to those I describe.  

  

One of the findings is that various stakeholders consider weak governance in Madagascar, 

and its different indicators, as a major hinder to achieving biodiversity objectives in 

Madagascar. One of its manifestations is distrust towards Malagasy institutions, which 

makes it difficult to attract international donors. Previous studies have identified similar 
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patterns: corruption, environmental crimes, weak government and weak law enforcement 

have all been identified as challenges before (e.g., Freudenberger 2010; Gore et al 2013; 

Gardner et al 2018). Some of the donors, for example USAID, have evidence for the 

misuse of the funding in the past (Freudenberg 2010). The interviewees confirmed that 

corruption exist on all organisational levels in the biodiversity conservation sector. It 

might not be a surprise, because Madagascar is one of the most corrupted countries in the 

world (Transparency International 2021). However, it worth noting that some practices 

in international cooperation, such as lack of adequate resources and donor expectations, 

may support corrupt practices (Cremer 2008). As one of the Madagascar-based 

conservation practitioners stated, it is especially challenging in the remote areas to fulfil 

all the donor requirements: “At some point, you just check that things are well done but 

you cannot be sure of every step in the procedures [related to prevention of corruption]. 

You try your best to be transparent but sometimes in remote areas it is just too difficult” 

(Madagascar-based conservation practitioner 6).  

  

Weak governance and its indicators are linked to another challenge that emerged from 

the data, namely political instability. Even today, more than a decade since the coup d'état 

in 2009, the political situation is still seen as unstable, and instabilities usually rise before 

every national election. As I have described earlier, Jones et al (2021) has also highlighted 

the need for stable transitions of power because each political crisis tends to impact 

conservation programmes. Based on my data, one further form of political instability are 

the post-election changes in governance and policies. Stakeholders described how such 

instabilities are significant barriers to improvements related to biodiversity conservation 

in the long term and can destroy the results achieved, even rapidly.  

  

Some of the interviewees emphasized how poverty and related internal migration are 

resulting in challenges for biodiversity conservation. Poverty and internal migration are 

also listed by the Madagascar government as the drivers for deforestation and 

environmental degradation. However, as I have presented earlier, the direct link between 

poverty and environmental degradation is complicated: conservation will not directly be 

achieved even if poverty is reduced (e.g., McShane et al 2011; Jones et al 2021). Despite 

this, poverty is linked to biodiversity conservation through food security (Jones et al 

2021). In my study, stakeholders brought forward how population growth is further 

decreasing food security: the current and constantly increasing population and their 
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attempts to fulfil their food security by using traditional land use practices was considered 

to put pressure on the environmental carrying capacity. Also, Jones et al (2021) has 

concluded how a transformation in agricultural practices is needed to achieve objectives 

related to biodiversity conservation.  

  

Some of the interviewed stakeholders described how poor infrastructure and long 

distances are causing additional costs for biodiversity conservation. The side effects of 

poor infrastructure have been acknowledged by the development organisations as well: 

the World Bank (2019) describes that transport connectivity is a common challenge 

across key sectors in Madagascar and that there is a lack of affordable transport services 

to link populations to economic opportunities and human capital services (World Bank 

2019). The interviewed stakeholders also described how these factors limit possibilities 

to get funding from international tourism for biodiversity conservation. This is 

understandable, especially when poor infrastructure is combined with the large size of 

Madagascar (1.75 times the size of Finland).  

  

The number of potential funders and therefore, obtaining funding from the donors in the 

field of biodiversity conservation was initially considered challenging. Stakeholders 

described how other industries, such as humanitarian aid, seem to have more donors 

available. However, stakeholders stated that the challenges did not end even if a donor 

was found: several stakeholders brought up challenges related to fulfilling donor 

requirements. The challenges related to donor requirements are highlighted further 

because each donor has their specific requirements, starting from the proposal processes 

throughout the funding process and to final reporting. According to the interviewees, the 

requirements are donor-specific and do not correlate with the size of granted funding: 

large funders were perceived to be more demanding than smaller ones despite the amount 

of the donation. Another challenge related to funding instruments is the funding gaps 

between funding periods that cause negative impacts on implementing activities. These 

findings are in line with previous studies, for example, Elbers & Arts (2011), Hulme & 

Edwards (1997) and Wallace et al (2007). As I have described earlier, concerns over 

donor requirements were also one reason for developing the Rome Declaration for Aid 

Effectiveness: “the totality and wide variety of donor requirements and processes for 

preparing, delivering, and monitoring development assistance are generating 
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unproductive transaction costs for, and drawing down the limited capacity of, partner 

countries” (OECD 2003).    

  

Based on my findings and related literature, donor requirements are causing low 

effectiveness also in NGO-donor cooperation. In addition, related literature (Michael 

2004; Elbers & Arts 2011; Wallace et al 2007) has shown how donor requirements are 

considered to take resources away from the actual activities. My data revealed likewise 

how paperwork to fulfil requirements may consume most of the given resources. Partly, 

management and other administrational costs, also those used outside Madagascar, are 

strongly related to the donor requirements. Even inside Madagascar the funding was not 

seen to reach the local level – communities or the smaller implementing organisations. 

Therefore, the actual amount of funding available for the implementation of the activities 

was seen to be limited compared to the overall funding originally granted by the donor. 

However, it is noteworthy that according to previous studies, the donor sector justifies 

the requirements partly due to the weakness of the government and its related effects, 

including corruption (Wallace et al 2007; Haan 2008). As I have described earlier, based 

on Wallace et al (2007) and Haan (2008), at least some of the donor requirements are due 

to a growing demand for donors to show the results, added value and what has been 

achieved with the public funding. However, some are due to a prominent level of 

corruption and unmet expectations in the past (Wallace et al 2007; Haan 2008).  

  

Despite the fact that Madagascar is one of the top ten recipients of biodiversity aid (Miller 

et al 2013), all stakeholder groups agreed that the overall amount of international 

biodiversity conservation funding is insufficient considering the level of need in 

Madagascar. Madagascar-based interviewees stated how the limited amount of funding 

is creating competition among different actors, resulting in even territoriality. 

Insufficiency of funds was also reflected in ongoing projects that had already received 

funding. Interviewees stated that often the received funding does not cover all the costs 

of agreed and required activities throughout the funding cycle that is also supported by 

the literature (e.g., Elbers & Arts 2008; Michael 2004).  

  

The implementing stakeholders described that they are dependent on donors and 

international funding, which means that the activities can continue only if the funding is 

provided. Dependence on international funding was also seen as a reason for the failure 
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of nature conservation goals. There have been attempts to continue the activities or create 

sustainable sources of funding during the project, but they have failed. Additionally, 

Madagascar-based conservation practitioners and representatives of foreign and 

international NGOs stated how the available funding and its allocation is strictly pre-

defined. As in the previous studies, (e.g., Michael 2004; Elbers & Arts 2011), the 

interviewees described how dependency on donors and international funding was seen to 

force NGOs to adapt into priority setting by donors.  There was a doubt if the donors 

would adapt to the priorities set by the Madagascar State, even if many states and donor 

agencies have committed to follow Paris and Rome Declaration for Aid Effectiveness. 

One of the agreed measures of those Declarations included, for example, ensuring that 

development assistance is delivered following partner country priorities (OECD 2003; 

OECD 2019a).  

  

Based on my findings, one form of donor-driven prioritization is to provide only project-

based funding. Stakeholders described how this resulted, for example, as challenges to 

find funding for “just normal work”, general operational costs of environmental NGOs 

and management costs of protected areas, which would have been the priority for many 

funding applicants. Partly, I understand this as a result of another challenge identified in 

this study: conservation intervention targets need to be attractive for the public. This 

raises another question: who actually decides what is funded? Indeed, this did not seem 

clear as the study progressed, as it became increasingly clear how donors have 

accountability for their own financiers, who are often taxpayers and citizens participating 

in democratic elections, hence it is also important that the funding targets are considered 

attractive by the public to ensure support for funding. Also, media and international trends 

in conservation were seen to affect donor-driven priority setting. Currently, the allocation 

of funding to climate change risks limiting the funding available for other environmental 

sectors. This may ignore own objectives of environmental NGOs for biodiversity 

conservation or even for the local communities. Variation in the amount of funding 

available was also reported to increase the unpredictability of the work.  

  

Challenges to achieve sustainable and adequate finance for conservation further increase 

the dependency on international donors. Different stakeholders told me how high the 

expectations for tourism had been and how there was a hope that tourism could have 

provided an ecologically sustainable income and financial incentives for locals to protect 
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biodiversity. This goal has failed so far. As I have described earlier, some of the 

interviewees considered this to be due to long distances, poor infrastructure, and political 

instability, all affecting tourism preferences of where to travel. The lack of sustainable 

financing was seen to cause dependency on funding cycles of international donors, but 

currently, no better options could be identified.  

  

As described in the introduction, NGOs have an increasing role to implement 

internationally funded development work, including biodiversity conservation. However, 

some of the interviewees in this study described how the low implementing capacity of 

Malagasy partners is a challenge to get and implement activities with international 

funding. I see that this is closely related the donor requirements. Also, Hulme & Edwards 

(1997) and Wallace et al (2007), have studied how there is an increasing need for NGOs 

to hire highly educated, “multi-lingual bureaucrats or administrators”, which may not 

match with the capacity of current employees who on the other hand have the necessary 

technical and local expertise (Hulme & Edwards 1997; Wallace et al 2007). Partly, the 

weak capacity can be compensated with support from intermediary NGOs. Sometimes 

support from foreign consultants is provided by donors. This in turn, is in contradiction 

with the decade long discussion in the development sector about how the donors would 

like to directly fund SNGOs and not operate through NNGOs (Lewis 1998). Based on my 

findings, the need for intermediary NGOs or other support for SNGOs is unlikely to 

disappear anytime soon in Madagascar, or it will further deepen the negative effects of 

direct cooperation (e.g., Michael 2004; Elbers & Arts 2011; Wallace et al 2007). I 

introduced earlier. Therefore, my findings support the paradox that I introduced earlier 

(Hailey 2000, Elbers & Arts 2011): the factors that have caused the shift to increase direct 

support for NGOs, may have the opposite effect in practice (Hailey 2000, Elbers & Arts 

2011).   

  

In my study, role of the NGOs was seen as important, but their impact alone was 

considered to have limits. Some of the interviewees pointed out how the cooperation of 

many kinds of actors is needed, and funding and support must be provided for the 

government as well, to achieve long-term biodiversity conservation outcomes in 

Madagascar. Another aspect of limited resources is that NGOs, both as final recipients 

and intermediaries, must think about their available resources, also other than financial, 
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when looking for new projects and funding sources. Previous studies have likewise 

reported that donors have limited resources to support NGOs (Wallace et al 2007).  

  

Lastly, lack of coordination and the risk for duplication was a commonly emerging theme 

by the Malagasy-based conservation practitioners. According to the interviewees, the lack 

of coordination has caused different actors to implement very similar projects in the same 

area, during the same time period or sequentially. This is clearly an issue that will require 

more attention in the future even though according to interviewees from MEDD, work 

has already begun on this. This need has already been described in the Paris Declaration 

for Aid Effectiveness: one of its objectives is to coordinate better development assistance, 

simplify procedures, and share information to avoid duplication (OECD n.d.; OECD 

2005).   

  

5.2 Development needs  

  

The interviewed stakeholders identified several development needs and suggestions for 

what should be altered to build a more sustainable conservation funding landscape. As 

with the challenges, many development needs were interlinked with each other. They are 

also often directly linked to the identified challenges, as development needs arise from 

the challenges that various stakeholders are currently facing.   

  

Some of these needs were linked to the common features of international biodiversity 

conservation instruments. As described in the literature (Michael 2004; Elbers & Arts 

2011; Wallace et al 2007; Gardner et al 2018), many interviewees in this study reported 

how the currently common funding cycle of three to four years is too short considering 

what is expected to be achieved by the donor. The real need was identified to require a 

duration many times longer than the current practice, closer to ten years. Similar findings 

have been reported in studies conducted previously (Michael 2004, Gardner et al 2018). 

One of the interviewees described how in practice the short funding cycles force the 

implementing actors to “just tick the boxes” to fulfil the agreed activities. However, field-

level experience showed that permanent funding could deliver results more sustainably, 

as well as result in additional, unexpected positive outcomes.  
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As reported in the literature (Michael 2004; Elbers & Arts 2008; Wallace et al 2007), 

many interviewees identified the need for higher flexibility from the donors. The need 

can be divided into two dimensions: first, there should be flexibility to change the original 

plans in the middle of the funding cycle in case need occurs. Secondly, there was a call 

for understanding that because of the challenging environment, sometimes the objectives 

cannot be achieved. In line with finding by Michael (2007), also the stakeholders 

operating in Madagascar, preferred flexible funders and considered them easier to work 

with. However, those donors that were considered the most demanding generally offered 

more funding than the smaller ones. 

  

Some interviewees, in line with previous references, brought forward the need to 

understand better the actual drivers of the environmental degradation for successful 

biodiversity conservation in Madagascar. Stakeholders consider that doing this would 

improve the outcomes of interventions. As I have described earlier based on the literature, 

understanding of actual drivers can be complicated as they are linked to underlying social, 

economic, and political drivers, not forgetting the international forces, such as changing 

trends and policies related to international trade which may cause lasting legacies (Scales 

2014d). However, this does not reduce the need for understanding the actual drivers for 

environmental degradation. 

  

All stakeholders brought up the need for the Malagasy government to participate more in 

biodiversity conservation because of limited possibilities for the international actors to 

conserve the biodiversity of Madagascar. I understand that this need is closely related to 

the challenges of dependence of international funding and limited resources of NGOs. 

Planning and setting objectives were seen as a starting point for stronger, national 

ownership. This should include cross-sectoral commitment to tackle environmental 

issues. Also, the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness in 2005 aimed to allow 

developing countries to take leadership and set their own strategies.  The Accra Agenda 

for Action in 2008 also proposed stronger leadership on aid coordination and more use of 

country systems for aid delivery (Hunt 2012; OECD 2021). According to the interviewees 

from MEDD, “MEDD has been trying to consolidate its leadership in terms of financial 

prioritization since 2020”, even if “it is not yet effective, but the donors are starting to 

align themselves with the MEDD directives”.  
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Some of the identified development needs were related to the need to improve approaches 

to biodiversity conservation interventions.  More holistic and cross-sectoral approaches, 

and participation of local communities were commonly mentioned themes by all the 

stakeholder groups. This indicates strong support to develop these aspects. 

 

According to interviewees, a more holistic approach would simultaneously consider 

biodiversity conservation needs as well as the needs related to human well-being 

improvement. This was seen as crucial because both the ecological and social issues are 

strongly linked in Madagascar. According to stakeholders, a cross-sectoral approach is 

needed because the same donors who fund biodiversity conservation can provide 

subsidies directly harmful to the environment elsewhere. Such contradiction was said to 

happen at the national level in Madagascar with state subsidies as well. This also seems 

particularly important because the findings of this study support the fact that resources 

for nature conservation were already considered insufficient. The fact that another sector 

dilutes the biodiversity conservation achievements accentuates the lack of cross sectoral 

support. 

 

Even though the biodiversity in Madagascar has increasingly sought to involve local 

people, for example, during the NEAP, there have been failures to do this on an adequate 

level (e.g., Corson 2014; Gardner et al 2018). Poudyal et al (2016) has also studied how 

those most negatively impacted by conservation interventions, have not received the 

compensations. The findings of my study support the previous studies that there is still a 

need for stronger participation and involvement of local communities. However, as 

described in the literature, this would unlikely lead to win-win situations: improved well-

being of people may increase the exploitation of natural resources and various 

stakeholders have different objectives, including objectives to generate revenue. Even so, 

it is crucial as non-participatory interventions have caused the conservation-related 

outcomes in Madagascar to fail (Gardner et al 2018) and can lead to unrealised 

expectations, even conflicts (McShane et al 2011). Therefore, careful planning and 

implementation is needed to ensure ecological and social sustainability in the long term 

(Gardner et al 2018).    

  

According to the interviewees, both holistic and cross-sectoral approaches and 

participation of local communities would require resources, capacity, knowledge and 
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experience. As a solution, several interviewees mentioned how different sectors should 

cooperate more. This would require some sort of shift of thinking as according to my 

findings, confrontation among actors and sectors does exist. Nevertheless, financial 

resources are also needed: stakeholders brought up how improvement in these matters 

requires more funding and other resources. Also, resources should be used to ensure 

adequate safeguard commitments that have not always been fulfilled and those entitled 

for compensation have not been fully compensated (Poudyal et al 2016; Neudert et al 

2017).  

  

Lastly, according to my findings, there is an increasing interest to involve the private 

sector more in biodiversity conservation and funding of activities. It was seen as a 

possibility to increase the amount of funding through investments. Further, the business 

sector has awakened to risks that biodiversity loss could cause them (World Economic 

Forum 2021), and at least World Wildlife Foundation (WWF) (2021) has been promoting 

the need for financial flows from the business sector. However, as some of the 

interviewees brought up, it would also require enabling legislation and changes in funding 

instruments: currently, they do not allow or support partnerships with the private sector. 

If going in this direction, there is a need to reduce confrontation between the private sector 

and conservation actors.  

  

5.1 Limitation of the study  

 

Towards the end of this study, I want to state some thoughts about the limitations of this 

thesis. Also, at the very end of this learning process, I am to able to identify certain steps 

I would conduct differently if I started again this study.  

 

Some of the limitation is related to the data I used. Nearly half of the data in this study 

had been collected for purposes other than this study. As a result, this secondary data did 

not answer my research questions as well as it could because the interview questions were 

not created to answer my research questions. This is particularly noteworthy as this data 

contained all the information I received from one of the major stakeholder groups - 

Madagascar-based conservation practitioners. Therefore, some challenges and 

development needs that this group is experiencing in their work may have been left 

unidentified. Also, as I did not conduct the interviews myself, I was unable to ask the 
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interviewees specific questions or ask for clarification. Moreover, I could have given 

more emphasis on interview questions that were the most important ones for this study 

on those interviews I conducted myself. Unfortunately, it was no longer possible to return 

to the first interviews with the increased self-confidence in conducting interviews that I 

gained during this process.  

 

Some of the limitations are related to the data analysis method, QCA, I chose for this 

study. Afterwards I must say, that it would have been useful to involve another person in 

process of code frame building and trial coding. Although QCA and its systematic 

approach is aiming to reduce personal interpretation, the involvement of another person 

in these steps could have yielded a productive and critical evaluation of the code 

framework and thus of the results of this study. 

 

Lastly, I consider as one of the limitations for this study the limited available resources. 

Certainly, in all research, limited resources set certain limits for the opportunities that the 

researcher have. This is especially true in a Master's thesis. If there had been more 

resources, especially time, I would have wanted to interview more people working for the 

government and environmental administration in Madagascar. This would have been 

easier if I had been able to travel to Madagascar, as remote interviews with this 

stakeholder group proved to be a particular challenge. However, I could no longer wait 

for the border opening which eventually happened in October 2021. On the other hand, I 

understand the COVID-19 pandemic made it easier to conduct interviews with all the 

other stakeholder groups. In many organisations, the COVID-19 pandemic has 

accelerated the digital leap: interviews were easy to agree with, and I believe that 

increasingly common remote connection meetings have had a positive effect on how 

naturally people were present in my remote interviews. Also, with larger resources, the 

research could have been extended to other groups, such as local communities. Other 

important missing stakeholder group was the largest international environmental NGOs, 

which have a semi-donor role in internationally funded biodiversity conservation in 

Madagascar.  
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6 CONCLUSIONS  

  

The history of biodiversity conservation in Madagascar has been a rocky path. Some of 

the main findings of my study, for example, challenges to meet donor requirements and 

need stronger local participation, have been known for decades. Based on these, 

approaches to conservation have been modified, trying to build on lessons learned, yet 

the challenges remain and have not been resolved. Therefore, extensive cooperation 

across actors and sectors is still needed to turn development needs into practice. Without 

this, there is a risk that the objectives of conserving biodiversity and making development 

aid more effective will not be achieved. To support a transition towards more sustainable 

funding practices in conservation, I would like to see further research on this subject: how 

to transfer priority-setting and ownership of biodiversity conservation even more to the 

local level while all aspects of sustainable development - social, ecological and economic 

- are safeguarded to meet the needs of future generations as well.  
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