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Introduction
“In view of urgent social and environmental problems, it is important to understand the political
dynamics that may promote sustainable development and to identify the agents that make
changes in this direction happen” (Partzsch and Ziegler, 2011: 64).

1.1

Deforestation and the International Forest Policy Regime

Forests cover 30.6% of the earth’s total land area (3.99 billion hectares, (FAO, 2015).
Between 1990 and 2015, about 129 million hectares of forests were lost (FAO, 2015).
Forests help in global biodiversity conservation; forest ecosystems represent 90% of
terrestrial biodiversity (UNEP, 2002; World Bank, 2004). Forest loss leads to 100 species
becoming extinct daily (Okereke and Dooley, 2010) and is a key global environmental
problem.
Forest ecosystems have intrinsic, esthetic, cultural, social, and environmental
values (De Groot et al., 2002). Forests provide economic goods and services for humans,
including fuelwood, construction materials, food, medicines and wood and non-wood
products (De Groot et al., 2002). Forests support the livelihoods of about one billion
people (Sobrevila, 2008; FAO, 2010) including 350 million poor people of which 60
million are Indigenous Peoples 1 (WCFSD, 1999) for whom forests are part of their
biocultural heritage (IPCCA, 2011).
Forests store 289 gigatonnes of carbon (86% of the Earth’s above ground carbon
(FAO, 2010) and stabilize the climate (De Groot et al., 2002). They help regulate local
and regional hydrological flows and rainfall patterns (IPCC, 2002). Deforestation and
forest degradation contribute between 12 and 17% of anthropogenic greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions (Stern, 2006; Corbera et al., 2010; Siikamaki and Newbold, 2012;
IPCC, 2014) which cause climate change.
In light of its importance, governments agreed at the 1992 UN Conference on
Environmental and Development (UNCED) that forests should be conserved and
managed sustainably 2 and should “maintain existing forests through conservation and

1

2

There is no formal definition of Indigenous Peoples in international law, but according to the
UN the term is based on the following elements: self- identification as Indigenous Peoples at
the individual level and accepted by the community as their member, historical continuity with
pre-colonial and/or pre-settler societies, strong link to territories and surrounding natural
resources, distinct social., economic or political systems, distinct language, culture and beliefs,
form non-dominant groups of society and, resolve to maintain and reproduce their ancestral
environments and systems as distinctive peoples and communities. See Wwwunorg, 2017.
http://www.un.org/esa/socdev/unpfii/documents/5session_factsheet1.pdf (last visited 14
June 2016). See also Appendix 1 for a glossary of key terms used.
The Non-legally Binding Authoritative Statement of Principles for a Global Consensus on
Management, Conservation and Sustainable Development of All Types of Forests (Report of
the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development, Rio de Janeiro, 3-14 June
1992, vol. I, Resolutions Adopted by the Conference (United Nations publication, Sales No.
E.93.I.8 and corrigendum), resolution 1, annex III).

1

management, and sustain and expand areas under forest and tree cover”. 3 Similar
international political commitments were made in 1994 4, 19975 , 19996 and 2002.7 The
1992 UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), which entered into
force in 1994, includes a clear commitment to conserve and enhance forests and other
carbon sinks and reservoirs.8
The original idea to reduce emissions from deforestation and forest degradation,
including conservation, sustainable forest management and enhancement of forest
carbon stocks (REDD+) possibly came from a discussion paper published by Santilli in
collaboration with some Brazilian and US researchers (Santilli et al., 2005; Karsenty et al.,
2012) although the concept of compensated reductions of deforestation was already
discussed at UNCED in 1992 (Humphreys, 2008; McDermott, 2014). In 2005, Papua
New Guinea (PNG) and Costa Rica subsequently led in establishing a Coalition for
Rainforest Nations (CfRN), which formally proposed a mechanism for reducing
deforestation and forest degradation to the Conference of the Parties (COP) of the
UNFCCC.9
In 2007, COP-13 initiated negotiations on this proposal in its Bali Roadmap.10
After four years in 2016, COP-16 decided that it:
“Encourages developing country Parties to contribute to mitigation actions in the
forest sector by undertaking the following activities, as deemed appropriate by
each Party and in accordance with their respective capabilities and national
circumstances:
(a) Reducing emissions from deforestation;
(b) Reducing emissions from forest degradation;
(c) Conservation of forest carbon stocks;
(d) Sustainable management of forests;
(e) Enhancement of forest carbon stocks.” 11
Between 2007 and 2015 the REDD+ negotiations were marked by controversy.
Social movements and some countries opposed it because of its underlying neoliberal

3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

11

Chapter 11 of Agenda 21 (Report of the United Nations Conference on Environment and
Development, Rio de Janeiro, 3-14 June 1992).
Decision II/9 of the Convention on Biological Diversity.
The Proposals for Action of the IPF (Report of the Ad Hoc Intergovernmental Panel on
Forests on its fourth session. March, 1997).
The Proposals for Action of the IFF (Report of the IFF, March, 2000, in ECOSOC
Resolution 2000/35).
Convention on Biological Diversity, COP decision 6/22.
Article 4.1 (b) of the 1992 UNFCCC, Rio de Janeiro, 1992
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/convkp/conveng.pdf (last visited on 4 February 2017).
FCCC/CP/2005/MISC.1,
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2005/cop11/eng/misc01.pdf
(Last visited 23 December 2016).
FCCC/CP/2010/7Add.1 (to be found on
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2010/cop16/eng/07a01.pdf#page=2) (last visited 21
December 2016).
FCCC/CP.16/1. See http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2010/cop16/eng/07a01.pdf#page=2
(last visited 28 December 2016). Please note that Bolivia made a formal reservation that it did
not accept the decision of the COP.

2

roots.12 Nevertheless, the regime was finally agreed upon and included in the 2015 Paris
Agreement to the UNFCCC.13
The contemporary international forest regime consists of many separate yet
partly overlapping commitments. 14 When the UNFCCC started REDD+ negotiations,
there were already existing legally binding and non-legally binding international
agreements that included commitments to conserve forests (see Appendix 2). Together
these agreements form a multi-layered, complex international forest policy regime, which
has been developed in an ad hoc manner at different speeds and in different directions
(Humphreys, 2006; Gupta and Sanchez, 2012).
The question is: why did the UNFCCC Parties decide, 15 years after its adoption,
to elaborate the forest-related commitments in the Convention into a new international
forest regime, given the other forest regimes adopted between 1992 and 2005? This study
addresses this question by analyzing the motivations and strategies of the main agents
behind the REDD+ regime. After introducing the literature on REDD+ (1.2) and
agency theory (1.3) this chapter explains the policy and scientific objectives and the main
research question of this study (1.4). It subsequently describes the study’s research design
(1.5), methodology (1.6) and structure (1.7). The analytical framework of the study will be
elaborated in Chapter 2.

1.2

REDD+ in the Literature

Many authors have addressed the potential of REDD+ to curb ongoing forest loss (e.g.
Smith and Scherr, 2003; Santilli et al., 2005; Skutsch et al., 2009) 15 They provide a
theoretical analysis of the potential benefits of REDD+ based on two assumptions: first,
that REDD+ will generate significant amounts of financial support for reducing
deforestation and, second, that financial support is the key factor of success in halting
forest loss.
Other critical literature cautions against the social and environmental risks of
REDD+, including risks of elite resource capture, flawed reference levels, and the
difficulties of addressing leakage and permanence (e.g. Asquith et al., 2002; Schwarze et

12

13

14

15

See for example the Declaration of the Cochabamba Peoples’ Summit on Climate Change and
the Rights of Mother Earth, (Worldpresscom, 2010),
https://pwccc.wordpress.com/2010/04/24/peoples-agreement/ (last visited 20 April 2015).
See
http://unfccc.int/files/essential_background/convention/application/pdf/english_paris_agr
eement.pdf (last visited 7 July 2016).
According to the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties between States and International
Organizations or between International Organizations (1986), an agreement is legally binding
when a country has explicitly agreed to be bound by that treaty by signature, or ratification, or
for example by approval, accession or acceptance and the treaty has entered into force in such
manner and upon such date as the treaty may provide.
Other authors include Grieg-Gran, 2006; Chomitz et al., 2007; Skutsch et al., 2007; Nepstad
et al., 2007; Angelsen et al., 2008; Angelsen, 2008a; Dutschke and Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2008;
Dutschke et al., 2008; Streck et al., 2008; Holopainen and Wit, 2008; Peskett et al., 2008;
Trivedi et al., 2008; Putz and Zuidema, 2008; Johns et al., 2008; Angelsen et al., 2009; Skutsch
et al., 20099; Pedroni et al., 2009; Streck, 2009; Van Bodegom et al., 2009; Crossman et al.,
2011; Nepstad et al., 2011; Elias, 2013; Zaballa Romero et al., 2013; Laing and Palmer, 2015.
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al., 2002; Backstrand and Lovbrand, 2006). 16 Also of relevance is a growing body of
literature on the risks and opportunities of market-based conservation mechanisms in
general (e.g. Richards, 2000; Landell-Mills and Porras, 2002; Humphreys, 2003).17
Most of the above-mentioned literature on REDD+ does not include any
reference to the internationally agreed actions to halt forest loss that already existed prior
to the adoption of the REDD+ decision. Exceptions are Forner et al. (2006), Blom et al.
(2010), Kanowski et al. (2010) and Rayner et al., (2010). However, Forner et al. (2006)
only includes a succinct reference to other international forest policies while mainly
discussing REDD+ itself; Blom et al. (2010) mainly compare REDD+ with existing
integrated conservation and development projects (ICDPs); Kanowski et al. (2010) focus
on national forest agreements and policies rather than international forest agreements;
and Rayner et al. (2010) mainly discuss REDD+ in an illustrative manner to raise a
couple of important issues related to international forest governance, without a detailed
comparison between REDD+ and other international forest policies.
REDD+ is often presented as a significant opportunity for an environmentally
effective, efficient and equitable forest conservation regime that will be able to succeed
where other international forest regimes have failed, without proper comparative analysis
of the environmental and social effectiveness, efficiency and equity of these existing
regimes (e.g. Angelsen, 2008b; Putz and Zuidema, 2008; Skutsch et al., 2009; Streck et al.,
2009a). There seems to have been limited institutional learning in the forest sector. As
Alvarado and Wertz-Kanounnikoff (2007: 22) points out:
“The current climate-driven debate on REDD+ should reflect on the reasons
why previous efforts to combat deforestation and to reach an international forest
16
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See also Alvarado and Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2007; Kanninen et al. , 2007; Luttrell et al., 2007;
Peskett and Harkin, 2007; Fry, 2008; Grondard et al., 2008; Grondard et al., 2008;
Humphreys, 2008; Karsenty, 2008; Levin et al., 2008; Lovera, 2008; Peskett et al., 2008;
Saunders et al., 2008; Seymour, 2008; Sohngen, 2008; Basnet, 2009; Bond et al., 2009;
Bozmoski and Hepburn, 2009; Chhatre and Agrawal., 2009; Cotula and Mayers, 2009;
Hatcher, 2009; Karsenty, 2009; Lovera, 2009; Putz and Redford, 2009; Redford and Adams,
2009; Sasaki and Putz, 2009; Skutsch et al., 20099; Vatn et al., 2009; Börner et al., 2010;
Brown, 2010; Gregersen et al., 2010; Kanowski et al., 2010; Phelps et al., 2010; Pistorius et al.,
2010; Rademaekers et al., 2010; Sandbrook et al., 2010; Skutsch and McCall, 2010; Börner et
al., 2011; Boucher et al., 2011; Doherty and Schroeder, 2011; Karsenty and Ongolo, 2011;
Mohammed, 2011; Stephenson, 2011; Thompson et al., 2011; Chandrasekharan et al., 2012;
Gupta, 2012; Karsenty, 2012; Karsenty et al., 2012; Kissinger et al., 2012; Bluffstone et al.,
2013; Bottazzi et al., 2013; Gupta et al., 2013; Irawan et al., 2013; Lawlor et al., 2013; Minang
and van Noordwijk, 2013; Rendón Thompson et al., 2013; Skutsch et al., 2013; Tacconi et al.,
2013; Arhin, 2014; Borrego and Skutsch, 2014; Brockhaus et al., 2014; Cacho et al., 2014;
Fosci, 2014; Kuik, 2014; Maraseni et al., 2014; Matthews et al., 2014; McDermott, 2014;
Minang et al., 2014; Rosendal and Schei, 2014; Salvini et al., 2014; Pelletier et al., 2015;
Roessing Neto, 2015; Wehkamp et al., 2015; Chomba et al., 2016; Fletcher et al., 2016;
Sunderlin et al., 2016.
See also Dudley, 2005; Grieg-Gran et al., 2005; Wunder, 2005; Wunder et al., 2005; Corbera et
al., 2007; Richards and Jenkins, 2007; Wunder, 2006; Wunder, 2007; Engel et al., 2008; Pfaff
et al., 2008; Wertz-Kanounnikoff et al., 2008; Wunder and Alban, 2008; Wunder et al., 2008;
Sullivan, 2009; Chen et al., 2010; Farley and Costanza, 2010; Milder et al., 2010; Novotny,
2010; Broughton and Pirard, 2011; Ferraro, 2011; Rodriguez et al., 2011; Vatn et al., 2011;
Tacconi, 2012; Bryan, 2013; McDermott et al., 2013; Porras et al., 2013; Krause and Nielson,
2014; Boucher, 2015; Leimona et al., 2015; Moreno et al., 2015; Abram et al., 2016.
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agreement have had limited success (e.g. weak local-level institutions and
governance structures, incoherent policies, political-economic interests etc.).”

1.3

REDD+ and Agency Theory

An agent in international governance can be defined as an authoritative actor “who
possesses the ability to prescribe behaviour and to obtain the consent of the governed”
(Schroeder 2010: 320; see also Dellas et al., 2011, and 2.8). The fundamental question
underlying agency is “who governs for whom and how and to what effect?” (Dellas et al.,
2011: 87). There is limited empirical research on the role of agents in specific
environmental policy processes. As a relatively controversial regime that appears
duplicative of existing regimes, REDD+ forms a useful subject to test the application of
theories on the role of agents in international environmental governance. There is an
increasing body of theoretical literature on international environmental governance (e.g.
Brown, 2001; Vogler, 2003; Dingwerth and Pattberg, 2006)18 and the role of agents in
international environmental regimes (e.g. Gale, 1998; Arts, 1998; Auer, 2000).19 There is
also some limited theoretical literature on the motivations of agents in international
governance (e.g. Bouteligier, 2011) but Bouteligier focuses exclusively on the agency of
international consultancy firms. There is also little empirical testing of the relevance of
agency theory and regime development theories in general (e.g. Hasenclever et al., 1997;
Smouts, 2008) or in specific international environmental regimes. Only a few authors
have looked specifically at the role of agents in the REDD+ regime (Corbera and
Schroeder, 2011; Brockhaus et al., 2013; Brockhaus et al., 2014), but Brockhaus (2013;
2014) mainly looks at the agency of dominant coalitions and the influence of these
coalitions and power relations in general on national REDD+ regimes, while Corbera
primarily focuses on outlining a future research agenda. As Corbera and Schroeder (2011:
93) state:
“..more research efforts are required, particularly to understand what economic,
socio-political and cultural factors determine effective participation, affect power
relations and enable co-production of REDD+ strategies by governments, the
private sector and civil society.”
They also identify the need:
“to examine which actors do not participate, whose views are sidelined and why.
This issue, of course, overlaps with legitimacy questions, such as who is entitled
to make decisions in the context of REDD+, and how such entitlement is
constituted and respected by others….” (Corbera and Schroeder (2011: 93).
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See also Thompson, 2006; Biermann, 2007; Larson and Ribot, 2007; Biermann and Pattberg,
2008; Cock, 2008; Biermann et al., 2009a; Biermann et al., 2009b; Rayner et al., 2010
See also Newell, 2000; Betsill and Corell, 2001; Pattberg, 2005; Arts, 2006; Okafor, 2006;
Pattberg, 2006; Visseren-Hamakers and Glasbergen, 2006; Andresen, 2007; Kasa et al., 2007;
Alter and Meunier, 2009; Arts and Buizer, 2009; Okereke et al., 2009; Arts et al., 2010; Dellas
et al., 2011; Bernauer and Betzold, 2012; Bohmelt and Betzold 2012; Royo, 2012; Stephan and
Paterson, 2012.
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To address this research gap, this study analyzes the agency and the motivations
and strategies of different actors in the development of the REDD+ regime. An
analytical framework has been developed that uses four criteria to analyze the agency of
State and non-State actors in REDD+ regime development, namely 1) legitimacy, 2)
authority, 3) success in pursuing the original objectives and 4) assumed agency (see also
2.8). By analyzing the motivations and strategies of these actors, this study also tests the
relevance of the most important regime-building theories (e.g. Young, 1991; Haggard and
Simmons, 1987; Hasenclever et al., 1997) 20 for a concrete international environmental
regime like REDD+. These include (a) power-based theories, which are based on the
assumption that the function of a regime is to distribute the costs and benefits associated
with cooperation in a manner that is convenient to the most dominant player, (b)
interest-based theories, which reflect an assumption of rational choice by all the agents
involved leading to a regime that reflects the interests of all, and (c) knowledge-based
theories, which are based on the assumption that agents will act according to a logic of
appropriateness (Hasenclever et al., 1997). As such I analyze whether economic or other
forms of coercion rather than consent have shaped agency in the REDD+ regime
(Dellas et al., 2011). I also look at the interactions between agents (Dellas et al., 2011),
the role of discourse, policy entrepreneurs and coalition building in regime development.
I analyze links between the motivations and strategies of different agents, to what extent
the assumed beneficiaries of REDD+ were able to play a role in the design and
implementation of the REDD+ regime, and what the implications can be of unbalanced
participation of stakeholders and rightsholders in regime development. As such I aim to
contribute to the question: “who ultimately governs the earth system?” (Dellas et al.,
2011: 90).

1.4

Research Purpose, Objectives and Questions

This research aims to analyze which actors have played a dominant role in developing the
international environmental regime on REDD+, what their motivations and strategies
are, and how they use their agency to pursue their political and economic interests
and/or ideologies. By applying existing theories about regime development and the role
of agents in international environmental governance (e.g. Young, 1991, Hasenclever et
al., 1997, Pattberg, 2005, Biermann, 2007, Smouts, 2008, Dellas et al., 2011, Underdal,
2011, Weible et al., 2012) to this new forest regime, the research aims to contribute to a
growing body of analysis on the role and motivations of agents in international
environmental governance in general.
The scientific objective of the research is to contribute to the further refinement
of agency theory. This will be done by testing the relevance of different theories on
regime development and analyzing the role of agents in international environmental
regimes. To that end, use will be made of legal and empirical data drawn from the
REDD+ regime, including the views of potential agents themselves and other actors in
the REDD+ negotiations. The research also aims to increase understanding of agency in
Earth System Governance by analyzing the role of agents in promoting an international
regime like REDD+ (see also Dellas et al., 2011).
20

See also Lejano, 2006; Smouts, 2008; Huitema and Meijerink. 2010; Steg et al., 2011;
Underdal., 2011; Weible et al., 2012
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The research also aims to contribute to the international search for coherent,
environmentally effective, economically efficient and socially equitable policies to address
deforestation and forest degradation by analyzing the role of agents in shaping the
REDD+ regime, the economic interests, influence and knowledge base that motivate
them, their strategies, and the implications this might have on the potential benefits, risks
and flaws of REDD+ as a new forest policy regime. The study also provides some
suggestions for more balanced participation of the assumed beneficiaries of REDD+ in
international forest policy design and implementation.
The principal research question thus is: Which actors have been instrumental in
shaping REDD+ policies and policy responses, what are their motivations and how do
they use their agency to pursue their interests? Related sub-questions are:
1. How do the different actors expect REDD+ will work out in comparison to existing
international forest policy regimes in terms of environmental effectiveness, economic
efficiency and equity? These questions will be addressed in Chapters 4, 5 and 6,
respectively.
2. Which actors have promoted the inclusion of REDD+ as a forest policy regime
within the climate change policy regime, and how do they use their agency to pursue
their underlying interests and ideologies? These questions will be addressed in
Chapters 7 and 8, respectively.
3. How could more balanced agency by rightsholders, 21 developing countries and
industrialized countries 22 in international sustainable development policymaking be
promoted? This question will be addressed in Chapter 9.
This study goes beyond existing forest policy analysis by analyzing the extent to
which the flaws and dilemmas in the current REDD+ regime are a result of the
economic and political interests and/or ideologies of the actors that advocated for this
regime. By analyzing which agents have advocated REDD+ and why, this study aims to
contribute to a better understanding of the likely impact REDD+ will have in terms of
the effectiveness, efficiency and equity of global forest policy. A focus on effectiveness,
efficiency and equity has been chosen to reflect the three main pillars of sustainable
development, the environmental, economic and social pillars (Raynor, 2010).
I have particularly elaborated on the question: To what extent have industrialized
country interests dominated the development of the REDD+ regime? The role of
prominent REDD+ donors like the Government of Norway and organizations like the
World Bank receive particular attention (see 7.4, 8.4). The research also addresses the
role of REDD+ countries, in particular the CfRN, which has been the lead actor
promoting REDD+ in the climate negotiations (Chapter 7). Moreover, specific attention
is paid to the role and interests of non-governmental actors, including large conservation
21
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The term rightsholders is used to distinguish major groups that represent people with
recognized rights under international law related to sustainable development, like women,
Indigenous Peoples, youth, workers and farmers, from stakeholders like NGOs, business and
industry and other major groups that merely have a stake in sustainable development policy.
See also Lahsen (2005) and Section 2.7.
The term “industrialized countries” used in this study to indicate Annex 1 Parties to the
Convention (see http://unfccc.int/parties_and_observers/parties/annex_i/items/2774.php,
last visited 31 January 2017), while being aware there are politcally and economically
marginalized groups in these countries that consider themselves to represent “the South
within the North”. The term “developing countries” is used to indicate non-Annex 1
countries.
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organizations, in promoting REDD+ and their role and interests as REDD+
intermediaries (Chapter 8).

1.5

Research Methodology

This section describes the research design, the methodologies used, and the underlying
rationale based on the justification of the research objectives and questions outlined in
1.4.
The analysis of REDD+ agents’ roles, motivations and ideas about the
effectiveness, efficiency and equity of REDD+ in comparison to existing forest regimes
is partly based on these actors’ perceptions. These perceptions are assumed to form the
main basis of their motivation. Data collection took place between June 2011 and July
2016. The research focuses on the UNFCCC process and especially agency in the
REDD+ negotiations within the framework of the UNFCCC process. It covers also
other relevant negotiation processes within the UNFCCC framework, including the
negotiations on Land Use, Land-Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF), the negotiations
on the flexible mechanisms of the UNFCCC and the overall negotiations for the Paris
Agreement (2015). As the research addresses the comparative effectiveness, efficiency
and equity of other forest-related international regimes, some meetings of the
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), UN Forum on Forests (UNFF) and the
development of Agenda 2030 on Sustainable Development have been covered.
Moreover, when resources allowed, meetings of REDD+-related fora like the
Participants meetings of the United Nations Program on Reducing Emissions from
Deforestation and Forest Degradation (UN-REDD), the Forest Carbon Partnership
Facility (FCPF) and the Forest Days organized by CIFOR have been attended.
Attendance at these meetings was possible thanks to the researcher’s position as director
of the Global Forest Coalition (GFC), which allowed her to participate in the UNFCCC
and other meetings as a formal representative of an observer organization.
This section describes the data collection methods used for this study. Most
research methods are qualitative, but when appropriate some quantitative methods have
been used, for example, in the estimation of assumed agency or the calculation of the
potential economic interests of different stakeholders based on the amount of funding
received for REDD+ (1.5.2). Other methods include a review of relevant legal and
scientific literature (1.5.1); a legal review of different international and national forest
policy agreements (1.5.3); a review of the official submissions and other position papers
by governmental, non-governmental and indigenous actors as well as official decisions
and financial data (1.5.4); and participant observation (1.5.5). A method to test the agency
of actors is briefly mentioned in Section 1.5.6 and further elaborated in 2.8. Concerns
related to research limitations and ethical considerations are addressed in 1.6.
1.5.1 Literature Review
The literature review formed an important part of the research methodology; it helped to
identify a gap in knowledge which this research now addresses, and to identify the
assumptions in the literature about the environmental effectiveness, economic efficiency
and social equity of REDD+. This required a relatively systematic review of the scientific
literature on REDD+ for the relevant period (2002-2015). The reviewed literature
covered REDD+; international regime development theory; Earth System Governance;
8

international forest policy in general; the drivers of forest loss; forest governance and
tenure; and North-South relations in climate policy.
In light of the interdisciplinary nature of the research, literature from different
disciplines has also been reviewed, including forestry, policy science (with a focus on
forest and climate policy), environmental management, climate science, international
relations, social sciences, and international environmental law. Most literature reviewed
concerned peer-reviewed scientific journals and books, but some grey literature has been
reviewed, especially when it concerned research papers by relevant NGOs or other
papers by important REDD+ actors. To distinguish grey literature from other literature,
it has been referenced in footnotes. A Harvard referencing system has been used for legal
and other scientific literature.
a) Review of literature on REDD+
To gather insights into the assumptions in the literature about the environmental
effectiveness, economic efficiency and social equity of REDD+, publications on
REDD+ from the Web of Science and Google Scholar databases were systematically
reviewed for the period between 2002 and 2015. The views and assumptions in these
publications about the environmental effectiveness, economic efficiency and social equity
of REDD+ were systematized. The articles, and a number of books, were also used as a
source of information about the other research questions, in particular the history of
international forest policy and REDD+ and the role of agents in promoting REDD+.
b) Review of literature on international regime development theory
The review of literature on international regime development theory includes a review of
literature on agency theory, regime theories, discourse, and policy entrepreneurship. The
review particularly served to develop the conceptual framework, and the overall
theoretical background to the research. The above-mentioned journals included quite
some relevant literature on these themes and other elements of the conceptual
framework. Furthermore, a targeted search in the Web of Science and Google Scholar
databases using the keyword “agency” in relevant international political sciences literature
was performed.
c) Review of literature on Earth System Governance
The review of literature on Earth System Governance looked specifically into the role of
non-State actors like international bureaucracies, NGOs and Indigenous Peoples
Organizations (IPOs) in international environmental governance. It was used as inputs
for the analysis provided in Chapter 8 on the role of non-State actors as agents behind
REDD+, but also as input for the conceptual framework and the conclusions.
Additionally, a targeted search using keywords was performed and a number of scientific
experts on Earth System Governance were consulted to gather additional advice on
relevant literature. The fact that there has been quite a lot of research in this field by
Dutch Universities23 turned out to be particularly helpful.
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See http://www.earthsystemgovernance.org/ (accessed 16 February 2017).
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d) Review of literature on international forest policy in general
Some of the journals selected for the review of relevant literature on REDD+ also
included relevant articles on international forest policy. Additionally, a number of books
and major reports on international forest policy development were consulted, including
some reports produced by UN organizations like the Secretariat to the UN Forum on
Forests. The information gathered served in particular as a background to Chapter 3 on
the development of international forest policy.
e) Review of literature on the drivers of forest loss
A more profound review of literature on the drivers of forest loss was considered
important to help analyze the environmental effectiveness of REDD+ and the question
whether it would be able to satisfactorily address the direct and underlying drivers of
deforestation and forest degradation. Quite some of the journals selected for the review
of relevant literature on REDD+ also included relevant papers on the drivers of forest
loss. In addition, a number of books and major reports on the drivers of forest loss were
reviewed. The information gathered was used not only for the analysis in Section 4.5, but
also provided background information for several other chapters, and the conclusions of
the research.
f) Review of literature on forest governance and tenure
An elaborate review of the literature on forest governance and tenure was performed to
provide an analytical background to Chapter 6 on the assumed equity of REDD+. It also
served as a background to many of the other chapters, including Chapter 4 on the
assumed effectiveness of REDD+ and the conclusions. The review included a review of
relevant literature on community-based forest governance and other aspects of forest
management, including gender aspects of local forest governance. Aside from the abovementioned journals a number of major reports were reviewed, including reports
produced by the World Bank and FAO.
g) literature on North-South relations in climate policy
A relatively concise review of literature on North-South relations in climate policy was
performed, using the above-mentioned journals along with a targeted search using
keywords related to international relations and climate policy. The findings were used as
a background to Chapter 3 on the development of international forest policy and the
UNFCCC, and especially Section 6.7 on REDD+ and the equity of the climate regime.
1.5.2 Interviews with Key Actors in the REDD+ Regime
Interviews with key stakeholders and rightsholders in the REDD+ debate formed an
important input to the overall research, and especially the empirical testing of agency
(1.5.6). Interviews were held with a diverse group of 61 actors24 in the REDD+ regime.
The interviews served as input, first, for the research question on the views and
24

The interviews with two actors took place in two stages, so in total there were 63 interviews.
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assumptions of key actors in the REDD+ negotiations about the potential and real
environmental effectiveness, economic efficiency and social equity of REDD+. Second,
these interviews generated information necessary for the key indicators of agency, the
assumed agency in the eyes of other actors involved in a regime like REDD+, and the
motivations, role and strategies of the different REDD+ agents. As regime development
is the result of human interaction, this grounding of theoretical research in the actual
experiences and views of the actors that were identified as REDD+ agents and other
people who played a central role in the development of different international forest
policy regimes over the past 20 years formed a cornerstone of the overall analysis.
I performed the interviews face to face, so that a more open and frank discussion
was possible. This implied that the selection of interviewees was slightly influenced by
the presence of actors at key meetings (see below). Moreover, as Podsakoff et al. (2003:
882) point out, one source of common method bias is the transient mood state, that is,
“the impact of relatively recent mood-inducing events to influence the manner in which
respondents view themselves and the world around them.” The fact that the interviews
often took place at the negotiation meetings might have influenced what they said in the
interview. However, for this particular research it was actually quite appropriate that
interviews were influenced by the mood at the REDD+ negotiations, as the analysis
compares the perceptions of possible agents with the role of those agents in these
negotiations. For practical reasons various interviews took place at different locations,
varying from a lively reception at the Rio+20 summit and a train ride between Brussels
and Amsterdam, to a quite bumpy bus ride through the Ecuadorian Andes. The
interviews were performed in English, Spanish, and/or Dutch.
Each interview started with an introduction in which not only the purpose,
objectives, scope and methodology of the research were explained, but in which it was
also emphasized that the research was fully independent from the campaign and research
work of the GFC. As most interviews took place during stressful negotiation meetings
that do not always allow for long, in-depth interviews, an interview methodology was
developed that made it possible to interview a large number of key actors in a relatively
time-efficient and time-flexible manner. Interviews could be relatively short and basically
limited to the succinct response to the two key research questions, but if time allowed
and the interviewee was inspired to share more views they could also be longer. As a
result, interview time ranged from 15 minutes to three hours, but most interviews were
between one and one and a half hour long.
The interviews used a semi-open interview methodology which focused on the
following two basic questions:
• Which actors pushed for the inclusion of forests in the climate regime, and why?
• To what extent do you think REDD+ has had a positive or negative influence on
existing national and international forest policy, especially in terms of: (a)
environmental effectiveness, (b) economic efficiency and (c) social equity?
Especially the spontaneous reaction to the first question regarding the assumed
agency of different actors in the REDD+ regime, that is, the agency according to the
interviewee’s personal perceptions, formed an important input to one of the main
indicators of agency. Interviewees were allowed to mention more than one possible
agent, and they were not requested to suggest any hierarchical ordering amongst the
potential agents.
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Subsequently, interviewees were invited to elaborate more in depth on these
questions and the background to their responses, both during the interview itself and
later in writing. These elaborations formed an important source of information on
potential chains of agency, the role of discourse, and possible policy entrepreneurs, and
other agency theories. They also formed an important source of information on the
assumed motivations and strategies of the potential agents mentioned.
The second research question was also approached through a semi-open
interviewing methodology, so as to trigger a spontaneous response from the potential
agents and other actors interviewed. Only when specific clarifications were needed, were
additional specific sub-questions asked.
In total 61 interviews key stakeholders and rightsholders in international and
national forest policy were interviewed. The selection of interviewees was based on the
following criteria:
• Active knowledge of, and participation in, REDD+ regime design and/or
implementation, either as a negotiator or as an observer;
• Balance between individuals working for States, intergovernmental organizations
(IGOs) and non-governmental organizations (NGO);
• Balance between actors from different regions;
• Balance between critical (radical green) and reformist actors; and
• At least one representative of each assumed agent.
Interviews took place under strict confidentiality and anonymity so as to allow
actors to share their personal views rather than the official views of the Government or
organization they represented. This is required by ethical rules for protecting
interviewees; however, it does mean that it is difficult to always classify the different
responses and indicate whether they came from a government, as anonymity would then
no longer be guaranteed. Moreover, it would have been methodologically incorrect to
reveal interviewees’ professional background, as they had been invited to speak on
personal title. Hence many interviewees expressed assumptions that might have been
based on their professional experience, but that first of all expressed their personal views
and not the perception of their government, organization or movement. This also
ensured that people were able to speak their minds. Several interviewees would probably
have had to refuse the interview if they had not been able to speak anonymously and on
personal title, or they would have had to stick to the official position of their
Government or organization, which is something that can also be found in official
documents. Interviewees were thus able to share their personal views on the assumed
effectiveness, efficiency and equity of REDD+, which is particularly important for
analyzing the possible relevance of cognitivism and knowledge-based regime theories to
REDD+.
A methodological observation that should be made is that the interviews took
place between 2011and 2015, when some aspects of the REDD+ regime were still being
elaborated.25 This led at least five interviewees to say that it was too early to assess the
effectiveness of the regime,26 with three of them expressing their frustration that it took
25
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The final details of the REDD+ regime were adopted by Parties in June 2015 as part of the
recommendations of the UNFCCC SBSTA and formally adopted by the COP in December
2015.
Interview 18, June 2012; interview 44, June 2013; interview 46, June 2013; interview 54,
November 2013; and interview 55, November 2013.
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so long to establish the necessary institutions and market mechanisms or otherwise come
to action. 27 As Matthews et al. (2014) point out, the public assessment of an
environmental regime goes through phases, and especially the period between 2012 and
2014 was a period during which many actors in the REDD+ regime became aware of the
real-life limitations of some of the financial and other assumptions with which the
REDD+ regime had been originally promoted (see also 5.4). Consequently, there might
be some common method bias due to the transient mood state of respondents
(Podsakoff et al., 2003). This is, however, not a real distortion as the research was
supposed to reflect the state of mind of possible REDD+ agents during the actual
negotiations.
One other potential methodological distortion could be my position as a formal
representative of an observer organization that was known by some of the interviewees
for its critical position regarding REDD+.28 Due to the lack of dedicated resources for
this research all travel had to be combined with work travel for the GFC. Although at the
start of each interview I explained that the research was fully independent from the
campaign and research work of the GFC, in some cases the interviewees may have
adapted some of their responses in light of their knowledge about the official position of
the GFC regarding REDD+. Social desirability, “the tendency of some people to
respond to items more as a result of their social acceptability than their true feelings”
(Podsakoff et al., 2003: 882), is a quite important common method bias in interview
methodologies, and it is often hard to avoid. This might have inspired actors to be more
critical about REDD+ than they would have been if they had been interviewed by a
researcher who was known to have a positive attitude regarding REDD+. Yet in other
cases, actors seemed to have made use of the opportunity to highlight and strongly
defend their supportive position on REDD+. Hence, while some distortion might have
taken place, it is likely that the overall impact is balanced. As this study provides an
overview of different perspectives without systematizing or quantifying them, there is no
statistical distortion. A positive dimension is that the responses were probably more indepth and frank in light of my position as a critical NGO observer than they might have
been if the interviewer would have been an unknown researcher.
Table 1.1 provides an overview of the actors that have been interviewed. The
data from the interviews was subsequently systematized in two overviews: one of
responses on question one, and one of the responses on the three sub questions
regarding the assumed effectiveness, efficiency and equity of REDD+. The number of
times a certain actor was mentioned as an agent was calculated. The responses regarding
the effectiveness, efficiency and equity of REDD+ were categorized and compared with
the findings from literature, empirical data and comparative review. The, often
spontaneous, responses on other dimensions of the REDD+ negotiations, including the
views on the assumed strategies and motivation of different agents or the history of
REDD+ and other international forest policies, were systematized and used as inputs for
the different chapters.

27
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Interview 44, June 2013; interview 46, June 2013 and interview 55, November 2013.
See http://globalforestcoalition.org/campaigns/defending-rights/ last visted 21 July 2016.
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Table 1.1 List of actors interviewed*
States (21 interviewees)
PNG
Costa Rica
Norway
US
Brazil
Bolivia
Mexico
Philippines
Paraguay
Germany
Tuvalu
Spain
Chile
Netherlands
Sweden
Austria
Finland
Switzerland
Ethiopia

Intergovernmental
organizations (7
interviewees)
World Bank
FAO
UN-REDD
CIFOR
UNEP
UNFF
CBD Secretariat
ITTO

Other non-State actors (33
interviewees)
NGOs
IPOs
Women’s organizations
Business organizations
Community-based
organizations
Research organizations

* Please note that no further details can be given without compromising the guarantee of
respondent anonymity.
Efforts have been made to avoid potential common method biases (Podsakoff et
al., 2003) in the responses like social desirability (the tendency of some people to respond
to items more in accordance with the assumed social acceptability than their true
feelings), leniency biases (the tendency of respondents to attribute socially desirable traits,
attitudes, and/or behaviors to someone they know and like), context-induced mood
(when the first question, about whom they think was a REDD+ agent, induces a mood
for responding to the other questions) or transient mood state (especially the influence of
the negotiations on the mood of the interviewee) although these biases could not always
be avoided. However, in light of the diversity of interviewees, the impact of these biases
on the research outcomes is expected to be more or less neutral.
1.5.3 Legal Review of Relevant International Agreements
The legal review included a comparative analysis of the main international forest policy
regimes, notably the international forest policy regimes that have been developed since
the UN Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED) in 1992, which
produced two international environmental agreements that are both particularly relevant
for forests, the CBD and the UNFCCC. It also included a detailed legal review of the
forest-related decisions of the UNFCCC and its Kyoto Protocol, and the Paris
Agreement. An overview of the instruments that have been reviewed can be found in
Appendix 2.
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1.5.4 Comparative Review of Positions and Official Submissions
The study reviewed the positions and official submissions of different State and nonState actors in the REDD+ regime and compared them with the formal decisions of the
COP to the UNFCCC as documented in official records and reports of UNFCCC
meetings. This provided a basis for analyzing the extent to which certain countries and
other actors have influenced REDD+ policymaking and succeeded to achieve their
original objectives, which is one of the key indicators in the conceptual framework (see
Chapter 2). A comparison was also made of the positions of organizations representing
industrialized country interests and views and organizations of rightsholder movements
representing radical perspectives. Formal decisions and background documents to the
CBD and other relevant international environmental regimes were also reviewed.
1.5.5 Analysis of Financial Streams
Furthermore, the most important institutional structures in global forest policymaking
were reviewed, including the Collaborative Partnership on Forests (CFP) and the funding
streams between the different key actors in the REDD+ negotiations. Aside from the
literature, an important source to review the financial data was the Voluntary REDD+
Partnership Database. 29 Other key financial data relevant for international forest
policymaking that were publicly available, like annual financial reports of potential
REDD+ agents, have also been studied. This allowed an analysis of possible economic
interests of some of the main agents in the REDD+ debate, as well as the efficiency of
the REDD+ regime.
1.5.6 Participant Observation at International Negotiation Meetings
Participant observation, or “embedded research” (Lewis and Russell, 2011), can be a
valuable qualitative research methodology in the social sciences. The direct participation
and observation of the negotiation dynamics in a large number of intergovernmental and
other REDD+-related meetings formed an important additional source of input to the
analysis of the main agents in the REDD+ regime. The research was founded on my
personal experience of participating in international forest policy development meetings
since 1990. The selection of meetings included almost all meetings of the Subsidiary
Bodies of the UNFCCC between June 2011 and May 2016 and all UNFCCC COPs
except for the 20th COP in Lima in 2014 (due to overlapping commitments), Within the
timeframe of the research, I participated as an official observer in the meetings listed in
Table 1.2.
Observation occurred while participating as an accredited NGO and women’s
and gender constituency observer in REDD+-related negotiation sessions that were
open to observer participation. The discussions and negotiations were observed, and
different country positions and the positions of observers when they were allowed to
speak up were analyzed. It should be noted that many informal negotiation sessions of
the UNFCCC process are closed to observers, so information about those negotiation
sessions could only be gathered through informal discussions, briefings by negotiators,
strategy meetings, and other confidential sources.

29

See http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/download/en/ (last visited 16 July 2016).
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Table 1.2 Overview of meetings observed within the timeframe of this research*
Meeting
34th session of the UNFCCC Subsidiary Bodies
15th meeting of the CBD SBSTTA
17th COP of the UNFCCC
Meetings of the UN-REDD Policy Board and the FCPF
16th meeting of the CBD SBSTTA
36th session of the subsidiary bodies of the UNFCCC
UN Conference on Sustainable Development (Rio+20)
Meeting of the ad hoc working groups of the UNFCCC
11th COP of the CBD
18th COP of the UNFCCC
3rd session of the UN Open Working Group on the SDGs
19th COP of the UNFCCC
8th session of the UN Open Working Group on the SDGs
on, amongst others, forests and biodiversity
40th meeting of the UNFCCC Subsidiary Bodies
18th meeting of the CBD SBSTTA
12th COP of the CBD
11th session of the UN Forum on Forests
Participants meeting of the FIP of the Climate Investment
Funds
42nd meeting of the UNFCCC Subsidiary Bodies
14th World Forestry Congress
19th session of the CBD SBSTTA
21st COP of the UNFCCC
20st session of the CBD SBSTTA and 1st session of the
CBD Subsidiary Body on Implementation
44th meeting of the UNFCCC Subsidiary Bodies
* See list of acronyms in the front matter.

Venue and dates
Bonn, Germany, June 2011
Montreal, Canada, November 2011
Durban, South Africa, December
2011
Asunción, Paraguay, March 2012
Montreal, Canada, May 2012
Bonn, Germany, May 2012
Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, June 2012
Bangkok, Thailand, August 2012
Hyderabad, India, October 2012
Doha, Qatar,
November/December 2012
New York, United States of
America (US), May 2013
Warsaw, Poland, November 2013
New York, US, February 2014
Bonn, Germany, June 2014
Montreal, Canada, June 2014
Pyeongchang, Korea, October
2014
New York City, US, May 2015
Washington DC, US, May 2015
Bonn, Germany, June 2015
Durban, South Africa, September
2015
Montreal, Canada, November 2015
Paris, France, December 2015
Montreal, Canada, April 2016
Bonn, Germany, May 2016

The observation methodologies included reviewing the agendas and formal
outcomes of the relevant meetings, reports by informal meeting rapporteurs like the
International Institute for Sustainable Development (IISD) and Third World Network,
reports on the REDD+ Monitor30 website and informal discussions with key negotiators
and other actors about their perspectives on the negotiation dynamics and outcomes.
Furthermore, observation occurred during participation in often highly
informative strategy meetings and online discussions of constituencies and other
groupings of observers, including Climate Justice Now! (CJN!), the Accra Caucus on
Forest and Climate Change, the Women and Gender Constituency and occasionally the
International Indigenous Peoples Forum on Climate Change. Needless to say that the
content of these informal discussions and strategy meetings are strictly confidential, so
they have been used as generic background information only. The information gathered
was subsequently triangulated with the feedback gathered through the interviews,
30

http://www.REDD+-monitor.org (last visited 21 July 2016).
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literature, legal and policy documents, public interventions, official submissions, reports,
position papers and other publicly available documents and data, including financial and
other data that are publicly available on the internet.
There are a number of potential methodological biases inherent in participant
observation that should be highlighted. One is the possible effect the researcher might
have on the outcome of the phenomenon. The GFC implemented various advocacy
campaigns during the research period, mostly with the aim to derail the REDD+
negotiations or as a minimum diminish support for the regime. However, as the research
focus was not on the outcome of the negotiations itself, but on the motivations, roles
and strategies of agents behind the regime, the influence of GFC’s campaigns on the
research outcomes cannot be assumed to be significant. As described above, it might
have influenced some of the interviews, though. A related issue is the question of
involvement, detachment and objectivity. I was aware of this, which is why I have chosen
not to depend too much on participant observation as a research methodology, but
rather on literature review and interviews.
A final issue is transparency about participant observation, making it clear to the
individuals being observed that they are being observed. I have always been transparent
about the fact that I was doing research on REDD+ agency, and many actors in the
negotiations were aware of that, if only because they had been interviewed. It is also
broadly accepted that NGO and women’s constituency observers use the information
gathered during their observation of the negotiations for further analytical purposes. As
said, it was important to be cautious about the potential confidentiality of certain
information, which is why only limited use has been made of some of the strategic
information gathered.
1.5.7 Empirical Testing of Agency
The data gathered through literature review, legal review, review of negotiation positions,
observation of negotiations and interviews were analyzed using an analytical framework
that has been developed based on existing regime development and agency theories. A
set of four criteria was chosen to test the agency of different actors and a set of three
criteria was chosen to compare the motivations and strategies of these agents with the
main regime development theories. This analytical framework is described in detail in 2.9.

1.6

Research Limitations and Ethical Considerations

An important practical research limitation was the fact that this research was performed
without dedicated resources, except for the significant in-kind human resources that were
invested by me, my supervisors and others who assisted in this research, including the
interviewees. The participation in the above-mentioned meetings was combined with
staff travel on behalf of the GFC. This meant that there was a certain level of
randomness in the meetings selected, especially as far as non-UNFCCC-related meetings
are concerned. The time that could be dedicated to meeting observation and performing
interviews during these meetings was to a certain extent limited, as time had to be
dedicated to GFC-related tasks. In a few cases that meant that interviews had to be
postponed or, in one case, cancelled.
It was considered important to interview people in person, and face to face, so as
to create an atmosphere of trust and openness, and as there was no dedicated travel
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budget, almost all interviews had to take place during the above-mentioned meetings. As
described, this meant that the interview methodology had to be adapted as interviewees
were often working on tight schedules.
The main ethical concern in this research was the confidentiality of much of the
information gathered, in particular information gathered through informal discussions
and strategy meetings and the views and opinions of the interviewees. While an
identification of the interviewees would have provided more insights into the particular
views, interests and overall position of certain agents and other actors in REDD+, many
of the interviewees would have had to decline or would have been able to give the formal
position of their Government or organization only if they would not have been able to
react in an anonymous and personal manner. That is why their names and functions,
while known to me and my supervisors, are not listed in this book, even though I am
grateful to all of them for the valuable inputs provided.
Similarly, caution has been taken not to disclose information that was gathered
through participation in closed strategy meetings or other informal discussions unless
this information could be triangulated with publicly available information and referenced
as such.

1.7

Thesis Outline

Using the analytical framework elaborated in Chapter 2 and based on a legal analysis of
existing international forest-related regimes in Chapter 3, the thesis addresses the subquestions through the following structure:
1. How do the different actors expect REDD+ will work out in comparison to existing
international forest regimes in terms of social and environmental effectiveness,
economic efficiency and equity? The response to this question, which will be
elaborated in Chapters 4, 5 and 6, has shed some light on the motivations of the
different actors. It also highlights how the REDD+ regime that has been created is
both the cause and the result of contextual inequities and power imbalances between
the different agents and assumed beneficiaries.
2. Which actors have promoted the inclusion of REDD+ as a forest regime within the
climate change regime, and how do they use their agency to pursue their underlying
interests and ideologies? The response to this question, which will be addressed in
Chapters 7 and 8, has provided insights into the role and tactics of State and nonState actors in international regime development and especially the role of economic
incentives in regime development.
3. How could more balanced agency by rightsholders, developing countries and
industrialized countries in international sustainable development policymaking be
promoted? The response to this question will be addressed in the concluding Chapter
9, which brings together the main conclusions of the previous chapters and provides a
number of suggestions for more effective and equitable participation of the assumed
beneficiaries of REDD+.
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Theoretical and Analytical Framework
2.1

Introduction

This chapter presents the theoretical basis and analytical framework to assess the role of
actors in the REDD+ policy arena, their level of agency, and their motivations. The
theoretical framework draws on political science and law. Based on a systematic literature
review, it discusses generic theories of regime design (2.2) and power-, interest- and
knowledge-based approaches to regime development (2.3). It discusses the role of
coalitions, negotiation strategies and discourses as related to agency (2.4), and subsequently
addresses agency theory itself (2.5). A case is made for applying the concept of global
environmental governance as it encompasses the agency of both State and non-State actors
in regime development (2.6) and lists the main categories of agents in international law,
including State agents, IGOs and non-governmental actors (2.7). It also elaborates on the
role of individual negotiators or campaigners as agents, and the extent to which their
individual capacities or motivations can justify their role as agents taking into account
different theories on agency including that of leadership and policy entrepreneurship. The
chapter concludes by elaborating on the four indicators that were chosen to measure the
level of agency and the three indicators that were chosen as indicators of the motivations
and strategies of agents (2.8), how they relate to regime development theories and how they
fit within the theoretical framework of the research (2.9).

2.2

Theories of Regime Design

A regime is “a set of interrelated norms, rules and procedures that structure the behavior
and relations of international actors so as to reduce the uncertainties that they face and
facilitate the pursuit of a common interest in a given issue area” (Le Prestre cited in
Smouts, 2008: 429). Krasner (1982: 2) defines a regime as “sets of implicit or explicit
principles, norms, rules, and decision-making procedures around which actors’
expectations converge in a given area of international relations.”
Regimes are distinct institutional elements of a global environmental governance
architecture, which form the governance meta-level (Corbera and Schroeder, 2011). A
global environmental governance architecture comprises all the public and private
institutions and decision-making procedures that are relevant to, and active in, a certain
issue area of global policy (Biermann et al., 2009b).
Within an international regime, one or more policy subsystems can be distinguished
(Weible et al., 2008). Subsystems bring together actors and institutions that focus on a
particular policy issue and/or focus on a particular territorial area. Most policy subsystems
are both interdependent horizontally, and nested vertically. They enable actors to focus on
highly complex policy issues that require long-term commitment and specialization and
partitioning of responsibilities (Weible et al., 2012). Using this definition, REDD+ (see 1.1)
could be seen as a policy subsystem of the broader international climate regime. It could
even be classified as a “sub-regime”, but as this term might have a diminutive connotation
this study will simply use the term “regime” to describe the REDD+ policy subsystem.
While international regimes set rules and norms, most international regimes in the
field of environmental governance do not provide for sanctions in case of non-compliance
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with those rules and norms, often because negotiators cannot agree to do so. At most they
provide for a compliance monitoring mechanism in combination with financial incentives
for countries that comply with the regime and, in some cases, a dispute settlement
mechanism (Haggard and Simmons, 1987; Smouts, 2008). Such regimes can be described
as soft governance systems. The assumption in soft governance systems is that institutional
rules are at least as important as financial transfers and that the mere existence of the
regime will encourage countries to obey the rules (Eyckmans and Finus, 2007).
In light of the lack of sanctions and other hard compliance mechanisms, there are
political and academic concerns about the potential lack of effectiveness of global
environmental governance regimes. The effectiveness of an international regime has two
dimensions: the extent to which its members comply with its norms and rules and the
extent to which it achieves its objectives, taking into account the output, outcomes and
impact of the regime (Hasenclever et al., 1997; Underdal, 2011). Especially in the field of
environmental governance, there often is a “yawning gap” (Chester and Moomaw, 2008:
188) between the aspirations and actual implementation of international regimes. One of
the reasons for this lack of compliance is that governments are inclined to minimize the
costs of compliance with global environmental rules and regulations that may fall on
politically important groups within their country (Haggard and Simmons, 1987). Gupta and
Sanchez (2012) point out that there is a lack of rule of law in international environmental
governance, and a shift toward soft governance in terms of non-binding rules and norms,
weak or non-existing enforcement mechanisms, or weak formulations in hard law. They
also point out that environmental governance is incoherent across related sectors, and that
it only has tools for sectoral management, but not the cross-cutting tools to enable a
“fundamental reordering of society” which would be needed for integrated and systemic
management (Gupta and Sanchez, 2012: 17). As a result, international environmental
governance tends to be reactive rather than proactive:
“If current governance trends continue, such governance may remain reactive,
fragmented, inequitable, unable to deal with systemic problems, ad hoc rather than
principled, more spontaneous than predictable, and may protect current and new
hegemonic interests at the cost of the rule of law and respect for global values. This
could well imply that without a trend break, law will be unable to address the
problems of the world in 2050” (Gupta and Sanchez, 2012: 17).
This conclusion seems particularly relevant for the climate regime, which has not
been able to set long term targets on global warming until 2015 (Paris Agreement, 2015),
and the regime seems to have failed to deal with the systemic, underlying causes of
deforestation and other sources of GHG emissions in a proactive, holistic, equitable,
principled and systematic manner (Gupta, 2014).

2.3 Theoretical Approaches to Regime Development
The question in regime development theory that is most relevant to this research is why do
actors decide to develop an international regime or policy subsystem and how do they
influence such regime development. Underdal (2011) suggests that regimes are determined
by the configuration of party interests, the institutional setting and the distribution of
power, and hints at egoistic self-interest as the main cornerstone of international regimes
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(see also Krasner, 1982). Young (1991) suggests that the unanimity rule in international
negotiations provides an incentive for certain actors to block consensus until a deal is
offered that serves their specific interests.
Hasenclever et al. (1997) and Smouts (2008) distinguish three different theories on
regime-building. First, power-based theories argue that States are the main agents, and the
game of international relations is seen as inherently conflictual within the context of global
anarchy. There is no mutual adjustment; the less powerful are required to adjust to the
powerful and cooperation and institutions mainly serve the latter (Hasenclever et al., 1997).
The function of a regime is not to maximize the common good, but to distribute the costs
and benefits associated with cooperation in a manner that is convenient to the most
dominant player. The definition of rules, norms and procedures reflects the distribution of
power between the main actors and cooperation serves to institutionalize the interests of
the powerful, which use them to extend their power and establish “hegemonic stability”. A
hegemon is assumed to provide public goods because it has the self-interest and capacity to
supply them, and only then is it willing to shoulder the costs of rulemaking and
enforcement. A hegemonic actor is well placed to impose the terms of international
regimes on others due to its overwhelming bargaining leverage, leaving others with virtually
no leverage at all (Young, 1991). According to power-based theory, agents will only
cooperate if they feel it is absolutely necessary, resulting in defensive positionalism
(Smouts, 2008; Hasenclever 1997).
Second, according to interest-based theories, which are rooted in neoliberal thought
(Hasenclever et al., 1997), self-interested, rational agents are assumed to be able to
overcome collective action dilemmas through institutional bargaining (contractualism) that
results in negotiated agreements and commitments. The function of the regime according
to interest-based theories is to help actors maximize their interests on a rational basis for
the common good. Regimes and institutions shape preferences and facilitate cooperation,
and the reputational effect of compliance with agreements is considered important. In this
bargaining process, two modes of conflict may arise: dissensual conflict and consensual
conflict. Dissensual conflict can be a conflict about values (in which case there is little
possibility for cooperation) or a conflict about means, i.e. there is agreement about the
goals but not about the methods. In the latter case, there is medium possibility of
cooperation. In the case of consensual conflict, there is no basic conflict about values or
means, so the possibility of cooperation is high in cases where everyone benefits from a
solution, but it is low if the benefit of some actors is relative to the benefit of others.
Hasenclever et al. (1997) also suggest that agents who operate under a “veil of uncertainty”
regarding the distribution of benefits and costs will be more interested to cooperate as
there is no open conflict about distributive issues. Cooperation and regime-building can be
triggered by external events like exogenous shocks, provided the issue-area is amenable to a
contractual solution (Hasenclever et al., 1997; Smouts 2008).
Third, knowledge-based theories (cognitivism) show that knowledge shapes agents’
behavior and identities and norms (Hasenclever et al., 1997). Cognitivism is particularly
relevant for environmental regimes, as altruistic values play an important role in influencing
the values and actions of individuals related to the environment (Steg et al., 2011). Weak
cognitivism assumes rational actors but investigates the impacts of norms and other factors
on their preferences, assuming that they will be influenced by knowledge changes. This
highlights the importance of knowledge shapers and epistemic communities that inform
policymakers. Institutions themselves contribute to consensus through knowledge and
information sharing. Strong cognitivism investigates how knowledge and beliefs constitute
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agents and enable both power and cooperation. It assumes that the identity and behavior
of agents is defined by groups and institutions, and that agents act according to a logic of
appropriateness rather than an utilitarian logic of consequences that is based on a rational
consideration of their self-interests (Young, 1991).
Some scholars have cautioned that information sharing and learning do not
necessarily lead to regime change, as actors are inclined to use new information in a
selective, conservative manner given the limited abilities to process information. Moreover,
learning will often result in reinforcement of existing positions rather than change due to
the tendency of actors to select, interpret, and sometimes distort information (Weible et al.,
2012: 8).
According to these cognitivist approaches the function of a regime is to change the
behavior of State and non-State actors through a process of learning and socialization,
building on a discourse that reflects a common perception of the problem at hand, and the
best responses (Smouts, 2008). According to knowledge-based theories, social and
ecological movements are considered to play a dominant role in regime-building because
they use persuasion to influence policy (see also Pattberg, 2005).
The strong cognitivist approach assumes that States will comply with rules they
consider as legitimate even when it is not in their direct interest, and that reputation and
trust are important building blocks of regimes. However, an important stream in strong
cognivitism emphasizes that the identities and norms in the current world order are
constructed by powerful elites and industrialized country ideologies that control the
dissemination of ideas and marginalize radical conceptualizations or alternatives that might
threaten the stability that benefits the current elites. This stream emphasizes that
knowledge is an ideology that benefits certain groups only (Hasenclever et al., 1997;
Okafor, 2006).31
Regime theories originally focused mainly on the importance of interests, power
and institutions in regime development, emphasizing the role of States as unified, political
actors. Subsequently, the focus has shifted to factors like individual leadership and
knowledge (Underdal, 2011), which indicates a cross-fertilization of international political
science with other social sciences. As will be described in Chapters 7 and 8, and further
elaborated in 2.6, individual stakeholders or so-called policy entrepreneurs can have a
significant influence on regime development (Lejano, 2006; Huitema and Meijerink, 2010),
especially if they succeed in building coalitions (Huitema and Meijerink, 2010). Policy
entrepreneurs tend to be most successful if they develop new ideas, build coalitions,
manage and orchestrate policy networks, recognize and exploit windows of opportunity
and recognize, exploit, create and/or manipulate multiple venues (Huitema and Meijerink,
2010) and/or provide clear leadership in international regime development.
The analysis of leadership in international negotiations is of particular importance
for research on agency. Grubb et al. (2011), distinguish three types of leadership. Structural
leadership is based on the use of incentives based on material power attributes such as
wealth and military, which are used as bargaining leverage (Young, 1991). Hegemony is the
extreme case of this form of leadership, which is also classified as coercive leadership
(Underdal, 2011; Young, 1991). Directional, unilateral or intellectual leadership uses ideas
and examples of domestic implementation to influence the position of other actors
31

See for example
http://www.jstor.org/discover/10.2307/25659346?uid=2129&uid=2&uid=70&uid=4&sid=21
103535976367.
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(Young, 1991; Underdal, 2011). The third type of leadership is considered instrumental or
entrepreneurial (Young, 1991) and focuses on problem-solving through building likeminded coalitions using diplomatic skills (Young 1991; Underdal, 2011). Additionally, Sun
Park et al. (2013) distinguish intellectual leadership, in which an individual uses his/her
intellectual capital to shape the perspectives of other actors, instrumental leadership, in
which they use their skills and status to persuade other actors, and directional leadership in
which individuals convince others by demonstrating certain solutions. Entrepreneurial
leaders tend to function as agenda setters who draw attention to the importance of the
issues at stake and subsequently invent innovative policy options and act as brokers to
make a deal around these policy options. Both intellectual and entrepreneurial leaders are
typically individuals rather than institutions, and the latter often use the ideas generated by
intellectual leaders in negotiation processes – as such, different types of leadership can
reinforce each other even though they are seldom found in one and the same individual as
they require different personality characteristics (Young, 1991). However, in general, there
is still relatively little attention for the roles of particular individuals and their negotiation
strategies and tactics in international relations research (Underdal, 2011).
Other potential factors that are of importance in regime development include
context, an ongoing process of visioning and definition, events that are either external or
internal to the policy subsystem, and what Lejano (2006: 202) calls “the effect of
improvisation” (see also Weible et al., 2012). Sotirov and Memmler (2012) point out that
policy change is mediated by actor behavior, including the tendency of actors to color the
impacts of external events, and constrained by institutional rules and available resources.
However, there is little specific research on the question when and if specific events will
actually influence a subsystem sufficiently in terms of generating the resources, attention
and new knowledge needed to develop a new regime. Factors that are of relevance include
a commitment amongst Parties to negotiate, adequate funding, leadership, trust, the lack of
alternative options and for example a focus on empirical issues (Weible et al., 2012). In
Chapter 4, the relevance of these factors for the REDD+ negotiations will be assessed.
Weible et al. (2012) also highlight two obstacles for negotiation and consensus-building.
One is what he calls “the self-interested, uncommunicative individual found in the tragedy
of the commons”. The other consists of actors who try to protect their interests against an
adversarial coalition (Weible et al., 2012, p.8).

2.4 The Role of Discourse
Discourse plays an important role in regime building, especially according to constructivist
approaches. Actors use arguments to frame policies that reflect their interests and beliefs
(Brockhaus et al., 2013). Common understandings are required to agree on goals, and
communicative action is applied to convince other actors so as to build such a common
understanding, which is the basis for the common norms, principles and standards that are
at the heart of international regimes. A discourse is defined as:
“…an ensemble of ideas, concepts and categories through which meaning is given
to social and political phenomena, and which is produced and reproduced through
an identifiable set of practices”. (Hajer and Versteeg, 2005: 175).
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The foundation of discourse theory is a homo interpreter who is driven by knowledge,
the search for meaning, collective ideas, social practices and the resulting societal change.
This is in contrast to the rational interests-driven homo economicus and the social norm-driven
homo sociologicus (Arts and Buizer, 2009). Discourses shape how a policy problem is
perceived, which solutions are conceivable and what the best solution might be. As such
they are critical in public policymaking (Hajer and Versteeg, 2005) and international regime
building. Language has the capacity to shift power balances and make politics, including
through exposing events or rendering them harmless, and through the creation of timeand location-bound realities (Hajer and Versteeg, 2005, Winkel, 2012). “Each society has its
regime of truth...” (Hajer and Versteeg, 2005: 182).
Discourse plays an important role in policy-oriented learning, which is considered
one of the main drivers behind policy change, together with events and negotiated
agreements (Weible et al., 2012). It is an important mechanism for agents to influence
other actors, but according to post-structuralist perspectives in critical policy analysis,
discourse also plays an important role in shaping the social identity and subject position of
the agents, turning them into creations of the discourses in which they move (Stevenson
and Dryzek, 2012). Arts and Visseren-Hamakers (2012) point out that discourse exercises
power over agency and that it disciplines the subject toward what is considered normal
behavior.
Dryzek (2005) classifies environmental discourses along two dimensions. One
distinguishes reformist discourses that embrace economic growth as a pre-condition for
sustainable development from radical discourses that reject continued growth. The other
dimension distinguishes prosaic discourses that accept existing societal structures from
imaginative discourses that embrace a transformation of existing political-economic
structures in society. The combination of these two dimensions results in four types of
environmental discourses: 1) environmental problem solving discourses, which are
reformist and prosaic, 2) sustainability discourses, which are reformist but imaginative, 3)
survivalism, which represents a radical but prosaic discourse, and 4) green radicalism,
which represents a radical and imaginative discourse.
Several scholars highlight the role of coalitions in promoting certain discourses
using persuasive strategies of knowledge production. They try to convince their adversaries
that their set of beliefs makes better sense of external realities (Bulkeley, 2000; Sotirov and
Memmler, 2012). Brockhaus (2013) argue that a discourse coalition achieves dominance in
a policy arena if it persuades central actors to adopt its discourse, includes key State actors
that have binding authority to make policy decisions, and succeeds to incorporate its
discourse in institutional practices (Hajer and Versteeg, 2005). As such, discourse plays an
important role in the shaping of global regimes.

2.5 Agency Theory within the Framework of Political Sciences
Agency theory has its roots in information economics. It originally concerned the
contractual relationship between a principal (e.g the owner of a private enterprise) and the
agent that is acting on his/her behalf (e.g. the manager of that enterprise) (Eisenhardt,
1989). The theory around the role of agents and policy entrepreneurs in international
environmental governance is relatively new. International public law is developed in
decision-making processes where only States have a formal role, so State governments are
normally the main agents in international law (Schroeder, 2010). Young (1991) also refers
24

to agents as the representatives of States, which he considers as the principals. However,
the definition of agency normally applied in international relations is broader, and refers to
the capacity to influence policy processes (see also Dellas et al., 2011). Agents can
contribute either directly to international governance, by steering those who have given
their explicit or implicit consent to be governed, or indirectly, by influencing the decisions
of others (Dellas et al., 2011). Especially non-State actors can also deliberately or nonpurposefully work through a chain of agency in which certain actors influence other, more
powerful actors that are in a position to convince key decision-makers (see also Brockhaus
et al., 2013). Seen from this perspective, an agent is a vector of change or, as Schroeder
(2010) describes it: “An agent of Earth System Governance… is an actor who possesses
the ability to prescribe behaviour and to obtain the consent of the governed; an agent is an
authoritative actor” (Schroeder 2010: 320; see also Dellas et al., 2011).
Important conceptual considerations in agency theory are the nature of power and
authority in the global arena, the nature of private and public authority, the dynamics
between structure and agency, and the actual practice and processes of governance
(Okereke et al., 2009). Non-State actors that lack governmental coercion use a range of
positions, tactics and practices to influence national and international politics (Okereke et
al., 2009). One well-known tactic is to choose the most beneficial level of governance or
the most beneficial sector or policy subsystem through applying the politics of scale or
forum shopping (Gupta, 2008; Huitema and Meijerink, 2010; Schroeder, 2010; Gupta,
2014).
Especially in realist approaches, there is a tendency to see States or non-State
organizations as holistic entities in agency theory, but this tendency risks neglecting specific
forms of power that depend on human agency (Lederer, 2012). Okereke et al. (2009) argue
against treating the State as a “black box”, a homogenous, sovereign entity. In line with
Kantian liberal tradition, interest-based regime theories put a lot of emphasis on the agency
of individuals (Royo, 2012). In the reality of international negotiations, agency often
depends on the behavioral features, preferences, ideology, expertise, economic interests,
enthusiasm and/or negotiation skills of the individuals representing a certain country or
non-State institution, which are determining factors in their leadership (Gsottbauer and van
den Bergh, 2012; Sun Park et al., 2013). Gsottbauer and van den Bergh (2012) even
suggests that country behavior may look like the sum of individual decisions. They
emphasize how political choices generally deviate from perfect rationality due to personal
stress, time constraints and imperfect information, which is often filtered, also because of
cognitive dissonance, professional biases and potential mistakes due to intuitive judgments
like the underestimation of risk in negative frames and risk aversion in positive frames.
They further highlight the importance of communication and positive incentives for a large
number of parties as factors that can facilitate cooperation and regime formation and the
importance of altruistic value systems amongst negotiators, arguing that negotiators
themselves often dislike unequal negotiation outcomes and inequities.
Weible et al. (2012) highlight the role of individuals rather than collectives in
policymaking. They add that these individuals have a tendency to be goal-oriented but that
they are often not capable of understanding the entire contextual environment.
Assumptions that are often taken for granted in economics, like the assumption that actors
would be perfectly rational, able to process relevant information and that they would strive
to utility maximization, have empirically and theoretically been proven to be inapplicable to
policy processes (Weible et al., 2012). Partzsch and Ziegler (2011) and Biermann and
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Siebenhüner (2009) also highlight how national and international organizations depend on
certain personalities and their ideas (see also 2.3).
Weible et al. (2012) identify three successful strategies for influencing policy
development applied by individual agents: the first is to develop deep knowledge of the
policy issues; the second is to build networks; and the third is to participate for a longer
time in a certain policy process. The latter is important as it can take a lot of time before
scientific information is accepted by policy-makers and translated into policy change. The
first two correspond to directional and instrumental leadership; the last is staying power.
An important dimension of deep knowledge that can support the success of agents, aside
from analytic knowledge, is an awareness of the fact that many technical and scientific
disputes are actually disputes about values, and that one's belief's system plays a role in
knowledge gathering. They also emphasize the importance of making use of windows of
opportunities: “…agenda setting and policy change require the catalyst of a policy
entrepreneur to take advantage at the right time to achieve his or her goals when the
politics are right and the right ideas are matched to the problems” (Weible et al., 2012: 15,
see also Huitema and Meijerink, 2010). Finally, there are some contextual factors that
influence the chances that a certain actor becomes an agent in international policymaking,
such as the macro-political system, major events, learning, negotiation and cooperation and
the emergence of parallel policy subsystems that result from the tendency and/or need of
individual actors to focus on specific sectors and issues (Huitema and Meijerink, 2010;
Weible et al., 2012).

2.6 Global Environmental Governance and the Role of Non-State
Actors
As pointed out in 2.5, international governance processes can be influenced substantially by
non-State actors. Research organizations, corporations and their networks and lobby
organizations, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), IPOs and social movements
participate through multiple ways in international regime development, including through
knowledge sharing, awareness raising and other forms of persuasion (Biermann, 2007).
“Governments are still the lead actors on the world stage, but they themselves seem to be
questioning whether it is in their best interests to have the stage to themselves” (Chester
and Moomaw, 2008: 192). In fact, over the last 100 years the role of NGOs in international
negotiations has changed considerably and they increasingly play a more prominent direct
and indirect role (Gupta 2003; 2005).
The role of non-State actors in international policy processes is conceptualized by
the notion of global environmental governance, which implies a multi-actor perspective on
world politics. Governance in general is conceptualized as “that part of human activity
concerned with creating the conditions for ordered rule and collective action.” (Dingwerth
and Pattberg, 2006: 188). The term global environmental governance not only highlights
the role of different State and non-State actors in international policy processes, but it also
conceives international policy processes as inseparably linked to local, national, and
regional political processes (Dingwerth and Pattberg, 2006). Governance concerns the
multiple ways in which public and private actors govern public issues at multiple scales,
autonomously or in mutual interaction (Arts and Visseren-Hamakers, 2012: 4). As such the
concept analyzes multiple spatial and functional levels of politics and new mechanisms of
producing and maintaining global public goods (i.e. non-rivalrous and non-excludable
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goods) and highlights the establishment of new spheres of authority beyond the nationState by including non-State actors (Pattberg, 2006; Dellas et al., 2011). The shift from
government to governance has led to authority and competencies of States moving to
other bodies (Dellas et al., 2011). Corbera and Schroeder (2011) argue that the term
governance suggests forms of steering that are less hierarchical than traditional
governmental policymaking. While there will be some level of hierarchy in most
governance systems, the concept suggests systems that are more decentralized, selforganized and inclusive of non-State actors like industry, NGOs, scientists, indigenous
communities, city governments and international organizations (Dellas et al., 2011).
REDD+ itself is seen as a good example of governance as it actively involves many actors
(Corbera and Schroeder, 2011).
Biermann (2007) has specifically applied this concept to sustainable development
policy by elaborating on the concept of Earth System Governance, which is built on five
pillars: architecture, agency, adaptiveness, accountability and allocation and access. He
defines Earth System Governance as:
“the sum of the formal and informal rule systems and actor-networks at all levels of
human society that are set up in order to influence the co-evolution of human and
natural systems in a way that secures the sustainable development of human
society—that is, a development that meets the needs of present generations
without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs”
(Biermann, 2007: 329).
He also emphasizes that the consent and involvement of non-State actors is a
requirement for credible, stable, adaptive and inclusive Earth System Governance. The
involvement of stakeholders is assumed to enhance the relevance, responsiveness,
accountability, transparency, inclusiveness, legitimacy, effectiveness, efficiency and
equitability of decision-making (Gupta, 2014) and thus contributes to better governance.
Governance for environmental regimes includes social norms and political
assumptions that will steer societies and organizations toward collective decisions. It forms
an essential process to facilitate collective action to address global common challenges like
environmental degradation and climate change (Thompson et al., 2011). The essence of
global environmental governance is formed by those norms, rules and standards
structuring social activity, rather than by the existence of specific actors (Dingwerth and
Pattberg, 2006: 199).
However, some critical footnotes to the global environmental governance concept
should be added. Some scholars fear that the concept is prescriptive and will be used to
establish global steering mechanisms beyond the State that facilitate a trend toward
“reregulation of the world economy that conceals the negative tendencies of late
capitalism” (Dingwerth and Pattberg, 2006:196). However, the suggestion that the global
environmental governance concept and increased role of non-State actors will inevitably
lead to a decrease in hegemonies and a less hierarchical form of decision-making might be
misleading:
“..[t]he successful establishment of hegemony implies that the ruling class need not
enforce discipline by coercion but rather that hegemonic stability is rooted in
consensus as manifested in the everyday operation of the institutions of civil
society......We suggest that the ways in which public and private authority are
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configured, and the relations between them, are shaped by structural constraints at
multiple levels and that these structural constraints work to privilege some actors,
ideas and policies over and above contending alternatives in relation to national and
international climate governance” (Okereke et al., 2009: 67-69)

2.7 Main Categories of Actors in Global Environmental Governance
Classic international relations theory distinguishes three types of actors: States, private
companies, and civil society actors (Partzsch and Ziegler, 2011). States are obviously the
main category of actors in international policymaking, as most international agreements are
agreements between States only. As will be elaborated further in Chapter 7, States tend to
form groups or coalitions of like-minded and/or geographically connected countries that
see a strategic advantage in coordinating their negotiation position and strategy on certain
issues. These groups and coalitions can differ per negotiation process, although some
groupings function in almost every UN-related negotiation process, like the EU and the
Group of 77.
IGOs and their bureaucracies are an important agent in international regime
development. While the official positions of IGOs are assumed to reflect the consensus
position of the State members to that organization, the positions of IGOs can also be
influenced by professional biases and economic and other incentives for either the
bureaucracy as a whole, or specific individuals within that bureaucracy. Bauer et al. (2009)
highlight the role of international bureaucracies as independent agents in international
policymaking. They point out that previously, realism did not only create a focus on States
rather than non-State actors, but also a focus on international organizations as a logical
consequence of State influences, but failed to assess the independent role and influence of
international bureaucracies that are driven by constructivist notions of effective public
policymaking. However, he cautions that there are significant differences between a profitdriven, efficiency-focused private sector company, and the principal-agent relations
between shareholders and managers within such a company, and the effectiveness-driven
focus of international bureaucracies. The latter are partly guided by States as their main
principals, but they tend to have a certain level of autonomy as agents.
As stated in 2.6, classical international relations theory distinguishes at most two
categories of non-State actors, namely profit-oriented business entities, and NGOs.
However, Agenda 21 32, the comprehensive action program for sustainable development
adopted in 1992, distinguishes nine rather diverse so-called “major groups” of non-State
actors: NGOs, business and industry, women, Indigenous Peoples, workers and trade
unions, the scientific and technological community, children and youth, farmers, and local
authorities. The UN Department on Economic and Social Affairs has increasingly been
using this so-called major groups structure to reach out to non-State actors and involve
them in different UN processes, including the Commission for Sustainable Development
(CSD), which functioned from 1993 until 2013, and the recent UN Conference on
Sustainable Development (2012). As said, several influential social sectors are excluded
from the nine major groups listed in Agenda 21. Scholars like Weible et al. (2008) recognize
additional categories of actors, including consultants, members of the media, and judges.
Bouteligier (2011) highlights the particularly influential role of global environmental
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Report of the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development, Rio de Janeiro,
3-14 June 1992, vol. I, Resolutions Adopted by the Conference, resolution 1, annex II.
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consultancy firms in global environmental governance. Some social sectors that did not feel
represented by these broad categories, like organizations representing disabled people, have
tried to challenge this major groups structure. 33 In organizations like UNEP, the major
groups structure has been questioned (Gupta, 2014). However, while “other stakeholders,
including local communities, volunteer groups and foundations, migrants, families and
older persons and persons with disabilities” 34 were explicitly recognized in the Rio+20
Outcome Document “The Future we Want”, no formal major groups were added and the
major groups structure continues to be the cornerstone for the participation of these nonState actors in the follow-up process to Rio+20, including the negotiations on the SDGs. 35
As described in Section 8.2.2, most of the international policy processes related to forests
are gradually adopting a similar classification of major groups.
It is important to distinguish stakeholder groups like NGOs and business from
movements and organizations representing rightsholders, like Indigenous Peoples, women,
children and youth, workers, and farmers. Rightsholders’ movements represent the
interests of specific social groups and, ideally, have a clear legitimacy that is rooted in broad
global representative structures like the International Confederation of Trade Unions
(representing workers), La Via Campesina (representing small farmers), the International
Indigenous Forum on Climate Change (IIFCC) or the International Indigenous Forum on
Biodiversity (IIFB) (both representing Indigenous Peoples). 36 Meanwhile, NGOs have
often been criticized by social movements, in particular grassroots movements that have
deliberately avoided a formal organization structure37 as not being necessarily representative
of the aspirations and priorities of the social groups they claim to speak for. As Bernauer
and Betzold (2012: 64) point out:
“Many civil society representatives claim to speak for the public at large, but neither
the positions nor the actions of these actors emanate from that public. Decisions
are taken by a small number of persons who may or may not be elected based on
standards that are benchmarks for liberal, representative democracies. The general
public ‒ and often not even the membership of civil society organizations ‒ usually
has no possibility to hold the leadership of civil society groups accountable for their
action or inaction. Also, it might not care either.”
This caution is particularly relevant for a regime like REDD+ where a specific
group of civil society organizations (CSOs), namely non-governmental conservation
organizations, has a strong economic stake in a certain regime as it could provide
significant resources to sustain their organizational structures (see 8.3).
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http://www.un.org/disabilities/documents/information_brief_rio+20.doc (last visited 1
January 2014.
The Future We Want, Outcome Document of the United Nations Conference on Sustainable
Development, A/RES/66/288, par. 43
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/aboutmajorgroups.html (last visited 4 February 2017).
The IIFCC and IIFB are informal forums without secretariat or other formal structure, but
open to the participation of any Indigenous person or organization, and as such they are
considered representative bodies, also taking into account the participatory democracy
governance tradition that is fostered by many Indigenous cultures (Colfer, 2011).
This includes forest peoples’ movements like the All Indian Forum of Forest Movements,
farmer movements like La Via Campesina and many activist movements, especially those that
have embraced anarchistic discourses and structures like Occupy, Los Indignados and the
European “black block” of radical anti-establishment activists.
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2.8 Toward an Operationalization of Indicators of the Level of Agency
2.8.1 Identification of the Indicators
This final section discusses the indicators that have been chosen to assess the level of
agency of different actors in the REDD+ regime, and the indicators that have been chosen
to assess their motivations.
Within the scope of the analytical framework four indicators to assess the level of
agency of different actors are used: (a) legitimacy, (b) the assumption of authority in the
eyes of co-actors, (c) the capacity of actors to influence a regime in line with their original
goals and objectives, and (d) the assumption of agency in the eyes of co-actors.
Legitimacy and authority are closely related indicators of agency (Dellas et al.,
2011). The core elements of legitimacy are the acceptance and justification of certain rules
or institutions by the community as being authoritative. Legitimacy can be distinguished in
terms of input legitimacy, which is related to responsibility, participation, accountability and
transparency, and output legitimacy, which is determined by the results the actors produces
(Backstrand and Lovbrand, 2006, Vatn and Vedeld, 2013). Legitimacy describes the state or
quality of being coherent with established legal norms and requirements, recognized
principles, or accepted rules and standards of behavior (Biermann and Gupta, 2011).
Legitimacy is conferred through formal or informal social consent (Schroeder, 2010).
Corbera and Schroeder (2011) argue that legitimacy can be based on the accountability of
governments to their constituencies. This accountability is operationalized through public
scrutiny, including of the processes through which rules and policies are negotiated, and
the subsequent acceptance of decisions, which means they will be adhered to by these
constituencies. They also highlight a fair distribution of decision-making power as a factor
of legitimacy (Corbera and Schroeder, 2011).
Normally, the legitimacy of a State is uncontested, although in specific cases the
legitimacy of specific representatives of a State could be contested (see also Chapter 7).
According to the assumption of formal democracies, people, which can be seen as
principals, elect their government and are subsequently represented by it. The government
thus functions as an agent that legitimately acts on behalf of the people, is accountable to
them, and can be voted out in case of dissatisfaction. (Partzsch and Ziegler, 2011). As such,
representativeness and accountability are important indicators of legitimacy. Governments
subsequently negotiate international agreements, which are normally adopted based on
consensus.
The legitimacy of non-State actors is not a given (Dellas et al., 2011), especially
because their representativeness is not a given. Rather, it is seen as a determining factor in
their agency. Non-State actors are not elected through a formal democratic process so their
agency is mostly justified by other factors (Dellas et al., 2011). Partzsch and Ziegler (2011)
identify utility, embeddedness and education as potential sources of legitimacy of non-State
actors. They also identify the role of certain agents as advocates for more transparency and
empowerment of affected people as a potential source of legitimacy. As such, legitimacy is
a relative concept ‒ legitimacy is in the eye of the beholder (Biermann and Gupta, 2011, see
also Dellas et al., 2011). Having that said, representativeness is also an important indicator
of the legitimacy of non-State actors.
Legitimacy is closely linked to accountability, which requires transparency of
governance processes and outcomes. Global environmental governance creates a challenge
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of securing accountability, because traditional accountability mechanisms like electoral
accountability and legal representation are not applicable to global environmental
governance, including even State-led governance. Biermann and Gupta (2011) further
distinguish internal accountability and external accountability. In the latter case, the actors
whose lives are impacted by certain decisions are not directly linked to the actors that
should be held to account for those decisions. This is of particular relevance to global
environmental governance. The effects of transboundary environmental harm caused by
failing national governance reach beyond national borders, but the affected actors have no
electoral means to hold these failing decision-makers accountable (Biermann and Gupta,
2011). They also identify temporal interdependence in terms of an accountability challenge
relating to future generations, and accountability relations between past and present
generations.
Authority, the second indicator of agency chosen, is defined as “the legitimacy and
capacity to exercise power” (Schroeder, 2010: 320). Especially in the case of non-State
actors, their authority is often contested, and the recognition of their authority as
innovative problem-solvers is an important factor in their agency (Dellas et al., 2011). As
discussed in 2.6, the shift from government to governance assumes new spheres of
authority beyond States, which are based on persuasion rather than coercion (Pattberg,
2005; Dingwerth and Pattberg, 2006; Arts, 2012). For that reason, authority is a relative
concept and much related to the assumed expertise, influence and moral authority of the
actor and social interactions. It is a quality actors acquire rather than possess (Biermann et
al., 2009a). Bouteligier (2011) distinguishes five different types of authority: institutional
authority, delegated authority, expert authority, principled authority, and capacity-based
authority.
Partzsch and Ziegler (2011) argue that the definition that “an agent of Earth
System Governance is an actor who possesses the ability to prescribe behavior and to
obtain the consent of the governed” (Schroeder 2010: 320) implies that such an actor
obtains the authority on behalf of others. This means that we need to investigate the
legitimizing reasons that turn this exercise of power into authority (Partzsch and Ziegler,
2011), since States cannot simply transfer their democratic legitimacy to non-State actors.
However, Partzsch and Ziegler also identify innovations as a potential source of authority,
for example, in the case of social entrepreneurs as agents in environmental governance
(Partzsch and Ziegler, 2011).
Expertise, which underlies authority, is subjective, and is directly related to the
epistemology and knowledge of the actors that judge another actor’s expertise (StewartHarawira, 2005). There is a (neo-) colonial dimension to the concept of expertise, as
Indigenous and other non-Western forms of expertise are often less appreciated by
scientists with a Western background, and even scientists with a Non-Western background
(Apgar et al., 2015). For that reason, the main indicator chosen is whether the expertise
and/or authority of a certain actor was questioned by co-actors, taking into account the
background of the judging actors themselves.
The third and fourth indicator that will be used in the analytical framework concern
the assumption of agency of an actor in the eyes of co-actors and the effectiveness of
agency as indicated by the capacity of an actor to influence the process according to the
original goals and objectives of that actor (see also Dellas et al., 2011). The assumption of
agency has been tested through short, open interviews, in which key actors in the REDD+
regime have been asked who, or which organization, they would consider the main agent
behind the REDD+ regime, independent of their authority and legitimacy.
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The capacity of an actor in reaching his/her original objectives through the final
regime is an important indicator of the influence a particular actor has had on the regime.
As an indicator of the objectives of the different agents, the position of the different agents
regarding REDD+ will be analyzed and compared with the final REDD+ regime as it was
incorporated in the 2015 Paris Agreement.
2.8.2 Analytical Framework
Table 2.1 shows the analytical framework that has been elaborated based on the theory
discussed and which allows for a systematic analysis of all the data reviewed and for the
elaboration of consistent conclusions regarding the level of agency and motivations of
different actors in the REDD+ policy arena. It consists of the four indicators described in
2.8 (legitimacy, authority, capacity to influence the process and agency in the eyes of other
actors).
Table 2.1 Analytical framework to test the level of agency of REDD+ actors
Actorsi

Legitimacyii

Authorityiii

Capacity to
influence the
process
according to
the actor’s
goals and
objectives iv

Agency
according to
interviewees
and literature v

Actor 1:
Actor 2:
Actor 3:
…..

Notes:
(i)
(ii)

Actors include: States, IGOs, and Major Groups.
Legitimacy is seen as an important indicator of agency. The main indicators are
representativeness and accountability toward the constituency represented (see
2.8.1).
(iii)
As discussed in 2.8.1, authority is seen as another key indicator of agency. It is a
relative concept, especially for non-State actors, so the authority of different
actors in the eyes of co-actors will be analyzed based on interviews and
literature, taking into account specific indicators like assumed expertise and
moral authority.
(iv)
The third indicator of agency chosen is the capacity to influence the process
according to one’s objectives, which will be assessed based on a comparative
analysis between the objectives of the different actors and the final outcome of
the negotiations.
(v)
The assumed agency will be indicated by the opinion of other actors in the
REDD+ debate of whether a certain actor has been an agent. The interviews
will form the main source of data for this part of the analysis.
An estimation of the level of agency of each actor will be given, based on actor
assessments and data and reactions gathered through literature review, legal and political
analysis of relevant policy documents, interviews and meeting observations.
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Table 2.2 shows the analytical framework used to test the motivation and strategies
of the REDD+ agents identified and assess how the different regime theories apply to the
reality of REDD+.
Table 2.2 Analytical framework to test the motivations of REDD+ agents
Actors

Political influence i

Economic interests

Knowledge base iii

ii

Actor 1:
Actor 2:
Actor 3:
….

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

To analyze the applicability of power-based theories to REDD+, the power of
the different agents as indicated by political power and economic power will be
studied. The assumption is that, as REDD+ is a payment-based regime,
economic power is an important factor.
To analyze the applicability of interest-based theories to REDD+, the
economic and other relevant interests and strategies of the different agents in
the REDD+ regimes will be assessed.
To analyze the applicability of knowledge-based theories to REDD+, factors
that influenced the knowledge base of the different agents (e.g. research,
discourse, ideology) are examined. An important indicator is whether they
consider the REDD+ regime effective, efficient and equitable in light of their
ideology and the information they possess.

2.9 Conclusions
This chapter has elaborated on the theory underlying the analytical framework that guides
this research. It has defined the key terms used, including agency, and regime. It has
described some theories about the role of discourse, policy entrepreneurs, policy networks
and other relevant factors in regime development. It has described some of the most
important theories related to regime design and regime development, including agency and
global environmental governance theories and presented a clear distinction between powerbased theories, interest-based theories and knowledge-based theories. The research intends
to contribute to these theories by testing their applicability to the development of a specific
new regime, the REDD+ regime.
The four main indicators that will be used as part of the analytical framework to
test the level of agency of different actors. Finally, the chapter has described the indicators
that will be used to analyze the motivations and strategies of these agents, and thus the
relevance of these regime theories to the role of agents in the development of the REDD+
policy subsystem: political influence, economic interests, and knowledge base. Figure 2.1
shows the relationship between the elements of this analytical framework.
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Figure 2.1 Agency within the framework of regime theories

Assumptions
- Effctiveness
Efficiency
- Equity
Motivations
- Political hegemony
- Economic interests
- Knowledge base

•
•

Agents:
- State
- Non-State

•
•

Strategies:
- Political hierarchy
- Economic Interests
- Knowledge

Agency defined by:
Legitimacy (accountability
and representativiness)
Authority (assumed
expertise and moral
authority)
Assumed agency
Achievement of
objectives

Additional tools:
- Discourse
- Networks
- Policy entrepreneurship

REDD
Regime

Source: Compiled, based on Hasenclever et al. (1997), Smouts (2008), Biermann et al.
(2009a), Schroeder (2010) and Biermann and Gupta (2011).
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The Development of the REDD+ Regime
3.1 Introduction
This chapter presents the development of the REDD+ regime as a subsytem to the
international climate regime. It reviews the literature, international legal instruments and
policy documents and interviews with 61 actors in the REDD+ regime. It describes how
policies to address deforestation and forest degradation were integrated into the UNFCCC
and its Kyoto Protocol (3.2), how the proposal for a REDD+ regime was introduced in the
UNFCCC (3.3), and the subsequent development of the REDD+ regime itself (3.4). It
ends with an analysis of the current status of the REDD+ regime in light of the outcomes
of UNFCCC COP-21 in Paris (3.5).

3.2 The Incorporation of Forests in the UNFCCC and its Kyoto
Protocol
Contrary to what has sometimes been claimed (Alvarado and Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2007;
Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2007; Okereke and Dooley, 2010; Srivastava, 2011; Cerbu et al.,
2011), forests have been an integral part of the UNFCCC regime from the start. Countries
were urged to reduce the loss of forests and other carbon sinks through UNFCCC Article
4.1.d and developing countries could apply to the financial mechanism of the UNFCCC,
the Global Environmental Facility (GEF), for financial support to do so (McDermott et al.,
2010). In 1995, UNFCCC COP-1 decided to initiate negotiations on a protocol to the
Convention that would include quantified legally binding emission reduction commitments
for the countries that contributed most to the global warming problem (Bausch and
Mehling, 2006), and included an agenda item on so-called Land Use, Land Use-Change and
Forestry (LULUCF). Interviewees have pointed out that the agreement to include
LULUCF was central to the adoption of the Kyoto Protocol, 38 as the US, which
participated in these negotiations until the end, could not agree to a 7% reduction of GHG
emissions if they could not include reductions from their LULUCF sector, which they
estimated as representing at least half their overall target (Hoehne et al., 2007; see also Fry,
2011).39 Hence, the Kyoto Protocol agreed to include the sector, through a process that
was “typified by confusion, manipulated science, obfuscation and poor decision making”
(Fry, 2002: 159).40
There was no time prior to 1997 to negotiate all the technical rules and modalities
regarding LULUCF, so the Parties to the UNFCCC requested the IPCC to elaborate a
special report on this matter. The report, a combination of scientific and legal analyses, was
published in 1999 and formed the basis for two years of complex and highly polarized
negotiations41 (see also Fry, 2011). The EU expressed concerns about the methodological
complications related to the inclusion of forest conservation in the Kyoto Protocol (Fry,
38
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Kyoto Protocol to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, Kyoto,
1997.
Interview 45, June 2013.
Interview 43, June 2013.
Interview 45, June 2013.
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2011), but countries like Japan and Norway took over the role of LULUCF champions
after the US publicly announced its intention in 2001 not to join the Protocol. Especially
Japan was interested in LULUCF, as its energy sector was relatively efficient, so it was not
able to commit to significant reductions in that sector42, and also EU countries became
gradually more in favor of using LULUCF credits (Fry, 2011).
The LULUCF negotiations were so polarized that many see them as the main cause
of the collapse of the negotiations at UNFCCC COP-6 in 2000 in The Hague (Fry, 2002;
Karsenty, 2008; Palm, 2008), although uncertainty about the political situation in the US at
the time of the conference also played a role in the tensions. The chairman of the COP,
then Minister Jan Pronk of the Netherlands, tried to save the situation by proposing the
option that avoiding deforestation and combating land degradation would be recognized as
actions that could be funded through the Adaptation Fund, but no agreement was reached
on this proposal at the time (Fry, 2002; Karsenty, 2008; see also 3.4). The resumed COP in
2001 in Bonn reached political agreement on at least some of the LULUCF-related
questions. The subsequent withdrawal of the US from the Kyoto Protocol implied a
significantly increased negotiating power for Japan and other pro-LULUCF countries as
the survival of the Protocol now depended on their willingness to ratify the instrument
(Fry, 2002; Bausch and Mehling, 2006). Moreover, all Parties realized that another round of
failed negotiations would bring the entire future of the Kyoto Protocol into jeopardy (Boyd
and Schipper, 2002). At COP-7 in December 2001 in Marrakesh, which was marked by a
non-transparent and confused negotiation process, an agreement on almost the entire
package of rules regarding LULUCF was reached (Boyd and Schipper, 2002; Levin et al.,
2008; Palm, 2008).43 The environmental integrity of these Accords, which partly depend on
the good faith of the Parties as far as the accounting rules are concerned, is questionable
(Boyd and Schipper, 2002; Jacquemont and Caparros, 2002; Fry, 2002).
For those countries adopting legally binding quantified emission reduction
commitments, the Marrakesh Accords allowed the inclusion of reforestation, afforestation
as well as forest conservation and a range of other forest-related activities in the emission
calculations. However, an exception was made as far as the possibility of using forest
conservation projects in the newly established Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) was
concerned (Levin et al., 2008; Fry, 2008).44The CDM is at the heart of the so-called “capand-trade” regime established by the Kyoto Protocol, through which the industrialized
countries included in Annex 1 of the Protocol take up legally binding quantified emission
level reduction obligations, but are allowed to use so-called “flexible mechanisms” to reach
them. These mechanisms include emissions trading through carbon markets, joint
implementation and the CDM (Wettestad, 2009). The idea behind this scheme is that it
would provide a strong economic incentive to look for the most low-cost and efficient
initiatives to reduce GHGs (Grubb et al., 2011). Through the CDM Annex 1 countries are
allowed to buy carbon offsets produced through emission reductions in developing
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Interview 43, June 2013; interview 45, June 2013.
FCCC/CP/2001/13/Add.1,
see http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/cop7/13a01.pdf#page=54 (last visited 21 December
2016).
An earlier proposal by the US and the EU excluded all LULUCF activities from the CDM in
exchange for a more comprehensive accounting of domestic LULUCF activities, but this
proposal was rejected. (Fry, 2002).
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countries, which can be counted as meeting part of their own emission reductions.45 The
CDM is considered to represent the largest segment of the flexible mechanisms and as
such it was initially highly successful. In the first year since it started registering projects in
November 2004 around 1965 projects were registered (Wettestad, 2009).
The formal reasons why forest conservation projects were excluded from the CDM
were related to the technical aspects that are further elaborated in Chapter 4: the risks of
leakage and non-permanence and the difficulties to properly calculate the impact of the
LULUCF sector on emissions (Karsenty, 2012; Stephan and Paterson, 2012), or establish a
reference level against which to calculate emission reductions. However, some interviewees
as well as scholars have pointed out that the huge potential of the LULUCF sector and the
subsequent risk that the global carbon market would be flooded with forest conservation
credits was perhaps the main underlying reason for exclusion, especially for the EU, Brazil
and the Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS) (Streck et al., 2009b; Dutschke, 2010;
McDermott et al., 2010; Fry, 2011).46 They feared that oversupply of credits would lead to a
dramatic drop in the carbon price, while a high price was considered essential to ensure a
strong economic incentive for emission reductions in other sectors. As the emission targets
for Annex 1 countries had already been agreed upon prior to 2001, the inclusion of
avoided deforestation in the CDM in Marrakesh would not have contributed to additional
reductions (Bond et al., 2009). The potential of the LULUCF sector also formed an
important reason not to include entire sectors, but only specific activities in the flexible
mechanisms.47An additional concern was related to sharing the burden and responsibility
for historical GHG emissions (Stephan and Paterson, 2012).
Countries like Costa Rica, whose main potential for emission reductions was forest
conservation, were disappointed that forest conservation was excluded from the CDM
(Boyd et al., 2008).48 While this position was shared by some of the large conservation
NGOs (see 8.3) many other NGOs opposed sinks in the CDM due to concerns about the
potential environmental and social impacts of using a vulnerable ecosystem upon which
some of the most economically marginalized groups in society depended as an offset for
industrial emissions (Graichen, 2005; McDermott et al., 2010). For them, the inclusion of
reforestation and afforestation projects in the CDM was the worst of possible scenarios
(Boyd, 2009; personal observation), also because there is no clear standard for sustainable
development in the CDM (Gupta et al. 2008) and the contribution of reforestation and
afforestation projects to sustainable development is considered questionable (Holm, 2007).
To address the problem of permanence (see 4.3.4), it was decided to create a special
class of temporary carbon credits for LULUCF-related CDM projects. Such temporary
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The Project cycle for LULUCF and other projects that are allowed in the CDM entails the
following: the project needs to be described in a project design documents which is validated by
an accredited operational entity against the validation requirements that have been adopted by
the Parties to the Kyoto Protocol. Subsequently the project is registered by the Executive Board
of the CDM, which also decides on the baseline and monitoring methodologies to be used.
Once the project is in its implementation stage a different operational entity verifies based on
the monitoring reports by the project participants how much carbon sequestration has taken
place. This is thereafter certified by the verifying entity, which certifies this amount and requests
the Executive Board to issue the corresponding amount of carbon credits (Graichen, 2005).
Interview 43, June 2013; interview 45, June 2013.
Interview 43, June 2013.
Interview 3, December 2011; interview 24, September 2012; interview 40, December 2012.
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credits49 only postpone the obligation to reduce emissions, they do not fulfill them. After a
certain period, they will have to be replaced by permanent credits, which means that they
are relatively unattractive for carbon brokers (Stephan and Paterson, 2012). Moreover, it
was decided that industrialized countries are not allowed to offset more than 1% of their
emissions (using a 1990 baseline) through afforestation and reforestation projects
(Bozmoski and Hepburn, 2009; Streck et al., 2009b). 50 As a result, reforestation and
afforestation projects never became popular. By 2012 they constituted only 0.7% of the
total volume of Certified Emission Reductions issued for all CDM projects (Gupta and
Sanchez, 2012).
COP9 and COP-10 in 2003 and 2004 respectively continued to further refine the
rules and modalities for LULUCF projects in general, making it easier for small-scale CDM
LULUCF projects to be approved. However, they did not re-address the issue of financing
forest conservation projects (Bausch and Mehling, 2006; Boyd et al., 2008; Palm et al.,
2008). The Marrakesh Accords were adopted at the first Meeting of the Parties (MOP) to
the Kyoto Protocol in 2005, a conference that was marked by disappointment about
stricter conditionalities being imposed on funding through the GEF, the official financial
mechanism of the UNFCCC (Schipper and Boyd, 2006). Carbon sinks received an
additional blow by the so-called linking Directive of the EU, which was adopted in 2005.51
In this Directive, the EU decided to exclude all LULUCF projects, including reforestation
and afforestation projects, from its internal Emissions Trading Scheme, due to concerns
about the temporary nature of the credits and the potential environmental impacts of
invasive alien species and genetically modified trees that might be used in reforestation and
afforestation projects (Graichen, 2005; Bozmoski and Hepburn, 2009; Streck et al., 2009b).
Thus, a fertile ground was created for the sentiment that forests were excluded from the
CDM, or even sentiment that forests were excluded from the climate regime in general
(Schipper and Boyd, 2006; Alvarado and Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2007; Wertz-Kanounnikoff,
2007; Basnet, 2009; McDermott et al., 2010; Cerbu et al., 2011).52

3.3 The Development of the REDD+ Regime
The concept of “compensated reductions” had already been discussed by various scholars,
including in a well-known article by Santilli et al. (2005). Several scholars and policymakers
see this article as the starting point of REDD+ (Skutsch et al., 2007; Karsenty et al.,
2012),53 although others have pointed out that the LULUCF agreement in 1997 already laid
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Two different types of temporary credits were created for afforestation and reforestation
projects; temporary certified emissions reductions (tCERs), which expire every 5 years, and
long-term certified emissions reductions (lCERs) which expire at the end of the crediting period
of the project for which they were issued, or earlier if the carbon sequestered is emitted before
the end of the project (Graichen, 2005, Boyd et al., 2008, Streck et al., 2009b).
FCCC/CP/2001/13/Add.2, Decision 17/CP.7 Modalities and procedures for a clean
development mechanism. United Nations, see
https://unfccc.int/files/meetings/workshops/other_meetings/application/pdf/17cp7.pdf last
visited 23 December 2016).
Directive 2004/101/EC of 27 October 2004 amending Directive 2003/87/EC establishing a
scheme for greenhouse gas emission allowance trading within the Community, in respect of the
Kyoto Protocol’s project mechanisms, [2004] OJ L338/18.
Interview 40, December 2012.
Interview 24, September 2012; interview 25, September 2012.
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the foundations for REDD+, 54 and REDD+ like proposals featured in earlier literature
(e.g. Andersson and Richards, 2001). In fact, the idea of financial compensations for
reducing deforestation was already proposed and widely debated at UNCED 1992.
The proposal for a regime to reduce emissions from deforestation was further
promoted by NGOs at the UNFCCC COP in 2004 (Allan and Dauvergne, 2013). At a
Seminar of Government Experts on the future of the climate regime organized by the
UNFCCC in June 2005 PNG proposed to include avoided deforestation in international
carbon markets (Fry, 2007). Subsequently, the proposal for compensated reductions was
formally introduced in the UNFCCC negotiations by PNG and Costa Rica on behalf of the
then eight members of the newly formed CfRN at COP-11 in Montreal (Fry, 2007; Sasaki
and Putz, 2009; Cashore et al., 2010).55
The original proposal by the CfRN also asked for re-opening the Marrakesh
Accords to allow for the inclusion of avoided deforestation in the CDM (Fry, 2007;
Angelsen, 2008b). Brazil, on behalf of the G77 and China, subsequently succeeded to
convince other countries to continue discussions on reducing deforestation under the
Convention itself, which meant that the discussion did no longer address a possible
renegotiation of the Marrakesh Accords of the Kyoto Protocol. (Schipper and Boyd, 2006;
Fry, 2007; Angelsen, 2008a). Countries like Costa Rica decided to accept this option as they
realized it was the only feasible compromise.56 Parties also decided to continue discussions
under the Subsidiary Body on Scientific and Technical Advice (SBSTA) rather than the
Subsidiary Body on Implementation (SBI), which meant that the discussion would initially
deal with relatively less controversial methodological issues and not with the trickier issue
of finance (Schipper and Boyd, 2006; Fry, 2007; Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2007). As such, the
revised proposal received remarkably broad support (Schipper and Boyd, 2006; Allan and
Dauvergne, 2013).57
The timing of the introduction of a regime for reducing deforestation benefited
from the fact that the Montreal COP-11 was marked by a sphere of optimism and
collaboration following the adoption of the Marrakesh accords, which gave countries the
feeling that the main controversies around LULUCF were solved. 58 Many people
considered the proposed new forest regime as a win-win solution for both tropical forest
countries themselves and industrialized countries. Tropical forest countries and several
NGOs59 saw it as a significant potential funding source for the forestry sector in times
when forestry funding had been declining ‒ some even saw it as “a pot of gold at the end
of the rainbow” (Fry, 2007: 355; see also Angelsen, 2008b). It has also been suggested that
industrialized countries saw it as an “ideal option” to avoid changing lifestyles, energy
systems or industrial production processes (Allan and Dauvergne, 2013: 1314) 60 and
business-as-usual in general.61 Other academics argued that low-cost offsets would allow
industrialized countries to take on higher reduction commitments (Stephan and Paterson,
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Interview 45, June 2013. See also
http://medioambientesur.blogspot.com/2011/09/reducing-emissions-from-deforestation.html
(last visited 15 March 2015).
Interview 9, March 2012; interview 45, June 2013.
Interview 40, December 2012.
Interview 1, October 2011.
Interview 11, March 2012; interview 45, June 2013.
Interview 38, December 2012.
Interview 33, December 2012.
Interview 57, December 2013.
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2012). Another political tendency that worked in favor of the new regime was the gradual
acceptance by an increasing number of countries of the idea that developing countries
would have to contribute to climate change mitigation too, despite the principle of
common but differentiated responsibilities (CBDR) (Kulovesi and Gutierrez, 2009; see also
6.8). 62 Meanwhile, even the more critical NGOs and social movements that had been
campaigning passionately against the inclusion of avoided deforestation in the CDM were
not squarely opposed to the proposal to Reduce Emissions from Deforestation (RED)
when it was originally introduced, also because it was considered an improvement as
compared to the original proposal to compensate for “avoided deforestation”, which raised
a number of questions regarding baselines and additionality (see 4.3.2.). Rather, most of
them, while skeptical, focused their opposition on the option that such reductions might be
financed through carbon offsets.63 It was not until the 2010 World People’s Conference on
Climate Change and the Rights of Mother Earth in Cochabamba, Bolivia, 64 that the
majority of social movements and social justice NGOs, and the Bolivian Government
itself, started to take a principled stand opposing all forms of REDD+ as a forest policy
that was inherently based on a neoliberal, market-based conservation ideology.65
At the subsequent meeting of the SBSTA in 2006, Brazil formally introduced a
proposal to compensate reduced emissions from deforestation (RED) through a fund
rather than carbon markets (Schipper and Boyd, 2006; Fry, 2007). These proposals were
further elaborated at a UNFCCC workshop in Rome, Italy, in August 2006 and a
workshop in Cairns, Australia, in March 2007 (Fry, 2007; Dutschke, 2010). The proposal
for compensated reductions received further impetus from the fourth assessment report of
the IPCC (IPCC, 2007) and the influential report of the Stern Commission on the
Economics of Climate Change (Stern, 2006). 66 The latter report strongly supported
reducing deforestation as a relatively inexpensive climate change mitigation policy with
multiple benefits (Spence et al., 2008; Skutsch and McCall, 2010).67 The Stern report also
alerted the private sector on the potential business opportunities of an avoided
deforestation mechanism. 68 At the UN Summit on Climate Change organized by UN
Secretary General Ban Ki-Moon in September 2007, the Secretary General personally
highlighted the need to address emissions from deforestation (Aguilar, 2007; Spence et al.,
2008). A similar conclusion was reached by the Major Economies Meeting on Energy
Security and Climate Change, which was convened in the same month by the US (Fry,
2007; Aguilar, 2007).
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Interview 45, June 2013; interview 54, November 2013.
See for example the position of FOEI of 2008, http://www.REDD+monitor.org/2008/10/29/foei-forests-are-more-than-carbon/ and its current position,
http://www.foei.org/resources/publications/publications-by-subject/forests-and-biodiversitypublications/the-great-REDD+-gamble-2 (last visited 28 May 2015).
https://pwccc.wordpress.com/2010/04/24/peoples-agreement/ (last visited 20 April 2015).
For example, the GFC formally decided it opposed all forms of REDD+ at its annual
coordination group meeting in January 2010 only.
See also
http://medioambientesur.blogspot.com/2011/09/reducing-emissions-from-deforestation.html
(last visited 15 March 2015).
Interview 8, December 2011; interview 9, March 2012.
See also
http://medioambientesur.blogspot.com/2011/09/reducing-emissions-from-deforestation.html
(last visited 15 March 2015).
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The organization of the first Forest Day by the Indonesian-based Centre for
International Forestry Research (CIFOR) parallel to the Bali conference is seen to have
played a role in creating support for the RED proposal (Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2007; see
also 8.7). 69 The proposal was included in, and further elaborated as part of, the overall
negotiations on what became known as the “Bali Action Plan”, the two-track negotiation
process COP-13 adopted in 2007 to reach and elaborate a successor agreement to the
Kyoto Protocol and what was called a “framework for long-term cooperative action” (Fry,
2008; Humphreys, 2008; Spence et al., 2008; Kulovesi and Gutierrez, 2009). It formed the
start of an intense two years of negotiations. The Bali Action Plan included a mandate to
further elaborate a mechanism that would provide policy approaches and positive
incentives for forest conservation, and for the sustainable management of forests and
forest restoration.70
The proposed new regime was called REDD+ to express the fact that it would
cover the Reduction of Emissions from Deforestation, forest Degradation and promote
conservation, sustainable forest management and the enhancement of forest carbon stocks.
The fact that the mechanism would not only address deforestation but also forest
degradation, conservation, sustainable management and the enhancement of forest carbon
stocks was the result of a compromise between the original proponents of REDD+,
countries like PNG and Brazil that faced high deforestation rates, and countries like India
and the Central African countries, which had relatively low deforestation rates and thus
little to gain from a mechanism that would provide results-based payments for reducing
deforestation only (Dutschke and Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2008; Allan and Dauvergne,
2013).71 The expanded scope also increased the number of potential beneficiaries (Allan
and Dauvergne, 2013) and thus the number of countries supporting REDD+. Moreover,
the Bali Action Plan included an element that supported the possibility for REDD+ to be
considered in adaptation policies (Fry, 2008).

3.4 The Early Years of REDD+
Some interviewees pointed out that the contents of the Bali decision were rather simplistic
from a forest sector point of view,72 which was partly due to the fact that relatively few
forestry sector specialists were involved in the UNFCCC negotiations at that time.73 They
suggested that many climate policymakers assumed that reducing deforestation was
something that was easy to implement. 74 Negotiators realized that there were still quite
some issues to be resolved, though, so the Bali Action Plan was complemented by a
specific Decision75 that identifies a whole range of methodological issues that still had to be
resolved by the SBSTA. These included assessments of changes in forest cover and the
effectiveness of actions, demonstration of reduction in emissions from forest degradation,
proper establishment of reference levels for estimating reduced emissions, and the

69
70
71
72
73
74
75

Interview 3, December 2011; interview 4, December 2011.
Decision 1/CP.13 in FCCC/CP/2007/6/Add.1.
Interview 9, March 2012; interview 40, December 2012.
Interview 8, December 2012; interview 33, December 2012.
Interview 8, December 2012; interview 9, March 2011; interview 33, December 2012.
Interview 33, December 2012.
Decision 2/CP.13 in FCCC/CP/2007/6/Add.1.
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potential implications of displacement of emissions, especially when actions were to be
financed through carbon offsets (Streck et al., 2009b; see also Chapter 4).
Despite these methodological questions that were to be resolved, the Decision also
encouraged Parties to undertake demonstration activities and other efforts to address the
drivers of deforestation immediately, and suggested that the results of these activities might
be taken into account in future payments (Levin et al., 2008). The Decision also invited
industrialized countries to provide support to such demonstration activities. These
demonstration actions and REDD+ in general subsequently received a significant boost by
the announcement of the Government of Norway at COP-13 in Bali in 2007 that it would
provide a total of 3 billion Norwegian Krone per year over a period of 5 years in support
of REDD+ (USD 2.7 billion in total)76 (Johns et al., 2008; Niles et al., 2009; Sun Park et al.,
2013).77 Norway was and still is by far the main donor to REDD+ (see 7.4) even though
other donor countries soon followed with financial commitments. At COP-14 in 2008
Germany pledged USD 52 million to REDD+ through its International Climate Initiative;
at COP-15 in 2009 the US announced a commitment of USD 1 billion to REDD+; and in
2010 Australia followed with commitments of in total USD 931 million (Sun Park et al.,
2013). Another commitment that supported the REDD+ agreement in Bali itself was the
announcement of the World Bank of a Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF), which
would provide financial support to countries to make them “ready” for REDD+.78 Despite
the fact that the launch was accompanied by loud protests of a large group of NGOs and
social movements that opposed the involvement of the World Bank in REDD+, the FCPF
policy of providing relatively small “Readiness grants” to several dozens of countries 79
secured broad support for REDD+ amongst those countries (Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2007;
Den Besten et al., 2014).
The Bali decisions triggered a flurry of negotiations, funding commitments and
demonstration activities related to REDD+ (Johns et al., 2008; Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2008,
Streck et al., 2009b). In May 2009, there were already 44 REDD+ demonstration activities
and 65 REDD+ Readiness activities (Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2008). Two influential British
reports added to the REDD+ boost: another report by Professor Nicholas Stern on the
key elements of a global climate change agreement, which dedicated a full chapter to
financing emissions reductions from deforestation (Stern, 2008), and the so-called Eliasch
review “Climate Change, Financing Global Forests” prepared for the UK Prime Minister in
2008, which concludes amongst others that the long-term net benefits of halving
deforestation could amount to USD 3.7 trillion (Eliasch, 2008; Lederer, 2012). Both reports
contain a strong plea for the inclusion of forests in global carbon markets, with Eliasch
claiming that it would reduce the overall costs of climate mitigation with 50% by 2020 and
with up to 40% by 2050 (Eliasch, 2008). Literature from the period 2007-2009 shows a
76

77

78
79

USD 2.7 billion is the amount according to the exchange rates in 2007. It is worth noting the
value of the Norwegian Krone declined significantly in 2014 and 2015, 15 billion Krone would
be worth only USD 1.7 billion in July 2016. See https://www.oanda.com/currency/converter/
(last visited 21 July 2016). So the slow disbursement of funds has impacted the amount of
funding available.
See
http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/md/Selected-topics/climate/the-government-ofnorways- international-/why-a-climate-and-forest-initiative.html?id=547202 (last visited 28 May
2015) for more information.
See https://www.forestcarbonpartnership.org (last visited 28 May 2015).
By 2015 no less than 47 countries have been selected to receive support from the FCPF,
https://www.forestcarbonpartnership.org/REDD+-countries-1 (last visited 28 May 2015).
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strong confidence that REDD+ would be part of an ambitious post-2012 climate
agreement, and especially North American and European scholars expressed strong hopes
that REDD+ would be financed through mandatory carbon markets, which were expected
to receive a significant financial boost from the ambitious targets the 2009 Copenhagen
Climate COP was supposed to agree upon (Skutsch et al., 2007; Johns et al., 2008;
Angelsen, 2008b; Streck et al., 2009b).
Alas, while negotiations on REDD+ itself progressed relatively smoothly in 2008
and even 2009 (Streck et al., 2009b), the overall climate negotiations soon became
impossible to manage, if only because countries submitted more than 1000 pages of formal
text proposals that ended up in no less than 200 pages of official negotiation text to be
resolved by December 2009 (Kulovesi and Gutierrez, 2009). Despite ten official
negotiation sessions, by mid-2009 it was clear that it would be almost impossible to reach a
comprehensive agreement at COP-15 in December 2009 in Copenhagen (Kulovesi and
Gutierrez, 2009; Massai, 2010; personal observation). After two weeks of intense
discussions the negotiations collapsed dramatically at the final plenary session. The
Copenhagen Accord, which had been the result of informal negotiations between US
President Barack Obama and a select group of major emitting countries, and which
included clear support for REDD+, was not adopted in the COP plenary by some of the
countries that had not participated in the informal talks through which this accord was
elaborated (Massai, 2010; Lesniewska, 2010).

3.5 REDD+ on the Road to Paris
The effects of the global economic crisis since 2008, which led to reduced emissions and
thus reduced demand for carbon offsets in general, and the failure of the US government
itself to agree on a clear climate policy had profound impacts on global carbon markets,
where prices collapsed significantly (Peters-Stanley et al., 2011). While the UNFCCC
process was still determining whether or not any future mandatory carbon market would
include REDD+ offsets, the voluntary carbon market had already established REDD+
offsets. Forest carbon offset projects were relatively popular on voluntary carbon offset
markets, and about 79 REDD+ Readiness activities and 100 REDD+ demonstration
activities had been established by October 2009 (Cerbu et al., 2011, see also 5.4). However,
especially within the EU, the crisis on the carbon offset market added to existing concerns
that the large quantity of carbon offset credits that could potentially be generated by
reduced deforestation would flood their internal market, thus suppressing carbon prices
even further (Bozmoski and Hepburn, 2009; Karsenty, 2012). This convinced the EU to
exclude forest carbon offsets from its internal Emissions Trading System (ETS) (Stephan
and Paterson, 2012). 80 As the ETS represented the cornerstone of the global carbon
market, hopes that REDD+ would soon be financed through carbon markets started to
fade away (Newell, 2012). With especially the FCPF continuing to finance national
REDD+ Readiness activities that were strongly oriented toward a potential sale of forest
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carbon offset credits in a future carbon market, some negotiators started to question “ready
for what?” 81
However, REDD+ was not dead yet. While expectations were initially low (Allan
and Dauvergne, 2013), the 2010 COP took place in Cancun, Mexico, a forest-rich country
that had an existing, reasonably well-functioning PES mechanism. According to some
interviewees, the President of Mexico decided to turn REDD+ into one of the priorities
for the Cancun COP.82 REDD+ was also seen as “low-hanging fruit” 83 in so far that it was
relatively less controversial than many other aspects of the post-2012 agreement. In a
conference marked by strategic chairmanship, the COP adopted a compromise outcome of
the ad hoc working group on long-term cooperative action that included an elaborate
decision on REDD+.84 Noteworthy is that most negotiations took place in an informal
setting, the so-called white room. Bolivia, which by then had developed a strong position
against REDD+, carbon markets and any climate agreement that was insufficient to limit
global warming to less than 1.5 degrees, had decided not to participate in these informal
talks as it considered this process undemocratic.85 When the outcomes of the white room
were to be presented to the plenary of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Long-term
Cooperative Action (AWG LCA), Bolivia wanted to protest, but its lead spokesperson,
Pablo Solon, was called away for a bilateral meeting with the COP President, just before
the working group plenary started.86 When he realized that the meeting had started he tried
to rush back, but the room was overcrowded and guards tried to stop him from entering
the room. His co-negotiator tried to protest against the adoption of the results of the
informal white room negotiations during the official meeting, but she was ignored and the
results of the white room were adopted and forwarded to the plenary. 87 At the plenary
Bolivia protested again, but they were overruled, also because they were isolated in their
protest at that time.88 In the end, the Cancun agreement was adopted with a footnote that
takes note of the objections of Bolivia.
The REDD+ Decision encourages developing countries to address forest loss and
requests them to develop a national strategy or action plan, a national forest reference
emission level and/or forest reference level, a national forest monitoring system and a
system for providing information on how the relevant safeguards are being addressed.
While placing these recommendations “in the context of the provision of adequate and
predictable support, including financial resources” 89 the Decision itself is vague on where
such support should come from. Rather, it requests the (AWG LCA) to “explore financing
options”.90
The Decision determines that REDD+ should be implemented in three phases.
The first phase is to develop national strategies or actions plans; the second phase is to
implement them; and the third phase is to evolve these implementation efforts “into
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Interview 22, September 2012. Several countries also openly asked this question at the 11th
meeting of the FCPF from 28-30 March 2012 in Asuncion, Paraguay (personal observation).
Interview 31, December 2012.
Interview 33, December 2012; interview 40, December 2012.
Decision 1/CP.16 in FCCC/CP/2010/7/Add.1.
Interview 60, June 2014.
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results-based actions that should be fully measured, reported and verified”.91 The Decision
also includes an elaborate appendix with 11 guidelines and 7 safeguards, including
safeguards that address biodiversity and respect for the knowledge and rights of Indigenous
Peoples and local communities. 92 Lastly, the COP requested the SBSTA to elaborate a
work program on a number of outstanding matters, including identifying drivers of forest
loss, establishing adequate reference levels and forest monitoring systems and developing
modalities for measuring, reporting and verifying (MRV) forest-related emissions and
removals.
In the subsequent years, the AWG LCA and the SBSTA continued to work on
their respective mandates related to REDD+. Little progress was made at COP-17 in 2011
in Durban or COP-18 in Doha, which focused on the controversial issue of financing
sources for REDD+ (Newell, 2012; Allan and Dauvergne, 2013). However, at COP-20 in
Warsaw in 2013 both processes succeeded to produce COP decisions. These compromise
agreements were non-specific. The drivers of forest loss, for example, were addressed
through a Decision that is not even a page long and that mainly notes the “complexity of
the problem”.93 The Decision on reference levels leaves it up to countries themselves to
develop the reference level they consider appropriate, and whether they would like that
reference level to be technically assessed in the context of results-based payments.94
As analyzed in 4.3, the non-specificity of these decisions seriously compromises the
effectiveness of REDD+ (see also Humphreys, 2008). The negotiations on reference levels
for REDD+ took place parallel to complex negotiations on references levels for LULUCF
in the AWG on the Kyoto Protocol, and the LULUCF negotiations regularly influenced
the REDD+ negotiations, leading to a situation in which both the industrialized countries
that were Party to the Kyoto Protocol and developing countries had a strong interest in
flexible approaches to reference levels for the forest sector (Fry, 2011).
As the heart of the REDD+ mechanism is formed by results-based payments, the
non-specificity of the decision on finance95 has even more serious consequences for the
effectiveness of the mechanism. In fact, the 2010 Cancun agreement on REDD+ explicitly
states that REDD+ activities are contingent on “adequate and predictable support”, 96 but
no firm agreement has been reached as yet that would ensure the predictability of support,
or its adequacy (McDermott, 2014). The 2013 Decision merely requests various potential
funding sources to provide finance for REDD+ in compliance with previous UNFCCC
decisions, and limits itself to establishing an information hub on the web platform of the
UNFCCC website as far as concrete actions are concerned. Moreover, even that action is
subject to the availability of financial resources.97
The question whether REDD+ actions will be financed primarily through public
funds or through forest carbon offset markets has been and continues to be one of the
most controversial questions in the negotiations. A 2012 report commissioned by the EU
outlines four major policy options: (a) a global market-based mechanism, (b) a projectbased approach, (c) a centralized funding scheme and (d) an international fund to invest in
policies and programs (Karsenty, 2012). These options are described in Table 3.1.
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Table 3.1 Financing options for REDD+
Financing option

Description

Global market-based
mechanism

REDD+ countries are awarded ‘carbon assets’ for reductions in
emissions from REDD+ activities below a national baseline. Industrial
countries (and/or companies) can purchase these credits, possibly to
offset their own industrial emissions and meet compliance targets for
GHG reductions.
Project-based approach Certified emission reductions from projects are traded on a global
market. Differs from the first approach in that projects can be credited
directly, rather than accounting for emission reductions on a national
level.
Centralised funding
An international fund rewards governments or programs for changes
scheme
in deforestation rates, or reduced emissions from REDD+ activities,
below a national baseline.
International fund
An international fund is used to finance investment in sectoral and
extra-sectoral polices and measures. Performance is assessed against
policy implementation indicators rather than though changes in
deforestation rates against a baseline.
Source: Prepared on the basis of Karsenty, 2012: 31.

The above categories are not rigid or mutually exclusive. In fact, many countries
have allowed REDD+ projects to be financed through the voluntary carbon offset market
while they are in process of developing a national REDD+ program to be financed
through either public funds or potential carbon markets in the future, an approach that is
called the “nested approach”. (Karsenty, 2012, see also 5.4).
The financing options for REDD+ raise the question of whether REDD+ should
be considered a market-based or a non-market based approach. It is often suggested that
REDD+ will only be market-based if it is primarily financed through carbon markets, but
one could argue that results-based payments is based on the concept of markets for
environmental services, which reflects an inherently market-based, or at least marketoriented, approach (see 5.2). This has been the position of the Bolivian government since
2010, which has frequently opposed REDD+ as a market-based mechanism and proposed
a Joint Mitigation and Adaption Mechanism as a non-market based alternative instead.98
While REDD+ itself can be classified as a PES system, not all countries have
established their own national PES mechanisms to further share the payments the
government receives, or expects to receive, with forest owners and other actors on the
ground (see 5.2). The nature of REDD+ is further complicated as there has been a
tendency to reclassify both voluntary forest carbon offset projects and national
government policies and programs that were established prior to the regime’ adoption as
REDD+ (see 4.3.2).
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See
https://unfccc.int/files/bodies/awg-lca/application/pdf/3_bolivia_ws_REDD+__bkk
_august_2012.pdf (last visited 17 July 2016).
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Table 3.2 REDD+ support according to donor and recipient countries
Countries that received
REDD+ support received
more than USD 100 Million
according to donor
in REDD+ support
countries in USD million
according to REDD+ donor
countries
Brazil
1486.74
India
727.95
Indonesia
710.66
China
524.36
Guyana
268.33
Mexico
212.43
Dem. Rep of Congo
210.16
Tanzania
158.92
Laos
136.71
Philippines
111.87
Peru
111.30
Viet Nam
107.15
Cameroon
100.91
99
Source: Voluntary REDD+ Database.

REDD+ support received
according to recipient
country itself in USD
million
862.33
0
189.20
61.34
9.92
70.98
54.60
not reported
31
not reported
not reported
36.32
10.67

The Stern (2006) and Eliasch (2008) reports strongly promoted mandatory carbon
markets as the major funding source for REDD+, in the expectation that it would generate
up to USD 33 billion per year (Eliasch, 2008: 75), but in reality only a fraction of REDD+
finance has been generated through carbon markets (see 5.4). Industrialized countries claim
to have contributed significantly to public finance for REDD+, but discussions in the
REDD+ Partnership about the REDD+ Voluntary Database revealed that there is a
significant gap between the USD 7.59 billion in funding they claim to have contributed to
REDD+100 and the USD 4.68 billion recipient countries claim these donors have
contributed to REDD+ until 2015, both of which are significantly below the USD 33
billion level.101 This is because, inter alia, industrialized countries redefine existing financial
support for forest conservation or even just forest cover monitoring as REDD+
support.102 As a result, countries like India that do not have a formal REDD+ program are
listed in the database as significant recipients of REDD+ support.103 Table 3.2 describes
some of the differences between REDD+ support reported by donor countries and
recipient countries.
While the negotiations on many other climate-related issues did not produce any
draft resolutions before the Paris COP in December 2015, the final meeting of the
99

See http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/data/by/recipients and
http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/data/by/funders (last visited 21 December 2016).
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http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/by/funders (last visited 28 May 2015).
http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/by/recipients (last visited 28 May 2015).
Interview 47, June 2013.
According to data provided by funders to the voluntary REDD+ Database of 28 May 2015 India had
received USD 722.95 million in REDD+ funding, while India itself reported zero support. See
http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/data/by/funders (last visited 28 May 2015). According to the 2016
overview USD 76.18 million has been committed to India by four different donors, but nothing has been
disbursed as yet. See: REDD+ Voluntary Database, http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/download/en/
(last visited 16 July 2016).
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Subsidiary Bodies in June 2015 agreed on the last outstanding issues regarding the REDD+
regime. This concerned further guidance on safeguard information systems, alternative
policy approaches such as joint mitigation and adaption approaches, and non-carbon
benefits.104 This did not automatically mean that REDD+ would be included in the Paris
Agreement. In fact, the paragraph referring to the REDD+ regime was subject to intense
negotiations until the last moment. It was primarily Panama, represented by the former
negotiator for PNG (see 7.2), which strongly pushed for the inclusion of the following
reference to the REDD+ regime:
“Parties are encouraged to take action to implement and support, including through
results-based payments, the existing framework as set out in related guidance and
decisions already agreed under the Convention for: policy approaches and positive
incentives for activities relating to 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; and alternative policy
approaches, such as joint mitigation and adaptation approaches for the integral and
sustainable management of forests, while reaffirming the importance of
incentivizing, as appropriate, non-carbon benefits associated with such
approaches.” 105
As a compromise, the final Article only provides a generic description of REDD+
without clearly establishing a REDD+ mechanism or even using the abbreviation
REDD+, which featured in earlier drafts.106 It is also worth noting that the description of
the REDD+ regime is accompanied by a description of alternative policy approaches to
conserve forests, including joint mitigation and adaptation approaches for the integral and
sustainable management of forests, thus formally providing equal status to REDD+ and its
main alternative, the joint mitigation and adaptation approach.

3.6 Conclusions
This chapter has described the development of REDD+ as a subsystem under the global
climate regime. It has taken a legal approach, analyzing the official positions of countries
and how they resulted in a legal agreement around a result-based mechanism to pay for
reduced deforestation and forest degradation, conservation, sustainable forest development
and enhanced carbon sequestration. It analyzes how the REDD+ proposal was originally
proposed by PNG on behalf of the CfRN, but that it received significant political impetus
due to the financial commitment by Norway to provide up to USD 3 billion funding for
REDD+ at the COP where the Decision to develop the regime was taken. It also
concludes that there is a legal ambiguity in the UNFCCC regime and the 2015 Paris
Agreement about whether such payments should be financed through public funds
provided by industrialized countries, or through markets in forest carbon offsets and that
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FCCC/SBSTA/2015/2/Add.1. See
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2015/sbsta/eng/02a01.pdf (last visited 7 July 2016).
Article 5.2, Paris Agreement, see
http://unfccc.int/files/essential_background/convention/application/pdf/english_paris_agree
ment.pdf (last visited 7 July 2016).
E.g. FCCC/ADP/2015/L.6.
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the consequences of this ambiguity are that there is uncertainty about the future of the
REDD+ regime in general.
The following chapters will address REDD+ from an international political
perspective. They will first discuss the assumptions of scholars and key actors in the
REDD+ regime about the effectiveness, efficiency and equity of this mechanism and
subsequently explore which actors have played a key role as agent behind the REDD+
regime, and what their main motivations and strategies were.
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The Assumed Effectiveness of REDD+
4.1 Introduction
This chapter analyzes the assumptions regarding the effectiveness of the REDD+ regime
in the literature and compares those with those of REDD+ actors. It thus contributes to
the analysis of the motivations of the potential agents behind the REDD+ regime. It
addresses the question of how different actors expected REDD+ would work out in
comparison to existing international forest policy regimes in terms of its environmental
effectiveness. Each section first analyses the views on the potential effectiveness of
REDD+ in the literature and subsequently summarizes the assumptions of the actors who
were interviewed on the potential effectiveness of REDD+. The effectiveness and the cost
efficiency of a regime are the cornerstones of its output legitimacy (Vatn and Vedeld,
2013). The effectiveness of an international environmental regime can only be judged
against a defined objective of that regime, and whether this objective has been achieved
(Chester and Moomaw, 2008). This study assumes that REDD+ has two complementary
objectives: (a) to reduce GHG emissions, and (b) to reduce deforestation and forest
degradation. This double objective is not necessarily undisputed (4.2).
The chapter first analyses the assumed effectiveness of REDD+ as a climate
change mitigation policy (4.2), addressing issues like the role of forests in overall climate
policy (4.2.1), measurement (4.2.2), baselines, reference levels and additionality (4.2.3), and
permanence, liability and leakage (4.2.4). This will be followed by an analysis of REDD+ as
a forest conservation policy (4.3), addressing the need for a comprehensive forest policy
and the need to distinguish between forests and plantations (4.3.1) and the influence of
REDD+ on the level of political support for forest conservation (4.3.2). It particularly
analyzes whether REDD+ is a suitable mechanism to address the drivers of forest loss
(4.4). The chapter ends with an analysis of some of the assumptions about the future
effectiveness of REDD+ in light of the December 2015 Paris Agreement (4.5).

4.2 REDD+ as a Janus head
Many pro-REDD scholars (e.g. Chomitz et al., 2007; Richards and Jenkins, 2007; Angelsen,
2008b) 107 define REDD+ as a global system of performance-based payments for the
environmental services (PES) provided by countries that succeed to sequester or store a
certain amount of GHG emissions through forest conservation or other forest-related
activities. Hence, REDD+ was explicitly designed as a climate change mitigation policy to
enhance the implementation of the objectives of the UNFCCC.108 It was assumed by many
actors to be cost-effective and relatively fast and easy to implement so that time could be
bought to develop more complex technologies and policies in other sectors (Chomitz et al.,
2007; Humphreys, 2008; Dutschke, 2010; Gupta, 2012; Matthews et al., 2014). Because
REDD+ was assumed to be more cost-effective than other mitigation policies, it was
107
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See also: Dutschke and Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2008; Peskett et al., 2008; Streck et al., 2009a; Putz
and Redford, 2009; Redford and Adams, 2009; Corbera et al., 2010; Elias, 2013.
FCCC/CP/2010/7Add. 1. See http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2010/cop16/eng/07a01.pdf
(last visited 16 January 2016).
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assumed to allow countries to commit to higher emission reduction ambitions (Chomitz et
al., 2007), especially if countries were able to use it as an offset mechanism. As
deforestation was estimated to cause at least one sixth of human-induced GHG emissions
at the time the REDD+ proposal was introduced, it was considered essential to reduce
forest loss if long-term climate mitigation objectives were to be reached (Livengood and
Dixon, 2009; Angelsen, 2009; Dutschke, 2010). The fact that REDD+ was also assumed to
contribute to forest conservation turned it into a “win-win” option in the eyes of many
actors (Gupta, 2012).
Some scholars claimed that issues like poverty and biodiversity distracted REDD+
from its core purpose of reducing emissions (Van der Hoff et al., 2015). The contribution
of deforestation to human-induced GHG emissions has actually decreased significantly,
from 38% in 1960, and 20% in 1990, to only 8% in 2013 (Matthews et al., 2014: 920, see
also IPCC, 2014). Some authors therefore caution that the potential to use REDD+ as an
offset mechanism is limited, as “the potential for fossil GHG emissions is much higher
than the total hypothetical potential of forests to sequester these” (Dutschke, 2010: 212;
See also Nillson and Schopfhauser, 1995).
However, others point out that because the carbon reservoir of the biosphere is
about 7.4 Gt of CO2, the inclusion of all potential forest carbon offset credits in the carbon
market would crowd out emissions reductions in other sectors and thus discourage the
development of more expensive clean technologies (Graichen, 2005; Chomitz et al., 2007;
Livengood and Dixon, 2009). Several scholars suggested that the real motivation behind
REDD+ was to divert attention away from the impacts of fossil fuel consumption and
thus allow for the continuation of business as usual in climate policy (Humphreys, 2008,
van, 2009, Norgaard, 2010). In general, REDD+ policy formulation has developed much
more slowly than originally expected (Brockhaus and Angelsen, 2012), and Minang et al.
(2014: 703) found “very little evidence of how national-level emission reduction targets will
be implemented on the ground” in the national REDD+ policies that have been developed
so far.
Some of the interviewees argued that it was ‘the biggest mistake’ to think of
REDD+ as a forest policy, as it would not be effective if it would remain only a forest
policy.109 “REDD+ focuses on carbon, not on forest values.”110 However, when asked how
they saw the effectiveness of the REDD+ regime, remarkably few interviewees addressed
issues that might compromise the effectiveness of REDD+ as a climate change mitigation
regime, even though those issues seem to be dominant in the literature on REDD+
effectiveness. Several interviewees 111 argued that the REDD+ negotiations became
dominated by actors from the forest sector after 2007, 112 so many of the actors who
negotiated the regime were particularly interested in REDD+ as a mechanism that might
be able to also address the drivers of deforestation and forest degradation and/or promote
SFM.113
Several interviewees supported a strong role of forests in climate change policy, as
“the world can no longer afford to ignore what happens between the biosphere and
109
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Interview 19, September 2012.
Interview 2, December 2011.
Interview 14, June 2012; interview 33, December 2012; interview 40, December 2012.
The interviews took place between 2012 and 2015.
Please note that reducing deforestation and forest degradation and sustainable forest
management are not necessarily synonymous, especially if forests are defined as forest
ecosystems rather than random collections of trees.
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atmosphere, we have to manage the fluxes…… the best geoengineering is LULUCF and
REDD+.” 114 One of the interviewees also pointed out that land use had to be included in
climate mitigation policies as a major perverse incentive would be created to convert
natural ecosystems like forests into biofuels in the absence of such inclusion. 115 Others
however cautioned that atmospheric and biospheric carbon pools are not interchangeable,
and that there had been good reasons to limit the inclusion of land-use related credits
under the Kyoto Protocol (see also Graichen, 2005).116
Some of the interviewees highlighted that the emphasis on results-based
performance fitted well into the contemporary development aid jargon of industrialized
countries,117 although others pointed out that REDD+ had not exactly been performancebased until now, as most funding had been spent on research and other Readiness activities
rather than actual reductions of deforestation.118 Some of the interviewees also supported
the neoliberal economic approach that has been embedded in REDD+. As it was stated by
one of the interviewees, “If forests do not give economic benefits to people they will be
lost.”119 It was pointed out in this respect that the traditional commercial forestry industry
was a “sunset industry”, and that this had triggered interest in community-based forest
management (CBFM), but that CBFM requires extra investment to make it economically
viable.120 REDD+ aims “to give a value to standing trees”121 so that the opportunity costs
of deforestation would become higher than the opportunity costs of forest conservation122
(see also 5.3.2). However, one interviewee highlighted the destructive effect of this
discourse, as the assumption that you need to be compensated for not destroying forest
resources basically undercut over twenty years of awareness-building on the multiple values
of forests for sustainable development 123 (see also Stephan and Paterson, 2012). It was
reported that at the community level this has triggered an attitude of first asking how much
people were going to profit when they conserved their forest.124

4.3 The Assumed Effectiveness of REDD+ as a Climate Change
Mitigation Policy
I now discuss issues related to the inclusion of REDD+ in carbon offset markets, such as
problems of measurement (4.3.1), baselines, reference levels and additionality (4.3.2) and
permanence, leakage and limited participation (Fry, 2008; Murray, 2008; Angelsen, 2008b;
Humphreys, 2008; Huberman, 2009; Karsenty, 2009).
The climate effectiveness of REDD+ may vary depending on whether a national
government chooses for a market-oriented architecture of individual PES projects, or a
national approach. Vatn and Vedeld (2013) conclude that the market and project based
Interview 45, June 2013.
Interview 12, March 2012; interview 59, January 2014.
116 Interview 45, June 2013.
117 Interview, 8, December 2011; interview 41, December 2012.
118 Interview 39, December 2012.
119 Interview 11, March 2012.
120 Interview 21, September 2012.
121 Interview 36, December 2012.
122 Interview 44, June 2013; interview 55, November 2013.
123 Interview 16, June 2012.
124 Interview 61, January 2015.
114
115
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system was the weakest alternative from an effectiveness, efficiency and equity point of
view, especially due to problems with accountability, leakage, permanence, coordination
across sectors, transaction costs and the delivery of co-benefits. They also emphasize the
need for government ownership over the REDD+ system, if only because about 75% of
the world’s forests are legally owned by the State (White and Martin, 2002), although an
independent national REDD+ fund co-managed by civil society actors might help address
some (but not all) potential problems with corruption and governance in general.
Some major forest countries that foster the environment as a public good will not
allow REDD+ to be translated into a system that promotes privatization of environmental
values, despite the fact that such privatization fits well within the legal framework and
mindset of donor countries like the US. 125 In countries like Vietnam, the national PES
mechanism has remained heavily State-controlled and could be seen as a mechanism to
further enhance State control over forest management rather than an approach leading to
privatization and capitalization of commodities (see also McElwee, 2011, Gupta, 2012).126
4.3.1 Measurement
For REDD+ to be effective, there must be effective measurement. Although significant
REDD+ funds have been invested in monitoring, reporting and verification (MRV)
mechanisms, there are, first, still no satisfactory technologies available to accurately
measure the exact amount of carbon in a certain forest area (Bond et al., 2009). Rather, a
forest’s carbon content is normally estimated through a combination of ground-based and
remote-sensing measurements of biomass (Gibbs et al., 2007; Stephan and Paterson, 2012).
This leads to variations in total forest carbon estimates ranging from 51% in Brazil to
149% in Indonesia – which would mean that for Brazil alone there is uncertainty of some
102.7 billion tonnes of carbon (Stephan and Paterson, 2012; see also Gibbs et al., 2007).
The 2006 IPCC guidelines for GHGs Inventories suggest a 60% uncertainty in carbon
stock changes (IPCC, 2006, Fry, 2008). Monitoring forest degradation is even more
complicated than monitoring deforestation, and requires extensive on-the-ground
monitoring, preferably using participatory approaches (Skutsch et al., 2009; Skutsch et al.,
2011; Mertz et al., 2012; Pelletier et al., 2015) as one cannot rely on remote sensing
(Karsenty, 2008). It is also more complicated to monitor the emission reduction impacts of
halting forest degradation (Salvini et al., 2014). There also is a tendency to underestimate or
even ignore non-wood plant mass, and especially soil carbon (Cacho et al., 2004; Siikamaki
and Newbold, 2012). It should also be noted that the non-carbon related impacts of forests
on, for example, regional rainfall patterns are usually ignored (Siikamaki and Newbold,
2012). This also triggers more fundamental questions about the policy consequences of
“the apprehension of reality in calculable units” (Moreno et al, 2015: 15).
Second, many countries do not have the capacity to use the MRV technologies that
are available (Fry, 2008; Corbera et al., 2010), while the costs are significant, especially in
the case of small projects (Chomitz et al., 2007). This is especially so when REDD+
project sites are located in remote areas that have often been neglected by official
government institutions (Faeth et al., 1994).
Third, where project developers and/or governments themselves are responsible
for measuring and estimating uncertainty (Stephan and Paterson, 2012; Minang et al.,
2014), this concentration of multiple responsibilities in the hands of the same organizations
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Interview 47, June 2013.
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leads to conflict of interests (Bond et al., 2009; Mertz et al., 2012). “Experience with topdown bureaucratic government programmes shows that local forest officers tend to report
successful implementation regardless of actual outcomes if they are the ones who not only
assess compliance but also handle financial transactions” (Mertz et al., 2012: 69). In the
voluntary REDD+, market compliance has also been a challenge due to the absence of
comparative data (Bond et al., 2009). While there is some international oversight on the
verification of carbon offsets, mechanisms that would permit stringent scrutiny have been
successfully resisted by developing countries as they were seen as neo-colonial (Gupta,
2012).
Fourth, especially if REDD+ is financed through offsets, the uncertainty of carbon
measurements in forests, whether because of inadequate methods, or the biased application
of faulty methods, is a key threat to the integrity of the climate regime (Pelletier et al.,
2015). If inaccurate calculations are allowed, real emissions will be compensated by dubious
carbon offsets, leading to a net loss for the atmosphere. However, even if REDD+ is
financed through public funding, the accuracy of MRV is important as REDD+
commitments are part of the overall GHG emission reductions of countries, and financed
through results-based payments, and the money and efforts spent on REDD+ could also
be used for other climate mitigation actions. Hence any future accounting system for GHG
fluxes in land use has to provide a sufficient level of certainty if land-use related emissions
are included in quantified emission reduction commitments (Dutschke, 2010). These
unresolved measurement problems were a key reason why deforestation was excluded from
the CDM (Vatn and Vedeld, 2013).
The interviewees agreed that there are many challenges regarding the monitoring
and accurate measurement of the impact of forest loss on the atmosphere, and that there is
still a “big risk” of false reporting. 127 They confirmed that there was a lack of capacity,
especially in developing countries,128 and that this endangers the environmental integrity of
the climate regime. 129
4.3.2 Baselines, Reference Levels and Additionality
To measure the contribution of a certain policy or project to reducing emissions from
deforestation and forest degradation, one should adequately measure to what extent the
performance has been additional to what would have happened in the absence of that
action, i.e. the baseline (De Jong et al., 2005; Fry, 2008; Pirard and Karsenty, 2009). This
requires setting a proper baseline, an accurate reference level, and a proper estimation of
the additionality of the action (Grondard et al., 2008; Humphreys, 2008; Dudley, 2010).
However, first, relevant data about the baseline are lacking in most developing
countries (Corbera et al., 2010). In many land-use situations there will be carbon uptake
without any human intervention due to natural (re-) growth of vegetation (Dutschke,
2010), so it is hard to estimate the additional effect of a certain action (Alvarado and
Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2007). Also, a spatially explicit analysis is needed as many forested
areas might not be threatened in the first place, as they are too remote or otherwise
unattractive for commercial activities like logging or agriculture, so forest conservation
does not necessarily imply reduced or even avoided deforestation (Castillo-Santiago et al.,
2007). PNG and Costa Rica’s initial REDD+ proposal included a historical reference level,
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but such an ex post baseline only refers to past trends, which are often not accurately
measured (Pirard and Karsenty, 2009)
Second, proving additionality is problematic. 130 Reforestation and afforestation are
not necessarily additional, as industrial tree plantations, which are a normal commercial
activity (Graichen, 2005). There are diverse views on whether the reduction of forest
conversion in the Brazilian Amazon region since 2005 has been due to REDD+ or to
Brazilian forest policies that were designed long before the first REDD+ funds arrived (see
also Aubertin, 2015).131 This raises questions about the validity of the relevant reference
levels, 132 and hence additionality. A classic example is Costa Rica, which established a
country-wide deforestation ban at the same moment that it established a national PES
mechanism through which it provided payments to individual forest owners that pledged
to conserve part of their forests. This makes it highly questionable whether the payments
have had any effect that was additional to the deforestation ban itself (see also 5.3.2; Pfaff
et al., 2008; Karsenty, 2012; Rosendal and Schei, 2014).133 Many protected areas in Costa
Rica lacked additionality, as they were established in areas that were not threatened with
significant deforestation (Andam et al., 2008).
Third, such baselines, reference levels and additionality fail to take into account socalled forest transition theories (Angelsen, 2007; Karsenty 2008; Kothke et al., 2013; see
also 4.5). These theories predict that massive deforestation initially triggered by the shift
from subsistence agriculture to commercial agriculture, industrialization and urbanization
processes will often be followed by reduced deforestation levels due to increasing scarcity
of forest products, variability in commodity prices in general due to economic price and
demand cycles, or the increasing marginal costs of deforestation in landlocked areas
(Karsenty, 2008; Gupta et al., 2013; Kothke et al., 2014). It should be pointed out that the
predictive power of forest transition theories has been questioned as they seem to be
applicable to North America, Europe and a limited number of tropical forest countries
only (Gupta et al., 2013). Even though forest transition processes are quite distinct and
depend on many factors and policy measures (Gupta et al., 2013), it is clear that historical
deforestation trends have limited predictive value for future deforestation trends and are
thus a dubious basis for future reference levels.
Fourth, in general, baselines established ex ante are questionable, as they assume an
accurate knowledge of the direct and underlying causes of deforestation and the exact
amount of forest loss they would cause in different countries and forest areas (Grondard et
al., 2008, Pirard and Karsenty, 2009, see also 4.5). Even when models are able to estimate
where deforestation might take place, they will seldom be able to tell when it will occur as
this depends on highly unpredictable variables like commodity prices (Karsenty, 2009,
Dudley, 2010). It is also complicated to establish an accurate causality between certain
policies or actions and whether they have addressed the drivers of forest loss, especially
when REDD+ policies are part of a broader policy mix (Angelsen, 2007; Pirard and
Karsenty, 2009; Porras et al., 2013). As a result, reference levels will often be negotiated
rather than based on empirical facts (Murray, 2008; Combes Motel et al., 2009).
Fifth, as with MRV, the flexibility in the rules of the final REDD+ regime trigger
perverse incentives, as reference levels are determined by the REDD+ countries
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themselves, although there is some international verification of the methodology used.134
As REDD+ payments are made based on the additionality of the emissions reduction,
there is a clear incentive for countries to overestimate the additionality of a policy or action
and set a reference level that exaggerates the amount of forest loss that would have taken
place in the absence of the action (Richards, 2000, Karsenty, 2012, Elias, 2013, Köthke et
al., 2014). “Indeed, trusting hypothetical scenarios to determine the amount of credits
granted to developing countries is quite unconvincing” (Grondard et al., 2008:8). At project
level the perverse incentive is even stronger, as owners of a forest area are only entitled to
REDD+ credits if they pretend that they were planning to deforest the land (Humphreys,
2008; Karsenty, 2012). Some interviewees suggested that industrialized countries had
deliberately included flexible rules for estimating reference levels and additionality in the
LULUCF rules under the Kyoto Protocol (see also Fry, 2008). 135 These rules allowed a
country to work with “business as usual projections” in which they could freely include
theoretical policies that might lead to future forest loss, even though there was no evidence
of the political feasibility or even desirability of such policies. When the rules related to
REDD+ reference levels were subsequently negotiated especially the African countries
demanded the same kind of flexibility, thus leading to a decision on REDD+ reference
levels that leaves it almost entirely up to countries themselves to determine whether or not
a REDD+ policy or action is additional or not.136
The impossibility of accurately establishing reference levels and measuring
additionality affects the effectiveness and integrity of the REDD+ regime, as it might imply
that a significant amount of the emission reductions claimed are not genuine (Angelsen,
2008b; Pirard and Karsenty, 2009). This is especially problematic when payments for those
fake reductions are done with scarce public funding, but if they are paid through carbon
offsets it undermines the climate regime as carbon neutrality will not be achieved. Instead,
massive amounts of so-called “hot air”137 would be created (Karsenty, 2008: 443; Pirard
and Karsenty, 2009) and the climate effectiveness of REDD+ might be minimal, or even
negative.
4.3.3 Permanence, Liability and Leakage
For effective emission reduction there must be permanence. However, it is difficult to
guarantee that emission reductions will be permanent (Fry, 2008). While non-forest climate
actions are not necessarily permanent either (Herzog et al., 2003) forests, like all living
biomass, are susceptible to fires, droughts, or other factors that might cause biomass loss,
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FCCC/CP/2013/10/Add.1, see
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2013/cop19/eng/10a01.pdf#page=43 (last visited 18 January
2016).
Interview 45, June 2013.
Interview 58, January 2014.
“Hot air” is an expression that originally referred to "the concern that some governments will be
able to meet their targets for GHG emissions under the Kyoto Protocol with minimal effort,
because this target is higher than their emissions and could then flood the market with emission
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including factors enhanced by anthropogenic climate change itself (Lovbrand, 2004;
Schaphoff et al., 2006; Van Kooten, 2009; Cooley et al., 2012). No government or other
actor can guarantee that a forest that is protected now will be protected in the future
(Richards, 2000; Alvarado and Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2007; Grondard et al., 2008). In the
voluntary forest carbon offset market there have been dramatic cases of tree planting
projects of which only a few hundred of the 10,000 trees planted survived, despite the
good intentions (Headon, 2009).
The risk of non-permanence can be reduced, but not eliminated (Grondard et al.,
2008). Especially if REDD+ is used as an offset for emissions this poses a major risk for
the effectiveness of the climate regime. The market might be able to financially compensate
this risk through options like temporary crediting, insurance buffers, or banking carbon
credits as a risk buffer, but the if things go wrong, there will still be increased emissions
(Fry, 2008). Furthermore, the emissions that are being offset by growing trees will only be
compensated over time (Hunt and Baum, 2009). This raises the question of who is liable
when the carbon stored in a REDD+ project is unexpectedly released again (van Kooten,
2009, Palmer, 2011, Tacconi et al., 2013). In case of forest carbon offset projects, it is often
the buyer of the carbon credit who is liable for potential carbon losses, but in case of a
national REDD+ policy it is the host country itself that should be considered liable (Van
Kooten, 2009; Corbera et al., 2010; Dutschke, 2010). Liability mechanisms can include risk
buffers (withholding a percentage of the credits as insurance), replacement of issued credits
by sellers by conserving additional areas, repayment of revenues or fines, temporary credits,
payments that are only made after the results have been verified, and insurance and
portfolio approaches in which credits are offered from a range of project areas and project
types (Peskett et al., 2008). Meanwhile, the different liability mechanisms that can be
established to address the risks of REDD+ can create disincentives for REDD+ projects
(Karsenty, 2012).
Lastly, a major factor that compromises the effectiveness of REDD+ as a climate
policy regime is that activities that reduce forest loss in one area or country might trigger
increased forest loss in another area or country, a phenomenon called “leakage”
(Humphreys, 2008; Dutschke, 2010; Skutsch and McCall, 2010; Atmadja and Verschot,
2012). Aukland et al. (2003) distinguish primary leakage (directly related to the activities
modeled in the baseline of an activity and caused by the actors targeted by the REDD+
policy or project themselves) and secondary leakage (when a REDD+ project or policy
creates incentives for third parties to increase forest conversion or exploitation elsewhere,
for example, by stimulating market forces that trigger deforestation for the production of
commodities like palm oil or soy by actors that are not involved in the original project or
policy (Chomitz, 2002; De Jong and Esquival Bazan, 2007; Murray, 2008; Okereke and
Dooley, 2010; Vatn et al., 2011; Atmadja and Verschot, 2012). Furthermore, spatial leakage
is different from temporal leakage, which is the displacement of forest loss to the future as
a result of REDD+ actions (Humphreys, 2008; Alvarado and Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2007).
Leakage provides an accounting challenge for all mitigation projects (Aukland et al., 2003;
Okereke and Dooley, 2010).
While actions at broader geographical levels, such as national REDD+ approaches,
can reduce especially primary leakage (Andersson and Richards, 2001; Fry 2008; Karsenty,
2012), secondary leakage tends to be linked to international markets and therefore has an
international dimension that is hard to address (Alvarado and Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2007,
Fry, 2008), especially if there is little interest to engage in complicated discussions about
international trade (Atmadja and Verschot, 2012). As a result, there is a “deafening silence”
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(Atmadja and Verschot, 2012: 333) and “myopic view” (Fry, 2008: 173) on effective
solutions that might address secondary leakage.
The magnitude of leakage is hard to estimate, but can be anywhere between 0%
and 100% (Kuik, 2014; see also Lasco et al., 2007). In fact, leakage is basically unavoidable
(Boucher et al., 2011, Nuzunda and Mahuve, 2011). Other authors estimate leakage of 4752% for, for example, set-aside policies 138 (Sun and Sohngen, 2009). In the worst case,
leakage might even lead to increased emissions (Fry, 2008). Especially actions in the
agricultural sector to reduce pressure on forests, like agricultural intensification, can have
strong primary and secondary leakage effects (Ezzine-de-Blas et al., 2011; Nuzunda and
Mahuve, 2011; Kissinger et al., 2012). Other factors that influence leakage include regional
variation in natural, economic and technological conditions and related “real-life
imperfections in international trade” (Kuik, 2014: 652).
Here again, the impacts of leakage on the integrity and effectiveness of the climate
regime are even more significant if REDD+ is financed through carbon offsets (Fry, 2008;
Vatn and Vedeld, 2013). However even with national approaches financed through public
funds leakage is a problem as it might cause a significant displacement of emissions to
countries that are not, or less, benefiting from REDD+ support, while the positive effect
on climate change is almost undone (Murray, 2008; Fry, 2008). Full international
participation by all forest countries in the REDD+ mechanism has been proposed as a
solution to address international leakage (Elias, 2013), but the final REDD+ mechanism as
it is incorporated in the Paris Agreement is explicitly voluntary, even though the Paris
Climate agreement stipulates that countries need to explain why certain sectors have been
excluded from their national climate mitigation strategies.139
As the location of emissions is irrelevant for climate change, the emissions caused
by leakage should be accounted for in REDD+ project or policy design (Graichen, 2005).
However, there is an inherent incentive for policymakers and project developers in the
REDD+ mechanism to ignore and even promote the shifting of deforestation from one
project area or country to another (Fry, 2008, Kissinger et al., 2012). Especially with the
partly market-based approach with weak safeguards against leakage and fraudulent
reference levels that has been adopted with the 2015 Paris Agreement, there is a logical
economic incentive to focus REDD+ activities on relatively inaccessible lands that were
not under threat in the first place, thus creating “hot air” (see 4.3.2), while logging and
agricultural activities are being moved to more accessible forest areas (Fry, 2008; Boucher,
et al. 2011). The result is a clear lose-lose situation for climate and forest effectiveness.
While interviewees emphasized the importance of reducing deforestation for
overall climate policy, 140 some highlighted the problems with, especially, leakage through
results-based payments. 141 Some contested whether land-use related mitigation would make
the climate regime more effective, pointing out that forests were mainly included to make

138

139

140
141

Forests can be set aside by preserving forest land that otherwise would be converted into
agricultural land as forest; by banning logging in existing timber production areas in forests; or
by restoring non-forest land into forests while banning future harvesting or conversion (Sun and
Sohngen, 2009).
Paris Agreement, see
http://unfccc.int/files/essential_background/convention/application/pdf/english_paris_agree
ment.pdf (last visited 7 July 2016).
Interview 38, December 2012; interview 45, June 2013.
Interview 62, May 2015.

59

the implementation of the UNFCCC cheaper or more palatable. 142 Many actors in the
developing countries also saw the generation of financial support as a principal objective of
the REDD+ regime.143 More skeptical interviewees went even further and argued that the
main objective of REDD+ was to offset emissions, 144 and to create the suggestion of
climate action so that business-as-usual measures could continue in industrial sectors, and
that REDD+ had actually been quite effective.145

4.4 The Assumed Effectiveness of REDD+ as a Forest Conservation
Policy
4.4.1 A Square View on Trees and Forests
One factor that influences the environmental effectiveness of REDD+ as a forest
policy is that it focuses on compensatory payments for one environmental service of
forests only (i.e. the regulating service, as opposed to the supporting, provisioning and
cultural services (Haug and Gupta, 2013), thus undermining a more comprehensive
approach that is necessary to address the spatial and biological complexities of
environmentally sound forest conservation and restoration (Stephan and Paterson, 2012;
Elias, 2013; Roessing Neto, 2015). The commodification of tangible services requires
itemization and quantification that obscures the complexity of ecosystems and establishes
artificial boundaries between the biotic and non-biotic components that interact to produce
an ecosystem service (Kosoy and Corbera, 2010; Moreno et al, 2015). The PES approach
might ignore intangible services (Wunder and Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2009) and the inherent
non-excludability of climate change as an environmental service makes it ill-suited for
privatization, commodification and subsequent trade (Farley and Constanza, 2010).
The potential conflict of REDD+ with forest biodiversity conservation is most
prominent. Biodiversity was not included as a firm constraint to land-use projects in the
UNFCCC regime (Jacquemont and Caparros, 2002), and “it is not given that where carbon
is cheapest to store, there is also most biodiversity” (Vatn and Vedeld, 2013: 423) While
there is a positive relationship between tree biomass production and tree species richness,
old-growth forests have “traditionally been considered to be negligible carbon sinks
because it was thought that they have reached a stage of where there is balance between
uptake and respiration” (Holm, 2015: 368). As such, REDD+ could promote the
expansion of environmentally harmful monoculture tree plantations, and maximizing
carbon sequestration might lead to silvicultural practices that strongly prioritize trees over
non-arboreal fauna and flora, and are thus highly detrimental to biodiversity (Putz and
Redford, 2009; Redford and Adams, 2009; Adekunle et al., 2010; Crossman et al., 2011).
Reforestation policies have the potential to accelerate biodiversity loss by providing
perverse incentives that promote the conversion of primary and especially secondary
forests (Barr and Sayer, 2012; see also Bekessy and Wintle, 2008). The fact that the
UNFCCC defines tree plantations as forests is at the root of this problem:
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“Perhaps the most insidious and persistent threat to forest biodiversity results from
confounding plantations with forests. Although the forest-plantation distinction is
sometimes blurred, such as where native tree species are planted, the two land uses
nevertheless need to be differentiated lest many of the values of forests,
biodiversity in particular, be lost with no change in ‘forest’ cover” (Putz and
Redford, 2009: 400).
Other environmental risks of tree plantations are that they might be established on
lands that are classified as degraded but that in reality represent rich ecosystems that
provide many goods and services to the local communities that inhabit them (Barr and
Sayer, 2012) or that may have reverted to natural ecosystems with higher biodiversity and
carbon values than plantations again (Bekessy and Wintle, 2008). A related risk is the use of
invasive alien species and genetically modified trees, which can lead to significant
environmental risks (Heaton, 2005). Genetically modified trees are not explicitly prohibited
in REDD+ projects, which means that REDD+ funds can be used to establish genetically
modified tree plantations.
Stephan and Paterson (2012: 634) suggest that buyers of forest carbon offset credits
will probably prioritize forest conservation projects over tree plantations as they are
particularly interested in environmental and social co-benefits which may help green “brandenhancement” through “visually compelling” forest images. However, such forests might
become “carbonified” (Stephan and Paterson, 2012: 633; see also Moreno et al, 2015; Van
der Hoff et al., 2015).
“Achieving multiple objectives with a single policy instrument is only possible if
these objectives are properly aligned and closely correlated at all scales. As
attractive as multi-purpose REDD+ policies may seem, they require strong
correlations in the real world between targets that may not exist. As carbon stocks
and biodiversity in tropical forest margins are only partially related, optimization for
reduced C(arbon) emissions may not result in the same outcomes as optimization
for biodiversity conservation, and an additional, corrective policy instrument may
be needed” (Minang and Van Noordwijk, 2013: 62).
Some social impacts of REDD+ include elite resource capture and land grabbing
(see 6..3.5), and many researchers argue that effective governance calls for the full and
effective participation of Indigenous Peoples and local communities in REDD+ policy
development and implementation, and the need to recognize land tenure rights and the
potential co-benefits of REDD+ for rural livelihoods (e.g. Lovbrand, 2004; Angelsen,
2009; Bond et al., 2009; Ezzine-de-Blas et al., 2011; Lederer, 2011; Brockhaus and
Angelsen, 2012). These concerns are particularly relevant when a mechanism of individual
compensatory payments to forest owners is used to implement REDD+ on the ground
(Bond et al., 2009).
Interviewees had mixed reactions on whether REDD+ is an effective forest
conservation regime. Critics stated that REDD+ “has been a dismal failure”, as it took far
too long to develop the mechanism while it had originally been proposed as a regime that
could be speedily implemented while more time-consuming transformative change in the
energy and transport sectors would take place. 146 For some, REDD+ provided “a very
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square view on forests”147 and concentrated too much on sustainable forest management
(SFM), promoting tree plantations and the forestry sector in general, while forest
conservation tends to be more successful in countries where the Ministry of Environment
rather than Forestry is the responsible department, as the former tends to promote more
holistic approaches.148 Some interviewees pointed out that the expanded global program on
forest biodiversity is far more comprehensive than REDD+, and that the Strategic Plan of
the CBD is more ambitious than REDD+.149
However, more optimistic interviewees emphasized that REDD+ could potentially
become an effective forest conservation regime150 as it could attract political attention and
financial resources for forest conservation.151 “Any policy is welcome” as they “do not see
any other big solutions out there”. 152 They were disappointed by the UN Forum on
Forests153 which had produced “nothing but paper”.154 They argued that REDD+ could
complement existing forest policy regimes like the CBD155 and funds like GEF, which were
considered more comprehensive, 156 but underfunded, 157 small, and marginalized. 158 Other
existing conservation regimes had “big brochures but little budgets”.159 Some interviewees
deplored that policymakers did not realize that biodiversity is needed for resilience160 and
that it is not associated with a “catastrophe or a peak environmental issue”.161
Optimists felt that including some plantations in REDD+ schemes was not that
problematic, and that proper carbon accounting could address the risk of large-scale
conversion of forests into tree plantations as the latter generally contain far less carbon
than natural forests. 162 Other interviewees, however, pointed out that non-forested
ecosystems and mixed systems like mosaic landscapes that might provide less short-term
carbon benefits would still be at risk (see also Putz and Redford, 2009; Redford and
Adams, 2009), and that the 2010 Cancun safeguards (see 3.5) address the risks of the
conversion of forests into tree plantations only. 163 Some interviewees saw these
safeguards164 as a crucial mechanism to enable a more comprehensive REDD+ mechanism
that would promote forest biodiversity protection, claiming that REDD+ would be
“meaningless” without those safeguards.165
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However, others pointed at the challenges of properly implementing safeguards,
especially in countries with weak forest governance.166 Several interviewees highlighted the
need to address the so-called co-benefits of forests, 167 and balance REDD+ with other
demands on land use. 168 They also highlighted the need to promote improved forest
governance 169 and to ensure equity and full and effective participation of Indigenous
Peoples and local communities, including by guaranteeing their land tenure security,170 if
REDD+ was to become an effective forest conservation policy.
Lastly, some pointed out that the effectiveness of REDD+ as a forest conservation
regime was compromised by the fact that it only targets developing countries, and tends to
focus on rainforests, thus neglecting continuing forest loss in boreal and temperate
forests171 and dry forests. The latter play a significant role in sustaining local livelihoods,
also because they tend to have higher population densities than humid forests (WertzKanounnikoff and Kongphan-apirak, 2008; see also 6.8).
4.4.2 Mobilizing High-Level Support for Forest Conservation and Governance
A positive effect of REDD+ highlighted by many interviewees was that it had triggered a
significant amount of high-level support for forest conservation and improved forest
governance. As Gupta (2012: 625) states:
“…the most important legacy of REDD+ to date is the way it has raised global
awareness and created a community of people who are willing to look at ways in
which deforestation and forest degradation can be addressed.”
Many interviewees highlighted that REDD+ had raised awareness of the
importance of forest conservation and the value of forests as a global public good for both
climate change mitigation, and sustainable development in general. 172 They praised the
good intentions of REDD+ actors,173 and the results in terms of national forest inventories
and strengthened community organization.174 Several interviewees stressed the importance
of having built good relationships, coordination mechanisms (including between relevant
UN organizations) and trust. 175 The increased awareness had triggered significant
funding,176 and unprecedented (high-level) engagement in forest policy not seen “in some
20 years”.177 The personal commitment of some Heads of State in REDD+ had raised the
profile of forest issues and triggered action and awareness around forest conservation and
enabled improved coordination with, for example, agricultural departments, including at
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sub-national levels.178 As one interviewee pointed out: “it is not that the money is now
spent more effectively, but because of the greater awareness it has a bigger impact”,179 also
because many new actors and sectors had become involved in forest policy, especially in
developing countries. This had given a new impetus to existing forest policy and, together
with capacity-building activities under “REDD+-Readiness programs” had facilitated more
comprehensive and sustainable approaches.180
REDD+ must then be consistent with and build upon existing institutional
frameworks for governing forests, at national to international level (Matthews et al., 2014).
It was also pointed out that the historic competition between Ministries of the
Environment and Forestry Ministries over forest resources had played out in REDD+,
although REDD+ had in some countries triggered improved collaboration. 181 However,
REDD+ policies “may compete for attention with other global forest-related policy
instruments” and a lack of coordination would cause further fragmentation of the global
forest regime (Levin et al., 2008: 546).
Moreover, many countries actively engaged in REDD+ activities do not have a
high governance level score, and governance tends to be weaker in the forest frontiers
where deforestation is concentrated (Wertz-Kanounnikoff and Kongphan-apirak, 2008,
Bond et al., 2009). Accepting REDD+ Readiness funding (see 3.5) is a relatively easy and
attractive option for governments, but the real test of the attractiveness of REDD+ will
only come when countries are expected to deliver results to obtain payments (Neeff et al.,
2014).
Some blamed REDD+ for generating a “chilling effect on anything related to
forests” 182 due to the fierce opposition it had triggered amongst especially social
movements representing rightsholders and other sectors, including sectors that resented
the narrow vision on “trees as carbon sticks”.183 Others raised questions about the relative
success of REDD+ in raising funds and suggested that this was only because many funders
still believed in a future forest carbon offset market.184 Several interviewees highlighted that
the positive influence of REDD+ in their countries was the result of their own
government’s action and the direction it had chosen rather than the international regime
itself.185 For example, the relative reduction of deforestation in Brazil is often mentioned as
an example of the success of REDD+ (e.g. Corbera et al., 2010), but this success has its
basis in policy measures taken in 2004 and 2005 (see also Sunderlin et al., 2016), so before
REDD+ was even introduced in the UNFCCC negotiations (see also 4.3.2).186 Meanwhile,
some interviewees cautioned that there was a significant risk that countries and especially
forest-dependent people would be disappointed when the amount of funding that was
mobilized by REDD+ was much lower than expected (see also 5.4), and that this might
have a significant negative effect on the credibility of overall international forest policy.
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They feared this would create a situation in which it would be difficult to convince the
main actors to undertake any further action for the conservation of forests.187

4.5 REDD+ and the Drivers of Forest Loss
Last but not least, the litmus test for judging the effectiveness of REDD+ is whether it
actually addresses the direct and underlying drivers of deforestation and forest degradation
(Skutsch and McCall, 2010, Salvini et al., 2014). Mainstream means of forest conservation
like protected areas and payments for environmental services are less effective mechanisms
than often thought and will not meet REDD+ goals if complex, structural issues are
ignored (Sloan, 2015). This is a complicated task:
“There are many drivers of deforestation that are poorly understood and —
beyond qualitative descriptions on a case-study basis — very hard to identify,
define and measure…” while… “the causal chains resulting in deforestation can be
very long”(Wehkamp et al., 2015: 9; see also Contreras-Hermosilla, 2000).
Moreover, there is a high contextual variability in the drivers of forest loss
(Matthews et al., 2014), and they are often subject to feedback loops that might enlarge,
modify, or even reverse the initial effects (Angelsen, 2007), which means that addressing
them requires multi-sectoral action at multiple scales (Skutsch and McCall, 2010).
While a comprehensive analysis of the drivers of forest loss is beyond the scope of
this research, the literature shows that the root cause of forest loss in the continents with
the highest deforestation rates, Latin America and Asia is large-scale, commercial
agriculture for export markets (Boucher et al., 2011). Agriculture is responsible for 80% of
deforestation worldwide, with commercial agriculture and livestock farming being
responsible for around 65% of deforestation in Latin America and around 35% of
deforestation in Africa and sub-tropical Asia (Kissinger et al., 2012). Kissinger et al. (2012)
estimate subsistence agriculture to be of equal importance as commercial agriculture in Asia
and Africa, but Boucher et al. (2011: 13) state for Asia:
“Because rural populations have stabilized and tropical farmers are now distant
from those who eat the food they produce, deforestation is now driven by global
markets, not local populations.”
They subsequently point at the meat and other food consumption by relatively
affluent people in industrialized countries as a major underlying cause of forest loss,
highlighting that just 6 to 11% of human food is produced on 70% of the pasture and
other agricultural lands used.
The question what kind of agricultural practices and conditions turn agriculture
into a deforestation driver is a complex one. Angelsen (2007) identifies factors, including
high output prices (for example due to increased demand, market efficiency, devaluation or
lower taxes), suitability of forest land for agriculture, technological progress like genetically
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modified varieties,188 poor off-farm employment opportunities, access to cheap credit for
agricultural expansion, lower input prices, better roads and transport infrastructure and
higher tenure security. However, these factors are all context-specific and interactive
(Kaimowitz and Angelsen, 1998). In general, labor-saving agricultural technologies,
including the ones often promoted by intensification policies, tend to increase pressure on
forests because they free up labor for expanding agriculture, while especially on the forest
frontier, a lack of labor, and financial credit, tend to be the limiting factor in agricultural
expansion (Kaimowitz and Angelsen, 1998; Angelsen and Kaimowitz, 2001; Rudel et al.,
2009; Karsenty, 2009). If the demand for products as well as commodity prices are elastic,
agricultural intensification will not necessarily lead to land sparing (Kissinger et al., 2012).
Meanwhile, the role of small-scale farming in forest loss provides a mixed picture.
Traditional forms of shifting cultivation and small-scale agriculture by Indigenous Peoples
tend to have little or no long-term impact on forest loss, provided the fallow periods allow
for a proper regeneration of forests. However, where the remaining forest areas have
become too small, also due to deforestation by other drivers, fallow periods tend to
become too short for a proper regeneration of forests (Boucher et al., 2011). So-called
“colonists” (farmers on the forest frontier) in Latin America play a role in forest
conversion (Boucher et al., 2011, Peterson et al., 2012), although their actions are often
driven by legal and other perverse government incentives that promote forest conversion
as a mechanism to obtain land title, rather than land reform on existing agricultural lands
(Kaimowitz and Angelsen, 1998; Angelsen, 2007; Peterson et al., 2012).
Although far less important than agriculture, logging remains a driver of
deforestation and especially forest degradation (Kaimowitz and Angelsen, 1998; Boucher,
et al., 2011; Kissinger et al., 2012). Wood demand and subsequent higher prices of timber
can be an important underlying cause, although the evidence on the impact of timber
prices is not conclusive (Kaimowitz and Angelsen, 1998). Logging also acts as an
underlying cause of deforestation as it tends to open up previously inaccessible forest areas
and makes it financially feasible to convert them, while Ros-Tonen (1993), based on
fieldwork in Brazilian Amazonia, observed that timber exploitation followed the
colonization frontier. Hence multiple drivers reinforce each other (Gupta, 2012; Gupta et
al., 2013). Other drivers include infrastructural projects, mining, and biophysical processes
like climate change and forest fires (Gupta et al., 2013).
Several researchers conclude that so-called REDD+ Readiness processes at the
country level seldom include the development of policies to address the drivers of forest
loss, especially when these drivers are of an international nature (Skutsch and McCall, 2010;
Kissinger et al., 2012). The deductive approach that REDD+ represents creates a tendency
to focus on technical solutions to forest loss rather than more holistic policy approaches
that would address the drivers of forest loss (Okereke and Dooley, 2010).
Based on a comprehensive review of no less than 98 different country REDD+
Readiness strategies, Minang et al. (2014: 703) found “very little evidence of deliberate
national-level designs of incentives and policies for addressing drivers of deforestation.”
They concluded that there was a weak link between driver analysis, REDD+ strategy
188
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development, reference emission levels exploration and MRV design, and that the
proposed enabling interventions included few concrete proposals to remove perverse
incentives that drive deforestation (see also Salvini et al., 2014). Only a few countries
articulated cross-border approaches to address drivers related to internationally traded
commodities like palm oil, soy and wood and less than half of the strategies addressed
stakeholder participation, land tenure or access rights (Minang et al., 2014). Moreover,
most of the direct interventions proposed focused on reducing forest degradation, for
example, by promoting SFM, reducing demand for wood, agroforestry, plantations
establishment and management and reforestation and afforestation, in general, rather than
interventions that would address deforestation.
The latter might be because deforestation is often caused by large commercial
actors who have significant influence over central governments and can successfully block
policies that do not support business-as-usual (Salvini et al., 2014; Brockhaus et al., 2014).
Since the forestry sector dominates the development of REDD+ strategies (Skutsch and
McCall, 2010) they favor policies and measures that can be controlled by them over other
policies and measures, even though the latter might be more effective in addressing the
drivers of deforestation.
It is also important to demystify some factors as drivers of forest loss, like
fuelwood collection, population growth and poverty. Boucher et al. (2011) show that in
most countries the assumption that wood fuel collection by local communities was a major
driver of forest loss was unfounded, as most firewood collected was dead material or
collected from fast-growing species at collection rates below regeneration rates, while
supply chains were relatively short (see also Kaimowitz and Angelsen, 1998). However,
they note that commercial charcoal production, and especially large-scale industrial
bioenergy production, does have a significant impact on forest ecosystems. Yet many
REDD+ strategies focus on household use of firewood rather than reducing large-scale
bioenergy use by non-local consumers and related biomass trade (Salvini et al., 2014).
Population growth can lead to increased forest loss if it increases the agricultural
labor force on the forest frontier (Kaimowitz and Angelsen, 1998; Angelsen and
Kaimowitz, 2001), but overall there is no clear relationship between national population
growth and forest loss (Kaimowitz and Angelsen, 1998; Scrieciu, 2007). In many countries,
rural populations are actually declining, especially due to urbanization (Chomitz et al., 2007;
Boucher et al., 2011; McCarthy and Tacconi, 2011), and the increased wealth and especially
the consumption of products like meat by urban populations has become a far more
significant driver of forest loss than population pressure in the countryside (Boucher et al.,
2011; Kissinger et al., 2012). Still few REDD+ strategies address meat or other commodity
consumption as a driver of forest loss (Salvini et al., 2014).
As far as poverty is concerned, there is conflicting evidence regarding the impact of
poor families on deforestation (Kaimowitz and Angelsen, 1998). At a national level, the
suggestion that poverty is a driver of forest loss and that countries will automatically
undergo a forest transition and see their deforestation rates reduced when they experience
a certain level of economic growth – the so-called Environmental Kuznets Curve (EKC) ‒
is disputed (Scrieciu, 2007; McCarthy and Tacconi, 2011; Choumert et al., 2013). In fact,
Kaimowitz and Angelsen (1998: 96) used an elaborate desk-top analysis of drivers of forest
loss, to argue that:
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“Many models associate higher national per capita income in developing countries
with greater deforestation. They are less clear about whether deforestation later
declines as countries become richer.”
The universality of forest transition theories is disputed as well (see 4.3.2). Other
scholars also identify a mismatch between the analysis of the drivers of forest loss and the
presence of actual strategies to address these drivers in Readiness documents (e.g. Daviet,
2009). Addressing the real drivers of forest loss is further complicated since deforestation is
less “State-initiated” and more “enterprise-driven” as it is businesses, rather than rural
populations, which drive deforestation these days (Boucher et al., 2011). Deforestation
rates continue to be much higher in Latin America where most forest land is in hands of
private enterprises, than in Africa where most forest land is State owned (Boucher et al.,
2011). A study on deforestation in Chiapas, Mexico, found that deforestation was much
more prominent on private property than on communal land (Castillo-Santiago et al.,
2007). Both Boucher et al. (2011) and Chomitz et al. (2007) emphasize that small-scale
subsistence farmers with little connection to markets play a smaller role in deforestation
than wealthy farmers that cater for commercial markets, also because forest conversion
itself is quite a costly and difficult process.
However, an inherent challenge in addressing drivers is that wealthy farmers and
businesses tend to have more influence over government policymaking (Salvini et al.,
2014). Analyzing four different REDD+ countries, Brockhaus et al. (2014) found that
powerful commercial actors had, in practically all cases, succeeded to halt the development
of transformational national policy measures that would interfere with business-as-usual.
“In some cases, resistance to change is 68nalyzing68nalized to the point that active
lobbying is no longer necessary – these interests are already deeply entrenched in
the State, which is reflected in political inaction and lack of policy debates on the
key drivers of deforestation” (Brockhaus et al., 2014: 29).
There is, thus, no guarantee that liberal democracy and greater participation of all
stakeholders and rightsholders in forest policy will automatically lead to improved forest
conservation (McCarthy and Tacconi, 2011). Rather, powerful actors might use such
participation opportunities to more effectively pursue their economic interests. Similarly,
business influence can be highly influential in local politics, and decentralization processes
might therefore not necessarily lead to forest protection either (McCarthy and Tacconi,
2011).
Table 4.1 describes the main direct and underlying causes of forest loss.
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Table 4.1 Drivers and underlying causes of forest loss and REDD+ responses
Driver
Large-scale
commercial
agriculture and
livestock
farming for
export markets
(especially in
Latin America
and Asia)

Main underlying
causes
Increased demand for
meat and other
commodities,
especially by affluent
people
Subsidies and other
perverse incentives
Private property
rights over forests
Influence of powerful
sectors in
policymaking

Subsistence
agriculture
(especially in
Africa, a
relatively
minor driver)

Shortage of suitable
non-forest land
Land-reform
programs and other
perverse incentives

Private property
rights over forests
Logging
(especially as a
driver of forest
degradation)

Wood demand by
commercial markets

Weak laws and illegal
logging
Influence of powerful
sectors in
policymaking
Population
growth, if it
increases
agricultural
labor force on
the forest
frontier
Income
increase

A lack of
reproductive rights
and reproductive
health care facilities,
and education
opportunities for
women, overall
marginalization of
women
Economic growth

REDD+ response

Sources

At most research and dialogue, as
payments are directed to forestry or
environmental sectors in
production countries and these
sectors often cannot control
demand, international trade flows,
or subsidies or other perverse
incentives

Kaimowitz and
Angelsen, 1998;
Angelsen and
Kaimowitz,
2001; Boucher
et al., 2011;
Kissinger et al.,
2012;
Brockhaus et
al., 2014;;
Salvini et al.,
2014; Section
6.3

REDD+ strategies that promote
privatization of forests are
counterproductive
If anything, REDD+ tends to be
counterproductive as it triggers
concentration of power
PES, but often PES will generate
leakage effects as it triggers more
land shortages
Some strategies include initiatives
to recognize land tenure, but this
seldom includes comprehensive
land-reform, which is steered
outside the relevant sectors
If anything, REDD+ strategies
tend to be counter-productive as
they often promote privatization of
forests
Tree plantation establishment
Reduction of wood demand, but
only to a limited extent due to
dominance of forestry sector in
REDD+ policies
Strict regulations and enforcement
If anything, REDD+ tends to be
counterproductive as it triggers
concentration of power
Little as forestry and environmental
sectors have no influence over
reproductive health care and
women’s empowerment policies

REDD+ does not challenge
economic growth
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Ros-Tonen,
1993; Angelsen
and Kaimowitz,
2001; CastilloSantiago et al.,
2007; Chomitz
et al., 2007;
Boucher et al.,
2011;
Kissinger et al.,
2012; Peterson
et al., 2012
Ros-Tonen,
1993;
Kaimowitz and
Angelsen, 1998;
Boucher et al.,
2011; Gupta et
al., 2013;
Brockhaus et
al., 2014; Salvini
et al., 2014;
Section 6.3
Kaimowitz and
Angelsen, 1998;
Angelsen and
Kaimowitz,
2001

Kaimowitz and
Angelsen, 1998;
Boucher et al.,
2011

Driver
Large
infrastructure

Main underlying
causes
Investment policies
and other perverse
incentives
Economic growth

Mining

Demand for minerals.
Investment policies
and other perverse
incentives
Economic growth

Droughts,
forest fires and
other
biophysical
processes

Amongst others
climate change

REDD+ response

Sources

Little as forestry and environmental
sectors have no influence over
investment and infrastructural
policies
REDD+ does not challenge
economic growth
Little as forestry and environmental
sectors have no influence over
demand for minerals or relevant
investment policies and incentives
REDD+ does not challenge
economic growth
The impact of REDD+ on climate
change mitigation depends on its
design

Kaimowitz and
Angelsen, 1998;
Angelsen, 2007

Gupta et al.,
2013

Gupta et al.,
2013

REDD+ was originally promoted as a policy that could rapidly reduce some
emissions and buy time for technological development that allowed more complex energy
and transport policy reform (Dutschke, 2010). Yet, in many countries REDD+ has resulted
in “an enormous level of complexity, fragmented decision-making and ambiguity”
(McDermott, 2014: 18). Governments are often unable to voluntarily reduce deforestation
levels as they do not always have sufficient autonomy to impose public interest solutions
on competing parties, especially in the light of potential conflicts of interests between
governmental departments and liberalized global markets (Karsenty, 2012).
Some interviewees189 point out that the original promoters of REDD+ saw it as a
“quick fix” 190 based on a “romanticized view” 191 on forest conservation and
underestimated the complexities of turning REDD+ into an effective forest conservation
and climate mitigation regime, also because many had little experience with forest policy
themselves.192 They argued that REDD+ requires structural changes in institutions, subsidy
schemes and other incentives that might trigger forest loss, and bottom-up strategies to
promote sustainable livelihoods. 193 The competition between forestry and biodiversity
departments over forest-related policies with “different arms of government doing
different things”194 also causes forest loss.
Several interviewees deplored that REDD+ policies and strategies currently fail to
address the direct and underlying drivers of forest loss.195 After significant pressure from
189
190
191
192
193
194

195

Interview 33, December 2012; interview 36, December 2012; interview 58, January 2014.
Interview 36, December 2012.
Interview 58, January 2014.
Interview 11, March 2012; interview 33, December 2012; interview 14, June 2012; interview 36,
December 2012; interview 37, December 2012. See also Chapter 4.
Interview 11, March 2012; interview 16, June 2012.
Interview 39, December 2012. See also interview 11, March 2012 and
http://www.globalforestcoalition.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/Report-Getting-to-theroots1.pdf (last visited 10 January 2016), which documents a participatory analysis of the
underlying causes of forest loss in 24 different countries.
Interview 9, March 2012; interview 26, September 2012; interview 46, June 2013; interview 58,
January 2014.
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NGOs and others, Parties to the UNFCCC started to discuss the drivers of deforestation
and forest degradation in 2011, but after few short and superficial debates the negotiations
adopted a less-than-one-page decision that stated that drivers were country-specific and
countries should address them (see also Den Besten et al., 2014).196 Some interviewees felt
that the UNFCCC had “utterly failed”197 to address the direct and underlying causes of
forest loss, especially because the final decision does not identify transboundary drivers.
Interviewees pointed out that most REDD+ strategies deliberately focus on
relatively small actors like forest people, or national level policymaking, and ignore the far
more influential international drivers like international trade and consumption as they are
unable to control the latter. 198 The national level focus of REDD+ was seen as a
compromise as, contrary to a project-based approach, it allowed at least some action
regarding at least nationally determined drivers.199 However, even such national approaches
required significant capacity building at sub-national levels to actually address drivers on
multiple levels.200 Lastly, some interviewees noted that most strategies addressed the drivers
of forest loss in a fragmented way, while bundled interventions tend to be more effective.
One interviewee pointed out that some donors, like the Forest Investment Program (FIP),
were interested in transformational investments, but that the REDD+ countries
themselves are not ready to receive such funds. 201 Other interviewees pointed out that
paying for REDD+ is a pitfall as the real focus should be on societal changes – without
addressing the social and environmental aspects REDD+ will not become a success. 202
These aspects require investments that will not be provided through carbon markets or
other market-based instruments (see also Johns et al., 2008). Yet, there is no real incentive
to think in a more cross-cutting way.203
While REDD+ might be able to influence and potentially alleviate some direct
drivers of forest loss, e.g. through results-based payments to local actors or providing
incentives for private sector actors to conserve forests, its design does not lend itself well
for addressing the underlying drivers of forest loss. Or as an interviewee stated: “REDD+
is not a system to protect forests. It is a system to generate business based on the climate
crisis.” 204 Most drivers of forest loss are themselves driven by “global market
capitalism…of which offsetting carbon sink functions against carbon emissions in a global
system of tradable emissions permits is merely the latest manifestation” (Humphreys, 2003:
50). From this point of view, REDD+ could be seen as a classical example of trying to cure
a patient with more of the same poison.

196

197
198
199
200
201
202
203
204

FCCC/CP/2013/10/Add. 1 See
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2013/cop19/eng/10a01.pdf#page=43 (last visited 18 January
2016)
Interview 58, January 2014.
Interview 58, January 2014; interview 62, May 2015.
Interview 25, September 2012, interview 31, December 2012.
Interview 31, December 2012.
Interview 36, December 2012.
Interview 14, June 2012; interview 20, September 2012.
Interview 37, December 2012.
Interview 9, March 2012.
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4.6 Conclusions
This chapter has analyzed the assumptions of scholars and potential REDD+ agents on
the effectiveness of REDD+ as a climate change mitigation regime and its effectiveness as
a forest conservation regime. It explains, first, that the assumed effectiveness of the
REDD+ regime is based on the expectation that results-based payments would provide a
strong incentive for countries, and actors on the ground to conserve and restore forests.
Second, many REDD+ actors point out that REDD+ has drawn significant
political attention and thus significant funding for forest conservation. However, scholars
and actors fear that the effectiveness of REDD+ as a climate regime would be
compromised by (a) the lack of permanence of forest-related emission reductions; and (b)
the difficulty to accurately calculate the impact of certain forest-related actions on the
atmosphere. The decisions by the Parties to the UNFCCC acknowledge these challenges,
and a generic reference to the need to address them was included in the REDD+
safeguards. However, many of the suggested recommendations in the pre-2014 literature to
address these challenges were not incorporated in the REDD+ regime that was adopted by
the Parties to the UNFCCC. The final REDD+ regime puts the responsibility for
addressing these challenges primarily at the national level, but there are inherent perverse
incentives in the REDD+ mechanism that encourage countries to ignore this
responsibility. As a result, the environmental integrity of the climate regime would be
undermined if REDD+ would be primarily financed through market mechanisms, as
emission reductions that are not accurately monitored, accounted and verified would be
used to compensate for real emissions (4.3). However even if REDD+ is primarily funded
through public sources it is problematic if climate finance is spent on questionable
emission reduction actions.
Third, views of actors on the effectiveness of REDD+ as a forest conservation
mechanism vary. On the positive side, the outcomes of the UNFCCC negotiations on
REDD+ give exceptional freedom to countries to design their own REDD+ system.
Several interviewees report that REDD+ has triggered significant public and political
awareness of the importance of forest conservation and thus enhanced the potential and
capacity to undertake action. They also pointed out that the financial support generated by
REDD+ has increased the capacity of many countries to analyze the drivers of forest loss,
including subsidies and other government programs that might act as perverse incentives
that trigger deforestation, and that this creates an important opportunity to address some
of these drivers. Some interviewees also highlight that REDD+ might make it more
attractive for the private sector to conserve forests, and that REDD+ was one of the few
remaining options to conserve forests. However, many scholars and actors feared that the
effectiveness of REDD+ as a forest conservation regime would be undermined by (a) the
risk that a carbon sequestration mechanism might inadvertently support tree plantation
expansion rather than forest conservation, and; (b) the fact that the design of REDD+
does not address cross-boundary and cross-sectoral drivers of forest loss. An inherent
complication is that REDD+ provides results-based payments to a specific governmental
or local actor, while scholars have concluded that addressing drivers will require multisectoral interventions and policy coherence at multiple scales, including both national and
international levels. Effectively reducing deforestation implies interference with
consumption patterns, economic incentives and decision-making at many different levels,
including levels that are remote from the area and even country where the deforestation
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takes place. So it can be concluded that the final REDD+ mechanism is not well-designed
to address the drivers of forest loss.
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The Assumed Efficiency of REDD+
5.1 Introduction
This chapter contributes to the overall research question regarding the motivations of
potential REDD+ agents by analyzing the assumptions of scholars and REDD+ actors
regarding the economic efficiency of REDD+. The efficiency of a regime is in essence a
dimension of its effectiveness, as it can be defined as a regime’s “ability to reach goals at
lowest costs” (Vatn and Vedeld, 2013: 425). As the resources available for global climate
mitigation are per definition limited, the efficiency of REDD+ influences the overall
efficiency and effectiveness of the climate regime (Angelsen, 2008a). There are also
potential trade-offs between the effectiveness and efficiency of REDD+ schemes, as
schemes that provide cheap, short-term emission reductions might compromise the longterm effectiveness of the climate regime, and between efficiency and equity (see 5.3.2).
The chapter analyzes relevant literature, empirical data and views of REDD+
actors on the costs of the REDD+ scheme and the actual and potential sources of financial
support for REDD+. It starts with an analysis of the assumed efficiency of performancebased payments for ecosystem services (PES) and markets for ecosystem services (MES),
as these are generally seen as the basis of the REDD+ regime (Alvarado and WertzKanounnikoff, 2007; Angelsen, 2008b; Wertz-Kanounnikoff et al., 2008; Bond et al., 2009;
see 5.2). It subsequently analyzes the estimations of the overall costs of REDD+ (5.3.1),
including both the opportunity costs (5.3.2) and the transaction costs (5.3.3) and proposed
sources of funding (5.4). The discussion addresses the relationship between REDD+
finance and forest cover change (see 5.5) and the implications of the recently adopted Paris
Agreement for REDD+ financing (see 5.6).

5.2 The Assumed Efficiency of Payments and Markets for Ecosystem
Services
Markets in environmental services (MES) represent an environmental economic approach
to correct the failure of conventional markets to reflect the true value of ecosystem services
(Richards, 2000; Bishop et al., 2010; Farley et al., 2010; Gomez-Baggethun et al., 2010;
Leimona et al., 2015). 205 The rationale is that by internalizing the value of environmental
services, conservation is made profitable and that this will attract additional funding
(Pirard, 2012), while leaving space for actors to choose adequate policies and measures in
line with their own economic self-interest (Cock, 2008). The underlying assumption was
articulated by Erik Solheim, former Minister of Environment of Norway, who is
considered a major agent behind REDD+ (see 5.4): “Tropical deforestation happens
because it is more profitable to cut down forests than to look after them” (Bond et al.,
2009: iv). In a MES, such services are enclosed, measured and given a market value
through a process of commodification that creates new fictitious commodities like ‘carbon
credits’ based on what were often public goods (Reynolds, 2012, Beymer-Farris and
Bassett, 2012). As such PES is a reflection of an increasingly popular neoliberal approach
205

Ecosystem services can be defined as the services provided by the regulation, habitat,
production and information functions of ecosystems (De Groot et al., 2002).
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to environmental governance (Humphreys, 2008) and a discourse of ecological
modernization and green governmentality (Backstrand and Lovbrand, 2006), where “the
virtues and efficiency of economic liberalism are often taken for granted” (Broughton and
Pirard, 2011: 3).
REDD+ replaces traditional development cooperation relations between
industrialized and developing countries with a more business-like model of selling
ecosystem services (Richards, 2000; Wunder and Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2009). The
conditionality of PES is expected to lead to increased delivery of ecosystem services and
thus more efficient conservation, and create a win-win situation of long-term conservation
and economic development amongst forest-dependent communities (Backstrand and
Lovbrand, 2006; Wunder and Alban, 2008; Corbera et al., 2009, Wunder and WertzKanounnikoff, 2009; Ferraro, 2011; Pirard, 2012).
Financial incentive schemes for improved environmental performance started to
emerge more than eighty years ago (Cain and Lovejoy, 2004; Gomez-Baggethun et al.,
2010). The first carbon-offset project dates from 1988, four years before the UNFCCC was
adopted (Faeth et al., 1994) and the “principle that those who benefit from biological
resources should pay more of the costs of ensuring that such resources are used
sustainably” was already defended by McNeely, then chief scientist with the World
Conservation Union (IUCN) in 1990 (McNeely et al., 1990: 14).
PES and other market-based conservation mechanisms grew in popularity due to a
broadly shared frustration over the ineffectiveness of traditional command and control
approaches to nature conservation, which were considered ineffective as their enforcement
was hampered by weak governance, high transaction costs, monitoring and enforcement
costs and information gaps (Engel et al., 2008). They were also seen as an alternative to socalled Integrated Conservation and Development Projects (ICDPs) introduced by the
World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) in 1986. 206 Which tried to combine biodiversity
conservation with rural development by promoting environmentally friendly incomeraising activities for local communities (Wunder, 2006; Engel et al., 2008; Lederer, 2012;
Van der Hoff et al., 2015). The assumption behind ICDPs was that such activities would
distract communities away from environmentally destructive income-generating activities,
but due to their indirect nature some scholars have blamed them for being neither
successful from a conservation point of view, nor from a development point of view
(Wunder, 2006)
Other assumed advantages of PES include greater flexibility and innovation, more
sensitivity to buyer preferences, better access to investment capital (Bishop et al., 2010) and
being more targeted than regulations, which tend to be prescribe the same conservation
behavior to all potential ES providers (Engel et al., 2008). Communities are assumed to be
free to choose whether they participate in PES mechanisms or not, which means that PES
would provide them with more autonomy than top-down ICPD schemes (Nelson et al.,
2010). However, government-imposed PES mechanisms are not always voluntary and
often force citizens to pay for carbon sequestration or other environmental services.
Service providers are sometimes forced to participate too, for example, through a decision
of their local authorities (Engel et al., 2008).207
206
207

See http://www.wwf.gr/en/wwf-history-en last visited 20 November 2016.
An example is the Chinese Sloping Land Conversion Program, where the decision to participate
in the scheme was often taken by the local authorities, without consultation with the farmers
(Bennett, 2008). Similarly, the incentive scheme that was set up by the government of Vietnam
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While Fosci (2014) suggests that there is a tendency in the REDD+ regime to
prioritize financial incentives over regulatory measures, others have pointed out that
national PES mechanisms will only be effective as a REDD+ instrument if accompanied
by good governance and proper law enforcement, which requires significant prior
investment in national-level governance structures (Richards, 2000; Aune et al., 2004;
Wunder, 2007; Börner et al., 2011; Gupta and Sanchez, 2012; Bryan, 2013; Fosci, 2014).
Carbon sequestration is an ecosystem service that is difficult to commodify through a
national PES scheme without government interference (Wunder and Alban, 2008) so many
existing REDD+ strategies combine PES schemes to distribute the payments received
amongst individual forest owners, with broader regulatory and policy measures (Agung et
al., 2009; Porras et al., 2013). PES can make strict regulations like deforestation bans
politically acceptable, while deforestation bans lower the opportunity costs of PES by
making deforestation less attractive (Wunder and Alban, 2008; Sommerville et al., 2010;
Fosci, 2014), although the ethics of paying compensation for refraining from illegal
activities can be questioned (Pirard, 2012). In fact, the REDD+ scheme was partly
developed in response to the desire of the PNG Government to be financially rewarded
for complying with its own forestry regulations (see 7.2).
As described in Section 4.2.2., accounting for an ecosystem service like carbon
sequestration is complicated – estimating the carbon content in trees through different
methods can lead to variations of more than 100% and other carbon pools in forests such
as bushes and soils are even harder to account for (Pelletier et al., 2012). PES programs on
the ground are often based on a dubious scientific foundation and have used highly
simplified indicators, proxies and definitions for the ecosystem services they provide
(Pagiola, 2008; Wunder and Alban, 2008; Elias 2013; Porras et al., 2013). This sometimes
results in PES mechanisms promoting the wrong land use for the ecosystem service they
want to generate (Bennett, 2008; Wunder and Alban, 2008; Bryan, 2013). 208 Many PES
mechanisms invest in the protection and enhancement of tree cover without scientifically
assessing the impacts of these activities on climate change mitigation (Porras et al., 2013).
Thus, while REDD+ was clearly designed as an output-based system, which can be defined
as a system that focuses on delivering concrete quantifiable (carbon sequestration) results,
many national PES mechanisms tend to work as an input-based scheme, providing
investments that are not necessarily linked to the results achieved.
Payments promoting the provision of one specific ecosystem service like carbon
sequestration also risk depleting other ecosystem services or even the net social value
produced by multiple services (Chen et al., 2010; Bryan, 2013). In some cases, different
schemes have impacted on the same ecosystem with contradictory results (Bryan, 2013).

208

does not allow forest users to opt in or opt out of the scheme, if only because all forests are
owned by the State. Most of the payments were lower than the opportunity costs (Wunder et al.,
2005).
An example is a reforestation scheme financed with forest carbon offsets in the Ecuadorian
Andes, which depleted a natural paramo (highland peat) ecosystem that contained more carbon
than the trees that replaced it. Moreover, the planted trees were not permanent, as wood
production formed part of the compensation scheme, and many trees whithered due to flawed
planting techniques and advice. See Wunder and Alban, 2008, and http://wrm.org.uy/wpcontent/uploads/2013/04/Carbon_Sink_Plantations_in_the_Ecuadorian_Andes.pdf
(last
visited 12 February 2016). Bryan (2013) also concludes that afforestation subsidies on
agricultural land reduce carbon sequestration through shortening economically optimal rotation
times.
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Scholars point at the risk that payments for carbon sequestration may lead to a replacement
of natural ecosystems by monoculture tree plantations (Wunder and Alban, 2008; German
et al., 2009; Crossman et al., 2011; Leimona et al., 2015; see also 4.4.1), despite positive
correlations between the biodiversity, hydrological functions and carbon sequestration
functions of natural forests (Wunder and Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2009). Moreover, there
may be limited geographic overlap between the least-cost areas for carbon sequestration
and biodiversity hotspots (Siikamaki and Newbold, 2012; Morel and Morel, 2012).
Most PES mechanisms are established, funded and run by governments as PES
investment costs and risks are too high for ordinary private actors (Broughton and Pirard,
2011; Vatn et al., 2011).209 This means that there is only one buyer, so the competitiveness,
which is seen as the key factor that makes markets efficient, is absent (Wunder, 2005; Sierra
and Russman, 2006; Vatn, 2010; Vatn et al., 2011), while the assumed role-back of the State
and greater involvement of private actors in nature conservation that was supposed to
trigger increased efficiency does not take place either (Wunder and Alban, 2008;
Broughtonand Pirard, 2011; Aldy and Stavins, 2012).
PES schemes also suffer from inefficiencies that are common to environmental
subsidy schemes because (a) they might offer payments that are too low to halt forest loss;
(b) they might offer payments that are too high, as forests would also have been conserved
through a lower or even no payment; (c) they might trigger leakage because they do not
address the demand for forest products or forest land, so the production practices that
trigger forest loss will tend to move from the location where PES are offered to a location
where PES is either not offered or not competitive (Engel et al., 2008; Wunder and WertzKanounnikoff, 2009; Garcia-Amado et al., 2011; Ferraro, 2011; see 4.2.4) and (d) they
normally require permanent payments for permanent conservation: as soon as payments
stop, forests conversion might continue (Engel et al., 2008). This may imply the risk of
what has been called “environmental blackmail” (Karsenty et al., 2012), that is, the risk that
countries will threaten to allow deforestation if no payments are made.
Several interviewees confirmed that the assumed efficiency of REDD+ that was
presented in reports like the Eliasch report (2008) had been an important motivation
behind REDD+. 210 Some interviewees highlight that REDD+ was broader than
conventional national PES mechanisms, as it has triggered the development of new
national policies and laws.211 Some actors laud the results that had already been achieved
through PES pilot projects or national initiatives,212 like the PES mechanism in Costa Rica
that had strengthened the political will for forest conservation. 213 Some actors feel that
REDD+ Readiness funding has triggered better forest management, stronger institutions
and increased collaboration between different forest-related agencies, which will have a
lasting positive effect on forest policy irrespective of future REDD+ funding flows. 214
While the original focus of REDD+ had been on one ecosystem service, carbon, some
interviewees highlight that there has been a clear learning curve about the role of
biodiversity in climate mitigation and adaptation, and the value of forests in general, 215
209
210
211
212
213
214
215

http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/by/funders#graphs_and_stats (last visited 16 February
2016).
Interview 54, November 2013.
Interview 4, December 2011.
Interview 34, December 2012.
Interview 11, March 2012.
Interview 9, March 2012; interview 18, June 2012; interview 36, December 2012.
Interview 8, December 2011; interview 14, June 2012; interview 21, September 2012.
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which means more of the available REDD+ funding is being spent on conservation
measures.216
Some interviewees welcome the focus on the financial aspects of forest
conservation217 as it would involve key economic players in forest conservation. Some see
performance-based payments as a “clean and simple” approach to conservation policy,218
that could enhance the effectiveness of regimes like the CBD too,219 as it translates into a
more results-based mentality to international support.220 Some actors welcome the chance
to turn forest conservation, rather than products that trigger deforestation like soy or palm
oil, into a commodity.221
However, other interviewees point out that an ecosystem service is distinct from a
commodity 222 and that developing countries have had quite negative experiences with
similar commodity markets.223 Some see REDD+ as an example of a neoliberal approach
to environmental governance embraced by countries like the UK that promote the
privatization of environmental values and related community rights. 224 While REDD+ had
triggered an increased interest of the private sector in forest conservation,225 there was little
trust in their goodwill ‒ it was felt that most actors were mainly working on REDD+ for
commercial reasons, in order to generate business based on the climate crisis. 226 One
interviewee questioned the assumption that “throwing a lot of money to the South would
suddenly halt deforestation.” 227
Some interviewees said that instead of compensating for opportunity costs
governments should establish well-enforced regulations that provided restrictions to
economic activities that triggered forest loss as part of an overall low emissions strategy,228
and that public funding should primarily be used to create an enabling environment for
transformative change.229 This can be defined as:
“a shift in discourse, attitudes, power relations, and deliberate policy and protest
action that leads policy formulation and implementation away from business as
usual policy approaches that directly or indirectly support deforestation and forest
degradation” (Brockhaus and Angelsen, 2012: 16-17, see also Norgaard, 2010).
However, one interviewee stated that few REDD+ countries are interested in
receiving investments that trigger transformational change.230 Other interviewees highlight
that REDD+ does not provide the right incentives for transformational change, because it
stimulates the concentration of funding, power and visibility in the forest sector. It thus
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Interview 22, September 2012.
Interview 35, December 2012; interview 34, December 2012.
Interview 8, December 2011; interview 21, September 2012; interview 26, September 2012.
Interview 8, December 2011; interview 21, September 2012.
Interview 47, June 2013.
Interview 55, November 2013.
Interview 21, September 2012.
Interview 20, September 2012.
Interview 41, December 2012.
Interview 21, September 2012.
Interview 9, March 2012, interview 42, March 2013.
Interview 33, December 2012.
Interview 16, June 2012.
Interview 32, December 2012.
Interview 36, December 2012.
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further empowers the very actors that benefit from business-as-usual and they will be
inclined to reject a shift in discourse, attitudes and power relations. 231

5.3 The Estimated Costs of REDD+
5.3.1 Overall Cost Estimates
The assumed cost efficiency of REDD+ in comparison to other emission reduction
strategies was an important argument behind REDD+ (Richards, 2000; Kindermann et al.,
2008; Dutschke and Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2008; Pirard and Karsenty, 2009; Siikamaki and
Newbold, 2012). Especially the reports of Lord Stern (2006) and Swedish business man
Johan Eliasch (2008) were influential. The Stern report (2006) claims that REDD+ is one
of the least expensive climate mitigation options, and that it would require up to USD 5
billion per year only to reduce global deforestation by half. Eliasch raised that estimation to
USD 17-33 billion per year, but argued that that amount could easily be generated by a
mandatory forest carbon offset market (Eliasch, 2008; see also Angelsen, 2008a; Karsenty
et al., 2012). McKinsey & Company (2009) showed the Marginal Abatement Costs Curve
for different climate change mitigation measures and concluded that avoiding deforestation
and reforestation were amongst the more cost-efficient measures. 232 However, the
McKinsey report itself cautions against the deductive approach that was used, which
ignored indirect costs, transaction costs, the intersectoral, intertemporal, behavioral,
macroeconomic and international interactions between different measures; the ancillary
benefits of certain measures; and wider social implications, which are particularly important
for the forest sector (Ekins et al., 2011).
The costs of REDD+ include the opportunity costs of not being able to use forests
and forest lands for economic activities that harm them, and the so-called transaction costs
of establishing and facilitating the REDD+ policy or project. Scholars warn that the low
costs of REDD+ are a false assumption (Coomes et al., 2008; Wang and Lu, 2010; Ferraro,
2011; 2013; Rendón Thompson et al., 2013; Fosci, 2014) and that this assumption that
forest conservation in developing countries is cheap is “a legacy of the colonial relationship
between the two blocks of the world” that will lead to overly cheap payments being offered
by industrialized countries for REDD+ implementation in developing countries (Nuzunda
and Mahuve, 2011: 210).
Table 5.1 shows that the cost estimations of REDD+ projects vary significantly,
due to the use of different methods, terms, definitions, geographic scope, ecosystem
components and yield formats, and assumptions about especially the opportunity costs
(Richards and Stokes, 2004; Rendón Thompson et al., 2013). The European Commission
has estimated the costs of halving deforestation by 2020 as anywhere between USD 3
billion and USD 250 billion (Bozmoski and Hepburn, 2009). 233 Other estimates of the
annual costs to halve forest loss vary from USD 5 billion to USD 39 billion 234 (Fosci,
Interview 37, December 2012; interview 57, December 2013
Please note that other measures, like energy efficiency measures, were considered to be more
efficient than forest-related measures, and some of them have negative abatement costs, that is,
these measures pay themselves off (see also Corbera et al., 2010; Ekins et al., 2011).
233 SEC/2008/2619/2,
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52008SC2619&from=en
(last visited 22 February 2016).
234 These estimates do not take into account transaction costs or private rent.
231
232
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2013). The costs of reducing forest loss by 100%, in line with the recently adopted SDG
15.2,235 range from USD 12.2 billion to USD 130 billion per year and continue into infinity
(Fosci, 2013). More generic estimations of the costs of SFM worldwide range from USD
31.25 billion in Agenda 21 adopted by the UN Conference on Environment and
Development in 1992,236 to between USD 33 billion and USD 70 billion in a study on
forest financing prepared for the UN Forum on Forests (Tomaselli, 2006).237
Table 5.1 Estimated costs of reducing forest loss
Source
Agenda 21, 1992
Stern, 2006
European Commission,
2008
Eliasch, 2008
Tomaselli, 2008
Fosci, 2013
Fosci, 2013

% reduction in
forest loss
100 (SFM)
50
50

Lowest estimate in
USD per year into
infinity
31.2 billion

50
100 (SFM)
50
100

Highest estimate
in USD per year
into infinity

3 billion

5 billion
250 billion

17 billion
33 billion
5 billion
12.2 billion

33 billion
70 billion
39 billion
130 billion

Some national examples are illustrative too. The annual costs of a REDD+
program in Peru conserving 54 million ha of forests are estimated to be between USD 25 –
68 million (Rendón Thompson et al., 2013), while the costs of a REDD+ program in
Brazil were estimated to start at USD 73 million per year and climb to USD 530 million per
year as lands with higher opportunity costs were targeted (Nepstad et al., 2007).238
5.3.2 Opportunity Costs
While transaction costs can be significant, the main part of the costs of REDD+ exists of
opportunity costs (Rendón Thompson et al., 2013), which can be defined as “the highest
forgone profits of not putting the land under an available alternative” (Porras et al., 2013:
56). Environmental economists argue that deforestation will only be halted if REDD+
payments are higher than the opportunity costs of the activity that they aim to
disincentivize (Bond et al., 2009, Dargusch et al., 2010, Karsenty et al., 2012, Borrego and
Skutsch, 2014, Fletcher et al., 2016). However, it is difficult to accurately measure
opportunity costs – different methodologies to calculate opportunity costs could lead to
estimates that range between zero and more than thousand USD per hectare per year for
the very same crop in the same country (e.g. Indonesian pulp, Pirard, 2012). Opportunity
costs can only be estimated in relation to a certain business-as-usual scenario (Pirard, 2012)
and the adequate calculation of such a business-as-usual scenario forms a significant

235

236
237
238

Transforming our World: the 2030 agenda for Sustainable Development. A/RES/70/1. See
http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/RES/70/1&referer=/english/&Lang
=E (last visited 16 July 2016).
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/Agenda21.pdf (last visited 12
February 2016).
In comparison, James et al. (2001) estimated a comprehensive global biodiversity conservation
program would cost approximately USD 317 billion per year.
This estimation excludes the 6% deforestation that takes place on the lands with the highest
opportunity costs.
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challenge (see 4.2.3), also because alternative employment might not always be available
(Bottazzi et al., 2013).
The concept of opportunity costs is useful to identify REDD+ projects with
relatively low costs (Wunder and Alban, 2008). The opportunity costs of REDD+ are
location- and region-specific (Dutschke, 2010; Kuik, 2013), as they depend on factors like
the suitability of the area for commodity production, infrastructure, and whether the
relevant country is attractive for foreign investment (Chen et al., 2010; Karsenty et al.,
2012). The opportunity costs of REDD+ are lowest in projects that address small-scale,
relatively unprofitable or extensive activities that trigger forest loss, including small-scale
subsistence farming, cattle farming and shifting cultivation (Olsen and Bishop, 2009,
Cenamo and Carrero, 2012, Rendón Thompson et al., 2013). Poor landowners often lack
the investment capacity in terms of labor and capital to clear large forest areas, and the
estimated marginal clearing capacity of small landowners is around 0.5 ha per year only
(Wunder and Alban, 2008). Therefore, REDD+ is likely to be most cost-efficient in forests
that are primarily threatened with forest degradation by smallholders (Dutschke and WertzKanounnikoff, 2008, see also Wunder, 2007).
Deforestation is dominated by small-scale processes in Africa, and infrastructure in
many African countries is less developed than in Asia and Latin America, which means that
opportunity costs are relatively low (Boucher et al., 2011). However, low costs do not
necessarily imply high efficiency, as these areas and countries often need significant
investment in terms of capacity-building, governance reform and other transaction costs
and PES payments for landowners in Africa are complicated as most forests are formally
State property, regardless of customary land tenure arrangements (White and Martin, 2002).
More importantly, overall deforestation rates and related emissions in Africa are
still much lower than deforestation rates in Asia, and especially Latin America (Boucher, et
al., 2011; FAO, 2015). Small-scale activities are only minor drivers of forest loss (see 4.5),
while it would require an exorbitant amount of funding to compensate for the opportunity
costs of the main drivers of forest loss, i.e. commercial agricultural crops like soy bean and
oil palm (Fry, 2008; Campbell, 2009; Boucher et al., 2011, McElwee, 2011; Gupta and
Sanchez, 2012; Kissinger et al., 2012; Karsenty et al., 2012; Porras et al., 2013; McDermott,
2014; Leimona et al., 2015). The overall commercial earnings of these export crops “dwarf”
the funding that is currently available for REDD+ (Boucher, 2015: 556). The full
opportunity costs of preserving the remaining Brazilian Amazon forest is estimated at USD
257 billion (Nepstad et al, 2007), which means that it seems “an unrealistic goal” to try to
achieve zero deforestation in this area through PES-based REDD+ (Börner and Wunder,
2008: 509). Even the opportunity costs of conventional logging and smallholder-intensive
agroforestry are assumed to be too high to be compensated for with REDD+ payments
(Smith and Applegate, 2004; Campbell, 2009). Paradoxically, due to the nature of the
concept of opportunity cost, REDD+ is most efficient in the continents and areas with the
lowest deforestation rates. 239

239

In fact, only the activities that were found in the middle of the McKinsey marginal abatement
cost curve (MACC) for GHG are suitable for PES mechanisms from an efficiency perspective –
the ones that have higher abatement costs will be too expensive to compensate for, while the
ones that have negative abatement costs do not require compensation in the first place (Grubb
et al., 2011).

82

Table 5.2 Opportunity costs of different commodities in Brazil and Indonesia
Commodity

Opportunity costs/ha

Source

Oil palm

USD 4,678 – USD 9,000

Timber followed by cattle
ranching and soybeans
Tree plantations
Coffee/bandarra
Timber
Soybean
Coffee/rubber

USD 2,215 – USD 3,465

Kissinger et al., 2012; Irawan
et al., 2013
Olsen and Bishop, 2009

USD 2,378
USD 2,172
USD 1,435
USD 1,027 – USD 1,924
USD 969

Olsen and Bishop, 2009
Olsen and Bishop, 2009
Olsen and Bishop, 2009
Olsen and Bishop, 2009
Olsen and Bishop, 2009

Even if sufficient finance would be available to compensate both small-scale
activities by relatively poor users and wealthy export-oriented producers, it would not be
economically efficient to pay both types of land users the same compensation.
Discriminative payments, that is, payments that provide more compensation for forest
owners with high opportunity costs than for forest owners with low opportunity costs
could be up to ten times more efficient than flat payments (Chen et al., 2010; see also
Wunder and Alban, 2008; Börner et al., 2010). Yet, a differentiated compensation can raise
equity-related questions, as it would primarily benefit wealthy landowners, or countries,
which are able to exploit their land in a more profitable manner (Ekins et al., 2011; Gupta
and Sanchez, 2012). That is why many government-run PES mechanisms use a flat rate, in
which every land owner is compensated the same fee per hectare regardless of his or her
opportunity costs. This also makes it easier to administer PES mechanisms thus lowering
transaction costs (Broughton and Pirard, 2011; Vatn and Vedeld, 2011; Mertz et al., 2012;
Skutsch et al., 2013). However, flat payments for differentiated opportunity costs may also
raise equity questions (Sanchez-Azofeifa et al., 2007; Chen et al., 2010).
Opportunity costs are unstable, being influenced by social and economic factors,
technological changes and market forces (Potvin et al., 2008; Karsenty, 2008; Bond et al.,
2009; Gregersen et al., 2010; Ekins et al., 2011; Matthews et al., 2014). These include
commodity prices that might not only be influenced by other climate change mitigation
actions like stimulating bioenergy demand, but also by the REDD+ actions themselves, as
land, and some commodities, might get scarcer (Kaimowitz, 2008; Kindermann et al., 2008;
Ekins et al., 2011; Karsenty et al., 2012). This may trigger transnational leakage effects
(Morel and Morel, 2012). Likewise, local actors could use REDD+ payments to invest in
technologies that make the production of crops like cocoa more profitable, thus raising the
opportunity costs and providing poor landowners with the necessary capital to exploit
areas that were previously unthreatened (Sierra and Russman, 2006; Campbell, 2009).
Market speculation could imply that payments might end up in the hands of people
who were not planning to deforest (McKinsey & Company, 2009). REDD+ and other PES
are efficient only if the activities they pay for are additional to what would have happened
in the absence of the payment. Yet, as explained in 4.2.3, additionality is difficult to assess,
as deforestation is influenced by economic, political, cultural and even natural variables
(Karsenty 2008; Börner and Wunder, 2008; Karsenty et al., 2012). Setting so-called
business-as-usual scenarios boils down to setting “random” scenarios (Karsenty, 2008: 446)
as it is hard to distinguish between deliberate emission reductions and emission reductions
that result from natural or other circumstances beyond the influence of the actor that
received the REDD+ payment (Karsenty, 2009).
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Especially the significant expenses on certain national PES programs can be
questioned in light of the absence of additionality. For example, there is little to no
evidence that the USD 150 million that was spent on the Costa Rican PES mechanism
between 1996 and 2009 actually led to significantly reduced deforestation, annually or
cumulatively. An important reason was that landowners could voluntarily apply for PES,
and it was far more attractive for landowners who had no intention to deforest because
their land was not suitable for agricultural production, because they did not depend on
exploitation of their land for their income, because deforestation was illegal since 1996, or
because they had traditional value systems that did not support deforestation, to apply for
such payments (Sierra and Russman, 2006; Sanchez-Azofeifa et al., 2007; Andam et al.,
2008; Pagiola, 2008; Pfaff et al., 2008; Arriagada et al., 2009; Daniels et al., 2010; Vatn et al.,
2011; Porras et al., 2013). 240
A proper analysis of the incentives a REDD+ scheme might provide should also
take into account the differentiated opportunity costs of different actors, including the
opportunity costs of different levels and agencies within a Government. In countries where
corruption is a major problem a proper application of REDD+ schemes requires a
strategic analysis of the individual opportunity costs of different government officials, as it
is unlikely that REDD+ will bring any change if the individual opportunity costs of key
officials are higher than the compensation offered (Karsenty and Ongolo, 2011). However,
needless to say, it is quite complicated to incorporate compensation payments for corrupt
government officials in a REDD+ scheme. For that reason, most authors suggest that
solving corruption and improving governance in general, including land tenure, is a precondition for REDD+ (Richards, 2000, Aune et al., 2004, Wunder, 2007, Bryan, 2013).
Yet, while this suggestion is undeniably true, it also seems rather detached from the reality
in most developing countries as there are no indications that their problems with illegality,
corruption and unclear land tenure arrangements will be solved in the near future, while
most countries are already well under way developing REDD+ schemes.
Lastly, the empirical value of the opportunity cost estimates of REDD+ are limited
as REDD+ is overwhelmingly financed through donor contributions, so actual payments
result from negotiations between donor and recipient countries (Pirard and Karsenty,
2009). As explained in Section 4.2.3, the REDD+ regime established by the UNFCCC
allows countries to determine their own baseline and additionality according to a selfchosen methodology. 241 Hence, some countries are strategically applying “development
adjustment factors” that allow them to claim that they would face significant deforestation
in a business-as-usual scenario, even though there are no historical patterns of
deforestation or other indications of future deforestation in the relevant country or area
(Karsenty, 2008: 447; see also Alvarado and Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2007; Andam et al.,
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Please note that Daniels (2010) does find some positive impacts at the sub-national level
although the main positive impact was through forest regeneration rather than halting
deforestation.
The only requirement is that the methodology chosen is well-argued and that it “might” be
subject to a technical assessment, the objective of which is to offer a “facilitative, non-intrusive,
technical
exchange
of
information”
see
FCCC/CP/2013/10/Add.1,
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2013/cop19/eng/10a01.pdf#page=34 (last visited 22
February 2016).
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2008; Karsenty et al., 2012).242 REDD+ might even incentivize deforestation as payments
will only be made if the forests are considered threatened (Wunder and Alban, 2008).
5.3.3 Transaction Costs
REDD+ transaction costs include the costs of MRV of the benefits of REDD+ schemes,
the costs of marketing these benefits, the costs of measures to prevent leakage and ensure
permanence, and implementation costs such as capacity building, enforcement and
administrative costs (Kindermann et al., 2008; Borrego and Skutsch, 2014; Fosci, 2014).
These transaction costs could also be prohibitively high (Aune et al., 2004), even though
they can become more “manageable” (Wunder and Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2009: 580) once
the mechanism is established. It has been estimated that an average of USD 100 million per
country would be needed to enable effective participation in a REDD+ scheme (Eliasch,
2008). This includes developing strategies, investing in new institutions, data collection and
management, developing an adequate monitoring system, and calculating a national
reference emission level (Dutschke and Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2008). Transaction cost
estimates per hectare for REDD+ projects vary from USD 0.73 to USD 90 (Potvin et al.,
2008; Porras et al., 2013; Rendón Thompson et al., 2013; Matthews et al., 2014) and could
increase to 70-110% of the total payment offered (Vatn, 2010).
The fixed-cost element in transaction costs is relatively higher for small-scale
projects, while the economies of scale of larger government-financed PES mechanisms
lead to lower transaction costs, especially if they use flat rates and simplified indicators for
ecosystem services like forest cover (Engel et al., 2008; Bond et al., 2009; Vatn et al., 2011).
It has been argued that the absence of fixed rules for voluntary carbon offset markets
reduces the transaction costs of voluntary offset projects (Benessaiah, 2012). Yet,
identifying potential MES opportunities and capitalizing on them requires strong technical
capacities (Bishop et al., 2010), which are often absent with REDD+ providers.
Transaction costs require significant investments, which might surpass the capacity
of potential REDD+ countries or other providers (Dutschke and Wertz-Kanounnikoff,
2008; Van Kooten, 2009; Corbera et al., 2010; Dargusch et al., 2010; Norgaard, 2010). The
costs of measuring carbon stored in biomass tend to be inversely proportional to the size
of the project, particularly if root biomass, soil biomass and the necromass pool (dead
wood and litter) are taken into account, which can represent 40% of the above-ground
forest carbon stocks (Gibbs et al., 2007; Neeff et al., 2014). This works to the disadvantage
of small heterogeneous projects (Chomitz, 2002; Cacho et al., 2004; Shvidenko et al.,
2011).243 There is a clear trade-off between accuracy and efficiency (Cacho et al., 2004;
Dargusch et al., 2010) and reduced accuracy might compromise the effectiveness of the
REDD+ regime (see 4.2.2) for example by favoring forestry policies that deplete soil
biomass and necromass.
Rules and standards have been developed to guarantee a minimum level of
accuracy for both national REDD+ schemes and forest carbon offset projects, but projectrelated standards change often, creating significant uncertainties (Zhu et al., 2010). Outside
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Similar strategic behavior has been found with CDM projects, or other carbon trading schemes
like the ETS (Humphreys, 2008; Brown, 2010) and in the voluntary forest carbon offset market,
where consultants creatively calculate assumed threats to forests, and thus the additionality of
their REDD+ project (Stephan and Paterson, 2012).
Accurately measuring soil carbon, for example, requires laboratory studies that can cost up to
USD 20 per sample (Cacho et al., 2004).
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support can be helpful, but the costs of the technical support provided by intermediary
actors can add significantly to the overall costs of REDD+ (Hajek et al., 2011) and
represent up to 40% of the total project investment (Fosci, 2014). As predicted in 2000, “a
major new service industry in the measurement and certification of carbon offsets” has
been established, and there is “a temptation to indulge in marginal practices or creative
carbon accounting” (Richards, 2000: 1008) since there are economic incentives for both
governments and private actors to engage in creative carbon accounting (Karsenty et al.,
2012).
To redirect more of the financial flows for REDD+ to local communities and
engage them more actively in the projects, community-based monitoring systems have
been proposed (Skutsch et al., 2009; Zhu et al., 2010; Palmer, 2011). Empowering
communities to manage their own REDD+ projects can lower transaction costs (Skutsch
et al., 2009; Villamor and Lasco, 2009), but community-based monitoring systems require
significant labor investments and the transaction costs of projects targeting communities
without formal land rights can be significant (Gregersen et al., 2010).
While some interviewees argued that the financial crisis in REDD+ had made
people aware that much could be achieved in terms of forest conservation without
significant funding, 244 most were concerned about the costs of REDD+. A number of
interviewees stated that the real costs of REDD+, including the transaction costs, 245 are
much higher than the abatement costs that were reflected in the Stern (2006) and
McKinsey & Company (2009) reports, 246 although others felt that the monitoring costs
were manageable as their country could use existing technologies.247 Some actors pointed
out that there were no proper estimations of the costs of REDD+ Readiness or REDD+
itself by funders like the World Bank, and as a result the investments were far too
modest.248 For example, it was estimated that REDD+ in Indonesia would require between
USD 8 and 9 billion a year, but the country has received less than USD 200 million in total
(see 5.3.4).249
Some actors pointed out that the establishment of the REDD+ scheme had been
far more complicated than expected, 250and that the overwhelming majority of REDD+
funding had been spent on meetings, discussions, consultancies and other Readiness
activities. They said that they were “astonished” by the lack of efficiency of the REDD+
process, as so many meetings were needed to develop the scheme. Some communities
complained that they had already been forced to organize six general assemblies, while not
a penny for REDD+ itself had been received so far.251 Some interviewees criticized the role
of intermediaries, in particular the consultancy sector, 252 and deplored that much of the
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Interview 54, November 2013.
Interview 18, June 2012; interview 25, September 2012; interview 27, October, 2012; interview
40, December 2012.
Interview 19, September 2012.
Interview 47, June 2013.
Interview 36, December 2012.
Interview 26, September 2012.
Interview 18, June 2012.
Interview 35, December 2012.
Interview 16, June 2012; interview 25, September 2012; interview 46, June 2013.
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Readiness funding had been invested into consultancies,253also because many developing
countries did not have the capacity to design their own Readiness plans.254
Some pointed out that carbon offset markets will per definition be inefficient as
there is a large gap between the real costs of projects and the price at which carbon is being
sold, creating significant empty rents.255 Moreover, some interviewees pointed out that in
some countries local authorities had established PES programs that were far too generous,
which meant that there was not enough funding, and not all landowners could be
compensated. This also created problems for the federal government, as they had
established their own national PES scheme, but with much lower payments, causing people
to complain.256
Some interviewees cautioned that the permanence of REDD+ is dependent upon
permanent payments, so once funding runs out forest conservation initiatives might be
reversed,257 and it was feared that not all donors were aware of this risk.258 They stated that
some African countries had already warned that they would discontinue conservation
efforts if funds would no longer be provided.259
Some interviewees also warned about the potential to manipulate baselines and
reference levels. 260 REDD+ was not considered efficient at all as the strong focus on
money had created a business mentality, even amongst communities, in which they first
asked how much funding would be provided before they were willing to collaborate in
forest conservation initiatives. 261 In fact, some suggested that REDD+ had been
deliberately designed in such a way that it would be unable to tackle drivers of forest loss
with high opportunity costs, so that business-as-usual could continue. 262 Others added
cynically that this meant that REDD+ had been pretty efficient in terms of delivering what
its main agents wanted it to deliver: business-as-usual.263

5.4 Sources of Funding
The success of REDD+ depends on how substantial the funds available to compensate
reduced forest loss will be (Peterson et al., 2012). PES prescribes that payments will have to
be permanent if the ecosystem service is to be provided on a permanent basis which
implies that a continuous flow of funding is required (Sohngen and Mendelsohn, 2003;
Wunder, 2007; Engel et al., 2008; Liu et al., 2008; Wunder and Alban, 2008; Wang and Lu,
2010). There is evidence of environmentally beneficial practices being discontinued after
the PES contract period ends, or when the opportunity costs suddenly increase without
being matched by increased compensation (Cain and Lovejoy, 2004; Pagiola, 2008; Corbera
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Interview 41, December 2012.
Interview 26, September 2012.
Interview 38, December 2012.
Interview 31, December 2012.
Interview 8, December 2011; interview 14, June 2012; interview 20, September 2012; interview
26, September 2012; interview 43, June 2013.
Interview 26, September 2012.
Interview 26, September 2012.
Interview 58, January 2014.
Interview 61, January 2015.
Interview 62, May 2015, interview 63, June 2015.
Interview 57, December 2013.
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et al., 2009).264 Temporary crediting and liability rules could address the non-permanence of
REDD+ schemes (Karsenty, 2008; Gupta et al., 2013; see also 4.3.3), but do not address
the need for permanent funding if REDD+ is to deliver permanent results.
Mobilizing sufficient funding for REDD+, and on a permanent basis, has turned
out to be an unsurmountable problem.265 PES has been promoted as a market-based, userfinanced conservation mechanism between voluntary buyers and sellers of ecosystem
services (Wunder, 2005; Broughton and Pirard, 2011) but in reality 97% of all PES
mechanisms are financed by governments (Bennett, 2008; Engel et al., 2008; Reynolds,
2012; Vatn et al., 2011). Until the UNFCCC COP in 2009 in Copenhagen, which was
expected to adopt a legally binding successor to the Kyoto Protocol, many actors believed
that global carbon markets could potentially mobilize far more funding for REDD+ than
public funds (Angelsen, 2008a; Dutschke and Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2008; Johns et al.,
2008; Swickard and Carnahan, 2010; Gupta and Sanchez, 2012). Forest carbon offset
credits were originally relatively popular in the voluntary carbon offset markets (Hunt and
Baum, 2009; Peters-Stanley et al., 2011), due to the story behind forest carbon offset
projects, which sounded attractive to commercial offset buyers from a green marketing
perspective (Richards, 2000; Hovani and Fotos, 2007; Koellner et al., 2008; Hunt and
Baum, 2009; Zhu et al., 2010; Peters-Stanley et al., 2011; Vatn and Vedeld, 2011; Stephan
and Paterson, 2012). Some of the controversies around REDD+ forest carbon offset
projects were being scrutinized by critical NGOs, which led some project developers to
show the positive co-benefits of their projects and develop a multitude of voluntary
standards and certification systems while excluding, for example, genetically modified trees
(Graichen, 2005; Peters-Stanley et al., 2011).
The relative popularity of REDD+ on voluntary carbon offset markets in 2010 was
also due to the significant amounts of public funding for REDD+ pledged around that
time creating confidence in the offset market (Peters-Stanley et al., 2011). This created
expectations amongst governments that most of the costs of REDD+ would, in the end,
be borne by the private sector. However, carbon markets have not exactly provided a
stable and sustainable financial flow (Redford and Adams, 2009; Wang and Lu, 2010;
Zaballa Romero et al., 2013). Rather, they have been described as “a bumpy ride” (PetersStanley et al., 2011, iii) with price differences between USD one and 20 (Stephan and
Paterson, 2012). Some authors calculate the costs of REDD+ based on a carbon price (e.g.
Irawan et al., 2013), assuming an unlimited demand for REDD+ credits. However, as in
264
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The only exceptions are schemes that lack additionality, or reforestation schemes that allow
landowners to profit from complementary wood extraction, which means that the landowners
have an additional economic incentive to maintain the forest (Pagiola, 2008; Wunder and Alban,
2008). However, the permanence of such reforestation schemes in terms of carbon
sequestration is compromised by wood extraction.
Similar problems have occured with financing national PES schemes. The PES mechanism in
Costa Rica, for example, which was primarily financed through an ecotax on fuels and loans and
grants from the World Bank and the GEF (Richards, 2000; Pagiola, 2008; Porras et al., 2013), is
significantly underfunded, with almost three times more applicants for PES than the
government can afford to pay (Wunder, 2006; Porras et al., 2013). The private sector
contributed less than 3% to the costs of the scheme and the attempts of the government to sell
the carbon on the international offset market failed as the average Costa Rican price for carbon
credits (USD 8) was almost twice the average price on the global market (USD 4.6) (Porras et
al., 2013). Another example is Mexico, which spent USD 100 million on its national PES
mechanism in 2008 even though the additionality of much of the forest conservation
compensated through the scheme was questionable (Kaimowitz, 2008, see 5.3.2).

88

any market, demand and supply have to balanced, and a major challenge of market-based
REDD+ is that the potential supply of forest carbon offset credits is significantly larger
than the past and actual demand for REDD+ credits (Richards, 2000; Fry, 2008). Forests
on private lands in the Brazilian States of Amazonas and Mato Grosso alone could dump
up to 47 Mt of CO2/year on the world’s carbon markets (Börner and Wunder, 2008).
Approaches like the so-called “nested approach” risk blowing even more so-called hot air in
the system (see 4.3.2), as it allows project developers to claim carbon credits even when
national deforestation levels are increasing (Karsenty et al., 2012).
The fear of REDD+ credits flooding the markets motivated the European
Commission’s decision to exclude forest carbon offsets from the Emission Trading
Scheme (ETS), the largest mandatory carbon trading scheme in the world (Karsenty, 2008;
Bozmoski and Hepburn, 2009; Dargusch et al., 2010; Bryan, 2013; Zaballa Romero et al.,
2013).
Several developing countries share the concerns about oversupply potentially
lowering the market price of carbon (Fry, 2008; Bozmoski and Hepburn, 2009).
Proponents of market funding for REDD+ have always argued that significantly higher
emission reduction targets are necessary to ensure sufficient demand for REDD+ credits
(Alvarado and Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2007; Dutschke, 2010; Karsenty et al., 2012).
However, the rather lenient rules for establishing national baselines and emission reference
levels that the UNFCCC COP adopted in 2013 risk producing an overload of, partly
questionable, REDD+ credits, as already cautioned in the early years of REDD+
(Humphreys, 2008; Karsenty et al., 2012). A REDD+ offset market will not function
without sharply increased and legally binding emission reduction targets, as there will be
little interest in carbon offset credits if there is no obligation to further reduce emissions in
the first place (Alvarado and Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2007; Karsenty, 2008; Dutschke and
Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2008; Neeff and Ascui, 2009; Stephan and Paterson, 2012). Yet, the
emission targets adopted by Parties to the UNFCCC so far are modest, and it is as yet
highly uncertain whether the pledge and review system that was established by the Paris
Agreement266 will lead to sharper emission cuts. REDD+ will thus face a large funding gap
until at least 2020 (Fosci, 2013) and probably thereafter unless the targets are significantly
improved and become part of a legally binding regime. As a result, less than 1% of all
CDM projects are forest related (Gupta and Sanchez, 2012).
Furthermore, while public REDD+ funding was not equitably divided between
countries and continents (Simula, 2011), private funding was definitely biased toward Latin
America, where 81% of all REDD+ credits on the voluntary forest carbon offset market in
2010 were sold. Even those projects had a hard time taking off: only one of the twelve
projects studied in the Peruvian Amazon in 2011 had actually been able to sell any
REDD+ credits at that time (Hajek et al., 2011).
By 2016 that situation has hardly improved and, as Fletcher et al. (2016) state, there
is a growing graveyard of expectations leading to increasing disillusion and resentment
amongst communities and others being approached for REDD+ projects. Of the 23
REDD+ initiatives studied by Sunderlin et al. (2016) only 17 were still operating by 2015
and only four had begun to sell forest carbon credits. Six projects had ceased operation and
five were uncertain as to whether they would continue to function as REDD+ initiatives,
266

FCCC/CP/2015/10/Add.1,
http://unfccc.int/files/home/application/pdf/paris_agreement.pdf (last visited 22 February
2016).
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mostly because of insecure land tenure and “the disadvantageous economics of
REDD+....” (Sunderlin et al., 2016: 8).
As a result, the private sector continues to play a marginal role in REDD+
financing and even forest carbon offset projects are often established by governments
(Corbera and Brown, 2008; Zaballa Romero et al., 2013). Only 10% of the more than 500
REDD+ projects that were developed between 2006 and 2014 were financed through the
voluntary market (Fletcher et al., 2016; Sunderlin et al., 2016), also due to the relatively high
price and temporary nature of forest-related carbon credits, the high financial risk, the need
for large upfront investments and the relatively long pay-off time, especially when it
concerns reforestation and afforestation projects.
An inherent challenge to results-based REDD+ payments is that funds would
normally be paid ex post, that is, after the results have been achieved (Neeff et al., 2014).
This means developing countries will have to make significant investments in setting up the
policies and mechanisms needed to achieve these results. This could be addressed through
ex ante payments, but as payments are supposed to be linked to demonstrable results, the
concept of ex ante payments triggers quite some practical and legal complications. Will ex
ante payments be returned if results are not achieved? (Neeff et al., 2014).
It was always recognized that a significant part of the transaction costs for setting
up REDD+ schemes and projects and making countries ready for REDD+ would not be
covered by the market, but through grants, concessional loans, technical support and other
typical ODA instruments (Johns et al., 2008; Neeff et al., 2014). Already in 2008, when
donor support for REDD+ was still building up, approximately two-thirds of all REDD+
activities were financed through ODA. This was despite formal objections from some
developing countries against the use of ODA for REDD+ as this is considered a violation
of the commitment to provide new and additional financial resources for global
environmental commitments (Wertz-Kanounnikoff and Kongphan-apirak, 2008; Gupta
and van der Grijp, 2010; Zadek, 2011).
Until 2015, an average of about USD 500 million per year had been pledged for
REDD+ by public donors (Matthews et al., 2014; Fletcher et al., 2016; Sunderlin et al.,
2016). In comparison, total investment into the global forest-based sector was estimated to
be around USD 64 billion per year (Tomaselli, 2006). Moreover, there is a significant gap
between the funds that were pledged or disbursed to intermediaries like the World Bank or
UN-REDD 267 and funds that are actually being spent on REDD+ in the recipient
countries. 268 The capacity of countries to disburse and absorb funds often lags behind
significantly as compared to the capacity of donor countries to make, often informal,
pledges, also because disbursement requires concrete investible entities in the form of
actors capable to reduce deforestation (Karsenty et al., 2012).
Meanwhile, public REDD+ funding pledges actually decreased after 2010
(Sunderlin et al., 2016). While the Paris Summit gave some new impetus, amongst others
with the announcement of a “collective aim” of providing USD 5 billion for REDD+
between 2015 and 2020 (so approximately USD 1 billion per year) by Norway, Germany
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The UN Program on Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation.
For example, by December 2014, the FIP had only spent USD 314 million of the USD 667
million it had received from its donors. See
http://www.climateinvestmentfunds.org/cif/content/delivering-scale-empoweringtransformation (last visited 25 December 2016).
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and the UK,269 the future financial perspectives for REDD+ are uncertain. No countryspecific legally binding commitments were made in Paris to provide financial support to
REDD+ or climate change mitigation in general (Fletcher et al., 2016; Bodle et al., 2016).
The UNFCCC COP decisions adopted in 2010 ask for “scaled up, new, additional,
adequate and predictable financial resources”, 270 and in the Decision that supported the
Paris Agreement of December 2015 industrialized countries reiterated their intention to
provide financial resources and committed to set a quantified collective goal before 2025
“from a floor of USD 100 billion per year”. 271 However, they did not commit to any
further specific targets or timelines, so there is no firm commitment as to when this target
will be realized, from what sources, and by which donor countries.
Moreover, funding needs to come from a certain source that could also have been
used for an alternative purpose (Pirard, 2012). With ODA reaching a little over 137 billion
USD in 2014,272 about 0.36% of global ODA has been spent on REDD+ in the past years.
If this sum would increase to the amounts required according to the aspirations of some
REDD+ advocates (see Table 5.1; see also Zadek, 2011), it would result in using up to
100% of all ODA for REDD+ (Stephenson, 2011).
Some of the interviewees welcomed the fact that the emphasis of the Stern report
on REDD+ as a potentially cheap climate mitigation measure had brought a lot of political
attention and goodwill for forest conservation policies.273 It was pointed out that thanks to
the perspective of future carbon markets, and the political weight of the climate regime
itself, REDD+ had mobilized millions for forest conservation, even though the markets
themselves have always remained weak.274 Some were quite optimistic about future funding
and suggested that especially the Green Climate Fund would attract significant donor
support, once it was up and running.275 A number of interviewees were hopeful that once
recipient countries had been able to establish good governance structures, donors would be
willing to significantly increase their REDD+ funding.276 Countries like the UK, Germany,
France and Australia had already increased their forest budgets as a result of REDD+.277
Moreover, it was suggested that many countries were able to finance their own forest
conservation policies, and that some countries had already set up more effective
conservation policies as a result of increased awareness, 278 so it was not necessary to
provide REDD+ funding to them anymore.

http://www.norway.ph/news/Events/Germany-Norway-and-the-United-Kingdom-pledge-5billion-to-support-forests-as-an-essential-climate-solution/#.VrTp4sc-Dv1 (last visited 5 Feb
2016).
270 FCCC/CP/2010/7/Add.1, http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2010/cop16/eng/07a01.pdf (last
visited 22 February 2016).
271 Decision 1/CP.21 in FCCC/CP/2015/10/Add.1,
http://unfccc.int/files/home/application/pdf/decision1cp21.pdf (last visited 22 February
2016).
272 See http://www.oecd.org/investment/stats/data.htm, last visited 12 July 2016.
273 Interview 8, December 2011, interview 16, June 2012, interview 53, October 2013.
274 Interview 16, June, 2012; interview 18, June 2012; interview 21, September 2012; interview 22,
September 2012; interview 23, September 2012; interview 34, December 2012; interview 50,
June 2013; interview 54, November 2013.
275 Interview 48, June 2013.
276 Interview 36, December 2012.
277 Interview 22, September 2012.
278 Interview 54, November 2013.
269
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However other interviewees cautioned that up to 60% of the funding provided to
REDD+ was existing ODA, including existing ODA for the forestry sector (which did not
necessarily contribute to forest conservation).279 Some interviewees pointed out that most
of the REDD+ funding in their country consisted of a deviation of existing funding for
existing forest programs, comparing REDD+ to a “Mad Hatter’s tea party”. 280 They
pointed out that administrations of some of the main donor countries had wanted to show
leadership and provide climate finance, but their legislative powers were blocking an
increase in the overall budget for foreign support. Therefore, REDD+ funding had to
come from existing sources, which meant well-working forest conservation programs were
now deprived of funding to free up support for REDD+, while only a few countries really
benefited from REDD+.281 Similarly, some interviewees highlighted that a lot of funding
that was labeled as REDD+ concerned old and existing funding commitments under other
Conventions, describing the situation as “avoided finance for avoided deforestation”. 282
Those existing commitments include contributions to the GEF that are based on the same
principle of providing funding for the incremental costs of actions that provide global
benefits, yet with a broader conservation perspective that does not require the exact
estimation of emission reductions (see also Forner et al., 2006; Engel et al., 2008; Farley et
al., 2010; Moreno et al, 2015).
While some cautioned that public funding can be unstable, 283 and that project
financing had often been suddenly discontinued as a result of political changes in donor
countries,284 others felt it was better to see private sector investments through voluntary or
(potential) mandatory forest carbon offset markets as the “icing on the cake” of more
strategic forest conservation strategies.285 Some actors emphasized that carbon markets are
quite volatile,286 which had impacted on the efficiency of REDD+, as many private actors
considered it too risky to invest in.287 Quite some interviewees were aware that a REDD+
offset market would not generate significant funding without sharply increased and legally
binding emission reduction targets, and that there might be a significant backlash if funds
turned out to be disappointing.288 The expectation had been that carbon market finance
would create more independence for recipient countries, but many actors felt that these
expectations had not been realized. 289 Some interviewees cited examples of high profile
REDD+ projects like the Juma project in Brazil that had never sold a carbon credit in
reality.290 It was stated that “(w)e have not been well-served by the idea that there is money
279
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Interview 16, June 2012; interview 21, September 2012; interview 26, September 2012; interview
33, December 2012; interview 37, December 2012; interview 39, December 2012; interview 47,
June 2012.
Interview 16, June 2012.
Interview 16, June 2012; interview 37, December 2012; interview 62, May 2015.
Interview 47, June 2013.
Interview 44, June 2013.
Interview 22, September 2012.
Interview 8, December 2011.
Interview 8, December 2011; interview 20, September 2012.
Interview 58, January 2014.
Interview 11, March 2012; interview 14, June 2012; interview 16, June 2012; interview 17, June
2012; interview 18, June 2012; interview 20, September 2012; interview 21, September 2012;
interview 22, September 2012; interview 23, September 2012; interview 39, December 2012;
interview 40, December 2012; interview 43, June 2013; interview 44, June 2012.
Interview 22, September 2012.
Interview 47, June 2013; similar stories were told in interview 39, December 2012.
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on the horizon.” 291 Some actors stated that the lack of funding had implications for
communities, as there would not be enough money for decent benefit sharing, which also
implied deforestation would not be halted.292 Some warned that many forest countries and
communities were already heavily disappointed by the fact that far less funding had been
mobilized for REDD+ than originally foreseen and that goodwill had been lost293 due to
the fact that the “sky money” had never appeared.294 Disbursement had been exceptionally
slow, and some interviewees had the impression that most funding seemed to disappear in
UN and World Bank offices.295

5.5 REDD+ Funding and Forest Cover Change
REDD+ is based on the assumption that increased forest finance will automatically
lead to reduced forest loss, yet there is little statistical or other empirical evidence that
sustains that claim. For a performance-based environmental regime, REDD+ has
produced little concrete evidence of performance so far.
The estimated USD 6.9 billion that has been granted or committed to REDD+
between 2006 and 2017 (Matthews et al., 2014) seems to have been disseminated without
any clear criteria of either performance, or equity. The 2015 Forest Resources Assessment
(FAO, 2015) shows that approximately one third of the world’s countries is still facing
forest cover loss, 296 but, as shown in Table 5.3, only a fraction of these countries has
benefited from significant REDD+ support of more than USD 10 million, while quite a
number of countries that are not coping with forest loss have benefited from more than
USD 10 million in REDD+ support.
Table 5.3 Forest cover change and REDD+ support
Country
Angola
Argentina
Bangladesh
Belize
Benin
Bolivia
Botswana
Brazil
Burkina Faso
Cambodia
Central African Republic
Chad
Comoros
Congo
291
292
293
294
295
296

Forest cover change
2010-2015
- 0.2%
- 1.1%
- 0.2%
- 0.4%
- 1.1%
- 0.5%
- 0.9%
- 0.2%
- 1.1%
- 1.3%
- 0.1%
- 2.4%
- 1.0%
- 0.1%

REDD+ support  USD 10
million

862.3 million
39.9 million

Interview 38, December 2012.
Interview 18, June 2012; interview 30, October 2012.
Interview 39, December 2012; interview 41, December 2012; interview 58, January 2014;
interview 61, January 2015.
Interview 16, June 2012.
Interview 18, June 2012; interview 26, September 2012.
Please note that these FAO 2015 data do not reflect forest degradation or the replacement of
natural forests by tree monocultures.
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Forest cover change
REDD+ support  USD 10
2010-2015
million
Democratic Republic of Congo
- 0.2%
54.6 million
Democratic Republic of Korea
- 2.3%
Ecuador
- 0.6%
40.5 million
El Salvador
- 0.6%
Equatorial Guinea
- 0.7%
Guatemala
- 1.0%
Guinea Bissau
- 0.6%
Guyana
- 0.1%
257.3 million
Honduras
- 2.4%
Indonesia
- 0.7%
189.2 million
Kyrgyzstan
- 1.2%
Liberia
- 0.7%
Madagascar
- 0.1%
Malawi
- 0.6%
59.2 million
Mali
- 1.6%
Mauritania
- 1.5%
Mexico
- 0.1%
68.7 million
Mongolia
- 0.1%
Morocco
- 0.1%
Mozambique
- 0.5%
32.7 million
Myanmar
- 1.8%
Namibia
- 0.1%
Niger
- 1.1%
Nigeria
- 5.0%
Niue
- 0.5%
Pakistan
- 2.7%
12.7 million
Panama
- 0.4%
Paraguay
- 2.0%
Peru
- 0.2%
Republic of Korea
- 0.1%
Senegal
- 0.5%
Solomon Islands
- 0.3%
Somalia
- 1.2%
Sri Lanka
- 0.3%
Sudan
- 0.9%
Timor-Leste
- 1.6%
Togo
- 8.1%
12.8 million
Uganda
- 5.5%
United Republic of Tanzania
- 0.8%
Uzbekistan
- 0.3%
Zambia
- 0.3%
Zimbabwe
- 2.1%
Source: FAO, 2015; REDD+ Voluntary Database, recipient country data, 2016.297
Country

Countries that have already halted forest cover loss according to FAO, yet still
received more than 10 million USD in REDD+ support include Burundi (16.53M),
Cameroon (10.67M), China (61.34M), Colombia (59.15M), Costa Rica (59.45M), Cote
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http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/data/by/recipients (last visited 10 May 2016).

94

d’Ivoire (24.12M), Ghana (66.05M), Kenya (16.94M), Laos (31M), Nepal (131.07M),
Rwanda (17.88M), and Viet Nam (60.62M).298
Reducing emissions from deforestation is obviously not the main criterion for
REDD+ support, even though it would be logical from an efficiency point of view to
focus REDD+ support on those countries that suffer from the highest deforestation rates.
The total area deforested per year in a country is another important factor in REDD+
efficiency, and the inclusion of the three developing countries (Brazil, Indonesia and the
DRC) with the largest areal of forests being amongst the countries receiving more than
USD 10 million in REDD+ support per year makes a lot of sense. However, the fact that
countries like Angola (124,800 ha per year forest cover loss between 1990 and 2015),
Argentina (307,200 ha per year), Bolivia 321,200 ha per year), Botswana (115,100 ha per
year), Cambodia (139,500 ha per year), Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (126,800 ha
per year), Honduras (141,800 ha per year), Myanmar (407,100 ha per year), Nigeria
(409,600 ha per year), Paraguay (233,400 ha per year), Sudan (174,400 ha per year),
Tanzania (394,400 ha per year) and Venezuela (213,700 ha per year) (FAO, 2015) do not
feature amongst the countries that receive more than USD 10 million REDD+ support
seems to reflect a lack of criteria for prioritization. There is also no clear evidence that the
countries who received most REDD+ support until now, Brazil, Guyana, Indonesia and
Nepal, have scored best in terms of reducing forest loss.
In sum, it would be “naïve in a world of geo-politics to assume that funds would be
disbursed on simple grounds of merit” (Skutsch and McCall 2010: 399).

5.6 Implications of the 2015 Paris Agreement for REDD+ Efficiency
The 2015 Paris Agreement299 might have ambiguous outcomes for forest carbon markets
and REDD+ finance. It is mainly a procedural agreement that allows countries to
determine their own emission reduction targets. While a mechanism has been set up that
might allow countries to purchase forest carbon offsets in other countries, the rules of that
mechanism will not be determined before 2018,300 and it is as yet uncertain whether these
rules will permit forest carbon offsets. Moreover, all countries are free to include forest
conservation and other land-use activities in their own commitments. As developing
countries have, for the first time, committed to taking up specific emission reduction
targets, it might be more beneficial for them to use REDD+ carbon credits to fulfil their
own commitments.301 While few clear rules for carbon trade were agreed upon in Paris,
double-counting is explicitly prohibited.302
Another complication for carbon markets is that the Paris Agreement basically
provides countries with the flexibility to organize national carbon offset markets according
298
299
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http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/data/by/recipients (last visited 10 May 2016).
FCCC/CP/2015/10/Add.1,
http://unfccc.int/files/home/application/pdf/paris_agreement.pdf (last visited 22 February
2016).
Please note that the UN General Assembly has adopted a target under the Sustainable
Development Goals that aims to halt all deforestation by 2020.
See also http://blog.globalforestwatch.org/2016/01/forests-are-in-the-paris-agreement-nowwhat/ (last visited 5 February 2016).
FCCC/CP/2015/10/Add.1,
http://unfccc.int/files/home/application/pdf/paris_agreement.pdf (last visited 22 February
2016).
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to their own preference.303 The result is a continuation of the current situation in which
each national institutional framework treats forest carbon offsets differently, with different
criteria for participation by public and private actors (see also Hunt and Baum, 2009,
McDermott, 2014).304 As Corbera and Brown already predicted in 2008, “[T]he room for
harmonization of rules across instruments and scales of governance may become
increasingly difficult.” (Corbera and Brown, 2008: 1976) The Paris Agreement seems to
have done little to uplift the rather depressed State of the world’s carbon markets. In
January 2016, it was reported that carbon credits in China were trading at record lows,
between USD 1.37 and USD 4.92/ton CO2.305 As a result, even some actors that used to be
hopeful about market-based REDD+ funding are now fearing that future carbon markets
will continue to exclude REDD+ (Boucher, 2015). Moreover, as rightfully pointed out, the
resources mobilized by the industries that act as principal drivers of deforestation will
continue to dwarf REDD+ funding and efforts should thus be targeted toward redirecting
industry behavior in these key sectors (Boucher, 2015, see also Reynolds, 2012 and section
9.5.4).

5.7 Conclusions
This chapter has assessed why certain actors have promoted the REDD+ regime by
analyzing the assumptions of key actors in the REDD+ regime and scholars about the
economic efficiency of REDD+. It concludes that the efficiency of REDD+ was based on
the assumption that REDD+ would act as a PES system that would reduce deforestation
and mitigate climate change in a cost efficient manner reducing deforestation and that
forest degradation and planting trees were relatively inexpensive climate mitigation policies.
It was also expected that including forest carbon offsets in a mandatory global carbon
market would generate billions of dollars for forest conservation. Many assumed that the
participants in REDD+ schemes, be they governments, communities or landowners,
would be fully aware of the opportunity and transaction costs of REDD+ actions, and that
they would take economically rational decisions based on a proper calculation of costs and
benefits.
However, many scholars and actors question the efficiency of REDD+ in light of
(a) its high opportunity and transaction costs, which have been underestimated, often
resulting in payments that are too low to compensate the costs (see 5.3, 6.5); (b) its
dependence on permanent finance; (c) the dependence of such financial support on the
existence of mandatory emission reduction targets and a functioning carbon market, which
are not yet there; and (d) the fact that paradoxically, REDD+ is most efficient in the
continents and areas with the lowest deforestation rates, while it seems economically
unfeasible in countries and areas that suffer from high deforestation rates due to, especially,
the expansion of commercial commodity production.
The need to compensate for opportunity costs requires permanent financial
support, but there is significant concern about the future sources of REDD+ funding. It is
as yet uncertain whether there will be significant carbon market finance for REDD+ due to
303
304
305

http://carbonmarketwatch.org/news-paris-treaty-establishes-new-carbon-trading-mechanisms/
(last visited 5 February 2016).
Interview 22, September 2012.
http://www.climatechangenews.com/2016/01/29/low-prices-raise-concerns-for-china-carbonmarket/ (last visited 5 February 2016).
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the ambiguity of the Paris Agreement. This means that the most stable and reliable source
of financial support for REDD+ consists, as of January 2017, of public funding, but there
are concerns that only a small proportion of this public funding consists of new and
additional financial resources. This means that existing ODA, which could also be used for
poverty reduction or other forest conservation or climate mitigation actions, is used for
REDD+. If REDD+ is interpreted as a global PES scheme that aims to compensate the
transaction and opportunity costs of forest conservation, between 3 and 100 % of the
current global ODA budget would be required to finance it, on a permanent basis.
REDD+ is reported to have changed the mentality of certain governments and
communities, who now demand continued compensation for forest conservation. This
means that current investments in REDD+ Readiness are partly in vain if no future
REDD+ funding is secured, unless they were used for lasting changes that can be
sustained without additional financial investments.
Besides, deforestation measures require significant upfront payments, but while
discussions have started about the possibility of ex ante REDD+ payments, REDD+ is, by
its own nature, an ex post payment system, that is, a system where most results are being
paid for after they have been produced and verified (see 3.5). This discourages investments
in strengthening governance and other measures that lead to results in the long run only.
Moreover, the price of REDD+ is more likely to be settled through negotiations (in case of
government to government contributions) or the market (in case of voluntary offset
projects), rather than an accurate cost estimation.
Third, in terms of agency, this chapter has shown that economic incentives have
been the driving force behind this regime, a point which will be explored further in
Chapters 7 and 8.
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The Assumed Equity of REDD+
6.1 Introduction
This chapter contributes to the research question why agents have promoted REDD+ by
analyzing the question whether scholars and key actors assumed REDD+ to be equitable.
The main equity dimensions of an international regime can be distinguished as its
contextual equity, the procedural equity of its development process and the distributive
equity of its outcomes (Schlosberg, 2004, Cattaneo et al., 2010; McDermott et al., 2013;
Chomba et al., 2016; see also Sikor, 2011).
This chapter highlights a number of legal and pragmatic arguments to strive for
equity in the REDD+ regime (6.2). It subsequently analyzes the contextual equity of
REDD+, focusing on land tenure and forest governance (6.3). It continues with an analysis
of procedural equity (6.4) and distributive equity in REDD+ (6.5). It includes an analysis of
the role of intermediaries in REDD+ from an equity perspective (6.6). It ends with an
analysis of the implications of the contextual inequities that are inherent in the forest sector
for the equity of the REDD+ regime, and the “beneficiary pays” principle that forms the
basis of REDD+ (6.7).

6.2 Pragmatic and Legal Arguments for REDD+ Equity
The equity issues in REDD include procedural and distributive equity. The equity
embodied in international regimes is important for their legitimacy; a regime that fails to
address social and environmental justice and human rights compromises its legitimacy
(Mohammed, 2011; Benessaiah, 2012; Laing and Palmer, 2015). Most scholars have argued
that REDD+ will reinforce contextual inequities between different local and global actors,
if it fails to include equity as an explicit aim (Agrawal, 2007; Huberman, 2009; Novotny,
2010; Okereke and Dooley, 2010; Newell, 2012; McDermott et al., 2013; Chomba et al.,
2016).
There are important pragmatic and legal arguments to promote equity in the
REDD+ regime. Social dynamics, and the legitimacy306 of the REDD+ regime in the eyes
of local actors, play a key role in ensuring the effectiveness and efficiency of the regime in
terms of addressing the drivers of forest loss, and avoiding leakage, impermanence, a lack
of additionality and other phenomena that will undermine the environmental integrity of
the climate regime (Boyd et al., 2007, Levin et al., 2008; Cattaneo et al., 2010; Hayes and
Persha, 2010; Novotny, 2010; Mohammed, 2011; Benessaiah, 2012; Reynolds, 2012;
Krause and Nielson, 2014, see Chapter 4). However, in reality only a few of the abovementioned dimensions are explicitly addressed by the REDD+ regime, and only as a
safeguard, not as a central aim (Cattaneo et al., 2010; Okereke and Dooley, 2010; Larson,
2011). 307
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The legitimacy of a regime can be defined as the acceptance of its rules and standards of
behavior by a community or other stakeholders that are affected by them (Biermann and Gupta,
2011; Krause and Nielson, 2014).
Decision FCCC/CP/2010/Add.1.
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The UNFCCC itself 308 and the CBD 309 provide a legal mandate for countries to
strive for equity and the fair sharing of costs and benefits in climate and forests regimes
(Morgera and Tsioumani, 2010). The REDD+ safeguards that were adopted in 2010310 urge
countries to address some of the contextual equity issues that might undermine REDD+,
including weak forest governance and potential land tenure conflicts (Saravesi, 2012). The
safeguards include a reference to the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples
(2007), which enshrines a broad range of cultural, economic and political rights of
Indigenous Peoples regarding the forests on their territories (Lesniewska, 2014). The 2013
UNFCCC COP Decision to ask Parties for regular information on how the safeguards are
being implemented311 might also motivate enhanced compliance (Saravesi, 2012). However,
countries are expected to develop their own safeguards information system; there is no
independent verification; and there are no incentives for REDD+ countries to be frank
about implementation as reporting on implementation failures will have funding
consequences.
The REDD+ safeguards themselves can be seen as a result of contextual inequities,
as they are based on industrialized country-based models and perceptions of democracy
and implementability of voluntary standards that are not necessarily compatible with the
standards, governance models and enforcement capacities of forest-dependent peoples in
developing countries (Krause and Nielson, 2014; see also Huettner, 2012; Saravesi, 2012).
Safeguards cannot be expected to overturn existing social, economic and cultural practices
and realities and unbalanced power relations in developing countries (Krause and Nielson,
2014). As the relevant UNFCCC Decision only asks its Parties to “take into consideration”
these safeguards, their legal status is uncertain (Lesniewska, 2010; Saravesi, 2012). It has
also been cautioned that safeguards will cause a relatively large percentage of REDD+
funding to flow to international consultants that assist in developing, monitoring and
verifying reductions (Seymour, 2008).
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The UNFCCC, at its 16th COP, adopted equity as an overarching principle. It also adopted a
series of safeguards to REDD+ that address the contextual., procedural and distributive equity
of the REDD+ regime. Decision FCCC/CP/2010/Add.1.
The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) calls on Parties to equitably share the benefits
arising from the utilization of "the knowledge, innovations and practices of indigenous and local
communities embodying traditional lifestyles relevant for the conservation and sustainable use
of biological diversity" (Article 8(j), Convention on Biological Diversity, 1992). The CBD
preamble and various decisions of the CBD related to forest biodiversity (CBD Decision VI/22,
27 May 2002), sustainable use ("Addis Ababa Principles and Guidelines for the Sustainable use
of Biodiversity", adopted by CBD COP Decision VII/12, 13 April 2004), Annex II), protected
areas ("Programme of Work on Protected Areas", Decision VII/28, 13 April 2004) and the
implementation of the above-mentioned article (e.g. the "Akwé: Kon Voluntary Guidelines for
the Conduct of Cultural., Environmental and Social Impact Assessment regarding
Developments Proposed to Take Place on, or which are Likely to Impact on, Sacred Sites and
on Lands and Waters Traditionally Occupied or Used by Indigenous and Local Communities, in
Article 8(j) and Related Provisions" (CBD COP 7 Decision VII/16F, 13 April 2004)
recommend respect for the rights of indigenous communities, including their right to Free Prior
and Informed Consent regarding activities that take place on the territories, sustainable incomegenerating programs for indigenous and local communities, equitable sharing of benefits
between stakeholders at all levels, and addressing socio-economic failures that cause biodiversity
loss.
Decision FCCC/CP/2010/Add.1.
Decision 12/CP.19, FCCC/CP/2013/10/Add.1.
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Several REDD+ donors have adopted their own safeguards. For example, the UNREDD Program has adopted a set of Social and Environmental Principles and Criteria312 to
which the supported countries should adhere (Saravesi, 2012). However, it is not clear
whether and how UN-REDD or other donors can enforce compliance with these
safeguards (Saravesi, 2012), as funding decisions are normally made by the participants in
these multilateral mechanisms, and compliance with safeguards is not always high on their
agendas. 313 The pressure from CSOs, has convinced some donors to condition their
support on the adoption of a national strategy to promote compliance with safeguards
(Arhin, 2014). Many forest carbon offset projects adhere to voluntary standards (Headon,
2009) as a positive story about the social impacts of their scheme can enhance the
commercial value of carbon credits (Van der Hoff et al., 2015). 314
As most countries are still in the Readiness phase of preparing their REDD+
programs, there is little empirical evidence on the equity of REDD+ programs. Analysis of
the social impact of existing forest carbon offset projects financed by the voluntary market
can serve as an indication, but it should be noted that the research methodology used in
these studies has been criticized for suffering from a selection bias, a lack of quantitative or
otherwise objective data, a lack of baseline, a disregard of leakage or other indirect effects,
and a failure to provide a counter-factual analysis of the socio-economic situation prior to
or in absence of the project (Wunder et al., 2008; Lawlor et al., 2013). There has been a
tendency to describe incentives to motivate activities as benefits and often the assumed
social benefits are self-reported, anecdotal, merely speculative or hypothetical. (Holm,
2007; Caplow et al., 2011; Zaballa Romero et al., 2013).
Several interviewees felt that there was quite some attention for equity issues in the
international REDD+ debate, but that they were not sure whether this had led to more
equitable REDD+ implementation, as this depends very much on the country context.315
However, some were hopeful that the attention would make it easier to hold governments
accountable regarding the equity of national REDD+ implementation.316
Others pointed out that because poverty alleviation, or equity in general, is not part
of the objective of REDD+, the regime will not contribute to reducing poverty or
enhancing social justice in general.317 The legal mandate for REDD+ equity is not binding
and only partially complied with. Some criticized the REDD+ safeguards as having been
drafted on the basis of industrialized country concepts of procedural and distributive equity
and assuming an enforcement and independent monitoring capacity that is often lacking in
the main REDD+ countries, thus reinforcing contextual inequities. They argued that the
social dimension has been lacking from the start in the REDD+ scheme and that there are
only theories, no practical tools, while the main focus is on financial resources.318
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See http://www.UN-REDD.org/multiple_benefits_sepc/tabid/54130/ (last visited 10 June
2016).
Personal observation.
For example, in Uganda, a combination of local opposition and negative publicity caused the
failure of for-profit forest carbon offsets projects (Reynolds, 2012).
Interview 22, September, 2012; interview 29, October 2012.
Interview 22, September 2012.
Interview 9, March 2012.
Interview 34, December 2012; interview 61, January 2015.
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6.3 Land Tenure, Governance and the Contextual Equity of REDD+
6.3.1 The Relation between Governance and Tenure
Contextual equity can be defined as the pre-existing conditions that influence the ability of
different actors to participate in and benefit from a regime in an equitable manner, and as
such it sets the basis for the two other dimensions of equity (Corbera and Brown, 2008,
McDermott et al., 2013, Chomba et al., 2016). There are two key contextual equity issues:
land tenure and forest governance (Okereke and Dooley, 2010; Hein et al., 2015). There is
broad recognition that addressing these issues is a pre-condition for REDD+ (Asquith et
al., 2002; Jindal et al., 2008; Börner et al., 2010; Börner et al., 2011; Larson, 2011;, 2011;
Bluffstone et al., 2013; McDermott et al., 2013), and that countries should not be “rushing”
toward a REDD+ regime without previous investments in national-level governance
(Fosci, 2014: 182). However, in reality REDD+ is already being implemented all over the
world while these issues have remained unaddressed (Lesniewska, 2010; Phelps et al., 2010;
Larson, 2011; Dulal et al., 2012). For example, the government of Panama estimated in
2010 that it would need at least 32 years to clarify all land tenure in the country (Peterson et
al., 2012). From an analysis of 40 REDD+ projects, Lawlor et al. (2013) concluded that
only 12 intended to enhance the land tenure of local actors, and a review of 25 REDD+
country proposals to the FCPF revealed that they did not adequately address issues like
governance, equitable benefit sharing, transparency, land tenure or law enforcement
(Phelps et al., 2010).
Secure forest land tenure, in terms of the capacity of actors to govern their area and
determine whether a forest is being conserved or not, is a pre-condition if REDD+
payments are to play a role in motivating those actors to reduce forest loss (White and
Martin, 2002; Grieg-Gran et al., 2005; Boyd et al., 2007)319. Insecure land tenure has been
recognized as a risk for REDD+ project developers (Phelps et al., 2010). While some hope
that REDD+ will form an incentive for governments to recognize customary tenure
systems (Roessing Neto, 2015), others caution that there has been a tendency to exclude
actors without a formal land title, like women, from PES mechanisms, even if these people
had a major role in managing the forest (Grieg-Gran et al., 2005; Corbera et al., 2009; De
Koning et al., 2011; Skutsch et al., 2013). Recognized forest tenure rights do not necessarily
imply a right over the carbon stored by those forests, as governments often claim
ownership over carbon rights and the related REDD+ benefits (Boyd et al., 2007; Okereke
and Dooley, 2010; Larson, 2011; Karsenty et al., 2012; Leggett and Lovell, 2012), although
some hope that the recognition of community carbon rights 320 through REDD+
mechanisms might trigger recognition of community tenure rights (Karsenty et al., 2012).
6.3.2 Contested Tenure
Contested tenure has been identified as the main source of conflict in REDD+ and in
forest governance in general (Yasmi et al., 2012). As fertile areas that are close to urban
centers and/or infrastructure are more attractive for agriculture, the world’s remaining
319
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See also Wunder, 2007; Pagiola, 2008; Huberman, 2009; Wunder and Wertz-Kanounnikoff,
2009; Börner et al., 2010; Larson, 2011; Vatn et al., 2011; Barr and Sayer, 2012; Dulal et al.,
2012; Karsenty et al., 2012; Skutsch et al., 2013; Resosudarmo et al., 2014; Robinson et al., 2014)
Carbon rights can be defined as ‘‘intangible assets created by legislative and contractual
arrangements that allow the recognition of separate benefits arising from the sequestration of
carbon in the biomass” (Karsenty, 2012, p. 21).
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forests are often located in remote, inaccessible or otherwise unattractive areas like
mountains or wetlands, or in countries with little infrastructure (Angelsen, 2007). Most
people who live in these economically marginal and/or remote areas are economically and
politically marginalized, and as a result “local groups are usually the least powerful among
the different parties interested in conservation” (Agrawal and Gibson, 1999: 641; see also
Boyd et al., 2007; Seymour, 2008; World Bank, 2009). Moreover, these poor communities
tend to depend disproportionally on free access to forest resources for their livelihood,
while these resources play a major role in a diversified portfolio of income-generating
activities that provides security against unexpected economic, climatic and environmental
shocks (Boyd et al. 2007; Sommerville et al., 2010; Dulal et al., 2012). The forest tenure
rights and management systems of forest-dependent communities have seldom been
formally recognized. Table 6.1 illustrates that most of the world’s forests have been claimed
by the central government as State property (White and Martin, 2002; Agrawal, 2007;
Sunderlin et al., 2008).321
Table 6.1 Ownership of forests and wooded lands
Government
Africa
96.3%
Asia
70.8%
Latin America
73.6%
Developed
83.1%
countries
Source: Agrawal, 2007: 114/115.

Private
1.4%
1.3%
10.0%
15.8%

Recognized
community land
2.3%
27.9%
16.4%
1.1%

Based on Agrawal (2007), 14.1% of forested land is under community recognized
community tenure, but Table 6.1 shows that this figure is higher for Asia and Latin
America than for Africa. Based on a forest tenure analysis of the top-30 forested countries,
White and Martin (2002) estimated that at least 22% of the forests in developing countries
is under recognized community tenure. However, there often is a “striking gap” between
formal forest tenure and the reality on the ground (Bruce, 2012: 3; see also Unruh, 2008).322
For example, Borner et al. (2010) found that 67% of the threatened forests in the Brazilian
Amazon were subject to unclear land tenure (see also Brown, 2010).
More recently there has been a trend to decentralize forest management and
recognize the tenure rights of Indigenous Peoples and local communities over forests
(Sunderlin et al., 2008; Lemaitre, 2011). This is partly a result of the clear recognition of the
UN agreements such as the 2007 UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples
(UNDRIPs) and particularly ILO Convention 169 323 that call for the recognition of
Indigenous Peoples’ territorial rights, (Lemaitre, 2011). It also results from the government
321
322
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See also ; Larson, 2011; Lemaitre, 2011; Sikor, 2011; Jaung and Soo Bae, 2012; Yasmi et al.,
2012; Vatn and Vedeld, 2013.
In Latin America a relatively higher percentage of forests is under private ownership, but tenure
is often disputed, due to the continent’s colonial and often dictatorial past (White and Martin,
2002; Boyd et al., 2007; Börner et al., 2011). Practically all land in Latin America has been
subject to historical land grabbing by colonists who ignored the territorial rights of native
inhabitants, so any payments related to non-indigenous property rights over land could be
questioned from a contextual equity perspective (see also Börner et al., 2011).
International Labour Organization (ILO) Convention No. 169 concerning Indigenous and
Tribal Peoples in Independent Countries (1989).
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recognition that local forest governance structures can be effective and minimize forest
management costs (White and Martin, 2002, Agrawal, 2007; Boyd et al., 2007; Phelps et al.,
2010; Bluffstone et al., 2013). However, progress has been slow, as forest tenure reform is
a complicated process (Larson, 2011), and some fear that climate change mitigation policies
have motivated governments to slow down forest tenure reform due to rising demand for
bioenergy (Sunderlin et al., 2008; Vatn and Vedeld, 2013) and because REDD+ is expected
to provide the financial resources governments need to manage forests themselves (Phelps
et al., 2010; Okereke and Dooley, 2010). Most forest land is State property, so it is
governments who decide whether the benefits of REDD+ will be shared with forestdependent communities or not (Zhu et al., 2010; Vatn et al., 2011). As a result, it is often
the less valuable and degraded forests that are handed over to community management
(Phelps et al., 2010; FAO, 2016). In many cases forest tenure reform is only partial;
community tenure rights are only partially recognized and many centralized rules are kept
in place, some of which might actually work as perverse incentives for conservation
(Agrawal and Gibson, 1999; White and Martin, 2002; Angelsen, 2007; Sunderlin et al.,
2008; Friis Lund and Treue, 2008; Angelsen, 2010; Bluffstone et al., 2013).
6.3.3 Community Governance, Community-based Forest Management and
Property Rights
Community tenure rights should be distinguished from community-based forestry, which
can be defined as any initiative that increases the role of local people in managing forest
resources, regardless of whether their rights are recognized or not (Agrawal and Gibson,
1999; FAO, 2016). If CBFM initiatives are de facto imposed upon communities the
outcomes are not always favorable for conservation, especially if the norms imposed are
inconsistent with local norms and practices (Reynolds, 2012). Ideally communities should
have a bundle of rights regarding their lands, including access rights, withdrawal rights,
management rights, exclusion rights and alienation rights (Schlager and Ostrom, 1992).
However, in practice State bureaucracies are often hesitant to hand over full control to
local communities as they are reluctant to share their technical roles or they see local
communities as competitors (Larson, 2011). Potential REDD+ benefits will influence such
foot dragging. While there seems to be a growing recognition amongst policymakers,
practitioners and scholars that communities play a key role in forest management and that
recognizing their forest tenure can benefit sustainable forest governance, genuine
decentrallization of forest governance is still more the exception than the rule, and
communities often lack the formal law enforcement powers to halt illegal exploitation by
outsiders (Agrawal and Gibson, 1999; Sunderlin et al., 2008; Hayes and Persha, 2010;
Almeida and Hatcher, 2011; FAO, 2016), or even insiders (Reynolds, 2012; Resosudarmo
et al., 2014; Robinson et al., 2014).
Land tenure security itself is not necessarily the decisive factor in SFM
(Resosudarmo et al., 2014), but most studies find that increased recognition of community
tenure rights is correlated with improved forest conservation (Agrawal and Gibson, 1999;
White and Martin, 2002). 324 Reasons include their better knowledge about local forest
ecology and the fact that local governance forms part of wider community governance
324

See also Agrawal, 2007; Angelsen, 2007; Friis Lund and Treue, 2008; Johns et al., 2008; Chhatre
and Agrawal, 2009; Hatcher, 2009; Lawlor, 2009; Angelsen, 2010; Phelps et al., 2010; Hayes and
Persha, 2010; Doherty and Schroeder, 2011; Dulal et al., 2012; Reynolds, 2012; Bluffstone et al.,
2013; Borrego and Skutsch, 2014; Robinson et al., 2014; FAO, 2016.
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structures that can be more effectively enforced (Agrawal and Gibson, 1999; Angelsen,
2007; Angelsen, 2010). A decisive factor is the presence of adequate community forest
governance structures, in the form of customary management rules, and procedures to
ensure compliance with these rules (Agrawal and Gibson, 1999; Cacho et al., 2005; Ostrom
and Nagendra, 2006).325 As Agrawal (1999: 636) states: “Common and shared rather than
individual and selfish is what makes successful resource management more likely.”
However, local forest governance structures are not necessarily equitable. Often
they are biased toward the rights, interests, and privileges of local elites, and men (Agrawal
and Gibson, 1999; Angelsen, 2007; Sunderlin et al., 2008; Friis Lund and Treue, 2008;
Almeida and Hatcher, 2011; Bluffstone et al., 2013). More in general, some authors caution
against adopting an idealized, standardized concept of “local communities”, as they are not
necessary a homogenous unit with shared goals, values and traditional resource-use systems
or even clear spatial boundaries (Agrawal and Gibson, 1999; Minang et al., 2007; Karsenty
et al., 2012). Migration – both rural-urban and international – which is an old phenomenon
that has significantly expanded in recent times, has significant implications for land tenure,
as both incoming and outgoing migration can undermine community governance
structures and many forest lands are left fallow by migrant owners (Skutsch et al., 2013).
There are important gender dimensions to these contextual inequities. In many
customary and statutory tenure systems women are not able to have their own land title
(FAO, 2007; Sunderlin et al., 2008; World Bank, 2009; Brown, 2010), so they rely on male
relatives for access to forest resources, even when they carry the primary responsibility for
gathering forest resources like fuelwood or play a key role in managing forest resources
(FAO, 2007; World Bank, 2009; Brown, 2010). Women tend to be more dependent on the
sound management of common property forest resources and compliance with related
customary norms (World Bank, 2008), but they lack formal rights to these resources.
Recognition of community governance and tenure rights should be distinguished
from property rights (Okereke and Dooley, 2010; Lyster, 2011). The conviction that
communal resources would be overexploited has motivated many governments to privatize
them (Novotny, 2010; Chomba et al., 2016), but this can be disadvantageous for women,
children and economically poor community members who are not able to obtain their own
property rights but who depend upon these resources (World Bank, 2009; Chomba et al.,
2016). It can even threaten the cultural survival of indigenous communities that see the
forest as part of their identity (Sunderlin et al., 2008). While some claim that there is
“general agreement in the development community that secure property rights are central
to achieving social, economic and environmental goals” (Sunderlin et al., 2008: 28), there is
criticism of this neoliberal approach to land tenure (Chomba et al., 2016). Many land titling
projects in Africa have failed because they were inconsistent with local practices and the
complex land tenure structure that is predominant in Africa (Unruh, 2008; Jindal et al.,
2008).
In the absence of local governance structures, privatization of forests can easily
lead to increased deforestation as it becomes more attractive to exploit forest lands with
increased security (Angelsen, 2010). Even the formal recognition of community tenure
rights should be done carefully, as it might ignore certain customary rights, practices and
governance systems and lead to the exclusion of less powerful community members, like
325

See also Friis Lund and Treue, 2008; Angelsen, 2010; Hayes and Persha, 2010; Almeida and
Hatcher, 2011; Doherty and Schroeder, 2011; Reynolds, 2012; Karsenty et al., 2012;
Resosudarmo et al., 2014.
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women (Unruh, 2008; Hatcher, 2009; World Bank, 2009; Doherty and Schroeder, 2011;
Larson, 2011; Chomba et al., 2016).
6.3.4 Impacts of REDD+ on Forest Governance
The contextual inequities in forest governance will compromise the outcomes of the
REDD+ regime (Lesniewska, 2014). PES arrangements can work out positively if they are
targeted toward the appropriate community structures (Nelson et al., 2010), but there is a
significant risk that conflicts over disputed land tenure will intensify as a result of the
commodification and mercantilization of forest carbon (Seymour, 2008; Pollini, 2009;
Lemaitre, 2011; Gupta and Sanchez, 2012; Gupta, 2012; Huettner, 2012; Skutsch et al.,
2013; Lesniewska, 2014) also because communities often lack the right to halt outsiders
from exploiting their forests (Börner et al., 2010).
“[W]here new property rights regimes are introduced, there is an inherent risk that
these are defined by those with economic and social power and, consequently,
legitimise a particular social order” (Kosoy and Corbera, 2010: 1234).
REDD+ could “bring back the fences” (Wunder and Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2009:
583) and promote projects that block access to forest resources of local people, in
particular women, who do not formally own these resources (Grieg-Gran et al., 2005;
Pollini, 2009; Gregersen et al., 2010).326 Such negative impacts have already been observed
with forest carbon offset projects in Uganda (Jindal et al., 2008) and Nepal (Maraseni et al.,
2014). Due to its international nature, REDD+ is likely to strengthen transnational
networks of experts, funding sources and decision-making powers, thus moving forest
governance further away from the local level (Roessing Neto, 2015). Because forestdependent people are often politically marginalized, there has been a tendency to blame
them disproportionally for deforestation and forest degradation, which means that
REDD+ policies tend to be biased toward preventing them from using forest resources,
rather than addressing the impact of influential corporate actors (Thompson et al., 2011).
The establishment of State-controlled Protected Areas has formed an important threat to
land tenure rights and the wellbeing and livelihoods of forest-dependent communities. It is
estimated that, globally, there are no less than 130 million conservation refugees who have
been displaced by the establishment of Protected Areas (Agrawal and Gibson, 1999; Smith
and Scherr, 2003; Charnley, 2005). 327 Recently, there has been growing recognition that
community rights should be respected when Protected Areas are established (Agrawal and
Gibson, 1999),328 but the alternative livelihood options offered to communities are often
disappointing (Angelsen, 2010). There are still many conservationists who believe that the
climax ecosystem is a wilderness without human interference (Brockington et al., 2006;
Benjaminsen and Svarstad, 2010), while customary tenure rights are often relabeled as
“illegal” (Gupta, 2012: 623). In fact, Benjaminsen and Svarstad (2010) suggest the ‘win-win’
discourse of conservation NGOs that conservation and sustainable development can easily
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See also Larson, 2011; Lemaitre, 2011; McElwee, 2011; Peskett et al., 2011; Gupta, 2012; Jaung
and Soo Bae, 2012; Skutsch et al., 2013; Chomba et al., 2016.
See also Brockington et al., 2006; Sunderlin et al., 2008; Benjaminsen and Svarstad, 2010;
Thompson et al., 2011; Baker et al., 2011; Gupta, 2012; Hein et al., 2015)
See for example http://worldparkscongress.org/about/promise_of_sydney.html (last visited 20
July 2016).
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go together is covering up the profoundly distinct interests of conservation organizations
with a mission and professional bias toward conservation on the one hand, and the
development and livelihood needs and aspirations of local communities. If REDD+
significantly decreases the production of certain food crops or other commodities, the
increased price and food scarcity can impact on poor consumers (Smith and Scherr, 2003;
Grieg-Gran et al., 2005; Angelsen, 2010; Peskett et al., 2011; Vatn et al., 2011), although
Angelsen (2010) points out that, in the absence of large-scale REDD+ implementation,
this effect is merely local.
REDD+ support for the establishment of reforestation and afforestation schemes
on or near community lands can trigger significant negative impacts, including through
blocking community access to fuelwood and land for cattle grazing, and imposing
unfavorable outgrowing schemes (Smith and Scherr, 2003; Charnley, 2005; Boyd et al.,
2007; Jindal et al., 2008; Wunder and Alban, 2008; Pollini, 2009; Okereke and Dooley,
2010; Gerber, 2011; Barr and Sayer, 2012). They threaten shifting cultivation systems in
complex mosaic landscapes, which are increasingly recognized as being environmentally
sustainable (Mertz et al., 2012). Monocultures of alien invasive tree species like Eucalyptus
can have a significant detrimental impact on the soil and water resources of nearby
communities (Smith and Scherr, 2003; Heaton, 2005; Boyd et al., 2007; Jindal et al., 2008;
German et al., 2009; Andersson et al., 2015). Other negative impacts of reforestation and
afforestation schemes include the use of agro-chemicals, negative impacts on the
economics of natural forest management (Heaton, 2005), displacement of communities
and granting subsidies to large companies in a fraudulent or otherwise irregular manner
(Barr and Sayer, 2012) causing conflict between these actors and affected local
communities (Heaton, 2005; Boyd et al., 2007; Gerber, 2011; Barr and Sayer, 2012).
Because of the remoteness of many forests and the social exclusion,
marginalization and unequal access and control over resources of forest-dependent
communities, forest governance has been identified as a significant challenge for REDD+
(Seymour, 2008; Barr and Sayer, 2012; Arhin, 2014; Laing and Palmer, 2015).329 Yet despite
public concerns about their governance capacities, many countries have received generous
REDD+ funding pledges (Corbera et al. 2010; Lemaitre, 2011). As a system that is based
on customary practice, local forest governance is vulnerable to outside shocks and
REDD+ is a potentially destabilizing force (Vatn et al., 2011; Bluffstone et al., 2013).
Legislation tends to be poorly implemented, and land rights and customary tenure rights
are often violated. Weak governance and corruption have been described as “rampant” in
the forest sector, because the salaries in forestry organizations tend to be low and because
forests are often located in sparsely populated regions (Lemaitre, 2011: 156; see also
Brown, 2010; Nuzunda and Mahuve, 2011; Karsenty, 2012). A literature review on forestry
and REDD+ pilots concluded that:
“…lip service to forest peoples’ rights and local benefit sharing, weak consultations
and participation in decision-making, elite capture and State ownership and control
over forest lands are very persistent in the sector” (Arhin, 2014, p. 28).
PES mechanisms that compensate actors for refraining from illegal activities might
legitimize illegality in the forest sector as they create the assumption that actors have a right
329

For example, Scriven (2012:432) concluded that the Peruvian government is “institutionally
unequipped to undertake and govern a REDD+ initiative” in its forest-rich Amazon region.
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to demand compensation for complying with the law (Pirard, 2012; Cacho et al., 2014). 330
There also is an incentive for potentially corrupt government officials to allow doublecounting or other fraudulent forms of calculating emission reduction credits for projects
that have negative impacts on biodiversity and local communities (Brown, 2010; Karsenty,
2012, see also 4.3.2).
6.3.5 Reflections of Interviewees on Contextual Equity and REDD+
Some interviewees hoped that the current discussion around REDD+ could be used to
secure community land tenure rights, as governments realized potential carbon investors
would be scared away by the perspective of land grabbing, 331 and because constituencies
like Indigenous Peoples coalitions and women’s groups, were using the REDD+
momentum to advocate for greater recognition of their land tenure rights, and sometimes
with success.332 Some interviewees saw the REDD+ safeguards as an important instrument
to create favorable conditions for more equitable REDD+ implementation, also because
they had created more awareness about equity issues like land tenure, transparency and
women’s rights.333 In some countries equitable implementation was considered feasible in
light of national governance circumstances.334
However, other interviewees cautioned that there was a lot of “wishful thinking”
around the safeguards335 and that in reality the REDD+ discussions focused on marketbased versus non-market based financial support rather than the question of how to
implement safeguards. 336 Several interviewees pointed out that the main contextual
challenge for REDD+ was the often weak forest governance situation in the countries that
currently receive REDD+ funding.337 Some interviewees felt that REDD+ was a typical
example of a top-down approach to forests that failed to address forest governance, or
other drivers of deforestation, 338 and that the recognition of the rights of Indigenous
Peoples and other rightsholders had been too slow.339 Some interviewees pointed out that
there are no adequate structures and arrangements in place to deal with land tenure and
other contextual issues and as a result, the high expectations people had initially about
REDD+ bringing increased recognition of land tenure and monetary benefits to local
actors had not been fulfilled.340 Some interviewees pointed out that even when REDD+
triggered initiatives to recognize land tenure, this was often done with the aim of securing
investments in carbon offset projects rather than with the rights and interests of
communities in mind, as the REDD+ agenda was not driven by communities, but by the
conservation sector.341 Some interviewees argued that in countries like Indonesia the forest
330
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333
334
335
336
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338
339
340
341

As mentioned in Chapter 4, the original REDD+ scheme itself was inspired by the desire of the
PNG government to be compensated for combating illegality in its forestry sector.
Interview 16, June 2012.
Interview 15, June 2012.
Interview 23, September 2012; interview 35, December 2012; interview 40, December 2012;
interview 49, June 2013.
Interview 40, December 2012.
Interview 35, December 2012.
Interview 34, December 2012.
Interview 39, December 2012.
Interview 25, September 2012; interiew 50, June 2013.
Interview 24, September 2012.
Interview 9, March 2012; interview 36, December 2012.
Interview 11, March, 2012.
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was formally State property, so there was little incentive for governments to recognize
customary land tenure or to even share benefits with local communities.342 Some criticized
the fact that conservation groups like WWF were handing awards to the Indonesian
government for the defense of indigenous rights while the country was plagued by
REDD+ triggered land grabs.343 In countries like Brazil or PNG where community forest
tenure was, at least partially, legally recognized, communities should have been able to
claim a share of the benefits of REDD+, but an interviewee pointed out that even in those
countries the government had separated land rights from carbon rights so as to prevent a
legal entitlement to benefit sharing.344
Some interviewees cautioned that land rights were a politically sensitive issue, so it
would be unlikely that contextual inequities related to land tenure would be addressed345
and in countries with a history of large protected areas the REDD+ program would
unlikely lead to benefits for people on the ground.346

6.4 Participation in Decision-making and the Procedural Equity of
REDD+
6.4.1 Participation and FPIC Rights and Safeguards
Procedural equity is an important pre-condition for the development of just regimes
(Seymour, 2008) and “a fundamental ingredient of social change – if accompanied by rights
of citizenship and institutional reforms”. (Lawlor et al., 2013:299). Full and effective
participation in decision-making has historically been a central demand of both Indigenous
Peoples and the environmental justice movement (Schlosberg, 2004) and excluding
communities from decision-making processes has been identified as a major source of
conflict in REDD+ and other forest governance schemes (Yasmi et al., 2012). McDermott
et al. (2013: 421) suggest that PES agreements can only be seen as equitable if they are
“fully voluntary compacts made between equal partners”, although they also point out that
such equal level playing fields seldom exist in practice.
One of the most important rights of Indigenous Peoples is their right to Free Prior
and Informed Consent (FPIC) regarding policies and actions that might impact on their
territories (Lemaitre, 2011; Gupta, 2012; Saravesi, 2012; Skutsch et al., 2013). While only
legally binding for States that ratified ILO Convention 169,347 the principle was enshrined
in UNDRIP, which was “noted” in the REDD+ safeguards that were adopted by the
UNFCCC. 348 It has been adopted as guidance by the UN system, 349 including the UN342
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Interview 26, September 2012; interview 36, December 2012.
Interview 57, December 2013.
Interview 26, September 2012.
Interview 45, June 2013.
Interview 29, October 2012.
See
http://www.ilo.org/dyn/normlex/en/f?p=NORMLEXPUB:11300:0::NO::P11300_INSTRUM
ENT_ID:312314 (last visited 31 August 2014).
Decision FCCC/CP/2010/Add.1.
See also UN Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues, 2005. Report of the International
Workshop on Methodologies regarding Free, Prior and Informed Consent and Indigenous
Peoples E/C.19/2005/3, available at: http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/
N05/243/26/PDF/N0524326.pdf?OpenElement.
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REDD program350, which has developed detailed rules on how this principle, and full and
effective participation in general should be applied in REDD+ (Brown, 2010; Morgera and
Tsioumani, 2010; Saravesi, 2012). 351 Most voluntary REDD+ standards have also
incorporated this principle.
The REDD+ safeguards that were adopted by the UNFCCC in 2010 also call for
the effective participation of women, Indigenous Peoples and local communities, in
REDD+ decision-making 352 and the UNFCCC has recognized the importance of the
effective participation of women and Indigenous Peoples for effective climate action in
general.353 However, in practice there is a lot of ambiguity about the application of FPIC,
and the participation of Indigenous Peoples, local communities and women in REDD+
decision-making is rather artificial (Okereke and Dooley, 2010). As Sikor (2011:424) points
out:
“Rights only gain concrete meaning in specific settings, and their concretization
involves value-laden choices.”
Another complication is that currently the right to FPIC only legally applies to
Indigenous Peoples, so non-indigenous communities risk being marginalized if this is the
main tool (Brockington et al., 2006). In fact, La Via Campesina, an international
organization representing about 200 million small farmers, opposes REDD+, but its
position has been completely ignored in the REDD+ deliberations (Hein et al., 2015).354
6.4.2 Participation in International Policy Making
Because of their political marginalization, decision-making processes have often excluded
Indigenous Peoples and other forest-dependent people (Agrawal and Gibson, 1999; Sikor,
2011). The establishment of national or even international coalitions and networks by
forest-dependent peoples can be useful (Agrawal and Gibson, 1999), and Brockhaus et al.
(2014) suggest that REDD+ has enhanced the legitimacy of these coalitions and
strengthened their capacity to advocate for their rights and interests, including in the public
media. Indigenous Peoples have made a significant effort since 1995 to unite their,
extremely diverse, constituency under the umbrella of the International Indigenous Forum
on Climate Change, which includes some non-indigenous local community
representatives.355 Through this and similar international indigenous networks, Indigenous
Peoples have gained influence in international law, even though many of their victories had
more moral than practical value (Smith and Scherr, 2003; Lemaitre, 2011; see also Corbera
350
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UN Collaborative Programme on Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest
Degradation in Developing Countries, 2008. FAO, UNDP UNEP Framework Document, 20
June 2008, http://www.UN-REDD.org/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=gDmNyDdmEI0%3d&
tabid=587&language=en-US (last visited 25 August 2011).
UN-REDD safeguards, Operational Guidance: Engagement of Indigenous Peoples and Other
Forest
Dependent
Communities’
http://www.unREDD+.org/Multiple_Benefits_SEPC/tabid/54130/Default.aspx. (last visited
31 August 2014).
Decision FCCC/CP/2010/Add.1.
Decision FCCC/CP/2010/Add.1, see Saravesi, 2012.
See http://viacampesina.org/en/index.php/actions-and-events-mainmenu-26/-climate-changeand-agrofuels-mainmenu-75/985-strong-rejection-of-REDD+-by-la-via-campesina-mobilisation
(last visited 14 March 2016).
http://www.iipfcc.org (last visited 13 March 2016).
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et al. 2010). Women’s groups are gathered in the influential Women and Gender
constituency. 356 Through these international networks rightsholders have succeeded to
provide input into the REDD+ negotiations and, occasionally, REDD+ policy and project
development on the ground (see also Agrawal and Gibson, 1999).
However, the UNFCCC itself is a government-led process in which rightsholders
are able to participate as observers only.357 Negotiation meetings are open at the discretion
of the chairs, and only when Parties do not protest. While especially the chairs of the
contact group on REDD+ of the UNFCCC’s SBSTA have made an effort to allow
observers to attend some of the deliberations on REDD+, the CfRN, and occasionally
other countries, have frequently protested and as a result observers were not even able to
attend the key negotiation sessions. Even when they were able to attend a meeting,
observers were normally only allowed to make one statement per constituency during the
meeting and they were not able to negotiate.358 Hence there has not been any effective
participation by forest-dependent rightsholders in the establishment of the REDD+
regime. In some of the REDD+ funding bodies, like the UN-REDD program or the FIP,
rightsholders and NGOs have a more active participatory role, although the deliberations
are strongly steered by the secretariat in bilateral consultation with country participants.359
6.4.3 Participation in National and Local Project Design
At the national and project level, FPIC, and participation in general, are problematic (Boyd
et al., 2007; Minang et al., 2014), also because the people who are most affected often lack
the capacities needed for effective participation (Corbera et al., 2009; Cadman and
Maraseni, 2013). Consultation and other participation processes are often poorly conducted
if at all (Minang et al., 2007; Seymour, 2008; Peskett et al., 2011), and interactions between
decision-makers and local stakeholders range from manipulation and tokenistic
consultations to inclusive participatory processes that empower rightsholders, and even
citizen control (Lawlor et al., 2013; Gupta, 2014). Project managers do not always take the
effort to properly inform local rightsholders or organize the required consultation meetings
(Minang et al., 2007). Often it is assumed that FPIC has been complied with if a number of
individual landowners have signed an agreement (Bruce, 2012), but those individuals do
not necessarily represent the views of the wider community (Lawlor et al., 2013), and cases
are reported where people who are not the legitimate representatives of the community
sign carbon offset agreements on behalf of the community (Aubertin, 2015).
Local rightsholders need to understand the REDD+ mechanism if they are to
benefit from it (Gupta, 2012), but there tends to be a lack of transparency and
accountability in REDD+ projects and programs (Grieg-Gran et al., 2005; Jaung and Soo
Bae, 2012; Lawlor et al., 2013) and barely literate community members are convinced to
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http://womengenderclimate.org (last visited 13 March 2016).
FCCC/CP/1996/2, see http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/cop2/02.pdf (last visited 23
December 2016).
As explained in Chapter 5, the UNFCCC constituencies include Indigenous Peoples, women
and NGOs. Local community representatives try to participate in the Indigenous Peoples
constituency. In practice the chairs often allowed one statement for the Climate Action
Network (CAN), in which most of the mainstream NGOs are united, one statement for the
NGO-dominated Accra Caucus, and one statement for the Indigenous Peoples constituency
(personal observation).
I have been an NGO observer to the FIP, and attended UN-REDD meetings.
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sign contracts without understanding the full legal and socio-economic implications (AlixGarcia et al., 2005; Kosoy and Corbera, 2010). The lack of information at the local level
can lead to conflicts within national and international networks representing Indigenous
Peoples, as they are confronted with situations in which their local members have accepted
REDD+ payments while the national leadership rejects the scheme for its social risks
(Krause and Nielson, 2014). For example, Krause and Nielson (2014) describe how 83% of
the community participants in the Ecuadorian Socio-Bosque scheme did not know or
understand the terms of the conservation contract that had been offered, 61% was not
aware of the contract duration and 61% was not aware of the remuneration amount.
Especially if a REDD+ scheme is managed by the government, community members
might not feel free to say no or bargain for a better price (Bluffstone et al., 2013). 360 Elite
control of local decision-making projects can be pervasive, especially when accountability
mechanisms are weak and clear legal structures are lacking (Fritzen, 2007, Bruce, 2012).361
Uneven power relationships in PNG were exploited by local elites to impose REDD+
project conditions on semi-literate local communities, who had little understanding of the
project to which they signed up and who were not allowed to protest against it (Leggett
and Lovell, 2012). It was literally stated during the consultation meetings that, “We are not
here to hear your worries, your questions or negative thoughts, we want to hear only
positive things about the project.” (Villager, Wagu, quoted in Leggett and Lovell, 2012:
125). 362 In light of the current uncertainties in the global carbon offset market (see 5.4)
there is a tendency by project developers to share even less information with communities
as they are afraid of raising too many expectations (Lawlor et al., 2013).
Participation schemes should take into account and the broad diversity of
interested actors, including women, different ethnic groups, and generations, and their
different capacities (Bruce, 2012). The effective participation of women in REDD+
schemes is problematic, as rural women are often being hampered from participation in
decision-making by cultural or social norms, and by a lack of capacity, education, mobility
and time, even though they play a major role in forest management and the provision of
forest products (FAO, 2007, World Bank, 2009). They often do not have the right to vote
or even participate in the community meetings that decide on REDD+ contracts and lack
adequate information (FAO, 2007, Brown, 2010, Krause and Nielson, 2014). Even when
they are allowed to attend decision-making meetings, cultural norms might prevent women
from speaking up and defending their interests (World Bank, 2009, Brown, 2010).
Sometimes male community members simply bring their wives to community meetings to
fulfil women’s participation requirements (Peskett et al., 2011). Even when some women
are able to overcome these cultural barriers and speak up during meetings, it is important
to realize that women are not a homogeneous group, and that the women who speak up
might not always share the same interests as the other women as the former might be
literate, have recognized land rights and be in a social position that allows them to benefit
from REDD+ projects (World Bank, 2009; Brown, 2010). Women are often overlooked in
household or community-oriented benefit-sharing arrangements, which might have
differentiated consequences for them due to their culturally determined responsibilities for,
360
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For example, only 53% of the participants in a major PES mechanism in China felt that they
were free to choose whether they wanted to participate in the scheme or not (Bennett, 2008).
Bruce (2012) reports how lower caste members in a Nepalese community stopped attending the
relevant village meetings as their input was ignored by the executive committee of the village.
Similar experiences were reported from consultation processes concerning the Noell Kempf
project in Bolivia, one of the oldest forest carbon offset schemes (Asquith et al., 2002).
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for example, fuelwood gathering. Often they are excluded from capacity-building activities
(Agrawal, 2001, Brown, 2010, Mustalahti and Taku Tassa, 2012, Krause and Nielson,
2014).
On a more positive note, the consultation and participation processes, and the
capacity-building activities that are implemented as part of REDD+ initiatives, can
sometimes allow for new, often non-traditional, leadership (Fritzen, 2007). The
representativeness of such leaders and their accountability toward the community
constituency is context-specific, but in some cases the process can enhance the equity of
local decision-making structures (Fritzen, 2007). Even when local elites dominated the
process, this does not necessarily lead to a lack of representativeness when there are strong
accountability mechanisms and a commitment to act in the interest of the broader
community (Fritzen, 2007). In some REDD+ projects, the establishment of specific
working methods and consultation procedures has enabled women and ethnic minorities to
be actively engaged in the project’s decision-making structures, and occasionally this has
even led to greater decision-making roles for them in general (Maraseni et al., 2014).
Similarly, at the national level there has often been more participation of
Indigenous Peoples’ representatives in decision-making meetings, but the participation of
Indigenous Peoples in the formal roundtables to develop safeguards for UN-REDD
programs, for example, was described as “tokenism” (Krause and Nielson, 2014: 47).
Lastly, a participation aspect that is often overlooked is the time investment it
requires from poor community members, for which they are seldom compensated.
Maraseni et al. (2014) calculate how participants in a REDD+ scheme in Nepal had to
invest approximately 10.5 days a year in meetings, which translated into an investment of
more than USD 50 per person. The payment received by the community did not even
compensate for 50% of this time investment.363
6.4.4 Perspectives of Interviewees on the Procedural Equity of REDD+
Some interviewees noted that many Indigenous Peoples and women’s organizations
were initially skeptical about REDD+, but that they had decided to participate actively in
REDD+ policy and project deliberations as they felt that it was going to happen anyway,
and as there was a lot of money involved, they did not want to be excluded.364 As one
interviewee commented: “whoever would benefit from capitalism as usual would be happy
to be on board in the REDD+ debate.”365 One of the interviewees quoted an Indigenous
representative from a tropical forest country who said:
“REDD+ is like death, we don’t know when it will come and what will be
afterwards, but we do know for sure it is coming.” 366
Some interviewees pointed out that the active participation of Indigenous Peoples,
and the influence of the few States that actively supported the indigenous rights agenda,
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Please note that Maraseni et al. (2014) do not take into account local travel times, while
experience with community meetings in Paraguay and other countries learns that such travel
times add up to several hours per meeting, especially if walking is the only form of local
transport available.
Interview 11, March 2012; interview 15, June 2012.
Interview 57, December 2013.
Interview 30, October 2012.
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had succeeded in bringing a rights-based perspective into the REDD+ debate, and an
awareness that you cannot look at forests as a commodity only.367 Some interviewees felt
that IPOs were well organized and that they had successfully pushed for the REDD+
safeguards to be adopted. While the attention was still mainly on funding, it was felt that
Indigenous Peoples’ participation was like an Arab Spring, and that it would be impossible
to turn it back.368
More in general, some interviewees felt that the multi-stakeholder debate and the
strong participation of CSOs, including developing country NGOs, had been one of the
strong sides of REDD+ and the climate regime in general,369 as it would lead to a more
equitable regime.370 They felt it had caused more interaction between conservation groups
and social development organizations, leading to a greater understanding of the importance
of issues like land tenure and Indigenous Peoples rights.371 Similarly, just the fact that there
was pressure to include women in the debates could lead to social change on the ground, as
some local actors had started to realize the importance of women’s participation.372
Some interviewees felt that REDD+ created an opportunity for Indigenous
Peoples to be part of the national process in many countries. Governments in continents
like Africa were willing to do everything donors required, so if it was the fashionable thing
to discuss land tenure and allow participation of Indigenous Peoples in this discussion, they
would agree with that.373 It was admitted that some Indigenous Peoples opposed REDD+,
but some interviewees felt this resulted from skepticism about government policies in
general, and that there was a need to make sure Indigenous Peoples were included in
REDD+ schemes.374
Other interviewees expressed concern that key donor countries like Norway were
becoming less supportive of indigenous rights and other equity considerations, because
they realized it could significantly slow down REDD+ if Indigenous Peoples were really
allowed to have a say in it. These countries had assumed that Indigenous Peoples would
automatically support REDD+ if they would be offered some financial benefits, but they
now realized that Indigenous Peoples could also reject REDD+, so they were trying to
manipulate internal decision-making processes by approaching the more positive
indigenous leaders, which undermines the autonomy and governance structures of these
Peoples.375 Customary decision-making processes took a lot of time, up to two full years,
but REDD+ project and program developers did not want to wait that long so they tried
to speed up the process.376 Meanwhile peasants were often not consulted at all.377
Some interviewees felt that participation was just a trap, as the main objective
remained to sell carbon. Especially in the UN-REDD program and the FCPF the
participation of Indigenous Peoples was seen as just a game. Concerns about a lack of
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Interview 14 June, 2012; interview 20, September 2012; interview 25, September 2012; interview
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Interview 49, June 2013.
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safeguard implementation in candidate countries were just noted, and if the Secretariat had
decided that a country had to receive a grant, they would give that grant anyway. Some
Indigenous and NGO observers had even been lobbied by the FCPF secretariat to vote for
certain countries or make certain points.378
Other interviewees pointed out that Indigenous Peoples had not been able to
participate in REDD+ from the start. The REDD+ regime comes as a package and
Indigenous Peoples never took part in the elaboration of this package, it was imposed on
them.379 So they will never say “this is our baby”.380 The more they became aware of the
potential risks of the project, the more critical they became,381 but governments were trying
to impose REDD+ on indigenous communities by threatening that their territories would
be taken over by mining companies if they rejected REDD+. REDD+ mirrored old
colonial patterns. 382
Likewise, some interviewees saw the participation of women as often being
artificial. Local women were allowed to participate in capacity-building programs, but they
did not have a real say in REDD+ processes,383 and their participation depended on the
country context, and the local cultural context.384
Some interviewees pointed out that there was more effective participation of
Indigenous Peoples and local communities, and more focus on rights-based approaches, in
the CBD process and the Convention on Combating Desertification. Moreover, there is
less influence of the private sector over those processes,385 which are less market-oriented
than the UNFCCC.386

6.5 Benefit Sharing and the Assumed Distributive Equity of REDD+
6.5.1 REDD+ from a Distributive Equity Perspective
Distributive equity is often translated as proportional justice, which means that the costs
and benefits of the outcomes of a regime are shared amongst different stakeholders and
rightsholders using either a criterion of merits (so the actor making most efforts receives
most) or a criterion of need (so the actor who has most needs receives most) (Cattaneo et
al., 2010; McDermott et al., 2013, see also 2.7). Different actors in REDD+ embrace
different conceptions of distributive justice, with the CfRN embracing a concept of market
justice as a basis for their REDD+ proposals, Brazil and the Central African countries
supporting a liberal egalitarian approach and Bolivia supporting a notion of equity of
meeting needs (Okereke and Dooley, 2010).
The distributive equity of REDD+ (see 6.2) can be seen as a legal imperative, as the
first principle of the UNFCCC prescribes that the climate regime should be protected

378
379
380
381
382
383
384
385
386

Interview 11, March 2012.
Interview 9, March 2012.
Interview 30, October 2012.
Interview 41, December 2012.
Interview 50, June 2013.
Interview 61, January 2015.
Interview 15, June 2012.
Interview 24, September 2012.
Interview 24, September 2012.

115

based on equity.387 From an instrumental perspective, sharing the benefits of the REDD+
regime is an important instrument to provide incentives for local and national actors to
conserve forests (Richards, 2000; Balmford and Whitten, 2003; Börner et al., 2010; Bruce,
2012). Incentives can be distinguished as positive incentives and disincentives, including
enabling measures like land tenure regularization and environmental education (Börner et
al., 2011).388
Since REDD+ is based on the concept of results-based payments, most emphasis
has been put on sharing its financial benefits with forest-dependent actors on the ground
through national PES mechanisms (Börner et al., 2011). Several studies indicate that PES
mechanisms can deliver income benefits to local community members in forest areas, who
are often poor in monetary terms (Alix-Garcia et al., 2005; Wunder, 2007; Corbera and
Brown, 2008; Jindal et al., 2008; Pagiola, 2008; Wunder and Alban, 2008; Wunder et al.,
2008; Bond et al., 2009; Wunder and Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2009; Milder, 2010; Novotny,
2010; Porras et al., 2013; Tacconi et al., 2013). Although PES mechanisms often provide a
relatively minor additional income only (Alix-Garcia, 2005; Jindal et al., 2012; Lawlor et al.,
2013; Leimona et al., 2015), they can enhance overall welfare, including through enabling
community members to invest in education or health care (Boyd et al., 2007; Jindal et al.,
2012; Leimona et al., 2015). Moreover, in communities with modest financial resources, for
example in Sub-Saharan Africa, the income impact can be significant (Jindal et al., 2008)
and, for example, in China the income from the PES mechanism allowed people to start up
small businesses and diversify their overall income (Liu et al., 2008; see also Grieg-Gran et
al., 2005).
Job creation through reforestation and agroforestry schemes is another potential
benefit that has been highlighted in the literature (Smith and Scherr, 2003; Grieg-Gran et
al., 2005; Wunder and Alban, 2008; Mohammed, 2011; Lawlor et al., 2013), although
especially the jobs provided by reforestation projects tend to be temporary and seasonal,
also because tree plantations are a relatively labor-extensive form of land use (Smith and
Scherr, 2003; Charnley, 2005; Grieg-Gran et al., 2005; Boyd et al., 2007). Moreover, jobs
often go to non-local people as skills might be required that are not locally available, or the
labor conditions are so bad that only migrant workers are willing to accept them (Charnley,
2005).
Although monetary benefits often form the main motivation for people to
participate in PES mechanisms (Jaung and Soo Bae, 2012), non-financial benefits can
provide another incentive for forest conservation. In fact, the recognition of tenure rights
is a powerful incentive, which is often more important for communities than financial
payments (Grieg-Gran et al., 2005; Doherty and Schroeder, 2011; Barr and Sayer, 2012;
Jaung and Soo Bae, 2012; Jindal et al., 2012; Lawlor et al., 2013; Leimona et al., 2015).
Accompanying measures to REDD+ schemes like institutional capacity-building,
environmental education and financial investments in community social services, and the
mere avoidance of the so-called poverty-environment trap of destroying their own
economic livelihood basis, can also be seen as benefits (Smith and Scherr, 2003; GriegGran et al., 2005; Boyd et al., 2007; Locatelli et al., 2008; Wunder, 2007; Corbera and
387
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Article 3.1, UN Framework Convention on Climate Change, 1992.
The Parties to the Biodiversity Convention have committed themselves to the redirection of
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Strategic Plan of the Convention on Biological Diversity, UNEP/CBD/COP/10/27, Decision
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Brown, 2008; Singh, 2008; Wunder and Alban, 2008; Wunder et al., 2008; Nelson et al.,
2010; Novotny, 2010; Zhu et al., 2010; Benessaiah, 2012; Jaung and Soo Bae, 2012; Lawlor
et al., 2013; Porras et al., 2013; Tacconi et al., 2013; Borrego and Skutsch, 2014; Leimona et
al., 2015).
However, there are a lot of REDD+ costs and risks for local actors, including the
risk of elite resource capture and intensified struggles for control over land as forests
increase in value (Coad et al., 2008; Hayes and Persha, 2010; Okereke and Dooley, 2010;
Doherty and Schroeder, 2011; Bruce, 2012; Gupta, 2012; Jaung and Soo Bae, 2012). Land
claims that laid dormant because the claimants did not consider it worth pursuing them
could be revived in light of potential REDD+ benefits (Bruce, 2012). Weak overall
governance and the lack of accountability can undermine benefit-sharing schemes (Boyd et
al., 2007; Huettner, 2012). Moreover, even when a REDD+ scheme is relatively pro-poor,
the differentiated opportunity and transaction costs of different stakeholders and
rightsholders can create a perception of unfair distribution (Mohammed, 2011).
PES payments are often based on input costs, or a randomly negotiated amount,
rather than on an elaborate calculation of the opportunity and transaction costs (Kosoy and
Corbera, 2010; Tacconi et al., 2013). This means that there is a risk that not all opportunity
costs are compensated for (Locatelli et al., 2008). Cash payments cannot always make up
for the loss of access to forest resources that cannot be purchased in the community, or
that have a spiritual value (Karsenty, 2008; Gregersen et al., 2010; Ekins et al., 2011; Dulal
et al., 2012; Leggett and Lovell, 2012), or for the cultural identity that might be linked to
certain land uses that impact on forest carbon, like shifting cultivation or cattle ranching
(Peterson et al., 2012).
Especially when REDD+ is financed through carbon markets, normal market
dynamics of demand and supply would determine the price, and in light of the current
oversupply of forest carbon offset credits (see 5.4) it is unlikely that the price would cover
the full opportunity and other costs (Kosoy and Corbera, 2010; Skutsch et al., 2013;
Leimona et al., 2015). Original expectations were often too high (Benessaiah, 2012;
Fletcher et al., 2016). Having to wait for ex post payments is not always feasible, which is
one of the reasons why many scholars prefer government-managed input-based REDD+
schemes above market-based schemes (Vatn and Vedeld, 2011; Bottazzi et al., 2013; see
also 5.2, 5.4). However, it is not guaranteed that governments will equitably share the
benefits of REDD+ with local forest-dependent communities, especially in those countries
where most, if not all, forests are State property (Richards, 2000; Skutsch et al., 2013;
Kashwan and Holahan, 2014) and/or where inequitable power relationships between the
actors involved prevail (Peskett et al., 2011).
In some reforestation projects the timber produced is considered to be part of the
benefit provided, but that implies that beneficiaries have to wait until the trees mature, and
often they have to take up the risks related to potential tree-loss due to wildfire and timber
theft and price fluctuations in the timber market (Grieg-Gran et al., 2005; Locatelli et al.,
2008; Wunder and Alban, 2008; Ros-Tonen et al., 2014; Acheampong et al., 2016). Other
costs that are often overlooked are the costs of voluntary contributions by community
members to the overall project, including the time invested in attending project meetings
(Maraseni et al., 2014; see also 6.4).
More in general there is a significant trade-off between the efficiency and the
distributive equity of the REDD+ scheme (Smith and Scherr, 2003; Wunder, 2007; Pfaff et
al., 2008; Seymour, 2008; Vatn and Vedeld, 2011; Benessaiah, 2012; Porras et al., 2013;
Laing and Palmer, 2015). Some of the schemes with the highest social benefits, like
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community-based agroforestry and multiple-use forest management, require more
transaction costs and are less efficient and thus less interesting from a merely commercial
point of view for carbon investors than large-scale monoculture tree plantations or from a
strict forest protection perspective (Smith and Scherr, 2003). Large landholders with the
investment capacity to convert large areas of forests, would not only receive larger
payments thanks to their larger property, but they also have higher opportunity costs than
communities with little deforestation capacity (Coad et al., 2008; Pfaff et al., 2008; Börner
et al., 2011; Benessaiah, 2012; Bruce, 2012; Chomba et al., 2016).389 Many scholars have
expressed concern about the fact that people without recognized land tenure rights are
likely to be excluded from REDD+ (Holm, 2007; Wunder, 2007; Angelsen, 2008a; Pagiola,
2008; Campbell, 2009; Börner et al., 2010; Novotny, 2010; Sommerville et al., 2010; Vatn,
2010; Ezzine-de-Blas et al., 2011; Lawlor et al., 2013; Skutsch et al., 2013; Chomba et al.,
2016).
The complexities of multi-layered community land-tenure arrangements and
community consultation and participation processes tend to increase the transaction costs
of REDD+ projects (Kiss et al., 2002; Cacho et al., 2005; Jindal et al., 2008; Mohammed,
2011; Bruce, 2012; Jaung and Soo Bae, 2012; Reynolds, 2012; Benessaiah, 2012). While
these ex ante transaction costs can sometimes be compensated by reduced ex post
transaction costs once the scheme has been set up (Cacho et al., 2005), it can still form a
significant barrier for some investors. Especially the establishment of reforestation schemes
often comes with significant ex ante transaction and other costs, which often fall on the
shoulders of the participating farmers (Locatelli et al., 2008; Peskett et al., 2011).
Meanwhile, to address permanence in reforestation schemes some project developers have
been convinced to sign contracts with a duration of up to 99 years (Wunder, 2008), and the
viability of this is questionable as social circumstances are likely to change significantly over
such a long period (Kiss et al., 2002; Hunt and Baum, 2009).
There are significant gender dimensions to distributive equity. As described,
women’s land tenure rights are often not recognized even though they are highly
dependent on access to forest resources and they face cultural or even legal obstacles
regarding participation in REDD+ decision-making (FAO, 2007; World Bank, 2009;
Brown, 2010), so there is a significant risk that women’s opportunity costs are overlooked
in REDD+ schemes. As a result, women will end up carrying a lot of the costs but receive
few of the benefits, as payments might be handed to the male heads of households and/or
landowners (Seymour, 2008; World Bank, 2009; see also Mohammed, 2011; Porras et al.,
2013).
A final important dimension of community governance and opportunity costs is
that many communities have been motivated to conserve their forests by non-financial
incentives like cultural values, traditional territorial stewardship systems or a sense of civic
duty, and there is a risk that these motivations would be crowded out by financial
incentives (Redford and Adams, 2009, Wunder and Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2009, Farley et
al., 2010, Kosoy and Corbera, 2010, Vatn, 2010, Leimona et al., 2015). Payments for
opportunity costs may enhance an attitude based on individual calculation rather than
389

The USD 340 million that was distributed between 1997 and 2012 under the Costa Rican PES
mechanism, for example, went for 49% to legal entities and 31% to individuals. Indigenous
groups received only 13%, and cooperatives of local community members only 7%. (Porras et
al., 2013). Similarly, Borrego (2014) found that, more wealthy landowners with cattle would end
up with significantly higher REDD+ payments than landowners without cattle and renters
without land property rights, due to their differentiated opportunity costs.
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appropriate behavior (Gomez-Baggethun et al., 2010, Vatn, 2010). There is a clash between
the concept of the homo economicus that forms the basis for REDD+, and the incentives
provided by the traditional “gift economy” of many indigenous tribes that form the basis
of their sustainable natural resource management systems (Richards, 2000, GomezBaggethun et al., 2010). Such a phenomenon is particularly worrying in light of the
difficulty to provide financial rewards permanently (Farley et al., 2010) although there is
also some optimism that payments might reinforce forest conservation practices by
explicitly acknowledging the social value of such activities (Sommerville et al., 2010, Vatn,
2010, Garcia-Amado et al., 2011). In practice, existing PES mechanisms have often been
accompanied by environmental education programs that contribute to further increasing
non-monetary motivations for forest conservation, but it is not always possible to
distinguish the positive impacts of these accompanying policies from the impacts of the
PES mechanism itself (Locatelli et al., 2008, Sommerville et al., 2010, Jindal et al., 2012).
6.5.2 Perspectives of Interviewees on the Distributive Equity of REDD+
Several interviewees felt that REDD+ could only be seen as equitable if it delivered
monetary and other benefits to people on the ground and motivated people to conserve
forests, including through providing monetary benefits, alternative livelihoods and social
services like health care.390 Some interviewees were optimistic that REDD+ would bring
such benefits, as its dependence on local action meant that it was more consistent with
CBFM than other forest regimes.391
Some interviewees pointed at a lively debate within indigenous networks and
community forestry networks whether they should reject REDD+ or whether they should
take a pro-active approach toward REDD+ and use the opportunity to gather support for
their own local conservation models as “indigenous community REDD+” schemes,392 such
as the indigenous REDD+ proposal by the Coordination of Indigenous Peoples of the
Amazon Basin (COICA).393 Some interviewees pointed out that some communities saw
REDD+ as a potential co-benefit of community forestry rather than vice versa, and that
REDD+ could deliver benefits for communities if adequate benefit-sharing criteria were
developed, that also take account of gender and the position of ethnic minorities. Countries
like Nepal have positive experiences.394
However, others pointed out that REDD+ is inequitable for the simple reason that
it has not triggered significant financial or other benefits yet. While expectations had
initially been high, “it is all based on assumed financing down the road.” 395 Some
interviewees pointed out that it depended on recipient countries themselves whether the
benefits would be shared with local communities or not396 and that it was difficult to force
these countries,397 while most countries do not have benefit-sharing mechanisms in place.398
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Interview 16, June 2012; interview 33, December 2012; interview 38, December 2012; interview
58, January 2014.
Interview 9, March 2012; interview 21, September 2012.
Interview 29, October 2012.
Interview 28, September 2012. See also
http://www.coica.org.ec/index.php/component/k2/item/195-proyecto-REDD+-indigenaamazonico (last visited 14 March 2016).
Interview 27, October 2012.
Interview 19, September 2012; interview 36, December 2012; interview 39, December 2012.
Interview 18, June 2012.
Interview 33, December 2012; interview 34, December 2012.
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It was more likely that governments would try to sell the benefits to the highest bidders. As
a US governor was quoted, “this is f.. gold, you don’t just give it away”. 399 Despite the
increased attention for the participation of developing country NGOs and IPOs, some
interviewees reported actual funding flows for these organizations had collapsed and many
organizations were not able to obtain funding for their work.400
Some interviewees pointed out that the rather modest funding that was available
for REDD+ often did not compensate for opportunity costs, also because forests
represented a broad range of livelihood and other values. If all the spiritual, livelihood and
other forest values were added up, their worth was much higher than the modest
compensation of an average forest carbon offset project, and many of those values are
priceless, so if access to them is restricted under REDD+ the damage is incalculable.401
An interviewee highlighted that the rumor that money was being handed out for
something they did anyway, namely forest conservation, had motivated quite some
indigenous organizations to claim compensation for their conservation initiatives, even in a
country like Bolivia where the government had explicitly rejected REDD+. 402 Some felt
that a proposal like indigenous REDD+ was dangerous as it created the false assumption
that it was possible to meet all social requirements in a REDD+ scheme. 403 Some
interviewees felt that it had been imposed on indigenous communities in the Amazon
countries, while creating conflicts between NGOs and IPOs,404 also because conservation
NGOs were misrepresenting the proposal and using the term “indigenous REDD+” for a
number of schemes for which they now claimed no FPIC was needed.405 More in general a
number of interviewees felt that the efforts of communities involved in SFM were often
being coopted.406
Some interviewees cautioned that the tendency of REDD+ to focus on tropical
rainforest, and the lack of a broader debate about climate change and equity, meant that
there was a risk that communities dependent on other ecosystems, like pastoralist peoples
who depend on grasslands, deserts, or dry forests, would lose out in the competition over
climate funding even though they are even more vulnerable for the impacts of climate
change.407
Lastly, one of the interviewees pointed out that REDD+ mirrored old patterns of
colonization, as it caused communities to lose a sense of ownership over their land and
thus their identity. When their lands were taken over by a mining company, for example,
they would continue to resist such a land grab, and continue to foster their identity as part
of that struggle. However, through the monetary incentives that were provided by a
REDD+ scheme, their cultural relationship with nature was lost, and nature was turned
from a source of cultural identity into a service.408
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Interview 18, June 2012.
Interview 16, June 2012.
Interview 20, September 2012.
Interview 30, October 2012.
Interview 60, June 2014.
Interview 41, December 2012.
Interview 50, June 2013.
Interview 41, December 2012.
Interview 29, October 2012.
Interview 35, December 2012.
Interview 50, June 2013.
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6.6 The Role and Interests of Intermediaries in REDD+
Due to the unequal level playing field of economically and politically marginalized forest
dependent peoples on the one hand and global conservation elites on the other hand,
conservation NGOs and other intermediaries have started to play a disproportionally large
role in both the development and the implementation of the REDD+ regime (Leimona et
al., 2015). This has an impact on the procedural and distributive equity of REDD+. As
explained in Chapter 5, the development of REDD+ programs and projects requires a
significant amount of up-front investment in the transaction costs, technical knowledge,
and business skills to mediate with potential buyers and set up MRV mechanisms. These
resources are seldom available within forest-dependent communities themselves (Boyd et
al., 2007; O’Connor, 2008; Sunderlin et al., 2008; Wunder et al., 2008; Phelps et al., 2010;
Vatn, 2010; Bruce, 2012; Benessaiah, 2012; Jindal et al., 2012; Karsenty et al., 2012; Leggett
and Lovell, 2012).409 Experience with forest carbon offset projects under the CDM showed
that NGOs and other intermediaries played a key role in project establishment (Minang et
al., 2007), also because the transaction costs for setting up a CDM forest carbon offset
project were estimated to range between USD 75,000 to USD 550,000, which is far too
high for most forest-dependent communities (Villamor and Lasco, 2009). These
communities thus depend on intermediaries like conservation NGOs, private companies
and government agencies for project development and administration and the potential sale
of forest carbon offsets (Benessaiah, 2012; Tacconi et al., 2013). A broad range of
managers or administrators act as intermediaries in REDD+, including national
governments and ministries, local and regional governments, autonomous trust bodies,
private sector actors and NGOs (PwC, 2012).410
For commercial forest carbon buyers, it is more attractive to negotiate with one
intermediary rather than hundreds of small landowners (Grieg-Gran et al., 2005). This has
led to the establishment of a large number of companies with names like Ecosecurities,
Natsource and Evolution Markets that make their profit from brokering forest carbon
offset projects and providing a broad range of information to potential offset buyers
(Hovani and Fotos, 2007). Often the communities hardly have a say in negotiating the
carbon price, which means that there is a risk that the compensation they will receive is
lower than their costs (Peskett et al., 2011).
The interests, objectives and perspectives of external project partners, which are
primarily concerned with climate mitigation, biodiversity conservation and financial
rewards, tend to be different from the interests, objectives and perspectives of the
communities, which focus on livelihoods and development opportunities (Benjaminsen
and Svarstad, 2010; Novotny, 2010; Hajek et al., 2011; Peskett et al., 2011; Benessaiah,
2012). Intermediaries especially often overlook the rights and needs of women (World
Bank, 2009; Kosoy and Corbera, 2010). Novotny (2010) cautions that the discourse of PES
supporting a win-win approach to forest conservation and poverty alleviation may hide the
vested interest of elites from both industrialized and developing countries, including
international donor agencies and government agencies (see also Boyd et al., 2007).
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Even in a relatively literate country like Costa Rica, 50% of all recipients needed help from
intermediaries in elaborating their application to the national PES mechanism (Gregersen et al.,
2010).
In Peru, for example, it was reported that REDD+ projects were mainly driven by a relatively
small number of highly networked individuals (Hajek et al., 2011; see also Zhu et al., 2010).
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Regardless of their potentially good intentions, the increased value of forest resources
creates an undeniable economic incentive for politically powerful actors to focus primarily
on the carbon values of forests and capture a significant portion of the financial benefits
(Angelsen, 2010), while less powerful actors will often lose control (Kiss et al., 2002). This
often leads to a situation where a significant portion of the project funding ends up with
the intermediaries rather than with the forest communities (Balmford and Whitten, 2003;
Corbera et al., 2009; Hajek et al., 2011; Bruce, 2012; Tacconi et al., 2013). Asquith et al.
(2002) describe in a study on the Noell Kempf carbon offset project in Bolivia, how
communities felt that most funding went into the salaries of project developers and other
administrative costs, while only 10% of the overall funding compensation reached the
communities, which had suffered significant resource loss and not been given the option of
rejecting the proposal. Moreover, intermediaries often lack sufficient knowledge about the
actual forest management and governance situation on the ground, which can limit their
capacity to effectively manage the revenue flows and create conflicts with the intended
beneficiaries (Tacconi et al., 2013). NGOs almost always require some resources for their
own operations,411 and especially when their staff consists of expatriates they will normally
have to pay salaries that are quite exorbitant if compared to the income of the community
members involved. Or as McNeely, former chief scientist of the IUCN already noted in
1990, “conservation agencies never have enough funding” even though “in many countries,
funding is not the major constraint to conservation achievement.” (McNeely et al., 1990:
14). The involvement of NGOs or other actors as intermediaries thus comes with
significant costs, which will reduce the financial flows to the communities (Skutsch et al.,
2009; Hajek et al., 2011; Tacconi et al., 2013; Matthews et al., 2014). In fact, some PES
programs were seen as a result of “the political pressure of civil society organizations which
believe that planting some trees can make them rich” (Corbera and Brown, 2008: 1973).
While certain NGOs can be helpful in advocating for community rights, information
sharing, capacity-building and awareness raising on social issues (Locatelli et al., 2008;
Bruce, 2012), their role as intermediaries in REDD+ raises the question of conflicts of
interests as conservation NGOs are primarily concerned with conservation rather than
social development (Benjaminsen and Svarstad, 2010). Many conservation NGOs involved
in REDD+ initiatives have focused on environmental priorities and technical solutions to
climate change rather than sustainable livelihood options for forest dependent
communities, while the projects tend to be top-down in nature (Boyd et al., 2007). BeymerFarris and Bassett (2012: 333) describe how the WWF used an environmental narrative in
Tanzania that classified indigenous resource management practices as “destructive” and
“illegal” and thus inimical to biodiversity conservation, and how it subsequently
collaborated with the Tanzanian government in the implementation of a carbon forestry
project that reduced the ability of local farmers to cultivate rice for subsistence needs and
even threatened them with relocation.
In Peru, many representatives of local communities and Indigenous Peoples saw
REDD+ primarily as a means for the often international NGOs that acted as
intermediaries to profit from their forests (Hajek et al., 2011). The fact that NGOs are
often able to “come and go” (Scriven, 2012: 437) to a project area means they are less
interested in the long-term success of a project and lasting livelihood opportunities than
411

In countries like Peru REDD+ projects are seen by conservation and social development
NGOs as an opportunity for long-term funding for their own work (Hajek et al., 2011; see also
Vatn, 2010).
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the communities, and more in “pilot projects” and other potentially risky experiments
(Pollini, 2009). Many NGOs monitor the social and environmental impacts of their own
projects themselves, and as their reports serve further fundraising purposes or carbon sales
there is an incentive to highlight positive and underscore the negative impacts of their
REDD+ project (Pollini, 2009). This also has impacts on project quality and the social
impacts on the final beneficiaries:

“Blame

is rather directed toward the beneficiary farmers and their supposed
reluctance to change, which reinforces received wisdom and dogmatic approaches.
The consequence is that projects will increase their efforts to convince farmers that
they need to adopt new technologies with higher yield, that they have to stop using
fires, that they must adopt zero tillage and mulching technologies, produce
compost, plant fruit trees, and develop other cash crops for their own good, even if
these “alternatives” do not prove to be adapted to local conditions. Coercive
conservation policies and “participatory top down” efforts will escalate in the name
of biodiversity conservation and sustainable development. Farmers will pay the
price not only of conservation efforts, but also of the reluctance of projects to face
their ignorance of realities” (Pollini, 2009: 344)
NGOs tend to have better access to the policymaking elite and potential funders
and carbon buyers than communities (Beymer-Farris and Bassett, 2012), and communities
are seldom able to choose their intermediaries (Peskett et al., 2011) so they often feel
excluded from the decision-making process and inadequately represented
(Chandrasekharan et al., 2012).
Where private companies become intermediaries, the conflict of interests in forest
carbon offset projects is often even more extreme. For example, the Russian gas company
Gazprom was able to position itself as the sole intermediary in the Indonesian Rimba Raya
REDD+ project, and as a result it has claimed an estimated 56% of the benefits of the
initial sale of carbon credits (Fosci, 2014).412The intermediary costs of government agencies
tend to be significantly lower. For example, in Costa Rica 20% of the overall budget of the
PES mechanism was spent on administrative costs (Porras et al., 2013). Additionally, a
number of NGOs assisted communities in applying for Costa Rican PES, taking between
12% and 18% of the payment as a fee for their services (Porras et al., 2013). Yet, when
government or semi-governmental agencies act as intermediaries there is a similar risk of
conflict of interests (Fosci, 2014). For example, Alix-Garcia et al. (2005) describe how in
Mexico the national forestry agency acts as an intermediary in managing the PES
mechanism, but due to its links with the traditional forestry constituency it has prioritized
commercial forestry operations rather than community projects (see also Corbera et al.,
2009). Another conflict of interest is that the REDD+ mechanism prescribes that
governments are to monitor and report on their own performance regarding compliance
with the REDD+ safeguards (see also Okereke and Dooley, 2010; Saravesi, 2012).
This does not mean that all functions related to a REDD+ project or program
should be dealt with by the forest-dependent communities themselves. It is important, for
example, that verification of the successful implementation of the initiative is in the hands
of an independent institution (Mertz et al., 2012). However, if the social capital is available
412

This situation seems reflective of other commodity markets, where approximately 60% of the
profits is captured by intermediaries, while only 3% ends up with the original producers (The
Munden Project, 2011, Fosci, 2014).
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amongst local communities to manage REDD+ initiatives themselves, projects tend to be
more beneficial for them (Tacconi et al., 2013). Even verification mechanisms, including
mechanisms to verify the application of social and environmental standards might further
marginalize communities. Certification by the Carbon Community and Biodiversity
Standard, for example, costs between USD 4,000 and 8,000, which means that
communities often depend on intermediaries to finance this investment (Benessaiah, 2012).
Lastly, the potential independent and critical role of civil society actors in REDD+
has been compromised by the fact that many progressive NGOs, IPOs and social
movements have taken a principled stance against REDD+,413 which means that they will
not be inclined to support the improvement of existing REDD+ projects through critical
monitoring. As a result, the majority of NGOs involved in REDD+ monitoring and
policymaking have an economic stake in REDD+ projects, which compromises their
position as independent actors.
Several interviewees acknowledged these concerns about the intermediary role of
NGOs and other actors, including so-called “carbon cowboys” that mainly try to profit
from the market.414 They pointed out that the actors that benefited most from REDD+
include large NGOs and organizations like the World Bank and CIFOR, but these are not
the beneficiaries REDD+ was supposed to target. REDD+ was supposed to be
performance-based, but most REDD+ funding had gone to intermediary actors that have
not really performed so far.415 It was also pointed out that consultancy firms have benefited
significantly, even though it was not considered useful to send external consultants to a
remote forest site to address deforestation.416
A number of interviewees highlighted that a lot of funding went to the large
conservation and development organizations and organizations like the World Bank, also
because the discussion was held on a highly technical level and trading itself was too
complicated for most communities, 417 which meant that Indigenous Peoples and local
communities were marginalized.418 Some interviewees complained that instead of teaching
communities these skills so that they could sell carbon themselves, intermediaries sent
foreign staff and consultants to the communities to talk about benefit sharing, but the
presumed benefits for the community mainly concerned investments that benefited project
implementation rather than the community, for example, the development of projectrelevant infrastructure.419 Moreover, the ambiguities in the official REDD+ agenda and the
agenda of major NGOs were confusing and dividing indigenous and other social
movements.420
Some respondents expressed their frustration about the cooptation of NGOs in the
REDD+ system, as there were hardly any NGOs left that could play a critical watchdog
function in the REDD+ regime. When NGOs from the Congo Basin were asked what
their vision was on REDD+ they responded “to accompany the government”.421
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See for example http://no-REDD+.com/category/no-REDD+/ (last visited 10 June 2016).
Interview 19, September 2012.
Interview 39, December 2012.
Interview 15, June 2012; interview 52, June 2013.
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6.7 Equity and the Beneficiary Pays Principle
As described in previous chapters, benefit sharing, in terms of an intentional transfer of
monetary or non-monetary payments, goods and/or services to intended beneficiaries,
forms the cornerstone of the REDD+ regime (Chandrasekharan Behr et al., 2012).
REDD+ and other PES schemes are based on a “beneficiary pays principle”, as opposed
to the “polluter pays principle” that has been widely accepted in the environmental sector
(Richards, 2000; Balmford and Whitten, 2003; Engel et al., 2008; Pirard, 2012). The
beneficiary pays principle has been promoted in forest conservation policies under the
assumption that the providers of forest conservation services tend to be poor, while the
beneficiaries tend to be rich (Balmford and Whitten, 2003; Engel et al., 2008; Pirard, 2012).
There certainly is no ground for the assumption that only rich people suffer from climate
change and forest loss; most of the 1.3 billion people who depend on forest resources for
their livelihoods (World Bank, 2003) are economically marginalized, while climate change
has a significant impact on the world’s poor (Mendelsohn et al., 2006; Hallegatte et al.,
2016). On a country-level there is no correlation between forest cover and poverty either:
some countries with significant forest cover are middle-income countries while about half
of the least developed countries are low forest-cover countries (Karsenty, 2012).422 Hence
the application of the beneficiary pays principle to forest conservation is disputable (Vatn,
2010; Pirard, 2012).
Partly due to the dominance of market justice and liberal egalitarian approaches to
justice in the REDD+ debate, there has been a tendency to use universalized conceptions
of deforestation that ignore the equity dimension and translate the interests of the
countries and actors that are expected to reduce forest loss in terms of compensation and
payments rather than equity or justice (Novotny, 2010; Okereke and Dooley, 2010). The
market-based approach that REDD+ represents will also tend to favor a model of
“consumer’s sovereignty” that assumes that consumers, that is the actors who pay, should
have a right to choose an environmental service, without any consideration of the social
costs of their actions (Norgaard, 2010, see also Bishop et al., 2010). Alternatively, a
deliberative model would assume that the choices and preferences of an individual are by
definition limited by their impact on other people’s opportunities (Vatn et al., 2011). This
distinction is particularly relevant for REDD+ as many forest-dependent people are
economically marginalized and thus relatively powerless in a consumer’s sovereignty model
where rich donor countries, or actors within those countries, are able to choose for which
forests and forest-related environmental services they will pay for or not.

6.8 Conclusions
This chapter examined why REDD+ was promoted by analyzing the assumptions about
REDD+ equity. It concludes that several scholars and actors argued for protecting equity
through safeguards and assume that the REDD+ safeguards will ensure that REDD+
benefits would be equitably shared with forest-dependent communities, negative social
impacts would be prevented and key stakeholders would be able to participate fully and
effectively in REDD+ design and implementation. Some scholars have pointed out that
422
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REDD+ provided some unprecedented opportunities for especially Indigenous Peoples to
participate in national and local forest governance, partly thanks to the insistence of some
donor countries on such participation.
However, many scholars and actors have a contrasting opinion for several reasons.
First, they fear that there was no effective policy to seriously engage the different categories
of rightsholders. including indigenous peoples and farmers, men and women, in
participatory processes. There is fear that this donor pressure might be short lived, and
pointed out that other forest-dependent communities and rightsholder groups were still
virtually excluded from most REDD+ policy processes while there has been no
participation of Indigenous Peoples or other forest-dependent communities in the design
of the international REDD+ regime itself, which is essentially top-down (6.4). Second, they
argue that there was no equitable sharing of the benefits accruing from the REDD money
as corporate and other wealthy landowners are often able to sell their environmental
services for a better price than local and indigenous communities, and women, and that
much of the money had gone primarily to the intermediaries and States. Third, local people
become increasingly dependent on the intermediaries due to the complexity of MRV
systems and associated costs. Fourth, these processes have exacerbated the uneven power
balance between rightsholders and other actors. By targeting a resource where these
inequities are firmly embedded, and using a mechanism that further exacerbates them, it is
unlikely that the outcomes of REDD+ will be equitable, even though some local
communities might benefit from REDD+. Moreover, some scholars and actors feared that
REDD+ would undermine the cultural value systems that motivated these communities to
conserve forests for free instead of a financial compensation. Most forest-dependent
people are economically and politically marginalized, and for that reason their land tenure
rights are seldom recognized. Forest-dependent communities, and especially women, also
have a weaker position in problematic governance situations which means that they risk
losing their tenure and access rights when forests become attractive for more powerful
stakeholders. They also have less chances to participate effectively in decision-making
processes, and are inclined to face more costs and less benefits from an international
REDD+ regime. Indigenous Peoples and women, who tend to be economically and
politically marginalized, will be disproportionally affected by these inequities. Fifth, there
also is a reported tendency in national REDD+ programs and policies to shift the blame
for deforestation and forest degradation to economically and politically marginalized
communities rather than the corporations and large landowners who tend to be the main
driver of forest loss (see also 4.5, 5.7).
In terms of agency, to be further explored in Chapters 7 and 8, this chapter has
shown that the role of intermediaries in REDD+ is problematic, as they have an economic
incentive to capture most of the benefits themselves, rather than sharing them with forestdependent communities. The role of intermediaries like the World Bank and conservation
NGOs, which is triggered by the high transaction costs and complexity of REDD+, leads
to dependencies and top-down policy approaches that undermine the autonomy of forestdependent Indigenous Peoples and local communities, which have had limited
participation in REDD+ decision-making processes. This effect is strengthened because
PES systems like REDD+ tend to replace the cultural value and governance systems
through which traditional communities have conserved forests with outside financial
support, which creates a dependency on such support. In conclusion, many felt that it was
not realistic to assume that a market-oriented mechanism like REDD+ would lead to
equitable outcomes.
126

The Agency of Governments in REDD+
7.1 Introduction
Chapters 7 and 8 examine which actors have demonstrated clear agency in the
development of the REDD+ regime, and which strategies they have deployed. As
described in 2.3, an agent is an authoritative actor that has the capacity to influence policy
processes and prescribe behavior (Schroeder, 2010). This chapter analyzes the governments
that have demonstrated agency in the REDD+ negotiations, while Chapter 8 focuses on
IGOs and other non-State actors. This distinction is justified as governments are the
formal, authoritative parties in the UNFCCC negotiations process and can thus be direct
agents. Non-State actors are observers to the UNFCCC negotiation process, they have no
decision-making power and can only assert indirect agency by influencing government
positions.
Using literature review, personal observations of REDD+ negotiations, an analysis
of legal and political documents, and interviews with actors this chapter elaborates on the
countries that were mentioned by more than one interviewee as an important agent in the
REDD+ negotiations: PNG and the CfRN (7.2), Costa Rica (7.3), Norway (7.4), the US
(7.5) and Brazil (7.6). It also discusses the agency of some other countries, including
Bolivia, which has tried to halt the development of the REDD+ regime (7.7). The
conceptual framework that was presented in Chapter 2 will be applied to analyze their
legitimacy (as indicated by representativeness and accountability), authority (as indicated by
expertise, influence and moral authority), success in pursuing their original objectives and
agency in the eyes of other actors (7.8). The chapter ends with an analysis of the main
motivations of the lead agents behind the REDD+ regime and the relevance of some of
the regime development theories mentioned in Section 2.4.

7.2 Papua New Guinea and the Coalition for Rainforest Nations
The original proposal for what became the REDD+ regime was officially submitted by
PNG and Costa Rica on behalf of the CfRN.423 The combination of PNG and Costa Rica
is remarkable from a geopolitical perspective, but the two countries shared a strong
financial interest in the inclusion of forest carbon offsets in mandatory carbon markets, 424
and links with academic organizations and/or large conservation groups in the US.425
The link between PNG with the US was partly personal. The lead representative of
the PNG in the REDD+ negotiations, Kevin Conrad, is a son of US missionaries in
PNG,426 who graduated from Columbia Business School in New York.427 He often told the
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FCCC/CP/2005/MISC.1,
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2005/cop11/eng/misc01.pdf (last visited 23 December 2016)
Interview 9, March 2012; interview 40, December 2012; Interview 44, June 2013.
Interview 7, December 2011; interview 11, March 2012; interview 44, June 2013.
http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2011/07/23/REDD+-plus-at-the-crossroads-in-papua-newguinea/ (last visited 14 February 2015). See also
http://content.time.com/time/specials/packages/article/0,28804,1841778_1841779_1841795,0
0.htm (last visited 12 February 2015) and
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anecdote that Prime Minister Somare of PNG, an old friend of his parents, 428 had
complained to him that it would cost the country USD 77 million to comply with World
Bank conditionalities to a PNG forest sector loan 429 that forced them to combat illegal
logging and corruption in the forestry sector.430 Conrad subsequently convinced Somare431
that he could claim financial compensation for reducing deforestation if forest
conservation would be included in the follow-up agreement to the Kyoto Protocol, so that
it could be financed through carbon markets (Den Besten et al., 2014).432 Conrad himself
had elaborated this idea, which had already been explored by other scholars (see 5.2) in his
Master’s Thesis at Columbia Business School433 under the guidance of Professor Geoffrey

http://news.columbia.edu/files_columbianews/imce_shared/vol3307.pdf (last visited 15
February 2015).
427 See also http://www.REDD+-monitor.org/2010/01/11/forests-carbon-markets-and-hot-airwhy-the-carbon-stored-in-forests-should-not-be-traded/ (last visited 6 February 2015).
428 See also http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2011/07/23/REDD+-plus-at-the-crossroads-in-papuanew-guinea/ (last visited 15 February 2015).
429 He was most likely referring to the Papua New Guinea: Governance Promotion Adjustment
Loan (Loan No. 7021-PNG) and the subsequent Papua New Guinea Forestry and Conservation
Project, which was implemented from 2002 until 2008. The objectives of the original loan,
which were made conditional to the subsequent project, were, inter alia, to improve forest
governance (see
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/EXTINSPECTIONPANEL/Resources/020430PNGFIN
AL.pdf (last visited 7 August 2016). Such conditions would normally be seen by government
officials as beneficial to PNG as a country, so it is remarkable that Somare himself mainly saw
them as a financial loss. It should be noted that the PNG forest sector has historically faced
serious governance issues. Seymour and Dubash described in 2000 how the PNG forest sector
is plagued by corruption and fraud and that “…the rot uncovered in PNG’s forest sector spread
right to the top”. (Seymour and Dubash, 2000, p. 34.) These governance problems had their
consequences for forest carbon offset projects. As Melick (2010, p. 359-360) states, “in PNG we
have seen the attempted development of unregulated carbon deals and preemptive trading…
The rapid spread of these projects in PNG seemed connected to the lack of clear national policy
or guidelines to identify the legal status of carbon ownership or the relevant roles of
government agencies…. In PNG all the REDD+ focus was on money rather than on forest
management. Carbon dealers implied fast money from carbon sales would flow to villagers as
middle men raced to secure carbon rights from forest communities, and this gold-rush mentality
was encouraged by the PNG government, which forecast ludicrous incomes from carbon
trading (up to USD200 billion)…. Within weeks of the UN Framework Convention on Climate
Change’s recognition of REDD+ in 2007 (even though REDD+ was little more than a
concept), there were reports of villagers paying for valueless carbon certificates, and numerous
carbon traders and project developers were attempting to buy carbon rights from isolated
communities.”
430 Interview 44, June 2013.
431 It is worth noting that the involvement of foreign consultants in PNG’s forest sector goes back
to the 1990s (Seymour and Dubash, 2000). Its REDD+ plan and climate change and adaptation
plans, for example, were developed by the international consultancy firm McKinsey for USD 2.2
million, a fee that was seriously questioned in the social media. See also
https://pngexposed.files.wordpress.com/2010/09/png-proposal.pdf (last visited 15 February
2015)
and
https://pngexposed.wordpress.com/2010/09/27/mckinseys-paid-us2-2-for-4months-work-on-REDD+/ (last visited 15 February 2015).
432 Interview 40, December 2012, interview 44, June 2013.
433 http://medioambientesur.blogspot.com/2011/09/reducing-emissions-from-deforestation.html
(last visited 6 February 2015).
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Heal. Then, Somare launched the idea for a scheme to compensate reduced deforestation
at the 2005 World Leaders Forum at Columbia University.434
The idea was warmly embraced by other academics at Columbia University,
including Jeffrey Sachs and Joseph Stiglitz (Den Besten et al., 2014) 435 , and especially
Stiglitz was mentioned by some interviewees as a key agent behind REDD+.436 Moreover,
one of the “cofounders” of the Coalition was Geoffrey Heal, Professor of Social
Enterprise at the Columbia Business School.437 Yet, the suggestion, or, in the eyes of some,
the “myth” 438 that the CfRN was a developing country-driven coalition, was quite
important for the negotiation dynamics, as it triggered more support for the proposal by
countries like Brazil (Angelsen, 2008b).439 Brazil, China, Indonesia and India occasionally
attended the meetings of the Coalition, even though they never became a formal
member.440
None of the people who originally developed the REDD+ concept had significant
prior expertise with forest conservation.441 Conrad himself had been involved in various
business enterprises, including tuna trade,442 and Geoffrey Heal had, inter alia, served as the
director of Petromin Holdings PNG Ltd., the national oil, gas and mining company of
PNG.443 He also had strong links with North American NGOs, having been a Member of
the Board and Director of the Union of Concerned Scientists. 444 What Stiglitz, Sachs,
Conrad and Heal had in common was that they were trained in economics or business
administration rather than ecology. As described in 7.4, some of the key Norwegian actors
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http://grocc.ei.columbia.edu/sitefiles/File/spring2005/07_Day_2_Somare.pdf (last visited 6
February 2015). See also
http://www.earth.columbia.edu/sitefiles/file/about/newsletter/2005/february05.pdf
last
visited 15 February 2014 and http://medioambientesur.blogspot.com/2011/09/reducingemissions-from-deforestation.html (last visited 15 February 2015).
https://www0.gsb.columbia.edu/cfusion/faculty/jstiglitz/download/2007_OurPlanet.pdf (last
visited 7 February 2015).
http://content.time.com/time/specials/packages/article/0,28804,1841778_1841779_1841795,0
0.htm (last visited14 February) 2015 and
http://www.rainforestcoalition.org/documents/HeroesofEnvironment--TimeMagazine.pdf
(last visited15 February 2015).
Interview 23, September 2012.
http://www8.gsb.columbia.edu/ideas-at-work/publication/693 (last visited 15 February 2015).
http://medioambientesur.blogspot.com/2011/09/reducing-emissions-from-deforestation.html
(last visited 15 February 2015).
See also interview 47, June 2013.
Interview 26, September 2012; interview 47, June 2013.
Interview 7, December 2011; interview 33, December 2012. See also
http://medioambientesur.blogspot.com/2011/09/reducing-emissions-from-deforestation.html
(last visited 15 February 2015).
Gov. resp. no 7. See also https://www.linkedin.com/pub/kevin-conrad/1/970/b88 (last visited
28 May 2015).
Interview 7, December 2011. See also
https://www0.gsb.columbia.edu/mygsb/faculty/research/pubfiles/3830/Heal%2DVITA%2D
Jan%5F2015%2Epdf (last visited April 2015). Some interviewees mentioned that Conrad and
Heal met when they were “involved in an oil exploration deal in PNG”. They also suggested
that Heal initially funded the establishment of the Coalition. Interview 7, December 2011;
interview 51, June 2013.
https://www0.gsb.columbia.edu/mygsb/faculty/research/pubfiles/3830/Heal%2DVITA%2DJ
an%5F2015%2Epdf (last visited April 2015).
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that promoted REDD+ were economists too, which explains the strong economic
rationale of the REDD+ proposal.
When Prime Minister Michael Somare resigned in 2011, Kevin Conrad’s
relationship with the PNG government became complicated. His position of main
spokesperson was gradually taken over by other people, including Frederica Bietta, an
Italian national who worked as Deputy Director of the CfRN and Director of Finance and
Administration of Columbia University. 445 Conrad himself became a lead negotiator on
REDD+ of the Panamanian delegation in 2014, while Eduardo Reyes, a former lead
advisor on REDD+ to the Panamanian government, became the spokesperson of PNG.446
Panama subsequently took over the position as lead spokesperson for the CfRN, including
at the crucial climate negotiations in December 2015 in Paris. This shows the individual
agency of Conrad.
A unique aspect of the Coalition was that its secretariat was based in New York and
not in a developing country (Den Besten et al., 2014). 447 As Geoffrey Heal himself
described it: “The coalition is administered, and its strategy developed, at Columbia
Business School”448 until 2011, although the PNG government also provided some initial
financial support.449 Most of its staff members are citizens from industrialized countries.450
The Secretariat’s location in New York allowed it to have strong contacts with the
Permanent Missions to the UN of various countries, including Costa Rica and the
countries of the Congo Basin, and some prominent individuals with close links to the UN
system (Den Besten et al., 2014). 451 The CfRN also received financial support from
industrialized country donors, including the EU through the Columbia Business School452
and the government of Germany.453 It also received USD 3.58 million for the period 2009
– 2012 from the Norwegian International Climate Initiative, as part of a support scheme
for CSOs.454 This was not the only time that the Coalition was classified as a CSO as it
received a grant of USD 870,000 in 2011 from the CSO scheme of the Climate and Land
Use Alliance.455 Yet, on its 2015 website, the Coalition calls itself an “Intergovernmental

Interview 44, June 2013. See also: https://pngexposed.wordpress.com/2010/10/09/who-isfederica-bietta-pngs-international-climate-rep-that-is-who/ (last visited 15 February 2015).
446 Interview 61, January 2015.
447 Interview 5, December 2011; interview 25, September 2012.
448 See http://www8.gsb.columbia.edu/ideas-at-work/publication/693 (last visited 15 February
2015).
449 It originally was funded through the Eugene Lang Center for Entrepreneurship of the Columbia
Business
School
and
hosted
at
The
Earth
Institute.
See
http://medioambientesur.blogspot.com/2011/09/reducing-emissions-from-deforestation.html
(last visited 15 February 2015). Interview 26, September 2012; interview 44, June 2013.
450 Interview 44, June 2013.
451 Interview 44, June 2013.
452 http://www8.gsb.columbia.edu/ideas-at-work/publication/693 (last visited 15 February 2014).
453 See http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/download/en/ (last visited 16 July 2016).
454 See
http://www.norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-ny/
filarkiv/3.-sivsa-2012---/cfi/norad_cfi-grant-recipients-2009_2012.pdf (last visited 18 June
2015) and http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/download/en/ (last visited 16 July 2016).
455 See
http://www.climateandlandusealliance.org/uploads/PDFs/Global%20Initiative%20Grants%20
List_Q4%202014.pdf (last visited 14 February 2015).
445
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Organization” 456 and during the negotiations participated as a country coalition that often
intervened before any other country had a say in the REDD+ negotiations.457
The industrialized country roots of the CfRN caused several interviewees to
question the legitimacy of the Coalition, and of Conrad as spokesperson for PNG and the
Coalition.458 In fact, some interviewees felt that REDD+ had been imposed on developing
countries and that it was disrespectful about broader societal needs in those countries.459
While some have called the Coalition a “cohesive voice” in the negotiations (Allan
and Dauvergne, 2013: 1315) the actual membership of the CfRN was far from stable, and
often not clear (Okereke and Dooley, 2010). 460 Several developing country delegates
complained that they were listed as a member of the CfRN on the Coalition’s website461
while they were not a formal member. In fact, some developing countries deliberately
refrained from membership out of irritation over this practice.462 Between 2005 and 2012,
the number of countries supporting CfRN statements varied between 7 and 28,463 and only
PNG itself, Costa Rica and the Central African Republic have supported all CfRN
statements during that period (Allan and Dauvergne, 2013). Or as Okereke and Dooley
(2010: 88) describe it:
“The CfRN, which purport to represent the views of vulnerable forest nations, is
largely directed by a small secretariat based in New York. Recent tension between
some of the member governments indicates that rather than being a coalition of the
consensus views of many nations, the dominant voice in the debate has evolved out
of a handful of member States which may have vested interests in promoting a
particular outcome. This was demonstrated at recent UN climate talks when PNG
took the floor on behalf of the Coalition and affirmed that it spoke on behalf of the
countries listed on its submission (including Bolivia) even though Bolivia had
tendered views which differed significantly. The situation demonstrates the
456
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459
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http://www.rainforestcoalition.org/AboutTheCoalition.aspx (last visited April 2015).
Personal observation.
Interview 5, December 2011; interview 23, September 2012; interview 25, September 2012;
interview 49, June 2013.
Interview 37, December 2012.
Interview 26, September 2012.
http://www.rainforestcoalition.org/AboutTheCoalition.aspx. First visited April 2012, last
visited April 2015. Please note that between the first and last visit the relevant text on the
website changed from “Members of the Coalition” to “Participating Countries in the activities
of the Rainforest Coalition”.
Interview 31, December 2012, and personal conversation with Paraguayan Minister of
Environment Oscar Rivas, April 2011. By then Paraguay was one of the countries still listed on
the website while they never supported one of the CfRN interventions (Allan and Dauvergne,
2013).
It is noteworthy that in his description of the Coalition Joseph Stiglitz talks about “over 40
countries”, while the maximum number of supporters of any CfRN statement was 30, even
though the statements often refer to “the 52 countries” of the CfRN without clarifying their
names. See for example
https://unfccc.int/files/documentation/submissions_from_parties/adp/application/pdf/adp2
5_Statement_by_papua_new_guinea_on_behalf_of_coalition_for_rainforest_nations_20140604
.pdf (last visited 15 July 2016) and Allan and Dauvergne, 2013. Remarkably, the statement they
made in May 2016 does not list the countries supporting the statement anymore, it just
mentions Panama speaks on behalf of the “52 countries of the CfRN”, see
http://www4.unfccc.int/Submissions/Lists/OSPSubmissionUpload/53_239_13108034937775
6376-CfRN%20SBSTA44%20opening%20Statement.pdf (last visited 15 July 2016).
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dominant role held by PNG, and the extent to which many members of similar
coalitions may be unable to project their candid views on important subject
matters.”
One reason why countries participated in the Coalition’s activities and subscribed
to the Coalition’s statements was that they had little capacity to follow the REDD+ debate
themselves (Fry, 2011; Allan and Dauvergne, 2013), not least because of language
deficiency and a lack of travel funds. Table 7.1 shows that many ‘members’ of the CfRN
are relatively small and often French- or Spanish-speaking countries. The Coalition
provided them with ideas, information and visibility and some travel support (Allan and
Dauvergne, 2013) although it has been pointed out that they sometimes seemed to blindly
follow PNG’s position. 464 The CfRN caused a division within the G77 (Allan and
Dauvergne, 2013). The more powerful developing countries like Brazil, China and India
chose their own path in the REDD+ negotiations, while the smaller countries gathered
around PNG in the CfRN (Kasa et al., 2007; Allan and Dauvergne, 2013), which weakened
the position of the South in general in these negotiations.
In summary, while the lead spokespersons of PNG were credited with a certain
level of authority in light of their in-depth knowledge of the UNFCCC negotiation process
and the rather complicated portfolio of land-use and forest policies under the climate
regime, their legitimacy was questioned. No less than twenty-eight interviewees mentioned
either PNG or Kevin Conrad personally as a leading REDD+ agent; one person
highlighted the role of Frederica Bietta; and an additional twelve interviewees mentioned
the CfRN. Five interviewees mentioned the links with Joseph Stiglitz, Jeffrey Sachs,
Geoffrey Heal or Columbia University.
In terms of the results of their agency, the CfRN succeeded in creating a REDD+
regime that was broadly in line with their original proposal, although little carbon market
funding was generated (see 5.4).465 However, PNG obtained little to no financial support
itself, due to its failure to properly implement REDD+ policies466 so the country has not
been successful in achieving its objectives.
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Interview 31, December 2012.
FCCC/CP/2005/MISC.1, http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2005/cop11/eng/misc01.pdf (last
visited 24 May 2015).
The development of the REDD+ policy and REDD+ projects in PNG has been chaotic and
controversial., and marked by significant institutional changes, little stakeholder engagement and
several scandals around the sale of fraudulent carbon credits (Leggett and Lovell, 2012, see also
6.6). According to the data PNG itself submitted to the Voluntary REDD+ partnership
Database it received no REDD+ support at all. Donors claim to have provided USD 22.02
million in REDD+ support, see http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/entities/175/by/others (last
visited 28 May 2015). According to the July 2016 overview USD 3.33 million has been disbursed
so far. http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/download/en/ (last visited 16 July 2016).
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Table 7.1 Membership of the Coalition for Rainforest Nations (as indicated by
support to joint submissions and interventions to the UNFCCC process)
Year
2005
2006
2007, May

2007,
December

2008

2009

2011

2012

English-speaking*
countries
PNG

Spanish-speaking*
countries
Costa Rica, Bolivia,
Chile, Dominican
Republic, Nicaragua
PNG, Solomon Islands
Costa Rica, Bolivia,
Dominican Republic,
Nicaragua
PNG, Fiji, Ghana, Kenya,
Costa Rica, Bolivia,
Madagascar, Samoa,
Chile, Dominican
Solomon Islands, Vanuatu
Republic, Guatemala,
Nicaragua, Panama
PNG, Belize, Kenya, Liberia, Costa Rica, Bolivia,
Lesotho, Madagascar,
Dominican Republic,
Pakistan, Solomon Islands,
Equatorial Guinea,
Thailand, Uganda, Vanuatu, Guatemala, Honduras,
Viet Nam, Ghana,
Nicaragua, Panama
Singapore, Cameroon,
Guyana
PNG, Belize, Ghana, Kenya, Costa Rica, Bolivia,
Lesotho, Liberia, Pakistan,
Dominican Republic,
Singapore, Solomon Islands, Equatorial Guinea,
Thailand, Uganda, Vanuatu
Guatemala Nicaragua,
Panama
PNG, Belize, Ghana,
Costa Rica, Dominican
Guyana, Kenya, Madagascar, Republic, Ecuador,
Nepal, Pakistan, Singapore,
Equatorial Guinea,
Solomon Islands, Tanzania,
Honduras, Nicaragua,
Thailand, Uganda, Vanuatu, Panama
Viet nam
PNG, Belize, Ghana,
Costa Rica, Dominican
Guyana, Solomon Islands,
Republic, Honduras,
Uganda
Nicaragua, Panama
Bangladesh, Dominica, Fiji,
Guyana, Kenya, Pakistan,
Solomon Islands, Suriname,
Uganda

Costa Rica, Dominican
Republic, Honduras,
Panama

French-speaking*
countries
Central African
Republic, Congo,
DRC
Central African
Republic
Central African
Republic, DRC
Central African
Republic, Congo,
DRC, Gabon, Sierra
Leone

Cameroon, Central
African Republic,
Congo, DRC
Central African
Republic, Congo,
DRC

Cameroon, Central
African Republic,
Cote d’Ivoire, DRC,
Gabon, Togo
Cameroon, Central
African Republic,
Cote d’Ivoire, DRC,
Gabon, Sieerra Leone

* Official language or UN language normally used.
Source: Allan and Dauvergne, 2013, UNFCCC website.

7.3 Costa Rica
One strategic move Conrad made was to involve Costa Rica as a key partner in the CfRN.
In light of the rather questionable reputation of PNG in the field of forest policy due to its
history of flawed forest governance (Seymour and Dubash, 2000, see also 7.2), he decided
to involve a country with a solid reputation in forest conservation and a track record of
calling for the inclusion of forest conservation in the CDM during the UNFCCC talks.467
Costa Rica had gambled and lost as far as international carbon markets were concerned in
467

Interview 44, June 2013.
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the 1990s: while its deforestation rates had already been declining due to amongst others
reduced beef demand,468 it had established a nation-wide PES mechanism in 1996 under
the expectation that it would be able to finance it primarily through an international forest
carbon offset market (Sierra and Russman, 2006). The scheme required an investment of
USD 30 million per year, which formed a significant financial burden for such a small
country.469 As forest conservation was excluded from the CDM and forest-related credits
were only temporary, carbon market funding never materialized (Sierra and Russman,
2006).470
It is worth noting that there was a close relationship between the Costa Rican
government and Conservation International (CI), one of the largest US-based conservation
NGOs. At least two key former government officials who played an active role in the
REDD+ negotiations ended up working for CI, and one of them was on the payroll of CI
while he represented Costa Rica in the crucial negotiations on whether REDD+ should be
financed through public funds of carbon markets at UNFCCC COP-17. 471 Some
interviewees therefore accused the Costa Rican delegation of promoting a policy regime
favored by US actors that was basically not in its own interest as it had already stabilized
forest loss. 472
Costa Rica’s authority was relatively high and based on its reputation as a country
that had succeeded to reverse its deforestation. Its legitimacy was not disputed, although
one might question the links of some of its representatives with US NGOs. Fourteen
interviewees identified Costa Rica or its former Minister of Environment Carlos Manuel
Rodriguez as a key agent behind the REDD+ regime. Similar to PNG, Costa Rica was
successful in terms of establishing the REDD+ regime, but not in its efforts to obtain
sufficient financial support for its national PES mechanism through international carbon
offset markets.473

7.4 Norway
Norway was also mentioned by 14 interviewees as a lead governmental agent in REDD+.
Norway is by far the main donor to REDD+,474 and its announcement to provide almost
USD 3 billion for REDD+ actions at the moment governmental negotiations on REDD+

Interview 9, March 2012.
Interview 11, March 2012.
470 Interview 11, March 2012.
471 Interview 40, December 2012.
472 Interview 62, May 2015.
473 Remarkably, Costa Rica reported to the Voluntary REDD+ Database to have received USD
59.45 million as incoming funding until 2015, while donor countries themselves reported a
contribution of USD 12.1 million to REDD+ in Costa Rica only.
http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/entities/50/by/others (last visited 28 May 2015). The
overview in 2016 reported a total of USD 51.57 million in contributions received. See
http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/download/en/ (last visited 16 July 2016).
474 Until May 2015 it has contributed a little over USD 1.9 billion to REDD+, according to its own
data. See http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/entities/166/by/self (last visited 28 May 2015).
However, in the 2016 Voluntary Database it reported to have committed more than USD 4.3
billion to REDD+ arrangements of which it had disbursed more than USD 4.1 billion. See
http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/download/en/ (last visited 16 July 2016).
468
469
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were about to start in 2007 was instrumental in making this results-based payment scheme
a reality (Johns et al., 2008).475
Two Norwegian NGOs, the Rainforest Foundation-Norway476 and Friends of the
Earth-Norway 477 played an important role as the proponents of the scheme (Angelsen,
2008b). 478 In August 2007 they sent an open letter asking for a generous financial
contribution from the Norwegian government to policies to conserve tropical forests
under the UNFCCC.479 The NGOs were relatively new to the climate negotiations at that
time, and it had actually not been their intention to promote market-based financial
support for such a forest conservation scheme. In fact, they would have explicitly opposed
this policy option if they had been aware of the risk that their proposal would be used to
promote forest carbon offset markets.480
Their proposal received a broad-based welcome from the Norwegian
government,481 which had just decided to increase its development support. Climate change
was a popular topic, also because the IPCC had just received the Nobel Peace Prize.482 The
fact that the 2007 UNFCCC COP took place in Indonesia triggered attention toward the
high deforestation rates in that country.483 Practically all major political parties in Norway
supported the REDD+ scheme, even though there was discussion about the best way to
implement it.484 For a country with a rich history in international environmental policy485
(Rosendal, 2007) that was highly dependent on fossil fuel exploration for its economy and
social protection schemes, generously supporting tropical forest conservation was an
attractive manner in which to show leadership in the international climate regime. 486
475
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477
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480
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Interview 21, September 2012, interview 22, September 2012.
Rainforest Foundation Norway is a Norwegian NGO with an annual budget of a little over
USD 16 million, most of which is dedicated to small grants in tropical rainforest countries. See
http://www.regnskog.no/en/publications/annual-reports (last visited 16 July 2016).
Norges Naturvernforbundet/Friends of the Earth-Norway is the oldest nature conservation
organization in Norway. It was founded in 1914, has about 20,000 members and an annual
budget of slightly over USD 2.4 million. See
http://naturvernforbundet.no/getfile.php/Dokumenter/Organisasjon%20%20årsmeldinger%2C%20styrende%20dokumenter%20etc/Årsmelding%202015.pdf
(last
visited 21 July 2016). The two groups are closely connected. Rainforest Foundation Norway was
originally founded by Friends of the Earth-Norway. It was a relatively small group until 2005,
when it successfully lobbied the new Social Democrat government to invest significant financial
support in tropical rainforest conservation as part of the climate regime. Ten years later the
organization has grown about 10 times in size and budget, although it should be emphasized
that, according to its annual reports, around 88% of funds receved are re-granted. Interview 23,
September 2012. See also
http://d5i6is0eze552.cloudfront.net/documents/Publikasjoner/Aarsmeldinger/Annual-Report2013.pdf?mtime=20150905162504 (last visited 21 July 2016).
Interview 23, September 2012.
Interview 23, September 2012.
Interview 23, September 2012.
Interview 54, November 2013.
Interview 23, September 2012.
Interview 23, September 2012.
Interview 54, November 2013.
For example, the World Commission on Sustainable Development that developed the Our
Common Future report that formed the basis for the 1992 UN Conference on Environment
and Development was led by former Norwegian Prime Minister Gro Harlem Brundtland.
Interview 22, September 2012; interview 45, June 2013; interview 52, June 2013;interview 54,
November 2013.
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Forests were seen as a “cuddly” theme. 487 While Norway originally denied supporting
REDD+ to offset its own emissions (Sun Park et al., 2013), this option was definitely
attractive in the light of the Norwegian commitment to reduce emissions with 30%, of
which no less than 10% was to be achieved through offsets. 488 In its first reaction to the
REDD+ proposal by PNG and Costa Rica in 2006, Norway opposed the option of
including avoided deforestation in the CDM, 489 but in its March 2012 submission on
financing REDD+ Norway supported carbon offset markets as a potential source of
REDD+ support. 490 It became a strong supporter of the so-called phased approach of
funding the establishment of carbon offset markets through public support, which had
been elaborated in a Norwegian-financed report by the Meridian Institute (Angelsen et al.,
2009; Den Besten et al., 2014). Norway even moved its goal of achieving “net zero”
emissions forward from 2050 to 2030 in 2016, supposedly in reaction to the Paris
Agreement’s suggestion that emissions could be compensated for by offsets.491
Prime Minister Jens Stoltenberg (2000-2001 and 2005-2013), himself an economist,
had strong personal agency in the establishment of the REDD+ financing scheme. 492
Similar to his colleagues representing PNG, he had limited experience in forest
conservation policy and perhaps a rather simplistic view on it. At a New Year’s speech in
January 2008 he presented the initiative with the statement that “…the technique of
protecting a forest is simply not to take the saw”. 493 Other countries, like forest-rich
neighboring Sweden, did not believe REDD+ was going to be that quick, easy and
scalable,494 According to some interviewees, Swedish forest experts felt that it was “a naïve
assumption that throwing a lot of money to the South would suddenly halt
deforestation”,495 and that “...it is the tail wagging the dog.” 496
The key to the success of Norway’s agency in the REDD+ regime was that it
distributed a relatively small amount of funding over a large number of influential actors in
the REDD+ debate.497 As described, the CfRN itself received generous financial support
from the Norwegian government, as did CIFOR, which is one of the most influential
forest research organizations.498 Norway is by far the largest donor to the UN REDD+
Programme 499 and a key donor to the FCPF. Through these two funds and bilateral
support, no less than 54 countries have been or will be financially supported for REDD+
487
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Interview 22, September 2012.
Interview 39, December 2012, see also https://www.regjeringen.no/en/topics/climate-andenvironment/climate/innsiktsartikler-klima/agreement-on-climate-policy/id2076645/
(last
visited 29 June 2015).
FCCC/SBSTA/2006/MISC.5, see
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2006/sbsta/eng/misc05.pdf (last visited 24 May 2015).
FCCC/AWGLCA/2012/MISC.3, see
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2012/awglca15/eng/misc03.pdf (last visited 24 May 2015).
See
also
http://www.geoengineeringmonitor.org/2016/06/norway-shows-how-net-zerorhetoric-is-utterly-meaningless/ last visited 14 June 2016).
Interview 54, November 2013.
Interview 54, November 2013.
Interview 39, December 2012.
Interview 33, December 2012.
Interview 39, December 2012.
Interview 59, January 2014.
Interview 39, December 2012.
Until May 2015, Norway had provided USD 222.6 million to the USD 256.2 million budget of
UN-REDD. http://mptf.undp.org/factsheet/fund/CCF00 (last visited 28 May 2015).
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Readiness, triggering broad-based political support for REDD+. 500 Norway also
contributes generously to multi-donor REDD+ initiatives like the Central African Forest
Initiative, a multi-donor initiative to “recognize and preserve” the value of forests in six
Central African countries. Despite the involvement of five different donors and two IGOs,
Norway has so far contributed the overwhelming majority of the funding for this
initiative. 501 Norway also gave generous financial support to CSOs like WWF, the
influential Indigenous Tebtebba Foundation (see Section 8.9), and the Rainforest
Foundation-Norway, which subsequently funded the participation of developing country
members of the Accra Caucus on forests and climate change, an influential NGO coalition
in the UNFCCC process (see Section 8.3).
Partly as a result of the strong pressure of Norwegian NGOs, Norway has always
emphasized the social aspects of REDD+, and it has been a strong supporter of the
development of REDD+ safeguards and subsequent safeguard information systems
(Okereke and Dooley, 2010). Norway has tried to use its economic influence to convince
REDD+ recipient countries to implement governance reforms and adhere to the
safeguards (Okereke and Dooley, 2010), although it has not always been successful. 502
In summary, the legitimacy of Norway as an agent in the REDD+ debate is not
disputed, although there has been critique on the role of Norway as a REDD+ funder. 503
Its authority is partly based on a long history of “intellectual and entrepreneurial
leadership” (Rosendal, 2007: 440) in international environmental governance issues. It was
identified as a REDD+ agent by 14 interviewees, and it has been successful in the
establishment of the REDD+ mechanism.

7.5 The US
The US Government was remarkably cautious in its first official reaction to the REDD+
proposal, recommending a continuation of sharing of information only.504 However, four
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In total, Norway reportedly had contributed USD 1.927 million to REDD+ by 2014, of which
more than a third was contributed to Brazil alone (USD 762 million
http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/entities/166 (last visited 27 May 2015). Recipient countries
report slightly lower amounts, USD 1857.38 million, of which USD 758.6 million to Brazil. The
July 2016 database demonstrates that USD 1 billion had been received by the Brazilian
government for, especially, the Amazon Fund, USD 55.17 million has been disbursed to
Tanzania so far, Indonesia had received less than USD 80 million and Guyana which has
actually hardly suffered from deforestation until 2015, had received USD 163 million. See
http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/download/en/ (last visited 16 July 2016). It should be noted
that the total amount actually disbursed is significantly lower than the USD 2.8 billion for the
period between 2008 and 2013 that the Norwegian government originally commited in 2007
(Angelsen, 2008b).
See
https://www.regjeringen.no/en/topics/climate-and-environment/climate/climate-andforest-initiative/kos-innsikt/congo-basin-fund/id734156/#cafi and http://www.cafi.org (last
visited 26 December 2016).
See for example http://www.REDD+-monitor.org/2013/03/14/its-a-mystery-why-we-choseguyana-norwegian-government-official/ (last visited 17 July 2016).
See for example http://www.redd-monitor.org/?s=norway&submit=Search (last visited 24
December 2016).
FCCC/SBSTA/2006/MISC.5, see
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2006/sbsta/eng/misc05.pdf (last visited 24 May 2015).
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interviewees mentioned the US as an agent behind REDD+.505 According to some actors,
the US was always interested in REDD+506 as a strategy to divert the attention away from
fossil fuel consumption. The concept of carbon offset markets itself was originally
introduced in the climate regime by the US Government and US NGOs during the
negotiations that led to the 1997 Kyoto Protocol (Wettestad, 2009; see 3.2) and the US
became a more active supporter of the REDD+ regime after the adoption of the Global
Climate Change Initiative by the Obama administration in 2010 (Sun Park et al., 2013).
According to the Voluntary REDD+ Database it is currently the 3rd largest REDD+
donor. 507 It has been an active supporter of the REDD+ programs of the World Bank,
UN-REDD and the GEF (Sun Park et al., 2013). The US Government has a tradition of
frequent dialogue with its non-State actors, including REDD+ agents like Columbia
University and US Conservation NGOs (see 8.3). 508 US policymaking is also heavily
lobbied by industry and NGOs that are involved in the voluntary forest carbon offset
markets and these groups would have benefitted significantly from a successful global
mandatory offset market (Andresen 2007).509 Through their access to financial resources
and the media, these groups have a disproportional influence on US policymaking (Lahsen,
2005). 510 A representative of the lobbying firm Covington and Burling that represented a
coalition of corporations and environmental groups advocating market-based finance for
forest conservation even served as a chief negotiator for the US to the Kyoto COP in
1997.511
Industrialized countries in general were mentioned by six interviewees as the main
agent behind REDD+, with countries like Germany, Japan and Australia contributing
significant financial and overall support to REDD+ (Johns et al., 2008; Sun Park et al.,
2013), but the US was seen as their intellectual leader,512 due to its hegemonic role in global
policymaking (Andresen 2007) and the science-policy interface. For example, 13 of the 30
contributing authors to the influential 2014 report of the IPCC on Agriculture, Forestry
and Land Use were from the US (IPCC, 2014). The US also has a strong influence in the
World Bank (see 8.4) and the World Bank staff that promoted REDD+ included several
former US government officials (see 8.4).513
Some interviewees suggested that the US lobbied Norway to invest significant
funds into the REDD+ scheme as the US administration itself did not succeed to obtain a
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Interview 33, December 2012; interview 56, December 2013; interview 57, December 2013;
interview 62, May 2015.
Interview 26, September 2012.
According to its own data, the US contributed in total USD 553.37 million to REDD+ until
2014
(USD
432.59
million
according
to
recipient
countries).
See
http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/entities/230 (last visited 27 May 2015). In the 2016 database
it is reported it has commited more than USD 1 billion to REDD+, but that only USD 49.9
million of that has actually been disbursed. See
http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/download/en/ (last visited 16 July 2016).
Interview 62, May 2015.
Interview 16, June 2012.
Interview 16, June 2012.
See http://www.nature.com/news/2008/080305/full/452008a.html (last visited 7 August
2016).
Interview 56, December 2013; interview 57, December 2012; interview 62, May 2015.
Interview 57, December 2013.
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go-ahead for sufficient funding from its legislators.514 The US administration also failed to
obtain legislative support for the creation of an internal cap and trade system, which would
have benefitted significantly from cheap forest carbon offsets. 515 The collaboration
between the US and Norway in the field of REDD+ and climate and forest policies
intensified after the Paris Summit, and in June 2016 they announced that they would
“continue and enhance” their existing cooperation, including by creating a carbon offset
opportunity for the aviation industry that would generate support for REDD+, in line with
a proposal that had been discussed with members of the International Civil Aviation
Organization in Paris in December 2015.516
In summary, the legitimacy of the US was not questioned by the interviewees, but
its authority was not entirely undisputed in so far that some questioned their underlying
motivations in the REDD+ debate. While only four interviewees and some scholars
mentioned the US as a REDD+ agent, they made quite a strong case concerning the role
of the US Government as a behind-the-scene agent that influenced several of the more
visible governmental and non-governmental agents (see 8.3). If the main objective of the
US was to establish an international forest carbon offset market, it has not been successful,
but as an agent behind the REDD+ regime itself it can be seen as having been quite
successful.

7.6 Brazil
Brazil is the country with the largest tropical forest estate on the planet, which gives it a
strong position in forest-related negotiations (Humphreys, 2008, Allan and Dauvergne,
2013). Remarkably, while they have played an active role in other forest policies (see
Chapter 3), and in climate change policy in general (Aubertin, 2015) and while reducing
deforestation forms a cornerstone of its 2008 National Plan on Climate Change517 (Von der
Goltz, 2009), Brazil initially did not seem to have a strong position in favour of REDD+.518
As described in Section 3.2. Brazil actively opposed the inclusion of forest conservation
offsets in the CDM and some have suggested that it originally established the Fondo
Amazonia as an alternative to REDD+ rather than a fund to receive REDD+ payments
(Aubertin, 2015), even though others call it a central element in the National REDD+
Strategy (Van der Hoff et al., 2015). However, Brazil presented two REDD+ like proposals
to the UNFCCC negotiations at the expert meetings in Rome in September 2006 and
Cairns in 2007 (Alvarado and Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2007, Humphreys, 2008) and Brazilian
researchers, in collaboration with US researchers were influential in developing some of the
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Interview 62, May 2015. Because the Obama administration, despite being convinced of the
need to mitigate climate change itself, could not obtain support from the US Congress for a
significant financial contribution to climate mitigation actions, most REDD+ funding had to be
obtained from existing forest programmes (see also 5.4), which created REDD+ skepticism
amongst some US officials who were frustrated about the resulting budget cuts in existing
international forest support programmes. Interview 16, December 2012.
Interview 16, December 2012.
http://www.State.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2016/06/258502.htm (last visited 20 June 2016).
Government of Brazil, Interministerial Committee on Climate Change, Decree No. 6263 of
November 21, 2007, National Plan on Climate Change, Brasilia, December 2008. See
http://www.mma.gov.br/estruturas/208/_arquivos/national_plan_208.pdf (last visited 29 June
2015).
Interview 11, March 2012.
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original REDD+ proposals (Van der Hoff et al., 2015).519 However, it has been suggested
that “this small collection of REDD+ stakeholders entails a mixture of corporate
organizations, State-level governments and some NGOs that often do not act as a coherent
group but nevertheless engage in similar practices” and that formed a “disconnected”
group of stakeholders with little influence on the federal government (Van der Hoff et al.,
2015: 35).
Once REDD+ was launched and fully embedded in the long-term cooperation
track under the UNFCCC rather than the Kyoto Protocol track (see 3.3), Brazil saw
REDD+ as a good opportunity to obtain public financial support for forest conservation
and sustainable development in general (Okereke and Dooley, 2010; Van der Hoff et al.,
2015),520 although it strongly opposed any discussions about the drivers of forest loss. 521
One interviewee suggested that the Brazilian support for the REDD+ proposal was part of
a comprehensive diplomatic agreement between Norway and Brazil that included financial
and technological support by the Norwegian State Oil company, Statoil, for the
exploitation of newly found fossil fuels reserves off the Brazilian coast.522
Brazil persistently, and successfully, opposed the inclusion of avoided deforestation
in the CDM or the inclusion of REDD+ in new market mechanisms, partly because it
preferred a national policy approach over a project-based approach (Von der Goltz, 2009).
It has also, together with China, persistently fostered the position that the first priority of
the international climate regime should be to trigger emission reductions in industrialized
countries (Karsenty, 2008; Von der Goltz, 2009). Brazil’s opposition against the inclusion
of REDD+ in carbon markets stood in the way of its potential membership of the CfRN,
even though it had some sympathy for what they considered a developing country coalition
(Allan and Dauvergne, 2013).523 However, Brazil feared that carbon offset projects would
form a legal barrier to potential infrastructure projects or other national political interests
(Van der Hoff et al., 2015)524 and considered itself too large for a project-based approach,
as it would have needed millions of projects to conserve all its forests. It also feared that a
market-based mechanism would not favor community-based conservation, which had
become increasingly popular in Brazil.525 Meanwhile, as one of the main forest countries,
the federal Government rightfully expected to be one of the main beneficiaries if REDD+
was supported through public funding streams (Humphreys, 2008). It has indeed become
the main beneficiary, having received at least USD 862.33 million in REDD+ support. 526
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Amongst the authors of the editorial essay by Santilli et al. (2005), which was seen by several
people as the “origin” of REDD+, there were two Brazilian authors - Paulo Moutinho from the
Instituto de Pesquisa Ambiental da Amazonia (the Institute for Environmental Research in the
Amazon) and Carlos Nobre of the Instituto Nacional de Pesquisas Espaciais (the National
Institute for Space Research) - who were clearly in favor of a market-based approach for
financing forest conservation (see also Nepstad et al., 2007). Interview 39, December 2012.
Interview 47, June 2013; interview 57, December 2013.
Interview 47, June 2013; interview 58, January 2014.
Interview 63, June 2015.
Interview 47, June 2013.
Interview 40, December 2012; interview 47, June 2013.
Interview 47, June 2013.
See http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/entities/31/by/self last visited 27 May 2015. Please note
that donor countries report a total contribution of USD 1144.36 million. By 2016 it reportedly
had received more than USD 2.1 billion in REDD+ support. See
http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/download/en/ (last visited 16 July 2016).
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In summary, no one disputed the legitimacy of Brazil in the REDD+ debate. As
one of the countries with the largest forest cover in the world and an active role in the
overall climate negotiations, it is seen as a country with significant authority in this field
(Humphrey, 2008). Allan and Dauvergne (2013: 1318) lauds Brazil for its consistency in its
positions and points out that “Brazil has the ability to make or break negotiations for an
international REDD+ mechanism”. However, only two interviewees mentioned Brazil as a
key agent behind REDD+, 527 even though Brazilian research organizations played a role in
developing the idea. The final outcomes of the REDD+ negotiations are similar to the
original proposals of Brazil, 528 so from that perspective its agency has been highly
successful. Brazil is also one of the countries that has profited most from the REDD+
mechanism so far.

7.7 Other Countries and Individuals
Several other tropical rainforest countries as well as the EU 529 were mentioned once or
twice by interviewees as agents in the REDD+ negotiations. The rainforest countries
include the Congo Basin countries,530 Bolivia,531 Indonesia,532 Peru,533 Colombia,534 Mexico
535
and Australia.536
DRC and a few other Central African countries were quite faithful and active
members of the CfRN (Allan and Dauvergne, 2013). Their first official submission on
REDD+ in 2006 demonstrated strong support for the REDD+ proposal by PNG, and for
the inclusion of REDD+ in international carbon offset markets. 537 The Central African
countries successfully advocated for the second “D” of REDD+. Together with India they
pushed successfully for the inclusion of forest Degradation in the scheme (WertzKanounnikoff, 2007; Cerbu et al., 2011). This was fully in line with their interests as forest
degradation by, especially, logging, occurs more in Central Africa than deforestation (Allan
and Dauvergne, 2013). There also was enthusiasm for REDD+ itself as a potential funding
source of forest policy, or a platform for dialogue about forest policy.538
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Interview 47, June 2013; interview 56, December 2013.
See http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2007/sbsta/eng/misc14.pdf (last visited 28 May 2015).
Interview 62, May 2015.
Interview 11, March 2012; interview 17, June 2012.
Interview 24, September 2012.
Interview 56, December 2013.
Interview 50, June 2013.
Interview 62, May 2015.
Interview 31, December 2012.
Interview 58, January 2014.
FCCC/SBSTA/2006/MISC.5, see
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2006/sbsta/eng/misc05.pdf (last visited 24 May 2015).
In fact, Brown (2010) concludes based on interviews with a wide range of stakeholders in DRC,
the Central African Republic and Cameroon that there was significant interest in REDD+ as a
potential funding source for forest policy, be it that the civil society and Indigenous groups
particularly saw it as an opportunity to get more say in their country’s forest policy. While all
African countries have subscribed to the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples,
some African Governments continue to deny that there are Indigenous Peoples in their country
even though according to the definition of Indigenous Peoples, an ethnic group is able to selfidentify itself as Indigenous if it has a clear historical bond with its territory and in most African
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The legitimacy of the Central African countries was not disputed. Their authority
was occasionally questioned, in so far that it was feared that their positions were driven by
financial interests rather than social or environmental motivations.539 Only two interviewees
mentioned them as an agent in REDD+540 and some interviewees accused them of mainly
supporting other people’s ideas. 541 They were quite successful in advocating for the
inclusion of forest degradation in the REDD+ regime, which was their primary interest.
Remarkably, the EU was only mentioned once as a REDD+ agent 542 although two
interviewees mentioned the French parliament as one of the REDD+ agents.543 The EU is
considered an “environmental pusher” (Andresen, 2007: 459) in the overall climate regime
and especially the Germany, UK and French Government originally saw REDD+ as “an
easy thing to do”,544 also due to the influence of the Eliasch (2008) and Stern (2008) reports
(see 3.2). 545 The European Commission has supported the idea of compensated forest
emission reductions (Levin et al., 2008) although it has opposed including such emission
reductions in market-based mechanisms, despite pressure from some member States (Levin
et al., 2008; Bozmoski and Hepburn, 2009). Especially the UK, and some influential UK
individuals like Prince Charles of Wales, became enthusiastic REDD+ supporters
(Humphreys, 2008). Until 2014 the UK had provided USD 785.74 million in financial
support to REDD+.546 Germany has provided even more funding amounting to USD 1.5
billion, although many of its grants concern bilateral initiatives with a strong biodiversity
conservation focus (Sun Park et al., 2013). 547 The French Government claims to have
provided USD 445.45 million to REDD+ until 2014, with the largest contributions made
in 2010 and 2011.548
One interviewee mentioned Australia as one of the pro-REDD+ agents as it was
interested in cheap offsetting opportunities due to its unwillingness to take any meaningful
domestic action to reduce its GHG emissions. 549 Already in 2010 the Australian
Government committed almost USD 1 billion to REDD+ (Sun Park et al., 2013).
Japan was mentioned twice as an important agent in advocating the inclusion of
LULUCF in the climate regime,550 which can be seen as the basis of the REDD+ regime.
As described in 3.2, Japan played an active role as one of the main agents behind the
inclusion of LULUCF in the Kyoto Protocol. Its main interests were to include the
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countries there are such groups. See also http://www.ipacc.org.za/eng/who.asp (last visited 19
June 2015). Interview 13, June 2012.
Interview 11, March 2012.
Interview 11, March 2012; interview 17, June 2012.
Interview 62, May 2015.
Interview 60, June 2014.
Interview 41, December 2012; interview 53, October 2013.
Interview 26, September 2012.
Interview 59, January 2014.
See http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/entities/76 (last visited 27 May 2015). Please note that
recipient countries report only USD 482.6 million in UK contributions. By 2016 it had
reportedly disbursed USD 533.5 million. See
http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/download/en/ (last visited 16 July 2016).
See http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/download/en/ (last visited 16 July 2016).
See http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/entities/74 (last visited 27 May 2015). Please note that
recipient countries report only USD 242.22 million in French contributions. By 2016 it had
reportedly disbursed USD 374.7 million. See
http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/download/en/ (last visited 16 July 2016).
Interview 58, January 2014.
Interview 43, June 2013; interview 45, June 2013.
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emission reductions related to its own national forests in its overall commitments, though,
and none of the interviewees mentioned Japan as a pro-REDD+ agent, even though it
provided quite some financial and technical support for REDD+ (Sun Park et al., 2013). In
fact, in its first formal reaction on the proposal by PNG and Costa Rica, Japan mainly put
forward a number of critical questions, while refraining from explicit support for the idea
of results-based payments for reducing emissions from deforestation. 551 It used the
opportunity to raise attention for the need to include SFM in REDD+, a proposal that was
broadly accepted by other countries (Fry, 2008).
Bolivia has played a significant role in the REDD+ negotiations. While it has been
one of the most vocal opponents of REDD+ since 2010,552 one of the interviewees and the
literature (Humphreys, 2008) mentioned it as an agent behind REDD+. Bolivia was
amongst the first members of the CfRN and supported all its statements between 2005 and
2007 (Allan and Dauvergne, 2013). It also accepted a contribution of USD 4.7 million from
the UN-REDD program in March 2010 to elaborate a REDD+ Readiness program. 553
However, the Bolivian government position on REDD+ changed dramatically as a result
of the outcomes of the World People’s Conference on Climate Change and the Rights of
Mother Earth, which took place in April 2010 near Cochabamba.554 With more than 35,000
participants, this was one of the largest gatherings of climate justice activists ever. 555 It
seems that the Bolivian government itself had not realized that the climate justice agenda
included a strong opposition against REDD+.556 When the working group on forests of
the Cochabamba conference, which elaborated the recommendations on REDD+, came
up with a strong statement rejecting REDD+ as a neoliberal market-based mechanism, a
representative of the Bolivian government literally tore apart the paper upon which the
conclusions of the working group were written.557 However one of the two co-facilitators
of the working group picked up the pieces of paper from the waste bin and insisted that
the original outcomes were introduced in the final declaration of the conference.558 As a
result, the conference declaration states:
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FCCC/SBSTA/2006/MISC.5, see
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2006/sbsta/eng/misc05.pdf (last visited 24 May 2015).
See
http://unfccc.int/files/meetings/ad_hoc_working_groups/lca/application/pdf/bolivia_awglca
10.pdf (last visited 18 June 2015).
http://www.UNREDD.org/Newsletter7_PB4_Countries_Reactions/tabid/3924/language/en-US/Default.aspx
(last visited 24 May 2015). Remarkably, Bolivia reports to the Voluntary REDD+ Database that
it has received zero support for REDD+, while donors report a total contribution of USD
48.17 million. See
http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/entities/30/by/others (last visited 27 May 2015). According
to the 2016 database it has received USD 5.5 million in direct support. See
http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/download/en/ (last visited 16 July 2016).
See https://pwccc.wordpress.com/2010/04/24/peoples-agreement/ (last visited 18 June 2015).
See https://pwccc.wordpress.com/2010/04/24/peoples-agreement/ (last visited 18 June 2015).
In fact, the very first action of CJN! the global network of climate justice activists that was
founded at the UNFCCC COP in Bali in 2007, was a “die-in” action against the launch of the
FCPF, a facility established to make countries “ready” for REDD+ (personal observation). The
action was co-organized by the GFC.
Interview 63, June 2015.
Interview 63, June 2015.
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“We condemn market mechanisms such as REDD+ (Reducing Emissions from
Deforestation and Forest Degradation) and its versions + and + +, which are
violating the sovereignty of peoples and their right to prior free and informed
consent as well as the sovereignty of national States, the customs of Peoples, and
the Rights of Nature.” 559
Remarkably, the first submission of the Bolivian government to the UNFCCC in
which it supposedly submitted the outcomes of the Cochabamba conference, did not
include this outright rejection of REDD+. Rather, it proposed a large number of detailed
recommendations to improve REDD+ actions, some of which were reflected in the
REDD+ safeguards adopted by the UNFCCC in December 2010.560 This led to protests by
several climate justice activists and by the time of the UNFCCC COP in December 2010,
the delegation of Bolivia openly opposed REDD+ as a form of commodification of nature
and a mechanism through which industrialized countries were trying to escape their GHG
emission reduction responsibilities (Bottazzi et al., 2013). 561 REDD+ was one of their
reasons to reject the 2010 COP outcomes (see also 3.4). 562 In the years that followed,
Bolivia turned into a vocal opponent of REDD+, not only at the UNFCCC negotiations,
but also for example at the negotiations for the outcome document of the 2012 UN
Conference on Sustainable Development (Bottazzi et al., 2013).563 In August 2012 Bolivia
changed its strategy, and started actively promoting an alternative to REDD+ in the form
of a “Joint Mitigation and Adaptation Approach for the Integral and Sustainable
Management of Forests”. 564 While some interviewees felt this proposal added little to
existing forest initiatives, 565 Bolivia did succeed to place the alternative squarely on the
agenda of not only the UNFCCC, but also the Green Climate Fund. In the Paris
agreement, the proposal was included as an alternative to REDD+.566 However, this has
not led to the derailment of REDD+ itself.
Despite being the country with the second largest tropical forest areal in the world,
Indonesia never supported the submissions of the CfRN (Allan and Dauvergne, 2013).
However, its official position was similar to that of the CfRN,567 and it has become an
increasingly strong supporter of the inclusion of REDD+ in carbon offset markets (Allan
and Dauvergne, 2013). It has also benefited significantly from the Norwegian support to
REDD+ initiatives, 568 although it was frustrated that the contributions received were
significantly lower than the financial support they had expected.569
See https://pwccc.wordpress.com/2010/04/24/peoples-agreement/ (last visited 18 June 2015).
See
http://unfccc.int/files/meetings/ad_hoc_working_groups/lca/application/pdf/bolivia_awglca
10.pdf (last visited 18 June 2015).
561 Personal observation.
562 Interview 60, June 2014.
563 Personal observation.
564 See https://unfccc.int/files/bodies/awglca/application/pdf/3_bolivia_ws_REDD+__bkk_august_2012.pdf (last visited 17 July 2016).
565 Interview 22, September 2012.
566 Article 5.2, Paris Agreement, see
http://unfccc.int/files/essential_background/convention/application/pdf/english_paris_agree
ment.pdf (last visited 7 July 2016).
567 FCCC/SBSTA/2006/MISC.5, see
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2006/sbsta/eng/misc05.pdf (last visited 24 May 2015).
568 According to Indonesia itself it has received USD 189.20 million but recipient countries claim to
have contributed USD 665.58 million to REDD+ in Indonesia. See
559
560
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Similarly, several Latin American countries with a large forest cover like Peru,
Colombia and Mexico have been supporters of REDD+ and the inclusion of REDD+ in
international carbon offset markets (Alvarado and Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2007; WertzKanounnikoff, 2007; Corbera and Brown, 2008; Fry, 2008). 570 However, some have
suggested that these Governments were influenced by a number of, mainly nongovernmental, US actors, who tend to play a large role in the Latin American conservation
sector.571 The individual agency of President Felipe Calderon of Mexico during the 2010
COP in Cancun was highlighted.572 As described earlier (see 3.5), partly due to Mexican
diplomacy573 this COP succeeded to agree on a broad number of issues including REDD+.
Both prior to and at the conference Calderon openly supported REDD+, and marketbased funding for REDD+, which was considered a promising source of financial support
for the under-funded forestry sector in Mexico (Corbera and Brown, 2008). 574
Another individual whose personal agency in the REDD+ debate has been
highlighted is Tony LaViña from the Philippines, who acted for many years as an effective
and enthusiastic co-facilitator of the official REDD+ negotiation meetings.575 LaViña is a
Yale Law School graduate who worked for eight years in the Washington DC-based World
Resources Institute prior to becoming the lead negotiator of the Philippines.576

7.8 The Agency and Motivations of State Actors
Table 7.2 provides an overview of the governmental actors that were identified as a proREDD+ agent, using the four indicators described in the theoretical framework of this
study, namely (a) legitimacy, (b) authority, (c) capacity to influence processes according to
the actor’s objectives and goals, and (d) agency in the eyes of other stakeholders. This
overview indicates that actors can be seen as important agents in a certain policy regime
without necessarily responding to the qualifications that Corbera et al. (2010) and Partzsch
and Ziegler (2011) identified as important for agency: authority and legitimacy.
Moreover, it is also interesting to note that several actors were seen by other
REDD+ actors as important agents in the debate while they actually did not succeed in
their ultimate policy goal, like PNG and Costa Rica. Meanwhile, a country like Brazil
succeeded in its goals, even though its agency was only recognized by three interviewees.
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http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/entities/100/by/others (last visited 27 May 2015). According
to the 2016 database it had received USD 165.24 million in direct support. See
http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/download/en/ (last visited 16 July 2016).
Interview 16, June 2012; interview 26, September 2012.
Interview 32, December 2012; interview 50, June 2013; interview 62, May 2015.
Interview 62, May 2015.
Interview 31, December 2012; interview 60, June 2014.
Interview 60, June 2014.
Interview 31, December 2012. Remarkably, in the Voluntary REDD+ Database Mexico reports
to have spent no less than USD 1467 million on domestic REDD+ efforts, while it received
only USD 68.7 million in external support. According to donors they commited USD 210.63
million until 2015, but by mid 2016, reportedly only USD 102.21 million had been received. See
http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/entities/524/by/others (last visited 27 May 2015) and see
http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/download/en/ (last visited 16 July 2016).
Interview 37, December 2012.
http://www.ciel.org/Staff_Bios/LaVina.html (last visited 27 May 2015).
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Table 7.2 The agency of government actors in REDD+
Government
actors

Indicators
Legitimacy

PNG and
the CfRN

Kevin Conrad’s
and Frederica
Bietta’s legitimacy
as a spokesperson
for PNG and a
coalition of
developing
countries has been
questioned by
various actors both
within and outside
PNG.
While the
legitimacy of the
country delegation
itself was not at
stake, some people
have questioned
the participation of
CI representatives
in the delegation.
The legitimacy of
Norway was not
disputed.

The authority of
the PNG
delegation was
mainly based on
its extensive
knowledge of the
technical details
of the negotiation
process.

The legitimacy of
the US itself is not
disputed.

The authority of
the US is mainly
based on its geopolitical
dominance, but
several
interviewees
questioned their
motivations in the
REDD+ debate.

Costa Rica

Norway

US

Authority

The authority of
Costa Rica was
significant, and
primarily based
on its reputation
as a country that
had reversed
forest cover loss.
The authority of
Norway is quite
significant and
primarily based
on the country’s
leadership in
international
environmental
governance.
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Capacity to
influence the
process according
to the actor’s
goals and
objectives
The PNG has been
highly successful in
terms of
elaborating the
REDD+ regime,
although it has
failed to include
deforestation in
mandatory carbon
markets or benefit
significantly from
REDD+ support.
Costa Rica was
successful in
elaborating the
REDD+ regime,
but not successful
in the inclusion of
REDD+ in
mandatory carbon
markets.
Norway succeeded
to establish the
REDD+ regime
more or less along
the lines of its
submissions, but it
did not succeed in
the inclusion of
REDD+ in
mandatory carbon
offset markets.
The REDD+
regime was
established along
the lines of US
positions since
2007, although it
did not succeed in
the inclusion of
REDD+ in
mandatory carbon
markets.

Number of
interviewees that
mention the actor
as a REDD+
agent
PNG, the CfRN it
established, the
CfRN’s host
organization or its
spokespeople were
mentioned by 45
interviewees as an
important proREDD+ agent.

Costa Rica or its
representatives were
mentioned by 14
interviewees as an
important proREDD+ agent.

In total, 15
interviewees
mentioned Norway
or its former Prime
Minister as an
important proREDD+ agent.

Only four
interviewees
mentioned the US
as an important proREDD+ agent, but
several people
identified the US
government, or US
non-State actors
with strong links to
the government as
an underlying agent
behind more visible
pro-REDD+ agents
like PNG, Costa
Rica and Norway.

Government
actors

Indicators
Legitimacy

Brazil

The legitimacy of
Brazil was not
disputed.

Authority

The authority of
Brazil as the
country with the
largest tropical
forest area and an
active participant
in the UNFCCC
negotiations is
significant.

Capacity to
influence the
process according
to the actor’s
goals and
objectives
Brazil succeeded to
promote a
REDD+ regime
that is primarily
financed through
public resources,
and to block the
option of financing
REDD+ through
the CDM.

Number of
interviewees that
mention the actor
as a REDD+
agent
Only three
interviewees
mentioned Brazil’s
agency and/or the
assumption that
REDD+ was “a
Brazilian idea”.

Looking at the three main regime theories it is clear that economic interests were
both a strong motivation for most of the agents, and an important strategy to motivate
other actors (see Table 7.3), in line with interest-based theories. One could also interpret
the importance of financial flows in motivating support for REDD+ as an indicator of
hegemony, in line with power-based theories. Knowledge-based theories have some
relevance too, as the discourse about the importance of forest conservation was both a
motivation for REDD+, and used as a strategy to convince other actors. Power-based
theories that emphasize political rather than economic power seemed to have been less
relevant, also because most REDD+ agents were States with relatively little political power.
Table 7.3 Regime theories and their relevance for government agents in REDD+
Government
actors
PNG and
the CfRN

Political interests

Economic interests

Knowledge base

Political interests seemed
to have played a relatively
small role in either
motivating PNG or as an
instrument for its agency

Economic interests in the
form of potential financial
support for their forest
sector were a clear
motivation for PNG and
other members of the
CfRN to pursue REDD+.

Costa Rica

Political interests seemed
to have played a relatively
small role in either
motivating Costa Rica or
as an instrument for its
agency.

Economic interests in the
form of potential financial
support for its forest
sector and its national PES
mechanism were a clear
motivation for Costa Rica
to pursue REDD+.

A knowledge base in terms
of a neoliberal economic
vision on forest
conservation played a role
in motivating the
leadership of the CfRN.
The same leadership used
its knowledge and a
reformist and prosaic
discourse as an instrument
for its agency
Costa Rica’s dedication to
forest conservation formed
part of its knowledge base
and intellectual leadership
and formed an instrument
in its agency.

(Continues)
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Government
actors
Norway

Political interests

Economic interests

Knowledge base

Political interests seemed
to have played a relatively
small role in either
motivating Norway or as
an instrument for its
agency. However, the way
in which Norway used its
economic power to gather
support for REDD+
indicates the relevance of
power-based theories that
emphasize the importance
of economic power.

The potential of cheap
offsets to compensate its
GHG intensive oil sector
were one of the
motivations for Norway to
pursue REDD+.
Moreover, it used the
economic interests of
other actors by
strategically disbursing
REDD+ financial support
amongst a large number of
countries and non-State
actors, including the
CfRN.

Dedication to tropical
forest conservation played
a role in motivating
Norway, and it also used a
discourse of dedication to
tropical forest
conservation to pursue its
agency.

US

Geopolitical interests, in
particular the interest to
replace the principle of
CBDR with a principle of
universal participation in
the climate regime played a
role in motivating the
agency of the US. There
are also indications that the
US used its political and
economic power to
convince other countries
to become a lead agent in
REDD+.
In a strategic manner,
Brazil used its position as a
key forest country to
pursue its political interests
in carbon space and
industrial growth.

Economic interests of the
US in the REDD+ regime
included the potential of
pursiung climate action
without radical lifestyle
change in the US itself.
The US did not make such
an intense use of economic
interests as an instrument
of agency, although it
provided some crucial
funding to the CfRN
Secretariat and other
actors.
Economic interests played
a key role in motivating
Brazil’s agency.

The knowledge base of the
US was formed by a
neoliberal economic view
on forest conservation.

Brazil

Diplomatic skills and
strategy rather than
knowledge base were the
main factors in Brazilian
agency, although it did also
use a reformist and prosaic
environmental problemsolving discourse.

7.9 Conclusions
In line with regime development theory (see 2.3), I conclude that the development of the
REDD+ regime as a subsystem of the climate regime was the result of a remarkable
configuration of party interests. It was remarkable because individual entrepreneurship, the
nature and quality of policy networks, and especially the role of international financial
support in generating chains of agency led to the formation of the regime. The strategic
deployment of financial support by the Norwegian government to a wide range of
countries played a key role in turning them into agents behind REDD+. Economic
interests were both a key motivation for countries like PNG and Costa Rica to advocate
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the REDD+ regime, and a key strategy deployed by the Norwegian government to
generate support for REDD+. This reflects the relevance of interest-based regime theories
for Earth System Governance. It is remarkable that interviewees did not mention the UK
and Germany as key agents, despite these countries being major REDD+ donors.
The role of the US as an agent behind REDD+ demonstrates that power-based
theories also have some relevance to the development of the REDD+ regime. Interviewees
suggested that the US used its political influence to convince other countries, in particular
Norway, to continue to support the REDD+ regime. Norway and the US are currently
collaborating closely in their REDD+ policies. Norway itself had strong economic interests
in a potential forest carbon offset mechanism to compensate for the emissions from its
domestic fossil fuel sector. Norway was also keen to show its environmental leadership in a
way that would not conflict with its own economic interests, thereby demonstrating that
cognitive motives also played a role.
Furthermore, NGOs and organizations like Columbia University, the Rainforest
Foundation-Norway and Friends of the Earth-Norway and CI strongly influenced more
visible agents like PNG, Norway and Costa Rica. These findings support theories of Earth
System Governance that will be further elaborated in Chapter 8, which analyzes how IGOs
and non-governmental actors influenced the governmental agents that formally established
the REDD+ regime.

149

150

The Agency of Non-State Actors in REDD+
8.1 Introduction
In line with a pluralist view on the actors in international regime formation (McDermott et
al., 2010), Chapter 8 contributes to existing literature on REDD+ by using the theoretical
framework elaborated in Chapter 2 to analyze the agency of IGOs, NGOs, the private
sector and social movements in REDD+. While IGOs, and civil society organizations are
different categories of actors, they have in common that they are formal observers to the
UNFCCC negotiations and can assert indirect agency, by influencing the decision-makers
in the REDD+ regime through advocacy campaigns, well-targeted financial investments, or
other tactics. However, that does not necessarily mean that these actors have less influence
than State actors. Conservation NGOs were identified by no less than 32 interviewees as
agents behind REDD+.
After a brief introduction about the typology and characteristics of actors involved
in international forest policy (8.2), this chapter describes the non-State actors that were
mentioned by three or more interviewees as an important agent behind the REDD+
regime: conservation NGOs (8.3), the World Bank (8.4), the private sector (8.5), FAO and
UN-REDD (8.6), CIFOR (8.7), the ITTO (8.8) and IPOs (8.9). Based on literature review,
interviews with key actors in international forest policy, a review of policy documents, and
personal observations of international negotiations, the chapter analyzes the way in which
these actors have played a role in promoting the REDD+ regime, and the extent to which
their legitimacy and authority was recognized, and whether they reached their objectives. It
also discusses their motivations and strategies in light of the main regime development
theories mentioned in 2.3 (8.9).

8.2 Overview of the Main Actors in International Forest Policy
8.2.1 Intergovernmental Organizations
Intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) are organizations that have State members, a
bureaucracy and chief executive officer at its center, and that are governed by a normative
framework of principles and rules (Biermann and Siebenhüner, 2009). The IGOs most
relevant for international forest policy are all members of the Collaborative Partnership on
Forests (CPF). The CPF was established in April 2001577 to support the work of the UN
Forum on Forests (UNFF) and enhance cooperation and coordination among its
members. Aside from the UNFF, CPF members include the UN Food and Agricultural
Organization (FAO), which is the lead agency on forestry within the UN system, the UN
Environment Program (UNEP), UN Development Program (UNDP), the UNFCCC
Secretariat, the CBD Secretariat, the ITTO, the UN Convention to Combat Desertification
(UNCCD) secretariat, CIFOR, the International Union of Forestry Research Organizations
(IUFRO), the World Agroforestry Centre (ICRAF), IUCN, the World Bank and the GEF.

577

UN ECOSOC Resolution 2000/35. See also http://www.cpfweb.org (last visited 5 January
2014).
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IGOs have a significant cognitive, normative or executive influence on the
development and implementation of international regimes (Biermann et al., 2009b). Their
cognitive influence is manifested through the provision of scientific and institutional
information to negotiators, or the advancement of certain discourses in national and
international debates. Their normative influence is manifested through the initiation of, or
guidance provided to, international negotiation processes, while their executive influence is
manifested through the provision of financial and other forms of support for international
policy implementation (Biermann et al., 2009b). While all members of the CPF have at
times expressed support for the REDD+ regime, 578 only a few were mentioned by
interviewees as REDD+ agents: the World Bank, ITTO, CIFOR, FAO and the UNREDD program, which is a joint program of the FAO, UNEP and UNDP. These actors
will be further discussed in 8.4, 8.6, 8.7 and 8.8.
8.2.2 Non-governmental Actors and Movements
Since 1992, the UN system has been classifying the diversity of non-governmental
stakeholders and rightsholders579 in sustainable development in nine major groups: business
and industry, NGOs, Indigenous Peoples, women, youth, workers, farmers, science, and
local authorities.580 Intergovernmental processes related to forests, like the UNFF, the CBD
and the UNFCCC have gradually adopted a similar classification, although there are subtle
differences. Only three major groups were identified by the interviewees as an agent behind
REDD+: NGOs, business and industry, and Indigenous Peoples. While major groups try
to collaborate through constituencies (Schroeder, 2010), they are internally diverse
(Gillespie, 2006) and there are many NGOs and IPOs that have actively opposed the
REDD+ regime.581

8.3

Conservation NGOs and Aid NGOs

Remarkably, while IGOs tend to have more financial resources, a specific group of NGOs
was mentioned most by interviewees as an important non-State REDD+ agent in
REDD+. Sixteen interviewees pointed at the role of conservation NGOs as pro-REDD+
agents. On top of that, nine interviewees mentioned The Nature Conservancy (TNC),
582
seven interviewees highlighted the role of Conservation International (CI), 583 three
578

579

580

581
582

583

The three Convention secretariats and IUFRO are the only CPF members that do not feature
on the latest list of recipients of REDD+ funding. See
http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/download/en/ (last visited 16 July 2016).
As Peoples with recognized status under international law most Indigenous Peoples do not
consider themselves part of civil society. See also 2.7 for the distinction between stakeholders
and rightsholders.
The approach was first used in Agenda 21, Report of the United Nations Conference on
Environment and Development, Rio de Janeiro, 3-14 June 1992, vol. I, Resolutions Adopted by
the Conference (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.93.I.8 and corrigendum), resolution 1,
annex II.
Interview 59, January 2014.
The Nature Conservancy is a US-based conservation NGO with over 1 million members and an
annual budget of over USD 800 million and over USD 6.7 billion in assetts that operates in 69
different countries. See http://www.nature.org (last visited 10 June 2016).
Conservation International is a US-based conservation organization with projects in 30
countries and a budget of over USD 317 million. See
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mentioned the Environmental Defense Fund (EDF), 584 and Greenpeace International, 585
Forest Trends,586 the Woodshole Research Centre,587 the World Resources Institute,588 the
World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF),589 the Rainforest Foundation Norway590 and Friends
of the Earth-Norway591 were each mentioned once. Scholars have highlighted the role of
CI, TNC and The Rainforest Alliance592 and foundations such as the Gordon and Betty
Moore Foundation in promoting REDD+ (Hajek et al., 2011, Stephan and Paterson,
2012). Conservation organizations were the principal advocates of REDD+, but many
social development NGOs such as CARE593 supported REDD+ as a mechanism to trigger
financial support for poor rural communities (Hajek et al., 2011; see also Vatn et al., 2011;
Karsenty, 2012; Van der Hoff et al., 2015).594
NGOs are a highly diverse group of actors that have little more in common than
that they are non-governmental (Gillespie, 2006; Den Besten et al., 2014). While it is often
assumed that NGOs, as non-profit organizations, are independent from commercial or
other economic interests, this is not necessarily the case (Gillespie, 2006; Mitlin et al.,
2007). With the increasing professionalization of the NGO world, many NGOs have
become more financially strategic or even commercial,595 as they need significant amounts
of regular income to sustain their staff and office costs (see also Mitlin et al., 2007; Corbera
and Brown, 2008). For example, only USD 436 million of the 2015 budget of TNC was
spent on conservation activities and actions (which includes staff costs), while more than
USD 227 million was spent on support services (general, administration, and
fundraising). 596 Many NGOs accept financial contributions from private corporations,
which can compromise their independence, and some NGOs have been established with
the specific purpose to advocate for the commercial interests of certain industries. 597
Similarly, there is a significant grey area between the numerous NGOs that are directly or
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http://www.conservation.org/about/Pages/default.aspx (last visited 19 July 2016).
The Environmental Defense Fund is a US-based environmental NGO with offices in China, the
UK and Mexico and a budget of USD 145 million. It aims to provide practical and lasting
solutions to the most serious environmental problems guided by science and economics. One of
its approaches is to help craft markets that value nature and people. See
https://www.edf.org/about/our-mission-and-values (last visited 19 July 2016).
Interview 38, December 2012. See http://www.greenpeace.org/international/en/ (last visited
19 July 2016).
Interview 63, June 2015. See http://www.forest-trends.org (last visited 19 July 2016).
Interview 52, June 2013. See http://whrc.org (last visited 19 July 2016).
Interview 52, June 2013. See http://www.wri.org (last visited 19 july 2016).
Interview 50, June 2013. See http://wwf.panda.org (last visited 19 July 2016).
Interview 54, November 2013. See http://www.regnskog.no/en/ (last visited 19 July 2016).
Interview 54, November 2013. See http://naturvernforbundet.no/?lang=en_GB (last visited 19
July 2016).
See http://www.rainforest-alliance.org/about (last visited 19 July 2016).
See
for
example
http://www.care.org/sites/default/files/documents/WWF-CAREREDD+.pdf (last visited 20 July 2016).
Interview 41, December 2012.
For example, at the 2008 World Conservation Congress in Barcelona, many NGO members of
the World Conservation Union proudly wore a button with the conference slogan “Nature is
Our Business” (personal observation).
See http://www.nature.org/about-us/our-accountability/annual-report/2015-financial-reportwith-report-of-independent-auditors.pdf (last visited 19 July 2016).
An example is World Growth whose chairman describes himself as a “Pro-palm oil lobbyist”.
See http://worldgrowth.org/2010/08/up-close-with-pro-palm-oil-lobbyist-alan-oxley/ (last
visited 19 July 2016).

153

indirectly dependent upon financial contributions by Governments and so-called
Government Organized NGOs that are established by Governments (Bohmelt and
Betzold 2012).
The independence of NGOs can also be compromised in subtle ways. The Accra
Caucus, one of the most influential NGO groupings around REDD+ is a good example of
how industrialized country donor NGOs subtly and probably even non-intentionally
influenced the positions of NGOs from developing countries. The Accra Caucus was
established by NGOs and IPOs attending a two-day conference on Forests and Climate
Change that took place in Accra, Ghana, in 2008.598 The majority of the Caucus members
were from developing countries, but especially Rainforest Foundation Norway (RFN)
played an active role in the Caucus and while it was formally just one of the over 100
members, many of the Accra Caucus members that participated in the UNFCCC meetings
received financial support from RFN. While there are few indications that RFN tried to put
any pressure on its partners, this created an incentive for these Caucus members not to
contradict their positions. Moreover, some of the developing country members of the
Accra Caucus were in a clear position to benefit from potential REDD+ funding for forest
conservation in their country. As a result, the positions of the Caucus were critical about
REDD+ and highlighted the need to adopt and subsequently respect environmental and
social safeguards,599 but they were also reformist. They never concluded that negative social
and environmental impacts were inherent in the REDD+ regime and that the regime itself
should thus be rejected. As such, the Caucus de facto legitimized REDD+ as a regime that
could be satisfactorily improved (Den Besten et al., 2014). On a positive note, the Accra
Caucus did include a clear majority of NGOs from developing countries, and as such it was
more representative of the views of civil society in those countries than the large
conservation NGOs.
The discourse about the need for strong environmental and social safeguards and
‘win-win’ approaches that support both REDD+ and the rights and needs of Indigenous
Peoples, local communities and women, was also embraced by many conservation
NGOs.600 However, Benjaminsen and Svarstad (2010: 403) argue that the discourse about
win-win approaches is mainly used by Big International NGOs (BINGOs) to attract
funding while it sometimes goes hand in hand with ‘fortress conservation’ on the ground.
He assumes that,
“...the logic and power of conservation BINGOs are creating a certain dynamic,
with or without commercialization, which leads to the extension of conservation
areas at the cost of marginalized people” (Benjaminsen and Svarstad, 2010: 398).
As Bohmelt and Betzold (2012) point out, the involvement of NGOs as observers
in international environmental negotiations like the UNFCCC process has increased
significantly over the last decades. Many important UNFCCC negotiations are held in
598
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http://southernvoices.net/en/networks/236-english/47-accra-caucus.html (last visited
August 2015).
http://www.REDD+-monitor.org/2008/12/08/accra-caucus-Statement-on-forests-andclimate-change/ (last visited 22 August 2015).
See for example
http://www.wwf.de/fileadmin/fm-wwf/PublikationenDF/WWF_Guide_to_Building_REDD+_StrategiesA_toolkit_for_REDD+_practitioners_around_the_Globe.pdf (last visited 20 July 2015).
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informal sessions that are closed to observers, 601 but NGOs are able to exert a lot of
pressure on the negotiations, especially when they work closely with key negotiators. The
Accra Caucus, for example, set up regular meetings with key REDD+ negotiators at each
UNFCCC negotiation session, thus building up close personal links.602
The extent to which NGOs were able to influence country positions also depended
on the level of inclusiveness and transparency of the political system of the relevant
countries (Schroeder, 2010). NGOs in PNG had relatively little influence on their
government603 while, for example, Brazilian and US NGOs had quite significant influence,
although with clearly different agendas. 604 Another way in which NGOs influenced the
negotiations, was by serving on national delegations, which could imply greater influence
over their country’s position and participation in Government-only meetings, but it also
meant they had to adhere to the official country position (Schroeder, 2010; Bohmelt and
Betzold 2012). Moreover, NGO representatives often end up working for Governments or
vice versa (Mitlin et al., 2007), including some of the REDD+ negotiators for countries like
Brazil, Costa Rica and the Philippines (see 7.3, 7.5, 7.7).605 NGOs were also able to share
their views with official negotiators by organizing side events, sharing publications, or
sending in formal submissions to the UNFCCC (Schroeder, 2010; Bohmelt and Betzold
2012. Conservation NGOs sent in 25 formal submissions on REDD+ between 2005 and
2008 alone 606 and organized no less than 18 side events on REDD+ during UNFCCC
COP-13 in 2007.607 Their staff also advocated for forest carbon offset markets in peerreviewed articles (e.g. Bonnie and Schwartzman, 2003; Johns et al., 2008).
Larger NGOs are able to invest in gathering relevant information, as a result of
which they are often better positioned to analyze the negotiations than, for example, small
developing countries (Bohmelt and Betzold 2012). The latter are often faced with the
significant challenge of having to cover highly complex, multi-layered negotiations on up to
50 different UNFCCC agenda items with a delegation that consists of two or three persons
only (Fry, 2011). 608 As described in Section 7.2, this was one of the reasons they put
It is worth noting that the CBD, which was set up by UNEP, allows much broader participation
than the UNFCCC, which was set up under the auspices of the UN General Assembly
(Schroeder, 2010). In the CBD, NGOs and other observers like Indigenous Peoples are
normally allowed to attend closed negotiations sessions like contact group and even Friends of
the Chair meetings, and they have often been allowed by the chair to make short interventions
during such meetings. Indigenous organizations are even allowed to participate almost similarly
to Parties in negotiations on traditional knowledge and other issues that are of direct interest to
them (Schroeder, 2010, personal observation). While the UNFCCC has become slightly more
liberal, the majority of contact group meetings are still closed for observers (personal
observation).
602 Personal observation.
603 Interview 5, December 2011.
604 Interview 47, June 2013; interview 16, June 2012; interview 63, June 2015.
605 Interview 11 March 2012; interview 40, December 2012.
606 http://unfccc.int/parties_observers/ngo/submissions/items/3689.php (last visited 16 August
2015).
607 https://seors.unfccc.int/seors/reports/archive.html?session_id=COP13 (last visited 16 August
2015).
608 E.g the delegations of Burundi, Cameroon, the Central African Republic, Equatorial Guinea,
Ethiopia, Jordan, Lebanon, Mauritius, Myanmar, Nicaragua, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia,
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Swaziland, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan to the 13th
UNFCCC COP in 2007 consisted of only one or two members, while a country like the USA
sent a delegation of 135 people. See
601
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confidence in the guidance of the CfRN. International conservation NGOs have many
years of experience in influencing international policy 609 and promoting their message
through the (social) media, while often using what Backstrand (2004, p, 696) calls
“technical narratives leading to a simultaneous scientisation and de-politicisation of
environmental governance” that permits a compatibility between environmental goals and
economic development.610 TNC even went as far to contribute USD 5 million to the FCPF,
the launch of which played an instrumental role in kicking off the negotiations on REDD+
in 2007 (see 8.4).611
International networks, movements and constituencies of NGOs fostering similar
interests and/or values strengthen the agency of NGOs (Schroeder, 2010; Di Gregorio,
2012). Most conservation groups mentioned were member of Climate Action Network
International (CAN), the original Environmental NGO constituency to the UNFCCC. The
CAN positions are normally elaborated by working groups. The CAN working group on
REDD+ was originally strongly dominated by industrialized country conservation
groups.612
However, the overall NGO community was divided on REDD+ (WertzKanounnikoff, 2007). In fact, most European NGOs including CAN Europe had strongly
supported the decision of the European Commission to exclude forest conservation from
the ETS (Bozmoski and Hultman, 2009; Stephan and Paterson, 2012) and many remained
skeptical if not clearly opposed to market-based finance for REDD+.613
Indonesian civil society movements, which had an active campaign against forest
carbon offsets and REDD+, played a central role in the establishment of Climate Justice
Now! (CJN!), 614 a network of progressive NGOs and social movements that shared a
critical view on the climate negotiations and especially carbon trade. 615 CJN! formed a
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http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2007/cop13/eng/inf01p01.pdf (last visited 16 August 2015).
Interview 42, March 2013.
Interview 39, December 2012.
Interview 14, June 2012.
Frustration over the lack of developing country participation in CAN decision-making,
including in the field of REDD+, was one of the reasons why Friends of the Earth
International (FoEI), which used to be one of the three core group members of CAN (together
with Greenpeace International and WWF) left CAN after the 13th UNFCCC COP in 2007. As
Dombrowski (2010) notes, FoEI had a conscious strategy to base its positions on global issues
on its commitment to grassroots groups in developing countries. By becoming more committed
to developing country voices, FoEI became more critical of, for example, market-oriented
environmental policies, because its developing country members were more concerned with the
connection between environmental challenges and broader economic and political factors,
including questions of equity in climate policy (Dombrowski, 2010, Stephan and Paterson,
2012). See for example the 2005 publication “Nature fo Sale: the Impacts of privatizing water
and biodiversity. See http://www.foei.org/resources/publications/publications-bysubject/economic-justice-resisting-neoliberalism-publications/nature-sale-impacts-privatizingwater-biodiversity# (last visited 19 July 2016).
See for example http://www.greenpeace.org/international/en/publications/reports/tropicaldeforestation-emissio/ (last visited 20 July 2016).
See
http://members.foei.org/en/what-we-do/climate-and-energy/latest-news/bali/forestsdeclaration (last visited 19 July 2016).
See http://www.climatejusticenow.org/cjn-network-members-november-2010/ (last visited 21
July 2016). It is worth noting that many of the NGOs and movements that came together to
found CJN! knew each other from Our World is not for Sale, the network of NGOs and social
movements that had been organizing advocacy and public mobilization campaigns around the
World Trade Organization and other trade liberalization processes. See
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discourse coalition of critical actors that openly opposed the discourse coalition of
REDD+ advocates (Den Besten et al., 2014; see also Brockhaus and Angelsen, 2012). One
of the first joint actions CJN! organized was a public demonstration against the
establishment of the FCPF, whose inaugural meeting was literally ‘over-screamed’ by the
protests outside.616
It has been suggested that opposition against REDD+ declined over time, possibly
referring to the initial hesitance of groups like WWF to support REDD+ due to its
potential impact on environmental integrity 617 (see Skutsch and McCall, 2010; WertzKanounnikoff, 2007). The internal discussions in NGO networks showed another trend,
though. 618 Especially after the 2011 Cochabamba conference on the Rights of Mother
Earth,619 in which many CJN! groups participated, opposition against REDD+ amongst
social movements and grassroots organizations grew rapidly and significantly.620 However,
the number of conservation NGOs that supported REDD+, including market-based
REDD+, for economic reasons also grew significantly (Karsenty, 2012; Stephan and
Paterson, 2012; Van der Hoff et al., 2015) possibly because market-based REDD+ formed
a promising source of funding for conservation organizations (Corbera and Brown, 2008).
Some interviewees stated that US conservation NGOs kept on pushing the REDD+
process forward even when the formal negotiations were almost stalled. 621 Instead of
fulfilling a watchdog function, many NGOs considered it their role ‘to accompany’ their
government in implementing REDD+.622 NGOs indeed succeeded to play an active role in
implementing REDD+ through demonstration activities. Cerbu et al. (2011) calculate that
NGOs were twice as often involved in REDD+ demonstration activities than
governments, while local and indigenous communities were involved as partners in only
one of the hundred demonstration activities they analyzed.
While most developing countries preferred a national approach to REDD+, as they
did not want to lose control over potential REDD+ funding (Skutsch and McCall, 2010),
large conservation NGOs almost all favored a project-and market-based approach to
REDD+ as it would allow them to receive REDD+ funding for their conservation
projects (Corbera and Brown, 2008; Hajek et al., 2011; Karsenty, 2012; Van der Hoff et al.,
2015).623 Especially TNC, CI and WWF have been successful (see also 9.5). CI was even
asked in 2015 to administer the USD 50 million Dedicated Grants Mechanism for Local
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http://www.ourworldisnotforsale.org/en/members (last visited 21 July 2016). Both movements
used a radical and imaginative discourse (see 2.4). See also Forsyth, 2007, on the distinction
between “green” and “red-green” environmentalism.
Personal observation. See also http://photolangelle.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/21kiss-ass-copy.jpg (last visited 19 July 2016).
Interview 16, June 2012.
Personal observation.
https://pwccc.wordpress.com (last visited 16 August 2015).
See for example http://climateandcapitalism.com/2012/02/23/social-movements-call-for-apermanent-peoples-assembly-rio-2012/ (last visited 21 july 2016) and the subsequent declaration
of
the
Rio+20
Peoples
Summit:
http://globalforestcoalition.org/wpcontent/uploads/2012/07/PeoplesSummit-FinalDeclaration-ENG.pdf (last visited 21 July
2016).
Interview 55, November 2013.
Interview 20, September 2012.
See for example
http://www.conservation.org/global/japan/initiatives/climate/Documents/FinaljointREDD+
_market-submissionclean.Feb18.pdf (last visited 19 July 2016).
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Communities and Indigenous Peoples of the FIP, the largest existing REDD+ fund at the
time.624
For large conservation NGOs that represented a constituency of individual donors
in industrialized countries, REDD+ not only formed a potential source of funding
(Corbera and Brown, 2008),625 it also allowed industrialized country consumers to continue
with their unsustainable lifestyle while assuming to do something environmentally positive
through carbon offsets.626 Some of the more progressive groups that had been campaigning
against destructive logging companies saw REDD+ as an opportunity to keep the forest
standing.627 Both groups saw integrating conservation into a market-oriented regime as an
alternative for some of the old conservation models that had failed to be effective (Brown,
2010; see also Mitlin et al., 2007 and 8.10). 628
NGOs are often seen as actors that are close to local communities, including
indigenous communities (Bohmelt and Betzold 2012), which is an important factor in their
assumed legitimacy (Dombrowski, 2010). International networks of NGOs and other
actors that can play an important role in supporting local and national campaigns have
often assisted indigenous communities in acquiring funding for their conservation
initiatives.629 However, NGOs do not always adequately represent the views and interests
of local communities630and by having more access to communication tools like internet,
and policymakers, NGOs are able to dominate consultation processes and overpower the
voices of local communities and Indigenous Peoples themselves. 631 Large conservation
organizations often received large amounts of money for REDD+, including to pay firstworld salaries to their developing country staff, while little REDD+ funding trickled down
to local NGOs (Corbera and Brown, 2008).632 The Norwegian government, for example,
which is by far the largest REDD+ donor to date, handed out more than USD 84 million
to CSOs in 2009, but amongst its 21 beneficiaries there were only three developing country
NGOs or research centers, which received less than 15% of all funding.633
624
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http://www.climateinvestmentfunds.org/cif/DGM/Global_Agency (last visited 16 August
2015).
Interview 35, December 2012; interview 39, December 2012; interview 58, January 2014.
Interview 57, December 2013.
Interview 20, September 2012.
Interview 42, March 2013.
Interview 24, September 2012.
Interview 18, June 2012.
E.g. indigenous colleagues in the Solomon Islands reported that only the large conservation
NGOs have been consulted about the country’s National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan
as they were the only one having access to internet – until July 2015 the Network for the
Indigenous Peoples in Solomon Islands did not have any institutional internet access. The
policymakers assumed that the NGOs represented the views of communities and Indigenous
Peoples, but this was not always the case. (Bilateral discussions with NIPS members, July 2015.)
A similar situation was reported by smaller national NGOs in Colombia, which complained that
the consultation processes about REDD+ in the country were dominated by, mainly foreign,
conservation NGOs that did not represent the views of local communities or Indigenous
Peoples. See: http://vh-gfc.dpi.nl/img/userpics/File/publications/REDD+-Realities.pdf (last
visited 14 August 2015).
Interview 20, September 2012.
See
http://www.norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-ny/
filarkiv/3.-sivsa-2012---/cfi/norad_cfi-grant-recipients-2009_2012.pdf (last visited 18 June
2015). It should be mentioned that some of the industrialized country NGOs that benefited
from REDD+ funding subsequently provided support to developing country NGOs and even

158

The interests of conservation NGOs and local communities in REDD+ are often
contradictory, as the high administration fees some conservation NGOs claim for
administering REDD+ projects use up resources that could have reached local
communities and their organizations, while claims of local communities to manage and
administer their own projects negatively impact the economic interests of conservation
NGOs. Some interviewees also reported a brain-drain of capable staff in developing
country NGOs, who started working for the large conservation groups that offer higher
salaries.634
Table 8.1 REDD+ finance received by selected conservation NGOs
Conservation NGO

Number of grants or
other arrangements

Conservation International

8

Total amount
received 2007-2016 in
USD mln
17.0

The Nature Conservancy

9

21.0

the Rainforest Alliance

10

46.0

the Wildlife Conservation Society

11

7.3

IUCN

15

28.0

WWF

32

128.0

Source: REDD+ Voluntary Database, http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/download/en/ (last visited
16 July 2016).

An analysis of all REDD+ recipients according to the latest overview of the
REDD+ Voluntary Database 635 clearly demonstrates that IPOs, or other rightsholder
groups, have hardly benefited from REDD+. Of the 2119 grants and other ‘arrangements’
mentioned, hardly any grants or other arrangements are listed that benefited IPOs or other
rightsholder groups. Meanwhile an organization like CI received at least 8 grants for a total
of more than USD 17 million; the Nature Conservancy is listed with 9 grants for more than
USD 21 million; the Rainforest Alliance received more than 10 grants for more than USD
46 million; the Wildlife Conservation Society 11 grants for more than USD 7.3 million; the
World Conservation Union 15 grants of more than USD 28 million; and WWF received no
less than 32 grants or other forms of financial support for a total of more than USD 128
million (see Table 8.1). The only Indigenous Peoples-led Organization that is listed with
more than one project is the Tebtebba Foundation with two grants for a total of USD 6.5
million.
Partly because of the above-mentioned dichotomy, the legitimacy of NGOs is not
necessarily undisputed. While NGOs assumingly provide positive contributions to
environmental policy development (Gillespie, 2006), Lahsen (2005: 159) points out:

634
635

IPOs, so some of the funding did end up supporting their operations. As mentioned in Chapter
4, the beneficiaries of this civil society scheme also included the CfRN and several World Banklinked research centers. See below.
Interview 20, September 2012.
See http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/download/en/ (last visited 16 July 2016).
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“The tendency to celebrate “civil society” without attending to the role of power
inequalities is also evident among scholars working at the intersection of science,
technology, and policy studies: they tend to exclusively highlight the positive
aspects of increased public participation in the scientific process”.
The legitimacy of NGOs is questionable as they are not necessarily elected by,
representatives of, or accountable to rightsholders or stakeholder groups they pretend to
represent (Dombrowski, 2010; Brown et al., 2012). Constituency-based NGOs that are
subject to democratic governance by their beneficiaries have a different democratic basis
and political legitimacy than movement-based or mission-based NGOs (Brown et al.,
2012). Movement-based International Advocacy NGOs (IANGOs) may be able to gain
legitimacy from their commitment to certain values, and mission-based NGOs from their
expertise, commitment to societal values and human rights, and “association with widely
respected actors” (Brown et al., 2012:1101). However, these indicators seem more relevant
for the authority than the legitimacy of NGOs, which remains “murky” (Brown et al.,
2012: 1102):
“IANGOs that emphasize accountability to broader public values or to affiliate
missions are vulnerable if they are not clear about how those commitments affect
their governance and legitimacy. IANGO leaders can expect increasing pressure to
clarify their primary accountabilities, how those commitments shape governance
arrangements, and what they mean for legitimacy in advocacy” (Brown et al., 2012:
1106).
However, legitimacy seems to be a minor indicator for NGO agency (Gale, 1998).
Their capacity to strategically and opportunistically identify the “critical issues of the day”
and “exploit openings within global politics for … the organisation’s advantage” play a
more important role as success factors in advocacy work (Gale, 1998: 346). The authority
of NGOs is partly based on their technical expertise and scientific and policy analysis636 and
they often focus on the crucial interface between science and international policy regimes
(Bohmelt and Betzold 2012). Their commitment to societal values and human rights-based
approaches can be a source of authority as well. Conservation NGOs were identified by 32
interviewees as a REDD+ agent, and they were successful in pushing for the REDD+
regime and obtaining benefits from it, even though most benefits consisted of public
funding rather than carbon markets.

8.4 The World Bank
With ten interviewees highlighting its role, the World Bank was the non-State institution
that was most mentioned by the interviewees as an agent behind the REDD+ regime after
conservation NGOs, and the single most mentioned individual actor. Several interviewees
highlighted the links between the Washington DC-based World Bank and other agents like
US Conservation groups (8.3) and the US Government, (7.5).637 Some of them highlighted
the individual role of people like Robert Zoelleck and James Wolfensohn, who were ex636
637

Interview 49, June 2013; interview 55, November 2013.
Interview 56 and 57, December 2013; interview 26, September 2012.
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administrators in the US Government before they headed the World Bank. 638 Especially
Zoelleck played an active role in promoting REDD+ by launching the FCPF at the 2007
UNFCCC COP before negotiations on REDD+ had even formally started (Fry, 2007).639
Some interviewees also suggested that the Stern report (2006) has had a strong influence on
the World Bank’s enthusiasm for REDD+, because Nicholas Stern was a former advisor to
the World Bank.640
The World Bank was established in 1944 to assist developing countries in their
efforts to reduce poverty by providing low-interest loans and credits, grants and technical
support.641 Projects financed by the World Bank include large infrastructural projects like
hydroelectric dams and roads that can cause significant forest loss, including in sensitive
areas like the Amazon. Until the adoption of its Tropical Forest Action Plan in 1987, its
forestry sector policy mainly focused on exploiting rather than conserving forests, although
the Bank already stated in a policy paper in 1978 that it would start to pay more attention
to the environmental aspects of logging (Cock, 2008). Increased awareness of the
environmental impact of deforestation in the 1980s triggered protests by environmental
movements against the World Bank financing such projects. While the Bank attempted to
respond to some of the criticisms by adopting safeguards, and even adopted a formal
logging ban in tropical forests (Seymour and Dubash, 2000; Lele et al., 2000)642 it gained an
image of environmental culprit, which it was eager to lose. So when UNCED 1992 put
sustainable development squarely on the agenda of the world community, the World Bank
positioned itself as a central player in financing such policies (Matz, 2005; Michaelowa and
Michaelowa, 2010). It succeeded to become the trustee of the GEF, which had been
elected as the interim financial mechanism to the two global conventions ‒ the CBD and
the UNFCCC ‒ that were adopted at UNCED (Michaelowa and Michaelowa, 2010). It also
provides direct finance for both climate change and biodiversity conservation projects
(Kiss et al., 2002). Moreover, it forged active alliances with some large conservation NGOs
like WWF (Cock, 2008).
The World Bank was certainly one of the first promoters of the idea of forest
carbon offsets (Kiss et al., 2002; Michaelowa and Michaelowa, 2010). As early as 1996 it
proposed a USD 100 million fund to facilitate carbon offset projects (Michaelowa and
Michaelowa, 2010), and forest-related carbon offsets were included from the start, despite
638

639
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See also
http://web.worldbank.org/wbsite/external/extaboutus/organization/extpresident/extpastpresi
dents/extpresident2007/0,,contentmdk:21394208~menupk:64822289~pagepk:64821878~pipk:
64821912~thesitepk:3916065,00.html (last visited 8 August 2015), and
http://web.worldbank.org/wbsite/external/extaboutus/organization/extpresident/extpastpresi
dents/extofficepresident/0,,contentmdk:20519590~menupk:64260190~pagepk:51174171~pipk
:64258873~thesitepk:1014541,00.html (last visited 8 August 2015).
Interview 56, December 2013; interview 26, September 2012.
Interview 26, September 2012. See also
info.worldbank.org/etools/docs/library/138946/SternBio.doc (last visited 8 August 2015).
The World Bank Group formally consisted of the International Bank for Reconstruction and
Development (IBRD), the International Development Association, the International Finance
Corporation, the Multilateral Guarantee Agency and the International Centre for the Settlement
of Investment Disputes. See http://www.worldbank.org/en/about/what-we-do, (last visited 8
August 2015).
It should be noted that some of the safeguards in its forest policy were weakened again during
the Forest Policy Implementation and Review that was initiated in 1998 (Seymour and Dubash,
2000), only a year after the World Bank had started to become involved in forest carbon offsets.
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the fact that the UNFCCC regime itself did not support carbon offsets from forest
conservation. Its ‘Global Carbon Initiative’ was launched in 1997 (Matz, 2005; Michaelowa
and Michaelowa, 2010) and its subsequent ‘Carbon Finance Group’ laid the basis for a
highly active involvement of the World Bank in global carbon trade, as a participant and as
a sponsor of events like the annual ‘Carbon Expo’ trade fair (Michaelowa and Michaelowa,
2010). This was followed by the establishment of the Prototype Carbon Fund in 2000 (Kiss
et al., 2002; Matz, 2005) and the BioCarbon Fund in 2004, which financed reforestation
projects (Kiss et al., 2002, Matz, 2005).643 Hence, the Bank has been blamed for prejudging
the outcome of formal negotiations by experimenting with carbon trading mechanisms
long before the instruments were formally accepted, in 2003, by the Parties to the Kyoto
Protocol (Kiss et al., 2002; Michaelowa and Michaelowa, 2010).644 Moreover, the Bank has
been blamed for false competition: as a subsidized actor with privileged access to
information, donor governments and development finance in an otherwise private market.
The Bank seems to have used carbon markets for its own commercial profit, selecting
some of the most attractive projects, while crowding out other market players (Michaelowa
and Michaelowa, 2010).
Similarly, the World Bank influenced the REDD+ negotiations by launching a
FCPF that aimed to make countries ready for REDD+ at UNFCCC COP-13 in 2007,
before that COP had taken the formal decision to launch the REDD+ negotiations (Fry,
2007; Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2007).645 Benoit Bosquet, the World Bank senior specialist who
was in charge of the development of the FCPF, has openly admitted that “the facility’s
ultimate goal is to jump-start a forest carbon market that tips the economic balance in
favour of conserving forests” 646 (see also Sun Park et al., 2013; Lesniewska, 2014). Putting
USD 100 million on the table for the development of REDD+ projects undoubtedly had a
significant influence on the negotiations (Alvarado and Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2007),647 also
because these funds were to be divided over many countries. Until today, no less than 47
developing countries have signed a partnership agreement with the FCPF,648 which means
that they might become entitled for support, and 22 of them have already received around
USD 4 million in financial support for REDD+ Readiness activities, which is quite a
significant amount of funding for the average forest or environment department in a

See also https://wbcarbonfinance.org/Router.cfm?Page=BioCF&ItemID=9708&FID=9708
last visited 8 August 2015 and http://www.wrm.org.uy/oldsite/bulletin/76/Brazil.html (last
visited 8 August 2015).
644 Interview 25, September 2012. The World Bank originally claimed to play a catalytic role in
global carbon markets only, by helping developing countries to overcome policy obstacles to
well-functioning carbon markets (Kiss et al., 2002). However, its involvement has not decreased
since other actors became more active. It has also been pointed out that both the BioCarbon
Fund and the FCPF were promoted as Pilots that would explore a ‘earn by doing approach
(Kiss et al., 2002), but that they did not really function as pilot projects as they mainly promoted
one approach to REDD+ and forest carbon offsets rather than a broad range of different
approaches.
645 Interview 25, September 2012.
646 See
http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/NEWS/0,,contentMDK:21581819~pageP
K:64257043~piPK:437376~theSitePK:4607,00.html last visited 20 July 2016).
647 Interview 57, December 2013.
648 https://www.forestcarbonpartnership.org/REDD+-countries-1 (last visited 14 August 2015).
643
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developing country.649 In 2008, the Bank started to develop an even larger fund, the FIP,
which currently manages more than USD 775 million in loans and grants for REDD+
projects in 23 different countries. 650 The FIP is less oriented toward promoting carbon
markets and aims to support more transformative initiatives to reduce deforestation,
including through a dedicated grants mechanism for Indigenous Peoples and local
communities. 651 Remarkably, an internal evaluation report on its forest policy in 2000
concluded amongs other things that “Support for Bank leadership in developing carbon
and other markets (certification, ecotourism, water) is not universal, and international
willingness to pay for these services is questionable” (Lele et al., 2000: 5). The fact that the
World Bank has remained so actively involved in forest policy is quite remarkable in light
of the conclusion of senior bank staff in 2000 that the forest sector represented only 2% of
the World Bank’s portfolio but 98% of the headache (Seymour and Dubash, 2000).
However, several interviewees pointed out that there are important institutional incentives
for World Bank staff to be responsible for the administration of large sums, including in
the forest sector.652
The legitimacy of the World Bank’s involvement in international forest policy is far
from undisputed. Matz (2005) lists factors that can create an assumption of legitimacy of
international organizations in international law including State consent, the equality of
States in voting procedures, public participation, transparency, fairness and accountability,
and points out that the World Bank scores particularly weak on public participation, as it
often fails to properly consult affected local communities on proposed projects.
Interviewees pointed out that the objections of the NGO and IPO observers against
certain projects were almost always overruled, and that the Secretariat of the FCPF often
tries to influence the observers to be in favor of certain investments.653
The authority of the World Bank is less disputed, in so far as it is based on its
significant economic power and technical expertise. Ten interviewees highlighted the role
of the World Bank as an agent behind the REDD+ regime. The World Bank certainly
succeeded in its original objective of promoting an active REDD+ regime and placing itself
at the heart of administering the funding for such a REDD+ regime.654
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https://www.forestcarbonpartnership.org/sites/fcp/files/2015/May/FCPF%20Note%
202015-1%20FY16%20Budget_1.pdf (last visited 14 August 2015). In comparison, the official
Budget of the entire Secretariat for the Environment of Paraguay is around U$ 5.5 million per
year. See also http://www.abc.com.py/edicion-impresa/politica/seam-maneja-presupuestoparalelo----de-us-20-millones-con-el-pnud-405523.html (last visited 14 August 2015).
See http://www-cif.climateinvestmentfunds.org/fund/forest-investment-program (last visited 1
January 2017).
See http://www.dgmglobal.org (last visited 13 January 2017).
Interview 17, June 2012; interview 39, December 2012; interview 56, December 2013. See also
Lele et al., 2000. According to the 2014 annual report of the Climate Investment Funds the FIP
used USD 16 million, 5% of its overall portfolio, for project implementation services costs and
an additional USD 11 million (4%) was used for investment plan preparation. As mentioned in
5.4, by December 2014 the fund had only spent USD 314 million of the USD 667 million it had
received from its donors. See
http://www.climateinvestmentfunds.org/cif/content/delivering-scale-empoweringtransformation (last visited 25 December 2016). See also
https://www-cif.climateinvestmentfunds.org/sites/default/files/meeting-documents/scf_6_
cost_of_mdb_nov2010.pdf (last visited 25 December 2016).
Interview 13, June 2012.
http://www.gcfund.org/fileadmin/00_customer/documents/MOB201507-10th/08_-_Report_
to_the_Conference_of_the_Parties_20150626_fin.pdf (last visited 14 August 2015).
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8.5 The Private Sector
The private sector has played a relatively limited role in the REDD+ negotiations in
sending in official submissions or organizing side events. 655 However, no less than nine
interviewees identified the private sector, and specifically the World Business Council on
Sustainable Development as a key agent behind REDD+.656 Wertz-Kanounnikoff (2007)
also mentions their presence in the REDD+ negotiations. Several interviewees pointed out
that successful REDD+ implementation would be highly dependent upon private sector
investments, which already plays a particularly important role in financing REDD+
Readiness activities in Latin America, and that it was thus a key driver behind the entire
process (see also Wertz-Kanounikoff, 2007, Wertz-Kanounnikoff and Kongphan-Apirak,
2008).657
Several interviewees suggested that the private sector had strong motivations to
support REDD+, as it considered REDD+ as an important opportunity for profitmaking,658 and that it wanted to benefit from business-as-usual, creating the illusion for
consumers that they could continue to use fossil fuels and fly without harm to the climate:
“The same people who exploited the economic crisis are now exploiting the climate crisis.”
659
Von Moltke (2002: 350) suggested that corporations aim to implement “no cost
measures promoting sustainability” in light of the interest of consumers in sustainability
issues 660 and that some industries like Unilever saw REDD+ as a business-friendly
alternative to more harsh measures like carbon taxes and border adjustments. 661 One
interviewee also suggested that the logging industry had successfully dictated the rules for
LULUCF in a way that allowed them to continue logging while being able to claim credits
for reduced emissions as compared to an imaginary future reference level.662
Both the legitimacy and the authority of the private sector as an agent in
international negotiations has been questioned. While nine interviewees saw the private
sector as an important agent in the REDD+ debate, private sector involvement in the
REDD+ negotiations themselves is not as significant as some had originally expected, even
though they might have influenced their governments behind the scenes. If its main aim
was to ensure business-as-usual as some interviewees have suggested, the private sector has
been quite successful in achieving its original objectives.

8.6 FAO and UN-REDD
The Food and Agricultural Organization of the United Nations (FAO) is formally the

655

656
657
658
659
660
661
662

E.g. the private sector organized only one side event at the 2007 13th COP of the UNFCCC.
(https://seors.unfccc.int/seors/reports/archive.html?session_id=COP13 (last visited 16 August
2015), and they sent in only one submission on REDD+ between 2005 and 2008
(http://unfccc.int/parties_observers/ngo/submissions/items/3689.php (last visited 16 August
2015).
Interview 50, June 2013.
Interview 55, November 2013; interview 27, October 2012.
Interview 52, June 2013.
Interview 57, December 2013; interview 35, December 2012.
Interview 57, December 2013; interview 35, December 2012.
Interview 52, June 2013.
Interview 58, January 2014.
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UN’s lead agency in the field of forests,663 so it had an obvious role to play in the REDD+
debate. It hosted the first workshop that the UNFCCC organized on reducing emissions
from deforestation in 2006 (Thompson et al., 2011). Its most important move was to join
forces with the UN Environment Program and the UN Development Program in 2008 to
establish UN-REDD, a global funding window for REDD+ Readiness programs
(Thompson et al., 2011). 664 As one of the administrators of UN-REDD, FAO was a
beneficiary of REDD+ funding. It was able to expand some of its forestry activities on the
ground,665 including by channeling REDD+ funding to the national forest inventory and
monitoring efforts it had been supporting for a long time. 666 These national forest
inventory and monitoring programs are central elements of the Readiness efforts of the 23
developing countries that have received UN-REDD support.667
UN-REDD competed with the FCPF in targeting the same donors and the same
developing country partners. However, both funds have always denied this competition,
and have tried to demonstrate their collaboration by organizing joint side events, capacitybuilding events and in-country initiatives (Thompson et al., 2011).668 Contrary to the FCPF,
the donor basis of UN-REDD remains pretty narrow; more than 87% of its total budget of
slightly less than USD 270 million has been provided by the Norwegian Government.669 It
is remarkable that the Norwegian government chose to provide financial support to two
seemingly competing initiatives, but it succeeded to generate the support of both the World
Bank and three of the most important UN forest-related agencies for REDD+. UNREDD and FAO were mentioned by four different interviewees as an important agent
behind the REDD+ regime and as the UN’s main forestry agency its legitimacy and
authority was not questioned. If its objective was to benefit from REDD+ it has been quite
successful.

8.7

The Centre for International Forestry Research

While only three interviewees mentioned CIFOR as an agent behind the REDD+ regime,
its indirect impact as a lead international organization in the field of forest-related research
was significant. CIFOR was established in 1993 as the latest member of the international
research centers of the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research 670
Through strategic research combined with a well-developed outreach and communications
strategy it plays an important role in the science-policy interface in international forest
663
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See also Chapter 3.
See http://www.UN-REDD.org (last visited 20 August 2015) and interview 43, June 2013.
Interview 18, June 2012.
Interview 18, June 2012.
http://www.UN-REDD.org/Partner_Countries/tabid/102663/Default.aspx (last visited 20
August 2015).
E.g.
http://www.UN-REDD.org/NewsCentre/Newsletterhome/1Feature2/tabid/1588/
language/en-US/Default.aspx (last visited 20 August 2015).
See http://mptf.undp.org (last visited 25 December 2016).
The CGIAR, which has been renamed to the Consortium of International Agricultural Research
Centers, was originally established by the World Bank, FAO, UNDP, eleven donor countries,
two regional development banks and four foundations to promote agricultural research in 1971.
See
http://www.cifor.org/about-cifor/
and
http://library.cgiar.org/
bitstream/handle/10947/5277/Consortium_Constitution_05_03_2010.pdf?sequence=1
(last
visited 18 August 2015).
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policy and as such a lead role in the REDD+ discussions. For example, it has organized
side events and exhibitions of materials at practically every negotiation session of the
UNFCCC since 2007, and the majority of these side events and exhibitions focused on
REDD+. 671 In fact, CIFOR was one of the first CPF members that started to analyze and
promote REDD+. 672 Since 2007 it has published dozens of scientific publications on
REDD+ and interviewees praised its intellectual role.673
CIFOR was one of the main beneficiaries of REDD+ finance. 674 Already in the
first funding round of the Norwegian International Climate and Forest Support Scheme it
received a grant of more than 9 million Euro (USD 13.5 million), by far the biggest grant
of all CSOs that benefited from that round.675 While CIFOR’s analysis tends to present a
fair overview of the many challenges and obstacles in the REDD+ regime (see e.g.
Seymour and Forwand, 2010) it always suggests that these can be overcome by proper
design of the REDD+ mechanism and appropriate mitigation measures (e.g. Angelsen,
2008b; Seymour and Forwand, 2010), thus representing a clearly reformist discourse (Den
Besten et al., 2014).
One of the most influential activities CIFOR undertook was the organization of a
series of ‘Forest Days’ – later the Global Landscape Forum ‒ that took place in parallel to
the UNFCCC COPs. 676 The Forest Days are multi-disciplinary and multi-actor events
organized parallel to the UNFCCC COPs. The convenient time and venue, and the welldesigned program featuring a combination of influential negotiators, well-known scientists
and other prominent speakers on themes like REDD+ governance drew a large and
enthusiastic public of policymakers and other actors. The first Forest Day was organized in
2007, and with more than 800 participants its success almost came as a shock to CIFOR
(Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2007). 677 While it formally was a collaborative effort of all CPF
members, CIFOR invested most time and resources into the organization of the event. 678
Key messages were in line with the key messages of many CIFOR publications; that the
challenges to a fair and effective REDD+ are significant but that they could be overcome
with a proper design (Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2007).
The legitimacy of CIFOR was not necessarily disputed, but it should be noted that,
as a research organization, it is supposed to have an objective stance on potentially
controversial issues like REDD+. So the legitimacy of its role as a pro-REDD+ agent
could be questioned. Its authority is significant, and mainly based on its reputation as a
leading research organization in the field of forest policy. It did not have a formal position
on REDD+, so its success cannot be compared to its official stance, but it is clear that it
succeeded to economically benefit from REDD+. Three interviewees identified it as an
important agent.
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Personal observation. See also https://seors.unfccc.int (last visited 18 August 2015).
Interview 19, September 2012.
Interview 21, September 2012. See also http://www.cifor.org/library/ (last visited 21 July
2016).
Interview 39, December 2012.
See
http://www.norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-ny/
filarkiv/3.-sivsa-2012---/cfi/norad_cfi-grant-recipients-2009_2012.pdf (last visited 18 June
2015). In comparison, CIFOR’s annual expenses around that time were less than USD 25
million. http://www.cifor.org/publications/pdf_files/AReports/AR2014.pdf (last visited 19
August 2015).
Interview 37, December 2012; interview 19, September 2012; (personal observation).
Interview 4, interview 19, September 2012.
Interview 19, September 2012.
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8.8 The International Tropical Timber Organization
Several other CPF members were active in the field of REDD+, and especially the ITTO
was mentioned by three different interviewees as one of the agents behind REDD+. 679
ITTO initiated its Thematic Programme on Reducing Deforestation and Forest
Degradation and Enhancing Environmental Services in Tropical Forests in 2009.680 It was
active in terms of organizing side events and other advocacy activities to promote
REDD+, but until December 2014 it had received only USD 9.2 million in funding
pledges, which was hardly more than half of what it had set as a funding target. 681
Moreover, more than USD 8 million of this amount came from one donor – the
Norwegian Government. It also concludes in an internal report that “the short-term
funding perspectives are not positive” (Simula, 2015: 76).682
The legitimacy and authority of ITTO as an international organization was not
openly disputed. Contrary to the other actors mentioned it was only modestly successful in
securing benefits from REDD+, but it was identified by three interviewees as a proREDD+ agent.

8.9 Indigenous Peoples Organizations (IPOs)
Three interviewees683 mentioned IPOs as agents behind the REDD+ regime, although all
recognized that there was a significant diversity amongst IPOs and that it was mainly the
larger international IPOs that were in favor of the REDD+ regime. In fact, quite some
IPOs strongly opposed REDD+.684 After a few years of intense internal discussions in the
International Indigenous Forum on Climate Change, in which practically all the IPOs
involved in the UNFCCC negotiations participate, the forum reached a “No Rights, No
REDD+” consensus position, which was supported by NGO coalitions like the Accra
Caucus.685 However, as some of its members were actively involved in REDD+ projects it
never took the step to subsequently denounce REDD+ when it failed to explicitly
recognize indigenous rights, except for a footnote referring to the UN Declaration on the
Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIPs) in the REDD+ safeguards. 686 This reflects a
reformist discourse.687
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Interview 18, June 2012, Interview 31, December 2012, interview 48, June 2013.
http://www.itto.int/files/user/pdf/callforproposals/TPD_REDD+ES_E_100415.pdf
(last
visited 22 August 2015).
http://www.itto.int/files/user/thematic/TFLET_REDD+ES_FullReport.pdf (last visited 22
August 2015).
http://www.itto.int/files/user/thematic/TFLET_REDD+ES_FullReport.pdf (last visited 22
August 2015).
Interview 42, March 2013; interview 49, June 2013; interview 57, December 2013.
See for example http://www.ienearth.org/global-alliance-of-indigenous-peoples-and-localcommunities-on-climate-change-against-REDD+-and-for-life/ (last visited 21 July 2016).
See http://www.tebtebba.org/index.php/content/122-no-rights-no-REDD+ (last visited 21
July 2016).
http://www.indigenousclimate.org/index.php?limitstart=35&lang=en (last visited 23 August
2015).
See for example
http://www.forestpeoples.org/sites/fpp/files/publication/2010/08/iifpproposednegottextaug
09eng.pdf (last visited 21 July 2016).
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As described in 6.4, some IPOs saw REDD+ as an opportunity to participate in
forest policymaking. They successfully advocated for a safeguard prescribing their full and
effective participation in REDD+ and especially on the African continent REDD+ was
seen by many IPOs as a once in a lifetime opportunity to draw more attention to the
Indigenous Peoples’ rights. However, the agency of IPOs and local communities has been
relatively weak, also due to serious capacity constraints, including lack of financial resources
and language gaps (Schroeder, 2010). It is worth noting that only one IPO, Tebtebba, 688
was able to benefit directly from the significant REDD+ funding offered by the
Norwegian Government until 2015, although several IPOs benefited indirectly from
REDD+ funds managed by NGOs.689
It should be cautioned that IPOs do not necessarily represent entire Indigenous
tribes. Some IPOs are democratically elected by and fully accountable to the Indigenous
Peoples they represent, but other IPOs are relatively small environmental or political
advocacy organizations established by Indigenous experts. Hence, while the
representativeness and accountability and thus the legitimacy of IPOs, and especially IPO
networks, is relatively higher than the representativeness of many NGOs, it is not
necessarily a given.
The moral authority of IPOs is assumed to be high, but their overall authority is
affected by the lack of respect for their traditional knowledge as a source of expertise
(Stewart-Harawira, 2005), and their influence in the UNFCCC process is hampered by a
lack of capacity. Three interviewees identified IPOs as an agent behind the REDD+
regime, but IPOs have not succeeded in their main objective of strong legally binding
safeguards that respect and protect indigenous rights in REDD+, or obtained many
benefits from REDD+ in general.

8.10 The Agency and Motivations of Non-State Actors
Table 8.2 presents the main non-State actors that were identified as important proREDD+ agents, using the four indicators described in the theoretical framework of this
study, namely (a) legitimacy, (b) authority, (c) capacity to influence processes according to
the actor’s objectives and goals and (d) agency in the eyes of other stakeholders.

Tebtebba, the Indigenous Peoples’ International Centre for Policy Research and Education, is
based in the Philippines. See http://www.tebtebba.org/index.php/content/who-we-are (last
visited 25 December 2016). Phelps et al. (2010) describe how the active engagement of
indigenous and forest-dependent community groups in national REDD+ deliberations in the
Philippines has led to a relatively strong support of the Philippine IPOs for the national
REDD+ strategy. In other countries, where there are strong tensions between IPOs and the
Government, such support is often lacking (see also Stephan and Paterson, 2012, Interview 9,
March 2012).
689 http://www.norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-ny/filarkiv/
3.-sivsa-2012---/cfi/norad_cfi-grant-recipients-2009_2012.pdf (last visited 18 June 2015) and
https://www.norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-ny/filarkiv/3.sivsa-2012---/cfi/list-of-grant-recipients-2013-2015.pdf (last visited 21 july 2016). For the period
2016-2020 the Norwegian government intends to finance 4 IPOs out of the 39 organizations
selected to be funded. See https://www.norad.no/en/front/about-norad/news/2015/finalselection-of-nicfi-2016-2020/ (last visted 21 July 2016).
688
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Table 8.2 Agency of non-State actors in REDD+
Non-State
Actors

Indicators
Legitimacy

Conservation
and other
NGOs

While some feel
that NGOs in
general have some
legitimacy as
actors
representing
certain moral
values or local
rightsholders, the
legitimacy of
Conservation
NGOs as an agent
has been
questioned, due to
questions about
their
representativeness
of and
accountability to
rightsholder
groups

The research
capacity and
resulting expertise
of NGOs forms a
source of
authority. In the
eyes of many
actors they also
have moral
authority and an
authority as “voice
of actors on the
ground”, but this
is often disputed
by rightsholder
groups themselves

World Bank

The legitimacy of
the World Bank
has been
questioned due to
its undemocratic
governance
structure, and the
legitimacy of its
role in the
REDD+ debate
has been
questioned as it
influenced a more
democratic UN
decision-making
process.
The legitimacy of
the role of the
private sector in
international
policymaking is
highly disputed,
due to its lack of
representativeness
and accountability

The authority of
the World Bank is
partly based on its
influence, which is
based on its
financial capacity,
and to some
extent on its
expertise.

Private Sector

Authority

The moral and
overall authority of
the private sector
in REDD+ has
been questioned,
also because actors
question its
motivations in the
REDD+ debate.
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Capacity to
influence the
process according
to the actor’s goals
and objectives
Conservation
NGOs and other
REDD+ advocates
succeeded in
establishing
REDD+, but they
did not succeed in
their objective to
establish a global
mandatory forest
carbon offset
market. Reformist
NGOs succeeded
only partially in
including strong
safeguards in the
REDD+ regime.
However, financially
many NGOs
benefited
significantly from
the REDD+ regime.
If the objective of
the World Bank was
to benefit from the
REDD+ regime in
terms of
administering
significant amounts
of funding, it has
been highly
successful. It still
administers the two
largest REDD+
funding
mechanisms.
If the objective of
the private sector
was to ensure
continuation of
business as usual as
some interviewees
suggested, it has
been successful. Yet,
only a few
companies have
clearly profited from
REDD+.

Number of
Interviewees that
mention the actor
as a REDD+ agent
29 interviewees
pointed at one or
more NGOs as
agents behind the
REDD+ regime. The
North American
conservation NGOs
CI, TNC, and EDF
were specifically
mentioned by 15
interviewees. Other
NGOs strongly
opposed REDD+.

Ten interviewees
mentioned the World
Bank as an agent
behind REDD+.

(Continues)
Nine interviewees
identified the private
sector as an agent
behind REDD+.

Non-State
Actors

Indicators
Legitimacy

FAO and
UN-REDD

FAO’s legitimacy
as a representative
and accountable
UN organization
that is the lead
agency in the field
of forests was not
questioned.
CIFOR’s
legitimacy itself
was not disputed,
but the legitimacy
of its role as a
REDD+ agent
could be
questioned in light
of its reputation as
an independent
research
organization.
ITTO’s legitimacy
as a representative
and accountable
IGO that has
forest
conservation as
one of its
objectives was not
questioned.
IPOs are generally
seen as
representative of
and accountable
to forestdependent
Indigenous
Peoples

CIFOR

ITTO

Indigenous
Peoples
Organizations

Authority

FAO’s and UNREDD’s authority
were not
questioned and are
mainly based on
its expertise and
influence.
CIFOR has
significant
authority based on
its expertise as a
leading research
organization in the
field of
international forest
policy.

ITTO’s authority
was not disputed
and is based on its
expertise in the
field of forest
policy.

Capacity to
influence the
process according
to the actor’s goals
and objectives
FAO has been
reasonably
successful in
obtaining a central
role in the REDD+
regime, including as
an administrator of
REDD+ funding.
If CIFOR’s
objective was to
benefit from
REDD+ it has been
quite successful.

Number of
Interviewees that
mention the actor
as a REDD+ agent

If ITTOs objective
was to benefit from
REDD+ it has not
been very
successful.

Three interviewees
pointed at ITTO as
an agent behind
REDD+.

Eight interviewees
highlighted the role
of either FAO or the
UN-REDD program
as an agent behind
REDD+.
Three interviewees
pointed at CIFOR as
an agent behind
REDD+.

The moral
IPOs did not
Three interviewees
authority of IPOs
succeed in
pointed at IPOs as
is esteemed to be
anchoring
agents behind
high, but their
indigenous rights in REDD+. Other
knowledge is not
REDD+ and they
IPOs opposed
always fully
hardly benefited
REDD+.
respected and their from REDD+ so
influence is
far.
limited.
Key: CI = Conservation International; CIFOR = Centre for International Forestry research; EDF =
Environmental Defense Fund; FAO = Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations;
IPO = Indigenous Peoples Organization; ITTO = International Tropical Timber Organizationl
NGOs = non-governmental organization; REDD+ = Reducing emissions from deforestation and
forest degradation plus; TNC = The Nature Conservancy; UN-REDD = United Nations Program
on Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation.

Not all actors in the table meet all the four indicators of agency. Only FAO/UNREDD and CIFOR meet all the indicators. Conservation NGOs, the World Bank and
ITTO meet three of the indicators and otherwise played an active role in REDD+ regime
building, as indicated by the number of formal submissions they presented. ITTO is
remarkably less active and less successful than the World Bank, FAO, CIFOR, or
conservation NGOs. The private sector only meets one indicator, the assumed agency in
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the eyes of nine actors interviewed. The private sector has not played an active direct role
in the establishment of the REDD+ regime either. It sent a few submissions to the
UNFCCC process, and private corporations seldom made public interventions about
REDD+ (see 5.4). Hence there is little indication that the private sector was a major agent
in the REDD+ regime although it might have played a role behind the scenes and many
actors assumed that it was an important agent.
Table 8.3 shows that knowledge-based theories were most relevant to the agency of
non-State actors as they were motivated by ideology, while their knowledge and
environmental problem-solving reformist discourse (see 2.4) formed the main tools for
their agency. Interest-based theories are also reflected in the experiences with non-State
agents in the REDD+ regime, taking into account the strong economic interests of some
of the pro-REDD+ actors in being an intermediary in REDD+ funding, and the way in
which especially the World Bank and UN-REDD used funding as a tool to gather support
for the regime. The role of NGOs is worth noting, as NGOs are often idealized as actors
that mainly represent moral values and/or the voices of people on the ground (e.g.
Bohmelt and Betzold 2012), but they have their own economic interests, and there are
unequal power relations within the NGO sector, between industrialized country NGOs
and developing country NGOs, and between NGOs and rightsholders (Lahsen, 2005,
Mitlin et al., 2007, Stephan and Paterson, 2012). There is often a tendency to see NGOs as
the main actors in civil society, overlooking the role of movements, unions and coalitions
representing rightsholder groups like workers, farmers, women, youth and Indigenous
Peoples (Mitlin et al., 2007).
In an analysis about the role of NGOs in promoting development alternatives versus
alternatives to development, Mitlin et al. (2007) highlight the difference between the often
partial, reformist, intervention-specific alternatives promoted by many NGOs, and the
need for more structure-changing, radical, systemic alternatives. Within the climate
movement, the large social movements representing rightsholders and the more radical
NGOs that formed part of CJN! clearly supported the latter approach. In fact, their main
common slogan was “System change, not climate change”, reflecting a green radicalist
discourse (Dryzek, 2005; see 2.3). 690 However, many industrialized country NGOs and
some of the developing country conservation NGOs embraced a more reformist agenda
regarding REDD+. As Mitlin et al. (2007) analyze, the expansion of civil society and shift
toward democratization has closed the gap between many NGOs and the lead actors in
mainstream development, and NGOs have increasingly become the arbiters of public
opinion between civil society and governments, while especially Industrialized country
NGOs might advocate for solutions and broadly hegemonic ideas that are not necessarily
supported by more locally based and community organizations:
“NGOs become increasingly faced with opportunities related to the dominant ideas
and rules that travel with development finance—in particular in the current
context, ideas related to neoliberalism and security. Acceptance of such
opportunities has made life difficult for many industrialized country NGOs, who in
turn pass on these difficulties to their partners. It is a short step to move from such
observations to suggest that NGOs are becoming vehicles of neoliberal
governmentality.... disciplining local organizations and populations in much the
690

See for example https://viacampesina.org/en/index.php/actions-and-events-mainmenu-26/climate-change-and-agrofuels-mainmenu-75/838-call-for-system-change-not-climate-changeunites-global-movement (last visited 21 July 2016).
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Table 8.3 Regime theories and their relevance for Non-State Agents in REDD+
Non-State
actors
Conserva-tion
and other
NGOs

Political interests

Economic interests

Knowledge base

The main interests of
NGOs are economic, and
their political dominance
is limited.

The strong economic
interests of Conservation
NGOs in REDD+
indicate a relevance of
interest-based theories.

World Bank

The main interests of the
World Bank are economic.
The World Bank does
have significant economic
power, so in line with
power-based theories they
have agency to some
extent.
The main interests of the
private sector are
economic, and while it has
significant political and
economic influence, its
agency in REDD+ regime
building was limited

The World Bank had an
economic interest in
REDD+ and clearly used
its economic power as a
strategy to exert agency,
thus indicating the
relevance of interest-based
theories.
The private sector had
some economic interests
in REDD+ and to some
extent it has used its
economic incluence to
pursue its objectives.

Ideology and knowledge
were central to the agency
of both pro-REDD+ and
anti-REDD+ NGOs,
both in terms of
motivation and in terms of
strategy.
The neoliberal ideology of
the World Bank formed a
basis for its agency, and it
used an environmental
problem-solving discourse
to support its agency.

FAO and
UN-REDD

FAO and UN-REDD
have limited political and
economic power so in line
with power-based theories
they would have less
agency.

FAO and the other UNREDD partners had clear
economic interests in
REDD+ and they used
their (limited) financial
resources as an instrument
in their agency.

Cognitivism played quite
an important role in the
agency of FAO and UNREDD, both as a
motivation and as a
strategy.

CIFOR

CIFOR has limited
political and economic
power so in line with
power-based theories they
would have less agency.
ITTO has limited political
and economic power so in
line with power-based
theories they would have
less agency.

CIFOR had clear
economic interests in
REDD+ but they did not
use economic interests as a
strategy to exert agency.
ITTO had clear economic
interests in REDD+ and it
used its quite limited
financial resources as an
instrument to exert
agency.
Some IPOs had economic
interests in REDD+ and
used their agency to that
end.

Cognitivism played an
important role in the
agency of CIFOR, and its
expertise formed a
cornerstone in its agency.
Cognitivism played quite
an important role in the
agency of ITTO, both as a
motivation and as a
strategy.

Private sector

ITTO

IPOs

IPOs have limited political
and economic power so in
line with power-based
theories they would have
less agency.

Cognitivism did no play an
obvious role in the agency
of the private sector,
although it did often use
an environmental
problem-solving discourse.

Ideology and knowledge
were central to the agency
of both pro-REDD+ and
anti-REDD+ IPOs, both
in terms of motivation and
in terms of strategy.
Key: CIFOR = Centre for International Forestry research; FAO = Food and Agriculture Organization of
the United Nations; IPO = Indigenous Peoples Organization; ITTO = International Tropical Timber
Organizationl NGOs = non-governmental organization; REDD+ = Reducing emissions from
deforestation and forest degradation plus; UN-REDD = United Nations Program on Reducing
Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation.
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same way as development programs have done in the past” (Mitlin et al., 2007:
1703).
This statement seems relevant to the role of conservation NGOs as REDD+
intermediaries.

8.11 Conclusions
This chapter has shown that North American conservation NGOs were lead agents behind
the REDD+ regime. These actors had strong links with some of the Governmental actors
that were identified as lead agents behind the REDD+ regime. For example, there were
close personal and institutional links between the US Government, the World Bank and
some of the North American conservation groups that were identified as lead agents
behind REDD+. Furthermore, two Norwegian NGOs played an important role in
convincing the Norwegian government to invest significant amounts of money into the
REDD+ regime, triggering a chain of agency.
In fact, almost all non-State actors identified as an agent behind the REDD+
regime had in common that they themselves financially benefitted from REDD+ in
general, as intermediaries and otherwise. Moreover, almost all of them received significant
funds from the Norwegian government, which sometimes funded up to 85% of their
REDD+-related initiatives. This demonstrates the relevance of interest-based regime
theories and the influence of economic power on environmental regime development that
is further elaborated in the next chapter.
Interest-based theories are also reflected in the strategies the World Bank deployed
in motivating Governments and non-State actors like IPOs to support the REDD+
regime. Remarkably, while several interviewees assumed the private sector to be an
important agent behind REDD+, it did not meet any of the other indicators of agency (i.e.
legitimacy, authority or success in achieving its objectives), and in general it does not seem
to have played an active role in the REDD+ negotiations, at least not openly.
Knowledge-based theories are relevant to the role and motivations of non-State
actors in REDD+ too. It cannot be denied that many NGOs, and some of the other nonState actors, supported REDD+ out of a sincere conviction that this new forest regime
would contribute to both forest conservation and climate change mitigation. Moreover, the
strategies deployed by non-State actors like conservation NGOs, reflect knowledge-based
theories, as their knowledge and technical expertise was an important instrument in their
advocacy strategies. Having that said, most NGOs involved in the REDD+ negotiations,
especially the industrialized country NGOs, embraced a reformist problem-solving
approach to REDD+ that was quite distinct from the radical, systemic alternatives that
were promoted by some of the rightsholder groups including, for example, global peasant
movements like La Via Campesina.
With the exception of the private sector, non-State actors are assumed to represent
public interests rather than their own economic interests, so the coincidence of the
economic interests of these actors with their assumingly objective and cognitivist
arguments raises questions about their accountability to wider public goals and their
legitimacy as objective non-State actors. This is particularly questionable for NGOs, as
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especially mission-based advocacy NGOs often lack a clear constituency, while they are
assumed to reflect the views of wider civil society, including rightsholder groups. It is often
assumed in the literature that the participation of NGOs and other non-State actors will
enhance the democratic nature and accountability of international regimes, and the
responsiveness of these regimes as far as the rights and needs of the assumed beneficiaries
on the ground are concerned. Yet, with the exception of a few influential IPOs,
rightsholder groups hardly played a role as agents in the REDD+ regime, and they have
received relatively few financial benefits from the REDD+ regime so far (see also 6.6). The
concluding chapter explores how more direct participation of rightsholder groups can
address some of the risks of misrepresentation.
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Conclusions
9.1 Introduction
Deforestation and forest degradation cause many social, environmental and economic
problems (see 1.1). The livelihoods of economically and politically marginalized
communities, especially women and Indigenous Peoples, depend on access to forest
resources (see 6.3). A lack of formal tenure and governance rights over forests prevents
them from halting forest destruction by potential intruders (6.3). Deforestation and forest
degradation are also among the main causes of terrestrial biodiversity loss, and contribute
significantly to climate change; not just because of the greenhouse gases (GHGs) emitted,
but also because natural forests play an important role in stabilizing hydrological cycles (see
1.1).
This study examined the research question: Which actors are instrumental in
shaping REDD+ policies and policy responses; what are their motivations; and how do
they use their agency to pursue their interests? This question has been addressed through
three subsidiary questions. The first question explored how the different actors expected
that REDD+ would work out in comparison to existing international forest policy regimes
in terms of environmental effectiveness, economic efficiency and equity. The response to
this question has shed light on the motivations of the different actors to create a new forest
policy regime and on how the REDD+ regime that has been created is both the cause and
the result of certain power imbalances and inequities between different agents, and
between agents and assumed beneficiaries. The second question explored which actors
promoted the inclusion of REDD+ as a forest policy regime within the climate change
policy regime, and how they used their agency to pursue their underlying interests and
ideologies. The response to this question has provided insights into the role and tactics of
State and non-State actors in international policy processes and especially the role of
economic incentives in regime development. Finally, the third research question explored
how a more balanced agency by rightsholders, developing countries and industrialized
countries in the design of global environmental governance and international climate and
forest policy regimes could be promoted.
This chapter integrates the main conclusions on the assumptions of key actors
regarding the effectiveness, efficiency and equity of the REDD+ regime (9.2) and provides
some suggestions for further research (9.4). It concludes with recommendations for more
effective, efficient and especially equitable forest conservation and restoration policies, and
more balanced agency of rightsholders and stakeholders in Earth System Governance (9.5).

9.2 The Assumed Effectiveness, Efficiency and Equity of REDD+
9.2.1 Assumed Opportunities and Benefits of REDD+
I have argued that the proposal for the REDD+ regime was partly accepted because
negotiators assumed that a results-based payment regime for forest conservation and tree
planting would generate billions of dollars in support for the forestry and conservation
sector (see 3.5). While legally in line with the forest-related clauses in the original
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UNFCCC, the REDD+ regime emphasized results-based payments for reducing
deforestation and forest degradation and enhancing forest carbon stocks. Table 9.1 shows
that the assumed effectiveness of the REDD+ regime was based on the neoliberal
assumption that such economic incentives would be a strong motivation for countries and
actors on the ground to conserve and restore forests (see 4.5). Many lead agents promoting
REDD+ were economists or business administrators (see 7.2, 7.4), and the REDD+
regime resulted from the increasing influence of environmental economics in international
environmental governance (see 7.7 and 8.10). Proponents expected that REDD+ would
mitigate climate change and conserve forests as an ecosystem that provides many other
environmental and social co-benefits, especially if the adopted REDD+ safeguards would
be complied with (see 6.2). A key positive effect of the REDD+ regime is that it has drawn
significant political attention to forests and has generated economic support for forest
conservation (see 4.3). This has inspired many policy initiatives in almost 50 different
countries in the form of REDD+ Readiness processes that aim to set up the necessary
MRV systems (see 3.4, 5.4). REDD+ funding has been distributed over many countries
(see 5.4)691 and can be seen as enhancing equity, and building capacity, including in the field
of analyzing the drivers of forest loss.
Proponents assumed that REDD+ was efficient as reducing emissions from
deforestation and forest degradation and planting trees were seen as relatively inexpensive
climate mitigation policies. They expected that including forest carbon offsets in a
mandatory global emissions trading system (ETS) would generate billions of dollars for
forest conservation (see 5.5). They assumed that the regime would be equitable as it was
based on a beneficiary pays principle whereby the global community meets global
environmental aims including GHG mitigation by paying presumably poor countries, and
the communities within those countries, that conserve forests (see 6.5).
Table 9.1 Assumed positive impacts and opportunities of REDD+
Effectiveness
- Results-based payments
lead to climate mitigation
and other forest
conservation benefits, if
safeguards are complied
with.
- Significantly increased
political attention for the
need of forest
conservation, leading to
increased funding and
action, and increased
capacity to analyze the
drivers of forest loss.

691

Efficiency

Equity

- REDD+ is a cost-effective
climate mitigation policy.
- Inclusion of REDD+ in
mandatory emission trading
markets will generate
significant funding.
- Increased political attention
has triggered significant
amounts of funding for
REDD+, which was divided
over more than 40 recipient
countries.

- REDD+ will lead to a transfer
of funds from global
beneficiaries of forest values to
local stewards of forests,
primarily in the South.
- Safeguards will ensure
equitable implementation and
effective participation.
- PES mechanisms in a number
of countries have provided
income and other economic
benefits to economically
marginalized people.

By June 2016, 38 countries had signed a grant agreement with the FCPF, see
https://www.forestcarbonpartnership.org/sites/fcp/files/2016/May/PC21%20FCPF%20Read
iness%20Progress__MASTERec.pdf (last visited 17 June 2016). A few additional countries
receive funding from UN-REDD+ or bilaterally.
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Proponents expected that safeguards would ensure that benefits would be equitably
shared, negative social impacts would be prevented, and key stakeholders would participate
fully and effectively in REDD+ design and implementation (see 6.8). Moreover, some PES
mechanisms established under or incorporated into REDD+ schemes are assumed to have
delivered concrete economic benefits to local communities that conserve forests. While the
payments are often relatively modest, proponents point out that they can be quite
significant for economically marginalized communities with low incomes (see 6.5). Lastly,
in certain countries and forest-related international policy processes, REDD+ has created
new participation opportunities for certain forest-dependent groups, in particular
Indigenous Peoples (see 6.4).
9.2.2 Assumed Negative Impacts and Risks of REDD+
Both scholars and the interviewed REDD+ actors identified risks and potential negative
impacts of REDD+ (see Table 9.2), although interviewees’ responses were remarkably
mixed. Not only interviewees from critical NGOs or rightsholder groups mentioned
negative aspects, also others mentioned some risks, and even interviewees from
governments or organizations that strongly promoted REDD+ mentioned potential pitfalls
of the new regime. Most scholars mention the potential risks of REDD+, even though
they embrace a reformist approach that assumes the risks can be satisfactory addressed by
improving regime design or implementation. Only a few scholars consider the flaws to be
inherent in the REDD+ regime.
A key risk is that REDD+’s effectiveness in reducing forest loss would be limited
as it cannot address many of the main drivers of forest loss including incoherent
international policy, as REDD+ payments are destined for actors directly responsible for
forest loss. While some attempt to address commodity-chain related drivers through
REDD+, it is not designed to address demand-side drivers like overconsumption of meat
and dairy which drives expansion of soy and cattle production in forest frontiers in South
America, or the demand for palm oil which drives deforestation in Southeast Asia (see 4.4).
Furthermore, there are problems in paying countries or other actors for complying with
their own laws. REDD+ neither can deal with corruption or the lack of good governance,
but is already being implemented in over 40 countries with questionable governance (see
4.4, 6.3). Moreover, REDD+ may not be able reduce GHG emissions as carbon sinks are
not permanent, as there may be leakage, as baselines and reference levels are difficult to
identify, and MRV mechanisms are complex and expensive (see 4.2, 4.5). The effectiveness
of REDD+ as a climate change mitigation mechanism would be further compromised if
most funding would be generated through carbon offsets, as permanent emissions would
be offset through non-permanent sequestration (see 4.5).
Scholars and interviewees have questioned the efficiency of REDD+ as it would
require billions of dollars annually while there is little statistical evidence that increased
forest funding is related to decreased deforestation (see 5.5). Another risk is that REDD+
funding will remain primarily public and thus relatively modest, while the same public
financial resources could also have been spent on other climate change mitigation or
adaptation policies, or poverty reduction (see 5.4). As REDD+ has not been included in a
mandatory ETS, the amount of private finance for REDD+ has remained marginal and the
Paris Agreement will not change this in the short run, even though there is still a chance
that land-use activities might be included in the as yet to be defined offsetting mechanism
that is indicated in Article 6 of the Paris Agreement, or in a potential mechanism to offset
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the emissions of a specific sector like aviation. However, for now the overwhelming
majority of REDD+ funding is and will remain public. This implies that the quantity of
funding will remain far more modest than the 17 to 33 billion USD per year that was
originally assumed to be available (Eliasch, 2008). It also means that every dollar spent on
REDD+ is a dollar that cannot be spent on climate change adaptation, or development aid
in general. Meanwhile, covering the full opportunity costs of REDD+ through resultsbased payments would require permanent annual investments that might be similar to or
higher than the entire existing global ODA budget (see 5.3.2). For many intermediaries
there is a clear economic incentive to inflate the transaction and other costs of REDD+, so
that these funds can sustain their organizational costs (see 6.6).
As the price of REDD+ is likely to be set through negotiations involving the
intermediaries and not the beneficiaries, rather than a proper calculation of the transaction
and opportunity costs, local communities and other potential beneficiaries may not be fully
compensated for their costs (see 5.3, 6.5, 6.6). This means that the costs and benefits of
REDD+ are likely to be distributed in an inequitable manner between the providers,
intermediaries and buyers of REDD+ credits, between women and men, and between
industrialized and developing countries (see 6.5, 6.6).
The need for adequate MRV systems and related transaction costs have created
significant dependencies of forest-dependent communities on intermediaries such as
conservation NGOs, private companies and government agencies (see 6.6). These
dependencies have led to power imbalances that have resulted in both an inequitable
distribution of costs and benefits between these intermediaries and forest-dependent
communities, and misrepresentation of the latter in the international policy debate (see 6.8).
Indigenous Peoples, women and forest-dependent communities have not been able to
participate fully and effectively in the design and implementation of the REDD+ regime
(see 6.4).
It is also more efficient to pay large landowners who have been responsible for
significant deforestation for conserving forests than forest-dependent actors like women
and Indigenous Peoples, who often even lack the formal tenure rights regarding the forests
on which they depend (see 6.5). Forest-dependent communities, in particular Indigenous
Peoples and women, are economically and politically marginalized (see 6.3), and inherent
power imbalances mean that it will always be difficult for them to participate fully and
effectively in regime design (see 6.4). As the REDD+ safeguards are essentially voluntary
and their implementation is subject to self-reporting by countries, there is a risk of elite
resource capture, green land grabbing (see 6.3.4), involuntary resettlements, and human
rights violations in general (see 6.2, 6.8). Some of these problems could be addressed by
securing land tenure rights for forest-dependent Indigenous Peoples, local communities
and women, but it will take decades before land tenure conflicts are resolved in most
REDD+ countries, while REDD+ is already implemented (6.3).
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Table 9.2 Assumed risks and potential negative impacts of REDD+
Effectiveness

Efficiency

Equity

- There is a trade-off between
REDD+ effectiveness,
efficiency and equity, e.g. in
the field of MRV, establishing
reference levels and project
scale.

- There is a trade-off
between REDD+
effectiveness, efficiency and
equity.

- There is a trade-off between
REDD+ effectiveness,
efficiency and equity.

- Most REDD+ activities have
focused on REDD+
Readiness rather than
reducing forest loss, and some
successes are claimed for
projects and policies are not
REDD+.

- Most REDD+ funding has
been spent on Readiness
rather than action.
- Most PES mechanisms lack
additionality.
- Adequate MRV implies
high transaction costs

- Problems with addressing
permanence, leakage and
establishing proper baselines,
reference levels and MRV
systems will undermine
REDD+ and the climate
mitigation regime.

- REDD+ intermediaries
have an economic incentive
to inflate REDD+ costs.

- There will not be universal
participation in REDD+ so
leakage cannot be
satisfactorily addressed.
- REDD+ does not necessarily
contribute to forest ecosystem
conservation as it is carbonfocused.

- Covering the full
opportunity costs of
REDD+ is excessively
expensive and requires an
amount similar to the entire
existing global ODA
budget, on a permanent
basis.

- REDD+ cannot address
demand-side drivers of forest
loss or drivers related to bad
governance, including
corruption and illegality.

- There is no clear
relationship between
existing REDD+ funding
and decreased
deforestation.

- The full transaction and
opportunity costs of
REDD+ providers might
not be compensated for.

- Most REDD+ funding is
public, and thus modest,
while replacing other
climate and development
funding, and the Paris
Agreement is unlikely to
change this in the short
term.
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- Contextual inequities in the
forest sector lead to
procedural and distributive
inequities in REDD+,
including gender inequities.
- Indigenous Peoples, women
and forest-dependent
communities have not
participated effectively in the
design and implementation
of REDD+.
- REDD+ safeguards might
not prevent elite resource
capture, land grabbing and
human rights violations
triggered by REDD+
dynamics.
- Large landowners benefit
more than forest-dependent
actors without land tenure
rights.
- Significant benefits are
accruing to intermediaries
rather than forest-dependent
communities.
- MRV and other transaction
costs create dependencies of
forest-dependent actors on
intermediaries, leading to
power imbalances.

Many anticipated potential negative impacts during the negotiations phase of
REDD+ (2007-2015) 692 have become a reality with the Paris Agreement in December
2015. The REDD+ regime as it was finally incorporated in the Paris Agreement may
trigger a significant trade-off between effectiveness, efficiency and equity (see 6.8).
Adequate MRV mechanisms are essential to avoid the risk that the REDD+ regime
undermines the climate regime, but these mechanisms are far too expensive (see 5.3, 6.6).
As a result, methodologies are being used that cannot guarantee accuracy (see 4.2), while
forest-dependent communities have become dependent upon intermediaries for setting up
REDD+ project and programs, as they are unable to invest in such MRV systems
themselves, although participatory monitoring methodologies can contribute important
data to MRV systems (see 6.6). As adequate baselines and reference levels would have
excluded many countries from participating in REDD+ (see 5.3), questionable rules have
been adopted by the Parties to the UNFCCC that significantly compromise the
effectiveness of REDD+ as a climate mitigation regime.
I conclude that the way in which the final REDD+ regime is designed implies that
it cannot address demand-side drivers like international commodity chains and other key
drivers like bad governance. While many national REDD+ strategies analyze the drivers of
forest loss, few include measures that would address them effectively (see 4.4). Rather,
there has been a tendency to blame forest-dependent communities for forest loss, and
many REDD+ policies and projects focus on hampering their use of forest resources and
forest lands. This is also due to the fact that REDD+ is, paradoxically, most effective in
the countries and areas with the lowest deforestation rates, as it pretends to compensate for
the opportunity costs of not using forest resources and land, which has turned out to be an
economically infeasible approach for forest areas that are threatened by the main driver of
forest loss, commercial commodity production (4.5, 5.10).
As there will not be universal, mandatory participation in the REDD+ mechanism,
leakage will remain a significant problem, while its lack of permanence compromises
REDD+ effectiveness as a climate change mitigation regime (see 4.2).

9.3 Theoretical reflections
This study has shown that most elements of agency and regime theories, and within the
latter the power-based, interest-based and knowledge-based theories, are relevant for
analyzing the REDD+ regime. In the sub-sections below I position the findings within the
respective theories.
9.3.1 Agency in REDD+ and its Relevance to Regime Theories
In light of the identified potential negative impacts of REDD+, including by many key
actors in the negotiations, it is remarkable that so many actors became active agents behind
the REDD+ regime (see 7.8, 8.10). An agent in international law is an authoritative actor
who is able to prescribe behavior and successfully influence regime development (see 2.5).
Actors can be seen as agents in a regime if they are considered legitimate, if their authority
is respected, if they succeed in influencing policy processes in line with their objectives and
if they are an agent in the eyes of other actors in the regime. Legitimacy can be indicated by
the assumed representativeness and accountability of actors, and, in the case of non-State
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As explained in Chapter 1, the interviews took place between December 2011 and May 2015.

180

actors, their utility, embeddedness and education. Authority is indicated by the assumed
expertise, moral authority and influence of actors (see 2.10).
Applying a conceptual framework using these indicators, the following lead agents
behind the REDD+ regime were identified: PNG, Costa Rica and their CfRN, Norway,
the US, Brazil, conservation NGOs, the World Bank, FAO, UN-REDD+, CIFOR and
ITTO (see Chapters 7 and 8). While this list excludes actors that corresponded to one or
two indicators only, not all the actors mentioned met all four indicators. The legitimacy and
authority of some actors with the highest assumed agency, which were relatively successful
in achieving their original objectives, was questioned (see 7.8, 8.10). Especially regarding
Kevin Conrad’s role as coordinator of the CfRN, there was a gradual de-legitimization,
defined as “a process whereby framing by various actors lead to the perceived decline in
the legitimacy of an institution or arrangements” (Backstrand and Kylsater, 2014: 332).
This was due to questions that were raised about his representativeness of and
accountability to the PNG administration, and the CfRN in general (see 7.2). Yet this delegitimization hardly seems to have affected his agency in REDD+.
The legitimacy in terms of representativeness and accountability of several of the
non-State actors who were identified as agents behind REDD+ was questioned (see 8.10).
This could trigger the question whether legitimacy is an important criterion for agency in
practice. While more research is needed, findings of this research suggest that actors can
obtain remarkable agency in international regime building even if their legitimacy and
authority are questioned. Lastly, it is worth noting that while the final REDD+ regime is
broadly in line with the original proposal developed by Columbia University and PNG, the
latter has received little or no financial benefits from REDD+ (see 7.2). The strong
individual agency of actors does not necessarily lead to economic benefits for the
organizations they represent, if the representativeness and accountability of the agent is
questionable.
There were many links between the agents mentioned, indicating chains of agency.
The first proposals for financing tropical forest conservation through carbon offset
markets were designed by mainly US conservation organizations and the World Bank, and
implemented on an experimental basis since the 1980s (see 8.3, 8.4). The REDD+
proposal was further developed at Columbia University in the US, and supported by
influential people like Joseph Stiglitz with strong links with both the US Government and
the World Bank (see 7.2, 7.5, 8.4). Columbia University subsequently convinced two
developing countries, PNG and Costa Rica, to establish a CfRN that formally put the
REDD+ proposal on the UNFCCC agenda and moved it forward (see 7.2). The link
between US actors and PNG was partly incidental, as the personal relationship between
Conrad and Prime Minister Somare played a key role in convincing the PNG Government
to support the REDD+ proposal, and to provide a mandate to Conrad to represent PNG
in the negotiations (see 7.2). This reflects the importance of policy entrepreneurs exploiting
windows of opportunity. In general, the policy entrepreneurship of Conrad responds well
to the criteria that were mentioned as success factors by Huitema and Meijerink (2010, see
also Chapter 2): he developed a new idea, built a coalition, managed and orchestrated a
policy network, recognized and exploited windows of opportunity and, as such, provided
clear leadership in international regime development (see 2.3).693 He also meets some of the
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When Somare’s term ended, Conrad’s relationship with the PNG Government deteriorated and
he finally left the delegation to become a lead negotiator on REDD+ for Panama, which
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characteristics mentioned by Gsottbauer and van den Bergh (2012), namely ideology,
expertise, economic interests, enthusiasm and negotiation skills (see 2.5).
Costa Rica traditionally had strong links with US conservation organizations and
has a positive track record in forest conservation. It has been advocating for carbon offset
credits to support forest conservation since 1996. Costa Rica provided the legitimacy and
authority to the CfRN that PNG itself was partly lacking due to its dubious forest record
and the rather thin links between Conrad and the PNG administration as a whole (see 7.3).
Former Norwegian Minister of Environment Eric Solheim played a strong role in the
agency of Norway, while the individual policy entrepreneurship of former Minister of
Environment Carlos Manuel Rodriguez played a role in Costa Rica’s agency. Rodriguez and
other Costa Rican negotiators deployed directional and intellectual leadership by using the
example of their own domestic PES mechanism to influence the positions of other actors
(see 7.3, 2.3). The CfRN itself is a coalition with variable membership of often small nonEnglish speaking countries that depended on the strategic leadership of especially Conrad
as a knowledge-shaper for their participation in the REDD+ negotiations (see 2.3, 7.2).
Both the CfRN and people like Solheim and Rodriguez show how individual policy
entrepreneurship played a central role in REDD+ agency. The experience of the REDD+
regime also demonstrates the importance of the nature and quality of networks in agency
and regime development, and how such networks can form the cornerstone to the agency
of relatively small and politically marginal countries like PNG and Costa Rica. In fact, the
development of the REDD+ regime is an example of how the different actors with
originally quite distinct agenda’s work through strategic networks that trigger chains of
agency around reformist policy approaches that serve their hegemonic interests and can
lead to a regime that does not necessarily serve its original purpose in the most effective,
efficient and equitable manner.
The development of the REDD+ regime corresponds to some extent to the
factors mentioned by Weible et al. (2012, see 2.3) as triggers of a new regime or subsystem:
there were external events (climate change, deforestation) and internal events (adoption of
the Marrakesh rules, see 3.2) that motivated negotiations. Other internal factors include the
exclusion of forest conservation from the CDM (that was seen as a hurting stalemate);
adequate funding; commitment to negotiate; a focus on empirical issues; a consensus
decision rule (although this rule was formally never adopted 694 and ignored by the
UNFCCC COP in 2010, see 3.2, 3.3); and to some extent a representative composition of
countries from different regions and trust amongst key negotiators (see 2.3, 3.3, 3.4).
In line with interest-based theories, REDD+ forms a good example of a negotiated
regime that was developed through institutional bargaining with the objective of
maximizing the interests of all actors on a rational basis for the common good. In line with
the theory on regime development by Hasenclever et al. (1997), actors operated in a
situation where there was a consensual conflict, as deforestation was, at least in theory,
broadly rejected, and the distribution of costs and benefits of the new regime was
uncertain, which created an interest to cooperate (see 2.3). The importance of economic
interests for both PNG and Costa Rica as a motivation of their agency corresponds with
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became the spokesperson for the CFRN in 2014 (see 7.2). This shows the individual policy
entrepreneurship of Conrad that formed the basis for PNG’s REDD+ agency.
The Parties to the UNFCCC never adopted the rules of procedure due to different positions
about the consensus rule, although in practice consensus is strived for. See FCCC/CP/1996/2,
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/cop2/02.pdf (last visited 28 December 2016).
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interest-based regime theories. Interest-based regime theories put emphasis on the agency
of individuals, which often depends on their behavioral features, preferences, ideology,
expertise, economic interests, enthusiasm and negotiation skills (see 2.5). It is clear that
these factors played an important role in the agency of Conrad, Rodriguez, Solheim and
other REDD+ agents.
Norway’s involvement as a REDD+ agent had its origin in a successful advocacy
campaign by Norwegian conservation organizations. This shows the powerful role of
environmental discourse, and it suggests the relevance of knowledge-based regime theories
(see 2.7). The behavior of the Norwegian conservation groups that advocated for the
REDD+ regime seems to have been based at least partly on a logic of appropriateness and
a sincere belief in the need for tropical forest conservation. For the Norwegian public, the
main political constituency to which the Norwegian government responded, altruistic
values probably played an important role in supporting the contribution to tropical
rainforest conservation (see 7.4, 8.3). More in general, knowledge-based regime
development theories seem to be quite applicable to the strong agency of non-State actors
in REDD+, notably conservation NGOs. Their motivations were at least in part based on
their nature conservation ideologies, while an environmental problem-solving discourse
(see 2.4), based on their expertise, formed one of their main strategies (see 8.3).
Yet, this is not the full story, as both conservation NGOs and the Norwegian
government also had an economic interest in REDD+ (see 7.4, 8.3). The two NGOs that
proposed the REDD+ regime saw their own budgets increase significantly since the
adoption of the REDD+ regime, although it should be highlighted that according to their
own annual reports their administration fees are as low as 8.9% 695 so they re-granted most
of that contribution. For the Norwegian government REDD+ formed a potentially
strategic and cost-efficient way to offset its carbon emissions and thus retain its
international environmental credibility in the climate talks despite being reliant on the
production of fossil fuels for its economy (see 7.4). The agency of Norway was not isolated
from other agents either. At least two of the interviewees696 independently suggested that
the US had put pressure on Norway to support the REDD+ proposal, and provide
substantial financial support for it and, until January 2017, the US and Norway were
collaborating closely on REDD+ (see 7.5).
Table 9.3 shows that Norway has played a strategic role in providing financial
support to the secretariat of the CfRN, which forms quite a remarkable example of an
Industrialized country government openly financing a ‘developing country’ negotiation
coalition (see 7.2). Norway played an even more strategic role by committing approximately
USD 3 billion of partly additional international aid 697 to the REDD+ process at the
moment the proposal just started to be debated by UNFCCC Parties. It subsequently
ensured that this funding was distributed over a large number of potentially influential
countries and non-State actors like research organizations, NGOs and at least one
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See
http://d5i6is0eze552.cloudfront.net/documents/Publikasjoner/Aarsmeldinger/AnnualReport-2013.pdf?mtime=20150905162504 (last visited 21 July 2016).
Interview 62, May 2015; interview 63, June 2015.
Norwegian ODA indeed increased in both absolute terms and as percentage of GNI between
2007 and 2009, but it declined since, and in 2011 and 2012 it was almost back to the same level
as in 2007, despite the fact that REDD+ investments continued, which indicates a replacement
of existing ODA. After 2012 ODA increased again. See http://www.oecd.org/dac/norway.htm
(last visited 26 June 2016).
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influential IPO through contributions to UN-REDD+, FCPF and the FIP that
subsequently supported over 45 countries (see Table 9.3 and Sections 7.4, 8.4, 8.6).
Table 9.3 Direct or indirect contributions by Norway to REDD+ agents
State agents
PNG and CfRN
Costa Rica
Brazil
DRC
Mexico
Bolivia
Non-State agents

Direct contribution by Norway
(USD mln.)
3.58
0.13
1,029.00
15.13
29.83

Contribution by UNREDD+, FCPF or FIP
(USD mln.)
18.15
70.00
87.31
111.62
1.18

NGOs (including IUCN)
261.39
12.60
FAO
1.77
50.16
UNDP
17.77
52.56
UNEP
44.38
UN-REDD+
450.17698
CIFOR
41.14
ITTO
16.40
IPOs
6.64
Source: REDD+ Voluntary Database, http://www.fao.org/forestry/vrd/download/en/ (last visited
16 July 2016).

This strategic financial support influenced the positions of these actors, who often
became enthusiastic REDD+ advocates themselves, or refrained from critiquing the
inherent flaws in the REDD+ regime (see 7.8, 8.10).
The financial support of Norway to organizations like the FAO and its UNREDD+ program, CIFOR and ITTO has unquestionably played an important role in
motivating the agency of these IGOs (see 8.6, 8.7, 8.8). While especially CIFOR was quite
critical about REDD+, its criticism was always framed within a discourse which suggested
that problems and challenges to the effectiveness, efficiency and equity of REDD+ could
be overcome if the right corrective measures were taken (see, for example, Angelsen,
2008b, FAO, 2011699). The challenges were never seen as inherent in the regime, and the
regime itself was never rejected. As such the discourse was clearly reformist and prosaic
(Dryzek, 2005) (see 8.7).
The World Bank was a beneficiary of Norwegian REDD+ funding, but while this
support undoubtedly played a role, the agency of the World Bank was mainly inspired by
its own neoliberal ideology (see 8.4). The World Bank started advocating for the inclusion
of forest carbon offsets in global emission trading markets in the 1990s, long before the
Norwegian government started supporting REDD+, and it established a Prototype Carbon
Fund to experiment with such forest carbon offsets in 2000 (see 8.4). The creation of
markets for environmental services not only fits well within the neoliberal ideological
framework of the World Bank, but it also fits within its financial framework of providing
698
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Please note that http://mptf.undp.org reports only USD 234.1 million (last visited 25 December
2016).
http://www.fao.org/docrep/013/i1960e/i1960e00.pdf (last visited 23 July 2016).
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mainly loans rather than grants, which implies that investments in forest conservation need
to generate financial returns. On top of that, the World Bank received significant economic
benefits as an intermediary in REDD+700 and for individual World Bank staff there is an
economic incentive to ensure that this role as a carbon broker continues to grow (see 8.4).
The World Bank thus had a strong economic and ideological motivation to become an
agent behind REDD+. As host of the FCPF and the FIP it subsequently played an
instrumental role in providing financial support to the REDD+ programs of more than 35
countries (see 8.4). Many of those countries were supporters of REDD+, for example,
through their membership of the CfRN (see 7.2). This clearly reflects the relevance of
interest-based regime development theories (see 2.3).
The position of the US Government itself was partly influenced by its own NGOs,
including powerful conservation NGOs that had been advocating for the inclusion of
forest carbon offsets in mandatory emission trading systems since the 1990s (see 7.5, 8.3).
Similar to the role of Norwegian NGOs, the agency of US conservation NGOs would
appear to reflect knowledge-based theories (see 2.3). In line with a cognitivist approach
their strategy was to influence regime-building through a discourse that reflected a
common perception of the problem at hand and what seemed like a rational response:
results-based payments for reducing deforestation. Yet in line with the regime development
theories of Hasenclever et al. (1997) and Okafor (2006), their norms were constructed by
neoliberal ideologies that marginalized conceptualizations of alternatives that would
threaten the hegemonic stability of industrialized country elites (see 2.3). The constituencies
of US conservation NGOs consist primarily of US consumers, and both the objective of
moderating US emission reductions and opening the option of cheap carbon offsets to
compensate emissions are in line with the interest of the average US consumer. In the end
their knowledge mainly benefited their interests as representatives of US consumers, and
their own economic interests as REDD+ intermediaries. This shows the relevance of
interest-based regime development theories (see 2.3).
At the same time, it should be recognized that the agency of the US and US NGOs
in the REDD+ regime was mainly entrepreneurial in practice. Rather than engaging in
tough negotiations they used their diplomatic skills and focused on building like-minded
coalitions to presumably solve the problem of deforestation (see also Hajer, 2006). There is
no reason not to assume a certain level of cognitivism as the basis for US and US NGO
agency. In fact, most of the agents mentioned were, at least publicly, motivated by a strong
concern about tropical deforestation. What can be questioned is the neoliberal ideology
that formed the basis for embracing REDD+ as the main solution to the tropical
deforestation problem. This demonstrates the phenomenon of cognitive dissonance due to
professional biases and the tendency of actors to select, interpret and sometimes distort
information in line with an ideology that serves their economic interests most (see 2.5),
even though they are actually quite aware of the many risks and negative impacts of the
new regime as far as its effectiveness, efficiency and equity are concerned (see 9.2.2).
In summary, while the experience of the establishment of the REDD+ regime
reflects knowledge-based and interest-based regime theories, it is mainly the combination
700

As an example, according to its annual report over 2014 the World Bank FIP has received USD
667 million in cash or unencashed promissory notes, while it had taken funding decisions (net of
cancellations)
for
USD
314
million
only.
See
http://wwwcif.climateinvestmentfunds.org/sites/default/files/CIF%202014AR%20%20Annex%20A%20Trust%20Fund%20Summaries%20and%20Contribution%20Status.pdf
(last visited 23 July 2016).
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of political and especially economic power that played an instrumental role in the
establishment of the REDD+ regime. This is in line with power-based theories that suggest
that cooperation serves to institutionalize the interests of the powerful, who use new
regimes to establish hegemonic stability. The leading role of a country like Norway
indicates that economic power, and its strategic deployment plays a role that is at least as
important as political power in constructing new regimes nowadays. This calls for a
renewed analysis of the political power of ODA in international regime building and
addressing the question of how ODA funding streams can facilitate economic hegemonies
of relatively small donor countries like Norway, and non-State actors like the World Bank.
9.3.2 The Legitimacy of NGOs and the link to interest-based regime theories
Many scholars and policymakers assume that the involvement of non-State actors in
international regime building will lead to more relevance, responsiveness, accountability,
transparency, inclusiveness, legitimacy, effectiveness, efficiency and equity in international
regimes (see 2.6). Yet, global environmental governance theories do not necessarily address
power imbalances between industrialized and developing countries or those between wellresourced, often industrialized country-based NGOs and under-resourced, often
developing country-based social movements that represent economically and politically
marginalized groups like peasants, Indigenous Peoples or women. The analysis in Chapter
6 has shown that liberal democracy and greater participation opportunities for all actors in
forest policy will not necessarily lead to balanced participation of the rightsholders who
depend on forests for their livelihoods, and stakeholders who merely have an economic
stake in forest policy. Rather, there is a risk that more powerful actors like corporations,
forestry agencies and large conservation NGOs will use the participation opportunities to
more effectively pursue their economic interests (see also McCarthy and Tacconi, 2011).
To cite a report on the 2016 meeting of the High Level Political Forum on Sustainable
Development:
“...many also struck a critical note; questioning to what extent civil society
participation reflects real representation. One youth representative spurred
delegates to ‘look around the room’ as ‘the most marginalized and vulnerable are
not here today’.” 701
As described in 6.6, conservation NGOs and forest-dependent communities have
distinct interests as far as REDD+ is concerned. While some NGOs claim to speak for
constituencies they do not necessarily represent is a major concern (Bernauer and Betzold,
2012; see 2.7). The term ‘NGO’ can be applied to virtually any organization that is nongovernmental, whether it is an organization legitimately representing a constituency of
thousands of supporters or a so-called “NGI”, an organization that basically represents one
‘non-governmental individual’. Many of the larger NGOs tend to be visible and dependent
upon financial or other contributions by the general public, which means that they tend to
be accountable to that public, but smaller NGOs often lack such an accountability to a
clear constituency (see 8.10). This does not need to be problematic if the main function of
NGOs is to provide advice based on their own research and analysis of environmental or
701
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similar public challenges like social injustice or human rights violations, without pretending
to represent broader constituencies. Such advice can often provide an inspiring source of
knowledge and analytical thinking that will be taken into account by decision-makers
involved in international regime building if, and only if, the advice is considered
convincing. Precisely because of their independence, small NGOs and NGIs often have
the freedom to base their advice on their objective analysis only. Their legitimacy is based
on their expertise, embeddedness and utility, and their authority is based on their
knowledge and quality of their advice, which means that their agency is limited if the advice
is of questionable quality (see also 2.10).
Large NGOs tend to have large constituencies to which they are accountable. This
enhances their legitimacy, but their constituencies are primarily from the industrialized
countries or individual donors. Many of these donors are concerned industrialized country
consumers whose philanthropy is partly rooted in cognivitism, but who also have an
interest in continuing their emission-intensive lifestyles while other actors take the lead in
mitigating climate change. Forest carbon offsets and REDD+ in general reflect this
agenda. From this perspective it is not accidental that some of the main agents behind the
REDD+ regime consist of US-based and other industrialized country conservation NGOs
representing a constituency of wealthy consumers with a strong environmental awareness
that are dependent upon fossil fuels for their economy (see 8.10). As such REDD+ fits
neatly within other green economy proposals like certification schemes that aim to address
environmental challenges without compromising the lifestyles of wealthy elites.
As described in 5.5, there is no clear statistical relationship between REDD+
funding and forest conservation. Yet, not only forests, but forest conservation
organizations need funding. REDD+ as a regime serves the economic interests of
conservation NGOs and other conservation organizations, including State agencies and
international bureaucracies (see Table 9.3). NGOs, IGOs and other forest conservation
agencies play an important role as intermediaries in REDD+, and thus receive a significant
proportion of overall REDD+ funding. This has influenced the objectivism of these
organizations in international policy discussions. This is of particular concern when it
concerns NGOs, as NGOs are often presented as independent, not-for-profit actors.
However, the professionalization of the environmental movement over the last decades
has created a large and influential sector that is formally not-for-profit, yet depends on
sustained funding to support its organizational structures and operations (see 8.3). On an
individual level, there are undeniable economic incentives for NGO staff to pursue policies
that lead to increased funding for the projects and programs for which they are responsible
(see 6.6, 8.3). The mere existence of these economic incentives does not always have to
compromise the ideological integrity of NGO staff, or the NGO as a whole. There are
ample examples of environmental and social NGOs openly supporting policy changes that
run against their own economic interests, and even the economic interests of their
constituencies. Yet, the existence of potentially perverse economic incentives in the NGO
sector that might compromise NGOs as independent, critical actors, is an issue that
deserves more research and analysis. There is also a need to look more critically at potential
perverse incentives that might compromise the objectivity of national and international
research centers and IGOs.
Similarly, in line with interest-based regime theories there were strong economic
incentives for some of the most important IGOs, and their individual staff to become an
agent behind the REDD+ regime (see 8.10). Financially sustaining a UN or other IGO is
even more challenging than sustaining an NGO, and as a result of austerity and UN
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reforms stable and predictable contributions by Governments to the UN and its
organizations have declined significantly over the past decades.702 This means that the UN
is increasingly dependent upon ad hoc, voluntary contributions. The competition between
the FCPF and the UN-REDD+ program provides an example (see 8.4, 8.6). Norway funds
both programs, and especially the UN-REDD+ program is strongly dependent upon
Norwegian support, which created strong REDD+ agency within three key UN agencies,
FAO, UNEP and UNDP (see 8.6). Similarly, Norway’s support to CIFOR enhanced the
REDD+ agency of the main international research institution in the field of international
forest policy, while its support to a number of influential NGOs and IPOs secured that the
opposition against REDD+ was fragmented (see 8.7, 8.3, 8.9). Here again I see that the
organizations that were funded were critical, but the criticism never addressed the inherent
flaws in the REDD+ regime. Rather, they were based on the assumption that the flaws and
challenges in the REDD+ regime could be addressed through safeguards and other
measures in support of the regime. This reformist and prosaic discourse framed around
environmental solutions was in sharp contrast with the often radical and imaginative
discourse that some of the social movements opposing REDD+ embraced (see 2.4, 8.3).

9.4 Recommendations for Future Research
Several knowledge gaps have been identified for further research. First, there is a
clear need for more research on the role of agents in Earth System Governance, including
the role and interests of individual policy entrepreneurs in regime development, and the
role of policy networks. This includes a need for more research on the role of official
development aid and other forms of financial support as a potential tool to consolidate the
hegemony of donor countries in international regime development, including relatively
small and politically less dominant donor countries. Hence more research is needed on the
role of public financial support, individual policy entrepreneurs and policy networks in
contemporary international regime development.
Second, the REDD+ sub-regime shows the importance of analyzing economic
incentives that might undermine objective global environmental governance, including
those that influence the behavior of individuals formally representing larger organizations.
As not-for-profit organizations, intergovernmental and non-governmental organizations
are assumed to represent public interests, and provide objective advice. Yet regardless of
good intentions, like any other institution these organizations and the individuals that work
for these organizations are influenced by incentives. Such incentives include legal,
institutional, moral, social and cultural incentives, but also economic ones. While it should
be emphasized that many individuals and organizations will refrain from compromising
their professional integrity in response to economic incentives, analyzing the presence of
potentially perverse economic incentives is important to enhance the objectivity and
independence of public governance. This requires more research on the influence of
economic incentives on the independence and objectivity of IGOs and NGOs, and on the
ability to govern global public goods.
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For example, the percentage of funding provided by the UN regular budget to the UN
Environment Program declined from 21.1% in 1973 to only 2.8% in 2012. See
http://www.unep.org/about/funding/SourcesofFunding/RegularBudget/tabid/131358/Defau
lt.aspx (last visited 18 June 2016).
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Third, there is a need to unravel the concept of civil society. The increased role of
civil society in international policymaking calls for improved analysis of the diversity within
civil society, and the differentiated constituencies and interests that different actors in civil
society represent. It is particularly important to distinguish rightsholder groups that
legitimately represent specific social groups subject to certain categories of human rights,
like women, Indigenous Peoples, youth and children, workers and farmers, from
stakeholders that merely represent a certain sector, ideology and/or discourse, like NGOs,
business and industry, science and research organizations, and local authorities. The full,
effective, balanced, and equitable participation of all these Major Groups in international
regime building is important and will contribute to better informed and more accountable
global policies and institutions. Yet certain stakeholder groups pretend to represent the
rights and interests of certain rightsholder groups without a legitimate mandate, while
rightsholders may be unable to participate due to their lack of financial resources, or
strategic, technical, advocacy or linguistic skills. Hence, a potential topic for further
research concerns the contextual power asymmetries between different Major Groups and
the implications of those for their participation in Earth System Governance.

9.5 Policy Recommendations: The Need for Transformative Change,
Rightsholder Participation and Considering Alternatives to
REDD+
9.5.1 Reconsider REDD+ Support in Light of the Need for Transformative Change
The concept of global environmental governance or Earth System Governance has gained
increased popularity in international relations. The global interconnectedness of
environmental challenges like climate change and deforestation, and the transboundary
nature of their impacts calls for strong global environmental governance that serves the
interest of the global community, including politically and economically marginalized
groups, whose rights and interests might be easily overlooked. The global climate regime is
a good example of a necessary regime (see 2.2).
However, the emission reduction commitments in the Paris Agreement, and the
related commitments to reduce deforestation and forest degradation, are nationally
determined and essentially voluntary. There is a shift toward soft governance in terms of
non-binding rules and norms and weak or non-existing enforcement mechanisms in the
global climate regime (see 2.2). The climate regime has become reactive, fragmented,
inequitable, and unable to deal with systemic problems as it lacks the tools required for a
fundamental reordering of society that could facilitate integrated and systemic management
(see 2.2). The Paris Agreement and the REDD+ regime also seem to be designed to
protect current and new hegemonic interests at the expense of global values like equity and
intergenerational justice (see 6.7).
Another inherently problematic aspect of REDD+ is that it converts complicated
life systems that are essentially public goods to be reduced to simplified units of so-called
“natural capital” that can be commodified monetized, registered, and used as a basis for
performance-based payments. As explained in 4.2.2, carbon accounting systems are not
only inherently flawed, they also trigger unbalanced approaches to forest conservation that
incentivize one specific benefit of forests while ignoring other environmental and social cobenefits, and cultural, spiritual and intrinsic values of forest ecosystems (Vatn et al., 2011,
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Moreno et al., 2015, see also 4.3.1). Moreno et al. (2015) describe how similar approaches
of using GDP as an indicator for development were originally contested but subsequently
widely accepted by the main capitalist economic organizations of the last decade of the 20 th
century. They describe how such deductive calculations formed the basis of the expansion
of capitalism. However, these approaches are now broadly criticized for failing to take into
account other social, environmental and cultural aspects of development. They also
highlight that the methodological cautions of the economists developing deductive “carbon
metric” approaches are often ignored by the policymakers that are using these approaches
as a cornerstone for the climate regime (Moreno et al, 2015: 53, see also Lovbrand, 2004,
Stephan and Paterson, 2012, Van der Hoff et al., 2015).
REDD+ is a good example of a prosaic and reformist environmental problemsolving discourse (see 2.4, see also 9.5.3 for alternative discourses). It is a regime that
accepts economic rationalism as a basis for sustainable development. PES systems
inherently imply a support for business-as-usual and reductionist capitalist approaches
rather than transformational change (see also Vatn et al., 2011). Due to its emphasis on
capital as a central vector in triggering environmental change one could classify it as an
outspoken capitalist system, and capitalism is dependent upon unlimited economic growth.
The REDD+ regime is also based on existing societal structures, even though one could
claim that the REDD+ safeguards were designed to correct some of the inequities in
existing political-economic structures. However, the REDD+ regime itself does not
challenge those existing political-economic structures. This acceptance of existing capitalist
models of economic growth and political-economic structures fits neatly within the
framework of hegemonic interest. In light of the need for global governance systems that
serve the global community as a whole, and the transformative change that has been called
for in the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development,703 there is a clear need to reconsider
financial and other forms of support for REDD+.
9.5.2 Address Power Imbalances and Promote Effective Participation and Agency
of Rightsholders
If there is political will to develop and strengthen effective, efficient and equitable
international forest regimes, there is a clear need to address power imbalances and ensure
that the rightsholder groups that represent the assumed beneficiaries of international forest
policy are able to participate directly in international forest regime design and
implementation, through their own legitimate representatives. The freedom to participate
in decision-making regarding one’s own life can be seen as both a goal and an instrument
for development (Lawlor et al., 2013). Such participation will not only lead to more
equitable regimes that better address the rights, role, interests and aspirations of
rightsholder groups like Indigenous Peoples, women and forest-dependent communities,
but it will also lead to a more effective, efficient, equitable and legitimate regime (see 2.2,
6.8). Or as Norgaard (2010: 1226) points out, “Designing better environmental governance
always entails addressing the question: better for whom?”
Yet, participation does not necessarily lead to agency. Due to linguistic,
geographical, technological and political obstacles genuinely effective participation by
rightsholder groups in regime development is a significant challenge. The simple
participation of a small group of community representatives in a multi-stakeholder
703

The Future We Want, Outcome Document of the United Nations Conference on Sustainable
Development, A/RES/66/288, par. 43.
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consultation process, for example, will almost always lead to the marginalization of those
representatives if other participants, like NGOs, government representatives,
intergovernmental agencies and research organizations have considerably more political
and economic power, and academic and linguistical capacities (see 6.4). The effective
participation of women in consultation processes also forms a substantial challenge, due to
often deeply embedded cultural norms (see 6.4). An additional challenge is that the
traditional knowledge of Indigenous Peoples, local communities and women often does
not receive the respect it deserves, which undermines their authority (see 2.10). This also
decreases the agency of these social groups in international regime development (see 6.3,
6.8)
While more research is needed to develop satisfactory solutions to all the challenges
mentioned, there are a number of approaches that can address some of the major
problems. One key approach is to ensure a proper distinction between rightsholders and
stakeholders, and to create appropriate space for autonomous rightsholder organizations
and movements in international regime development processes. Social movements such as
national and regional Indigenous Peoples’, women’s and peasant movements provide
important spaces for different forest-dependent groups to develop and refine their own
political vision, and thus present a common view that represents their main concerns and
aspirations. Due to their representativeness and embeddedness, these social movements
and rightsholder groups are legitimate actors in Earth System Governance. The UN Major
Groups system, through which the main rightsholder groups receive clearly distinguished
participation opportunities, can contribute to more balanced participation, but more
recognition of the distinct position and interests of rightsholder Major Groups and
stakeholder Major Groups is required, as well as pro-active policies that ensure that
politically and economically marginalized groups are enabled to participate in an equitable
manner. The tri-Partite governance of the ILO, and the pro-active engagement of
Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities in the deliberations of the CBD provide some
positive, though not necessarily satisfactorily, models. At the local level, there is a need to
seek the FPIC of Indigenous Peoples and other rightsholders in a genuine manner, using
methodologies that take into account potential cultural, epistemological, linguistic and
practical barriers, including gender-related barriers. The guidance developed by the UN
Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues forms a good model, which should be adopted
broadly, especially by the forest sector.704
However, it should be emphasized that it does not necessarily make sense to
advocate broader participation of these rightsholder groups in REDD+ policies and
projects, as several of the movements representing them have taken a principled stance
against REDD+ in light of what they consider inherent flaws in the regime. The discourse
of many of these social movements can be qualified as radical and imaginative (see 2.4).
The views of movements like La Via Campesina, the world’s largest movement of small
farmers, 705 challenge both the concept of unlimited economic growth, and existing
704

705

UN Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues, 2005. Report of the International Workshop on
Methodologies regarding Free, Prior and Informed Consent and Indigenous Peoples
E/C.19/2005/3, available at: http://daccess-ddsny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N05/243/26/PDF/N0524326.pdf?OpenElement (last visited
21 July 2016).
See for example https://viacampesina.org/en/index.php/actions-and-events-mainmenu-26/climate-change-and-agrofuels-mainmenu-75/985-strong-rejection-of-REDD+-by-la-viacampesina-mobilisation (last visited 23 July 2016).
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political-economic structures. Such views were also reflected in the statements produced by
the massive gatherings of social movements in Cochabamba 706 and the Rio Peoples’
Summit. 707 The final declarations of these summits unequivocally rejected REDD+ and
embraced bottom-up, rights-based approaches like respect for Indigenous Peoples’
territories and community conservation, and the redirection of perverse investments and
incentives that trigger forest loss. Similarly, CJN!, in which many of the social movements
representing righsholders are represented, embraced a clear green radical discourse
advocating systemic change as a pre-condition for climate action (see 2.4, 8.3). Equitable
Earth System Governance mandates the development and strengthening of alternative
forest policy regimes that embrace these rightsholders perspectives rather than ignore
them.
9.5.3 Consider Green Radical Alternatives to REDD+
As noted in Section 6.3, increased autonomy and control of forest-dependent communities
over their own forest resources often leads to more effective, efficient and equitable forest
management. For that reason, the Parties to the CBD have recommended the formal
recognition of Indigenous Peoples’ and local communities’ conserved territories and areas
(ICCAs) as an important strategy for biodiversity conservation. 708 They have also
developed an action plan on supporting customary sustainable use and a Gender Plan of
Action to enhance respect for the role, rights, needs and aspirations of women in
ecosystem conservation policies. 709 More in general, the Expanded Work Program on
Forest Biological Diversity of the CBD, which was adopted 2012, 710 recommends that
Governments actively support the conservation efforts by Indigenous Peoples and local
communities. The CBD has also adopted a Strategic Plan, which includes a target to at least
halve and where feasible bring close to zero the loss of forests and other natural habitats by
2020, and to ensure that all areas under forestry are managed sustainably, ensuring
conservation of biodiversity. In 2015, these targets were significantly sharpened in Agenda
2030, which includes a SDG to halt all deforestation by 2020.711
Many actors involved in REDD+ thought that the REDD+ regime would be more
effective than the CBD as it would generate more funding (see 4.4). However, as pointed
out, even if REDD+ would generate significant funding for the forest sector, there is no
evidence of a linear relationship between increased funding of the forest sector and forest
conservation. The recommendations and action plans of the CBD to formally recognize
ICCAs and the governance rights and customary sustainable use of communities in general
do not require significant financial investments. Rather, they require political will and
enhanced forest governance that actively involves forest-dependent communities and other
rightsholder groups in the design and implementation of bottom-up conservation and
restoration initiatives. While REDD+, which is often broadly defined (see 3.5), could
potentially provide support to ICCAs and community forest governance in general, the
characteristics that distinguish REDD+ from non-REDD+, including in particular its
706
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https://pwccc.wordpress.com/2010/04/24/peoples-agreement/ (last visited 20 April 2015).
http://globalforestcoalition.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/07/PeoplesSummitFinalDeclaration-ENG.pdf (last visited 21 July 2016).
Decision UNEP/CBD/COP/XI/24.
Decisions UNEP/CBD/COP/DEC/XII/12 and UNEP/CBD/COP/DEC/XII/7.
Decision UNEP/CBD/COP/VI/22.
A/RES/70/1, see https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/post2015/transformingourworld
(last visited 20 July 2016).
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emphasis on MRV and top-down results-based payments, make it relatively ill-suited to
support community conservation.712
As illustrated in Appendix 2, alongside REDD+ there are more than 25 existing
international regimes related to forests, including 18 global regimes and 15 legally binding
agreements. The main challenge in international forest policy is the effective, coherent
implementation of existing forest-related commitments, including the ambitious
commitment of the SDGs to halt deforestation by 2020. The CBD and SDG
recommendations and targets require policies that more effectively control and prevent
deforestation by large corporate actors like oil palm, soy and timber companies. As
highlighted in Section 4.5, these large corporate actors play a much larger role in forest loss
than local communities producing for subsistence needs. The expansion of these
commodities is partly incentivized by public subsidies for meat, dairy and, remarkably
enough, “clean energy” in the form of bioenergy (see 4.5). That is why one of the most
important targets of the CBD Strategic Plan calls for the elimination, phase out or reform,
by 2020, of subsidies and other incentives that are harmful to forests and other ecosystems
(see also Richards, 2000).713
Such redirection of perverse incentives has also been supported by rightsholder
714
groups. In 2014 the CBD adopted a number of concrete milestones to pursue the
implementation of this target by 2020.715 The implementation of this target to phase out
perverse subsidies would not only be effective, it would also be highly efficient as it would
actually generate public financial resources, which could subsequently be re-invested in
other climate change mitigation and adaptation policies and sustainable development policy
in general. Hence, rather than competing over limited ODA, the implementation of these
international targets and milestones would generate public finance that could be used for
climate change mitigation and adaptation, and sustainable development in general.
Here again, it is not impossible to support the redirection of perverse incentives
through REDD+ policies. In fact, as noted in 4.5, one of the positive aspects of REDD+
is that it has strengthened the capacity of countries to analyze the main drivers of the forest
loss, including perverse incentives that trigger such forest loss. However, most of these
incentive schemes have been established by sectors outside the forestry and environmental
sectors, such as the energy or agricultural sectors. One of the problems with forest loss is
that the government departments that are supposed to be responsible for forests, be they
environmental or forestry departments, tend to have little say over the sectors that drive
forest loss, including through subsidies and other perverse incentives. REDD+ funding
tends to be received by the forestry or environmental departments of a Government, so it
provides little incentive for other departments, including the agricultural department, to
712
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See also the following discussion paper: http://globalforestcoalition.org/climate-finance-resultsbased-payments-conservation-indigenous-peoples-local-communities/ (last visited 29 December
2016).
Aichi Target 3 of the Strategic Plan of the CBD 2011-2020. UNEP/CBD/COP/DEC/X/2, see
https://www.cbd.int/doc/decisions/cop-10/cop-10-dec-02-en.pdf (last visited 20 July 2016).
For example, a global conference of Indigenous Peoples, local community representatives and
other actors on the resilience of community conservation organized by the Global Forest
Coalition in 2015 concluded that the redirection of perverse incentives is not only essential for
forest conservation, but also to prevent the deterioration of community conservation initiatives
(see http://globalforestcoalition.org/ccri-durban/ (last visited 1 February 2017).
UNEP/CBD/COP/DEC/XII/3. See https://www.cbd.int/doc/decisions/cop-12/cop-12dec-03-en.pdf (last visited 23 July 2016).
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redirect these subsidies (see also 4.6). This probably explains why there is a tendency in
national REDD+ programs to focus on drivers within the forestry sector itself only, even
though these drivers tend to be less important than for example the expansion of largescale agriculture and livestock production (see 4.6).
Table 9.4 Comparison of policy approaches to reduce forest loss
Approach

Effectiveness

Efficiency

Equity

Contribution to
transformational
change

REDD+

Medium. Fails to
address drivers
of deforestation
or conserve
biodiversity.

Low. Requires
significant and
often
unnecessary
investments.

Low. Little
procedural or
distributive
equity due to
contextual
inequities and a
lack of
effective
participation.

Low. REDD+
legitimizes business
as usual and
reformist, prosaic
solutions.

Redirection of
incentives

High. Especially
the removal of
perverse
incentives can
provide
significant
positive impacts.

Very high. If
done properly
Governments
can save and
redirect
significant
amounts of
public funds.

Dependent on
whether
rightsholder
needs and
interests are
taken into
account.

Potentially high.
Redirection of
incentives is an
important
instrument in
transformational
change.

Indigenous
Peoples’ and
Community
governance

On average high,
but depends on
community
values and
structures.

High. Tends to
require little
outside
investment.

Relatively high,
but only if
needs and
interests of
women and
other
potentially
marginalized
groups in the
community are
taken into
account.

Potentially high if
community values
and governance
structures are
supportive of
transformational
change.

Sources: Richards (2000), James et al. (2001), Forner et al. (2006), Sierra and Russman
(2006), Johns et al. (2008), Norgaard (2010), Boucher et al. (2011), Fletcher et al. (2016).
As forests are home to some of the most politically and economically marginalized
groups on the planet, their effective, efficient and equitable governance forms a significant
challenge. One of the many problems inherent in the REDD+ regime is that it was
developed without the full and effective participation of the people who depend the most
on forests, and who play a key role in future forest conservation and restoration. One may
only hope that the political ambiguity and financial vacuum that was created with the
adoption of the Paris Agreement will provide an opportunity to re-invent more bottom-up,
equitable, rights-based forest conservation and restoration approaches that contribute to
the effective, coherent implementation of the numerous forest-related targets, agreements
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and other commitments that already exist. It is broadly acknowledged that effectively
addressing climate change requires a transition from fossil fuel-based economies to more
sustainable forms of energy and land use, but the fundamental question is who will steer
this transition, and with what motivations (see also Moreno, 2015). As described in Table
9.4 giving forest-dependent peoples the right to control and govern their own forests can
potentially be an effective and equitable approach to forest conservation and restoration,
which is more affordable than the current REDD+ regime. Establishing more effective
mechanisms that facilitate the direct participation of representatives of these rightsholder
groups in forest governance at the local, national and international level, and enhancing
their agency in international regime development can be an important step toward more
balanced forest policies that more adequately reflect the rights and needs of the people who
depend most on forests for their livelihoods.
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Summary
The conversion and degradation of forests is a key cause of biodiversity loss and climate
change. It also has serious negative implications for forest-dependent people, who rely on
forests for their subsistence and survival. Forests play an important role in regulating
hydrological flows, rainfall patterns and carbon sequestration, and deforestation and forest
degradation are primary causes of climate change. The international community has
recognized deforestation and forest degradation as global environmental problems that
need to be addressed and, in response, a large number of international forest regimes have
been developed. In 2007, the Parties to the Climate Convention (UNFCCC, 1992) decided
to add a new sub-regime on policies and incentives to reduce emissions from deforestation
and forest degradation, including conservation, sustainable forest management and
enhancement of forest carbon stocks (REDD+). REDD+ can be seen as a global Payment
for Environmental Services (PES) system. Expectations of potentially significant financial
contributions for performance-based forest conservation and reforestation activities have
triggered significant political and financial support for REDD+ amongst governments,
intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) and non-governmental organizations (NGOs).
Against this background, this study addresses the question of which actors have
been instrumental in shaping REDD+ policies and policy responses, what are their
motivations, and how they use their agency to pursue their interests. Related sub-questions
are:
1. How do the different actors expect REDD+ will work out in comparison to existing
international forest policy regimes in terms of environmental effectiveness, economic
efficiency and equity? These questions have been addressed in Chapters 4, 5 and 6,
respectively.
2. Which actors have promoted the inclusion of REDD+ as a forest policy regime within
the climate change policy regime, and how do they use their agency to pursue their
underlying interests and ideologies? These questions will be addressed in Chapters 7 and
8, respectively.
3. How could more balanced agency by rightsholders, developing countries and
industrialized countries in international sustainable development policymaking be
promoted?
Chapter 1 has argued that there is significant recent literature on the potential
environmental effectiveness, economic efficiency and social equity of REDD+, but that
only limited research has been done so far on the role, strategies and motivations of the
actors who promoted REDD+. This research aims to complement existing analytical work
on REDD+ by analyzing REDD+ from the perspective of agency theory. The chapter
further elaborated on the methodology, which included a comprehensive literature review;
observation of the negotiation dynamics at 24 intergovernmental meetings; empirical data
gathering through a review of relevant legal and political documents and financial data; and
61 semi-structured interviews with key actors in the REDD+ negotiations.
Chapter 2 presents the conceptual framework used to analyze the information
gathered. It is based on agency theory, which addresses the role, strategies and motivations
of specific actors in international regime development. There is existing literature on
agency theory in general, and some limited existing research on the role of agents in
international environmental governance, but few researchers have addressed the specific
role of agents behind the REDD+ regime and the implications of the differentiated
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influence of stakeholders and rightsholders in REDD+ regime development. Through an
analysis of the role, motivations and strategies of State and non-State agents in a new
international environmental regime, this thesis contributes to a greater understanding of the
potential power imbalances between stakeholders and the assumed beneficiaries of an
international regime. It also contributes to the policy aim of developing more socially just,
rights-based and effective forest conservation policies. Combining agency with regime
theories, the conceptual framework uses four indicators to analyze the agency of potential
actors: legitimacy, authority, success in terms of achieving the ultimate objectives, and
assumed agency in the eyes of other actors involved in the REDD+ negotiations. The
research also compares the motivations and strategies of the actors that were identified as
REDD+ agents with power-based, interest-based and knowledge-based regime theories.
Chapter 3 describes the development of REDD+ as a subsystem to the
international climate regime. It shows how the REDD+ proposal was originally introduced
by Papua New Guinea (PNG) and Costa Rica on behalf of the Coalition for Rainforest
Nations (CfRN), and that it received significant political impetus due to the financial
commitment by Norway to provide up to USD 3 billion support for this new regime. It
also concludes that there is a legal ambiguity in the United Nations Framework Convention
on Climate Change (UNFCCC) regime, and the 2015 Paris Agreement, about whether
REDD+ should be financed in the longer run through public funds provided by
industrialized countries, or through markets in forest carbon offsets ,and that there is
uncertainty among actors about the future of REDD+ due to this ambiguity.
Chapters 4-6 explain what the cognitive assumptions among actors were with
regard to effectiveness, efficiency and equity. Chapter 4 explains that the assumed
effectiveness of the REDD+ regime is based on the expectation that results-based
payments would provide a strong incentive for countries, and actors on the ground, to
conserve and restore forests. Many REDD+ actors point out that REDD+ has drawn
significant political attention and thus significant funding for forest conservation. However,
scholars and actors fear that the effectiveness of REDD+ will be compromised by (a) the
lack of permanence of forest-related emission reductions; (b) the risk that a carbon
sequestration mechanism might inadvertently support tree plantation expansion rather
than forest conservation; (c) the design of REDD+, which does not address crossboundary and cross-sectoral drivers of forest loss; and (d) the difficulty to accurately
calculate the impact of certain forest-related actions on the atmosphere.
Chapter 5 argues that the efficiency of REDD+ was based on the assumption that
reducing deforestation and forest degradation and planting trees were relatively inexpensive
climate mitigation policies. It was also expected that including forest carbon offsets in a
mandatory global carbon market would generate billions of dollars for forest conservation.
However, many scholars and actors questioned the efficiency of REDD+ in light of (a) its
high opportunity and transaction costs; (b) the fact that the need to compensate for
opportunity costs requires permanent financial support; (c) the problem that such
permanent financial support would depend on, currently non-existent, ambitious
mandatory emission reduction targets and a functioning carbon market; and (d) the fact
that it is paradoxically a problematic instrument to address deforestation and forest
degradation due to its relatively low efficiency in countries and areas with high
deforestation, and its high efficiency in countries and areas with low deforestation rates
only.
Chapter 6 analyzes the assumed equity of REDD+. Several scholars and actors
assumed that REDD+ would be equitable as the global community would pay developing
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countries and their communities for keeping forest intact, thus providing income and other
economic benefits to marginalized people. Proponents furthermore assumed that REDD+
safeguards would ensure that REDD+ benefits would be equitably shared with forestdependent communities, that negative social impacts would be prevented and that key
stakeholders would be able to participate fully and effectively in REDD+ design and
implementation. However, and confirmed by literature, the majority of interviewees felt
that (a) there has been no effective participation of the different categories of rightsholders,
including Indigenous Peoples, peasants, and women, in REDD+ decision-making; (b)
there will be no equitable sharing of the benefits accruing from REDD+ as most of the
funding will go to wealthy land owners, intermediaries and governments; (c) local
communities and other rightsholders will become increasingly dependent on intermediaries
due to the complexity of adequate Measuring, Reporting and Verification (MRV) systems
and related transaction costs; and (d) these processes will exacerbate the uneven power
balance between rightsholders and other actors. Moreover, some scholars and actors fear
that REDD+ will undermine the cultural value systems that motivated communities to
conserve forests for free instead of a financial compensation.
Chapter 7 examines the role of State actors in REDD+ and concludes that (a) the
dominant actors were influenced primarily by the assumption that it would generate
significant funding for the forest sector and thus be effective and efficient (see Chapters 4
and 5); (b) the key industrialized countries were motivated by the potential of cheap forest
credits; (c) the key developing countries were motivated by access to resources to fund
their forest sector; (d) there were key individuals that played the role of policy entrepreneur
in pushing for REDD+, and; (e) the regime developed as a remarkable configuration where
Norway bankrolled the instrument with support from the US and some European
countries, and PNG and Costa Rica legitimized the process by creating a demand for the
instrument. The analysis reveals the relevance of interest-based theories, although powerbased and knowledge-based regime theories have some relevance as well.
Chapter 8 looked at the at the role of non-State agents behind REDD+. It
concludes that (a) the dominant non-state actors were also primarily influenced by the
expectation that REDD+ would generate significant funding for the forest sector and thus
be effective and efficient; (b) that they expected REDD+ would not only benefit forests
but that it could also directly contribute to their own economic interests; (c) the key agents
are conservation NGOs and the World Bank, which significantly benefitted from their role
as intermediaries in REDD+. For some of the industrialized countries and conservation
NGOs REDD+ formed a distraction from fossil fuel related emissions, which was also in
their economic interest. The analysis reveals that these agents claimed to be motivated by
their knowledge, reflecting knowledge-based regime theories, but the high economic stakes
involved also show the relevance of interest-based theories.
The overall conclusions of my research are: first, conspicuous by its absence are the
rightsholders who were the assumed beneficiaries of REDD+ but were neither actively
engaged in the design of the instrument and nor has the final instrument succeeded in
creating a mechanism that guarantees that they will benefit from it. In fact the agency of
rightsholders has been very limited in this process.
Second, the thesis has shown that, although many scholars and actors have
expressed doubts about the effectiveness, efficiency and equity of the proposed REDD+
regime (see Chapters 4-6), the dominant agents were motivated to promote it by the
expectation of significant funding and potential low cost carbon credits.
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Third, the thesis also demonstrates that the REDD+ regime is essentially a story of
a few key men who were able to function as policy entrepreneurs and exploit windows of
opportunity, create coalitions and networks such as the CfRN to multiply their
effectiveness, and use funding streams to support their ideas. REDD+ can be seen as the
result of a coincidence of interests of quite distinct actors. The fact that most agents had a
strong economic motivation to support REDD+, the strategic deployment of funding by
Norway and other REDD+ donors to generate support for REDD+, and the strong
agency of certain individuals, correspond with interest-based regime theories. REDD+
reflects a prosaic and reformist environmental problem-solving discourse that accepts
economic rationalism rather than transformational change as a basis for sustainable
development. The combination of political and especially economic power that played an
instrumental role in the establishment of the REDD+ regime is in line with realist powerbased theories that suggest that cooperation serves to institutionalize the interests of the
powerful, who use new regimes to establish hegemonic stability.
Fourth, the leading role of a relatively small country like Norway indicates that
economic power, and the strategic deployment of Oversees Development Assistance
(ODA), is at least as important as political power in constructing new regimes nowadays.
Norway's involvement partly had its origin in a successful advocacy campaign by
Norwegian conservation organizations. This shows the relevance of knowledge-based
regime theories. These theories are applicable to the agency of non-State actors in REDD+
in general, which were often motivated by ideologies and used an environmental problemsolving discourse based on expertise as the main strategy. However, the discourse of these
organizations was, in general, constructed by neo-liberal ideologies that marginalized
conceptualizations of alternatives that would threaten their economic interests and the
hegemonic stability of industrialized country elites. This demonstrates the phenomenon of
cognitive dissonance due to professional biases and the tendency of actors to select,
interpret and sometimes distort information in line with an ideology that serves their
economic interests most.
Fifth, NGOs are often presented as independent, not-for-profit actors and it is
assumed that the involvement of non-State actors in international regime building will lead
to more relevance, responsiveness, accountability, transparency, inclusiveness, legitimacy,
effectiveness, efficiency and equitability in international regimes. Yet, while there are efforts
to enhance participatory forms of decision-making at the international level, these do not
go far enough to address power imbalances between well-resourced, often industrialized
country-based NGOs and under-resourced, often developing country-based social
movements. The latter represent the economically and politically marginalized groups that
are the assumed beneficiaries of sustainable development policy, including peasants,
Indigenous Peoples and women. Furthermore, the professionalization of the
environmental movement has created an influential sector that is formally not-for-profit,
yet depends on sustained funding to support its organizational structures. There are
undeniable economic incentives for NGO staff and other non-State actors to pursue
policies that lead to increased funding for the projects and programs for which they are
responsible. There is thus a significant risk that they will use participation opportunities to
pursue their economic interests. The dependency on a large number of, relatively wealthy,
individual donors of some of the larger NGOs also implies that they will be inclined to
support solutions like REDD+ that do not impact on the emission-intensive lifestyles of
these donors. Therefore, it was concluded that there is a need for more research on the
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role of incentives in influencing the agency of non-State actors in Earth System
Governance, and the differentiated role of stakeholders and rightsholders in environmental
governance.
If the forests and forest people are to benefit from international forest regimes, the
rightsholder groups should be able to participate in international negotiations through their
own, legitimate representatives. These rightsholder groups should be clearly distinguished
from stakeholders, that is, major groups that merely have an economic stake in sustainable
development policies. However, promoting participation of rightsholder groups in
REDD+ makes little sense as many rightsholders groups have taken a principled stance
against REDD+ as an essentially neo-liberal and market-based approach to forest
conservation. That is why there should also be more policy space under the UNFCCC and
other forest-related regimes to support the alternative policy proposals by some of the
rightsholder movements. These proposals include respecting the territorial and forest
tenure rights of Indigenous Peoples, local communities and women, while not confusing
these rights as property rights, and redirecting perverse incentives that might trigger forest
loss through international regimes that do not require complicated verification of emission
reductions. In summary, in terms of general policy recommendations I recommend to (a)
reconsider REDD+ support in light of the need for transformative change; (b) address
power imbalances and promote effective participation and agency of rightsholders; and (c)
consider green radical alternatives to REDD+
Further research is needed on (a) the role of public financial support, individual
policy entrepreneurs and policy networks in contemporary international regime
development; (b) the influence of economic incentives on the independence and objectivity
of IGOs and NGOs, and on the ability to govern global public goods; and (c) the concept
of civil society, more specifically the contextual power asymmetries between different
Major Groups and the implications of those for their participation in Earth System
Governance.
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Samenvatting
De conversie en degradatie van bossen is een belangrijke oorzaak van biodiversiteitsverlies
en klimaatverandering. Het heeft ook ernstige gevolgen voor mensen die van bossen
afhankelijk zijn voor hun bestaan en overleving. Bossen spelen een belangrijke rol in het
reguleren van water, regenval en CO2 opname, en ontbossing en bosdegradatie zijn dan ook
belangrijke oorzaken van klimaatverandering. De internationale gemeenschap erkent
ontbossing en bosdegradatie als mondiale milieuproblemen die opgelost moeten worden,
en in reactie daarop zijn een groot aantal internationale bossen regimes ontwikkeld. In 2007
besloten de Partijen bij het Klimaatverdrag (UNFCCC, 1992) om een nieuw sub-regime toe
te voegen, met beleidsmaatregelen en beleidsprikkels om de emissies van ontbossing en
bosdegradatie terug te brengen, en van bosbehoud, duurzaam bosbeheer en CO2-opslag te
bevorderen (REDD+). REDD+ kan gezien worden als een mondiaal systeem van
betalingen voor milieudiensten (PES). De hoop op potentieel significante financiële
bijdragen voor resultaat-gebonden bosbehoud- en herbebossings-activiteiten heeft
aanzienlijke politieke en financiële steun voor REDD+ opgewekt onder overheden,
intergouvernementele organisaties (IGO’s) en niet-gouvernementele organisaties (NGO’s).
Tegen deze achtergrond, stelt dit onderzoek de vraag welke actoren instrumenteel
zijn geweest in het vormgeven van REDD+ beleid en beleidsreacties, wat hun drijfveren
zijn, en hoe ze gebruik maken van hun agentschap (agency) om hun belangen na te streven.
Verwante sub-vragen zijn:
1. Hoe verwachten de verschillende actoren dat REDD + zal uitwerken in vergelijking met
de bestaande bosbeleidregimes in termen van milieueffectiviteit, economische efficiëntie
en rechtvaardigheid? Deze vragen zijn achtereenvolgens behandeld in de hoofdstukken
vier, vijf en zes.
2. Welke actoren hebben het opnemen van REDD + als een bosbeleidregime binnen het
klimaatveranderingsbeleid gepromoot en hoe gebruiken zij hun ageency om hun
onderliggende belangen en ideologieën na te streven? Deze vragen kwamen in de
hoofdstukken zeven en acht aan de orde.
3. Hoe zou in de internationale beleidsvorming inzake duurzame ontwikkeling een
evenwichtiger agentschap onder rechthebbenden (Rightsholders), ontwikkelingslanden en
geïndustrialiseerde landen kunnen worden bevorderd?
In Hoofdstuk 1 wordt gesteld dat er veel recente literatuur over de potentiële
milieu-effectiviteit, economische efficiëntie en sociale rechtvaardigheid van REDD+ is,
maar dat er tot nu toe slechts beperkt onderzoek is gedaan naar de rol, strategieën en
beweegredenen van de actoren die REDD+ gepromoot hebben. Dit onderzoek heeft tot
doel bestaand analytisch werk over REDD+ te complementeren door REDD+ vanuit een
perspectief van agentschapstheorie te bestuderen. Hoofstuk 1 beschrijft ook de
methodologie. Deze omvat een uitgebreid literatuuronderzoek, de observatie van de
onderhandelingsdynamiek tijdens 24 intergouvernementele bijeenkomsten, het verzamelen
van empirische gegevens door bestudering van juridische en politieke documenten en
financiële gegevens, en 61 semigestructureerde interviews met belangrijke actoren in de
REDD+ onderhandelingen.
Hoofdstuk 2 presenteert het conceptuele raamwerk dat is gebruikt om de
verzamelde informatie te analyseren. Het is gebaseerd op agentschapstheorie, die de rol,
strategieën en beweegredenen van specifieke actoren in de ontwikkeling van internationale
regimes behandelt. Er is bestaande literatuur op het gebied van agentschapstheorie in het
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algemeen, en een bescheiden hoeveelheid onderzoek naar de rol van agents in internationaal
milieubeheer, maar weinig onderzoekers hebben gekeken naar de specifieke rol van de
agents achter het REDD+ regime en de implicaties van de gedifferentieerde invloed van
belanghebbenden en rechthebbenden op de ontwikkeling van het REDD+ regime. Door
middel van een analyse van de rol, beweegredenen en strategieën van Staat en niet-Statelijke
actoren in een nieuw internationaal milieuregime, draagt dit proefschrift bij aan een groter
begrip van de potentiële machtsverschillen tussen belanghebbenden en de veronderstelde
begunstigden van een internationaal regime. Dit draagt ook bij aan het beleidsdoel om een
sociaal rechtvaardiger, op rechten gebaseerd en effectief bosbehoudbeleid te ontwikkelen.
Het conceptuele kader combineert agentschapstheorie met regime theorie en gebruikt vier
indicatoren om het agentschap van potentiële actoren te analyseren: legitimiteit, autoriteit,
succes in het bereiken van de uiteindelijke doelstellingen, en veronderstelde agentschap in
de ogen van andere actoren die betrokken zijn bij de REDD+ onderhandelingen. Het
onderzoek vergelijkt ook de beweegredenen en strategieën van actoren die als REDD+
agents werden geïdentificeerd met verschillende regime theorieën, waarbij een onderscheid
wordt gemaakt tussen regime theorieën die de nadruk leggen op macht, economisch
belang, en op kennis.
Hoofdstuk 3 beschrijft de ontwikkeling van REDD+ als een subsysteem van het
internationale klimaatregime. Het laat zien hoe het REDD+ voorstel oorspronkelijk
geïntroduceerd werd door Papua New Guinea (PNG) en Costa Rica namens de Coalitie
voor Regenwoud Naties (CfRN) en dat het significante politieke steun verwierf wegens de
financiële toezegging van Noorwegen om bijna 3 miljard US-dollar aan dit nieuwe regime
bij te dragen. Het concludeert ook dat het UNFCCC-regime en het Klimaat Akkoord van
Parijs (2015) juridisch onduidelijk zijn over de vraag of REDD+ op de lange termijn
gefinancierd zou moeten worden uit door geïndustrialiseerde landen opgebrachte publieke
fondsen, of door markten in koolstofcompensaties uit bossen, en dat er vanwege deze
onduidelijkheid onder actoren veel onzekerheid is over de toekomst van REDD+
Hoofdstuk 4 tot en met 6 leggen uit wat de cognitieve veronderstellingen zijn onder
actoren ten aanzien van de effectiviteit, efficiëntie en rechtvaardigheid van REDD+.
Hoofdstuk 4 legt uit dat de veronderstelde effectiviteit van het REDD+ regime is
gebaseerd op de verwachting dat op resultaat gebaseerde betalingen een sterke stimulans
zou vormen voor landen en actoren in het veld, om bossen te behouden en te herstellen.
Veel REDD+ actoren wijzen er op dat REDD+ aanzienlijke politieke aandacht en dus
aanzienlijke financiering voor bosbehoud heeft aangetrokken. Wetenschappers en actoren
vrezen echter dat de effectiviteit van REDD+ aangetast zal worden door (a) de tijdelijkheid
van aan bossen gerelateerde emissie reducties; (b) het risico dat een CO2 opname
mechanisme onbedoeld de uitbreiding van boomplantages in plaats van bosbehoud zal
stimuleren; (c) het ontwerp van REDD+, dat niet in staat is grensoverschrijdende en sector
overschrijdende oorzaken van bosverlies tegen te gaan; en (d) de moeilijkheid om accuraat
de gevolgen van bepaalde aan bossen gerelateerde acties voor de atmosfeer te berekenen.
Hoofdstuk 5 beargumenteert dat de efficiëntie van REDD+ is gebaseerd op de
veronderstelling dat het terugdringen van ontbossing en bosdegradatie en het aanplanten
van bomen relatief goedkope klimaatoplossingen zijn. Met verwachtte ook dat de opname
van bosprojecten in officiële mondiale emissiemarkten miljarden dollars in financiële steun
voor bosbehoud zou genereren. Veel wetenschappers en actoren hebben de efficiëntie van
REDD+ echter in twijfel getrokken vanwege (a) de hoge opportuniteits- en transactie
kosten; (b) het feit dat de noodzaak om opportuniteitskosten (of alternatieve kosten) te
vergoeden een behoefte aan permanente financiële steun in het leven roept; (c) het
probleem dat zulke permanente steun zou afhangen van, momenteel niet-bestaande,
ambitieuze bindende emissie reductie doelstellingen en een functionerende emissie markt;
en (d) het feit REDD+ paradoxaal genoeg een problematisch instrument is om ontbossing
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en bosdegradatie tegen te gaan, omdat het enkel een hoge efficiëntie heeft in landen en
gebieden met een laag ontbossingsniveau, en relatief weinig efficiënt is in landen en
gebieden met hoge ontbossing.
Hoofdstuk 6 analyseert de veronderstelde rechtvaardigheid van REDD+.
Verscheidene wetenschappers en actoren gingen ervan uit dat REDD+ billijk zou zijn
aangezien de mondiale gemeenschap ontwikkelingslanden en lokale gemeenschappen zou
betalen voor het intact houden van bossen, en dus inkomen en andere economische
voordelen voor marginaliseerde mensen zou genereren. Voorstanders veronderstelden
tevens dat de REDD+ waarborgen ervoor zouden zorgen dat de opbrengsten billijk
gedeeld zouden worden met van bos afhankelijke gemeenschappen, dat negatieve sociale
gevolgen voorkomen zouden worden en dat de grootste belanghebbenden volledig en
effectief zouden kunnen deelnemen aan het ontwerp en de uitvoering van REDD+. De
meerderheid van de geïnterviewden stelden echter dat (a) er geen effectieve participatie van
de diverse categorieën van rechthebbenden, zoals inheemse volkeren, boeren en vrouwen,
in de REDD+ besluitvorming is geweest; (b) er geen billijke verdeling van de opbrengsten
van REDD+ zal plaatsvinden aangezien de meerderheid van de fondsen naar rijke
landeigenaren, tussenpersonen en overheden zal gaan; (c) lokale gemeenschappen en
andere rechthebbenden hoe langer hoe meer afhankelijk zullen worden van tussenpersonen
vanwege de complexiteit van adequate Meting, Rapportering en Verificatie (MRV)
systemen en daaraan gerelateerde transactiekosten; en (d) deze processen het ongelijke
machtsevenwicht tussen rechthebbenden en andere actoren zullen vergroten, hetgeen door
de literatuur bevestigd wordt. Daarnaast vrezen sommige wetenschappers en actoren dat
REDD+ de culturele waardensystemen zullen ondermijnen die gemeenschappen ertoe
bewegen om bossen gratis te behouden en niet in ruil voor een financiële compensatie.
Hoofdstuk 7 bestudeert de rol van Statelijke actoren in REDD+ en concludeert dat
(a) de dominante actoren voornamelijk beïnvloed werden door de veronderstelling dat
REDD+ aanzienlijke fondsen voor de bossensector zou genereren en dus effectief en
efficiënt zou zijn (zie Hoofdstukken 4 en 5); (b) de belangrijkste geïndustrialiseerde landen
gemotiveerd werden door de mogelijkheid van goedkope compensatie credits; (c) de
belangrijkste ontwikkelingslanden gemotiveerd werden door de toegang tot financiële steun
voor hun bossensector; (d) er een aantal belangrijke individuen waren die de rol van
beleidsentrepreneur speelden in het promoten van REDD+; en (e) het regime werd
ontwikkeld als een opmerkelijke configuratie, waarbij Noorwegen het instrument financieel
tot leven bracht, met steun van de VS en een aantal Europese landen, terwijl PNG en
Costa Rica het proces legitimeerden door een vraag voor het instrument te creëren. De
analyse laat de relevantie van regime theorieën zien die de nadruk leggen op economische
belangen, hoewel theorieën die van macht en kennis uitgaan ook enige relevantie hebben.
Hoofdstuk 8 keek naar de rol van niet-statelijke actoren achter REDD+. Het
concludeert dat (a) ook de dominante niet-statelijke actoren voornamelijk werden
beïnvloed door de verwachting dat REDD+ aanzienlijke fondsen voor de bossensector
zou genereren en dus effectief en efficiënt zou zijn; (b) dat ze verwachtten dat REDD+
niet alleen aan de bossensector maar ook aan hun eigen economische belangen zou
bijdragen; (c) natuurbeschermingsorganisaties en de Wereldbank (die aanzienlijk voordeel
haalden uit hun rol als tussenpersoon in REDD+) de belangrijkste agents waren. Voor een
aantal geïndustrialiseerde landen en natuurbeschermingsorganisaties vormde REDD+ een
afleiding van aan fossiele brandstoffen gerelateerde emissies, hetgeen tevens in hun
economische belang was. De analyse laat zien dat deze agents beweerden gedreven te zijn
door hun kennis, hetgeen wijst op de relevantie van regime theorieën die van kennis
uitgaan, maar de grote economische belangen laten ook de relevantie zien van regime
theorieën die van belangen uitgaan.
De algemene conclusies van mijn onderzoek zijn, ten eerste, dat de
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rechthebbenden, die de veronderstelde begunstigden van REDD+ waren, schitterden door
afwezigheid in het proces. Zij waren noch actief betrokken bij het ontwerp van het
instrument, noch is het definitieve instrument erin geslaagd om een mechanisme te creëren
dat garandeert dat ze ervan zullen profiteren. In feite is het agentschap van rechthebbenden
in dit proces zeer beperkt geweest.
Ten tweede heeft dit proefschrift aangetoond dat, ondanks het feit dat veel
wetenschappers en actoren twijfels hebben geuit over de effectiviteit, efficiëntie en
rechtvaardigheid van het voorgestelde REDD+ regime (zie Hoofdstuk 4 - 6) de dominante
agents gemotiveerd waren om het te promoten vanwege de hoop op aanzienlijke financiële
steun en goedkope emissiereductie credits om hun eigen uitstoot te compenseren.
Ten derde laat proefschrift zien dat het REDD+ regime in essentie een verhaal is
van een klein aantal vooraanstaande mannen die in staat waren als beleidsentrepreneur te
functioneren, van onverwachte mogelijkheden gebruik te maken, coalities en netwerken
zoals de CfRN te vormen om hun effectiviteit te vergroten, en financieringsstromen te
gebruiken om hun ideeën te steunen. REDD+ kan worden gezien als het resultaat van een
samenkomst van belangen van nogal verschillende actoren. Het feit dat de meeste actoren
een sterke economische drijfveer hadden om REDD+ te steunen, de strategische inzet van
fondsen door Noorwegen en andere REDD+ donoren om steun voor REDD+ te
genereren, en de sterke agentschap van zekere individuen laten zich reflecteren in regime
theorieën die van belangen uitgaan. REDD+ toont een nuchter en reformistisch milieuoplossings-gerichte discours dat economisch rationalisme in plaats van transformationele
verandering als een basis voor duurzame ontwikkeling accepteert. De combinatie van
politieke en vooral economische macht die een instrumentele rol in de totstandkoming van
het REDD+ regime speelde is in overeenstemming met regime theorieën die van macht
uitgaan en die suggereren dat samenwerking dient om de belangen van de machtigen de
dienen, die nieuwe regimes gebruiken om hegemonische stabiliteit te bewerkstelligen.
Ten vierde, de leidende rol van een relatief klein land als Noorwegen toont dat
economische macht, en de strategische inzet van officiële ontwikkelingshulp tenminste zo
belangrijk zijn in de constructie van nieuwe hedendaagse regimes als politieke macht. De
Noorse betrokkenheid had deels zijn oorsprong in een succesvolle lobby campagne door
Noorse natuurbeschermingsorganisaties. Dit laat de relevantie van regime theorieën die van
kennis uitgaan zien. Deze zijn ook op het agentschap van niet-Statelijke actoren in
REDD+ in het algemeen van toepassing: zij zijn vaak zijn gedreven door ideologieën en
gebruiken een op milieu-oplossingen gericht discours gebaseerd op hun expertise. Het
discours van deze organisaties was echter, in het algemeen, gebaseerd op neoliberale
ideologieën die conceptualiseringen van alternatieven die hun economische belangen of de
hegemonische stabiliteit van de elites in geïndustrialiseerde landen zouden bedreigen
marginaliseerden. Dit toont het fenomeen van cognitieve dissonantie wegens professionele
vooroordelen en de neiging van actoren om informatie te selecteren, te interpreteren en
soms te verdraaien in lijn met een ideologie die hun economische belangen het best dient.
Ten vijfde, NGO’s worden vaak voorgesteld als onafhankelijke en niet op winst
gerichte actoren en men veronderstelt dat de betrokkenheid van niet-Statelijke actoren in
de ontwikkeling van internationale regimes zal leiden tot internationale regimes die meer
relevant, ontvankelijk, verantwoordelijk, transparant, inclusief, legitiem, effectief, efficiënt
en rechtvaardig zijn. Hoewel er pogingen worden gedaan om meer participatieve vormen
van besluitvorming op het internationale niveau te bewerkstellingen, gaan deze pogingen
niet ver genoeg om de machtsongelijkheid tussen goed bemiddelde, vaak in de
geïndustrialiseerde landen gevestigde NGO’s en onderbemiddelde, vaak in de
ontwikkelingslanden gevestigde sociale bewegingen aan te pakken. Deze sociale
bewegingen vertegenwoordigen de economische en politiek gemarginaliseerde groepen die
de veronderstelde begunstigden van duurzame ontwikkelingsbeleid zijn, zoals kleine
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boeren, inheemse volkeren en vrouwen. Daarnaast heeft de professionalisering van de
milieubeweging een invloedrijke sector gecreëerd die formeel niet op winst gericht is, maar
die afhankelijk is van ononderbroken financiering om zijn organisatorische structuur te
ondersteunen. Er zijn onontkoombaar economische stimulansen voor NGO-medewerkers
en andere niet-Statelijke actoren om beleid na te streven dat zal leiden tot meer financiële
middelen voor de projecten en programma's waarvoor zij verantwoordelijk zijn. Er is dus
een aanzienlijk risico dat zij participatiemogelijkheden zullen gebruiken om hun
economische belangen na te streven. De afhankelijkheid van sommige van de grotere
NGO’s van een groot aantal, relatief welvarende, individuele donoren betekent ook dat zij
geneigd zullen zijn om oplossingen als REDD+ te steunen die geen gevolgen hebben voor
de emissie-intensieve levensstijl van deze donoren. Om deze reden is de conclusie dat er
een noodzaak is voor meer onderzoek naar de rol van economische en andere prikkels in
het beïnvloeden van het agentschap van niet-Statelijke actoren in het bestuur van het
mondiale ecologische systeem, en de gedifferentieerde rol van belanghebbenden en
rechthebbenden in het bestuur van dit systeem.
Om bossen en bosbewoners van internationale bossen regimes te laten profiteren,
moeten groepen van rechthebbenden in staat zijn om in internationale onderhandelingen
deel te nemen middels hun eigen legitieme vertegenwoordigers. Deze rechthebbenden
moeten duidelijk onderscheiden worden van belanghebbenden, oftewel maatschappelijke
groepen die slechts een belang hebben in duurzame ontwikkelingsbeleid. Het heeft echter
weinig zin om groepen die rechthebbenden vertegenwoordigen in REDD+ te laten
participeren want veel van deze groepen hebben REDD+ om principiële redenen
verworpen, omdat ze het als een essentieel neoliberaal en op marktprincipes gebaseerd
systeem van bosbehoud zien. Om deze reden moet er ook meer ruimte komen onder de
UNFCCC en andere aan bossen gerelateerde regimes om de alternatieve beleidsvoorstellen
van sommige bewegingen van rechthebbenden te steunen. Deze voorstellen betreffen het
respecteren van de territoriale en bosgebruiksrechten van inheemse volkeren, lokale
gemeenschappen en vrouwen, en het ombuigen van perverse prikkels die bosverlies
veroorzaken, door middel van internationale regimes die geen complexe verificatie van
emissiereducties vereisen. Kortom, in termen van algemene beleidsaanbevelingen adviseer
ik om (a) REDD+ steun te heroverwegen in het licht van de noodzaak van transformatieve
verandering; (b) het aanpakken van machtsverschillen en het bevorderen van participatie en
agentschap van rechthebbenden; en (c) groene radicale alternatieven voor REDD+ te
overwegen.
Verder onderzoek is nodig naar (a) de rol van de financiële overheidssteun,
individuele beleidsentrepreneurs, en politieke beleidsnetwerken in de hedendaagse
ontwikkeling van internationale regimes; (b) de invloed van de economische prikkels op de
onafhankelijkheid en objectiviteit van IGO’s en NGO’s, en op het vermogen om mondiale
publieke goederen te beheren; en (c) het concept van het maatschappelijk middenveld,
meer specifiek de contextuele machtsverschillen tussen verschillende Major Groups en de
gevolgen daarvan voor hun participatie in het beheer van het mondiale ecologische
systeem.

233

234

Appendix 1: Glossary of Key Terms
The definitions below are literally taken from the UNFCCC Glossary of Climate
Change Acronyms anT terms, 716 unless otherwise indicated.
Term
Adaptation
Afforestation
Agent
Annex I Parties

Explanation
“Adjustment in natural or human systems in response to actual or
expected climatic stimuli or their effects, which moderates harm or
exploits beneficial opportunities.”
“Planting of new forests on lands that historically have not contained
forests”
“An authoritative actor who possesses the ability to prescribe behaviour
and to obtain the consent of the governed.” (Schroeder 2010: 320)
“The industrialized countries listed in Annex I to the Convention, which
committed to returning their GHG emissions to 1990 levels by the year
2000 as per Article 4.2 (a) and (b). They have also accepted emissions
targets for the period 2008-12 as per Article 3 and Annex B of the Kyoto
Protocol.”

Carbon market

“A trading system through which countries may buy or sell units of GHG
emissions in an effort to meet their national limits on emissions, either
under the Kyoto Protocol or under other agreements, such as that among
member states of the EU. The term comes from the fact that carbon
dioxide is the predominant GHG, and other gases are measured in units
called “carbon-dioxide equivalents.”

Carbon
sequestration
Certified emission
reductions (CER)

“The process of removing carbon from the atmosphere and depositing it
in a reservoir.”
“A Kyoto Protocol unit equal to 1 metric tonne of CO2 equivalent. CERs
are issued for emission reductions from CDM project activities. Two
special types of CERs called temporary certified emission reduction
(tCERs) and long-term certified emission reductions (lCERs) are issued
for emission removals from afforestation and reforestation CDM
projects.”
“A mechanism under the Kyoto Protocol through which industrialized
countries may finance GHG emission reduction or removal projects in
developing countries, and receive credits for doing so which they may
apply towards meeting mandatory limits on their own emissions.”
“An open-ended meeting that may be established by the COP, a
subsidiary body or a Committee of the Whole wherein Parties may
negotiate before forwarding agreed text to a plenary for formal adoption.
Observers generally may attend contact group sessions.”
“The supreme body of a Convention. It meets once every year or once
every two years to review the Convention’s progress.”
“Conversion of forest to non-forest.”
“Changes within the forests that negatively affect the structure or
function of the forest stand or site, and thereby lower the capacity of the
forest to supply products and/or services. “ (Karsenty, 2012: 7)
“A dynamic complex of plant, animal and micro-organism communities
and their non-living environment interacting as a functional unit.” (CBD,
1992)

Clean Development
Mechanism
Contact group

COP.
Deforestation
Degradation
Ecosystem

716

http://unfccc.int/essential_background/glossary/items/3666.php (last visited 27 December
2016)
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Term
Ecosystem services

Explanation
The services provided by the regulation, habitat, production and
information functions of ecosystems. (Based on De Groot et al., 2002)

Emissions trading

“One of the three Kyoto mechanisms, by which an Annex I Party may
transfer Kyoto Protocol units to, or acquire units from, another Annex I
Party. An Annex I Party must meet specific eligibility requirements to
participate in emissions trading.”
Ecosystem with tree crown cover (or equivalent stocking level) of more
than 10-30 per cent with trees with the potential to reach a minimum
height of 2-5 metres at maturity in situ. (Definition used for purpose of
this thesis, based on elements of CBD, 1992 and Marrakech Accords,
UNFCCC)
Forest governance comprises a) all formal and informal, public and
private regulatory structures, i.e. institutions consisting of rules, norms,
principles, decision procedures, concerning forests, their utilisation and
their conservation, b) the interactions between public and private actors
therein, and c) the effects of either on forests. Governance systems set
the parameters under which management and administrative systems will
operate. (Based on UNESCO717)
Forest management is the application of biological, physical, quantitative,
managerial, social, and policy principles to the regeneration, tending,
utilization, and conservation of forests to meet specified goals and
objectives while maintaining forest productivity. (Based on UNESCO718)
“At COP 16 in Cancun in 2010, Governments established a Green
Climate Fund as an operating entity of the financial mechanism of the
Convention under Article 11. The GCF will support projects,
programmes, policies and other activities in developing country Parties.”
“The atmospheric gases responsible for causing global warming and
climate change. The major GHGs are carbon dioxide (CO2), methane
(CH4) and nitrous oxide (N20). Less prevalent --but very powerful -GHGs are hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs) and
sulphur hexafluoride (SF6).”
“A large negotiating alliance of developing countries that focuses on
numerous international topics, including climate change. The G-77 was
founded in 1964 under the auspices of the United Nations Conference on
Trade and Development (UNCTAD). It seeks to harmonize the
negotiating positions of its 131 member states.”
“Refers to the concern that some governments will be able to meet their
targets for GHG emissions under the Kyoto Protocol with minimal effort
and could then flood the market with emission credits, reducing the
incentive for other countries to cut their own domestic emissions.”
“Actions (legislation or regulations, judicial decrees, or other actions) that
governments take to translate international accords into domestic law and
policy.”
There is no formal definition of Indigenous Peoples in international law,
but according to the UN the term is based on the following elements:
self- identification as Indigenous Peoples at the individual level and
accepted by the community as their member; historical continuity with
pre-colonial and/or pre-settler societies; strong link to territories and
surrounding natural resources; distinct social, economic or political

Forest

Forest Governance

Forest management

Green Climate Fund
(GCF)
Greenhouse gases
(GHGs)

Group of 77 (G-77)
and China

“Hot air”

Implementation
Indigenous Peoples

717

718

http://www.unesco.org/new/en/education/themes/strengthening-education-systems/qualityframework/technical-notes/concept-of-governance/ (last visited 27 December 2016).
http://www.unesco.org/new/en/education/themes/strengthening-education-systems/qualityframework/technical-notes/concept-of-governance/ (last visited 27 December 2016).
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Term

Industrialized
country
Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC)

Joint
implementation

Kyoto Protocol

Kyoto mechanisms

Land use, land-use
change, and forestry
(LULUCF)
Leakage

Marrakesh Accords
Mitigation

Non-governmental
organizations
(NGOs)
Observers

Explanation
systems; distinct language, culture and beliefs; form non-dominant groups
of society; and a resolve to maintain and reproduce their ancestral
environments and systems as distinctive peoples and communities. (Based
on UNDESA719)
Annex 1 country (see above)
“Established in 1988 by the World Meteorological Organization and the
UN Environment Programme, the IPCC surveys world-wide scientific
and technical literature and publishes assessment reports that are widely
recognized as the most credible existing sources of information on
climate change. The IPCC also works on methodologies and responds to
specific requests from the UNFCCC’s subsidiary bodies. The IPCC is
independent of the UNFCCC.”
“A mechanism under the Kyoto Protocol through which a industrialized
country can receive “emissions reduction units” when it helps to finance
projects that reduce net GHG emissions in another industrialized country
(in practice, the recipient state is likely to be a country with an “economy
in transition”). An Annex I Party must meet specific eligibility
requirements to participate in joint implementation.”
“An international agreement standing on its own, and requiring separate
ratification by governments, but linked to the UNFCCC. The Kyoto
Protocol, among other things, sets binding targets for the reduction of
GHG emissions by industrialized countries.”
“Three procedures established under the Kyoto Protocol increase the
flexibility and reduce the costs of making GHG emission cuts. They are
the Clean Development Mechanism, Emissions Trading and Joint
Implementation.”
“A GHG inventory sector that covers emissions and removals of GHGs
resulting from direct human-induced LULUCF activities.”
“That portion of cuts in greenhouse-gas emissions by developed
countries -- countries trying to meet mandatory limits under the Kyoto
Protocol -- that may reappear in other countries not bound by such
limits.”
“Agreements reached at COP-7 which set various rules for “operating”
the more complex provisions of the Kyoto Protocol.”
“In the context of climate change, a human intervention to reduce the
sources or enhance the sinks of GHGs. Examples include using fossil
fuels more efficiently for industrial processes or electricity generation,
switching to solar energy or wind power, improving the insulation of
buildings, and expanding forests and other “sinks” to remove greater
amounts of carbon dioxide from the atmosphere.”
“Organizations that are not part of a governmental structure. They
include environmental groups, research institutions, business groups, and
associations of urban and local governments.”
“Agencies, NGOs, and Governments not Parties to a Convention which
are permitted to attend, but not vote, at meetings of a COP (...) and the
subsidiary bodies.”

719http://www.un.org/esa/socdev/unpfii/documents/5session_factsheet1.pdf

2016).
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(last visited 14 June

Term
Offsets

Party
Plantation

Plenary
Protocol

Quantified
Emissions
Limitation and
Reduction
Commitments
(QELROs)
Readiness

REDD+ national
strategy
Reference level

Reforestation
Regional groups

Reservoirs

Explanation
“Offsets are used in regulated emission trading systems to allow
companies, instead of reducing its own carbon use, to comply with
emission caps by surrendering a carbon credit from projects implemented
outside of the boundaries of the emissions trading scheme.” (Streck et al.,
2009b: 456)
“A state (or regional economic integration organization such as the EU)
that agrees to be bound by a treaty and for which the treaty has entered
into force.”
Tree-dominated land established by planting or/and seedling. They are
either: (a) of introduced species (all planted stands) or; (b) intensively
managed stands of indigenous species, which meet all the following
criteria: one or two species at plantation, even age class, regular spacing.
(Based on FAO, 1998)
“A formal meeting of the entire COP or one of the subsidiary bodies of a
Convention. Formal decisions or conclusions may only be taken during
plenary sessions.”
“An international agreement linked to an existing convention, but as a
separate and additional agreement which must be signed and ratified by
the Parties to the convention concerned. Protocols typically strengthen a
convention by adding new, more detailed commitments.”
“Legally binding targets and timetables under the Kyoto Protocol for the
limitation or reduction of GHG emissions by industrialized countries.”

“REDD+ country actions including a process of policy design,
consultation and consensus building, testing and evaluation for a
REDD+ national strategy, prior to scaled-up REDD+ implementation.”
(Karsenty, 2012:8)
“A summary of policy actions a country plans to take to implement
REDD+. It reflects the commitment obtained from key actors at the
country level in the design of low-carbon development strategies.”
(Karsenty, 2012: 9)
“Business as usual” benchmarks (expressed in tonnes of carbon dioxide
equivalent per year) for assessing performance in implementing REDD+
activities, taking into account historic data, and adjusted for national
circumstances but maintaining consistency with national GHG
inventories. They should be submitted voluntarily and updated
periodically by Developing Countries to take stock of new knowledge,
new trends and any modification of scope and methodologies.”
(Karsenty, 2012: 9)
“Replanting of forests on lands that have previously contained forests but
that have been converted to some other use.”
“Alliances of countries, in most cases sharing the same geographic region,
which meet privately to discuss issues and nominate bureau members and
other officials for activities under the Convention. The five regional
groups are Africa, Asia, Central and Eastern Europe (CEE), Latin
America and the Caribbean (GRULAC), and the Western Europe and
Others Group (WEOG).”
“A component or components of the climate system where a GHG or a
precursor of a GHG is stored. Trees are “reservoirs” for carbon dioxide.”
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Term
Sink

Subnational activity

Subsidiary body
Verification

Voluntary Carbon
Standard

Explanation
“Any process, activity or mechanism which removes a GHG, an aerosol
or a precursor of a GHG from the atmosphere. Forests and other
vegetation are considered sinks because they remove carbon dioxide
through photosynthesis.”
“Activities implemented at the subnational level as part of a country’s
REDD+ strategy. Subnational activities can be implemented by
governments, local authorities, non- governmental organisations or
private entities. They may be embedded in a national or international
crediting mechanism.”(Karsenty, 2012: 9)
“A committee that assists the COP.”
“Independent third-party assessment of the expected or actual emissions
reductions of a particular mitigation activity.” (Karsenty, 2012: 9)
“Certification schemes for emission credits not regulated under the Kyoto
Protocol.” (Karsenty, 2012: 9)
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Appendix 2: Overview of International Forestrelated Agreements
Agreement
- African Convention on the
Conservation of Nature and
Natural Resources
- Convention on Wetlands

Year of
adoption
1968

Legal
status
legally
binding

geographical
scope
Africa

Thematic focus

1971

legally
binding
legally
binding

global

tree-dominated
wetlands
forests in world
heritage sites

1973

legally
binding

global

1978

legally
binding
legally
binding

Amazon region

global, focus
on tropical
forests
South East
Asia

timber trade and
related forest
conservation
forest
conservation

- Convention Concerning the
Protection of the World Cultural
and Natural Heritage
- Convention on International
Trade in Endangered Species of
Wild Fauna and Flora
- Amazon Cooperation Treaty

1972

- Convention on the
Conservation of European
Wildlife and Natural Habitats
- ITTA and its successor
agreements

1979
1983

legally
binding

- ASEAN Agreement on the
Conservation of Nature and
Natural Resources
- Tropical Forest Action
Program

1985

legally
binding

1985

tropical forests

forestry

- ILO Convention no. 169
concerning Indigenous and
Tribal Peoples in Independent
Countries
- Chapter 11 of Agenda 21

1989

nonlegally
binding
legally
binding

global

forests on
Indigenous
peoples territories

global

forests general

- The Non-legally Binding
Authoritative Statement of
Principles for a Global
Consensus on Management,
Conservation and Sustainable
Development of All Types of
Forests
- Convention on Biological
Diversity

1992

nonlegally
binding
nonlegally
binding

global

forests general

1992

legally
binding

global

- UNFCCC

1992

global

- Kyoto Protocol to the
UNFCCC

legally
binding

forest
conservation,
restoration,
benefit sharing
forest-related
emissions

1997

legally

global

1992
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global

forest
conservation

Europe

forest species
endangered by
timber trade
sustainable
development
forest
conservation

forest-related

Agreement

Year of
adoption

Legal
status
binding

geographical
scope

nonlegally
binding
(volunta
ry)
legally
binding
legally
binding

developing
countries

forest-related
emissions in
developing
countries

Central
America
global

forest
conservation
tree-dominated
drylands

1997

nonlegally
binding

global

forests general

1999

nonlegally
binding

global

forests general

2000 2016

nonlegally
binding

global

forests general

2007

nonlegally
binding
nonlegally
binding

global

forests general

global

forests general

legally
binding

Southern
Africa

emissions,
especially in
industrialized
countries

- REDD+ regime
2014

- Central American Forest
Convention
- Convention to Combat
Desertification in those
Countries Experiencing serious
Drought and/or Desertification,
particularly in Africa
- Proposals for Action of the
IPF
- Proposals for Action of the
IFF
- Resolutions and decisions of
the United Nations Forum on
Forests
- Non-legally Binding
Instrument on all types of
forests
- Johannesburg Declaration on
Sustainable Development and
the Plan of Implementation of
the World Summit on
Sustainable Development
- SADC Forest Protocol

1993
1994

2002

2002

Thematic focus

forest
conservation and
development
- UN Declaration on the Rights
2007
nonglobal
rights regarding
of Indigenous Peoples
legally
forests on
binding
Indigenous
territories
- Sustainable Development
2015
nonglobal
halting
Goals of Agenda 2030
legally
deforestation,
binding
reforestation,
sustainable
development
Source: United Nations Treaties Collection, https://treaties.un.org (last visited 19 January 2017) and
General Assembly Resolutions,
http://www.un.org/en/sections/documents/general-assembly-resolutions/index.html (last visited
19 January 2017).
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