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a b s t r a c t

The anticipated benefits and co-benefits of REDD+ generated considerable enthusiasm and

momentum prior to the Copenhagen Climate Change Conference, and the lack of agreement

of a global mechanism for REDD+ at that Conference generated corresponding disappoint-

ment. However, experience from earlier forest-related initiatives, and from recent research

in environmental and forest governance, suggest ways forward for REDD+ even in the

absence of a post-2012 climate agreement. Comparative studies reveal that forest-rich

developing countries already have formal forest management requirements that are at

least as demanding as those of industrialised countries, and that poor implementation of

these requirements is the key constraint to achieving forest conservation and sustainable

forest management goals. Experience suggests that mechanisms that focus on enabling the

implementation of these already-agreed requirements, and that draw from the lessons of

forest certification as well as from PES schemes, are most likely to deliver positive outcomes

for both forests and local stakeholders. Together, these lessons suggests that progress can

be made towards the REDD+ outcomes envisaged by the Copenhagen Accord by supporting

implementation of existing national and sub-national forest policies in ways that are

consistent with the principles of good forest governance.

# 2010 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

avai lab le at www.sc iencedi rec t .com

journal homepage: www.elsevier.com/locate/envsci
1. Introduction

The importance of reducing greenhouse gas emissions from

deforestation and forest degradation, and of enhancing forest

carbon stocks (‘‘REDD+’’1), were among the few points of

global agreement at the 2009 Copenhagen Climate Change

Conference2 (UNFCC, 2010a). The Copenhagen Accord (UNFCC,

2010b) identified the need for ‘‘immediate establishment of a

mechanism’’ to enable REDD+, drawing on financial resources
* Corresponding author. Tel.: +61 2 6125 2667; fax: +61 2 6125 0746.
E-mail addresses: peter.kanowski@anu.edu.au (P.J. Kanowski), con

benjamin.cashore@yale.edu (B.W. Cashore).
1 REDD: ‘‘Reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degrada

through activities such as forest conservation, forest restoration and
2 The 2009 Copenhagen Climate Change Conference (http://en.cop1

1462-9011/$ – see front matter # 2010 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved
doi:10.1016/j.envsci.2010.11.007
from developed countries, but made few firm commitments

for international action. Recent forest policy research suggests

that a focus on enabling implementation of existing national

and sub-national commitments in forest conservation and

management would deliver much of what is sought from

REDD+. A greater focus on nurturing the existing commit-

ments of sovereign governments, in turn, may offer more

space for a variety of international arrangements, such as the

partnership agreed between the Governments of Norway and
stance.mcdermott@ouce.ox.ac.uk (C.L. McDermott),

tion’’; REDD+: in addition to REDD, enhancing forest carbon stocks
sustainable forest management (Angelsen, 2009; Campbell, 2009).
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Indonesia (Government of Norway, 2010), to enable rapid

REDD+ implementation. A focus on REDD+ implementation at

national, sub-national and local levels that is carefully

designed to complement existing forest-related policies would

be consistent with proposals for the development of ‘nested’

climate governance regimes (Forsyth, 2009; Pedroni et al.,

2009; Streck, 2010) that respect local stakeholders’ interests

and rights (Phelps et al., 2010; Sikor et al., 2010).

2. The potential benefits and disbenefits of
REDD+

The rise of REDD+ as part of the global response to climate

change reflects growing recognition of both the scale of

emissions from tropical forest loss and degradation,3 and of

the potential benefits and co-benefits of REDD+-related policy

interventions (Angelsen, 2009). The appeal of REDD+ includes

the prospective immediacy of its benefits; its cost-effective-

ness, relative to other mitigation options (Gullison et al., 2007;

Kindermann et al., 2008; Stern, 2006); its potential to support

biodiversity conservation and delivery of other environmental

services (Busch et al., 2010; Gullison et al., 2007; PRP, 2009;

Venter et al., 2009); and its potential to contribute to poverty

reduction and improved rural livelihoods (Angelsen, 2008;

Brown et al., 2008; Campbell, 2009; Miles and Kapos, 2008). As a

result, a suite of REDD+-related initiatives is underway in

anticipation of REDD+ forming part of a post-2012 global

climate agreement: for example, the UN-REDD Programme

(UN-REDD, 2009), the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCCP

2010) and the Interim REDD+ Partnership (REDD+ Partnership,

2010) provide international frameworks or funding; national

REDD+ strategies and policies are under development in more

than 40 countries (Angelsen, 2009); and some 180 individual

REDD/REDD+ readiness and demonstration activities are

underway (Cerbu et al., 2011).

These potential benefits of REDD+ have to be weighed

against possible adverse outcomes. For example, there are

concerns that implementation arrangements could deny the

rights of indigenous and forest-dependent peoples over their

territories and resources (Brown et al., 2008; IIPFCC, 2009;

Schroeder, 2010), and prejudice progress towards more

decentralised, locally-empowering modes of forest gover-

nance (Phelps et al., 2010). Others fear that a focus solely on

forest carbon will override concerns about biodiversity

conservation, particularly if the definition of ‘‘forests’’ eligible

for REDD+ credits does not distinguish between natural forests

and plantations and encourages replacement of the former by

the latter (Sasaki and Putz, 2009). Although these issues have

now been formally acknowledged in text recognising the need

for environmental and social ‘‘safeguards’’ for REDD+ (UNFCC,

2010a), major challenges remain in operationalizing these

intentions in practice. For example, indigenous peoples’

agency in REDD+ negotiations remains problematic (Schroe-

der, 2010), and there is continued disagreement on what

constitutes a REDD+ eligible‘‘forest’’ (Sasaki and Putz, 2009).

Other foundational concerns remain, such as the addition-
3 Now estimated at 15% of the global anthropogenic total (van
der Werf et al., 2009).
ality, leakage, and permanence of forest-based emissions

reductions compared to those of other sectors (Ingerson, 2007;

Tavoni et al., 2007). Nevertheless, as the scale and urgency of

emissions reductions required to mitigate global warming

become more apparent, there has been a growing consensus

on the need to somehow incorporate forest-based emissions

reductions into global action on climate (Corbera et al., 2010;

PRP, 2009; Tavoni et al., 2007).

One of the most compelling arguments in favour of REDD+

from a climate change mitigation perspective is that conserv-

ing and restoring carbon in forests can, in addition to

delivering co-benefits, ‘‘buy time’’ for the agreement and

implementation of more comprehensive strategies to address

climate change (Lubkowski, 2008; PRP, 2009; Stern, 2006). The

limited progress at the Copenhagen Climate Change Confer-

ence illustrates the profound difficulties of reaching a more

comprehensive global climate agreement (Biermann, 2010),

and suggests that countries committed to REDD+ objectives

should explore how they might be realised regardless of the

timetable for any future global climate agreement. This

sentiment is evidently shared by countries and organisations

participating in initiatives such as the Interim REDD+

Partnership (FIELD, 2010; Interim REDD+ Partnership, 2010).

A central challenge these initiatives face is how to begin to

realise the prospective benefits of REDD+ in the absence of a

comprehensive global climate agreement, and without gener-

ating harm or perverse outcomes (Brown et al., 2008; Phelps

et al., 2010; Sikor et al., 2010). We suggest that experience of

previous forest-related initiatives, and the outcomes of recent

environmental and forest governance research, can inform

strategies for REDD+ implementation in this context.

3. Learning from experience of previous
forest-related initiatives

Strategies to advance REDD+ and deliver its co-benefits should

be informed by the experience of decades of initiatives, at

scales from the local to the global, which have sought – largely

unsuccessfully – to curtail forest loss and degradation

(Angelsen, 2009; Brown et al., 2008; Levin et al., 2008;

McDermott et al., 2007; Pfaff et al., 2010; Skutsch and McCall,

2010). A number of strands of experience are particularly

relevant; we discuss each of these below.

First, a fundamental constraint to reaching global agree-

ment about forest conservation and management has been

the reluctance of countries to allow their sovereign rights to be

impinged upon by an agreement (Dimitrov, 2005; Humphreys,

2006), a situation mirrored in international climate negotia-

tions (Streck, 2010). In the case of forests, recognition of this

political reality has progressively directed attention to the

need to facilitate new forms of ‘‘good forest governance’’4 at

the national and sub-national levels (Contreras-Hermosilla

et al., 2008; Glück et al., 2005), which are now recognized – in

any case – as prerequisites to the success of any global efforts
social system and the use of institutions and structures of author-
ity to allocate resources and coordinate or control societal activi-
ty’’ (Burris et al., 2005).



5 The forest policy settings assessed were allowable harvest
levels, biodiversity protection, clearcutting and harvesting rules,
reforestation requirements, riparian buffer specifications, and
roading rules.

6 Countries sampled represent 70% of global forest area and 61%
of global forest products trade, and include those with the highest
deforestation rates (McDermott et al., 2009, 2010).
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to conserve and better manage forests (Agrawal et al., 2008;

Ostrom, 2007; World Bank, 2008). This experience suggests

that REDD+ implementation is more likely to succeed where it

relies more on what has already been agreed by countries than

on what might yet need to be agreed between them.

Secondly, reflecting in part the governance issues discussed

above, experience of ‘‘REDD readiness’’ activities – the

enhancement of capacity and competencies, and the policy

and institutional changes, necessary for countries to participate

in REDD+ (Brown and Bird, 2008) – suggests that the policy and

institutional reforms necessary for successful implementation

of REDD+ will be substantial (FCPF, 2010; Mayers et al., 2010);

and, therefore, that realising the potential of REDD+ will be

‘‘neither fast, nor easy’’ (Hansen et al., 2009). These issues, the

most fundamental of which are associated with the political

economy of resource access and use – which largely favour

economic development over conservation, and elite capture of

forest-derived wealth over more equitable outcomes – are both

familiar and pervasive in most of the forest-rich developing

countries that are the primary focus of REDD+ (Hansen et al.,

2009; Pfaff et al., 2010). This experience suggests that addressing

‘governance gaps’ (Pedroni et al., 2009) in forest-related policies,

in ways that are consistent with the principles of good forest

governance discussed below, is essential for REDD+ success.

Thirdly, there are concerns that the significant financial

resources that could become available under REDD+ might

exacerbate, rather than address, institutional and social factors

that contribute to forest loss and degradation, such as elite

capture of benefits and corrupt behaviours (Hansen et al., 2009;

Phelps et al., 2010; Sikor et al., 2010; Tacconi et al., 2009). The

design of REDD+, as a performance-based system of payments

for environmental services (PES), is in contrast to most previous

forest policy interventions, and is generally seen to offer better

prospects for realising intended outcomes than non-perform-

ance-based mechanisms (Angelsen, 2009; Pfaff et al., 2010).

Proposals for REDD+ design have been informed by experience of

otherPESschemes(e.g.Angelsen,2008,2009;Wunderetal., 2008);

experience from other forest-related market mechanisms,

notably of forest certification (Cashore et al., 2006; Levin et al.,

2009; McDermott et al., 2008), may also be instructive for REDD+.

Two elements of learning from the experience of certifica-

tion may be particularly relevant to REDD+ implementation.

The first is that certification has both enhanced inclusivity in

policy networks and fostered ‘‘a rebalancing of power relations

away from business-industry clientelist networks to more

pluralistic arrangements involving environmental, communi-

ty, and indigenous peoples’ interests’’ (Cashore et al., 2006, p.

578) at multiple scales – e.g. through the creation of certification

standards that nest local indicators within global principles and

criteria. The second is that the limitedevidence available todate

suggests that forest certification standards have rarely diverged

greatly from forest management standards set by government

(McDermott et al., 2008), highlighting the inter-dependence of

public and private governance and the need to render more

transparent the government policies that underpin market-

basedmechanisms(McDermott etal., 2009).Thus, experienceof

certification may offer guidance for addressing concerns about

REDD+ governance and implementation at national, sub-

national and local levels (Phelps et al., 2010; Sikor et al., 2010);

it also reiterates the importance of focusing, in the REDD+
context, on the implementation of forest management stan-

dards set by public policy.

4. Learning from related research

Two strands of recent research are particularly informative in

relation to the implementation of REDD+. The first is that of

forest governance and its interaction with the emerging

climate governance regime. Over the past few decades, there

has been increasing emphasis on understanding and giving

effect to ‘good forest governance’ (Glück et al., 2005). As with

environmental governance more generally (Esty, 2006; Gale,

2007; Gunningham, 2009), good forest governance is built

around principles such as accountability, inclusion and

transparency (Cashore, 2009; World Bank, 2008). However,

knowledge of how these principles are best translated to

improved forest conservation and management outcomes

remains poor (Miles and Kapos, 2008; Agrawal et al., 2008;

World Resources Institute, 2009). This is largely due, on the

one hand, to the complexity of forest governance contexts,

arrangements and outcomes (Agrawal et al., 2008); and, on the

other, to inadequate frameworks for comparative policy

analysis and policy learning (Howlett and Cashore, 2007;

McDermott et al., 2009; Ostrom, 2009).

Recent reviews of environmental, climate and forest

governance (Agrawal et al., 2008; Biermann et al., 2009;

Cashore, 2009; Gunningham, 2009) suggest that a promising

approach in this context is to reorient scholarship and practice

away from focusing on separable ‘‘international’’, ‘‘national’’

and ‘‘local’’ policy arenas (Bartley et al., 2008) to a more

systematic consideration of how forest governance functions

across multiple scales, and how traditional state-based policy

measures can be integrated with networked, ‘‘bottom up’’,

public–private, and market-based governance initiatives. This

thinking has already been applied, at an exploratory level, to

aspects of REDD+ implementation (Angelsen, 2009), and is

reflected in proposals that ‘nested’ governance should form

the basis of REDD+ implementation (Forsyth, 2009; Pedroni

et al., 2009; Sikor et al., 2010).

The second strand is the development of analytical

frameworks that facilitate comparative environmental policy

analysis (Biermann et al., 2009; Howlett and Cashore, 2007;

Ostrom, 2009), and their use to inform forest and climate

governance. Our global analysis of forest practice policies

(McDermott et al., 2010) illustrates the utility of such an

approach. This work first developed a classification system

that provided the basis for a systematic, global-scale compari-

son of ‘‘on the ground’’ policy settings, such as those

specifying riparian zone protection or regulating the scale of

forest harvesting.5 We then applied this comparative frame-

work to a global sample of 20 countries across all continents.6



e n v i r o n m e n t a l s c i e n c e & p o l i c y 1 4 ( 2 0 1 1 ) 1 1 1 – 1 1 7114
This global-scale comparison of national and sub-national

environmental performance requirements for forest manage-

ment offers insights relevant to the implementation of forest

governance initiatives such as REDD+.

Our studies found that, contrary to common assumptions,

developing countries took a more ‘‘prescriptive’’7 approach

than did industrialised countries to the environmental

performance of forest management. Countries that account

for a high proportion of forest-based emissions, such as Brazil

and Indonesia, have environmentally-oriented forest practice

requirements that are highly prescriptive and include some of

the most demanding environmental performance require-

ments. Conversely, some of the least prescriptive and least

stringent performance requirements are those of industria-

lised countries for their private forests. For some policy

settings directly relevant to the implementation of REDD+,

such as the proportional extent of protected areas, there was

no overall difference between developing and industrialised

case study countries. In contrast, on average, the greatest

regulatory variation in policy settings was that between public

and private forests in industrialised countries. Consequently,

little would be gained by further efforts to agree higher forest

management standards globally, as had been the focus of

international forest processes (Humphreys, 2006).

Instead, such standardized comparisons could be used in a

deliberative way to build international support for effective

national forest governance. For example, REDD+ countries

could report on the carbon storage potential and co-benefits to

be gained from successfully implementing existing forest and

land use laws8 and thereby channel REDD+ funds from

available sources9 to strengthen legal compliance. Likewise,

countries whose environmental and social standards are

demonstrated by global comparison to be rigorous might

explore ways to leverage market rewards or other forms of

international support to maintain those standards. Such

processes would be consistent with McDermott et al.’s

(2010) hypothesis that increasing the transparency of interna-

tional forest policy comparisons would provides a critical first

step in the overall ‘‘ratcheting up’’ of global environmental

performance related to forest conservation and management.

5. Conclusions

The architecture of both a global climate governance regime

and a REDD+ mechanism within it remains the subject of

considerable uncertainty and debate (Angelsen, 2009; Bier-

mann, 2010; Biermann et al., 2009; Sikor et al., 2010; UNFCC,

2010b). Both the experience of previous initiatives to conserve

and sustainably manage forests, and the results of recent

forest policy research, offer important guidance for this

architecture.
7 ‘‘Prescriptive’’ characterises regulations that were mandatory
rather than discretionary, and focused on specific performance
outcomes rather than on procedures (McDermott et al., 2009, 2010).

8 See for example (Soares-Filho et al., 2010) on the role of Brazil’s
legal reserves in climate change mitigation.

9 Funding options are discussed by, amongst others, Corbera
et al. (2010), Isenberg and Potvin (2010) and Streck (2010).
One message is that REDD+ initiatives should focus on

implementation of existing national and sub-national com-

mitments for forest conservation and management, in ways

that are consistent with established principles of good forest

governance. Focusing on enabling implementation in these

terms would respond to concerns about the potential for

disempowerment of local communities (Phelps et al., 2010),

and would be consistent with the rationale and strategies

proposed for nested climate governance (Forsyth, 2009;

Pedroni et al., 2009; Sikor et al., 2010). This focus is consistent

with broader trends in environmental and forest governance:

that towards greater decentralization (Agrawal et al., 2008),

and the associated exploration of how local-level policy-

making and implementation might link with national and

international forest and climate policy in mutually supportive

ways (Agrawal and Angelsen, 2009; Sikor et al., 2010); and that

of capitalising on locally-specific synergies between public

and private authority to deliver environmental outcomes

(Gunningham, 2009; McDermott et al., 2009). Successes in, for

example, community forest management (Agrawal and

Angelsen, 2009), forest certification (Cashore et al., 2006)

and curtailing illegal logging (Tacconi, 2007), offer insights

relevant to REDD+ implementation.

A second message is that which emerges from governance

research more generally. Biermann et al. (2009) discuss the

fragmented structure of global governance architectures,

including that for climate, and suggest a typology of

synergistic, cooperative and conflictive fragmentation. They

note that the latter appears unlikely to offer good performance

outcomes, and discuss how climate governance architecture is

characterised largely (but not only) by cooperative fragmenta-

tion, viz. a diversity of institutions and decision processes that

are loosely, but sufficiently, integrated. In the light of the

discussion above, this characterisation seems relevant and

appropriate to models of REDD+ implementation; allowing

REDD+ arrangements to emerge organically, largely from the

bottom-up, within a sufficiently- but not overly-defined

international framework, would be consistent with the

principles of good forest governance and the lessons of

experience outlined above, and with emerging experience of

REDD+ development (Streck, 2010). If enough REDD+ activity

can be fostered on this basis, sufficient momentum could be

generated through a ‘norm cascade’ (Finnemore and Sikkink,

1998) to both impact substantially on forest loss and

degradation and shape an enabling global climate and forests

governance architecture for the future.

The trajectory of anthropogenic climate change, and the

continuing high rates of deforestation and forest degradation,

suggest that realising REDD+ in the terms discussed here is

urgent as well as desirable. This, in turn, suggests that drawing

from pre-REDD+ forest governance experience is important to

both maximise REDD+ effectiveness and minimise the

attendant risks (Angelsen, 2009; Seymour and Angelsen,

2009). Both contemporary thinking about environmental

governance and the evidence from empirical studies suggest

that an effective REDD+ regime can be built around national

and sub-national policy settings for forest conservation and

management, provided that implementation is locally

empowering (Brown et al., 2008; Phelps et al., 2010; Sikor

et al., 2010). This conclusion should focus the international
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community’s attention on realising REDD+ by building

national, sub-national and local capacities to implement

existing forest conservation and management requirements

in ways that are consistent with the principles of good forest

governance, and suggests a feasible pathway for development

and implementation of the REDD+ mechanisms envisaged by

the Copenhagen Accord.
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Creating incentives for avoiding further deforestation: the
nested approach. Climate Policy 9, 207–220.

Pfaff, A., Sills, E.O., Amache, G.S., Coren, M.J., Lawlor, K., Streck,
C., 2010. Policy Impacts on Deforestation: Lessons Learned
from Past Experiences to Inform New Initiatives. Nicholas
Institute for Environmental Policy Solutions, Duke
University, NI R 10-02.

Phelps, J., Webb, E.L., Agrawal, A., 2010. Does REDD+ threaten to
recentralize forest governance? Science 328, 312–313.
PRP (Prince’s Rainforest Project), 2009. An Emergency Package
for Tropical Rainforests. Prince’s Rainforest Project, London.
http://www.rainforestsos.org (accessed 26 January 2010).

REDD+ Partnership, 2010. About the REDD+ Partnership. http://
reddpluspartnership.org (accessed 5 November 2010).

Sasaki, N., Putz, F.E., 2009. Critical need for new definitions of
‘‘forest’’ and ‘‘forest degradation’’ in global climate change
agreements. Conservation Letters 2, 226–232.

Schroeder, H., 2010. Agency in international climate
negotiations: the case of indigenous peoples and avoided
deforestation. International Environmental Agreements:
Politics, Law and Economics 10, 317–332.

Sikor, T., Stahl, J., Enters, T., Ribot, J.C., Singh, N., Sunderlin,
W.D., Wollenberg, L., 2010. REDD-plus, forest people’s rights
and nested climate governance. Global Environmental
Change 20, 423–425.

Seymour, F., Angelsen, A., 2009. Summary and
conclusions: REDD wine in old wineskins? In:
Angelsen, A. (Ed.), Realising REDD+. Centre for
International Forestry Research, Bogor, pp. 293–304.

Skutsch, M.M., McCall, M.K., 2010. Reassessing REDD:
governance, markets and the hype cycle. Climatic Change
100, 395–402.

Soares-Filho, B., Moutinho, P., Nepstad, D., Anderson, A.,
Rodrigues, H., Garcia, R., Dietzsch, L., Merry, F., Bowman,
M., Hissa, L., Silvestrini, R., Maretti, C., 2010. Role of
Brazilian Amazon protected areas in climate
change mitigation. Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences of United States of America 107,
10821–10826.

Stern, N., 2006. The challenge of stabilisation. In: The Economics
of Climate Change, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,
pp. 193–210.

Streck, C., 2010. Reducing emissions from deforestation and
forest degradation: national implementation of REDD
schemes. Climatic Change 100, 389–394.

Tacconi, L., 2007. Illegal logging and the future of the forest. In:
Tacconi, L. (Ed.), Illegal Logging. Earthscan, London, pp.
275–290.

Tacconi, L., Downs, F., Larmour, P., 2009. Anti-corruption
policies in the forest sector and REDD+. In: Angelsen, A.
(Ed.), Realising REDD+. Centre for International Forestry
Research, Bogor, pp. 163–174.

Tavoni, M., Sohngen, B., Bosetti, V., 2007. Forestry and the
carbon market response to stabilize climate. Energy Policy
35, 5346–5353.

UNFCC (United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change), 2010a. Methodological guidance 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. Decision 4/CP.15, http://
unfccc.int/documentation/decisions (accessed 5 November
2010).

UNFCC (United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change), 2010b. Copenhagen Accord. Decision 2/CP.15,
http://unfccc.int/documentation/decisions (accessed 5
November 2010).

UN-REDD, 2009. About UN-REDD. http://www.un-redd.org
(accessed 5 November 2010).

van der Werf, G.R., Morton, D.C., Defries, R.S., Olivier, J.G.J.,
Kasibhatla, P.S., Jackson, R.B., Collatz, G.J., Randerson, J.T.,
2009. CO2 emissions from forest loss. Nature Geoscience 2,
737–738.

Venter, O., Laurance, W.F., Iwamura, T., Wilson, K.A., Fuller,
R.A., Possingham, H.P., 2009. Harnessing carbon payments
to protect biodiversity. Science 326, 1368.

World Bank, 2008. Forests Sourcebook. World Bank,
Washington, DC.

http://indigenouspeoplesissues.com/
http://indigenouspeoplesissues.com/
http://www.un.org/esa/forests
http://environment.yale.edu/tfd/dialogues/forests-and-climate/
http://environment.yale.edu/tfd/dialogues/forests-and-climate/
http://www.rainforestsos.org/
http://reddpluspartnership.org/
http://reddpluspartnership.org/
http://unfccc.int/documentation/decisions
http://unfccc.int/documentation/decisions
http://unfccc.int/documentation/decisions
http://www.un-redd.org/


e n v i r o n m e n t a l s c i e n c e & p o l i c y 1 4 ( 2 0 1 1 ) 1 1 1 – 1 1 7 117
World Resources Institute, 2009. Governance of Forests
Initiative – Indicator Framework (Version 1). World
Resources Institute, Washington, DC.

Wunder, S., Engel, S., Pagiola, S., 2008. Taking stock: a
comparative analysis of payments for environmental
services programs in developed and developing countries.
Ecological Economics 65, 834–852.

Peter Kanowski is Professor of Forestry at the Australian National
University. His recent work focuses on forest governance (with
McDermott and Cashore), plantation forestry (with The Forests
Dialogue, and in ‘Ecosystem Goods and Services from Plantation
Forests’, Earthscan, 2010), and smallholder forestry in Asia-Pacific.

Constance McDermott is an Oxford Martin Senior Research Fellow
at the Environmental Change Institute, Oxford University. Her
research addresses forest governance in its many forms, including
intergovernmental forest and climate initiatives, domestic forest-
ry institutions and policy, market-based initiatives such as forest
and green building certification, and community-based forest
management. Her recent book (with Cashore and Kanowski),
Global Environmental Forest Policies (Earthscan, 2010), reviews
forest practices regulations across developed, developing and
emerging economies.

Benjamin Cashore is Professor of Environmental Governance &
Political Science at Yale University’s School of Forestry and
Environmental Studies. He is Director of the Yale Program on
Forest Policy and Governance, and lead author of the award-
winning ‘Governing through Markets’ (Yale, 2004). Professor
Cashore’s major research interests include the emergence
of private authority, its intersection with traditional govern-
mental regulatory processes, and the role of firms, non-state
actors, and governments in shaping these trends. His recent
work has focused on exploring these issues in the Asia-Pacific
context.


	Implementing REDD+: lessons from analysis of forest governance
	Introduction
	The potential benefits and disbenefits of REDD+
	Learning from experience of previous forest-related initiatives
	Learning from related research
	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	References


