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Abstract: 

 

Who wins and who loses from the transnationalisation of climate change governance? Most research 

in the field to date has been functional in nature, focusing on its structure, causes, and potential 

consequences. Little attention has been paid to normative and ideological considerations. This is 

important to address as while there is an ever-growing consensus on the need to deal with climate 

change, there are major differences in opinion and vision about how this should be done within the 

increasingly complex network of actors mobilizing to do so. This paper explores how ideational factors, 

specifically beliefs about combatting climate change are shaping transnational climate change 

governance (TCG). It focuses on REDD+ projects, a form and level of governance that has been 

understudied in the literature on transnational governance. It analyses a new dataset of 390 REDD+ 

projects in 52 countries with 890 project developers countries, exploring the relationship between the 

environmental worldviews of project developers (Clapp & Dauvergne, 2005) and project design. A 

series of logistic regressions find evidence that ideational factors are independently important in 

shaping REDD+ projects. Specifically, the paper argues that ideas shape project developer’s 

preferences for project design and lead them to prefer partnering with those that share their beliefs. 

The article makes an important contribution to the study of TCG as a systematic large-N study, which 

have been lacking in the literature to date. It also for the first time tries to systematically measure and 

test the effects of ideational factors in shaping TCG. Furthermore, with observations primarily from 

the global south the database contributes to addressing the global North geographic bias that exists 

in the literature. It makes a case for ideational factors to be included more seriously in the research 

agenda on TCG. 
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Introduction 
  

With the Paris Agreement now in force, the centre of attention for climate change politics has 

become implementation. Currently, an “all hands deck” approach is being pursued that 

emphasises the need for climate action in all sectors and at all levels, epitomizing the rise of 

transnational governance (Hale, 2016). Besides the focus on unity and immediate “climate 

action”, however, little attention has been paid to the fact that there are wildly varying 

perspectives on how best to deal with climate change; that is what is the “right” thing to do and 

what is the most effective thing to do. The emergence of the polycentric climate governance 

system has brought with it significant heterogeneity and ideological diversity, akin to “letting 

a thousand flowers bloom. However, although transnational climate change governance (TCG) 

is a burgeoning field of study, scant attention has been paid to the role of ideational factors 

within it. Some important work has diagnosed the contemporary ideological status-quo of 

global climate politics as largely neoliberal and at a high-level suggested that ideational factors 

are important (see, for example Bäckstrand & Lövbrand, 2006; Bernstein, 2002; Bulkeley et 

al., 2014; Newell & Paterson, 2010), but detailed research is yet to be carried out on their more 

quotidian influence. This presents a puzzle, then, of how ideas are shaping the emergence and 

activities of TCG initiatives. Is the increasing array of actors becoming involved in climate 

governance simply replicating already powerful neoliberal ideologies? Or is it opening up 

avenues for alternative visions for dealing with climate change to emerge and take root? 

With the institutional and normative frameworks for climate action continuing to take 

form, taking account of this contestation is critical. This article begins to tackle this challenge 

by considering how ideational factors affect the design of projects created under the rubric of 

“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” (REDD+). First conceived as an intergovernmental policy process within the 

UNFCCC, REDD+ has also spawned transnational activity through hundreds of projects 

undertaken by a wide range of state and non-state actors. Specifically, I test whether the design 

of REDD+ projects are affected by the ideological perspectives of their project developers. 

Operationalising these ideological differences through Clapp & Dauvergne (2005)’s 

“environmental worldviews” framework, I make the case that they are independently important 

in shaping the specific design of REDD+ projects as well as who partners together to create 

one in the first place.  
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This is based on the quantitative analysis of a new systematic database of REDD+ 

projects that I introduce in this article. It contains 390 projects coded on key aspects of project 

design as well the actor type and normative environmental position of the 860 project 

developers involved with them. While the tangible social and environmental impacts of these 

projects are of course a primary interest, it is not feasible at this stage to systematically measure 

these across 390 projects. Project design is chosen as the “outcome” of choice because of the 

availability of data and an assumed (albeit imperfect) connection between design and tangible 

impacts. I analyse the relationship between project design and the worldviews of project 

developers with a series of logistic regressions. In doing so, this article contributes to filling a 

number of gaps in the TCG literature. It represents the first time that ideational factors have 

been systematically empirically tested in the field and contributes to addressing the lack of 

literature on activities in the Global South and that takes a quantitative approach.  

The first section of this article introduces REDD+ projects and their contribution to the 

study of TCG. The second section outlines my theoretical framework, introducing the 

environmental worldviews and how they are theorised to impact REDD+ projects. I post this 

happens in two stages: firstly, in affecting “partner courting”, or which actors collaborate to 

create a project and, secondly, in affecting how the project is designed. The four hypotheses of 

this article are also presented here. In the third section I introduce the dataset that underpins 

my analysis. I describe how it was created and present descriptive statistics and summaries of 

the projects and project developers it contains. The fourth section presents the analysis of how 

worldviews affect partner courting, showing that REDD+ project developers appear to seek 

partners that share their environmental worldview in the first instance. In the fifth section I 

focus on how worldviews shape project design. I introduce my quantitative model and 

demonstrate how environmental worldviews are associated with variation in REDD+ project 

design, independent of actor types. A concluding section brings together these arguments from 

the preceding two sections and makes the case for further investigation into the influence of 

ideational factors and that this project should be taken beyond REDD+ projects to the wider 

world of TCG. 

 

REDD+ projects and transnational climate change governance 
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REDD+ projects have not before been included in systematic studies of TCG. Databases such 

as that of Roger, Hale, & Andonova (2015) have included voluntary standard schemes that 

many REDD+ projects are certified with, but analysing them directly is novel for the field. The 

database of REDD+ projects analysed in this thesis is built on a list of projects taken from 

Simonet et al. (2016), who defined “REDD+ projects” as those that meet four criteria: (i) “are 

located at the local or landscape, but not national, scale”; (ii) “have the explicit aim of reducing 

emissions from deforestation and forest degradation, improving forest conservation or 

management, or enhancing forest sequestration”; (iii) “are financed by REDD+ funds and/or 

carbon markets”; and (iv) are “located in forested, non-Annex I countries and thus potentially 

involved in the UNFCCC REDD+ mechanism1” (Simonet et al., 2015, p. 10). The vast majority 

of projects already met the definitional requirements of Bulkeley et al. (2012)’s commonly 

applied definition of TCG, although some do not work across a  national border. Overall, 

however, REDD+ projects largely embody the transnationalisation of global climate 

governance due to their management and implementation by a wide range of actors from across 

sectors, jurisdictional levels, and countries. I refer to these actors as “project developers”. 

REDD+ projects are a rich new pasture for TCG researchers. Firstly, they offer a 

relatively large sample size compared to what has been analysed to date. Larger samples are 

important because as Bulkeley et al. (2014) point out, compiling larger databases allows for 

the identification and quantitative testing of trends in TCG that case studies alone cannot 

provide. Secondly, by definition, REDD+ projects are all located in the Global South. This 

helps address the lack of data showing participation of the Global South in TCG, something 

that has been repeatedly highlighted as a major weaknesses in the existing literature (Bulkeley 

et al., 2014; Chan, Falkner, Goldberg, & van Asselt, 2016; Chan & Hale, 2015). Figure 2 shows 

the geographic spread of the projects on a heat map, which are carried out in 55 different host 

                                                           
1 This fourth criterion distinguishes REDD+ projects from the broader category of “forest carbon projects”, which 

incorporates projects in Annex I countries. 
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countries. The spread is relatively similar to that displayed on a similar map by (Roger et al. 

(2015), with a higher concentration of projects in the larger eligible countries such as Brazil, 

the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC), China, India, and Indonesia.  

Thirdly, REDD+ projects extend the analysis of TCG to the project-level. 

Considerations of multi-level governance are well established in the literature  (e.g. Betsill & 

Bulkeley, 2006; Kern & Bulkeley, 2009) but existing work has largely focused on governance 

at the city, national, or supranational level. Project-level analyses are an important contribution 

because they take us closer to examining the impact of TCG, with direct implementation being 

a more readily observable feature of projects than, say, international regimes. This will become 

increasingly important as attention begins to move from examining plans and commitments to 

combat climate change to their actual effectiveness and implementation. 

REDD+ projects are also a useful subarea of TCG to focus on to examine the role of 

normative and ideological factors. Although it was included in the Paris Agreement, REDD+ 

is one of the most polarising features of global climate change governance. The literature on 

REDD+ explores a wide range of issues, but four regularly identified as fundamental are (1) 

the degree to which REDD+ should focus on carbon sequestration versus promoting socio-

economic and ecological co-benefits such as creating jobs for local communities or promoting 

biodiversity, (2) whether financing should come through market mechanisms or non-market 

mechanisms, (3) the degree to which monitoring, review, and verification (MRV) processes 

Figure 1: Heat map of project locations 
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should be conducted by external expert staff and be based on expert knowledge or also by local 

communities based on local knowledge, (4) whether REDD+ should even be operationalized 

at the project level or contained to the national level (Hiraldo & Tanner, 2011; Turnhout et al., 

2017; Vijge, 2015; Visseren-Hamakers, McDermott, Vijge, & Cashore, 2012). As will be 

discussed, I use these contested aspects as the five dependent variables for my analysis.  

  

Theoretical framework: environmental worldviews as a source of preferences 

 

In this article I theorise that ideas influence the preferences of project developers as they pursue 

environmental interests through REDD+ projects. This is not to say that such an altruistic 

motivation is the only interest; economic and power interests are certainly also significant. 

Some of these might also interact with environmental objectives, but it is assumed that an 

environmental interest is significant in driving responses to climate change. There are many 

attempts in the literature to capture and codify different ideas and perspectives on 

environmentalism. Ultimately, they are all imperfect as there will always be borderline-cases, 

and, in practice, actors’ beliefs are often inconsistent and thereby defy academic attempts at 

order. Nonetheless, ideological typologies remain useful for bringing some analytical order to 

the table and facilitating analysis of these elusive yet important phenomena. In this article I  

use Clapp & Dauvergne (2005)’s framework of environmental worldviews. The rational for 

this is that, firstly, the worldviews align well with the key debates that exist both in academic 

and policy circles surrounding REDD+. These debates focus on the priority placed on carbon 

sequestration versus other ecological and social outcomes, financing mechanisms, and methods 

of MRV. These extend beyond purely environmental issues and the inherent multidisciplinarity 

of the environmental worldviews, a point the authors themselves emphasise, means they can 

relate directly to the key polemics of REDD+. The worldviews framework is also already 

established in the literature. Bulkeley et al. (2014) using them to code the project developers 

of TCG initiatives in their database and both Shankland & Hasenclever (2011) and Visseren-

Hamakers, McDermott, Vijge, & Cashore (2012) use it to discuss differing perspectives on 

REDD+.  Finally, they also remain at a level of abstraction with sufficient room for 

interpretation to be suitable for applying to this thesis’ data sources. Clapp & Dauvergne (2005) 

describe four environmental worldviews, market liberal, institutionalist, bioenvironmentalist, 

and social green. After coding my database, I found the institutionalist worldview to be almost 

non-existent, coded for only 1% of project developers. This makes sense given that the 
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worldview is focused on international institutions as the key to confronting environmental 

challenges. For clarity I drop this worldview from my analysis and continue with the other 

three, which are now briefly summarised.   

 

Market liberal 

Clapp & Dauvergne (2005) describe the market liberal environmental worldview as being 

inspired by neoclassical economics and seeing market distortions, poverty, and a lack of 

economic growth as the key drivers of environmental degradation. Their proposed remedies 

involve reversing these, arguing this will also lead to the higher incomes needed to generate 

the “funds and political will to improve environmental conditions” (Clapp & Dauvergne, 2005, 

p. 4). They see globalisation as a positive force for the environment and great faith is also 

placed in human ingenuity, free trade, and technological innovation.  

 

Bioenvironmentalist 

The bioenvironmentalist worldview is premised on concern for the biological limits of the 

planet. It considers economic growth and globalisation to be causes of rather than solutions to 

environmental degradation, with ever-increasing production and consumption taking us 

beyond Earth’s carrying capacity. At the same time, globalisation is considered to be spreading 

unsustainable western lifestyles, amplifying neo-Malthusian fears about pressures of a growing 

global population (Clapp & Dauvergne, 2005). The solutions offered by bioenvironmentalists 

focus on curbing population and economic growth and developing new metrics of progress that 

go beyond production and consumption. It is from this perspective that academic agendas such 

as steady-state economics emerge. This is a type of economics championed by thinkers such 

as Herman Daly that considers and advocates for an economy based on a relatively stable size, 

population, and consumption instead of economic growth. In a steady state economy, “Birth 

rates equal death rates, and production rates equal depreciation rates” (CASSE, 2016).  

 

Social green 

Social greens “drawing primarily on radical social and economic theories, see social and 

environmental problems as inseparable” (Clapp & Dauvergne, 2005, p. 11). Like 
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bioenvironmentalists, they consider economic growth and globalisation as causes of 

environmental degradation rather than solutions, but place a greater emphasis on their 

connection with other social issues and human rights. In particular, social greens are concerned 

with inequality of power, access to resources, and exposure to environmental threats, which 

they see as being exacerbated by capitalist globalization. Solutions for social greens thus tend 

to focus more on fundamentally changing the global economic order rather than just “greening” 

the system. For some social greens, this would occur through means such as a “retreat from the 

large-scale industrial and capitalist life and a move toward local, self-reliant, small-scale 

economies” (Clapp & Dauvergne, 2005, p. 16).  

 

How environmental worldviews affect REDD+ projects 
 

In this article I theorise environmental worldviews as affecting REDD+ projects in two stages. 

The first involves the courting of partners by the initiating project developer and the second 

involves the negotiating of project design amongst these partners. These stages are not strictly 

independent, but it is analytically useful to consider them separately. There is also, of course, 

the issue of project implementation, but the data I am drawing on does not speak to this. It 

should be, however, a focus for future research.  

Starting with the partner courting, I expect initiating project developers to prefer to 

partner with an actor with similar beliefs and ideas about the issue at hand. One reason for this 

is that most project developers want their initiatives to succeed, and partnering with an actor 

with different causal beliefs about how to address climate change may necessitate compromise 

from what they believe is the most effective strategy for the initiative. Abbott & Snidal (2009) 

implicitly note two other reasons why this is the case in their discussion of why actors might 

fear collaborating in the design of regulatory schemes. Firstly, bargaining and negotiating over 

the terms of collaboration is costly. It is more likely to fail when actors with disparate visions 

try to come together so to minimize these costs project developers would first look to like-

minded potential partners when considering a collaborative climate governance initiative. 

Secondly, beyond the material costs of bargaining that may fail, collaborating with partners 

that have differing ideological perspectives greatly increases reputational risk. For example, a 

value-driven organisation risks being seen as “selling out” by its supporters through 

collaborating with a profit- or material interest-driven partner. Similarly, the latter may risk 
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being portrayed negatively if it gets too close to one of the former and disagreements arise. 

Based on this, I derive my first hypothesis: 

 

Hypothesis 1: Initiating project developers will first look to partners with a similar 

environmental worldview during the partner courting phase. 

 

After finding partners with the capacities to create a project, developers are then 

theorised to negotiate the details of its design, with their respective preferences for the project 

design informed by their environmental worldviews. Following standard political bargaining 

theory, the outcome of the process is expected to reflect the respective bargaining power of the 

different actors. In the present context, this means that the design of REDD+ projects should 

reflect the relative bargaining power behind each of the environmental worldviews held by the 

project developers. Based on this, three hypotheses are derived for how each of the worldviews 

will affect project design: 

 

Hypothesis 2: The market liberal environmental worldview will shape project 

developers’ preferences regarding REDD+ projects towards market mechanisms, the 

prominence of experts, and away from focuses other than carbon sequestration 

 

Hypothesis 3: The bioenvironmentalist environmental worldview will shape project 

developers’ preferences regarding REDD+ projects towards broader goals of 

environmental protection and conservation, and away from designs that promote profit 

and economic growth 

 

Hypothesis 4: The social green environmental worldview will shape project developers’ 

preferences regarding REDD+ projects towards involving and supporting local 

communities, North-South transfers of wealth, and away from market mechanisms and 

profits for international actors 
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Systematising REDD+ projects: the database 
 

The database analysed for this article was originally coded based on the list of REDD+ projects 

compiled by Simonet et al. (2016) in their “International Database on REDD+ Projects linking 

Economic, Carbon and Communities data” (ID-RECCO). My database contains 390 REDD+ 

projects located in 55 countries with 860 project developers. As there is no official central 

database or organisation that tracks REDD+ projects, it is near impossible to know whether 

any dataset captures the full universe of projects. However, Simonet et al. (2016) made it by 

amalgamating 21 diverse existing sources of REDD+ projects, meaning it should suffer from 

less selection bias than any of its component sources. I expected it to contain a sizeable 

percentage of the total population of REDD+ projects. I coded each project on a range of 

variables as described below and Inter-coder reliability has been confirmed with two ghost 

coders.2 I interpreted sources in English and Spanish directly while using Google Translate for 

those I could not.  I now introduce the database and the key data relating to project design, 

actor type, and environmental worldviews.  

 

Project design 

 

Each project was coded with binary variables that reflect whether they emphasise (1) or not (0) 

each of five design aspects chosen based on the key REDD+ debates discussed in the theory 

chapter. They are the emphasis in the project design placed upon (a) social and economic 

benefits for local communities, (b) ecological benefits, (c) financing from market mechanisms, 

(d) financing from non-market mechanisms, (e) and local participation in MRV processes. To 

illustrate the coding criteria, consider the social benefits design aspect. If social benefits are 

clearly outlined as a priority and main objective of the project, it would be coded as a 1. If 

social benefits are not emphasised in the project design or at best portrayed as a side benefit or 

by-product of activities that ultimately pursue a different primary objective, such as tree 

planting to primarily sequester carbon and produce commercial timber, it would be coded as a 

0. The major sources of data for the dependent variables were project websites, project design 

                                                           
2 Ghost coding is still underway. A codebook and the database will be made available online. 
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documents (PDDs) and project idea notes (PINs), many of which were created for certification 

standards. Figure 2 shows that there is noticeable variation in project design. For project 

focuses, 54% emphasise ecological benefits and 70% social benefits. Regarding project 

finance, on one hand there is significant variation regarding non-market financing, which is 

emphasised by 51% of projects. On the other, there is much less for market financing, with 

83% of projects emphasising it. For projects’ MRV 33%, emphasise local participation and 

knowledge. These aspects of project design form the dependent variables interest for the 

quantitative model I present later.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Environmental worldviews of project developers 

Figure 2: Emphasis placed on aspects of project design in REDD+ projects 
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Each project developer was coded using information available on their websites and project 

documents, particularly pages that outlined organisational missions, visions, and philosophies 

of work. It is important to remember that the environmental worldviews are ideal types; during 

the coding, for many actors it was difficult to decide between at least two of the worldviews. 

However, after searching for the best information available, a judgement was made as to which 

environmental worldview best embodied their work. In the cases where a confident judgement 

could not be made it was coded as “ND”.  For the quantitative model I turn these worldviews 

into the key explanatory variables by calculating the percentage of project developers with each 

worldview in each project. 

Strategic communication, that actors are taking into account the effect their words might 

have on others and therefore not expressing themselves completely sincerely, is always a 

concern when dealing with this kind of data. For project design, however, I think the risk is 

minimal. 75% of the projects are either certified or intending to become certified by 

independent certification schemes that involve third-party auditing to ensure projects are 

implemented as designed. This should majorly reduce the likelihood of project developers 

offering misleading information in project documents to a problematic degree. For 

environmental worldviews, there is not a similar mechanism to ward off strategic 

communication. Project developers, particularly public sector actors, might have incentives to 

strategically communicate their ideas and beliefs about dealing with environmental issues, but 

not to an extent that jeopardises the generally validity of my data. While there may be strategic 

incentives to overstate commitment to dealing with environmental problems, there is little with 

regards to the type of environmentalism one supports, which is the crux of what I coded.   

Figure 3 shows that an environmental worldview could be coded for 57% of project 

developers. This entails a significant amount of missing data that potentially leads to bias in 

that 39% of the missing worldviews are from public sector developers compared to 21% for 

each of private sector actors and NGOs. Coding public sector actors was difficult because 

government data sources often lacked the public mission or vision statements that provided 

much of the data for private sector actors and NGOs. Government sources were also often 

worded in vague terms and not refer to motivations, strategies, focuses, or priorities for work. 

To ensure that the regressions still operate with an appropriate level of precision, an exclusion 

criterion is applied that filters out the worst cases of missing data where more than 67% of 

project developers lack a coded environmental worldview. This removes 34, or 11% of the 
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projects from the sample. As a robustness check, this was tightened twice exclude projects 

missing more than 50% and 34% of worldviews. This leads to some slight variation in the 

specific results, but the overall findings are robust. 3  Due to the skew in missing worldview 

data towards public sector actors, excluding projects has the unfortunate consequence of 

biasing the regression sample away from projects with a greater percentage of public sector 

developers. Among the excluded projects using the 67% criterion, the mean percentage of 

developers coded as public sector is 38% while among those that remain it is 21%. Overall, for 

project developers whose worldviews could be coded, Figure 4 shows that 56% are market 

liberal (32% of the total), 21% are each bioenvironmentalist and social green (each 12% of the 

total), and 2% are institutionalist (1.0% of the total).  

 

Figure 3: Percentage of project developers with each environmental worldview 

 

Actor types 

 

                                                           
3 Regression tables for these can be found as Tables 7 and 8 in the Appendix. 
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Actor types are important to consider because it is common practice to, either explicitly or 

implicitly derive preferences for sectors/actor types based on structural considerations (see, for 

example Keohane & Victor (2011) and Michaelowa & Michaelowa, (2016)) This is the 

assumption that I am trying to break down by testing the theory that the preferences of REDD+ 

project developers are to a significant degree informed by their environmental worldviews. To 

advance this theory, I must therefore show that environmental worldviews are significant, 

independent of actor types. In the quantitative model that follows I include actor types 

identically to environmental worldviews: as the variables representing the percentage of 

constituting actors for each of twelve actor types. These were coded using twelve actor types, 

as shown in Figure 7. Simply put, the majority are a type of NGO (33%), private sector actor 

(31%), or public sector actor (25%). Breaking this down further, 20% were host country NGOs, 

13% international NGOs, 12% were host country private sector actors, 18% international 

private sector actors, 9% host country national-level public sector actors, 12% host country 

subnational public sector actors, 4% international national-level public sector actors, and 

0.14% international subnational public sector actors. Small numbers of IGOs (1.4%), 

multilateral development banks (MDBs) (0.56%), PPPs (0.4%), and university/research 

institutes (6%) make up the remainder. Variables are not included in the regressions for MDBs 



15 

 

and PPPs due to their negligible frequency; including them would not warrant the trade-off of 

parsimony and degrees of freedom. 

 

Impact of environmental worldviews on partner courting 
 

With this basic description of the projects in place, we can now test the first hypothesis 

regarding partner courting. H1 expects initiating project developers to first look to partners 

with a similar environmental worldview to their own when bringing together a project. This 

implies there should be projects where all the developers share a singular worldview to the 

extent that the necessary capacities for developing a project can be found among actors in the 

database with that worldview. If there are a wide range of actors with one worldview, likely 

signalling a diverse range of capacities, we should expect more projects with homogeneity of 

worldviews among their developers based on that environmental worldview. In turn, if there is 

a narrow range of actors with a worldview, likely signalling a limited range of capacities, we 

should expect to observe it underpinning relatively fewer such projects. 

Figure 4: Percentage breakdown of project developer actor types 
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Looking at the distribution of worldviews in projects, we indeed see this “like goes with 

like” trend: project developers appear to be partnering with those that share the same 

worldview. Figure 6 shows bifurcation between those that involve project developers with 

different worldviews (43%) and those that in which all project developers share the same 

worldview (57%). In the singular worldview projects, there is an overwhelming bias towards 

those that are market liberal. Figure 5 shows that 74% of these projects are based on the market 

liberal worldview while only 17% the bioenvironmentalist and 8.7% the social green. 

Complemented with the data on the distribution of each worldview across actor types, this 

provides unambiguous support for H1. Figure 7 shows the market liberal worldview to be 

spread among the greatest range of actor types, followed by bioenvironmentalist and social 

green. Different actor types are likely able to bring different capacities to the negotiating table, 

but the environmental worldviews are not evenly distributed across the different actor types. 

The greater diversity of actors with the market liberal worldview make it more likely that the 

required capacities can be found within it than for the other worldviews. Gathering the 

necessary capacities for a project is vital, and these results suggest project developers first try 

and do this within their own worldview before branching out to include project developers with 

different ideological positions on environmentalism.  

Figure 5: Projects in which all 

developers share the same 

environmental worldview 
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The effect of environmental worldviews on REDD+ project design 
 

The second set of hypotheses I am to test focus on the relationship between specific worldviews 

and project design. To assess whether environmental worldviews are indeed shaping REDD+ 

project design I carried out a series of logistic regressions. I use each of the five aspects of 

project design as dependent variables and the percentage of project developers with each of the 

three worldviews as my key explanatory variables. It has been discussed that project design is 

expected to reflect the worldview with the most bargaining power behind it but, unfortunately, 

the direct bargaining power of project developers could not be coded. The variation in type of 

involvement by different actors is also not captured; that is, as a lead partner, a technical 

consultant, a funder, or an implementer. While data limitations prevent a perfect measure of 

bargaining power, the percentage of a project developers with each worldview remains a good 

Figure 6: Frequency of simplified actor types with each environmental worldview 
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one and reflects the fact that every developer has some power, and therefore more project 

developers with a particular worldview will mean more bargaining power behind it. This is a 

new database trying to facilitate the quantitative analysis of ideational factors, something that 

has not been done before in the field of transnational governance. Rounding out the quantitative 

model, I include the percentage of project developers from each actor type as the primary set 

of control variables, along with a few others at both the project and country-levels. I will now 

briefly introduce these before summarising all the variables in the models in Table 2. Following 

this I discuss the expected observable implications of my hypotheses for each worldview before 

presenting the results.  

 

Land tenure 

The tenure of the land inside the project area is controlled for because of the critical influence 

it would have on design outcomes in the bargaining framework. Having the legal authority to 

approve or reject a proposed project based on land ownership is a major source of bargaining 

power. The control variables account for private, state, and community tenure. In some project 

areas there can be more than one type of tenue, so the variables are not mutually exclusive and 

coded as three dummy variables. The source of this data is from Simonet et al. (2016).  

 

Protected area 

A control variable is included to account for whether the project area falls inside a protected 

area as designated by the host country government. These areas, such as national parks or 

reserves already have a specific protection purpose and that likely influences any projects that 

take place in the area. For example, if the area is protected for conservation regions then it 

would be expected that any project wishing to operate in the area would be required to place 

an emphasis on ecological benefits. This is a dummy variable taken from Simonet et al. (2016). 

 

Government environmental policy 
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Host country policy, particularly that related to climate and forests, could also have an impact 

on REDD+ project design. Roger et al. (2015) use the Yale Environmental Performance Index 

(EPI) Climate and Energy index score, but the lack of data for some countries in the database 

that host many projects, such as the DRC make it inappropriate. As REDD+ is specifically 

about forests, the EPI Biodiversity and Habitat score was used instead, considered to be the 

best approximation for forest policy (something not reflected in the Climate and Energy index). 

The Biodiversity and Habitat score is an index of species protection, terrestrial biome 

protection, and the national and global levels and marine protected areas. As consistent EPI 

data only goes back to 2007, the 2007 score was used for the 25% of projects that started before 

this. The model was also run giving all projects the 2007 score as a robustness check. 

 

Civil liberties 

Civil liberties are controlled for because of their likely impact on the capacity and mobilization 

of domestic communities and NGOs. Where civil liberties are restricted, they would be 

expected to have less capacity and be unable to pursue their interests as forcefully. This could, 

for example, reduce the pressure felt by project developers to make social benefits for local 

communities a priority in their project design. It is also well established empirically that this is 

important to control for in cross-country analyses, including in the context of TCG by Roger 

et al. (2015). The data from this is taken from the Freedom House database and coded based 

on the start year of the project. The Polity IV scores for project start years are also coded as a 

robustness check. 

 

GDP 

A control variable is included for the GDP per capita of the host country. This is to capture the 

likelihood that, on average, actors from more wealthy countries will have greater capacity. A 

project that is developed in a wealthier country will probably encounter local project developers 

and other groups that may influence the design that are more powerful. Like with civil liberties, 

there is also a history of empirical evidence that shows GDP is important to control for in cross-

country contexts. This is also the case in the context of participation in TCG (Roger et al., 

2015). The measurement used for this is the GDP per capita of the host country in the project 
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starting year is included. This is taken from the World Bank’s World Development Indicators 

(World Bank, 2017). 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 1: Summary of variables 

  

VARIABLES Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

DESIGN ASPECTS

Social benefits 366 0.68 0.47 0.00 1.00

Ecological benefits 366 0.54 0.50 0.00 1.00

Market financing 354 0.83 0.38 0.00 1.00

Non-market financing 337 0.50 0.50 0.00 1.00

Local MRV 289 0.30 0.46 0.00 1.00

ENVIRONMENTAL WORLDVIEWS

% Market liberal 386 42.11 34.07 0.00 100.00

% Bioenvironmentalist 386 15.84 25.39 0.00 100.00

% Social green 386 10.46 21.58 0.00 100.00

ACTOR TYPES

% Host private-sector 386 14.55 27.13 0.00 100.00

% Int'l private-sector 386 21.44 30.03 0.00 100.00

% MDB 386 3.48 12.00 0.00 100.00

% Host subnational public 386 7.29 16.97 0.00 100.00

% Host national public 386 9.77 18.83 0.00 100.00

% Int'l national public 386 5.16 11.77 0.00 50.00

% IGO 386 1.66 6.56 0.00 50.00

% Host NGO 386 15.25 23.17 0.00 100.00

% Int'l NGO 386 15.68 23.64 0.00 100.00

% University/research 386 3.29 10.02 0.00 75.00

CONTROLS

Private land tenure 316 0.38 0.49 0.00 1.00

State land tenure 316 0.57 0.50 0.00 1.00

Community land tenure 316 0.19 0.40 0.00 1.00

Protected area 383 0.31 0.46 0.00 1.00

EPI Biohabitat score 371 81.43 11.82 31.87 98.59

Civil liberties 371 3.42 1.32 1.00 6.00

GDP per capita 371 7276.84 5097.49 575.16 31951.02
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Expected observable implications 

Before presenting the results of the analysis, let us consider the observable implications of the 

four hypotheses given the data just described.  For H2, the market liberal worldview’s emphasis 

on the efficiency of the market and the role of scientific and expert knowledge implies that an 

increase the percentage of project developers with the market liberal worldview will be 

associated with an increase in the probability of the project emphasising market financing 

mechanisms. The zero-sum, competition driven mindset of the market liberal worldview leads 

to three more: that a greater prevalence of the market liberal worldview will be associated with 

a reduction in the probability of emphasising social benefits, ecological benefits, and local 

MRV.  H3 predicts that the bioenvironmentalist worldview will lead project developers’ 

preferences towards broader goals of environmental protection and away from profit- and 

growth-led strategies. For my model, the observable implications would be an increase in the 

percentage of bioenvironmentalist project developers being associated with an increased 

likelihood of emphasising ecological benefits and a decrease in that of emphasising market 

financing. H4 expects the social green worldview to be associated with the involvement and 

support of local communities, North-South transfers of wealth, and resistance to activities that 

promote profit and growth for international actors. In the quantitative model outlined above, 

observable implications would be the social green worldview being associated with a greater 

probability emphasising social benefits, local MRV, and non-market financing mechanisms in 

project design, and a reduction in the probability for market financing. These expected 

relationships are summaries in Table 2. 

 

Table 2: Expected observable implications for relationship between prevalence of 

environmental worldviews among project developers and aspects of project design 

(positive +, negative -, or none n/a)  

 

 
Social 

benefits 

Ecological 

benefits 

Market 

financing 

Non-

market 

financing 

Local 

MRV 

Market liberal - - + n/a - 

Bioenvironmentalist n/a + - n/a n/a 

Social green + n/a - + + 
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Impact of environmental worldviews on project design 

This section presents the results of the logistic regressions. For each of the dependent variables 

Yi the regression model can be written as 

Yi= β0+ β1(MLi)+ β2(BEi)+ β3(SGi)+ βRi(Ri)+ βXi(Xi)+εi 

β1 , β2 , and  β3  are the coefficients for the explanatory variables MLi ,BEi, and  SGi , which 

represent the percentage of project developers for project i  with the market liberal worldview, 

bioenvironmentalist and social green worldviews respectively. Ri represents a vector of 

variables for the percentage of project developers coded with each of the twelve actor types 

while Xi  is a vector of the six control variables and εi  error term.  Standard errors are also 

clustered by project by host country. A multi-level model was considered to offer more insight 

into the effect of country- and project-level variables, but the random-effects assumption 

cannot be assumed for the database as the “selection” of projects into host countries is unknown 

and there is insufficient data to control for this. Tables 5 and 6 in the Appendix show that using 

STATA’s collin command there was some potential multicollinearity between actor type 

variables that could be resolved by removing the variable for international private sector actors. 

The regression results, however, remain robust regardless its inclusion or exclusion so, due to 

its theoretical value, the variable is retained in the model. 

Table 3 presents the primary regression table with estimated coefficients presented as 

odds ratios and standard errors. It shows that the prevalence of different environmental 

worldviews among the project developers has a statistically significant effect, independent of 

the prevalence of different actor types, on aspects of REDD+ project design, particularly their 

focus. As predicted, the bioenvironmentalist worldview was positively associated with the 

emphasis on ecological benefits and the social green worldview on social benefits. These are 

statistically significant at the 0.01 and 0.05 level respectively and give support to H3 and H4 

as expected observable implications suggesting that environmental worldviews lead to clear 

differences in preferences regarding the direction of REDD+ projects. The effect sizes are also 

significant. For the emphasis placed on ecological benefits, Figure 8 shows that the probability 

of it being emphasised in project design is about 0.4 when the bioenvironmentalist worldview 

is absent, but steadily climbs towards 1 as the percentage of project developers with the 

worldview climbs in increments of 20%. Figure 8 also shows a similar pattern for the 

relationship between the social green worldview and social benefits, albeit slightly weaker 

because the estimated probability when the social green worldview is absent is relatively higher 
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at 0.6. Again, however, it climbs steadily to almost reach 1 as the percentage of project 

developers with the social green worldview increases to 100%.  

While there is no evidence for H2’s observable implications that the market liberal 

worldview would be negatively associated with the social and ecological benefits, we do see 

the expected relationship with local MRV. Figure 8 shows that when the market liberal 

worldview is absent, the probability of emphasising local MRV is about 0.4, but this decreases 

steadily to about 0.1 as the worldview’s share rises to 100%. It should be noted that, unlike for 

the other two significant relationships, this market liberal-local MRV relationship loses its 

statistical significance when the exclusion criterion is tightened. 

 

 

Figure 7: Predicted probabilities for the relationship between the social green 

worldview and social benefits, the bioenvironmentalist and ecological benefits, and the 

market liberal and local MRV 
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

VARIABLES Social benefits Ecological benefits Market finance Non-market finance Local MRV

ENVIRONMENTAL WORLDVIEWS

% Market liberalz 1.236 0.972 2.709 0.667 0.547*

(0.285) (0.241) (1.850) (0.292) (0.179)

% Bioenvironmentalistz 0.959 2.014*** 0.691 1.499 0.631

(0.281) (0.345) (0.238) (0.632) (0.199)

% Social greenz 1.976** 1.028 0.808 1.500 0.915

(0.536) (0.199) (0.233) (0.487) (0.185)

ACTOR TYPES

% Host private-sector 0.984 0.960 1.019 1.031 0.994

(0.025) (0.024) (0.060) (0.056) (0.026)

% Int'l private-sector 0.993 0.956* 0.954 1.033 1.011

(0.025) (0.025) (0.035) (0.051) (0.024)

% MDB 0.988 0.938** 0.874*** 1.064 0.963

(0.032) (0.028) (0.037) (0.056) (0.032)

% Host subnational public 0.992 0.969 0.939 1.048 1.003

(0.028) (0.030) (0.042) (0.045) (0.030)

% Host national public 0.987 0.952* 0.935 1.049 0.988

(0.022) (0.025) (0.041) (0.049) (0.025)

% Int'l national public 0.991 0.950 0.901** 1.114* 1.009

(0.027) (0.037) (0.038) (0.064) (0.031)

% IGO 1.002 0.975 0.863*** 1.230*** 1.034

(0.037) (0.028) (0.024) (0.093) (0.034)

% Host NGO 1.013 0.963 0.973 1.038 1.024

(0.026) (0.027) (0.038) (0.049) (0.022)

% Int'l NGO 0.996 0.955* 0.956 1.073 1.021

(0.023) (0.025) (0.037) (0.056) (0.028)

% University/research 0.988 0.942* 0.909** 1.081 1.016

(0.025) (0.032) (0.040) (0.065) (0.030)

CONTROLS

Private land tenure 0.865 0.891 4.419* 1.135 0.747

(0.276) (0.442) (3.618) (0.578) (0.479)

State land tenure 1.218 0.665 0.294 1.192 1.467

(0.443) (0.350) (0.240) (0.704) (0.634)

Community land tenure 2.012 1.212 0.596 0.550 1.472

(1.165) (0.490) (0.379) (0.261) (0.826)

Protected area 0.899 1.951** 0.794 1.336 0.765

(0.359) (0.555) (0.487) (0.545) (0.323)

EPI Biohabitat score 1.003 0.996 0.993 1.002 0.989

(0.016) (0.014) (0.022) (0.017) (0.015)

Civil liberties 1.321* 1.804*** 1.472* 1.042 1.006

(0.198) (0.338) (0.312) (0.305) (0.171)

GDP per capita 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Constant 1.685 11.161 5,621.333** 0.004 0.336

(3.975) (33.757) (20,136.020) (0.020) (0.904)

Observations 267 264 261 252 226

Prob > chi2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Pseudo R2 0.178 0.160 0.436 0.388 0.184

Robust standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
z = Standardised z -score

Table 3: Logistic regression results (odds ratios) 
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Table 4 summarises the key results with a post-analysis update of the predicted 

observable implications presented in Table 1. The cells have a “-” if the expected relationship 

was negative, “+” if it was expected to be positive, or “n/a” if no relationship was expected. 

Where these observable implications were supported by the regression results there is green 

shading, where inconclusive, yellow, and where contradicted, red. Overall, the expected 

observable implications of the hypotheses were largely supported as they pertained to project 

focus and MRV and inconclusive as they pertained to project financing. 

The key finding in these results is that the environmental worldviews of REDD+ project 

developers appear to be independently associated with the design of their projects, particularly 

what they focus on. While the regression results do not imply causality, it is much more logical 

to assume that worldviews flow through actor preferences into outcomes rather than vice versa. 

This contrasts from accounts that simply assume material utility-maximizing preferences, often 

based on actor type. By controlling for actor types in the regression models, the results suggest 

that ideas as represented by environmental worldviews are not epiphenomenal and have 

explanatory power themselves. This is not to say they are the only important factor, as Table 3 

shows that several control variables were also significant in explaining the variation in the 

dependent variables. For the financing dependent variables, actor types were statistically 

significant in explaining much of the variation. Without environmental worldviews coming up 

as significant in the regression, the pseudo-R2 scores are much higher for the finance variables 

than for those pertaining to project focus. Abbott & Snidal (2009) focus on the capacities of 

Table 4: Observed and unobserved expected implications for relationship between 

prevalence of environmental worldviews among project developers and aspects of 

project design (green = supported, yellow = inconclusive, red = contradicted) 

Social 

benefits

Ecological 

benefits

Market 

financing

Non-

market 

financing

Local 

MRV

Market liberal - - + n/a -

Bioenvironmentalist n/a + - n/a n/a

Social green + n/a - + +
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different actor types in initiative creation, which are also tied to the types of financing they can 

offer. My results do not contradict their approach but add another layer to the story. While the 

right mix of capacities are critical to an initiative functioning, how it functions and what it 

focuses on appear to be are influenced by the ideas and beliefs of its developers.  

Overall the results bring home the point that environmental worldviews cannot be 

simply assumed based on actor type. We see this in Figure 7, which shows that the three 

worldviews can be found across public, private, and NGO sectors. While ideational factors 

have been neglected as an important explanatory factor in studies of TCG so far, these results 

suggest the need focus more on ideology and interrogate assumptions about preferences more 

closely.  

Conclusion 
 

There is a long history of public environmental debate and protest, so it should be no surprise 

that there are differences of belief and ideology when it comes to climate change, or any 

environmental issue. These differences have also been evident in the stagnation of international 

negotiations at times in forums such as the UNFCCC and the United Nations Forum on Forests. 

It is curious then that in the rush to climate action that they have been received such little 

attention, both in the policy world and academia. In this article I attempted to make the case 

that ideational factors cannot be ignored in the study of TCG by providing empirical evidence 

of their implications for REDD+ projects. I provided evidence that ideas, operationalised 

through the environmental worldviews framework, are independently associated with key 

aspects of projects’ design. It was also shown that project developers tend to look to partner 

along ideological lines when possible. This has important implications for our considerations 

of an increasingly complex, transnational system of climate governance and which perspectives 

are included and which are not. Simply noting the participation of different kind of actors is 

not enough. Beliefs and ideas vary within actor types; a diversity of actors involved with a 

project or institution does not necessarily mean a diversity of perspectives. 

This article represents a first probe into the role of ideational factors in shaping 

outcomes of TCG. REDD+ projects provided a rich new data source, the quantitative use of 

which represents a valuable contribution to the literature It also helps address important gaps 

by focusing on developments taking place in the Global South. There are many challenges to 

this kind of research, several of which are reflected in this article such as the quality of the data 
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available. The fact that, despite such limitations, statistically significant results that support key 

theoretical claims were still found gives credence to my theoretical claim that ideational factors 

are indeed important in shaping outcomes. In this article these outcomes are the partnering 

patterns and design of REDD+ projects.  Furthermore, the results I presented are from a domain 

where ideological variation is already constrained to those that have generally embraced market 

solutions to climate change. This presented a hard test for my theory. There is even more 

diversity in beliefs and perspectives on environmentalism in the broader world of polycentric 

climate change governance where the effects of ideational factors may be greater still.  

I believe this article provides sound justification for further, and more rigorous 

investigation of these issues. In the context of REDD+ projects, future work should aim to 

compile larger and more complete databases and that for the critical differences in project 

developer bargaining power and participation. This could be done with insider access to project 

and developer documents or through qualitative case studies of each individual project. Such 

contributions would facilitate a deeper analysis that explores the mechanisms behind the results 

I have presented. The same next steps would also apply to considering the effect of ideational 

factors in shaping other areas of TCG. 
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Appendix 
 

 

Table 5: Collinearity diagnostics (all explanatory variables) 

 

 

Variable VIF SQRT-VIF Tolerance R-Squared

ENVIRONMENTAL WORLDVIEWS

% Market liberal 2.55 1.60 0.39 0.61

% Bioenvironmentalist 2.63 1.62 0.38 0.62

% Social green 2.20 1.48 0.45 0.55

ACTOR TYPES

% Host private-sector 17.96 4.24 0.06 0.94

% Int'l private-sector 25.12 5.01 0.04 0.96

% MDB 5.79 2.41 0.17 0.83

% Host subnational public 7.75 2.78 0.13 0.87

% Host national public 8.45 2.91 0.12 0.88

% Int'l national public 4.81 2.19 0.21 0.79

% IGO 2.28 1.51 0.44 0.56

% Host NGO 13.85 3.72 0.07 0.93

% Int'l NGO 13.54 3.68 0.07 0.93

% University/research 3.62 1.90 0.28 0.72

CONTROLS

Private land tenure 2.79 1.67 0.36 0.64

State land tenure 3.18 1.78 0.31 0.69

Community land tenure 1.58 1.26 0.63 0.37

Protected area 1.38 1.17 0.73 0.27

EPI Biohabitat score 1.14 1.07 0.88 0.12

Civil liberties 1.70 1.30 0.59 0.41

GDP per capita 1.80 1.34 0.56 0.44

Mean VIF 6.21
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Table 6: Collinearity diagnostics (% int'l private sector actors removed) 

 

 

  

Variable VIF SQRT-VIF Tolerance R-Squared

ENVIRONMENTAL WORLDVIEWS

% Market liberal 2.40 1.55 0.42 0.58

% Bioenvironmentalist 2.62 1.62 0.38 0.62

% Social green 2.19 1.48 0.46 0.54

ACTOR TYPES

% Host private-sector 1.75 1.32 0.57 0.43

% Int'l private-sector

% MDB 1.27 1.13 0.79 0.21

% Host subnational public 1.65 1.28 0.61 0.39

% Host national public 1.45 1.20 0.69 0.31

% Int'l national public 1.23 1.11 0.81 0.19

% IGO 1.12 1.06 0.89 0.11

% Host NGO 2.14 1.46 0.47 0.53

% Int'l NGO 2.43 1.56 0.41 0.59

% University/research 1.21 1.10 0.83 0.17

CONTROLS

Private land tenure 2.78 1.67 0.36 0.64

State land tenure 3.17 1.78 0.32 0.68

Community land tenure 1.58 1.26 0.63 0.37

Protected area 1.38 1.17 0.73 0.27

EPI Biohabitat score 1.13 1.06 0.89 0.11

Civil liberties 1.69 1.30 0.59 0.41

GDP per capita 1.79 1.34 0.56 0.44

Mean VIF 1.84
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Table 7: Logistic regression results using 50% exclusion criterion (odds ratios) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

VARIABLES Social benefits Ecological benefits Market finance Non-market finance Local MRV

ENVIRONMENTAL WORLDVIEWS

% Market liberalz 1.646** 1.114 1.902 0.708 0.684

(0.375) (0.269) (1.502) (0.356) (0.231)

% Bioenvironmentalistz 1.149 2.591*** 0.522 1.700 0.799

(0.346) (0.463) (0.243) (0.828) (0.268)

% Social greenz 2.252*** 1.197 0.719 1.794 1.018

(0.583) (0.275) (0.295) (0.651) (0.236)

ACTOR TYPES

% Host private-sector 0.966 0.964 1.017 1.014 0.964

(0.031) (0.025) (0.062) (0.074) (0.029)

% Int'l private-sector 0.971 0.960 0.958 1.016 0.978

(0.031) (0.027) (0.039) (0.070) (0.024)

% MDB 0.963 0.953 0.872*** 1.047 0.941*

(0.038) (0.031) (0.042) (0.075) (0.032)

% Host subnational public 0.974 0.976 0.938 1.033 0.970

(0.034) (0.033) (0.043) (0.065) (0.024)

% Host national public 0.965 0.951* 0.933 1.039 0.954*

(0.028) (0.028) (0.048) (0.070) (0.027)

% Int'l national public 0.975 0.958 0.903** 1.086 0.973

(0.032) (0.039) (0.044) (0.080) (0.030)

% IGO 0.983 0.978 0.850*** 1.271*** 0.994

(0.043) (0.032) (0.026) (0.115) (0.035)

% Host NGO 0.991 0.963 0.979 1.016 0.992

(0.032) (0.031) (0.042) (0.065) (0.023)

% Int'l NGO 0.974 0.953 0.948 1.059 0.992

(0.030) (0.028) (0.041) (0.077) (0.029)

% University/research 0.974 0.965 0.954 1.061 1.002

(0.030) (0.028) (0.050) (0.081) (0.025)

CONTROLS

Private land tenure 0.939 0.679 5.004* 1.005 0.666

(0.307) (0.312) (4.291) (0.619) (0.413)

State land tenure 1.404 0.651 0.269* 1.041 1.806

(0.504) (0.331) (0.200) (0.674) (0.708)

Community land tenure 2.993** 1.007 0.361 0.377** 1.512

(1.665) (0.406) (0.298) (0.187) (0.763)

Protected area 0.878 1.722* 0.890 1.435 0.597

(0.331) (0.524) (0.652) (0.663) (0.254)

EPI Biohabitat score 1.009 1.003 0.982 1.013 0.986

(0.015) (0.014) (0.030) (0.021) (0.016)

Civil liberties 1.309* 1.914*** 2.145*** 0.946 1.067

(0.186) (0.378) (0.581) (0.306) (0.198)

GDP per capita 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Constant 5.870 4.733 4,798.655** 0.016 8.240

(17.553) (15.891) (18,757.081) (0.118) (22.916)

Observations 236 233 230 220 199

Prob > chi2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Pseudo R2 0.1792 0.1767 0.4427 0.4205 0.197

Robust standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
z = Standardised z -score
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Table 8: Logistic regression results using 34% exclusion criterion (odds ratios) 

 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

VARIABLES Social benefits Ecological benefits Market finance Non-market finance Local MRV

ENVIRONMENTAL WORLDVIEWS

% Market liberal
z

2.644** 1.247 9.481 0.753 0.454

(1.148) (0.492) (15.090) (0.572) (0.321)

% Bioenvironmentalist
z

1.643 2.584*** 0.353 2.129 0.593

(0.678) (0.734) (0.281) (1.396) (0.338)

% Social green
z

3.566*** 1.335 0.254** 2.186 0.813

(1.478) (0.337) (0.175) (1.167) (0.470)

ACTOR TYPES

% Host private-sector 0.984 0.965 0.968 1.050 0.950

(0.042) (0.032) (0.073) (0.117) (0.032)

% Int'l private-sector 0.987 0.963 0.910 1.052 0.964

(0.042) (0.034) (0.054) (0.108) (0.028)

% MDB 0.981 0.951 0.810*** 1.078 0.927*

(0.052) (0.040) (0.053) (0.116) (0.039)

% Host subnational public 0.995 0.961 0.891 1.084 0.962

(0.048) (0.039) (0.064) (0.107) (0.032)

% Host national public 0.973 0.963 0.886 1.066 0.943*

(0.041) (0.034) (0.076) (0.113) (0.032)

% Int'l national public 0.986 0.961 0.873** 1.116 0.957

(0.053) (0.049) (0.052) (0.125) (0.036)

% IGO 1.017 0.992 0.726*** 1.326* 0.968

(0.063) (0.037) (0.080) (0.208) (0.055)

% Host NGO 1.005 0.961 1.053 1.032 0.970

(0.043) (0.041) (0.070) (0.102) (0.028)

% Int'l NGO 0.997 0.955 0.970 1.093 0.969

(0.042) (0.036) (0.053) (0.112) (0.033)

% University/research 1.013 0.958 1.019 1.095 0.953

(0.052) (0.046) (0.082) (0.140) (0.034)

CONTROLS

Private land tenure 0.872 0.711 2.661 0.993 0.510

(0.432) (0.353) (2.195) (0.600) (0.501)

State land tenure 1.253 0.671 0.298 0.789 0.971

(0.528) (0.409) (0.314) (0.672) (0.617)

Community land tenure 2.724* 1.008 0.268 0.413 1.021

(1.627) (0.599) (0.301) (0.287) (0.637)

Protected area 1.133 1.630 0.125 2.174 0.530

(0.508) (0.555) (0.166) (1.252) (0.281)

EPI Biohabitat score 1.009 1.014 0.958 1.005 0.974

(0.017) (0.015) (0.056) (0.024) (0.025)

Civil liberties 1.406* 1.693*** 2.746* 1.310 1.216

(0.247) (0.310) (1.602) (0.392) (0.343)

GDP per capita 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Constant 0.534 2.193 431,733.699* 0.000 202.410

(2.114) (8.844) (3259020.590) (0.003) (787.222)

Observations 177 175 173 163 144

Prob > chi2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Pseudo R2 0.203 0.159 0.554 0.426 0.207

Robust standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
z = Standardised z -score


