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III. Summary
This research is about equity in the global mechanism REDD+, which stands for, 'Reducing Emissions
from Deforestation and forest Degradation in developing countries; and the role of conservation,
sustainable management of forests and enhancement of forest carbon stocks in developing
countries' (UNFCCC, 2007). The program aims to reduce emissions from the forestry sector by
providing economic incentives to developing countries to manage forests sustainable (UNFCCC,
2010). REDD+ is increasingly recognised as an important strategy in order to mitigate global climate
change, since combating deforestation is considered to be a relatively low-cost strategy (Stern, 2007)
and deforestation and forest degradation account for up to 15% of all annual anthropogenic
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (Van der Werf et al., 2009).
The idea and practice of REDD+ changed significantly since the start of the program in 2005
(Angelsen & McNeill, 2012). At the beginning, the program aimed for a simple double-win solution,
for both forests and climate (RED). Though, it was argued that RED should also focus on forest
degradation (REDD) and seek to enhance positive changes (Dalene, 2011). This led to a triple-win
REDD+ at Cancun in 2010, that not only strives to reduce emissions and conserve forests, but also
seeks to improve livelihoods of forest-dependent communities. The shift from REDD to REDD+,
however, garnered not just support (Turnhout et al., 2017). With all the different aims of REDD+ it is
rather unclear what REDD+ should focus on in the first place. REDD+ can have different meanings, in
different situations, at different levels, and for different actors (Vijge, 2015). There is a lot of
scepticism and criticism towards the suggested win-win-win situation. Some believe this is hardly
ever possible (Borras and Franco, 2010; Cousins, 2009). Furthermore, concerns have raised about the
implications REDD+ will have for equity (Di Gregorio et al., 2013), especially because REDD+ mostly is
a market-based approach, which may affect equity in participation and benefit-sharing (Peskett et
al., 2011). Equity, however, is frequently argued by many to be a key element for success in the
implementation of REDD+ (Peskett et al., 2011; Di Gregorio et al., 2013; Pascual et al., 2010). But just
as there are different frames on what REDD+ should achieve or focus on, equity is understood,
interpreted, and justified in different ways by different actors at different scales (Sen, 2009). The way
equity is conceived by a stakeholder at one scale, does not have to correspond to the perspective or
frame of a stakeholder at another scale and is therefore likely to result into conflict (Rantala et al.
2015). Questions of framing however, have often been overlooked by the present research. That
while, according to Fraser (2009) they are among the most consequential political decisions and may
result in serious injustice. With the existing research, it remains understudied how equity is
conceived 'on the ground' and how this may have been affected by decisions at the international and
national level. For this reason, this research aims to provide more insights on the frame-setting
processes and the perspectives on equity across multiple levels, and how these may differ from scale
to scale and could be of impact, specifically on equity in the sub-national REDD+ processes.
This research adopts the Equity Framework provided by McDermott et al. (2012), which emphasises
the importance of framing and provides a comprehensive and systematic approach to analysing how
different stakeholders may frame equity. The Equity Framework consists of three different layers and
a core. The innermost layer is concerned about who counts as the primary subjects or targets of
equity. Targets can range from global communities to local individual families who live in REDD+
implementation areas. The middle layer questions the goals of REDD+ concerning equity and to what
extent these really address equity. Goals concerning equity can be either to ignore equity, 'do no
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harm' or to improve equity (McDermott et al. 2012). The outermost layer of the framework answers
the fundamental question, how, in what type of decision making process and by who, the target, the
goal and 'core content' of equity are established (McDermott et al., 2012). The core of the
framework consists of the 'core content' of equity, that involves three dimensions of equity, in which
the first dimension, procedural equity, includes the level of participation and representation in the
decision making process, but also the extent to which there's recognition of people's rights and
customs. The second dimension, distributional equity, concerns the way how costs and benefits are
distributed/shared among stakeholders. The third dimension, contextual equity, is often defined as
the pre-existing equity, that could determine the access or capability of stakeholders to participate or
receive benefits (McDermott et al., 2012).
In order to reach my objective, this study conducts a case-study research, in which the case serves as
an instrument to gain further understanding of equity at the sub-national level and the relations with
the national and international levels of policy. The main research question of this research, therefore
is,
''How is equity shaped in the Bolsa Floresta Program at the sub-national level of Brazil and how
does this differ from and is affected by the international and national level of governance?''
The case that is used in this research is the Bolsa Floresta Program, which is the financial
compensation mechanism active in the state of Amazonas in Brazil. I chose for Brazil, as no frame
analysis was done here yet and Brazil is said to be ''the frontrunner in REDD+ implementation'' (Van
der Hoff et al., 2015, p.38). It will therefore be interesting to see what Brazil's take is on equity. I
chose for the BFP as this is the first PES (payments for ecosystem services)-based REDD+ scheme to
reward traditional and indigenous peoples for their efforts in maintaining the ecosystem services
provided by the forests (Agustsson et al., 2014). It has received a lot of international attention and it
is therefore interesting to see how FAS (Sustainable Amazonas Foundation) as the manager of Bolsa
Floresta, includes the concept of equity in its program. In order to provide more information about
the relation between the levels of governance, it was important that the program has a relation with
the national government of Brazil. This is the case, since the program receives finance from the
Amazon Fund, which is Brazil's main national funding instrument, based on compensation for REDD+
results (DF, 2015). The central research method in this research is discourse analysis, that is applied
to both documents and the conducted interviews. Documents consist of various policy documents,
such as UNFCCC COP (Conference of the Parties) Decisions on REDD+, the National REDD+ Strategy of
Brazil (ENREDD+), the Summary on how the safeguards are addressed and respected in Brazil,
guidelines of the Amazon Fund and the Project Design Document of the Juma (SDR) REDD+ project.
Next to these policy documents, I analysed existing studies, that conducted field research in projects
where the Bolsa Floresta Program is implemented. Considering the interviews, there was one faceto-face interview that was conducted with Winnie Overbeek (World Rainforest Movement - WRM),
the other two interviews with Maria Fernanda Gebara (social and environmental scientist) and
Adriana Ramos (Socio-environmental Institute - ISA) were conducted through Skype.
This study deals with various limitations, which mostly have to do with the fact this research is
conducted on distance and includes a limited amount of interviews. While it is extensively tried to
have more interviews, unfortunately these could not have been arranged. As a consequence, the
results of this research are not as in-depth as wished for, because of the dependency on documents
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and lack of field work. The study, as a result of the lack of fieldwork, does not include observations
and interviews with people that live in the projects of the case-study. However, I hope to have filled
this gap with a secondary analysis of existing research in which the authors have conducted field
work and with the interviews with Overbeek and Gebara, who both have been to many projects
themselves. Other limitations of this research are found in language, as I do not speak Portuguese
and I am limited to translated documents.
Despite of the limitations, this research still has managed to provide more insights on the importance
of framing in a multi-level governance program such as REDD+ and what the relation is between the
levels concerning equity goals and subjects. On the question how equity is framed in the Bolsa
Floresta Program, there is not one answer. This research found that the frame-setting processes at
the national and sub-national level of Brazil are rather contested, since there are different findings
about them. While participatory processes are suggested to have occurred at both the national and
sub-national levels in the policy documents, there are at the same time claims that the processes lack
involvement of people that live in areas where REDD+ will be implemented. The importance of the
frame-setting process became evident in the case-study, since, as a consequence of the limited
procedural equity in the design of the BFP, the program appeared as a pre-determined package and
there was no discussion about its contents or the goals and subjects of equity.
When comparing the goals and subjects among the levels of governance, it has become clear that the
sub-national level aspires the most, concerning equity. At the national level there are many different
stakeholders and as a result, many different goals and subjects. The relation between the levels of
governance, concerning equity goals and subjects, has been surprisingly minimal. The UNFCCC
created safeguards, however they are not binding and should be considered accordingly to the
national and local context. As a possible result of the minimal guidance from the UNFCCC, it seems as
if every group of stakeholders at the national level of Brazil had the opportunity to develop its own
perspective on what REDD+ should achieve and for whom. The REDD+ strategy as a consequence is
rather unclear concerning equity stances, and it may therefore has had marginal impact on the subnational REDD+ processes of Brazil.
Regarding the relation between the governance levels included in this study, the findings show a
minimal direct relation, as the levels of governance are rather disconnected from one another
concerning the setting of the parameters of equity. However, digging deeper into the international
framework of REDD+, this study shows that there is a critical indirect impact from the UNFCCC. It
may seem that the UNFCCC adopts a flexible approach concerning equity, though, this study has
shown that this is not entirely true. The flexible approach of the UNFCCC disguises the fact that
finance is related to results based on emission reductions. This has affected both the national and
sub-national levels of Brazil, since there is no finance in particular, for achieving and implementing
aspiring equity goals. As a consequence, even in the case-study of this research, in which the costs of
are relatively low due to the pre-existing Reserves, there is a lack of money for the costs of
participation in order to address procedural equity. As a result, the payments of the BFP remain
marginal and are fixed (Viana, 2010) as if all the families in the communities have the same level of
income and have the same needs. In conclusion, the paradox in the international REDD+ framework,
that emerges from the contrast between the safeguards and the concept of results-based finance,
may not have direct impacts, but could indirectly preclude implementation of safeguards or goals of
equity, at the sub-national level, that could impact both procedural and distributional equity.
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In addition to these international 'contextual equity factors', the study identified more factors at
both the national and sub-national level of Brazil. One of these factors at the national level is the
foundation of REDD+ in Brazil, which builds on historical forest conservation strategies, such as
command and control, that may initiate a pre-existing hierarchy in power and may complicate
procedural equity. Another factor is the fragile REDD+ governance system in Brazil with limited
coordination between groups of actors that may have resulted in the 'jump-starts' of sub-national
REDD+ initiatives such as BFP (Gebara et al., 2014), that may characterise 'decentralisation power'
that could affect equity (May et al., 2016). Finally, the lack of a safeguards information system for
REDD+ (SISREDD+) is another factor, that resulted in minimal control on whether the safeguards are
actually implemented or not. At the sub-national level the study showed the possible impact of BFP
being a PES-scheme, which may from the outset, initiate a hierarchy (Gebara & Agrawal, 2017).
Moreover, it is argued that PES-based programs do not consider local peoples' needs or strategies, as
a consequence of the market-oriented feature of PES (Pascual et al., 2014). This may certainly have
been of impact to the procedural equity in frame-setting processes at the sub-national level.
However, it should be considered that even if, despite of all the complexities, procedural equity is
realised in the frame-setting processes, it is doubtful to what extent this can be effective. Mainly,
because, ''there are limits to what participation alone (even if interactive) can achieve in terms of
equity and efficiency, given pre-existing socio-economic inequalities and relations of power''
(Agrawal, 2001, p.1625). The fact BFP is a PES scheme, which is implemented into pre-existing
reserves, are already two examples that may indicate pre-existing inequitable relations, that may
affect the effectiveness of participation of local people.
In conclusion, the Equity Framework has proven itself to be a useful analytical tool to investigate the
underlying assumptions about how the concept of equity is shaped. It has drawn attention to the
fundamental start of a multi-level governance program like REDD+, that aims to either do no harm
and/or do good concerning equity. However, this research found there is a step prior to framing,
which the framework should take into more consideration. Framing is important, however, there are
contextual equity factors at the international, national and sub-national level that may determine
access or capacity to participate in the design of REDD+ and at the same time may preclude
implementation of the safeguards or the goals regarding equity. For example, safeguards and human
rights instruments that are aspired to achieve for REDD+ and may have been created in a
participatory process, do not have to necessarily be brought into practice. They seem to ''produce
the appearance of equity while obscuring the underlying structural conditions that preclude their
implementation'' (Ituarte-Lima et al., 2014, p.8). It is therefore important to consider the contextual
equity factors, that may preclude procedural equity and are of indirect impact to the goals and
subjects of equity, as the contextual factors determine whether they can be actually realised or not.
While contextual equity is part of the framework, according to the findings of this research, it should
have a more prominent place.
Research in the future may seek to create a more in-depth analysis than has been achieved in this
study, including more stakeholders and interviews with policy makers and most importantly, with the
people that live inside the REDD+ implementation areas. Other research may focus on a comparative
analysis of equity framing between projects or programs with different contexts in order to
understand the importance of framing and the role of context, from the possible differences in
implications on the ground.
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1. Introduction
1.1 Background
The idea of reducing or avoiding carbon emissions through deforestation has become a major tool in
the collective global challenge posed by climate change (Turnhout et al., 2017). Deforestation and
forest degradation account for up to 15% of all annual anthropogenic greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions and is therefore seen as a significant contributor to climate change (Van der Werf et al.,
2009). Tackling the problem of deforestation is considered to be a relatively low-cost strategy (Stern,
2007), since the implementation of regulations in reducing emissions through conservation of forests
does not require new technology and long-term research (Hope and Castilla-Rubio, 2008). As a
consequence, the global mechanism REDD+ is increasingly recognised as an important strategy
(Rakatama et al., 2017). REDD+ stands for 'Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and forest
Degradation in developing countries; and the role of conservation, sustainable management of
forests and enhancement of forest carbon stocks in developing countries' (UNFCCC, 2007). The
program aims to reduce emissions from the forestry sector by providing economic incentives to
developing countries to manage forests sustainable (UNFCCC, 2010) and to avoid forest conversion
to other land uses (Parker et al., 2009).
The introduction of REDD+ in the global climate change negotiations does not come out of the blue
as it has its roots in former mechanisms. Forest carbon projects were first initiated through CDM, or
Clean Development Mechanism, which was one of the three market-based carbon trading schemes
under the Kyoto Protocol in 1997 (Hall, 2008). The idea was that Northern countries could start
projects in developing countries, with the aim to reduce emissions that would count as 'certified
emission reduction' (CER) credits, which they could sell or use for their national emission reduction
targets. This belief, that regards the market to be the solution of the world's environmental and
development problems, is part of the ideology of 'market environmentalism' (McAfee, 2012).
Ecosystem services get a monetised value that can be used to attract investments that will aim to
conserve these ecosystems. This is what PES (Payment for Ecosystem Services) involves, ''a payment
to an agent for services provided to other agents (wherever they may be in space and time) by
means of a deliberate action aimed at preserving, restoring or increasing an environmental service
agreed by the parties'' (Karsenty, 2011, p.1). For example this can be realised through the
establishment of forestry projects.
The projects started under CDM focus on afforestation and reforestation and not on avoided
deforestation (Hall, 2008). This is where REDD+ comes in, that focuses on reducing or avoiding
deforestation and forest degradation in developing countries. The original idea of REDD+, initiated in
2005 at COP11, was simple and aimed to result in a double-win solution for both climate change
mitigation and the conservation of forests (RED). RED became REDD during COP13 in Bali in 2007,
when it became clear that forest degradation was also a big problem in some countries. Till then
REDD only focused on reducing negative developments and it was argued during COP14 that REDD
should also seek to enhance positive changes (Dalene, 2011). This lead to a triple-win REDD+, that
not only strives to reduce emissions and conserve forests, but also seeks to improve livelihoods of
forest-dependent communities (Turnhout et al., 2017).
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1.2 Problem description
As can be observed, the idea and practice of REDD+ has changed significantly throughout the years
(Angelsen & McNeill, 2012). This shift, however, has garnered not just support (Turnhout et al.,
2017). There is a lot of scepticism and criticism towards the suggested win-win-win situation. Some
believe this is hardly ever possible, given the dynamics of diverging interests, competing claims, and
processes of inclusion and exclusion (Borras and Franco, 2010; Cousins, 2009).
With its variety of conceptualisations, competing discourses of what constitutes REDD+ have
emerged into various REDD+ policies at the global, national and project level. As a consequence, it
yet remains unclear what REDD+ should achieve in the first place. REDD+ can be seen as a 'discursive
construction' (Vijge, 2015): ''a discourse or a set of (competing) storylines that is actively constructed
and reconstructed by actors at various levels of governance'' (Hajer & Versteeg, 2005, p.183). In such
a view, REDD+ has different meanings in different situations, at different levels, and for different
actors (Vijge, 2015).
Concerns have raised about the implications REDD+ will have for equity (Di Gregorio et al., 2013).
Equity is frequently argued by many to be a key element for success in the implementation of REDD+
(Peskett et al., 2011; Di Gregorio et al., 2013; Pascual et al., 2010). But just as there are different
frames on what REDD+ should achieve or focus on, equity is understood, interpreted, and justified in
different ways by different actors at different scales (Sen, 2009). Conceptions of equity are based on
actor's perspectives and equity principles are in accordance with actor's interests, instead of with
universal and shared meanings (Heyward, 2007). As a consequence, the definition of equity will
always vary from one REDD+ country to another and may change over time (Gebara, 2013), and is
likely to come into conflict in the national and sub-national REDD+ processes (Rantala et al., 2015).
Equity is largely explored in the context of REDD+ implementation (for example Chomba et al., 2016;
Suiseeya, 2016; Pokorny et al., 2013; Gebara, 2013). However, most of the research focuses on the
'core content' or first-order questions of equity. The core content of equity consists of three different
dimensions, according to McDermott et al. (2012), these are; distributive, procedural and contextual.
Distributional equity concerns the way how costs and benefits are distributed/shared among
stakeholders. Procedural equity involves the level of participation and representation in the decision
making process, but also the extent to which there's recognition of rights and customs. Contextual
equity is often defined as the pre-existing equity, that could determine the access or capability of
stakeholders to participate or receive benefits (McDermott et al., 2012). While all these dimensions
of equity are important in the examination of equity, they do not answer the (often overlooked)
second-order questions of how equity is framed. These questions however, shape the very
understanding of equity in the REDD+ project (Di Gregorio et al., 2013). Moreover, frame-setting,
according to Fraser (2009), is among the most consequential of political decisions and may result in
serious injustice. They may deny some the chance to press claims on the first-order/core content of
equity. This makes any analysis of equity incomplete as long as questions of framing are not taken
into account (McDermott et al., 2012). For this reason, McDermott et al. (2012) created their socalled Equity Framework, consisting of both the first-order and second-order questions of equity,
which will function in this research as fundamental basis of theory.
The second-order questions of equity give answer to the questions of 'how', 'why' and 'who'. The
how concerns about how the parameters of equity are set in REDD+, in what type of decision making
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process and by who. The why, questions the goals of a program like REDD+ considering equity and to
what extent these really address equity. The who is concerned about who counts as the primary
subjects or targets of equity. Saeed et al. (2018) and Ituarte-Lima et al. (2014) are examples of
research that investigated the questions of framing. Saeed et al. (2018) did this at the national level
of Ghana's REDD+ process. Ituarte-Lima et al. (2014) focused in their research on the international
level of REDD+ and the national level of Indonesia. In addition, Peskett et al. (2011) contributed a
general picture for the international, national and project level of how frames might differ between
scales, they did so, however, without an empirical case or specific focus on a country. This research
will be different, in that it will deliver a frame analysis over the different policy levels, including an
empirical case in Brazil, at the sub-national level. To my knowledge, the conducted research so far,
has not yet included a specific case while doing a frame analysis. As a consequence, it remains
understudied how equity is conceived 'on the ground' and how this may have been affected by the
other levels of governance.

1.3 Research objective and questions
The main objective of this research is to provide more insights on the frame-setting processes and
the perspectives on equity across multiple levels, and how these may differ from scale to scale and
could be of impact on the sub-national REDD+ processes. In order to do so, this research firstly will
aim to identify, how equity is framed at the sub-national level of Brazil and how this differs from the
international and national processes (sub-question 1). And secondly, the study will provide insights
on the relation between the various levels of governance, through understanding how the
international and national level and other contextual factors could be of impact to equity in the subnational REDD+ process (sub-question 2).
The main question of this research therefore, is,
''How is equity shaped in the Bolsa Floresta Program at the sub-national level of Brazil and how
does this differ from and is affected by the international and national level of governance?''
The two sub-questions in order to answer the main question,
1. ''How has the frame been set and what are the goals and subjects of equity at the international,
national and sub-national levels for REDD+ and how do these differ from scale to scale?
2. ''How is the sub-national REDD+ process of the Bolsa Floresta Program (in)directly affected by
international decisions and national and local contextual factors?

1.4 Case selection
The program that will be used as specific case, in order to give insights on the framing at the subnational level, is the Forest Allowance Program, or Programa Bolsa Floresta. This program is the
financial compensation mechanism that is active in various projects in the State of Amazonas, Brazil. I
chose for Brazil, as no frame analysis was done here yet and Brazil is said to be ''the frontrunner in
REDD+ implementation'' (Van der Hoff et al., 2015, p.38). It will be interesting to see what Brazil's
take is on equity and how they deal with this concept. I chose for the Bolsa Floresta Program (BFP),
most importantly, because it is (partly) financed by the Amazon Fund, which is Brazil's main funding
instrument based on compensation for REDD+ results (DF, 2015). This is important, so that I am sure
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there's a connection between the program, the national level and therefore with the international
level. This connection is crucial for this research, as this allows for a frame analysis that may result in
remarkable differences among the different policy levels. The second reason for choosing this
specific program, is that it is the first PES-based REDD+ scheme to reward traditional and indigenous
peoples for their efforts in maintaining the ecosystem services provided by the forests (Agustsson et
al., 2014). For this reason it received a lot of international interest, therefore it will be interesting to
see how the concept of equity is represented in the BFP. Finally, research has been conducted on this
program, with multiple insights from three different projects. Gebara (2013) conducted research in
the Juma Sustainable Development Reserve (SDR) and aimed to understand the importance of local
participation in the formulation of benefit-sharing mechanisms of REDD+. Agustsson et al. (2014)
made an assessment of the Bolsa Floresta Program, also in Juma SDR. More research has been
conducted on the Bolsa Floresta Program, by Leiva-Montoya (2013), in which he documents and
evaluates the introduction of the program in Rio Negro SDR. Finally, Lima (2014) applied the
Sustainable Livelihood Approach to the Bolsa Floresta Program in Uatuma SDR.

1.5 Methodology
1.5.1 Research design
In order to succeed in my aim, this research will be qualitative. Qualitative research is used to
develop theories, when existing theories do not adequately capture the complexity of an issue. It is
used when quantitative measures and statistical analysis do not 'fit the problem'. In order to
understand the different frames of different stakeholders at different policy levels, an in-depth
research is needed, which is hard to capture in statistical measures (Creswell, 2013). With REDD+
being contemporary and evolving (Saeed et al., 2018), a qualitative case-study design serves as a
suitable approach, that could provide an in-depth analysis (Yin, 2009). Case study research involves
the study of a case within a real-life, contemporary context or setting (Yin, 2009). In comparison to
the other approaches in qualitative research, this approach aims to provide an in-depth
understanding of a single or multiple case(s), that could be an event, program or an activity
(Creswell, 2013).
In this research, I choose to conduct a single-case study. This approach has advantages and
disadvantages in comparison to multiple-case studies. The advantage of a single-case study is that it
has the focus on just one case and may avoid dilution of the overall analysis. The disadvantage of a
single-case study is that it will not be possible to have a more comprehensive understanding, which is
often the result of a multiple-case study. A multiple-case study is often conceived as more compelling
and robust, as this approach enables a comparison. A focus on more than one case however, may
dilute the overall analysis (Creswell, 2013). In order to succeed in my objective, which is to give
insights on how equity framing differs between the various levels of governance and how the
international and national level could have affected the sub-national REDD+ process, a comparative
analysis, in my opinion will move beyond the scope of my aim. A comparative analysis however,
would be a suitable follow-up on this research, as it could examine the difference of equity framing
between various state-level REDD+ programs in Brazil.
A case study can be holistic and embedded (Yin, 2003). The single-case study in this research is
'embedded', involving multiple units of analysis, as I will investigate the existing frames on equity at
different levels of governance. If the case study would only examine the global nature of the program
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REDD+ in Brazil, a holistic design would have been used (Yin, 2003). The case in this research will
serve as instrumental (Stake, 1995), in which the study is focused on a concern or problem (equity
framing), which is illustrated in a bounded case. The case should not be seen as 'intrinsic' that
presents an unusual or unique situation. Of course, the Bolsa Floresta Program is unique in itself, but
this does not make this program as something completely different from other REDD+ programs in
Brazil. The program, in this study, will be used to gain further understanding of equity on the ground
and the relations with the national and international levels of policy; it therefore serves as an
instrument.
The main purpose of the case study approach is not for generalising beyond the case. Qualitative
researchers are reluctant in generalising, because contexts of cases differ. The purpose of conducting
a qualitative case study therefore is to provide an ''analytical generalization'', as Yin (2009) and
Wayuni (2012) name it. In this mode of generalisation, ''a previously developed theory is used as a
template with which to compare the empirical results of the case study'' (Yin, 2009, p.38).

1.5.2 Research methods
In order to provide an analysis of the different frames on equity from different stakeholders,
discourse analysis will be applied. As mentioned before, REDD+ in this research is considered as a
''discursive construction'' (Hajer & Versteeg, 2005, p.183), a discourse or a set of (competing)
storylines that is actively constructed and reconstructed by actors at various levels of governance.
Storylines are defined as elements of a discourse, ''a narrative (…) to give meaning to (…)
phenomena'' (Hajer, 1995, p.56). However, they do not just represent phenomena; they actively
construct them by changing the way in which actors see and govern them (Hajer, 1995).
There is, however, not one type of discourse analysis. As there are many different definitions of
discourse, there is a wide range of practices that classify themselves as discourse analysis (Feindt &
Oels, 2005). In this research I will use the definition of a discourse given by Hajer & Versteeg (2005,
p.175): ''an ensemble of ideas, concepts and categories through which meaning is given to social and
physical phenomena, and which are produced and reproduced through an identifiable set of
practices''. Their discourse analysis ''sets out to trace a particular linguistic regularity that can be
found in discussions or debates'' (p.175). The basic assumption herein lies that language profoundly
shapes one's view of the world.
Arts & Buizer (2009) distinguish 'thick' and 'thin' approaches to discourse analysis. This research will
draw on a thick approach of discourse analysis, which is also used by Hajer & Versteeg (2005). A thin
approach is considered as a device used in a linguistic sense of organisation. This approach has a
narrow focus on the text per se and can also be seen as a non-Foucaulthian perspective on discourse
analysis (Feindt & Oels, 2006). This perspective generally makes an explicit distinction between
language (discourses) and practice (Arts & Buizer, 2009). On the contrary, the thick approach does
not make this distinction and perceives all realities as discursive and socially constructed. This
perspective defines discourse in a broader way and emphasises how discourse and practices are
intertwined.
As a means of triangulation, discourse analysis will be combined with other research methods. By
examining information through different methods, a more complete picture can be drawn and it can
reduce the impact of potential biases that can be present in single-method studies (Bowen, 2009). In
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addition to discourse analysis, document analysis will be applied in this study. This research method
refers to the processes of locating and analysing facts or trends in already existing documents (Witkin
& Altschuld, 1995). Furthermore, documents of all types can assist in uncovering meaning,
understanding, and in discovering insights relevant to the research problem. Document analysis is
especially applicable to qualitative case-studies, that require a rich description of a single
phenomenon or program, such as REDD+. Documents can provide, insights on the context in which
research participants operate, background information as well as historical insight, and they can be
used as a means of tracking change and development (Bowen, 2009).

1.5.3 Data collection and analysis
Yin (2009) proposes many data collection options. In this research I make use of different types of
documents, including policy documents and existing research. In addition, interviews are conducted.
According to Yin (2009), this is one of the most important source of data collection. Interviews in
case-study research are guided conversations, rather than structured queries. There are two types of
case-study interviews. The first one is the, 'in-depth' interview and the second type is the 'focused
interview'. This research conducts focused interviews, in which the respondents are interviewed for a
short period of time. This type of interviews require a certain set of questions derived from a casestudy protocol (Yin, 2009).
The analysis of data depends on a researcher's theoretical standpoint (Sutton & Austin, 2015), or
'research paradigm' (Wayuni, 2012). Research paradigms address the fundamental assumptions and
beliefs of the researcher, that often remain implicit. However, for this research it is important to
consider, as this will likely affect the analysis. In this research I adopt 'interpretative
phenomenological analysis', rooted in phenomenology, which tries to get underneath from what the
person is saying ''to truly understand the world from his or her perspective'' (Sutton & Austin, 2015,
p.228). Interpretative researchers reject the assumption, as proposed in postpositivism, that there's
only one single truth. They believe, instead, that ''reality is constructed by social actors and people’s
perceptions of it'' (Wayuni, 2012, p.71). It's recognised that actors, with their own backgrounds and
experiences, ''contribute to the on-going construction of reality existing in their broader social
context through social interaction'' (p.71). Because this construction is highly subjective, it's believed
that actors can have multiple perspectives on social reality and build multiple realities in this way.
The task for interpretative researchers is to attempt to uncover the ''inside perspectives or real
meanings of social phenomena'' (p.71).
This happens for both the analysed documents and the conducted interviews. The documents were
analysed, based on the scope, concepts and theories of this research. The quotes and sections were
copied and interpreted, according to the method of analysis described above. The audio-recorded
interviews are transcribed and put into written words, in order to further analyse them. This process
is called 'coding' , that ''refers to the identification of topics, issues, similarities, and differences that
are revealed through the participants’ narratives and interpreted by the researcher'' (Sutton &
Austin, 2015, p.228). The process enables researchers to understand the participant's perspective on
the particular subject. The data from the interviews is analysed through Atlas.ti.
Considering the interviews, there was one face-to-face interview that was conducted with Winnie
Overbeek (World Rainforest Movement - WRM), the other two interviews with Maria Fernanda
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Gebara (social and environmental scientist) and Adriana Ramos (Socio-environmental institute - ISA)
were conducted through Skype.
The following policy documents have been analysed:
Documents
UNFCCC COP decisions
National REDD+ strategy Brazil
Developing social and environmental safeguards for REDD+: a guide for a bottom-up
approach
Summary on how the Safeguards have been addressed and respected in Brazil
Amazon Fund Activity Report in 2017
Evaluation Report of Norway's International Climate and Forest Initiative
Project Design Document of Juma
Designing innovative schemes for payments for environmental services

References
UNFCCC, 2007;
UNFCCC, 2010
MMA, 2016
Bonfante et al.,
2010
DF, 2015
BNDES, 2017
Norad, 2016
Viana et al., 2008
FAS, 2017

1.6 Scientific and Societal relevance
The scientific relevance of this research, is that it will attempt to further examine the concept of
equity, in the context of co-existing and competing frames, at different policy levels. It will show the
connection and possible friction between different policy levels, in a multi-level governance program
such as REDD+. Furthermore this research will seek to understand the importance of framing in the
development of REDD+ and will test the Equity Framework created by McDermott et al. (2012). It
will show the impact of framing at the international and national level on the sub-national level of
Brazil. In doing so I aim to expand and go beyond the concepts of this framework. While there will be
limitations in this research (see Discussion chapter), I hope to deliver further insights on the
examination of equity, than already exists in today's literature. I assume that the frame-setting
process is vital in the development of a multi-level governance program such as REDD+ and certainly
not a step to be 'overlooked'. Starting an assessment or consideration of equity based on only the
core content of equity, shows goodwill, but I presuppose that this will not be enough to guarantee
equity. Therefore I hypothesise that, REDD+ should start, from the very beginning, by bringing
together all the stakeholders in an equal process. I acknowledge this will be challenging, but at the
same time this may be very important for the sustainability of the program.
This research may be social relevant in that it may show the importance of (often overlooked) frames
for the dimensions of equity and with that, the possible implications for local forest dependent or
indigenous peoples. This research will bring attention to the frame-analysis in the examination of
equity, as an important condition to take into account for the whole REDD+ process. It will aim to
give understanding of the difference between documents and what is happening on the ground.
Furthermore I hope to give understanding in what ways REDD+ could improve concerning equity.
While I will not be able to go 'inside' one of the projects myself, I aspire with this research to raise
more attention and consideration for equity for those at the frontline of combating deforestation.

1.7 Thesis outline
The thesis will start with a theoretical framework, that elaborates on the Equity Framework created
by McDermott et al. (2012) and presents a conceptual framework, which is applied throughout the
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thesis. The framework is followed by a background chapter, in which important background
information on REDD+ in Brazil, including the case, is provided. This information is used and further
examined during the analysis. After the background chapter the Equity Framework will be applied for
each of the policy levels, starting with the international level. Then, in an overview, the findings are
brought together in a table and the differences between the different policy levels become clear
(sub-research question 1). This chapter is supplemented by an analysis that includes the contextual
factors that may be of impact to the frame-setting processes at the sub-national level. In this chapter
the relation between the various levels of governance will be further analysed (sub-research
question 2). Thereafter in the Discussion chapter I will give my reflection and limitations of the Equity
Framework, my empirical research and findings. The study ends with a conclusion.

2. Theoretical Framework and Concepts
There are different ways of approaching equity in REDD+. For example, scholars of CIFOR (Centre for
International Forestry Research), often apply the 3E or 3E+ framework (Nathan & Pasgaard et al.,
2017). This framework analyses equity in context of REDD+' effectiveness and efficiency. Another
approach is suggested by Pascual et al. (2014), that shaped their own framework, consisting of four
dimensions of equity, including distributional, procedural, recognitional and contextual. Bayrak &
Marafa (2016) focused on the impact of REDD+ to livelihoods of local forest dependent people,
applying four different dimensions, that involve environmental impact, institutional impact, sociocultural impact and impact on livelihoods. Others focus on one or more dimensions of equity (see
introduction). This research, however, will be based on the Equity Framework presented by
McDermott et al. (2012) (See figure 1 below). I will now further elaborate on this framework and its
components.

2.1 The Equity Framework
All frameworks are composed with a specific purpose and should be chosen accordingly to the
research aim. The Equity Framework will be used in this research, especially, because it emphasises
the importance of framing and it provides a comprehensive and systematic approach to analysing
how different stakeholders may frame equity. McDermott et al. (2012) believe equity is a concept
that is socially constructed, meaning that it's a concept that is continuously contested about its
meaning, interpretation and implementation (Hajer & Versteeg, 2005). Their framework therefore
does not take normative stances on what is equitable, but rather examine the definition of equity
itself, as subject of analysis. This leads to its layered approach, that is particularly useful for
addressing a multi-level governance program such as REDD+, in which different actors at different
policy levels have different interests and priorities. With all these different interests, the framework
is unique in that it aims to clarify, amongst others, how the definition of equity is shaped (ItuarteLima et al., 2014).
The Equity Framework consists of a core and three layers. The core consists of three dimensions;
distributive, procedural and contextual equity. These dimensions form the so-called, 'core content' of
equity. The layers are part of what Fraser (2009) calls, 'the politics of framing', that ''concerns the
boundary-setting aspect of the political'' (p.22). I will now elaborate on the framework, from the
outside in.
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Figure 1: The Equity Framework, created by McDermott et al. (2012). Retrieved from REDD-NET (2011).

2.1.1 The 'how', the 'why' and the 'who'
The examination of equity starts with the outermost layer of the Equity Framework that responds to
the questions of the 'how'. This is what Fraser (2009) recognises as a third-order question of equity.
Given the conflicting conceptions of equity, this parameter is very important for understanding how
and by who, the target, the goal and content of equity are established (McDermott et al., 2012).
Different governance processes will produce different outcomes (Fraser, 2009). There may be elites
that ''monopolize the activity of frame-setting'' (Fraser, 2009, p.26) and as a consequence 'missframing' could occur, which arises when the boundaries of equity are drawn in such a way, that it
excludes people from the chance to participate at all (Fraser, 2009). According to Inoue (1998) there
are three different governance processes, namely top-down, professional-guided and bottom-up. In
the top-down approach, locals are informed about decisions after the decision making process. In a
professionally-guided approach, people may be consulted but only once the design and plans, or core
decisions, are already drawn by external professionals. A bottom-up process is locally initiated and
external professionals will take actions accordingly to the needs of the locals during such a process.
The ideal for the frame-setting process, is 'participatory parity' or 'participating as a peer', which is a
concept established by Fraser. This ideal strokes with the bottom-up process and holds that ''all
potentially affected by political decisions should have the chance to participate on terms of parity in
the informal processes of opinion formation to which the decision-takers should be accountable''
(Fraser, 2009, p.95). She suggests that this process must be applied not only for the core content of
equity, but also for the 'how', 'who' and 'why' (Fraser, 2009).
REDD+ may have formulated certain goals that the program aims to achieve concerning equity, or
maybe, none at all. This is what the middle layer of the framework involves. This layer questions if
equity goals have been set by the program and if so, what these aim to achieve. Generally, equity
goals might either seek to ignore equity, safeguard it/do no harm or improve equity (McDermott et
al., 2012). For example, a pure market-based program could aim solely for reducing emissions at the
global level, regardless of the equity at the local level. The program could also aim to minimise/avoid
causing harm or even to improve equity. If so, the program may introduce safeguards, whom
especially take place in REDD+ (McDermott et al., 2012). Generally, safeguards ensure that
environmental and social issues ''are taken into account in the design, implementation and
evaluation of activities'' (SES-REDD, n.d.). But they can also be defined as ''a set of principles, rules
and procedures put in place to achieve social and environmental goals'' (Roe et al., 2013, p.3).
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According to Arhin (2014), there are four different types of safeguards in REDD+, which I will present
in three groups. There are 'preventive/mitigative safeguards' that seek to 'do no harm' to local
communities. Here the primary aim is to prevent, minimise or avoid significant deprivation of REDD+
implementation. These safeguards are regarded as the minimum requirements for a REDD+ strategy
(Jagger et al., 2012). Proponents of this type of safeguard argue that the main goal of REDD+ is
climate change mitigation (Roe et al., 2013). On the other hand, there are 'promotive safeguards'
that emphasise not only a 'do no harm' principle, but also proactively a 'do good' principle. These
safeguards aim to enhance opportunities for people to participate in decision making and to improve
their livelihoods and benefits from REDD+. Proponents argue here that REDD+ otherwise will not
succeed or gain legitimacy (Roe et al., 2013). The third group consists of 'transformative safeguards',
that focus on realising fundamental changes in institutional arrangements, priorities and norms. They
differ from promotive safeguards, in that they focus on the broader political economy. For them, it is
not only about promoting full participation, but they concern also about the question why this hasn't
been there before. In other words, they emphasise the structural causes that have made
communities being excluded from decision making (Arhin, 2014). Which type of safeguards will be
dominant is decided by REDD+ host countries, often in cooperation with their donor or investor, and
will be integrated into the safeguard system and the national strategies (Roe et al., 2013).
Centred on the setting and contesting of frames is the question of the 'who', which is found in the
innermost layer of the Equity Framework. This layer of equity is concerned about who is considered
the target or subject of equity; equity, for whom? Targets include stakeholders that affect and are
affected by the program (Saeed et al., 2018). But the question is, who of these stakeholders are
considered the 'subjects of equity'? According to Nathan & Pasgaard (2017), subjects of equity can be
opt for based on either a 'pro-poor' or 'performance-based' approach. In a pro-poor approach, the
subjects of equity are the vulnerable, poor and marginalised. In a performance-based approach, the
subjects are those that perform accordingly to the goals of the program. However, this distinction
still does not make clear 'who' it really is about, since poor and marginalised people can be
approached as local individual citizens, but also as communities or as a global community. So,
another way of questioning this parameter of equity, is the question at what scale equity is
addressed by the program. Reducing forest carbon emissions by protecting a large tropical forest
area by excluding forest communities, may be unfair to local stakeholders, however, it may at the
same time be considered as necessary and positive at other scales, when considering, for example,
future generations as subjects of equity. Such ''spatiotemporal trade-offs'' are dependent on whose
equity criteria are considered (Pascual et al., 2010).

2.1.2 The 'core content' of equity
As mentioned before, a universal definition of equity does not exist, because every actor has its own
conception of equity. Despite of that, in general, most of the various definitions of equity are based
on ideas of distributive and procedural equity (McDermott et al., 2012). Distributive equity is about
the allocation among stakeholders of costs and benefits, resulting from, for example environmental
policy (McDermott et al., 2012). Partly due to criticism towards this (narrow) definition of equity,
attention has been drawn to procedural equity. It was argued that equity outcomes also depend on
those who participate in the decision making process (Schroeder et al., 2008). Distributive equity,
according to Fraser (2009) would ignore the causes and processes that construct inequity (Fraser,
2009). Procedural equity involves recognition, inclusion, representation and participation in decision
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making processes. All these matters shape the fairness of political, market and other processes that
allocate resources and resolve disputes (McDermott et al., 2012). Equity in decision making concerns
the way in which projects operate and to what extent all stakeholders are able to have a voice in the
process (Brown & Corbera, 2003). According to Griffiths (2008), equity in participation is critical for
achieving equity in the way benefits are distributed among stakeholders. In other words, equity in
decision-making will directly influence equity in benefit-sharing (Corbera et al., 2007).
Whereas distributive and procedural equity both investigate the outcomes and processes, the third
dimension presented by McDermott et al. (2012), contextual equity, refers to inequity embedded in
pre-existing social and political conditions. This dimension recognises that equity is a 'situated
phenomenon' in that it considers political and socioeconomic conditions that determine the extent
to which there are equal outcomes in participation and distribution (McDermott et al., 2012). This
type of equity describes the 'uneven playing field' that shapes access to participate in decision
making processes. It builds on the idea of 'equity in access', that emphasises the ways in which
different actors in society are able to engage and participate in projects like REDD+ (Brown &
Corbera, 2003).
The three dimensions of equity should be seen as interdependent aspects of a multidimensional
framework. The Equity Framework is less concerned about the exact relations between the
dimensions and is more concerned about whether they are all taken into consideration during an
examination of equity (McDermott et al., 2012).

2.2 Conceptual Model
As a summarise of the above, the following conceptual model can be formed:

Based on the Equity Framework, the examination of equity starts with the outermost layer: the
frame-setting process. This process is perceived as being very important for understanding how the
parameters of equity are set (McDermott et al., 2012). The reason for the framework to start with
this process, is that this process may be ruled by elites or other dominant actors, that may exclude
other voices from the decision making process, about the parameters of equity (Fraser, 2009). It is
therefore fundamental how this process occurs and who is included. In REDD+, being a multi-level
governance program, this process happens at three different policy levels; at the international,
national and local level. What the relation is between these three different levels, should be one of

21

the results of this study; for now they are standing in line. The type of governance can be either topdown, professional-guided or bottom-up (Inoue, 1998), and will likely have different impacts and
different policy outcomes (Fraser, 2009). The frame-setting process will lead to goals and subjects of
equity, that will determine the choice of REDD+ safeguards. The goals of equity can be either to 'do
no harm', to 'do good' or 'to transform' and put emphasis on equity. Subjects of equity can be either
opt for based on a pro-poor or performance based approach. They range from global equity between
countries, to equity for individuals on the ground. There are multiple types of safeguards with each
different goals and subjects of equity, that reach from avoiding harm (preventive) to changing equity
(transformative) (see Arhin, 2014). Different types will likely be found among different policy scales,
as safeguards depend on interpretation that will likely vary between the international and national
levels of policy. The goals and subjects of equity are both embedded in the type of safeguards and
will probably have different implications for the core content of equity, as different meanings or
conceptualisations given to a concept, affect the outcomes (Hajer & Versteeg, 2005).

3. REDD+ in Brazil
This section will look into some relevant context, background information and historical agreements
that are important for the analysis. The background will consist of the most important developments,
agreements and decisions made in Brazil that are connected with REDD+ and equity and that could
impact today's implementation process.

3.1 The National level
3.1.1 Deforestation in Brazil
Brazil has known high deforestation levels that are of the most extreme in the world. Since 1988,
when Brazil started measuring deforestation, more than 153000 square miles have been cleared, an
area larger than Germany, with 1995 and 2004 (see figure 2) as two peak years of deforestation in
the Amazon (Dalene, 2011). The deforestation during last decades was mainly situated around the
so-called 'Arc of Deforestation', but in recent years, deforestation expanded beyond the Arc (May et
al., 2016). Logging activities have migrated, because of a depletion of timber species and an
expansion of ranching. Deforestation trends at the same time has changed, once it was driven by
large-scale clear-cutting and now deforestation happens mostly in small areas. These trends have led
to a focus on the role that smallholders play in deforestation (Gebara & Agrawal, 2017).
According to May et al. (2016), ''deforestation trends in the Brazilian Amazon have been linked to
globalized markets for minerals, beef, hides, timber, soybeans, biofuels and other commodities''
(p.92). The main causes for deforestation in the Amazon are road construction and paving, since both
allow for new forms of access land and other natural resources. Other drivers of deforestation are
expansions of cattle ranging and soybean production. Mining, logging, dam-construction,
urbanisation, and also, policy making (Dalene, 2011; Godar et al., 2014). Policies of governments, as
recent as the early 2000s, promoted large-scale cattle ranching, extensive soy-bean production and
large scale mining. The importance of policy making is evident in Brazil, especially when you see the
shift in the trend (see figure 2) after policies aimed at reducing deforestation (Vatn et al., 2018).
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3.1.2 Forest governance structures
Before elaborating on this shift, it is important to understand the governance structure in Brazil and
how policies are developed. Brazil is a federal state, which means that policies, relevant to forests,
are defined at the federal, state and municipal level (Vatn et al., 2018). Besides the development of
federal instruments and programs, laws and programs are created independently at the sub-national
level, to promote REDD+ actions (MMA, 2016). This is agreed upon under Brazil's 1988 Constitution
(Article 1), in which is stated that the federal government decides the norm, and that states and
federal districts can adopt more specific regulations (Gebara et al., 2014).

3.1.3 PPCDAm & the Amazon Fund
The high rates of deforestation in combination with increasing international interest in reducing
deforestation and climate change, made Brazil to put deforestation high up on the agenda. This led in
2004 to the Action Plan for Protection and Control of Deforestation in the Amazon (PPCDAm). This
plan aimed to prevent and control deforestation in the Legal Amazon. It was structured in three
thematic axes. The first focused on land tenure regularisation and land use planning. The second on
environmental monitoring and control. The third focused on fostering sustainable production
activities. Through land-use planning, (including land tenancy and rights, surveillance and monitoring
and promotion of sustainable development), the plan led to 148 new protected areas, a ratification
of 10 million hectare as indigenous lands and 50 million hectares of federal and state protected
areas. PPCDAm contributed to a reduction of deforestation of 71%, between 2004 and 2012 (see
figure 2), and forms the basis for REDD+ implementation (DF, 2015).
The reduction in deforestation was mainly achieved through 'command and control' measures. This
strategy refers to ''the insurance of rules, orders, norms and provisions of an obligatory nature
backed by negative sanctions or threats of negative sanctions(e.g., ﬁnes, imprisonment) by the
state'' (Gebara & Agrawal, 2017, p.5). This is based on hierarchy, which means that the controlled
groups have to act in the way stated by the controllers (Gebara & Agrawal, 2017). Until recently, the
command and control measures have been implemented in forest conservation politics, meaning, ''in
the creation of protect areas, restricting, monitoring and controlling land use and law enforcement,
and enforcing compliance''(p.5).

Figure 2: Annual deforestation in the Brazilian Amazon in the period of 2000-2016. Source: INPE. Retrieved from: Vatn et al.
(2018).
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In 2008, the Amazon Fund was created, that mainly aims ''to raise donations for non-reimbursable
investments in efforts to prevent, monitor and combat illegal deforestation and to promote
conservation and sustainable use of forests in the Amazon biome'' (DF, 2015, p.14). The fund was
created with the support and donation of $110 million USD from the Norwegian Government.
Currently this Fund is Brazil's main funding instrument based on compensation for REDD+ results (DF,
2015). The Amazon Fund is considered to be the main actor in the REDD+ governance system of
Brazil.
There are three actors that manage the Amazon Fund. The first one is the Guidance Committee. This
Committee is responsible for the definition of strategic guidelines for the use of donations. The
members of this Committee come from different groups: federal government, state governments
and civil society. The Technical Committee reports the amounts of reduced emissions. BNDES
manages the Fund. BNDES is a public bank, though is legally fully autonomous from the federal
government (Dalene, 2011).

3.2 The State of Amazonas
Between 2007 and 2008, the states of Acre, Amazonas and Tocantins developed their own climate
change and forest conservation laws. The state of Amazonas was the first to allow REDD+ projects
and has its own legal framework for REDD+. The Amazonas adopted strategies for the distribution of
benefits resulting from reducing deforestation, including investments in MRV (Monitoring, Reporting
& Verification) ''aimed to benefitting the traditional communities for their commitment to
conservation and change of behaviour towards deforestation'' (Leiva-Montoya, 2013, p.15).
In order to execute it, the Amazonas Sustainable Foundation (FAS) and the state government signed
an agreement to implement the Bolsa Floresta Programme (BFP), in 2007. The main justification for
this agreement is the capability of FAS to implement the programme efficiently, transparently and
independently from political party interests (Leiva-Montoya, 2013; Viana et al., 2008). FAS has the
objective of ''improving the quality of life of the local populations and the conservation of forests (…)
as well as implementing the Bolsa Floresta Program'' (Vatn et al., 2018, p.13).

3.2.1 The Bolsa Floresta Program
Programa Bolsa Floresta, or the Forest Allowance Programme, is a compensation mechanism,
towards the conservation efforts made by indigenous peoples and forest communities. It is the first
PES-based REDD+ scheme to reward traditional and indigenous peoples for their efforts in
maintaining the ecosystem services provided by the forests (Agustsson et al., 2014). BFP target areas
are Amazonas Conservation Units, among which the Sustainable Use Units (Leiva-Montoya, 2013).
Conservation Units protect forests against deforestation and degradation and this would not only
lead to benefits for the climate, but also for the quality of life of the local population (Souza, 2013).
BFP is funded by multiple sources, both private and international. The main contributors are the
state of Amazonas with R$20 million and private companies, such as the Bradesco Bank with R$20
million, but also parties such as in 2009 Coca-Cola Brazil with R$20 million, Samsung Brazil with R$3,8
million (2011-2014) and R$5,2 million (2014-2017), Marriot International with R$500 thousand per
year for four years. The Amazon Fund made its contribution with R$19,3 million (2010-2015), plus
R$31,5 (2016-2018) (Vatn et al., 2018, p.13).
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3.2.2 Sustainable Development Reserve
Bolsa Floresta is implemented into already established reserves, or Sustainable Development
Reserves (SDRs). A Sustainable Development Reserve belongs to the state and is protected by law. In
general, SDRs were established to conserve nature and biodiversity, while ensuring sustainable use
of resources and the development of local communities (Medeiros, 2006). A Sustainable
Development Reserve can be defined as a,
''Natural area that shelters traditional populations whose existence is based on sustainable systems
for exploitation of the natural resources. It is intended to preserve the nature and improve the
conditions and necessary means for reproduction and improvement of the standard of living and
extraction of natural resources of the traditional populations; focused at valuing, conserving and
perfectioning the environment management techniques of the traditional populations'' (cited in
Leiva-Montoya, 2013, p.11).
A SDR has certain rules the communities will have to adapt to. It is for example, prohibited to clear
primary forest for agricultural use. The size of the cultivation areas should be delimited to 4 quadrics
and communities are restricted to use the slash and burn method. In general, all commercial
activities are not allowed, such as logging, fishing and hunting (Agustsson et al. 2014, p.92). As a
consequence, the projects may differ from other projects, as these projects often do not know high
historical deforestation levels. The goal mainly is to avoid expected deforestation (Viana et al. 2008).

4. Findings across the levels of governance
The discussion about equity in REDD+, its purposes, subjects and safeguards takes place at different
scales as can be observed in the conceptual model. The mechanism of REDD+ is shaped at the
international level and is meant to be implemented by the national and local levels of a country. In
this section I will provide insights on the frame-setting process (the how) and what goals (the why)
and subjects (the who) of equity are targeted, at the international, national and sub-national level of
Brazil. In sub-chapter 4.4 an overview in a table is provided of the findings.

4.1 The international level
Internationally, the concept of REDD+ has developed over time and with that, its goals and subjects
concerning equity. In order to identify these, policy documents consisting of main UNFCCC decisions
developed during Conferences of the Parties, were used and analysed, supported by a secondary
analysis of already existing research. I will start the examination with the question 'how' these
decisions were taken and what impact they may have for the parameters of equity at national and
local levels.

4.1.1 The frame-setting process
International agreements on REDD+ have taken place during several COPs (Conference of the
Parties), as the decision making body of the Convention. In here, decision making takes place
between countries that are Parties of the Convention. Countries often send their environmental
ministerial delegation that officially represent their state. There may also be other stakeholders, such
as quasi-state actors or NGOs, but they count as 'observers' and do not take part of the decision

25

making (Skovgaard, 2015). Equity issues are therefore raised not only by the result of the
agreements, but also by the decision making process of the negotiations themselves (Peskett et al.,
2011), as stakeholders that might be impacted by the agreements, (such as indigenous or traditional
communities) do not have a (direct) voice at the international level.
The extent to which the UNFCCC frame-setting process is of influence to the national and local levels
of the host country, becomes clear from Decision 1/CP.16, that specifically recognises ''that the
implementation of the activities (…) depends on the specific national circumstances, capacities and
capabilities of each developing country Party and the level of support received''. This country
approach was later, during COP19 in 2013, incorporated in the REDD+ Warsaw Framework. This
framework was established as the framework for the implementation of REDD+ activities. It makes
clear what criteria a country should consider, in order to receive finance. These criteria are, (1) the
development of the action plan (National REDD+ Strategy), (2) a National Forest Reference Level, (3)
a National Forest Monitoring System, (4) a Safeguard Information System and (5) a Summary that
shows how the Safeguards have been addressed and respected (Voigt & Ferreira, 2015).
Despite this list, the concrete scope of REDD+ is yet open to give an interpretation to by the host
country, as concrete measures for implementation lack in the formulations of the UNFCCC. This is
understandable according to Meridian (2009), that claim that it's unlikely that international
guidelines will be detailing exactly how REDD+ should be implemented. Countries may choose to
include all or single out REDD+ activities, according to national circumstances, that differ from
country to country (Voigt & Ferreira, 2015). As a consequence, one can argue that, the REDD+
Warsaw Framework authorises the national government of the whole REDD+ process, including the
formulation of the Strategy, the Safeguards and the monitoring of results. This attitude might initiate,
in such a way, a more centralised approach in the host countries where REDD+ will take place. This
centralisation is argued as being necessary in order to prevent double counting of emission reduction
and to improve coordination of implementation (Voigt & Ferreira, 2015). The country approach is
said not likely to be of certain influence for the setting of the goals and subjects of equity at the
national level (Ituarte-Lima et al., 2014), as it will be up to national governments what the goals and
subjects are of the REDD+ program concerning equity.

4.1.2 The goals and subjects of equity
In order to understand the equity stances of the UNFCCC, I will now have a look at the core decisions
of the COP, regarding equity.
The UNFCCC articulates, according to Ituarte-Lima et al. (2014, p.8) ''a range of subjects of equity''
that reveals a ''hierarchy of subjects of equity under REDD+'' (p.5). The first subjects of equity
become clear from Decision 1/CP.1, in which is emphasised that ''the Parties should protect the
climate system for the benefit of present and future generations of humankind, on the basis of
equity''. From this statement becomes clear that the subjects of equity consist of the global
community as a whole, including future generations. The UNFCCC recognises that different countries
are confronted by different challenges, and during COP13 in Bali, developing countries are considered
the targets of equity, that should be compensated for their efforts against deforestation. In addition,
COP13 also states that ''…the needs of local and indigenous communities should be addressed when
action is taken to reduce emissions from deforestation and forest degradation in developing
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countries'' (Holloway & Giandomenico, 2009, p.11). This indicates the third group of subjects, with a
focus on the community level.
Set out in the Cancun Agreements, where REDD became REDD+, it was agreed, ''that equity concerns
must be included in the design of REDD+ Safeguards'' (Di Gregorio et al., 2013, p.2), which should be
''promoted and supported'' (UNFCCC, 2010, p.12). The UNFCCC recognises that REDD+ may entail
potential risks to people and environment. In order to protect against these potential risks and while
promoting potential benefits for indigenous peoples and local communities (Daviet & Larsen, 2012),
the UNFCCC adopted the seven Cancun Safeguards. According to Decision 12/CP.17, these
safeguards should ''be included in, where appropriate, all phases of implementation…''. Following the
guidelines in Appendix I of Decision 1/CP.16, the countries should take into account,
- The need to respect national legislation and sovereignty in the development and implementation of
REDD+. In other words, this emphasises that all countries have equal rights (Heyward, 2007).
- The need ''to enhance other social and environmental benefits'' (UNFCCC, 2010, p.27), which
includes poverty reduction, that seems to reflect concerns about benefit distribution (Gregorio et al.,
2013).
- The need to ensure there is ''respect for knowledge and rights of indigenous peoples and members
of local communities, by taking into account relevant international obligations, national
circumstances and laws, and noting that the United Nations General Assembly has adopted the
United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples'' (UNFCCC, 2010, p.26).
- The need to ensure ''full and effective participation of relevant stakeholders, in particular
indigenous peoples and local communities'' (UNFCCC, 2010, p.26) in REDD+ actions.
Concerning procedural equity, it is clear that the UNFCCC aspire full and effective participation of
indigenous and local communities in particular. Statements about distributive equity are less clear.
The only safeguard that refers to distributive equity emphasises the need to enhance other benefits.
This however is not about benefit distribution among the stakeholders. Article 3.2 of the UNFCCC
does mention the distribution of costs, ''the specific needs and special circumstances of developing
country Parties, especially those that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate
change''. This statement, however, is more focused on a global distribution of costs in particular.
In order to reach the objectives of that what the safeguards involve, it was argued by civil society
groups that the UNFCCC should link its text to other international human rights instruments (Peskett
et al., 2011). This can be traced back in the notion of the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples, or UNDRIP. By referring to this Treaty, the UNFCCC indirectly, alludes to the
concept of Free, Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC). Generally, this concept emphasises a free
process, which is ought to be self-directed by the community. This means that they should determine
process, timeline and the decision making structure and they are free to participate (UN-REDD,
2013). Despite that FPIC has been upheld as the best practice for working with forest communities in
REDD+ (see UN-REDD, 2015), no direct reference is made of FPIC in any Conference of the Parties.
This may be explained by the critique towards the principle, as it can have different meanings and it
is unclear as it lacks consideration of local contexts (Pham et al., 2015). In addition it's argued that it
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merely ''reflects the commitment of UN member states to move in certain directions'' (RECOFTC,
2015, p.4).
While the subjects of equity are clear and they would range from global equity to equity at the
community level, it yet remains unclear whether equity should be improved or not worsened
(Ituarte-Lima, 2014). Whether equity is to be improved or purely safeguarded is left open for
interpretation, as there is no reference to equity per se. However, Peskett et al. (2011) believe the
equity goal behind the safeguards is to ''do no harm'' (p.9). Ituarte-Lima et al. (2014) state that the
safeguards are ''focused at the community level, prioritizing the avoidance of harm and
enhancement of benefits for indigenous peoples and local communities'' (p.5). What the safeguards
exactly aim to achieve at the international level, is in fact, not so important, because they are open
for interpretation for those that have to implement them. The national governments, together with
stakeholders, have the responsibility to decide where to draw the line that represents a minimum
acceptable standard and what consequences will follow if this standard is not reached (Daviet &
Larsen, 2012).

4.1.3 Conclusion
The frame-setting process of the UNFCCC at the international level is a process that is quite in
contrast with their own formulated safeguards that stress the need for full and effective participation
of indigenous and local communities and indirectly refer to FPIC. While these people are considered
as one of the subjects of equity, they had no direct voice at the international conferences. One may
question if this is the 'right' start of a multi-level stakeholder program such as REDD+. Considering
the subjects of equity, the UNFCCC most strongly focuses on the global scale and identifies
developing countries and their national governments as the main subjects of equity. In addition, the
UNFCCC recognises local communities as important beneficiaries in their formulated safeguards. It is
unclear however, what the UNFCCC aspires concerning equity and whether it should be improved or
solely safeguarded, as there is no reference to equity per se (Ituarte-Lima et al., 2014). The list of
safeguards itself therefore is not very relevant, as it is open for interpretation for the national host
governments of REDD+. They will decide what role equity will play, according to their national and
local context.

4.2 The national level
In this section I will identify the goals and subjects regarding equity at the national level of Brazil,
and, most importantly, how these frames are set and which of the stakeholders could actively
participate in this process. The most important policy document for REDD+ at the national level, is
the National REDD+ Strategy, or ENREDD+ in Brazil. This is the design for the implementation of
REDD+ and is therefore important to see what's mentioned here in relation to equity. It will also be
essential to look at the Amazon Fund and its main funder, Norway.

4.2.1 The frame-setting process
In Brazil, the Interministerial Working Group on REDD+, which is a high level policy group, has worked
to negotiate and build the National Strategy. During 2010, three different working groups operated
to discuss the main points of the strategy, ''involving participants from governmental,
nongovernmental, civil society, and private sector organizations'' (Gebara et al., 2014). In addition to
the working groups, some ministries along with state governments promoted a dialogue process
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between the federal state and the state governments, in order to discuss the key points for REDD+
projects and programs being implemented. Finally, a 'Multi-stakeholder Committee' was organised
by civil society in 2010, to develop socio-environmental principles and criteria for acceptable REDD+
projects. This Committee consisted of 21 organisations, most from the civil society sector and none
from the government sector, because the objective of the process was ''to express the opinion of
civil society with respect to REDD+'' (Bonfante et al., 2010, p.13). In the Committee, there were also
some contributions of indigenous and traditional peoples (Gebara et al., 2014). The Multistakeholder Committee resulted in a document called 'Developing social and environmental
safeguards for REDD+: a guide for a bottom-up approach' (Bonfante et al., 2010). The document
consists of eight principles and 27 criteria, that were said to be approved by consensus. The
principles and criteria were shaped between August 2009 to July 2010, in a bottom-up approach, that
took consideration of the concerns ''of groups that may be affected by REDD+ activities'' (Bonfante et
al., 2010, p.4).
However, despite of all these initiatives and discussion platforms, that aim to promote participatory
planning, several NGOs and States claimed a lack of proper participation in the development of the
National Strategy and its components (Souza, 2013). Overbeek (pers. comm. 2018), from the World
Rainforest Movement Brazil, was sceptical to the suggested bottom-up approach, because according
to him, local communities do not participate during such decision making processes. This is partly
due to the distance between where the REDD+ decision making process takes place and where the
local communities live. The people that represent the indigenous and local peoples, often are those
that live in the big city and do not come as often anymore in their village (Overbeek, pers. comm.
2018). This was also stated by Gebara (pers. comm. 2018), who stated that, ''they try to get some
local people, but normally again, in the case of indigenous people, its someone living in the city, or
someone already in a powerful position''. Gebara (pers. comm. 2018) nonetheless believes the
process for setting the principles for REDD+ in Brazil was good and participative with the help of
NGOs that really went in the field at the local level to interview the people that would be the main
beneficiaries of REDD, but ''then to implement is another step''. The National Strategy is still very
unclear in terms of the types of measures it will concentrate on to implement REDD+ and to
guarantee that safeguards are in place (Gebara et al., 2017), but according to Gebara (pers. comm.
2018), working groups are currently engaged to construct more principles of how this strategy should
be implemented.
Next to the National REDD+ strategy and its decision making process, it also is valuable to have a look
at such processes in case of the Amazon Fund. This fund was created in 2008, and is considered to be
the main actor in the REDD+ governance system of Brazil. It mainly aims ''to raise donations for nonreimbursable investments in efforts to prevent, monitor and combat illegal deforestation and to
promote conservation and sustainable use of forests in the Amazon biome'' (DF, 2015, p.14).
Currently this Fund is Brazil's main funding instrument based on compensation for REDD+ results (DF,
2015).
There are three actors that manage the Amazon Fund. The first one is the Guidance Committee,
which is responsible for the definition of strategic guidelines for the use of donations. The members
of this Committee come from different groups: federal government, state governments and civil
society. The BNDES (Brazilian Development Bank) is the administrator of the fund. They have the
responsibility for the monitoring, reporting and operation of the fund and will have to make sure that
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donations will be spend according to the guidelines and criteria. They are also in control of approving
a project to be supported by the Amazon Fund. The Technical Committee is the third actor that
reports the amounts of reduced emissions (BNDES, 2017).
From e-mail contact, Angela Albernaz (one of the managers of BNDES), informed me that, ''from the
outset, participatory and transparent governance was established. Its 23-member Guidance
Committee is responsible for establishing the guidelines and criteria for applying resources and
monitoring the performance of its manager''. This view corresponds to the document 'Guidelines and
Criteria for Allocation of Resources and Focuses in 2017 and 2018', in which is stated that, ''the
Amazon Fund relies on a solid participatory governance system led by the Amazon Fund Steering
Committee, which is in charge of setting its guidelines and monitoring its results'' (BNDES, 2017).
However, according to research of Elisabeth Dalene, back in 2011, that what's on paper does not
correspond to reality. She argues that the Guidance Committee, who are supposed to develop the
guidelines and criteria, ''do not have any authority'' (p.41). BNDES is argued to have all authority,
''regarding any decision-making in the Fund'' (p.41). She also mentions, as a result from personal
communication with Adriana Ramos from ISA, that BNDES has not been transparent and it's not sure
whether BNDES is following up the principles and guidelines. During my interview with Ramos (pers.
comm. 2018) I asked her if the situation has changed and she told me indeed that the transparency
of BNDES has improved. It was a learning process for them, as they were not used to being
transparent. With the improved transparency of the Fund, the Guidance Committee has more
impact, since there are more decisions on the table. Ramos (pers. comm. 2018) still believes they are
''still only a Guidance Committee'', not really in charge of the governance system as is suggested,
''but at least now everything has to be discussed''. If she compares the participatory planning system
of the Amazon Fund with the National Commission of REDD, she states that it's better than the
National Commission of REDD, which according to her, ''has a lack of participation''. The
representation of the Amazon Fund is well-designed, according to Ramos, which also includes a seat
for the representatives of indigenous peoples.

4.2.2 The goals and subjects of equity
The overall objective of the National Strategy of Brazil is to ''contribute to the mitigation of climate
change by eliminating illegal deforestation, promoting conservation and rehabilitation of forest
ecosystems and the development of a low carbon sustainable forest economy, generating economic,
social and environmental benefits'' (MMA, 2016, p.21). As can be observed, this overall objective
involves three ''action lines'', including the coordination of climate change, biodiversity and
safeguards; measuring, reporting and verifying results and; fundraising for REDD+ results-based
payments and distributing benefits. Climate change mitigation seems to be the main objective, which
is to be achieved through the action lines. However, what the goals and subjects are concerning
equity is less clear. There is one reference in the strategy, related to distributive equity, ''the
distribution of benefits, should be equitable, including all the actors that can contribute to REDD+
results and engaging indigenous peoples, smallholders and traditional communities'' (p.28). This
seems to be rather 'performance-based' on the one hand, as it is about those actors that perform
accordingly to the goals of the program. Though on the other hand this statement may be 'pro-poor'
since indigenous peoples, smallholders and traditional communities are named explicitly. The goal
concerning equity remains rather unclear.
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It is said that the REDD+ strategy is tied with ''the tactical-operational plan defined by PPCDAm, with
specific REDD+ goals defined by Brazil'' (DF, 2015, p.14). PPCDAm is the Action Plan for Protection
and Control of Deforestation in the Amazon of 2004, that aims to prevent and control deforestation
in the Legal Amazon. This plan was structured in three thematic axes. The first focused on land
tenure regularisation and land use planning. The second on environmental monitoring and control.
The third focused on fostering sustainable production activities. As can be seen, there clearly is no
reference to equity among these axis. Among the specific REDD+ goals, the only reference to equity
is indirect and is found in the first goal, that emphasises ''to improve the monitoring and impact
assessment of public policies for REDD+, in order to maximize their contribution to global climate
change mitigation, observing the Cancun safeguards (DF, 2015, p.14). The main goal for Brazil, once
again, seems that of mitigation, while taking some consideration of the Cancun safeguards. However,
as mentioned in the sub-chapter before, Brazil has created various additional safeguards to the ones
of Cancun. I will start examining those that are created by civil society.
It is worth starting with a statement found on page 34 (Bonfante et al., 2010), which says that,
''Once social and environmental safeguards have been developed, it is important that the various
REDD+ initiatives being implemented in the country, either projects of the private sector or
government programs, include these safeguards in their planning so that social and environmental
risks are reduced''
First of all, according to this statement, the safeguards are considered important enough that they
should be included in the REDD+ initiatives. However, they are not even included in the REDD+
Strategy, which only refers to these safeguards as being developed. Secondly, the goal behind these
safeguards also becomes clear from this statement, as it seems that the social and environmental
safeguards should be making sure that the potential risks are reduced, so that no harm is done. It
does not mention that the safeguards should instead focus on improving equity. This statement is
interesting, because it is quite in contrast with some of the actual safeguards, in the same document.
For example, among the principles and criteria, it is argued that ''REDD+ actions shall contribute to
poverty, social inclusion and improvement of livelihoods for people who live in REDD+
implementation areas and in areas affected by it'' (Bonfante et al., 2010, p.37). Furthermore, REDD+
actions ''shall contribute to the empowerment and autonomy of populations involved, based on
participatory planning and local development tools'' (p.37). Concerning benefit-sharing and
participation, the safeguards emphasise that ''benefits generated by REDD+ actions shall be accessed
in a fair, transparent and equitable form by those who hold the rights to the use of land and/or
natural resources and promote activities related to conservation, sustainable use and forest
restoration'' (p.37) and ''conditions for the participation of the beneficiaries shall be ensured in all
phases of REDD+ actions and in the decision making processes, including the identification,
negotiation and distribution of benefits'' (p.37). Finally, amongst others, its emphasised that,
''decision making processes relating to REDD+ actions shall effectively ensure the right to free,
previous and informed consent'' (p.37).
These safeguards clearly not only aim to simply reduce potential risks of REDD+ actions, but on the
contrary want to see improvements of and contributions to poverty, livelihoods, empowerment and
autonomy. The targets of equity are rather 'pro-poor', as they mainly would consist of those that live
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in REDD+ implementation projects and those that are affected by it. Other subjects of equity involve
so-called 'beneficiaries' of the projects.
In addition to these safeguards, the Ministry of Environment and FUNAI (National Indian
Organisation) created principles and premises for REDD+ actions. The first difference with the
principles developed by civil society is that, the principles and premises are found extensively in
Annex 1 and at the same time are said to ''provide the basis for REDD+ implementation'' (MMA,
2016, p.24). This may initiate that the principles of civil society are less important or not being fully
recognised.
The principles and premises aim to address ''the interests of indigenous peoples''. One of the
principles concerns the main focus of REDD+ initiatives in indigenous lands, which ''shall be to avoid
the replication in indigenous lands of the historical deforestation patterns observed in areas with
other uses and occupation'' (MMA, 2016, p.37). Furthermore, it's mentioned that ''the definition of
an indigenous component in the national REDD+ strategy will have as principle the respect for
national and international legislation in force, including free, prior and informed consultation'' (p.38).
Another principle insists on that REDD+ initiatives should preferably be carried out ''by the agents
that act as the actual stewards of the ecosystem services generating environments'' (p.38), based on
the self-determination principle. This principle is part of the UNDRIP (article 3), that states that
indigenous peoples freely determine their political status and freely pursue their economic, social
and cultural development. Moreover, ''ecosystem services/REDD+ initiatives shall respect, recognize
and value indigenous peoples’ sociocultural systems'' (p.38). Finally, it's recognised ''that there are
outstanding demands regarding the recognition of indigenous rights over areas, in addition to areas
under judicial consideration, which deserve special treatment in the context of the national REDD+
strategy, so as to avoid the development of perverse incentives for wrongful occupation of such
areas with a view to obtain carbon offsetting or ecosystem services benefits'' (p.39).
The goal, or main focus, of REDD+, according to the Ministry of Environment and FUNAI is clear:
REDD+ shall avoid historical deforestation patterns. In addition, REDD+ initiatives should go hand in
hand with the concept of FPIC, the principle of self-determination and preferably they should be
carried out by the agents or indigenous peoples, who are seen as stewards. While this is a step
further in detail than the UNFCCC safeguards, and comes closer to the criteria of civil society, there is
no notion of poverty alleviation or the contribution REDD+ shall make to the empowerment of
indigenous and local populations.
In the Activity Report 2017 of the Amazon Fund, it's stated that ''the Amazon Fund precedes the
approval of the Cancun safeguards, but since its creation, the steering committee has established a
set of guidelines and criteria that, associated with the operational policies of BNDES, have since
functioned as safeguards'' (BNDES, 2017, p.74). I posed the question to Adriana Ramos, how these
guidelines and criteria relate to equity. According to Ramos (pers. comm. 2018), there's no direct
reference to the concept of equity, there is but a ''certain perspective''. Personally Ramos did not
believe the guidelines and criteria to be strong enough to be considered as to guarantee equity. She
acknowledges the difficulty of discussing equity, ''considering that there are so many different
realities''. The concept therefore is left for what it may include and Ramos did not remember it to
appear in any discussion up till now. The discussions related to equity, in the Guidance Committee,
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mostly are about benefit-sharing and the recognition of the local people. The recognition of local
people, however, are not included in the guidelines and criteria.
The guidelines and criteria related to equity, are (BNDES, 2017),
- On 'target audience', the Amazon Fund supports ''projects involving direct benefits for traditional
communities, settlements and family farmers'' (p.182)
- On 'social participation', the guidelines stress that, ''projects involving traditional communities and
indigenous people must necessarily present documents certifying the previous consent of these
communities or their representative institutions. The communities involved should be explained in
the project'' (p.182)
- On 'benefits collective use', the guidelines emphasise that, ''the results of projects with economic
purposes should prioritize collective or public benefits'' (p.183)
- On 'equality', the Amazon Fund should ''avoid concentration of project resources in one state only''
(p.184) and ''avoid concentration of resources among applicants: government agencies, research
institutions and civil society organizations'' (p.184)
According to Ramos and her Institution ISA, the main beneficiaries, or subjects of equity, should
consist of the local people. In order to combat deforestation, Ramos believes that it is key ''to really
strengthen these people in the local level, so that everybody will recognise they are important
people in terms of taking care of the territory, REDD+ and its focus on carbon can be a way in order
to reduce or avoid deforestation''. Ramos and ISA recognises REDD to be a mechanism that could
strengthen indigenous peoples' rights and autonomy on managing the territory, and with that could
combat deforestation. They do believe there are still improvements to be made in the Amazon Fund.
One of them is,
''the way that the Fund analyses the consultation process of each one of the projects. There are
many projects that are developed by organisations, together with local people and the way the fund
checks of how this process of building together the project and consulting the local people were
developed, is still weak''
The other improvement involves recognition of alternative management by the local people. Finally
Ramos would like to see more direct linkages between the Amazon Fund and the projects, in which
the people receive the benefits directly instead of indirectly through NGOs and other intermediaries,
which happens mostly now. As part of strengthening the people inside the projects, it is also
necessary, according to Adriana Ramos, ''to put them also as manager of their territory''. While this is
currently often missing, the projects do have ''to show in each project how many people and in which
way they are going to benefit, this is something very clear in the criteria of the Fund''.
The main goal of REDD+ seems to be reducing deforestation and according to Ramos, the local
people are key in achieving this, through recognising them as important. This view however seems
not yet to be shared among all stakeholders at the national level and within the Amazon Fund. When
looking to the Amazon Fund's Logical Framework (see figure 3), for example, one can observe there is
not one component related to recognising or empowering the local people, as a strategy in order to
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reduce deforestation. Though, based on this framework, projects are being selected (pers. comm.
Albernaz, 2018).

Figure 3: Amazon Fund's Logical Framework. Retrieved from the Amazon Fund Activity Report in 2017

The Amazon Fund is said to be 'performance-based', which means that the Fund receives donations
in accordance with reduced deforestation (Dalene, 2011). Though, according to Forstater et al.
(2013), the Fund is designed like this and does not work in this way in its investment strategy.
Projects do not have to show their reductions of deforestation, or as Ramos (pers. comm. 2018) told
me, ''carbon is not necessarily one of the results of each one of the projects''. The fact that Brazil
receives the money results-based, does not mean that the projects should reproduce the reduction
of deforestation, the Amazon Fund has managed, according to Ramos, to keep these two things
separately.
The Amazon Fund's Logical Framework can be connected to the perspectives of Norway. The donor
country's perspective is important to consider, since ''the REDD+ country, often in cooperation with
its donor or investor partners, will determine the primary and secondary policy goals of REDD+ and
integrate those within safeguard systems and national strategies'' (Roe et al., 2013, p. 10). In the
Evaluation Report of Norway's International Climate and Forest Initiative (NICFI), it's said that the
Initiative, as well as the UNFCCC decisions on REDD+, is based on emission reductions being the
primary purpose (Norad, 2016, p.24). When looking at the core objectives of Norway, there is no
notion of equity. This may be the consequence of Norway's 'hands-off approach'. The rationale
behind this approach is that it would respect the sovereignty of the partner country. Though, as is
recognised by the Evaluation, it may not be the right approach, as REDD+ is a program that engages a
broad range of stakeholders, meaning it is not just a government initiative. A hands-on approach
could therefore be considered (Norad, 2016). Though, according to Ramos (pers. comm. 2018), the
process of the Amazon Fund was very much leaded by Norway. In addition, Norway have been doing
a lot for indigenous peoples in Brazil, according to Ramos; they went further than only giving money.

4.2.3 Conclusion
Overall, I believe I can conclude that it's rather unclear what exactly Brazil aims to achieve concerning
equity and how this will work in practice. The question remains what safeguards, out of the many,
Brazil aims to achieve. This can be a consequence of the many different stakeholders at the national
level that all have their own perspective on what REDD+ should achieve concerning equity. While
Brazil promotes participative planning, not everyone agrees with this and there seems to lack a
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connection between the different actors. As a result, the REDD+ Strategy does not consist of much
detail and leaves the options almost as open as the UNFCCC.

4.3 The local level
In context of the absence of a REDD+ strategy, the Bolsa Floresta Program (BFP) was developed in
2007, as a result of a 'jump start' of REDD+ in the States, to show the way forward (Gebara et al.,
2014). With this in mind, I will investigate the frame-setting process and goals and subjects of equity
of the BFP as one of the financial compensation mechanisms in Brazil, in the State of Amazonas. The
BFP is a state-level public policy program, ''that represents a hybrid of conditional transfers and
payments for ecosystem services (PES)'' (Viana & Salviati, 2018, p.2). The program supports various
Sustainable Development Reserves in the state, with most of them being in the REDD readiness
phase. The analysis will include experiences of the BFP program in the Juma, Rio Negro and Uatuma
Sustainable Development Reserves.

4.3.1 The frame-setting process
Just like the previous sub-chapters, the examination of the program will start with the frame-setting
process. In the case of BFP, both the design and implementation will be analysed. The design of BFP
was led by the State Secretary of Environment in 2006-2007. This process included 13 multistakeholder workshops, ''attended by grassroots organisations, environmental NGOs, and research
and government institutions from the Amazon'' (Viana & Salviati, 2018, p.2). These workshops were
attended by over 30 institutions, that represented civil society, academia and government (Viana,
2013). Participation during these meetings was said to be qualitatively rich, open and transparent
(Viana, 2013). The civil society movements were quite active and represented the forest
communities. In addition to these workshops, there was a consultation process and 'design-thinking'
workshop with one of the communities in the Uatuma Sustainable Development Reserve. It's said
that the process was participatory, rather than top-down, ''for it to feel as close to reality as possible
for the families and communities involved in the process'' (Viana & Salviati, 2018, p.2).
However, the suggested participatory process during the establishment of the program is not shared
among the research in all of the projects. While in Uatuma, one community has been involved, Lima
(2014) found that 75% did not participate in the design of the project. Some of them as a
consequence do not feel part of the program. Leiva-Montoya (2013) states that the initiative of BFP
was made ''on the basis of a democratic decision-making system'' (Leiva-Montoya, 2013, p.13), that
means that the population of the Amazonas did not directly participate in the process, but were
represented in the system. He conducted research about the introduction of BFP in the Rio Negro
Reserve. Leiva-Montoya (2013) neither agrees with the suggested participatory process during the
formulation of the program:
''The State of Amazonas, through FAS, conducted its efforts to combat deforestation by following a
rather vertical approach. The creation of the protected areas was a top-down process, meaning that
it was a decision taken from above and was implemented without any participation from the locals.
The creation of the Bolsa Floresta was also top-down, but implementing it in the RDS was in some
way less top-down'' (p.74).
The critique seems not to be aimed specifically to the implementation process of BFP in the project
itself, but rather to the process of establishing the program. The population of the Rio Negro Reserve
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was not involved in the establishment of the program. According to Leiva-Montoya (2013), BFP came
as a ''fixed package'' (p.37). This also gave some problems in the Rio Negro Reserve, for example
there had been a disagreement on the amount of cash provided. But as the design of the program
was already created, people did not have the opportunity to negotiate or discuss the amount before
the programme was implemented.
Gebara (2013) and Agustsson et al. (2014) conducted an assessment of the BFP in the Juma project.
The project Juma was developed in 2008 and became the first verified REDD+ project in Brazil and
the world's first project that received the gold status of the Climate, Community, and Biodiversity
Alliance. According to the Project Design Document of Juma (Viana et al. 2008), ''the project was
designed through a transparent process involving participatory workshops and political consultations
in order to guarantee the involvement and commitment of all the local stakeholders'' (p.12).
Moreover, ''the use of participatory methods in all of these meetings, workshops and public hearings
throughout the Reserve creation process was very important for increasing understanding at the
community organization level and for communicating the modus operandi to the local communities''
(p.48). Although, according to the majority of respondents in the research of Gebara (2013), the
workshops served more to inform than to really help constructing the project and its benefit-sharing
mechanism, as the program had already been developed. From the research of Agustsson et al.
(2014), the same observation becomes clear,
''Representatives of the State and socio-environmental organisations were included in the
preparatory process. Yet the Juma communities were not consulted prior to defining the payment
amount, the argument being that it was demanding both physically and financially to visit all villages
and include them in a decision on this'' (p.99).
The communities thus were not involved in the design of BFP and ''could only form an opinion based
on what was presented to them'' (Agustsson et al., 2014, p.99). BFP, according to Agustsson et al.
(2014) can be professionally-guided at best, while over time the active involvement of the population
may increase. There's however no research done on the current status of participation in one of the
projects in which BFP is implemented, so whether this is the case or not, can unfortunately not be
answered in this study.
BFP is a voluntary program. This means that the people can choose whether they want to participate
or not. According to Leiva-Montoya (2013), this aspect of the programme ensured ''the ultimate
power was held by the people in the way that they could have opted for not joining the programme''
(p.37). This however, is not shared by Agustsson et al. (2014), that claim, ''even though the
participation in the BFP is voluntary, no one can stop, alter or oppose the programme’s
implementation in their communities. The BFP is a state-supported programme and local people
cannot change the overall course of action'' (p.99). Although, he admits, that the people very much
welcomed the program. Many local participants did not even consider why they received the
monthly rewards, the people were just happy to see it and expected an increase in their payment
level. This can be explained from the fact that these communities often are very poor, so anything
you will offer, they will take (Gebara, pers. comm. 2018). Juma's communities, for example, are quite
homogenous in lifestyle and very few people have a job or education in the city (Agustsson et al.,
2014). Börner et al. (2013) observed that the average family, based on both Juma and Uatuma, lived
on an income that is close to Brazil's line of extreme poverty. The program may also have been sold
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to the community as a very good thing (Gebara, pers. comm. 2018). This is what Overbeek (pers.
comm. 2018) described with the concept of 'sensibilisation', which describes the process of giving
people a 'feel' for the project and subject, through mainly the discussion about the benefits they can
expect. The discussions in the projects according to Overbeek are not about whether the people
really agree to the fact that they cannot make use of the forest as they have before, because of
certain measurements that will make it harder. FPIC in this way never is consistently applied
(Overbeek, pers. comm. 2018). This may however be different in context of the SDRs with already
existing regulations, that could make it easier for a program like BFP to be implemented, ''as most of
the rules are not additional to their current obligations'' (Sato, 2010, p.43).

4.3.2 The goals and subjects of equity
Generally, the Bolsa Floresta Program has two major objectives: forest conservation and local
people's livelihoods. It aims to improve the quality of life of the traditional communities, while
conserving the environmental services of the forests (Börner et al., 2013). Bolsa Floresta
acknowledges that conservation comes as result of people's attitudes and especially of those that
live in the forests: the forest guardians (Viana, 2008). According to FAS, these two objectives are thus
interrelated with one another (Börner et al., 2013). BFP in its initial stage, is directed towards the
populations that live inside the Sustainable Development Reserves of the Amazonas. Though, FAS
wishes this to expand in a later stage to other areas of the State of Amazonas (Viana, 2008).
Observing the above, the goal concerning equity is to improve the quality of life of communities, not
as a single goal, but related to achieving the other goal of conservation, as FAS believes both to be
interrelated. Furthermore, one can identify various subjects of equity. They would contain of
traditional communities that live inside the Sustainable Development Reserves of the State
Amazonas and in future they would also consist of those living in other areas of Amazonas. Other
goals and subjects of equity can be identified from the incentives, or rewards to those that will
provide the environmental service. The design of the rewards of BFP is both community-based and
family-based. The community components aim to improve basic services such as education,
transport and health; to develop sustainable activities; and to strengthen social organisation. The
family-based component, is a monthly compensation for families that have committed themselves to
zero deforestation (Lima et al., 2013). The components are as follows,
(1) Family Forest Allowance/Bolsa Floresta Familiar (BFF). This consists of a monthly payment of
R$50 to the mother of each family, that committed to conservation and sustainable practices. This
component is not meant to be the main source of money for the family, but counts as a direct form
of payment for activities against deforestation.
(2) Forest Allowance for Associations/Bolsa Floresta Associação (BFA). This allowance ensures the
Program is following the rules and agreements, by investing in the associations of communities. This
component is the primary tool for the participation and empowerment of local communities.
(3) Social Forest Allowance/Bolsa Floresta Social (BFS). This component corresponds to R$350,00 per
registered family per year. It is meant for improving education, sanitation and health, communication
and transportation. In other words this allowance aims to improve the livelihoods of the people. The
sum of money is given to the community, and not to the families.
(4) Income Forest Allowance/Bolsa Floresta Renda (BFR). This allowance is an incentive for
communities to produce sustainable forest products (fish, honey, fruits etc.). Each community
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receives R$396 per registered family. The money is to be used for equipment and support for income
generation activities. Money is going to the community, and not directly to the families.
BFA, in addition to improving local livelihoods, aims to stimulate participation and empower local
communities. There may also be an equity goal that is related to gender equity, as money of BFF goes
to each mother of each family. Subjects of equity range from populations that live in the SDRs of
Amazonas, to the communities of each project, to the families of the communities and finally to the
mother of each family. While this may seem 'pro-poor' it is in fact also 'performance-based', because
families are only paid once they committed themselves to the goals of the program.
According to a rather recent report for 'Designing innovative schemes for payments for
environmental services' (FAS, 2017), FAS applies the Theory of Change (ToC) to the BFP. PES
schemes, for FAS, mean change on several levels of policy. Conceptually, ''they intend to change the
perception that ecosystem services are externalities and their perceived value'' (p.36). The central
objective herein lies that changes should maintain or increase the provision of an ecosystem service.
In the case of the BFP, the ecosystem service that is to be maintained or increased is the 'capture of
carbon'. In order to support the ecosystem service, it requires ''changes in governance, the
organization of providers, choices of scheme investors and behaviors in society'' (p.36). The ToC is a
results-based approach, that involves a critical reflection to the design and implementation of an
initiative, that is supposed to ''promote change'' (p.37). It often is applied to complex problems that
are difficult to resolve, as they are connected with other problems.
With the intended change or primary objective as a reference, the 'causal chains' should be designed,
that describe what should be changed in order to achieve the objective, together with those that are
'the providers' of the 'environmental service', that will increase the ecosystem service. The potential
providers, are those that can be stimulated to improve their practices in relation to the use of land.
According to FAS (2017), these are ''the traditional populations and users of the sustainable use PAs
(Protected Areas)'' (p.57). However, as was noticed earlier in the frame-setting process, the local
populations barely had a chance to design the 'causal chains' together with FAS as they were predefined.
In order to achieve the objective, 'BFP ToC' recognises that the program should call for both actions
in the social and environmental areas. This means that the communities are both subjects of equity
and the providers that should deliver the environmental service. The actions in order to support the
ecosystem service, are classified in three categories: (I) restrictions in use and practice; (II)
maintenance of traditional practices and; (III) transition to technologies with positive ecosystem
impacts (p.58). In other words, reducing of deforestation will be achieved by preservation, promotion
of traditional practices that are considered as not harmful and enhancement in technique.
The BFP (still) has two primary objectives, or indented impacts. These however have changed slightly,
comparing them to those named in the initial phase of the program. In the document of FAS (2017),
these are said to be, the conservation of the ecosystem (1) and the eradication of extreme poverty
(2). While the first goal of conservation was already identified earlier, the second goal that now aims
to eradicate poverty is clearly different from the equity goal of improving livelihoods of local
communities.
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'BFP ToC' has resulted in 28 interconnected preconditions (see Appendix 3), in order to achieve both
of the objectives. The preconditions of achieving the first goal of conservation, according to FAS, has
three preconditions: greater willingness to conserve, on the part of local people; deforestation of
primary forest ceases; and the incidence of forest fires decreases.
Conservation thus mainly is dependent on the will of the local people to conserve. If we continue to
follow the reasoning of FAS, this willingness is achieved by, communities with a higher quality of life
and the adoption of sustainable natural resource management. In order to achieve the second aim of
eradicating extreme poverty, FAS (2017) embraces preconditions like, the reduce in social
vulnerability, increase in quality of life from increased income, infrastructure and access to quality
pubic services. What is remarkable, is that, the eradication of poverty is not specifically connected
with the first objective of conserving the forest, but the improvement in quality of life although
indirectly, is (see Appendix 3).
The goal concerning equity, seems to go further than to solely improve the situation for livelihoods
inside the projects. With the goal of eradicating poverty, that does not directly lead to forest
conservation according to FAS, it does more than solely safeguard for possible risks. Poverty
eradication is a step further and a goal on itself. It is questionable however, to what extent
reductions in poverty may lead to improvements in equity (see Tien et al., 2017), as it can increase
income inequality and conflicts between those involved and between those not involved. Though,
when comparing 'BFP' with 'BFP ToC', it seems that FAS now aims to go for a change, through
investing in different kind of services that aim for a solution on a longer term.
FAS (2017) acknowledges the possible risks of the program and therefore also refers to safeguards.
For their program they refer to the Socio-environmental safeguards formulated by civil society, part
of the document of Bonfante et al. (2010). The ''fulfillment of socio-environmental safeguards has
the objective of respecting the rights of communities and the function of ecosystems, seeking to
minimize negative social or environmental impacts'' (FAS, 2017, p.14).

4.3.3 Conclusion
When summing up the findings regarding the frame-setting process at the local level, it is clear that
there is a difference between the policy makers and the experiences of the researchers in the three
different projects. All of them found that the design of the program was created without any
consultation of local people, except for the community in Uatuma that said to have a say in this.
While the process of establishing the BFP was rather top-down according to the research, the
implementation process was said to be less top-down. People namely were informed about the
program and had the choice whether to say yes or no to the program. It is questionable however,
how equitable this process is when knowing that they have to make a choice of a program that was
created unequally and came as a pre-determined package. This makes the implementation process of
BFP 'professionally guided', at best.
The program itself has evolved throughout the time and with that its goals and subjects have
expanded. BFP clearly consists of two main objectives, that is conservation of the forest, through
improving the livelihoods of local communities. Part of this improvement, there is also a
consideration of gender equity. The subjects of equity consist of the traditional communities of the
State Amazonas, the communities of the Reserves, the families and the mother of each family.
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Though with the expansion of the program with the Theory of Change (BFP ToC), the goal regarding
equity seems not only to improve the livelihoods of people, but seems to aspire change and to
eradicate poverty. This is part of the safeguards formulated by civil society at the national level, BFP
applies, that are at the same time aimed to minimise negative social and environmental impacts.

4.4 Overview findings
In this section a brief overview of the findings is provided and presented in table 1 below.

4.4.1 Differences between findings
From the table, the differences between the various levels of governance become clear. The framesetting process at the international level has been quite top-down, with no role for local
communities. These people are mostly represented by other parties, such as civil society groups, that
can only indirectly influence the decisions being made, as they cannot take part of the process. The
international level embrace a broad perspective concerning equity. The subjects of equity range from
the global scale to the local scale and the goal regarding equity is either to do no harm and/or do
good where possible. The text of the UNFCCC provides ''minimal guidance on the parameters of
equity'' (Ituarte-Lima et al., 2014, p.8), as a consequence, there are no details on how benefits should
be distributed at the national and local levels and who should be the ones that receive these.
Participation on the contrary, should be full and effective of all relevant stakeholders, among which
in particular indigenous and local communities.
In Brazil there are multiple stakeholders, of which only a few are included in this study. Despite of
that, it is clear that each group of actors has their own view on equity goals and subjects and that the
connection between these groups is lacking. While the frame-setting processes all have the same
intention, which is to be participatory and to include all stakeholders, the goals and subjects
regarding equity differ significantly. While civil society aims to reduce the possible risks of REDD+ and
at the same time wishes to see contributions to poverty, social inclusion, empowerment and
improvement of livelihoods, the Amazon Fund particularly aims to strengthen local people's position
and empower them in this way. The REDD+ strategy is as unclear as the UNFCCC concerning equity
goals and seems to either do no harm and/or do good. FAS' perspective comes closest to that of civil
society, that aims to improve the livelihoods of people with Bolsa Floresta and (recently) aims to
eradicate poverty, while safeguarding for potential risks of REDD+.
Concerning equity subjects, civil society clearly targets the local people that are affected by REDD+
implementation and live in REDD+ areas. This view corresponds to that of the Amazon Fund, but it is
not entirely in line with the National Strategy, that targets all the actors that can contribute to REDD+
results, which can include NGOs like FAS for example. FAS targets the most specific subjects of
equity, as they even would consist of individuals.
Concerning participation, both the Amazon Fund and civil society aspire the concept of FPIC, but civil
society emphasise that participation should be ensured in all phases of REDD+, in addition. The
REDD+ strategy does not state anything directly in particular about participation, only indirectly
through respecting the Cancun safeguards. FAS neither state its ambitions clearly concerning
participation, however FPIC is being aspired by Viana (2013), and FAS (2017) does recognise the
importance to include the local communities in defining the 'causal chains'.
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The distribution of benefits should be fairly, transparent and equitable, by those that hold the rights
of the land and contribute to REDD+ results, according to civil society. This is quite in line with the
REDD+ strategy perspective, in which is stated that benefit distribution should be equitable, including
all actors that contribute to REDD+ results. In the Amazon Fund, they are mostly concerned that
benefits are not concentrated in a particular state or among a certain group of actors. FAS distributes
benefits to the community as a whole and to individual families that committed themselves to the
goals of the program, which is conservation.

4.4.2 Conclusion
What may be concluded is that every group of actors has its own frame-setting process and goals and
subjects of equity and that these differ especially at the national level of Brazil. The REDD+ strategy,
which is considered as the design of REDD+ implementation, is the least clear of all concerning equity
stances, and largely copied what the UNFCCC safeguards involve. The Amazon Fund, civil society and
FAS however, have expanded and more specific goals and subjects concerning equity.
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Table 1: Findings of this study related to the components of the Equity Framework. Source: own elaboration
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5. Relation between the levels of governance
In order to answer research sub-question 2, this chapter, will consider the relation between the
levels of governance and it will include contextual factors, that could be of impact to the sub-national
REDD+ processes concerning equity.

5.1 The international REDD+ framework
According to the findings in table 1, it may seem as if the UNFCCC with their international REDD+
framework barely has any influence on the setting of equity parameters at the national and subnational levels. In this section I will analyse the relation between the different levels of policy, that
may show that there is indeed no direct impact from the UNFCCC COP decisions on the setting of
equity at the national and local levels, but that there may be an indirect impact.
There are at least two decisions, that may prove to have profound impacts on the national and subnational REDD+ processes. The first relates to the UNFCCC's adoption of a national approach, which
acknowledges that implementation of REDD+, depends on the specific national circumstances,
capacities and capabilities of each developing country Party and the level of support received. With
this approach, the UNFCCC authorises the national governments of REDD+ countries for accounting
REDD+. This may seem innocent and part of a flexible approach, however, the geographic level for
accounting of REDD, ''has profound implications for the effectiveness, efficiency and equity of the
REDD mechanism'' (Angelsen et al., 2008, p.2). While a national or country approach creates country
ownership, addresses sovereignty issues and allows a pursuit of a broad set of policies, a sub-national
approach may increase local participation and it may be more flexible in responding to local contexts.
It is possible that ''a centralised national approach could limit the participation of rural communities
in REDD design and implementation'' (p.5). National approaches, as being part of the Warsaw
Framework, thus may risk ''generating inequitable outcomes from inequitable processes'' (p.5). Subnational approaches are considered to be more profitable for equity, though they have their tradeoffs in the effectiveness of the program, as this approach may risk for leakage and may not be able to
address the broader forces that drive deforestation (Angelsen et al., 2008).
According to the agreements made by the UNFCCC, the development of the REDD+ strategy should
be coordinated by the host country and accomplished with full and effective participation of relevant
stakeholders, including indigenous peoples and local communities (UNFCCC, 2010). Although, with
the authorisation of the national government, concerns have emerged ''that governments will
dominate REDD+ design and implementation processes and reap most of the benefits, while
imposing new restrictions on their citizens'' (Peskett et al., 2011, p.11). The process would not be
representative of all the stakeholder groups, and would take place in cities, far from where REDD+
activities take place (Peskett & Brockhaus, 2009). The decision for the national approach thus seems
to be in contrast with the suggested safeguard.
Another decision initiated by the UNFCCC, that could have profound (indirect) impact for the setting
of the parameters of equity at the national and local levels, is the concept of 'results-based finance'.
The concept of results-based finance links payments to verified results and in case of REDD+ these
results are defined as mitigation outcomes (Voigt & Ferreira, 2015). REDD+ may ambition equity and
improvements of livelihoods at the local level (Peskett et al., 2011), non-carbon benefits however are
not required in the reporting of REDD+ results (Wong et al., 2016). Results-based finance, according
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to Turnhout et al. (2017), may in this way prevent non-carbon benefits from being brought into
practice at the local level. This highlights a potential paradox: while there is a growing recognition
that the generation of co-benefits is key and that carbon focused REDD+ interventions are unlikely to
address the real causes of deforestation, REDD+ in the end is about reducing carbon emissions, as
both finance and monitoring are based on this (Turnhout et al., 2017). The carbon-focused approach
of REDD+ may thus preclude the implementation of REDD+ safeguards, especially because the main
goal of REDD+ defines what the safeguards should achieve and what not (Daviet & Larsen, 2012).
The question, raised by Turnhout et al. (2017) also is whether REDD+ is addressing the real causes of
deforestation with the concept of results-based finance. Wong et al. (2016) state ''to realize intended
behavioral changes within governance in the forest and land sector to reduce deforestation will
require more than the promise of resultsbased finance'' (p.3). This was also evident in the interviews
with Gebara and Overbeek. The focus on carbon and results, means that the international focus of
REDD+ is not on social changing. With the concept of results-based finance, deforestation seems to
be observed as something that should be solved on the ground only. Of course, the actual
deforestation happens on the ground, however, ''deforestation trends in the Brazilian Amazon have
been linked to globalized markets for minerals, beef, hides, timber, soybeans, biofuels and other
commodities'' (May et al., 2016, p.92). Now REDD+ seems to only target the local people as the ones
that should change, while often these people are not even a cause for deforestation, as their lives are
dependent on the forests (Gebara, pers. comm. 2018; Overbeek, pers. comm. 2018). It is
questionable to what extent this can be considered as an equitable approach. However, another
perspective on carbon was given by Ramos (pers. comm. 2018). Ramos sees local people as very
important in order to combat deforestation, which corresponds to both Gebara and Overbeek.
However, Ramos sees carbon and REDD+, as a possibility to strengthen local people's position as
managers of the forest. Or as how Ramos put it, ''carbon storages is just a way to make that happen''.
This is quite in contrast with the perspectives of both Gebara and Overbeek, Overbeek for example,
believes that REDD+ could only work, without the story of carbon.

Figure 4: The relations between the various levels of governance, with the national approach, that centralises the
national government of REDD+ design and implementation and results-based finance, leading to incentives to reduce
emissions in the first place, instead of generating co-benefits, which has implications for equity.
Source: own elaboration
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What the focus of REDD+ should be thus remains rather contested, however, the UNFCCC argues
that the focus should be on carbon, with their concept of results-based finance. Figure 4 shows the
potential impacts of the international level on the national and sub-national REDD+ processes. There
may be minimal direct guidance on the parameters of equity from the international level, but
through the national approach and results-based finance, there seem to be indirect implications for
equity in the REDD+ processes at the national and sub-national level.
When looking to the governance processes at the national level of Brazil, the dilemma regarding
legitimacy and participation, in combination with the concerns raised as a possible consequence of
the national approach, has led to contested frame-setting processes. On paper, the frame-setting
processes in Brazil seem to have been very participative, with all the suggested Working Groups,
Multi-stakeholder Committees, 'solid participatory systems' in the Amazon Fund and the bottom-up
processes in the formulation of safeguards. Though at the same time there are claims that speak of a
lack of proper participation, during for example the development of the REDD+ strategy and its
components (Souza, 2013), or in the National Commission of REDD+ (Ramos, pers. comm. 2018).
Furthermore, while it may seem that local communities and indigenous peoples have a seat in these
processes, it is argued by both Gebara (pers. comm. 2018) and Overbeek (pers. comm. 2018) that
this may be the case, but these people are often in a powerful position and do often not live
anymore in their communities. According to Overbeek, this is partly due to the fact the decisions take
place in the cities which are far away from where the communities live and where REDD+ will
actually be implemented. This seems to correspond to the concern raised by Peskett & Brockhaus
(2009), as a consequence of the national approach.
However, to what extent did the national approach have its impacts on the sub-national REDD+
processes of Brazil? While also here a participative process was suggested in the design and
implementation of the Bolsa Floresta Program, this was denied by all of the research in the three
different projects. It may thus seem that the national approach had its impacts here, since local
participation has been limited. Although, when looking back in the context and time when this
program was initiated, it was developed before there actually was a national REDD+ strategy. The
BFP was part of a ''jump-start'' that emerged as a consequence of a ''policy vacuum at the federal
level'', in order to show the way forward (Gebara et al., 2014, p.3). You could say that, the State of
Amazonas took the lead in REDD+ implementation and acted as if the international level had chosen
for a sub-national approach. However, if this was true, then local communities should have had more
participation in the design and implementation of BFP, according to theory (Angelsen et al., 2008).
But according to May et al. (2016), this may be different in the context of Brazil. They state that, subnational approaches do not have to necessarily lead to more participation of local communities.
State initiatives can be seen as a sign of 'decentralisation power' and ''such decentralization can have
less equitable results than a universalist federal approach'' (p.93). This may correspond to the case of
BFP, especially for its design, because the implementation of the program was stated to be less topdown. In conclusion, it seems that it depends on national context, whether the national approach of
the UNFCCC has negative or positive outcomes for equity at the sub-national level.
Then now, how has the concept of results-based finance been of impact on the national and subnational REDD+ processes of Brazil? With the UNFCCC embracing the concept of results-based
finance, its main goal is to reduce carbon emissions. In order for countries to gain finance, they will
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have to achieve results, based on emission reductions. Norway adopts the same main objective and
it may be therefore that Brazil, as main goal strive to reduce emissions from deforestation, since
Norway is the biggest donor of the Amazon Fund. You would say this should also be of impact to the
sub-national program Bolsa Floresta, since this program is partly financed by the Amazon Fund.
However, the main goal of Bolsa Floresta is to improve the livelihoods of local traditional
communities, in order to conserve the forests. The potential paradox, described by Turnhout et al.
(2017), may seem evident here, although once again context should not be easily overlooked. The
Amazon Fund, for example, may be results-based, it's argued that it does not oblige projects to gain
reductions as results, in order to receive finance (Ramos, pers. com. 2018). Furthermore, BFP is
implemented into already existing Reserves that often do not have high levels of deforestation, as
there are already rules the population have to comply with. The goal of the program in these projects
therefore is to avoid projected deforestation in the future. This means that the costs of the program
are relatively low (Sato, 2010) and the money can be used to generate co-benefits, or to implement
the safeguards created by civil society. Although, according to Viana (2010), the costs remain
immense, and effective payments to the individual families will as a consequence remain marginal
(Viana, 2010). The limited participation of the communities prior to defining the payment amount,
according to Agustsson et al. (2014), was also due to a lack of financial resources. Results-based
payments thus do not have to necessarily make co-benefits impossible, but they do make it much
more complicated, even in projects that are pre-existing Sustainable Development Reserves.

5.2 National contextual factors
According to the previous section, the national approach and results-based finance embraced by the
UNFCCC do not necessarily have to create the expected impact on equity, as this depends on the
context. However, it is clear that the national approach is not as flexible as it may seem and that the
UNFCCC largely has its aim on emission reductions, that could certainly preclude equity
considerations and implementation of safeguards, at the national and sub-national level. This section
concerns other contextual factors, at the national level, that could be of impact on equity at the subnational level.
The first one is related to historical policies that form the foundation of REDD+ implementation in
Brazil. Measurements relating to forest conservation in the Brazilian Amazon have been
characterised by 'command and control'. This approach has been largely applied by PPCDAm, which
forms the basis for REDD+ implementation in Brazil (DF, 2015). It has resulted in a large decrease in
deforestation, through ''the creation of protect areas, restricting, monitoring and controlling land use
and law enforcement, and enforcing compliance'' (Gebara & Agrawal, 2017, p.5). While this seems to
have been an effective approach, it is argued that there are limits to command and control systems,
as it would operate too simplistic. The system does not recognise the complexity in forest landscapes
or the heterogeneous subjects that live in the Amazon. It is further argued that command and control
systems have implications for equity. REDD+ was supposed to overcome the limitations, although,
according to Gebara & Agrawal (2017), ''REDD+ initiatives are incorporating past disciplinary forms of
regulation, and reinscribing old practices of forest conservation''(p.15). The hierarchy that
characterises command and control policies, in which controlled groups have to act in the way stated
by the controllers (Gebara & Agrawal, 2017), can be traced back in the BFP as this program is
implemented into already existed Reserves that are the result of command and control policy.
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The second contextual factor is related to the REDD+ governance landscape in Brazil. REDD+
governance in Brazil is considered fragile, as there is a lack of coordination between the different
group of actors (private sector, government and civil society) (Gebara et al. 2014). This can have
impacts on the level of participation of all stakeholders, but can also result in detached discussions
and outcomes. This may be reflected in all the different safeguards and goals and subjects of equity
that emerged at the national level; there is no universal view on them. Furthermore, the lack of
coordination may have had the result of the 'jump starts' of sub-national initiatives that may
characterise 'decentralisation power' (as seen in the previous section) (May et al., 2016).
A third contextual factor is land tenure and ownership rights. Brazil still has a high degree of
uncertainty regarding land tenure and rights. If forest peoples do not have definitive land titles and
property rights, benefit sharing and participation in decision making is hard to achieve (May et al.,
2016). This is also mentioned by Ramos (pers. comm. 2018),
''if these people are not recognised as the owner and manager of their territory, with autonomy to
develop their own projects, that’s why normally the other stakeholders don’t talk directly to the local
people; they don’t recognise them as the ones they have to find, they go to the governments to see
what the governments are going to do with them and then they put their pressure, their political
pressure on the government and legislation to go against these people. So its key, to really strength
these people in the local level, so that everybody will recognise they are important people in terms of
taking care of the territory''
The Sustainable Development Reserves however, contain clear ownership rights, uncertainty
therefore does not play an important role here. Though, local people are not the managers of the
Reserves, as they are owned by the State, which therefore could in this way be affective to equity in
benefit sharing and participation in decision making.
Finally, a monitoring system for the safeguards is necessary for them to be controlled and respected,
which will support decision making and will assess impacts on co-benefits (May et al., 2016). Or as
Gebara (pers. comm. 2018) states, ''one thing is to set the safeguards, the other thing is to really
guarantee they are being implemented and monitored''. SISREDD+ (Safeguards Information System
REDD+) is proposed by the UNFCCC and currently under construction by the federal government of
Brazil. According to Ramos (pers. comm. 2018) such a monitoring system also still lacks in the
Amazon Fund. The importance of a monitoring system is recognised, also by Overbeek (pers. comm.
2018), or else the safeguards are easily said to be addressed and respected since there is no control.

5.3 Sub-national contextual factors
There are many contextual implications at the international level and national level of Brazil for
equity that can impact the sub-national REDD+ process. However, we are not there yet. At the subnational level of Brazil, and in the case of the Bolsa Floresta Program specifically, there are certain
contextual factors that may be even more important to consider.
First of all, BFP is a PES scheme, and it is argued that PES and other rewards that frame conservation
in economic terms, ''may create a hierarchy within itself'' (Gebara & Agrawal, 2017, p.16). FAS, as
being the manager of the Bolsa Floresta Program, is the dominant actor in the process. They are in a
strong position, as they both created the funding and developed the payment system. Moreover,
market-oriented schemes like PES often widely ignore local management practices, local ways of
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organizing work, and other local capacities and limitations'' (Pokorny et al. 2013, p.6), because of the
prevailing market logic and efficiency-focused design of PES schemes (Pascual et al., 2014). As a
consequence, PES schemes do not pay attention to the local needs. Many smallholders for example,
do not even want money, ''we are prohibited from growing our own food, there is no management,
authorities are distant and don’t trust us. They can’t just prohibit and pay; those who live in the
communities need to work!'' (Gebara & Agrawal, 2017, p.13). Gebara & Agrawal (2017) found that
the needs of locals are related to ''capacity building, technical assistance and materials for alternative
forms of production'' (p.16). They want to be trusted and work together with governmental
authorities, they want to feel part of the process and aim together for new solutions (Gebara &
Agrawal, 2017).
With the characteristics of a market-oriented program like PES, full participation of local people is
already at risk from the very start. And even if participation would be realised, despite of all the
difficulties, it is questionable to what extent this is equitable. The whole notion of what is equitable
participation, namely is a contested matter as it can have different meanings depending on context
(Gebara, 2013). Furthermore, Vedeld (2009) notes that many governments and organisations have a
strategic view of participation and use it in an instrumental way, in order to generate legitimacy for
changing local dynamics, while following predetermined goals and objectives. Finally, ''there are
limits to what participation alone (even if interactive) can achieve in terms of equity and efficiency,
given pre-existing socio-economic inequalities and relations of power'' (Agrawal, 2001, p.1625).
Gebara et al. (2014) argue for example that, ''it might not be possible to fully implement FPIC in
Brazil, because traditional and low-income communities are often marginalized by decisions over
land use and infrastructure developments'' (p.9).
Contextual equity, certainly plays a role in the access of people or the capacity of people to engage.
That while, the level of participation is crucial for equity in benefit-sharing mechanisms, or
distributive equity (Luttrell et al., 2013; Griffiths, 2008). Gebara & Agrawal (2017) for example stress
that, if local actors are not engaged in the debate from the outset, ''a fully participatory strategy for
REDD+ may not arise in critical localities and benefits may not be equitably shared among
stakeholders'' (p.10). The Bolsa Floresta Program was designed in the capital, including only one
community of the Reserve Uatuma and as a consequence, people that disagreed over the amount of
money did not have the opportunity to negotiate or discuss this before the program was
implemented. The program came as a ''fixed package'' (Leiva-Montoya, 2013, p.37) and as an
external intervention and did not consider the needs of local people. It did not even consider the
heterogeneity inside the communities, which is reflected in the fixed-cash payment, that does not
correspond to the needs and preferences of each individual household (Gebara, 2013) and neither do
the community-based payments (Gregory, 2011).
That FAS holds the payments and decides how they should be distributed, may also indicate a lack of
trust from FAS to the communities, because the community do not hold the autonomy to manage
the financial resources. Trust is another important factor that needs to be build between all the
actors, to promote discussion and achieve equitable outcomes in PES schemes (Gregory, 2011).
Another important contextual factor is that BFP was implemented into already existing Reserves,
that were created top-down and in which the communities already had to comply with rules (LeivaMontoya, 2015). There were, in other words, pre-existing historically unequal power relations, that
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were re-enforced by the introduction of BFP. One may wonder, how a concept of FPIC ever is
possible in this context. Power relations also exist within the communities that can have effects on
the success of participation. According to Lima (2014), only two persons per community were
allowed to attend the meetings and sometimes they are not able to deliver the message to the rest
of the community. As people cannot participate, some do not feel part of the program. Conflicts as a
consequence may occur, because of the ''deficiency in communication'' (Lima, 2014, p.68).
In addition, socio-economically, the communities are isolated and poor and they have not much to
lose, what makes them take easier whatever a program aims to offer (Gebara, pers. comm. 2018).
The provision of capital is a popular method to address these people and to make them participate
(Pokorny et al., 2013). Their socio-economic status has further impacts on participation, as there are
claims from communities that the meetings and the place to receive the money is far away and that
they will have to spend an equivalent amount on fuel in order to travel there (Gebara, 2013). The
peoples of the communities often do not have the means to go there. While it is said by Lima (2014)
that FAS pays for this, they do not always.

5.4 Conclusion
In this chapter various contextual matters have been encountered that play a role at the
international, national and sub-national level (see table 2 below) and all have their implications for
procedural and distributional equity, in both the design and implementation of the BFP. However,
they are barely considered by policy makers when safeguards and human rights instruments and
other strong words enter the paper, and as a consequence, often remain there and are not brought
into practice. Ituarte-Lima et al. (2014), state that, ''aspirational policies regarding human rights and
REDD+ can produce the appearance of equity while obscuring the underlying structural conditions
that preclude their implementation'' (p.8). The goals and subjects of equity are important to
consider, however, whether they will be brought into practice, all depends on contextual equity and
other contextual matters like the national approach and results-based finance.
International context

National context

Sub-national context

UNFCCC's national approach

Historical policies for forest
conservation (command &
control, PPCDAm, oversimplification)
Fragile governance system in
Brazil (lack of coordination,
policy vacuum at federal level
leading to state initiatives)
Lack of a safeguards monitoring
system

Risks and implications of PES
(ignorance of local management
strategies, market-oriented)

Results-based finance

Pre-existing unequal power and
socio-economic relations (FAS as
strong intermediary, pre-existing
Reserves)
Lack of trust and communication
between FAS and local people
Distance between FAS and local
people

Table 2: Contextual equity factors at the international, national and sub-national level, that may determine access or
capacity to participate in the design of REDD+ and at the same time may preclude implementation of the safeguards or the
goals regarding equity, in the Bolsa Floresta Program. Source: own elaboration
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Even if there is participation and recognition in the design of a program, it is then still not sure
whether an equitable distribution of both benefits and risks is ensured. Pre-existing national context
and unequal power relations and socio-economic inequalities can all preclude full and effective
participation, in both the design and implementation of goals and subjects of equity. Both Saeed et
al. (2018) and Ituarte-Lima et al. (2014) found this in their studies and believe that the contextual
factors are the greatest obstacles for REDD+ to be implementing equitable benefit sharing and
participation.

6. Discussion
In this chapter I would like to give my experiences with the Equity Framework and mention the
various limitations of this research, that may have been of impact to the results.
The Equity Framework has proven itself to be a useful analytical tool to investigate the underlying
assumptions about how the concept of equity is shaped. It has drawn attention to the fundamental
start of a multi-level governance program like REDD+, that aims to either do no harm and/or do good
concerning equity. In other words you may say, that, the Equity Framework has added 'equity in
design' to the well-known examination of equity, that concentrates on equity in the implementation
process and its outcomes at the local level.
However, as is often the case with frameworks in general, it does not quite correspond to the reality
of REDD+. REDD+ is a complex program that takes place at various levels of governance, with
multiple stakeholders, that all have their own frames on what REDD+ should put its emphasis and
what is considered equitable. In other words, REDD+ has different meanings in different situations, at
different levels, and for different actors (Vijge, 2015). At the same time equity is understood,
interpreted, and justified in different ways, by different actors, at different scales (Sen, 2009).
Applying the framework for each of the different levels of governance, therefore is far from a
straight-forward analysis, as may be suggested by the Equity Framework. This is especially evident at
the national level, since many different stakeholders come together at this level of governance.
The study, furthermore, has shown that it is often difficult to identify the underlying goals and
subjects concerning equity. Interpretation plays an important role, since there is barely a reference
to equity per se in the documents. The goals and subjects of equity are often embedded in
discussions about safeguards. As a consequence, Peskett et al. (2011) interpreted the international
goal regarding equity as preventive and 'do no harm', while Ituarte-Lima et al. (2014) interpreted it as
both doing no harm and doing good. This may have had its consequences for the findings of this
study, and in particular for the national and sub-national levels, since there was no other literature
for both of these to compare my interpretations with. Moreover, the findings show it is often
doubtful what the safeguards aim to achieve and for whom specifically. There is a minimal reference
to equity per se, while it is considered as being a fundamental condition for both the design and
implementation of REDD+ (Pascual et al., 2010; Peskett et al., 2008). The references to equity in the
safeguards are mostly related to benefit-sharing and the degree of participation. Ramos (pers.
comm. 2018), for instance, could not remember whether there's ever been a discussion about the
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concept equity in the Guidance Committee of the Amazon fund. She recognised the complexity of
the concept, as there are so many different worlds and perspectives on what is equitable.
While the marginal reference to equity goals and subjects per se in the documents made the analysis
more difficult, it is also a consequence of my dependency on documents, due to the limited amount
of interviews and the lack of field work. Documents are useful in order to understand background
information, facts or tracking a change or development, though they are limited in providing the
needed in-depth information. Through in-depth interviews it is easier to identify one's perspective on
REDD+ and equity goals and subjects. While it is extensively tried to have more interviews, this was
unfortunately not achieved. Furthermore, I have been somewhat limited in conducting my document
analysis, due to the fact I do not speak Portuguese and as a consequence I could not read documents
related to REDD+ in Brazil, that were not translated to English. Finally, an observation or field work
has not been conducted for this research. Observational evidence is often considered useful in
providing additional information about the case. It may give the opportunity to perceive reality
'inside', rather than staying external to it (Yin, 2009). In this research, I have stayed rather external to
the case study, which indeed has had its consequences. For example, I have not been able to talk to
the people inside the projects myself. Though, I believe the studies with all the field work and the
interviews with Gebara and Overbeek, helped a lot to still have some input from the people inside
the projects.
The findings, as a result of the various limitations, therefore, are not as in-depth as aimed for.
Despite of that, the findings do show that equity in the frame-setting processes of both design and
implementation remains a contested matter. The start of the program is already rather critical, since
the decisions taken at the international level during the several COPs are rather top-down. At the
national level, participation in the design of REDD+ seems to have been considered, though there are
still voices that claim a lack of participation. Especially local people that live in REDD+
implementation areas are not included, but represented by others. At the sub-national level the
process is slightly different, with only one community that has been consulted for the design of the
program. The goals and subjects also clearly differ from stakeholder to stakeholder. While there are
many more stakeholders to consider than is done for this research, it is clear that every group of
stakeholders has its own conception of what is equitable. The REDD+ strategy, as a possible
consequence, remains very vague about equity and only refers to it in terms of distributive equity.
There are also some remarks to make regarding the content of the Equity Framework itself. With the
focus on the design of equity, the results tend to be rather theoretical as the framework prioritises
how equity is shaped, written and thought about. However, words on paper or certain perspectives
on equity, do not necessarily have to be brought into practice. Or as Ituarte-Lima et al. (2014) state,
''written procedures are not by themselves adequate to ensure fully inclusive REDD+ processes''
(p.7). While framing is an important step to consider during the creation of a program like REDD+, in
the end, it is about whether the strong words on paper will be implemented or not. For a full
examination of equity, the current Equity Framework could either search for a more proper balance
between the design of equity and the ultimate outcomes, or the framework should be supplemented
by another framework that concentrates more on the outcomes of equity.
Furthermore, the Equity Framework, according to my findings, should have a more prominent place
for indirect/contextual equity matters of REDD+ that could be of impact to the frame-setting
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processes and the ultimate implementation of the goals regarding equity. More importance should
be given to the dimension of contextual equity and its relation to the other two dimensions of the
core content of equity. It seems now as if contextual equity is on the same level of impact as
procedural and distributive equity, but in this study it was clear that contextual equity should be
considered prior to the frame-setting process.
As a result of a too strong focus on equity and the lesser attention to contextual equity factors,
Ituarte-Lima et al. (2014) concluded, that there is ''minimal guidance on the parameters of equity''
(p.8) from the UNFCCC. While it is true that there is minimal direct guidance, since the international
framework embraces a national approach, the findings of this study show that there is a critical
indirect guidance for both the national and sub-national discussions about equity. The main goal of
REDD+, despite of the suggested win-win-win situation, is still largely focused on carbon. If REDD+
countries want to receive finance, they should come with results based on reductions in carbon
emissions and not necessarily with improvements in livelihoods of local people or with a realisation
of co-benefits or safeguards. Since there is no money related to this, it may preclude the
implementation of the safeguards and generation of co-benefits at the sub-national level (see
Turnhout et al., 2017). It is therefore too easy to say that, ''conservation actions in developing
countries should experience a changing in perspective, from legitimating cost-efficient and effective
natural resource management to concerns about the equity of the scheme'' (Lima, 2014, p.70). The
change in perspective, in my opinion, should rather happen at the international level.
Another factor that the Equity Framework overlooks and which could be of impact for equity
considerations at both the national and sub-national level, is whether REDD+ addresses the real
causes of deforestation. According to interviews with Gebara and Overbeek, REDD+ is no solution for
deforestation, as it is not focusing on the real causes of deforestation. The Bolsa Floresta Program,
for example, applies the Theory of Change, though, their pre-conditions in order to change remain
very local, as if deforestation is a local problem. The change, according to BFP should be brought by
the so-called 'providers', who consist of the populations of the Reserves in the Amazonas. In other
words, reducing deforestation is conceived to be combated, through changes in the lifestyles of the
local people. They are the subjects of REDD+. However, according to May et al. (2016),
''deforestation trends in the Brazilian Amazon have been linked to globalized markets for minerals,
beef, hides, timber, soybeans, biofuels and other commodities'' (p.92). The subjects of REDD+ should
change, because ''it's a chain, everybody should have the responsibility'', and not only the locals
(Gebara, pers. comm. 2018). The level of consumption or demand from the Global North is left
untouched in the current REDD+ framework. Deforestation seems to be something that should only
be combated on the ground, but this is not the reality in a globalised world. The reason for not
addressing the real causes of deforestation, is merely a consequence of the desire to be costeffective. The focus is on achieving results based on reductions in emissions and in order to achieve
this in the cheapest way, REDD+ isolates and fortifies the financial aspects of REDD+ (Gebara &
Agrawal, 2017) and not those of equity. Targeting only those that are on the ground as the ones that
should change already is an unequal foundation REDD+ is building its program upon. Even more
when you know that forest peoples usually are no cause for deforestation as they use the forests
only for their subsistence, they see forests as life and do not have the economic intention to
deforest. The program misframes the subjects of change. As a consequence, the local people are
often seen as ''the poor'' or ''the guilty'' (Gebara & Agrawal, 2017), which already initiates an unequal
relation and may preclude procedural equity in both design and implementation of a program.
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7. Conclusion
The main objective of this research was to provide more insights on the frame-setting processes and
the perspectives on equity across the various levels of governance and how these may differ from
scale to scale and how the international and national levels may be of impact to equity in the subnational REDD+ process. The main research question of this study, therefore was as follows,
''How is equity shaped in the Bolsa Floresta Program at the sub-national level of Brazil and how
does this differ from and is affected by the international and national levels of governance?''
On the question how equity is framed in the Bolsa Floresta Program, there is not one answer. This
research found that the frame-setting processes at the national and sub-national level of Brazil are
rather contested, since there are different findings about them. While participatory processes are
suggested to have occurred at both the national and sub-national levels in the policy documents,
there are at the same time claims that the processes lack involvement of people that live in areas
where REDD+ will be implemented. Specifically in the case of Bolsa Floresta, the design process
considered a multiple stakeholder process, however, according to the findings there has been
marginal consultation with people from the communities. The importance of the frame-setting
process became evident in the case-study, since, as a consequence of the limited procedural equity
in the design of the BFP, the program appeared as a pre-determined package and there was no
discussion about its contents or the goals and subjects of equity.
When comparing the goals and subjects among the levels of governance, it has become clear that the
sub-national level aspires the most, concerning equity. BFP aims to improve the livelihoods of the
people inside the projects, in order to conserve the forests. At the national level, there are many
different goals and subjects, which corresponds to all the different groups of stakeholders that
participate at the national level of Brazil. The relation between the levels of governance, concerning
equity goals and subjects, has been surprisingly minimal. The UNFCCC created safeguards, however
they are not binding and should be considered accordingly to the national and local context. As a
possible result of the minimal guidance from the UNFCCC, it seems as if every group of stakeholders
at the national level of Brazil had the opportunity to develop its own perspective on what REDD+
should achieve and for whom. While this may indicate a rather participatory process, the discussions
have occurred in a rather detached way, which may have resulted in a REDD+ strategy with three
different sets of safeguards and minimal reference regarding equity. The national level, as a possible
consequence, has had marginal impact on the sub-national level of Brazil due to the shallow content
of the REDD+ strategy. This disconnection between the national and sub-national level is especially
evident in the case-study of this research, as the BFP was developed as part of a ''jump start'', as a
consequence of a policy vacuum at the national level, in order to show the way forward (Gebara et
al., 2014).
The study found that the direct impact from the international and national level on the sub-national
level, concerning equity goals and subjects, has therefore been negligible. However, digging deeper
into the international framework of REDD+, this study shows that there is a critical indirect impact
from the UNFCCC. While it may seem that the international level adopts a hands-off approach in the
further formulation of equity goals and subjects at the national and sub-national REDD+ processes,
this study has shown that this is not entirely true. The flexible approach of the UNFCCC disguises the
fact that finance is related to results based on emission reductions. This has affected both the
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national and sub-national levels of Brazil, since there is no finance in particular, for achieving and
implementing aspiring equity goals. As a consequence, even in the case-study of this research, while
the costs of the BFP are relatively low due to the pre-existing Reserves, there is a lack of money for
the costs of participation in order to address procedural equity. As a result, the payments of the BFP
remain marginal and are fixed (Viana, 2010) as if all the families in the communities have the same
level of income and have the same needs. In conclusion, the paradox in the international REDD+
framework, that emerges from the contrast between the safeguards and the concept of resultsbased finance, may not have direct impacts, but could indirectly preclude implementation of
safeguards or goals of equity, at the sub-national level, that could impact both procedural and
distributional equity. With the concept of results-based finance, the main goal of REDD+ clearly is to
reduce carbon emissions, while the BFP clearly aims to achieve improvements in the livelihoods of
people. This shows the differences in conceptions between governance levels and in the meaning of
REDD+, and as a consequence in the meaning of equity in REDD+.
In relation to the main goal of REDD+ as a factor that could affect equity considerations at both the
national and sub-national level, this research found that there is possible misframe of the subjects of
REDD+ that should bring the change, which may initiate a unequal foundation in the program REDD+.
This especially was evident in the case-study. Bolsa Floresta applies the Theory of Change for their
program. Although, their change remains very local, since it is ought to be brought by those living in
the Bolsa Floresta projects, as if deforestation is a local problem. This however is not quite the truth,
as deforestation in Brazil is found to be linked to globalized markets (May et al., 2016). Local forest
peoples are now subjected as the ones that should change their lifestyles, that while they often are
not even considered as a cause for deforestation, as they often use the forests only for their
subsistence. Change should happen along the complete chain, including those part of the
international markets. Until then, REDD+ does not address the real causes of deforestation and
misframes the ones responsible, therefore initiates a pre-existing unequal relation.
Results-based finance and the related main goal of REDD+ at the international level therefore are
very important factors that should not be overlooked in the examination of equity in REDD+. This
research identified more possible 'contextual equity factors' at the national level of Brazil that may
impact equity indirectly at the sub-national REDD+ process. One of these, is the foundation of REDD+
in Brazil, which builds on historical forest conservation strategies, such as command and control, that
may initiate a pre-existing hierarchy in power and may complicate procedural equity. Command and
control was specifically evident in the case-study, since BFP was implemented into pre-existing
Reserves, that were said to be developed top-down (Leiva-Montoya, 2013) and in which people have
to act in the way stated by the controllers (Gebara & Agrawal, 2017). Another contextual factor is the
fragile REDD+ governance system in Brazil with limited coordination between groups of actors that
may have resulted in the 'jump-starts' of sub-national REDD+ initiatives such as BFP, that may
characterise 'decentralisation power' that could affect equity (May et al., 2016). Other factors at the
national level that could complicate equity in the sub-national REDD+ process, are the insecurity
about land titles and tenure, which however does not play a significant role in the Sustainable
Development Reserves, and finally the lack of a safeguards information system for REDD+ (SISREDD+)
is another factor, that resulted in minimal control on whether the safeguards are actually
implemented or not.
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In addition to these contextual factors, there are also factors that play a role at the sub-national level
itself. The BFP is a PES-based program, that may, from the outset, initiate a hierarchy (Gebara &
Agrawal, 2017). FAS, as being the manager of the program, has a strong position and created the
funding and developed the payment system. Moreover, it is argued that PES-based programs do not
consider local peoples' needs or strategies, as a consequence of the market-oriented feature of PES
(Pascual et al., 2014). This may certainly have been of impact to the procedural equity in framesetting processes at the sub-national level. It should also be noted, that even if there would be
participation, this does not have to be necessarily equitable. First of all, participation itself is a
concept that can have different meanings depending on context (Gebara, 2013). Secondly, ''there are
limits to what participation alone (even if interactive) can achieve in terms of equity and efficiency,
given pre-existing socio-economic inequalities and relations of power'' (Agrawal, 2001, p.1625). The
fact BFP is a PES scheme, which is implemented into pre-existing reserves, are already two examples
that may indicate pre-existing inequitable relations.
In conclusion, procedural equity is important in the setting of the parameters of equity and
safeguards. However, that alone will not assure that the goals regarding equity and the safeguards
on paper will be brought into practice. Contextual equity factors at the international, national and
sub-national level, may determine access or capacity to participate in the design of REDD+ and at the
same time may preclude implementation of the safeguards or the goals regarding equity. Safeguards
and human rights instruments may be aspired to achieve, they seem to ''produce the appearance of
equity while obscuring the underlying structural conditions that preclude their implementation''
(Ituarte-Lima et al., 2014, p.8).
This conclusion does not quite correspond to the assumptions I made at the start of my research, in
which I hypothesised that the frame-setting processes are vital and that REDD+ should start from the
outset by bringing together all the stakeholders in an equal process. After this research I would say,
that it is just as important to consider the contextual equity factors, that may preclude procedural
equity and are of indirect impact to the goals and subjects of equity, as the contextual factors
determine whether they can be actually realised or not. Research in the future may seek to create a
more in-depth analysis than has been achieved in this study, including more stakeholders and
interviews with policy makers and most importantly, with the people that live inside the REDD+
implementation areas. Other research may focus on a comparative analysis of equity framing
between projects or programs in order to understand the importance of framing from the possible
differences in implications on the ground.
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Appendixes
Appendix 1 Interview guides
Interview guide - Maria Fernanda Gebara
You have been doing lots of research on REDD+ in Brazil.
- What is your general opinion on REDD+?
- Does it work according to you, or how will it work?
The scope of REDD+ has broadened throughout the years.
- Do you think it’s a good thing that REDD now also aims to solve forest-related issues, such as
poverty alleviation?
- What should be according to you, the main purpose of REDD+?
The international framework of REDD+, the Warsaw framework, clearly gives authority to the
national governments.
- What do you think of this approach?
- What have been, or are the biggest challenges for Brazil in order to implement REDD+?
In one of your articles you stated with others that the governance of Brazil is not very strong, there
were no connections between different stakeholders.
- Did this change through time, would you say it has improved?
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- How important is this for outcomes in equity?
In 2015, Brazil has come with its national strategy.
- Have the negotiations on the national strategy and safeguards been participatory according to you?
- Do you believe all stakeholders are equally involved, or has it been a top-down process?
- Were local people involved?
- What impact does this have do you think for the outcomes of equity?
- What is your opinion about Brazil's safeguards?
- Do you believe they are respected in the projects?
Payments are related to the avoided or reduced deforestation, and thus results-based.
- Do you think such an approach can go hand-in-hand with the social safeguards? In other words, is
equity in a project possible with REDD+ being a program based on carbon?
You have been in the field as researcher and entered inside the Juma project in its initial phase.
- What is your opinion about the participation of local people in the formulation of the Bolsa Floresta
program?
- Would you speak of a bottom-up process?
- Has there been, according to you, Free Prior and Informed Consent?
- Did the people have a choice whether or not they would want to participate?
- What is your opinion about the Bolsa Floresta program?
- What is its main goal according to you?
- Does it recognise people of the communities as very important?
- Do you know of any changes or improvements in the project?
Interview guide - Winnie Overbeek
- Wat is uw mening over REDD+ in het algemeen?
- Is het succesvol? Kan het succesvol worden?
- Wat moet volgens u doel nummer 1 zijn van REDD+?
- Carbon versus Co-benefits?
- Wat vindt u van de Cancun Safeguards? (Te algemeen/niet specifiek genoeg)
- Wat voor doel vindt u dat de internationaal opgestelde Safeguards nastreven ten opzichte
van equity? 'do no harm'?
- Denkt u dat de Cancun Safeguards van invloed zijn op nationale REDD+ strategieën en
implementatie?
- Het Warsaw Framework laat veel ruimte over voor interpretatie op de nationale schaal.
- Vindt u dat de voorschriften van REDD+ strenger zouden moeten en dat er minder ruimte
zou moeten zijn voor interpretatie?
- De nationale REDD+ strategie van Brazilië is gevormd door het Ministerie van Milieu
- Vindt u dat alle stakeholders goed vertegenwoordigd zijn geweest?
- Wat vindt u van het proces? Had het anders gemoeten volgens u?
- In hoeverre denkt u dat dit proces van belang is in de uiteindelijke uitkomsten van Equity?
- In de nationale REDD+ strategie heeft het Ministerie van Milieu in samenwerking met FUNAI een set
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van principes opgesteld met betrekking tot Equity, opgenomen onder Annex 1 van de strategie.
- In hoeverre vindt u dat FUNAI de inheemse en bos-afhankelijke bevolking heeft
vertegenwoordigd?
- Welk doel streeft de nationale strategie na met betrekking tot Equity, volgens u?
- In hoeverre is de strategie van invloed op REDD+ implementatie op lokaal niveau in Brazilië,
met haar federale systeem?
- Hoe vindt u REDD+ eraan toegaan 'op de grond' met betrekking tot Equity in Brazilië?
- Wat voor invloed heeft REDD+ op lokale communities?
- Wordt het principe van Free, Prior and Informed Consent toegepast?
- Is dit überhaupt mogelijk met een programma zoals REDD+ dat van boven
gecoördineerd wordt?
- Hoe worden de mensen in de projecten over het algemeen behandeld?
- Wat zou er volgens u moeten veranderen?
- Zijn er programma's, bestaande wetgeving of rechten, die van belang zijn als bestaande context van
Brazilië waarin REDD+ zich afspeelt en die wellicht van invloed zijn op equity?
Interview guide - Adriana Ramos
- Could you tell me more about your NGO, the Socio-Environmental Institute, and its role in the
REDD+ environment? What does your Institute aims to achieve?
- What is your general opinion about REDD+, do you think it is a positive program that can result in a
win-win-win situation, for the climate, biodiversity and people?
The governance of the Amazon Fund is said to be under charge by the Guidance Committee. In a
research done by Elisabeth Dalene in 2011, you were also a respondent and it was stated that the
Guidance Committee do not have any authority and is purely a guidance committee.
- Has this changed through the time, do you feel COFA is more in charge now?
- Has BNDES become more transparent?
- Do you agree with the Amazon Fund being a solid participatory system?
- Why do you believe the private sector is missing out in the governance system of the Fund?
- How well are local people and indigenous peoples recognised and represented by the Amazon
Fund, according to you?
- What are the motives for not supporting a project?
- Are there specific conditions concerning equity a project should achieve, in order to be supported
by the Fund? For example, should a project consider certain safeguards, if so, what safeguards or is
this open for interpretation at the local level?
- Are there specific safeguards coming from Norway?
During the celebration you mention that it's important to recognise the local people as important
people and that it's fundamental that they are able to manage their own resources and get the
money directly.
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- Why is it important that these people are being recognised as important people and their position is
strengthened?
The Amazon Fund is performance-based.
- What is your opinion about the performance-based approach, based on reductions of carbon
emissions? Do you think this approach may affect equity in the projects?

Appendix 2: Atlas Ti. Codes
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Appendix 3 Theory of Change - Bolsa Floresta Program

Theory of Change applied by FAS in the Bolsa Floresta Program with the two primary objectives and the required
preconditions. Retrieved from FAS (2017).
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