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Introduction

Institutions play a crucial role in defining what new policy instruments are feasible and in shaping the
application of old instruments. For example, the pre-existing rights that land-owners have as to managing
their land, and the responsibilities that go with property rights, will have a direct effect on how a new
instrument can be designed to encourage conservation. Similarly, the formal division of roles between
different authorities with accredited rights and responsibilities can influence how the new instrument is
integrated in the existing mix of instruments, i.e. how it is implemented and what impact it can generate.
Moreover, long established customary rules, e.g. customary access rules; can influence the
implementation of conservation instruments, even though they may be not legally recognized. Hence, the
POLICYMIX case studies should include an analysis of the institutional constraints and opportunities in
their assessment of policy instruments and their mixes aimed at biodiversity conservation.

3

Definition of Institutions

Institutions can be divided into the basic
institutions of a society (economic, political,
social institutions, such as property rights,
markets, political governance system) and
specific institutions – or instruments concerning a particular policy area – e.g., legal
regulations and informational norms on
biodiversity conservation.

Institutions can be understood as norms or
rules regarding a particular a set of activities
(Ostrom, 1990; Furubotn and Richter, 1990).
Institutions, rules and norms are terms that are
actually often used interchangeably. In North’s
often cited definition (1990), an institution
consists of informal constraints and formal
rules as well as their enforcement mechanisms
(North, 1991). Formal rules include the stated
rights and obligations (e.g. in legislation), while
the layers of informal rules define in a much
less explicit fashion what is considered right or
appropriate, wrong or inappropriate (North,
1990; Ostrom, 1990). Both formal and informal
rules assign behavior, and are backed up by
monitoring and enforcement mechanisms.
Rules stabilize behavior and advance
predictability (North, 1991), even to a point of
generating rigidity and inertia (DiMaggio and
Powell, 1986).

In the economics literature, institutions are
typically considered constraints. However, the
term "constraint" is a little deceptive, as even
the most cited analysis by Douglass North
(1990) pays attention to institutions reducing
the costs of human interaction by increasing
predictability. With changes in rules and e.g.
the terms of policy or contracting, the actors
need to readjust their behavior, and their
interaction. These frictions generated by
changes and reduced predictability is captured
under the idea of transaction costs (Williamson,
1999).

Institutions shape the ways nature and the
environment are perceived and managed. The
different rationales that influence human
behavior and the pressure it places on the
natural environment are often analyzed under
the rubric of institutions (Young, 2002;
Bromley, 2004; Vatn, 2005). Similarly,
institutional analysis of environmental policy
captures the interests and socially constructed
beliefs about environment and environmental
problems (Funtowicz and Ravetz, 1993;
Paavola, 2007; Vatn, 2009). Vatn (2006)
summarizes these different angles to
institutions concisely: "Institutions are the
conventions, norms and formally sanctioned
rules of a society. They provide expectations,
stability and meaning essential to human
existence and coordination. Institutions
regularize life, support values and produce and
protect interests."

The analysis of institutions shaping biodiversity
policy and use of different instruments(defined
below) must necessarily deal with both
constraining and enabling institutions.
Institutions impose both responsibilities and
rights. Institutions can either facilitate or
complicate a change in the policy mix, e.g. the
introduction of a new policy instrument.
Our analysis focuses on how institutions shape
both the design or introduction of a economic
policy instrument or an instrument mix
targeted at biodiversity conservation, and on
how they shape the implementation of a
particular economic policy instrument or a mix
of instruments. We propose the design and
implementation to be considered in both ex
post evaluations of established instruments
and in ex ante evaluations of instruments that
are being prepared or anticipated. The aim is to
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identify institutional constraints and
opportunities for the development of economic
instruments.

a broader fashion. An example might be a Forest
Conservation Act (a law) framing behavior,
whereas directives under the act target defined
sets of actions. Institutions evolve to encompass
the general rules within which policy instruments
are developed. Designing formal institutions is
motivated by a need to generate enduring rules
that would support more targeted policies.
Formal institutions are designed to remove
undesirable structures and formalize already
existing desirable informal customs. The
monitoring and enforcement for formal
institutions are embedded in the general societal
monitoring and enforcement systems.
Customs and norms can be considered informal
institutions if they are not documented as
standards that could be referred to explicitly.
Informal institutions are not designed, but
emerge through more complex process in
practice (e.g. through slow evolution of
administrative practices or habits), and their
monitoring and enforcement is not specified
but embedded for example in social control
and disapproval .

Policy Instruments, Policy
Mixes and Institutions
The notions of policy instrument, institutions and
policy instrument mixes partially overlap
conceptually. However, it is useful to make
distinctions when the aim is to conduct empirical
analysis and focus on certain interactions
between these conceptual categories.
Furthermore, it is important to note that policy
instruments promoting other policy goals than
nature conservation and maintenance of
ecosystem services are considered institutional
context in this project (see WP2 report).
Policy instruments are designed through
deliberate acts as a reaction to a socially
identified problem. They are targeted and
formulated to achieve a given goal (e.g. increased
conservation of forest biodiversity) through
changing behavior of relevant actors. The
implementation of a policy instrument produces
outputs, like a decision on payments for
ecosystem services (Fig. 1). The outputs, in turn,
generate outcomes. Outcomes come in phases,
first immediate and later final. For example after
a payment for ecosystem service a landowner
restrains himself from logging on a site that can
be considered an output of the policy. This affects
biodiversity outcomes, which in turn affect the
ecosystem services, and the eonomic and social
outcomes. In public policy, policy instruments are
established by government acts, but also private
actors can develop a policy instrument (e.g. a
private forest certification or labeling scheme).
Like policy instruments, also formal institutions
are designed. They differ from policy instruments
in that they do not target only a defined set of
actions, but also influence and frame behavior in
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The relationship between policy instruments,
and institutions as well as broader policy
setting is illustrated in figure 1.

Constructing an intervention theory is a
complicated issue, because different actors may
have different presuppositions and differ in the
ways they see what policy aims to achieve and
how. The intervention theory is a vehicle for
evaluation, the realism of which is validated or
reconsidered during the evaluation.
When analyzing new policy instruments and
institutions, it is important to note that all new
instruments are embedded in pre-existing, yet
evolving formal and informal institutions. The
institutional evolution that allows or triggers the
introduction of new instruments and their
implementation should always be a part of the
analysis of policy instruments.

The figure captures a very broad understanding of
the policy process and the role of institutions and
policy instruments in it. In any policy evaluation
this should be made more concrete by
constructing a case specific intervention theory1 ,
which involves making explicit "the
presuppositions concerning what the intervention
was designed to achieve and how this
achievement was to come about" (Vedung 1997,
138).
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Figure 1. Heuristic evaluation model.
1

Also called as policy theory (Hoogerwerf 1990),
program theory (e.g. Chen 1990, Weiss 1997, Rossi
et al. 1999, Rogers et al. 2000) program logic (Lenne
and Cleland 1987), the program's theory of action
(Patton 1997), and theory of change (Pawson 2003)
and intervention theory (Vedung 1997).
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Research Questions

influence, i.e. search for empirical evidence of
the presence/absence and type of institutions,
as well as their influence policy design, and
implementation. The starting point is a
description of the institution and the
mechanisms through which it constrains and
enables the use of the policy instruments we
are assessing. The case studies should:

The case studies should answer the following
general questions:
1.1 How have existing institutions
contributed to the design and
implementation of current policy
instrument(s)
and
instrument
mixes? (ex post analysis)
1.2 How are current institutions and
instruments likely to shape the
introduction of new instrument(s)
and its implementation? (ex ante
analysis)
Importantly, prior to the analysis of institutions,
all case studies must identify the socialecological context of the case study (including
the biodiversity conservation challenge and its
recent development), and identify the
instrument(s) that are at the focus of the
assessment. The social ecological systems (SES)
framework provides a list of higher order
variables (see appendix) that have been shown
to matter in shaping institutions governing
common pool resources, including the
governance system that refers to both to the
rules that influence behavior and the actors
who set, monitor and enhance rules (Ostrom
2007).

2.1

Describe the relevant institution and the
mechanisms of influence by which it
affects the introduction, design and
implementation of the assessed policy
instrument(s).

2.2

Provide evidence for your description
(reference documents, literature about
the institutional setting).

2.3

Collect documents and/or interview or
survey data to evaluate the influence and
its strength.

What Institutions to Analyze
Before analyzing institutions that influence
policy design and implementation, it is crucial
to identify the actors that have a role in
conserving biodiversity because they have a
right to use the natural resource (forest), or to
enjoy the ecosystem services it provides or a
right to make other decisions that influence its
use and protection.
After having identified these actors, the case
studies should identify the formal institutions,
i.e. arrangements that have been designed on
purpose, or evolved spontaneously or
incrementally, that define the rights and
responsibilities of the actors. Case studies
should analyze the mechanism by which these
influence the design and implementation of the
instrument(s).

How to Analyze Institutions
The description of institutions should support
the understanding of the evolution, or
sequence of changes in rules that have
triggered or at least allowed the new
instrument to be designed. In ex ante analysis,
these types of changes should be anticipated.
The description should be systematic enough to
allow some level of comparison, and ideally, we
should actually "measure" institutions and their

Very often, relevant institutions may originate
from other sectors, e.g. energy, agriculture and
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livestock management or water and tourism
and be based on different aims than
conservation or sustainable management of
forest and non-forest lands. Nevertheless, they
may be important factors influencing the way
forests are managed. For the purpose of the
institutional analysis to be conducted in the
case studies, all other policy instruments than
those instruments that are the target of our
assessment belong to the institutional context,
i.e. they can be considered institutions, and
should be analyzed if they are relevant for the
assessment. Other instruments which can be
assumed either to support or constrain the
achievement of the goals of biodiversity policy
instruments under investigation are relevant.
Assumption can come from literature,
stakeholders or own theoretical analysis. A
typical example would be pervasive agricultural
subsidies.

In cases where the case study setting and the
rules are not well documented e.g. through
previous research, prepare to conduct
qualitative analysis. Use documents, interviews
and / or focus groups. If your case has been
previously studied, and the rules and their
influence mechanisms have been analyzed,
attempt to conduct more quantitative analysis,
e.g. with survey data.

We analyze institutions that influence
(constrain or enable) design, and
implementation of the assessed policy
instruments aimed at biodiversity conservation.
These include the rights and responsibilities
regarding the use and conservation of forest
resources and conservation of forest
biodiversity. In addition to direct rights and
responsibilities regarding the forest, like
property rights, we analyze rights and
responsibilities to set conservation and use
targets, as well as to monitor and enforce.

The case studies should:

Start by describing and analyzing rights and
responsibilities. Rights and responsibilities are
defined formally in laws or other regulations or
somewhat less formally in guidelines and
standards, or even less formally in unwritten
norms, rules, conventions and customs. Where
possible, address also these informal rules and
the ways in which rights and responsibilities are
perceived, e.g. by defining what is appropriate.

When interpreting and drawing conclusions,
pay attention to the behavioral assumptions on
which the different institutions rest.
Additionally the interpretation should consider
rules that influence cooperation and
reciprocity, appropriateness of certain
behaviors, tendency to not react to changes in
market or social demand (path dependency), as
well as feasibility, compatibility, transaction
costs and legitimacy.

3.1

Identify, list and describe the relevant
actors and describe their role in using
the resource, enjoying its ecosystem
services and making decisions on its use
and conservation. Pay attention to actors
relevant
for
both
design
and
implementation.

3.2

Describe all relevant formal and informal
institutions, i.e. the rights and
responsibilities that can be considered to
influence the design and implementation
of the analyzed policy instrument(s).

3.3

Provide evidence of the rights and
responsibilities and the mechanisms
through which they influence policy
design and implementation to the
degree it is possible in your case study.
3.3.1.1 For
formal
rights
and
responsibilities, refer to official
documents
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3.3.1.2 For informal institutions, refer
to published research or collect
interview or survey data
3.4

Evaluate the influence that rights and
responsibilities and proposed changes in
them have had, or could have, on
instrument
design
and/or
implementation.

3.4.1 Design data collection to measure and
evaluate the influence of institutions on
a particular proposed policy, or historical
policy change
3.4.2 Analyze the documents and possible
interview or survey data
3.4.3 Make inferences from the secondary
material and own analyses
3.5

Draw conclusions as to the role of
institutions in constraining and enabling
the design and implementation of new
policy instruments.
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Topics and data sources for analyzing institutions
Identify, list and describe
Actors whose behavior influences BD
1.Those who own, use or have access to the natural resource
2. Those whose livelihood or welfare depends on the resource /nature
3. Those who place demands for conserving the resource /nature or degradation actions
4. Those who decide how the resource / nature is used, managed or protected
5. Public/private sector actors / NGOs
6. Authorities implementing and enforcing policies
Describe

Evidence of the mechanisms of influence

The relevant institutions (the examples below
might be only partially relevant for your case
study, so consider what is relevant and consult
WP6, if necessary)

demonstrate how the institution influences policy
instrument design, and implementation, e.g.
based on formal documents or published
research

Measure and evaluate the influence, e.g.
analyze time series demonstrating recent
changes, compare across different actor
categories, address directly in interviews or
survey (pay attention also to potential lack of
desired change)

Example - Description of the right to practice
forestry and responsibility to conserve
biodiversity:

Example - evidence for how the forest owner
rights and responsibilities influence policy and
behavior:

Examples – evaluation of changes in landowner rights and responsibilities due to a policy
instrument change (realized or proposed) :

The Finnish land-owner has a right and
responsibility to manage forests sustainably, to
carry out cuttings to enhance future growth
and regenerate after clear-cutting. The landowner has also the responsibility to maintain
biodiversity, and particularly to conserve
certain habitat patches.

The Forest Act states the formal rights and forest
management responsibilities. Finland's
constitution protects private property but also
states that all actors carry a responsibility for clean
environment and biodiversity. However, it has
been shown that the Forest Act habitat delineation
does not protect all patches representing the
habitat type (Pykälä, 2007). In addition to the landowners' rights and responsibilities, their forest
management and biodiversity conservation
behavior is importantly shaped by the forestry
organizations (Siiskonen, 2007) and professionals
(Hujala et al., 2007; Primmer and Karppinen,
2010).

- Analyze the recent evolution of land-owner
responsibilities, e.g. how their habitat
conservation behavior has changed

Although recreation and water are free in
Finland, providing these services by the landowner is slowly becoming a point of discussion.
Carbon is treated as timber (and tree stumps)
currently but new institutions and instruments
could emerge to direct its use and
sequestering.

- Interview professionals who provide forest
management advice: what are the main duties
of a land-owner? How have land-owner
responsibilities changed as regards biodiversity
conservation?
- Make a survey addressing land owners:
1. What are your main duties as a land--owner:
a) forest management, b) timber production, c)
sustainable use of forests, d) biodiversity
conservation, e) provision of benefits
(ecosystem services) for the society, f)
following the forestry professionals' advice, g)
following the environmental administration's
advice (fully agree, somewhat agree, neutral,
somewhat disagree, fully disagree),
2. What are your main rights as a land-owner:
a) Managing the forest as a see best, b)
managing the forest as is recommended, c)
generating income for myself, d) enjoying all
the benefits the forest provides me, e) deciding
which areas I manage and which I conserve, f)
deciding whose advice I follow in forest
management, g) deciding whose advice I follow
in conservation(fully agree, somewhat agree,
neutral, somewhat disagree, fully disagree)
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Describe

Evidence of the mechanisms of influence

The relevant institutions (the examples
below might be only partially relevant
for your case study, so consider what is
relevant and consult WP6, if necessary)

demonstrate how the institution influences policy
instrument design, and implementation, e.g.
based on formal documents or published
research

Measure and evaluate the influence, e.g.
analyze time series demonstrating recent
changes, compare across different actor
categories, address directly in interviews or
survey (pay attention also to potential lack of
desired change)

Formal institutions: rights
Right to own land: describe property
rights

e.g. law on property rights or constitution,
published analyses

e.g. recent changes in rights, formalization of
new ecosystem services (e.g. water), differences
between land-owner categories

Right to use forest, ES, BD: describe what
use rights entail

e.g. law on natural resource extraction, law on
forests

e.g. recent changes in rights

Right to access forest: Describe what
types of access rights e.g. citizens,
neighbors, etc. have

e.g. law or norms on open access

e.g. recent changes in rights

Right to control forest or ES use by other
actors: describe the authority of relevant
administrative bodies over forest use

e.g. law on forest administration, forest legislation,
e.g. control the amount of logging

e.g. recent changes in rights, number of
decisions, content of decisions

Right to protect forest: describe the
authority of relevant administration to
limit forest use and protect areas

e.g. law on environmental administration, nature
protection legislation

e.g. recent changes in rights

e.g. recent changes in the rights

Right of the owner to have the land
protected
Right to maintain deforested land in
agricultural use

e.g. recent changes in rights

Right to plan land / forest / ES use:
describe the authority of planning and
forest authorities to make land use and
management plans
Consider rights to own, access, use,
control, protect other ecosystem services
(timber, carbon, recreation, water)
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Describe

Evidence of the mechanisms of influence

The relevant institutions (the examples
below might be only partially relevant
for your case study, so consider what is
relevant and consult WP6, if necessary)

demonstrate how the institution influences policy
instrument design, and implementation, e.g.
based on formal documents or published
research

Measure and evaluate the influence, e.g.
analyze time series demonstrating recent
changes, compare across different actor
categories, address directly in interviews or
survey (pay attention also to potential lack of
desired change)

Formal institutions: responsibilities
Responsibility to protect forests or
manage sustainably: describe land-owner
responsibilities including, if needed,
compliance mechanisms and sanctions

e.g. forest law, formal forest management
guidelines that include obligations that can be
referred to in control.
The Legal Reserve requirement in the Forest Code
in Brazil states that private landowners must
preserve some parts of their lands. Currently set
by presidential decree at 80% for lands in the
Amazon, 35% for lands in Cerrado and 20% in
other biomes).

e.g. setting aside certain habitat patches or a
proportion of managed land, leaving x number
of retention trees or x meters of buffer against
a watercourse
Compliance of Brazilian Forest Code is low due
to market pressures for commodities like soy,
beef, etc. that end up shaping behavior. (EPRI,
2010)

Responsibility to use forest in a
sustainable fashion: describe other users'
responsibilities, including, if needed,
compliance mechanisms and sanctions
Responsibility to inform land owners and
other actors about management /
protection decisions
Consider responsibilities as re other
ecosystem services (timber, carbon,
recreation, water)

(Private institutions)
Rights and responsibilities defined in
certification criteria
(Transaction costs)
(overlaps with WP4)
Set-up of new administrative structures

Resources spent in restructuring admin.

Information retrieval time

Time/resources spent inventorying

Negotiation time

Time/resources spent negotiating

Monitoring time

Time/resources spent monitoring
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Describe

Evidence of the mechanisms of influence

The relevant institutions (the examples
below might be only partially relevant
for your case study, so consider what is
relevant and consult WP6, if necessary)

demonstrate how the institution influences
policy instrument design, and implementation,
e.g. based on formal documents or published
research

Measure and evaluate the influence, e.g.
analyze time series demonstrating recent
changes, compare across different actor
categories, address directly in interviews or
survey (pay attention also to potential lack of
desired change)

Informal institutions
Land-owners' perceived rights and
responsibilities

From secondary sources: e.g. Land-owners are
not autonomous when making conservation
decisions, but rather they rely on professional
advice (Hujala et al., 2007; Paloniemi and Tikka,
2008; Primmer and Karppinen, 2010).

Interview: e.g.
Who decides what forest management
operations will be carried out / benefits (ES)
will be produced, what will be conserved, what
conservation instruments will be applied?
Survey: e.g.
To what degree do the different actors
influence what forest management operations
will be carried out (land-owner, officer from
forest admin., officer from environmental
admin., timber buyer, forest consultant, forest
owner association, ENGO)?
-Similar as regards what services will be
provided, what will be conserved, conservation
instruments will be applied

Information retrieval practices

Interview: How is information collected and
used carried?
Survey: Where do you receive information
about forest management / benefits (ES),
conservation from (land-owner, officer from
forest admin., officer from environmental
admin., timber buyer, forest consultant, forest
owner association, ENGO)? How frequently
(always, regularly, occasionally, sometimes,
never)

Negotiation practices

Time spent negotiating (from first contact to
contract)
Interview: How are conservation negotiations
carried out?
Survey: How frequently do different actors
participate in negotiations (land-owner, officer
from forest admin., officer from environmental
admin., timber buyer, forest consultant, forest
owner association, ENGO / always, regularly,
occasionally, sometimes, never)

Monitoring practices

Time spent negotiating (from first contact to
contract)
Interview: How are conservation negotiations
carried out?
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