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Abstract This paper addresses the question of legitimacy in REDD? governance in

Indonesia. It develops a legitimacy framework that builds on elements of Scharpf (J Eur

Pub Policy 4(1):18–36, 1997) input and output legitimacy concept and the political

economy lens described by Brockhaus and Angelsen (Analysing REDD?: Challenges and

choices, CIFOR, Bogor, 2012). Using data collected through key informant interviews and

focus groups, we identify and explore stakeholder perceptions of legitimacy. The analysis

reveals a complex interplay between input and output legitimacy, finding that state, non-

state and hybrid actors perceive output legitimacy (i.e. project outcomes) as highly

dependent on the level of input legitimacy achieved during the governance process. Non-

state actors perceive proxies for input legitimacy, such as participation and inclusion of

local people, as goals in themselves. In the main, they perceive inclusion to be integral to

the empowerment of local people. They perceive output legitimacy as less important

because of the intangibility of REDD? outcomes at this stage in the process. The findings

also highlight the challenges associated with measuring the legitimacy of REDD? gov-

ernance in Indonesia.
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REDD? 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

UN United Nations

UNFCCC United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change

1 Introduction

REDD? is an international forestry mechanism under the United Nations Framework

Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). It is designed to incentivise reductions in

greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by reducing deforestation and forest degradation, con-

serving and enhancing forest carbon stocks and sustainably managing forests. The Bali

Action Plan, adopted at the thirteenth Conference of the Parties (COP-13), encourages all

Parties to the UNFCCC to support developing countries through capacity building and

improving the institutional setting to reduce emissions from deforestation and forest

degradation (UNFCCC 2007).

Much research into the governance of REDD? (e.g. Corbera and Schroeder 2011;

Thompson et al. 2011; Visseren-Hamakers et al. 2012a) approaches governance perfor-

mance from a results rather than a legitimacy point of view (Rosendal and Andresen 2011).

This study explores REDD? governance through a legitimacy lens. It examines how

legitimacy is contested, how it is perceived by state, non-state and hybrid actors and what

concepts are used to describe and assess it.

Indonesia is the focus of this study because of its multiple stakeholders and interests

involved in REDD? governance, allowing for analysis of a range of perceptions of

legitimacy. The country’s broader context makes it a relevant case study too; it is the

second highest emitter of CO2-equivalent from land use, land use change and forestry

(FAO 2010), it receives substantial financial support from Norway to develop REDD?

(Edwards et al. 2012) and has a complex political economy as a result of decentralization

and the numerous ministries governing land use (Indrarto et al. 2012; Di Gregorio et al.

2012; Luttrell et al. 2014; Mulyani and Jepson 2013).

The paper proceeds as follows. It first offers a brief introduction of REDD? in

Indonesia and explores current propositions on legitimacy. It then explains input and

output legitimacy and tests a set of propositions with key informant and focus group data.

The findings are then discussed in light of how different stakeholders perceive legitimacy

and the challenges of assessing legitimacy in the context of REDD?.

2 REDD1 governance in Indonesia

Following the Bali Action Plan adopted at COP-13, diverse partnerships between devel-

oped and developing countries, non-governmental organisations (NGOs), the United

Nations (UN) and the World Bank were established to implement REDD?. One part-

nership is the Letter of Intent (LoI) between the Government of Norway and the

Government of Indonesia in which Norway pledges US$ one billion to reduce emissions

from deforestation and forest degradation in Indonesia (Government of Indonesia and

Government of Norway 2010).
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In response to the LoI, the President of Indonesia established a REDD? Task Force

under Presidential decree (Government of Indonesia 2011). The Task Force, represented by

the Ministries of Finance, Agriculture, Forestry, Energy and Mineral Resources, the

National Land Agency and the Cabinet Secretariat, what was later merged with the

REDD? Transition Team to form the REDD? Management Agency, is mandated to

coordinate the National REDD? Strategy (SATGAS 2012; Government of Indonesia

2011). This indicates that REDD? in Indonesia has become an issue of broader land use

governance. This could present a challenge on the basis that coordination between some of

these institutions, such as the Ministry of Agriculture, the Land Agency and the Ministry of

Forestry, has historically been problematic (Atmadja and Wollenberg 2010; Edwards et al.

2012).

An array of different interests, ideas, institutions and information characterise the

complex political economy surrounding REDD? (Brockhaus and Angelsen 2012). The

most significant aspect of the political economy in Indonesia is the dual commitment to

seven per cent economic growth (UKP4 2013) and 26–41% GHG emission reductions

(Bappenas 2010), also known as ‘Target 7/26’ (UKP4 2013).

Forests will play a role in meeting both these targets, as much of Indonesia’s tax

revenues come from the forest sector (Indrarto et al. 2012) and through REDD? forests

will play a vital role in reducing national GHG emissions. Luttrell et al. (2014) propose that

those countries holding the highest potential to reducing emissions from tropical defor-

estation tend also to be subject to complex democratisation and decentralisation conditions

with a complex political economy surrounding the forest sector. Decentralisation within

Indonesia has led to extensive forest degradation, with autonomy given to provincial and

district governments. Permits have been issued by them illegitimately as a result of dis-

jointed spatial information (Indrarto et al. 2012).

3 Legitimacy in the complex landscape of REDD1 governance

3.1 Assessing legitimacy

The political economy surrounding REDD? in Indonesia influences different actors’

perceptions of legitimacy. Interests, ideas, information and institutions influence the

motivations for gaining and maintaining legitimacy as well as the values placed upon each

type of legitimacy. Below we examine the subjective nature of legitimacy through different

stakeholders’ perceptions of it.

3.1.1 Input and output legitimacy

As described by Scholte, ‘legitimacy prevails when authority has the consent of those who

are subject to it’ (2011:111). This consent can be achieved in a normative sense such as

through the command of a democratically elected leader or it can be achieved in a soci-

ological sense, for instance when an NGO gains the trust of a community through local

participation and evidence that decisions made by them are effective (Buchanan and

Keohane 2006). The differentiation between input and output legitimacy (Scharpf 1997)

helps to assess how different actors gain and maintain legitimacy in a governance regime.

Input legitimacy can come in the form of balanced representation of stakeholder net-

works, accountability and transparency mechanisms (Bäckstrand 2006). Input legitimacy
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exists when stakeholders are involved in the decision-making process (Lederer 2011). This

research uses the proxy of inclusion and participation of local people in decision-making

processes to measure the performance of input legitimacy.

Output legitimacy is the acceptance of certain rules because of their ability to solve

problems, which relates to effectiveness (Biermann and Gupta 2011). It is important to

note, however, that in some cases this acceptance may be short-lived if the ‘rules’ are

deemed effective initially but fail to meet long-term goals. This research uses the proxy of

positive project outcomes to evaluate the performance of output legitimacy.

In order to assess the output legitimacy of REDD? an understanding of the mecha-

nism’s objectives is required. Since its inception, what is known as REDD? today has the

addition of many more objectives, and these vary depending on specific national REDD?

strategies.

National REDD? initiatives are made up of numerous policies and measures, which are

based on a variety of goals and objectives. They include the multiple objectives of REDD?

itself (reducing emissions from deforestation and degradation as well as conservation,

sustainable management of forests and enhancement of forest carbon stocks) but also a

number of social and environmental objectives captured in the REDD? safeguards, which

are closely aligned with existing national forest programmes (McDermott et al. 2012;

Visseren-Hamakers et al. 2012b). The UNFCCC safeguards (UNFCCC 2011) include the

following:

1. Consistency with national forests programmes and international agreements (policy

coherence).

2. Transparent and effective governance structures.

3. Respects for knowledge and rights of indigenous peoples and local communities.

4. Full and effective participation of relevant stakeholders.

5. Consistency with conservation of biodiversity and ensuring against conversion of

natural forests.

6. Addressing risk of reversals (ensuring permanence).

7. Reducing displacement.

Such a broad set of goals and objectives presents a challenge for gaining and main-

taining legitimacy because each stakeholder has different expectations for REDD?.

The Cancún Agreements state that REDD? safeguards ‘should be promoted and sup-

ported’ by national REDD? strategies (UNFCCC 2011:26). This rather weak language

means that governments are not legally required to implement the safeguards in achieving

REDD? objectives, which may lead to a neglect of input legitimacy—in the form of full

and effective participation of relevant stakeholders. Lederer (2011) suggests that REDD?

will not save Indonesia’s forests alone, and that attempting to do this while simultaneously

preserving biodiversity and local people’s livelihoods is an immense task, which will

inevitably lead to trade-offs and unintended consequences such as community conflicts and

loss of livelihoods. To avoid these unintended consequences, the legitimacy of REDD?

governance needs to be ensured.

3.1.2 Legitimacy in the eyes of whom?

Legitimacy entails that those communities accept the organisation as appropriately

engaged in the task at hand. (Bernstein 2011: 24)
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Assessing the legitimacy of organisations requires an understanding of which communities

are affected and who is being governed by whom (Biermann and Gupta 2011; Scholte

2011). More to the point, in order to assess legitimacy, a critical question that needs to be

asked is ‘legitimacy in the eyes of whom?’ (Biermann and Gupta 2011:1858).

The ability of an institution to perform governance functions may depend on whether

those whom the governance function addresses regard them as legitimate (Buchanan and

Keohane 2006). Inclusion of a range of stakeholders in a governance regime is thought to

contribute to securing greater accountability and legitimacy (Biermann and Gupta 2011),

but identifying who these stakeholders are is a difficult task (Risse 2006). Stakeholders

involved in REDD? governance in Indonesia include local communities, local farmers,

small-, medium- and large-sized national and multinational companies, local, national and

international NGOs and district, provincial and national governments.

An organisation may diverge dramatically from societal norms yet retain legitimacy

because the divergence goes unnoticed (Suchman 1995). This may be the case if an

organisation is delivering results (output legitimacy) but via socially ‘illegitimate’ means.

Brockhaus et al. (2012) make the recommendation of outlining a clear and uncontested

definition of who has the authority to make decisions about land use, but with so many

interests and stakeholders governing land and forests in Indonesia this is no easy task.

Legal clarity is required as well as a clear understanding of which institutions have the

right to make decisions on REDD? activities (Luttrell et al. 2014). Coordination of actors

involved in this process is clearly a difficult task given the fragmentation between national

and subnational government and the multiple interests involved in REDD? in Indonesia

(Luttrell et al. 2014; Brockhaus et al. 2012).

4 Methodology

Our methodology consists of two stages, data collection and data analysis.

4.1 Data collection

Fieldwork was undertaken in various locations throughout Indonesia during May and June

of 2013. Interviews were conducted at the national level in the capital city of Jakarta, at the

provincial level in Palangka Raya, Central Kalimantan and at the district level in Berau,

East Kalimantan. The provincial and district level locations were selected on the basis of

their progress with REDD? and accessibility. In addition, three focus group discussions

and participant observations were carried out at a conference on the socialisation of the

Provincial REDD? Strategy in Pangkalanbun and at two REDD? project sites in East and

Central Kalimantan.

4.1.1 Sampling

A non-probability sampling method was employed in this research. Participants were

selected based on their level of knowledge and involvement (Patton 2002) in REDD? from

the national level to the provincial and district levels. Brockhaus et al. (2012) outline ten

main institutional players in the REDD? policy arena in Indonesia. Through strategic

sampling, participants from five of these key institutions were interviewed. Participants

Legitimacy in REDD? governance in Indonesia 699

123



were also selected using convenience and snowball sampling. Table 1 presents the sample

of participants according to their classification.

Participants were classified into the six categories in Table 1. State actors at the

national, provincial and district levels are from government agencies engaged in REDD?.

Non-state actors at the three levels include domestic and international NGOs, the private

sector and academics. Hybrid actors are collaborations between state and non-state actors.

This classification ensures the anonymity of the participants and allows for comparisons to

be drawn between the actors.

4.1.2 Semi-structured interviews

The primary method of data collection was semi-structured key informant interviews.

Interviews were recorded where possible (18/21); otherwise, notes were taken. An inter-

view guide consisting of a combination of closed and open-ended questions was used to

guide the interview.

4.1.3 Focus group discussions

Three focus groups were held, one with hybrid actors at the Ministry of Forestry in Jakarta,

one with hybrid actors at the district forest management unit in Berau and one with a local

community in Berau district. These discussions were to allow members of a group to bring

forward their ideas and concerns about REDD?.

4.2 Data analysis

A literature review was carried out to assess and evaluate the existing work on legitimacy

and REDD? in Indonesia. The literature review helped with identifying a suit-

able framework to analyse the data. Interview scripts were transcribed and field notes were

synthesised to allow for analysis. In order to produce a set of themes from the data

collected, data was coded, which allowed for comparison and subsequent quantitative

analyses to be made (Corbetta 2003). The coding process produced over twenty themes,

which were tabulated and their frequency within interview transcripts and field notes was

recorded. The themes produced from coding were also analysed in relation to the research

topic, which allowed for the most relevant themes to be highlighted (Bryman 2012). Each

participant’s perception of legitimacy in REDD? governance was then framed into three

categories that represent the most frequently mentioned perspectives on legitimacy. These

perceptions were tabulated and each actor category citing this perception was recorded.

This allows for comparisons to be made about state, non-state and hybrid actors and their

perceptions of legitimacy in REDD? governance.

Table 1 Classification of
research participants

Total n = 24

Interviews (n = 21) State Non-state Hybrid

National 4 4 1

Provincial/district 4 7 1

Focus groups (n = 3) State Non-state Hybrid

National 0 0 1

Provincial/district 0 1 1
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5 Perceptions of legitimacy in REDD1 governance in Indonesia

Three dominant perceptions surrounding the legitimacy of REDD? governance in

Indonesia were identified. They draw a complex picture of legitimacy.

5.1 Input legitimacy is key to REDD1

This research finds that input legitimacy, established through inclusion and participation of

local people, is vital to the governance of REDD? in Indonesia. This was cited by all actor

categories, and the majority of key informants and focus groups (22/24) which indicates its

high importance in REDD? governance. Key informants described input legitimacy as a

prerequisite for projects, ‘well like the inclusion is given like all projects have to do it

whether you like it or not’ (Provincial/District Non-state Actor 3).

Another key informant highlighted that input legitimacy is employed for pragmatic

reasons. Without local people’s participation and understanding the project will not work;

‘my point is REDD is something on the ground, so if you’re not touching the ground

you’ve got nothing. So if you come to the ground and meet people who don’t understand

you’ve got nothing, we have to make them aware and make them have willingness to

participate’ (National State Actor 1).

One exception of this view is illustrated by one key informant suggesting that the

community they engaged with were not involved in a consultative process but agreed to go

ahead because of the outcomes of the project (output legitimacy), ‘actually, they do not

really know about the project, even though we have already said to them. There is darkness

around REDD?. For this time they give their consent, because they can see the benefit’

(Provincial/District Non-state Actor 5). This attitude towards REDD? may be because the

socialisation of REDD? at the provincial and district levels was in its early stages. This

perception suggests that, in some cases, output legitimacy is considered to be important to

some communities. However, Steffek (2003) highlights that output legitimacy refers to the

material benefits provided by a system, and although these are enjoyed by the governed,

this provision is not enough to grant an actor legitimacy. The majority of participants

suggest that it is still important to ensure the methods, such as full and effective partici-

pation of local people (input legitimacy), used to reach these material benefits are con-

sidered legitimate by the governed.

Furthermore, it is important to identify the extent or quality of each type of legitimacy

to ensure that legitimacy can be genuinely granted by stakeholders. For instance, the proxy

used for input legitimacy is inclusion and participation of local people; however, this

inclusion cannot be taken at face value. This was evident at a conference on the sociali-

sation of the Provincial REDD? Strategy in Central Kalimantan where, although there

were plenty of opportunities for stakeholders to express their views, the agenda set by the

event organisers, the provincial government and Satgas REDD?, meant that some of the

concerns of local farmers were excluded. In this particular case, the local farmers were

interested to learn more about large-scale palm oil companies in the area and the impli-

cations for REDD?, but this topic was not discussed further because of the agenda and

time constraints. So, although output legitimacy is achieved in the eyes of the conference

organisers, input legitimacy, in the eyes of the local farmers, was undermined, showing the

trade-off between the two.

The research has also highlighted some important considerations around what consti-

tutes output legitimacy. Though described here as positive project outcomes, these
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outcomes can come in various forms and can be valued differently by different actors. The

most highly cited (23/24) positive project outcome was livelihood improvements: ‘in the

end most communities first and foremost are only interested in protecting their livelihoods

they’re interested in making sure they have an income making sure they have fish and you

know rattan and in the end I think many communities don’t really have a preference of

who’s meant to provide that as long as somebody does…’ (National Non-state Actor 1). In

other words, participants consider output legitimacy to be achieved if livelihoods are

improved first and foremost. However, this presents a challenge considering that the

objectives of REDD?, discussed earlier, go beyond livelihood improvements. As dis-

cussed earlier, the primary objective of REDD? is to reduce emissions and conserve

forests, and so some actors would measure output legitimacy based on these variables and

not on the provision of livelihood improvements.

Alongside this recognition for output legitimacy, input legitimacy is also valued

strongly: ‘they’re just happy to get support from anywhere…one of the villages I know

there are many actors working there but the head of the village is pretty clear on what the

community want’ (Provincial/District Non-state Actor 3). This quote highlights that

communities do not have a preference as to who provides REDD? assistance, as long as

there is input legitimacy, in the form of inclusion in the process through meaningful

consideration of their needs, and as long as output legitimacy is produced in the form of

livelihood improvements.

Does this mean then, that one cannot have output legitimacy without input legitimacy?

Participants (19/24) from all actor categories except National were of the view that input

and output legitimacy cannot be mutually exclusive; ‘You can’t see those things as

mutually exclusive, so for you to have successful long-term project outcomes there has to

be ownership of the project at the community level’ (National Non-state Actor 2).

In this case, REDD? will not have positive project outcomes if local people are

excluded from participating in projects, ‘for REDD? to be successful community

involvement has to be embedded within it’ (National State Actor 3). This is consistent with

initial findings from the KFCP project in Central Kalimantan. The project was criticised for

having low input legitimacy by excluding local people, as well as low output legitimacy by

missing emission reduction targets (Forest Peoples Programme 2012; Howson 2013).

However, a more recent assessment of the KFCP project finds that the initial controversy

was unfounded. Atmadja et al. (2014) surveyed a broader set of community members and

found that a majority received some livelihoods benefits from the project and many wanted

it to continue.

The relationship between input and output legitimacy will always depend on the

stakeholders involved. Returning to the question, ‘legitimacy in the eyes of whom?’, it is

clear that in some cases the relationship is not that straightforward. For example, Wong

et al. (2016) highlight the importance of broad-based consultation in development projects.

Eliciting the views of only a select few, as was the case with the villages surrounding the

Bukit Baka-Bukit Raya National Park in West Kalimantan, can mean that the majority of

the population can deem a project illegitimate, despite approval from village heads.

5.2 Input legitimacy serves as a goal in itself

This research finds that only non-state actors see input legitimacy as a goal in itself;

inclusion of all stakeholders can be a project goal or used as proxies for output legitimacy,

‘social inclusion is part of the target of the outcome’ (Provincial/District Non-state Actor

4). This indicates that they see inclusion and participation of local people as so
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instrumental to the success of projects that it is considered an outcome in itself, ‘but if

somehow you manage to keep them involved in the whole process I mean that’s one of the

successes’ (Provincial/District Non-state Actor 3). Understanding why non-state actors

have this perspective, while state and hybrid actors do not, requires an analysis of the

interests, ideas, institutions and information surrounding them.

The perception of non-state actors that proxies for input legitimacy can serve as goals in

themselves may stem from the fact that effective participation is included in the safe-

guarding of REDD?. Furthermore, non-state actors are seen to contribute to empowering

marginalised actors in governance processes as well as in monitoring government com-

pliance of international agreements (Bäckstrand 2013). This is reflected in our findings, as

non-state actors value inclusion in recognition of the UNFCCC safeguards.

One exception of this view was expressed by one key informant who suggested that the

community they engaged with were more concerned about output legitimacy, ‘actually,

they do not really know about the project, even though we have already said to them. There

is darkness around REDD?. For this time they give their consent, because they can see the

benefit’ (Provincial/District Non-state Actor 5). This attitude towards REDD? may be

because the socialisation of REDD? at the provincial and district level is its early stages.

This perception suggests that in some cases, output legitimacy is considered to be more

important to some communities. However, Steffek (2003) highlights that output legitimacy

refers to the material benefits provided by a system and although these are enjoyed by the

governed, this provision is not enough to grant an actor legitimacy.

State and hybrid actors, on the other hand, do not necessarily see input legitimacy or

inclusion as a goal in itself, but they do recognise that it is key to achieving the overarching

goal of REDD?: ‘my point is REDD is something on the ground, so if you’re not touching

the ground you’ve got nothing. So if you come to the ground and meet people who don’t

understand you’ve got nothing, we have to make them aware and make them have will-

ingness to participate’ (National State Actor 1).

As state actors, in the context of REDD?, they are mandated by their institutions, e.g.

the MoU between Indonesia and Norway, to implement emissions reductions, as well as by

their economic interests to meet emissions reduction targets to receive REDD? finance.

State actors are also accountable to the communities they serve, and therefore should

recognise the importance of community participation. However, as this is not the primary

goal of REDD?, this perception did not resonate among state actors, ‘our common goal is

how to increase the production and to decrease the emission’ (National State Actor 1).

5.3 Motives for maintaining legitimacy depend on stakeholders’ interests
and ideas

Different stakeholders have varying motives for maintaining legitimacy depending on their

interests and ideas. This research finds that state actors maintain input legitimacy for

political reasons as it is in their mandate to protect communities: ‘the government…I mean

they also have an interest in protecting communities…communities vote’ (National Non-

state Actor 1).

International NGOs (non-state actors) maintain their legitimacy to the local commu-

nities involved in REDD? projects through working closely with the national government

in Indonesia (Galudra et al. 2010); their motivation for maintaining legitimacy is based on

their own ideas and interests, which, with regards to REDD? are focused on non-carbon

benefits (Angelsen et al. 2008). There is also pressure from international and national

institutions for non-state actors to focus on these non-carbon benefits (Angelsen et al.
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2008). This may offer some explanation as to why non-state actors value input legitimacy

so highly, as the empowerment of local people resulting from their inclusion can be

considered as one of the non-carbon benefits of REDD?. The fact that many non-state

actors working in the forest sector in Indonesia focus on rights-based development due to

the country’s history of community conflicts may offer another explanation for this per-

ception. This analysis highlights that an actor’s interest, be it political, social, environ-

mental or economic, influences their motivation to maintain legitimacy.

However, the broader political economy, characterised by the numerous actors

involved, poor coordination between ministries and limited forest management capacity,

has the potential to undermine input legitimacy and the effectiveness of participation in

REDD? governance in Indonesia. Ensuring that the interests of all stakeholders are

effectively participating in the process is no easy task as highlighted by Cadman and

Maraseni (2013) who found that in Nepal, despite the REDD? governance process being

considered inclusive by both state and non-state actors, there were not enough resources or

capacity to produce meaningful participation. Also, in Peru it was found that REDD?

project developers, intermediaries and forest users are poorly coordinated (Zelli et al.

2014). These examples suggest that input legitimacy was present, but output legitimacy

could not be achieved due to a lack of capacity.

One non-state actor highlighted that the level and extent of inclusion within REDD?

goes beyond that of local people, ‘if REDD come to our territory you must inform our

spirit not only the human’ (Provincial/District Non-state Actor 1). How project developers

and policy makers go about including this intrinsic spiritual value of forests into REDD?

project design is a question is beyond the scope of this research. It highlights the challenge

of achieving input legitimacy in settings that involve stakeholders with such a diverse

range of cultural and spiritual values, which are usually neither understood nor taken

seriously on the part of project developers.

6 Discussion: The challenges of assessing legitimacy

This research finds that input legitimacy is extremely important to the success of REDD?.

However, there is a need to understand the extent to which inclusion and participation are

effective and meaningful. The issues of coordination and capacity in forest governance in

Indonesia discussed earlier have the potential to undermine the extent to which input

legitimacy is meaningful and effective participation.

There is an immense literature surrounding participation in environmental governance,

which raises questions about the quality and breadth of participation by local people. Often

exclusion can occur during inclusionary processes; at the Provincial REDD? Strategy

socialisation conference the prescribed topics on the agenda and time limitations meant

that the concerns of some local farmers were excluded. This is known as procedural

exclusion (Peterson 2011), and highlights that even though organisers perceived the pro-

cess to be inclusionary; in reality the real concerns of participants were ignored.

Another challenge of assessing legitimacy is related to the output side. As highlighted in

the analysis, the carbon, environmental and social objectives encompassed in REDD?

make assessing output legitimacy difficult, inevitably leading to trade-offs between the

objectives. Furthermore, the high number of actors involved in REDD? makes identifying

common priorities difficult (Visseren-Hamakers et al. 2012a).
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The long-term nature of environmental governance projects such as REDD? also

means that the outcomes cannot be immediately evaluated, adding to the complexity of

assessing output legitimacy. Though output legitimacy concerns the effectiveness of

governance, achieving output legitimacy also relies on the perceptions of effectiveness by

stakeholders, meaning that resolving the underlying problem may not necessarily occur

(Biermann and Gupta 2011).

A stakeholder’s perception of legitimacy is influenced by their individual interests and

ideas. For instance, if a governance arrangement set out to reduce emissions and failed to

do so, but in the process provided a community with livelihoods, this community may

grant those governing the project legitimacy even though they are not achieving the

project’s original goal. In this case, the community’s primary interest is in improving their

livelihoods, but if the other objectives of REDD? are not met, such as carbon reductions,

then the project may be deemed illegitimate by those who have a greater interest in climate

change mitigation. This is problematic because in such cases funding and resources may be

taken away, leaving the communities disenfranchised with the project, which may lead to a

lack of community interest in future projects.

Furthermore, as different actors desire varied outcomes for REDD?, assessing output

legitimacy in the future will remain a difficult task. These issues are echoed in the research

findings, and explain the greater emphasis on input legitimacy within REDD? governance.

This research highlights that non-state actors see input legitimacy as so instrumental to

the success of REDD? that they consider it as a goal in itself. Perceptions of legitimacy

vary depending on each actor’s context. For example, the suggestion that the world of spirit

should be part of the local REDD? decision-making process may not be deemed necessary

by some but vital to indigenous peoples who have a connection to the forest beyond its

economic value (Wadley and Colfer 2004). This point follows on from the discussion

about the quality and extent of participation of the numerous stakeholder groups involved

in REDD? governance.

7 Conclusion

This research finds that there is a complex relationship between input and output legiti-

macy and this affects the success of REDD? governance. The importance of input

legitimacy to non-state actors is evident in the fact that they perceive proxies for input

legitimacy as goals in themselves. In addition, the extent to which input legitimacy

influences output legitimacy depends on the individual perceptions of the various stake-

holders involved. We do find though that many stakeholders are of the view that input and

output legitimacy cannot be mutually exclusive. This reinforces the importance of inclu-

sion and participation of local people in REDD? governance.

Output legitimacy is deemed to be of less importance to non-state actors, due to the

intangibility of the outcomes of REDD? at such an early stage in the process. Furthermore,

there are constraints to assessing output legitimacy because of the range of objectives

included under the REDD? mechanism, which vary depending on the actors involved.

The varying objectives of REDD? and the different values placed upon them by the

various stakeholders involved are influenced by their interests and ideas as well as the

political economy at the project and policy level. These objectives affect stakeholder

perceptions of legitimacy and the values they place on input and output legitimacy.
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This research also highlights the challenges of assessing legitimacy, which can help to

inform future research into the governance quality of REDD? and other global environ-

mental governance mechanisms. The proxies used to categorise legitimacy in this research

are subject to individual perceptions of input and output legitimacy and the values placed

upon them. Diverging perceptions of what constitutes effective participation and positive

project outcomes requires a thorough assessment of the stakeholders involved in, and the

input and output legitimacy of, REDD? governance in Indonesia.

Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 Inter-
national License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution,
and reproduction in any medium, provided you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made.
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