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Tool-kit for Policy Learning Through Pathways of 
Influence 

The	 following	 protocol	 is	 designed	 to	 generate	 creative	 ideas	 and	 strategies	 among	
practitioners	seeking	to	find	solutions	to	complex	global	environmental	and	social	problems.	To	
do	 this,	 we	 draw	 on	 insights	 from	 political	 science	 work	 on	 “policy	 pathways”	 and	 policy	
learning	 scholarship.1	This	 protocol	 was	 designed	 to	 combine	 research	 and	 knowledge	 on	
historical	efforts	as	well	as	current	trends	to	 identify	strategies	to	create	durable	change.	The	
protocol	is	designed	to	apply	to	any	complex	environmental	and	social	problem,	which,	as	we	
discuss	below,	results	in	the	development	of	a	detailed	“playbook”	that	identifies	the	strategic	
implications	for	traveling	distinct	policy	pathways.	

This	protocol	is	meant	to	supplement,	rather	than	replace,	longstanding	traditional	approaches	
to	making	strategic	and	policy	decisions,	such	as	cost-benefit	and	“multi-goal”	policy	analyses.	
The	key	difference	from	existing	approaches	is	that	we	focus	attention	not	just	on	what	appears	
to	be	 appropriate	 standards	 and	policies	 governing	 resources	management,	 but	 also	on	how	
long	a	policy	change	continues	to	have	the	desired	influence	(or	its	“durability”).		

We	also	recognize	that	there	has	historically	been	fragmentation	between	groups	that	work	on	
similar	 problems,	 and	 a	 lack	 of	 coordination	 across	 strategic	 interventions.	 In	 some	 cases,	
interventions	were	never	designed	to	be	effective.	However,	in	other	cases,	they	were	arguably	
not	given	the	time	or	nurturing	that	might	have	made	them	effective.		

Therefore	this	protocol	aims	to	first	join	the	knowledge	of	various	organizations,	and	then	use	
that	 to	 generate	 new	 insights	 that	 can	 bring	 together	 these	 efforts	 to	 create	more	 effective	
interventions	to	solve	complex	social	and	environmental	problems.	

To	 accomplish	 this,	 we	 draw	 on	 theories	 of	 problem-focused	 policy	 learning	 to	 identify	 the	
types	 of	 coalition	 building	 that	might	 foster	meaningful	 policy	 change.	 The	 hope	 is	 that	 this	
effort	might	tap	creative	solutions	that	could	be	nurtured	by	better	connecting	insights	among	
practitioners	and	scholars	operating	at	multiple	levels	of	governance.		

Integrating	work	on	policy	pathways	and	policy	learning	for	their	insights	about	how	to	achieve	
“durable”	reforms	has	resulted	in	the	following	11-step	protocol.	The	protocol	is	not	designed	
to	 provide	 “top-down”	 answers,	 but	 rather	 to	 help	 generate	 a	 process	 through	 which	
practitioners	 and	 problem-focused	 scholars	 integrate	 their	 own	 insights	 and	 expertise	 to	
identify	what	appear	to	be	promising	pathways.	

There	are	 three	main	 phases	 to	 this	protocol.	While	each	phase	must	be	 taken	 sequentially,	
steps	within	each	phase	must	be	completed	iteratively.	

The	Protocol:	An	Overview	
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I. GETTING	READY		
This	 phase	 identifies	 the	 problems	 and	 stakeholders	 that	 need	 to	 be	 a	 part	 of	 this	
process.	

	
II. CO-GENERATING	INSIGHTS		

This	 phase	 brings	 together	 the	 identified	 stakeholders	 to	 analyze	 the	 identified	
problems	 and	 begin	 to	 categorize	 and	 analyze	 the	 problems,	 their	 causes,	 and	 to	
identify	possible	interventions.		

	
III. IMPLEMENTATION		

This	phase	brings	together	the	knowledge	that	was	built	through	Phase	II	above	into	a	
concrete	“playbook”	that	can	be	implemented	moving	forward.	

	
This	 protocol	 is	 currently	 still	 a	 draft	 document,	 and	 being	 piloted	 in	 Peru	 in	 2015-2016.	 The	
content	and	process	will	be	updated	based	on	insights	from	that	pilot	application.	
	
General Overview of the Protocol 
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This	protocol	will	have	to	be	implemented	by	a	combination	of	three	roles:	
	

• Funder	–	convening	and	donor	organization	
• Organizer	–	group(s)	or	individual(s)	with	an	idea	of	the	general	problem	that	they	want	

to	solve	(implements	and/or	oversees	logistical	process	for	the	protocol)	
• Knowledge	Broker	-	assures	that	the	protocol’s	analytical	framework	is	being	followed	

	
While	the	funder	obviously	has	a	specific	 interest	that	they	hope	this	protocol	will	address,	 it	
will	 be	 important	 for	 that	 bias	 to	 be	 transparent	 for	 this	 process.	 It	 will	 also	 be	 crucial	 to	
develop	 procedures	 to	 ensure	 that	 this	 interest	 does	 not	 bias	 the	 process	 of	 defining	 the	
problem	(Step	2),	defining	the	core	group	(Step	3),	or	conducting	analysis	of	the	causal	 logics	
(Phase	II).2	
	
Process	for	the	Protocol	
	
The	 actual	 logistical	 format	 that	 this	 process	 takes	 depends	 on	 the	 preferences	 of	 the	
organizers,	 knowledge	 brokers,	 and	 funders.	 These	 steps	 could	 occur	 through	 a	 workshop,	
series	of	meetings,	online	webinars,	or	even	through	a	lead	organizer	consulting	with	the	core	
group	members.3	

In	order	to	generate	collective	insights,	someone	or	some	organization	needs	to	be	responsible	
for	collating,	collecting,	disseminating,	and	generating	ideas	for	action	that	can	be	shared	
among	a	range	of	identified	organizations	and	individuals.	This	person	or	organization	is	the	
knowledge	broker.		
	
The	 knowledge	 broker	 ought	 to	 have	 training	 or	 practice	 in	 analyzing	 various	 “theories	 of	
change.”	It	is	not	necessary	that	they	have	extensive	prior	knowledge	of	the	particular	problem	
at	hand.	In	fact,	it	is	plausible	that	a	“fresh”	set	of	eyes	may	be	as	beneficial	as	someone	who	
has	 been	 intimately	 involved	 over	 a	 number	 of	 years	 “on	 the	 ground.”	 A	knowledge	 broker	
should	have	some	type	of	training/experience	in:		
	

• Social	 science	 research	 methods,	 especially	 those	 that	 emphasize	 complex	 historical	
processes	

• The	role	of	organized	interests	in	shaping	policy	decisions	
• Public	policy	and	international	relations	
• Abstract	conceptual	thinking	as	well	as	practical	experiences	“on	the	ground”		
• Sensitivity	and	experience	dealing	with	participatory	disparities	around	race,	class,	and	

gender		
	

I. GETTING	READY	
	

Step	1:	Identify	a	Knowledge	Broker	
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Approach of the Knowledge Broker 
	
It	 is	 important	that	the	knowledge	broker	not	have	a	“vested”	 interest	other	than	generating	
insights	from	the	protocol	that	might	help	better	address	clearly	identified	problem	definition	
(Step	2).	This	means	that	the	knowledge	broker	must	work	hard	to	limit	the	influence	of	their	
own	conscious	or	unconscious	personal	beliefs,	or	those	of	a	particular	community,	network	or	
organization.	Since	our	protocol	is	designed	to	begin	and	end	with	a	clear	problem	definition,	a	
knowledge	broker’s	key	priority	must	focus	on	applying	insights	from	the	protocol	to	generate	
strategic	insights	among	relevant	stakeholders	for	ameliorating	the	problem	at	hand.	
	
Hence,	the	knowledge	broker	will	be	required	to:	
	

• Be	biased	towards	ameliorating	the	explicit	problem	that	has	been	defined,	rather	than	
aiding	particular	organizations	with	potentially	different	organizational	agendas;	

• Incorporate	and	help	uncover	a	range	of	relevant	sources	of	knowledge;	and	
• Coordinate	 the	 process	 and	 document	 creative	 ideas	 and	 insights	 that	 emerge	 from	

these	processes.	
	
We	do	note	that	there	already	exist	many	practitioners	engaged	in	the	policy	world	who	have	
such	 training,	even	 if	 they	are	not	 familiar	with	 the	pathways	and	 learning	 literatures	per	 se.	
What	is	most	important	is	that	the	knowledge	broker	be	able	to	access,	understand,	and	apply,	
insights	from	the	framework	to	help	guide	stakeholders	as	they	answer	this	protocol.	Similarly,	
there	are	a	number	of	potential	knowledge	brokers	who	have	graduate	training	 in	qualitative	
and	causal	social	science	methods	that	could	be	integrated	into	these	efforts.	
	
Diagnostic Questions: 
Does	the	potential	knowledge	broker:	

• Have	training	in	conceptual,	theoretical	and	historical	social	science	methods?	
• Experience	in	applied	problem	solving?	
• Knowledge	of	and	experience	in	multi-goal	policy	analysis	techniques?	
• Sensitivity	to	how	identities	of	participants	(race,	class,	gender)	might	exercise	influence			

The	 most	 important	 step	 is	 to	 identify	 the	 problem	 or	 problems	 that	 are	 the	 target	 of	 the	
pathways	of	influence	and	policy-learning	framework.		
	
This	step	requires	greater	articulation	of	the	particular	“problem	definitions”	within	a	particular	
context.	The	ultimate	problem	or	set	of	problems	that	stakeholders	are	seeking	to	address	will	
vary	 according	 to	 local	 contexts.	 Recognizing	 the	 difference	 of	 how	 different	 people	 see	 the	
same	 problem	 carries	 implications	 for	 whether,	 when,	 and	 how	 these	 approaches	might	 be	
diffused	elsewhere	to	address	and	promote	particular	local	challenges.		
	

Step	2:	Identify	the	Problem(s)	
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This	step	is	key,	because	it	is	only	after	a	clear	understanding	of	the	“on	the	ground”	situation	
that	 scholars	 and	 practitioners	 can	 collectively	 identify	 strategies	 capable	 of	 having	 some	
type	of	“cause	and	effect”	influence	on	a	specific	problem.		
	
Diagnostic Questions: 

• What	 are	 the	 (social/environmental/economic)	 problems	 that	 existing	 strategies	 are	
being	employed	to	solve?	

• What	problems	are	preventing	 the	 resolution	of	 this	problem?	Divide	 these	problems	
into	social,	environmental,	and	economic	categories.	

• What	problems	are	directly	inhibiting	these	solutions,	and	what	problems	have	indirect	
impacts	on	success?		

• For	each	problem	you	have	identified,	can	you	be	more	specific	about	the	problem?	Is	it	
possible	to	break	it	into	smaller	problems?		

• Identify	whether	there	are	foreseeable	“whack-a-mole”	effects	in	which	other	problems	
are	possibly	ignored	or	rendered	worse	by	focusing	only	on	this	problem.	

	

Once	the	knowledge	broker	and	the	problem(s)	have	been	identified,	the	relevant	audience	for	
generating	 collective	 strategic	 insights	must	 be	 identified.	 The	 first	 task	 is	 to	 identify	 a	 core	
stakeholder	 group,	 comprised	 of	 organizations	 and	 individuals	 that	 are	 dedicated	 to	
ameliorating	the	identified	problem.	Both	“likeminded”	organizations,	whose	central	purpose	is	
to	 address	 the	 problem	 in	 question,	 as	 well	 as	 individuals	 who	 may	 work	 in	 a	 range	 of	
government,	 business,	 development,	 and	 environmental	 agencies	 must	 be	 identified.	 These	
individuals	 must	 have	 “deeply	 engrained	 values”	 that	 lead	 them	 to	 belong	 to	 a	 community	
based	on	their	shared	values,	rather	than	on	the	organization	they	happen	to	work	for.4	
	
The	 purpose	 of	 this	 protocol	 is	 to	 offer	 recommendations	 in	 ways	 that	 are	 sensitive	 to	 and	
foster	 “shared	 learning”	 among	 key	 actors	 who,	 through	 dot-connecting,	 may	 avoid	 well-
intended	 but	 countervailing	 strategies,	 as	 well	 as	 identify	 synergistic	 efforts	 that	 can	 unfold	
over	time.	Therefore,	there	is	no	single	perfect	way	to	identify	the	core	stakeholder	group.	
	
Not	all	groups	and	individuals	working	on	a	particular	problem	must	be	part	of	this	core	group.	
In	fact,	depending	on	the	problem	in	question,	engaging	too	many	organizations	may	 impede	
the	 process	 of	 sharing	 insights.	 Likewise,	 it	 may	 be	 that	 some	 organizations	 will	 be	 the	
“recipients”	of	the	pathways	strategy,	and/or	engaged	at	a	later	time.		
	
Similarly,	the	knowledge	broker	may	adjudicate	the	focus	on	a	narrower	version	of	the	problem.	
These	decisions	will	not	only	make	the	learning	process	more	manageable,	but	will	help	inform	
deliberations	 over	whom	 to	 include.	 The	main	 point	 is	 that	 decisions	 over	whom	 to	 include	
should	be	made	taking	into	account	these	factors,	rather	than	through	some	other	process	that	
is	not	 linked	 to	problem-solving	–	 such	as	one	based	on	 those	who	have	 the	most	 resources	

Step	3:	Identify	Relevant	Participants/Audience	for	Co-generating	Insights	
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and/or	who	seek	to	shape	problem	definitions	in	ways	that	benefit	their	own	interests,	rather	
than	being	motivated	by	the	plight	of	communities	affected	by	the	problem	specifically.	
	
For	all	these	reasons,	identifying	and	establishing	this	initial	group	is	key,	particularly	since	they	
will	 then	 be	 responsible	 for	 deliberating	 over	 whether,	 when,	 and	 how	 broader	 coalitions	
among	organizations	and	individuals	might	be	useful.		
	
The	knowledge	broker	must	therefore	reflect	on	any	organizational	interests	and	shared	values	
when	suggesting	which	members	will	comprise	the	particular	core	stakeholder	group.	
	
Honest	discussions	need	to	be	developed	before	formal	coalitions	are	built	to	make	sure	that	
any	coalitions	of	the	core	stakeholder	group	and	likeminded	actors	align.		
 
Diagnostic questions:  

• For	 each	problem	you	have	 identified,	who	works	on	 this	 problem	and	has	 a	primary	
mission	that	would	always	want	to	resolve	this	problem?		

• What	groups	might	be	 interested	 in	addressing	 this	problem	when	 it	 aligns	with	 their	
goals,	but	might	at	other	times	conflict	with	this	goal?	

• Who	 has	 an	 obligation	 or	 interest	 to	 address	 this	 problem	 but	 has	 not	 been	 directly	
working	to	address	it?	

Once	 the	 core	audience	members	of	 the	 coalition	have	been	 identified	with	a	 clear	problem	
definition	(or	definitions)	in	mind,	the	knowledge	broker	can	turn	to	fostering	the	co-generation	
of	strategic	 insights.	This	section	offers	practical	solutions	that	emerge	from	the	 literature	on	
policy	pathways,	learning,	diffusion,	and	policy	durability.	
	
The	 task	 of	 the	 knowledge	 broker	 during	 this	 phase	 is	 to	 focus	 the	 identified	 stakeholders	
around	understanding	the	causal	processes	through	which	policy	pathways	might	be	traveled,	
the	 various	 policy	 instruments	 that	 emerge,	 and	 the	 implications	 for	 ameliorating	 specified	
problems.	The	generation	of	this	collective	knowledge	will	almost	always	involve	convening	in-
person	dialogues,	but	there	are	also	complementary	ways	to	bring	together	stakeholders	and	
generate	collective	insights,	for	example	through	webinars	or	policy	briefs.	We	again	stress	that	
the	steps	below	are	not	meant	to	be	sequential	but	iterative.	The	knowledge	broker	must	work	
to	constantly	revisit	and	update	these	steps	as	knowledge	and	deliberation	advance.	

One	 of	 the	 most	 important	 but	 often	 overlooked	 steps	 in	 problem-focused	 stakeholder	
deliberations	 is	classifying	the	problem	against	other	priorities.	This	 is	a	key	step,	 focusing	on	
identifying	 and	 potentially	 limiting	 “whack-a-mole”	 effects	where	 solving	 one	 problem	might	
make	others	worse.	 Likewise,	 it	 focuses	stakeholders	on	deliberating	about	what	 to	do	when	
such	tradeoffs	with	other	problems	present	themselves.	This	effort	can	be	assisted	by	drawing	

Step	4:	Classify	Problems	&	Incorporate	Whack-a-Mole	Effects	

II. CO-GENERATING	INSIGHTS	
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on	Cashore’s	distinction	of	three	types	of	problems.	We	stress	that	this	process	in	Step	4	must	
be	 iterative	 with	 other	 steps	 below	 and	 that,	 through	 careful	 adjudication	 of	 the	 pathways	
framework,	may	result	in	shifting	the	classification	of	the	problem	from	one	type	to	another.		
	
The	key	issue	here	is	to	make	these	deliberations	explicit,	rather	than	accidentally	championing	
an	intervention	or	pathway	that	would	result	in	a	de-facto	classification	at	odds	with	what	the	
stakeholder	 process	 had	 identified.	 In	 other	 words,	 this	 step	 is	 designed	 to	 avoid	 the	 “tail	
wagging	the	dog,”	in	which	often	“covert”	and	“latent”	forces	linked	to	powerful	organizations	
or	 discourses	 end	 up	 determining	 how	 we	 classify	 problems.	 The	 expectation	 is	 that	 by	
considering	 “up	 front”,	 in	 an	 open	 and	 transparent	 fashion,	 just	 how	 we	 want	 to	 treat	 a	
particular	 type	 of	 problem	 in	 relationship	 to	 other	 problems,	 innovative	 solutions	 might	 be	
nurtured.		
	
Classifying the Problem(s) as Type 1, 2, or 3 
	
In	 order	 to	 help	 conceptualize	 the	 types	 of	 problems	 that	 we	 identify,	 a	 collaborative	
knowledge-generating	 process	 must	 constantly	 consider	 knowledge	 from	 natural	 and	 social	
sciences,	and	use	that	to	categorize	them	into	three	types	of	problems,	outlined	below.	
	
Type	1:	Win/win.	This	first	type	of	problem	focuses	on	a	problem	that,	by	addressing	it,	make	
almost	everyone	better	off.	In	other	words:	
	

a) There	is	near	universal	acceptance	that	the	problem	at	hand	must	be	addressed;		
b) Addressing	the	problem	does	not	result	in	another	problem	becoming	more	acute;	and		
c) Not	acting	to	address	the	problem	will	make	the	vast	majority	worse	off.		

	
The	classic	version	of	a	win/win	problem	is	Hardin’s	tragedy	of	the	commons,	where	there	are	
incentives	to	overexploit	a	common	resource	but	overexploitation	has	negative	consequences	
for	all	parties	 in	the	 long	term.	 It	 is	 important	to	consider	 if	a	problem	is	actually	win/win,	as	
that	will	impact	how	the	problem	is	analyzed	and	what	solutions	are	relevant	to	the	problem.		
	
Type	2:	Win/lose,	Compromise.	For	a	Type	2	problem,	the	stakeholder	group	recognizes	that	the	
problem	at	hand	is	one	of	many	for	which	they	will	accept	some	type	of	“compromise”	in	which	
there	are	recognized	tradeoffs	with	other	problem	definitions.	The	classic	example	for	a	Type	2	
problem	 is	 land	 use	 planning	 processes	 that	 divide	 up	 the	 landscape	 according	 to	 different	
functions	 (biodiversity,	 forestry	 management,	 mining,	 community	 forestry,	 or	 agriculture)	
following	a	process	of	hearing	from	and	weighing	the	positions	of	the	various	interest	groups.	
	
Type	3:	Win/lose,	Hierarchy.	For	a	Type	3	problem,	stakeholders	come	to	recognize	that	there	
are	some	types	of	problems	in	which	the	very	act	of	compromising	with	other	problems	renders	
them	 unable	 to	 address	 the	 problem	 at	 hand.	 One	 example	 of	 a	 Type	 3	 problem	 is	 species	
extinction.	In	the	case	of	a	species	that	is	about	to	become	extinct,	the	only	way	to	address	the	
problem	is	to	identify	a	solution	that	ensures	species	viability.	In	this	case	it	is	simply	impossible	
to	“compromise”	if	the	goal	of	maintaining	the	species	is	to	be	addressed.	It	may	well	be	that	
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society	 decides	 that	 it	 does	 not	 want	 to	 stop	 a	 species	 extinction,	 but	 this	 is	 a	 different	
approach	than	prioritizing	this	issue	as	a	Type	3	problem.	
	
Classifying	 problems	 as	 Type	 1,	 2,	 or	 3	 can	 also	 help	 stakeholders	 adjudicate	 pathways	 of	
influence	when	they	are	attempting	 to	address	 two	or	more	problems.	By	being	 transparent	
about	 such	 classifications,	 we	 can	 better	 assess	 and	 adjudicate	 different	 pathways	 for	
influencing	 policy	 changes,	 while	 being	 open	 about	 “whack-a-mole”	 impacts	 that	 might	
require	simultaneous	attention	elsewhere.	
	
Diagnostic Questions:  

• Do	most	people	and	organizations	recognize	your	problem(s)	needs	to	be	addressed?	
• Will	addressing	this	problem	make	another	problem	worse?	
• Will	the	vast	majority	be	better	off	if	this	problem	was	addressed?	
• Building	off	the	knowledge	we	have	generated	so	far,		

o If	you	have	to	make	tradeoffs	to	address	this	problem,	should	this	problem	have	
priority	over	other	problems	(i.e.,	should	it	have	precedence	as	a	“winner”)?		

o Or	does	this	problem	have	lower	priority	than	other	relevant	problems	(i.e.,	are	
there	other	problems	that	should	be	a	“winner”	over	this	problem)?		

o Or	 should	 it	 be	 considered	 equally	 with	 other	 problems	 in	 a	 discussion	 of	
“winners”	and	“losers”?	

Step	 5	 assesses	 the	 range	 of	 knowledge	 sources	 that	 shed	 light	 on	 the	 problem,	 including	
scientific	 understanding	 and	 other	 relevant	 sources,	 such	 as	 indigenous	 or	 traditional	
knowledge	and	insights.5	
	
Uncertainties	 or	 incomplete	 information	 should	 also	 be	 identified	 during	 this	 step.	 The	
knowledge	 broker	 should	 be	 careful	 to	 distinguish	 problems	 that	 enjoy	 a	 heavy	 degree	 of	
consensus	 from	 those	 that	 still	 have	 a	 lot	 of	 uncertainty	 or	 subjective	 interpretations.	
Discussions	must	 then	 focus	 on	whether	 some	 type	 of	 scientific	 research	might	 help	 reduce	
uncertainty,	as	well	as	focusing	on	what	types	of	uncertain	relationships	are	most	important	to	
understand	given	the	problem	definition.6	Undertaking	this	step	may	also	result	in	stakeholders	
shifting	original	deliberations	over	whether	 to	 classify	a	problem	as	Type	1,	2,	or	3	 in	 Step	4	
above	–	which	 is	why	we	emphasize	again	 that	 the	steps	within	each	phase	are	meant	 to	be	
done	iteratively,	as	opposed	to	sequentially.	
	
Diagnostic Questions: 

• What	academic	literature	is	available	on	the	problem(s)?		
• What	 knowledge	 bases	 do	 the	 core	 group	 members	 have	 access	 to,	 and	 what	

knowledge	(scientific	and	traditional)	can	these	members	bring	to	this	process?	
• What	 NGO	 and	 policy-based	 literature	 is	 available	 on	 the	 problem(s),	 from	 both	

domestic	and	international	NGOs?		

Step	5:	Scope	Knowledge	of	Problem(s)	at	Hand	
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• What	topics	relevant	to	this	problem	have	not	been	covered	in	this	research?	What	else	
scientific	knowledge	would	be	helpful	to	approach	this	problem?	

• Does	this	scoping	change	our	understanding	of	 the	problems	we	have	defined	for	 this	
process?		

This	 step	 of	 applying	 the	 “pathways	 of	 influence”	 framework	 is	 the	 key	 to	 success	 in	 this	
process.	 It	 requires	 the	 knowledge	 broker	 to	 offer	 a	 new	 way	 to	 identify	 strategies	 that	
incorporate	the	“pathways	of	influence”	approach.		
	
What is the “pathways of influence” approach? 
	
Economic	globalization	is	largely	seen	as	a	process	that	reinforces	the	role	of	global	commodity	
markets,	 and	 is	 often	 characterized	 as	 the	 culprit	 in	 many	 global	 social	 and	 environmental	
problems.	Similarly,	norms	of	sovereignty	(i.e.	the	right	of	each	country	to	decide	and	deliberate	
over	rules	within	their	territory)	stipulate	that	there	are	limits	to	what	transnational	institutions	
can	 require	 of	 national	 states.	 Both	 of	 these	 concepts	 are	 argued	 to	 be	 impediments	 in	
international	efforts	to	prevent	a	“race	to	the	bottom”	of	social	and	environmental	standards.		
	
Instead	of	focusing	on	just	these	“downward”	or	negative	pressures,	the	Bernstein	and	Cashore	
“pathways	of	influence”	framework	seeks	to	incorporate	the	analysis	of	four	distinct	pathways	
of	 transnational	 influence	 where	 they	 can	 also	 create	 “upward”	 or	 positive	 incentives.	 By	
analyzing	these	four	“pathways	of	influence”,	scholars	and	practitioners	can	better	understand	
how	transnational	processes	might	influence	domestic	public	policies.		
	
In	 this	 protocol,	 we	 seek	 to	 disentangle	 the	 international	 forces	 relevant	 for	 a	 global	
environmental	or	social	problem	that	play	out	within	each	of	these	four	pathways.		
 
Why are the pathways important? 
	
Understanding	 how	 each	 of	 these	 pathways	works	 is	 important,	 since	 each	 of	 the	 pathways	
interact	with	the	forces	of	economic	globalization	and	norms	of	sovereignty	in	different	ways.	
Therefore,	rather	than	think	about	how	to	prevent	globalization	from	happening,	we	might	look	
at	what	incentives	are	being	created	along	different	pathways.	
	
Our	 ultimate	 goal	 is	 to	 identify	 interventions	 that	 are	more	 likely	 to	 lead	 to	 durable	 results,	
rather	than	short-lived	“victories”.		In	order	to	achieve	the	most	impact,	we	want	to	focus	our	
attention	on	assessing	whether	the	policy	change	that	we	seek	can	actually	last.		
	
We	 tend	 to	 think	 of	 a	 successful	 policy	 change	 as	 a	 big	 change	 like	 passing	 a	 new	 law	 or	
regulation.	However	in	many	cases,	we	see	big	policy	changes	that	quickly	“revert”	to	the	status	
quo	 by	 powerful	 actors	 who	 oppose	 the	 goals	 of	 those	 seeking	 to	 solve	 the	 identified	
problem(s).	 Therefore	 this	 protocol	 aims	 to	 look	 at	 how	we	 can	 create	durable	 change.	 This	

Step	6:	Applying	the	Pathways	of	Influence	Framework	
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change	can	happen	quickly	in	one	big	change,	or	can	happen	gradually.	If	it	happens	gradually,	
it	can	sometimes	be	hard	to	see	if	the	change	is	durable	or	not.	
	
Table	1.	Steps	to	Durable	Policy	Change	

	
 
What are the pathways? 
 
There	are	four	pathways	through	which	influence	can	occur:		
	

Rules	
	

The	 international	 rules	 pathway	 focuses	 on	 the	 role	 of	 international	
agreements	in	addressing	the	problem	at	hand.	These	agreements	can	include	
hard	or	soft	rules.	

	
Norms	

	
The	norms	pathway	focuses	on	values,	discourses,	and	the	power	of	ideas	in	
shaping	behavior.	For	example,	slavery	is	considered	immoral	in	most	of	the	
world,	and	most	people	would	not	own	slaves	even	if	slavery	became	legal.		

	
Markets	
	

The	 markets	 pathway	 directs	 greater	 attention	 to	 understanding	 how	
different	 types	 of	 interventions	 with	 some	 type	 of	 “market”	 logic	 operate.	
This	pathway	 focuses	on	what	market	 incentives	might	exist,	 as	well	 as	 the	
implication	of	 these	 incentives	 on	 an	 intervention’s	 durability	 as	well	 as	 on	
“on	the	ground”	behavior.		

	
Direct	Access	
	

Finally,	the	direct	access	pathway	focuses	on	the	role	of	 international	actors	
in	 facilitating	 capacity	 building,	 technology	 transfer,	 and	 the	 provision	 of	
financial	resources	by	international	bodies,	such	as	the	World	Bank.	
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The	 pathways	 aim	 to	 understand	how	 very	 different	 pathways	 within	 a	 single	 intervention	
might	unleash	more	durable	 change.	 If	an	 intervention	can	 include	 influence	through	two	or	
more	pathways,	it	is	more	likely	that	this	change	will	be	durable.	
	
When	societal	interests	decide	to	support	an	international	convention,	it	is	often	assumed	that	
they	are	following	an	“international	rules”	pathway	in	which	countries	accept,	and	then	comply	
with,	 international	policies.	Results	 from	applying	the	Bernstein	and	Cashore	framework	have	
proven	these	assumptions	to	be	limiting.	Often,	international	rules	and	conventions	can	trigger	
important	global	norms	that	diffuse	to	domestic	settings,	such	as	biodiversity	conservation	or	
indigenous	rights,	irrespective	of	the	strength	of	the	international	rule.		

	
Likewise,	 when	 environmental	 groups	 decide	 to	 initiate	 a	 boycott	 campaign	 of	 a	 particular	
company,	 it	 is	 often	 assumed	 that	 they	 are	 following	 a	 “markets”	 pathway	 in	 which	 an	
economic	 incentive	 alters	 a	 company’s	 or	 country’s	 cost-benefit	 calculus	 governing	 specific	
behaviors,	such	as	deforestation.	Such	a	logic	can	indeed	apply,	but	other	pathways	can	also	be	
triggered	through	these	efforts,	such	as	empowering	marginalized	domestic	interests	within	the	
public	 policy	 process	 (direct	 access	 pathway).	 In	 fact,	 Bernstein	 and	 Cashore	 posit,	 based	 on	
lengthy	empirical	reviews,	that	boycott	campaigns	themselves	rarely	have	a	durable	 influence	
but	 can	 trigger	 changes	 in	domestic	policies	 that,	 depending	on	 their	 design,	 are	often	quite	
durable	 long	 after	 the	 influence	 logic	 of	 the	 boycott	 has	 dissipated.	 Similarly,	 boycott	
campaigns	can	play	an	 important	 role	 (though	difficult	 to	measure)	 in	shaping	norms,	values,	
and	problem	definitions	at	the	domestic	and	local	levels.		
	
The	pathways	 framework	allows	 the	 researchers	 to	assess	distinct	 causal	 logics	 and	 focus	on	
specific	 causal	mechanisms/explanations	 that	 help	 understand	 policy	 decisions	 in	 a	 domestic	
context.	Moreover,	breaking	down	the	different	pathways	allows	us	to	examine	varying	degrees	
and	roles	of	different	paths.	The	pathways	framework	is	useful	then	for	studying	only	a	single	
transnational	 instrument,	as	analysis	of	multiple	 instruments	simultaneously	would	prove	too	
complex.	
	
Applying the Pathways 
This	 step	 therefore	 aims	 to	 build	 on	 the	 research	 done	 in	 previous	 steps,	 and	 applies	 a	
pathways	 analysis	 to	 existing	 interventions.	 Here	 the	 stakeholder	 group	will	 work	with	 the	
knowledge	 broker	 to	 assess	 which	 pathways	 were	 travelled	 by	 previous	 and	 existing	
interventions	and	why	certain	efforts	have	succeeded	and	others	have	failed.	
	
Diagnostic questions: 

• What	have	people	already	done	to	try	to	tackle	this	problem(s)?		
• Using	the	pathways	of	influence	framework,	analyze:	

o What	aspects	of	these	interventions	were	effective?	Why?	
o What	aspects	of	these	interventions	were	not	effective?	Why?	
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Building	off	the	research	and	knowledge	generation	that	has	occurred	so	far,	we	want	to	start	
thinking	about	the	future,	and	how	we	can	collaboratively	come	up	with	possible	interventions.	
At	this	point	in	the	process,	we	should	have	already	done	an	analysis	of	existing	and	previous	
interventions,	and	are	starting	to	get	a	better	idea	of	how	we	can	use	the	influences	we	have	
identified	within	each	of	the	pathways	to	come	up	with	new	ideas	for	intervening.	
	
Using	the	analysis	from	Step	6	based	in	the	four	pathways,	we	want	to	start	to	think	collectively	
and	 creatively	 about	 how	 to	 come	 up	with	 new	 interventions	 that	 can	 create	 change	 in	 the	
future.	This	could	be	done	by	strengthening	existing	interventions,	uncovering	new	and	creative	
interventions,	 or	 combining	 existing	 efforts	 with	 new	 strategies.	 The	 four-pathways	 analysis	
reveals	 influences	 that	can	be	used	unleash	change.	We	want	 to	be	deliberate	while	 thinking	
through	 possible	 interventions	 to	 try	 to	 identify	 ways	 to	 create	 synergies	 across	 various	
pathway	mechanisms	and	to	minimize	conflicts	across	mechanisms.		Ultimately,	what	we	care	
about	here	is	if	the	interventions	are	effective,	or	how	they	could	become	more	effective,	not	
whether	they	are	old	or	new	strategies.		
	
As	we	think	about	 these	 interventions,	we	want	 to	 think	about	 the	 theory	behind	how	these	
interventions	would	work.	In	addition	to	the	influences	that	the	four-pathways	analysis	would	
reveal,	we	want	to	think	about	if	the	interventions	will	be	durable	(see	Table	1	in	Step	6).	
	
When	thinking	about	potential	 interventions,	we	want	to	consider	both	existing	and	potential	
future	instruments,	as	well	as	instruments	that	are	quick,	gradual,	direct,	and	indirect.		
	
In	 this	 step,	 the	 core	 stakeholder	 group	 and	 the	 knowledge	 broker	 would	 be	 required	 to	
generate	new	or	additional	ideas	for	intervening.		
 
Diagnostic Questions:  
	

• Keeping	in	mind	the	type	of	problem	you	have	identified	and	the	knowledge	generated	
so	far,	what	does	the	four-pathways	analysis	reveal	as	potential	causal	mechanisms	for	
creating	positive	policy	change	to	this	problem?		

• Are	 there	 any	mechanisms	 identified	 through	 the	 pathways	 analysis	 that	might	make	
existing	interventions	align	with	your	goals?		(This	is	a	chance	to	be	really	creative	and	
harness	existing	interventions	to	serve	your	policy	goals.)	

• Among	 those	 mechanisms,	 which	 could	 you	 implement	 together	 to	 make	 both	
mechanisms	stronger?		

• Among	those	mechanisms,	which	work	against	each	other	if	implemented	together?	
	
	
	

Step	7:	Scope	Interventions	for	Following	Pathways	
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By	 now,	 we	 have	 identified	 a	 few	 interventions	 that	 seem	 promising	 given	 our	 problem	
definition,	 the	 causal	 logics	 of	 each	 of	 those	 interventions,	 and	 the	 potential	 strategies	 that	
could	be	applied	based	on	these	causal	logics.		
	
At	this	point,	stakeholders	need	to	stand	back	and	ponder,	given	the	analysis	done	so	far,	what	
appear	to	be	the	most	promising	interventions,	strategies,	and	pathways	for	achieving	durable	
change	over	identified	problems	
	
There	is	no	one	perfect	way	to	do	this,	since	the	very	application	of	the	protocol	is	designed	to	
lead	to	creative	solutions	that	“court	clarity”	while	being	“chaperoned	by	complexity.”	
	
Key	questions	to	help	such	deliberations	include:	
	
Resources	of	the	Stakeholders	 	

• What	connections	does	the	group	have	with	influential	people	or	organizations?	
• What	expertise	does	the	group	have?	
• What	larger	communication	networks	does	the	core	stakeholder	group	have?	
• How	are	the	organizations	within	the	core	stakeholder	group	viewed	by	other	groups?		
• What	financial	resources	are	available	to	support	this	work?	

	
Broader	Economic	and	Political	Environments	

• Which	 pathways	 of	 influence	 hold	 a	 higher	 potential	 for	 success,	 given	 the	 current	
political	and	economic	climate?	

• Which	 causal	 logics	 within	 multiple	 pathways	 of	 influence	 could	 be	 implemented	 in	
tandem	to	maximize	opportunities	and	minimize	threats?	

	
Timeline	Challenges	

• What	 are	 the	 core	 group’s	 strengths	 and	 weaknesses,	 especially	 around	 human,	
technical,	and	financial	resources?	

• How	do	specific	strategies	fit	in	with	the	political	and	economic	climate?	
• What	interventions	operate	within	more	than	one	pathway	of	influence?	
• Does	the	timeline	of	the	intervention	fit	with	that	of	the	core	group?	

	

Once	we	have	identified	potential	interventions	that	have	strong	support	through	the	pathways	
of	influence,	this	collaborative	dialogue	process	should	then	identify	one	or	more	interventions	
to	 be	 pursued.	 We	 want	 to	 collectively	 consider	 each	 of	 these	 instruments	 as	 well	 as	 the	
strategies	 that	 are	 most	 likely	 to	 produce	 durable	 policy	 change.	 Despite	 the	 many	
interventions	 that	 we	 could	 consider,	 we	 recommend	 limiting	 the	 discussion	 to	 only	 1-3	
interventions	for	this	in-depth	attention.		

Step	9:	Identify	Instruments	and	Interventions	to	be	Pursued	
	

Step	8:	Assessing	Comparative	Advantage	
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We	 should	 not	 only	 consider	 “fast”	 interventions,	 but	 also	 “slow”	 interventions	 aiming	 for	
modest	gains	that	add	up	to	 larger	change	over	time.	 It	 is	also	 important	to	consider	not	 just	
direct	 interventions,	 but	 also	 indirect	 approaches	 where	 we	 patch	 or	 graft	 our	 efforts	 onto	
existing	instruments	that	may	not	have	adequately	addressed	a	problem	in	the	past.		
 
Diagnostic Questions: 

• Based	on	the	pathways	analysis	 in	Step	6	and	Step	7,	what	existing	 interventions	have	
underlying	mechanisms	that	most	strongly	align	with	your	policy	goals?	

• What	 are	 the	 most	 promising	 instruments	 and	 potential	 interventions	 that	 could	
support	your	policy	goals?	

• Do	 any	 of	 the	 promising	 instruments	 have	 mechanisms	 that	 would	 be	 receptive	 to	
smaller	changes?	This	would	be	promising	for	an	intervention	that	uses	“tinkering.”	

• Do	 any	 of	 the	 promising	 instruments	 have	 enough	 global	 attention	 to	 warrant	 a	
comprehensive	approach?	This	would	be	promising	for	a	“comprehensive”	intervention.	

	

This	 learning	 process	 should	 then	 get	 the	 participants	 to	 collectively	 think	 through	 shared	
conceptions	about	the	“causal	logic”	of	a	given	intervention,	and	the	role	of	the	four-pathways	
analysis	in	helping	us	think	about	how	to	effectively	nurture	influence	over	time.	
	
The	“causal	logic”	of	an	intervention	is	the	underlying	logic	that	drives	an	intervention	and,	if	
used	 well,	 will	 guide	 whether,	 when,	 and	 how	 interventions	 might	 successfully	 achieve	
influence.	 A	 role	 of	 the	 knowledge	 broker	will	 be	 to	 help	 guide	 the	 group	 to	 identify	 and	
discuss	these	causal	logics	for	each	intervention.	
	
In	 some	 cases,	 there	 may	 be	multiple	 phases78	to	 an	 intervention	 strategy.	 The	 first	 phase	
might	 build	 more	 on	 catering	 to	 someone’s	 self-interest	 or	 might	 be	 more	 strategic.	 Once	
people	 or	 groups	 begin	 to	 participate	 for	 these	 reasons,	 their	 participation	 can	 become	
“routinized,”	 such	 that	a	norm	 is	generated	and	 in	 the	 future	 they	would	participate	without	
needing	an	interest-based	or	strategic	reason	to	do	so.	A	second	phase	of	the	intervention	has	
new	possibilities	for	influence	and	impact	once	this	“routinization”	has	occurred.	(See	footnote	
7	for	a	specific	example	of	this.)	
	
If	we	want	 to	 use	 an	 indirect	 intervention	 that	 requires	 “grafting,”	 this	 group	must	 not	 only	
identify	the	causal	logic	of	the	original	intervention	that	will	be	grafted,	but	also	the	causal	logic	
of	the	proposed	grafting	measure.	
	
All	causal	logics	identified	should	include	a	clear	explanation	of	why	this	group	of	stakeholders	
thinks	 that	 target	 groups	 will	 support	 the	 proposed	 intervention,	 and	 why	 it	 will	 become	
durable	and	lasting.		
	

Step	10:	Develop	Clearly	Identified	“Causal	Logics”	(Linking	Means	to	Ends)	
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Note:	This	step,	especially,	will	require	diligence	of	the	knowledge	broker	to	guide	the	discussion	
around	what	constitutes	a	“causal	logic”	and	what	does	not.			
 
Building Strategies 
	
Once	the	causal	logics	have	been	clearly	identified,	we	need	to	develop	specific	strategies	that	
the	 coalition	 can	 employ	 to	 build	 a	 successful	 intervention.	 The	 strategies	 should	 be	 clearly	
linked	to	the	pathways	of	influence	through	the	causal	logics	identified	earlier	in	this	step.	The	
purpose	of	 this	 step	 is	 to	outline	 the	pathways	of	 influence	 this	 intervention	would	draw	on,	
and	then	to	specifically	link	those	with	the	strategies	that	will	be	used	with	pathways.	
	
What	follows	is	an	analysis	of	a	potential	instrument	that	could	be	used	in	an	intervention.	The	
section	first	outlines	the	causal	logics	of	this	instrument,	and	then	outlines	how	the	instrument	
could	be	incorporated	into	an	intervention	to	address	the	problem	as	it	has	been	defined.	
	
The	point	here	is	not	that	there	is	only	one	theory	of	“causal	logics,”	or	that	they	should	not	be	
contested.	Rather,	 the	point	 is	 to	draw	out	 those	often	 “hidden”	hypotheses	 that	 justify	 any	
intervention	(we	always	have	some	expectation	about	cause	and	effect	when	we	champion	an	
strategy,	 intervention,	 or	 pathway),	 and	 that	 doing	 so	 may	 result	 in	 a	 more	 nuanced	 and	
plausible	set	of	expectations	than	is	often	currently	the	case.	
 
Diagnostic questions:  
	

• Using	 the	 interventions	 identified	 in	 Step	 8,	what	 are	 the	 specific	 “causal	 logics”	 that	
would	cause	each	of	the	target	groups	to	participate	in	the	intervention	in	the	way	that	
you	would	like?	

• If	there	are	multiple	steps	to	an	intervention,	what	is	the	causal	logic	for	each	step?	
• What	strategies	would	promote	the	aim	of	the	 intervention	while	following	the	causal	

logics	identified?	

	
A	process	like	this	with	collaborative	learning	with	multiple	stakeholders	aims	to	do	more	than	
generate	 knowledge	 at	 one	 or	 a	 set	 of	 meetings.	 We	 need	 to	 be	 constantly	 generating,	
reproducing,	 and	 revisiting	 collective	knowledge	across	all	of	our	 various	 interests.	 Therefore	
there	 should	 be	 an	ongoing	 document	 that	 is	 used	 to	 document	 discussions	 and	 to	 identify	
strategic	activities	that	could	support	interventions.	This	living	document	should	include	all	the	
opportunities,	challenges,	strategies,	and	key	issues	that	have	been	raised	throughout	Phase	2.		
	

Step	11:	Develop	a	“Playbook”	
	

III. IMPLEMENTATION	
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The	aim	of	Step	11	is	therefore	to	take	all	the	insights	from	the	living,	 internal	document	and	
create	 a	 “playbook”	 that	 brings	 together	 the	 most	 important	 insights	 and	 outlines	 the	
intervention	and	strategies	that	this	core	group	wishes	to	take	forward.		
	
The	structure	of	the	“playbook”	will	depend	on	the	questions,	approach,	and	collective	findings,	
as	well	as	the	selected	interventions.	Ultimately,	the	playbook	should	present	the	co-generated	
knowledge	and	proposed	intervention(s)	from	Phase	2,	and	then	focus	on	the	ability	of	at	least	
one	 instrument	 to	 address	 a	 problem,	 highlighting	 the	 causal	 logics	 that	 would	 be	 used	 to	
address	a	specific	problem	around	community	forestry.	
	
The	 purpose	 of	 this	 playbook	 is	 not	 to	 create	 a	 live	 strategy	 document	 or	 plan	 of	 action	 for	
these	organizations,	but	rather	to	inform	the	participating	organizations	as	they	develop	their	
own	 strategies	moving	 forward.	We	hope	 that	 this	 document	will	 serve	 to	better	 coordinate	
ongoing	 interventions	 around	 the	 same	 problem,	 as	 well	 as	 to	 encourage	 a	 more	 cohesive	
approach	between	different	organizations	that	can	build	to	larger	results,	instead	of	resulting	in	
fragmentation	between	different	groups.9	
	

	
	

	
This	process	can	not	only	 identify	strategic	activities	that	we	may	otherwise	not	consider,	but	
can	also	find	synergies	across	activities	and	identify	potential	conflicts	between	activities	within	
an	 intervention.	 Furthermore,	 the	 activities	 that	 are	 a	 part	 of	 an	 intervention	 are	 often	 not	
linear,	but	unfold	in	multiple,	overlapping	steps.	
	
Not	all	problems	are	suited	to	be	addressed	through	a	 learning	process	such	as	this	one.	The	
test	 for	 whether	 this	 pathways	 and	 learning	 approach	 adds	 value	 to	 existing	 framework	 is	
whether	it	might	help	problem-focused	policy	makers	and	stakeholders	distinguish	which	class	
of	 problems	 are	 capable	 of	 being	 addressed	 through	 such	 processes,	 and	 to	 target	 other	
governance	mechanisms	for	those	that	are	not.	
	
Ultimately,	we	hope	that	this	protocol	will	be	useful	to	practitioners	working	to	solve	complex	
social	and	environmental	problems	and	will	enable	these	groups	to	consider	their	ongoing	work	
from	a	new	perspective	in	order	to	make	their	work	even	more	impactful.	
	
	
	 	

Applying	the	Protocol	
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Glossary of Terms 

Knowledge	broker	 the	 person	 or	 organization	 responsible	 for	 collating,	 collecting,	
disseminating,	 and	 generating	 ideas	 for	 action	 that	 can	 be	 shared	
among	 a	 range	 of	 identified	 organizations	 and	 individuals		
(see	Step	1)	

Pathway	of	influence	 the	 “pathways	 of	 influence”	 framework	 seeks	 incorporate	 the	
analysis	of	 four	distinct	pathways	of	 transnational	 influence	where	
can	 also	 create	 “upward”	 incentives;	 a	 pathway	 is	 therefore	 the	
avenue	 through	which	 transnational	 influence	has	 influence	within	
the	domestic	context	(see	Step	6)	

Intervention	 the	 coherent	 approach	 that	 the	 core	 stakeholder	 group	 will	
undertake	to	achieve	policy	change	

Strategy	 within	the	intervention,	there	are	specific	strategies	or	activities	that	
the	core	stakeholder	group	will	undertake	to	achieve	policy	change,	
based	on	the	identified	causal	logics	

Causal	logic	 the	 underlying	 logics	 that	 drive	 an	 intervention	 and,	 if	 used	 well,	
guide	 whether,	 when,	 and	 how	 interventions	 might	 successfully	
achieve	influence	

Stakeholder	group	 organizations	and	individuals	that	are	dedicated	to	ameliorating	the	
identified	problem	

Problem	definition	 problem	 or	 problems	 that	 are	 the	 target	 of	 the	 pathways	 of	
influence	and	policy-learning	framework	
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Endnotes 
																																																								
1	We	elaborate	the	theoretical,	conceptual,	and	empirical	efforts	that	justify	these	steps	in	the	
following	documents:		
	
Cashore	Benjamin,	Vivienne	Caballero,	Sebastien	Jodoin,	and	Sarah	Lupberger	with	Ruth	Metzel	
and	Jose	Pons.	Application	of	Pathways	of	Influence	Framework	Forward:	Towards	the	Co-
generation	of	Strategic	Insights	for	Diffusing	Community	Forestry.	2015.	In	preparation.	
	
Cashore,	Benjamin	(lead	author).	Towards	a	Problem-oriented	Global	Forest	Governance	
Protocol:	Fostering	Multi-level	Stakeholder	Policy	Learning	Through	the	Pathways	of	Influence	
Framework.	2015.	In	preparation.	
	
Cashore	Benjamin,	Vivienne	Caballero,	Sebastien	Jodoin,	and	Sarah	Lupberger	with	Ruth	Metzel	
and	Jose	Pons.	Applying	the	Multi-level	Pathways	of	Influence	Framework	to	Explain	Divergent	
Approaches	to	Local	Forest	Governance:	Comparing	Costa	Rica,	Mexico,	and	Peru.	2015.	In	
preparation.	
2	This	question	of	how	to	decouple	the	power	of	the	funder	from	the	process	is	an	ongoing	
question	in	this	protocol.	We	welcome	insights	on	clear	procedures	that	could	be	put	in	place	
to	prevent	or	at	least	control	this	issue.	However,	in	principle,	we	do	think	it	is	important	that	
this	power	relationship	be	transparent.	If	it	is	the	case	that	this	power	cannot	be	decoupled,	
then	the	protocol	should	not	move	forward,	and	would	not	be	useful	to	apply.	
3	For	the	Peru	pilot	project,	we	conducted	workshops	and	one-on-one	stakeholder	interviews.	
4	See	Paul	Sabatier,	Advocacy	Coalitions	and	Clapp	and	Dauvergne’s	work	on	four	worldviews.	
5	See	James	Scott’s	Seeing	like	a	State	
6	This	step	also	requires	careful	attention	to	“discourse”	and	“constructivist”	social	science	
research,	which	will	help	stakeholders	evaluate	how	their	own	“world	views”	and	training	can	
significantly	shape	how	we	view	various	sources	of	knowledge,	and	the	implication	of	these	
frames	not	only	for	problem	definitions,	but	also	for	conceiving	of	and	championing	policy	
interventions.	
7	One	example	of	this	 is	the	case	of	Legality	Verification	for	timber.	Cashore	and	Stone	did	an	
analysis	 of	 the	 causal	 logic	 of	 legality	 verification	 (LV),	 in	 which	 they	 identified	 two	 distinct	
phases	through	which	LV	emerges	and	becomes	institutionalized.	
	
Phase	 I:	Following	theoretical	work	on	transnational	business	governance	 in	general	 (Cashore	
2002;	 Bernstein	 and	 Cashore	 2007),	 and	 empirical	 work	 on	 legality	 verification	 in	 particular,	
(Cashore	and	Stone	2012;	2014),	Cashore	and	Stone	posit	that	there	appears	to	be	two	distinct	
phases	 through	 which	 LV	 emerges	 and	 institutionalizes.	 During	 Phase	 I,	 support	 occurs	 only	
when	a	range	of	government,	business	and	environmental	groups	all	come	to	recognize	some	
type	of	strategic	organizational	interest	in	supporting	efforts	to	“weed	out”	illegal	logging	from	
supply	chains.	They	theorize	specifically	that	law	abiding	businesses	will	support	LV	as	a	policy	
instrument	when	 they	evaluate	 current	or	potential	 economic	 rents	associated	with	weeding	
out	illegal	supply	(which	should	drive	up	prices,	at	least	in	the	short	term)	and	market	access,	as	
being	 higher	 than	 the	 costs	 of	 support	 (that	 they	 incur	 through	 level	 of	 standards,	 auditing	
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processes,	and	supply	chain	tracking	of	legal	wood).	Cashore	and	Stone	argue	that	since	supply	
chain	 tracking	 is	 so	complex,	and	which	has	created	so	many	bottlenecks	 for	“gold	standard”	
certification	systems,	 the	key	mission	during	Phase	 I	 is	 to	build	supply	chain	 tracking	systems	
capable	of	weeding	out	illegal	wood.	Recognition	of	this	means	focusing	attention	on	strategies	
that	maintain	coalitions	of	businesses	and	environmental	groups	(i.e.	coalitions	of	“Bootleggers	
and	Baptists”).	The	implications	of	Phase	I	is	that	LV	standards	will	need	to	be	relatively	modest	
–	i.e.	to	initially	focus	on	baseline	forest	practices	and	land	use	challenges,	rather	than	be	used	
as	a	tool	to	address	the	myriad	of	environmental	and	social	issues	associated	with	land	use	and	
forestry	 practices	 (instead	 this	 is	 addressed	 in	Phase	 II).	 Focusing	 on	 “modest”	 or	 “baseline”	
standards	 does	 seem	 counterintuitive	 to	 environmental	 groups	 that	 have	 championed	 “gold	
standards”	certification	programs	and	policies.	However,	 it	 is	 important	 to	note	 that	Cashore	
and	Stone’s	theory	does	not	reflect	normative	positions	about	what	ought	to	be	accomplished.	
Rather	they	focus	on	understanding	the	causal	mechanisms	through	which	support	might	occur.	
Phase	 II:	 Doing	 so	 moves	 them	 to	 posit	 a	 “second”	 Phase	 of	 LV	 once	 supply-chain	 tracking	
systems	are	fully	entrenched.	They	theorize	that	if,	and	once,	routinized	as	a	common	practices,	
LV	could	then	be	turned	to	as	a	way	to	raise	baseline	standards,	either	directly	or	indirectly,	in	
ways	 that	 reward,	 rather	 than	 punish,	 participating	 firms.	 The	 logic	 for	 this	 is	 that	 if	 global	
supply-chain	 tracking	 system	 become	 entrenched	 (which	 is	 promising	 in	 part	 owing	 to	
dramatically	reduced	costs	owing	to	technological	advances),	LV	standards	could	be	increased	
because,	 as	 they	would	 now	be	 applied	 to	 all	 firms	 across	 the	 global	 sector,	 costs	would	 be	
borne	not	by	 firms,	 but	by	 consumers.	 They	note	 that	 this	 future	 cannot	be	predicted,	 since	
whether,	when	and	how	 it	 is	 achieved	depends,	 in	part,	on	whether	businesses,	 government	
agencies,	 and	 environmental	 groups	 all	 take	 decisions	 that	 are	 consistent	 with	 the	 phase	 in	
which	 they	 are	 situated.	 In	 particular,	 efforts	 to	 promote	 “high	 standard”	 LV	 during	Phase	 I	
would	“kneecap”	the	entire	system,	truncating	its	future	potential.		Bernstein	and	Cashore	also	
note	 that	 if	 Phase	 II	 is	 ever	 achieved,	 it	 would	 help	 nurture	 “high	 standard”	 certification	
systems	since	they	would	benefit	from	improved	tracking	systems.7		

Application	of	these	two	phases	is	key	for	thinking	creatively	about	how	to	foster	this	
mechanism	to	address	community	forestry.	This	is	important	since	there	are	fears	that	a	focus	
on	legality	verification	might	simply	convert	“informal”	rights	to	“illegal”	rights,	working	to	
reinforce	the	power	global	capital	markets	over	local	communities.	However,	many	activists	in	
Peru	are	in	fact	linking	illegal	logging	by	encroachers	near	communities,	as	a	way	to	improve	
indigenous	rights.	The	current	mechanisms	however	is	to	provide	resource	to	Indigenous	
Peoples	in	Peru	to	monitor	and	capture	illegal	loggers.	While	successful	in	some	respects,	this	
has	also	led	to	conflict	and	loss	of	life.	
	
9	One	concern	we	have	is	how	to	get	these	participating	organizations	to	actively	update	their	
strategies	to	include	the	insights	generated	through	this	protocol	process.	Ultimately,	we	do	
not	see	it	as	useful	or	realistic	to	develop	a	new	strategic	plan	that	each	organization	may	not	
even	use.	Rather,	we	hope	that	these	insights	and	strategies	can	inform	ongoing	strategic	
processes	already	being	undertaken	by	these	core	group	members	and	(through	diffusion)	by	
other	organizations	working	on	these	issues.	


