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The purpose of this article is to analyse the emergence and dissemination of the term “market-based 

instruments” (MBIs) applied to the provision of environmental services and to assess to what extent 

the instruments associated are genuinely innovative. The recommendation to develop markets can 

lead in practice to a variety of institutional forms, as the article shows it, based on the example of 

PES and biodiversity offsets. The article finally highlights the gap between discourse and practice in 

connection with MBIs. 
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Hrabanski, M., Bidaud, C., Le Coq, J-F., Méral, P., 2013, Environmental NGOs, policy entrepreneurs 

of market-based instruments for ecosystem services? A comparison of Costa Rica, Madagascar and 

France, Forest Policy and Economics 37 : 124–132 

Market-based instruments for ecosystem services have become the norm since the Millennium 

Ecosystem Assessment advanced the concept of “ecosystem services” as an international reference 

in global governance. In this way, market-based instruments for ecosystem services have increasingly 

been implemented within nation States. This paper analyses the role of environmental non-

governmental organizations (NGOs) in spreading market-based instruments for ecosystem services. It 

puts forward the hypothesis that when a State cannot adequately defend its political and economic 

sovereignty to produce its own public policies, then the environmental NGOs are strong policy 

entrepreneurs that are able to diffuse standards and policy instruments. On the contrary, when a 

State is more politically and economically capable, the role of environmental NGOs as policy 

entrepreneurs is more limited. To test this hypothesis, we analyse the diffusion of market-based 

instruments for ecosystem services in three contrasted countries regarding State and NGOs’ 

respective strength: Costa Rica, Madagascar and France. 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1389934113001755 

 

Lapeyre, R., Pirard, R. and G. Kleitz, 2012, Resource Mobilisation for Aichi Targets: Ambiguous 

lessons from research on Market-Based Instruments, IDDRI Policy Brief N°15/12, Institute for 

Sustainable development and International Relations, Paris. 

This policy brief contributes to the debate on the use of market-based instruments for the 

mobilization of financial resources for meeting the Aichi targets of the CBD. The authors discuss the 

contrasted lessons from research in this respect. 

http://www.iddri.org/Publications/Resource-Mobilisation-for-Aichi-Targets-ambiguous-lessons-from-

research-on-market-based-instruments 
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Lapeyre, R. and R. Pirard, 2013, Payments for environmental services and market-based 

instruments: next of kin or false friends? IDDRI Working Paper N°14/13, IDDRI, Paris. 

This article analyzes the links between Payments for Environmental Services (PES) and Market-based 

Instruments (MBIs) by confronting 73 peer-reviewed articles on PES to a previously published 

typology of MBIs. Results show variety in the nature of these policy instruments according to 

descriptions by scientists; yet negotiated bilateral transactions (Coasean approach) and national 

subsidy programs are by far the most represented. Besides, scientific literature on PES lacks a 

homogeneous and comparable set of methodologies and evaluation criteria to inform policies, so 

that recommendations are provided by the authors in terms of research agenda. 

http://www.iddri.org/Publications/Payments-for-environmental-services-and-market-based-

instruments-next-of-kin-or-false-friends 
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Services: An analysis of the Costa Rican Program, Forest Policy and Economics 37 : 115–123 

In the growing literature on “payments for environmental services” schemes, so far not much 

attention has been paid to their institutional dimensions when assessing their performance; this is 

especially true of the Costa Rican case. This paper provides an analysis of the institutional 

performance of the Costa Rican Payment for Environmental Services Program (PESP). While 

recognizing its low additionality, our analysis highlights its positive long-term and indirect 

environmental impacts via the discontinuation of agriculture and institutional interplays. It also 

recognizes social impact as a secondary objective of the program, concluding that its current social 

performance is poor. However, it concludes that the program has higher sustainability, due to its 

strong legitimacy, than Coasean analyses suggest by focusing solely on its financing. It thus proposes 

to strengthen the program’s strategic management, to give more importance to other modalities 

than forest protection and to improve other institutions of the forest sector.  

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1389934113001342 

 

Muradian, R., 2013, Payments for Ecosystem Services as Incentives for Collective Action, Society & 

Natural Resources: An International Journal, 26:10, 1155-1169 

The design and thriving of payments for ecosystem services (PES) have occurred as a response to the 

relative failure of integrated strategies for reconciling conservation and development. The most 

widespread definition of PES conceives these payments as markets to solve environmental 

externalities. This article analyzes the limitations of this “Coasean” approach using insights from 

transaction costs economics, and it pleads for looking at PES with different analytical lenses. It argues 

that PES should be seen as “incentives for collective action.” However, the extent to which incentives 

can contribute to the management of ES should not be taken for granted. The effects of monetary 

incentives are determined by their “social meanings,” which are context and culture dependent. The 

proposed conceptual shift has significant analytical and practical implications. 
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Muradian, R., 2014, Payments for marine and coastal ecosystem services and the governance of 

common pool natural resources, in Mohammed, E.Y. (Ed.) Economic Incentives for Marine and 

Coastal Conservation Prospects, challenges and policy implications, London, Earthscan-Routledge, 

pp. 53-68. 

This article, as well as the whole book, shows how economic instruments can be used to incentivize 

the conservation of marine and coastal resources. It is shown that traditional approaches to halt the 

decline focus on regulating against destructive practices, but to little effect. A more successful 

strategy could be to establish schemes such as payments for ecosystem services (PES), or incorporate 

an element of financial incentives into existing regulatory mechanisms. But to succeed, it is shown 

that these schemes must be underpinned by robust research, clear property rights, sound 

governance structures, equitable benefit sharing, and sustainable finance. 

http://www.sponpress.com/books/details/9780415855976/ 

 

Pirard, R., Dooley, K. and T. Pistorius, 2012, Defining market-based approaches for REDD+, IDDRI 

Policy Brief N°16/12, Institute for Sustainable development and International Relations, Paris. 

This policy brief contributes to the REDD+ debate with a discussion of the variety of market-based 

instruments that could be applied. They show that these instruments should not be restricted to 

carbon markets. They cover numerous types of incentives schemes of interest for conservation. 

http://www.iddri.org/Publications/Defining-market-based-approaches-for-REDD+ 

 

Pirard, R., de Buren, G., Lapeyre R., 2014, Do PES Improve the Governance of Forest Restoration? 

Forests 5(3): 404-424 

This article looks at the potential of PES to operate as new and effective funding schemes for forest 

restoration. This is done by analysing two prominent payments for watershed service programs in 

Indonesia—Cidanau (Banten province in Java) and West Lombok (Eastern Indonesia). It derives 

lessons for the governance of funding efforts (e.g. multi-stakeholder agencies) and for the 

governance of financial expenditure (e.g. an absolute need to evaluate internal governance of farmer 

groups). The article finally concludes that governance features of these PES provide no guarantee 

that restoration plots with the highest relevance for ecosystem services are targeted. 
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to the literature jungle, Ecosystem Services 9: 106–114 
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The definition and underpinning economic theory of market-based instruments (MBIs) for ecosystem 

services (ES) are still unsettled matters. A refinement of their scope and a careful use of terms might 

facilitate communication among stakeholders and policy-makers. This article thus answers the 

research question: How are MBIs for ecosystem services defined, reflected and assessed? To this 

aim, the article analyses a sample of 106 peerreviewed articles. It finds that a great diversity of 

research methods and evaluation criteria, as well as terms, is used in the literature. This lack of a 

common theoretical and empirical framework, as well as consensus or comparative studies that 

would strengthen their conclusions makes it difficult for practitioners to draw robust policy-relevant 

results. Therefore the application of harmonized assessment methods to better defined categories of 

MBIs with key shared characteristics might support evidence-based policies. 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2212041614000631# 

 

INVALUABLE Project Newsletter 1, February 2013 

This Newsletter presents policy-relevant results and activities from the INVALUABLE research 

programme.   

http://www.iddri.org/Publications/Newsletter%20Invaluable_february%202013.pdf 

 

INVALUABLE Project Newsletter 2, November 2013 

This Newsletter presents policy-relevant results and activities from the INVALUABLE research 

programme.   

http://www.iddri.org/Publications/INVALUABLE%20-%20newsletter%20II.pdf 

 

INVALUABLE Project Newsletter 3, April 2014 

This Newsletter presents policy-relevant results and activities from the INVALUABLE research 

programme.   

http://www.iddri.org/Publications/INVALUABLE%20Newsletter%20n%C2%B03%20April%202014.pdf 

 

INVALUABLE Project Newsletter 4, September 2014 

This Newsletter presents policy-relevant results and activities from the INVALUABLE research 

programme.   

http://www.iddri.org/Publications/INVALUABLE%20Newsletter%20n%C2%B04%20September%2020

14.pdf 
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