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a b s t r a c t
Understanding people’s willingness to participate in projects and programmes of payments for ecosystem
services (PES) has not been a key analytical concern of the scholarly literature around this new ﬁeld of
environmental policy and practice. This paper analyses participation in four communities beneﬁting from
payments for biodiversity and carbon ﬁxation in Mexico, and contrasts the results for each case with
neighbouring communities that do not receive payments. We take a holistic approach that accounts
for procedural rules, actors’ interactions, institutions and values, and individuals’ characteristics. We
show that the nature of PES rules and the effectiveness of communication with government ofﬁcers
and NGOs inﬂuence resource managers’ ability and willingness to participate. We highlight community
size, resource managers’ ability to diversify livelihood activities and local perspectives on the conservation of common forests, particularly sacred values and intergenerational concerns on forest conservation,
as critical participation drivers. This analysis provides insights on why and how these new institutions
may be attractive for some resource managers and permits to draw some recommendations for the future
design of PES projects and programmes.
Ó 2008 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction
Payments for Ecosystem Services (PES) are being promoted
across the developing world to support environmental stewardship
in agricultural and forest-based landscapes (World Bank, 2004;
World Resources Institute, 2005), and to address the existing
imbalance between consumption and resource conservation (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005). PES have been deﬁned as
‘voluntary transactions where a well-deﬁned environmental service is being bought by at least one ES buyer from at least one ES
provider if and only if the ES provider secures ES provision’ (Wunder, 2006, p. 3). To date PES have often been implemented through
local-scale projects involving private investors, NGOs, governments and resource managers, and focused on watershed, carbon
and biodiversity-related services (Corbera and Brown, 2008; Landell-Mills and Porras, 2002). In countries such as Costa Rica and
Mexico, PES projects have emerged from national policy programmes where State-based public institutions perform as service
buyers and reward resource managers in exchange for a single or a
bundle of ecosystem services.
Experiences marketing biodiversity have consisted of linking
bird conservation with coffee production through certiﬁcation processes (Perfecto et al., 2005), or developing ecotourism activities
* Corresponding author.
E-mail address: nicolas.kosoy@uab.es (N. Kosoy).
0016-7185/$ - see front matter Ó 2008 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
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with wildlife conservation (Wilkie et al., 2001). Payments for watershed conservation have been promoted to encourage decentralisation of water delivery and sewage public services in speciﬁc river
basins (Kosoy et al., 2007; Rosa et al., 2003). Projects commercialising carbon ﬁxation by forest ecosystems have been linked to the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
(UNFCCC), following the rules of the Kyoto Protocol’s Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) and retail-based voluntary markets.
Through the CDM, governments and companies committed to reduce emissions under the Kyoto Protocol invest in reforestation
projects in developing countries in exchange for carbon credits.
To date, however, there are only two CDM forestry projects in
the world and ﬁve others are expected to become operational in
2008 (UNEP-Risoe, 2008). The number of carbon forestry projects
providing voluntary emission reductions through retail markets
is higher, as companies in developed countries commit to offset
their emissions through this type of project (Bayon et al., 2007).
This paper investigates why resource managers decide to join or
reject a PES initiative in the context of a common property regime.
We take an analytical approach which takes into account PES procedural rules, common property institutions, and pays some attention to resource managers’ characteristics, such as on-farm income,
level of livelihood diversiﬁcation and attitude towards forest
conservation in order to identify participation drivers. We argue
that a more complete understanding of participation permits us
to overcome the idea that resource managers follow only an
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individual rationality prior to deciding whether or not to participate
in PES. Our approach stresses the importance of institutional rules
and the role of Mexico’s most common property regime, the ejido,1
as a spatial and decision-making unit, the social and the cultural context of which inﬂuences household and collective participation. For
countries such as Mexico, where PES are largely implemented through
a community of resource managers, these considerations are critical,
as shown in forthcoming sections.
The analysis is carried out in four Mexican rural communities
receiving payments for biodiversity conservation and carbon ﬁxation by forests. Results are contrasted with four neighbouring ejidos
which are not involved in PES and informs policy-makers and practitioners about what institutional rules favour or undermine participation, what beneﬁts resource managers derive from participation
and why some others decide not to get involved in PES. The following section situates the research through a theoretical review of
participation in PES and presents our multidimensional analytical
approach. Section 3 describes the study area, and outlines the research techniques. Section 4 presents Mexico’s PES national
scheme, introduces the eight case studies and discusses the nature
of participation in the process of procedural design and in the
implementation of PES projects. Section 5 summarises the paper
and concludes with some policy and research recommendations.
2. Participation in PES
2.1. Previous studies on PES participation
PES programmes and projects do not make strong claims about
their participatory nature. Often, they evolve as top-down, managerial policies and projects where maximising participation whilst
at the same time increasing effectiveness would be a function of
setting the right procedural framework. This approach contrasts
with the strong participatory claims characterising many development and environmental policies since the 1980s, which have attempted to encourage ‘beneﬁciary involvement in interventions
which affect them and over which they previously had limited control or inﬂuence’ (Cooke and Kothari, 2001, p. 5). This emphasis
emerged in response to the failure of top-down, expert-based
and technocratic policy and project approaches of the 1960s and
1970s, although such a ‘‘participatory” stance has been thoroughly
scrutinised and critiqued in recent years (Cooke and Kothari, 2001;
Hickey and Mohan, 2004). Below the surface of participation, social
inequalities have in certain circumstances been reinforced rather
than undermined, and powerful cultural norms have been consolidated through participatory planning (Kothari, 2001).
In the context of PES, there have been few attempts to document which factors drive people’s participation, despite such factors being critical in determining who is able to beneﬁt from PES
and how PES may affect social and economic development as well
as environmental resource management in the longer term. Miranda et al. (2003) note that participation of poorer landowners in
Costa Rica’s PES scheme was limited because those families entitled to housing beneﬁts could not access the programme. They
mention that the Costa Rican National Bank System did not recognise forestry as an eligible funding activity until recently, which
limited the borrowing capacity of small landowners to co-ﬁnance
PES reforestation activities. In their review of eight PES initiatives
in Latin America, Grieg-Gran et al. (2005) highlight that some initiatives discriminated against poor smallholders because formalland tenure titles were required to access payments. Other initia1

An ejido system is a territory held in common by a group of families, and
comprises two kinds of property rights: individual landholdings held in usufruct by
families for production purposes, and common lands where all community members
have access and use rights often subject to local resource management regulations.

tives, however, promoted poor households’ participation by targeting communities identiﬁed as having low levels of development
and focusing on small farms. These contrasting cases show that
the design of the PES institutional framework determined resource
managers’ ability to beneﬁt from direct payments.
Other studies suggest that local participation depends on the
ability of PES designers and intermediaries to set up governance
structures with ‘strong external leadership as well as conﬁdencebuilding strategies to make sure that land users and beneﬁciaries
will buy into the new system’ (Mayrand and Paquin, 2004, p. 25).
When this is the case, the existence of trade-offs between participation and the reduction of transaction costs becomes apparent
(May et al., 2004). Keeping transaction costs to a minimum thus requires either bundling several projects with a high number of individual landowners or working with well-organised communities
which provide ecosystem services collectively and ensure that
the poorest families beneﬁt through direct economic incentives
and investment in local public goods (Mayrand and Paquin,
2004). In these cases, then, the emphasis is not so much on the nature of institutional rules as on the ﬂexibility of the institutional
system, which should have the capacity to build distinct organisational arrangements with resource managers, so that they can feel
included in the PES scheme and beneﬁt from it.
Wunder (2006) emphasises that farmers’ participation in PES
schemes is inﬂuenced by PES contribution to household income
and land opportunity costs, and notes that PES incentives have contributed up to 30% of household income in a variety of experiences
across Latin America (Albán and Argüello, 2004; Echavarria et al.,
2004; Miranda et al., 2003). Notwithstanding, Wunder also
acknowledges that the economic value of ecosystem services is often set by service users rather than providers, which indicates that
these initiatives are governed by power asymmetries. Interest of local communities in PES schemes is also explained by the provision of
non-monetary beneﬁts, including an increase in land-tenure security, improvements in internal organisation, and increased visibility
of the community for donors and the international community (Corbera et al., 2007; Mayrand and Paquin, 2004; Rosa et al., 2003).
Pagiola et al. (2005) systematise a series of factors which explain resource managers’ involvement in PES schemes. These can
be grouped in three categories: factors that affect eligibility to participate, which depend on PES targeting rules; factors that affect
households’ desire to participate; and factors that affect their ability
to participate (Pagiola et al., 2005, p. 242). A given household
would thus follow a sequential reasoning process before getting involved in a PES scheme. Initially, it would consider whether it
meets PES eligibility requirements (e.g., if it is located in target
areas and follows the required resource management practices),
if PES practices are proﬁtable and ﬁt in the current farming system,
if the household has secure tenure and is able to meet investment
needs, and if it is able to perform PES practices on the basis of available credit and technical assistance. Pagiola and colleagues also
highlight that the economic incentives provided are ‘an essential
element of participation decisions’ (Pagiola et al., 2005, p. 243)
and they note that landowners with highly productive land are
more unlikely to participate than farmers in marginal lands. However, they also recognise that that this may not be the case in regions where rich landowners hold secure property rights over
large tracks of unproductive lands. For this reason, they suggest
that the farming system structure greatly determines the ability
of rural households to participate in PES, jointly with secure land
tenure, investment and technical capacities.
2.2. A multi-dimensional approach to participation in PES
As shown above, studies on participation in PES have been few
and their emphasis has been in understanding how programme
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rules determine resource managers’ involvement. However, very
rarely this has been accompanied by a holistic reﬂection on why this
happens beyond procedural rules and including contextual and
behavioural factors. This paper thus provides a novel approach to
examining participation in PES, which provides insights on how to
design such initiatives so that they involve a greater number of resource managers and support people’s social development and forest conservation in the longer term. Moreover, the paper is unique in
the sense that it pays attention to how Mexico’s most common property regime, the ejido, which counts with its own decision-making
procedures and resource management rules, inﬂuences participation in PES. We propose a three-tiered analytical approach which
draws from three distinct approaches to understanding participation in environmental policies, programmes and projects:
(i) A rules based approach, which considers that high participation levels are a product of cautious thought at the policy
design stage (Hogwood and Gunn, 1986). Signiﬁcant emphasis is put into reducing transaction costs that it is expected
to translate into policy acceptance and adoption. We take
from this approach the idea that policy rules are key determinants of people’s ability to join PES initiatives, not only
through reducing transaction costs but also through allowing local adaptation of policies.
(ii) A process-based approach which focuses on how distinct
social actors participate in policy design and practice and
seek to achieve their goals (Murdoch and Marsden, 1995).
Participation is seen as an ongoing process of coevolution
between policy makers, NGOs, lay people and others (Latour,
1991). Our framework is thus sensitive to how resource
managers are able to shape PES institutional rules, and
how their own social perceptions of nature and local institutions shape their (un)willingness to develop a PES project.
(iii) A behavioural approach, such as that adopted to understand
participation in agri-environmental schemes, mainly in the
UK (Brotherton, 1989; Wilson, 1997). This recognises landowners as independent environmental managers, who make
decisions on their farms independent from government ofﬁcers. It emphasises the importance of income and individual
characteristics such as age, education and farm area to
explain people’s willingness to participate in environmental
schemes (Gintis, 2000).
We suggest that such a multi-scale approach to understanding
participation challenges the individual rationality, which has dominated previous work. Nevertheless, we acknowledge that this research is limited in the exploration of individuals’ perceptions and
focuses mostly on the ﬁrst two tiers. For this reason, we encourage
more research along these lines and in multiple sites and contexts.
3. Methods
3.1. Research context
Mexico has become one of the world’s leading advocates of PES,
jointly with Costa Rica. During the early 2000s, Mexico’s National
Forestry Commission (CONAFOR) designed a forestry policy agenda
with PES occupying a privileged position (Muñoz et al., 2006; Rojas
and Aylward, 2003). However, in contrast to Costa Rica, PES projects in Mexico are developed by ejidos who hold in common
approximately 80%2 of Mexico’s standing forests.
2
Although this ﬁgure is often noted in the literature about the Mexican forest
commons (Klooster and Masera, 2000), the amount of forest – however deﬁned – in
the hands of rural ejidos is unknown, and the spatial distribution and management
regimes of forests vary across the country’s regions (Bray et al., 2005).
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3.1.1. Land tenure in Mexico: the ejido
Since the mid 1930s and until the end of the 1980s, thousands
of ejidos were created throughout Mexico. Their creation followed
formal land petitions to the State by groups of rural families.
Household heads (known as ejidatarios básicos) were entitled to
a parcel of land within ejido lands, which could only be bequeathed to one single descendant or spouse. The petitioners
were also granted another area of communally owned forests
and pastures (hereafter referred to as forest commons) over which
a series of management regulations applied (Robles Berlanga,
1999). Legally, ejido governance is organised around three main
bodies: the asamblea ejidal or ejido assembly, the comisariado ejidal or ejido authority and the consejo de vigilancia or surveillance
council.
The assembly regulates access to and use of the forest commons
and is composed of all ejidatarios, who have voting rights, and
other household heads who do not have voting rights. Its functions
consist of formulating and modifying the internal rules of the ejido,
providing ejido members with information about productive, social
and political activities, informing the State of the ejido’s economic
accounts, deciding on the acceptance of new ejidatarios and further
division of ejido lands, and approving contracts with third parties
for the use of the forest commons. The ejido authority is responsible for executing the assembly’s agreements, organising collective
work in the forest commons, proposing programmes for productive
and organisational development, contracting third parties which
can give professional and technical service to the community and
ensuring that smallholdings are regularly cultivated. Finally, the
council oversees the authority’s governance tasks, and comprises
of a president and two secretaries who are elected every 3 years.
There can also be a representative for each of the ejido’s neighbourhoods, who is chosen every year and helps to disseminate the
authority information to all households in the neighbourhood.
Other important ﬁgures in the ejido’s governance include the judge,
who arbitrates conﬂicts among community members, and religious
authorities.
The Agrarian Law of 1992 provided the means for ejidatarios
to become fully owners of their land and to rent and sell their
land to third parties, including mercantile societies. The law
encouraged non-formal land right-holders to legalise their property with the objective to promote land security and transparent
property transactions. This had to be done through ejidos’ participation in a land certiﬁcation programme known as PROCEDE.
Rules of use and access to the forest commons were still contingent on the ejido’s internal regulations, but the new law legalised
the practice of dividing this area into smallholdings, which could
then be privatised. The forest commons could now be sold to a
third party but the activities developed by the buying party
had to be economically and socially equitable, as well as environmentally sound. Ofﬁcial statistics show that 92% of all Mexican
ejidos have joined PROCEDE (Registro Agrario Nacional, 2006),
but only three percent of all these ejidos have opted to convert
their smallholdings and forest commons into private properties
and dismantle their traditional system of community governance
(Robles Berlanga, 1999). This means that the system of governance outlined above is still prevalent in most ejidos. Non-participation in PROCEDE has been attributed to unresolved internal
and boundary-related conﬂicts over land resources or to a lack
of conﬁdence over government agencies (Registro Agrario Nacional, 2004). The latter explains the case of Chiapas, which has
the highest index of programme rejection – 39% of total ejidos
and agrarian communities have rejected the programme as a result of the economic and political instability characterising the
state’s history since colonial times (Pérez Mota, 1998). Only three
out of the eight ejidos analysed in this research have subscribed
to PROCEDE.
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3.1.2. PES in Mexico
In October 2003, the Mexican government established a 5-year
programme to provide economic incentives in order to preserve
forest ecosystems located in critical watersheds, known as PSAH
(Payments for Hydrological Environmental Services Programme).
This resulted from the country’s modiﬁcation of Article 223 in
Mexico’s Law of Rights and a series of negotiations between government ministries and other regional authorities, which established an annual 2% transfer from the National Water
Commission to PSAH derived from large water consumers’ revenues (e.g., bottling companies, chemical industries). The Mexican
Forestry Fund was created to manage and disburse these funds. Later in November 2004, the government established a programme
to develop markets for biodiversity conservation, carbon ﬁxation
by forests and agroforestry services (PSA-CABSA). Unlike PSAH,
the PSA-CABSA budget is negotiated every year in Congress and
hence does not have stable, long-term funding.
Ecosystem service providers in Mexico are predominantly ejidos. Under PSA-CABSA, CONAFOR acts as an intermediary and principal ecosystem service user, funding project design and
implementation for up to 5 years. Nevertheless, CONAFOR is now
encouraging providers to sell their ecosystem services to national
and international investors. Ecosystem service promoters are environmental professionals who help providers to write PES applications, design projects, facilitate knowledge transfer, build local
capacities, and deliver project progress reports to CONAFOR. Finally, CONAFOR sets, monitors and enforces the contractual agreements through a number of ecosystem service veriﬁers, who are
hired to evaluate project development on-site.
In this study we analyse four pairs of participating and non-participating ejidos in the Lacandon rainforest, in the Mexican state of
Chiapas: one in the Municipality of Ocosingo (Puerto Bello Metzabok and Nueva Esperanza), one in the Municipality of Maravilla Tenejapa (Peña Blanca and San Andres), and two in the municipality of
Marques de Comillas (Reforma Agraria, Lopez Mateos, La Corona
and La Victoria) (Map 1). Each ejido fulﬁls the condition of having
eligible land to participate in PSA-CABSA, which implies that
non-participation and forms of participation should be explained
by other factors. There are three PES promoters in the Lacandon
rainforest area, two in charge of biodiversity projects and one in
charge of carbon ﬁxation projects. However, there is just one ES

veriﬁer in charge of monitoring and following up the four case
studies.
The study area is located in Chiapas, a highly contested state,
both politically and socially. It concentrates Mexico’s highest percentage of indigenous populations, the highest levels of rural poverty and marginalisation, and is the site of a permanent yet silent
indigenous upheaval since 1994. The Ejercito Zapatista de Liberación
Nacional (EZLN) occupied different cities and communities across
the state on the ﬁrst of January of 1994, the day that NAFTA came
into effect. Hundreds of Zapatista farmers settled onto private
properties, demanding the re-establishment of the pre-existing national land distribution policy. In consecutive years, federal and
state authorities negotiated with Zapatistas and private landowners to normalise the situation. Through what became known as
Acuerdos Agrarios (rural agreements), the State purchased land
for the majority of landless peasants (Pérez Mota, 1998). This process, however, did not dissipate the Zapatistas’ struggle as a form
of indigenous resistance. Over the past decade, violent episodes
have occurred in Chiapas, involving farmers, the army and, occasionally, paramilitary groups, representing other political allegiances (Weinberg, 2000). As of 2005, there were 33 autonomous
municipalities, which did not accept any governmental support
and were organised according to traditional Mayan institutions.
3.2. Research techniques
To assess participation dynamics under these conditions, we
conducted 18 interviews with federal and state government ofﬁcers, ES promoters, veriﬁers and NGOs to collect information on
the design process of PSA-CABSA and the role of scheme-related
criteria in facilitating or undermining participation. At the ejido level, focus groups and surveys were the core of our research activities. Eight focus groups with ejido authorities, including the
president, the treasurer and members of the surveillance council,
allowed us to capture the extent to which community rules and
farmer characteristics inﬂuenced their (un)willingness to participate. The nature and size of the group allowed us to have a more
relaxed atmosphere for discussion than if we had put together a
bigger group, or if we had involved other ejidatarios and non-right
holders. Certainly, we acknowledge that focus group outcomes are
inﬂuenced by group size, sensitivity to the topic, location, and

Map 1. Location of the studied communities in the Lacandon rainforest, Chiapas. Protected areas with their names are shown in textural grey. Communities participating in
PES are shown in grey. Non-participant communities are shown in black.
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whether the participants know each other (Hopkins, 2007). And for
this reason, to address the inherent bias in the information provided by empowered individuals and to capture farmers’ divergences and contrasting viewpoints, we also attended four
assemblies and conducted eight questionnaires with other ejido
members.
Questionnaires collected information on education, on-farm income, most important cultivated crops and common forest use.
The number of questionnaires per ejido was low due to the difﬁculty in surveying in a militarised area. Furthermore, since some
of the ejidos are grassroot-zapatistas, people were often reluctant
to participate in surveys, resulting in different numbers of surveys
per ejido (i.e. in some ejidos, 10 surveys were administered while in
others just three). The quantitative information was used alongside
secondary information derived from national and regional population statistics (National Institute of Statistics, INEGI from its Spanish acronym). In particular, on-farm income was estimated as total
production multiplied by the average price of products, minus the
cost of inputs and the cost of labour, including imputed (own) labour, in a year. Total income was estimated as remunerated labour
plus on-farm income. Both estimates were compared to those published by INEGI. When our data were orders of magnitude lower or
higher than reported statistics, the latter was used. Finally, we also
collected information on PES contracts and project budgets.

4. Results and discussion
4.1. The PSA-CABSA scheme
PSA-CABSA originated from the lobbying activities of various
peasant and forest-based organisations. The National Rural Agreement (in Spanish, Acuerdo Nacional para el Campo) between the
government and a large number of Mexican rural organisations
was ratiﬁed in November 2003 (Government of Mexico, 2003). It
outlined a development plan for the Mexican countryside, which
included a number of strategic sectors for policy development
and funding priorities, such as the development of a policy programme ‘to implement payments for ecosystem services: (i) on
carbon ﬁxation by forests to halt climate change; (ii) for rural communities who support biodiversity conservation; and (iii) for the
development of agroforestry systems, speciﬁcally for shade-grown
coffee plantations’ (Government of Mexico, 2003, p. 37, authors’
translation). Several workshops were put together during the ﬁrst
half of 2004, organised by CONAFOR and including the participation of various NGOs, social organisations, and other government
ministries, and where the procedural rules of PSA-CABSA were discussed and agreed.
PSA-CABSA rules have changed three times since the programme’s establishment in November 2004. Original rules had a
common procedural framework with provisions for its four components (carbon, biodiversity, establishment of agroforestry systems,
and enhancement of agroforestry systems) and then speciﬁc rules
for project design and implementation under each component. In
this paper, however, we focus on carbon and biodiversity as these
are the services provided by our case studies. Early eligibility rules
included that applicants must not be receiving support from any
other PES component or programme (PSAH), must show proof of
property rights, of long-term commitment to PES through a community forest management plan or an assembly act, and must
demonstrate that the PES area is included in the list of eligible
areas deﬁned by CONAFOR in the programme rules. Applicants received up to 400,000 Mexican pesos (Mx$) [1USD = 10.89 Mx$, 8
January 2008] for project design, and implementation funding depended upon the project’s scoring according to pre-deﬁned evaluation criteria.
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In carbon projects, for instance, funding oscillated between a
guaranteed price of 50 Mx$ to a maximum of 98 Mx$ per tonne
of sequestered carbon if the project area was located in the buffer
zone of a protected area, included species at risk of extinction, or
the project applicants belong to an ethnic group with a high level
of social marginalisation. In the case of biodiversity, applicants
were granted a maximum of 500,000 Mx$ for implementation over
a 5-year period. On top of this funding, PSA-CABSA applicants
could be granted up to 150,000 Mx$ for annual veriﬁcation of project activities, to be undertaken by an external veriﬁer or community technicians; another 150,000 Mx$ for capacity-building
activities at the local level, to be undertaken by an external party
approved by CONAFOR; and up to 250,000 Mx$ for technical assistance and project follow-up, to be provided by a community technician or an external party, as decided by the applicants. CONAFOR
must communicate through its regional state ofﬁces the contents
and scope of PSA-CABSA to all potential beneﬁciaries and it must
undertake an internal evaluation process, as well as commission
an external evaluation of the programme. Communities’ failure
to comply with project activities would result in CONAFOR cancelling payments.
In the rules of 2006 and 2007 all PES schemes were integrated
under a common framework of Payments for Forest Services,
which included all national forestry programmes. General eligibility rules did not change much, but speciﬁc rules under each PES
component became substantially different. Carbon eligibility rules,
for instance, evolved to make projects comply with the rules established for small-scale afforestation and reforestation projects under the CDM, and requiring a minimum of 500 ha for project
development (and a maximum of 3000 ha for the rules of 2007).
Applicants for biodiversity payments in 2006 had to show proof
of at least 10 years commitment to conservation (through e.g. a
forest management plan, a communal land-use plan, a conservation unit), which was reduced to 5 years in 2007. Payment
amounts also changed substantially and they were set according
to the Mexican minimum daily wage and differed according to
the size of the project. Contractual ﬂexibility rules became stricter
so as to oblige applicants to return payments in case of noncompliance.
4.2. The case studies
When ﬁeldwork was conducted, there were only four PSA-CABSA projects under implementation in Chiapas. Two concerned carbon ﬁxation through conservation and reforestation activities, and
the other two developed biodiversity conservation activities in the
forest commons. We were thus interested in understanding why
these ejidos developed these projects in the ﬁrst place and to contrast their experience with neighbouring ejidos, which did not participate, as a means of ‘‘control and contrast sample”.
Puerto Bello Metzabok is an ejido located in the Municipality of
Ocosingo. During the 1960s, property rights were granted to Metzabok over a large communal land area and nine hectares per family
were allocated for productive purposes. The PES project was initiated in 2005 in order to create economic incentives for the conservation of local natural resources by establishing an eco-tourism
site for bird watching. The community will receive 500,000 Mx$/
year over 5 years, which translates into approximately
27,000 Mx$/household/year. To date, however, PES income has
been used to cover PES promoters’ expenses, equipment acquisition and forest patrols’ salaries. Some PES income has also been
used to support the eco-tourism project by expanding and improving existing bungalows. Ejido Nueva Esperanza neighbours Puerto
Bello Metzabok and was established in the mid 1960s. Most of
its land is divided to individual plots, including 500 hectares of forest commons, which were collectively managed in the past but

100
Cattle ranching and land leasing
190,000
1900
4112
500
N.A.
Lopez Mateos

N.A. reads as ‘‘does not apply”.

50,000
2700
3800
N.A.
La Victoria

400

250,000
350
N.A.

1602

1250
800

676

1960s/NO

Agricultural expansion and
land distribution
Future land distribution
1980s/YES
100

None
1970s/NO
50

Future land distribution
1960s/YES
100

Subsistence agriculture, coffee plantations
and cattle ranching
Subsistence agriculture, pineapple
plantations and textile handicrafts
Subsistence agriculture and forage crops
24,000

2453
200

Reforma
Agraria
Nueva
Esperanza
San Andrés

500

Forest Protection
1970s/NO
60
Cattle ranching and seasonal eco-tourism
200,000

29,000
1450
350

2250

Carbon
sequestration
Carbon
sequestration
N.A.
La Corona

64,000
1700
2400
290
Biodiversity

1521

None
1980s/NO
100

Forest protection
1970s/YES
80

Forest protection
1960s/NO
40

Subsistence agriculture, wooden and textile
handicrafts
Subsistence agriculture and pineapple
plantations
Subsistence agriculture and cattle ranching
40,000
2780
65
Biodiversity

3300

Legal property rights
acquisition/PROCEDE
On-farm
income (%)
Main productive activities
Income (Mx$/
household/year)
Forest
cover (ha)
Total
land (ha)
Population (no
of people)

Puerto Bello
Metzabok
Peña Blanca

4.3.1. Procedural rules and programme management
Since PES started, the number of applications per year has been
high (Table 2). It is worth noting the increase in biodiversity applications in 2006 and 2007, but the progressive reduction for carbon.
Both components show a high percentage of rejections due to several factors, which include missing documentation, non-fulﬁlment
of eligibility criteria, lack of funding and lack of environmental
additionality in the case of carbon projects. Overall, the results

PSA-CABSA

4.3. Understanding participation in PSA-CABSA projects

Ejidos

were recently divided between local families for agricultural
purposes.
Peña Blanca is an ejido located in the municipality of Maravilla
Tenejapa and established in the late 1970s. In 2002, the assembly
agreed to establish a private reserve for the protection of birds.
In 2004, they started a PES project for securing ﬁnancial support
for the development of this reserve. The community will receive
325,000 Mx$/year over 5 years, which, if divided equally, would
represent 15,500 Mx$/household/year. However, PES income has
been used so far to fund the construction of a new house to host
the local assemblies and social events. It has also funded the expenses of forest patrols and birdlife censuses, which have included
hiring an external expert. Ejido San Andres neighbours Peña Blanca
and was established in the mid-1970s. Community agreements to
protect local forests were put in place when the ejido was established but the need for increasing agricultural production has
translated into the expansion of agricultural land at the expense
of standing forests.
Ejido La Corona was established in the 1980s and is located in
the Municipality of Marquez de Comillas. In 1999, a local NGO
helped the community to improve productive activities and the
community assembly agreed to reforest 24% of degraded pasture
lands. In 2005, the same NGO promoted a carbon PES, and secured
600,000 Mx$/year over 5 years to preserve 1450 ha of fragmented
common forests, which will represent around 10,500 Mx$/household/year. PES income has been equally divided between all ejidatarios, although some funds have been also dedicated to cover the
expenses of an NGO which acts as a PES promoter. Since remaining
forests in this community do not exist in just one patch but are dispersed across the ejido, their protection is the responsibility of
those ejidatarios who have land just beside the forested patch. Ejido
La Victoria neighbours La Corona and was established in the early
1980s. Forests are collectively managed, and used for fuel-wood,
timber and medicinal plants, and occasionally for animal hunting.
Ejido Reforma Agraria was formed by a group of migrant families from Oaxaca who settled on the edge of the Lacantun River
in the 1970s in the Municipality of Marquez de Comillas. A carbon
PES project supports the protection of the forest commons, with
annual transfers of 618,000 Mx$ over a 5 year-period. Some of
the PES income supports a community patrol whose members
are designated by the community assembly. As in the other cases,
payments have also covered the expenses of PES promoters, who in
this case have provided technical assistance on cattle production
and feeding, eco-tourism, ﬁrebreak establishment, and have helped
the community to build a community house where assemblies and
social events are held. Finally, ejido López Mateos neighbours Reforma Agraria and was established during the 1960s. About 1900 ha
are still forested and the remaining land has been divided in agricultural plots for each household.
Table 1 summarises the characteristics of these ejidos, including
population, land extension and household income, as well as the
formal acquisition of property rights and the rules governing the
forest commons. Table 1 also implicitly shows that there is no clear
relationship between joining PROCEDE and participating in PSACABSA.

Forest commons rules

N. Kosoy et al. / Geoforum 39 (2008) 2073–2083

Table 1
Key characteristics of the case study ejidos
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Table 2
Number of project applications for carbon and biodiversity PES in Mexico 2004–2006
Year

Component

Applications

Approved
for design

Approved for
implementation

Rejected

2004

Biodiversity
Carbon
Biodiversity
Carbon
Biodiversity
Carbon

211
220
194
149
324
75

79
69
5
5
26
13

12
2
3
6
7
0

120
149
186
138
291
62

2005
2006

Source: adapted from Corbera et al. (2008).

show that early procedural rules, including payment amounts,
were positively considered by the applicants and encouraged participation. However, the high rate of rejection reveals that most
applicants did not understand eligibility criteria and that developing a PES project is a complex process (Corbera and Brown, 2008).
We argue that CONAFOR ofﬁcials and PES promoters have
found it difﬁcult to communicate the principles of PES projects
to potential beneﬁciaries which, in turn, is explained by the unfamiliar concepts underpinning these initiatives, such as baseline,
additionality, priority areas, monitoring, and markets for PES,
among others (Ruiz, 2007). Some interviewees acknowledge that
CONAFOR cannot improve the effectiveness of PES outreach because the agency is only entitled to use four percent of its overall
funds to administer, monitor and evaluate forestry programmes.
To address these problems, PES programmes have recently received ﬁnancial support from the Global Environment Facility
and the World Bank to extend their 5-year lifespan, increase
CONAFOR outreach and evaluation capacities, and promote a
more effective and efﬁcient commercialisation of ecosystem services through the strengthening of monitoring systems and the
establishment of well-functioning market-schemes (World Bank,
2006).
We suggest that the large number of rejected applications contradicts Pagiola et al.’s (2005) idea that beneﬁciaries analyse PES
rules before deciding whether to participate. In fact, our data show
that applicants often did not meet eligibility criteria and their
applications omitted important documentation, which insinuates
that their motivation to apply for PES was driven by their relationship with government ofﬁcials and PES promoters, who either provided them with the wrong information or encouraged them to
apply regardless of whether they complied with eligibility rules.
Applicants’ decisions to participate in a PES project result from a
social interaction process in which communication ﬂows between
farmers, community authorities, CONAFOR and ES promoters are
central. The PES economic incentive may also attract applicants
but, as we show below, it is not the most important motivation
in the four participating ejidos analysed in this study.
Interviewees also suggested that in some successful applications PES promoters and applicants were unable to design the project effectively and move it forward, causing frustration and
resentment among resource managers (e.g. ejidatarios). In this
sense, Table 2 shows that from 79 and 69 proposals approved for
biodiversity and carbon project design in 2004, only 6 and 10 are
currently being implemented. In unsuccessful proposals, CONAFOR
did not provide sufﬁcient information to the applicant so that the
ejido could identify another promoter and re-start the design process. To this end, the publication and delivery of a document
including all service providers and veriﬁers across the country
may be necessary to increase applicants’ decision-making power
in front of the PES promoter. In relation to all these shortcomings,
a PES veriﬁer noted that:
Some of the ejidos which got funding for project design but
which then did not get money for implementation got really
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upset with their PES provider. In some cases, they have even
threatened him. . . These ejidos did not understand why they
had paid him so much money and now they did not get their
project running. . . A lot of money has been lost in unsuccessful PES project design proposals.
In our study, we interviewed three PES promoters, whose professional fees varied from 20% to 50% of the project design total budget. They promoted local capacity building through training of
community technicians and patrols, which was positively considered by all ejido members in our four case studies. We also observed
that the ejidos investigated considered that their relationship with
CONAFOR and ES veriﬁers had to be strengthened in order to avoid
jeopardising their long-term commitment to the project. Ejido leaders noted that they faced difﬁculties to meet the PES project
requirements, which was further aggravated by their lack of contact
with government ofﬁcers and the region’s PES veriﬁer, who was in
charge of 10 other PES projects. As expressed by one of the
interviewees:
You [referring to the ES veriﬁer] are our direct link with
CONAFOR. We have been implementing forest conservation
activities and bird population censuses since last year. However, until today we had not received any feedback from
CONAFOR. How can we perform conservation activities
when CONAFOR has abandoned us for an entire year? We
invite you to visit us at least twice a year, and only then
our efforts and your monitoring activities will be fully congruent with what CONAFOR is expecting.

4.3.2. Community dimensions
Participating ejidos are less densely populated than neighbouring ones, although they live on almost the same area of land. This
would suggest that smaller sized ejidos may be more able to participate in PES than larger ones but our small sample size does not allow us to be conclusive. It is often noted that small-sized
communities are more successful at collective action despite facing
large costs associated with enforcing their appropriation rights
(Ostrom, 1990). Nevertheless, Agrawal and Goyal (2001) argue that
medium-sized communities are able to protect and monitor their
resources more effectively than small and larger ones because
these often lack conservation funds or suffer from cooperation
problems, respectively. In this sense, our case studies reveal that
smaller ejidos have difﬁculties in securing their land rights against
trespassing and, in this context, PES promotes enforcement activities even if it does not favour cooperation between ejidos. In ejido
La Corona, for instance, reforestation efforts are limited since there
is constant trespassing into the forest commons, with ﬁrewood
being withdrawn and saplings being trampled. However, since
PES funds are divided among ejidatarios, there is no funding for
patrolling and individual actions against trespassing remain scattered and do not provide an incentive to stop illegal wood extraction. In the remaining participating ejidos, control and enforcing
conservation measures in communal forests are organised in patrols funded with PES income and supported by the Ejido Assembly.
In our case studies, the assemblies played an important role in
creating consensus around the use of the forest commons and the
authorities acted as a knowledge transfer mechanism. At this regard, Wilson (1997) includes community leaders within the ‘information environment’ and emphasises their inﬂuential role in
promoting participation, speciﬁcally in ejidos with low organisational skills. In ejido La Victoria, the main obstacle for PES participation was lack of consensus due to large cultural differences
and a diversity of interests concerning land-use, as observed in
the following quotation (Ejido authority):
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Our community has over 400 people, most of us from different ethnic groups. When we heard from the PSA-CABSA, I
was really excited with the idea of participating, and I even
contacted the PES promoter working in La Corona. However,
when we proposed the idea in the assembly we could not
reach a consensus; it is difﬁcult for us to agree in certain
issues when some of our right-holders are willing to expand
the agricultural land in forested areas.

made capital hence inﬂuences management objectives, process
efﬁciency and demand for commodities. Cultural capital has thus
a strong inﬂuence on the sustainability outcomes of any project,
which in turn implies that communities with existing environmental values and conservationist behaviour will be more eager to participate in PES than those whose culture does not encourage
environmental conservation.

Another factor explaining ejidos’ unwillingness to participate in PES
relates to people’s inability to self-organise to access information
and develop project applications. As noted by a local farmer (nonparticipating PES ejidatario):

4.3.3. Household insights
As noted in Section 4.2, livelihoods in the ejidos studied are predominantly based on cattle-ranching and agriculture, which provide a constant source of income all year-round. Traditional cashcrop prices in Mexico have steadily declined since the NAFTA
agreement, leaving farmers in remote areas with few alternatives
for income generation (Barbier, 2000). If we understand poverty
as the result of deprived capabilities rather than low income
(Sen, 1999), then increasing compensation levels in PES may not
necessarily translate into higher participation levels. Activities
such as eco-tourism and handicraft production represent a signiﬁcant share of the total income in participating ejidos and their
households. For example, according to our research, Puerto Bello
Metzabok households receive up to one third of their total income
from selling handicrafts in tourist markets. However, access to
alternative income generating activities is not common, which results in the migration of younger generations to urban areas or
even foreign countries. As a community leader remarked:

For most of us it is very difﬁcult to have access to information coming from CONAFOR. We need to travel 2 days and
stay at least a day in town so as to visit CONAFOR, and most
of us cannot leave our lands unattended otherwise our crops
would be lost and our families would not have enough food
to eat.
We found important differences in collective rules between participating and non-participating ejidos. While every participating ejido
had rules in place for the protection and maintenance of forest cover long before the arrival of PES, non-participants did not have an
agreement concerning forest protection and instead favoured the
present and future distribution of land for agriculture and cattle
ranching purposes. Political afﬁliation did not seem to matter much
in the eight case studies examined. Only one individual interviewed
in one of the non-participating ejidos noted that people were
against participating in PES because of their sympathy towards
the Zapatistas. However, this contrasts with the case of a participant
ejido which has many pro-Zapatista members.
When asked about environmental values, forests and PES, participants underlined the importance of forests as providers of indirect beneﬁts, including the regulation of climate, watershed
protection, and scenic beauty. However, bequest values also appeared to be important. Concerns about what would be left to future generations were common (Lacandon indigenous ejidatario):
Our forests are not only our sources of ﬁrewood and wildmeat, but most importantly they are sacred to us. They
provide us with water, shelter and food; they are also our
temples, we worship our deities who reside in caves in our
forests.
When we moved in to this area in mid 1970s, we found a
land full of forests and agreed to preserve some of these.
We want our children to enjoy the forests as much as we
do, we do not want them to live in a barren-land such as
the land we left more than 30 years ago.
These comments illustrate that pre-existing conditions and positive perceptions about environmental conservation encourage
participation. These ﬁndings are in line with other studies concerned with the political economy of forest management in Mexican ejidos, where non-consumptive environmental’s values play an
important role in resource manager willingness to protect the forest and manage it sustainably (Klooster, 2000). Previous research
has demonstrated the importance of traditional and western
knowledge in sustaining ecosystem services and biodiversity in
communal land. Becker and Ghimire (2003), for instance, demonstrate the existing synergies between forest conservation and traditional ecological knowledge in multi-stakeholder projects
concerning indigenous communities in Ecuador. Moreover, the
concept of cultural capital deﬁned as ‘the aptitude or inclination
of a group or society to behave in a certain way’ (Cochrane,
2006) provides us with insights on how natural and human-made
capital are mediated. Culture lies between natural and human-

We are concerned with the future of our forests, particularly
if our children prefer to migrate to the cities with the hope of
ﬁnding a job better remunerated compared to our cattle or
maize and beans plantations.
Rosa et al. (2003) assert that PES schemes can promote and improve
product marketing using the environmental attributes and values of
PES participants. PES income can ﬁnancially allow for the consolidation of alternative income generating activities rather than creating
new ones or simply improving income levels through direct subsidies. PES may thus support the permanence of future generations
in rural areas by strengthening alternative employment sources.
In our case studies, if PES ﬁnancial incentives are compared to onfarm income per household, they represent more than 10% of onfarm income, an important share of total household income. Thus,
our results would intuitively mean that low-income households
would be more prone to participate in PES, although our small sample size does not allow us to be conclusive. In fact, as highlighted in
the previous section, the decision regarding the allocation of PES
funds falls to the assembly, where right-holders vote over how to
invest PES income: dividing it among ejidatarios, investing collectively or both. In the PES ejidos, all except one have invested in collective goods and all have agreed that future PES income should be
dedicated to improve land productivity and establish new productive activities. In this regard, it is important to note that we did
not observe any individual opposition to PES in the formal assemblies. We recognise, however, the limitation of this approach and
we suggest that future research should explore voices of opposition
to PES through personal surveys.
4.4. Discussion
So far, we have identiﬁed a set of factors which have inﬂuenced
ejidos’ participation in PES. At the procedural level, the evolution of
PES rules in Mexico reﬂects an ongoing learning process in CONAFOR, which has tried to reduce the costs of programme development through procedural simpliﬁcation over time, addressing the
early pitfalls in the 2004 PSA-CABSA rules. In the original rules
for carbon ﬁxation by forests, projects were encouraged to follow
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UNFCCC and CDM procedures (which only contemplated as eligible
activities afforestation and reforestation on land deforested before
1990), yet they would pay more to those projects developed within
conservation sites (often with existing forest cover). This contradiction has been explained by the fact that most organisations participating in the design of PSA-CABSA, including CONAFOR, were
not knowledgeable about CDM rules. Nevertheless, changes in procedural rules can also undermine future participation. The attempt
to make the rules compatible with the rules negotiated internationally for carbon forestry projects explains the lower number of
applications over the past 2 years (Corbera and Brown, 2008).
The information provided to resource managers has been critical to encourage participation and explains the important number
of applications to the PES programme per year. However, the subsequent high rejection rate reveals that eligibility criteria were not
well explained to resource managers; in other words, that government extension ofﬁcers failed to communicate effectively the programme’s rules. For approved applications, our research has shown
that follow-up and monitoring of project design by PES promoters
are important to secure projects’ approval. When this has not happened, conﬂicts have occurred and people’s enthusiasm for PES has
diminished. Our ﬁndings coincide with Burstein and colleagues’
(2002) view that intermediary functions, such as those related to
project design, technical assistance, research and project management, are critical for the successful functioning of PES. They also
acknowledge that the relationships between intermediaries and
ecosystem service managers can be conﬂicting due to divergences
in opinion about the economic value of intermediaries’ services.
The involvement of several actors in the rule-design process
translates into a procedural framework where all interests are taken into consideration and a compromise is forged. Mexico’s experience contrasts with the more centralised Costa Rican programme,
in which the design and management of PES schemes rests with a
fund (FONAFIFO) managed by three government members and two
people from the private forestry sector (Pagiola, 2008, p. 713). Furthermore, Mexico’s PES programme has recently created a ‘multistakeholder body’ (Berkes, 2002) known as the Technical Advisory
Council, involving rural organisations, NGOs, academics and government ofﬁcers. This body, which meets periodically and provides
advice to CONAFOR on how to improve the programme, including
the mechanisms for increasing resource managers’ involvement,
has to be seen as a positive step towards improving communication among actors and, at least indirectly, involving resource managers in rule-design (Corbera et al., 2008). In the future, it will be
important to analyse the extent to which the TAC’s advice is taken
on board by the government and the views of resource managers
are indeed heard because ‘‘sharing through participation does not
necessarily mean sharing in power” (White, 2000, p. 143).
At the community level, our study highlights the role of ejidos’
assemblies and leaders in the creation of consensus regarding the
use of the forest commons and the PES project. This may not preclude the existence of conﬂicting opinions regarding PES participation. We acknowledge that collective choices within the formal
structure of decision-making may mask divergent viewpoints and
inherent conﬂicts (Agrawal and Gibson, 1999). We found that each
ejido attributed different values to their forests, some of which
were linked to basic needs provision and cultural values while others were related to the use of the forest as a source of marketable
products. We also estimated that ejidos’ size may be an important
factor promoting participation, and showed that smaller ejidos
seemed more prone to get involved than larger ones. Additionally,
we found that PES ﬁnance supports alternative income-generating
activities and often translates in collective goods. We also showed
that internal rules concerning natural resource management critically inﬂuence participation. These rules establish a set of norms
for social behaviour and contribute to balance individual rights

and collective responsibilities (Bowles and Gintis, 2002; Pretty
and Ward, 2001). While participating ejidos’ rules were closely
linked to the conservation of forest resources for present and future generations, non-participating ejidos have developed internal
rules for the distribution of land which consider forests as marginal
lands to be cleared for agricultural purposes. In this context, then,
our ﬁndings suggest that rules favouring forest conservation and
granting resource access to future generations may encourage
PES adoption. In addition, such rules may contribute to reducing
the costs of deﬁning, protecting and enforcing property rights over
these services and their associated resources (North, 1990; Ostrom,
1990).
Finally, at the household level, our results suggest that promoting diversiﬁcation of productive activities through PES exerts as a
participation driver. In this sense, PES may like to follow the example of certiﬁcation strategies which have helped to consolidate
‘‘new kinds of collaboration among actors along commodity networks, giving rise to new levels of organization with important
implications for alleviating rural poverty” (Mutersbaugh et al.,
2005, p. 386). Yet, we have shown that our case studies have preferred to invest in collective goods rather than dividing PES income
equally among households so that these could invest in their own
preferred activities (e.g., agricultural production, tools, food and
clothing). Other PES initiatives have been implemented on private
lands (Pagiola, 2008) thus rendering individual motivations very
important to understand people’s willingness to participate. However, Mexico’s PSA-CABSA operates predominantly on common
forests, which in turn are governed through collective institutions.
Current research on social behaviour accounts for collective rationality motivating decision-making in strategic interactions; in
other words, ‘‘it is not uncommon for people to set aside their individual self-interests and to make decisions in what they judge to be
best interests of their families, or the companies that employ them,
or their departments or universities, or the religious, ethnic, or national groups with which they identify themselves, sometimes fervently, and a comprehensive understanding of strategic interaction
needs to recognize and understand this mode of decision making”
(Colman et al., 2008). This implies that collective decisions over
PES prevail over household choices, and may mask, however, some
potential individual opposition or lack of interest in PES. In fact, we
recognise that future research should beneﬁt from a comparison
between collective motivation and individual preferences, speciﬁcally regarding the acceptance of PES and the distribution of PES
income. Table 3 presents a summary of the key factors determining
participation in our case studies.

Table 3
Key factors driving participation
Key factors
Procedural and
management levels

–
–
–
–
–

Community

–
–
–

Farmer

–
–
–
–

Simple rules
Procedural ﬂexibility
Information outreach levels
Social participation in rules-framing
Effective communication between resource managers, intermediaries and government
Forest management rules
Collective conservationist values
Consensus around the use of PES income and the allocation of responsibilities
Small community size
Contribution to household income
Consolidate and diversify productive activities
Grant access to research and development projects
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5. Conclusion
Most PES schemes and their ensuing projects are found in Latin
America but it is expected that many other regions and countries
will follow suit (Wunder, 2007). In this context, our analysis identiﬁes factors inﬂuencing resource managers’ willingness to join
these initiatives. The research approach goes beyond the limited
perspective of a behavioural approach, considers the ejido a decision-making unit and highlights the implications of institutional
and contextual rules in shaping collective and individual responses
to PES. In Mexico’s PSA-CABSA, participation in PES is the result of
the interaction of various characteristics, some related to the procedural nature of the scheme itself (e.g., eligibility rules, payment
amounts, veriﬁcation visits) and others related to community institutions (e.g., assembly agreements, forest management traditional
values) and household characteristics (e.g., income needs, employment sources), with the latter playing a less important role. Unfortunately, however, it was beyond the scope of this research to
analyse the cognitive and relational mechanisms through which
the concept of PES has permeated the discourse and practice of social organisations, resource managers and their local institutions,
as well as to explore any likely divergences among ejido members
regarding participation and distribution of PES income.
Markets and payments for ecosystem services are designed and
implemented in different ways. Their underlying assumption is to
internalise externalities, and therefore, improve management decisions. However, our paper shows that monetary compensations
through PES provide a moral incentive for forest conservation but
may not necessarily improve the overall economic efﬁciency of
the resource management system (Kosoy et al., 2007). PES should
be viewed as a window of opportunity, allowing for a coexistence
of value systems rather than imposing a language of valuation.
Monetary compensation should come hand in hand with transfers
(in the broadest sense) tailored to the requirements of ES providers
and users. For this to happen, the active involvement of various
stakeholders in the design and actual implementation of PES projects under PSA-CABSA must be further fostered. Moreover, needs
and expectations of ES providers around PES should be carefully
examined and compensations adjusted accordingly, hence improving the robustness of the incentive system.
To conclude, we would like to stress the fact that, in order to
understand ejidos and resource managers’ willingness to participate in Mexico’s PSA-CABSA projects, it is necessary to pay attention to the interface between ejidos and PES promoters, including
government ofﬁcials, but more importantly to the socio-political
and environmental dynamics which shape ejido institutions, as
these contribute to explain collective behaviour. As our paper
points to and others have suggested (Klooster, 2000; Corbera
et al., 2007), understanding ejidos’ interest in common forest management and resource conservation (with or without PES) requires
looking beyond the existence of rules for forest management and
their enforcement. It is important to look beyond the idea of
‘‘incentives” to move towards that of ‘‘motivations”. Involvement
in PES may not be then a matter of compensating for opportunity
costs, as it is often perceived and discussed by environmental
economists, but rather a question of how non-monetary individual
and collective motivations, such as the need for technical capacity
training, biodiversity conservation for intergenerational equity,
and reafﬁrmation of property rights among others, can be further
strengthened and supported through PES programmes.
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