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ABSTRACT

Market-based forest governance mechanisms such as reducing emissions from deforestation and degradation
(REDD+) are implemented in many forests rich countries to conserve biodiversity and mitigate against global
climate change. The assumption is that communities will be better motivated to participate in forest conservation
if monetary payments are provided to compensate for past efforts or future improvements against pre-defined
carbon reference levels. In this paper, I utilized Q methodology to identify discourses of forest values and mo-
tivations for forest conservation in selected REDD+ pilot communities in Cross River State, Nigeria. Data from
interviews and focus group discussions are also used to support the analysis. The aim is to examine communities’
motivations for practicing conservation initiatives and the extent to which such motivations are shaping their
participation in the REDD+ program. The analysis uncovers five main discourses namely: forest for survival,
forest is beautiful, no pay no care, conservation volunteers, and we care but pay us. I discussed these discourses
around three themes: livelihoods dependence, financial incentives, and place attachment and social norms.
Results indicate that the reasons why communities practice conservation are complex and subjective, and pay-
ment of monetary incentives or lack thereof will not necessarily motivate them to participate in the REDD+
program. I suggest that values such as place attachment, nature connectedness and social norms matter in the
success of REDD+ particularly in communities that have long history of practicing voluntary conservation

initiatives.

1. Introduction

Tropical deforestation and poor land use management are the second
largest sources of pollution after fossil fuels consumption (Stern and
Stern, 2007; Pan et al., 2011). It is projected that forests conservation
would significantly offset large quantities of terrestrial carbon necessary
to mitigate against global climate change (Ruddell et al., 2007). The idea
of reducing emissions from deforestation and degradation plus
enhancement of forest carbon stock (REDD+) was propagated as an
efficient and cost-effective mitigation option that will incentivize forest
rich countries to engage in globally funded carbon forestry initiatives
(Stern, 2006; Eliasch, 2008; Angelsen, 2009). In addition to addressing
climate change, REDD+- also aims to improve biodiversity conservation
and socio-economic development of indigenous forest communities
(Gupta, 2012; Phelps et al., 2012). Under this mechanism, financial
compensation is given to participating countries in proportion to either
measurable performance against pre-defined carbon reference levels, or
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for sustaining past conservation efforts (Angelsen, 2008; Karsenty and
Ongolo, 2012; Neeff et al., 2014). This led to a phenomenal growth in
the number of incentive-based ecosystem management projects in many
West African countries under various funding arrangements.

In Nigeria, preparatory stages for REDD+ began in 2006 after the
completion of a scoping mission by the US Forestry Service to assess the
viability of Cross River State forests for a carbon concession arrange-
ment with the state of California. In 2010, such arrangement was
dropped for a more lucrative partnership with the United Nations
REDD+ Program (UNREDD). At that time, Cross River State had suffered
a major economic setback following a drop in its oil revenues, and the
government was looking for supplementary income from its vast forest
estates. A two-track approach involving the Cross River State and Fed-
eral Government of Nigeria was designed to access a 4 million US dollars
take off grant from the UNREDD program to implement the REDD+
readiness program (Asiyanbi, 2016). The project was popularly termed
“carbon credit” among the locals, signifying expected compensation for
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decades long forest conservation efforts, with greater emphasis on
rewarding for carbon sequestration (Isyaku, 2017). Hence, REDD+ in
Cross River state was conceptualized and propagated as an emergent
marketplace for a new carbon commodity that has greater market value
than other forest ecosystem services to suit a neoliberal conservation
agenda (Asiyanbi, 2018). To meet strict funding requirements, the
Nigerian REDD+ readiness proposal include strategies for achieving
favourable social outcomes such as balanced gender relations, capacity
building, participatory governance, community livelihoods, fair benefits
sharing, and respect for local norms and values (R-PP, 2013).

However, early assessment studies in Nigeria have raised several
concerns regarding the negative impacts of REDD+ activities on the
local communities. These include exclusion of some local stakeholder
groups in decision making (Nuesiri, 2016; Asiyanbi et al., 2017; Nuesiri,
2017); tenure contestations between the state and forest communities
(Isyaku et al., 2017); and militarized forest surveillance (Asiyanbi,
2016); which gave rise to local resistance against REDD+ implementa-
tion (Asiyanbi et al., 2019). Similar situations were also reported in
other countries. For example, several studies have shown evidence that
customary practices, livelihood rights and traditional norms of local
communities were not recognized by REDD+ proponents in many
countries in Africa, Asia-Pacific and Latin America (see Dokken et al.,
2014; Hajjar, 2015; Paudel and Vedeld, 2015; Holmes et al., 2017;
Treedal and Vedeld, 2017; Dawson et al., 2018).

Growing number of scholarships is paying attention to the com-
plexities of stakeholders’ motivations for participation in REDD+ and
other payment for ecosystem services (PES) schemes to explain why
many of such projects have failed to meet expected outcomes. Such
studies have examined pro-environmental behaviours of people in
response to monetary incentives within empirical settings (Narloch
et al., 2012; Kits et al., 2014; Chervier et al., 2019; Bose et al., 2019;
Grillos et al., 2019; Moros et al., 2019; Van Van Hecken et al., 2019), and
simulated field experiments (Handberg and Angelsen, 2019; Kaczan and
Swallow, 2019) in many parts of the world. These bodies of work relate
to the major concern raised by scientists about the possibility of eco-
nomic incentives to crowd-out intrinsic motivations that could under-
mine long term conservation efforts and may result in loss of cultural
basis for nature conservation (Martin et al., 2008; Neuteleers and
Engelen, 2015). While scholars continue to pay attention to these de-
bates, the literature on motivation in PES has not paid significant
attention to the West African context particularly as it pertains to the
REDD+ pilot communities. To this end, this paper utilized Q method-
ology to understand the perceptions of forest values and motivations for
conservation among communities earmarked for REDD+ in Cross River
State Nigeria. The aim is to examine the extent to which such percep-
tions are shaping community’s engagement in the REDD+ process. I
argue that the Nigerian case study is significant because of the long-term
community-based conservation efforts in the REDD+ pilot sites, and the
fact that most of the participants do not share the same history, expe-
riences, forest values and motivations for nature conservation. I also
argue that the Cross River State REDD+ was designed based on a
discursive conceptualization of environmentalism that does not neces-
sarily fits the way local communities within the pilot sites attach
meanings to forest environments and the purpose for maintaining long-
term community conservation initiatives.

2. The Cross River State REDD+ project

This paper draws on a case study of the REDD+ demonstration
project in Cross River State, Nigeria. As mentioned earlier, Nigeria
became a UNREDD country in 2010 and started preparations for a
demonstration project in the rainforest of the Niger Delta region. In this
region, Cross River State contains the largest portion of the remaining
rainforest which justified its selection for the REDD+ project (Oyebo
et al., 2010; Abua et al., 2013; R-PP, 2013). During the preliminary
assessment and scoping missions, 3 main forest clusters for the project
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were identified in the following communities namely: (a) Ekuri (b) Afi/
Mbe, (c) the Mangrove. The Ekuri cluster comprises of several small
communities with community-controlled forests and nature reserves
that are managed by the Cross River State government. According to the
Project Idea Notes (PIN), this cluster covers about 19,000 ha of forests,
and are capable of sequestering approximately 22.3 million tonnes of
carbon over a 20-years’ period (Oyebo et al., 2010). The purpose of
clustering these communities was to create a viable size of tropical
rainforest that could attract global REDD+ financing (Asiyanbi, 2016).
Iko-Esai, Old and New Ekuri, and the nearest Okokuri villages control
the largest portion of forests in this cluster and have been involved in
internationally funded community-based forest conservation pro-
grammes. Under the Ekuri Initiative, the Ekuri communities have been
managing this large expanse of ancestral forest land for decades and had
won the prestigious United Nations Development Program’s (UNDP)
Equator Initiative Award in 2004 (UNDP, 2012). For many years, the
Ekuri communities have resisted several attempts by the state Forestry
Commission to impose logging concession arrangement with private
timber companies in exchange for infrastructural development projects
(Asiyanbi et al., 2019).

The Afi/Mbe cluster is located closed to the wildlife sanctuary in Boki
Local Government Area of Cross River State. This cluster comprises of
several communities that occupy about 50,000 ha of forest land that can
capture significant quantities of carbon over long periods (Oyebo et al.,
2010). Kanyang II and Buanchor are the largest communities in this
cluster, and due to their location near the Mbe Mountains sanctuary,
they have been involved in wildlife conservation in partnership with an
international non-governmental organization called Wildlife Conserva-
tion Society (WCS). The Mangrove communities are excluded in this
study because they were not involved in the REDD+ process at the time
of this study. Data for this study was collected during a pilot study in
2013, and two field visits in 2014 and 2015. At the time, the REDD+
readiness program was at the take-off stage and officials were working
on legal and institutional frameworks for its implementation. Study
participants were selected from 5 communities within the Ekuri and Afi/
Mbe forest clusters. These communities were selected based on the
relative size of their forest covers, ease of access, and their knowledge
and engagement with the REDD+ process.

3. Methods
3.1. Q methodology: an overview

The Q methodology used in this study was initially developed by
William Stephenson as a hybrid of quantitative and qualitative methods
for understanding the complexity of human behaviour (Stephenson,
1953). It has now become popular as an approach for scientific study of
human subjectivity because it is mostly concerned with the structure
and forms of subjective opinions of people about any topic of interest
(Brown, 1980). In social and environmental research, Q methodology
has become increasingly useful in identifying and revealing shared
perspectives among study participants. Webler et al. (2009) argue that Q
methodology is a variant of discourse analytic techniques that can be
effectively utilized in exploring and mapping patterns of subjectivities
embedded within environmental discourses in ways that cannot be
easily achieved using traditional qualitative methods. Since discourses
are used in describing complex real-world phenomena, they could be
wholly or partly shared, contested, or debated by people, and therefore,
Q methodology is identified as an effective approach that can facilitate a
better understanding (Barry and Proops, 1999; Langston et al., 2019). In
forest management studies, Q methodology has been applied in many
countries to examine participants’ perspectives by policymakers to
guide planned interventions. These studies include understanding peo-
ples’ values and beliefs about watershed management in the US (Steel-
man and Maguire, 1999); mapping diverse perceptions of multiple
stakeholders about mangrove management in Malaysia (Hugé et al.,
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2016); understanding motivations for adopting innovative resources
conservation and farming techniques in Mexico (Zabala et al., 2017);
and understanding the perceptions of local stakeholders about forest
governance and compliance with international logging regulations in
Ghana (Adams et al., 2021). It is also used in PES studies to explore the
perspectives of local stakeholders in implementing baselines for carbon
offset projects in Costa Rica (Lansing, 2013); and assessing the percep-
tions of local stakeholders about the governance of REDD+ pilot project
in Cambodia (Nhem and Lee, 2019).

I chose Q methodology for this study because REDD+ in Cross River
State has been a controversial subject matter that often stimulate
different types of opinions among stakeholders as to how it should be
implemented in forests that are under customary tenure. During the
pilot study, I also observed the diversity of conservation narratives in the
pilot communities that often reflect conflicting viewpoints regarding
values of forests, community histories, incentive preferences, forest
governance institutions, and social norms.

It is important to note that Q methodology has been a subject of
ontological and epistemological debates among practitioners and crit-
ical scholars. Much of these are focused on its limitations regarding
generalizability and theoretical validity of results, sampling strategy,
procedure for generating concourse, analytic integration of interviews
with Q sorts, as well as elimination of researcher bias (see Loevinger,
1965; Robbins and Krueger, 2000; Dziopa and Ahern, 2011; Kampen
and Tamas, 2014; Brown et al., 2015). For this study, Q methodology
was carefully and creatively applied taking full cognizance of its limi-
tations, and so there is no attempt to generalize its findings as a repre-
sentation of all possible perceptions among the community members.

3.2. Q-set design

This study was designed to cover a broad range of topics about
REDD+ in the study area. These include values of forest ecosystem
services, motivations for participation in REDD+ and local conservation
programs, relationships between communities and the Forestry Com-
mission, impact of conservation on community livelihoods, tenure is-
sues, human-nature interactions, incentives and expected benefits
sharing mechanisms. Semi-structured interviews and focus group dis-
cussions were conducted with different stakeholders which include state
REDD-+ officials, conservation task force officials, local NGOs, interna-
tional donors, university lecturers, and community-based organisations
that represent local communities in the REDD+ process. These in-
terviews were transcribed, manually coded, and transformed into
statements that form part of the concourse for the study. The concourse
also includes statements from standardize scales commonly used in
environmental psychology to study pro-environmental behaviour (see
Williams and Roggenbuck, 1989; Dunlap et al., 2000; Mayer and Frantz,
2004; Dutcher et al., 2007; Perkins, 2010; Raymond et al., 2010; Ford
etal., 2014). These items were selected to fit the study context, and some
were slightly modified for ease of understanding. Throughout these
processes more than 100 relevant statements were generated which are
considered too large for the participants to sort (McKeown and Thomas,
1988). Following the suggestion of Van Exel and De Graaf (2005) for
selecting adequate representative samples in the concourse, 54 state-
ments were selected for the study. I selected these statements in a
structured way and categorized them almost equally according to the 5

Table 1
Themes for Q statements.

Themes Number of statements in the P-set
Environmental value orientation 10
Connectedness to nature 10
Place identity/attachment 10
Motivations for environmental behaviour 10

Environmental behaviour/attitude 14
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themes that emerged from the interview transcripts as shown in Table 1.
This is to avoid bias in the representation of some statements in the
concourse (McKeown and Thomas, 1988). It is important to note how-
ever, that the statements used in this study did not necessarily capture
the whole issues related to motivations in the study areas. Empirical
studies have shown that using too many statements will make the Q
sorting cumbersome for the participants which may affect the accuracy
of the results.

3.3. Selection of P-set

Following the suggestions of Dryzek and Niemeyer (2008), partici-
pants were selected to meet the discursive representation of the com-
munities about forest governance and participation in the REDD+
process. Recruitment of participants was strategic to represent diversity
of relevant viewpoints on the subject under investigation (Watts and
Stenner, 2012). The criteria for selecting the participants include
knowledge of forest benefits and experience in conservation, engage-
ment in the REDD+ process, gender representation, residence in REDD+
pilot communities, and membership of community social groups.
Determining the number of participants for this study was not easily
achieved because of the divergent opinions that exist among researchers
(see Dziopa and Ahern, 2011). While some argued in favour of more
participants than the Q -set (Danbury, 1985; Mauldin, 1990), others
recommended equal number of Q-sets and P-sets for optimum results
(Watts and Stenner, 2005). For this study, 30 participants were selected
to sort the 54 statements. This is because some researchers have sug-
gested that the number of participants should ideally be smaller than the
Q-sets without necessarily recommending any fixed ratios (see Barry and
Proops, 1999; Van Exel and De Graaf, 2005; Watts and Stenner, 2012).
To maintain equal representation, a total number of 6 participants each
were purposefully recruited from Buanchor, Kanyang II, New Ekuri, Old
Ekuri, and Okokuri communities for the Q sorts. Table 2 shows a list of
participants in each of the stakeholder groups. I acknowledge that
selecting participants in this manner may limit the conclusions that can
be drawn from this study since other important stakeholders such as
community REDD+ representatives and forest guards working for the
Forestry Commission are not included.

3.4. Q sort process

The Q statements were written separately on small index cards and
numbered randomly from 1 to 54. All the cards are of the same colour
and sizes to avoid participants sorting the cards based on colour pref-
erences. Each participant was asked to read the statements and sort them
according to their degree of agreement or disagreement using an 11-
point forced choice normal distribution grid ranging from —5 to +5 as
shown in Fig. 1. In Q studies, researchers have inconsistently used
different distribution grids and point scales depending on the number of
Q statements, research questions, and the depth of opinions being
explored (Dziopa and Ahern, 2011). However, it is argued that the
choice of distribution grid or scale points in most studies did not inter-
fere with how participants expressed their viewpoints because the
choice was proved to be statistically insignificant to the factors that have
emerged (Brown, 1980; Barry and Proops, 1999; Watts and Stenner,

Table 2
List of Q participants.

Category of participants Number of Q participants

Local chiefs
Youth
Elders
Hunters
Women
Total 30

W o N
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+1 +2 +3 +4 +5

Fig. 1. Normal distribution grid.

2012). I follow the suggestion of Brown (1980) to use 11-point distri-
bution grid in this study because the Q set contains between 40 and 60
items.

The Q sort process was iterative and in consonance with a left-centre-
right order as suggested by Dasgupta and Vira (2005), such that par-
ticipants were asked to rank the most strongly disagreed cards first,
followed by neutral, before moving to the most strongly agreed cards.
This was done on tables, mats, or bare ground depending on availability
or convenience of the participants. In the end, each participant was
given the chance to rearrange the Q sorts in case they changed their
minds before they were written on recording sheets according to the
card numbers. Throughout the processes, participants were asked to
follow instructions strictly, and were isolated to avoid interacting with
others or seeking for their opinions. After the Q sorting, interviews were
immediately conducted with the participants. Post Q-sort interviews
were necessary because they provide useful information that support
data analysis and interpretation (Gallagher and Porock, 2010; Adams
et al., 2021). Interview questions broadly covered topics related to
values of forest ecosystem services, local conservation initiatives,
participation in REDD+, financial incentives and expected benefits.
Participants were finally asked to briefly comment on the justification
for the Q sort to ensure that all the cards were carefully thought through
before they were ranked. These interviews were recorded on a portable
device and transcribed and coded manually. The manual coding in-
volves systematic description, labelling, organization, and categoriza-
tion of distinct or shared meanings for the purpose of generating themes
from textual data (see Saldana, 2014). In accordance with Lofland et al.
(2006), the next step involves adding participants’ attributes such as
location, age, social status, and gender. Some of the quotes from these
interviews are selected and used to support analysis and interpretation
of the results.

3.5. Data analysis

The Q sorts are entered into the PQMethod analysis software and
coded according to the name of their communities, gender, and age of
participants as shown in Table 3. The software was specially designed
for performing Q analysis procedures such as factor extraction, factor
rotation, correlations, and interpretation. Principal Component Analysis
(PCA) with varimax rotation was chosen to arrive at a mathematically
best solution (Watts and Stenner, 2012; Zabala et al., 2018). Five factors
were selected for rotation, and manual flagging was performed to select
those Q-sorts with loading of 0.35 and above in each factor. The value
0.35 was used to extract the factors and was derived from using the two
or more significant loadings and Humphrey’s rule criteria by calculating
the significance level using the equation suggested by Brown (1980).

Manual pre-flagging was used because some significant loadings
were observed to be omitted if done automatically. As a standard
practice in Q methodology, confounded sorts are not flagged because

Table 3
Factor matrix with (X) indicating a statistically significant Q sort

Q Sorts” Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5
1. K2F42 0.0226 0.0298 0.6972X -0.1557 0.1525
2. K2m27 0.1484 0.3927 -0.1072 0.1799 0.3706
3. K2M36 0.4353 0.0113 0.2799 0.4160 0.0112
4. K2M52 0.3248 0.1795 0.2845 0.5170X 0.0407
5. K2M60 0.4961X 0.2937 0.3403 0.0117 0.1610
6. BCM32 0.0862 -0.0169 0.7268X 0.2088 0.1564
7. BCM40 0.6614X 0.0945 -0.0969 -0.0049 0.2228
8. BCM29 0.3689 -0.0430 0.3584 -0.2106 0.6559
9. BCM50 0.6387X 0.0559 0.1276 0.3068 0.0276
10. BCM35 0.6545X 0.1651 -0.0107 0.2046 0.1958
11. BCF23 0.5920X 0.3449 -0.2882 0.2332 0.0876
12. OKM50 0.3716 0.0774 0.1853 0.5210 0.1375
13. OKM40 0.0025 0.0810 0.1696 0.2905 0.4800X
14. OKM54 0.0859 0.1224 0.0943 -0.0122 0.8235X
15. OKM38 0.0422 0.0889 -0.3883 0.5360 0.1219
16. OKM57 0.2526 0.5602X 0.0648 0.2141 -0.1233
17. OKF30 0.1862 0.0247 0.2792 0.3063 0.5530X
18. OEM52 -0.0433 0.5637 0.3780 0.2914 0.0213
19. OEM53 0.1273 0.7228X 0.0268 -0.1202 0.0558
20. OEM69 0.2684 0.7254X 0.0882 -0.0331 0.1213
21. OEM39 -0.0995 0.7201X -0.0965 0.1613 0.1680
22. OEM56 -0.0837 0.2470 0.6143X 0.3086 0.2233
23. OEF40 -0.1324 0.4935 0.3103 0.5776 -0.0471
24. NEM42 0.2232 0.0551 -0.0328 0.5885X 0.1668
25. NEM29 0.6422X 0.1403 -0.1511 0.1465 0.2212
26. NEM29 0.1784 0.1162 0.0679 0.6491X 0.0234
27. NEM45 0.5657 0.0281 0.2124 0.4687 0.3391
28. NEM57 0.4241 -0.1054 -0.1538 0.6183 0.3812
29. NEM27 0.2821 0.1216 0.0219 0.4516 0.5767X
29. NEM27 0.2821 0.1216 0.0219 0.4516 0.5767X
30. NEM 0.7674 -0.0939 0.1460 0.1614 -01086
% of variance 15 10 9 12 9

# The participants’ Q sorts are ranked serially and coded according to the
name of their communities, gender and age in the analysis software. For
example, participant number one is coded as K2F42, meaning Kanyang II
community, female, and she was 42 years old. The remaining codes are: BC =
Buanchor, OK = Okokuri, OE = Old Ekuri, NE = New Ekuri communities.

their viewpoints are not distinctively related to any single factor and
therefore excluded from interpretation (Watts and Stenner, 2005). All
the 5 factors satisfied the Keiser-Guttman’s criterion described in Watts
and Stenner (2012) which suggested that eigenvalues of factors must be
greater than or equal to 1. Table 3 shows the factor matrix with 5 factors
and their significant loadings. These accounted for 55% of the total
variation in the Q sorts which is greater than or equals to 35-40%, and
therefore represents a sufficient variability within the sample to arrive at
a sound solution (Watts and Stenner, 2012). Values that are marked with
(x) are showing significant loadings of 0.35 or above on a factor that has
no confounding Q-sorts. These factors represented as discourses are
interpreted in the results section. Table 4 shows the statements and their
corresponding Q sort values. Crib sheet method developed by Watts and
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Table 4

Factor Q-sort values for each statement.

No.

Statement

F1

F2

F3

F4

F5

1

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

Because of our previous experiences, I
think the incentives must be given to us
first before we agree with any
conservation initiative in our forest
(Motivation for environmental behaviour)
Belonging to a volunteer group for
conservation in this forest community is
very special to me (Place identity/
attachment)

Doing my activities in this community is
more important to me than doing them in
any other place (Place identity/
attachment)

Even if I am tired of living here I don’t
have any place to go (Place identity/
attachment)

Forests are valuable to keep for future
generations of humans even if it means I
am reducing my standard of living today
(Future value orientation)

Humans are above all other living things,
so they are created to serve us
(Connectedness to nature)

I am sometimes doubtful about the
wilderness preservation and conservation
programs (Environmental behaviour/
apathy)

I am willing to accept REDD+ to conserve
the forest for climate change and
biodiversity (Motivation for
environmental behaviour)

I cannot substitute this community with
any other place on earth (Place identity/
attachment)

I think the problem of deforestation is a
bad as many people make it to be
(Motivation for environmental behaviour)
1 feel deep love for the forest its
surroundings (Connectedness to nature)

I feel spiritually bonded to the forest, its
species and surrounding landscape
(Connectedness to nature)

I feel like the forest and its biodiversity
have become a part of me (Place identity/
attachment)

I have attended a public hearing or
meeting about forest management
(Behaviour/attitude)

I have contacted a government agency to
get information or complain about forest
degradation (Behaviour/attitude)

I have contributed money or time to an
environmental or wildlife conservation
group (Behaviour/attitude)

I have deep understanding of how my
activities affect the forests and other living
things living here (Connectedness to
nature)

I have regulated or changed my behaviour
and agricultural practices in some ways
because of my concern for the
environment (Behaviour/attitude)

I have stopped buying wood from loggers
or animals killed illegally from the forest
(Behaviour/attitude)

Ilive in this community because my family
is here (Place identity/attachment)

I need to have as much forest around me as
possible (Connectedness to nature)

I often encourage others that
environmental conservation is important
(Environmental behaviour/activism)

I often feel close to the forest and its
species (Connectedness to nature)
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Table 4 (continued)

No.

Statement

F1

F2 F3

F4 F5

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

I often feel joy looking at the forest
(Connectedness to nature)

1 practice conservation because forests and
its biodiversity are beneficial to the
survival of other people around the world
(Motivation for environmental behaviour)
I think too much emphasis have been
placed on conservation by the government
and NGOs (Environmental behaviour/
apathy)

I value forests and other natural areas for
its sounds, smell and beautiful landscape I
experience in them (Aesthetic value
orientation)

1 value forests because they provide
special places of worship and other
religious activities (Spiritual value
orientation)

1 value forests because they serve as
habitat for variety of plant and animal
species (Ecological value orientation)

1 value forests because they serve as places
of natural and human history (Historical
value orientation)

1 value forests because it is a place for
tourism and recreational activities
(Recreation value orientation)

I value forests for themselves but the
welfare of people has to come first
(Instrumental value orientation)

I value forests mainly for their own sake
and not for any benefits they provide for
humans (Non-use value orientation/
intrinsic)

1 value the forest and its resources because
it provides food, water and timber for the
use of humans (Use-value orientation

I value the forest because it reminds me of
my childhood days, and that makes me
happy (psychological value orientation)

I was engaged in tree planting exercise to
improve the quality of the forest
(Environmental behaviour/attitude)

I will conserve the forest even if I don’t
receive any incentives from government or
conservation agencies (Motivation for
environmental behaviour)

1 will support a long-term REDD+ contract
in this forest (Motivation/participation)
I'would like to join and actively participate
in an environmentalist group
(Environmental behaviour/activism)

If I get extra income I would donate some
to an environmental conservation agency
(Environmental behaviour/activism)

If incentives stop coming I will support
logging and hunting of animals to for
people to survive (Motivation for
environmental behaviour)

It bothers me that people are running out
of wood resources for construction just
because of conservation (Environmental
behaviour/attitude)

Living around the forest says a lot about
who I am (Place identity/attachment)

My own welfare is linked to the survival of
the forests and its species (Connectedness
to nature)

My relationship with the extended family
in this community is very special to me
(Place identity/attachment)

My right to exist on earth is not more
important than that of trees and animals in
the forest (Connectedness to nature)

No matter how valuable the forest is to me,
1 will only conserve it for a longer time if

3

-2 3

(continued on next page)
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Table 4 (continued)

No. Statement F1 F2 F3 F4 F5

adequate incentives are given to me
(Motivation for environmental behaviour)

48 People are afraid of arrests that is why -1 1 2 -3 -3
they stop logging and hunting of animals
(Motivation for environmental behaviour/
punishment)

49 Spending time in the forest takes my -1 0 -5 -3 0
worries away and that makes me feel
happy (Connectedness to nature)

50 The better the incentives given to me the -1 1 1 -1 2
more effort I will put towards conservation
(Motivation for environmental behaviour)

51 The community forest, the reserves and 2 2 3 3 1
their surroundings are very special to me
(Place identity/attachment)

52 The friendships I developed by doing 0 0 -1 -1 -2
various community activities strongly
connect me to this place (Place identity/
attachment)

53 We have waited endlessly for the 0 -2 5 1 1
conservation benefits promised by
government and NGOs and this is affecting
our conservation morale (Motivation for
environmental behaviour)

54 Without my close relationship with other -2 -1 -3 -4 0
families in this community I would
probably move to another place (Place
identity/attachment)

Stenner (2012) was used to describe and interpret factors by considering
the entire factor arrays instead of focusing on the distinguishing state-
ments exclusively. These factors are interpreted as discourses about
forest values and motivations for forest conservation among the study
participants. Factors are distinct from one another by their dis-
tinguishing statements (see appendix). Consensus statements were also
used to indicate shared subjectivities or perspectives since they are
found not to be statistically distinguishable between any pair of factors.
Q-set numbers and rank values are shown in parenthesis to indicate
distinguishing or consensus statements.

4. Results and interpretation

This section presents the results and interpretation of the five factors
extracted from the analysis, namely: forests for survival (F1), forest is
beautiful (F2), no pay, no care (F3), conservation volunteers (F4), and
we care, but pay us (F5).

4.1. Factor 1 ‘forest for survival’

Factor one explains 15% of the study participants and have an
eigenvalue of 8.04. It consists of seven significant Q sort loadings; these
represents the largest among the factors indicating that it the most
widely shared discourse among the participants. Four of the participants
are from Buanchor, two from New Ekuri and one from Kanyang II
communities. Motivation for conservation among these participants was
driven by the variety of ecosystem benefits they derive from the forests.
There is a strong emphasis on economic value of the forest and its re-
sources for their use and other people around the world (34%, +5; 25,
+5). Some of the participants said:

I value the forests because water, food, and timber are very crucial to
the existence of humans, and for us in Ekuri these 3 things are quite
critical. That is why we are keeping the forest so that we can continue
to provide these goods and services for our survival.

(Participant 30, Conservationist, New Ekuri)
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The forest is essential to the survival of other people around the
world in terms of oxygen and carbon, even water because the streams
that have their source from Ekuri are beneficial to the downstream
communities. So, it is crucial that the forest should be conserved to
continue provide these benefits. It is also related to the climate
change thing because the forests help to absorb the carbon that was
emitted either in Europe, America, China, or Canada. So, the forests
here store the carbon thereby supporting climate change mitigation.

(Participant 30, Conservationist New Ekuri)

The purpose for conserving this forest is not only for the incentives
alone. Before we had this knowledge of conservation there was still
no incentives, and we developed the interest. We have the knowl-
edge; know the importance of the forest that is why we are not after
the incentives before going into conservation.

(Participant 25, Farmer, New Ekuri)

Participants have shown pro-environmental behaviour by regulating
or sometimes changing their economic activities because of the concern
for the environment (18, +3). This is reflected in their positive ecolog-
ical value orientation by acknowledging the value of forests as habitats
for biodiversity (29, +4). Participants in this discourse are indifferent
about the possibility of sharing equal rights to exist with that of plants
and animals (46*,0). However, they do not attach any form of spiritual
value to the forest as a special place for religious activities (28, —5).
Some of them are willing to support REDD+ activities (8, +3; 38, +1),
since the government and NGOs are not doing enough to conserve the
forests (26*, —5). Their interest to participate in REDD+ is not related to
monetary payments or being afraid of arrests for violation (47%*, —4; 48,
—1). There is also an indication that participants have a deep under-
standing of how their activities affect the forests (17*, +2), as a result
they participate in tree planting campaigns to improve the quality of the
forests (36*, +1). In their view, the welfare of people is not a priority
over the existence value of the forests (32,—2). There is also evidence of
place attachment in this discourse, but it is not related to their identities,
family relations or social activities with other community members (3%,
—3). Place attachment here is mostly attributed to childhood memories
(35, +4).

4.2. Factor 2: ‘forest is beautiful’

Factor two has an eigenvalue of 2.67 and explains 10% of the study
variance. Four participants are associated with this factor, three are
from Old Ekuri and one from Okokuri communities. This factor shows
the significance of emotional attachment towards their forest commu-
nities. It emphasizes that participants are not only attached to the places
where they live but also ascribe meanings in relation to their identities
as forest peoples (43, +2). In contrast to the Fldiscourse, this discourse
indicates a strong connectedness to nature because participants show
deep love for the forest and its surroundings (11, +4). They also feel
happy while looking at the forest (24*, +5), such happiness could be
derived from the appreciation of the aesthetic beauty, sounds, and
smells they experience in the surrounding landscapes (27, +2; 23, +3).
This discourse underscores the value of forests for tourism and recrea-
tional purposes which serve as important economic activities in Cross
River State (31*, +5). They are also motivated to petition any acts of
forest degradation to relevant government agencies (15, +3), because
they are conforming with logging restrictions and hunting of game (19*%,
+3). Their motivation is perhaps not related to maintaining species
biodiversity or continuous provision of food, water, and timber for the
use of humans (29, 0; 34,0). Instead, motivations here reflect strong
sense of place attachment. This is highlighted in their perception that
they would not go anywhere even if they were tired of living in their
forest communities (4*, +5). Despite appreciating the beauty of the
forest environment, participants identified with this discourse are not
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spiritually bonded to the forests, its species or surrounding landscapes
(12,—2). These discourse holders do not see reason to contribute money
to conservation groups or feel the need to participate actively in these
groups (16*, —5; 39* - 2). They also show disagreement with narratives
that prioritized the survival of forests over that of humans (46, —5), or
recognizing forests as part of their self-identities (13*, —3). These par-
ticipants are also not motivated to conserve their forests for the benefits
or survival of global populations (25%, —2). Finally, this discourse re-
veals that monetary benefits do not determine their motivations, that is
why they are not worried about unfulfilled compensation promises by
government or conservation NGOs (53, —2). The following interview
quotes support these arguments:

...we normally enter the forest to see different types of animals,
different species of plants, and the atmosphere, the air touching your
skin inside the forest is very different. That is why I love going inside
there. The forests also breathe in carbon and give out oxygen that is
why we love to go inside the forest.

(Participant 16, Farmer, Okokuri)

Whenever I see the topography of the environment here, I feel happy
throughout the day. That is why everyone that comes around is
happy to see our forest too, so we the owners must be happier.

(Participant 20, Farmer, Old Ekuri)

This is my place even if I don’t have anybody, even if my parents are
dead this is my place, and I cannot leave it to another place. If I
naturalize in another place, I will not have full rights like my own
place. Even if I do not have extended family here, I have friends that
we know each other for long, so they make me to feel comfortable to
live here than in any other place.

(Participant 18, Farmer, Old Ekuri)

4.3. Factor 3: ‘no pay, no care’

This factor explains 9% of the study variance and has an eigenvalue
of 2.33. Three participants significantly loaded on this factor, and they
are from Kanyang II, Buanchor and Old Ekuri communities. The
discourse represented here is about the role of external incentives in
motivating conservation behaviour. Participants strongly agree that
stopping incentives will make them return to timber logging and hunting
of game in the forests (41*, +2). Unlike those in F2, these participants
are tired of waiting for the incentives promised to them by government
and conservation NGOs, and it was affecting their motivations (53*,
+5). They are hopeful that REDD+ will compensate for their long-term
conservation efforts as well as to help address global climate change and
biodiversity loss. However, they are indifferent about extending such
benefits for the survival of others (25*, 0). Their participation in REDD+
is driven almost exclusively by utilitarian motivations (8, +3; 47, +5). In
expectation of payments, participants expressed their willingness to
regulate or change their practices (18, +3), attend public hearing or
meeting about forest management and wildlife conservation (14, +3;
16, +1). Their only concern is for the forests to survive to continue
supporting their economic activities and social welfare (44, +4).
Nevertheless, they find it difficult to stop buying wood from loggers or
animals killed illegally from the forests (19, —2). They are unwilling to
donate money to conservation agencies despite having confidence in the
effectiveness of their activities (40, —4; 7, —3). Unsurprisingly, these
participants do not care about the aesthetic (27, —1), cultural (35, —2),
and historic (30*, —1) values of the forest ecosystems. In addition, they
do not show sign of connectedness to nature (49*, —5; 23*, —3; 13, —1)
or any spiritual bond with the forest landscape and its species (12, —5).
Despite these perceptions, participants are concerned about the welfare
of their future generations and their dependence on the forests for
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livelihood (5, +1). Some of the participants said:

I will support logging and hunting if they don’t give the community
any money. We will go back to the forest, because it’s our forest - no
payment no work.

(Participant 1, Farmer, Kanyang II)

If the incentives don’t come, we will clear the forest because I don’t
see anything beneficial.

(Participant 6, Farmer, Buanchor)

I am seeking for people to help me therefore I can’t donate. Where
would the extra income come from? Even if you give me extra
money, I will use it to maintain my family, I cannot give it out, I
rather use it to train my children.

(Participant 22, Farmer, Old Ekuri)

Place attachments expressed in this discourse are linked to social
relationships with immediate and extended families who are living in
these communities (45%, +4; 20, +2; 4, +1).

4.4. Factor 4: ‘conservation volunteers’

Factor 4 explains 12% of the study variance and has an eigenvalue of
1.88. There are three significant loadings, two from New Ekuri and one
from Kanyang II communities. The most dominant discourse repre-
sented in this factor is associated with conservation volunteering and the
social interactions while working with other group members (2*, +5).
Their interests in joining volunteering groups for conservation work is
borne out of their concern for the future generations, and the benefits
they derive from the forests, and so they are willing to make necessary
sacrifices (40%, +4; 33*, —5). The following quotes support this
interpretation:

Belonging to volunteer groups is very important to me because we
should not wait for any benefit to come before we start working. One
has to volunteer even if not very well equipped to go around telling
people the importance of conservation, that is why I volunteer to do
it and it very important to me.

(Participant 24, Farmer, New Ekuri)

...s0, if the government does not give me anything to support me that
doesn’t make me begin to abuse the forest. I know if I do that it will
affect my life presently and the future generations. I don’t care if
government gives me incentives or not.

(Participant 4, Pastor, Kanyang II)

...the way I see REDD+ is that they will restrict us access to a certain
portion of the forest. What we are trying to do is to conserve this
forest for our future generations, so if we go into REDD-+ arrange-
ment, we are cheating ourselves.

(Participant, 24, Farmer, New Ekuri)

Participants are also happy to donate their extra income to conser-
vation agencies (40*, +4). Consequently, they agree that deforestation
levels are exaggerated because they expect more efforts on conservation
by the government and NGOs (10, —1; 26*, +1). They perceive con-
servation as an appropriate way to live in harmony with the natural
environment and not because they are afraid of arrests for violations (48,
—3). This explains why they stopped patronizing products that are
illegally taken from the forests (19*, +1). There is also a strong
perception about connectedness to nature by these participants which is
not associated with family ties (54, —4), spiritual bonds (12, —2; 28,
—2), personal mood (49*%, —3), place attachment (4%, —2), or their
identity as forest peoples (43, —1). Rather, connectedness is strongly
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associated with the forestlands and the environment (21, +4). They also
consider the forests and surrounding landscapes as special so much so
that they cannot substitute their communities with any other place on
earth (51, +3; 9%, +3). However, participants are skeptical about sup-
porting REDD+ activities or signing a long-term conservation agreement
with the REDD+ officials (8, —1; 38*, —3). Unlike F3, these participants
will continue to conserve the forests even if they do not receive any
incentives (50, —1; 41, —4; 37, +2). Since incentives do not really
matter, they are not worried about unfulfilled monetary promises made
by government or conservation NGOs (1%, —5).

4.5. Factor 5: ‘we care but pay us’

This factor has an eigenvalue of 1.58 and it explains 9% of the study
variance. It has 4 significant loadings, three from Okokuri and one from
New Ekuri communities. It represents a combination of perceptions
about the role of incentives, place identity and concern for the welfare of
future generations. Like F3, these participants will not continue with
conservation if they do not receive any incentives (37*, —3). Therefore,
the better the incentives, the more efforts they are willing to put towards
forest conservation (50, +2). The participants said:

Previously, the government has been coming to tell us how good they
would be to us if we continue with forest conservation. They prom-
ised us electricity and roads which have not been provided up till
now. The agencies in Calabar collect money and sent people to come
and log in the reserves without any benefits to the community. That
is why I say before we continue all the incentives must be given to us
first, that will encourage us to continue maintaining the forest.

(Participant 14, Community Leader, Okokuri)

Anytime I see the forest there is joy in me showing the beauty of
god’s creation. God decided that man is not supposed to destroy
anything created by him but because man is so stubborn, we have
gone contrary to god’s will. So, I see the forest as part of me that was
equally created by the same god.

(Participant 12, Community Elder, Okokuri)

...we used to go into the forest with a live cock, eggs, spill some blood
put it there and do worship. That kind of history is very important to
us. Some people who do not believe in God are still doing it up till
now. That history reminds me of what happened during the times of
our forefathers.

(Participant 13, Farmer, Okokuri)

These participants are not sure if they will continue conserving the
forests if incentives are not provided (41%, 0). This perception is not
unconnected with their previous experiences about unfulfilled promises
that is why they are demanding for incentives first before they agree
with any conservation initiative such as REDD+ (1%, +4). Nonetheless,
they are still active in environmentalist groups (39, +3), and continue to
attend public hearing or meetings about forest management (14, +3).
They refused to change their lifestyle or economic practices because
they have confidence in their pro-environmental behaviours (18, —1).
That is why they are not bothered about scarcity of wood for construc-
tion purposes because of strict conservation laws (7, —1; 42, —3). Like F2
and F3 participants, place identity and attachment are another impor-
tant motivations for forest conservation. They feel so attached to the
forests to the extent that they have become a part of them (13, +2). They
strongly believe that doing their activities in the communities is more
important than doing them in any other place, which is an indication
that the place is very special to them (3*, +4). Place attachment in this
discourse do not mean that they have not got any other place to go (4,
—4), linked to family ties (54, 0), friendships (52*, —2), or participation
in volunteer groups (2,—1). Similarly, there is a weak evidence of
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connectedness to nature in this discourse as participants are not sure if
they have deep love for the forests and surroundings (11,0), or feel
happier (49, 0). Instead, these participants value their forests as places of
natural and human history which must be kept for the future generations
(30, +5; 5, +5). As a result, they do not think that their welfare should
be always prioritized over conservation (32,—1). However, there is an
indication that these values do not have any religious significance (28, —
5). These discourse holders do not have a deep understanding of how
their activities are affecting the forests (17, —1), or a remarkable sense of
equity between humans and nature (6, —1). Finally, although partici-
pants consider the forests as special places (51%, +1), they do not
consider it necessary to make financial contributions to improve wildlife
and forest conservation (16*, —2), or engage in reforestation programs
(36, —5).

4.6. Consensus statements

Analysis of result produced only 3 consensus statements (see ap-
pendix), suggesting a general rejection of the narrative that the com-
munity forests are under threats and logging has reached an alarming
proportion. This implies that the participants think that the problem of
deforestation in the study areas is mostly exaggerated by the Forestry
Commission to justify the implementation of the logging moratorium in
preparation for REDD+ (10%, —1; —3; —2; —1; —2). There is also a
consensus across all the factors regarding their confidence in community
forest conservation initiatives (7*, —2; —1; —3; —2; —1). This perception
is found to be positively correlated with their strong identity and
attachment with the forest communities as special places (51%, +2; +2;
+3; +3; +1).

5. Discussion
5.1. Livelihoods dependence

Results indicate the existence of utilitarian values of ecosystem ser-
vices because the forests function as life support systems for the com-
munity members. Several studies have argued that millions of people
living around tropical forests rely on timber and non-timber forest
products (NTFPs) to meet basic household needs, engage in small to
medium scale commercial activities, and sometimes as a buffer against
livelihood emergencies (Angelsen and Wunder, 2003; Shackleton and
Shackleton, 2004; Vedeld et al., 2007; Babulo et al., 2009; Timko et al.,
2010; Shackleton et al., 2011; Mahapatra and Shackleton, 2012; Nerfa
et al., 2020). In this study, the forest for survival discourse is the most
dominant, and participants associated with the discourse have under-
scored the economic benefits of forests as significant motivation for their
conservation activities. In Cross River State, most of the community
members are engaged in subsistence farming of staple foods for daily
consumption and monetary exchange. Income from NTFPs is also used
by these community members for the purchase other consumer goods
and services (Ezebilo and Mattsson, 2010). It was also reported that
bushmeat hunting is another important economic activity that provides
a good source of animal protein to forest communities to the extent that
it has become a threat to species biodiversity around protected areas in
Cross River State (Enuoh and Bisong, 2014). Prior to the ban on timber
by the Forestry Commission in preparation for REDD+, royalties from
commercial timber extraction constitute a major source of income used
in funding community development projects (Oyebo et al., 2010; Amalu
etal., 2016). For example, the Ekuri communities had a sustainable land
use management plan that kept a section of the forests for total pro-
tection while others are used for selective logging for construction
purposes. Occasionally, some timber logs are harvested and sold to fund
community projects such as schools and healthcare centers under the
supervision of the Ekuri Initiative NGO. This clearly indicates that local
communities understand the likely negative consequences of losing
forest ecosystem services benefits and are therefore motivated to
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participate in conservation activities (Ite, 1996; Fonta and Ayuk, 2013).
Similar results were reported by Garcia-Amado et al. (2011, 2013)
indicating how local communities were motivated to conserve forest
resources because of the ecosystem benefits they derive. In F1 discourse,
participants are also aware of the contributions of forests to global
climate change mitigation and freshwater supply beyond their local
territories. Dobson (2007) identified such motivation as ‘environmental
citizenship’, a contested term denoting individuals or collective efforts
towards protecting the environment for global benefits. As a result, they
perceive participation in the REDD+ program as a necessary step to help
avert global environmental disasters. However, successive studies have
shown that the state imposition of a logging ban and militarization of
forest protection in Cross River State in preparation for REDD+ was
threatening community rights and livelihoods (Asiyanbi, 2015; Nuesiri,
2015; Asiyanbi, 2016; Asiyanbi et al., 2017; Isyaku et al., 2017; Amuyou
et al., 2021). This has generated a lot of tensions and contestations
related to perceived tenure recentralization and lack of equity and jus-
tice in the distribution of costs and benefits in the REDD+ process.

5.2. Financial incentives

Recent evidence suggests that incentive payments in cash or in kind
are significant motivators of community participation in PES schemes
(Authelet et al., 2021; Giefer et al., 2021; Waruingi et al., 2021). In line
with the arguments derived from Fisher (2012), this result also indicate
the existence of “no pay no care” perception among the study partici-
pants particularly those from Kanyang II, Buanchor and Old Ekuri
communities. In F3 for example, participants have indicated that the
expectations of monetary incentives are strong motivators of participa-
tion in the REDD+ program. Payments are expected to serve as a
compensation for their hardships and sacrifices. However, in the 'we
care but pay us’ discourse identified in this study, participants expressed
their anger and frustration with the Forestry Commission for refusing to
allow them to continue with their traditional sustainable forest man-
agement from which communities’ development projects are funded.
This perception is so strong that participants are threatening to exploit
the forests if they do not any receive any payment from the government
or conservation NGOs. In some communities like Buanchor and Kanyang
I, payment of monetary incentives are prerequisites to accepting the
implementation of REDD+. These perceptions reflect how some partic-
ipants are focusing on short term economic gains instead of maintaining
their traditional conservation practices. Amuyou et al. (2021) also
argued that majority of the of the REDD+ communities in Cross River
State expressed preferences for financial rewards and increased access to
forest resources to compensate for their forest carbon sequestration ef-
forts and these will more likely encourage them to participate in the
program. This is found to be consistent with the findings of Bremer et al.
(2014), and Van Hecken and Bastiaensen (2010) that some communities
involved in PES schemes in Latin America are expected to be rewarded
for forest access restrictions and personal sacrifices to strengthen
already existing conservation behaviours. However, despite repeated
demands for monetary incentives by communities, there are docu-
mented cases of corruption and financial mismanagement of climate
funds by powerful elites and some officials of national governments,
thereby affecting the expected performance of the REDD+ program in
many countries (Tacconi et al., 2009; Mbow et al., 2012; Sheng et al.,
2016; Sundstrom, 2016). In Nigeria, research have found that the
REDD+ benefits are significantly delayed and there are suspicions
among pilot communities that the project managers of diverting funds
allocated to them (Isyaku et al., 2017; Fadairo, 2018). Therefore, direct
allocation of financial incentives is considered as the most preferred
option by community members to earn their trusts.

5.3. Place attachment and social norms

Place attachment is a generic term that is used in many social
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sciences and humanities literature to describe people-place related
emotions such as place identity, sense of place, place affect, place social
bonding, and place dependence (see Low and Altman, 1992; Riley, 1992;
Hidalgo and Hernandez, 2001; Clayton, 2003; Williams and Vaske,
2003; Devine-Wright, 2011; Ramkissoon, 2012). These forms of place
attachments are discovered to serve as significant motivators for people
to engage in nature conservation or various kinds of pro-environmental
behaviours. In this study, identity-related discourses are shared among
the discourses indicating how they consider the forests and surroundings
as special places. However, place identity motivations are strongly
expressed by the forest is beautiful discourse holders from Okokuri and
Old Ekuri communities. In this study, place identity is related to the
visual aesthetics of the forests as tourist attraction sites which is why
they cannot substitute it with any other place on earth. Such identity is
also associated with the feeling of affect or connectedness to the forest
environment so much so that participants are not willing to live any-
where else even in the face of deteriorating economic circumstances.
Sometimes the aesthetic characteristics of the forest landscape is
attributed to childhood memories of the participants from which they
derive joyful feelings. Chawla (2007), Fisher (2012), Lin and Lockwood
(2014) also reported that beauty of the environment and memories of
childhood experiences in forest landscapes have positive influence on
people’s commitment to biodiversity conservation. This form of place
identity underscores the significance of Cross River State as a popular
biodiversity and ecotourism destination in Nigeria and communities are
usually excited to showcase their socio-cultural heritage during annual
cultural festivals (Ajake, 2016; Akpan and Obang, 2012; Amalu et al.,
2020). In many other countries, similar studies indicated direct causal
relationships between place identities, nature connectedness, recrea-
tional activities, and people commitment towards environmentally
responsible behaviours (Saito, 2002; Carlson, 2010; Lee, 2011; Kie-
ninger et al., 2013; Lee and Lee, 2017).

In the F4 discourse however, place-based motivation is expressed
through social bonding because participants feel connected to the social
relationships with other conservation volunteers. Sometimes, these so-
cial ties are derived from associating with other community members
during conservation related meetings and activities in the forests. Result
supports the assertion that places can provide contexts for attachments
due to formal and informal socio-cultural associations rooted in
friendships and kinship networks (Kasarda and Janowitz, 1974; Low and
Altman, 1992). In the F3 and F4 discourses, social bonding is extended
to family members by seeking to pass such cultural heritage to the future
generations even at the expense of present welfare needs. Similar find-
ings in Australia show that affective connections between people and
family members living around forest protected areas was encouraging
communities to maintain their conservation culture and pass them
across to future generations (Lin and Lockwood, 2014; Ramkissoon
et al., 2013).

6. Conclusion

Motivation for environmental protection is a contemporary topic in
the PES literature, and variety of approaches have been used to examine
how monetary and non-monetary incentives have influenced peoples’
pro-environmental behaviours under experimental and empirical set-
tings. In the context of REDD+ policy process in Cross, River State,
Nigeria, this study utilized Q methodology to explore local communities’
perceptions of forest values and motivations for forest conservation.
Results show that motivations are complex, and they transcend the
desire for monetary incentives to include intrinsic motivations that are
rooted in place identities, nature connectedness, social norms, and the
need to sustain community livelihoods. This is in sharp contrast to
popular market environmentalism discourses championed by the
REDD+ proponents which portrays communities as harbingers of values
and practices that are usually detrimental to forest conservation which
should be modified using monetary incentives. I argue that participants’
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willingness to maintain traditional conservation culture or to participate
in REDD- is to a large extent determined by their perceptions of forest
values and these are not entirely based on monetary incentives. None-
theless, there is a clear indication that market environmentalism dis-
courses about carbon credits and payments for previous conservation
efforts by the REDD+ proponents have raised communities’ expecta-
tions in the study areas. Evidence has shown that most of these expec-
tations are hardly met which eventually pose serious threats to the
success of forest governance projects since the subjectivities of com-
munity groups are not considered in the design processes (Gilani et al.,
2017; Massarella et al., 2018). Bluffstone et al. (2013) has already
cautioned that implementing REDD+ in community-controlled forests
in low-income countries is problematic because it could destabilize well-
functioning governance systems. In Cross River State, previous studies
highlighted the complexities of REDD+ and the challenges of imple-
mentation because the legal and institutional arrangements do not
include the demands of all stakeholder groups (Asiyanbi, 2016; Isyaku
et al., 2017; Asiyanbi et al., 2019). Such situation emanates because
there are no conscious efforts by project proponents to recognize diverse
community values and motivations for forest conservation. While some
are interested in participating in REDD+ in expectation of carbon money
or for improved forest conservation, others are skeptical because it in-
terferes with their livelihoods or decades-long traditional practices.
Divergent and often conflicting motivations for participation in
community-based conservation exposes the overly simplistic assump-
tion about communities as social units that share similar interests and
norms. This is found to mask complexities embedded in spatial and
temporal differentiations in communities’ internal and external re-
lationships with variety of actors and their interests (Agrawal and
Gibson, 1999; Berkes, 2004). Cleaver (1999, 2017)) opined that com-
munity participation in resources governance is a paradox because the
idea of a community as an entity with uniform decision making in-
stitutions, common power structures and cultural practices, and suffi-
cient knowledge to make informed decisions is a myth. This makes
resources management interventions very difficult to implement in
different socio-cultural contexts. Paying attention to the complexities of
communities and place-specific peculiarities will help policy makers to
achieve more inclusive and participatory REDD+ governance.
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