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ABSTRACT 

 

This paper explores the role of government influence in shaping market-driven forest governance, with a specific focus on 
Germany’s public procurement policies. It examines how governmental regulations and procurement standards interact 
with voluntary forest certification schemes to promote sustainable forest management. The study highlights the ways in 
which public sector demand can drive environmental governance beyond traditional regulatory frameworks, emphasizing 
the significance of state involvement in legitimizing and supporting non-state market-driven governance systems. By 
analyzing policy instruments, stakeholder dynamics, and implementation challenges, this research sheds light on the 
evolving interplay between public authority and private market mechanisms in the pursuit of sustainable forestry in 
Germany. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The global environmental governance landscape has 

significantly transformed, with a notable pivot towards non-

state, market-driven (NSMD) mechanisms [3, 4]. Forest 

certification, epitomized by schemes such as the Forest 

Stewardship Council (FSC) and the Programme for the 

Endorsement of Forest Certification (PEFC), stands as a prime 

example of this trend [3, 7]. These voluntary standards aim to 

foster sustainable forest management by leveraging consumer 

demand and supply chain pressure [5, 11]. However, the concept 

of "governing without government" [14] in these arenas 

frequently overlooks the subtle yet profound ways in which 

state actors continue to influence, shape, and even legitimize 

these ostensibly private initiatives [6, 10, 12, 13]. This article 

delves into the multifaceted influence of governmental public 

procurement policies on market-driven forest governance 

systems, using Germany as a detailed case study. 

NSMD governance systems often find their theoretical framing 

within broader discussions of neoliberal environmental 

governance, where the state's role evolves from direct 

regulation to facilitating market mechanisms [1, 37]. This re-

regulation involves the state creating conditions for markets 

to operate in environmentally desirable ways, rather than 

imposing prescriptive, top-down controls [1]. While these 

systems are inherently designed to be market-driven, their 

efficacy and reach frequently hinge on various forms of 

state engagement [15]. Governments, through their 

substantial purchasing power, can act as critical demand-

side drivers for certified timber products, thereby 

influencing the market and, consequently, the adoption 

and standards of forest certification schemes [46, 47]. 

This research explores the intricate relationship between 

public procurement and forest governance, employing the 

concept of "governmentality" to understand how 

governmental rationalities and practices extend beyond 

traditional state apparatuses to shape conduct through 

indirect means [21, 22, 40, 54]. By examining the German 

context, where both FSC and PEFC certifications are 

prominent [27, 28], we aim to illuminate how governmental 

procurement policies, even when seemingly voluntary, 

can exert considerable influence on the dynamics of 

market-driven forest governance. We propose that public 

procurement functions as a vital "spatial fix" [69] for 

environmental governance, translating global 

sustainability norms into localized market realities. 
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METHODS 

This study utilizes a qualitative case study approach, 

concentrating on Germany's public procurement policies 

regarding timber and timber products. The methodology 

involved a comprehensive review of policy documents, official 

governmental statements, and reports from pertinent non-

governmental organizations (NGOs) and industry 

associations. Key documents analyzed include the German 

federal government's "Joint instruction on the procurement of 

wood products" (2007, updated 2012) [26], reports from the 

Federal Ministry of Economics and Technology (BMWI) [61], 

and the Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature 

Conservation and Nuclear Safety (BMU) [62]. Additionally, 

positions and statements from major forest certification 

bodies (FSC, PEFC) and environmental NGOs (Greenpeace, 

WWF) were examined to understand their perspectives on 

governmental engagement [5, 23, 24, 27, 28, 29, 58, 59, 60]. 

The analysis is structured around the theoretical framework 

of "governmentality," which facilitates an exploration of how 

power operates not solely through overt coercion, but also 

through the subtle shaping of conduct, rationalities, and 

market conditions [21, 40, 54]. This framework helps clarify how 

public procurement, while appearing as a market-driven 

decision, is deeply embedded within a broader governmental 

strategy to advance sustainable forest management. We 

investigated the discourses surrounding sustainable 

procurement, the specific criteria adopted by German public 

bodies, and the perceived impacts on the forest products 

market. 

Data collection also encompassed examining the historical 

evolution of forest certification in Germany and identifying the 

institutional actors involved, including federal and state-level 

ministries, research institutes (e.g., Johann Heinrich von 

Thünen Institut [30]), and international development agencies 

(e.g., GTZ [31]). The study specifically considered the interplay 

between national policies and broader European Union 

initiatives, such as the EU Timber Regulation [25], to provide a 

holistic understanding of the prevailing regulatory 

environment. The German context is particularly relevant 

given its substantial forest cover and its role as a major 

consumer of timber products within Europe [33]. 

RESULTS 

Germany’s approach to public procurement of timber 

products clearly demonstrates a governmental intention to 

influence market-driven forest governance systems. While not 

explicitly mandating a single certification scheme, the federal 

government's "Joint instruction on the procurement of wood 

products" (2007, updated 2012) [26] stipulates that publicly 

procured timber and timber products must originate from 

legal and sustainable sources. This instruction explicitly 

recognizes both FSC and PEFC as credible certification 

systems, alongside other verified schemes, for 

demonstrating sustainability [26]. This inclusive approach, 

though seemingly neutral, carries significant implications 

for the competitive dynamics among various certification 

bodies. 

The German government's policy mirrors a broader global 

trend among public authorities to leverage their 

purchasing power for environmental and social objectives 
[13, 46, 47]. The rationale underpinning this policy is 

multifaceted: it aims to combat illegal logging, promote 

sustainable forest management practices, and signal 

market demand for responsibly sourced products [26, 62]. By 

accepting multiple certification schemes, the German 

government avoids establishing a monopoly for any single 

system, which could otherwise be perceived as 

discriminatory or anti-competitive [61]. However, this 

acceptance also means the government implicitly 

endorses the standards and governance structures of 

these private entities [9, 10]. 

The market impact of this policy is evident. Public 

procurement, while constituting a fraction of the total 

timber market, sends a powerful signal to suppliers and, 

by extension, to forest managers [63]. Suppliers vying for 

public contracts are incentivized to obtain certification for 

their products, thereby increasing the demand for 

certified timber [44]. This governmental demand acts as a 

"pull" factor, encouraging more forests to become certified 

and prompting industry players to comply with 

certification standards [7, 16]. For example, the state of 

Baden-Württemberg explicitly adopted a policy for 

procuring wood from sustainable sources in state 

construction projects [64], further solidifying this trend at 

the regional level. 

Nevertheless, governmental influence is not without its 

complexities. The acceptance of both FSC and PEFC, while 

fostering competition, also highlights the ongoing debate 

concerning the rigor and legitimacy of different 

certification standards [16, 23, 24, 35, 36]. While FSC is often 

regarded as having more stringent environmental and 

social criteria, PEFC, rooted in European national forest 

schemes, boasts a wider reach in terms of certified forest 

area, particularly in Germany [27, 28, 29]. The government's 

neutral stance effectively legitimizes both, allowing 

market forces to dictate which scheme gains more 

traction, albeit within a framework defined by public 

policy. 

Furthermore, the policy contributes to the 

"governmentality" of forest management by shaping the 

conduct of forest owners and timber companies. To meet 

public procurement requirements, these actors must 

engage with certification processes, which entails 

adopting specific management practices, undergoing 



 
RANDSPUBLICATIONS                                                                                                                      Page No. 08-13 

 

  

randspublications.org/index.php/ijssll 10 

 

audits, and maintaining chain-of-custody documentation [43]. 

This indirectly extends governmental rationalities of 

sustainability into private economic activities, even without 

direct regulatory mandates [20, 21, 38]. Thus, the state governs 

not through direct command, but by creating a market 

environment where certain behaviors are incentivized and 

others are disfavored [55]. 

DISCUSSION 

The German case study illustrates the complex and often 

subtle ways in which governmental public procurement 

policies influence market-driven forest governance. Far from 

being a purely "non-state" phenomenon, forest certification is 

deeply interwoven with state actions, particularly through the 

strategic application of procurement power. This aligns with 

arguments that even in ostensibly privatized governance 

regimes, the state remains a crucial actor, reconfiguring its 

role rather than completely withdrawing [1, 14, 72]. 

The government's decision to recognize multiple certification 

schemes, instead of endorsing a single one, reflects a 

pragmatic approach that balances environmental objectives 

with economic considerations. This multi-standard 

acceptance can be viewed as a form of "meta-governance," 

where the state establishes the overarching framework within 

which private governance systems operate [65]. It allows for 

flexibility and competition among certification bodies while 

still directing the market toward sustainable practices. 

However, it also places the burden on the market to 

differentiate between standards, a task that may not always be 

straightforward for consumers or even procurement officers 
[56]. 

The concept of governmentality proves particularly 

illuminating in understanding this dynamic. Public 

procurement policies, by setting demand-side conditions, 

create a "dispositif" – a network of elements including 

discourses, institutions, and practices – that encourages 

sustainable forest management without direct legislative 

imposition [22, 54]. The "Joint instruction" [26] is not a formal law, 

but a powerful administrative tool that shapes the conduct of 

economic actors by influencing their access to public 

contracts. This form of governance operates through the 

normalization of certain practices (e.g., certification) and the 

creation of a "green market" [32]. 

The influence of public procurement also highlights the scalar 

dimensions of environmental governance [45]. While forest 

certification operates at a global or transnational scale [15], 

national and sub-national procurement policies translate 

these global standards into localized market demands. This 

creates "relational spaces" [48, 49] where global norms intersect 

with national policy objectives and local economic realities [18]. 

The German federal instruction, alongside regional policies 

like that in Baden-Württemberg [64], demonstrates how 

different governmental scales contribute to the overall 

governance landscape. 

Nevertheless, challenges persist. The effectiveness of 

public procurement in driving widespread change 

depends on several factors, including the volume of public 

purchasing, the clarity of policy implementation, and the 

capacity of suppliers to meet the requirements [46]. 

Furthermore, ongoing debates about the robustness and 

social equity of different certification schemes [8, 23, 24, 37, 42] 

mean that governmental endorsement, even if inclusive, 

can still be a point of contention for environmental groups 
[58, 59]. The "ratcheting up" of standards by certification 

schemes [16] is partly influenced by market demand, which 

public procurement helps stimulate. 

CONCLUSION 

 the German case study underscores that market-driven 

forest governance systems are not autonomous from state 

influence. Public procurement, as a potent economic lever, 

serves as a crucial mechanism through which 

governments can shape market dynamics, legitimize 

certification schemes, and ultimately contribute to the 

broader objective of sustainable forest management. This 

form of "green governmentality" [21] represents a 

sophisticated interaction between state power and market 

forces, where environmental objectives are pursued 

through indirect yet impactful means. Future research 

could explore the long-term ecological and socio-economic 

impacts of such procurement policies and their role in 

fostering genuine sustainability across diverse forest 

regions. 
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