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Abstract
Recent calls for private funding to supplement public spending on conservation and
environmental issues has largely focused on the corporate sector, overlooking inputs from
billionaire individuals. Yet the ultra-wealthy elite have been increasingly visible and handson regarding the creation of multi-million-dollar environmental projects. This form of
“philanthrocapitalism” whereby capitalist business principles are employed to solve social
and environmental problems, has led to questions around how these unelected individuals
may influence conservation policy and practice. This paper is an exploratory analysis that
attempts to contribute to environmental governance studies by examining the role of
philanthrocapitalist projects in the creation of environmental conservation policies.
Through this analysis, I aim to contribute to the current body of knowledge on how
philanthrocapitalists are attempting to employ their private resources for the public good.
Although many researchers have looked at philanthrocapitalism from a theoretical
standpoint, very little empirical research has been done to assess exactly how the inclusion
of a philanthrocapitalist programme affects policy at the local level. To better understand
this, I used a policy arrangements approach to conduct a case study of one of billionaire
Hansjörg Wyss’s flagship conservation efforts, located in the Făgăraș Mountains of Romania.
The findings indicate that billionaire-led conservation interventions push local forest policy
to align with global environmental objectives. The inclusion of philanthrocapitalists in the
constellation of local policy actors serves to bring both international and local commercial
attention to their cause, highlighting discursive disagreement around how much influence
foreign interests should have in dictating policy. The government is therefore left to play a
mediating role between local and international concerns. Ultimately, the findings show that
to successfully preserve our environment, funding is not the only necessity. Increased focus
on specific local benefits is needed as well as greater transparency and cooperation
between government officials, local residents, and wider business interests.
Keywords: philanthrocapitalism, conservation, environmental governance, forest policy,
Romania, Făgăraș.
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1. Introduction
1.1 Problem statement: Conservation financing from the ultra-rich
From parliaments to boardrooms to town squares, the climate crisis and environmental
issues have begun to take center stage in conversations about the future of our planet. As
the threat of climate change looms, governments, corporations, NGOs, and private citizens
from around the world eagerly seek to mitigate these risks, yet no single sector can do it
alone. Recent calls for private funding to supplement public spending on conservation and
environmental issues has concentrated primarily on the private business sector (COP26,
2021). Yet another little-discussed source of funding, with pockets just as deep, has been
the focus of more recent debate, particularly as it concerns the interconnectedness of
conservation and capitalism (Brockington et al., 2008; Büscher et al., 2012; Holmes, 2012;
Igoe & Brockington, 2007; Jones, 2012). The ultra-wealthy elite have been increasingly
visible and hands-on regarding the creation of multi-million-dollar environmental projects.
This form of “philanthrocapitalism” whereby capitalist business principles are employed to
solve social and environmental problems, has led to questions around how these unelected
individuals may influence conservation policy and practice (Edwards, 2008; Holmes, 2015b;
Spierenburg & Wels, 2010).
The philanthrocapitalist approach appears to be taking off, particularly since the 2008
financial crisis when governments faced fiscal constraints in providing solutions to social
problems and citizens began to demand greater social responsibility from corporations
and the private sector at large (Bishop & Green, 2015). Philanthrocapitalism in the health
and education sectors has been widely acknowledged, with The Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation as its poster child (Bosworth, 2011; Edwards, 2009). In the conservation world,
Doug and Kris Tompkins, who perhaps pioneered the modern repatriation approach to
conservation, are well-known for their efforts to purchase and protect vast amounts of land
in Chilean Patagonia (Rivera & Vallejos-Romero, 2015). Similarly, businessman Ted Turner,
who owns over 2 million acres of ranch land in the United States and Argentina, has made
it his mission “to manage Turner lands in an economically sustainable and ecologically
sensitive manner while promoting the conservation of native species” (Tedturner.com,
2021). Yet there is disagreement on whether such measures taken by private citizens are
beneficial in the long run. Is it possible for entrepreneurs to leverage their business and
wealth accumulation skills to challenge environmental and social problems without adding
to inequalities?
On the one hand, critics claim efforts by industry billionaires to address environmental
problems are fraught with hypocrisy since often the problems philanthrocapitalists seek to
“solve” have been created or exacerbated by the very businesses that made them wealthy
(Bosworth, 2011; Jenkins, 2010; MacDonald, 2010); a phenomenon described by Peter
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Buffett, son of billionaire investor Warren Buffett, as “conscience laundering” (Buffett, 2013,
p. 2). Scholars also argue that the only thing “new” about this type of philanthropy is its
brazen openness regarding personal profit which has blurred the lines between public and
private interests (McGoey, 2012). Following on from this, some social scientists accuse
philanthrocapitalist measures of expanding capitalist policies, worsening economic
inequalities and undermining democratic processes (Büscher et al., 2012; Holmes, 2015b;
Orrange, 2020; Ramdas, 2011; Ramutsindela et al., 2013).
On the other hand, while proponents of philanthrocapitalism acknowledge that the free
market has widened economic inequalities, they hold that it is exactly the
philanthrocapitalists’ risk-taking, inventive spirit that is needed to generate public good and
be “the glue in a new social contract between the rich and the rest” (Bishop & Green, 2015,
p. 548). Researchers cite entrepreneurial innovation, flexibility, and agility by means of
wealth, know-how, connections, and reputation as the keys to promoting social and
environmental change for the better (Humes, 2009; Scully et al., 2018; Shaw et al., 2013).
The rise of philanthrocapitalism is not viewed as a transfer of power from the state to the
private sector or a shoring up of neo-liberal values, but rather as the natural biproduct of
globalisation and the creation of “new transnational processes and networks of policy
making” (Sending & Neumann, 2006; Stone, 2010, p. 272).
There is no consensus yet on how effective philanthrocapitalist approaches are in
addressing some of the world’s biggest problems, but they are beginning to capture the
public’s attention (Betsill et al., 2021; Farrell, 2021; Gruby et al., 2021; Nisbet, 2019;
Philanthrocapitalism.net, 2010). Academic debate around the implications of the growth of
philanthrocapitalism and its wider effects on society has so far focused primarily on
economic and governance issues, particularly as they relate to healthcare, international
development, and education concerns, with little attention paid to how environmental
policy may be influenced (Haydon et al., 2021; Holmes, 2015a; Jones, 2012). Given the call
for increased private funding to help solve environmental problems, the dearth of research
on the effect of philanthrocapitalist conservation efforts on policy is surprising. Hence, this
paper seeks to add empirical evidence to the debate surrounding the influence of
philanthrocapitalist programmes on environmental policy with a view to better
understanding its implications for society at large.
This paper begins by tracing the relationship between capitalism and conservation in the
context of larger social and economic changes. An understanding of the push towards the
commodification of nature gives some insight into the rise of philanthrocapitalism. Next, I
define

philanthrocapitalism

and

briefly

discuss

current

views

on

existing

philanthrocapitalist conservation programmes. Understanding where the idea comes from
and how it differs from traditional philanthropy helps to frame why there are strong opinions
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regarding the use of private funds to solve environmental problems and how it came to be
applied in the conservation field. Then, using a case study as an illustration, I will elaborate
on specific matters affecting an ongoing project in Romania. From the issues highlighted in
the case study, deeper research is still needed to appreciate how the introduction of
philanthrocapitalism has affected conservation policy in the country and what the wider
ramifications are for residents. Finally, I will discuss the theoretical framework for
understanding how policy arrangements form, followed by a description of my research
methodology, results, and finally a discussion of the wider implications for society and
reflections on the research process.

1.2 Conservation and capitalism: odd bedfellows?
One of the simplest answers to protecting nature is to acquire land and exclude others from
accessing or using it; an approach commonly referred to as “fortress conservation”
(Brockington, 2002; Vaccaro et al., 2013). Yet this approach has been heavily criticized for
promoting environmental injustice and exploitation (Neumann, 2001; Vaccaro et al., 2013).
In response to such reproaches, in the 1970s and ‘80s, new conservation agreements were
designed under the guise of Third World development to incorporate different
environmental management systems and local communities while also restricting certain
extractive industries (Roth & Dressler, 2012; Vaccaro et al., 2013). This change resulted in
the general acceptance of human use and habitation inside some protected areas. In
essence, this shifted administration responsibilities from central authorities to local
partners, either through co-management or community-based conservation programmes
(Brosius et al., 2005; Vaccaro et al., 2013), an approach aptly referred to as “co-managed
conservation.”
More recent literature argues that these community-based conservation efforts failed in
their ability to advance conservation goals, especially around biological diversity protection
in the Global South, due to the dilution of conservation strategies by including community
development goals and a lack of enforcement capabilities in remote areas (Roth & Dressler,
2012; Wilshusen et al., 2002). Furthermore, policies meant to curb the social and
environmental impacts of capitalist production came under fire for impeding local and
national economic competitiveness (McCarthy & Prudham, 2004). Because development
policies were financially unsustainable, market-based conservation emerged as a
convenient alternative offering not just the infusion of new sources of funding, but
increased democratic participation, opportunities for income growth through nature-based
businesses, and the promotion of green commercial practices (Igoe & Brockington, 2007).
Simply put, the commoditization of nature sought to settle the longstanding tension
between livelihood and conservation, wherein it is possible to “eat one’s conservation cake
and have development dessert too” (Grandia, 2007, p. 480; Roth & Dressler, 2012).
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Capitalism entering the conservation space was not without its detractors. Critical social
scientists posit that economic inequalities and social justice issues are exacerbated by the
system’s promotion of a strictly consumerist society (McGoey, 2012). The heavy toll exacted
on the environment from extractive industries certainly does not help the capitalist’ cause,
and much debate centers around whether we can expect the source of many environmental
and social woes to also hold the key to solving them (Holmes, 2015b). Capitalists have
traditionally used their investments to promote profit-maximization, which lies at the core
of the capitalist economic system. This system, which has been extremely effective in
promoting human ingenuity, also calls for the continued consumption of finite resources
(Movahed, 2016), which directly contradicts notions of conservation. Attempts to address
these incongruencies can be seen in the rise of philanthrocapitalism in conservation,
particularly in growing support for privately protected areas (PPAs) (Bingham et al., 2017).
Through marketization, capitalist business practices are harnessed for the purposes of
conservation, underscoring the belief that to “save” nature, conservation must be brought
to the market to attract private investment (Apostolopoulou et al., 2021; McAfee, 1999).
This belief appears to underscore Marx’s concept of primitive accumulation, whereby
capitalism necessitates the enclosure, dispossession, and dissolution of the commons
(Kelly, 2011). The commodification of nature leads critics to argue that “conservation has
been increasingly creating new spaces and territories for capitalist governance and
accumulation through processes of demarcation, enclosure, privatization, marketization,
securitization and land grabbing” (Apostolopoulou et al., 2021, p. 2). This criticism is
echoed by Büscher and Fletcher (2015) who refer to the process as “Accumulation by
Conservation (AbC).” The idea that the negative environmental aspects of capitalism can
be exchanged for a more sustainable model, as can be seen in efforts such as payments for
ecosystem services and The Green Economy, leads only to accumulation by conservation
(Büscher & Fletcher, 2015). AbC simply continues the cycle by reinforcing the capitalist
mechanisms that caused environmental problems in the first place. If this is the case, why is
private funding increasingly sought to help solve environmental problems, and how does
philanthrocapitalism come into play?
My interest and the focus of this research is on how private citizens may use their wealth to
not simply buy land (accumulate), but to encourage more environmentally friendly land-use
practices (conserve) by influencing policy. Many of these people buying land for
conservation purposes are philanthrocapitalists; ultra-wealthy philanthropists who are on a
quest to successfully employ capitalist business practices to solve some of society’s most
troubling environmental issues.
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1.3 Philanthrocapitalism and the urge to save the world
The term “philanthrocapitalism” was first coined in 2006 by Matthew Bishop in an article for
The Economist. In this article, he describes a philanthrocapitalist as an entrepreneur who
actively invests in social or environmental programmes with a view to receiving some sort
of return (Bishop, 2006). These returns are often in the form of financial profits that are either
returned to shareholders or simply reinvested to ensure the land is self-sustaining (Holmes,
2015b). Though there is currently some debate surrounding what exactly constitutes a
philanthrocapitalist, two key features exist that differentiate them from impact investors and
philanthropists. The difference lies in 1) the philanthrocapitalists’ relatively young age,
which allows them time to be actively involved in selecting and managing projects to
personally direct their giving, and 2) the belief that the skills, contacts, and attitudes that
made them successful in business make them better able to effect positive change than
governments, NGOs, and other traditional players (Bishop & Green, 2008; Holmes, 2015b;
Shaw et al., 2013). Contrary to conventional philanthropy or impact investing where little
input is given into exactly how donations/investments are spent, philanthrocapitalists
transfer entrepreneurial business acumen directly into their philanthropy.
What is interesting about this form of philanthropy, sometimes also referred to as
“entrepreneurial” or “venture” philanthropy (Bishop, 2006; Clayton et al., 2021; Harvey et
al., 2021), is that contrary to traditional philanthropy, philanthrocapitalists are better able to
take risks with their own money. Doug Tompkins, founder of Tompkins Conservation,
bought land in Chile initially for its aesthetic qualities, and Ted Turner, media magnate,
amassed the world’s largest private herd of bison, simply because it is what they personally
wanted (Tedturner.com, 2021; Tompkins, 2012). Conversely, charities and NGOs have a
duty to respect donors’ intentions for their gifts, either contractually or morally (Cain, 2012),
which can hamstring attempts to experiment with their funds as all spending must be
justified. Furthermore, philanthrocapitalist programmes rely on short-term indicators to
measure success as they seek to maximize returns, whereas the overall long-term ambition
of a non-profit is usually more altruistic in its mission to improve quality of life for humankind
- a goal notoriously difficult to measure (Cain, 2012; McGoey, 2012).
The idea of using private wealth to protect land is not new, particularly in North America
where the tradition of individual altruistic behaviour stems from the philanthropic efforts of
the likes of “Rockefeller, Carnegie, and the storied initiatives that saved Yellowstone,
Yosemite and the Grand Tetons from the bulldozer and the Grand Canyon from the dams”
(Humes, 2009, p. 25). However, today’s entrepreneurs are attracted to conservation
because it can turn a profit through ecotourism, sustainable commodity production, or even
carbon credits, and conservationists accept that to get anything done, they need to adopt
capitalist strategies (Engbers et al., 2021; Holmes, 2012). In fact, as mentioned in the
previous section, strong arguments exist that current nature conservation approaches
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actually facilitate the expansion of capitalism by encouraging private land accumulation
(Büscher et al., 2012; Kelly, 2011). The marriage of capitalism and conservation
philanthropy is certainly not without controversy.

1.4 Billionaire conservationists
Philanthrocapitalism suffers from many of the same critiques as capitalism, but with the
added accusation of the promotion of self-interest to the point of hubris and a short-term
focus on technical fixes as opposed to a real long-term commitment to transformative
change (Bosworth, 2011; Holmes, 2015b; McGoey, 2012). In 2018, Michael Bloomberg,
former Mayor of New York and founder of Bloomberg LP, launched a US$70 million
competition to help 20 American cities meet or beat their near-term carbon reduction goals
(Bloomberg.org, 2018; McCarthy, 2018a). Cities had to sign a pledge to adhere to the Paris
Climate Agreement, demonstrating Bloomberg’s firm belief in policy structures. Similarly, the
Clinton Foundation’s Climate Initiative seeks to support islands in their transition to
renewable energy (Clintonfoundation.org, 2022), yet critics feel that in the absence of an
organized global effort, such short-term fixes are at best a piecemeal solution to
environmental challenges (Johnson et al., 2015). In the conservation field, Sir Richard
Branson, founder of the Virgin business empire, caused a stir with his attempts to create a
lemur preserve on his privately owned islands in the Caribbean (Black, 2011). The project
not only garnered disapproval from conservationists, but also drew criticism from academic
circles that claimed Branson was merely seeking publicity (Fall, 2014). If Mr Branson were
looking to create real change by addressing the root of the problem, he should perhaps
focus on curtailing the environmental impact of the airline he owns as opposed to initiating
quick fix conservation programmes (Holmes, 2012).
Accusations

of

arrogance

and

short-sightedness

can

be

applied

to

most

philanthrocapitalist projects, but when it comes to conservation, land issues also arise.
Claims of land grabbing - the privatization of huge tracts of land at the expense of the
people - most notably in developing countries by foreign investors, also plague the
approach (Bedelian, 2012; Holmes, 2015b). Doug Tompkins was called a “threat to national
security” and a “colonialist” by Chileans who did not understand why a foreigner would
purchase land without immediately undertaking to extract some economic return (Martelli
& Westcott, 2020). Similar land grabbing accusations troubled Ted Turner and Ward Lay
(heir to the Frito-Lay fortune) when they each bought ranches in Argentina with the intention
of preserving them as hunting grounds (Pearce, 2012; Zoomers, 2010). Luciano Benetton,
founder of Benetton clothing company and the largest private landowner in Argentina, has
been embroiled in a public lawsuit involving the Mapuche tribe in Argentina who accuse
Benetton of denying them their rights to ancestral land (Pannell, 2017). Benetton asserts
their claim to the land is “an historic problem relating to the creation of the Argentinean
state in the 19th century and its relationship with the native populations who lived there;”

6

an unfortunate situation in which Benetton is “unwittingly involved” (Benettongroup.com,
2021).
Even with such criticism and controversy, the ultra-wealthy’s interest in tackling
environmental woes continues to grow. For example, in 2017, Chinese entrepreneur He
Qiaonyu, who made her fortune founding the Beijing Orient Landscape and Ecology
Company, committed US$1.5 billion to conservation, making her a trailblazer in Chinese
conservation (Glowczewska, 2018). In the United States, Bill and Melinda Gates and Warren
Buffet spearheaded The Giving Pledge in 2010, a call to the super-wealthy “to publicly
commit to give the majority of their wealth to philanthropy either during their lifetimes or in
their wills” (Givingpledge.org, 2022). One of the signatories of the Giving Pledge, Hansjörg
Wyss, recently vowed to donate US$1 billion over the next decade to promote land and
marine conservation, stating “wild lands and waters are best conserved not in private hands,
locked behind gates, but as public national parks, wildlife refuges and marine reserves,
forever open for everyone to experience and explore” (Wyss, 2018, p. 1). Wyss went on to
explain his investment would be spent on efforts to boost locally led conservation projects,
particularly those driven by Indigenous communities. This form of open conservation,
whereby land is accumulated with the intent of public use, mirrors the approach made by
Doug and Kris Tompkins in Chile. The approach is a slight departure from other
philanthrocapitalist conservation ventures that tend to exclude the public (Richard Branson’s
lemur project, for example) and warrants further exploration into how it might affect policy.
Clearly policy matters. When speaking about the millions of dollars he donated to help
eradicate smoking worldwide, Michael Bloomberg noted “that money will struggle to
match the impact of the ban on smoking in public he legislated in New York” (Bishop, 2013,
p. 485). The same is true with environmental issues. It is not enough, in Hansjörg Wyss’s
case, to simply throw money at programmes aimed at boosting locally led conservation
efforts without also encouraging policies that would support local land rights and
sovereignty (McCarthy, 2018b). Since the ultra-rich have so much influence over what
conservation efforts get funding, the effect on environmental policy must be addressed.
Although many researchers have looked at philanthrocapitalism from a theoretical
standpoint, very little empirical research has been done to assess exactly how the inclusion
of a philanthrocapitalist programme affects policy at the local level.
To better understand this, I conducted a case study of one of Hansjörg Wyss’s flagship
conservation efforts, located in the Făgăraș Mountains of Romania. I delved further into the
idea that private citizens can buy enough land to tempt the government to adopt stronger
environmental protections and whether this is in fact blurring the lines between public and
private interests or perhaps a case of the ends justifying the means. The findings indicate
that philanthrocapitalists have an indirect influence on policy via a multi-level network of
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public and private actors. Through this analysis, I aim to contribute to the current body of
knowledge on how philanthrocapitalists are attempting to employ their private resources
for the public good. Further research on other projects that include land repatriation could
build upon the findings to investigate whether this trend represents a wider shift in
conservation approaches or simply another way for capitalists to exert influence.

1.5 Case Study
To understand the current situation in Romania, we must first appreciate the historical
context. Prior to World War II, Romania employed the use of Commons – common pastures
or compossessorates, administered by officials elected by local members - that allowed
small-scale farmers to raise and graze their animals without the need to purchase land
(Baker-Smith, 2017). This system was banned under Communist rule, then later reinstated
after the fall of the regime in 1989 via a policy of restitution whereby land was returned to
its former owners or their descendants, regardless of whether the land was protected
(Roșculeț & Sorea, 2021). Under Communist rule, forest cover had grown after forced
industrialization and urban migration caused high levels of land abandonment (Munteanu
et al., 2014). Yet, once the restitution programme came into effect, private landholders were
encouraged to liquidate their newly-acquired timber assets which led to rampant
deforestation in the 1990s and 2000s (Knorn et al., 2013). After Romania joined the EU in
2007, any EU citizen gained the right to purchase land beginning in 2014, and the
privatization of Romanian land accelerated (Popovici et al., 2018). The expansion of private
property has been criticized for being detrimental to collective and state property as well
as serving to decrease the proportion of small-scale farms (less than 10 hectares) that
traditionally care for the commons (Baker-Smith, 2017; Popovici et al., 2018) and increase
the holdings of corporate agriculture and logging companies.
At the time of accession, Romania had not yet enacted many of the environmental
protections that other EU members had, and protections that were in place lacked any
means of enforcement. Even though Romania contains some of the largest, intact expanses
of old growth forests left in Europe, regulations were not strong enough to curb heavy
amounts of illegal logging and an estimated 72% of disturbances in old growth forests
occurred in “protected” areas (Knorn et al., 2013). Progress seems to be on the horizon,
however, with changes to the Romanian Forest code passed in 2015 that compel owners
of more than 10 hectares of forest land to comply with forest management rules, and limits
the amount and types of wood that can be harvested (Stanciu et al., 2015). Conservationists
feel these changes do not go far enough, given the fact that Romania contains one third of
all farms in the EU with almost 92% of those farms being under 5 hectares (Eurostat, 2016)
making the 10 hectare rule almost meaningless (Stanciu et al., 2015). Change is also slow
since the Romanian government is keenly aware that Romania employs the second largest
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number of people in forestry and logging in the EU (after Poland) (Eurostat, 2021), so
restrictions on the industry must be carefully measured.
My research focuses on an area of the biodiverse Carpathian Mountains where in 2009,
Hansjörg Wyss and a group of 11 other philanthrocapitalists (more on this in section 4.1.1)
created the Foundation Conservation Carpathia (FCC). With the support of the EU and
various national and international NGOs, they plan to create Europe’s largest forested
national park, linking two existing national parks with the Făgăraș Mountains Natura 20001
site and private landholdings of the FCC in Transylvania (see Figures 1a and b). The FCC
believes that “to survive, the world’s remaining natural landscapes need to prove their
economic worth” (Carpathia.org, 2021a); a recognizable theme for those claiming the
marketization of the natural environment is the only way to save it.

Figure 1.a: Map of Romania with proposed conservation area highlighted in purple,
including the Făgăraș mountain range.

Figure 1.b: Close up
of the area
containing Piatra
Craiului and Bucegi
National Parks and
the area of land
interests for FCC
(shaded pink).
Source: Encyclopaedia Britannica (https://www.britannica.com/place/Transylvanian-Alps/imagesvideos#Images) and Google Maps.

The FCC aims to convince local communities that protecting the land can create an
economy far superior to the current subsistence farming and logging economy by
Natura 2000 is a network of protected nature areas within the European Union designated under
the EU Habitats Directive and the EU Birds Directive.
1
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developing conservation enterprises in the areas of ecotourism, forest restoration, and food
production (Carpathia.org, 2021a). Their overtures have not been happily received by
some local residents who are against the FCC and “the bored and blasé billionaires, with
so much love for nature that there is nothing left for man” (Nostrasilva.ro, 2019a). Partly the
problem stems from the perception that the FCC is acquiring land illegally, and partly from
increased conflict between humans and bears which is seen as a direct result of FCC’s
rewilding efforts. Confusion around land rights and environmental policy has fueled distrust
of conservation efforts at the local level, to the point that a study by the WWF (2011) found
that 88% of residents in the largest Natura 2000 site in Transylvania knew nothing of the
EU’s protected areas network.
Misalignments between EU and Romanian national and local regulations coupled with the
exclusion of local stakeholders in decision-making has further hampered conservation
efforts (Benedek, 2018). The FCC has attempted to bridge such gaps by engaging local
NGOs and residents in working groups to make decisions regarding the creation of the
national park, while at the same time partnering with local politicians and corporations to
gather support for their cause (FCC, 2020a). They intend to develop a human-wildlife
conflict resolution programme and also provide entrepreneurial training in developing
green businesses (Carpathia.org, 2021b). The degree to which the introduction of
philanthrocapitalists into the stakeholder mix has affected policy has yet to be investigated
and is the basis of this research.

1.6 Research objective and questions
Given the hype and criticism that philanthrocapitalism has garnered, an understanding of
its ability to effect policy change could offer insights into how it may best be used to create
long-term benefits. The concept of philanthrocapitalism is relatively new and so far
academic literature has focused heavily on discourse and theory, as opposed to its
application; as such the effect of philanthrocapitalist approaches to conservation on local
communities is not yet well understood (Haydon et al., 2021; Holmes, 2015a, 2015b). In the
case of Romania, with its unique history and budding economy, I use a case study approach
to examine to what extent the philanthrocapitalist approach has affected forest policy. The
aim of this research is therefore to contribute to a more nuanced understanding of
philanthrocapitalism in practice. Specifically, I look to gain empirical evidence of how
philanthrocapitalist-funded conservation interventions affect forest policy in the Făgăraș
Mountain area.
To answer this question, the following sub-questions were answered first, using a policy
arrangements approach framework, which will be discussed in the next chapter (2.0):
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A. How does the inclusion of philanthrocapitalists as stakeholders modify the
constellation of environmental policy actors in the Făgăraș Mountain area?
B. To what degree do resources and rules play a part in forming actor coalitions?
C. How does the inclusion of philanthrocapitalists affect the discourse around
conservation in the Făgăraș Mountain area?
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2. Theoretical and conceptual framework
In this chapter, I discuss the theoretical framework used to analyse my case study in
Romania. The framework served to guide my data collection and analysis described in the
Methodology (section 3) and acted as a framework for my analysis. Current research on
philanthrocapitalism focuses on its origins, ethics, possibilities, limitations, and contribution
to the wider process of neoliberalisation (Bishop & Green, 2015; Edwards, 2009; Harvey et
al., 2021; Holmes, 2015b; McGoey, 2012). It has been assessed via capital theory to
understand how philanthrocapitalists themselves draw on their financial, cultural, and social
capital to resolve social issues (Shaw et al., 2013). Others have viewed philanthrocapitalism
through a globalisation lens as the privatization of foreign aid (Edwards, 2009), and
questioned the ability of market-based mechanisms to democratically solve public
problems (Bosworth, 2011). With such attention paid to philanthrocapitalism in theory, the
actual effects of philanthrocapitalist programmes on local policy, particularly in
conservation efforts, has been largely overlooked. This gap in knowledge necessitates the
use of a theoretical framework that focuses on how policy is affected by both purposeful
innovations in conservation and by wider transformations in society.

2.1 Theoretical framework
Because little research has been done to ascertain how philanthrocapitalist conservation
approaches affect local environmental policies, I employed the policy arrangements
approach (Stringer & Paavola) (Arts et al., 2006) to guide my analysis. As defined by Arts
and Leroy (2006, p. 13), a policy arrangement is “the temporary stabilisation of the content
and organisation of a particular policy domain at a certain policy level or over several policy
levels.” Policy arrangements are constantly in flux, partly due to strategic, purposeful
innovations in practice, and partly from larger social and political transformations (political
modernization) (Arts et al., 2006). On the one hand, stability is gained through
institutionalisaton, whereby patterns in people’s behaviours gradually coalesce into
structures, which in turn influence and underpin behaviours (Arts et al., 2006). More simply
put, patterns in our actions serve to create and reinforce our approach to policy, and in turn
these approaches inform our patterns. The institutionalization of a policy arrangement is
therefore marked by construction and reconstruction, (Liefferink, 2006). The policy
arrangements approach aims to provide a framework for better understanding this
interplay between actors putting policy into daily practice and the overarching influence of
changes in contemporary society (Arts et al., 2006). This is appropriate for the Romanian
case because I am seeking to understand how the larger trend towards capitalism is
working its way into local conservation policy practices. To achieve this, the policy domain
is analysed in terms of its content and organisation based on four key dimensions: (1) the
actors, (2) resources, (3) rules, and (4) policy discourses (Arts et al., 2006; Liefferink, 2006).
The interconnected relationship of these dimensions is illustrated with the use of a
tetrahedron (Fig. 2).
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Figure 2: The tetrahedron
shows the interconnected
relationships between the four
dimensions of a policy
arrangement.
Source: (Arts et al., 2006)

The “actors” dimension analyses the positions and roles of people and organizations within
a given policy arrangement. It should be noted that actors can also encompass those who
are excluded and those who are not active but still benefit from the arrangement, as well as
those who challenge the arrangement (Buizer, 2008; Liefferink, 2006).

Actors may

cooperate in coalitions to further their objectives by agreeing to allocate resources towards
a shared goal, adhering to certain written or unwritten rules, and by utilizing the same
narratives (Buizer, 2008). The focus of this dimensional analysis is on how the introduction
of new actors (philanthrocapitalists) affects the formation of actors/coalitions within the
conservations space and how they express their support or opposition to the national park
programme. It also takes into account those who have been excluded from the process and
those who actively challenge it. Specifically, I examined, via a stakeholder analysis, who is
active and inactive in the effort locally and who pushes the agenda from afar.
The “resources” dimension refers to available assets, be they financial, knowledge, or
legitimacy, that actors employ to achieve their goals and the degree of influence these
actors have in collecting and dispensing such assets (Buizer, 2008). Because the ability to
wield such influence via resources explains much of the power dynamics between actors,
Arts, Leroy and van Tatenhove (2006) combine “power and resources” as one of the four
dimensions. By mapping resource dependencies between actors, we can also begin to
identify “resource coalitions,” thereby gaining some insight into how an arrangement may
be made (Liefferink, 2006). For this research on philanthrocapitalist approaches, I examined
the actors’ resources at both the local and international scales. It could be that, for example,
an actor with little land and financial resources has considerable local influence; enough
influence to affect other dimensions in the policy arrangement. An understanding of these
different levels of policy-making helps to explain why the arrangement either stabilizes or
changes (Buizer, 2008).
The “rules” refers to both formal and informal procedures for decision-making. Formal rules
can be found in written legal documents and texts, whereas informal rules relate to the
norms of interaction associated with a political culture (Arts et al., 2006; Buizer, 2008). Rules
exist to set boundaries within which policy is created and carried out. Such boundaries can
also constrain or enable the actions of actors. For example, there may be rules regarding
who can receive funds and from where, who can raise issues, who can ultimately make

13

decisions, and who cannot (Ahebwa et al., 2012; Arts et al., 2006; Buizer, 2008). It is also
possible for innovators to adopt informal policy rules to further their aims. The very notion
of “disruptive innovation” came about when researchers recognized that businesses,
catering to their most profitable customers, ignored or exceeded the needs of smaller
segments, thereby leaving a gap in the market for new entrants to fill by delivering better
tailored functionality, often at a lower price (Christensen et al., 2015). The original business,
having institutionalized many of the processes for catering to high value clients, is then
unable to respond quickly to competition in the market. It is certainly possible that
governments may be accused of acting the same as businesses: catering to the needs of
the wealthy and powerful for so long that processes become institutionalised and they are
unable to nimbly adjust policies. A closer look at how philanthrocapitalists have engaged
with the rules of the game, particularly in light of their reputation for “disruption,” is
important to understand this policy arrangement, particularly as it relates to encouraging a
more inclusive style of policy making.
“Discourse” relates to the ideas, narratives and values of the actors involved. Such ideas can
be broken down into two levels, those directly relating to the policy issues at hand, its
problems and solutions, and those that relate to wider ideas regarding the organization of
society and government (Liefferink, 2006). It is through the collective of these narratives that
we arrive at the content of the policy arrangement (as opposed to the organization). PAA,
in investigating discourse along with the three other dimensions, can highlight power
relations involved in discursive practices, and in doing so, one can assess the degree of
parity between changes in policy vocabulary and changes in institutional practices (Buizer,
2008). For this reason, I performed a critical discourse analysis of conservation narratives at
the international and local levels using Fairclough’s socio-cultural change approach
(Fairclough, 1995). Because critical discourse focuses on social issues and problems, the
analysis is useful for identifying links between discourse, ideology, and power, thereby
linking “the 'macro' domain of state, government and policy with the 'micro' domain of
discursive practice” (Fairclough, 1995, p. 87). It is exactly this interplay between broader
concepts and day to day practices that PAA seeks to analyze.
It should be noted that the four dimensions of a PAA do not simply add up to create an
arrangement, but are inextricably linked, meaning an alteration in one dimension can cause
changes in one or all other dimensions (Ahebwa et al., 2012). For example, the introduction
of new actors, such as philanthrocapitalists, can mean new sources of finance, know-how,
or influence, which can in turn lead to changes in formal procedures and discourses around
conservation and foreign intervention. Similarly, the introduction of a new approach to
conservation would not only affect discourses, but may mobilize new coalitions, free up new
sources of funding, or require changes in rules (Arts et al., 2006). A clear understanding of
such interrelationships is useful when analyzing a policy arrangement at a given period of
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time (Arts & Leroy, 2006) as it facilitates a deeper understanding of the process as a whole.
Ostensibly, a better understanding of how policy is influenced may help us to make wiser
decisions regarding policy interventions.
The policy arrangements theory will assist in better understanding how the introduction of
private landowners (philanthrocapitalists) as new actors in Romanian conservation efforts
have affected other domains in the policy arrangement (see Fig 3.). Following on from this,
the degree to which such changes serve to promote increased engagement at the local
level will be explored. Policy arrangements theory offers a framework for understanding
how changes or innovations in one domain filter through to others, therein creating a stable
policy arrangement (or not).
Figure 3: Conceptual
model of the PAA with
philanthrocapitalists as
new “actors.”

2.2 Conceptual framework
Given the qualitative nature of the research, I have sought to define further how I will
approach each of the PAA dimensions by forming indicators (see Table 1).
Table 1: Operationalization
scheme of the concept of
policy arrangements and the
indicators to be assessed.
Adapted from Arts et al.
(2006).
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2.2.1 Actors
I examined, via a stakeholder analysis, who plays a role in the effort (both promoters and
challengers) as well as those who are not active in the process. A stakeholder analysis is
useful for recognizing different interest groups involved in a project, particularly when it
comes to discerning who can make decisions or take actions, and who is affected by such
actions (Grimble & Wellard, 1997). Given the controversial nature of the project in the
Făgăraș, it was crucial that I identified conflicts between the multiple uses and users of the
land in question so as not to leave out important, yet possibly overlooked stakeholders.
This was done by identifying relevant policy actors via the study of policy documents, ‘in
the field’ semi-structured interviews, and observation. Using a map of actors as proposed
by Arts et al. (2000) in Liefferink (2006) (see fig. 4), I developed an understanding of who
the key players are and their relative positions within the policy arrangement field. The
“state” includes both Romanian and EU governmental actors, “special interest” actors
include the FCC and other NGOs involved. The “market” and “academic expert” actors
include logging and tourism companies, and universities and quasi-state bodies
respectively. This map served as a beginning point from which to analyse the resources
dimension as the relative ‘relational power,’ or power relations between actors, could then
already be quite evident (Liefferink, 2006).

Figure 4: Example of a map of actors and
where they fall in a policy arrangement.
Source: (Liefferink, 2006)

2.2.2 Resources
I examined resource availability and use by the actors identified to see who was able to
mobilize or allocate funds, knowledge, land and political clout (legitimacy). Attention was
also paid to potential “resource coalitions” whereby certain actors work together to achieve
specific aims. This was done via media and document reviews as well as through semistructured interviews and observation. Political clout in particular, was closely related to
informal rules of the game and was characterized by strong connections and support from
either Romanian politicians and ministries or from European Union officials and heavily
funded international organisations. The specific resources analysed were based on my
research findings in what emerged as the most useful resources.
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2.2.3 Rules
As stated earlier, the rules can be formal or informal. Formal rules were more easily
assessed by looking at legal texts, especially the Romanian Forest Code, which was recently
updated in 2015. Grasping informal rules was a bit trickier and needed to be reconstructed
on the basis of the interviews (Veenman et al., 2009). I therefore included questions about
“unwritten rules” and social/political hierarchies in my semi-structured interview guide (see
Appendix I).
2.2.4 Discourse analysis
Discourse was analysed based on particular narratives or storylines held by actors involved
in the Făgăraș Mountain conservation initiative. The use of specific language in describing
environmental issues as they pertain to land conservation and use can serve to break down
or reinforce the capitalist mindset. Using what Fairclough refers to as “the 'threedimensional' CDA Framework” (Fairclough, 1995), my discourse analysis draws
connections between formal texts (written or spoken language), and features of discourse
practice (how discourse is created, distributed, and consumed). By examining how
conservation problems and solutions are discussed, by whom, and through what means of
communication, I gained better insight into how policy is changing in Romania. The means
of communication is important for understanding what audience they are targeting and
from where they receive support. There was a good deal of informal communication
(newspaper articles, blogs, interviews with activists and government representatives) from
which I gathered secondary data.
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3. Methodology
This chapter discusses the methodological approach (3.1) and study design (3.2, 3.3, 3.4).
Section 3.2 discusses the criteria for case selection, section 3.3 describes the technical
aspects of data collection, and section 3.3 follows with an explanation of how the data was
analysed.

3.1 Methodological approach
Research design rests heavily on the research questions and the type of information that is
required to answer such questions. I chose to perform qualitative research since my aim is
to understand the situation in its totality; and coming from a postpositivist approach, I want
to take in multiple perspectives (Creswell & Poth, 2016). Similarly, as the research was
exploratory in nature and concentrated on roles and interactions between people, a case
study was an appropriate means of analysis. One advantage of case study design is that it
allows for much greater detail in the research than conducting a large sample study (Gilbert
& Stoneman, 2015), which was useful for gaining an in-depth, holistic view of social actions
and structures in a natural setting. The case study approach also allows for the gathering of
information from a number of resources with a range of perspectives (Feagin et al., 1991).
This was particularly useful as I found that information came from some surprising sources
(neighbours, farm volunteers, cab drivers, etc) and the case study methodology allowed
me the flexibility to conduct a short ethnographic study while collecting data. In addition,
the use of an instrumental case study, wherein I use one case to illustrate a wider issue,
allowed me to inductively develop a theory that can be applied to the issue of
philanthrocapitalism in conservation in general (Creswell & Poth, 2016). Finally, because
my research focused on the effects of recent changes in the actors’ dimension on other
dimensions in the policy arrangement, manipulation on my part would have been
inappropriate. According to Yin (2009), case studies are well suited to the study of
contemporary events that do not require control over any behaviours.

3.2 Case selection
I chose a case study in the Făgăraș Mountains, specifically that of Foundation Conservation
Carpathia’s attempt to create a national park, to exemplify how philanthrocapitalist
approaches to conservation have affected policy at the local level. I chose this case for three
reasons; the foundation has a long-running programme to create a national park (begun
by philanthrocapitalists), it is within Europe and therefore easier to travel given my relatively
tight budget and time constraints, and it involves the conservation and preservation of
some of Europe’s last virgin forests, which gives the case some urgency and public interest.
It should be noted that it was also in my personal interest to conduct research in a part of
the world not previously known to me, for the simple reason that I had very few
preconceived ideas about the land, people, or culture. Brasov was chosen as a base of
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operations as it is the largest city near the project and hosts the headquarters of the FCC. It
is also the closest seat of policy making for the area.

3.3 Data collection
During November 2021, I began my research by conducting a broad document and media
review, focusing on recent news and events surrounding philanthrocapitalist conservation
efforts and current environmental news emanating from within Romania regarding the
Făgăraș area. This review helped me to identify potential interviewees, places to visit, and
themes to focus on once I had “boots on the ground” in Romania. In December 2021, and
January 2022, I gathered empirical data through three methods: via document review,
interviews, and observation (see Figure 52).

Narrative
interviews
Document and
media review

Identify
themes for
further
investigation

Document and
media review

Compile,
analyse, and
compare data

Observation

Figure 5: Research Design
Triangulation of methods served to minimise any bias or prejudice from the interview
respondents. Observation allowed me to cross-check my findings gained from the
interviewees and document review, particularly regarding discourse and informal rules as
these were most readily available for a researcher to experience. The employment of
observational methods can relay information that respondents are reluctant to discuss
during interviews, and also serve to illuminate the similarities or differences between what
is said and what is practiced (Ciesielska et al., 2018). The three measurement methods
chosen attempt to address some of the inherent biases within each data source by
corroborating findings across data sets (Bowen, 2009). Given the number of data sources,
variety of methods for data collection, and data triangulation, I believe I was able to avoid
biases and draw accurate conclusions.
3.3.1 Document and media review
I limited my document and media review to local (emanating from Romania) data from the
last 5 years to keep the information current. Where necessary, I used two online translation
services (Google and Babilon) to translate documents from Romanian (such as the
2

Analysis step will be discussed in section 3.4.
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Romanian Forest Code). The second translation service was used to check for any
inconsistencies in the first translation. I reviewed the following:
a.

Nostra Silva website – This website is run by a Romanian forest owners association and
addresses issues of concern within the area surrounding Brasov. They have been
outspoken critics of the FCC programme and post articles and films in relation to the
national park project. I translated the two most recent posts (using Google/Babilon
translate) and included them in my media review to pull through narratives and topics
that may have been withheld by those I interviewed. I made attempts to interview
members of the Nostra Silva group, but never received any response from the group.
The website also helped to discern who the interested parties are, which discourses
are emerging, and how information is being spread. I coded two of their most recent
articles as part of my document and media analysis.

b.

Grey literature review – I used guidebooks from Piatra Craiului National Park and
marketing documents from the FCC to help shed light on how the state versus private
interests describe nature and protected lands.

c.

Document review of the Romanian Forest Code – I translated (via Google/Babilon
translate) the Romanian Forest Code as it was written in March 2022 and stored for
public access on the Romanian legislative portal3. Certain words and terms were
double-checked with a native Romanian speaker for accuracy. The document was
useful for understanding technical requirements and rules in “official language” and in
understanding how the code had changed since its adoption in 2008.

3.3.2 Narrative interviews
I conducted eleven narrative style interviews with stakeholders identified in my initial
document and media review and with interviewees sourced through snowball sampling.
The narrative style suited my exploratory research as this type of interview is often used “to
find out what kind of things are happening rather than to determine the frequency of
predetermined kinds of things that the researcher already believes can happen” (Lofland &
Lofland, 1971, p. 76). I conducted all interviews using an interview guide (see Appendix I)
to help me focus the conversation, but rarely used the guide as I wanted to let the
interviewee discuss aspects of conservation that they felt strongly about. In most cases, I sat
in a room (usually the respondent’s office) with the interviewee for about an hour. After
initial pleasantries, an explanation of my research, and the interviewees express agreement
to be recorded, I began by asking a few general questions about conservation, then
prompted them again when looking for clarification or more detail. For the most part, I let
interviewees speak freely as I wanted to understand what was important to them and not
constrain the conversation by including too many pointed questions.

3

https://legislatie.just.ro/Public/DetaliiDocument/90768.
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I used purposive sampling, which involves choosing participants deliberately based on
certain qualities they possess (Etikan et al., 2016). In this case, I selected interviewees based
on whomever would be the most information-rich sources. To gain as broad a spectrum of
opinions and viewpoints as possible from my identified stakeholders, I employed what
Etikan et al. (2016) refer to as maximum variation sampling (MVS). MVS is a purposive
sampling strategy that simply aims to gain a better understanding of a subject by viewing
it from as many angles as possible. As I was limited on time and not familiar with the local
population, I asked some of my initial interviewees who responded first to my emails, for
suggestions on who else to approach (non-random snowball sampling). In the end, I
interviewed people with the following backgrounds:
•

FCC and other environmental NGO staff (3),

•

FCC Philanthrocapitalists (2),

•

Romanian government official (1),

•

Romanian forester (1),

•

Romanian loggers (2),

•

Romanian farmers (2).

Most of the interviews took place in person at the interviewees’ offices (or farms, in the case
of the farmers). The two philanthrocapitalist interviews took place online via Zoom, and one
NGO official interview was held over the telephone.
An attempt was made to continue conducting interviews until a saturation point was
reached, at least in as far as thematic saturation. I based my saturation point on the notion
of “information power” wherein “the more information the sample holds, relevant for the
actual study, the lower amount of participants is needed” (Malterud et al., 2016, p. 1). Some
respondents had more time to speak than others, thus interviews ranged in length from 30minute targeted talks with experts in their fields, to day-long conversations with farmers. I
chose a variety of people to allow for differences in access to communication pathways and
to ensure my data did not include only opinions/information from highly motivated actors
in the ongoing debate. One interview consisted of two people, wherein one would translate
for the other from Romanian. An interview guide was created for each type of respondent
(see Annex I). After interviewee permission was granted, eight of the eleven interviews were
electronically recorded using either my iPhone or the record function in Zoom. I made every
attempt to record data electronically since “mechanical recording is another means for
describing data while inferring as little as possible about its potential meanings” (Seale,
1999, p. 148). The recordings were then immediately airdropped to my password
protected computer for safe keeping. Two unrecorded interviews took place over an
extended period of time (2 days each), and one interview was conducted via telephone.
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Written notes were taken during the telephone interview. Care was taken to ensure
respondents felt comfortable in speaking with me and understood that their data would
remain anonymous and secure. I took time to introduce myself personally and began with
questions designed to better understand the background of each interviewee. I also
discussed our common acquaintances with those who were referred to me by other
interviewees. Furthermore, each interview began with a clear description of what I was
studying, how I will use the data obtained, and where the final paper will be housed. Some
of this information was also stated in my initial interview request emails to respondents (see
Annex II for example).
3.3.3 Observation
Though I initially planned to visit areas earmarked by FCC for conservation, due to the time
of year (winter) the Transfagarasan4 was impassable. Instead, I visited Cobor biodiversity
farm (an eco-tourism farm run by the FCC) for three days, and another neighbouring farm
for two days to better understand how local farmers view conservation efforts. I took
observation notes on first-hand (observable) information on life as it is lived day-to-day in a
rural setting, including the problems and frustrations that farmers came up against, as well
as positive aspects of the lifestyle. I also noted observations of the offices I visited during
interviews, such as at the FCC office in Brasov, the visitors center of a national park, and
offices of forestry experts in the Brasov area. Any salient points or issues of interest to me
outside of the interview guide were also noted and later written down after interviews.
Notes on a forest walk with a local resident of Brasov in a ‘protected’ area in the foothills of
the Carpathians were also taken.
All data was encrypted, password protected, and stored on an external drive.

3.4 Data analysis
To analyse my data, I followed a process as suggested by Creswell and Poth (2016). These
“spiral activities” included:
1. Managing and organizing the data,
2. Reading and memoing emergent ideas,
3. Classifying codes into themes,
4. Developing interpretations, and finally
5. Visualizing the data.
To manage and organize the data (step 1), I first transcribed all recorded interviews using
Amberscript. In addition to using a mechanical recording device, Amberscript allowed for
Transfagarasan is the main paved road through the Făgăraș Mountains. It is passable from July
through October.
4

22

the collection of verbatim transcripts, complete with fillers (“um” or “mm hmm”) so the data
was as free from researcher reconstructions as possible (LeCompte & Goetz, 1982;
Silverman, 2013). After the initial transcription, I listened and read through each transcript
again to correct any errors made by the software. Interviewees were identified by their
initials only. After the data was transcribed, I began the reading and memoing phase (step
2) wherein I re-read and listened to the interviews, read back over my notes collected via
observation, as well as the articles and documents earmarked for review. I looked only for
broad emergent themes. Initially, these themes were based on the four dimensions of the
policy arrangements approach. The process of memoing allowed me to synthesize the data
into higher level analytic meanings (Creswell & Poth, 2016) which helped to prepare for the
process of coding.
To classify codes into themes and draw connections (step 3), I used Atlas.ti software to
organize my data. I chose this software because it works on a system of nodes and relations
as opposed to other packages that work on hierarchical categories (Muller, 2019).
Beginning with a “lean coding” approach as suggested by Creswell and Poth (2016), I
created a short list of codes derived from the policy arrangements framework and then
expanded the number of codes until I had around 80 codes that could be broken down
into 5 or 6 broad themes as lean coding demands. These codes were based initially on the
policy arrangements framework and my indicators described in Table 1, then expanded
based on themes recognized through further analysis during the creation of a codebook.
Once I had coded my raw data, I could see which themes were commonly mentioned (such
as confusion around land rights), and filter out those that, though interesting, were less
relevant to the research at hand (such as the growing support for biofuels in the UK).
The next step in analysis was the highly iterative process of developing interpretations (step
4). I followed a strategy suggested by Bazeley (2013) by investigating relational patterns.
This was done by examining connections between pairs of commonly used codes such as
“corruption” and “forestry problems,” or “Natura 2000 payments” and “forestry solutions.”
From these patterns I was able to develop meanings and answers to my research questions.
The final step involved visualizing this data (step 5), which I managed using charts and
tables as exemplified in the results section of this paper (section 4).
The discourse analysis section was interpreted slightly differently, using a critical discourse
analysis (CDA) framework as put forth by Fairclough (1995) (see Figure 6). I began by
searching out words that evoked strong feelings or opinions, then matched them with
different themes and actors. These words and phrases were then analysed based on who
was speaking and where (discourse practice) and then interpreted as to why such
discourses came about (sociocultural practice). The resulting framework and discourse
descriptions can be found in section 4.5.
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Figure 6: Three-dimensional CDA Framework (Fairclough, 1995, p. 98)

It should be noted that the data analysis process was highly iterative. Through each
iteration, I was able to refine my results to what I felt were the core issues at stake. In the
next section, I describe the results of this analytical process.

24

4. Results
The following chapter discusses the results of my research into how philanthrocapitalistfunded conservation interventions affect forest policy arrangements in the Făgăraș
Mountain region of Romania with a focus on the interactions among the four dimensions of
a policy arrangement. My research indicates that the inclusion of philanthrocapitalists as
stakeholders has fundamentally influenced discourse, as well as resources and rules, in the
field of conservation in Romania. To demonstrate this, the first section (4.1) provides a short
overview of the Foundation Conservation Carpathia project and introduces its founding
members. The second section (4.2) addresses the question of how the inclusion of
philanthrocapitalists as stakeholders affects the network of environmental actors in the
Făgăraș Mountain area. The following sections use these findings to delve deeper and
answer the question of how the inclusion of philanthrocapitalists in the constellation of
stakeholders affects resources (4.3), rules (4.4) and discourse (4.5). The final section (4.6)
summarizes these results and explains how they serve to answer the main research question
surrounding the effect of philanthrocapitalist conservation interventions on forest policy in
Romania.

4.1 Putting the FCC national park project in context
Like many interesting ideas, the FCC was born out of a joke: in 2005, when Christoph
Promberger, co-founder and Executive Director of the Foundation, asked a Romanian
national park director how clear-cutting and illegal logging could be curbed within the
park, the director replied that you would have to find someone stupid enough to buy land
that the government is giving away (via restitution), and then hold onto it for conservation.
They both laughed. Yet this joke planted a seed, that when later contacted by Hedi Wyss5
for advice on how to best spend her fortune to help preserve the Carpathian Mountains, Mr
Promberger already had a proposition; to buy the land that was being restituted within
Piatra Craiului National Park. Ms Wyss introduced her brother Hansjörg Wyss, a healthcare
billionaire and conservationist, to the idea, yet the park, with an area of 14,759 ha, was much
too small in Hansjörg’s eyes. He promised to get on board under two conditions: one, they
must think bigger – it was not enough to save a small park, but they should aim to create
Europe’s largest forested national park in the Făgăraș Mountains, and two, he would need
co-financiers as he did not fund large projects such as this on his own.
After much networking and work to get their ideas out into the conservation world,
Christoph Promberger and Barbara Promberger-Furpass (also Executive Director of the
Foundation) were able to gain the backing of some extremely wealthy and connected

Hedi Wyss is a Swiss journalist and conservationist. She came into a large sum of money, thanks to her brother
Hansjörg Wyss, and wanted to put this fortune to use in Romania after spending time in the region and
previously sponsoring carnivore projects in the area run by Christoph and Barbara Promberger.
5
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individuals. In 2009, the Foundation Conservation Carpathia was founded by 12 people
(FCC, 2010) (see Table 2).

Table 2: Foundation Conservation Carpathia Founders
Name

Country

Detail

Christoph Promberger

Germany

Biologist and Executive Director of FCC

Barbara PrombergerFurpass

Austria

Biologist and Executive Director of FCC

Hedi Wyss

Switzerland

Hansjörg Wyss

Switzerland and
United States

Doug Tompkins
(deceased)

United States

Journalist and conservationist, founder of Temperatio
Foundation which supports environmental, social and cultural
projects
Founder of Wyss Foundation, a charity that funds conservation
initiatives, education, museums and progressive political
advocacy. Estimated worth USD6 billion in 20216
Founder of The North Face clothing line and co-founder of
Esprit clothing. Conservationist and co-creator of Tompkins
Reserves in Chile and Argentina

Kris Tompkins

United States

Former CEO of Patagonia clothing line, conservationist and cocreator of Tompkins Reserves in Chile and Argentina

Markus Jebsen
(deceased)

Denmark / Hong
Kong

Executive Chairman of the MF Jebsen Group, conservationist.
Estimated worth USD680 million in 20097

Paul Lister

United Kingdom

Toby Aykroyd

United Kingdom

Peter Bennett

United Kingdom

Manfred Hell

Germany

Horatiu Hanganu

Romania

Founder of European Nature Trust, philanthropist,
multimillionaire, and heir to the Mulland Furniture Industries
(MFI) fortune
Businessman and conservationist, Director at the Wild Europe
initiative, Vice Chairman of the Wilderness Foundation, and
Trustee of the European Nature Trust
Businessman, Executive Director and Founder of Rainforest
Concern, founding director of the Planet Foundation
(Switzerland), and trustee of the Bianca Jagger Human Rights
Foundation (UK)
Co-founder and Chairman of the Board of Jack Wolfskin from
1994 to 2011, gallery owner, and conservationist
Former Director of Piatra Craiului National Park (2005)

This group came together to purchase land for conservation and restoration purposes
within the Piatra Craiului National Park and further into the Făgăraș Mountains. Ultimately,
they plan to repatriate the land to the Romanian people in the form of a much larger
national park, provided the government can guarantee the property will be properly
managed as conservation land. From the table, it is clear that, with the exception of Mr.
According to Forbes List 2021 (https://www.forbes.com/billionaires/).
According to Forbes List 2009 (https://www.forbes.com/2009/02/04/hong-kong-richest-businesshongkong09_0204_hong_kong_billionaires_slide.html?sh=3b7871e138ee).
6
7
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Hanganu, all of the founders hail from outside Romania, and indeed mostly outside the
former communist bloc. This is an important point to note, as we will find this has
implications for how they are received within the conservation actors constellation and
indeed for how different discourses come about.
Currently, the FCC owns around 27,000 hectares of land8. Some of this land was bought
outright from owners willing to sell, and other plots were donated, either by the Wyss
Foundation or via other private donations (Markus Jebsen being one who added 1000
hectares of forest, plus 500 hectares of agricultural land that is now known as Cobor
Biodiversity farm). Though detailed maps of current landholdings in the Făgăraș Mountains
are not publicly available, we can see the mosaic of ownership within Piatra Craiului
National Park (Figure 7). With so many interested parties and less land for sale, the focus
has recently shifted away from land acquisition and more towards community outreach.
Figure 7: Location map of Piatra Craiului National Park and land ownership by type.

State
Foundation Conservation Carpathia
Private owners
Churches
Compossessorates
Commune of Maleciu
Commune of Dambovicioara
Municipality of Zarnesti
Limits of park

8

As of January, 2022.
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Now that we have been introduced to the team within the FCC and the location of the
project, we turn our attention to the wider realm of actors within the conservation space in
the Făgăraș area of Romania.

4.2 Actors
This section begins with an explanation of the actors involved in conservation issues in the
Făgăraș area, followed by a discussion of how the FCC forms coalitions to reach different
goals. Ultimately, this section answers the question of how the introduction of
philanthrocapitalists affected the network of actors involved in forestry and conservation in
the Făgăraș Mountain area.
My stakeholder analysis relied heavily upon document review and interviews with
interested parties. Further to this, a recently completed exercise by the University of
Transilvania in creating a dialogue between relevant experts and stakeholders in Romanian
forest policy shed light on the different parties actively taking part in negotiations
(Nichiforel et al., 2019). Using the map of actors as described in the theoretical framework
section (2.2.1), I created a chart of the main players involved in forest policy in the Făgăraș
region, divided into four categories: state, special interests, academic experts, and the
market (see Fig. 8). These divisions do not necessarily correspond neatly with particular
solutions to forestry issues or stances on the FCC project, but as we will see, they are useful
for understanding the spheres of influence each actor has within its own division. In
addition, the actors can sometimes fit in multiple categories, which underscores the
complexities within the actors dimension. The resultant intricate web of interests and
influence necessitates a diplomatic approach when working to create conservation
coalitions. The FCC attempts to balance the playing field by engaging various actors (and
not others) for different reasons and for different aspects of the national park programme,
be it for land acquisition, lobbying the Romanian government for policy change, or for
community outreach. Their approach must also be carefully balanced between local,
national, and international levels.
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Figure 8: Selection of actors within the Făgăraș conservation space.
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4.2.1 State
Given the state owns around 50% of forested land in Romania, their input and support is
paramount for any conservation plan. There are a number of state ministries and
departments involved in environmental law, and the quagmire of regulations stemming
from many governing bodies is criticized for making forest policy overly bureaucratic. The
Ministry of Environment, Water, and Forests maintains overall responsibility for the care of
Romanian forests, which it contracts out to the National Forest Administration (known as
“Romsilva”). Romsilva is responsible for all state-owned forests. The administration is
divided by county, and since the Făgăraș Mountains straddle two counties, they are
overseen by both the Brasov and Arges divisions. There is also a separate administration to
manage national parks. To further complicate the issue, the National Agency for
Environmental Protection (ANPM), which also falls under the subordination of the Ministry
of Environment, Water and Forests, and which also is subdivided into county offices, is also
tasked with aspects of environmental regulation as they relate to Natura 2000 sites (which
often overlap with state forests). The ANPM also reports directly to the European
Environment Agency on air quality, water, climate change, protected areas, and soil
contamination (ANPM, 2022), adding another level of oversight (see Figure 9).
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Figure 9: Basic structure of forest authorities within Romania.

Besides managing all state-owned forests and parks, Romsilva is also responsible for
overseeing local forest districts. According to the Romanian Forest Code, anyone with over
10 hectares of forested land must have an approved forest management plan. This forest
service provision is compulsory for all forests, regardless of ownership, through forest
districts authorized by registration in the National Register of Forest Managers and Forest
Districts. In other words, anyone owning over 10 hectares of forested land9 must be part of
a forest district (set up as a private company or association), which is included in the national
forest fund. The national forest fund is made up of all tree-covered land in Romania with an
area of at least 0.25 ha ("Romanian Forestry Code," 2015). The national forest fund therefore
contains all Romanian forests and is considered an asset of national interest.
This set up means that the FCC and private owners or other owners (towns, schools,
churches) must also register their forests and forest management plans with Romsilva. For
this purpose, the FCC administers its forest operations under the Carpathia Forest District
9

Forest is defined in The Romanian Forest Code as “lands with an area of at least 0.25 ha, covered
with trees; the trees must reach a minimum height of 5 m at maturity under normal vegetation
conditions.” This includes
“a) the lands with forest use included in the forest arrangements on January 1, 1990, including the
surface modifications, according to the entry-exit operations carried out in accordance with the law;
b) forest protection curtains;
c) the lands on which the junipers are installed;
d) lands covered with forested pastures with a consistency greater than or equal to 0.4, calculated
only for the area actually occupied by forest vegetation;
e) plantations with forest species from the areas of protection of hydrotechnical works and land
improvements made on state-owned lands, as well as plantations with forest species from lands
managed by the State Domains Agency.
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Association. Because forest districts are considered companies, they must also issue
earnings statements, which provides another piece of analysis when looking to value
Romanian forests. There are currently over 500 forest districts in Romania, covering over
3,300,000 hectares of land (Romsilva, 2022).
At the project level, since 60% of the Făgăraș Mountains are owned by the state, this area
is not available for purchase. This means a large portion of the land the FCC would like to
include in a national park is governed by Romsilva Arges, Romsilva Brasov, The National
Park Authority, and The National Agency for Environmental Protection. As such, the FCC
must gain support from government officials before the park can become a reality. By being
present, continually promoting their project, and becoming known as experts in forest
conservation, the FCC hopes to get the government on board with their plan. Recently, a
working group within the ministry was formed to come up with a proposal to meet the EU
requirement of protecting 10% of the land surface in Romania. Interviewee 7 explained the
situation in no uncertain terms:
“If you think 10 percent, that is like 2.3 million hectares, so suddenly at such a national
park like [the FCC does] is something that the Romanian government has to do 10
times. So they have to create 10 times such a national park, even 11 times such a
national park as [the FCC is] promoting, which would be the biggest forest national
park in all of Europe. So I think that in a very short time, the government will be very,
very keen on working with [the FCC], understanding, learning from [them], how to do
things and will seek the cooperation with [them] because they have no way out.”
The FCC is keenly aware of the need to get the Romanian state involved with their plan, but
since there is no means of purchasing land directly from the state, they can position
themselves as a viable option to work with by readily aligning with other trusted
stakeholders. The next three sections will look closer at the persuasive coalitions formed
between the academic experts, special interests, and market actors.
4.2.2 Academic experts
The Forestry schools at Romanian Universities are heavily involved in the creation of policy.
The Faculty of Silviculture and Forest Engineering at The University of Transylvania, located
in Brasov, is close to the FCC programme. Between July and December of 2020, the
university hosted a series of public forestry policy meetings with a view to incorporating
relevant experts and stakeholders in the process of identifying strategic options for forest
policy development (Popa et al., 2021). These meetings drew over 250 people
representing over 50 different interested groups (including the FCC) and served as the
springboard for the soon to be released National Forest Strategy 2030 – a strategy
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sponsored by the Ministry of Environment, Water and Forests and funded via the National
Recovery and Resilience Plan.
Included in the expert’s category, are two quasi-state structures: the National Institute of
Statistics and The National Forestry Register. The National Institute of Statistics was created
in accordance with the Law on the Organization and Functioning of Official Statistics in
Romania, as directed by the European Commission. Its purpose is to be the main producer
of official statistical data, helping Romania to move towards “functional methodological and
technical performances recognized on domestic and international plan[s], at a level
comparable to the performances of the most advanced national statistical institutes in the
EU Member States” (NIS, 2022). Essentially, it serves as an overarching governing body
revolving around the production of transparent statistics. The second structure, The
National Forestry Registry, is based out of the National Institute for Research and
Development in Forestry (INCDS) “Marin Dracea,” a state-funded organization that aims to
not only increase the Romanian contributions to science and the role of forestry in science,
but also to increase the economic competitiveness of the Romanian forestry sector. It is an
older institution (from the 1930s) that has strong connections with Romsilva, as a trusted
source of scientific knowledge.
Though Conservation Carpathia has not directly formed coalitions within Romanian
academic circles, they have performed a great deal of scientific research involving other
institutions. For example, in February 2020, the FCC held a working meeting on the virgin
forests of the Făgăraș Mountains. The purpose was to discuss problems and solutions for
identifying virgin and quasi-virgin forests so they may be awarded full protection status.
Workshop attendees included representatives from the ministry of Environment, Water,
and Forests, Romsilva, the National Park Authority, and universities from Prague and
Rottenburg, among other conservation organizations (FCC, 2020b). Holding scientific
meetings such as these helps to build their reputation as trusted technical partners, without
overstepping into academic policy circles.
4.2.3 Special interests
Within this group, there are a number of NGOs and environmental coalitions. Clearly the
FCC itself is involved, with 110 employees, it has grown to be the largest conservation
organization in Romania. As noted previously in section 4.1, the founders are also involved
via their own foundations or trusts, such as that of the European Nature Trust and Wild
Europe. Further to these, the park project is funded by the Endangered Landscapes
Programme, managed by the Cambridge Conservation Initiative, a collaboration between
the University of Cambridge and nine other British or international conservation
organizations, including the IUCN, Birdlife International, and Flora and Fauna International.
This particular Endangered Landscapes programme is funded wholly by the Arcadia Fund,
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a British charity established by Lisbet Rausing (heiress to the Tetra Pak fortune) and her
husband Peter Baldwin. The FCC therefore has some major players backing the
programme, with deep knowledge of conservation as well as deep pockets. Further
support came in 2012 when the European Commission pledged assistance via the LIFE
programme to fund environmental initiatives of European importance (more on this in
section 4.3). Clearly, a coalition consisting of international special interest groups is
extremely beneficial when it comes to sourcing funding.
In addition to these large international organizations outside Romania, the FCC also works
with local NGO chapters for different reasons. WWF Romania and Greenpeace Romania,
for example, were present at the previously mentioned working group on virgin forests.
Furthermore, ProPark Foundation, a capacity and training provider for protected areas and
conservation in Romania, serves as one of their technical partners. For scientific information
gathering, the FCC partners with more local environmental groups, and even provides a
platform for facilitating discussions between the groups.
4.2.4 Market
Within the market, there are various interested parties, including logging companies (many
of which are represented through The Romanian Foresters Association (ASFOR), a nongovernmental organization aimed at promoting the interests of forestry and wood
processing, tourism companies, farmers, hunters, and The Romanian Federation of Forest
and Pasture Owners (Nostra Silva), a membership organization for private landowners. It
should be noted that within this market group, there is little agreement as to the direction
that forest policy should be heading. Nostra Silva, for example, is extremely vocal in their
criticisms of the FCC, making claims of illegal land acquisition and corruption, among other
things. This rhetoric is not generally shared among parties that stand to gain from park
creation, such as those involved in tourism.
Interestingly enough, some market players not involved directly in environmental policy are
taking a stance on conservation issues and collaborating with the FCC. Corporations
dependent upon solid brand reputation are taking steps to align themselves with FCC’s
mission and build trust with the public. These alliances serve as symbiotic relationships
whereby each actor gains from the association; private corporations gain public goodwill
and the FCC gains local legitimacy, visibility, and new avenues for funding. For example,
interviewee 6 described a collaboration with a Romanian bank whereby they
“did a really creative awareness campaign about the Făgăraș Mountains, and they
have tried to raise one hundred thousand euros for Carpathia, and… they have
involved the gaming community, and [the FCC had] never done anything like that in
the past, and they have a nice, really nice campaign on Instagram as well. So if you
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would have put in a certain hashtag, they would have donated €3 just for you using
that hashtag. So it was like involving and engaging the community within their clients
and with the general public.”
By engaging market players outside of the environmental policy space, the FCC gathers
support from local business interests and a wider cross-section of the Romanian population.
4.2.5 Summary
The actors dimension appears as constantly evolving coalitions that form for specific
reasons. Some actors are kept close for their funding potential, others for scientific
knowledge gathering, and others for community building. Certain coalitions can provide
more than one benefit, as is the case with corporate sponsors. Some coalitions are being
built slowly, as we see with FCCs relationship with state actors. Carpathia works to build
trust within the ministries so that when the time comes for major policy change, the FCC is
poised to advise on how to best achieve positive outcomes. At the same time, the FCC
draws in international or local actors as is necessary to achieve their aims. As such, the
inclusion of philanthrocapitalists within the conservation policy actors constellation has
served to open the Romanian forest policy dialogue to international interests (academic
experts and special interests) as well as garnering more attention from the Romanian
population by forming local alliances (state, market, and special interests).

4.3 Resources
As per the policy arrangements approach, resources can include not just finances, but land
and knowledge as well. As described in the previous section, the actors involved in this
policy arrangement range from local individual players to large, international governing
bodies, each with their own unique resources. The inclusion of the FCC (and its
philanthrocapitalist backers) into the policy arrangement adds a variety of new resources,
which necessitates a slight realignment of actors. The following section takes a closer look
at how the FCC balances these three resource types between different conservation
coalitions.
4.3.1 Land
To understand how property rights works in Romania, it is important to first remember that
under communist rule, all land was expropriated and therefore owned by the state. This
meant that one rigorous forestry regime, designed to operate efficiently under state
ownership, was applied to the entire country from 1948 through the 1990s. Following the
fall of Communism after the Romanian Revolution in 1989, the new government began a
long and complicated process of land restitution. Essentially, the former owners, or
descendants of former owners, were once again given titles to their land. Though the
process officially began in 1991, it is still ongoing and the source of many legal disputes as
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many records were lost in the 50 years between 1948 and 1998. In addition, the conditions
for restitution underwent adjustments depending on what political party happened to be
in power (more on this in section 4.4). It should be noted that the first national parks
(including Piatra Craiului National Park) were established in 1990, before land restitution.
As a result, some people received land in areas that were already designated as
“protected.” This is how the FCC came to be able to buy land within Piatra Craiului National
Park.
As previously mentioned, the state still owns almost 50% of all forested land in Romania.
This land is considered as belonging to all Romanians and therefore cannot be sold. The
remaining 50% is made up of private owners, municipalities, schools and churches, or
compossessorates. Compossessorates, which stem from historical communal land
arrangements, use a share-like system for governing land ownership. In other words,
membership is passed down through family links and members are granted shares of a
large piece of land. These shares do not equate to any measurable piece of land, but rather
the right to use the land for herding, cutting firewood, etc. These rights cannot be
transferred to another person outside the group without the tacit approval of all other
members. This approval requirement, plus the share-style ownership structure means that
the land is essentially impossible to buy outright. So as privately held land becomes less
available in the market, it is becoming imperative that the FCC court those who still have
“ownership” – the locals involved in compossessorates, private owners, and the Romanian
people who “own” the state forests. As mentioned in section 4.2, the FCC endeavours to
reach these stakeholders who “hold the land” by forming alliances with local businesses
and special interest groups to create community programmes and outreach.
Owning large tracts of land does not necessarily give one many freedoms, as forest owners
are required to join a forest district and follow very prescriptive forest management plans
approved by Romsilva. In this sense, the land itself does not empower the FCC so much in
terms of its negotiating power with local officials, but as we will see in the next section, land
ownership is what allowed the foundation to gain large sums of public funding from outside
Romania.
4.3.2 Funding
It is important to remember that the first funder, Hansjörg Wyss, stated that the project must
be a collaborative effort. In 2009, the first year of operation, they began with EUR200,000
to set up the foundation, buy a car, hire a ranger, etc. At the time they had 1,417 hectares
of forest, but needed more funding for land purchase (FCC, 2020a). Word of their project
spread among international conservationists, and they began to receive donations from
private funders.
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Though the funding initially came through private donations, in 2012, the FCC got its first
project funded by the European Union, a LIFE project, with a EUR5.9 million total sum, of
which 50 percent they were expected to co-finance. They were able to co-finance the
project through land purchase – stating they could obtain half the funds for land purchase
from the Wyss Foundation. This enabled the FCC to use the remainder of the funds given
by the EU to begin restoration work. After this first project completed, they applied for an
even more ambitious project of EUR27.6 million. This was also accepted (with a
requirement of EUR18 million co-financing) and was the biggest LIFE project in the history
of the programme. They were able to co-finance this time with not only funds from the Wyss
Foundation and other land purchase donations, but also through grants from the Oak
Foundation and a 5-year contract from Arcadia Trust (worth EUR5 million) (FCC, 2020a).
Though the FCC grew slowly initially, they soon began to attract more and more money
from public sources because they could co-finance from private sources.
From a financial perspective, the FCC relied heavily on public and private international
funding to get its start, and these connections have served them well, with a EUR
12,552,40210 operating budget for 2019 coming from the international sector (FCC, 2020a).
International funding coalitions worked well for the purposes of acquiring land and building
a forest management and restoration plan, but as the number of properties available for
sale began to dwindle, the foundation decided to change their approach. As previously
discussed, more recently the FCC has been reaching out to partner with local Romanian
businesses and organizations, including eMAG (a Romanian online merchandiser) and
Banca Transilvania. In the next section, we will look at how the need for a different resource
has in essence moved the FCC towards the market sector.
4.3.3 Knowledge and legitimacy
Knowledge, in the sense it is used here, is not simply expert knowledge of forests or
conservation methods, but knowledge of the local people and how to reach them. The
original stakeholders in the programme were mostly foreigners looking to enact what could
have been mistaken for fortress conservation. However, in recent years, the FCC has taken
strides to engage the local communities through partnerships with local businesses,
through educational programmes, and through direct economic support. Simply buying
the land will not be enough to create a national park; the park will only come into existence
if the local people want and agree to it. As such, the FCC has begun programmes aimed at
gaining the confidence and support of the local people. According to interviewee 7,
programmes range from
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This figure represents only “intenational” funding from private trusts and foundations and the EU.
Other income derived from corporations, private donations, and local revenue streams is not
included. Total operating budget for 2019 was reported as EUR13,440,122.
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“helping the town hall in developing sustainable land use plans and then helping
them to write proposals to for EU grants, all the way to organizing online schools with
volunteers for the Roma families, for the kids of the Roma families, to supporting a
sports club, the local football club and making sure that they can drive to their
matches and have proper clothing and equipment and so on. You know, this is stuff
that is often zero to do with conservation, nothing to do with conservation, but it is
something that we have to do in order to make people understand that there is this
linkage between nature conservation, wellbeing, economic uplift, health care, social
issues and so on. These are all interlinked and since we are doing that and we're
putting more and more emphasis on it, the relations with the local communities has
increased very, very much, or it's improved very much.”
Such outreach programmes serve to bring the “market” demographic a little closer. These
communities consist of farmers and loggers, and their buy-in is crucial. Particularly when
some of the most outspoken critics (such as Nostra Silva) have members living in these
communities.
Similarly, the FCC has recently partnered with well-known Romanian businesses to drum
up support not just for the national park project, but to bring about a paradigm shift in the
way Romanians think about the environment and sustainability. In 2021, The FCC partnered
with eMAG, Romania’s largest e-commerce website (also referred to as “the Amazon.com
of Romania”) to produce a study on the socio-economic impact of the proposed park. In
return, eMAG hopes to utilize the knowledge contained within the FCC to help their own
business become a leader in sustainability and social responsibility. This is a long-term
partnership that they hope will encourage other Romanian companies to join in, creating a
civil movement towards sustainability and nature conservation.
One of the businesses joining the movement is Banca Transilvania. The bank has partnered
with the FCC and Casa Buna Association to build a day care center for children living in a
rural area of Arges county. They aim to build trust with the community by providing a place
for children to study, have meals, play sports, and learn about nature and the history of the
area. Ömer Tetik, the General Manager of Banca Transilvania stated “The trust that
Romanians have in Banca Transilvania makes us do everything we can for Romania to be
the place we want – a country where we take care of the vulnerable and where the respect
for nature and economic development go hand in hand” (FCC, 2021).
4.3.4 Summary
When viewed through the prism of the actors’ dimension, coalitions can be demarcated
along resource lines. That is to say, the FCC partners with different actors depending on
the need for land, funding, or knowledge/legitimacy. What’s more, they also engage with
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different levels of actors, be it local, national, or international, to best meet their
conservation goals. Initially Carpathia was adept at raising public funds via land acquisition
funding from international private sources. As land became less available, they sought to
use these funds to better align with the local population. More recent cooperative projects
with Romanian companies helps to add legitimacy to their cause, as well as new local
avenues for funding. Although the bulk of Carpathia’s income still comes from international
trusts and foundations as well as the EU, they form new local coalitions as their needs
change.

4.4 Rules
The rules dimension of the PAA asserts that the rules may be formal or informal, yet most
of what this research shows is that the rules in Romania regarding protected forests are
overly detailed, leaving little room for forest owners to decide on best practices. This being
the case, the following section breaks down the rules into three sections, namely land rights,
The Romanian Forest Code, and the EU Natura 2000 framework. The rules do not function
on their own, but are intricately linked to the actors, resources, and discourse dimensions.
4.4.1 Land rights and protected areas
Private land rights in Romania have been a source of confusion for many, with a lack of
transparency as the main criticism. The process of restitution came in three phases, each
corresponding with a change in the ruling government, which has resulted in a dual system
of forest ownership. The three laws were instituted as follows:
•

The first restitution law was issued by former communists who were hesitant to
give back the forest, so they allotted one hectare to each former owner, regardless
the original size of the forest. This law passed with no accompanying legislation
around how to care for the forest.

•

The second law gave back up to 10 hectares to former owners and allowed for
some other categories such as municipal forests and compossessorates.

•

The third legislation gave back any forest whose ownership and size could be
proven through documentation from prior to 1948.

As such, Romanian forests are owned by many people, with more than 800,000 properties
that are less than 10 hectares – which means that under the Romanian Forest Code
(discussed next), they are not required to have a forest management plan in place (see
Figure 10).
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Figure 10: Romanian forest area ownership types (in hectares) as of 31/12/2018.
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Source: Romsilva (http://www.rosilva.ro/articole/paduri_private__p_213.htm)

The high number of small landholders creates a mosaic of ownership across the Făgăraș
Mountains. Many of these are small landholdings without access to a road. During my
research visit, I attempted to drive through the Făgăraș Mountains only to find them
impassable due to snow, so it is important to remember that this area is not easily accessible
unless you have a specially designed vehicle. This being the case, some landowners find it
easier to sublease to loggers who can find ways of accessing the land. Large pieces of land
are hard to come by and are often owned by the state. Though the state holds just under
50% of all Romanian forests, their percentage of the Făgăraș Mountains is closer to 60%,
which leaves less land available for sale.
The rules are slightly different if you happen to have been restituted land that was already
in a protected area, as is the case for owners of land inside the Piatra Craiului National Park.
In this case, owners cannot make any changes to the land that is not approved by the
National Park Authority. For people living within the park, this means no extensions to their
homes or a new barn unless they receive prior approval. This can be an expensive
proposition, since the park maintains strict rules on the use of traditional materials which
are often much more expensive to purchase than modern materials. This lack of control
over your own property has led to resentment, particularly since the establishment of the
park borders (and indeed the Natura 2000 sites) were not made in conversation with local
inhabitants. There may be one house that needs approval from the park authority, but
across the street, their neighbour is not within the park border and does not need any
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approvals. This can understandably lead to problems and protestations. Therefore, being
inside a protected area is not looked upon favourably.
4.4.2 The Romanian Forest Code
The current Romanian Forest Code was first adopted in 2008 and has undergone frequent
changes since then. It consists of 132 articles which lay out the legal framework for the
protection, conservation, and development of the National Forest Fund. The fund is divided
almost evenly into two functional groups. Group 1 includes protected forests with “special
functions for the protection of water, soil, climate and objectives of national interest, forests
for recreation, forests for the protection of the genome fund and the eco-fund, as well as
forests in protected natural areas of national interest. Group 2 consists of forests for
protection and production functions, “in which the aim is to achieve the production of highquality wood and other forest products, as well as, at the same time, the protection of the
quality of environmental factors” ("Romanian Forestry Code," 2015, p. Art 25). Management
specifications, as laid out in 8 separate volumes called “technical norms,” depend on the
forest function designation; a designation that is decided on by the Ministry.
The Forest Code has been amended many times to curb some of the illegal logging that
was occurring in the 1990s. Most recent changes to the Forest Code have included
additional penalties for non-compliance, as well as requirements for certain certifications.
The certification requirement had been in place since the 1990s, but more recent updates
(about 5 years ago) call for caps on harvesting. As interviewee 1 mentioned, in regard to
certifications,
“basically we assess their, let's say resources in terms of equipment, as in harvesting
equipment and their specialists, because they have to have a hired specialist that is
either an engineer or a technician, and based on those we give or assign them a
certain timber harvesting capacity per year… They don't have to reach that number,
but that is the maximum that they can harvest per year based on what they have as
in terms of resources.”
Regulations are also becoming extremely prescriptive in terms of technical norms, which,
according to interviewee 3, “does not give much freedom of decision for forest owners
regarding their forest [and] created a low image for our forests.” The interviewee further
lamented that
“as a forest owner, you don't have many benefits. In many situations you are even in
a situation where, based on the Romanian legislation, you have to pay for certain
mandatory services. So it's not just that you are not allowed to decide over the
function of the forest, over the quantities to be harvested or whether to harvest or
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not. You have to follow a very complicated system of marking trees, and I won't get
into details. However, it's very complicated. So the legislation is very prescriptive.
Long, long production cycles. I mean, for Spruce, for Norway Spruce in Romania, we
have like 100, 120 years the production cycle. So this is why we have so many old
growth forests. I mean, they are not old growth forests, they are a long cycle
managed forests.”
The Forest Code, along with the accompanying technical norms that make up the Romanian
forest regime, is clearly quite prescriptive and detailed. Forests over 10 ha are required to
follow these technical norms via a management plan according to their forest designation
(protection, or protection and production). This does not leave much leeway for the
landowners in terms of managing their own land, which begs the question of how these
rules are enforced.
Clearly rules exist for the proper management of the land, but other factors appear to be
getting in the way, and politics and corruption seem to be the culprits. One major bone of
contention appears to be in the way Romsilva, the state body responsible for all state
forests, is funded: through selling wood. Some consider this a conflict of interest and doubt
the administrators have any incentive to properly follow the rules. In addition, some of the
changes to the Forest Code of late have been viewed by environmentalists as political
manoeuvring; legislation created not based on solid science, but to further their political
careers by appeasing special interest groups. Interviewee 4 criticized the state, saying
“Corruption is the main challenge – from logging to top politicians to forest guards. Their
interests are commercial… You can link election years to wood logging because they give
so much money to campaigns.”
4.4.3 Protected Forests and Natura 2000
Legislation for protected forests comes in four levels as suggested by the International
Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN). This means that all land within a national park
is not equally protected, but falls under one of the following schemes:
1. Strict protection zone
2. Integral protection zone
3. Sustainable conservation zone
4. Sustainable development zone (where the towns are located)
Placed over this is the European ecological network Natura 2000, which was created after
Romania joined the EU in 2007. Natura 2000 sites cover close to a quarter of the country,
and the Făgăraș Mountains are included within this range (see Figure 11). Around 60
percent of the forests that are included in the protected areas are state owned and 40
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percent are privately owned because, as interviewee 3 claimed “we didn't take care when
we planned the Natura 2000, we didn't really take care about the structure of the property,
so this is creating some serious problems. Or not necessarily now, but it will in the future
because as I said, for the moment, the owners are not really conscious of their attributions
and their rights.”
Figure 11: Map of the Natura2000 sites in the Făgăraș Mountains (2020).

Nature Reserve
National Park
Natura 2000 SCI – Site of Community Importance
Natura 2000 SPA – Special Protection Areas (Birds Directive)
Source: http://atlas.anpm.ro/atlas#

The above map clearly shows that the Făgăraș Mountains, as well as most of Piatra Craiului
National Park are included within the Natura 2000 scheme. Natura 2000, however, is
considered by many to be the lowest form of protection, with not little to no repercussions
for ignoring the EU guidelines on conservation. Interviewee 5 stated “I agree with [Natura
2000] in theory, but it is embarrassing because there are only Natura2000 sites with no real
protection – nothing for Făgăraș. You can have economic development anywhere and it can
be twisted in any way you want in Romania.” Conservationists are lobbying to raise the bar
to 10% designated as “strict protection” zones (currently the Natura 2000 sites falling under
this category amount to just 1-2%). Part of the problem stems from the poor planning in
creating the sites without taking ownership into consideration, and partly because strict
protection would not permit private owners or state-owned forests to receive any income
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from the wood they could harvest. The rules as they relate to protected areas in Romania
are not only lacking teeth, but are not well known or understood by forest owners. As
interviewee 4 reported,
“There was a memorandum [to create a park] in 2016 I think. And then there is a forest
owners association which started to fight against the park establishment… They
turned on [The FCC] basically, because they were afraid of restrictions that the
national park will bring. They don't see the opportunities and they don't like to think
long term.”
Internal pressure to do away with any strict “protection” designations is countered by
external pressure from environmental groups and the EU who call for long-term thinking to
address forest loss.
4.4.4 Summary
The rules around land ownership, forest management, and forest protection have been
applied in a piecemeal fashion since the 1990s. Efforts to atone for errors of the communist
era led to confusion around land ownership rights. Further to this, attempts were made to
update the Romanian Forest Code, which was initially used to manage all forests under one
governing body, to manage forests run by thousands of different caretakers, with varying
relationships to the land. All these regulations were then overlaid with different “protection”
designations that are neither enforceable, nor offer reliable financial compensation. Add to
this the fact that the state-run forest fund makes money through logging, it is no wonder
environmentalists are suspicious of legislation that does not serve to strictly protect
Romania’s forests. Since the Făgăraș area is mostly owned by the state, it is even trickier to
make policy inroads without outside (international/EU) assistance.

4.5 Discourse
This section explains the three emerging discourses surrounding the FCC’s national park
project, starting with a quick background to put the discourse in a wider context (4.5.1). We
then delve further into how the inclusion of philanthrocapitalists influences the
conversations around conservation in the Făgăraș Mountains by exploring three diverging
discourses which I have named “conservative,” “diplomatic,” and “progressive” (4.5.2, 4.5.3,
4.5.4).
4.5.1 Background
When speaking casually with locals in Brasov (neighbours, waiters, taxi drivers), almost no
one had heard of the Foundation Conservation Carpathia or the project to create a giant
national park. They did, however, have strong feelings regarding conservation and illegal
logging, calling it “a shame what they are doing with the forests” and lamenting that “no
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one cares, everybody just wants money.” It became clear that though these people were
not involved in forest policy, they certainly had opinions regarding the use of Romanian
forests. Often, these opinions were fed by anger over perceived corruption. As one
neighbour put it “Schweighofer [Gerald] of HS Timber Group11 is a very dangerous man.
He is Austrian, but taking Romanian forests. [The Romanian government] wanted to put a
moratorium on logging, but Schweighofer asked the president not to sign it, so he didn’t.”
The perception of corruption has lead to a lot of distrust when it comes to foreigners as well
as the Romanian government, especially given the political and economic history of the
country.
For those more directly involved in forest policy and who are well-aware of the FCC and its
goals, state actors tend to believe the FCC has a “nice idea,” but that it would ultimately fail
because of a variety of factors, including bureaucracy, corruption, and simply because the
Romanian people (farmers and rural residents) were not yet ready to take on such an
endeavour. The state, special interest groups, academics, and market actors all generally
agree that many rural residents are older and lack access to information on their rights and
land issues, including how to obtain subsidies, further hindering the process of reform.
A contingent of Romanian forest owners believe they have been taking great care of the
forests for many years, and that foreigners coming in and placing restrictions on their use
is outrageous. For a country that has been told what to do for many years, this kind of
"bullying” is intolerable. At the same time, Romanians are still adjusting to the capitalist way
of thinking, and it is not unusual to see a high-end Range Rover making its way around a
family on a horse-drawn cart. This visual is a stark reminder that traditional means of living
are not financially rewarding. Interviewee 10, a farmer, claimed he was unable to find
anyone to work on his farm. Instead, “people would rather work in factories for a guaranteed
amount every week, even if it is less than they would get farming, and even if it’s a 2 hour
bus commute each way, because of this mentality… spend until it is gone because there
will be another pay check next week for the same amount.”
On the one hand, you have the more traditional members of the population, mainly rural
residents, that crave financial security. On the other hand, people more aligned with a
capitalist mindset, including international special interest groups and most large
businesses, believe change is afoot, and that once the right policies are in place, Romania
will be on course to be the home of Europe’s flagship conservation initiative, bringing great
economic, social and environmental returns. Somewhere in the middle lie the state actors
and local logging interests who hold that technical fixes such as streamlining the Forest
Code and implementing mechanisms for subsidy allocation are the answer. As such, what
HS Timber Group is the largest timber processing company in Romania. The CEO is Gerald
Schweighofer.
11
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can be seen is a range of discourses arising from differing ideologies, from conservative to
diplomatic to progressive (see Table 3).
Table 3: Critical Discourse Analysis chart.

Conservative

Diplomatic

Progressive

Foreigners are stealing
our land and our power

We know best how to
balance our resources
and conservation

We must protect the
nature we have left
while it is still possible

Discourse

History of a lack of
power within the state

Working to adapt
communist structures to
free market economy

Attempting to save
what has been lost
elsewhere

Explanation

Protectionist and antiglobalization

Technocratic and
market-driven

Globalized view

Ideology

4.5.2 Conservative
At one end of the spectrum, we see some hard-line conservatives who are not interested in
having foreigners dictate the use of their forests. This group is fairly extreme in their beliefs
and is made up of some local farmers and forestry professionals, in addition to journalists
and right-wing politicians and military personnel (Nostrasilva.ro, 2020b). It is a small, but
vocal group that has managed to make inroads into policy circles. The group Nostra Silva
is particularly active in rallying local unease around the FCC programme. The group
maintains a strong web and social media presence, and also took part in policy talks held
at the University of Transylvania. They are effective in sowing seeds of doubt as to the
intentions of the “foreign billionaires” and have accused the Ministry of Environment, Water
and Forests of “acting as a servant subordinated to the billionaires of the FCC”
(Nostrasilva.ro, 2020a). As interviewee 4 described it, “Christophe [Promberger] is from
Germany and [Nostra Silva is] fighting against [the FCC], they are promoting this as like the
foreigners are coming to Romania and telling us what to do. So [Nostra Silva] promoted this
very intense[ly] on the internet and many people were believing it.”
The conservative stance is clearly deeply concerned about the loss of land to foreign
interests and the influence international players appear to have on local politicians. This
discourse uses words highly reminiscent of criminal activity (see Table 4), which is
particularly poignant given the current concern around corruption in the country.
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Table 4: Indicative language and solutions for three main discourses surrounding the FCC
project in Romania.

Conservative

Describing the FCC

Describing Romanian forestry

Proposed solutions

Diplomatic

•
•

•

Carpathian cartel
Miserable methods
Seizure of the
Fagaras
Unprofessional

•
•
•

Robbed
Corrupt
Complicit

•

N/A

•
•
•

Progressive

Nice purposes
Message that is not
entirely true
National Park
Authority is better

•
•
•

Iconic
Huge potential
Repairing mistakes
from a century ago

•
•
•

Traditional
Close to nature
Harmonious

•
•

Ruthless greed
Large-scale
corruption
Alarming

•

Better wood
traceability
Simplify regulations
Pay compensation

•

•

•
•

•

•
•

Nature-based
economies
Pay compensation
Education

It is no wonder as to why certain factions are wary of foreign projects in their territory, and
they make use of collective historical wounds to lend credence to their cause. Memory is
long in Romania, as one interviewee relayed, “we measure time not in hurricanes, but in
wars”. Indeed, after the FCC worked with European MEPs to support an appeal to the
European Commission for “immediate action” to save Romania’s forests, one journalist
compared the appeal to that of
“an attack on private and public property in Romania, a property right that is exercised with a
"ruthless greed" and "widespread corruption”. An attack modelled on Lenin, after which real estate
owners are "people whose profession is idleness" (Lenin, Imperialism, the Highest Stage of
Capitalism, Romanian Communist Party Publishing House, Bucharest, 1945, page 122). More
recently, according to [the consortia of MEPs], the profession of forest owners in Romania (including
the owner of the Romanian State) is greed and corruption” (Felseghi, 2016).

The invocation of Lenin is purposeful and effective at drawing upon the residents’ collective
history, particularly those who are older and living in rural areas. It serves as a warning, that
Romanians should be vigilant regarding the creeping influence of outsiders, in this case the
European Union; that foreigners do not view Romanian forest owners as competent
conservators, but as corrupt, lazy, and incapable of managing their own land. The
underlying threat being that of history repeating itself. Romanians are at risk of losing their
land once again, except it won’t be through collectivization brought about by communist
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ideology, as was the case in 1949, but rather through accumulation by international
interests and pressures.
This rhetoric is used to denounce the FCC programme as well as to accuse Romanian
politicians of being complicit in the “seizure” of land. As was mentioned many times during
my research, politicians are viewed as mostly only worried about their next election, and
controversial stances are to be avoided. Taking a strong conservationist stance is regarded
as controversial by conservative groups. Nostra Silva takes aim at Romanian politicians by
warning that to complete the national park project,
“Foundation Conservation Carpathia will need derogations from the Romanian State,
areas will be created in the Făgăraș Mountains, where a special legislation is desired,
different from that for the rest of Romania's territory. Specific to FCC billionaires – the
rules are for ordinary mortals, not for the "visionaries" who buy the Făgăraș Mountains
by square meter...” (Nostrasilva.ro, 2020a).
Yet accusations of corruption come from other schools of thought as well. The conservative
group consists mostly of rural residents, along with some conservative writers and
politicians, who ostensibly maintain their readership and power within these realms. The
leader of Nostra Silva is a lawyer from Bucharest, which some of my interviewees
questioned in terms of his actual beliefs and wondered aloud if he was spearheading this
campaign against the FCC because it gets his name in the papers. Interviewee 4 went so
far as to say “He's nuts. He's a lawyer. He saw this as a, I don't know, a platform for him to
became more notorious and show to the local people that he's defending them.”
Conservatives like Nostra Silva characterize the FCC programme as an international attack
from which Romanians need to be defended. One local politician asked the FCC during a
meeting in 2019
“If you say that a kind of robbery took place in Austria and Germany and you say that
it is a disaster, why don't you have the passion to do these actions in your
country? Why are you doing them with us? We knew how to keep the forests and we
have them and our grandchildren will have them too” (Nostrasilva.ro, 2019b).
This critical view of international cooperation is based heavily on conservatives’
protectionist and anti-globalisation ideologies. Given the history of private land ownership
in Romania and how the commons have historically helped to craft the identity of
communities, outside intervention is a threat to that sense of identity. Add to that the shift
to a free market economy whereby residents are expected to monetize resources, you have
a perfect recipe for destabilization and fear – particularly if one views the state as putting
limits on how people may provide for themselves via strict forestry management rules.
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4.5.3 Diplomatic
The second discourse identified in the conservation debate constitutes the bulk of actors in
the Romanian conservation space, particularly those of state institutions and Romanian
academia. This group belongs somewhere between the “foreigners are taking over”
discourse and the “environmental crisis” mentality. Quite often, they work with both sides
as well. For example, the state experts I spoke with largely agree that subsidies and better
wood traceability are the best fixes for the problem, but concede that the country lacks the
infrastructure to properly educate people on their rights and implement the payment
system. The types of actors that fall into this coalition are mostly experts in Romanian
forestry, some farmers, and certain companies that stand to gain from such measures.
This group bears the weight of the unenviable task of balancing the needs of the Romanian
people with the demands of the EU and other special interests. While they appreciate the
financing and input from abroad, there exists a degree of defensiveness when it comes to
how the forests are handled. They hold that stories of forest abuses are exaggerated, and
that Romania has a very good forest management system in place. The problem is that the
forest management infrastructure that has been inherited from communist times does not
work efficiently for a free market system. The problems protected areas are facing are
therefore mostly administrative and can be fixed with better subsidy mechanisms and
streamlined regulations.
The bad press Romania has received recently regarding illegal clear cuts and disappearing
old growth forests has not been appreciated by state actors and logging interests.
International groups are blamed for publishing alarmist reports and stories in their home
countries, which was an embarrassment for Romania, having considered its forests a point
of national pride. Some local ministers lambasted the international press for selling “fake
news” and claim that they are printing photos of other countries and using outdated or
misrepresented statistical data on illegal logging to create a panic and paint Romania in a
terrible light. The use of differing statistics comes as a major point of contention.
Interviewees 1 and 2 explained that the two bodies responsible for forest statistics, the
National Statistics Institute and the National Forestry Inventory “Marin Dracea,” employ
different methods of monitoring annual wood harvests. The National Statistics Institute
bases its calculations on reports from forest districts, whereas the National Forest Inventory
goes into the field to take their own measurements. They explained that
“Two years ago, there were two different numbers, very different numbers, reported
by the two organisms (sic). One of them was 48 million cubic meters per year, and the
other one was 18 million cubic meters per year. So obviously a lot of the public
opinion was like, well, where did the 30 million cubic meters go? But what they didn't
take into consideration was the two different methodologies that they use, the
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statistical errors and so on. So they jumped immediately to the conclusion that all of
it was illegal and illegally harvested timber. [However,] a part of that was dead wood,
dead woods, standing dead wood or even fallen dead wood, so. (Translating for
interviewee 2) So he's saying that with this conflict, with the two different numbers, in
his opinion, it was a political issue. So it was to push political interests forward,
basically, because it was about the elections and that period, you know?”
This is not to say they do not agree that a problem with illegal logging exists, but merely
that the problem is overblown in the international press.
In addition to wounding national pride, these stories run the risk of spooking investors.
Logging and wood products provide a great deal of income for the country, and mixed
messages are a threat to their income. Like many former Eastern bloc countries, Romania
has a problem with young people leaving to find work and sending money home, but not
returning. Once their parents pass away, the income they send back will vanish as well, so
it is imperative that they begin building back a solid economic base which can attract further
investment and jobs in the future. To do this, Romanians must maintain control of their land
as well as be offered compensation. As interviewee 3 stated,
“if we compare Carpathia land area with Piatra Craiului [National Park], I would be
tempted to better appreciate the work of the people in Piatra Craiului because they
are getting to results that are... that will come very close to what Carpathia will get in
a couple of tens of years. But they will still have forest owners that are responsible,
that understand what they are doing, that are compensated. They are looking ahead.
They will live more proud to have a little piece of forest in a national park that is wellmanaged and they are compensated.”
One way to incentivise forest owners is to streamline their overly prescriptive forestry code
and offer subsidies for conservation via the Natura 2000 compensation scheme. The
problem here is not simply that the state does not yet have the infrastructure available to
disseminate the funds from the EU for this purpose, but that current Romanian forestry
technical norms are so detailed and prescriptive that they allow no room for concessions.
Interviewee 3 put it in no uncertain terms:
“The authorities were not able to create such an institutional and financial mechanism
in order to be able to compensate the owners through the Natura 2000 payments.
…the management planning is compulsory for services that are higher than 10
hectares. Management planning is based on it. So when once done, the management
plan has to be applied as it is [and] there are obligations in the management plan that
are very high in terms of biodiversity conservation. So there is no room for
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additionality. So there is no possibility for the Brussels officials to pay. …so we are not
using the permits for Natura 2000, unfortunately. So this mechanism of compensation
is actually a burden for the national budget.”
Therein lies a sort of catch-22 situation. In order to apply Natura 2000 payments, the current
restrictions applied to protected areas via Romanian law would need to be repealed to
request low or no restrictions, so that forest owners in protected areas could forego the
“use” of that forest and thereby collect compensation. Of course, policymakers are afraid
of repealing such prescriptive measures, especially given that the infrastructure for the
release of payments is heavily bureaucratic and not transparent. The focus now is on how
to adjust the forest policy without allowing a free-for-all.
This highly technocratic stance is understandable given the enormity of the task. The
diplomatic discourse, as the name suggests, aims to placate international and supranational
interests while maintaining control over the technical aspects of Romanian forest
protection. This discourse relies heavily on the belief that good science and policy are the
keys to sustainable forest governance. Conservatives need science-based solutions free of
any suspected cronyism, while the environmental crisis narrative (discussed below)
damages the potential for open dialogue on real solutions in the realm that actually matters
– that of policy and legislation (Vasile & Iordăchescu, 2022).
4.5.4 Progressive
The third discourse shifts from more local, Romanian interests, to those of the international
community working in Romania. The “environmental crisis” discourse stems mostly from
environmental activists and NGOs, EU representatives, and forest rangers. It should be
noted that forest rangers have come under physical attack in the past 10 years while
attempting to carry out their missions to protect the forests. The violence further serves to
underscore the urgency with which they work. The progressive line of thinking is perhaps
the most widespread (via the press, internet, social media) and has a long reach due to
many proponents having international audiences and supporters. This view holds that we
are in the midst of an environmental crisis and that one way of stemming the problem is
through careful preservation and restoration of forests.
Since Romania is home to some of Europe’s largest last remaining old-growth forests, it is
an excellent place to start. As interviewee 6 put it “[Romania has] inherited all of these
forests and the wildlife and we have seaside. We have plains we have hills, we have
mountains, we have everything and we are in top five [countries in Europe in terms of
natural capital] and we could be top one.” First, given the capitalist ideology it stems from,
the forests must be seen as an economic opportunity. This is not just about paying
compensation – but a two-pronged approach: the forest owners should be moving towards
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nature-based solutions and the Romanian government should be buying forests for
protection. Since this is not yet the case, private funding is therefore critical to affecting
change in forest practices and forest legislation. There is an urgency to this discourse, a
sense that time is of the essence and we must do what we can as soon as possible. In the
words of interviewee 11: “Land purchase is essential. It may be regarded as empire
building, so be it. We've just got to make sure that the right people feel in control of the
empire, but the rules are there, I think that's what really matters.” The “right people” of
course being those who ascribe to the progressive way of thinking.
Much of the language emanating from this discourse employs the use of not just words
connoting urgency, but language that assumes ownership of the mountains and a longterm vision. For example, in a letter to the European Commission, German MEP Viola von
Cramon stated “In Romania, deforestation caused by illegal logging is continuing on an
alarming scale. It threatens the last and irreplaceable primary forests in the EU, which are
more crucial than ever in the fight against climate change and for the preservation of
biodiversity” (Cramon, 2020). The use of the words “alarming”, “irreplaceable” and “crucial”
lend a sense of urgency and importance to the cause. She also claims the forests for the EU
(as opposed to Romanian forests) and goes on to say the “largely untouched areas in the
Romanian Carpathian Mountains and the Făgăraș Mountains have survived until today – a
European if not global heritage of invaluable ecological value.” In this second sentence, she
extrapolates further to assert that the Romanian forests not only belong to the EU, but are
a “global heritage.”
The supposition of ownership and urgent language implies a lack of trust in the ability of
Romanians to handle their forests responsibly. As interviewee 11 noted, “Obviously, state
ownership will help. But that itself can ebb and flow according to political currents. So, yeah,
[private] buying is important. And obviously with a private owner, even if one generation
has a very clear idea of what they want to achieve, which is fairly few and far between, the
next may not, they may have an overwhelming wish for cash.” These types of statements,
support the notion of the outsider as a saviour of sorts, and speaks to the broad appeal of
this discourse. Just about anyone can get behind a cause that is expressed as being of
global value and long-term importance (unless of course you are a Romanian forest owner).
The solution proffered to such an urgent environmental crisis is not simply to ringfence the
mountains or take people’s land. Progressives assert that better education around
conservation practices and increased support for nature-based economies are the way
forward. According to the FCC webpage,
“A large protected area should also provide benefits for people. The conservation
enterprise programme is our goal to support and develop businesses related to
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nature conservation. We will be focusing on training entrepreneurs and providing
consultancy through the process. These green businesses would also create jobs and
bring significant annual revenues to local communities.”
The focus on economic benefits is further echoed by some who are critical of current
agriculture and forestry subsidies. Interviewee 11 stated
“there are plenty of environmental, social and economic arguments, and as a trained
economist… it just struck me that there were huge areas that were economically very
marginal in agriculture and forestry that only survive by dint of heavy subsidy. To the
huge disadvantage of the hard-pressed taxpayer and consumer.”
The solution is therefore finding ways for nature to “pay for itself,” be it through naturebased economies or through a payment for ecosystem services scheme such as the
Natura2000 payments. Of course, this brings us back to the problem of Romania’s troubles
with implementing the payments system without repealing its stringent forestry technical
norms. In addition, critics also point to Romania’s lack of infrastructure as the first barrier to
economic development; infrastructure that would necessarily degrade some of the very
areas they wish to preserve. Interviewee 3 noted that “we are clear cutting increasingly for
tourism purposes. Of course, depending on the area, you may manage a forest for tourism
purposes, but you don't have if you don't have tourists, I mean, it's not that easy.”
It is not surprising that many of the people and organizations following this type of
discourse are international in their nature. The language and thinking spring from a strong
belief in globalising forces; that the world is inexorably interlinked and that humankind may
lay claim to all its resources. This connected world view is overlaid by neo-liberal attitudes
regarding profit and the free market whereby discourse pushes for investment in naturebased economies and claims that better economic returns will come through sustainable
forestry. The solution therefore requires that Romania be a fully functioning free market
and open to neo-liberal interventions. Given the current issues around land rights, illegal
logging, corruption, and a lack of certain infrastructures, the extent to which this is true is
debatable.
4.5.5 Summary
The presence of philanthrocapitalists in the mix of forest policy actors in Romania appears
to highlight and magnify certain aspects of the discourse around conservation issues. Their
“foreignness” has brought about suspicion and resentment from conservative thinkers who
believe the Romanian way of life is under threat from outsiders. This threat is compounded
by the fact that the FCC has many international supporters with the political and financial
means to “buy the Făgăraș Mountains by square meter.” The “environmental crisis”
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discourse espoused by the philanthrocapitalists and their international supporters serves
to put pressure on the Romanian government with its urgent pleas for reform. This leaves
moderates stuck in the middle of the two discourses, thereby creating a third “diplomatic”
discourse that calls for a measured, technical response to appease both sides.

4.6 Results summary
How do philanthrocapitalist conservation interventions affect forest policy?
When looking at the overall picture, we see that the inclusion of philanthrocapitalists in the
actors dimension brings broad international attention. With access to funds and knowledge
from abroad, the FCC was able to establish themselves quickly by buying land. Tapping
into a network of international philanthropists further served to get more land and backing,
which gave them the capital to apply for and win huge sums of public funding. Having the
EU as a sponsor gives greater legitimacy to their cause, which further attracts local
Romanian businesses who are looking to align their company reputation with sustainable
and environmentally friendly practices.
At the local level, philanthrocapitalists must work hard to shake off the “invading foreigner”
label. This is only done by building trust within the communities they are trying to reach
through education programmes, public outreach, and building a forest compensation
mechanism of their own with less bureaucracy than state sponsored schemes. The FCC’s
relentless push for stricter protections, coupled with their close relationship with EU
ministers, puts the Romanian state in the difficult position of having to appease slower,
more traditional ways of thinking from local constituents, all while the philanthrocapitalists’
urgent environmental crisis narrative looms large.
Though the state officials I spoke with were reserved and guarded in their talks with me, all
were confident that the next policy (for 2030) would be amenable to all interested parties.
This framework has only just reached the working group stage as of early 2022, but many
stakeholders were consulted, including the FCC and international partners like ProPark and
WWF Romania. The sheer scale of the FCC project, it’s international media footprint and
growing local business community support, means the government will be forced to
answer to its own electorate and the international community for any less than acceptable
forest policy.
The pinch the forestry sector is in can be recognized in their policy approach. The
collaborative effort via the University of Transilvania is one indicator of a move towards
appeasing both sides of the forestry debate; those who welcome international investment
and oversight, and those who believe Romanian foresters know best how to manage their
own forests and should be left to handle conservation as they see fit. In addition,
mechanisms to begin making Natura 2000 payments have already begun, but they are so
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mired in bureaucracy that payments for 2019 have only just begun. Promises for better
infrastructure to accommodate tourism are in the works (a new airport in Brasov and roads
to access hiking trails in the Făgăraș), all of which must pass environmental assessment
plans. Local businesses are also taking on sustainable business practices and engaging with
communities to ensure the forests and wildlife are protected. Though the change is slow, it
is gaining local support and momentum. Whether the FCC will succeed in creating the
national park has seemingly become less of the objective as they are effectively leveraging
their networks, resources, and narrative to move policy towards more sustainable uses of
forests in the Făgăraș Mountain area.
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5. Discussion
This chapter begins with a discussion of the key findings of the research as they relate to
current debates around philanthrocapitalist approaches (5.1). In section 5.2, I reflect on the
research methods and theoretical framework and offer possibilities for future study. Section
5.3 brings the discussion to a close with recommendations for philanthrocapitalists.

5.1 Key findings and current debates
Given current calls for increased private investment in mitigating climate change and
biodiversity loss (COP26, 2021; Engbers et al., 2021; Ramutsindela et al., 2013), it is
important to recognize the ramifications of attaching private funds and initiatives to
conservation projects. The results of this research indicate that while philanthrocapitalist
interventions do indeed affect policy, they are doing so indirectly through multi-level
coalitions that include both local and international interests. Funding alone cannot sustain
such large initiatives, and as the FCC found out, local buy-in is crucial to successful
programme implementation. The high profile of philanthrocapitalists draws attention from
a range of interested parties, from local to international, which highlights differences in
resources and discourse. This puts the state in the mediator position between high-level,
international conservation demands and local environmental and economic interests.
Ultimately, if it is accepted that environmental issues are global in nature, then responsible
governments will balance environmental policy between local and global concerns.
Philanthrocapitalists simply serve as a representation of global interests in local policy
creation.
The results appear to contradict critics of philanthrocapitalism who argue that the
billionaires’ ability to gain influence and public funding “is reducing transparency,
participation and deliberation within the public domain” (Thompson, 2018, p. 1). The
Romanian case suggests just the opposite, that participation is increasing, particularly at
the national level when looking at local forest owner associations and corporations. The
FCC could not simply buy their way into the project, but instead works to develop and
maintain a series of coalitions aimed at furthering their cause. In addition, heavy media
coverage facilitates discussions at the local and international levels. Similarly, concerns
regarding how much influence private individuals have over the use of public funds seem
unfounded. Critics argue the idea of large amounts of government funding ending up in
the hands of private foundations “represents a subtle but profound displacement of belief
in the need for democratic checks and balances on the use of public funds for private
enrichment” (McGoey, 2021, p. 1). Yet the results indicate that private funding was used to
buy land, while public funding was used for forest restoration and to fund projects related
to community outreach; public funds thereby being used for public enrichment. Perhaps
the big fear that we are headed towards a future where a handful of unelected trustees,
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families, or individuals may exercise global power with no accountability (Nisbet, 2019) is
unsupported.
The results instead build on existing evidence from academics and conservationists who
believe that the climate crisis necessitates drastic measures (Humes, 2009; Wilshusen et al.,
2002). Bishop and Green (2015, p. 547) counter the critics of philanthrocapitalism by
claiming “their power to deliver makes them essential at a time when traditional approaches
relying on government action alone can often seem impotent to address the huge
problems facing the world.” This sentiment was clearly echoed during the COP26 meeting
in which the private sector was called upon to help solve the climate crisis. Similarly, the
European Green Deal, the European Union’s framework for becoming carbon neutral by
2050, holds that “a greater share of spending on climate and environmental action from the
EU budget than ever before will crowd in private funding” (European Commission, 2020).
This reliance on private funds to supplement public spending to solve the environmental
crisis is ubiquitous in environmental policy circles, from saving the Atlantic Forest in Brazil
to reducing greenhouse gas emissions globally (Brinkman, 2009; Young & de Castro,
2021). In the Romanian case, it was clear that the conservation project must be big to be
profitable, as Hansjörg Wyss proposed a much bigger project than was initially suggested.
Since these high-net-worth individuals have tight networks and influence across borders,
the FCC attracted investment organically fairly quickly, no doubt tapping into the enormity
and urgency of these tasks that is inherent in the “climate emergency” discourse. The FCC’s
ability to partner with local businesses to initiate public projects further demonstrates their
ability to mobilize resources.
Though international environmental frameworks are touting private investment as a
necessary supplement to curb climate change and an impending environmental crisis, what
appears to be happening in Romania is the inverse. Philanthrocapitalists are capitalizing on
their unique ability to secure public funding for their private initiatives. This is not to imply
any mal intent, but to highlight that the FCC project was the brainchild of a few individuals
and not a publicly procured project. Certainly, stipulations came with the EU funding, but it
was the ability to co-finance through land acquisition that led to the approval of the project,
reminiscent of the adage “it takes money to make money.” Yet even with large amounts of
public and private funding, the FCC has had to change tack and begin working closely with
local groups, demonstrating that conservation projects are particularly difficult to enact as
outsiders. Local input is crucial for success. By forming alliances with the underprivileged,
“the wealthy learn which issues to attend to,” which makes for more successful projects
(Scully et al., 2018, p. 1103).
Following on from the belief that the private sector must be involved in solving global
problems, some disagreement revolves around the practice of using market forces to
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produce environmental benefits. Philanthrocapitalists expect some financial returns from
their investments, which critics believe can lead to strategies for development that promote
neoliberal

economic

policies

and

corporate

globalisation

(Bereano,

2022).

Philanthrocapitalist approaches have been criticized for sharing the stance of a
management consultancy, with the overall objective being to enhance the functioning of a
system, to improve its efficiency or ability to achieve specific outcomes using measurable
indicators (Sievers, 1995). As such, philanthropies that were originally imagined to be
champions of public civil society, are leaning more towards the private sector and no longer
act as a counterbalance to neoliberalisation. Mark Tercek, former partner at Goldman Sachs
and CEO of The Nature Conservancy (TNC) between 2008 and 2019, is noted for
reorienting TNC’s approach, working with companies like Dow Chemical on a voluntary
basis and never questioning corporate business-as-usual (Martelli & Westcott, 2020).
Holmes argues that this movement towards the private sector is especially true of
biodiversity conservation as “it poses fewer tricky questions about how capitalism operates
than other environmental movements such as environmental justice” (Holmes, 2012, p.
190).
The research in Romania, however, shows that philanthrocapitalist projects promote
dialogue between not just local foresters and policymakers, but between public and private
supranational and national interests, as demonstrated in the constellation of policy actors.
These findings are supported by research that claims when non-state actors shape and
carry out governance functions, it does not in fact equate to a transfer of power, but rather
it is central to how governance presently functions (Sending & Neumann, 2006; Sørensen,
2002; Stone, 2010). This balance between both public and private poles of action is
essential to a civil society in a functioning democracy; one side acting to counter the other
should forces begin to shift too heavily to one side (Sievers, 1995).
One example of increasing cooperation between public and private sectors is the creation
of Social Impact Bonds (SIBs) which are public-private partnerships where private investors
front the capital for public projects to deliver positive social or environmental outcomes
(UNDP, 2016). If the project is a success (based on predetermined indicators), then the
government will pay for the costs plus interest on the “bond.” The underlying message
being that the private sector, using an evidence-based approach, financial discipline, and
entrepreneurial zest, is more capable of delivering social services than the inefficient,
unreliable state (Berndt & Wirth, 2018). Though Romania is not quite at the point of initiating
SIBs, the need for outcome-based policies, as opposed to communist era procedural
regulations, is quite evident. Furthermore, greater cooperation between the state and
private sector is needed to meaningfully monitor and evaluate such measures, with the
problem of the lack of consensus on forestry statistics as a prime example.
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The research fits with the idea that the marketization of social policies “cannot be
understood as the action of politicians alone but as a part of a complex apparatus of
politicians, philanthropists, and corporations” (Cohen & Lizotte, 2015, p. 1827). The EU
directive to conserve 10% of land in Romania will likely necessitate a public-private
partnership, and one that the FCC is positioning themselves for. Though some may argue
that such new movements in philanthropy are blurring the lines between the non-profit and
for-profit sectors and between the state, the market, and philanthropy (Berndt & Wirth,
2018; Rogers, 2012; Schambra, 2013), it is clear these lines are already quite blurry (the
Ministry of Environment, Water and Forests receiving funds through wood sales is one such
example). The inclusion of philanthrocapitalists has served to push the state into a
precarious middleman stance; the result of which appears to be an increased need for
public-private cooperation. The results also show that this cooperation may be hindered to
a degree due to the environmental crisis narrative coming from the philanthrocapitalists.
Such discourse can harm the ability of the state to work with the FCC in meaningful ways
that aren’t then dubbed “corrupt” by conservatives. This is exemplified in Nostra Silva’s
accusations that the FCC uses its influence to gain special favours from the Romanian
government, bypassing any sort of democratic review or local input.
Further to these issues, the research is consistent with literature describing
philanthrocapitalist projects as suffering from accusations of colonialism and land
grabbing, particularly as it pertains to issues surrounding developed nations advising
developing nations on how to handle their natural resources (Fortwangler, 2007; Jones,
2012). Almost all the philanthrocapitalists from the FCC come from the developed world,
as it is precisely these capitalistic societies that allowed them to accumulate their wealth.
This criticism is part of a much larger debate around issues of social justice and access to
sources of power, which was exemplified in the conservative discourse accusing the FCC
of “seizing” the Făgăraș Mountains. Supporters of philanthrocapitalist projects hold that it
is only through development of better infrastructures and technologies that we will tackle
climate change and that the private sector has the best resources for offering these
solutions. Sceptics point to the arrogance of the ”developed” world and ask how
environmental problems caused by these very same people and institutions can possibly
be alleviated by them. These questions were born out clearly in the discourse coming from
conservatives: How can so-called experts from foreign countries that have lost their forests
come to tell us, who have not lost our forests, how to take care of them? In their eyes,
philanthrocapitalists are very much considered those who practice a “do as I say, not as I
do” approach.
Orrange (2020) argues that movements meant to advance democracy through the growth
of NGOs and strengthening of civil society have led to the rise of philanthrocapitalism, and
that paradoxically, this bolstering of the private sector has caused the erosion of traditional
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functions of government and brought forth new notions of governing. This may indeed be
the case. The research showed that, where the environment is concerned, the Romanian
government is increasingly being held responsible to the wider global population and not
just their direct constituents. This has led to tension between local and international
interests, as illustrated in the conservatives’ use of collective history as a warning about the
potential loss of autonomy over property. The politics of philanthrocapitalists must be
recognized and understood, particularly within a networked governance environment
where the state is but one of many actors within the policy arena; where increasingly private
actors with financial, organizational, or political means are looked upon to alleviate social
problems (Eikenberry, 2006; Sørensen, 2002). Philanthrocapitalist conservation efforts are
clear in their positions supporting nature-based market economies as they push for local
policies that align with international environmental objectives. Local governments,
however, must take a more measured approach to balancing the needs of the local
communities they serve and the wider international community that increasingly lays claim
to their resources.

5.2 Reflections on research
The next section looks briefly at the methods of research, their limitations, and
suggestions for future research.
5.2.1 Quality of the selected methods
The methodological choices were constrained slightly by time and the fact that the Covid19 pandemic was ongoing during the months of study. This meant that opportunities to
observe meetings and cultural celebrations was limited, however I was afforded
uninterrupted access to some of the interviewees as their regular busy schedules were freer
than usual. Three interviewees out of eleven were more comfortable conducting the
meetings over the computer or telephone, however this was mostly due to their locations
as opposed to Covid fears. Similarly, I had access to the Cobor Biodiversity Farm as the
singular guest with a guide for three days, which would not have been possible during the
busy summer months. Spending longer periods of time with some of my respondents
allowed for a richer experience as I was able to pick up on issues I had not thought to
address, such as the explosion of the bear population as a result of a hunting ban and how
the FCC was taking some blame for this from conservatives.
Though I would have preferred to interview some of the local property owners involved
with Nostra Silva, I was not able to get a response from anyone. Luckily the organization has
an active web presence (their own website and Facebook page) which was an excellent
source of data. The same is true of some local politicians who did not respond to my
requests for an interview. Had it not been for Covid restrictions, I could have visited the
ministerial offices, however this was forbidden without an appointment. The time of year
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(over the Christmas and New Year’s holidays) may have played a role in the
unresponsiveness of certain groups, yet those that responded were very generous with
their time, so this perhaps worked in my favour in some instances. Overall, I was able to
obtain interviews with a variety of actors within the policy space, which matched the case
study approach of gathering information from a number of resources with a range of
perspectives (Feagin et al., 1991).
However, because I was not able to speak with strongly conservative members of the
public, the results may be more heavily skewed towards the diplomatic and progressive
discourses. This is not to say the conservative viewpoint is underrepresented, but the
voracity with which people feel for the land is missing from the data as only written
information could be obtained. As I was unable to view the conditions under which these
people live and work, it is perhaps difficult for me as a researcher to properly convey their
feelings on the topic of conservation. To adjust for this, I included more documents
following the conservative discourse as part of the document review.
The process for deciding which documents and media to review mostly came from items
suggested by interviewees, but also from local news sites, including Nostra Silva. I also
obtained documentation from the FCC and Piatra Craiului National Park, which was
included in the analysis. The Romanian Forest Code and certain other articles first printed
in Romanian had to be translated via Google translate, which could have altered the content
slightly, particularly in terms of connotation and nuance. To minimize this, I used two online
translation services (Google and Babilon) to check for inconsistencies.
Given that deep cultural values greatly influence this research, further studies would be wise
to include a deeper ethnographic study to place the actors in cultural and historical context.
5.2.2 Positionality
If research is co-produced by both the researcher and participants, then the identities and
perceptions of all involved can influence the research process (Bourke, 2014). During the
interview process, tried to identify with the interviewees as much as possible to put them at
ease. For example, I mentioned my father’s work in the paper and pulp industry when
dealing with lumber industry officials. Similarly, I discussed my time training as a field guide
in South Africa when speaking with park officials and my visits to the Tompkins reserves in
Chile when speaking with the FCC. Yet of course there were many aspects of my
positionality that I could not adjust.
Given the topic, as a foreign, female researcher, I was aware that respondents may associate
me with the FCC, and this could have positive or negative consequences depending on
how the FCC was viewed. To assuage any misgivings, I was careful to reiterate that I was

60

not working for the FCC, nor was I looking to make judgements about whether the
Romanian forestry service was doing a good or bad job of managing the country’s forests.
As a female interviewing 8 males and 3 females, I was aware that their attitudes towards me
could be influenced by my gender. One interviewee apologized for using the term “virgin
forests” as he did not think this was an appropriate expression to use around a “lady.” This
being the case, it is possible that some respondents were more measured and cautious in
their responses to my questions, possibly leading to less emotionally charged results.
The fact that I am American also seemed to pique some people’s interest, and may be why
many respondents spent time describing communism and the history of Romania, with
sentences beginning with “You may not know this, but…” or “It is not like the US here…”.
My position as an “outsider” in terms of not having previous deep knowledge of the groups
under study, led to an etic approach to the investigation wherein the researcher aims to be
culturally neutral (Holmes, 2020). The “outsider” status can have benefits and drawbacks,
but for the purposes of this research, where various levels of local, national, and
international actors are at play, the attempt to be as culturally neutral as possible was
appropriate.
5.2.3 Thoughts on the theoretical framework
The research employed a Policy Arrangements Approach (PAA), which seeks to provide a
framework for better understanding the interplay between actors putting policy into daily
practice and the overarching influence of changes in contemporary society (Arts et al.,
2006). Given the research sought to understand how the rise of philanthrocapitalism as a
means to conserve land has affected the daily practice of policy creation at the local level,
this theoretical framework worked well. Specifically, the PAA was useful for teasing out
connections between the constellation of actors and understanding the intricate
relationships between them. PAA also provided a convenient framework from which to
analyse the data, breaking the subject into easily identifiable themes using the dimensional
lens.
According to Liefferink (2006), different starting points on the PAA tetrahedron can shed
different light on the policy arrangement, and which aspect a researcher chooses to
highlight depends heavily on the underlying research question. Because I was looking at
the inclusion of philanthrocapitalists in the actors’ constellation, it made sense to begin the
research from the actors dimension. A study of the same case, starting from another
dimension, “resources” for example, may provide slightly different insights into the issue,
answering questions focused more on funding or knowledge. Beginning with the actor
dimension also necessarily affected how discourse was analysed, as the actors study
already highlighted different narratives involved in the policy constellation.
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The PAA allows for a brief snapshot in time of how policy is arranged. It does not, however,
give much of an indication of the speed or direction in which broader societal change is
occurring. To draw conclusions about wider changes, the researcher must first assess “how
the interactions between policy actors have resulted in a modification of rules and
resources of the policy arrangement, [and] then, in a next step, a comparison might be
made with other (related) policy arrangements across time and space” (Arts et al., 2006, p.
39). As such, this research is useful for gaining a clearer understanding of how
philanthrocapitalism affects forest policy in Romania, but without a comparative case, it is
difficult to say if these changes contribute to broader political modernisation.
5.2.4 Suggestions for future research
In this section, I look at some possible topics for future research.
One of the main issues around the philanthrocapitalist approach centers on the idea that
wealthy individuals with so much influence erode democratic decision-making (Holmes,
2015a; McGoey, 2021; Nisbet, 2019). Since the results of this research did not bear this out,
further study based on economic and resource globalisation may support the results found
in Romania and add to the scientific debate. The EU and international interests have a clear
stake in Romanian policy. As such, it is not yet clear if philanthrocapitalism is simply a
manifestation of larger globalising forces, or if their influence does indeed undermine
democracy. If one looks at globalisation as a phenomenon whereby international law will
eventually override and bring about the demise of the nation-state (Ōmae & Ohmae, 1995),
then perhaps philanthrocapitalism is inevitable and time would be better spent making sure
the projects implemented are beneficial for all. The wider question around governance
issues could be further investigated using the “fragmentation of governance architectures”
theory as described by Biermann et al. (2009). Perhaps a comparison case study using
Hansjörg Wyss’s national park project in Argentina (which doesn’t involve the EU) would be
useful in separating out the decision-making processes between state and non-state actors.
Following on from the discourse analysis, a deeper dive into how discourse is changing and
where the change is emerging would be of interest. While it is clear that international media
and the “climate crisis” discourse is gaining traction in Romania and elsewhere, “crisisdriven critiques also often miss the larger point that environmental (and other) crises
increasingly are themselves opportunities for capitalist expansion” (Büscher et al., 2012, p.
7). If this is the case, then how much of this expansion is from philanthrocapitalist projects,
and how much is from the discourse that tends to come with them? One key area for
researchers should be in discovering communication pathways and how isolated or
currently excluded groups are reached using Critical Discourse Analysis. Given that deep
cultural values greatly influence this research, further studies would be wise to include a
deeper ethnographic study to place the actors in cultural and historical context.
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Finally, even though the results illustrate that philanthrocapitalist projects affect local policy
creation, it is unclear who ultimately benefits from such influence. Any judgements
regarding the positive or negative impacts of such influence is beyond the scope of this
research and is a clear “next step” for further exploration.

5.3 Recommendations for philanthrocapitalists
The results show that better cooperation between public and private interests is paramount
to tackling large-scale environmental issues. In the case of the philanthrocapitalist projects,
greater transparency and cooperation at the beginning of a project may avert some
problems, particularly in terms of staving off accusations of land-grabbing and corruption.
Drawing on inspiration from SIBs where private investors front the capital for public
projects, conservation projects that affect whole populations could focus on communitybased education and reforestation funding in return for better protections for land and
land-owners’ rights. In this case, funding directly benefits the local community, and
investors are free to earn returns from the government off the agreed upon nature-based
economies they grow. This way, like an SIB, the philanthrocapitalist has the backing of the
government, but retains the risk and accountability for any project failures. It is not enough
to buy land in the hopes of protecting it from human interaction. Rather, funding should be
directed towards the root of the issue – people’s ability to support themselves and their
families.
Such programmes initiated for the public good need a proper vetting system, similar to a
joint venture. In order to gain public funding, project plans should be open to public
discussion, which would ease fears of corruption and favouritism. The end goals must be
beneficial for the local population, with solid economic indicators sending benefits directly
back into the local communities. Bearing this in mind, the “climate emergency” discourse,
which values the global over the local, should also be tailored to local interests and
sensibilities. The Romanian case clearly shows that this narrative, though useful in getting
funding from international donors, neglected to convince the people most directly able to
affect change: local forest owners.
To conclude, philanthrocapitalists do have an important role to play in conservation. The
scale and depth of their ambitions is admirable. In practice, however, an increased focus
on specific local benefits is needed as well as greater transparency and cooperation
between government officials, residents, and business interests.
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6. Conclusion
This research aimed to identify how philanthro-capitalist funded conservation projects
affect local forest policy in the Făgăraș Mountains of Romania. The findings highlight the
active creation of multi-level resource coalitions, blended capital access, and common
narratives as key features of philanthrocapitalism, and contributes empirical data to suggest
that policy is affected indirectly through such mechanisms. Based on qualitative analysis of
data using the policy arrangements approach, philanthrocapitalist conservation
interventions push local Romanian forest policy to align with global environmental
objectives. Their inclusion in the constellation of local policy actors serves to bring both
international and local commercial attention to their cause, highlighting discursive
disagreement around how much influence foreign interests should have in dictating policy.
The Romanian government is therefore left to play a mediating role between local and
international concerns. The case in the Făgăraș Mountains demonstrates that the success
of philanthrocapitalist-funded projects rests not just on having large sums of cash, but also
strong support from the government and local communities. Given the call for increased
private funding to help solve environmental problems, this paper adds empirical evidence
to the debate surrounding the influence of philanthrocapitalist programmes on
environmental policy with a view to better understanding its implications for society at
large.
The results illustrate that though philanthrocapitalist projects affect local policy creation, it
is unclear who ultimately benefits from such influence. Regardless, the research is useful for
understanding how philanthrocapitalist programmes influence local policy, placing
international conservation interests at odds with local economic needs, thereby
encouraging the national government to play the role of arbitrator. The increasing role
private funding plays in solving environmental problems means there are few alternatives
to public-private partnerships. Philanthrocapitalist projects in practice would therefore do
well to engage government actors at the outset and decide together how best to tackle
local forest degradation issues.
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Annex I – Interview guides
Interview Guide for FCC
My name is Melanie OToole and I am a masters student in Forest and Nature
Conservation policy at Wageningen University and Research in The Netherlands. I am
researching privately funded approaches to conservation and their effect on local
environmental policy. My goal is to assess how policy arrangements may be changing (or
not) due to the inclusion of new private actors in the conservation space. The results of my
study are expected to explore the possibilities of using private funds to promote naturebased economies that include sustainable forestry and support stronger policies
regarding conservation.
I am using a policy arrangements approach to analyse my data. This approach looks at
policy arrangements in terms of their actors and coalitions, resources, rules, and
discourse. My questions are therefore split into these 4 categories.
Rest assured that any information disclosed will be kept confidential and used solely for
academic purposes. If you agree to being recorded, I can also provide a written transcript
of the interview for you to see and make any clarifications or amendments as you see fit.

General Interview Questions
On history / existence
1. When did you begin working with FCC? (What attracted you)
2. Tell me a little about your role within the organization.
3. What excites you the most about your work?
4. What do you think has changed the most since you began working here?
On actors and coalitions
5. How would you summarize the history of forest conservation in Romania?
6. Who is involved in setting the agenda when it comes to conservation?
7. Who is ultimately responsible for making decisions on how policy should be
formed?
8. Who do you consider the main stakeholders when it comes to forest conservation
policy?
9. Of these, who are your partners? What criteria do you use for selecting partners?
Are they official partners?
10. How would you characterize your organization’s interactions with the various other
stakeholders? Cooperative? Conflicting?
11. Have any of these relationships changed much over the last 10 years?
12. Is there anyone you think should be involved, but is not or chooses not to?
13. In setting policy agenda, how is the communication between parties?
14. How is communication facilitated? What are the difficulties?
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15. Have you noticed new participants in the decision-making process in the last 10
years?
16. How did the national park programme come about?
17. What improvements would you like to see?
18. Where would you place the actors on this chart? Is anyone missing?
Resources
19. To help enact new policies, which agencies, people, etc is it critical to receive buyin from?
20. How do you go about fundraising for the intiative? From where do you receive
income?
21. What makes this approach to conservation unique in terms of funding?
22. Who do you rely on for scientific knowledge of the area?
23. How involved is the organization in local politics?
24. Is there anyone you turn to when you've hit a roadblock in your progress?
Rules
1. Are there unwritten rules that you expect from your partners you mentioned
previously?
2. Besides the Romanian Forest Code, are there other main pieces of legislation
affecting forestry in terms of conservation measures?
3. How do you view the current legislation regarding nature conservation?
4. What would you like to see changed?
5. What is your present approach to lobbying for policy change?
Discourse
6. In your opinion, what are the main challenges affecting conservation policy in
Romania?
7. Do you believe there is a role for private funding in nature conservation?
8. What is the biggest problem the Romanian forestry industry faces?
9. What do you see as the solution to that problem?
10. What is the biggest misconception about forestry and conservation?
11. What is your biggest hope for the future in terms of conservation in Romania?
12. What would “success” look like for you in terms of forest conservation?
13. Do you think your idea of “success” changed over time?
Wrap up
14. It there anything you’d like me to know that we haven’t covered?
15. Are there any people or organizations that you think I should speak with in order to
get a well-rounded picture of conservation in Romania?
16. Do you know of any local foresters in Rucar who might be willing to speak with me?
17. Finally, do you have any questions for me?
Thank you for your time!
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Interview guide for other organizations
My name is Melanie OToole and I am a masters student in Forest and Nature
Conservation policy at Wageningen University and Research in The Netherlands. I am
researching privately funded approaches to conservation and their effect on local
environmental policy. My goal is to assess how policy arrangements may be changing (or
not) due to the inclusion of new private actors in the conservation space. The results of my
study are expected to explore the possibilities of using private funds to promote naturebased economies that include sustainable forestry and support stronger policies
regarding conservation.
I am using a policy arrangements approach to analyse my data. This approach looks at
policy arrangements in terms of their actors and coalitions, resources, rules, and
discourse. My questions are therefore split into these 4 categories.
Rest assured that any information disclosed will be kept confidential and used solely for
academic purposes. If you agree to being recorded, I can also provide a written transcript
of the interview for you to see and make any clarifications or amendments as you see fit.
On history / existence
1.
When did you begin working with [organization]? (What attracted you)
2.
Tell me a little about your role within the organization.
3.
What excites you the most about your work?
4.
What do you think has changed the most since you began working here?
On actors and coalitions
5.
How would you summarize the history of forest conservation in Romania?
6.
Who is involved in setting the agenda for the forestry sector when it comes to
conservation?
7.
Who is ultimately responsible for making decisions on how policy should be formed?
8.
Who do you consider the main stakeholders when it comes to forest conservation
policy?
9.
Of these, who are your partners? What criteria do you use for selecting partners? Are
they official partners?
10.
How would you characterize your organization’s interactions with the various other
stakeholders? Cooperative? Conflicting?
11.
Have any of these relationships changed much over the last 10 years?
12.
Is there anyone you think should be involved, but is not or chooses not to?
13.
In setting policy agenda, how is the communication between parties?
14.
How is communication facilitated? What are the difficulties?
15.
Have you noticed new participants in the decision-making process in the last 10
years?
16.
How familiar are you with the work of Foundation Conservation Carpathia in creating
a national park?
17.
Do you recall how their programme came about? Was your input asked for?
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18.

Do you feel the forestry sector is adequately represented in the FCCs quest to create
a national park? Why or why not? If not, how what improvements would you like to
see?

Resources
19.
To help enact new policies, which agencies, people, etc is it critical to receive buy-in
from?
20.
Is [organization] funded by membership dues? Are there any other means of receiving
income?
21.
Who do you rely on for scientific knowledge of the areas you work in?
22.
How involved is [organization] in local politics?
23.
Is there anyone you turn to when you hit a roadblock in your progress?
24.
What is your contribution to conservation in the area? (monetary, expertise, ideology,
influence)
Rules
25.
Are there unwritten rules that you expect from your partners you mentioned
previously?
26.
Besides the Romanian Forest Code, are there other main pieces of legislation
affecting forestry in terms of conservation measures?
27.
How do you view the current legislation regarding nature conservation?
28.
What would you like to see changed?
29.
What is your present approach to lobbying for policy change?
Discourse
30.
In your opinion, what are the main challenges affecting conservation policy in
Romania?
31.
How do you see the forestry industry contributing to this?
32.
Do you believe there is a role for private funding in nature conservation?
33.
What is your evaluation of the national park project run by FCC?
34.
What is the biggest problem the Romanian forestry industry faces?
35.
What do you see as the solution to that problem?
36.
What is the biggest misconception about forestry and conservation?
37.
What is your biggest hope for the future in terms of conservation in Romania?
38.
What would “success” look like for you in terms of forest conservation?
39.
Do you think your idea of “success” changed over time?
Wrap up
40.
It there anything you’d like me to know that we haven’t covered?
41.
Are there any people or organizations that you think I should speak with in order to
get a well-rounded picture of conservation in Romania?
42.
Do you know of any local foresters who might be willing to speak with me?
43.
Finally, do you have any questions for me?
Thank you for your time!
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Interview guide for state and academic experts
My name is Melanie OToole and I am a masters student in Forest and Nature Conservation
policy at Wageningen University and Research in The Netherlands. I am researching
privately funded approaches to conservation and their effect on local environmental policy.
My goal is to assess how policy arrangements may be changing (or not) due to the inclusion
of new private actors in the conservation space. The results of my study are expected to
explore the possibilities of using private funds to promote nature-based economies that
include sustainable forestry and support stronger policies regarding conservation.
I am using a policy arrangements approach to analyse my data. This approach looks at
policy arrangements in terms of their actors and coalitions, resources, rules, and discourse.
My questions are therefore split into these 4 categories.
Rest assured that any information disclosed will be kept confidential and used solely for
academic purposes. If you agree to being recorded, I can also provide a written transcript
of the interview for you to see and make any clarifications or amendments as you see fit.
On history / existence
1.
When did you begin working with [organization]? (What attracted you)
2.
Tell me a little about your role within the university/ministry.
3.
What excites you the most about your work?
4.
What do you think has changed the most since you began working here in terms of
forestry and attitudes towards it?
On actors and coalitions
5.
How would you summarize the history of forest conservation in Romania?
6.
Who is involved in setting the agenda for the forestry sector when it comes to
conservation?
7.
Who is ultimately responsible for making decisions on how policy should be formed?
8.
Can you tell me a little more about the strategic options for forest policy development
negotiations?
9.
Were all the main stakeholders involved in this process? Was anyone missing?
10. Of these, who do you see working well together?
11. How would you characterize the university’s interactions with the various other
stakeholders? Cooperative? Conflicting?
12. Have any of these relationships changed much over the last 10 years?
13. Is there anyone you think should be involved in conservation policy, but is not or
chooses not to be involved?
14. In setting policy agenda, how is the communication between parties?
15. How is communication facilitated? What are the difficulties?
16. Have you noticed new participants in the decision-making process in the last 10
years?
17. How familiar are you with the work of Foundation Conservation Carpathia in creating
a national park?
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18.
19.

20.

Do you recall how their programme came about? Was the university/ministry’s input
sought out?
Do you feel the forestry sector is adequately represented in the FCCs quest to create
a national park? Why or why not? If not, how what improvements would you like to
see?
Where would you place the actors on this chart? Is anyone missing?

Resources
21. To help enact new policies, which agencies, people, etc is it critical to receive buy-in
from?
22. At present, where does most funding for conservation initiatives come from?
23. Besides technical expertise, what is your contribution to conservation in the area?
(monetary, expertise, ideology, influence)
Rules
24. Are there “unwritten rules” when it comes to getting policy pushed forward?
25. Besides the Romanian Forest Code, are there other main pieces of legislation
affecting forestry in terms of conservation measures?
26. How do you view the current legislation regarding nature conservation?
27. What would you like to see changed?
28. What is the university’s present approach to lobbying for policy change?
Discourse
29. In your opinion, what are the main challenges affecting forestry and conservation
policy in Romania?
30. How do you see the forestry industry contributing to this?
31. Do you believe there is a role for private funding in nature conservation?
32. What is your evaluation of the national park project run by FCC?
33. What is the biggest misconception about forestry and conservation?
34. What would “success” look like for you in terms of forest conservation?
35. Do you think your idea of “success” changed over time?
Wrap up
36. It there anything you’d like me to know that we haven’t covered?
37. Are there any people or organizations that you think I should speak with in order to
get a well-rounded picture of conservation in Romania?
38. Finally, do you have any questions for me?
Thank you for your time!
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Annex II – Introduction email example
Dear XXXX,
My name is Melanie OToole and I am a masters student in Forest and Nature
Conservation policy at Wageningen University and Research in The Netherlands. I am
currently in Brasov undertaking research on privately funded approaches to conservation
and their effect on local environmental policy. My goal is to assess how policy
arrangements may be changing (or not) due to the inclusion of new private actors in the
conservation space, such as the Foundation Conservation Carpathia. I have been reading
the [organization] webpage and understand you have some unique insights into the issue.
In this regard, I am very interested in speaking with you or someone in your office about
current forest conservation measures and the issues you come up against in your daily
work [work type]. I'd like to understand who the key players are in local forest policy, what
difficulties are faced when it comes to conservation initiatives, and your view on how
things should best move forward. The results of my study are expected to explore the
possibilities of using private funds to promote stronger conservation policy and how this
affects current land-owners. Rest assured that any information disclosed will be kept
confidential and used solely for academic purposes.
I am happy to meet in person (or online) whichever is convenient. Of course, I understand
it is a busy time of year so I can also meet in January if necessary.
Should you need further clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me at this email
address or via Whatsapp +31638164622.
Thank you very much for your attention and I look forward to hearing from you.
Kind regards,
Melanie OToole
LinkedIN Profile
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