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ABSTRACT

As new regulations emerge to address deforestation and unsustainable land use, their interaction with existing national frame-

works remains uncertain. This study examines the (in)coherence between the European Union Regulation on deforestation- 

free products (EUDR) and domestic deforestation and land use regulations in Brazil, Cameroon and Gabon. Using a regulation 

interaction coherence framework, we analyse policy documents and expert interviews. While overarching goals align in re-

ducing deforestation, specific objectives reveal competitive dynamics based on national interests and whether the regulation is 

trade- restricting or market- facilitating. Incoherence arises in regulatory scope, deforestation- free requirements, cut- off dates, 

and the EUDR's partial recognition of existing standards. The legality requirement is largely coherent, offering a potential point 

for policy alignment. Enforcement mechanisms show mixed coherence, as regulations employ similar tools but differ in their 

sanction- based versus voluntary compliance nature and third- party monitoring. The EUDR's implementation may generate both 

synergies (e.g., compliance facilitation, shared monitoring tools) and conflicts (e.g., sovereignty concerns, regulatory costs, del-

egitimisation). These findings are critical for assessing the EUDR's effectiveness in reducing global deforestation. We argue that 

transnational regulations should foster synergy with national frameworks to enhance impact and prevent unintended regulatory 

fragmentation. Empirically, our study provides insights for designing transnationally coordinated socio- environmental policies. 

Theoretically, it advances research on policy coherence and public- private regulatory interaction. Future research should con-

duct ex- post impact assessments to evaluate the real- world implications of EUDR implementation.

1   |   Introduction

Unsustainable and/or illegal land use, land use change and for-

estry practices causing deforestation, forest degradation, biodi-

versity loss, and greenhouse gas emissions are regulated through 

a mix of demand-  and supply- side policies and voluntary initia-

tives (Begemann et  al.  2021; Lambin et  al.  2014; Lambin and 

Thorlakson 2018). Following the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio de 

Janeiro, the 1990s saw an increase in global (e.g., United Nations 

Convention on Climate Change), transnational (e.g., European 

Union (EU) Timber Regulation, forest and agricultural cer-

tification) and national (e.g., combating deforestation strate-

gies, sectoral agreements) initiatives to address these issues. 

This includes public (e.g., national forest laws), private (e.g., 

non- governmental organisations (NGOs) and industry regula-

tion) and hybrid (i.e., involving both public and private actors) 

regulations (Abbott and Snidal  2021; Dimitrov  2005; Sotirov 

et al. 2020). While the term regulation is frequently associated 

with legally binding public policy, it can also encompass non- 

state regulation, such as forest and agricultural certification, in 
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view of contractual private law (Eberlein et al. 2014; Abbott and 

Snidal 2021). Therefore, this article will use the encompassing 

term regulations to refer to its three forms of initiatives (i.e., pub-

lic, private and hybrid).

Transnational supply chains connect supply-  and demand- 

sides across remote regions worldwide in complex, inter-

connected, telecoupled systems, where causes and effects 

transcend national borders, creating forms of mutual inter-

dependency across distant regions (Lenschow et  al.  2016; 

Meyfroidt et  al.  2013). Regulatory supply- chain initiatives 

address forest and agricultural commodity production (e.g., 

timber, soy, cattle, palm oil), trade and consumption as cru-

cial drivers of tropical deforestation (Hosonuma et  al.  2012; 

Pendrill et  al.  2022). They are highly interdependent since 

they regulate the same commodities, territorial scope and/or 

require similar standards (Cashore et al. 2021), posing theo-

retical and empirical questions about regulation interaction 

and (in- )coherence. Policy coherence has been defined as the 

state in which mechanisms achieve their goals without sig-

nificant trade- offs, with their requirements and instruments 

aligned to support their goals (Jordan and Lenschow 2010).

Despite the puzzling co- existence of progressing global de-

forestation and forest degradation and multiple regulations 

to address them (Sotirov et  al.  2020), systematic analyses of 

interactions between regulations on deforestation and for-

est degradation, especially across geographic scales, are 

still lacking in the scientific literature (Cashore et  al.  2021; 

Lambin and Thorlakson  2018; Sellare et  al.  2022; Schleifer 

and Fransen  2024). Furthermore, scholars have called for a 

better understanding of homegrown legality and sustainabil-

ity regulations in the Global South, as well as their interac-

tion with comprehensively studied transnational initiatives 

originating in the North (Marques and Eberlein  2021; van 

der Ven et  al.  2021; Sun and van der Ven  2020). In particu-

lar, understanding regulatory (in- )coherences between their 

different forms (i.e., public, private, hybrid) is key to identi-

fying effective policy mixes for improved environmental and 

socioeconomic outcomes (Howlett and Rayner 2007; Schleifer 

and Fransen  2024; Sotirov et  al.  2022). These have been re-

ferred to as smart regulation mixes, where ‘a pluralistic set of 

interventions and approaches characterised by mandatory, 

self- regulatory and market- based measures, as well as public 

and private orderings are needed to (…) produce more effec-

tive and efficient policy outcomes’ (Williamson and Lynch- 

Wood 2021, 39).

To address the outlined empirical and theoretical knowledge 

gaps, we use the European Union Regulation on deforestation- 

free products (EUDR) as a case study. This new transnational 

trade regulation was adopted in 2023 to reduce the EU's and 

global deforestation footprint associated with supply chains of 

selected agricultural and forest commodities, referred to as forest 

risk commodities (FRCs). It represents a transnational regula-

tory change by introducing unprecedented EU deforestation- 

free and forest degradation- free requirements for cattle, cocoa, 

coffee, oil palm, rubber, soya and wood supply chains (Berning 

and Sotirov 2023, 2024). It serves as a timely example in ana-

lysing interactions between newly designed transnational en-

vironmental regulations and existing domestic regulations. 

Identifying what a new policy brings is vital to understanding 

opportunities for implementation synergies and challenges of 

unintended trade- offs, as ‘more policy is not always more effec-

tive policy’ (Utesch- Xiong et al. 2022, 1).

The EUDR has been identified as a viable policy option to po-

tentially curb deforestation (Bager et al. 2021) by hardening cor-

porate actors' accountability for negative socio- environmental 

externalities across their supply chains (Berning and 

Sotirov 2023). However, research also flags risks of unintended 

or undesired effects, such as disproportionately affecting small-

holders (van Noordwijk et al. 2025; Zhunusova et al. 2022), trade 

leakage to less regulated markets and segregated supply chains 

(Bastos Lima and Schilling- Vacaflor 2024; Muradian et al. 2025; 

Vasconcelos et al. 2024), overlap with voluntary initiatives reg-

ulating the same FRCs, and opposition from third countries 

due to a high degree of unilateralism and undermining exist-

ing national initiatives (Berning and Sotirov  2024; Muradian 

et  al.  2025; Oliveira et  al.  2024). Investigating the EUDR's 

(in)coherence with third country regulations can help narrow 

knowledge gaps related to effectively designing demand-  and 

supply- side regulation mixes. A third country is defined as a 

state that is not a member of the European Union (European 

Union Migration and Home Affairs, n.d.).

The policy coherence literature largely affirms that coherent 

policies can enable policy effectiveness (Bali et al. 2019; Cejudo 

and Michel 2017; Howlett and Rayner 2013). Others argue that 

policy coherence may not be effective for all societal goals, such 

as in reducing inequality (Browne et  al.  2023) or in avoiding 

highly centralised governance (Meijers and Stead  2004). It is, 

therefore, essential to manage, rather than avoid, policy incoher-

ence (Meijers and Stead 2004). Beyond coherence, policy mixes 

should be smartly designed to avoid policy instruments simply 

being ‘stacked on top of each other’ (Howlett and Rayner 2007, 1). 

However, significant empirical and theoretical knowledge gaps 

remain regarding whether and under which conditions policy 

mixes are smart. A smart mix is defined by the complementary, 

rather than contradictory, combination of policy instruments 

and the use of different regulatory approaches to achieve a spe-

cific policy outcome (Williamson and Lynch- Wood  2021). We 

contribute to this discussion by conducting an interpretative 

qualitative policy design and key expert interview analysis of an 

incoming transnational regulation in interaction with selected 

existing domestic regulations (see Section  3). We answer the 

following research question: To what degree is EUDR design 

(in)coherent with selected third country regulations governing 

domestic deforestation and land use change?

Our results highlight how policy design can determine the 

degree of coherence between new and existing regulations, 

possibly culminating in (un)intended consequences within a 

transnational- national policy mix. In the following, Section  2 

explains the theoretical framework behind our regulation coher-

ence analysis, followed by the justification for the selected regu-

lations and methods for data collection and analysis (Section 3). 

Section 4 presents the results of the interaction between regula-

tions at different scales. Concluding remarks discuss the main 

findings and limits of the research (Section  5), culminating 

in our contribution to future research and recommendations 

(Section 6).
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2   |   Theoretical Framework

Guided by the school of thought of historical institutional-

ism (Hall  1993, 2010) and the related policy design literature 

(Howlett and Rayner 2013), this article uses the broader concept 

of regulation to refer to all public, hybrid and private policies and 

governance mechanisms that institutionalise rules and means 

of implementation and enforcement to attain institutional and 

actor behavioural change (Eberlein et al. 2014). While regula-

tion is frequently associated with legally binding public pol-

icy, it can also encompass non- state regulation, such as forest 

and agricultural certification (Eberlein et al. 2014; Abbott and 

Snidal 2021). Public regulations are designed, implemented and 

enforced by public actors (e.g., national state actors, regional 

bodies (e.g., EU)). Private regulations are devised by private ac-

tors (e.g., NGOs, business actors) and are generally not legally 

binding under public law. While private actors largely adhere 

to private standards voluntarily, they are parallel regulatory 

systems interacting with formal legal systems by setting stan-

dards that augment, displace, or conflict with public regulations 

(Meidinger 2000, 232). Hybrid regulations include both public 

and private actors (Larsen et al. 2018; Moser and Leipold 2021), 

for instance, in sectoral agreements (Ziegert and Sotirov 2024).

Regulation interaction (in- )coherences can be assessed verti-

cally, within and across scales of governance (e.g., national and 

international), and horizontally, within and across sectors (e.g., 

forestry, agriculture, environment) (Nilsson et  al.  2012). This 

article adopts a vertical coherence perspective, analysing the in-

teraction between the EUDR as a transnational environmental 

regulation and existing domestic regulations, and a horizontal 

perspective by analysing mechanisms regulating different FRCs 

and their related supply chains (e.g., soy and timber). Interaction 

can be analysed through the different stages of the regulation 

cycle, from agenda setting to rules formation, implementation 

and monitoring (Abbott and Snidal 2021; Eberlein et al.  2014; 

Tchinda and Talbot 2024). This article focuses on the rules for-

mation stage, which is where regulatory standards are designed 

and decided upon (Eberlein et al. 2014).

Regulations take place internationally (i.e., concerning global 

issues with a worldwide scope), transnationally (i.e., across and 

beyond national borders, but not worldwide), nationally (i.e., 

encompassing a whole country's jurisdiction), or sub- nationally 

(i.e., specific jurisdiction within a country) (Sotirov et al. 2020). 

They consist of objectives (e.g., reducing biodiversity loss), re-

quirements (e.g., deforestation- free), implementation instru-

ments (e.g., risk assessments) and enforcement instruments 

(e.g., penalties and fines) (Nilsson et  al.  2012), which interact 

within the same governance sphere. Governance spheres en-

compass private and public actors who administer particular 

modes of regulation, identifying claimed or attributed respon-

sibilities for addressing specified issues and problems (Cashore 

et al. 2021). Such interactions within a governance sphere can 

portray different degrees of coherence (Eberlein et  al.  2014; 

Cashore et al. 2021).

Based on policy coherence literature (Cejudo and Michel 2017; 

Howlett and Rayner 2007; Jordan and Lenschow 2010; Nilsson 

et al. 2012; Sotirov and Storch 2018) and governance interaction 

literature (Abbott and Snidal 2021; Cashore et al. 2021; Eberlein 

et al. 2014; Knudsen and Moon 2017; Tchinda and Talbot 2024), 

we understand regulation interaction as coherent when the reg-

ulations' elements are complementary. They are complementary 

when their goals, requirements and implementation and en-

forcement instruments collaborate (e.g., public- private partner-

ship, public- public regulation, data sharing) or are aligned (exist 

independently but have similar characteristics). Conversely, 

regulations are incoherent when their goals, requirements, and 

implementation and enforcement instruments compete or are 

chaotic. Competition is when interactions are antagonistic (e.g., 

opposite goals or instruments at odds with the goals of other ini-

tiatives), competitive (e.g., competition for market, funding, rep-

utation and authority), substituting (e.g., a regulatory space or 

gap), or co- opting (e.g., standards and instruments superimpose 

existing standards) (Cashore et  al.  2021). Chaotic interactions 

refer to relationships between regulations that are unclear, un-

predictable, and lack a point of comparison (e.g., no clear pattern 

to analyse) (Eberlein et al. 2014). Lastly, interacting layers (e.g., 

goals, requirements and implementation instruments) may ex-

hibit more than one type of interaction (e.g., complementary and 

competitive), resulting in an ambivalent interaction that is both 

coherent and incoherent simultaneously.

Regarding the interacting layers, we distinguish Nilsson 

et  al.'s  (2012) policy objectives into overarching goals and spe-

cific goals. Overarching goals are usually more strategic and 

vision- based (e.g., EUDR's goal of reducing global deforesta-

tion). Specific goals are more focused objectives, seen as a step 

to achieve the main objective (e.g., EUDR's goal of minimising 

the Union's contribution to deforestation and forest degradation 

worldwide) (Muradian et  al.  2025). We also redefine Nilsson 

et al.'s (2012) ‘policy instruments and policy implementation’ as 

regulatory requirements and implementation and enforcement 

instruments. Regulatory requirements are specific rules and 

standards that regulated actors must adhere to, including the 

scope and regulated subjects (e.g., EUDR's legality requirement). 

Implementation and enforcement instruments are the tools used 

to achieve the stated goals and standards (e.g., fines, audits, in-

formation disclosure).

Figure  1 visually represents our ‘Regulation Interaction 

Coherence Framework’.

3   |   Methodology

To answer our research question on the EUDR's designed 

(in)coherence with selected producer country regulations, we 

first identified the regulations to be assessed in interaction with 

the EUDR. Second, we collected data through the respective leg-

islative texts and policy documents, as well as semi- structured 

interviews with key experts, and analysed it based on our ana-

lytical framework.

We sought to provide a comprehensive regulation (in)coherence 

analysis by selecting representative regulations that comply with 

the following criteria: (1) regulations from producer countries 

that have a relevant trade relationship with the EU, in terms 

of share and volume, and regulate the same commodities (e.g., 

Brazil's Amazon Soy Moratorium regulates soy, which is an im-

portant trade commodity for the EU and Brazil), (2) regulations 
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that are domestically relevant (e.g., forest codes that regulate 

private property, which is where FRCs are produced), (3) regula-

tions that have a unique regulatory design (i.e., each represents 

a different degree of public, private, or hybrid regulation) and (4) 

regulations that may be (or have been) impacted by the EUDR's 

implementation since they are in the same governance sphere 

(e.g., regulate deforestation). This resulted in the selection of 

regulations reported within Table 1:

Although the EU- Cameroon FLEGT VPA has been terminated, 

we still find it important to maintain it as an example of regula-

tory interaction, as VPAs still exist with other countries; it is a 

unique type of regulation related to transnational trade, and its 

termination is partly related to the EUDR.

Following the selection of regulations, we collected data from 

legislative and policy documents, as well as through interviews. 

Since our focus is on the regulations' design, our primary data 

analysis was the regulatory documents, then using the inter-

views to triangulate the document- based data, complementing 

and enriching it with essential quotes and comments emerging 

from a saturation of statements. The respective legislative texts 

and policy documents (Table 1) were downloaded for analysis 

from either official government websites (e.g., EUR- Lex Access 

to European Union law) or official websites of the agreement 

(e.g., ASM portal). Regarding hybrid regulations (ASM and 

Gabon's mandatory FSC), documents from official reporting 

(Agrosatélite for ASM) and from FSC (for Gabon), such as their 

national strategy and international reports on principles, criteria 

and system integrity, were also analysed.

In- person and online semi- structured key expert interviews were 

conducted with 107 experts who were involved in the design or 

implementation of the regulations or had expert knowledge (i.e., 

purposive sampling), followed by snowball sampling (i.e., inter-

viewees suggested other experts in the field) (Neuman  2014). 

Interviewees included public actors, as well as international or-

ganisations, NGOs, research institutions, certification schemes, 

and business organisations across the forest and agricultural 

sectors. Written informed consent was obtained from the 

FIGURE 1    |    Regulation interaction coherence framework (own illustration based on Eberlein et  al.  2014, Cashore et  al.  2021 and Nilsson 

et al. 2012, Sotirov et al. 2020).

TABLE 1    |    Selected regulations for (in)coherence analysis with the EUDR.

Regulation form ID Name

National public regulations Law 12.651/2012 Brazilian Forest Code

Law 94/01 Cameroonian Forestry Law

Law No. 016/01 Gabonese Forest Code

Subnational hybrid regulation — Brazil's Amazon Soy Moratorium (ASM)

Transnational- national, mainly 

public regulation

Council Regulation 

(EC) No 2173/2005

EU- Cameroon's Voluntary Partnership Agreement 

(VPA) under the EU Forest Law Enforcement, 

Governance and (FLEGT) Regulation

National hybrid regulation — Gabon's mandatory Forest Stewardship 

Council (FSC) certification
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interviewees (Flick 2018), and in a few cases where interviewees 

did not consent to be recorded, we took detailed notes.

Interviews were conducted from October 2023 to April 2024, in 

English, German, Portuguese and French, with experts based 

in Brazil, Cameroon, Europe, Gabon and the United States 

(Supporting Information 3). All direct quotes from interviews not 

conducted in English were translated by the authors. Interviewees 

were asked questions regarding policy (in)coherence between the 

selected regulations and the EUDR, as well as open- ended ques-

tions regarding which forms of regulation (e.g., private, public, 

hybrid) are most important for conserving biodiversity and reduc-

ing deforestation and forest degradation, and why. Interview part-

ners also addressed questions related to the implementation of 

existing regulations and expectations around the EUDR's future 

implementation (Interview Protocol can be viewed in Supporting 

Information 1). Anonymised interviews were transcribed by re-

searchers with the assistance of the Descript tool.

Finally, the documents and transcriptions underwent in- 

depth qualitative content analysis. A codebook (Supporting 

Information  2) was developed based on our analytical frame-

work (Figure 1) using theory- derived deductive analytical cate-

gories and inductive open codes (Mayring and Fenzl 2019). The 

codebook includes definitions and examples that further eluci-

date how each concept in the framework was operationalised in 

our analysis. The codebook helped researchers ensure reliability 

in comparing their findings. Researchers held frequent meetings 

to exchange insights about their analysis, which was informed 

by the codebook and conducted using MAXQDA. Interviews are 

cited in this paper by their identification (ID) number (e.g., I2) 

(Supporting Information 3).

3.1   |   Selected Regulations: An Overview

3.1.1   |   EU Regulation on Deforestation- Free Products: 

Transnational Public Regulation

The EUDR was adopted to address perceived shortcomings 

in the hitherto existing policy and legal framework (FLEGT 

Regulation, FLEGT VPAs and EUTR) that did not directly ad-

dress deforestation and excluded agricultural commodities 

(Recitals 32, 38). The EUDR entered into force on 29 June 2023, 

and it repeals the EU Timber Regulation (Regulation (EU) No 

995/2010, EUTR) (Art. 38). The EUDR prohibits market par-

ticipants from placing or making available on the EU internal 

market, or exporting from the EU, regulated commodities and 

products unless they confirm, through submission of a due dil-

igence statement, compliance with the EUDR's deforestation- 

free and legality requirements.

3.2   |   Cluster of National Public Regulations: 
Brazilian Forest Code, Cameroonian Forestry Law 
and the Gabonese Forest Code

The Brazilian Forest Code (Law 12.651/2012), first established 

in 1934 and amended several times until 2012, regulates the 

conservation of native vegetation, protected areas, the supply of 

raw forest materials, the origin of forest products, and prevents 

forest fires in private rural lands (Art. 1). Public forests in Brazil 

are regulated mainly by the Public Forests Management Law 

(11.284/2006) and the National System of Nature Conservation 

Units Law (9.985/2000). The Cameroonian Forestry Law (Law 

94/01), adopted in 1994, entered into force in 1995 and imple-

mented under Decree No. 95/531, sets out the application of the 

forestry regime in Cameroon. It regulates forestry, wildlife, and 

fisheries, ensuring sustainable conservation within the use of 

these resources and ecosystems (Art. 1). The Gabonese Forest 

Code (Law No. 016/01) was adopted in 2001; subsequent laws, 

decrees, ordinances, and orders complement its implementation 

(e.g., National Technical Guide for Forest Management, 2004). 

It regulates the water and forestry sectors in Gabon, ensuring 

sustainable management and rational use of forests, wildlife and 

fishery resources (Art. 3).

3.3   |   Brazil's Amazon Soy Moratorium: 
Subnational Hybrid Regulation

Brazil's ASM is an agreement signed in 2006 by major soybean 

traders (e.g., members of the Brazilian Association of Vegetable 

Oil Industries, the National Association of Grain Exporters and 

environmental NGOs, led by Greenpeace) (Gibbs et  al.  2015). 

Companies agreed not to sell, purchase, or finance soy from 

areas in the Amazon biome that were deforested after July 2008. 

The public sector joined in 2008, supporting the monitoring sys-

tem and transforming it into a hybrid governance regulation. 

The ASM is governed through its multi- stakeholder Soy Working 

Group, and its enforcement highly depends on a monitoring 

process including satellite data from the National Institute for 

Space Research's Amazon Deforestation Monitoring Project and 

the state's Rural Environmental Registry (CAR) (Ziegert and 

Sotirov 2024).

3.4   |   EU- Cameroon's FLEGT- VPA: Transnational–
National Mainly Public Regulation

The FLEGT- VPA between the EU and Cameroon was signed 

in 2010, adopted (ratified) in 2011, and terminated by the 

European Commission on 02 October 2024 (European 

Commission  2024). It was a trade agreement aimed at fight-

ing illegal logging in Cameroon to ensure legal Cameroon- EU 

timber supply chains. It was voluntarily negotiated between 

the two parties and became legally binding upon its ratifica-

tion (Zeitlin and Overdevest  2021). A FLEGT- VPA is meant 

to lead to a FLEGT licencing scheme, whereby timber and 

wood products exported to the EU would be accompanied by 

a FLEGT license, fulfilling the due diligence requirements 

under the EUTR and allowing them a green lane entry to the 

EU (Dieguez and Sotirov 2021; Köthke et al. 2023). However, 

the EUDR, which repeals the EUTR, does not ensure this 

green lane as it only fulfills EUDR's legality requirement (Art. 

10–3). Furthermore, the EU- Cameroon VPA process did not 

reach this implementation stage due to political, economic, 

and technical challenges (Carodenuto et al. 2024).
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3.5   |   Gabon's Mandatory FSC: National Hybrid 
Regulation

In 2018, a Gabonese Presidential Declaration held that all for-

est concessions would need to become FSC certified by 2022 

(later postponed until 2025), or otherwise cease their opera-

tions. This mandatory FSC certification policy seeks to ad-

dress economic concerns about the Gabonese timber sector's 

contribution to the local economy and the apparent limited 

competitiveness of Gabonese wood products in international 

markets (Présidence de la République Gabonaise  2018). The 

policy seeks to expand FSC's Sustainable Forest Management 

(SFM) standard at a national jurisdictional level (Pirard 

et al. 2023).

4   |   Results

The following section follows the analytical framework to detail 

the designed interactions between the EUDR and selected do-

mestic regulations, highlighting their characteristics and degree 

of coherence (Figure 2).

4.1   |   Overarching and Specific Goals

Regarding their regulatory design, we identified a complemen-

tary type of interaction for all mechanisms' overarching policy 

goals based on their alignment in seeking to reduce deforesta-

tion and/or land degradation. The findings, however, differ re-

garding their specific goals.

4.1.1   |   EUDR and National Public Regulations

The EUDR's overarching policy goal is to reduce global defor-

estation by achieving its specific policy goals of minimising 

and reducing the Union's contribution to global deforesta-

tion and forest degradation, and reducing its contribution to 

greenhouse gas emissions and biodiversity loss (Art. 1). The 

national public forest laws from Brazil, Cameroon, and Gabon 

have complementary overarching goals since they coordinate 

in their aim to protect native vegetation and reduce land deg-

radation. These forest laws aim to regulate the protection and 

sustainable use of their forests (see Section 4.1). An interna-

tional NGO representative illustrated this coherence by stat-

ing that the EUDR is aligned with Brazil's Forest Code and 

its ambition to end deforestation by 2030: ‘the ambition, the 

objectives, are aligned’ (I98).

However, concerning specific goals, the Brazilian Forest 

Code also regulates the economic use of land, considering ag-

riculture and forestry for national economic growth (Art. 1, 

2). Similar contexts exist in the Cameroonian and Gabonese 

Law, where forest exploitation and management are fore-

seen and regulated (Chapter III and Chapter II, respectively). 

Although national forest laws may allow a certain percentage 

of economic use of forestlands, which would compete with the 

goal of deforestation reduction, ensuring sustainable man-

agement practice is still aligned with reducing forest degra-

dation. Moreover, land owners regulated by Forest Codes can 

still decide not to deforest their land and would not suffer any 

penalties for it (being coherent with a deforestation reduction 

goal). This concludes in an ambivalent interaction, since their 

FIGURE 2    |    Designed (in)coherence between the EUDR and third country domestic regulations.
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overarching goals are complementary, yet the specific goals 

may compete.

4.1.2   |   EUDR and Brazil's ASM

Consistent with the EUDR, the ASM aims to achieve the co-

herent overarching goal of reducing soy- induced deforestation. 

ASM's specific goal of halting soy production- driven deforesta-

tion in the Amazon aligns with the EUDR's goal of minimising 

EU consumption- embedded deforestation impacts in Brazil–EU 

soy supply chains.

4.1.3   |   EUDR and EU- Cameroon FLEGT VPA

In relation to the EU- Cameroon FLEGT VPA, its overarching 

goal is to ensure that all timber and derived product imports 

into the EU from Cameroon have been legally produced or ac-

quired (Art. 2). Overall, both instruments are aligned in the 

overarching goal of reducing deforestation and land degradation 

in Cameroon. However, their specific goals compete, since by 

focusing on the Union's contribution, the EUDR has a trade- 

restricting goal by laying down additional rules regarding the 

placing and making available on the Union market of certain 

products using certain commodities (including wood) (Art. 

1, see Section 4.3). This clashes with the EU- Cameroon VPA's 

specific market- creating goal of promoting trade in timber and 

derived products and the development of forest industries in 

Cameroon (Art. 18), creating economic opportunities for resi-

dent local communities and enterprises (Art. 2- 2).

4.1.4   |   EUDR and Gabon's Mandatory FSC

Lastly, Gabon's mandatory FSC and the EUDR's overarching 

goals are complementary, since the former aims to improve the 

sustainability and attractiveness of Gabonese timber. Its spe-

cific policy goal is to achieve 100% FSC certification of all for-

estry operations in Gabon by 2025 (Présidence de la République 

Gabonaise  2018), which coordinates with the EUDR's specific 

goal of ensuring sustainable EU supply chains (including wood) 

(Art. 1).

4.2   |   Regulatory Requirements

Compared to the goals, the designed regulatory requirements 

of third country regulations showed higher levels of incoher-

ence. The EUDR aims to prevent the placement and making 

available on (or export from) the Union market of products 

that contain, have been fed with, or have been made using 

the seven FRCs: cattle, cocoa, coffee, oil palm, rubber, soya, 

and wood if they are associated with deforestation and forest 

degradation (Art. 3). The EUDR has, therefore, a commodity-  

and forest- focused scope. The EUDR consists of three main 

requirements: (1) deforestation- free, (2) legality standard, and 

(3) mandatory due diligence statement obligations (Art. 3). 

Deforestation- free means that relevant commodities were pro-

duced on land that has not been deforested (for wood products 

only, that has not been degradingly harvested), with a cut- off 

date of 31 December 2020 (Art. 2). The EUDR's legality stan-

dard requests compliance with applicable laws concerning 

the legal status of the area of FRC production. This includes, 

among others, land use rights, environmental protection, 

and human rights protected under international law (Art. 2). 

Additionally, market participants must submit a mandatory 

due diligence statement, confirming compliance with these 

two standards (Art. 3, Annex II).

The EUDR's three- tiered due diligence system includes infor-

mation, risk assessment and mitigation, as well as reporting 

and record- keeping obligations. Obligations include, among 

others, geolocation information requirements for plots of 

land, to be described by latitude and longitude coordinates 

and information requirements in relation to the presence of 

Indigenous People and their land use or ownership claims 

(Art. 8- 12, for further details see Regulation (EU) 2023/1115). 

A benchmarking system—categorising producer countries 

and parts thereof as low, standard, or high risk—foresees sim-

plified due diligence requirements for operators and traders 

sourcing relevant products from areas with low deforestation 

and degradation risk ratings, and expanded obligations for EU 

Member States' competent authorities to conduct more man-

datory compliance checks in the case of standard and high- 

risk ratings (Art. 13, 16, 29). Furthermore, the Commission 

and interested Member States must cooperate with producer 

countries, in particular those classified as high- risk, to sup-

port them in meeting the EUDR's FRC production require-

ments (Art. 30).

4.2.1   |   EUDR and National Public Regulations

While the EUDR is focused on forest ecosystems only, the 

national forest regulations regulate a broader area of native 

vegetation (e.g., all biomes in Brazil). This regulatory scope 

expresses an incoherent competitive element, since, for ex-

ample, the EUDR allows imports from the seven regulated 

commodities when produced in native vegetation areas that 

are not classified as forests (e.g., Cerrado in Brazil). Such con-

versions can still cause biodiversity and carbon losses and 

could be non- compliant with third country forest laws (i.e., 

deforesting beyond legally allowed percentages). The EUDR 

may, however, still undergo a Review that determines the ex-

tension of its scope to include other wooded land (Art. 34). In 

addition to the forest definition scope, the EUDR still allows 

imports from non- regulated commodities (e.g., corn) from for-

est areas (as defined by the EUDR), despite potentially being 

non- compliant with third country forest laws. A variety of ac-

tors highlighted that the incoherence found in the forest defi-

nition and commodity scope can cause issues as they clash 

with national definitions of ecosystems and may not address 

larger issues of legal land conversion (e.g., land grabbing) or 

biodiversity loss (e.g., I49; I63; I68). Demand-  and supply- side 

interviewees stressed the importance of national legislative 

frameworks encompassing the whole territory as the most 

important lever to combating deforestation domestically (e.g., 

I67; I78; I38). This is best illustrated by a Cameroon- based 

knowledge provider who stated: ‘The fundamental tool is na-

tional legislation because everything that's going to be done 

will be based on this law’ (I15).
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Regarding the deforestation- free requirement, the Brazilian 

Forest Code states that private land owners must preserve at 

least 20% of native vegetation on their lands. These require-

ments are higher for private lands located in the Cerrado (35%) 

and Legal Amazon (80%) (Art. 12). Similarly, the Cameroonian 

forest estate is divided into permanent domains (i.e., where 

forest has to be preserved) and non- permanent domains (i.e., 

where forest areas can be converted for other uses) (Part III). 

The Gabonese Forest Code does not specify areas for legal 

deforestation; instead, it outlines guidelines to control forest 

exploitation, promoting sustainable management (Section 1). 

Nevertheless, by allowing a certain percentage of legal de-

forestation, the national forest regulations conflict with the 

EUDR's deforestation- free requirement, which superimposes 

producer country laws. Regarding permitting a percentage of 

deforestation, a Europe- based forest sector business represen-

tative highlighted the Brazilian Forest Code's rigour: ‘A lot of 

people in Europe don't know what the Brazilian Forest Code 

really means and how strict it is (…) we have 2.6 million hect-

ares of land, out of this, 1 million, so 40% is preserved, un-

touched (…) and that goes up to 80% if you are in the Amazon. 

I've never seen such a strict Forest Code in Europe’ (I70). 

Furthermore, the Brazilian Forest Code has a July 2008 cut- 

off date as the deforestation limit for those who require a land 

title (Art. 7, §3), which is incoherent with and stricter than 

the EUDR's December 2020 cut- off date. The national forest 

regulations still coherently overlap with the EUDR's legality 

requirement, since by nature they also request compliance 

with the national legal framework, sustainable use of fauna 

and flora, and private land owners need to obtain all legal 

permits. Given that the former requirements are incoherent, 

but the latter are coherent, the regulations have an ambivalent 

interaction with regard to their requirements.

4.2.2   |   EUDR and Brazil's ASM

Regarding the ASM's regulatory requirements, its scope cov-

ers only soy as a commodity and has the geographical scope of 

116 municipalities in the Amazon biome that host more than 

5000 ha of soy production (Grupo de Trabalho da Soja  2016; 

Agrosatélite,  n.d.). This area falls within the scope of EUDR 

as it spans forests which are consistent with the forest defi-

nition adopted by the EUDR. Moreover, as the EUDR, it also 

establishes deforestation- free requirements that go beyond the 

Brazilian Forest Code (Art. 3). However, like with the Brazilian 

Forest Code, there is an element of competition regarding the 

cut- off date. The ASM has set 22 July 2008 as a cut- off date, 

but the EUDR established 31 December 2020 as its cut- off date. 

This legitimises a 12- year gap for those producers who may not 

have abided by the ASM but can still enter the EU market. This 

regulatory incoherence has been noticed by experts, who fear 

that the EUDR could threaten the ASM's long- standing national 

legitimacy and existence. A Brazil- based agricultural certifica-

tion body representative illustrated this by stating: ‘There are 

producers and state governors who are against the moratorium. 

The possibility of changing the cut- off date is very attractive to 

many people, including the traders, who by doing so can please 

those producers who were always against [the ASM]’ (I85). An 

agricultural business association representative also flagged 

a potential weakening of the moratorium: ‘The moratorium 

appeared in 2006 because of the Europeans and now they ask 

for a more flexible cut- off date, why don't we change [it]?, but 

(…) by making the cut- off date more flexible we would be giv-

ing a message of impunity to those farmers who ignored it and 

continued deforesting, and a feeling of injustice to those who 

complied’ (I89).

Regarding the legality requirement, the ASM also requires 

compliance with key labour rights, such as the prohibition of 

child and forced labour, and land use rights (as checked by the 

CAR and Forest Code), but does not regulate forest degradation, 

anti- corruption, third parties' rights, or other human rights re-

lated to production beyond labour rights (Grupo de Trabalho da 

Soja 2016), which the EUDR regulates.

4.2.3   |   EUDR and EU- Cameroon FLEGT VPA

Considering the EU- Cameroon FLEGT VPA, it institutiona-

lises a legality requirement to distinguish lawful from unlaw-

ful timber (VPA Annex II) by defining timber legality matrices 

based on five criteria, namely administrative and legal aspects, 

logging and forest management, transport, social aspects, and 

environmental aspects. Additionally, the VPA includes social, 

economic, and environmental safeguards for local and indige-

nous communities aimed at assessing the impact of the VPA on 

their lives and taking appropriate steps to mitigate any adverse 

effects (Art. 17), similar to the EUDR's risk assessment due dili-

gence requirements requesting, inter alia, the assessment of the 

presence of Indigenous Peoples (Art. 10). While the EUDR's and 

EU- Cameroon FLEGT VPA's legality requirements converge, 

the EUDR co- opts by additionally regulating legal deforestation 

through its deforestation- free requirement.

An element of competition also exists since the EUDR does 

not recognise VPA's FLEGT licenses to the full extent any-

more (see Section 4.1), thus rendering the agreement less legit-

imate and less beneficial for the third country. In this context, 

a Europe- based knowledge provider expressed that ‘it's a real 

shame and quite a serious mistake that the Commission de-

cided to abandon the VPA approach’ (I58). However, a Europe- 

based governmental authority representative argued that they 

‘have been monitoring and implementing FLEGT for 20 years 

with the two underlying European regulations (…) and the 

EUDR represents a logical further development of these pre-

vious instruments (…) but the FLEGT Action Programme was 

an important first step’ (I48). This has been demonstrated 

by the EU's decision to terminate the EU- Cameroon FLEGT 

VPA with the justification that ‘the Republic of Cameroon 

has not fulfilled the obligations under the VPA [and that] 

the Commission believes [that] the VPA no longer fulfils the 

relevance requirement in recital 81 of the EU Deforestation 

Regulation’ (European Commission 2024, 6).

4.2.4   |   EUDR and Gabon's Mandatory FSC

Gabon's mandatory FSC policy institutionalises an SFM 

standard, as set and defined by FSC. Highlighting environ-

mentally sound, socially beneficial, and economically viable 

forest management, the standard is built around 10 principles 
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covering, for example, compliance with laws, workers' rights, 

Indigenous Peoples' rights, community relations, environ-

mental values, monitoring, assessment, and implementation 

of management activities (FSC 2023). Similar to the EUDR's 

deforestation- free requirement, the SFM standard prohibits 

the conversion of natural forests to plantations or to non- forest 

land use, with the same cut- off date of 31 December 2020. 

Both the SFM standard and the EUDR require compliance 

with specified legality requirements, such as the principle 

of free, prior, and informed consent; they therefore are very 

much coherent with each other.

4.3   |   Implementation and Enforcement 
Instruments

All of the implementation and enforcement instruments of the 

selected regulations presented an ambivalent (coherent and in-

coherent) interaction with the EUDR. The EUDR's implemen-

tation and enforcement mechanisms include new risk- based 

minimum inspection obligations for competent authorities (Art. 

16). The EUDR also establishes that Member States' rules on dis-

suasive penalties must include a minimum list of penalties, such 

as fines and the confiscation of products and revenues (Art. 25). 

Additionally, the EUDR establishes a civil society co- governance 

mechanism by institutionalising an access to justice mechanism 

that entitles third parties (e.g., NGOs) to review the processing 

of substantiated concerns (i.e., duly reasoned non- compliance 

claims) by competent authorities (Art. 16, 32).

4.3.1   |   EUDR and National Public Regulations

Similar to the EUDR, the national forest regulations rely on a 

strong public regulation- based command and control approach 

by institutionalising sanction- based enforcement mechanisms. 

The Brazilian Forest Code's implementation relies on infor-

mation provisions and systems monitored by the state (e.g., 

CAR, the National Environment System, Sustainable Forest 

Management plans, the Forestry Origin Document), as well as 

document analysis and in- loco verification by governmental 

agencies. Enforcement instruments include applying criminal 

sanctions and fines to the misuse and exploitation of vegeta-

tion contrary to the provisions of the law (Art. 2). Similarly, the 

Cameroonian Forestry Law (Part VI) and the Gabonese Forest 

Code (Art. 262- 284) stipulate the State's prerogative for moni-

toring and law enforcement, prosecution procedures, offences, 

and penalties. Regarding civil society co- governance with third 

parties, the national forest regulations do not provide such an in-

clusive process, having their enforcement mechanisms mainly 

based on state agencies; this presents incoherency, which re-

sults in an ambivalent regulation interaction for the EUDR and 

the Forest Codes concerning implementation and enforcement 

instruments.

Since one of the EUDR's conditions is production in accordance 

with the relevant legislation of the producer country, compli-

ance with these national laws can help prove compliance with 

the EUDR's legality requirements. National monitoring systems 

and forest laws can also support demonstrating compliance with 

the EUDR's deforestation- free requirements. Nonetheless, an 

international retailer and a Europe- based knowledge provider 

shared their concern as to how they would be able to prove 100% 

compliance with the national laws of their suppliers, knowing 

that many national laws are not properly enforced (I50; I68). A 

representative of a European- based governmental authority also 

stated that the implementation rate and effective enforcement 

vary among countries (I52). On the other hand, interviewees 

shared the perspective that the EUDR's implementation could 

positively interact with the national forest regulations by accel-

erating and supporting their application on the ground (I66), 

such as assisting in the implementation of the CAR in Brazil, 

which lacks resources in conducting its full analysis (I96; I76; 

I90). A Brazil- based NGO representative emphasised that the 

EUDR has already accelerated existing processes of traceability 

in the country, including the development of a national platform 

for agricultural product traceability (I101). Sharing a different 

perspective, a Gabon- based international NGO representative 

stated: ‘It's good to have this challenge from European con-

sumers (…) but I think it's rather more interesting to see Gabon 

engaging with other producing countries to compare their ro-

bust national systems to prove legality, and feed this into the 

debate’ (I31).

4.3.2   |   EUDR and Brazil's ASM

Similar to the enforcement of the EUDR's prohibition clause, the 

ASM works with a comparable market ban (i.e., moratorium), 

foreseeing the creation of a list of banned producers identified 

by their monitoring system, which will not have their soy bought 

or financed by the signatory companies (Agrosatélite,  n.d.). 

Nonetheless, their intervention logic differs since compliance 

with ASM's requirements relies on voluntary enforcement by 

companies, NGOs, and governmental agencies. Companies that 

are signatories to the ASM determine their own traceability 

mechanisms to comply and decide how to share information 

and provide transparency (I92). The EUDR, on the other hand, 

relies on a stronger public regulation- based approach, as it is en-

forceable through hard penalties by EU competent authorities 

and establishes a standardised and centralised information sys-

tem for the submission of due diligence statements.

To ensure accountability, the ASM undergoes rigorous moni-

toring by different public and private actors in its Soy Working 

Group, whereas the EUDR relies on market participants' inspec-

tion by EU Member States' competent authorities. Similar to the 

EUDR's access to justice mechanism, the ASM establishes a civil 

society co- enforcement instrument by officially granting them a 

watchdog role. Regarding traceability, whereas the ASM moni-

tors areas with a minimum of 25 ha or more of soy, the EUDR 

monitors the sourcing plot for the production of the relevant 

commodity, which, if smaller than four hectares, can be a sin-

gle point, and if larger, polygons should be used to describe the 

perimeter of each plot of land (Art. 2). This shows different re-

quirements to achieve the same policy goal, which can motivate 

companies that abide by both to either choose or combine their 

implementation instruments.

Compliance proof with the ASM could potentially support prov-

ing compliance with the EUDR's deforestation- free and legality 

requirements since their requirements overlap (Section  4.3). 

 1
7
5
6
9
3
3
8
, 2

0
2
6
, 1

, D
o
w

n
lo

ad
ed

 fro
m

 h
ttp

s://o
n
lin

elib
rary

.w
iley

.co
m

/d
o
i/1

0
.1

0
0
2
/eet.7

0
0
4
1
 b

y
 N

atio
n
al H

ealth
 F

u
n
d
 in

 P
o
lan

d
, W

iley
 O

n
lin

e L
ib

rary
 o

n
 [2

0
/0

8
/2

0
2

6
]. S

ee th
e T

erm
s an

d
 C

o
n

d
itio

n
s (h

ttp
s://o

n
lin

elib
rary

.w
iley

.co
m

/term
s-an

d
-co

n
d

itio
n
s) o

n
 W

iley
 O

n
lin

e L
ib

rary
 fo

r ru
les o

f u
se; O

A
 articles are g

o
v
ern

ed
 b

y
 th

e ap
p
licab

le C
reativ

e C
o
m

m
o

n
s L

icen
se



158 Environmental Policy and Governance, 2026

This is best illustrated by an agricultural business association 

representative: ‘The moratorium makes it easier for producers in 

the Amazon biome to comply with the EUDR, since those who 

respect the moratorium have already been respecting the EUDR 

since 2008’ (I89). Several interview partners highlighted how, 

not only regarding the ASM, but also how private and hybrid 

regulations can support EUDR compliance efforts through their 

longstanding voluntary commitments and experience therewith 

(I58; I59; I92). A representative of an agricultural sector certi-

fication standard- setting body highlighted this by stating that 

‘voluntary zero deforestation commitments are key (…) and the 

EUDR should reinforce them’ (I57).

Interviewees further highlighted that a smart and positive inter-

action between the EUDR and the ASM could occur to enhance 

implementation effectiveness if the ASM's previous efforts are 

considered. An EU official stated that subnational approaches 

may have a more precise traceability strategy that could assist in 

proving compliance with the EUDR (I55), and an international 

organisation representative stated how subnational approaches 

have the benefit of being multi- stakeholder platforms (I66). 

Moreover, a Brazil- based agricultural business association rep-

resentative emphasised that it would be mutually beneficial if 

the EUDR acknowledges the ASM in its implementation and if 

companies that are already part of the ASM can use that system 

and knowledge to produce EUDR soy- compliant products, not 

scratching it out to give way to a new legislation (I89). A Brazil- 

based agricultural certification body representative adds that 

the EUDR may complement the ASM's requirements with its 

legally binding legality requirement in making sure these prop-

erties are compliant with the Forest Code and have their CAR 

analysed (I85).

4.3.3   |   EUDR and EU- Cameroon FLEGT VPA

Regarding the VPA and its traceability strategy, it does not spec-

ify geolocation requirements, unlike the EUDR. To support its 

implementation, the VPA contains specific provisions on trans-

parency and information publishing (Article 21 and Annex 

VII) and the participation of stakeholders in implementing the 

agreement (Article 16 and Annexes III- A, III- B, and X). Similar 

transparency and information mechanisms exist in the EUDR, 

including reporting requirements for enterprises, EU Member 

State authorities, and the European Commission. The VPA also 

provides for market- related incentives (e.g., promotional cam-

paigns) to access the EU market (Art. 18), and it includes an in-

dependent audit to check the performance and efficiency of the 

FLEGT licencing scheme (Art. 11). However, the EUDR reduces 

this market incentive by removing the green lane for FLEGT 

licenced timber, adding an incoherent characteristic as to how 

the regulations are implemented and enforced, concluding in an 

ambivalent regulatory interaction.

With respect to this superimposition, an EU official acknowl-

edged the countries that have been in the process towards a 

VPA, or have one, since they ‘have been doing all this work on 

timber legality assurance systems, have good traceability sys-

tems [and should] be in a position to easily meet the [EUDR's] 

deforestation- free requirement’ (I55). Indeed, a Cameroonian 

governmental authority representative stated that given their 

work and experience with their Forest Information Management 

System and the VPA, they ‘should be comfortable with the 

[EUDR]’ (I5). Regarding the delegitimisation of mechanisms 

under the EUDR, a Cameroon- based NGO representative high-

lighted that ‘one of the reasons for the conflict on traceability is 

that government officials do not understand why the EU should 

decide on what is a good national traceability’ (I6).

4.3.4   |   EUDR and Gabon's Mandatory FSC

Gabon's mandatory FSC certification provides scant details on 

its instruments to achieve its policy goal. An agreement between 

the Gabonese government and FSC in 2020 has launched activ-

ities to support businesses in Gabon in acquiring FSC certifica-

tion and to enhance the marketing of Gabonese wood products 

on the international market (FSC  2020). Its main implemen-

tation enforcement is through license withdrawal if a forestry 

business has not achieved FSC certification by the set dead-

line (Présidence de la République Gabonaise  2018), much like 

EU Member States' have the mandate to sanction businesses in 

the EU in cases of non- compliance with the EUDR. Regarding 

businesses obtaining the FSC certificate and upholding the SFM 

standard, the FSC system itself relies on independent audits 

conducted by third- party, accredited organisations, which are 

intended to ensure the integrity of the system (FSC 2024).

Nevertheless, Gabonese finance and research organisation 

representatives mentioned that the question still remains as to 

who will pay for business certification costs, and a roadmap to 

achieve this goal is still missing (I34; I35). Other Gabon- based 

interviewees (i.e., businesses and a research organisation) stated 

that this declaration lacks a formal decree or legislation, noting 

that it could have been included in the Forest Code to ensure 

integrity with the national legislation framework (I25; I26; I28). 

Nonetheless, in practice, FSC's Principle 1 includes compliance 

with national laws, which would encompass the Forest Code 

(FSC 2023).

Regarding how this regulation can support EUDR compliance, 

the EUDR has introduced minimum information requirements 

(e.g., geolocation) for third- party verified schemes, such as 

FSC, when used as complementary risk assessment informa-

tion to demonstrate EUDR compliance. Thus, although the en-

forcement instruments are mainly in line with each other, the 

EUDR dominates and co- opts by defining the role of external 

third- party verified schemes, such as the FSC, under its pur-

view. On this co- optation element, a Gabon- based NGO repre-

sentative stressed: ‘I don't know how to improve the dialogue 

between producer countries and consumers, [but it should] not 

[be] based on imposing due diligence regulation, but on the basis 

of what conditions are needed to improve national certification 

processes and to [better] understand the markets (…) There's 

almost a willingness on the part of producer countries to start 

giving risk levels to consumer countries too’ [in reference to the 

EUDR's benchmarking system] (I32).

Regarding the general role of certification in EUDR implemen-

tation, a Germany- based forestry business representative ex-

pressed concern, stating: ‘Or you can do it all with certification 

systems, or you don't need [them], and everything else is done by 
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the EU (…) It is an extreme administrative monster where I have 

to do double or triple work’ (I41). Conversely, an international 

retailer representative and a representative of a European- based 

forest sector certification standard- setting body informed that 

certification bodies are upgrading and working hard to support 

the EUDR process by having more public documentation and 

being able to carry the information through the supply chains 

(e.g., using blockchain), so as not to become irrelevant (I50; I51). 

Indeed, it has been observed that third- party verified schemes, 

such as FSC, have been developing extra regulatory modules 

to assist their clients in reporting and informing how EUDR 

requirements are met (FSC  2025), to deal with this superim-

position. Furthermore, a Europe- based governmental author-

ity representative highlighted the added value of certification 

within the former EUTR implementation: ‘Anyone familiar with 

the implementation of the EUTR knows that a good certificate is 

still better than nothing. It is a very important first step in prov-

ing things; when control authorities align their control strategies 

with risk criteria, they do not first look at the certified compa-

nies, but rather at those that have nothing at all’ (I48).

In reference to implementing EUDR's Article 30 on cooperation 

with producer countries for implementation, many interviewees 

stated that it was drafted precisely to manage governance trade- 

offs. They mentioned that together with the Forest Partnerships 

and the Team Europe Initiative, these processes are essential 

to provide capacity support as a crucial corrective to producer 

countries (e.g., I43; I60; I97). As an international organisation 

representative puts it: ‘Development cooperation will play an 

important role to do damage control for smallholders, for leav-

ing areas behind (…) and, diplomatic clashes’ (I66). A Europe- 

based research organisation representative was, however, 

critical about this expectation, saying: ‘it is a very problematic 

attitude to say that international partnerships or development 

cooperation must now solve the problem with smallholder 

farmers (…) It is absolutely unrealistic that they will solve the 

increased transaction costs and the increased risk for traders, 

because that is decided by the market, not politically’ (I68). As 

a suggestion, a Brazil- based NGO representative added that this 

cooperation does not need to be from the EU, but the EU can 

assist South–South cooperation for the exchange of technology 

and instruments (I101).

5   |   Discussion

5.1   |   Overarching and Specific Goals

This article assessed the degree of EUDR design (in)coherence 

with selected third country regulations governing domestic de-

forestation and land use change. Our findings first show that all 

analysed mechanisms have coherent overarching policy goals 

based on their aligned broader aim of reducing deforestation or 

land degradation.

Second, the level of coherence varies between the EUDR's and 

the domestic regulations' specific goals (i.e., two mechanisms 

show characteristics of complementarity, one of competition, 

and the other one with both, so ambivalent). The incoherence 

stems from competitive differences in (1) specific national and 

regional aims (i.e., forest laws allow for economic use of land, 

and the EUDR focuses on EU trade commodity- specific supply 

chains) and (2) distinct objectives of providing a market incen-

tive for a country's commodity export (i.e., FLEGT VPA) versus 

a trade- restricting characteristic (i.e., EUDR).

5.2   |   Regulatory Requirements

Third, coherence among the regulatory requirements of the 

EUDR with third- country regulations was mainly ambivalent 

(coherent and incoherent), with one regulation being comple-

mentary. Albeit high overlap with the legality requirement in 

all mechanisms, incoherences appeared in relation to the reg-

ulatory (1) scope (i.e., forest ecosystem focused and commod-

ity selection), (2) deforestation- free requirement (i.e., forest 

regulations allowing a percentage of legal deforestation), (3) 

cut- off- date requirement (i.e., Brazilian Forest Code and ASM 

have an earlier cut- off date of 2008), and (4) delegitimisation by 

incomplete recognition of existing regulations' requirements in 

its (EUDR's) requirements (i.e., EU- Cameroon VPA, which was 

recently terminated).

Specifically, with regard to the legality requirement interaction, 

we view different possible scenarios once the EUDR is imple-

mented: (a) more producers comply with the national environ-

mental laws, (b) fewer goods are imported from the country (e.g., 

because national laws are not enforced or are over- ambitious), 

and/or (c) countries may end up changing these environmen-

tal laws to ease the plight for their commodity exporters. The 

question being: Will the EUDR's legality criterion lead to a 

strengthening of enforcement of national laws, or to debilitating 

changes in national environmental laws, thereby protecting the 

economic interests of national commodity exporters?

5.3   |   Implementation and Enforcement 
Instruments

Fourth, the interaction between the implementation and en-

forcement instruments of the EUDR with all third country 

regulations proved to be ambivalent. Coherence was present in 

the similar use of tools or strategies (e.g., remote sensing, audit-

ing, information provision). Incoherence was evident through 

differences in sanction- based versus voluntary enforcement, as 

well as the role of civil society and third parties in monitoring 

and review. Furthermore, when assessing whether compliance 

with an existing regulation can help prove compliance with the 

EUDR, co- optation characteristics appeared. This occurs be-

cause EUDR implementation instruments superimpose exist-

ing national instruments and other private voluntary standards 

(e.g., third- party verified schemes, maps, geographic scope, 

and traceability systems required for due diligence statements). 

Nonetheless, a way third- party verified schemes have been man-

aging this superimposition is by developing extra regulatory 

modules to assist their clients in reporting and informing how 

EUDR requirements are met (FSC 2025).

Our results further show that the degree of incoherence amongst 

the regulations' enforcement instruments reveals two questions 

for the implementation stage: (1) how can these mechanisms 

support EUDR compliance? (coherence) and (2) how could the 
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EUDR possibly delegitimise and change characteristics of exist-

ing regulations? (incoherence). With regard to the mechanisms' 

ability to prove compliance with EUDR requirements, we found 

that what plays a role are (1) governance format (e.g., public leg-

islation vis- à- vis private, considering legality requirement), (2) 

scope (e.g., overlap in area regulated), and (3) similar standards 

(e.g., SFM) or requirements (e.g., cut- off date, deforestation- 

free). Interviewee perceptions also shed light on possible posi-

tive policy interactions that can emerge beyond the regulations' 

designs. These are achieved by accelerating and supporting 

national legislation on the ground (e.g., traceability systems, or 

with the CAR analysis in Brazil) and by recognising the systems 

and work done in subnational approaches (e.g., those with stron-

ger requirements and a multi- stakeholder approach).

5.4   |   Leveraging or Limiting Effectiveness 
Through Interaction?

The EUDR's possible debilitation or delegitimisation of current 

regulations lies in the incoherence in (1) regulatory require-

ments, as exemplified by the case of ASM signatories thinking 

of easing their cut- off date to 2020, (2) regulated scope, as il-

lustrated by the broader scope of forest national regulations 

(e.g., encompassing the Cerrado in Brazil), (3) non- recognition 

or partial recognition of existing enforcement instruments (e.g., 

traceability tools and systems) and existing standards (e.g., 

FSC, FLEGT- licenced wood) for due diligence requirements. 

Concerning the cut- off date, in fact, recent developments have 

pointed to one of the biggest ASM signatories, Cargill, leaving 

the agreement by changing its deforestation commitment cut- 

off date to 2020 (Assessoria de Comunicação 2025; Freitas and 

Barros 2025). Therefore, despite coordinated overarching goals, 

effective implementation to achieve these aims may only occur 

if these other designed elements are smartly managed.

Regarding the scope incoherence, our study contributes to 

the growing literature on jurisdictional and place- based gov-

ernance approaches in relation to supply chain interventions 

(Schleifer  2023; Macdonald et  al.  2024). A mismatch in scope 

definition can create leakage, uncertainty, and compliance chal-

lenges, often reflecting certain interests discussed during the 

agenda- setting and design phase of a regulation. For example, 

the new Forest Code in Brazil, introduced in 2012, was known 

for being a heavily negotiated compromise between the agricul-

tural and environmental sectors in Brazil, where great power 

lies in land ownership and land use (Soares- Filho et al. 2014). 

Brazil's ASM has also been criticised for its Amazon- only scope, 

not regulating most of Brazil's soy production, which is largely 

present in the Cerrado, and is designed in the interest of large 

soy producers (Ziegert and Sotirov  2024). Gabon's mandatory 

FSC certification is innovative for repurposing supply chain 

private governance into a jurisdictional and national scope, yet 

its implementation and enforcement still remain a question, as 

well as if it is a worthy trend to be replicated. In its turn, the 

EUDR is equally innovative as it is public legislation focused on 

regulating certain supply chains beyond EU boundaries. Its de-

signed scope (i.e., specific commodities and forest definition) is 

EU demand-  and supply- chain- oriented (Muradian et al. 2025) 

and was also a politically negotiated decision (Berning and 

Sotirov  2024). Recent studies, however, inform that 17.5% of 

the EU's deforestation exposure was from commodities not reg-

ulated by the EUDR, such as cashew nuts and corn, the latter 

having Brazil as its main exporter (Titley 2024). The same goes 

for financial institutions and other wooded land that are not reg-

ulated but could potentially be added to the EUDR's scope in its 

upcoming reviews (Berning and Sotirov 2024).

5.5   |   Smart Policy Mixes

Our results also highlight that state legislation, with its national 

jurisdictional scope, is considered the most crucial piece of regu-

lation to combat deforestation and biodiversity loss; however, its 

effectiveness is weakened by fragile enforcement. To ensure that 

a new policy enhances the effectiveness of achieving the policy 

goal of reducing deforestation and land degradation, we argue 

that transnational environmental regulation could support na-

tional enforcement rather than superimpose it, as exemplified 

in the possible scenarios described. Muradian et al. (2025) con-

clude their research by recommending demand- oriented and 

territorial approaches to curb global deforestation as a whole. 

We contribute to the literature by suggesting close attention 

to the interaction between public- private and transnational- 

domestic regulation, as well as policy mixes. A smart mix would 

encompass whole land use governance (not only forest terrain), 

with an emphasis on national enforcement, while considering 

trade- induced impacts through demand and supply- side regu-

lations. In EUDR implementation, this could be through Article 

30. Its appropriate application and nation- specific cooperation 

were also highlighted in our results as a way to manage gover-

nance incoherence.

Our study enhances what has already been called upon in the pol-

icy coherence literature, which is the focus on identifying smart 

policy mixes and managing identified incoherence (Meijers and 

Stead 2004; Howlett and Rayner 2007; Schleifer 2023). This is 

relevant to increase the achievement of common goals. As our 

results show, even when regulations have a common overarch-

ing goal, other elements of their design may create tension with 

other regulations, hindering higher chances and effectiveness in 

achieving the common goal. Identifying and managing (in)co-

herent elements in the interaction between transnational and 

national regulations is needed to avoid creating regulatory frag-

mentation, differing requirements, enforcement uncertainties, 

and delegitimisation of current requirements and processes, 

which could lower implementation effectiveness.

Nevertheless, incoherence also exists within national bound-

aries (e.g., complying with a Forest Code may be at odds with 

receiving government subsidy for agricultural expansion; or 

governmental promotion of infrastructure and energy develop-

ment may be incoherent with rigorous environmental licencing 

and regulation). This discloses an important question that can 

be further researched: To what extent is transnational–national 

incoherence more impactful than intra- national policy incoher-

ence? A key characteristic of our example is that the EUDR is a 

trade regulation. Thus, albeit legally binding, it regulates spe-

cific supply chains, which will then influence how the market 

around them is shaped. The force behind compliance is not only 

due to penalties but also due to whether companies want to con-

tinue exporting to the EU for economic interests. Nonetheless, 
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the EUDR caught attention because of its unilateral charac-

teristic (Muradian et  al.  2025). The difference between trans-

national–national and intra- national is a matter of sovereignty. 

Transnational legislation steps on the toes of sovereignty con-

cerns, especially due to historical, political, and trade relations, 

posing legitimacy questions. In the lack of an international 

agreement, transnational regulation will have an element of 

competition with national legislation and individual country in-

terests. This should be considered when measuring how much 

diplomatic and financial damage control may be needed.

5.6   |   Theoretical Contribution

Theoretically, we also contribute to the state- of- the- art research 

on policy coherence and regulatory interactions by presenting 

a new conceptual framework based on Eberlein et  al.  (2014), 

Cashore et al. (2021) and Nilsson et al. (2012), to analyse specific 

layers of interaction in the vertical and horizontal coherence 

between the regulatory design of transnational legislation and 

the design of domestic regulations. Our uniqueness is looking at 

transnational policy mixes of demand-  and supply- side regulation 

(in)coherence. We enlighten the nuances of this non- dichotomic 

definition of policy coherence, recognising that the interaction 

can reflect different degrees of coherence. We demonstrate that 

policy design can determine the degree and character of coher-

ence, potentially leading to (un)intended consequences within 

a transnational- national policy mix. Pinpointing the elements 

that may contribute to a synergetic implementation can help 

avoid diplomatic clashes and unintended consequences, such as 

the weakening of national initiatives. Furthermore, by analys-

ing the regulation interaction through each layer, one can reflect 

on the consequence of a goal vis- à- vis an implementation instru-

ment being incoherent, since each layer carries its significance. 

Our results highlight the importance of examining how policies 

are designed for implementation, rather than just whether their 

goals are coherent. It may make sense that national regulations 

have different implementation and enforcement instruments, 

given their local context, yet a transnational regulation should 

first understand existing instruments before adding others.

5.7   |   Limitations

Limitations to our research design and methodology lie in the 

selection and number of mechanisms and documents, given the 

extensive number of regulations that form a domestic framework 

in third countries. Each regulation may also have associated 

documents that provide further clarification of certain require-

ments. We recognise that other countries or examples may yield 

different results, such as the EU- Indonesia FLEGT VPA, which 

further research can focus on. However, the Cameroon example 

can still illuminate the intricacies of this type of transnational 

trade regulation and its case is particularly interesting due to 

its termination, precisely given the European Commission's at-

tempt to reduce the role of FLEGT VPAs under the EUDR.

Despite a limited amount of analysed regulations, we were still 

able to cover a fair range of different regulatory forms in a qual-

itative analysis. No interaction was found to be chaotic, and this 

may be due to the selected mechanisms and because we only 

looked at the regulatory design stage. Adding the imperfections 

of policy implementation could eventually also turn coherently 

designed instruments into chaotic interrelations (cf. Eberlein 

et al. 2014). Furthermore, although our analysis was based on 

policy design, it was an asymmetric comparison of interaction 

because one regulation (EUDR) has not yet been implemented. 

The theoretical framework, however, can be replicated and ap-

plied to expand the analysis in greater depth for a country or 

across countries. All of this leads to possible research to be fur-

ther conducted.

6   |   Conclusion

This study assesses the degree of (in)coherence between the 

design of the EUDR and selected third country regulations ad-

dressing domestic deforestation and land use change. By iden-

tifying and analysing regulatory (in)coherence across goals, 

requirements, and enforcement instruments, our findings con-

tribute to a deeper understanding of what is at stake for transna-

tional environmental legislation when interacting with domestic 

policy mixes. While overarching regulatory goals tend to align, 

specific design elements of the EUDR diverge from those in the 

selected domestic regulations (e.g., scope, legality definitions, 

cut- off dates, and implementation mechanisms). Although 

certain misalignments may be expected, reflecting national 

contexts, these incoherences raise both technical and political 

concerns, particularly regarding the legitimacy of transnational 

interventions in sovereign regulatory spaces.

Our study underscores the importance of reconciling trans-

national with existing national regulatory frameworks. This 

is particularly crucial for instruments like the EUDR, which 

seeks to regulate production and land use practices beyond the 

EU's own jurisdiction. We argue that any future transnational 

environmental regulation should aim to engage with and build 

upon existing domestic efforts. For example, leveraging effec-

tive local traceability systems and acknowledging subnational 

initiatives could not only reduce conflicts and compliance costs 

but also promote more durable and locally grounded solutions, 

avoiding leakage and helping to align instruments across juris-

dictions. Moreover, the study highlights the value of smart reg-

ulatory and cooperation mechanisms, such as EUDR's Article 

30, as potential tools for managing regulatory incoherence. 

These can help adapt to governance specificities, promote cross- 

compliance, and ultimately support more effective and legiti-

mate implementation.

Given our ex- ante regulatory design analysis, we recommend 

an ex- post assessment of the EUDR's implementation stage. 

Future research could also conduct the same framework anal-

ysis using other domestic regulations in relation to the EUDR, 

or a comparative analysis of transnational- national versus intra- 

national regulatory (in)coherence. Finally, this research adds 

to the growing literature calling for the identification and man-

agement of incoherence in global environmental governance. 

A balanced regulatory mix, one that bridges public and private 

governance and transnational and domestic frameworks, is es-

sential for achieving aligned goals. As the EUDR moves from 

design to practice, its success may partly depend on its ability 

to serve not only as a trade regulation but as an inspiration 
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and a driver to bridge the gap between demand–supply and 

transnational- domestic measures in the regulation and reduc-

tion of global deforestation and land degradation.
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