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Abstract: Policy action is visible in national and international climate governance. However, policy-

making and its implementation often fail to generate the desired outcomes that aim to adapt to the 

adverse impact of climate change in a developing nation, such as Bangladesh—a country highly 

vulnerable to the impact of climate change. Against this backdrop, the study aims to analyze the 

implication of development cooperation and bureaucratic politics on the policy-making and 

implementation of climate change adaptation policy in Bangladesh. In doing so, the research uses 

national and international climate adaptation funds and the existing state administrative framework 

of the climate adaptation regime. Methodologically, it follows a mixed qualitative–quantitative 

research approach. The study discusses the following key findings: (1) the general cross-sectoral 

nature and thrusts of domestic and external climate adaptation funding; (2) how Bangladesh 

technical departments, such as that for water management, have reacted successfully to ensure the 

utilization of the funds is for implementing adaptation policy; (3) simultaneously, how Bangladesh 

bureaucracy, made of the elite, together with politics, have maintained their traditional values, 

practices, and structures in responding to the administrative requirements of climate adaptation 

funders, especially bilateral and multilateral development agencies, and (4) what changes should 

be brought to the bureaucratic cadre and added to the administrative setup in Bangladesh to 

provide a better overall impact of the adaptation policy and funding. 

Keywords: climate adaptation funding; public administration; bureaucratic politics; development 

actors; Bangladesh 

 

1. Introduction 

Scientists and policy actors recognize that climate change has local and international 

consequences; hence, policy action is visible at multiple levels. The ‘Global Risks Report’ of 2016 

published by the World Economic Forum placed ‘failure of climate change mitigation and adaptation’ 

as the top risk and identified the ‘top 5 global risks in terms of impact’ [1]. Particularly for highly 
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vulnerable countries, such as Bangladesh, adaptation actions are necessary to decrease the current 

and projected climate impacts and associated risks [2–6]. The region of South Asia is under-

researched compared with global scenarios in terms of the climate adaptation policy approach, and 

the adaptation policy framework in Bangladesh, similar to other developing nations, is rapidly 

changing because of internal and external factors [7,8]. International organizations, such as the United 

Nations and World Bank, recognize climate change as a hindrance to achieving sustainable 

development goals and identify development opportunities offered by climate action [1]. Hence, 

climate adaptation policy seems increasingly mired in budgetary politics in the context of 

international climate funding [9,10]. 

Therefore, in the context of a development trajectory and budgetary tension, national and 

international actors, as potential policy options, have launched several funding programs in 

Bangladesh that aim to adapt to visible climate challenges. However, often, the climate policy being 

considered has not generated the desired outcomes [11–14]. The funding policy might have failed 

because of implementation problems [15,16]. The success of policy implementation largely depends 

on a country’s administrative capabilities and settings because they do much of the policy work of 

the government [17–19]. Notably, institutions affect how public policies are implemented [9,20]. 

Moreover, bureaucratic actors under prevailing administrative traditions operate according to 

specific routines [18,21] and climate change adaptation requires innovative policy instruments and 

action [22,23] and an integrative approach to policy implementation [24]. By contrast, scholars have 

argued that external actors can influence domestic policy-making [25,26] and serve formal and 

informal interests through implementing aid programs in a recipient country [27,28]. 

In this context, Jordan et al. [24] remarked that ‘humanity is struggling to govern climate 

change’. This statement suggests key components to more fully capture the implementation problems 

of climate adaptation policy. They emphasize the role of participating governance actors 

(national/international bureaus) and their development cooperation, the administrative 

framework/traditions in which the policy actors operate, and the underlying politics and mode of 

operation therein that aims to dictate the adaptation policy implementation. Hence, this study aims 

to analyze the implication of development cooperation and bureaucratic politics on the policy-

making and implementation of climate change adaptation policy, using national and international 

climate adaptation funds and the existing state administrative framework in Bangladesh. 

The remainder of this study develops as follows: We start by detailing the funding policy and 

state administrative set up of the climate adaptation regime in Bangladesh. We then present our 

theoretical argument and the materials and methods of the study. Next, we map the national and 

international climate adaptation funds and leading sectoral bureaucracies in implementing 

adaptation funds, followed by an analysis of the influence of funding on state administrative 

traditions. Before presenting the concluding remarks, we present a more detailed and critical analysis 

of the international funding, state bureaucratic politics, and their intrinsic implications on the 

implementation of climate adaptation policy. 

2. Country Context: Climate Adaptation Funding Policy in Bangladesh 

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change identified Bangladesh as one of the worst 

victims of climate-induced insecurities and disasters, for example, earthquakes, cyclones, tsunamis, 

floods, sea-level rise, droughts, land degradation and deforestation, loss of biodiversity, and soil 

degradation. During the last 40 years, the economic losses in Bangladesh were approximately US$12 

billion because of climate change impacts [29]. Because the government is a signatory to the UN 

Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), the country developed an appropriate 

climate adaptation policy framework that complies with the regime’s guiding principle, in coalition 

with international development actors. Notably, Bangladesh is recognized internationally for its 

cutting-edge achievements in addressing climate change [29]. 

Because of concerns regarding climate vulnerability, in 2005, the nation adopted the National 

Adaptation Program of Action, and subsequently, in 2009, the Bangladesh Climate Change Strategy 
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and Action Plan [30,31]. The BCCSAP is the principal national strategic climate policy framework to 

set and direct all climate development activities in Bangladesh. This policy framework includes both 

adaptation and mitigation action programs for six thematic areas: food security, social protection, 

and health; comprehensive disaster management; infrastructure; research and knowledge 

management; mitigation and low carbon development; and capacity building and institutional 

strengthening [31]. The country uses its limited resources purposefully within the framework of the 

BCCSAP. Hence, in 2010, the Government of Bangladesh established two funding mechanisms: the 

Climate Change Trust Fund (BCCTF) and Bangladesh Climate Change Resilience Fund [32]. The 

BCCTF is based on domestic budgetary allocations (current amount is US$300 million; ibid), and the 

BCCRF is multi-donor trust fund that relies on development partners’ funding assistance, i.e., US$188 

million [33]. Bangladesh received funding from other climate-related trust funds, most of them 

managed by the World Bank [11]. Notably, the BCCRF was closed for undisclosed reasons. These 

two, and more importantly the government, implement climate development activities on a regular 

basis through the so-called ADP (Annual Development Program—see Appendix A.1), with funding 

sourced from domestic and donors’ budgetary allocations. 

3. State Administrative Setup of the Climate Change Adaptation Regime in Bangladesh 

The state administrative framework related to climate adaptation comprises functional line 

bureaucracies and cross-cutting bureaucracies (Figure 1). The functional line bureaucracies are the 

sectoral ministries (e.g., agriculture, water resources), including the Ministry of Environment, Forest 

and Climate Change (MoEFCC), and their climate-related units, wings, focal points, and subordinate 

departments (e.g., Department of Environment (DoE)). The MoEFCC and its subordinate agency (i.e., 

DoE) are the core leading institutions for making policy decisions and the coordination and 

management of climate-related policies and plans of action. The Bangladesh Forest Department 

(BFD) administers the implementation of forest-related climate change policies [34]. The sectoral 

ministries with the help of its subordinate departments/agencies (i.e., the technical arms of the 

ministry) implement climate adaptation activities at the grassroots level. A specialized agency called 

Climate Change Trust belongs to the MoEFCC and coordinates and manages only Bangladesh 

Climate Change Trust Fund (see Appendix A.2) projects. 

This climate regime comprises the supreme decision-making body of the state in the form of the 

National Environment Committee headed by the hon’ble prime minister and the National Steering 

Committee on Climate Change chaired by the minister of the MoEFCC, which are largely responsible 

for strategic policy guidance and oversight and the coordination and monitoring of the 

implementation of adaptation action plans. 

In addition, the cross-cutting bureaucracies consist of the public administration, and the 

planning, finance, and foreign affairs ministries are responsible for supplying inputs through 

personnel management, short to long-term planning, allocation and mobilization of resources, and 

negotiations to implement climate policy successfully. The apex body is the Cabinet, comprising 

policy makers, and provides strategic guidance and approves (climate) policies. 
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Figure 1. Functional administrative set up of climate change regime at the center in Bangladesh. 

The outspreading cooperation and policy support from these cross-cutting bureaucracies are 

expected to have incremental effects on the function of existing line bureaucracies, ultimately to 

develop and implement adaptation policies. For example, the line ministries and their units and focal 

points including the MoEFCC have been served by the officials of the general Bangladesh Civil 

Service (BCS) Administration Cadre (see Appendix A.3) [35,36]. The career management (i.e., 

positioning, promotion) of these officials is controlled by the Ministry of Public Administration 

(MoPA), and by positioning the officials in various hierarchies of the functional climate-related 

ministries and agencies, MoPA has been playing a pivotal role in guiding climate policy. The outcome 

of climate adaptation policy is thus determined largely by the positive interaction of bureaucracies 

from the functional line ministries and cross-cutting ministries, and their subordinate departments. 

Moreover, NGOs (Non-Governmental Organisations), individuals, media, and civil society actors are 

expected to extend their expert support in the process of climate change adaptation in Bangladesh, 

but they probably have fragmented decision-making power at the state level [3,19]. 

4. Theoretical Framework 

4.1. International Development Cooperation in Climate Adaptation Policy 

International development cooperation is the promotion of horizontal relations based on the 

mutual benefit, non-interference, and respect for sovereignty, rather than the vertical hierarchy 

invoked by the terms donor and recipient [37,38]. In general, this process begins with the background 

of involvement by the donor actors and serves the social and economic progress of recipient actors 

[38,39]. However, donors of development assistance have agreed to set rules within the framework 
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of the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, which has its Development 

Assistance Committee (DAC), mandated with tasks of cooperation development, known 

internationally as Official Development Assistance (ODA) or foreign aid. The ODA has three key 

characteristics, namely assistance for the developing countries, such as Bangladesh; assistance that is 

conducive to economic development or the improvement of living standards of developing countries; 

and assistance that consist of grants or concessional loans (approximately 90% of ODA is grants that 

the developing country will not have to repay; concessional/soft loans are charged below-market 

rates and often have a longer repayment period) [39,40]. 

The development cooperation is from several bilateral and multilateral sources. ODA is 

‘bilateral’ when given directly by the donor country to individuals or institutions in the recipient 

country. Cooperation is bi-governmental only when government institutions from both countries are 

involved [41,42]. It is multilateral when provided to an international agency, such as the United 

Nations. The agencies decide how to spend the multilateral money, and they also receive ‘earmarked’ 

money [43]. Because the donors to a large extent tell the agencies how to use these earmarked funds, 

they are counted within bilateral aid. When counting this earmarked or ‘multi-bi’ funding, 

multilateral agencies actually deliver approximately 40% of the total aid [40]. Bi-multilateral 

cooperation is a distinct form of bilateral cooperation, implemented by an international organization 

(e.g., the World Bank), where cooperation still involves a donor and a recipient government [41]. 

Typically, ODA is provided as, for example, grants; loans; lines of credit; debt cancellation; 

studentships and technical training; resource-for-infrastructure swaps; and the provision of doctors, 

nurses, other skilled professionals, and humanitarian relief [37]. These ODA’s are split into several 

interventions per donor, normally in the form of projects and programs [44]. Notably, development 

cooperation is offered by various donors: the traditional donors or DAC members (e.g., Germany, 

France, the United States) and emerging donors or non-DAC members from among the economically 

dynamic states, e.g., China, Brazil [45]. 

Following the Rio Earth summit in 1992, countries agreed on the principle of international 

climate finance when the UNFCCC was initially established. The treaty said developed countries 

should provide extra financial resources to developing countries to help them pay for the costs of 

overcoming and adapting to climate change and to support them to establish and report on national 

climate plans. Notably, this initial concept of climate finance had been sharpened by the time the 

US$100 billion figure was agreed to in the Copenhagen Accord in 2009 [46]. The international climate-

sensitive cooperation architecture is multifaceted. Multilateral climate funds are international 

institutions funded by several developed donor countries to distribute climate grants and/or loans. 

Other forms of climate finance include bilateral (country-to-country) funds, multilateral development 

banks (e.g., the World Bank), and private finance (ibid). In addition, a growing number of recipient 

countries have set up national climate change funds that receive funding from multiple donor 

countries in an effort to coordinate and align donor interests with national priorities. 

Figure 2 shows that the United States is currently the leading donor across all four funds, 

followed by the United Kingdom, Japan, Germany, and France, respectively, 2015 to 2018. The four 

funds are the Global Environment Facility (GEF), which was formed on the eve of the 1992 Rio Earth 

summit and comprises a partnership of 18 agencies (e.g., NGOs, MDBs (Multilateral development 

banks), and UN bodies) and 183 countries; the Adaptation Fund, established in 2001 under the Kyoto 

Protocol with the explicit mandate of finance adaptation and resilience activities in developing 

countries vulnerable to climate change; the Climate Investment Fund, established in 2008 and a major 

distributor of funds over the past four years; and the Green Climate Fund, established at COP17 in 

2011, with a mandate to specifically leverage climate finance towards the US$100 billion pledge, is 

the key financing vehicle of the UNFCCC [46–48]. 
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Figure 2. Leading donors’ multilateral climate funds from 2015 to May 2018 (Carbonbrief 2017; Green 

climate fund 2018). 

Here, climate adaptation development policy could be defined as a subset of a donor’s 

development cooperation policy, in which a donor government (co-)finances climate adaptation-

related aid measures implemented on a bi-governmental, bilateral, or bi-multilateral basis 

[8,41,49,50]. This research considers both bi-governmental and bi-multilateral development 

cooperation in the climate adaptation sector of Bangladesh to reveal the bureaucratic interests of both 

the donor and the recipient country in the policy-making and implementation of climate adaptation. 

This type of cooperation policy could be linked to the process of bureaucratic politics because 

multiple bureaucratic actors and their (formal and informal) interests are involved in this 

development process. In this regard, a wide range of development experts view this cooperation 

policy (including its development concept) as a means to extend informal aspects (e.g., as a method 

of gaining power and to fulfil the interests of powerful actors) instead of viewing the politics as a 

formal development concern [51–55]. The influential actors (e.g., bilateral donors, state bureaus) 

participate in a policy field by utilizing their power resources (e.g., funds, technologies, staff) in 

various stages of the policy cycle (i.e., formulation, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation; 

Mahmud, 2014; Rahman et al., 2016b; Giessen et al., 2016). Hence, development actors may shape the 

structure of an ongoing policy debate on a specific issue by blocking or excluding potential policy 

options [56,57]. 

4.2. State Administrative Traditions and Bureaucratic Politics 

The concept of traditions simply involves a statement that there are patterns in administrative 

behavior that persist [58]. In the public sector, administrative traditions are considered components 

of more encompassing state traditions, which are composed of both ideas and structures [21]. 

Administrative tradition is also referred to as ‘historical legacies’, ‘administrative culture’, and 

‘cultural–institutional context’ [59]. Regarding the others, ‘traditions “live” both through the 

thoughts and actions of contemporary actors and through the “dead hand” of inherited structures 

that constrain them in varying degrees’ [21]. The same authors specified several variables that define 

the traditions and determined how those variables impact administration. 

The first variable determines the aspect of the relationship between the state and the social 

actors. The relationship may be based on either organic or contractarian conceptions that help define 

the traditions [21]; the former conception defines states as intensely connected with the society and 

those have little meaning detaching each other, and in the later conception, the state is assumed to be 

a human construct—not a natural entity—and is thus highly malleable. The second variable of 
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administrative traditions is to determine the choice between management and law that delineate the 

fundamental tasks of an administrator. The key argument is whether a good administrator is using 

the law effectively and appropriately or he/she is compromising it to get things done. They argue that 

a strict legalistic basis of administration is not readily compatible with a managerialist conception of 

managers. Knowledge of existing laws is one necessary aspect, but the capacity to draft future law 

while considering the social, economic, and political consequences of those policy choices is another 

aspect and certainly necessitates appropriate attention from the bureaucracy. In this aspect, 

understanding the career of a civil servant is crucial in determining the administrative traditions of a 

country. According to Weber’s model of bureaucracy, civil servants should be selected based on 

achievement criteria and merit, rather than ascriptive criteria, for example, cast, ethnicity, class, or 

language [17]. Subsequently, ‘the merit recruitment is the logical means of filling the available 

positions with the most qualified personnel’ [17]. There are marked variations in defining the careers 

and how individuals are recruited, promoted, rewarded, and managed during their careers. The 

degree of political involvement in the bureaucracy [60] is another variable that determines the 

administrative traditions of a country. 

The public bureaucracy, being a central actor, and organizations perform much of the policy 

work of the government [61]. These bureaus, according to bureaucratic politics theory, compete with 

each other for state budgets, staff, policy tasks, and political responsibilities [18,62–66]. This refers to 

the following: Bureaucratic politics reveals the struggle for power among relevant state institutions, 

and the evolving power is articulated in various forms, for example, dominant information, coercion, 

and incentives [42,67–69]. More likely, in non-domestic bureaucracies and those with an assigned 

mission [42,70], the foreign donors form coalitions with other foreign and domestic state and non-

state actors, providing funds and other resources to influence policy and serve their interests [25,71]. 

The bureaucratic politics theory argues that while implementing a development program (e.g., 

climate change), these bureaucracies (i.e., domestic and non-domestic) tend to maximize their 

interests (i.e., formal and informal) based on their preferences, abilities, and power capabilities 

[18,71,72]. Many scholars in foreign aid literature state about international determinants of foreign 

aid that dictate domestic bureaucratic traditions and governance system. This is, for example, 

Bräutigam and Knack [73] says that aid creates vested interests among the influential bureaucrats 

and it affects governance and institutions in a recipient country. As Knack and Rahman [74] argue 

high level of aid fragmentation due to multiple interests and politics among donors declines 

bureaucratic quality in a recipient country. Moreover, Moore [75] points to the fact that contemporary 

developing countries might get quality bureaucratic framework and governance if states depend 

more on domestic financial resources. Against this theoretical viewpoints, our study will critically 

determine how international determinants of foreign aid influences on state administration and 

bureaucratic arrangement in a recipient country. In addition, how these bureaucratic settings and aid 

politics determine climate adaptation policy in Bangladesh. 

Therefore, having a clearer understanding of the country’s administrative context with hands-

on climate adaptation funding data, and based on theoretical viewpoints regarding development 

cooperation, and bureaucratic politics and tradition, this study formulates the following research 

questions: 

Question 1: How do development funds, particularly international climate adaptation funds, 

influence state administrative traditions in Bangladesh? 

Question 2: What are the bureaucratic politics regarding development cooperation and state 

administration that occurs when implementing climate adaptation policy? 

Question 3: What are the intrinsic policy implications of such bureaucratic politics in 

implementing climate adaptation policy? 

5. Materials and Methods 

The funding (from foreign donors) as an independent variable influences forest policy changes 

in Bangladesh, according to our review of the literature [27,42]. Now, the climate adaptation funding, 



Climate 2020, 8, 118 8 of 24 

 

especially from foreign donors as an influential policy/political instrument may guide and affect state 

administrative traditions and bureaucratic politics, both of which ultimately have immense policy 

implications on the said climate adaptation issues. 

A mixed qualitative–quantitative research approach was employed to describe national and 

international climate adaptation funding and its consequences on the administrative traditions and 

climate adaptation policy implementation in Bangladesh. Thus, three sets of data were necessary: (1) 

climate adaptation funding data, (2) documents that show the linkage between funding and 

administrative changes, and (3) data and information to show the policy implications on climate 

adaptation. This study uses information on projects that addressed climate change adaptation in 

Bangladesh from 2009 to 2017. We used 2009 as the base year because the key guiding policy, the 

BCCSAP, was formulated in that year, and after cyclone Sidr in 2007—one of the worst natural 

disasters in Bangladesh—many policies and funding programs initiated their operation (i.e., since 

2009) [76]. Subsequently, the Government of Bangladesh and foreign donors began to channel 

funding based on various pillars of the action plan. Furthermore, the BCCTF commenced its 

operation in 2010. The funding data were climate adaptation-related development funding projects 

of the public sector. The study used a full quantitative survey of all funding programs being 

implemented to address climate change adaptation in Bangladesh. We found two consistent funding 

programs: ADP-based projects and Bangladesh Climate Change Trust Fund (BCCTF) projects. The 

ADP is the regular funding program for directing development activities in various sectors of 

Bangladesh. This program comprises domestic government and foreign donor-funded projects. The 

BCCTF is the Government of Bangladesh’s funding to solely address climate change adaptation and 

mitigation. 

Climate adaptation funding data have been analyzed in detail elsewhere already, covering a 

time period from 2009 to 2015 [76]. This study re-used existing data generated by Rahman and Tosun 

[76] of funding from 2009 to 2015. For the present study, the data described above was combined with 

remaining funding data of 2016 and 2017. In both cases, the relevant adaptation projects were 

identified by searching the following websites hosting the documentation of the ADP-projects 

(www.plancomm.gov.bd) and the BCCTF-projects (www.bcct.gov.bd) by using the keywords 

“climate change” and “adaptation”. We also checked the databases for projects associated with 

alternative keywords, such as “disaster risk reduction” or “resilience”, which, however, all 

overlapped with the projects we had identified previously by using “climate change” and 

“adaptation” as keywords. The outcome of this exercise was a list of all project descriptions 

mentioning climate change adaptation. 

Next, we consulted experts in the relevant ministries to identify projects that did not mention 

“climate change” and “adaptation” in their project titles. Based on the information we received from 

the interviewees, we conducted an additional check by searching the websites of the relevant 

ministries and aid agencies (e.g., Asian Development Bank, World Bank, United Nations 

Development Program, and the United States Agency for International Development) to verify the 

expert opinions, as well as to clarify cases where the official documentation deviated from the 

information provided by the experts. We identified a total of 573 eligible government-driven projects, 

of which 426 are BCCTF projects and the remaining 147 are ADP-based projects. 

Subsequent to having produced the list of projects, we screened the project documents in order 

to receive information about the following dimensions: 

• funding sources 

• an amount of funding provided by each donor and domestic organization 

• the lead agencies in project implementation 

The process-tracing method was used to understand how a foreign donor influences state 

administrative traditions at the domestic level. The method has widely been used as a qualitative tool 

to analyze the cause–effect relationship in the field of international relations and public policy 

analysis [71]. According to George and Bennett [77] the method ‘attempts to trace the links between 

possible causes and observed outcomes’. A qualitative content analysis of the donor-funded climate 
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adaptation project documents was performed to search for a possible link between causal 

factors/elements of donor funding and domestic administrative change content [42,71,78]. The project 

documents used include project proposals, implementation modalities, project-related output 

documents (e.g., guidelines; directives; other policy documents and project reports, e.g., validation 

reports, completion reports). To facilitate tracing the changes, expert interviews (among the public 

administrations and climate policy experts both from government, development organizations, and 

academia) were conducted as explained in Appendix A.4, to have preliminary information regarding 

the funding and administrative changes. It was useful to pinpoint the evidence rather than gauge so 

many documents. The evidence was then grouped as process and outcomes [71]. The process was 

categorized as (i) project formulation and (ii) project implementation, and outcomes were considered 

the (iii) shape/reshape of national and local bureaucratic/administrative structures and (iv) changes 

in policy content. Subsequently, we linked the causal factors (funding) and changes in the domestic 

administrative setup. An intrinsic climate change policy implication study was conducted based on 

the findings of this study—and the first author’s observations (Appendix A.5) were as a government 

employee, namely, a civil servant inside the bureaucracy—and based on relevant secondary data and 

the literature highlighting climate adaptation policy. 

6. Results 

6.1. Domestic and International Climate Adaptation Development Funds in Bangladesh from 2009 to 2017 

The domestic government and numerous international development actors have been providing 

funds to implement adaptation projects in Bangladesh (Figure 3). Overall, 61% of funds 

(approximately US$3687) were sourced from the domestic government (i.e., BCCTF and ADP-based 

funds), and the remaining 39% (approximately US$2385) was channelled through foreign donor 

agencies. This foreign donor-based funding is also included in the ADP. That means, BCCTF is solely 

domestic sourced fund. However, ADP is a programmatic documentation consisting of both donor-

sourced and domestic sourced funds in the public sector, based on which projects of different sectors 

are implemented in a single fiscal year. As soon as the agreement is signed between foreign donors 

and government, and respective project documents are approved in the government system, the 

project funding being included as an ADP project. Both bilateral and multilateral donors fund are 

considered for including in the ADP document. Regarding donor-funded ADP projects, a mixed 

approach of implementation modalities is followed, wherein concerned development actors from 

donors, government and NGOs (if applicable) act and control over the project resources as per the 

agreed/approved project documents. However, project document analysis reveals that bilateral 

foreign donors, who provide grants, have more control and authority over project resources and 

implementation. Besides, multilateral donors (mostly banks), who provide loans, have less control 

over implementation means, but they tend to put emphasize on monitoring and compliance 

mechanism. 

The result shows that, among the foreign donors, a few multilateral banks, and bilateral and 

multilateral agencies have been engaged in adaptation tasks. Among them, the World Bank was the 

highest contributor (i.e., 20% of the total funds); however, the Asian Development Bank supplied 4% 

of the total funds. Among international multilateral organizations, the International Fund for 

Agricultural Development, World Food Program, and GEF funded 2%, 2%, and 1%, respectively. In 

addition, of the bilateral donors, Japan was the leader (i.e., 4%) and channelled this aid through the 

Japan International Cooperation Agency, Japan International Cooperation System, and Japan Debt 

Cancellation Fund. Moreover, bilateral donors, such as the Department for International 

Development-UK, the United States Agency for International Development, the European Union, 

and Germany (GIZ, KFW), each participated slightly by supplying 2%, 1%, 1%, and less than 1%, 

respectively, of the total funds. Similarly, Norway, Australia, Switzerland, Sweden, Denmark, the 

Netherlands, the Spanish Trust, China, and the United Nations Development Program collectively 

contributed 2% of the total aid in implementing climate adaptation activities in Bangladesh. 
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Figure 3. Domestic government versus foreign donors’ funding on climate change adaptation project 

in Bangladesh, 2009–2017. Note: The funding data from 2009 to 2015 is based on Rahman and Tosun 

[76] and funding data of 2016 and 2017 were collected from Bangladesh Planning Division website 

(https://plandiv.gov.bd/) and archives of the Bangladesh Climate Change Trust Office. Here, ADB = 

Asian Development Bank, IFAD = International Fund for Agricultural Development, DFID = 

Department for International Development, WFP = World Food Program, EU = European Union, GEF 

= Global Environment Facility. 

6.2. Implementation of Climate Adaptation Funds by Sectoral Agencies in Bangladesh 

Numerous agencies have been involved with the ADP and BCCTF funding programs in 

implementing adaptation activities in Bangladesh. 

Note: Data collected from Rahman and Tosun, (2018) and Bangladesh Planning Division website 

(https://plandiv.gov.bd/). Here, X-axis represents leading agencies which are responsible for 

implementing the climate adaptation funds, Y-axis refers amount of funds in Milion US$. In X-axis, 

BWDB = Bangladesh Water Development Board, LGED = Local Government Engineering 

Department, Agri agencies = Agriculture ministry and agencies, like, Department of Agriculture 

Extension (DAE), BMDA = Barind Multipurpose Development Authority (BMDA), Bangladesh 

Agricultural Development Corporation, Bangladesh Agricultural Research Council (BARC) and 

Bangladesh Agricultural Research Institute (BARI), BFD = Bangladesh Forest Department, DDM = 

Department of Disaster Management, RDA = Rural Development Academy, MoDMR = Ministry of 

Disaster Management and Relief, Dhaka City Corp. = Dhaka City Corporation, DoE = Department of 

Environment, DPHE = Department of Public Health Engineering, MoL = Ministry of Land, MoEFCC 

= Ministry of Environment Forest and Climate Change, DoF = Department of Fisheries, Dhaka trans. 

Auth. = Dhaka Transport Authority, GED = General Economics Division, Others = Finance Division 

(FD), River Research Institute (RRI), Planning Commission (PC) and Local Government Division 

(LGD). 

ADP-based funds: The Water Development Board, responsible for the management of water 

resources, leads this fund and executed almost half of the total funds in this category (Figure 4). The 
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Local Engineering Department, mandated to manage infrastructure at the local level, had almost half 

of the board’s funds to implement their adaptation tasks. Several lead agencies related to food, 

agriculture, forestry, rural development, and disaster also contributed considerably to their 

respective sectors. Departments related to public health and environment, and the local government 

bodies, are found to have negligible involvement regarding these substantial ADP funds (Figure 4). 

 

Figure 4. Implementation of climate adaptation funds by sectoral lead agencies based on Annual 

Development Program (ADP) projects from 2009 to 2017. 

BCCT funds: Remarkably, almost two-thirds of the BCCTF schemes were implemented by the 

water board (Figure 5). Pourashava—a typical urban local government unit and local government 

engineering department—participated considerably. Furthermore, a sizeable amount was spent by 

the forest, agriculture, environment, and disaster management agencies (Figure 5). 

This implies that the management of water resources is vital and the top policy priority in the 

country. The water-related adaptation tasks are, for example, the management of watercourses (e.g., 

dredging and excavation of rivers, canals), construction of polders and embankments, protection of 

riverbanks, and amelioration of waterlogging. Local engineering departments and other local bodies 

construct and manage the local hard and soft infrastructure to adapt to the local climate challenges. 

Agricultural agencies, for instance, manage the groundwater for irrigation, particularly water scarcity 

areas (e.g., Barind areas). The research agencies, for example, invent climate-resilient rice/crop 

varieties for the country. The disaster management agency constructs/maintains disaster friendly 

shelters (e.g., cyclone shelter, flood shelter) for vulnerable communities. The forest department is 

active in generating/conserving forest biodiversity, particularly in the vulnerable coastal climate 

regions. 



Climate 2020, 8, 118 12 of 24 

 

 

Figure 5. Implementation of climate adaptation funds by sectoral lead agencies based on Bangladesh 

Climate Change Trust Fund (BCCTF) projects from 2009 to 2017. Note: Data collected from Rahman 

and Tosun, [76] and archives of the Bangladesh Climate Change Trust Office. Here, X-axis represents 

leading agencies which are responsible for implementing the climate adaptation funds, Y-axis refers 

amount of funds in Milion US$. In X-axis, BWDB = Bangladesh Water Development Board, 

Pourashava = a typical urban local government body in Bangladesh, LGED = Local Government 

Engineering Department, BFD = Bangladesh Forest Department, Agri agencies = Agriculture agencies, 

like, Department of Agriculture Extension (DAE), BMDA = Barind Multipurpose Development 

Authority (BMDA), Bangladesh Agricultural Development Corporation, Bangladesh Agricultural 

Research Institute (BARI), Bangladesh Rice Research Institute (BRRI) and Bangladesh Institute of 

Nuclear Agriculture (BINA), DDM = Department of Disaster Management, DoE = Department of 

Environment, Zilla Parishad = a typical local government body at the district level of Bangladesh, 

BIWTA = Bangladesh Inland Water Transport Authority, DPHE = Department of Public Health 

Engineering, PDBF = Palli Daridro Bimochon Foundation (a self-governed micro-finance institution, 

which aims to eradicate poverty in Bangladesh), EED = Education Engineering Department, HPCCU 

= Health Promotion and Climate Change Unit, CPP = Cyclone Preparedness Program, RDA = Rural 

Development Academy, SPARSO = Space Research and Remote Sensing Organization, City 

Corporation = an urban local body located in the big cities, DoWA = Department of Women Affairs, 

MoEFCC = Ministry of Environment Forest and Climate Change, BCCT = Bangladesh Climate Change 

Trust. 

Overall, Figures 4 and 5 depict that climate adaptation tasks are cross-sectoral, touch a wide 

variety of sectors, and are instituted from the central to the local level [79–81]. The policy actors now 

have a clear understanding of the proactive, less active, and unattended actors, namely, what and 

how much they are doing; they might use the data to formulate further policy decisions. The results 

indicate, for example, that health, fisheries, ICT, education, transport, commerce, industry, and the 

environment sectors were less active or completely absent in implementing adaptation tasks. 

Additionally, the analysis implies that community-based funding schemes based on active 

community participation were not prominent in performing adaptation jobs. 
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6.3. Do International Climate Adaptation Funds Influence State Administrative Traditions? 

An argument could be that the central administration consists largely of three layers (Figure 6). 

From the bottom, the subordinate department/agency, which is working in distinct frontiers from the 

ministry but under the direct supervision of the latter, implements policy tasks in a particular sector 

at field level. At the mid-level, the line ministry makes sectoral policy decisions. Several cross-sectoral 

key ministries are also in this layer of bureaucracy. For example, the Ministry of Finance, Planning 

and Public Administration is notable, to which the responsibility for financing, planning in various 

sectors, and career planning of key bureaucrats is allotted. However, at the very top, an additional 

layer, namely, cadre-based bureaucracy, plays an extraordinarily a significant role in implementing 

climate adaptation policy (Figure 6). This layer structurally consists of cadre professionals, and each 

cadre is again divided into general and technical. Among these cadre staffs, the general 

administration cadre employee, commonly referred to as ‘generalists/elite’ engaging either in a 

ministry or a department, or at the sub-national level, exercise tremendous power and authority over 

policy decisions [19,35,76,82]. By contrast, the technical cadre, for example, the forest cadre, can be 

employed in the department, namely, the BFD, to execute forest-related policy tasks at the grassroots 

level. Notably, they have limited decision-making power over, for example, allocation of resources 

and senior staff. 

 

Figure 6. Layering of state administration related to climate change and foreign donor’s influences. 

Note: Here, DoE = Department of Environment, BFD = Bangladesh Forest Department, BCCT = 

Bangladesh Climate Change Trust, MoEF = Ministry of Environment and Forests, which recently been 

renamed as Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change, MoPA = Ministry of Public 

Administration, PC = Planning Commission, IMED = Implementation Monitoring and Evaluation 

Division, ERD = Economic Relations Division. 

In this context, we provide an example to demonstrate the position and power of the ‘elite’ in 

various hierarchies of adaptation policy-making bodies (Figure 7). The notable organizations are the 

MoEFCC (decision-making body), DoE (planning and implementing agency), and BCCT (manage 

the BCCTF). In these organizations, the administration cadre and non-cadre environment/climate 

change professionals have been engaged to perform adaptation policy-making and then policy 

implementation. The administration cadre has conquered every position of the MoEFCC (Figure 7), 

the so-called 2nd layer of the administration (Figure 6). This applies to other sectoral ministries. In 

addition, they have occupied the superior position (i.e., director general), and several middle 
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positions at the DoE (Figure 7), the so-called 1st layer of the administration (Figure 6). Furthermore, 

the cadre has retained every position from the top, except for the lowest position at the BCCT (Figure 

7). By contrast, the environment/climate change technical members have not obtained any position 

in the MoEFCC but had medium- and lower-level positions in the DoE. The professionals were also 

engaged only in the lower hierarchical positions in the BCCT (Figure 7). Notably, these professionals 

are not included in the so-called ‘cadre’ of the civil service. The dominating position of the general 

administration cadre in various climate institutions indicates a strong authority and robust power 

used formally and informally to influence climate policy decisions. 

 

Figure 7. Hierarchical (horizontal and vertical) administrative positions of administration cadre 

bureaus with big influence in climate related decision-making institutions. 

Moreover, our findings suggest that funding from foreign donors is instrumental for 

implementing adaptation projects, but they are unlikely to fundamentally change bureaucratic 

arrangements in this regard (Figure 6). We observed that the foreign donors can access and 

subsequently cause small changes in the 1st layer and 2nd layer of the administrative system. For 

example, the Comprehensive Disaster Management Program (CDMP), financed by, for example, the 

DFID, the European Union, and NORAD, has proposed several accepted policy and institutional 

changes. The program provided finance and other technical assistance to establish a Climate Change 

Cell in the DoE (CDMP, 2010–2014), which later converted to BCCT. The World Bank suggested 

establishing a Climate Change Secretariat within the MoEFCC to implement the Bangladesh Climate 

Change Resilient Fund. Notably, an initiative was taken but the decision was not executed further 

because of undisclosed reasons. Recently, the FAO (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United 

Nations), by implementing the project ‘Strengthening the Environment, Forestry and Climate Change 

Capacities of the Ministry of Environment and Forest and its agencies’, financed by USAID (United 

States Agency for International Development), provided advisory support to establish a Policy 

Support and Investment Monitoring Unit (PSIMU)—a permanent entity in the MoEFCC—to ensure 

EFCC CIP (Environment, Forest and Climate Change Country Investment Plan) implementation, 

coordination, and monitoring. It is now under the process of approval in the Finance Division. 
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However, the 3rd layer of the fundamental cadre-based bureaucratic system was untouched and 

inaccessible by foreign donors. This may, otherwise, be claimed as the last bastion of sovereignty for 

a sovereign country, such as Bangladesh (Figure 6). This indicates that the basic bureaucratic 

arrangement and administrative traditions remain unchanged over the generations; in other words, 

it generates a tradition of super bureaucracy, upon which the successful implementation of climate 

policy largely depends on. 

7. Development Cooperation, State Bureaucratic Politics, and Its Intrinsic Implications on Climate 

Adaptation Policy: A Critical Discussion 

How several policy instruments and bureaucratic politics are utilized within various attributes 

of international funding and state administration, to shape the climate adaptation policy, is discussed 

in this section. Regarding development cooperation, for example, in implementing the Climate 

Resilient Ecosystems and Livelihoods Project, USAID developed coalitions with top state 

bureaucracies, initially, to comply with formal administrative procedures to initiate the allocation of 

funds to the country system. By contrast, the donor formed substantial coalitions with international 

and national non-state actors possibly to access the field (especially, a country’s protected area and/or 

community) and subsequently to implement development initiatives that circumvent state agencies, 

probably because of gain and/or produce information, by mapping natural resources and peripheral 

local contexts, which state bureaucracies would be unwilling and/or unable to provide [76]. We also 

found that from 2004 to 2018, USAID invested US$45.59 to improve natural resource management 

and enhance the adaptation capacities of local communities in Bangladesh. Among them, 

approximately 11% was spent to perform core adaptation and management tasks; however, major 

funds were contributed to international and national consultancy (approximately 35%), collaboration 

and networking (approximately15%), operating costs (approximately 17%), documentation and 

publicity, and outreach activities [28]. Hence, we argue that the climate-related aid, in many 

instances, was used more to fulfil the informal aspects than contribute to the core adaptation 

activities. Within these informal means, the international actors and their ‘service providers’ shape 

the spaces for participation, negotiation, and research and for climate policy-making exploiting 

financial and technical collaboration [83]. 

The result demonstrates that all those donors that induced policy/administrative changes that 

have occurred in the 1st and 2nd layer of administration shielded the veiled, exclusive, and elite 3rd 

layer of bureaucracy and its traditions (Figure 6). The untouched reformation has been reflected in 

donor’s recommendations in the validation reports and project completion reports as a potential 

obstacle to implementation; however, this brings no practical significance or changes at the end—

after project operation. International actors might be potential beneficiaries of the system of persisting 

elitism in administration. The development actors, in operation, have a prior conception of the 

powerhouses in the administration. Subsequently, they invest sufficient attention to that power 

administration, create coalitions, consult with them, and convince them through formal and informal 

discussions before adopting a policy program. Much of this cooperation, concession, and conciliation 

occurs at the top level among development actors for launching and performing unhindered 

operations in a recipient country. Notably, some negotiations are straightforward. For example, the 

development actors must go through the Economic Relations Division and concerned line ministry 

(e.g., MoEFCC) to sign the initial agreement for operating climate projects. The rank-in-generalists of 

the aforementioned agencies play the decisive role in these negotiations. Although representation 

from the respective technical departments under the leadership of the line ministry creates some 

spaces for participation in the negotiation, given the intensive technical magnitude of climate 

adaptation dogma, the insufficient time-space to scrutinize the project documents, and the prevailing 

antiquated generalist dominions doctrine, this involvement does not support them effectively 

because, according to Agarwal (2001), this can lead to ‘participatory exclusion’ of the lead technical 

agency and its technicality in programmatic actions, which oftentimes creates conflicting interest and 

execution barriers on the ground [83,84]. Their prescriptions and interventions on climate policies 
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might result in positive changes that help fulfil international compliance and western viewpoints; 

however, outside these contexts, the technocratic and top-down approaches often do not result in 

innovation and restrict sustainable operation, which has little impact on the ground [3,83,85]. 

Furthermore, any change in the administrative system might not ensure substitutes in the mode 

of operation. For instance, very recently, the Ministry of Environment and Forest was renamed the 

Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change, incorporating a new brand ‘Climate Change 

Wing’ at the ministry. Compared with decentralization, recentralization is concentrated at the 

ministry level through the addition of, for example, a generalist administrative workforce, ‘rank-in-

corps classification system’ [19], and covert and overt logistics. However, does this customization 

result in adaptation innovation? Or maybe, this simply refers to ‘old wine in a new bottle’—a politic 

of influential bureaus to proliferate their power and interests over climate policy—and offers 

deliberate scrutiny and rigorous discussion in further research. However, in Indonesia, global climate 

politics [i.e., REDD+ (Reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation) governance 

arrangement] contributes to the development of autonomous capacities and reliable procedures in a 

limited scale, though, the effects which were conceptualized as an increasing rational-legal 

bureaucratization [86]. National and international climate bureaus and their allies are a dynamic 

partner of customization because this process and their coalition paradigm may create suggested 

means to facilitate financial transactions aiming to serve either formal development goals or informal 

organizational interests [87]. 

Public sector policies are designed, operated, coordinated, and monitored by the supreme 

bureaucracy [19]. However, the question is whether such a bureaucratic tradition effectively 

contributes to implementing climate adaptation policy. A sizeable body of literature has shown a gap 

between climate policy outputs (i.e., policy measures adopted) and the manifestation of the intended 

policy outcomes and impacts [76,83,88] The administrative traditions suggest that such bureaucratic 

actors operate according to specific routines and with a rigid administrative framework [18,21], and 

climate adaptation requires the implementation of innovative policy instruments and needs ‘new’ 

policy—new priorities, new ideas, and new departures [22,23] and, most importantly, should devise 

how new policies should be implemented [89]. In adaptation policy, the policy experts must have 

technical knowledge and scientific understanding of the realities of biophysical change, social 

dynamics, and the vulnerability of the individuals on the ground [83]. Scholars have suggested that 

the deeper social, political, and environmental determinants of adaptation policy must be 

underscored in policy action [84,90]. Biesbroek et al. [84] argue that the success of climate adaptation 

may depend on governance actors’ roles, values, interests, and ideas; and what actors interpret and 

give meaning to regarding events. The administrative traditions bring the member of general 

administration cadre to the fore (in the 3rd layer in Figure 6); however, a general lack of technical 

expertise because of more general backgrounds and working experiences are affected by a regular 

personnel rotation among the ministries and in departments, which results in a loss of institutional 

memory and further hampers the bureaucratic capacity to overcome policy problems [3,35,91].  

International actors sometimes offer training and outreach activities for stakeholders; however, 

these actions have not achieved their intended impact because of the lack of sustainable practice. 

Recently, the FAO, for example, provided ‘climate capacity’ training through the ‘MoEF Support 

Project’ to many ministry officials; however, some of them have already been moved or will very 

soon be transferred to other ministries that oversee another sector or policy area. Thus, continuity in 

knowledge production has seriously been hampered and may thus hinder policy implementation 

[19,35] because climate policy demands updated information and continuous knowledge production. 

If governance actors have no in-depth knowledge and understanding of the concepts and contexts, 

and causes and consequences, of climate adaptation, how they will make effective policy decisions? 

Notably, their specialized training and work in public administration assist them in being experts on 

general procedural matters; however, an adaptation portfolio demands in-depth adaptation 

(technical) knowledge, which probably is not contained therein. 

This would direct the values and interests of governance actors to focus more on general 

procedural and routine activities, for example, the ‘postal type’ of works rather than problem 
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investigation and innovating policy framework to address climate adaptation complications. This 

could carry the morals and interpretation of policy actors over an inert, ex-post, and realist form of 

adaptation policy response, ‘obstructing civic engagements in public affairs’ [19], which ultimately 

might generate ‘administrative inertia’ towards issue-based policy solutions. According to Peters, 

overall, this system produces a civil service composed of ‘talented amateurs’. A system ‘that kept the 

technical personnel “on tap, never on top,” even in departments whose subject matter is highly 

technical’ [17].  

However, exception was observed for some departments, including the water sector, whose 

functionality are solely technical in nature. In this sector, the technical professionals (e.g., Water 

Engineer) have been playing the key role in designing and implementing climate adaptation 

activities. Here, instead of general administration cadre, this sectoral professional lead the project as 

they have the expertise, various information power and implementation means in implementing the 

respective engineering tasks because bureaucratic actors need to have suitable policy instruments 

and power capabilities in hand in order for creating influence and executing policy tasks at the field 

[17,20,22,23,92]. In addition, since, the sector deals highly technical works (e.g., protection of river 

bank erosion, dredging river, construction of embankments), the general admin’s rules of procedural 

works do really mismatch with them. Moreover, the sector is highly important and delicate in such a 

case study country, in terms of its vulnerability to natural disasters and climate change, wherein 

admin bureaucrats would like to be risk averse because decision actors tend to take action that is less 

risky [12]. 

On the other hand, the result finds no influence from foreign donors for policy and 

administrative changes in this water sector. The result also shows that a total sum of US$3262.63 

million (ADP based funding is US$2895.3 million and BCCTF funding is US$367.33 Million) has been 

invested in the study period, of which US$567.6 million is donor funded. That means, only 17% fund 

was donor funded, of which 97% is loan and only 3% is grant. Grant money is widely regarded as a 

source for creating influence and serving informal interests in a sector [25,53]. Therefore, donor has 

practically no influence and informal interests in this sector. That is why, this sector is successful, in 

terms of holding power instruments and utilization of funds, in implementing adaptation policies. 

However, how far their work has been successful on the ground is beyond our discussion, which 

could be a potential area of future research work. 

Considering the stated generalist-based policy perspectives, questions may arise, for instance, 

would policy process and tools (e.g., policy design, policy direction and implementing instruments, 

coordination, negotiation, monitoring, evaluation) be sufficiently supported by technical/scientific 

criteria and international standards, on which successful policy implementation largely depends on? 

Further empirical research may provide concrete answers to this question. However, because of the 

intensive international, emerging polycentric climate governance and the high level of technical 

experts devoted to climate action at the international level, governance units should probably attempt 

to adopt the optimum adaptation policy mix that reflects the prevailing scientific/technical, economic, 

and regulatory wisdom [1,20,24].  

The cadre system, consisting of some 27 topical cadres, such as public administration, customs, 

agriculture, and forests, is a huge government recruitment and staff-positioning system which 

remains invisible to empirical researchers with limited insider knowledge. Informally, clear 

hierarchies exist amongst the different cadres, with the public administration cadre dominating. 

Consequently, any customization of ministerial rather than cadre bureaucratic powers and structures 

will hardly be able to influence domestic policy in meaningful ways. A lack of institutional memory 

and sectoral technical knowledge, as well as a dearth of consistency in operation of admin bureaus, 

may hinder effective handling of the climate issue [35]. In order to innovate specialization in the 

climate administration, ministries which are dealt with similar administrative and functional policy 

issues (climate adaptation issue) could be clustered and accordingly, respective cadre bureaucrats 

could be posted therein for a long-term basis. The bureaucrats, at best, could be transferred among 

the ministries clustered. This may ensure continuous knowledge production and innovation in one 
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hand. On the other hand, it may facilitate coordination and flow of information among the climate 

bureaucrats. 

Additionally, changes could be made to minimize the layering consisting of too many 

organizations and cadres (e.g., cadre-non cadre/ministries/divisions/departments), and hierarchical 

power structure in the administration (see Figures 6 and 7). This sort of duplication of powers and 

dispersion of power elements among so many diverse bureaucracies through “agencification”, in 

turn, may produce direct/indirect side effects, such as duplication of tasks, delaying the 

implementation due to heavy procedural and unnecessary corresponding/communicative 

paperwork, overburdening with “Postal Type” of works, especially at lower hierarchical level, and 

impeding flow of right information at right time [93–95]. When the interests and power of two or 

more agencies overlap, it may result in conflict among them over certain policy issues [95–97], 

because according to bureaucratic politics theory, bureaucratic actors want to maximize their powers 

and resources in the administration [66,98]. Moreover, because the role of individuals in the 

institutional apparatus matters [99], a one-size-fits-all approach to climate adaptation policy might 

be redefined and transformed towards a more general-technical co-existence and fusion of ideas at 

the top level of decision-making. 

8. Conclusions 

We could argue that the administrative bureaus’ responses, guided, and fueled by domestic 

politics made up by various organized protectionist stakeholders, to any policy change, apply not 

only to Bangladesh but to any country, developing or developed; and technical departments and 

experts are much more flexible regarding any recommendations for any changes, both policy and 

administrative, because they fully know their problems experienced daily at all their work sites. The 

latter tends to be much more concerned with the substantive and technical impact of such policy and 

administrative changes on the problems confronted by them, and the former maintains their 

traditional values and social standing in the country, in addition to their self-pride to the extent of 

maintaining status quo. 

Additionally, external funders, bilateral and multilateral, also have axes to grind, not 

infrequently to ‘impose’ their values and management structures in the name of improving the 

efficient use of their external and even domestic funds to which they are often committed to procuring 

those funds from their respective ministries of finance, national parliaments, and intergovernmental 

decision boards. They know full well that a better understanding of and some sort of adaptation to 

local administration and management values and practice are essential to effectively use of their 

external funds and obtain the expected results; but alas, they, too, are short-sighted and want to 

observe their ‘good’ results even superficially. In summary, this offers limited technical inputs or 

mutual exchange of technology and knowledge sharing and sustainable operation in climate policy-

making and implementation. 

Thus, there must be a middle-of-the-road approach to any use of domestic and external funds 

for whatever objectives, in the application of climate adaptation policy and financing or otherwise. 

Each sectoral ministry within the developing country and donor country and international 

organizations must find such flexible approaches to obtain the maximum cross-sectoral benefits of 

priority policy and policy-based funding, such as that for climate adaptation, instead of adhering to 

their respective values and practices. Ultimately, the policy changes and funding for policy changes 

must be known. They are installed for the development of those individuals currently suffering or 

subject to such suffering from climate change, whether in the form of droughts or floods, and 

taxpayers in developed countries and partner countries are pleased if their taxes paid to the 

respective governments are efficiently used, reducing the suffering of the individuals in partner 

countries. 
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Appendix A 

Appendix A.1. 

The Annual Development Program (ADP) is the government planning document prepared for 

a single fiscal year, which lists an array of development projects for different sectors together with 

brief funding arrangements [42]. 

Appendix A.2. 

This specialized fund (established in 2010) is provided by the government’s domestic sources to 

implement climate-sensitive activities, particularly adaptation activities in Bangladesh. 

Appendix A.3. 

The cadre is the characteristic functional subdivision of public bureaucracy [100], which is 

established under law with a predefined position and structure, and recruitment and promotion rules 

[101]. There are two types of cadres in the Bangladesh Civil Service (BCS), general cadre and technical 

cadre. Former cadre employees qualify through an exam, comprising subjects related to a broad 

range of general affairs (e.g., general Bangla, general English, Bangladesh affairs, international affairs, 

mathematical reasoning and mental ability, and general science and technology). An applicant 

holding at least a bachelor’s degree with any subject background can apply for a position under the 

general cadre. By contrast, the latter pass an exam, where at least a portion of the exam is based on 

their professional field, in addition to the field of general affairs. Here, an applicant holding a 

minimum of a bachelor’s degree with a specialized subject background related to the post can apply 

for the position of that cadre. For example, an applicant from the field of agriculture can apply for 

the position of BCS Agriculture. However, the same applicant can also apply for the position of 

general cadre (e.g., BCS administration cadre). These officials, by law, are very much independent 

regarding interchanging their position within various line/cross-cutting ministries, sub-national 

levels, and often with other departments or agencies by deputation. 

Appendix A.4. 

We selected 20 experts from the relevant ministries, who were responsible for the approval, 

planning, management and monitoring process of development projects. The ministries selected 

were the Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change, the Ministry of Agriculture, the 

Ministry of Water Resources, the Ministry of Disaster Management and Relief, the Ministry of Food, 

the Ministry of Fisheries and Livestock, the Ministry of Health and Family Welfare, the Ministry of 

Planning, the Ministry of Power, Energy and Mineral Resources, the Bangladesh Forest Department, 

the Department of Environment, and the Bangladesh Climate Change Trust. The lead author 

conducted the interviews from June to July of 2015, from July to August of 2016 and June of 2018. The 

interview modes used were personal and phone interviews. The experts were asked to identify the 

relevant climate change adaptation projects. For example, the lead author asked a development 

expert working in the Ministry of Agriculture to provide the names of climate change adaptation 
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projects as described above in the two tables. In this way, he obtained the project titles such “Transfer 

of Technology for Agriculture Production under Blue Gold Program.” The experts were also asked 

to give a preliminary idea regarding corresponding funding projects, in which we may trace the link 

between donor’s funding and administrative changes. 

Appendix A.5. 

The first author of this study is a civil servant with experience working in the planning and 

development section of a line ministry—including the Ministry of Environment and Forests—since 

2005. During his work at the ‘desk level’ (where potential solutions are proposed, based on 

investigations), he was involved in planning, adopting, monitoring, and negotiating processes 

related to development projects funded by the domestic government and foreign donors [27]. This 

‘going-back approach’ [102] added value to this research in regard to understanding the context, 

permitting privileged access to expert networks, project funding sources, and subsequent critical 

analyses. 

References 

1. Dolšak, N.; Prakash, A. The politics of climate change adaptation. Annu. Rev. Environ. Resour. 2018, 43, 317–

341, doi:10.1146/annurev-environ-102017-025739. 

2. Ayers, J. Resolving the adaptation paradox: Exploring the potential for deliberative adaptation policy-

Making in Bangladesh. Glob. Environ. Politics 2011, 11, 62–88, doi:10.1162/glep_a_00043. 

3. Ayers, J.; Huq, S.; Wright, H.; Faisal, A.M.; Hussain, S.T. Mainstreaming climate change adaptation into 

development in Bangladesh. Clim. Dev. 2014, 6, 293–305, doi:10.1080/17565529.2014.977761. 

4. Coirolo, C.; Rahman, A. Power and differential climate change vulnerability among extremely poor people 

in Northwest Bangladesh: Lessons for mainstreaming. Clim. Dev. 2014, 6, 336–344, 

doi:10.1080/17565529.2014.934774. 

5. Sherman, M.; Ford, J. Stakeholder engagement in adaptation interventions: An evaluation of projects in 

developing nations. Clim. Policy 2013, 14, 417–441, doi:10.1080/14693062.2014.859501. 

6. Vij, S.; Biesbroek, R.; Groot, A.; Termeer, K. Changing climate policy paradigms in Bangladesh and Nepal. 

Environ. Sci. Policy 2018, 81, 77–85, doi:10.1016/j.envsci.2017.12.010. 

7. Vij, S.; Moors, E.; Ahmad, B.; Arfanuzzaman, M.; Bhadwal, S.; Biesbroek, R.; Gioli, G.; Groot, A.; Mallick, 

D.; Regmi, B.; et al. Climate adaptation approaches and key policy characteristics: Cases from South Asia. 

Environ. Sci. Policy 2017, 78, 58–65, doi:10.1016/j.envsci.2017.09.007. 

8. Ojha, H.; Cameron, J.; Bhattarai, B. Understanding development through the language of Habermas and 

Bourdieu: Insights from Nepal’s Leasehold Forestry Programme. Int. Dev. Plan. Rev. 2005, 27, 479–497, 

doi:10.3828/idpr.27.4.5. 

9. Doshi, D.; Garschagen, M. Understanding adaptation finance allocation: Which factors enable or constrain 

vulnerable countries to access funding? Sustainability 2020, 12, 4308, doi:10.3390/su12104308. 

10. Mori, A.; Rahman, S.M.; Uddin, N. Climate financing through the adaptation fund: What determines fund 

allocation? J. Environ. Dev. 2019, 28, 366–385, doi:10.1177/1070496519877483. 

11. Michaelowa, K.; Michaelowa, A.; Reinsberg, B.; Shishlov, I. Do Multilateral development bank trust funds 

allocate climate finance efficiently? Sustainability 2020, 12, 5529, doi:10.3390/su12145529. 

12. Howlett, M. Why are policy innovations rare and so often negative? Blame avoidance and problem denial 

in climate change policy-making. Glob. Environ. Chang. 2014, 29, 395–403, 

doi:10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2013.12.009. 

13. Harris, P.G. Collective action on climate change: The logic of regime failure. Nat. Res. J. 2007, 47, 195–224. 

14. Bryner, G. Failure and opportunity: Environmental groups in US climate change policy. Environ. Politics 

2008, 17, 319–336, doi:10.1080/09644010801936255. 

15. Tosun, J. Environmental monitoring and enforcement in Europe: A Review of empirical research. Environ. 

Policy Gov. 2012, 22, 437–448, doi:10.1002/eet.1582. 

16. Shimshack, J.P. The Economics of environmental monitoring and enforcement. Annu. Rev. Resour. Econ. 

2014, 6, 339–360, doi:10.1146/annurev-resource-091912-151821. 

17. Peters, B.G. The Politics of Bureaucracy; Longman Publishers: New York, NY, USA, 1995. 



Climate 2020, 8, 118 21 of 24 

 

18. Peters, B.G. The Politics of Bureaucracy—An Introduction to Comparative Public Administration; Routledge: 

Oxford, UK, 2010. 

19. Zafarullah, H. Bureaucratic elitism in Bangladesh: The predominance of generalist administrators. Asian J. 

Political Sci. 2007, 15, 161–173, doi:10.1080/02185370701511339. 

20. Krott, M. Forest Policy Analysis; Springer Publications: Dordrecht, The Netherlands, 2005. 

21. Painter, M.; Peters, B.G. Introduction: The analysis of administrative traditions. In Tradition and Public 

Administration; Painter, M., Peters, G., Eds.; Palgrave Macmillan: London, UK, 2010; pp. 3–13. 

22. Jordan, A.; Huitema, D. Innovations in climate policy: The politics of invention, diffusion, and evaluation. 

Environ. Politics 2014, 23, 715–734, doi:10.1080/09644016.2014.923614. 

23. Jordan, A.; Huitema, D. Policy innovation in a changing climate: Sources, patterns and effects. Glob. Environ. 

Chang. 2014, 29, 387–394, doi:10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2014.09.005. 

24. Jordan, A.J.; Huitema, D.; Hildén, M.; Van Asselt, H.; Rayner, T.J.; Schoenefeld, J.J.; Tosun, J.; Forster, J.; 

Boasson, E.L. Emergence of polycentric climate governance and its future prospects. Nat. Clim. Chang. 2015, 

5, 977–982, doi:10.1038/nclimate2725. 

25. Bernstein, S.; Cashore, B. Complex global governance and domestic policies: Four pathways of influence. 

Int. Aff. 2012, 88, 585–604, doi:10.1111/j.1468-2346.2012.01090.x. 

26. Bernstein, S.; Cashore, B. Examination of the influences of global forest governance arrangements at the 

domestic level. In Embracing Complexity: Meeting the Challenges of International Forest Governance; IUFRO 

World Series 28; Rayner, J., Buck, A., Katila, P., Eds.; IUFRO Secretariat: Vienna, Austria, 2010; pp. 111–135. 

27. Rahman, M.S.; Giessen, L. The power of public bureaucracies: Forest related climate change policies in 

Bangladesh (1992–2014). Clim. Policy 2017, 17, 915–935. 

28. Rahman, S.; Giessen, L. Formal and informal interests of donors to allocate aid: Spending patterns of 

USAID, GIZ, and EU Forest Development Policy in Bangladesh. World Dev. 2017, 94, 250–267, 

doi:10.1016/j.worlddev.2017.01.012. 

29. World Bank. Bangladesh: Building Resilience to Climate Change. Available online: 

http://www.worldbank.org/en/results/2016/10/07/bangladesh-building-resilience-to-climate-change 

(accessed on 15 January 2018). 

30. MoEF. National Adaptation Program of Action-2005; Ministry of Environment and Forests, Government of 

the People’s Republic of Bangladesh and UNDP: Dhaka, Bangladesh, 2005. 

31. MoEF. Bangladesh Climate Change Strategy and Action Plan-2009; Ministry of Environment and Forests, 

Government of the People’s Republic of Bangladesh: Dhaka, Bangladesh, 2009. 

32. MoEF. Rio+20: Bangladesh National Report on Sustainable Development; Ministry of Environment and Forests, 

Peoples’ Republic of Bangladesh: Dhaka, Bangladesh, 2012. 

33. BCCRF. Bangladesh Climate Change Resilience Fund. Available online: https://bccrf-bd.org/ (accessed on 

28 January 2016). 

34. Rahman, M.S.; Giessen, L. Mapping international forest-related issues and main actors’ positions in 

Bangladesh. Int. For. Rev. 2014, 16, 586–601. 

35. Huque, A.S. Traditions and bureaucracy in Bangladesh. In Tradition and Public Administration; Palgrave 

Macmillan: London, UK, 2010; pp. 57–68. 

36. Zafarullah, H. Public administration in Bangladesh: Political and bureaucratic dimensions. In Comparative 

Bureaucratic Systems; Tummala, K., Ed.; Lexington Books: Lanham, MD, USA, 2003. 

37. Mawdsley, E. The changing geographies of foreign aid and development cooperation: Contributions from 

gift theory. Trans. Inst. Br. Geogr. 2011, 37, 256–272, doi:10.1111/j.1475-5661.2011.00467.x. 

38. Degnbol-Martinussen, J.; Engberg-Pedersen, P. Aid: Understanding International Development Cooperation; 

Zed Books Ltd: London, UK, 2003. 

39. Klingebiel, S. What Is Development Cooperation? Palgrave Macmillan: London, UK, 2014. 

40. Brian, K. OECD Insights from Aid to Development the Global Fight against Poverty: The Global Fight against 

Poverty; OECD Publishing: Paris, France, 2012. 

41. Aurenhammer, P. Development Cooperation Policy in Forestry from an Analytical Perspective; Springer Science 

and Business Media LLC: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2013. 

42. Rahman, S.; Sadath, N.; Giessen, L. Foreign donors driving policy change in recipient countries: Three 

decades of development aid towards community-based forest policy in Bangladesh. For. Policy Econ. 2016, 

68, 39–53, doi:10.1016/j.forpol.2016.03.013. 



Climate 2020, 8, 118 22 of 24 

 

43. Graham, E.R. Follow the money: How trends in financing are changing governance at international 

organizations. Glob. Policy 2017, 8, 15–25, doi:10.1111/1758-5899.12450. 

44. Acharya, A.; De Lima, A.T.F.; Moore, M. Proliferation and fragmentation: Transactions costs and the value 

of aid. J. Dev. Stud. 2006, 42, 1–21, doi:10.1080/00220380500356225. 

45. Zimmermann, F.; Smith, K. More actors, more money, more ideas for international development co-

operation. J. Int. Dev. 2011, 23, 722–738, doi:10.1002/jid.1796. 

46. Carbonbrief. Mapped: Where Multilateral Climate Funds Spend Their Money. Available online: 

https://www.carbonbrief.org/mapped-where-multilateral-climate-funds-spend-their-money (accessed on 

5 September 2018). 

47. Reinsberg, B. Fully-automated liberalism? Blockchain technology and international cooperation in an 

anarchic world. Int. Theory 2020, 1–27, doi:10.1017/s1752971920000305. 

48. Hale, T. All hands on deck: The Paris agreement and non-state climate action. Glob. Environ. Politics 2016, 

16, 12–22. 

49. Brukas, V.; Hjortsø, C. A Power analysis of international assistance to Lithuanian forestry. Scand. J. For. Res. 

2004, 19, 166–176, doi:10.1080/14004080410034254. 

50. Shackleton, C.M.; Pandey, A.K. Positioning non-timber forest products on the development agenda. For. 

Policy Econ. 2014, 38, 1–7, doi:10.1016/j.forpol.2013.07.004. 

51. Escobar, A. Encountering Development: The Making and Unmaking of the Third World; Princeton University 

Press: Princeton, UK, 2011; Volume 1. 

52. Pronk, J.P. Aid as a Catalyst. Dev. Chang. 2001, 32, 611–629, doi:10.1111/1467-7660.00219. 

53. Sachs, W. (Ed.). The Development Dictionary: A Guide to Knowledge as Power; Zed Books: London, UK, 1992. 

54. Boyce, J.K. Unpacking aid. Dev. Chang. 2002, 33, 239–246, doi:10.1111/1467-7660.00250. 

55. Movuh, M.C.Y.; Schusser, C. Power, the hidden factor in development cooperation. An example of 

community forestry in Cameroon. Open J. For. 2012, 2, 240–251, doi:10.4236/ojf.2012.24030. 

56. Tallberg, J. The agenda-shaping powers of the EU Council Presidency. J. Eur. Public Policy 2003, 10, 1–19, 

doi:10.1080/1350176032000046903. 

57. Öberg, P.; Lundin, M.; Thelander, J. Political power and policy design: Why Are policy alternatives 

constrained? Policy Stud. J. 2014, 43, 93–114, doi:10.1111/psj.12086. 

58. Halligan, J. Civil Service Systems in Anglo-American Countries; Edward Elgar Publishing: Cheltenham, UK, 

2004. 

59. Yesilkagit, K. The future of administrative tradition: Tradition as ideas and structure. In Tradition and Public 

Administration; Palgrave Macmillan: London, UK, 2010; pp. 145–157. 

60. Peters, B.G.; Pierre, J. The Politicization of the Civil Service in Comparative Perspective: A Quest for Control; 

Routledge: London, UK, 2004. 

61. Peters, B.G. Policy capacity in public administration. Policy Soc. 2015, 34, 219–228, 

doi:10.1016/j.polsoc.2015.09.005. 

62. Giessen, L.; Krott, M.; Möllmann, T. Increasing representation of states by utilitarian as compared to 

environmental bureaucracies in international forest and forest–environmental policy negotiations. For. 

Policy Econ. 2014, 38, 97–104. 

63. Krott, M. Öffentliche Verwaltung im Umweltschutz: Ergebnisse einer behördenorientierten Policy-Analyse am 

Beispiel Waldschutz; W. Braumüller: Wien, Austria, 1990. 

64. Giessen, L.; Sarker, P.K.; Rahman, S. International and Domestic Sustainable Forest Management Policies: 

Distributive Effects on Power among State Agencies in Bangladesh. Sustainability 2016, 8, 335, 

doi:10.3390/su8040335. 

65. Khan, F.A.; Rahman, S.; Giessen, L. Mangrove forest policy and management: Prevailing policy issues, 

actors’ public claims and informal interests in the Sundarbans of Bangladesh. Ocean Coast. Manag. 2020, 

186, 105090, doi:10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2019.105090. 

66. Krott, M.; Bader, A.; Schusser, C.; Devkota, R.; Maryudi, A.; Giessen, L.; Aurenhammer, H. Actor-centred 

power: The driving force in decentralised community based forest governance. For. Policy Econ. 2014, 49, 

34–42. 

67. Niskanen, W. Bureaucracy and Representative Government; Aldine-Atherton: Chicago, IL, USA, 1971. 

68. Sarker, P.K.; Rahman, M.D.; Giessen, L. Empowering state agencies through national and international 

community forestry policies in Bangladesh. Int. For. Rev. 2017, 19, 79–101. 



Climate 2020, 8, 118 23 of 24 

 

69. Schusser, C.; Krott, M.; Movuh, M.C.Y.; Logmani, J.; Devkota, R.R.; Maryudi, A.; Salla, M.; Bach, N.D. 

Powerful stakeholders as drivers of community forestry—Results of an international study. For. Policy Econ. 

2015, 58, 92–101. 

70. Rahman, S.; Miah, S.; Giessen, L. A new model of development coalition building: USAID achieving 

legitimate access and dominant information in Bangladesh’s forest policy. World Dev. 2018, 105, 248–261, 

doi:10.1016/j.worlddev.2017.12.029. 

71. Burns, S.L.; Giessen, L. Dismantling comprehensive forest bureaucracies: Direct access, the World Bank, 

Agricultural interests, and Neoliberal Administrative Reform of Forest Policy in Argentina. Soc. Nat. 

Resour. 2015, 29, 493–508, doi:10.1080/08941920.2015.1089608. 

72. Stern, E.; Verbeek, B. Conclusions: Toward a Neopluralist Approach to Bureau-Governmental Politics. 

Mershon Int. Stud. Rev. 1998, 42, 240–255. 

73. Bräutigam, D.A.; Knack, S. Foreign aid, institutions, and governance in Sub‐Saharan Africa. Econ. Dev. Cult. 

Chang. 2004, 52, 255–285, doi:10.1086/380592. 

74. Knack, S.; Rahman, A. Donor Fragmentation and Bureaucratic Quality in Aid Recipients; World Bank Policy 

Research Working Paper 3186; The World Bank: Washington, DC, USA; London, UK, 2004. 

75. Moore, M. Revenues, state formation, and the quality of governance in developing countries. Int. Political 

Sci. Rev. 2004, 25, 297–319, doi:10.1177/0192512104043018. 

76. Rahman, S.; Tosun, J. State bureaucracy and the management of climate change adaptation in Bangladesh. 

Rev. Policy Res. 2018, 35, 835–858, doi:10.1111/ropr.12289. 

77. George, A.L.; Bennett, A. Case Studies and Theory Development in the Social Sciences; The MIT Press: 

Cambridge, MA, USA, 2005. 

78. Neuman, W.L. Social Research Methods. Quantitative and Qualitative Approaches; Allyn and Bacon: London, 

UK, 2005. 

79. Bauer, A.; Feichtinger, J.; Steurer, R. The governance of climate change adaptation in 10 OECD countries: 

Challenges and approaches. J. Environ. Policy Plan. 2012, 14, 279–304, doi:10.1080/1523908x.2012.707406. 

80. Hallegatte, S.; Lecocq, F.; De Perthuis, C. Designing Climate Change Adaptation Policies: An Economic 

Framework; Policy Research Working Paper 5568; The World Bank: Washington, DC, USA, 2011. 

81. Galarraga, I.; González-Eguino, M.; Markandya, A. The role of regional governments in climate change 

policy. Environ. Policy Gov. 2011, 21, 164–182, doi:10.1002/eet.572. 

82. Alam, Q.; Teicher, J. The state of governance in Bangladesh: The capture of state institutions. South Asia 

2012, 35, 858–884. 

83. Ojha, H.R.; Ghimire, S.; Pain, A.; Nightingale, A.; Khatri, D.B.; Dhungana, H. Policy without politics: 

Technocratic control of climate change adaptation policy making in Nepal. Clim. Policy 2015, 16, 415–433, 

doi:10.1080/14693062.2014.1003775. 

84. Biesbroek, G.R. Challenging Barriers in the Governance of Climate Change Adaptation; Wageningen University: 

Wageningen, The Netherlands, 2014. 

85. Conway, D.; Mustelin, J. Strategies for improving adaptation practice in developing countries. Nat. Clim. 

Chang. 2014, 4, 339–342, doi:10.1038/nclimate2199. 

86. Lederer, M.; Höhne, C. Max Weber in the tropics: How global climate politics facilitates the 

bureaucratization of forestry in Indonesia. Regul. Gov. 2019, doi:10.1111/rego.12270. 

87. Renner, J. New Power Structures and Shifted Governance Agendas Disrupting Climate Change Adaptation 

Developments in Kenya and Uganda. Sustainability 2020, 12, 2799. 

88. Knill, C.; Schulze, K.; Tosun, J. Regulatory policy outputs and impacts: Exploring a complex relationship. 

Regul. Gov. 2012, 6, 427–444, doi:10.1111/j.1748-5991.2012.01150.x. 

89. Polsby, N.W. Political Innovation in America: The politics of policy initiation; Yale University Press: New Haven, 

CT, USA, 1984. 

90. Wisner, B.; Blaikie, P.; Cannon, T.; Davis, I. At risk. In Natural Hazards, People’s Vulnerability and Disasters; 

Routledge: London, UK, 2004. 

91. Haque, C.E.; Khan, M.R.; Uddin, M.S.; Chowdhury, S.R. Disaster management and public policies in 

Bangladesh: Institutional partnerships in cyclone hazards mitigation and response. In Disaster Risk and 

Vulnerability: Mitigation through Mobilizing Communities and Partnerships; Haque, C.E., Etkin, D., Eds.; 

McGill-Queen’s University Press: Montreal, QC, Canada, 2015; pp.154–184. 

92. Rogge, K.S.; Reichardt, K. Policy mixes for sustainability transitions: An extended concept and framework 

for analysis. Res. Policy 2016, 45, 1620–1635, doi:10.1016/j.respol.2016.04.004. 



Climate 2020, 8, 118 24 of 24 

 

93. Jørgensen, T.B.; Kickert, W. Introduction: Managerial reform trends in Western Europe. Int. Rev. Adm. Sci. 

1995, 61, 499–510. 

94. Egeberg, M. How Bureaucratic Structure Matters: An Organizational Perspective. In Handbook of Public 

Administration: Concise Paperback Edition; SAGE Publications: London, UK; New Delhi, India, 2014; pp. 77–

87. 

95. Sahide, M.A.K.; Giessen, L. The fragmented land use administration in Indonesia—Analysing bureaucratic 

responsibilities influencing tropical rainforest transformation systems. Land Use Policy 2015, 43, 96–110, 

doi:10.1016/j.landusepol.2014.11.005. 

96. Scharpf, F.W. Does Organization Matter? Task Structure and Interaction in the Ministerial Bureaucracy; 

International Institute of Management Wissenschaftszentrum: Berlin, Germany, 1976. 

97. Yusran, Y.; Sahide, M.A.K.; Supratman, S.; Sabar, A.; Krott, M.; Giessen, L. The empirical visibility of land 

use conflicts: From latent to manifest conflict through law enforcement in a national park in Indonesia. 

Land Use Policy 2017, 62, 302–315, doi:10.1016/j.landusepol.2016.12.033. 

98. Allison, G.T. Essence of Decision: Explaining the Cuban Missile Crisis; Little Brown and Company: Boston, 

MA, USA, 1971. 

99. Upadhyaya, P.; Fridahl, M.; Linnér, B.-O.; Román, M. Comparing climate policy processes in India, Brazil, 

and South Africa: Domestic engagements with international climate policy frameworks. J. Environ. Dev. 

2018, 27, 186–209, doi:10.1177/1070496518767947. 

100. Jahan, M. Recruitment and selection process in Bangladesh Civil Service: A critical review. Public Policy 

Adm. Res. 2012, 2, 29–36. 

101. Morshed, M.M.R. Bureaucratic Response to Administrative Decentralization: A study of Bangladesh Civil Service; 

UPL: Dhaka, Bangladesh, 1997. 

102. Scheba, A.; Mustalahti, I. Rethinking ‘expert’ knowledge in community forest management in Tanzania. 

For. Policy Econ. 2015, 60, 7–18, doi:10.1016/j.forpol.2014.12.007. 

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional 

affiliations. 

 

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access 

article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution 

(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/). 

 


