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Chapter 1

1.1 The problem of global deforestation

One of the many intractable environmental challenges is global deforestation and
forest degradation. Since 1990 the total net area of deforestation was 129 million
hectare, representing a net annual loss of an area the size of South Africa (FAO, 2015).
Deforestation and forest degradation occur mainly in the tropics, with many adverse
consequences. Nearly 2 billion people depend on forests for their survival, employment
and/or livelihood. Forests contain a large share of the world’s biodiversity; about 70% of
the terrestrial animal and plant species reside in forests. Forests are also a major source
and sink of carbon dioxide and can thus contribute to or mitigate climate change. In
addition, forests are often important to people’s and nature’s ability to adapt to climate
change (Rayner et al., 2010; Arts and Babili, 2013).

Already for half a century, forests have been an issue of concern to the international
community. Since the mid 1940s, the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United
Nations (UN) has discussed and assessed international forestry issues. In the 1980s,
the International Tropical Timber Organization was established to facilitate cooperation
between timber producing and consuming countries. It was not until the 1990s,
however, that the international community became concerned with sustainable forest
management to maintain the multiple benefits that forests provide rather than timber
production alone. Nevertheless, while the 1992 UN Conference on Environment and
Development led to three conventions to address the issues of global climate change,
desertification and biodiversity loss, countries failed to reach an agreement on a legally
binding treaty to combat deforestation. The conference did, however, lead to a set of
non-legally binding principles. From 1995 to 2000, the Intergovernmental Panel and
Forum on Forests were mandated to discuss the implementation of those principles,
carry out forestry assessments, and discuss options for a legally binding treaty. These
discussions nowadays continue under the UN Forum on Forests, which resulted in a
non-legally binding instrument on forests in 2007 (Rayner et al., 2010; Arts and Babili,
2013).

Despite the long history of debates in high-level political fora, the global forest
regime is often considered unsuccessful or even non-existent due to the absence of a
legally binding treaty (see e.g. Dimitrov et al., 2007, p. 243 on the forest “non-regime”).
Indeed, global deforestation is still happening at great scale. Though the global rate of
deforestation has slowed, the 7ef annual decrease in forest area between 2010 and 2015
was still 3.3 million hectare, with a tot2/ annual loss of 7.6 million hectare (FAO, 2015).

Given the absence of an international forest treaty, there has been a massive search
in these past decades for alternative ways to address the persistent problem of global
deforestation. Multiple state and non-state initiatives have been introduced at the global,
regional and national level, some of which build on the above-mentioned non-legally
binding instrument and principles. These include initiatives by international institutions
to support the development of National Forest Programmes; bilateral agreements like
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the Forest Law Enforcement, Governance and Trade initiative; private certification
schemes, the most prominent being the Forest Stewardship Council; and public-private
partnerships such as the Round Table of Sustainable Palm Oil and the Collaborative
Partnership on Forests. Given the plethora of public and private initiatives, non-legally
binding forest instruments and principles, bilateral agreements, as well as legally binding
treaties that (indirectly) address the issue of deforestation, some scholars talk of a forest
“regime complex” rather than a failed or non-existent forest regime (see e.g. Rayner et
al., 2010; Arts and Babili, 2013).

Of all these forest governance initiatives, however, the initiative that has by far raised
most expectations, galvanized most attention, and mobilized most resources to combat
global deforestation is Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation
(REDD+'), negotiated under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC). Never before has the international community embarked on such
a large collaborative effort to reduce global deforestation and simultaneously address
climate change. Through REDD+, developed countries can compensate developing
countries for reducing their carbon emissions by avoiding deforestation and engaging in
other forest-related activities. REDD+ is widely seen as a win-win solution not only to
provide (renewed) impetus and resources to the worldwide conservation of forests, but
also to mitigate climate change in a (cost-)effective way.

1.2 The carbonization of forest governance

Forests as sink and source of greenhouse gas emissions have been acknowledged very early
on by the UNFCCC. Parties to the in 1997 adopted Kyoto Protocol were allowed to use
forestry activities to meet their targets. The use of such activities was, however, restricted
to enhancing forest carbon sink in developed countries. It was not until 2005 that the
idea to reduce emissions from deforestation in developing countries was placed on the
negotiation agenda of the UNFCCC (Gupta et al., 2015; Pistorius, 2012). Since 2005,
the scope of Reducing Emissions from Deforestation (RED) has significantly expanded.
In expert workshops under the auspices of the UNFCCC, scientists and civil society
groups pushed to add forest degradation to the scope of RED, arguing that this was
also a major source of forest-related carbon emissions. This resulted in another D being
added to RED in UNFCCC negotiations in 2007, transforming RED into Reducing
Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation (REDD). In subsequent years,
India, supported by China, pushed for a further widening of the scope of REDD in
order to also compensate countries (like India and China) that had already successfully
reversed their net loss of forest area. As a result, the “+” was added to REDD in 2009 to
include activities related to forest conservation, the sustainable management of forests,
and the enhancement of forest carbon stocks (Dutschke and Pistorius, 2008; Pistorius,

1 In full: Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation and the role of conservation,
sustainable management of forests and enhancement of forest carbon stocks in developing countries.
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2012; Gupta et al., 2015; Fogel, 2004).

With the coming of REDD+, forest governance is being recast in a climate
perspective. Governing forests for their carbon content is what I call a “carbonization”
of forest governance. REDD+ is currently the most dominant and far-reaching policy
instrument that embodies such a carbonization of forest governance. Never before have
forests been governed for their carbon content on such a large scale. Carbonizing forest
governance changes the object of governance; while previously forests were governed
for their timber, non-timber forest products, and other ecosystem services, forests are
now (also) governed for their carbon content. What are the consequences of such a
carbonization? Does it enhance the (cost-)effectiveness, (global/local) equity, and
performance of forest governance? Or does it lead to a mono-functional perspective on
forests, a control over forests at higher levels of governance, and the disempowerment of
forest-dependent communities? The aim of this thesis is to analyze the consequences of
carbonization for multilevel forest governance.

1.3 The consequences of carbonizing forest governance

The carbonization of forest governance, represented by REDD+, can have many
different consequences. From a climate perspective, REDD+ has arguably been the
climate mitigation option with the most progress within UNFCCC negotiations in the
past decade. From a forest perspective, combining the imperatives of climate change
and forest governance may create a more holistic view on ecosystem management, and
the huge attention given to climate change may provide the much-needed worldwide
attention and resources to address deforestation (Visseren-Hamakers et al., 2012a;
Phelps et al., 2012). REDD+ is seen as an opportunity to finally address some of the
causes of the limited success to combat global deforestation by paying developing
countries for the opportunity costs of forest conservation while still maintaining
their sovereignty over the management of their forests (McDermott, 2014). From a
development perspective, a global REDD+ mechanism has been lauded as a way to
operationalize the contested principle of common but differentiated responsibilities in a
post-Kyoto climate agreement in a manner that may well be acceptable to all countries.
In addition, REDD+ may promote so-called “good governance” in developing countries
by making participation in REDD+ schemes conditional on minimum standards for,
inter alia, national and sub-national legal and policy frameworks, monitoring and
enforcement frameworks, participation by local communities, local forest (user) rights,
and decentralized forest management (Visseren-Hamakers et al., 2012a; Angelsen et al.,
2012; Gupta, 2012). Furthermore, REDD+ may provide additional income for local
forest-dependent communities (Cowie et al., 2007).

By contrast, the carbonization of forest governance may also have many adverse
consequences. The rising attention to carbon storage in forests may lead to the disregard
of other forest services, and hence to direct and indirect risks for local livelihoods and
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the conservation of forest biodiversity (Visseren-Hamakers et al., 2012a; Pistorius et al.,
2011; Levin et al., 2008; Angelsen, 2008). REDD+ may also be a threat to, rather than
an opportunity for, local communities and “good governance” in case it incentivizes
land grabbing by local elites or the private sector. REDD+ initiatives may even lead
to (increased) corruption in forest management schemes or centralize government
control at the cost of sub-national authorities or local communities (Visseren-Hamakers
et al., 2012a; Phelps et al., 2010; Angelsen, 2008; Gupta, 2012). In contrast to the
idea of common but differentiated responsibilities, some see the carbonization of
forest governance as a form of global “carbon control”, whereby actors from developed
countries determine how climate and forests should be governed in developing countries
(Bickstrand and Lovbrand, 2006, p. 61-62; Fairhead and Leach, 2003, p. 49; see also
Lohmann, 2005; Gupta, 2012). Critics argue that such a carbon control is likely to
coincide with a prominence of high-tech methods and scientific knowledge, leaving little
room for the use of context-specific knowledge or the involvement of local communities
in the governance of REDD+ (Bickstrand and Lovbrand, 2006; Fairhead and Leach,
2003; Lohmann, 2005).

While the initial idea of Reducing Emissions from Deforestation was to develop a
simple mechanism to simultaneously mitigate climate change and combat deforestation,
the broadened scope of REDD+ has significantly increased what is at stake in the process
of carbonizing forest governance. The expanded range of forest-related activities included
under REDD-+, for example, substantially increased the area of land (potentially) affected
by carbonizing forest governance. In addition, REDD+’s broadened scope - particularly
the addition of the enhancement of forest carbon stocks - considerably amplified already
existing concerns regarding the potential negative effects of REDD+ on so-called non-
carbon or co-benefits? that forests can provide. As a response to this, the Conferences of
the Parties to the UNFCCC adopted a set of safeguard guidelines in 2010 to prevent,
among others, severe loss of biodiversity and harm to local and indigenous communities
(Pistorius, 2012; Visseren-Hamakers et al., 2012a; Gupta et al., 2015).

In addition to these safeguard guidelines, and in an attempt to augment REDD+’s
positive consequences and curtail its adverse consequences, a number of guidelines and
frameworks have been developed under the auspices of the UNFCCC. These include,
among others, the Bali Action Plan and the Warsaw Framework. The 2007 Bali Action
Plan raised collective hopes that a global climate agreement would be negotiated and
adopted by Parties to the UNFCCC, with REDD as an integrating and crucial element.
This also brought to the fore the need to build national capacities and strategies within
developing countries to participate in a potentially soon-to-come REDD mechanism
(Gupta et al., 2015). In 2013 Parties agreed on the Warsaw framework, which outlines
necessary conditions in terms of national capacities and strategies for countries to be
eligible for REDD+ results-based finances. These conditions include, inter alia, having

2 In this thesis, I use the terms co-benefits and non-carbon benefits interchangeably.
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in place systems for national forest monitoring (including forest reference emissions
levels, or baselines against which forest carbon stock changes can be assessed); for
measuring, reporting and verification (MRV) necessary to generate information about
the amount of carbon stored in forests; for providing information on safeguards
(through so-called safeguard information systems); and for monitoring the drivers of
deforestation (UNFCCC, 2013). Since 2012, guidelines for national forest monitoring
and MRV systems have mainly been negotiated within the UNFCCC’s Subsidiary Body
for Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTA). These deliberations draw, in turn,
upon the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) good practice guidelines
for carbon emissions related to land use, land use change and forestry activities (IPCC,
2003). The above-mentioned guidelines and frameworks are fairly broad and open to
application in diverse contexts, leaving countries relatively free to interpret safeguard
provisions in line with their national priorities (Gupta et al., 2015; Visseren-Hamakers
et al., 2012a).

Not only have UNFCCC policy developments around REDD+ increased what is at
stake in the carbonization of forest governance, developments in the REDD+ governance
domain - both within and outside the confines of the UNFCCC - have also influenced
who have a stake in carbonizing forest governance. The last decade has seen a rapid
increase in the number of organizations and institutions that seek to operationalize, build
capacity for and implement REDD+. Important are the multilateral REDD+ readiness
initiatives that support countries to build their technical and political capacity in order to
participate in REDD+ programs and activities, such as the UN-REDD Programme and
the World Bank Forest Carbon Partnership Facility and the Forest Investment Program.
Also bilateral programs are active in the field of REDD+, the most prominent being
the Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation through its Climate and Forest
Initiative (Streck, 2012; Thompson etal., 2011). In addition, and encouraged by the Bali
Action Plan and other policy developments within the UNFCCC, hundreds of REDD+
projects have been and are being developed around the world (Wertz-Kanounnikoff
and Kongphan-apirak, 2009; Cerbu et al., 2011; Seeberg-Elverfeldt and Gordes, 2013;
Simonet et al., 2014). While some of these projects serve as demonstration activities to
further develop REDD+ policies at the national level, others are implemented by the
corporate sector or non-governmental organizations in order to sell carbon credits on
the private voluntary carbon market. To accredit such projects, a variety of non-state
schemes have been set up to develop REDD+ standards, such as the Verified Carbon
Standard, the Climate, Community and Biodiversity Standard, the CarbonFix Standard,
and Plan Vivo, to name a few (Gupta et al., 2015). The number of state and non-state
REDD+ initiatives is staggering and ever-growing. The Voluntary REDD+ database
alone lists 1.922 REDD+ arrangements initiated by multi- and bilateral institutions,
which excludes the myriad of private REDD+ initiatives (VRD, 2015).

As this section showed, guidelines for the operationalization and implementation of
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REDD+ have now been agreed upon within the UNFCCC. These are, however, fairly
broad and open to application in diverse contexts. Given REDD+’s ambiguity and the
plethora of state and non-state actors currently involved in further operationalizing and
implementing REDD+ at the global, national and project level, the question of what
the consequences of REDD+ are for multilevel forest governance has never been more
important or timelier to study.

1.4 Analyzing the consequences of carbonizing forest governance

In analyzing the consequences of carbonizing forest governance, this thesis focuses on
four dimensions of multilevel forest governance. I distilled these dimensions from the
multitude of scholarly and global policy debates around the (potential) consequences of
REDD+, some of which were touched upon in the previous section. The four dimensions
relate to 1) the complexity of the forest governance domain; 2) the sites of authority in
forest governance; 3) the production and use of knowledge in forest governance; and
4) the use of policy instruments. These dimensions were chosen not only because they
are, as I show in more detail below, subject of some of the most contentious debates
around REDD+, but also because they relate to wider phenomena in environmental
governance. The rest of this section formulates competing hypotheses regarding the
consequences that carbonization might have for the four dimensions of multilevel forest
governance and explains how the dimensions are exemplary of wider phenomena in
environmental governance.

1.4.1 Complexity of the governance domain

The first dimension relates to the complexity of the forest governance domain. This
thesis analyzes how and in what contexts carbonization leads to a focus on governing
forests for their carbon content alone - what I call a simplification - or to a complex
governance domain for the generation of non-carbon as well as carbon benefits. A study
of the consequences of carbonization for the complexity of the forest governance domain
is timely because prominent scholarly and political debates (still) focus on what the core
objectives of REDD+ should be. Should REDD+ policies and practices be kept simple
with a prime focus on carbon sequestration in order to (cost-)effectively mitigate climate
change, or should such policies and practices also actively aim to generate non-carbon
benefits such as the conservation of biodiversity and the provision of local livelihoods?
With the jury still out on what REDD+ should achieve, both a simplification and an
increase in complexity of the forest governance domain are plausible consequences of a
carbonization of forest governance.

Simplification
Since the idea of REDD+ is to exchange forest carbon on the market, for funds and/
or for carbon offsetting purposes, REDD+ requires forests to be standardized into units
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of carbon that can be quantified and commensurated (i.e. made equivalent) with other
carbon units (see Gupta et al., 2012 for an overview of literature in which the author
was involved; see also Boyd, 2010; Lansing, 2010, 2011, 2012; Stephan, 2012; Corbera,
2012; McDermott, 2014; Evans et al., 2014). As such, forests may be simplified and
reframed so as to make them amenable to climate mitigation schemes (Gupta et al.,
2012; Boyd, 2010). This may induce a mono- rather than multifunctional perspective
on forests (Visseren-Hamakers et al., 2012b).

Simplification of the object of governance is a widespread phenomenon in the
environmental governance realm. Indeed, some form of simplification may even be
necessary for any type of governance (see e.g. Uitermark, 2005; Latour, 1987). Studies
show how a strong focus on one environmental object can simplify the environment
into clear-cut objects of governance in order to make it legible, manageable and
easy to aggregate. In his influential book “Seeing Like a State”, for example, Scott
(1998, p. 4) studies how “transformative state simplifications” and an “administrative
ordering of nature” enable the governance of nature. This process of simplification is
accompanied by a “decontextualization” of environmental objects (Gupta et al., 2012,
p. 2). Simplification coincides with a strong focus on effectiveness, efficiency and the
performance of environmental governance. Simplification, however, also creates the
risk that diversity is reduced since objects that are less easily legible or manageable
may become disregarded (see e.g. Gupta et al., 2012; Agrawal, 2005; Scott, 1998;
Cruikshank, 1999; Boyd, 2010; Lohmann, 2005; Lovell and Liverman, 2010; Lansing,
2010; Litfin, 1997; Luke, 2009; Latour, 1987; Uitermark, 2005).

Complex governance domain

Rather than a simplification, carbonization might also lead to an increased complexity
of the forest governance domain. While RED was introduced as a simple mechanism
with a prime focus on reducing carbon emissions from deforestation, its scope has
significantly expanded in the last decade, as section 1.2 and 1.3 showed. REDD+
now not only includes activities related to avoided deforestation, but also to reduced
forest degradation, to the enhancement of forest carbon stocks and to the sustainable
management of forests. In addition, safeguard provisions have been and are being
developed to prevent negative impacts on non-carbon forest services. Nowadays,
many REDD-+ initiatives also focus on the generation of non-carbon benefits. The
expanded scope of REDD+ has significantly increased the complexity of the governance
domain. For one, it has increased the technological and methodological challenges of
measuring and monitoring the outcomes of REDD+ (Gupta et al., 2015; Visseren-
Hamakers et al., 2012a, b). These challenges are being addressed in a variety of ways,
with a growing number of (competing) standards, for example to conceptualize and
operationalize safeguards and co-benefits (see Gupta et al., 2015 for an analysis of the
growing institutional complexity of the REDD+ governance domain; see also Visseren-
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Hamakers et al., 2012a; Pistorius, 2012; Clements, 2010; McDermott et al., 2012;
Arhin, 2014; Jagger et al., 2014).

A growing complexity of the governance domain has also been witnessed in other
domains of environmental governance. Rather than one simplified way of framing and
standardizing the object of governance, a diversity of (sometimes conflicting) norms
exists on how to conceive of and govern (or not) any one issue area (see e.g. Biermann
et al., 2009; Biermann and Pattberg, 2008; Keohane and Victor, 2011; Abbott, 2012).
This results in a large and growing number of (framings of) governance domains, with
diverse discourses operationalized in different rules, regimes, regulations and standards,
each with their own objectives (see e.g. Raustiala and Victor, 2004; Biermann et al.,
2009).

1.4.2  Sites of authority

The second dimension that this thesis analyzes relates to the sites of authority in forest
governance. The thesis analyzes how and in what contexts carbonization leads to a
centralization or dispersion of authority in multilevel forest governance. Such a study is
timely since a heated topic in scholarly and global policy debates is who should govern
REDD+ and at what level of governance. The question is not only who should have
decision-making authority to design REDD+, but also who should account for REDD+
carbon credits and handle the payments that accrue from these, whether at the national
(central) or sub-national level. With the jury still out on who will govern REDD+, a
centralization and dispersion of authority are both likely consequences of carbonizing
forest governance.

Centralization of authority

A number of studies show how REDD+ is likely to (re)centralize forest governance and/
or reverse the trend of decentralization? that has taken place in many forest management
schemes in the last decades. Indeed, the majority of REDD+ activities and funding is
currently directed to compensating national governments for the reduction of forest-
related carbon emissions, which may centralize authority to account for, manage
and distribute REDD+ payments within national governments (Phelps et al., 2010;
Sandbrook et al., 2010; Angelsen et al., 2009; Rantala and Di Gregorio, 2014; Buizer et
al., 2014; Lahsen, 2009). Since forests are now (also) governed within the global climate
governance domain, a number of scholars have argued that REDD+ might also lead to
a centralization of authority within the UNFCCC and its subsidiary bodies (Nielsen,

3 AsIalso argue in chapter 3, the distinction between centralization and decentralization of authority is
often not so clear-cut as I present it here. As studies show, for example, centralized forest management
schemes may promote local communities’ land use rights and participation in REDD+ activities,
thereby enabling an effective devolution of authority to (state and non-state) actors at sub-national
levels of governance (see e.g. Sandbrook et al., 2010).



Chapter 1

2014; see Gupta et al., 2012 for an overview). Arguably, the UNFCCC is in many ways
the (hierarchical) core when it comes to global REDD+ governance (Gupta et al., 2015).

Centralization of authority hasalso been witnessed in other environmental governance
domains. Centralization often coincides with the earlier-mentioned simplification of the
object of governance. Many even assert that simplification is a necessary precondition
for governance from afar (Latour, 1987; Uitermark, 2005; see also Gupta et al., 2012;
McDermott, 2014). Some explain this phenomenon by pointing to the “modern state’s
desire for specific forms of order, control and reassurance” (Jasanoff, 2004, p. 33; see
also Scott, 1998). Typically, studies focusing on the forest governance domain identify
centralization of authority at the national level within government agencies (see e.g.
Scott, 1998; Agrawal, 2005; Bose et al., 2012). Scott (1998, p. 5), for example, talks
of a strong “authoritarian state that is willing and able to use the full weight of its
coercive power” to govern (among others) forests. On the other hand, studies that focus
on the climate governance domain often point to centralization of authority at the
global level within the UNFCCC and its subsidiary bodies (see e.g. Fogel, 2004). In
this latter domain, some talk of a “strongly centralized (...) apparatus” (Bickstrand and
Lovbrand, 2006, p. 62), or the earlier-mentioned global “carbon control” (Backstrand
and Lovbrand, 2006, p. 61-62; Fairhead and Leach, 2003, p. 49).

Dispersion of authority

Rather than a centralization of authority, carbonization might also cause a dispersion
of authority in forest governance. Carbonization may open up (political) space in forest
governance for actors other than national state agencies, such as private market actors,
civil society groups, local or indigenous communities, research groups, and sub-national
(state) agencies. Indeed, multiple state and non-state actors are currently involved in
operationalizing and implementing REDD+ through capacity-building initiatives,
REDD+ projects and global, national and sub-national policy developments (Gupta et
al., 2015; Skutsch and Van Laake, 2008; Thompson et al., 2011; McDermott, 2014;
Reinecke et al., 2014; Wertz-Kanounnikoff and Kongphan-apirak, 2009; White, 2014;
Visseren-Hamakers and Verkooijen, 2012; Nagendra and Ostrom, 2012). These actors
are sometimes cooperating, and sometimes competing with one another. In the global
REDD+ governance domain, the REDD+ Partnership - a multistakeholder forum to
facilitate REDD+ action and finance - was exemplary of the diversity of actors in the
sense that it brought together, in a (supposedly) non-hierarchical way, 75 countries and
100 stakeholders (i.e. non-state actors) (Gupta et al., 2015; Reinecke et al., 2014). At
the country level, REDD+ is sometimes seen as an opportunity to (further) devolve
authority to sub-national government agencies and/or local communities (see e.g. Toni,
2011).

A dispersion of authority is also discernible in the wider environmental governance
domain, which is closely related to the above-mentioned increased complexity of the
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governance domain. So-called “regime complexes” or “fragmented” governance domains
(see e.g. Biermann et al., 2009; Biermann and Pattberg, 2008; Keohane and Victor,
2011; Abbott, 2012) consist of multiple autonomous public and private organizations
that are at times working independently, at times competing, and at times collaborating
with one another. These organizations operate at different levels of governance, often
without a clear hierarchy* (Biermann et al., 2009; Raustiala and Victor, 2004; Oberthiir,
2009; Rosenau, 2005; Dingwerth and Pattberg, 2006). As such, a dispersion of authority
happens across different levels of governance; environmental governance domains are
characterized by multilevel or transnational collaborations between various state actors,
civil society groups, and corporate actors engaged in policy-making, norm-setting and
norm-implementation (Biermann and Pattberg, 2008; Falkner, 2003; Ostrom, 2010).

A dispersion of authority has been identified in the global climate governance
domain (see e.g. Keohane and Victor, 2011; Abbott, 2012; Zelli, 2011; Biermann et al.,
2009; Bulkeley and Newell, 2015; Oberthiir, 2009; Cole, 2011; Okereke et al., 2009;
see also Lederer, 2015 for a recent overview of literature) as well as in the global forest
governance domain (see e.g. Rayner et al., 2010; Orsini et al., 2013; Reischl, 2012;
Arts and Babili, 2013; Giessen, 2013; Nagendra and Ostrom, 2012; see also Dimitrov
et al., 2007 on a forest non-regime). Regarding dispersion of authority at the country
level, the last couple of decades have witnessed a trend of growing decentralization,
both in forest management schemes and in environmental policies and practices more
broadly. Agrawal and Ostrom (2008, p. 44), for example, refer to this trend as “the
most significant (...) most distinctive and [most] visible shift in national environmental
policies since the late 1980s” (see also Phelps et al., 2010).

1.4.3  Production and use of knowledge

The third dimension that this thesis analyzes relates to the production and use of
knowledge in forest governance. The thesis analyzes how and in what contexts the
carbonization of forest governance leads to the privileging of scientific knowledge
and high-tech monitoring methods in forest governance, or rather to a use of diverse
knowledge systems and monitoring methods that are constructed and used by multiple
actors involved in REDD+. Such a study is timely since prominent scholarly and political
debates circle around the question as to who should define and monitor the “success”
of REDD+, and how. What degree of accuracy and consistency is required in REDD+
MRYV systems for carbon to be exchanged with other carbon units or for funds? (How)
does the development of such systems allow for diverse forms of knowledge to be used
and non-experts to be involved?

4 Other scholars, however, argue that regime complexes are not necessarily characterized by non-
hierarchical relations between the multiple organizations that are part of it (see e.g. Orsini et al., 2013;
Keohane and Victor, 2011).
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Technicalization

A growing body of literature, often informed by science and technology studies, has
pointed to the high demand for accurate and reliable data to facilitate the exchange of
forest carbon with other carbon units or funds. This demand drives the development of
high-tech MRV systems for REDD+ that are based on globally agreed scientific criteria
to measure carbon (and non-carbon) benefits. This might coincide with a prominent
role for scientists and technical experts in the governance of REDD+ (see Gupta et al.,
2012 for an overview of literature; see also Melo et al., 2014; Nielsen, 2014; Buizer et
al., 2014). Some have pointed to the central role that the (scientific) Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change and the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological
Advice play in REDD+ governance (Gupta et al., 2012; Buizer et al., 2014). The
process of deferring decision-making on REDD+ largely to the scientific realm, with
a consequently large role for scientists and technical experts in REDD+ governance, is
what I call a “technicalization” of forest governance (term borrowed from Gupta, 2010a,
p. 45).

Technicalization isa prominent trend in many domains of environmental governance.
Scientific, global knowledge is often preferred over context-specific knowledge in order
to adequately and effectively govern the environment. In this way, scientists and technical
experts acquire a prominent role in defining and solving environmental problems (see
e.g. Litfin, 1997; Boyd, 2010; Lansing, 2010; Fogel, 2004; Law, 2009; Mackenzie, 2004;
Turnhout and Boonman-Berson, 2011; Bickstrand and Lovbrand, 2006; Lohmann,
2005). Scott (1998, p. 4) calls this phenomenon the “high-modernist ideology”, which
coincides with a “strong (...) self-confidence about scientific and technical progress”. In
the area of forest governance, studies have pointed to the inception of so-called “scientific
forestry” in the eighteenth century. The development of procedures for data collection
and classification of forests enabled the efficient and profitable management of forests,
thereby transforming these into standardized units that were amenable to centralized
management schemes (Gupta et al., 2012; Scott, 1998; Agrawal, 2005). More recently,
the introduction of advanced technologies to collect data on forests, such as satellite
imagery, make forest management possible at an even larger scale (Gupta et al., 2012;
Turnhout and Boonman-Berson, 2011; McDermott, 2014). In this vein, some authors
have referred to what they call a “global gaze” (Lithin, 1997, p. 26; Fogel, 2004, p. 100).
Such a global gaze typically coincides with the earlier-mentioned simplification and
centralization as it allows monitoring and management at the global level by simplifying
objects and aggregating them into statistical data through the use of remote-sensing
techniques.

Technicalization is related to broader transformations related to the uptake of
“governance by disclosure” (Gupta, 2010b, p. 128), i.e. the growing role of information
- including scientific information - in assessing and enhancing performance and
efficiency in environmental governance domains (and beyond). Some have referred

12



Introduction

to the “information age” (Castells, 1996/1997) or “informational governance” (Mol,
2013, p. 134). While transparency is often associated with more democratic, legitimate,
accountable, inclusive and effective governance, the outcomes of transparency are
contingent on its institutionalization in specific contexts, and can at times also lead
to the disempowerment of certain actors such as those who do not possess scientific
knowledge or expertise, including local communities (Gupta and Mason, 2014; Gupta
et al., 2012; Bickstrand and Lévbrand, 2006).

Diversity of knowledge

Rather than a technicalization of forest governance, carbonization may also lead to a
diversity of knowledge. REDD+ has fostered an unprecedented amount of research
from a wide variety of disciplines (see e.g. Visseren-Hamakers et al., 2012a, b, ¢; Gupta
etal., 2012 for overviews of scholarly literature). The multiple state and non-state actors
involved in REDD+ governance construct and use diverse knowledge (systems) (see
Gupta et al., 2012 for an overview of literature; see also Lahsen, 2009; Larrazébal et al.,
2012). Global debates on co-benefits and safeguards for REDD+, for example, are held
by separate scientific communities, focusing on different disciplinary fields (Visseren-
Hamakers et al., 2012a; Pistorius, 2012). In addition, diverse standard-setting and
accreditation bodies produce and draw on different knowledge systems in designing
and monitoring REDD+ (see e.g. Gupta et al., 2015). Discussions within the earlier-
mentioned REDD+ Partnership were also illustrative for the diversity of knowledge
in REDD+ governance. Analyses of such discussions reveal the contested nature of
knowledge on REDD+ and the intractable political conflicts over which information
and whose knowledge is to be made transparent (Gupta et al., 2015). In specific cases
of implementation, REDD+ may also produce counter-expertise to scientific and
technical expertise by drawing on context-specific knowledge (see Gupta et al., 2012 for
an overview of literature; see also Toni, 2011; Lahsen, 2009; Dickson and Kapos, 2012;
Larrazébal et al., 2012). Many studies show, for example, how local communities can be
involved in the monitoring of REDD+ outcomes through participatory MRV systems
(see e.g. Gupta et al., 2012; Skutsch et al., 2014; Visseren-Hamakers et al., 2012a;
Danielsen et al., 2011; Larrazébal et al., 2012). As Gupta et al. (2012, p. 4) argue for
the domain of REDD+ governance: “[t]he potentially homogenizing effects of globally
negotiated or spatially abstract ways of seeing the forest (...) may thus be upended in
practice by diverse context-specific interpretations”.

Diverse knowledge systems also exist in other environmental governance domains.
A large body of literature studies how knowledge is constructed, interpreted and used
by multiple actors, each with their own interests and perspectives on how to govern
the environment (or not) (Lévbrand, 2009; Miller, 2007; Gupta, 2004; Moore et
al., 2011). As Fairhead and Leach (2003, p. 2) argue, for example, “the presence of
non-governmental organisations, public pressure groups and ‘indigenous people’ (...)
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defies simplistic pictures of nation states and their scientists forging international
orders”. Indeed, international environmental regimes increasingly pay attention to the
role of indigenous knowledge and the involvement of local communities in (global)
environmental governance (Jasanoff and Long Martello, 2004). Moore et al. (2011, p.
520) even refer to the “unbinding of the relationship between scientists and the authority
of science”. In their view, the production of knowledge is not anymore the exclusive
domain of scientists. Rather, a multitude of state and non-state actors are engaged in
scrutinizing, using, and producing knowledge, often in collaboration with one another
(see also Biermann and Siebenhiiner, 2009; Oberthiir, 2009; Gupta et al., 2015).

1.4.4  Use of policy instruments

The fourth and final dimension I examine is the use of policy instruments. The thesis
analyzes whether carbonization leads to a dominant use of market instruments, or
rather a mix of market and non-market instruments in forest governance. In doing so,
the thesis particularly zooms in on a key outstanding question in policy debates as to
whether REDD+ should be financed through market- or fund-based sources of finance.
This question is linked to wider debates in global climate governance on whether, how
and to what extent climate mitigation actions should rely on compliance carbon markets
to offset carbon emissions. Could trading in forest carbon be an efficient, effective, and
fair way to let the polluter pay for and reduce carbon emissions? Or will a market-based
approach to governing forests reduce (certain values of) forests to mere commodities
and empower market actors at the cost of others? With such questions still pending
in policy debates, it is not yet certain whether REDD+ will become a market or non-
market mechanism.

Marketization

REDD+ is often considered a market-based mechanism or a form of payment for
ecosystem services’ in the sense that through REDD+, forest carbon can be brought
on the market and paid for by interested parties (see e.g. Corbera, 2012). Some have
therefore argued that REDD+ encourages a market-based logic to forest conservation
(Stephan, 2012; McAfee, 2012; Corbera, 2012; Nielsen, 2014). In this sense,
carbonization may lead to a marketization of forest governance, i.e. a growing reliance
on market instruments such as trade in forest carbon credits.

A marketization of forest governance through REDD+ and the growing reliance
on payment for ecosystem services schemes arguably fit with a broader trend of the
“neoliberalization of nature”, whereby nature is commodified, standardized and
economically valuated. Placing a monetary value on nature enables exchange on the

5  'Though not all payment for ecosystem services schemes are market-based mechanisms, they are often
equated with the growing reliance on market instruments in environmental governance (see e.g.

Corbera, 2012, McAfee, 2012).
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(global) market (Corbera, 2012, p. 612; Gupta et al., 2012; Stephan, 2012; McAfee,
2012; Buizer et al., 2014). The neoliberalization of nature and the establishment of new
markets for ecosystem services emerged as a reaction to critiques to the limited (cost-)
effectiveness of command-and-control state-based regulations. Marketization coincides
with an emphasis on efficiency and performance-based compensation in order to govern
environmental objects (Lederer, 2012a; Duffy and Moore, 2010; Pistorius et al., 2012;
Newell and Paterson, 2010). Also within the climate governance domain, the neoliberal
discourse is considered a prominent one, both within and outside UNFCCC negotiations
(see e.g. Fogel, 2004; Lovell and Liverman, 2010; Bickstrand and Lévbrand, 2006;
Bumpus and Liverman, 2008). In the past decade, global climate change mitigation
actions have focused in large part on the development of carbon markets and emissions
trading schemes (Newell and Paterson, 2010). The most prominent example of a
carbon emissions trading scheme is the Emissions Trading Scheme that the European
Union established to meet its Kyoto targets. While carbon markets nowadays face many
challenges, they are still popular, especially in the South where carbon markets are
currently being established (Lederer, 2014).

Mix of market and non-market instruments

Rather than a marketization, carbonization may also lead to a mix of market and non-
market instruments in forest governance. There is as yet no consensus on how to organize
results-based financing for REDD+ in the long run, whether through market- or fund-
based finances. Current approaches to REDD+ financing have been characterized as
“ad-hoc”, “fragmented” and “dispersed” (Davis and Daviet, 2010, p. 1, 6). Indeed, a
unitary global carbon market does not yet exist, and REDD+ governance currently
consists of a plethora of public and private, multi- and bilateral initiatives, supported
by a large diversity of fund- and market-based sources of finance (Gupta et al., 2015;
Streck, 2012).

Such a multitude of policy instruments is also discernible in the wider environmental
governance domain (see e.g. Biermann and Pattberg, 2008; Bulkeley et al., 2007).
Private, public and hybrid modes of governance, relying on market, command-and-
control, and mixed market and non-market instruments are currently employed to
govern environmental objects. As such, the boundaries between public and private
governance initiatives and between market and non-market instruments have become
blurred (Clapp, 2005; Falkner, 2003). While marketization is often equated with
“deregulation”, in reality it often coincides with state-based regulations. Neoliberalism
has even been argued to expand such state-based regulation (see e.g. Levi-Faur and
Jordana, 2005, p. 7). The earlier-mentioned markets to trade environmental services,
for example, often heavily rely on state-based regulations to function. This is particularly
the case with (the development of) carbon markets in developing countries. The same
would be the case for any future compliance carbon market in which REDD+ may be
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integrated (Lederer, 2014; Lederer, 2012b).

Table 1-1 provides an overview of the competing hypotheses regarding the consequences
that carbonization might have for the four dimensions of multilevel forest governance.

Table 1-1: Hypotheses regarding the consequences of carbonization for the four dimensions of
multilevel forest governance.

Consequences for: Possible consequences:
Complexity of the Simplification due to prime focus on  Complex governance domain due to
governance domain  carbon benefits focus on multiple carbon and non-

carbon benefits

Sites of authority Centralization of authority: Dispersion of authority: multiplicity
authority centralized within national  of state and non-state actors at different
state agencies and/or the UNFCCC  levels

Production and use  Technicalization: privileging of Diversity of knowledge: multiple

of knowledge scientific knowledge and prominence actors use and construct diverse
of technical experts knowledge systems

Use of policy Marketization: primary reliance on  Mix of market and non-market

instruments market instruments instruments

1.4.5 Homogenization of environmental governance?

It goes without saying that the above-mentioned dimensions are deeply inter-related.
Different combinations of the four dimensions may constitute different processes
in governance. Thus, analyzing the combinations of the four dimensions can offer
important insights into the (changing) nature of environmental governance more
generally. In his influential book “Seeing Like a State”, Scott draws (among others)
on examples of national forest management schemes to explain a process of what he
calls “homogenization” (Scott, 1998, p. 8) of (environmental) governance. This process
is characterized by a simplification of the object of governance and a strong reliance
on science and technology. According to Scott, homogenization can be driven by a
powerful national government or by “large-scale capitalism” (p. 8). Hence, Scott’s idea of
homogenization resembles a combination of what I call simplification, technicalization,
centralization and/or marketization. Scott’s work has been highly influential in scholarly
debates on the (changing) nature of environmental governance. Concepts similar to
Scott’s homogenization have been coined in studies of, for example, the forest governance
domain (see e.g. Agrawal, 2005 and Bose et al., 2012) and the climate governance
domain (see e.g. Litfin, 1997; Fogel, 2004; Boyd, 2010).

As this section showed, however, simplification, technicalization, centralization and
marketization of environmental governance are by no means predetermined. Is Scott’s
concept of homogenization (still) relevant in contemporary environmental governance?
Drawing on an analysis of the consequences of carbonizing forest governance, this
thesis seeks to address this question. The thesis reflects on whether a homogenization, as
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Scott described it, is a consequence of the carbonization of forest governance. Linking
this analysis to the changing nature of environmental governance more broadly, the
thesis also reflects on whether the consequences of REDD+ represent unique or widely
occurring processes in environmental governance.

1.5 Research objective and research questions

As stated, this thesis analyzes the consequences of carbonization, represented by REDD+,
for multilevel forest governance. Though a large and ever-growing body of literature
aims to assess the effects of REDD+ policies and practices (see e.g. Angelsen et al., 2009,
2012; Gupta et al., 2013; Levin et al., 2008), only few studies analyze the multiple
consequences of REDD+ at different levels of governance. This is nevertheless a timely
and important area of study given that the jury is still out on what exactly constitutes
REDD+, with a multitude of initiatives already operationalizing and implementing
REDD-+ at the global, national and local level.

The consequences of a carbonization of forest governance depend on how REDD+
is being conceptualized and operationalized in different contexts and at different
levels of governance. The first research objective of this thesis is therefore to analyze
how carbonization manifests itself at different levels, and with what consequences for
multilevel forest governance. In analyzing the consequences of carbonization, I focus
on the four dimensions that were introduced in section 1.4, namely: 1) the complexity
of the forest governance domain; 2) the sites of authority in forest governance; 3)
the production and use of knowledge in forest governance; and 4) the use of policy
instruments.

Analyzing REDD+ at different levels of governance is essential to analyze the full
complexity of the forest governance domain as well as the shifting sites of authority
between state and non-state actors operating at various levels of forest governance. This
thesis therefore covers analyses of REDD+ policy debates and developments at the global
and the national level, as well as of the design of REDD+ at the project implementation
level.

By relating the four dimensions to broader phenomena in other environmental
governance domains, the second research objective of this thesis is to draw on the
empirical findings to provide theoretical and empirical insights into the changing
nature of environmental governance. In particular, by drawing on the case of REDD+,
the thesis aims to shed light on whether and how a homogenization of environmental
governance, more broadly, might be underway.

Given the two research objectives of this thesis, the research questions are as follows:

1. How does the carbonization of forest governance manifest itself at different levels,
and with what consequences for multilevel forest governance?
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2. What does this analysis of the consequences of carbonization reveal about the
prospects of a homogenization of environmental governance?

1.6 Research methodology
1.6.1 Discourse analysis as an analytical tool

As discussed above, the consequences of the carbonization of forest governance depend
on how carbonization manifests itself in specific contexts. To study this, I rely on
discourse analysis as a key methodology in this thesis, as a way to analyze how REDD+
is being framed and operationalized at different levels of governance. Discourse analysis
can be useful to understand how certain policy ideas gain dominance over others and
become institutionalized (Hajer, 1995). Discourse analysis is a particularly relevant
method to study a premature governance domain such as the one for REDD+. Most
REDD+ countries are still in the so-called “readiness phase”, building technical and
institutional capacity and developing policies and strategies to prepare for results-based
finances for their forest-related carbon emission reductions. Given that countries are
still determining how to operationalize and implement REDD+, the consequences of
REDD+’s implementation are not yet fully evident. Discourse analysis can be useful to
identify which framings of REDD+ gain prominence and how these are operationalized
in policies and project design. Whose discourses are prominent and become reflected in
REDD+ policy or project outcomes signals who has the power to decide how REDD+
should be designed, what benefits REDD+ might generate for whom, and who might
bear the (financial) costs of this. As such, discourses can be important indicators for
shifting sites of authority and political or institutional changes in REDD+ governance.
Despite their importance, (competing) discourses around how REDD+ should be
conceptualized and operationalized remain severely understudied.

In this thesis, I use the definition of a discourse by Hajer (1995, p. 44): “a specific
ensemble of ideas, concepts, and categorizations that are produced, reproduced, and
transformed in a particular set of practices and through which meaning is given to physical
and social realities”. In order to analyze how REDD+ is being framed and designed, I
operationalize discourses into storylines. A storyline is an element of a discourse, i.e.
“a (...) narrative (...) to give meaning to specific physical or social phenomena” (Hajer,
1995, p. 56). Storylines upheld by key policy actors and storylines contained in policy
and project documents can signal the prominence of certain discourses around REDD+
governance and can justify specific policy designs (Hajer, 1995; Den Besten et al., 2014;
Hiraldo and Tanner, 2011; Sharp and Richardson, 2001; Rantala and Di Gregorio,
2014; Nielsen, 2014).

Hajer’s definitions of discourses and storylines are broadly used in discourse analysis.
The wide variety of discourse theories that exists can roughly be divided into “thick”
and “thin” discursive-theoretical approaches (Arts et al., 2010, p. 59). Thick approaches
consider everything to be discursive and socially constructed. These approaches
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view discourses as constitutive of social practices and the physical world, rather than
distinguishing between discourses and (non-discursive) institutional change. Thin
approaches, on the other hand, do make a distinction between the discursive and non-
discursive. They focus on discourses as frames, for example by drawing on frame analysis
or discursive institutionalism, and consider discourses as one among many important
factors to understand institutional changes. In this latter view, discourse analysis is one
of the analytical tools available to study political and institutional changes (see e.g. Arts
et al., 2010; Arts and Buizer, 2009).

This thesis draws on a thin discursive approach by considering frames and
storylines as indicators for (non-discursive) political and institutional changes and their
consequences. I employ discourse analysis in this thesis in an instrumental manner, i.e.
as an analytical tool. In doing so, my aim is not to analyze how and why discourses
emerge and are shaped by historical, social and cultural contexts, or how they evolve over
time. Nor is it my aim to analyze how specific discourse coalitions influence REDD+
governance (e.g. Hajer, 1995). Rather than providing explanations of (the emergence
of) discourses and the process of discourse institutionalization, this thesis uses framings
and storylines as proxies for how and with what consequences REDD+ manifests itself.
In other words, by analyzing and comparing a specific set of discourses in a variety of
cases of REDD+ debates, developments and design at different levels, I draw conclusions
regarding how carbonization manifests itself and with what consequences for multilevel
forest governance.

1.6.2  Multilevel analysis and case study selection

In analyzing the consequences of carbonization, this thesis carries out analyses at multiple
levels. The thesis contains an analysis of REDD+ policy debates and developments
at the global level; two in-depth case studies of how REDD+ is being framed and
operationalized at the national and project level; and a cross-country comparative
analysis of how REDD+ is framed and operationalized in the national political arena.
Though REDD+ is inherently a multilevel policy instrument (see e.g. Skutsch and Van
Laake, 2008; Corbera and Schroeder, 2011), multilevel discourse analyses on REDD+
are extremely rare (for exceptions, see Van der Hoff et al., 2015; Evans et al., 2014).
Multilevel discourse analyses can provide important insights into the discrepancy or
congruency between prominent discourses at different levels of governance, which is
crucial in understanding how and with what consequences the carbonization of forest
governance manifests itself at different levels of governance.

At the global level, the thesis analyzes policy debates and developments around
measuring, reporting and verification systems for REDD+. REDD+ MRV systems
were chosen as a focus of analysis because they are centrally implicated in UNFCCC
debates, REDD+ policy developments, REDD+ readiness activities, and emerging
REDD+ practices (Gupta et al., 2012). REDD+ MRV systems are important since they
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influence and are influenced by what benefits REDD+ generates (e.g. whether carbon is
the only value of forests that is rendered measurable); who has the authority to govern
REDD+ (e.g. whether national state-based accounting systems are the only systems
relied upon); and who can monitor REDD+ (e.g. whether technical experts are the only
actors that are relied upon to use and interpret MRV systems). In other words, what is
being monitored influences and is influenced by what is taken into account, by whom,
for whom, and how (Gupta et al., 2012). A focus on MRV systems is also amenable
to discourse analysis as a methodology because knowledge and the communication by
which knowledge is generated and exchanged are central elements in discourse analyses
(see e.g. Sharp and Richardson, 2001). Indeed, knowledge (or MRV) systems are not
objective or value-free, but rather politically constructed, i.e. influenced by political
debates and the framing of the object of governance. As such, a study of policy debates
and developments around REDD+ MRV systems provides an important window into
how and with what consequences carbonizing forest governance manifests itself at the
global level.

To study discourses at the national and project level, the thesis contains two in-depth
case studies. Case study research is useful to gain in-depth understandings of complex
real-life phenomena that are (being) embedded in historical, cultural, institutional and/
or social contexts (Yin, 2009). Hence, case studies can provide important understandings
of how and with what consequences carbonization manifests itself in specific forest
governance contexts. The first case study contains an in-depth analysis of how REDD+
is framed and operationalized at the national level in India, and how this influences
India’s long-standing forest governance policies and practices. The second case study
contains an in-depth analysis of the prominence of storylines among stakeholders and
in the design of the first Indian REDD+ pilot project.

India was chosen for these in-depth case studies for several reasons. India is one
of the fastest growing economic regions in the world, making it the third largest
country emitter of green house gasses. The country is rapidly gaining importance at
the international level as an economic and political player, including in international
climate negotiations. India has also been at the forefront of international debates on
REDD+, pushing hard for a global embrace of REDD+ as a central climate mitigation
strategy, calling for a mix of sustainable forest management, biodiversity conservation
and afforestation and reforestation activities. India sees great potential in the financial
incentives that REDD+ could provide for the enhancement of carbon stock through the
conservation and sustainable management of forests. The country considers afforestation
and reforestation an important strategy to reduce its greenhouse gas emissions, with
plans to afforest and reforest 10 million hectare (!) of non-forest- and forestland (India’s
INDC, 2015). A number of studies show that a significant percentage of India’s carbon
emissions could be offset through forest-related activities in the country (Singh et al.,
2012; Sharma and Chaudhry, 2013). Indeed, India is among the top ten countries
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with the largest forest area as well as the largest increase in forest cover between 2010
and 2015 (FAQO, 2015). India is also one of the most biodiverse countries in the world,
being among the twelve so-called mega-diverse countries. The country aims to take a
leadership role in biodiversity, a commitment shown, for example, by having hosted the
Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity in 2012. Last but
not least, India’s long history of forest governance, which is often considered one of the
best examples of decentralized forest management in the world, makes it an interesting
case to study the consequences of REDD+ for multilevel forest governance. Despite all
this, even as scholarly analyses on REDD+ are booming around the world, strikingly
little research has been carried out on REDD+ in India. With two chapters focusing
on REDD+ in India, this thesis fills an important gap in the scholarly literature on
REDD-+.

The selection of the project case study was based on the fact that the project is
the first and only REDD+ pilot project currently operational in India. Though several
other forestry carbon projects in India were visited during a scoping exercise, it was
deemed important to select a designated REDD+ project to enable systematic multilevel
and comparative analyses of how REDD+ (rather than carbon forestry in general) is
manifesting itself and with what consequences. India was again selected for the project
level case study to enable comparisons between REDD+ policies and practices at national
and project level within one country.

To further gain insight into how REDD+ is framed and operationalized at the
national level, the thesis contains a cross-country comparative analysis. The analysis
focuses on the prominence of storylines among national policy actors and in national
REDD+ policy documents in seven countries. The countries, selected from three
different continents, are Cameroon, Indonesia, Nepal, Papua New Guinea, Vietnam,
Peru and Tanzania. The selection of these countries was based on their relevance for
and early engagement in REDD+; all of these countries are currently in the REDD+
readiness or implementation phase (Brockhaus et al., 2014). All seven countries have
also finalized their Readiness Preparation Proposals, the REDD+ policy documents
prepared as part of the World Bank’s Forest Carbon Partnership Facility program, one
of the largest REDD+ readiness programs. Focusing on these Readiness Preparation
Proposals allowed for systematic comparisons between countries due to the standard
template that countries are required to use. It was decided to carry out a comparative
analysis of how REDD+ is framed and planned to be operationalized at the national
rather than the project level because the vast majority of REDD+ activities take place
at the national level in the form of institutional and technical capacity-building and
policy development. In addition, national REDD+ readiness activities were more easily
comparable than the wide variety of REDD+ pilot and demonstration projects around
the world. Last but not least, data accessibility and availability played a crucial role in
choosing for a national level analysis and in selecting the seven countries.
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1.6.3 Data collection

This thesis draws on both qualitative and quantitative research methods. The most
important part of the data was collected through 517 semi-structured interviews, of
which 129 were conducted by the author herself (see appendix I). Interviews were
mostly carried out face-to-face, though some took place via telephone or Skype and
occasionally via e-mail. Interviewees included representatives of national and sub-
national government agencies, non-governmental organizations, international (multi-
and bilateral) organizations, foreign government agencies, research institutes, businesses,
a carbon broker, and a carbon standard. In addition, interviews were carried out with
independent consultants, project managers, project advisors and local people involved
in the REDD+ project (see appendix II for a list of interviewees). Interviewees were
purposefully selected from existing contacts and relevant contacts found in policy
documents, reports, brochures, and on websites (Creswell, 2014). Interviewees were
selected from different organizations, levels of governance and regions (especially in the
case of the project case study). After establishing initial contacts, the snowball method
was used to contact additional interviewees.

Interviews for the two in-depth case studies were carried out by the author herself,
with, in case of the case study at the national level, a number of interviews carried
out together with the co-author. For every interview, an interview guide was used that
contained a list of questions that were (slightly) modified for each category of interviewee
(see appendix III for samples of the interview guides). For the project case study, a
local research assistant familiar with the project was hired to translate the interviews.
The 388 interviews that informed the cross-country comparative analysis were part of
the Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR)’s Global Comparative Study
on REDD+° and were carried out by CIFOR scientists from 2010-2013. Here, the
selection of interviewees was based on earlier studies and experience from researchers
involved in the Global Comparative Study to identify core policy actors involved in
national REDD+ decision-making. This initial selection of potential interviewees was
validated by a panel of experts to make a final selection in each country (for more
information, see Brockhaus et al., 2014).

In addition to semi-structured interviews, the project case study and the cross-
country comparative study draw on quantitative data from surveys. Respondents to the
surveys were also those who were interviewed, so that answers given in the surveys could
be cross-checked during the semi-structured interviews. In the Indian REDD+ pilot
project case study, the surveys were translated into the local language (Khasi language)
to enable a broad coverage of participants. Appendix III includes an English version of
the survey that was used for the project level case study.

Another important data collection method was extensive review of literature,

6 For more information, see http://www.cifor.org/gcs.
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documents and visual data. Both primary and secondary literature was consulted,
including scholarly articles, reports, policy documents, project documents, newsletters,
project videos, and websites. In addition, the thesis draws on data and analyses from
seven articles that the author of this thesis published together with co-authors during
the research period, and that are not part of this thesis (Gupta et al., 2012; Visseren-
Hamakers et al., 2012a, b, ¢; Gupta et al., 2015; Skutsch et al., 2013, 2014). At the end
of this thesis, there is a list of the author’s publications.

Finally, data were gathered through direct and participant observation during field
visits in 2011 and 2013-2014, REDD+ project meetings in 2013-2014, a Plan Vivo’
stakeholder meeting in Edinburgh in 2013, an Indian Forest Congress in 2011, and
attendance of several UNFCCC REDD+ negotiations since 2006.

1.6.4  Data analysis

As 1 explained earlier, this thesis focuses on four dimensions of multilevel forest
governance in order to analyze the consequences of carbonization. These four
dimensions were distilled from an extensive review of literature on REDD+, drawing in
part on previous literature reviews in which the author was involved (Guprta et al., 2012;
Visseren-Hamakers et al., 2012a, b, ¢). From a preliminary analysis of the scholarly and
political debates around these four dimensions, I identified four sets of ideal typical
discourses. Based on data from semi-structured interviews, surveys, project and policy
documents, and participant observations, the thesis analyzes, both in a qualitative and
quantitative manner, which of these discourses (if any) are prominent in different cases
of REDD+ operationalization and implementation at the global, national and project
level. For the quantitative analyses, the four sets of discourses were further operationalized
into storylines. I developed an analytical framework with specific indicators for each
storyline to enable systematic multilevel comparisons of the prominence of storylines.
As such, the thesis uses the prominence of storylines as proxies for the four dimensions
of multilevel forest governance.

First, in order to analyze the consequences of carbonizing forest governance for the
complexity of the governance domain, I assess the prominence of storylines around the
question: what should REDD+ achieve: simplified forest carbon or multiple carbon and
non-carbon objectives? Second, in order to analyze the consequences of carbonization for
the sites of authority in forest governance, I assess the prominence of storylines around
the question: ar what level should REDD+ be governed: at national (centralized) or sub-
national (decentralized) levels? Here, I use a privileging of national levels as a proxy for
centralization, and a privileging of sub-national levels as a proxy for a dispersion of
authority®. Third, in order to analyze the consequences of carbonizing forest governance

7 Plan Vivo is the carbon standard that accredited the REDD+ project under study in this thesis.
8  Though a dispersion of authority is not the same as a decentralization of authority, the two processes
do have similarities (see Biermann et al., 2009), thereby justifying the use of this proxy.
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for the production and use of knowledge, I analyze the prominence of stor