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This paper aims to assess the emergence of the concept of forest governance in the field of forest policy analysis.
This assessment is mainly theoretical in nature. The various meanings and main criticisms of forest governance
will be dealt with. In so doing, the paper applies the so-called ‘Triple G’ perspective (government, governance,
governmentality). Firstly, the paper explains the emergence of the forest governance concept from the shortcom-
ings of forest government, or ‘state forestry’ (overexploitation, policy failure, corruption). In a next step, it also
criticises the concept of forest governance, now using a governmentality perspective. This latter view assumes
that control by the state and self-governance by people go hand in hand. It thus challenges one of the key as-
sumptions inmany governance studies, namely that the state has substantially withdrawn from the forest sector
and that forest politics has been relocated from the state to the market and to society.

© 2014 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction

Assessing forest governance – the topic of this special issue – can be
done in various ways. An obvious interpretationwould be themeasure-
ment of the performance of forest governance practices, such as
decentralised or participatory forestmanagement, in one ormore coun-
tries. Questions such as whether these practices are (cost)effective or
have gained sufficient support from target groups can be starting points
of such research. Another type of empirical assessment might be an
analysis of the (assumed) shift from government to governance – a
transition from state-driven to non-state governance arrangements –
in the forest sector and whether such a shift has indeed taken place on
the ground.

However, this paper assesses forest governance from a theoretical
perspective (although theory is always informed by empirics, so
references to policy practices are part of this paper). It assesses the
emergence of the concept of forest governance in the field of forest
policy analysis, its various meanings and the main criticisms it has
received so far. In doing so, it applies a so-called ‘Triple G’ perspective.
While beginning with the characteristics and shortcomings of forest
n-Hamakers (2012), Forest gov-
l et al. (2012), Forest people in-
been re-ordered and re-written
ll as on the author's key note on
, Sarajevo, Bosnia-Herzegovina,
Visseren-Hamakers agrees that
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st Governance.
Government (or ‘state forestry’), the paper then analyses the emergence
of the forest Governance concept. In a third step, it draws upon
Governmentality studies to criticise some of its basic assumptions,
namely that the state has substantiallywithdrawn from the forest sector
and that forest politics has been relocated from the state to the market
and to society. Definitely, the function and the role of the state have
changed in governing forest sectors today, compared to some decades
ago, but the question is whether power structures have changed to
the extent and in ways as often claimed. This is not to say that the con-
cept of forest governance should be dismissed, or declared obsolete, but
that it should be used more reflexively, open to confrontations with
other approaches, such as governmentality.

This paper acknowledges that the forest governance literature has
opened our eyes to new phenomena, which the previous state-
oriented theories tended to overlook, but that it maybe went too far in
generalizing its claims. Changing focus to ‘alternative’ theories might
then help to put things into new perspective. Therefore the paper as-
sesses forest governance from the so-called ‘Triple G’ perspective. Its
structure also follows this logic, dealing with sections on forest
government (the emergence of state forestry and its shortcomings),
on forest governance (theories behind the new concept), and on forest
governmentality (criticising the forest governance concept), respective-
ly. Finally, the paper draws some conclusions.

2. Forest government

Forests have been considered public goods – and their related prob-
lems ‘public bads’ – for a long time. As early as the Middle Ages, defor-
estation and forest degradation led to the introduction of game
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reserves for the nobility, the protection of forests on steep slopes to
combat erosion, and active management of timber resources for the
construction of naval ships in many regions in Europe (Umans, 1993).
Later, after the onset of industrialisation in Europe, many national forest
laws were introduced in the 19th century as a response to the rapid de-
pletion and degradation of forest resources and as a means for gaining
state revenues from forests through taxation and public land ownership
(Scott, 1998). These laws required the use of (elements of) scientific for-
estry, with its sustainable yield principle and silvicultural methods and
tools (monocultures of commercial species, forest zoning, rotational har-
vesting, replanting, afforestation, etc.) (Jeanrenaud, 2001; Wiersum,
1995). For example, Belgium introduced a forest law in 1847 which pro-
vided for government subsidies to forest owners – both communities and
individuals – in order to stimulate tree planting. Also, many of these laws
were meant to regulate forest ownership and forest-related conflicts
(Krott, 2005). Often, ownership resided with the state, although many
countries accepted private ownership of forestlands as well. However,
the old ‘forest commons’, with their customary rights and responsibilities
for rural communities, which had existed for centuries inmany European
regions, started – or were forced – to disappear due to themodernisation
process (Jeanrenaud, 2001). While scientific forestry brought gains in
terms of increased timber production and employment, both ecological
and social issues related to forests were marginalised for too long in
this paradigm,which forced the forest sector to change towards the prin-
ciples of sustainability (Sands, 2013; Wiersum, 1995).

The European system of forestry and forest policy was exported to
most of its colonies (Neumann, 1997; Rangarajan, 1996; Scott, 1998),
where a strong symbiosis of state forestry and scientific forestry emerged,
for example in Indonesia, Ghana and India. Although country systems
varied strongly (Vandergeest and Peluso, 2006), forest reserves were
generally issued and declared state property, particularly where the rich
forests and valuable timber treeswere located, and plantation economies
and concession systemswere introduced. These systems,which generally
(and often violently) excluded local people from their lands, and sup-
pressed traditional forest institutions, have remained in place in many
countries in the post-colonial era (Jewitt, 1995; Peluso, 1994). However,
although built upon modern ideas of scientific forestry, most of these
plantation and concession systems have brought neither sustainable for-
estry nor justice for forest-dependent people (Bose et al., 2012). Defores-
tation and forest degradation have continued inmany regions around the
world (FAO, 2010), particularly in the global South, while forest-related
land and resource conflicts have continued (Marfo, 2006). In many
cases, colonial and post-colonial states proved to be bad managers of
the forests, in variousways: (1) by exploiting the resource to the extreme,
often in conflict with local needs and the state's own conservation objec-
tives, (2) by issuing concessions to private companies or public enter-
prises, without any effective monitoring mechanism in place, (3) by
accepting – or even informally promoting – practices of corruption in for-
est value chains and timber markets; and (3) by being absent as a man-
ager, particularly in remote areas, leaving the forests open to whatever
(illegal) use (Bunker, 1985; Irland, 2008; Repetto and Gillis, 1988). This
situation led – both in past and present – to opposition by local commu-
nities and social movements, who have fought for land and forest rights;
to protests by conservationists, who have emphasized the need for forest
conservation; and to pressure by international donors, who have advo-
cated sustainable forest management (Bose et al., 2012; Peluso, 1994;
Rayner et al., 2012). For all these reasons, many developing countries
around the world have recently reformed public forest policy and law, a
process which is generally referred to as ‘forest governance’ (Agrawal
et al., 2008; Broekhoeven et al., 2012; FAO, 2011; Glueck et al., 2005).
Such reforms have placed greater emphasis on forest decentralisation,
on governing forests through markets and on community involvement
in forest management (see next section).

The shift from forest government to forest governance in practice
has been paralleled by scholarly debates on what governance arrange-
ment can be considered most appropriate to achieve sustainable forest
management. Since Hardin's (1968) seminal work The Tragedy of the
Commons, scientific discussion has particularly continued on how to
properly govern ‘common pool resources’ (CPRs). These resources are
characterised as being rival (consumption of the resource by A renders
consumption by B impossible) but non-exclusive (both A and B have ac-
cess to the resource). Examples are ‘open access regimes’ like fishery
grounds, village forests or common grasslands, the latter being the ex-
ample that Hardin uses. He assumes that each herdsmanwill be inclined
to optimise private gains, and to continuously add livestock to the grass-
land, thus undermining its carrying capacity as a collective outcome in
the long term – hence a tragedy of the commons is born. To overcome
this tragedy, access to the CPR should be restricted, either through
state regulation or through private ownership. Although Hardin refers
to both options, state regulation was generally considered the most
promising mechanism to stop a tragedy of the commons in practice,
probably because it matched the tradition of state forestry so well (see
Scott, 1998).

Since then, however, Hardin's theory and assumptions have been
strongly criticised. One of the most-well known critics is Nobel laureate
Elinor Ostrom, who in her book Governing the Commons (1990) showed
that local community institutions can be very successful in managing
CPRs. She used many examples around the world to substantiate this
claim, from forest and grazing institutions in the Swiss Alps to the institu-
tions of Zanjera irrigation systems in the Philippines. However, whether
such local, communal institutions are robust depends on a number of
characteristics, or ‘design principles’, which Ostrom derived from a com-
parison of these successful cases, such as clearly defined boundaries of
the resource, participation of resource users in decision-making, rules
that fit the local conditions, monitoring of rule compliance, sanctions
against non-compliance and conflict resolution mechanisms.

Also, Ostrom criticised Hardin's simplistic idea of rationalism in his
tragedy of the commons thesis, questioningwhether choices by individ-
uals are only based on cost–benefit calculation and utilitymaximisation.
Instead, Ostrom builds upon the notions of bounded rationality and
institutional choice (Ostrom, 2011). Not only is rationality bounded, be-
cause people often lack crucial information to make good decisions, but
it is also mediated by the rules of the game in a specific social setting.
This implies that the choices made by individuals are deeply influenced
by institutions, hence by rules, norms, beliefs and values that are valid
for a specific group of people. Individuals do not only choose the option
thatmaximises their own gains, but the one that is also ‘appropriate’ in a
given community.

Due to her radically different perspective on whom the best gover-
nor of natural resources potentially is –not the state, but the community
– Ostrom's work has been very influential in criticising state forestry
and in researching new modes of forest governance, as expressed in
the International Forestry Resources and Institutions (IFRI) research
programme, which she started about 20 years ago and which still con-
tinues after her recent passing (Wollenberg et al., 2007).

3. Forest governance

As a consequence of the practical shortcomings of and theoretical crit-
icisms on state forestry, ‘forest governance’ has become one of the buzz-
words in forest policy analysis. A recent Google search produced about
350,000 hits, Google Scholar about 7000 hits, Scopus about 250 hits and
ISI Web of Sciences about 150 hits (March 2014). These numbers have
doubled in onlyfive years or so (Breeman et al., 2009). Inmuch literature,
the concept refers to new modes of governing that go beyond the con-
fines of the state (Pierre, 2000; Van Kersbergen and Van Waarden,
2004; Van Tatenhove et al., 2000). Examples are network-like arrange-
ments, self-regulation by businesses, (public–)private partnerships, and
markets for ecosystem services and certification programmes (Agrawal
et al., 2008; Kickert et al., 1997; Kolk, 2000). Some authors refer to this
development as a ‘shift from government to governance’ (Rosenau
and Czempiel, 1992), implying that authority and competencies have
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moved away from the state to other bodies, like international organisa-
tions, NGOs and businesses (Pierre and Peters, 2000). These new
modes are believed to be more capable of managing public ‘goods and
bads’ related to forests than state forestry (see previous section).

Besides this strict interpretation of forest governance as newmodes
of governing, a much broader conceptualization is very current in the
literature (Kooiman, 1993). This broader definition refers to the many
ways in which public and private actors from the state, market and/or
civil society govern public issues, autonomously or in mutual interac-
tion (Arts and Visseren-Hamakers, 2012). This definition thus includes
both conventional government on the one hand and new governance
arrangements beyond the state on the other. Hence, governance may
at the same time refer to governing by, governing with and governing
without the state. To ‘govern’ can of coursemeanmany things, including
forcing others, persuading others or exchanging resources with others
to let them do things in accordancewith certain public policy objectives
(Dunn, 2003). All are implied in whatever type of governance, strict or
broad, and often in hybrid combinations.

Both perspectives – broad and strict – can be nicely illustrated with
the ‘governance triangle’ of Lemos and Agrawal (see Fig. 1). The figure
as awhole refers to broad governance; steering processes can be execut-
ed by any institution – state, market or civil society – and by various
combinations. But for the strict interpretation we have to chop off the
head of the King (to paraphrase Foucault; see below), so governing
practices executed by the state alone are excluded from the definition
(because that should be seen as government as opposed to governance).
What remain are the autonomous governing practices of the market
and the civil society, e.g. in forest certification or in private conservation
projects, as well as the partnerships among them in such initiatives. But
partnerships with the state are also taken on board. So the state is defi-
nitely not out of the picture, but its role and function has (to be)
changed in the newmodes of governance. Instead of being the authority
from the top, the commander or the controller, the state has now be-
come an (more) equal partner vis-à-vis private and civic ones in new
governance networks and partnerships.

Fig. 1 particularly emphasizes the multi-actor character of forest
governance (state–market–community). However, as important is the
multilevel character of forest governance (Held and McGrew, 2002;
Hooghe and Marks, 2001). Governance is practiced not only within
the boundaries of the nation states, but also in the realm of international
politics too, often referred to as ‘global forest governance’ (Arts et al.,
2009; Giessen, 2013; Werland, 2009). Within this field of study, some
Fig. 1. The governance triangle.
Source: Lemos and Agrawal (2006, p. 310).
scholars use the term ‘multilevel governance’ (or MLG). Originally,
this concept was introduced in the realm of European studies to refer
to the unique character of EU policy-making, consisting of European in-
stitutions on the one hand and Member States on the other (Hooghe
and Marks, 2001). Later, the MLG concept was also used in other fields
of study than the EU to argue that the old and strict distinction between
local, national and global politics has become blurred, and hence
outdated (Held and McGrew, 2002). Also, the original government-
centred approach to MLG by Hooghe and Marks has been broadened
to include non-state actors as well. After all, local authorities and
NGOs are believed to affect global and Europeanpolitics, whereas global
agreements and European directives are conceptualised as having im-
pacts on local practices (Arts, 2004).

A final, but rather different category is ‘good governance’, which is
the advocacy of reform of the public sector and/or of corporatemanage-
ment in accordance with a number of normative criteria, such as cost-
effectiveness, transparency, accountability and participation, among
others advocated by the European Union (EU), the International Mone-
tary Fund (IMF) and theWorld Bank (Kjaer, 2004;Woods, 2000). Exam-
ples of ‘good governance’ programmes are new public management
(NPM), which applies business principles to public administration for
improved cost-effectiveness, and corporate social responsibility (CSR),
which applies principles of responsible government to business
practices for improved accountability. Such approaches are also applied
in the forest sector, particularly advocated by the Food and Agriculture
Organization (FAO, 2011). Here the term ‘good forest governance’
has become en vogue (see Table 1 for an overview of governance
conceptualizations).

One of the icons of forest governance is participatory forest manage-
ment, or PFM (an umbrella term for initiatives like community forestry,
community-based forest management, collaborative forest manage-
ment and joint forest management). The central idea behind PFM is
that local management of forests, either by communities themselves
or jointly with regional forest departments, is more effective in conserv-
ing and sustainably using forest resources than central management by
the state, because people are (again) granted (a sense of) ownership,
and hence responsibility, over forest resources (Blomley et al., 2008;
Charnley and Poe, 2007; Mustalahti and Lund, 2010; Wiersum, 2009).
India, Nepal, Mexico, Bolivia, Kenya and Tanzania have pioneered differ-
ent forms of PFM from the early 1990s onwards. Many countries, from
Ethiopia to Albania, followed later. All these countries, often with the
help of donors, have set up new participatory institutions for the local
management of forests, often following Ostrom's design principles in
various ways and degrees.

PFM is not the only new forest governancemode, however. Agrawal
et al. (2008), for example, refer to the broader term decentralisation – of
which PFM is part – and to certification of forest lands and products. Be-
sides PFM, decentralisation involves the de-concentration of adminis-
trative competencies and/or the transfer of political authority from the
central state to subnational administrations (Ribot et al., 2006). The
local administration gains technical competencies and/or formal au-
thority from the central state and is to be held accountable by local com-
munities in executing these. Decentralisation is therefore believed to
bring politics closer to the people, to increase policy effectiveness and
to enhance democratic checks and balances at regional and community
levels. This trend has become very influential in the forest sector
Table 1
Four conceptualizations of governance.

Conceptualization Description

Governance ‘broad’ Governing by, with and without the state
Governance ‘strict’ Governing beyond the confines of the state
Multilevel governance Governing at multiple levels (local to global)
Good governance Reform programmes for improving governance
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worldwide, although some question both the intentions and perfor-
mance of such decentralisation programmes in forestry (see below).
Overall, decentralisation is an example of forest governance with or
without the state, because it may include local forest departments,
local communities, or both.

Forest certification has also become a dominant stream in current
forest governance (Cashore et al., 2004; Cashore and Stone, 2012;
Visseren-Hamakers and Glasbergen, 2007). This entails a market-
basedmechanismof independent labelling andmonitoring that guaran-
tees to both consumers and producers that timber products originate
from sustainably managed forests and from legal sources. One of the
first organisations in this field was the Forest Stewardship Council
(FSC), established in 1993. Because this was an NGO-led initiative,
with rather stringent requirements on sustainability, other industry ini-
tiatives followed later, the Programme for the Endorsement of Forest
Certification (PEFC) being the largest today. Together, these two
initiatives now cover more than 400 million ha of forests around the
world – about 10% of the world's forests – and thousands of companies
and products, althoughmost of these are located and traded in the glob-
al North. Certification is a good example of forest governance without
the state, since both FSC and PEFC are private initiatives. A public aim
(sustainability) is pursued through private means (market transac-
tions). Nonetheless, states do play roles in forest certification. For exam-
ple, governments can enhance certification by subsidising certified
companies, through tax exemptions for certified forest owners, or
through public procurement policies. However, governments are hesi-
tant to prefer one certification standard over another, arguing that this
would oppose WTO rules.

An emerging new forest governance mode is payment for ecosystem
services, or PES (Constanza et al., 1987; Farber et al., 2002). The core idea
is that forest and other ecosystems provide services to society, such as
water regulation, soil protection and climate change regulation, that
are currently not accounted for in the economic systemor in policy. Giv-
ing the provision of these services a (shadow) price allows them to
compete more equally with services that are already accounted for,
such as timber production. An application of PES in forest governance
is REDD+ (Levin et al., 2008). This acronym stands for ‘Reducing emis-
sions from deforestation and forest degradation in developing coun-
tries’, while the ‘+’ stands for the sequestration of carbon through
forest conservation, sustainable management of forests and enhance-
ment of forest carbon stocks in developing countries (UNFCCC, 2010).
Since deforestation and forest degradation are said to contribute to
about 15 to 20% of the climate change problem, avoiding these phenom-
ena helps to mitigate climate change. The main idea of REDD+ is that
developing countries are paid for their forest conservation andmanage-
ment practices by earning carbon credits and trading these on interna-
tional carbon markets, while developed countries can buy these
credits to implement their international commitments under the post-
Kyoto Agreement. Currently, REDD+ is being piloted in a number of
projects through bilateral initiatives (e.g. between Norway and
Indonesia) and multilateral initiatives (through the UN and the World
Bank). REDD+ is a good example of market governance without the
state, at least in the longer run. The ultimate aim is to have self-
governing markets for trading credits on ecosystem services. However,
governments are still crucial for REDD+ today, for the design of the sys-
temand for its initial functioning (being rulemakers, donors and buyers
of credits).

Much of the governance literature is based on the (implicit) assump-
tion of ‘the retreat of the state’, or ‘the hollowing out of the state’
(Albrow, 1996; Pierre, 2000; Strange, 1996). For example Pierre and
Peters (2000) distinguish three types of displacement of state power
and control in the new governance era: upward to international organi-
sations, downward to subnational authorities and outward to semi-
public bodies and private markets. Hence, power and authority are
(substantially) relocated from the national state to international and
subnational organisations on the one hand as well as to semi-public
and private ones on the other. However, this ‘power relocation thesis’
can be challenged, both empirically and theoretically.

4. Forest governmentality

Irrespective of all governance rhetoric, scholars have observed the
enduring practice of ‘state forestry’ in many of the new governance ini-
tiatives. For example, evaluations of PFM show that conflicts between
forest officials and communities over valuable timber resources, land
rights, forest monitoring and the like continue in many cases and that
hardly any ‘real’ transfer of management and use rights and decision-
making power from the state to local communities has occurred
(Pulhin and Dressler, 2009). In addition, Ribot et al. (2006) claim that
although various countries have launched forest decentralisation
programmes, the national governments involved have regularly
obstructed the full implementation of such programmes in order to
retain control, particularly over high-value timber forests. And
REDD+ seems to strengthen state forestry rather than participatory
or decentralised forest management (Phelps et al., 2010). The amounts
ofmoney potentially involved, the need for complex carbon accounting,
and the international requirements for accountability, monitoring and
verification all point at the need of a centralised approach of REDD+,
thus potentially disempowering communities, private landowners and
local governments.

The ‘power relocation thesis’ is challenged in theoretical terms too.
For example Hirst (2000) claims that the state has remained dominant
in those fields where it is traditionally considered ‘the sovereign’, such
as the legitimate monopolization of collective violence, internal and ex-
ternal security, taxation and currency, law and order and social consen-
sus building (although we may observe some shifts in these fields
too, like UN peace forces, private armies, the introduction of the Euro
in the EU, and private initiatives to maintain law and order in
neighbourhoods). Even more so, the power of the state has increased
in some domains, the internet being a good example (Knill and
Lehmkuhl, 2002). All this points at the fact thatwe donotwitness a gen-
eral retreat of the state, in the light of governance, but a transformation
of the state (Arts et al., 2009).

A theoretical notion that does justice to this hybrid situation, to the
control of society by the state on the one hand and to the diffusion of
power in society on the other, is the concept of ‘governmentality’
(Dean, 2010; Foucault, 2000). Foucault coined this term – that literally
means the ‘reason of state’ – to understand the emergence and function-
ing ofmodern statehood. Crucial in this transformation has, according to
him, been a fundamental change in the nature and orientation of state
power. Whereas the traditional Kingdom is based on the idea that the
bureaucracy should just serve the interests and power of the King and
his family, the modern state takes the well-being of its population as
its main raison d'etre. However, this caring should be done in ways
that do not undermine the legitimacy and survival of that same state.
Therefore people should be raised as responsible citizens that accept
the state on the one hand, but experience themselves as free subjects
who are taken care for at the same time. Thus government by the
state and self-government by individuals are intrinsically intertwined.
Through discourses, practices and technologies of (self)governance in
the family, the school, the army, the factory, the office, etc., a society pro-
duces certain subjects and identities, but these are self-confirmed, em-
braced and strategically used by citizens at the same time. So
government is not so much about governing others, but about letting
others govern themselves by creating ‘responsible’ subjects (‘conduct
of conduct’). Therefore, power is to be conceived differently than in
mainstream political analysis: not as authority embodied in a state, a
president or a king,who give orders to docile citizens, but as disciplinary
practices that are shaped both by (hegemonic) regulatory logics and
(in principle) free subjects.

Two branches of governmentality studies are particularly relevant
for forest governance, one on political reform and neoliberalism (Rose



21B. Arts / Forest Policy and Economics 49 (2014) 17–22
and Miller, 2010; Triantafillou, 2012; Pulhin and Dressler, 2009) and
one on the environment (Agrawal, 2005; Bose et al., 2012; Peluso,
1994). The first branch theorises about governance reform as ‘control
at a distance’ by the state. Governance reform is not so much meant to
seriously transfer authority to lower administrative tiers, or to commu-
nities, but tomaintain control in a differentmanner. This can be realised,
for example, through performance measurement and reporting obliga-
tions at the level of de-central authorities or communities vis-à-vis the
central state. Governance and administrative reform also offers ample
opportunities for states to decentralise their unresolved policy prob-
lems and financial deficits, while maintaining central control over valu-
able assets and resources. Hence, what seems empowerment of and
increased autonomy for de-central authorities and communities at
first glance, is actually driven by the central state to dispose of itswicked
problems.

The second branch of literature focuses on the creation and self-
confirmation of environmental subjects and of forest-related identities
by states and NGOs. Agrawal (2005) speaks of ‘environmentality’ and
Bose et al. (2012) of ‘forest governmentality’ to capture these processes.
Whereas in the past traditional forest dwellers were often identified as
encroachers and backward people, today they are suddenly considered
noble savages and guardians of the forests, holding valuable indigenous
knowledge on how tomanage the forestsmore sustainably. Andwhere-
as the former legitimised the violent exclusion of such people from their
forest lands, their new identities define them as interesting vehicles for
implementing participatory forest policy programmes, both by govern-
ments and NGOs. In the latter case, power is not so much directly and
visibly exercised by the state, excluding people from their lands, or by
NGOs, enforcing certain norms upon them, but through the creation of
‘forest-friendly’ subjects and identities in environmental discourses, so-
cietal institutions and social practices.

If we take the above critical perspectives on board, the following two
observations on forest governance seem justified (compare: Winkel,
2012). Firstly, decentralisation of forest management is not so much
the transfer of authority from the government to local authorities, but
‘control at a distance’ by the state to solvewicked policy problems local-
ly, which tends to reaffirm power relations and structures instead of
changing them. Secondly, community participation in forest gover-
nance is not somuch an increase of decision-making power for ordinary
people, but the shaping of environmentally responsible subjects and the
creation of mutual consent around local forestry problems and objec-
tives. These two observations turn many of the governance claims up-
side down, namely that governance implies (more) local participation,
ownership and empowerment than the conventional regulatory ap-
proaches. On the contrary, the new governance modes seem new
tools for the state to solve some of its public policy problems and at
the same time maintain central (although indirect) control. Again, the
state has not retreated or hollowed out, but changed its strategies and
tactics in the ‘new’ governance era. This should make us cautious
about accepting too optimistic or too naïve governance claims of devo-
lution, autonomy and empowerment.

5. Conclusion

This paper assesses forest governance from a ‘Triple G’ perspective:
government, governance and governmentality. It documents how forest
governance has emerged from the shortcomings of state forestry and
(post)colonial forestry. However, this has not implied a full shift from
government to governance, as is often claimed in the literature. On
the contrary, the role of the state in forest management is still strong, ir-
respective of the rise of new forest governance initiatives (PFM, DFM,
REDD+, etc.). A theoretical notion that does justice to both –

government and governance – is governmentality. Here, control by
the state and self-governance by people go hand in hand. They are
two sides of the same coin of modern statehood. From this perspective,
the assumption that power and authority have been relocated from the
national state to other actors and administrative levels – an assumption
that is present inmuch of the (forest) governance literature – is not jus-
tified. Instead, governance is to be seen as another ‘tool of (self)govern-
ment’, to solve complex policy problems at the local level without losing
(too much) central control.

However, a governmentality perspective on forest governance sub-
stantially differs from the mainstream governance literature, or from
themore conventional government-oriented policy literature. Different
questions are asked, different concepts are used, different empirics are
investigated and different answers are found (Winkel, 2012). This raises
the question of their compatibility. Some scholars might object to the
‘eclectic’ approach of this paper, because the three G's originate from
different philosophies of science (Arts, 2012). Whereas much of the
classical policy analysis literature favours a positivist approach to sci-
ence, inwhich only observable andmeasurable variables are considered
‘true’ scientific knowledge, a substantial part of the governance litera-
ture is built on interpretive theory, such as social-constructivism and ar-
gumentative analysis. Adversely, governmentality studies originate
from post-structuralism, in which critical discourse analysis is consid-
ered key to knowledge production. These perspectives hold different,
sometimes even conflicting, assumptions about society, politics, science,
truth and knowledge (Crotty, 1998). However, according to a pragma-
tist approach to science, such different perspectives are not necessarily
problematic (Maxcy, 2003). The question in pragmatism is not so
much whether perspectives fully match – ontologically, epistemologi-
cally and methodologically –, but whether they jointly enrich our un-
derstanding of a phenomenon. I believe – in line with this view – that
the ‘Triple G’ perspective offers a more in-depth and reflexive analysis
of the forest policy field than solely focusing on the concept of forest
governance in isolation.
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