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Abstract

O6Fairnessé6 is veiled with multiple and competing
norrgovernmental organisations and carbonkegaactors have introduced fairness notions into

the carbon market in an attempt to charter, standardise and communicate alternative approaches

for carbon credits produced in smallholder and rural settings in the global South. Propositions

that carbon cradt s can be oO0faird are contentiowds, warrant
oriented case study approach, I explore Fairtrad
develop the Fairtrade Climate Standard and examine its relevance within canp@mpnes in

Kenya. Multisited ethnographic observations and interviews, in Kenya and within various

forums for deliberating the standard, are combined with specific tools designed topopen

inputs and enhance reflection amongst contributors to the stndar

A Q study reveals three empirical perspectives on fairness in carbon projects, held amongst

stakeholders in the standesdtting process. These diverge regarding what would be fair for

whom, and mechanisms for achievingaihd not all notions are ingmorated into the standard.

Critical analysis of the standasgtting process against the benchmark of Fairtrade

I nternational 6s participatory governance approach
participatory collaboration and the limite participatory governance in practice. | develop a
heuristic to discuss how the most contentious t o]
shared and mutually incompatible interests amongst stakeholders, and dynamics of
protectionism. Using a Thepiof Change approach | unpack specific mechanisms believed to

lead to fairer outcomes and explore associated assumptions and evideeseKey Fairtrade

concepts 6 producer sb, 6organi sationsd, and transfer |
Organisatios; are clouded by mixed evidence. This predicates future monitoring, evaluation

and critical assessment of the standard once in operation. Finally | provide practical insights on

doing collaborative acticoriented PhD research and make recommendatiansegearcher

engagement in standasetting processes and opportunities for enhancing deliberation and

reflection.
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Chapter 1 General Introduction

1.1. Carbon: complex, controversial and fast evolving

Carbon credits, which involve the measurement and transaction of emissions savings, have
become a new commodity linkirtge global Mrth andthe global Suth via a complex array of
technologies, institutions and discourdg@mpus and Liverman, 2008 hey are created

within carbon projects, which involve sets of activitigsat supposedly result infewer
greenhouse gases in the atmosphere compared to a hypothetical situation without the project
(Lohmann, 2010)Credits created within projects aseld on carbon markets. Carbon markets
allow governments, companies and individu@ compensate their own emissions by financing
emissions reductions in another area of the world, in both an efficient and politically attractive
way (Boyd et al., 2011) They are a popular approach faritigating the climate crisis
worldwide (Lohmann, 2010and are firmly rooted in the next decades of climate policy through

the Paris Agreemer{iMarcu, 2016)as part of a portfolio of actions believed to lead to cost
effective solution§Bodansky et al., 2015Yhe carbon market has been highly volatile and has
become increasingljragmented and compleftLévbrand and Stripple, 2012Wwhich led to
conceted efforts prior to the adoption of the Paris Agreement to foster greater linkage between
the various schemes and regulatory bodies. These efforts were partially successful, but the new
provisions are still highly complex and require more work to devéieparchitecture for a

functioning carbon markéMarcu, 2016)

Carbon credit infrastructure has been heralded as an opportunity for financing low carbon
development in the global south whilst mitigating climate chakigevever itis citicised for
dubious environmental effectiveng&reen, 2013and is thesubject of major discussions about
fairness, equity and justicéHoward et al., 2015b, McDermott et al., 2013nd about
governance, effectiveness and legitimacy of the mechanisms that carbon marketsiergei

and Pistorius, 2011, Page, 201®) particular, concerns have been raised regarijinge
burdens, benefits and positioning of local communities involved in international carljecipro
(Mathur et al., 2014, Melo et al., 2014)nd ii) the technical complexity of crediting
mechanisms, which create dependency on outside expertise for audit thahagsn and
determine the character of carbon market ac(@egbera and Brown, 2010, Lansing, 2013a)
Interest in mitigation has often crowded out concebmitiadaptation, but they are increasingly
being recognised as inseparable, including within international climate policy and certification
schemegWillers, 2016) Scholars have laidriportant groundwork for understanding the trade

offs, winners and losers, and fairness issues surrounding both, as well as how they can be
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targeted simultaneousl{srasso, 2010, Paavola and Adger, 2008hile this thesis focuses on

mitigation rather than adaptation, itasknowledged that mitigation is only part of the story.

In this complex, controversial and fast moving contextyements opposing carbon markets
and their attempts to commodify the Earthos
transition awayfrom fossil fuel dependence, &xist along technicdix proposals for
governmentsto expand carbon marlet and for regulators (such as Standard Setting
Organisations or SSOd4p oversee better measurement and calculation and develop new
schemes for céfication and reform(Lohmann, 201Q)Insufficient attention has been paid to

the performance of these schemes, or the normative ideals they {Raxe 2012)As both

the schemes and the markets they are part of are gcamnll politically embedded, they hold

the potential to be socially and politically transformative. There is need to determine whether
SSOs can trigger alternative outcomes where equity and justice can €f&rgead et al.,
2012:254, Suiseeya and Caplow, 2Q1@) whether they are simply laying down ever more
implausible sets of rules and proceduf(eshmann, 2010}that do little to interact with the
global development agendl this thesisl respond to this need by undertaking a critical
analysis of one particular attempt to innovate and revise a portion of the voluntary carbon

market and introduce the normatieal of fairness.

1.2. Fair Carbon

In 2011 the ethical standards body Fairtrade International @enfimitted to address fairness
within the climate change arena with a new fair trade commodity initially d&fer Carbon
Creditd (Mhere, 2012) In 2012, FTI began a strategic collaboration with the Gold Standard
Foundation (GSF), a ngprofit organisation coordinating standardo certify carbon projects
which also contribute to sustainable development. Their partnership brougtdrnbepts of

Fair Trade and Carbon Trading to the same table for the first time, with a commitment to
enhance fairness in the carbon market. They announced plans to develop a joint certification
schemgGold Standard Foundation and Fairtrade International, 284#cted taedress ural
communi ti es & toyinfermgation labow, @rd eeapacity to benefit from, the carbon
market(Howard et al., 2015b)The two organisations pooled their exjse and elicited inputs
from multiple stakeholders familiar either with the carbon market or with Faitttadievelop

a standard eventually named the Fairtrade Climate Star{g@8) for projects that would

lluse OFairtraded to refer to the product certi
including all or any part of the activities of FLO ev, FIGCERT, Fairtrade producer networks, national
Fairtrade organisations and Fairtrade marketing asgéons.| use Ofair traded to
movement,including activities under the umbrella of Fairtrade International and activities led by
organisations independent of its system.
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engage and benefit smallholders and rurahmmoinities in the production of Fairtrade Carbon
Creditg. Both organisations would also jointly develop the components of a wider scheme
supporting carbon project implementation and standard application, involving elements such as
technical support, auditg, and joint marketing. The desire to codify fairness on the carbon
market was a key motivation for the Dutcivil society organisation CSO ICCO to engage

with FTI and contribute to funding the Fairtrade Climate Standard Setting Process (FCSSP).

ICCOwas already involved inh carbon activities bille

Fairness, equity and justice are widely interpreted and lack clear definitions within carbon
projects(Luttrell etal., 2013, McDermott et al., 2013Jhis opaqueness is also apparent within
sustainability product certification, whetf€TI0 s hegemony of power to defi
internally and externally contested, withnepeting actors beginning to develop theiravh a i r 6
labels (Tallontire and Nelson, 2013, Renard and Loconto, 20EB) is one of many SSOs
addressing fairness, equity and justice in commodity markets through {oeopled
approaches aimed at poverty alleviation, participation and empowe(Meld et al., 2014,
Phillips, 2014) However, actual impacts are shaped by the prioritizgng standards and the
multiple contexts where they are appliédicDermott, 2013, Nelson and Martin, 2015)
Openting bothdwithin and against the marl&tBrown, 1993) and deploying a technocratic

logic of measurement, SSOs are in acelaf inherent contradiction and have the potential to
result in continued marginalisation of local communities, centralised control and reinforcing of
dominant interests, despite efforts to avoid these outcqieto et al., 2014) FTl is a
membershigbased organisation providing opportunities for its members to influence major
decisions via a number of channels. Nevertheléssheer size, stakeholder diversity, political

and historical foundations and subsequent trajectory into mainstream markets and new
commodities render it a heterogeneous, evolving movement characterised by a number of fault
lines and recent scissionstiveen different cohorts who seek to represent, advocate, dilute or
codify different notions of fairness in different wagBennett, 2012, Doherty et al., 2013,
Raynolds and Greenfield, 2015, Renard and Loconto, 28&8)also chapter Btroduction of

carbon credits into the Fairtrade system triggers new debates about whaal®taifair trade

and carbon credits, both within and outside of the movement.

2 This was designed as an aoid label to the Gold Standardrtiication, for projects which meet the
social, environmental, trade and carbon accounting criteria of both organisations.

3 These activities included supporting the development of the Fair Climate Network and holding 100% of
shares in the Fair Climate Rd.
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1.2.1. Can carbon be fair?

Carbon trading has divided NGO, academic and paheking communities. Some
acknowledge the key role it must play in combating climate change; otheigltlyt oppose it
(Bachram, 2004, Caney, 201@)ithin academic, policy and campaigns literatuwréjcs have

referred to carbon trade as dumping of carbon in poor couriBeehram, 2004, Lohmann,

2005) while rich countriescontinue in their unequal oveonsumptiod (Bachram, 2004:16)

T h e t abomcoldn@lisr@has been coined to refer to actors in rich countries who entice
people in poorer countries into sacrificing letlegm development goals pursuit of shorterm

capital gains associated with creating carbmuits(Bachram, 2004, Rg, 2012) As a result,

poorer countries may exhaust their cheaper mitigation options and need to engage in costlier
strategies to meet their reduction targets should these become compulsory. Other critics argue
that everyone should minisd their own avironmental impact(Sandel, 2005) with the

ultimate goal being tocatalyse a transition away from fossil fuelgLohmann, 2010Q)
Commodification approaches to carbon (chapter 2) posit that neoliberalism and market
environmentalism are vehicles for promoting the abstraction or extractibing$ tfrom a local

context to be sold elsewhere, involving unequal power relaflomeell et al., 2009) Har vey 0 ¢
(2003)c oncept of 6accumul ation by dispossessio
decar bo rfBummpad and hivierman, 2008, Wang and Corson, 2Q&5jefer to the
injustices of profitmaking on tle back of mitigation burdens placed on people in the global
south rather than reductions in the global north. This is essentially about taking advantage of the
commodi fication of carbon O6because the creat

(Bumpus and Liverman, 2008 p144)

The main argument for paying others to reduce emissions through carbon trading is that it can
improve environmental quality (or mmise environmental harm) at least economic cost and
with minimum worsening of existing global inequiti@age, 2012)When carbon trading was

first introduced, developing nations were motivated by the prospect of financial and
technological transfers from the global North to the global S¢Bibyd et al., 2011)which

were intended to behannellednto low carbon development pathways. If an intervention does
effectively reduce emissions to a safe level, it coulduniggd as just on one level because
everyone is entitled, as a matter of justice, to be protected from anthropogenic climate change
(Caney, 201Q0) However, arguments of fefiency and environmental effectiveness do not
adequately addreske ethical dimensions of carbon trading. It is important to assess whether
those involved in carbon trading schemes consider the distribution of costs and burdens to be
fair (Caney, 201Q) and whether they perceive the scheme to Hiigadly legitimate and
procedurally jus{Page, 2012)
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It is important to illuminate the economic systems that commodities are situated (B#lyir,
2001)and to look at carbon relationally, in terms of its historical, material and social contexts in
order to tell what is being talkecbout, how it is being reduced and who stands to gain
(Bumpus, 2014). Although the carbon economy is a relatively new phenomenon it ipaitso

of a longer history of market environmentali¢@oodman and Boyd, 2011, Boyd et al., 2011)
Nevertheless, framg the carbon economy as an example of imperialism, colonial er neo
colonialism or drawing parallels between them, does not necessarily aid understanding about
what is occurring on the grour{Bridge, 2011) or what is already being, or could still be done

to transform the system or carve out spaces for fairer practices to efergeeremphasis on
uneven power relations between the global north and the global maytimaskexamples of
countervailing powe(Fung and Wright, 2003)r tactical and strategic use of pow@&oodman

and Herman, 2015)ithin particular places and spaces including in the global sduti.

et hical apprai sal of carbon trading Omust be sen
(Caney, 2010 p198Buch an appraisal can only be done on albgsmase basis, exploring how
particular schemes operate, whether they are considered legitimate, which outcomes they result

in and whether the people involvedeive them to be fair.

Drawing on the conclusions of a number of scholars, | recognise that what is needed is a
combined approach that can produce rdfaltieted and mukilimensional explanations of how

the carbon economy [or aspects of it] functions &rdwhom, and conscious of the wider
sociological, economic and ecological landscape it is both part of and which it needs to
transform(Boyd et al., 2011)Power must be a part of this analysis, but with adequatdiatte

to the multiple forms and spaces it can occupy. This can appropriately be done by seeking
nuanced and pladeased understandings cérbon instruments in operation withparticular
projects and carbon reductions in particular plg€asbera and Martin, 2015)ogether with
analyses ofthe particular networks, certification schemes and value ch@usnpus and
Liverman, 2011, Caney, 201@hat these projects are embedded within. Research needs to
acknowledge the complications of commodification and critically assess the-etturll
underpinnings of particular practices within carbon marK@sodman and Boyd, 2011)
Moreovet in each of these levels of analysis, it is useful to apply an empirical justice or fairness
lens in order to give sufficient space to understanding what the people involved in these
projects, network, certification schemes and value chains perceive taifydegitimate and just

rather thanapplying a universal justice lens and predisposing the analysis to one particular

moral reading.

Accordingly, in this thesis | undertake artensive appraisalf the FCSSR its governance, the
content of theFCSand how this interacts witd i f f er ent peopl ebs perception

realities within particular carbon projectsdo this by combining two intersecting approaches
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the pathways approach, and empirical analysis of fairnesslescribed in section$.3 and
1.4.1.1respectively. Together these approaches help to illuminate the liminal space between the

poles of the debate.
1.3. Pat hways to O0Fair Carboné

The pathways approach was developed by Leach e{(28M0) to deal with complex
sustainability challengein a dynamic world, and stems from the need to link environmental
sustainability with poverty reduction and social justice, and make science and technology work
for people who are poor. Their premise is that ideas of sustainability have becopteaddto
manageri al and bureaucratic 6ésolutions©é. T h e
universalising and generalising, and inappropriate for problems which are actually much more
complex and political (such as climate change and carbon tradiieghwhile, there may be

alternative pathways, which are harder to detect as they are less powerfully articulated.

A central component of the pathways approach is a concern with the ways in which particular
actors and networks produce, prioritise and ptormo par ti cul ar 6fr ami
understood as the different ways of understanding and representing a system, including its
boundarieskey terms functions and outcomeB.i f f er ent peopl eds fr ami
choices and subjective judgemeatsl it is therefore important to consider what is included or

left out of the system framing, and to identify which gpdifinitions, values perspectives,
interests and experiencase prioritised(Leach et al., 2010)System framingsan tun into
narratives,involving 6 | @ k6 o f a particular worl d view
problem is and who is responsible for When used by powerful factionsraming and
narratives providéhe traction for particular pathways and eoewnalternativeqgLeach et al.,

2010, Nelson and Tallontire, 2014)

Climate change and mitigation has become one of the dominant narratives and leading drivers
of developmat agendagGoodman and Boyd, 2011\Vithin this context, e development of

the FCS constitutes the construction of one particular @gthlivinvolves framing of problems

and solutions, bounding definitions of what is fair and universalising these in terms of a
standard to be applied in multiple contexts. It also involves setting aatrative ortheory

about the change process, expede lead from interventions and outputs to outcomes and
impacts. A pathways approach to research involves unpacking the bounding def{aiii@nas

6f ai r framnddevicésind narrativesand also attending to governance processes, as
these arerucial in shaping which definitions, inputs and pathways are followed and which are
ignored (Leach et al., 2010)Following Nelson and Tallontire (2014) also understand the

pathways concept as a way of considetiiggorical and future trajectoriesnd the fluidity of
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governance processes. Specifically, it allows this research to encapisaldigamic nature of
the FCSSP and its evolution over the months that | followed it whilst situating it within the

moving trajectories of the Fairtrade movement and the carbon economy.

The pathways approach is noraonadn vepo inhd hapaded ewh
may allow for recognition of the pathways which support the goals and ambitions of particular

groups of poorer and marginalised people, and allow these to flourish (Leach et al., 2010). It

aims to achieve this through the use dxible methods applied at different scales, and

conducive to an emphasis on diverse perspectives, enhanced learning and reflexivity.

1.3.1. Summary of pathways components

The following pathways components are used in this thesis. Theyigiéghted in the
following sections in relation teach objective and research gap or contributigmpendix

Figurel visualises where in the thesis they are addressed.

Identifying and mpacking key terms used in pathwayilding

Uncovering the pathway framing, and choices, assumptions, and judgements behind it

Identifying the implications of different pathways for peloand marginalised people

P w N PRF

Uncovering the actors, institutions, g®ahnd governance processes involved in

pathwaybuilding

Engaging in pathway building processes

Enhancing reflexivity

1.4. Thesis aim, objectives and gquestions

This thesis aims tonpack fairness in standasétting processes and carbon projects through
actionroriented researciThis is addressed through three research objectives and nine research
guestions rooted in the pathways approach. These are focussed firstly on the content of the FCS,
secondly on the standasetting process (the FCSSP), and tlgih the research process itself.

The objectives and questions are each linked to a research gap and/or methodological
innovation that emerged froktoward et al(2015b)and subsequent reseaddsign work.

1.4.1. Objective 1

To uncover the debates, perspectives and different options for achieving fairness within

carbon projects, and explore them in relation to the FCS

Question ZX.al:or Haw bios166 under st ood and defined by
FCSSP7addressed in chapter 5)
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Question 1.2: Whose definitions and understandings are incorporated into th¢ae@®8sed

in chapter 5)

Questionl.3. Which assumptions and eviderisghe Theory of Change for the FCS based on?

(addressed in chapter 7)

Question1.4. What can example carbon projects tell us about possible pathways to the
outcomes and impacts articulated in the Theory of Change as the FCS is gp@pldrd8sed in
chaper 7)

1.4.1.1. Research gap 1Empirical analysis of multiple definitions of, and

mechanismsf or achi eving o0fair carbono

| use theermd f a i r asamaralgtipabconcept to guide an exploration both of the fairness
elements that GSF anBTI sought to bring tothe carbon market, but also what other
stakeholders understand by fairness in the context of the carbon mér&it.carbod
exemplifies the tension between viewpoints because for some it represents a misnomer, while

for others, it offers a space for clygg{Howard et al., 2015b)

Pathways component: identifying and unpacking key terms used in pathway building

6Fairness 6o rab keytérensathatr were frequently used during the FCSShhadit

no clear definition when FTI and GSF began their collaborafionzy concepts like these may
have strong cohesive power, but this can disguise tensions between agendas of different
stakeholders, making it challenging for those who are responsible for inscribing multiple
interests into the technology to be develogédlen, 2009:355) Underneath an apparent
consensus on meanings there may be multiple conflicting definitions that carexistcand

some are likely to get pushedide.McDermott et al. note with respect to equifyterm often

used in place of fairness, see sectldh.]), thatdwithout a clear definition of which aspects..

are being pursued and how, it is difficult to evaluate the impact of policies and programs..., and
impossible to plan for it effective®(2013: p417)My goal was to capture plural definitions

situ, rather than to apply a universal or thedriven singular definition of fairnege.g. Rawls,
2009)to this particular context. To achieve my goal, an empirical approach was appropriate.
Empirical analyses of justice, equity and fairness start from actual claims and the notions used
to support thesESikor et al., 2014)They acknowledge that multiple and competing notiors co
exist that are experiential, contad&pendent and vary according to the kinds of resouraks an
responsibilities being shar¢8ikor et al., 2014, McDermott et al., 2013)
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Sikor et al.(2014)identify two ovelapping lines of enquiry in empirical analyses of justice (or
fairness). The first involves identifying dominant notions, exploring their appropriateness in
different contexts, and analysing their operation in pracfitgs is important because the
implications of using particular notions only become apparent when they are explored in
practice in particular contextSikor et al., 2014)Also, this aalysis helps to reveal the
underlying power dynamics shaping whose interests and definitions make it into the dominant
pathway, and how different actors and networks may exercise discursive power to legitimate or
sideline particular perspectivefl.each et al., 2010)The second involves characterising

di fferent stakehol dersd notions in particular C C
public discourse, and then identifying how different notions gain or lose grdaisihelps to
identify which notions are driven by saliterest and which ones have wider releva(8ikor et

al., 2014) Togetherthese lines of enquirgnable a better understanding of the interplay
between different notions, contexts and practice, and the tensions between multiple notions
upheld maintained at different scal€khis is important because the interactions between
different notions used sintaneously by different people is a key dynamic shaping outcomes
(Sikor et al., 2014)Tensions can also be a creative force for generating defigitidnich are

more appropriate or better adapted to the different contexts.

| address both lines of enquiry in this thedike literature review in chapt@rpursues the first

l'ine of enquiry, focussing on thendG&Fandns of 6f a
exploring these within carbon projects documented by literature. Chapter 5 pursues the second

l ine of enquiry, focussing on the perceptions o
stakeholders and addressing questions 1.1 and 1.2. Chaptnbines both enquiries in

guestions 1.3 and 1.4 through its exploratiothefspecific standards mechanisms considered as

guintessential for achieving fairness outcomes by actors taking part iIRGBSP These
mechanismsvereincorporated intdhe FCSbut theirentrywasa result of dynamic governance

processes involving negotiation of interests, power dynamics, and comprémideapter 7

they are explored in terms of their justificatio

appropriatenessidifferent contexts.

1.4.1.2. Research gap2: Standards mechanisms and actual local level

outcomes

The extent to which standards exclude smallholders from markets or provide them with
opportunities to improve welfare and competitiveness is much debated ani theidence to
support both positionglaffee et al., 2011, Henson and Humph&84,0) Changes in standards
provisions and development of new tools may fuel change on the ground in projeeistull

local outcomes are contingent on factors beyond standards them@&lwagus, 2011bh)and
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there is considerable room for interpretation and opportunism in the way these standards are
implementedTherefore, it is critical to explore not only the standards provisions or the project
designs on paper, but also the implementation of standards and projects in pramtiter to
identify where standards mechanisms are not leading to endishgages, which factors shape
actual outcomes, and how they interact with particular project desigweral studies have
explored the impact ofdirtradestandardgJaffee, 2008, Nelson and Martin, 2014% well as

the impact of particular carbgrojects on poverty reductide.g. Jindal et al., 2012 owever,
studies on the impact of particular carbon standards and their ability to produce changes within
projects have been limited to desk revieiWgood, 2011, Suiseeya and Caplow, 2013)l

maps out envisaged outcomes and impacts resultingFidnmterventions within a Theory of
Change.

Pathways componentnaowering the pathway framing, and choices, assumptions, and

judgements behind it

The Theory of Change s an e x a mp | -ene @drticubaway bfrurdenstamding and
representing & y st e m, including its boundari es, fun
analyses of a system involve drawing on their own sets of assumptions, interpretations, values
and goalqLeach et al., 2010}t is important to explore whether thesamptions in the Theory

of Change hold up in diverse contexts and wh

interpretations, values and goals because if not, the envisaged changes are unlikely to happen.

Pathways component: identifying the imptions of different pathways for p@yrand

marginalised people

Given the prevalence of private standards, the structural power behind them, and the frequently
negative social consequences they er(faiichs et al., 2011)exploring the implications of
attempts to develop standards which are specifically geared towards smallhHoddseholds

and communities is still necessaty. f i nd L 20105t eetm adlpo®s er and 1
peopled slightly dissatisfactory because it
belonging within. However, implied itheir usage of this term is a recognition tiviile there

are peoplewho are actively trying to escape poverty and marginalisation, particular pathways
can result in constraints tbeir livelihoods and freedomin relative terms, the smallholders,
houselblds and communities affected by standards are more likely to be marginalised from the
standard setting process, economically poorer and their livelihoods subject to more constraints
than the people working for or partnering with the standard settingisagians to develop the

standards.
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While it will only be possible to explore the impact of the complete set of standards provisions

and tools developed through FTI and GSFb6s partne
explore this theme on a micsoale within the context of particular projects by examining

whether any of the individual fairness mechanisms they propose are already mirrored in existing

projects, if and how they are working, and by seeking the opinions of project participants or

thosewho involved in project implementation on the grouiitlis research gap is addressed

particularly in the latter part of chapter 7 through question 1.4, where evidence from carbon

programmes is explored alongside the FCS.

1.4.2. Objective 2

To describe and analys the process of collaborative development of the FG&ddressed in

chapter 6)

Question2.1 What did the FCSSP look like (in terms of forums for input, debates and

interests)?
Question2.2 How did the FCS reflect stakeholder input and what shaped this?

Question2.3 What does this say about participatory governance in practice?
1.4.2.1. Research gap 3Collaborative Standard Setting in Practice

The FTI-GSFpartnership can be viewed within a broader context of sustainaimhltgrnance,

which is charactered by tle emergence of market driven, voluntary standards which have
expanded into ever new sectofsoconto and Fouilleux, 2014, Cashore et al., 2004)
Governance networks emerge as heterogeneous actors and institutions representing diverse
organisational fields come together and niegetmultiple goals and interesfBumpus et al.,

2010) This involves different actors endowed with different amounts of p¢Merger and
Pistorius, 2011and takes place at particular scales, often to the exclusion of actors operating at
different scalegSwyngedouw, 20005everal analytical focalgints have been underlined with
respect to such initiatives, such as how and why they en{@&@meen, 2013, Loconto and
Fouilleux, 2014) the issues they focus on and the way that they define the boundaries of these
issues(Loconto and Fouilleux, 2014, Bulkeley et al., 2012) number of authors have
underlined the need to critically assess the legitimacy of initiatimdstlde mechanisms they
deploy to garner accountabilitfLoconto and Fouilleux, 2014, Smith and Fischlein, 2010,
Suiseeya and Caplow, 2013, Fuchs et al., 20Th)s is particularly relevant to the FGSF
partnership because of the controversy surroundingooatiading and the sensitivity of

combining fairness with carbon.
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There has been a growing interest in the governance of sustainability standards, including
Fairtrade as standards become a key feature of international trade and a tool for ensuring
responible business practice (Tallontire et al., 2011, Tallontire, 2007). Sustainability standards
developed through mulstakeholder processes tend to be regarded as more democratically
legitimate than standards developed by single companies or industriesutwiite input of
NGOs, trade unions or other organs of civil society (Fuchs et al., 2B&lertheless, an
analysis of a number of private standards in terms of participation, transparency and
accountability concluded that they all face the challengeeefding to adjust asymmetries in
access and influence, and most accord little decisiaking power to small farme(§uchs et

al., 2011) FTI, initially a network of consumer labelling organisations, has been commended
for opening out its standarsetting process to southern based producer networks (Sutton, 2013,
Bennett, 2015).

Pathways component: uncovering the actors, institutions, goals and governance processes in

pathwaybuilding

There has been less attention on the actual process of standard setting and how coegecriteria
determined. Signi f i c al@thisterizacrecpnstiuation ef tha pracesgs ¢ o n
undergone in fixing coffee minimum prices,
Standard Setting Uni t(2015pnatysisRfthe neasiohsdetveeend-TIA N s ¢
and FLOGERT in standard settinglhis is important to look at because governance pressures

can often push powerful institutions to overlook the goals of marginalised people or ® igno
crucial uncertainties, leading to a closing down of approaches around those which are only
suited to a relatively knowable and manageable world, which means that any solutions may only
be shoriasting and easily disruptdtieach et al., 2010)The exploration of the FCSSP comes

at an important time when they arereasing tensions withifair tradeas t o t he move
priorities, some of which are related to Op
and Nelson, 2013) or the ar ge't Obeneficiaryé (smal/l pro
Loconto, 2013)Any precedents set within the FCSSP could have an implication on the future

of fair tradeas a wholeThis thesis contributes to filling this research gap in chapter 6 in

particdar (questions 2:2.3) and also to some extent in chaptahiugh questiod.3.
1.4.3. Objective 3

To assess the value of actieariented research in collaborative standardssetting processes
(addressed in chapter 8)

Question 3.1 How can action oriented maslited research enhance reflection amongst

stakeholders involved in the research, and how does it shape emergent outcomes?
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Question 3.2 What can be learnt about conducting collaborative research on standard setting

processes through this thesis?
1.4.3.1. Contribution: forging methodological innovations

The developers of the O6pathwaysé approach have m:
and designs appropriate fdoing pathways research on processes such as the AWBSP

recognise that these need to be dapetl, tested and adapted in diverse and dynamic settings

and explored in terms of how they interact with governance, policy and dewiaking

processe$Stirling et al., 2007)

Pathways components: engaging with pathaiyding processeand enhancing reflexivity

This thesis contributes methodologically to a better understanding of two particular pathways
components in particularé6 e ngagi mahwaybiutin di ng processeso, and

r e f | e bhathumplhying Gifferent roles and tasks for researchers

The normative goal of the pathways approach is to encouragepaning uptowards more

diverse narratives and pathways which may be more suited to the goals of poor and
marginalised people.dhducting an appisal of what might be required teveal thesentails a

different role for researchersne that involves crossing traditional research boundaries where

the researcher seeks detachment from the subject of research, to one where s/he is engaged in

the pathvay-building process and proactively convenes processes of delibefiatiach et al.,

2010) These processes need to be initiated at various levels and scales to reduce the risk of
exclusion and disempowerment of those who are not able toptake t in-endé& &high

standards development activities.

Pathwayb ui | di ng must be reflexive, in order t hat o]
continuously reconsi de (Leadh ebal., 2010:37tThispreqeirespar t i ci pan
researchers, standasdtters and anyone else involved in the process, to be humble and reflexive

and acknowledge how our own positions and assumptions shape our perspectives and ways we

participate in political processes. Reflexivigyparticularly important in the context of dynamic

and complex systems, where engagement in the system can serve as a pivot for experiential

learning and awareness about the possible implications of one choice as opposed to another

(Leach et al.2010) Being aware of the choice should be synergetic with taking responsibility

for it, and this awareness opens up more possibilities for alternative a@idnsdwein and

Ison, 2004)

Research which can enhance the quality of reflection about the various options currently on the

table is much needed in order to reduce the risk bfa i r beirg cdopded és a mask for a
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lack of real changeln order to engage with the FCS pa#y-building and to enhance
reflection, this thesis involves actiamiented case study research. A number of researchers
have illustrated that through involvement in standaettingprocesses it becomesgsible to
determine dynamics of participation, inclusion and exclugikecon, 2010, Reinecke, 2010,
Cheyns, 2011)However, thighesis is the first example of a research process that follows and
actively engages with a complete stanesetting process led by FTI. Chapter 8 is a reflection
on the methodological approach dmuiv | tackled these twpathways components, addressing
questions 3.1 and 3.2.

1.5. Thesis frameworks andoutline

This thesis draws on a number of frameworks derived from theory, data and practice,
respectively. The dataand practicadriven frameworks are introduced in subsequent chapters
but the theoreticalkgerived framework serves as a backbone for the structure of the thesis and
is therefore introduced here.

1.5.1. Multi -Dimensional Fairness Framework

The Multi-Dimensional Fairness Framework is used in this thasia reference poinfor
identifying what does or doesot f orm part of different, stak
and in understandingow thedifferent dimensions of fairnesse linked togetheand which
questions frame them in a particular contdkis an adaptation dic Der mott et al
Multi-Dimensional Equity Famework The latter was developed as a tool to guide systematic
empirical analyses of equity, enablimgamination, assessment and planning of impacts on
equity brought about by changes in the value of ecosystem serVidesnd it useful
particularly because of its prior applications to certification schemes and carbon forestry
projects(see Howard et al., 2016)adapedthe wording in the frameworkseeFigure 1-1 and
Table1-1) to reflect the language &I and GSFand the input of scholars who have theorised

on fairness, justice and equiigee Howard et al., 2016, Howard et al., 2015b)

1.5.1.1. Choice of terms: fairness, equity and justice

The terms fairness, equity and justice all face a similar challehga definitions are sought
because they are used interchangeably to refem verlapping set ofalues(Hay, 1995) The

concept of fair trade in different languages provides a useful illustraitioispanish it is

comercio justaand in Frenh, commercedquitablei b ot h wor ds transl ate a
concepts of justice and equitin everyday language thiaree termsare loosely deployed
(Levanthal, 1980p nd i n dictionary definiti ocamamordynd sc

used to defia each othelr o r exampl e, the Cambridge dictio
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the way people are dealt withd and equity as a si
e g u a(Cdmpritige University Press, 201&chroeder and Pisupati (201@cognise that all

three terms are based on the principles of fair treatment or due reiarity is usually

understood by schars as based on merit or contributidh&vanthal, 198Q)and implies the

distribution of costs and benefi(Schroeder and McDermott, 2014jcDermott et al. (2013)

find it an appropriate concept for emphasising ¢
more comparative and cogrmed with relationships and relative circumstances. Justice is

usually distinguished by philosophers in terms of justice in exchange, distributive justice,

corrective justice and retributive justi¢8chroeder and Pisupati, 201@nd implies a respect

for human rights(Schroeder and McDermott, 2014nd somekind of moral reasoning

(McDermott et al., 2013 airness has been used more broadly by scholarsetotoeélements

implied by both justice and equifchroeder and McDermott, 2014y in combination with

justice to refer to equity that takes into account both distributional fairnessraoédpral

fairness(Levanthal, 1980)in some usages of the term, fairness seems to imply subjectority

example Levanthal1980)understands procedural fairness as the indivigeateptionof the

rules of allocation (emphasis added), and this is likely to influencepeneeptionof fair

distribution, which is also likely to be based on -$etérestArifio and Ring (2010)se the term

6 f ai rtreferte Perceptions of fairness within organisational alliances, even though their

theory of fairness is composed of different types

This brief overview of the usage of terms is not designed to be comprehénsito illustrate

that the three concepts are socially constru¢gzhroeder and McDermott, 2014hd that

understanding who is involved in framing what is fair, just or equitable and isompre

important than attempting to establish universal principles to make sense aiMoB=rmott

et al., 2013, Sikor et al., 2013Jhis is the approach laid down in empirical analyses of justice

(Sikor et al., 2014)introduced in sectiod.4.1.1 Similarly, Hay (1995 p501understands the

three concepts as an example of contextuall ue p |l ur alnag be:a varibtyadf Ot her e
principles of equity, fairness and justice held and applied independently but which are often
brought together i Moreoser, yhenr pedple aré enakingcchoicéseard 6 .
judgements, there may be other competing or more iapiogoals which are also considered

alongside or instead of conceptions of what is fair, equitable ofljastanthal, 1980)In this

thesi s, | use the words o6fairodo and o6fairnesso as
they are understood and useéfatently by people rather than defining them with a universal
definition. | haveltreer easons f or wusing the wor  dFrétlyiai rnessd oV
is empirically meaningful and familiar (commonly used by people involved in the FCSSP)

Secondly it offers spacefor exploring individual perception and subjectivity in judgement.

Thirdly, I find it clearer to use the term fairness both to describe the overarching concept, and
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the constituent parts it may be composed of for different peopleviéimid theories for the sake

of consistence and clarity.
1.5.1.2. Adaptation of the framework

The original frameworKMcDermott et al., 2013j)s composed of threelements(contextual,
procedural and distributionadquity) that form the core content of equity (what counts as
equity). These arssurrounded by three concentric layers of framing questiDrthe scale and

target of concern (who counts as a subject of eqjyhe goals of an intervention with respect

to equity (why equity) and3) how decisions about each of these dimensions are taken
(parameters of equity)nstead, | call the three coreceine nt s &é6f air accessbd (
equity), o6f air proceduresd (rephacingdpi(oeep
distributional equity). | consider fair proceduasa pathway to fair benefharing because for
outcomes to be caidered fair, stakeholders must have taken part in degisating and their

values considere(Buiseeya and Caplow, 2018xair procedures also link fair access because

they cover aspects of recognition, inclusion, representation, power relations and opportunities
for participation(Mathur et al., 2014, Grasso, 2007, McDermott et al., 2008)ile some

scholars see faiaccess as a componentfafr proceduregMathur et al., 2014, Schlosberg,

2004) | recognisethat it interacts with botHair proceduresand far benefitsharing and
consider thenas separate but interlinkelgor the three outer layers, | have changed the framing
guestions fr om fore¢hgnedasanygiventalmvedé f ai r nes s 6
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How are the parameters of fairness set?

Goal: why fairness?

Target: who counts?

Fai

Fair Procedures Fair Access

Content: what counts?

Figure 1-1: Multi -Dimensional Fairness Framework



Table 1-1: Definition of fairness dimensions and their application in this thesis

My term My definition Application in this thesis

Fair Access | Ways people can engage with and participate in the cg Explored in a literature review (chapter 2)

(Howard et| market via carbon projects, taking into account power, we Multiple perceptions explored empirically amongst stakeholdershen

al., 2016) and resource distribution differenc€Sikor et al., 2013| FCSSP (chapter 5)
McDermott et al., 2013) Applied to the FCS and its application in projects in chapter 7 in terms
Related concepts:Contextual equity, equity of acce| mechanisms that promote engagement and participation by p
(Howard et al., 2016) participants.

Fair Ways people participate in decisiomaking and/or projed Explored at the level of carbon projects in a literature review (chapter 2)

Procedures | implementation,he rules, procedures and political proceq Multiple perceptions explored empirically amongst stakeholders in

(Howard et structuring this, and the inclusion and negotiation betw FCSSP (chapter 5)

al., 2016) competing views(Suiseeya and Caplow, 2013, Brown g Applied to the level of fairness of parameter setting in a review of Fair
Corbera, 2003, Howard et al., 2016) governance parameters (chapter 3) and an analysis of how they opg
Related concepts€Procedural equity, Edty and legitimacy| practice (chapter 6)
of decisionmaking and institutionfHoward et al., 2016) Applied to the FCS and its application in projects in chapter 7 in terms
Links to Fair Accesshow do procedures shape access? | mechanisms that promote participation and engagement (overlapping

fair access)

Fair Benefit | Ways people can benefitoin project outcomes, in (ngn| Explored in a literature review (chapter 2)

Sharing monetary and (neihquantifiable terms. Multiple perceptions explored empirically amongst stakeholders in

(Howard et| Related conceptDistributional equity, Fair distribution ¢ FCSSP (chapter 5)

al., 2016) benefitsand equity of outcomgHoward et al., 2016 Debates around how to share benefits explored in relation to fair para

setting (chapter 6)

Target of| Who and what counts as a target for interventions aimg Multiple perceptions explorecempirically amongst stakeholders in t

Fairness enhancingairness? FCSSP (chapter 5)

(Howard et| Who and what counts as a target when fairness is  Analysis of who and what is included in the scope of the FCS and ho

al., 2016, assessed within these interventions? shapes fair access (chapter 6), and which rules and definitions are U

GE



McDermott | Links to Fair Access:any policies/ approaches beir define people and prescribe how they are osgh(chapter 7)
et al., 2013) | developed to promote access for a particular tg

population?
Goal of | Implicit and explicit fairnes goals Multiple perceptions explored empirically amongst stakeholders in
Fairness Specific goals of interventions to address fairness FCSSP (chapter 5)
(Howard et Analysis of the ambitions and interests of stakeholders engaging i
al., 2016, FCSSP, and of where FCS situatisglf in relation to adaptation, mitigatic
McDermott and development goals (chapter 6)
et al., 2013) Exploration of the expected outcomes and impacts of the FCS and ho

are expected to be achieved in the Theory of Change (chapter 7)

Parameters | How decisions are made to set the overarching goal{ Deployed in a arrow sense in chapter 5 in terms multiple perceptions g
of Fairness | fairness (the rules angrocedures of the parametatting| how parameters for trading relationships and pricing should be set (lir
(Howard et| process) as well as specific mechanisms for achieving it fair benefitsharing).
al., 2016,| content of the standard) Deployed in a holistic sense in chapter 6 in terms of how the parametsé
McDermott | Who is included or excluded in the setting of those goalg fairness are sewithin the FCS and in chapter 3 in terms of how f3
et al., 2013) | mechanisms. parameters relate to fair procedures

How parameters relate to pe&isting governance structur
and approaches

Link to Fair BenefitSharing: how do parameters for prics
setting shape possibilities for fair beneditaring?

Link to Fair Procedures:how does the parametsetting

process relate to fair procedures expected of projects?

o¢
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1.5.2. Outline of remaining chapters

Chapter 2 wunpacks t Hiestlybyexploregtheoreti€allydvhatii mmeans ar b c
to commodify carbon, fairness and fair carbon. This is followed by an analysiewoft is

being used by FTI and GSF and benchmarking this against the-Dimkinsional Fairness
Framework introduced isection1.5.1 The chapter then presents the results of a literature
review, based on one of my published papg@tisward et al., 2015b}hat explores the
challenges associated with enhancing fairness in carbon projects aimed atcaleatarmers

and communities and detailing the approaches that have alreadydbeeloped in standards

and certification systems. This chapter provides the backdrop for exploring multiple
understandings of o6fair carbondé in chapter !

mechanisms in chapter 7 (both addressing obgdijy

Chapter 3provides an overview of the literature on the politics of standard setting and then
givesa description of FTI 6s f or mal governance
analysis of how the FCSSP was governed (chapter 6 and objective )T 6 s par t i
governance intentions are introduced and then critically examined alongside literature on

participatory governance and procedural fairness.

Chapter 4 describes the research design and methods deployed. The FCSSP case is introduced,
alongside the two example carbon programmes explored as parallel units of analysis. The data
collection and analysis techniques for all chapters are described here, with the exception of
chapter 5 which has its own detailed methodology section.

Chapter 5 ddresses questions 1.1 and 1.2. This chapter uses a Q study to draw out multiple
perspectives on what fairness would mean and what fair outcomes would entail in the context of

a Fairtrade carbon project. These are articulated by the different peoplesthumlshaping the

FCS. The study reveals three group perspec

perspectives incorporated into the final FCS.

Chapter 6 addresses objective 2 and questior2.2.1t explores the governance of the FCSSP,
identifying contentious areas (hot topics) that emerged during discussions with multiple
stakeholders, the power, strategies and interests that shaped how decisions were made, and the
shifting of objectives and focus of the FCS from conception to launching. Eadleta comes

from observations and engagement with @S SPduring a period of 15 months, and analysis

of documents produced or commissioned BY fhroughout the FCSP. The findings focus on

two particular hot topics: scope, and financial benefits/megesharing. While the main aim of

this chapter is to elucidate what participatory governance as defined by FTI looks like in

practice, the chapter also reveals key insights about standard content.
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Chapter 7 returns to objective 1 and addresses questi®isAl It explores standard content,
focussing on the mechanisms within the FCS identified by FTI as crucial for achieving the
desired outcomes and impacts. Data from this chapter comes from participant observations and
interviews within the FCSSP but alsarbon programme research in Kenya. This chapter
explores the remaining two hot topics introduced in chapter 6: the role of project actors and how
they are organised; and transfer of knowledge and capacities to the project stakeholders defined
by FTlaso pr oducer sd. These are wunravelled by Il ooking
of Change developed for the FCS, and secondly how they play out in the context of two
example carbon programmes in Kenya. This chapter unpacks the FCS Theory of Change in
terms of the assumptions behind it, explores its hypothetical application based on existing
programmes, and increases the pool of evidence which corroborates or contravenes it. Overall,
this provides a basis for contextualising the FCS and identifyingtass to monitor and learn

from as the FCS is applied, and the FCS and its Theory of Change are reviewed and revised.

Chapter 8 addresses objective 3 and questior3.3.4nd as such, is a reflection on the research
design, collaborative research pracemd role of the researcher. The analysis in chapter 8
revisits initial concerns and intentions in relation to the unfolding process, and reviews research
inputs and interventions to support reflection in relation to emergent outcomes. The chapter
synthegses lessons and underlines important considerations for future research collabdrations.
also makes reference to tools and findings introduced in previous chapters and ties them
together in preparation for the concluding chapter.

Chapter 9 concludes bgcalling the gaps that each research objective was intended to address
and reviewing the contributions made by this thesis towards each objectaienitharises
contributions to theory, pathways research and each of the key literature areas andkisen
recommendations for future standaetting processes governed by organisations intending to
operate in a participatory collaborative manner, and recommendations for further roles to be
provided by researchers in such processes. It concludes with rendatioas for further

research.
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Chapter 2 Unravelling dair carbon@ key challenges for standards

developmens

2.1. Introduction to chapter two

Chapter one introduced the ongoing debate between those who are fundamentally opposed to
carbon markets and those whdvocate thenand justified thepathways approach combined

with anempirical analysis ofairness a ways ofmoving on from polarised viewpointi this
chapterIsi tuate FTI and GSFO6s initiative, as WwWe
academiclandscape and summarise useful contributions and remaining gaps within existing
literature. The primary purpose of this chapter isotp er ati onal i se the r ¢
c a r by exgdoringits symbolic significancethe governanceontext in whichthe conceptis

being introduced, thenormative framing andsubjective meanings attached to it, and the
challenges implied by commitments to achieving iy means of a literature reviean
commodification, standards arwhrbon projectsThis provides the badkop for exploring

objective one of this thesis: toncover the debates, perspectives and different options for
achieving fairness within carbon projects, and explore them in relation té&Glge This

objective is addressed primarily in chapters 5 (foegsgin questions 1.1 and 1.2) and 7

(questions 1.3 and 1.4).

The literature reviewon carbon projectsought to understanthe practical constraintand
structural and contextual factors associated with fair acbesgfitsharingand procedurefor
smalltolders and communitiesvhich Gold Standard@SH and Fairtrade InternationalFTI)
may need taddress if thewreto fulfil their fairness commitments the carbon market. These
are mappedalongside theiiinitially proposed interventiong.also highlidit key lessons from

ongoing attempts by carbon project developers and SSEbspe benefits and procedures

In section2.2lsket ch out the theoretical backdrop f
locate the FTIGSF alongside parallel standasdtting initiatives, and explain the triggers for

this particular partnershipm section 2.3 In section2.44 | examine the SSOs¢
framing of fairness, which centre on questions of access, benefits and participation; and link
these to theoretical understandings of fair access, benefits and proceduresatEmushgls

between them in the context of carbon markets and carbon projects basbed Multk
Dimensional Fairness Framework introduced in chapter 1. Se@i®h describes the

methodology for the review, which is presented inisa@.6.
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2.2. Constituting carbonando f ai r asa cotmmodity

Theoretical advances have been made to interpret the process of commadification gftgarbon

which the tonne of C&equivalent has become the currency of the carbon m@ketpus and

Liverman, 2008, Bumpus, 2011&)verall, these works have made important contributions to

thinking about carbon credits, forging a tangible analytical component and discursive category

out of both the intangible commaodity and the invisible relationships imbued within them, and

opening tlese up to critical analysi?Ma ki ng sense of 6fair carbond a
commodity involves drawing on theoretical contributions to the commaodification of carbon and

the questions this poses, combined with analyses of the politics of ethical coramoditi

Commodification approaches involve looking at the geographical lives of commodities and the
social relationships made tangible through things and are usually characterised by an attention
to the sites and subjects of social, cultural, environmenthleannomic exploitatioiCastree,

2001) A key aspect of commaodification is that nature is displacedsandred from sites of
production and specificitfyBumpus, 2011a)which makes it easy to igre® the material
implications of this process in specific plac&darity is neededon what characterises a
commodity in order to be able to make a normative assessment on the benefits or ills of
commodification processé€astree, 2004which also needs to be a pldmzsed assessment

Carbon is a slippery commodity because it is intangible (it cannot physically change hands) and
fictitious as it essentially involves creating value based on the absence ethsmr(the non
production or removal of COfrom the atmosphere)Bumpus, 2011a)lt is alsoa fragile
commodity, both created and destabilisedcaybonpr oj ect s, mar ket dynamics
opinions (illustrated by 2011 market collapse and ongoing price fluctugamppus and
Liverman, 2008)These characteristiceose challenges in terms of haarbon isunderstood

and talked about, measuraddtransactedGoodman and Boyd, 201,1and how benefits and
burdensare sharedits material and biophysical propertibave necessitated new governance
practicesand institutions(Boyd et al., 2011)which serve tomanage the conflicts and
contradictions inherent in the commodificatiof carbon(Bumpus, 2011a)The technological
practices developed to do this d&eset with poblems and complications, not least because the
science itself is contentious and is shaped by particular normative fraf@ogsiman and

Boyd, 2011)Frane, 2011)

The process of commodification of carbgmoducesparticular forms of sociecological
relations(Boyd et al., 2011)Scholars have exploreithe social relationships that carbon credits
are imbued with dimg production, circulation and consumpti@@oodnan and Boyd, 2011,
Lovell et al., 2009, Wang and Corson, 2Q18nd the places andpaces where these
relationships are played ogtansing, 2012, Lovell and Ghaleigh, 2013)his builds on
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scholarship on the geographical lives of Fairtrade commodi@e®dman, 2004, Gutham,

2009, Lyon, 2006as well as other carbdrased commoditigBridge, 2011) Commodification
approaches havenderlined the role of framing and narrativies sustaining productiomnd
consumption of carbon credits awdnstituting connections betwedme two. These include

et hical and mor al grounding about what is ot
climate change and its impactnd entrench particular pathwaywhilst ignoring other
guestions such as wimas the marketable and moral right to pu@{, into the atmospherand

other pathwaysrequiring larger behavioural or structural changes more collective or
regulatory approachd§&oodman and Boyd, 201Ihe association ofarmative framingsand

uncertain scientific conclusions witharketbased approachehould be viewed with caution

because athe potential to get it wrong or produce pervereentiveqFrame, 2011)
2.2.1. Limitations to existing scholarship on carbon commodification

Whilst the highly conceptual and discursive (as opposed to empirical) orientation of some of
these workss useful, it still leaves a gap in terms of what may be practically be done within the
context of carbon projectsvhere the carbon aspect often remains ambiguous and risks being
misunderstood or netmansparently dealt withCorbera and Martin (2015)oint to evidence

from projects whereby local people are handing over their property rights to carbon without
sufficient understanding of what the carbon is or how much it is wartlempirical analysis of

fairness in combination with a pathways approach allows for the analytical connections to be
made between the ways that the commodity is conceptualised and how fairness values are
attached to it by different people involved in constiti ng and governing the

carbono.

Furthermore,while it is recognised that different types of carbon are more or less easy to
measure, requiring different methods and leading to a propensity for certain types of project
(Bumpus, 2011adhere is little acknowledgement in the literature of the implication this may
have on socialalationshipsFairtrade scholarship offers insights in terms of commodity and
place specificity and how the Fairtrade concept plays out differently regarding different places
and products(Phillips, 2014, M&wan et al., 2014)see also chapter 7}ocus on the
commodification process itself also rigksderemphasisg the wider aspects of carbon projects
such as institutional and governance arrangemehish do not necessarily change hands via
the carborcredit or get projected onto For exampleéBridge (2011 es cr i bes t hese
influencesd. Again, Fai r t msigtite on bowldifiereattygebdof p o f
certification intersect with and affect local spaces differerftBetz and Shreck, 2006,
Mutersbaugh et al., 20059nd the importance of considering institutions and place in analyses

of commodity chaingNeilson and Pritchard, 20Q9§50vernance processes are an essential
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component of pathways research and an empirical analysis of fairness inwokieg at place

based interpretations of fairness and implications of dominant fairness framing (see chapter 1).
222.Constituting OFair Carbonbd

6Fair S aar nevo ettiial-moral underpinning for carbon creditgarranting critical
assessmentGoodman and Boyd, 2011Fairtrade scholarshipas already raised questions

about the politics of a movement attempting to achieve midrketn social changgTaylor,

2005b, Fridell, 2007)where anyrarsformationof food systemsand wider political action is

limited by the whims of aconsumer marke{Goodman, 2004, Lekakis, 2012) L i k e 6f air
carbond, an o6ethical commodi ty 6(Guhman, 2002 uabl y be
though with respect td-airtrade, this assertion has been countered by recognising that the

movement and label has effectively situated ethics, commaoditisation and livelihood struggles

side by sidgGoodman, 2004)Carbon credit retailers hawel r eady attempted t o emb
and Or e s fooothers, the dnirimgnd and the futurato the narratives and pricing of

credits(Goodman and Boyd, 2011, Lovell et al.,2009) C| ai ms ar e al so being mad
conduct and oOf ai r I(yowardreaal.,e2818bicea théd aomtroversy éhdti t s

surrounds carbon tradingutlined in chapter 1such claims are likely to be contested in the

absence of sufficient contextual informaticdSFandFTI1 6 s partnership can be
attemptto mediate such claims.

As with Fairtrade commaoditiegt, is questionable whether markativen strategiegin this case

for produci ng an dbasednkonsurger pblfics and beGavioubalozhade) |,

6rightdéd and 6goodd6é enough and whether alternati ve
or regulatory changes might constitute a stronger ethoahl underpinningGoodman and

Boyd, 2011)

2.2.3. Stretching and extending Fairtrade

Application of thefair tradeconcept to carbon comes at a time wtiemmeaning of fair trades
under questiorfrom within and outside the movemerithis results from recent trajectories
including the development ofthe Fair for Life labelas a rival to Rirtrade(Smith, 2013) the
breakoff of Fairtrade USA from under the umbrella of Fairtrade Internat{®&®sinolds and
Greenfield, 2015) and the new small producer label developed by the Latin American
producers networkRenard, 2015)Mainstreaming and the increasing participation of profit
driven transnational corporations in Fairtrade has been held liableeflass of the radical and
political edge to the Fairtrade movemdghbw and Davenport, 2005, Fridell, 200&hd the
dilution of some its core principlé®oherty et al., 2013)depite the benefits thahe extension

of Fairtrade production and marketmay also bring(Doherty et al., 2013, Goodman and
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Herman, 2015)Meanwhile therehave beercalls from scholargo expand or adagtairtrade
certificationto new areas and commodities suclwasd (Klooster, 2006, Taylor, 2005agold

(Hilson and Kamlongera, 2013ndcommodities inconflict zonegDavenport and Low, 2015)

where it seen as havinghe potential to enhance equity, fairneggomote peace and
developmentaddress access opportunities for smaller producers and commurnéiessorm

social relationsand create new market niches and ties between pradandr consumer
Nevertheless, potential challenges in implementing Fairtrade certification were noted in terms of
the structure of the commodity chain, commodity characiesisind discrepancies between
intended beneficiaries and producers actually capable of complying with the stérisod

and Kamlongera, 2013, TaylorQ@5a) and (with respect to golith Sub Saharan Afrigathe

level of organisation that could be expected of produgdilson and Kamlongera2013) In

practice, standards scoping development and improvement processes have subsequently been
underway for both Fairtrade timbir Latin Americaand goldin Sub Saharan Afridebut these

have not been documented by scholars so it remains toderstood whether the challenges

have been dealtwittNot ab | vy, prior to FTlId&ds decision to
certification of carbon credits had already been recommended as a means of (i) reframing the
market to draw attention to theripciples of dignity and common welfare and promote
transparency and legitimacy; and (ii) organising long term collaborative interactions among
stakeholdergCiscell, 2010) Some of the same challenges related to the commodity chain
structure (in terms of its complexity, frmgntation and poor consumer awareness) and
commodity characteristics (sold in plural markets and not conducive to personalised
consumption) recognised for Fairtrade wddaylor, 2005awould neverthelesalso apply to

carbon Ciscell (2010) does recognise some technical and financial challenges but proposes
resolving most of them through the use of the Fairtrade premium (to cover administration costs,
subsidise less cosffective but more developmentally beneficial projects, and build @gpac

and advance payments (to address lack of capital and the need for technical assidtance)
Fairtrade premium was also flagged up as having potential to resolve some of access issues for
small producers and communities in wood commodity chains. Witheder institutional

support however, this alone was not expected to completely address the piidluester,

2006)

4 A pilot project led by FTI and the Forest Stewardship Council to develop joint certification of timber
was implemented between 2009 and 2013 and resulted in the first jointly certified timber in 2012 initially
marketed in Germany, seéttp://www.fairtrade.net/new/lateskews/singleview/article/aworld-first-
furniture-madefrom-fsc-andfairtradetimber.html A consiltation and standard adaptation process for
Fairtrade gold in Sub Saharan Africa was being implemented in 2014.
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2.3. Governing by Private Rule-Setters

Since the early Zicentury, agrowing field ofcarbonstandards and associated methodologies
has emerged together with the expansion of carbon prgjemeered primarily by project
developers, NGOs and carbon credit brokard retailers in the global Nortim new locations

and activity sectors in the global Souttioward et al., 2015b)The FCS was desigd by FTI

and GSF for the voluntary carbon market, which during the Kyoto Protocol commitment period
(20052012), operated in parallel with the compliance madeteloped under the framework

of the UNcreated Clean Development Mechanism (CDMbwever, he Paris Agreement
established at the UNFCCC®2Conference of Parties (COP) in December 2015 makes less of a
distinction between voluntary and compliance markets in an effort to link and harmonise diverse
schemegMarcu, 2016) The FTI-GSF partnership coincided witkSF6s deci si on t o
new methodologies and standards for reducing emissions from land use ang°forbstiFTI-

GSF partnership is one of many cases of SSftrempting to encouragemeasue and
communicateenvironmenthand social benefitésuch as Plan Vivo, Social Carbon, W+ and the
Climate, Community and Biodiversity Standard), aodhbining forces to enhance the range of
their expertisgfor example dual certification offered by the Verified Carbon Standard and the
Climate, Community and Biodiversity Standard@ihis attempt to meet demands of customers
and suppliers and maintain market share is a common practice among private rule setters
(Green, 2013)

This thesisfollows an expanding series of studies attending to the potential spaces for change
and incremental innovations and revisions being carved out by privatsettdes and carbon
project implementer§Green, 2013, Hale and Roger, 2014, Bulkeley et al., 201®se works

have contributed to an understanding of the transnational governance landscape, but this thesis
is novel in providing a detailed empiricaksessment of governance within one particular
standards setting process. | also contribute to the Fairtrade scholarship which has documented
the development of new labglSmith, 2013, Renard and Laconto, 2013, Rénao15)and
revisions of existing Fairtrade standards mechani@ason, 2010, Reinecke, 2010, Reinecke

and Ansari, 2015While most ofthe work on labels has been Iltatl to discourse and content
analysis, ethnographic wotty Bacon and Reineckigas enabled a close documentation of
governance processes and negotiations involved in making the revisions. This thesis takes the

latter approach but with an entire standseting process as its focus.

5 This also involved entering into a partnership with the Forest Stewardship Council, also announced in
2012.

deve
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Critical literature on Fairtrade and other afpod standards hasuggested that standarde

more than just technologies for organising and regulating mafRetgch, 200Q) They have

been understood as a politicaldl and a neoliberajovernance toglPonte et al., 2011gimed

at creating uniformity through discipliningf everyday practices according to technical and
market logics(Busch, 2000, Leach et al., 2013tandards have been criticised as being more
about verification and auditabilitythan they are about resolving social and environaten
problems(Djama et al., 2011)in the case of Fairtrade, the standards were initially more about
facilitating development as a process, but Fadle¢ International faced pressure from the auditor
FLOCert to reconceptualise development as an auditable outnoconger to comply with ISO

65 requirements for third party product certificatiReinecke and Ansari, 20153s well as

wi t h t he umbrella alliance | SEAL 6 s Cahond e s
standards have a relatively recent history. Existing literature has covered coveparati
standarespecific content reviewgollmuss et al., 2008, Sterk, 2008)it there is a need for
critical research thaexplores what they are expected to do and what they do in practice. |
partially address this gap particularly in chapter 7 where | explore what the FCSSP is expected
to do and which particular mechanisms within the standard are expected to lead io specif
outcomes, but this should be seen in the wider context of standards as a political governance

tool.

24. St andar d ragmg: aceesss lienefits and participatioras

three pillars of fairness

60Fair Was nd dearfy defined at the outset of #ESSP This setion nevertheless
expl ores FTI and GSFO6s init i aspectdof mimésstheseo f t
organistionsoriginally announced that they were tackligased on the initial press release
announcing the collaboration beten FTI and GSKGold Standard Foundah, 2012) and
materi al published on GSFO0s webgqGoldeétandand t h e
Foundation, 2014)Firstly, FTI andGSFclaimed thei collaboration would enable access to the
carbon market fordhousands more smallholders in developing courdtri€old Standard
Foundation, 2012YCommunitie®anddarming communitiedwere also referred to as intended
target beneficiarieGold Standard Foundation, 2018everal mechanisms were mentioned to
address access issues: streamlined and simplified processes and reduced transa¢Gmidcosts
Standard Foundation, 2012juidelines for application of methodologiesaking them easier

and more relevant to smallholders and community projects; tools and capaldtpg sessions

for smallholders, making it easier for them to participate in carbon markets; and upfront finance
mechanisms. Secondly, through their collabora GSFand H| sought to ensure benefits to
smallholders from the carbon market. This was framed in terms of finance for those who are

least responsible for atmospheric greenhouse gas emissions, enabling them to both adapt to and
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mitigate climate changén a way that isdair to both people and plarie(Gold Standard

Foundation, 2012)One way in whichGSF and FT| suggested benefits could be increased

through a future Fairtrade label fGiSFcredits is througtidefined, direct and financial benefits

to communitieé (Gold Standard Foundation, 201%Yhen the objectives of the standard were
publicallyannounced ayear later 6 parti ci pati on6 was ahitelo a maj or
researchFTiThad concluded that the problem was not only
benefits from the carbon market, but also their limited involvement or active participation,

noting for example that where they do take part in projects, they usually da/ndhe carbon

credits. In terms of changes envisaged, the spokespersbifilforentioned procedures such as

Free Prior Informed Consent, and farmer organisations empowered to take control and drive

their own project$Gold Standard Foundation et al., 2013)

The three pillars of accesbenefits and participation underlined Byl and GSF in public
communications early on in tHeCSSProughly map onto theéhree elements that form the
content of fairness in the Mulbimensional Fairness Framewoikairness in participation is

one elemenbf the broader fairnessoncept of procedural fairneg¢seeFigure 2-1 and Table

1-1). For example, regarding participation, it is important to ask not only whether smallholders
have the opportunity to participate in carbon projects, but also whether they have the capacity to

make an informed decision, and the flesn to choose whether to participate or not.

How are the parameters of fairness set?

Goal: why fairness?

Target: who counts?

Fair benefit-sharing

Fair Procedures Fair Access

Content: what counts?

Figure 2-1: Elements of the Multi-Dimensional Fairness Framework included in FTI and
GSF's pillars of fairness
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2.5. Carbon project review methodology

The focus of the literature review on carbon projedsslargely on sufsaharan Africa and
organic carborprojects (carbon stored above or below ground, in trees, forests and soils)
targeting smallholders and communiti@he regional focus washosenbecaise of choices
made in the research design abdcause the region has fewer carbon projects being
implementef, suggesting that the biggest constraints are present Teresectoral focus was
chosen for four reasons: pth forest and agricultural cambrojects were initially envisaged
within the scope of the FCS; & eir mitigation effectiveness is questionalfidewell et al.,

2013) 3) benefits to participants are less evidéBumpus and Liverman, 2008pmpared to
energy efficiency projects, for example involving distribution of improved «tokes(Simon

et al., 2012) and4) relatively few projects have been develofesb understanding of their
implications is largely unknownihile many @ the findings from the review apply to carbon
projects in any sector, | have reduced the detail of the sections specific to agricultural carbon
projects in order to remain relevant to the eventual scope of the FCS which excluded

agricultural projects. Futetails of these aspects are provided in Howard €2@l5b)

| identified relevant literature (projeepecific case studies, ulti-project reviews, general
discussions about carbon projects in the target category, literature on specific carbon standards
and their application) by using search engines, reference lists of key articles, and articles citing
them 6eeBox 2-1 for search terms used).prioritised peetreviewed literature but found
limited studies of smallholder/ communiftycusedorganic carbomrojects being implemented,

partly because there are still few projects to date and most are at early stages of implementation
(seeTable 2-1 for details on the el@n different carbon projects detailed in the case studies
identified notably all but one are forestrbon projects, but some also include agricultural land
management within their activities). Many project studies conducted have been commissioned
by project developers or donors and thus constiirey literature, whichl used only for
background information rather than evidence. However, some of thegwsawed literature
usedgrey literature as an evidence base (especially project documentatamipensated for

the paucity of projeespecific literature by reviewing more general discussions on the
challenges in implementingrganic carbormrojects with smallholders and communitiesir

Saharan Africal analyseddentified literature to locatedy limitations to acces®enefitsand

6| confirmed this through an alyais conducted for FTI of all the projects listed on the registries and
websites up to the end of October 2013 for the following standards: Verified Carbon Standard, Gold
Standard, Carbon Fix, the Climate, Community and Biodiversity Alliance StandardPlandVivo.

Social Carbon projects were also reviewed where they were jointly certified by VCS and Social Carbon.
7 The analysis mentioned above showed tiware were significantly fewerforest and agricultural
projectsbeing implemented in comparisonrenewable energgnd energy efficiency projects.
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procedureson the basis of the themes underlimedox 2-1. | alsoanalysedhe literature on
specific carborstandards and their application using the Standards themes outliBed Al

as a basisl found thatPlan Vivo certified projects had been most extensively documented
whereaditerature on other standards and project outcomes was limited to desk r@¥ead,
2011, Suiseeya and Caplow, 2013, Sterk, 2009)

Box 2-1: search terms and criteria

Details of search terms and temes used to identify and analsliterature

Key words used for initial literature search:

6carbon projectsé, crossed with themes
tradeoffs; knowledge, expertise and roles focal communities; procedures; participatiq
community engagement and costs and benefits.

Access themes explored:

Challenges and opportunities for implementing organic carbon projects with smallholdé
communities in susaharan Africa

Pros, consrad risks associated with including smallholders and communities within c
markets

Types of organic carbon project designs amenable to registration

Requirements for registering and implementing a project involving smallholders
communities

Resourcesequired for taking part in organic carbon projects

Role of institutions in shaping access to these resources

Benefits themes explored:

Costs and benefits associated with the carbon project

Monetary and nomonetary benefits and their links wiplarticipation

How costs and benefits are distributed between project stakeholders

Opportunities for smallholders and community members to take part in project des
implementation.

Procedures themes explored:

Mechanisms, processes and strategies fmbers of host communities to resist, influen
be informed about, take ownership over, or express discontent about projects and exal
how they operate in practice

Dynamics of inclusion, exclusion, representation and participation within host coti@sun
Conditions required for procedural fairness and participatory parity

Standard themes explored:
Rules, procedures and mechanisms codified by standards
Impact of codification on project implementation and outcomes
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Table 2-1: Details of carbon projecs identified in literature

Type of| No. of| Project details (and number of studies covering the project)
literature key

articles
Singleproject | 8 Kenya: Kenyan Agricultural Carbon Project (KACP) (s
case studies carbon), VCS certified (2);

Uganda: Trees For Global Benefits (TFGB) (commubiged
forestry), Plan Vivo certified (1)

Mozambique: Sofala Community Carbon Project (a.
N6é hambi t a) ;basé forestny) ®Plan Vivy certified (2
Mali: Carbon From Communities (communitased naturg
resource management), not certified (1)

Tanzania: Angai Villages Land Forest Reserve (REDD),
details of certification (1)

Indonesia: Kalimantan Forest afdimate Partnership (REDD

project)
Multi-project | 7 Kenya: KACP (1)
comparative Mozambique: Sofala Community Carbon Project (3)
case studies Uganda: TFGB (2)

Uganda: Nile Basin Reforestation Project, CDM certified (1)
Uganda: Kikonda Forest Reserve, dati by Carbon Fix (now
owned by Gold Standard) (protected area) (1)

Malawi: Trees for Hope (communiyased forestry), Plan Viv
certified (1)

Ghana: Vision 2050 (forest plantation), considering C
certification (1)

Sierra Leone: Western Area Peninsktaest Reserve (protects
area), applying for VCS certification (1)

Democratic Republic of Congo: Kamoa (environmer
conservation), going for Plan Vivo certification (2)

Tanzania: Angai Villages Land Forest Reserve (REDD),
details of certification (1)

Tanzania: pseudonym Program Sntitbve, not certified (1)

Desk reviews 3 1 study covered 42 projects, another other covered 23 pr
of organic (including some overlaps)both in Africa. A third covered 5
carbon projects worldwide.

projects

2.6. Limits to fair accessbenefit-sharing and procedures

Theliterature searclenableda better understanding of the principal factors limiting the ability
of smallholders and communities in Africa &ocesshe carbon marketConstraining factors
shaping allity to access the land and legal resources have been documented elgeloterel

et al., 2015h)These are a crucial prerequisite faking part in carbon projects, but possibilities
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for addressing them fall within t h8ltherefonei t of
focus in this section on access to markets, shapedthby project development and

implementation process.
2.6.1. Access to markets: technical complexities, uncertainties and costs

Projects involving smallholders and communities face significant barriers to implementation
and market access. Challenges relate to technical complexity, uncertainties and costedssociat
with project development, carbon accounting (monitoring, reporting and verification of the
carbon sequestration or emissions reductions created by project activities) and satésrof

credits Below! explore how these limit access for smallholders @ommunities.
2.6.1.1. Project development and management

Project development requires multiple steps, starting with an initial assessment of the project
idea, and outlining the carbon mitigation potential, social and environmental impacts and the
financial feadpility (Leach and Scoones, 2013}his must usually be approved by the SSO
before moving onto a more detailed Project Design Document (PDD).The PDD outlines which
carbon accounting metddologies are appropriate. It is often a long, techniahdiyse
document, has implications for the volume of emissions reductions that a project will potentially
generate, and sets out the data requirements for verifying project implementation and actual
emissions reductiongLeach and Scoones, 2013k forms the backbone for validation
(according to the rules and criteria of the chosen standard), and periodic verification after the
project is running, but only has to be written once per project. Actors involved in multiple
projects become adept at producing PDDs in quite a formulaic way, but sometimes PDDs are
insufficiently sensitive to local context or adaptive to changing local ittons, needs and
priorities (Leach and Scoones, 201Brojects are usually managed by external (often foreign)
project developers who have skills in identifying potential project activities, defining and
assuring the principles of operatjoand searching for buye(€orbera and Brown, 20100r

who pay consultants to assist them. It would be difficult for smallholders and communities to

manage and implement projects by themselves. Tlnenefore rely on project developers and

8Through my i nvol ve mesetting pvaceésses f@& Shr@ate Srsatt Agriclkure cand
Afforestation/ Reforestation smallholder guidelines, | used my knowledge of the existing challenges for
smalholders, documented in the literature and testified by programme implementers | interviewed in
Kenya, in order to lobby for changes in the requirements that would facilitate participation in carbon
projects for people without formal land titles. Changesewedfectuated in version 1.0 of the guidelines,
published in November 2014, sedttp://www.goldstandard.org/sites/default/files¢aridelines
smallholde-microscale.pdfp10.

GSFOo
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other actors in the carbon offset value chain, and generally have a weak positioning in relation
to these partie@viathur et al., 2014)

2.6.1.2. Carbon accounting

Carbon accounting isharacterisedby considerablauncertainty andambiguity surrounding
hypothetical calculations about emissions trajectories with or without the pfoEumnann,

2010) and assessments of the actual mitigation capacity of carbon pidjadal etal., 2012,

Simon et al., 2012)Various techniques are deployed for estimating and quantifying actual
emissions reductions in forest and soil carbon projects. Calculations and measurements often
involve computemmodelling satellite imager and positioning system@orbera and Brown,
2010)which require upfront investment and technical capacity buil{fegez et al., 2007pr
reliance on external parties. Information gained using technical methodis neebe
contextualied and groundruthed with field data from permanent fixed plots, tree surveys
(Leach and Scoones, 2013andom sampling and/or sel§sessments by project participants
(Atela, 2012) Generally, the more robust and complex the methodology for carbon accounting,
the more expensive it is to implement, with direct implications for the amount of carbon
revenue available to those involved in generatingffeet. Field techniques may involve lower
upfront investment costs but are mtabourintensiveand timeconsuming. However, with less
rigorous methodologies, projects may be required to earmark a larger proportion of the
emissions reductions in a riskiffer to allow for accounting inaccuracies. In the Kenyan
Agricultural Carbon Project, 60% of the carbmeditsgenerated were initially set asi(itela,

2012) leaving little to cover project implementation and incentives for participants. Certain
types and designs of project face larger challenges in monitoring of activities and carbon

performance.

Projects may need toggregate large numbers of smallholders and communities within single
schemes in order to generate sufficient emissions reduction volumes to render a project
financially viable(Scherr et al., 2012, Perez et al., 200¥hen participnts are geographically
scattered, monitoring and verification become inherently more costly and cofRplez et al.,

2007, Leach et al., 2012)Vhile some authors advocate a role for communities in field data
collection, to reduce costs and empower local people, this must be balanced against the need for
robust accountingDanielsen et al., 2011, Palmer Fry, 2011, Gupta et al., 201Pjhe money
available to remunerate people adequately. Some projects, such as Trees for Global Benefits in
Uganda, rely on volunteers to undertake monito(fPeskett et al., 2011\which may keep costs
down, but relies on pe o @gireetdemunevatibnDecisiogsnabosits t o
which methodologies and techniques should be tsggnerate which kinds of data, and who

to involve in the collection and analysis, are politicddigen (Gupta et al., 2012)They have
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direct implications for the empowerment oratifranchisement of local communities, as well as

directly affecting the benefits received within the community.
2.6.1.3. Verification, Certification and Sales ofCarbon Credits

The structure of the carbon market necessitates rigorous auditing (verificatiorp ofaj ect 6 s
performance and monitoring data, because the intangibility of cachexdits means it is
possible to intentionally or unintentionally sell or account for them twice (double accounting).
Also, both supplier and buyer have an interest in exagggrdte number of carbarreditsthat

a project has produceKollmuss et al., 2008)For SSOs to be perceived as credible, they
impose complex (and costly) methods for accounting both carbon and environmental and social
benefits and granting certification. While some SSOs (e.g. Plan Vivo) reduce costs to the project
by using their ownstaff to conduct desk audits of projects, SSOs that draw on CDM
infrastructure (e.gGSH use CDMaccredited auditors or Designated Operating Entities. These
auditors generally command much higher fees than the auditors fror€CEL(the designated
Certification Body for Fairtrade International) or other sustainability certification schemes.

Sales ofcarbon credit@are usually mediated electronically, via trading platforms and databases
(Corbera and Bnon, 2010)and often involve predominantly Northern brokers, retailers and
industrial networks. Although some buyers have shown willingness to pay more for premium
carbon creditswhich involve strong storylines and/or rigorous accounting and verification
procedures, many buyers are interested in paying as little as pd8séiger and Pistorius,
2011)or combining a small volume of premiucarbon creditsith a larger volume of cheap
carbon creditswithout ccebenefits. Overall, carbon offset prices are extremely volatile and
average prices may be insufficient to cover costs of production for smalthacder
communityfocusedorganic carborcredits which are comparatively more costly generate

than credits from cook stove projects, and less popular on the ni@rkallow and Goddard,
2013) Their sales are mainly limited to voliary markets because of restrictions or -non
eligibility on compliance marketgSwallow and Goddard, 20135everalorganic carbon
projects in subSaharan Africahave experienced difficultee or delays in making sales
(Reynolds, 2012)In the Sofala Community Carbon project in Mozambique, it besn
suggested that this was partly to do with the perception of the quality of the Plan Vivo

certification(Grace et al., 2010)
2.6.1.4. Investment costs

It may take several years from the conception of a project to the generation and sale of its first
carbon creditsThe finance required during this period is likely to be a significant barrier for

community or smallholdeled projects, necessitating a role for investors and donors to put
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forward large sums of money with little guarantee of receiving returns atrighst initial years
(Corbera and Brown, 2010 is particularly difficult to design financially viable projects or
source money to finance them in a context of price volatility. Many project ideadandoned
during the initial feasibility assessment, because of both the lack of profitability and the
complexity of developing therflLeach and Scoones, 201Bjioneeringorganic cabon projects

in subSaharan Africassuch as the Sofala Community Carbon project in Mozambique and the
Kenyan Agricultural Carbon project have been extremely costly to set up and heavily reliant on
donor funding(Swallow and Goddard, 2013Fosts would have to be reduced if these projects
were exteded or implemented elsewhd@ndal etal., 2012, Grace et al., 2010)

2.6.1.5. Proposed interventions and lessons

GSF and FTI proposed four interventions which could potentially alleviate some of the
limitations related to access to markets. Firstly, streamlined and simplified processes would
make it easier to tackle project development, carbon accounting and othelcatintifi
requirements, potentially opening up these tasks to a broader range of actors. Secondly, tools
and training to build capacity for smallholders and communities could facilitate them to take on
particular roles within a carbon proje@SFhas thus fachosen to go down the route of nigp

using existing CDM rules and adding further requiremelitd. standards are also becoming
increasingly difficult for small producer orgaations to apply. Simplicity and streamlining are
greater challenges now th@SFandFTI are in partnership, as the combination of approaches
could potentially make their certification system more complicated. If quality continues to be a
key consideration, there will continue to be inherent taffie between rigor and

simplification.

Thirdly, GSFandFTI6 s commi t ment to reduce transacti on
of high costs in project development and generatiatadfon creditsSSOs are responsible for
setting the fees for project registration and certificatind defining which actors audit projects
against their standards and these fees absorb significant proportions of project budgets. In
general, SSOs have been critazisfor the high costs of certification that serve to exclude small
producer orgasations(Mutersbaugh, 2005Nevertheless, projects involving smallholders and
communities scattered over large areas may have structurally higher operational cdsts whic
make them less able to compete with more cesdiltypes of project design and these are
beyond the influence of SSOs. Fourthly, upfront financing mechanisms could alleviate another
portion of the burden of investment costs, but outcomes depend othésevare devised and
which conditions are placed on the finance. For example, if the upfront finance is provided by
the buyer, they will incur greater risks, and this could fall back on those producingrbn

creditsin terms of lower prices. This hasten happened wherarbon creditsire soldEx-Ante
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(purchased before they have been delivered), but at lower prices. Also, imposing additional

financing requirements on the buyer may discourage some potential buyers.

Notably, GSFandFTI did not includeany interventions in their initial set of propositions which
could facilitate sales of carbamedits In the context of a weak carbon market, a shortage of
demand foIGSKFTI certified creditsis probable. However, there is some confidence Rt

could play a role in transforming the marl@tg. Ciscell, 2010)Iin the case of coffe&TI has
succeeded in increasing profits and commanding a price pre(iNelmon and Martin, 2014)
although most discussions on the impact of Fairtrade certification ignore that most coffee
producers fail to sell all their certified coffee under Fairtrade conditions because of low demand
(Bacon et al., 2008)Fairtrade certified products have traditionally been bought by individual
consumers, but are increasingly incorporated into public and corporate procurement strategies
(Fisher and Corbalan, 2013yleanwhile the voluntary carbon market has a predominantly
corporate consumer ba@leovell et al., 2009put public authorities are increasingly becoming
customergqPetersStanley and Gonzalez, 2014) is difficult to predict how the market will

evolve in coming years.
2.6.2. Fair benefit-sharing

Organic carbomrojects involving smallholders and comnitiesinvolve significantransaction

costs which render them costly to implement. Nevertheless, carbon projects are commonly
considered an opportunity fahannellingcarbon finance to those least responsible for climate
change. Several authors have qutioned the legitimacy and efficacy of project budgets
managed by donors and investors, underlining the need to decipher how costs and revenue are
split between the stakeholders involved, what proportion of the budget is absorbed by
transaction costandhow much goes to the communities responsible for carbon sequestration
(Sharma and Suppan, 2011, Fairhead et al., 20d2his setion | explore both financial and
nortfinancial benefits in terms oho benefitshow they are discussed and decided on, their

relative importance, and the limitations to determiniriaa sharé
2.6.2.1. Financial and nonfinancial benefits

In organic carbomrojectsthere are ongoing debates abwhib should benefit and how benefits
should be shared between actors. While there are rationales for making benefits available to
those who facilitate the mitigation action at a project I€kettrell et al., 2013)theindividuals

and groups carrying out the mitigan actionwill alsoneed to receive direct and/or indirect
financial and nosfinancial benefits(Stringer et al 2012) These might includencentive

payments, improvements to soil fertility, increased agricultural yields, employment, additional
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income from timber or netimber products harvested from the trees products, access to cheaper

fuel, trainingor secue land tenure.

The costand associated risksf implementing the recommended land management practices
often serve & a barrier to farmers, who may not have the will to implement them without
receiving financial payments upfro(ilhantumbo and Izidine, 20Q9vidence suggests that
financial benefits have often been insuffigily attractive, regular or disseminated enough to
motivate or compensate participangspecially when they incur significant investment, risks
andlabourcosts(Dougill et al., 2012, Swallow and Goddard, 2Q1S¢veral debates surround

the issue of paymentsuch aswhether or not they are a key motivation for adoption and
sustained implementation of new land use practices associatedcaviion projectgFisher,

2012) and how to design payments compensation or alternative appro@attékari and

Boag, 2013, Namirembe et al., 201&vidence from Trees for Global Benefits in Uganda
showed tht payments were the main motivation for involvement, particularly at the household
level, although in one area, the aesthetic and existence value of trees was a bigger motivation
(Fisher, 2012)Similarly, in the Sofala Community Carbon project in Mozambique, participants
relied on payments which served as a safety net because planting of trees involved high
transaction and opportunity costs and losses when they did not s{Deivgill et al., 2012)In

both projects, payments are frdadded but this approacthas implications for temporal
sustainability of carborsequestration activities, particularly after the end of the fimaded
payment period(Fisher, 2012) In the Mozambican project, payments temporarily ceased
because of a rupture in the saleccddits and participants were unwilling to agithout them

and faced disappointment as well as an income(Qapgill et al., 2012) This also illustrates

that participars 6 per cepti ons of a project and its &
behaviouralchange or adoption and the sustained implementation of new land use practices
(Dougill et al., 2012, Tschakert, 2007)

Carbon payments alone canmeteasepeople from poverty, and are only intended as a way to
smooth the transition ta more sustainable and productive set of land uses which eventually
generate value independent of carbon paym@mslal et al., 2012)n combinationthese are

often framed as providing multiple winsddressing local environmental problems, offering a
cheap pathway to climate mitigatioand providing financial benefits to farmeri reality,

wins may be optimistically overstateNon-financial and nowguantifiable benefits are often

harder to measure and attribute, which is perhaps why there is more focus in the literature on
financial aspects. Nefinancial benefits noted in the projects literature included personal
developmentintheofr m of training, growth in womends ¢
and in the presence of m@Bozmoski and Hultman, 2010, Grace et al., 2Cd@) development

of technical and business management sKiisace et al., 2010)environmental benefits
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(Bozmoski and Hultman, 2010provision of appropriate equipment and use of project vehicles

for emergenciefDyer et al., 2014)
2.6.2.2. Benefit-sharing within the community

Where benefits do reach local communities, there is evidence of unjust distributions, as carbon
projects are unlikely taddress prexisting marginakation (Mathur et al., 2014)In the Sofala
Community Carbon project in Mozambique, employment was deemed one of the major
economic benefits by those who had been hired by the pr@latial et al., 2012) but
employment is usually limited to a few people and may only be temporary. Actors involved in
projects aiming to benefit smallholders and communities face a challenge in designing them in
ways that maxinge investment returns for @rnge of farmers without marginaiigy others

(Perez et al., 2007The role of local organisations and leaders in brokering deals btafifrg

the distribution of benefits shapes project part.i
benefits(Lipper et al., 2006, Perez et al., 2007, Dougill et al., 20IRjs isespecially when
payments involve a proportion being paid into a community fund, as was the case in projects in
MozambiqueJindal et al., 2012 Uganda(Peskett et al., 201Bnd the Democratic Republic of
Congo (Dyer et al., 2014)If communitybased carbon projects are to achieve their multiple
environmental, economiand social goals, the activities they incorporate must be backed by
Gtrong rural orgasations, legitimate andepresentative leadership, cligiriven extension,

local capacity building, and informed and enabling politierez et la, 2007) There is a
knowledge gap about what levels of organisation are happening in existing projects, the role that
organisations serve, and how they shape access to be88i@sand project developers also
need to face the challenge of how tike into account the diversity of forms of social
organisation, institutions ang@racticeswhen designingstandards orprojects (Leach and
Scoones, 2013, Perez et al., 2007)

2.6.2.3. Harmful effects and project reputation

Some projects entail negative impacts on local communities but veryafegible benefits.

Largescale forestry, biodiversity corridor and kibar projects have been crised as routes

for foreign direct investors to buy tracts of land cheaply from national governments for extended

periods, and to benefit disproportionatelwhilst dispossessing local communities and

excluding them from the resources from which they earn their Ifdirepnhaara, 2012, Leach et

al.,, 2012) In some instances, these projects have incited strong critique from affected

communities, and from journalists and NGOs, jeogardi g t he projectds | egiti mac
it to crumble(Reynolds, 2012)One of the projects featured Tmble2-1was O wovm®d i @ o

2015 because of persistent difficultié®lan Vivo, 2015)and this happened after a scathing

report had been publishdill, 2013). This suggests that focusing on local goals may not
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merely be a strategy for enhancing social benefits. There are also pragmatic reasons for doing so
since a projectos s useeting of dobal &nd tglgbal @éxpertatiorss o
(Reynolds, 2012)

2.6.2.4. Proposed interventons and lessons

In the initial GSFFTI communication, the only possible intervention relating to benefits was
the suggestion of defined and direct financial benefits to communities. From a standards
perspective, financial benefits may be easier to measudtetrack at least in the short term,
compared to less tangible benefits, or benefits that take longer to msgefidlbosing to focus

on community rather than individual payments has its own set of implications for fairness, and
depends on the presermfestrong local institutions which serve the interests of the smallholders
and community members involved in projedisT |1 6 s hi st oric approach
strengthening Producer OrganisatigNelson and Pound, 2018)ignswith the need identified

in the literature for strong organisations to back carbon projegtdence suggestsowever

that financial payments at the household level may be important motivations for participants in
organic carbonprojects but in themselgeare not enough to pull people out of poverty,
especially in the context of weakd dynamianarket prices. This suggests payments need to be
combined with other types of benefit. Therefo®SF and FTI are potentially raising
expectations by underlinindefined and direct financial benefits, the delivery of which is
beyond their control.

Meanwhile,GSFandFTI can potentially shape benefits accrued from using their label(s), in the
form of reputation. Carbon certification has not always been successf@nhancing
reputational benefit s, especially i n t he f
environmental outcomdg.g. Kill, 2013, Lohmann, 2006Tritics have also named and shamed
projectscertified by SSOs that prioristhese attributes (e.g. Plan Vivo). Evidence of lack of
rigour in the enforcement of carbon standafBisiseeya and Caplow, 201&ls0 threatens the
credibility of third party certified carbonredits The GSFFTI partnership is potentially an
opportunity for enhancing reputational benefits since both SSOs take pride in einghihsi
qudity and attributes of their standardST| has succeeded in unveiling the social aspects of
production (Nelson and Martin, 2014)although in some caseB]T| and other certification
schemes have capitsdd an and claimed credit for practices that coffee farmers have adopted
for generationgBacon et al., 2008)This critique is potentially applicable @SFFTI certified
carboncredits Carbon projects must involve activities which are different flodsiness as

usuab If they fail to prove additionality of emissions reductions, they will lose their credibility.
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2.6.3. Fair Procedures

Participation in carborsequestration and trading schensghould ideally be voluntary, and
individual resources users should have the freedom to participate in ways that allow for their
varying resource endowments, tolerance to risk, and opportunity (Bestsz et al., 2007)n

reality, power relations can transect the various levels of governance in a carbon(ptejact

2012) and provoke participationlt is important to enquire whether the local community
members who are asked to participate in project operations are actually provideadl wie
necessarynformation to make an informed decision on their involvement at the camskt
whether they have the opportunity to opt out if it is costing them more than they are gaining.
Achieving procedural fairness is dependent on the impleniemtaf rules and processes, the
presence of representative and inclusive institutions, and the possibilitgiude, or negotiate
betweencompeting viewsThis is withina context where different stakeholders have different
levels of knowledgeskills, power, information and languages at their dispg&sbwn and
Corbera, 2003, Grasso, 2010pvolvement of local communities in project design and
implementation is widely expected to lead to better social and enviroalmeritomes and
support the overall success of organic carbon proj&snolds, 2012, Suiseeya and Caplow,
2013) However, despite efforts to include local communities, claims of injustice still persist
(Suiseeya and Caplow, 2013pome of the challenges of effective communication and
engagement with local communities relate to fair access and fair benefits. Unequal access to
information results in price uncertainty and speculation, posing challenges for communicating
prices. Tansacting credits involves larger scale uncontrollable processes and unforeseen delays
(for example credit sales) which can erode trust even in projects with high community
involvement. This underlines the need for community engagement to adapt to dynamic
situationg(Dyer et al., 2014)

2.6.3.1. Community Engagement

Table2-2 outlines some principles of effective community engagement, based on the review of
projects outlined inTable 2-1 and incorporating experience of practitioners and scholars who
have studied effective community engagement in multiple settings. Each principle is illustrated
with examples ofpplication Although they are ideals to aim for, some caveatscandhter
arguments are also given, in order to understand where the principle may be challenging or less
effective to applyOverall it is important to note thaabon projects may involve actors from
business and NGO sectors, some of whom may havetéomghistories of engagement with

local communities while others are unfamiliar with tools and processes for facilitation and
meaningful engagement. Those who create spaces for participation may use them to their own

interests, cept them, or intentionallyor unintentionally close them off to certain people
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(Tallontire et al., 2014)f tools for engagement and participation are used instrumentally whilst
ignoring contextual factors, they can instead sertegitimise or exacerbate inequitable power
dynamics and outcoméslahanty and McDermott, 2013)speciallyif the systems of decisien
making involve misrepresentatian exclusion of certaimdividuals or groupgrom the circle

of people who counffFraser, 2009)Even the besapplicationscannot address many contextual
factorsor overcome social challenges at macro (e.g. legal and political rights) ara leviek

(e.g. entrenched poverty, highly unequal land distribution and disparities within communities)
(Mahanty and McDermott, 2013)



Table 2-2: Principles of Community Engagement

Principle

Examples within reviewed projects

Caveats and countarguments

Recognise heterogeneity

community/ audiencgDyer et al.,
2014, Hillier, 1998) taking into
account issues around hd
communities define themselves, a
different interests and  pows
relations(Mathur et al., 2014)

| Kamoa: there were lower levels of trust/ consensus

6communityd which was ex
two locations togther to make up numbe(Byer et al.,
2014)

Inclusion of marginalised groups can
problematic because traditional authorities n
resist this, but standardgsn be used as a lever
persuade local elites and officials to mg
compromisegWood, 2011)

Dedicate the time, resources 4
repetition to ensure ongoing, twi
way communication (World
Agroforestry Centre, 2011, Dyer |
al., 2014) using a range of tookEnd
communication  outlets (World
Agroforestry Centre, 2011)

This is both for project developers
understand community institution
and communities to understal
details of financing and contra
arrangements and understand th
commitments(Peskett et al., 2011

Wood, 2011)

Kamoa: participants reported that the initial meel
involved tweway communications, open and meaning
exchange and consensus from participants, and ong
engagement was facilitated by frequent visits from prg
representatives, enabling iréxchange, support and he
where neede(Dyer et al., 2014)

N6éhambita and TFGB: op
understanding and information exchange were limited
infrequent (twiceyearly) interactions with project staff af
extension workers, who visited only to service cacis
(Dyer et al., 2014, Fisher, 2011)

Angai Villages: communication was hampered by irreg
meetings and the cost of sharing informatibtustalahti et

al., 2012)

Projects involving little participation may ga
little from extra consultations and project
developers sometimes feel that they
unnecessary. Neverthelegbere is evidence ¢
consultations being useful for identifying negat
impacts or ways of improving even in such ca
(Wood, 2011)
Facilitation and management of group dynamic|
more important than the tools usé@hess anq
Purcell, 1999)
Too much consultation can result in consultat
fatigue(Mulyani and Jepson, 2015)

09



Projects need charismatic leaders i
facilitators (Chess and Purcell, 199
Dyer et al., 2014, Hillier, 1998nnd
should be based on mutual resp
and clarity of roles an(
responsibilities(World Agroforestry
Centre, 2011)

N6hambit a, Kamo a and t he
approaching the tradital authorities first, who invite
members of their communities to attend initial meeti
(Atela, 2012, Dyer et al., 2014)

Communication can fail if it only goes throug
authorities and representatives rather than affe
parties (Dyer et al., 2014, World Agroforestt
Centre, 2011)

Seek common ownership of tl
project, goal or decisions ma
(Dyer et al., 2014, Hillier, 1998)

In a review of 42 Africanarbon forestry projects, all of th
projects initiated and implemented by communities W
classified as successes, suggesting that local ownershi
be a determinant of success. Meanwhile, one of the f
projects involved a design which was incomiplati with
local economic incentives and social norifReynolds,
2012)

Well-designed frameworks and commun
participation in management are not enough
ensure access to benefits. External factors
dependency on outside actors for resources
technical support) and internal factors (arol
expectations of benefgharing) shape the
effectivenesg¢Mustalahti et al., 2012)

Draw on peopl ed
expertise (World  Agroforestry
Centre, 2011)recognising that the]
will have different images, value
meanings, information an
languages at their disposgtillier,
1998)

Kamoa: design involved joint decisionaking combineg
with farmers local knowledg giving them the sovereign
to choose which land and planting system to a{opér et
al., 2014) This characterises the Plan Vivo approach.

Avoid using patraising or insensitive examplé
and metaphor8Norld Agroforestry Centre, 2011

Principle: design and approach

participatory activities is importan

Repeated small interest group meetings and inter

facilitation enhanced learning in Indonesian setting bec

Participatory = approaches can be u

instrumentally and may not be capable

T9



e.g. small groups, where repeat
interaction and communication a
facilitated, as this can enhance so(
learning(Mulyani and Jepson, 201!
World Agroforestry Centre, 2011)

it enabled community members to learn and res
different viewpoints withouintimidation and enabled shiff
of understanding and increased trust to o¢bulyani and
Jepson, 2015)

challerging existing marginalisatiorfMathur et
al., 2014)

Principle: Free, Prioand Informed
Consent: people need to understd
the implications of what they ai
being proposed or asked to sign
carbon contracts and clarity of rul
and terms of engagement is vi
(Mulyani and Jepson, 2015, Mahar
and McDermott, 2013)

I n TFGB and Nohambit a
understanding of contracts and the tisoale implications
of commitments in projects, partially due lemguage use
or illiteracy of farmers(Dyer et al., 2014, Kill, 2013
whereas in Kamoa there was evidence of a high lev¢
understanding and recotigon of information given during
initial meetinggDyer et al., 2014)

Clarity may be enhanced by using a local langy
but it should not be assumed that a ldaaguage
is preferredWorld Agroforestry Centre, 2011)
There may always be a gap in knowledge
power between local communities and proj
proponents so communities should be given I
advice and support to balance external inter
driving projects (Mulyani and Jepson, 201
Peskett et al., 2011)

29
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2.6.3.2. Standardised mechanisms for community engagement

Standards have the potential to serve as instruments for regulating the fairness of procedures
through the practices thesncode(Suiseeya and Caplow, 2013h an attempt to promote
transparency and participatiand ensure that projects do no harm, some SSOs (e.g. Gold
Standal, CCBA, Social Carbon, Plan Vivolandate the involvement of community
stakeholderqto varying degrees and with varying levels of prescriptiveness) and audit the
documentary evidence, through mechanisms for consultation, consent and expression of
grievances. These also serve the purposes of reducing opposition and critique as projects are
implemented, and therefore increase the attractiveness of credits certified under their schemes
(Wood, 2011) The GSH.ocal Stakeholder Consultatiguidelines specify a mandatory process

with two rounds of consultations. These should be clearly documented, and include the names
of people who attend and participate. Project details should be presenteetécmunal form,

and include an explanation of carbon markets and the generationantdirirom offsetting

(Wood, 201}). GSF provides guidance on how to organis®eal Stakeholder Consultatioby
providing nontechnical explanations of projects, templates of invitations, suggesting ways of
engaging people and recording their inplt. contrast, the Climate, Commuypitand
Biodiversity Standardpecifes more who should be involvedmodalitiesof involvement and

require a continuous stakeholder involvement throughout the p(Sjieck, 2009)

Tools such as the Local Stakeholder Consultdteititate a more structured inclusiaf social
dimensions in a projeqiBumpus, 2011h)but the actual outcomes are contingent onirthe
enactment by different actoasd the rigar with which the SSO checks for naompliance and
encourages corrective measures. Evidence from ardeiv ofdesign documents of 56 forest
carbon projects certified under thé@ate, Community and Biodiversitgtandardsuggests that

in many cases, mechanisdrgere notably devoid of diverse measures of engagement that could
potentially engage a moreomprehensive and possibly more representativgroup of
stakeholdeiBtaking part in the consultation procg§aiiseeya and Caplowp23:973) Where
methods for inclusion were deployed, the choice of methods and the information provided about
them suggested a more passive role for the community. In large meetings, people may be
hesitant to express themselM@&liseeya and Caplow, 2018hd simply presenting technical
information might be insufficient for communicating complex concepts related to forest carbon
projects, and ensuring congirensionLewis and Sheppard, 2008)hen it came to providing

input, only 57% of projects reported any of the oeses received from community meers,

and 16 projects did not gather any input from commdnétyed stakeholde(Suiseeya and
Caplow, 2013) There were mtiple examples of design documents which were not compliant
with aspects of the Standard but had nevertheless been validated, suggesting that the criteria

were not beingigorously applied or auditeBuiseeya and Caplow, 2013)
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2.6.3.3. Proposed interventions and lessons

FTI initially proposed two ways in which they imagined addressing participation (understood as
part of fair procedures) in carbon projects: intradgcthe tool of Free, Prior and Informed
Consent (FPIC), which is already a key tool within REDD+ (Reduced Emissions from
Deforestation and Forest Degradation) projects; and empowering farmer organisations to take
control in carbon projects. Challengesatet to the latter have already been explored in relation

to fair access so | elaborate on FPIC before making a brief comment about this second point.

FPIC means giving affected stakeholders the right to freely (without coercion, intimidation or

manipulaton) give or withhold consent, having been able to access appropriate and sufficient

information to make an informed choice, prior to a course of adi®mablowski, 2010,

Mahanty and McDermott, 2013) I n t heor vy, 6dc ohcsemg Wl tgaotei so ntHe yboenc a
involves the sharing or transfer of decisimaking authority to those giving or withholding

consent, and can be used to facilitate collaborative and inclusive demiglong or to avoid
projects(Szablowski, 2010)FPIC has been criticised for only offerirffgetright of consent to

people with formal land rights, although in some applications (such as FSC), the right is

extended to the wider communigilahanty and McDermott, 2013§5SF incorporated FPIC

into their Land Use and Forest Framewbiik refers to the principle that a community has the

right to give or withhold its consent to proposed projects that may affect the lands they

customarty own, occupy or otherwise use, and therefore goes a step towards addressing the

criticism about land rights. The Plan Vivo definition is the same but includes smallholders as

wel | as communities and adds O6once oftheey have a

i mpl i cat i on ¢PlamVivo,20Lep2Pr oj ect 6

In both cases, the problem may comealéfining in practice who is included as a smallholder,
community member, land owner or occupier (customary or otherveisd)also who makes this
decision, and on what basis, given the highly politicised challenges associated with who has the
6 r i gh of&nowlesigeand understandirfergect cevelopers may not have these contextual
understandings at the outset of a process when tools like FPIC are being applied. It is common
for companies or project leaders to refer to points of contact such as traditi@dministrative
leaders in order to make connection with the community, dmlé reliance on them is
problematic when accountability and transparendpcal systems of representatisnweakas

they can harbour and perpetuate irt@mmunity dispaties (Mahanty and McDermott, 2013)

9 This was influenced by their partnership with FSC, as the two organisations had done an analysis of the
areas of overlap and gaps between their standards (Public Presentation &tWNFTCC Conference
of Parties).
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Depl oyment s of t eramd o clonksee nd do nnseud d at o o & c 1
understanchot only what is understood and intended by them, but also how they operate in
particular contexts, how agendas areaset participants selecté@allontire et al., 2014)There

is a danger that they are embraced as panéitdmnty and McDermott, 2018t in practice

they are shaped by multiple factors. These
process, the level of civil society engagement, cultural and institutional factors affecting
communication ath participation, knowledge gaps, power relations, inclusivity, and the
presence of external officialé/VNood, 2011, Dyer et al., 2014, Mahanty and McDermott, 2013
Mandating them within the standard is therefore not enough in itself to guarantee positive

participation of local people in practi¢Buiseeya and Caplow, 2013)

FTI 6s second proposi t i-empowerng farmet orgamisatons todakep a r t
control of projectshneeds to be understood withingFairt
with Producer Organisations (see chapter 6).
field, the transferability of the approach needs to take into account the challenges of carbon

project development and implementation mentioned in the semti¢-air Access.
2.7. Conclusionto chapter two

Heated debates surround the concept of fairness in carbon projects but the term itself is widely
interpreted and lacks clear definitiorAfter a review of relevant literature on the
commodification of carbonanlf ai r ¢ a tobkampragmatit appréaehrbyploringthe

pillars of accessbenefitsand participationthat FTI and GSF proposed to include in their
framing offairness, and reviewing academic literature in order to unravel what lies behind these
pillars. | assessed how they are interconnected, and which practical constraints shape fairness
outcomes within carbon projects. TH&SFFTI partnership provides an interesting focus
because it potentially opens up discursive and material spaces, wheoebyvuinerable
stakeholders currently excluded from, or marginal in the carbon trading system could potentially
play a more active role and reap more benéfitis.analysis offers potential guidance for those
involved in setting the parameters of fairnassefining their definitions, as well as informing

further academic debateonf ai r . car bono

While the outcomes of efforts to enhance aceess shape fairer benefits and procedures for
smallholders and communities are highly uncertain, it is importagktore steps being taken
towards these goals. With many actors involved, multiple interests at stake, and a competitive
context which may push SSOs to act quickly to fill gaps in the standards market, independent
research can help to enhance transparerithn the processThis involves going beyond an

exploration of fairness dimensions in projects and standards tools for addressing them, to
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explore of fairness dimensions in the setting of the standards themselves. | turn to this in chapter
3.
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Chapter 3 Fair Procedures in Standard Setting

3.1. Introduction to chapter 3

This chapter provides the backdrop for understanding the empirical material introduced in
chapter 6 and for addressing objective two of this thesis. In this chapter | extend the concept of
Fair Proceduwes introduced in chapter 2, to the process of Standard Setting bifiguie3-1).

By doing this, | make a conceptual link between Fair Procedures and Fair ParaAfeters

brief overview of relevant literature on Standards atahdard etting, | thenexplore the
framework (in terms of rules, procedures and political processes) that FSethas place to

govern standardetting and partnership processes, and ameimow these look alongside both

the ideal of fair procedures and participatory governance theories. This serves as a backdrop for
a detailed analysis in chapter 6 of the appl
the context of the FCSSP.

How are the parameters of fairness set?

Fair Access

Content: what counts?

Figure 3-1: Aspects of the MultrDimensional Fairness Framework explored in chapter 3
The purple arrow represents the question ofvithe ideals of Fair Procedures relate the pre-existing
governance structures and approacliest arelikely to shape Fairness ParameiBetting

3.2. Literature r eview. key themes within standards governance

Sectionl.4.2.1lintroduced the research gaps related to collaborative standard setting in practice.
In this section | elatirate on each of the key themes relevant to this tléiisthe support of

existing literature.
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3.2.1. Standards: pathways and politicalprocesses

The burgeoning of standards in the last two and a half decades has attracted a lot of scholarship
aimed at better understanding their emergence, evolution and continued proliirdifterent

levels (Djama et al., 2011)The majority of works have applied an institutional theory lens
which posits that the quest for external legitimacy is the main explanatitimefexistence and

proliferation of private standard setti@jama et al., 2011)

By applying a pathways approach, | viestandardsand standard setting processewore

critically, as a example of amanagerial approach to sustainability issuesulting in

universalising pathwaythat are not necessary appropriate to the problems they aim to address.
Blowfield and Dolan (2008)protract this perspective by describing standards as techno

rationalist solutions that are part of a drive for neoliberal normalisaBos.c on6s Vvi ew on
Fairtrade standards is that they are not a completectieh of a neoliberal agenda, but
Fairtrade governance i s subject t o 6an array
convictions, and patdependent c (@01@ play) A munber ®f6authors have

explored how the organisational trajectories of standards organisations ared dhape
cooperation and competition betwegarticipatingstakeholders wheeek to control the rules of

the game and pursue their own intere@ttutersbaup et al., 2005) It is important to

acknowledges t a n dpaliticdl $ackdrop not least because it has consequences on poor and
marginalised peopléBlowfield and Dolan, 2008, Leach et al., 2010)

Attending to the politicadimensions of standardsequires an exploration of thiaternal
processes of certificatigorsocially embedded practicesnd governance tooldeployed to set
standardsChapter 6 of this thesis is dedicated to this anabsisbuildson existingworks (e.g.

Bacm, 2010, Blowfield and Dolan, 2008, Cheyns, 2011, Djama et al., 2011, Murphy and Yates,
2011, Ponte et al., 2011, Reinecke, 20Ba&xween them they have lookednatw governing is
accomplished in practical and technical terms within different types of standard setting
initiatives including thosded by Fairtrade International. This has involved explorthg
circumstaceswithin which standardsare developedquestioningthe rationales, strategiesnd

moral reasoning behind themmappingthe configurations of actors, interests and alliarares
dynamics of inclusion and exclusiomxamining conflict,negotiation and cexistence of
different viewpointsand exploringhe effectsof standardendthe interests they servéespite

a common focus across these waofragpsects. Differdnces ar s 6 v

relate to some extent to the type of standards they looked at, but ads@lyticallensapplied

of
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3.2.2. Legitimacy, inclusivenessand power

Standards involving inputs from a broad range of stakeholders including civil society tead to
regarded as more legitimate than standards developed by single companies or irfBustiges

et al., 2011) Multi-stakeholder initiatives such as the Round table on Sustainable Palm Oil
(RSPO)basetheirl egi ti macy on balanced representatio
st a k e h ant thes & wide range of intere@heyns, 2011)The involvement of coalitions

of companies, trade unions, NGOs and other civil sociakebblders, is believed to reduce the
likelihood that business will have too much influence on social and environmental issues and to
better present wo r k e (Bowfieldnamdl Dolarr, 2088)Acsamificaiit | nt e
defining feature of standards perceived by standattérs is their democratic process
orientation(Murphy and Yates, 2011dften involving extensive dialogue and consersased

decisionmaking.

In practceparti ci pation is o6inflected6 by power
broad participation by multiple stakeholders are potentially as exclusionary as top down
initiatives (Blowfield and Dolan, 2008 pl6)or exampleCheyns (2Q1) has foundthat the

R S P Oinctusive aimsare compromised in practice in terms who is considered a
6stakehol der o and h o w peppke rwho enggge thiowgh peismal ma n
attachments, drawing on lived experiences or principles of ¢usiie less able to make
themselves heard and their interventions accorded léggismacy than those who adopt a
pragmatic approactsouthern stakeholders have expressed concerns that ethical trade codes are
developed behind desks in Europe with little sidtation and somecritics arguethat these

reflect colonial ethnocentrisfBlowfield and Dolan, 2008)

Standard setting is considered technical and SSOs such as FTliafuld2aInternational have
begun including both internal and Murphyandn a | 0
Yates (2011)describe the members of technical standards committees rather benignly as
epistemic communities who believe that humanity can benefit from their shared knowledge.
Although they mayepresent certain interests and actors, they do not alehyratefor what

suits them. In contrasBlowfield and Dolan (2008)letect more of a power asymimeamongst

the Ocommuni ti e sdevisidahicg eodes forcHorgcalture Tihrese ar e
community of the supply chainé including t
business has a duty, a nttle G5Oshae companmes who iare got o f
commercial participants in the supply chain hhbey influence its governance and their
worldviews significantly inform what constitutes virtue. This latter community is more likely to

be recognisethy Multi Stakeholder Initiativesand ethical trade involves them exerting power
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over the community of the supply chain through the legitimisation of certain behaviour and

instrumentgibid).

Standard settingommitteesmay includepeople who claim to represent smallholders but may

do 2 only on an adhoc basisand without adequate accountability or legitimaagher than it

being a truly representative smallholder participaijdallontire et al., 2014, Cheyns, 2011)

Efforts to include 61 ocal Grtcyteral €ques dar Aficars , for e X i
agriculture, are not necessarily more ethically relevant because they falsely assume that there is

a community of beneficiaries who share a collective identity, culture and set of interests while

ignoring the cultural embeddeess and contested nature of issiey may be consulted on

such as genddrased discrimination and sexual harassr{@lowfield and Dolan, 2008)

Several authors have stwibed the management of participatiithin standard settings an
example of a managerialisnthis refers to a set of knowledge and practices systematically
aimed at increasing the efficiency of collective ac{iDjama et al., 2011)Arguably, the more
managerial the approach, the less inclusive itPiente et al., 2011)These same forms of
exclusion elitism and unequal accesse likely to apply to the setting of carbon standards but

few studies have documentedsthi
3.2.3. Conflicts, tensionsand governing tools

The design, content, implementation and underlying epistemology of standards and codes are
sites of conflict and negotiatigBlowfield and Dolan, 2008)Aside from looking at who comes

to the bargaining tabl@Busch, 2000Q)it is important to look at how conflicts and tensions are
dealt with, how multiple perspectives are allowed teegist and how conflicting viewpoints

are transformed into cooperative attitugpfama et al., 2011)n ananalysis of the adjustment

of Fairtrade coffee prices in 20@D08 from the perspective of a researcher positioned
alongside the Latin American producer netwdBacon (2010)describes the outcomes as a
result of a balance of power, convictions and capabilities within a contested governance system.
Reinecke (2010studied the same process as an intern within Fairtrade International and
described it as result ofnegotiation power drawing both on teckswentific input from the
Standards Unit and mulstakeholder democracy from the StamidaCommittee and FTI Board.

The fair trade movement is alreatharked bytensions regardinggh at 6 fmeanswhe s s 6
fair trade should target, and where should it be go{Bgpherty et al., 2013, Raynolds and
Greenfield, 2015, Smith, 2013nd bringing new stakeholders into debates about Fairtrade
carbon was likely to increase the possibility for tension and conflict in@8SP Views differ

on whether or not mukstakeholder standard setting processes can be a site for constructively

dealing with conflict or notMurphy and Yates (2011¥cognise that greater understanding that
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can come from participating and that better technical solutions are frequently discovered in the
course of debategspemlly through standard setting by consendtscht and Lawler (2000)
recognise that policy [or standards] processes require particular($ocls asQ) to open up

debate and expose underlying confliets failing to recognise them can inhibit deliberative
processesin contrast,Djama ¢ al. (2011)see consensus as a tactic for neutralising debate
becauseaunlike compromiseit does not result from debate or negotiatiRanciere, 2013 p8,
cf.Djamaetal.,20lJ escri bes consensus as a O6machine
vision, a particular presentation of facts and a direction for their interpretBj@mma et al.

(2011) note how consensus processes are strategically commandeered in the RSPO, by
consultantswho make efforts to mobikés particular intermediaries and confine debates on
sensitive issues to specialised committe€heyns (2011)describesthis as atechnical
6professional styl ebd of whicmdomes dowh o the pohticallyh o u t

correct style of language used.

The act of preventing conflict from arising in the first pldees been descridlea s 6t he mo
i nsidious and e {Likesc1974p2a38)Whils somecafithors se@ eonsénsus as a

tool for wielding this sort of power, it is important to discern what the tool is designed to offer,

the system it is part ofow it is enacted in practi@nd whether this meets the intended aims

(Bihler, 2M@2). This topic is returned to in chapter 6.

Aside from consensuand the management of tensipaswumber of other tools and tactics have
been scrutinised and labelled as technologies of managerialism, deployed to wield power and
impose particular dactionalities and outcomes in standard setting proceBsese include for
example the control of isstexploration through tactics to open up and close down discussions
(Cheyns, 2011, Leach et al., 2016¢e alssection3.4.4 using pragmatic arguments and the
pressure for expediency to opt for shimm, practial, implementable, economically
acceptable or most knowable solutig@heyns, 2011, Djama et al., 2011, Leach et at102

and mystifying the auditing process by limiting discussion on how criteria have been established
(Blowfield and Dolan, 2008)

3.2.4. Section summary

Different views orthe above themes relate to different perspectives on standards and what they
do, as wellas u t h o ros differénbtgpes of standgrcanging from standardgith routes in

social movementdp industrydominated multstakeholder initiatives and business to business
standardsWhile Fairtrade standards fit with the first category it is important to recognise that
such standards are increasinghawing on nediberal governanceools (Djama et al., 2011)

We can expect that FTI might hold the potential to design inclusive stakeholder processes,

based on thir participatory governance approach (see se&tidnbut this needs to be critically
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unpacked.This section has underlined the need to lablgovernance processenacted by
particular SSOsvhilst consideringhe widerpolitical context within which standards are being
deployed as techa@tional governance toolddy work builds on the authors cited in this
section, particularlyBacon (2010)and Reinecke (2010who have both looked at decision
making within FTI price negotiation3 heypositioned themselves inside the movemerdrder

to understand socially embedded governance practices and situate governance processes within
F T bistorical and future trajectoryMy approach involves a similarly long term and
embedded ethnographic engagement but with a broader and more comprehensive focus on an
entire standard setting process rather than a pricing decisiam also situated aan
independent researcher rather than being attached to a particularitsobFTI. Nevertheless it

is important to be reflexive about the position | addptach et al. (2010encourage
engagement by researchers in gatiiding processes but some critibave questioned the
appropriateness of intervening to make standards setting processes more democratic or to try to
remove the structural limitationsThe concern is thahis can contribute to an advancement of

the interestsof already powerful actors in standasétting, naturalise them as a form of
governance, or disperse of local struggBewfield and Dolan, 2008lutersbaugh, 2005)n

chapter 8 reflect on my positionality and its possible effects.

In the remainder of this chapteection3.3i nt r oduces FTI 6s governance st
processes for standasetting and explores the interface between stakeholders in the Fairtrade
system and stakeholders involved in the FCa8& ®ction3.4di scusses FTIO0s partic
governance approach and critically explores this in relation to literature on participatory and

collaborative governae Section3.5concludegshe chapter.
3.3. FTI: arepresentative and inclusive institution?

FTI is a membership organisation with an evolving governance structuiie airhe to achieve
fairness and justice through democratic decisi@king(Taylor, 2005b)are challenged by the
number and diversity of stakeholders involved in the Fairtrade sy&$etton, 2013) The
organisation is under substantial pressure from its consortium and onlookers to genuinely
engage with and include not only its membership base (which includes more than 1.5 million
producers and workers grouped hiit three Producer Networks (PNs) and 19 National
Fairtrade Organisations (NFOSs) involved in licensing and marketing Fairtrade products) but also
a wider set of stakeholders such as NGOs, supporters and other CSOs in the north and south, as
well as busineses and consumers, in its governance procé8seon, 2010, Sutton, 2013)
There is evidence of significanfferts made to respond to this press{iBennett, 2015)A

6gr eburneda ki ngd v ogated major changek 1o increaset producer representation,

according the producer networks equal voting rights in the General Assembly, the highest
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decisionmaking body, and reconfiguring the Board to offer an equal number of places to
producer representaés and market representatives (3eble 3-1). Marking these changes,

FTI announced, 0 w e-stakeholder rsystend. We knowotherimpontanicet af
being held accountable to the producers, traders, NGOs and supporters wheohad so
hard to make Fai r (Faraadeinternationdl, 2012 pl8Hswevemn ithesey 0
changes do not automatically render a stronger voice to all producers, particularly because of
issues of capacity and representatigatton, 2013)

3.3.1. Rules and processes

The rules and paesses for representation on the Standards Committee and decision making
procedures are defined in the FTI Terms of Reference for the Standards Committee and the
Standard Operating Procedure for standard seftime details are given on decisioraking
provisions in sectio5.6.2.). However, this formal governance structufatfle 3-1 andFigure

3-2) needs to be understood alongside the spaces created for people who are not included within
the existing Fairtrade membershiprepresentativstructureto have an influence on standards.

The FCSSP implied the creation of a new Fairtrade commodity involving a new set of
stakeholders who at the time were not members of FTI and were unfamiliar with its system and
processes, but were being reliedto fill in gaps in carbon expertise that FTI did not possess.
This dynamic implied the need to include and negotiate between an expanded set of viewpoints

of FTI members and nemembers.

Table 3-1: Entities within the Fairtrade System and role played in governance and
standard-setting

Entity Role in governance Influence on standards

Producer Networks(PNs)| Full members of FTI| Can submit standard request
(3): for Africa, Latin| Voting rights at Annua| Invited to provide input during

America and Asia General Assembly; 4 research/ drafting phase, a
places on the Fairtrad during consultation
Board PNs recruit  producdacing

members of Bindard<Committee

Fairtrade Organisations | Only NFOs are full Can submit standard request
-19 NFOs (govern use ¢ members (voting rights g Invited to provide input during
Fairtrade mark and promo| Annual General Assembl research/ drafting phase, a

Fairtrade) and 4 places on th during consultation

-6 Fairtrade Marketing FairtradeBoard) Can postulate as members of |
Organisations (promot Standards Committee recruited
Fairtrade) by FTI.

General Assembly (509 Meets once per year { No role in standards developmel
producer representative] approve accounts, deciq
50% NFOrepresentatives)| on membership issues a
ratify Board members.

FTI Board Supreme decisiemaking | Advises on strategies/ objectiv
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body for FTI

for standards development;

Decides on the t8ndard
Co mmi t respandibdities anc
membership and tlegates
decisionmaking authority tahem

FTI Leadership team an
staff

Leadership team manag
day-to-day operations an
strategic direction

The Standards Unit, led K
Director of Standards and Pricin
is responsible for developing af
revising Fairtrade standard
research and coordination work

FTI Standards Committee

No role in governance

Meets 46 times per year, take
major decisions about standar
delegating minordecisions to the
Standards Unit Responsible fo
resolving contentious issue
balancing stakeholder commen
clarifying terms and conditions

reviewing  effectiveness  an
practicalities.
FLOCERT (independen Pat of the Fairtradg Responsible for  developin

certification body of the
Fairtrade system)

system but not membe
of FTI (and no role in itg
governance)

compliance criteria for standard
and auditing compliance

Source: compiled by author fromww.fairtradenet

Figure 3-2: FTI formal bodies involved in standard-setting and interactions between them,

compiled by author from www.fairtrade.net



http://www.fairtrade.net/
http://www.fairtrade.net/

75

Committee (SC)

Composition: 5-11 members,
preferably an uneven number, a

- Producer-facing (drawn from
- Market-facing (drawn from NFOs

- Independent expertise (may be
CEQ, or Board member, workers'

rights expert or independent

3.4. Participatory Governance

expert) as applicable (nominated by

recommendation, for specific

Members have a 3 year twice-
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Standards Unit (SU) ',

Composition: composed of Standards Sub Unit
and Pricing Sub Unit and led by Director of
Standards and Pricing and heads of each sub

"

Fairtrade International Board

4 market representatives (nominated by National Fairtrade Organisations

4 producer representatives (nominated by Producer Networks)

Voices and votes within 3C
meefings

Voice & vote: producerfacing,

market-facing and independent
expert 3C members

Voice no vote: CEO, Board
members, waorkers' rights
experts

Observer (‘contributing’, if
presenting a paper, of
‘passive’)

a) permanent FTI &
FLOCERT staff;

b} on application: individuals
representing stakehol der
groups; experts’ consultants
working with 3 &P

-Strive for consensus (no
votes against).

...MNo consensusT Further
discussion' proposal
reformulation.

... 511l no consensus?
Majority rules

Consider all available
evidence and all members’
perspectives

only

owi ng an

Decision-m aking prinu:iples:---

s t r2016 taysr oats |,

me mber

E-

org

described as an inclusive approach, based on equality, which is critical in maximising the

development potential of Fairtrade and in enabling partnerships to reach their potential

(Fairtrade International, 2009)

-
C

appEroach
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Table 3-2 has been developed on the basis of the intentions ldid ou n FTI1 6s Partners
Strategy for 2012015 (Fairtrade International, 2009)Vhile the original document does not

descibe the approach in terms of intentions and underlying aims, this structure helps to draw

out what exactly FTI are hoping to achieve, making it easier to assess. Note that this strategy is

intended to set out the ways that FTI works with their longer fermal institutional partners,

(see for example Fairtrade International, 201Hgwever, in this thesisl extend it to a

assessment of how they work with 6éeveryone with &
the stakeholders they partner with on a mafermal basis during standard setting processes.

Although this may push the bar higher than FTI originally intenttezljntention is to use the

high bar to identify opportunities for improvement and extension in the implementation of the

strategy.

Table3-22. Anal yti cal i nterpretation odch FTI &6ds particip

FTI 6s Participatory Governance Approac

Intention A:  Avoiding power A.1. Engaging with partners on an equal foot

imbalances in relationships with shared resources and ambitions to f
solutions to the most pressing developm
challenges

Intention B: Enabling everyone with | B.1. Enabling diverse stakeholders to particig
stake to contribute to design a| and interact

outcome B.2.Enabling diverse stakeholders to share
decisionmaking activities where practical

Underlying governance aim To draw on alternatives to tegiown developmen
models

On the surface, HO participatory approach seems to fit with the ideal fornfadf procedures

described in the environment al justice |literatur
recognisedand affirmative efforts are made to ensure their inclusion and representation and

redress imbalances, including removing institutional obstacles that prevent participation as peers

(Fraser, 2009, Hillier, 1998However, as an ideal form, it is hard to achieve in practice. Below

I explore the possible |Iimits to FTI&és governance
3.4.1. Intention 1: Avoiding power imbalances in relationships

This intention is ambitious even iif it is only ap
and resource imbalances between stakeholders are common problems in collaborative
governance, and if stakeholders do not all have the same capacitigisaiiga, status or

resources to participate on an equal footing, stronger actors can manipulate the governance

process while certain interests and parties are subordif@bséll and Gash, 2008, Fung and

Wright, 2003) Formal institutions involving participatory collaboration oftenvdlve

significant asymmetries in prior organisation, knowledge, level of interest and capabilities

(Fung and Wright, 2003)There is a risk that participation in governance is in practice no more
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than an interest group approach where groups and individuals lobby a system to shape it to their
own selfinterestyCornwall and Gaventa, 200@ompetitive interest group bargaining is at the

root of many policy failuregFischer, 2003a)Fung and Wright{2003 p261)classify such
bargaining as émdkiergda rainadl cdencirsaisan -ingkingwi t h
6where the <central effort is to sodbverghe pr obl
broadest commonality of interests rather than to nbili ma x i mum support for
Adversarialism emphasises differences rather than commonalities between groups and has the
potential to generate excess conflict, and therefore maynbelpful when working towards
either intention in Fairtradeo6s Participatol
for co-optation of standards and adversarial decisiaking by powerful players in the private

sector is evidenced by a numbersoholardBusch, 2011, Cheyns, 2011, Tallontire et al., 2014)

and power relationsshould always be tended tahen exploring governance processes
(Flyvbjerg, 2001)

While at the level of formal institutional partners, FTI can strive to ensure that resources and
ambitions are shared and that engagerigeah an equal footing, when this intention is applied

to bdeveryone with a staked it may be mor e
imbalances are very likely, and that positive strategies of empowerment and representation of
weaker or disadvaaged stakeholders are required. This is the approach laid down in the ISEAL
Code of Good Practice for Standard Set(l®EAL Alliance, 2014b}hrough the principle of
accessibility, which requires SSOs to ensure that appropriate opportunities to participate in the
Standard Setting Process are provided for stakeholders, including those who are disadvantaged.
Similarly, environmental justice literature notes tlatthe absece of participatory parity,
expectable and/or unavoidable exclusions need to be recognised rather than cdHdbaied

1998) and the exclusion of certain visions of the environment, certain individualsranpsg

and certain kinds of values should be interrog@téattinezAlier, 2014, Mathur et al., 2014)

3.4.2. Intention 2: Enabling everyone with a stake to contribute to design

and outcome

Proceduralnjustice occurs either when the decisioiies deny the full participation of those

who have been included, or when the boundar:i
of certain peopléFraser, 2009)The second intention needs to be understood in the context of
who is defined as counting as a stakeholder, and who is allowed to fully participate according to
which rules. In the Partndmp Strategy(Fairtrade International, 2009) 6 ever yone wi t
includesproducers, consumers, businesses, furaidstechnical service providerBhe ISEAL

Code indicates that key stakeholders can include both directly affected stakeholders such as

6enterprises being assessed for compliance
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groups affected by applicatioof the standard, and environmental organisations who have an

i nterest in areas affected by the i mplementation
stakeholders who have an interest in the application of the sta@i8&#L Alliance, 2014b

pl214). The ISEAL Code recommends a mapping process for stakeholder identification, and

this is included in FTI 6sveSdsa manbarstip ddgaresatiart i ng Pr oc
FTI is also committed to providing particular opportunities for participation, representation and

formal decisioamaking to members over and above imoembers. Of the stakeholders listed

above, only licensed producers, sobusinesses (licensed as traders)NiR@s (who may also

provide funding or technical services) are actually membersTéae3-1). While other diverse

stakeholders may be given space to participate, interact and to contribute to design and outcome,

if they are not members they are not included in formal deeisikingprocesses. The ISEAL

Code of Good Practice takes this potential tension into account within its clauses on Pecision

Making, through t he g unmakirgtoaemberddoas nad préclodethé ng deci s
standareketting organisation from meeting ethrequirements for balanced, midtakeholder

participation in decisioma k i (IBBAL Alliance, 2014b p14)lt is important to ensure that

commitnents to include a broader range of stakeholders includingmeonbers is not done

instrumentally or superficially, with no real commitmentto takeemommber s 6 i nputs on bo
However it is also important to track whether existing governance arrangenesuiting from

long fought battles, are allowed to flourish whensnoember stakeholders are allowed a hand

in design, decision making and delivery of outcomes.

In parallel, another potential tension exists between the assumed need for expert or technical
knowledgewhich is common within standasktting processgsee e.g. Tallontire et al., 2014)

and madated within the ISEAL Code of Good Practid8EAL Alliance, 2014b) and the

intention to include everyone with a stake (including stakeholders who do not yet have a high

degree of technical knowledge). Literature on participatory governance provides evidence of the

value of broadening of participation beyond FTI &s
onexpertsod6 in the search f otrprobfermdéutnicdrusdi hg phess
publicd has become an expected component of &égood
enhancing the diversity of voices and opportunities for citizen engagement and deliberation

(Cornwall, 2004) Non-expert input can contribute to the legitimisation of the standard or policy

development and implementation process (increasing acceptance of, or trust in the decisions

made), its role in enhancing learning, articulation of broader despamdl help to build and

preserve present and future decisiaking capacitiegFischer, 2003a, Cowall and Gaventa,

2000) Nonexperts in particular can contribute to problem characterisation by highlighting

aspects of the problem requiring analysis, raising questions that have been overlooked, and

providing knowledge and experience of specificdibons that need to be understood in order

for assumptions to be more realis{i€ischer, 2003a)However, itis inherently complex to
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integrate different types of knowledge and any attempts to do so need to take in account (i) that
this must be supported by mechanisms to support mutual learning and deliberation, and (ii) that
perspectives might change duringragess as people take on board new informg&®aymond

et al., 2010) Overall, popular participation in governance processes has been heralded as a
potential means for improving f f ect i veness of projects and
(Leach et al., 2010plthough practical implementation is challenged in particular by barriers to
participation and power relationg.oo much focus on technical aspects can mean that the
examination of social, ethical and political values is pushed off the ageisgher, 2003aand

it may be those whose daily lives are affected by the standard or policy rather than those who
are providing a professional contribution, who are best placed to raise thesengifsst e.g.

Cheyns, 2011)Participation may be in various ways,dan i n vari ous O0spaces
provided, 6invited®o, c | (Eaornwallcand Coethe 200,&ach af r Or
which may be bounded but permeable and navigable by different people at different times
(Gaventa, 2004)Attending to the spaces sheds light on the pegpien entry but also those

who are temporarily or permanently excluded from spaces for particip@ilontire et al.,

2014, Nelson et al., 2014)

These considerations are particularly relevant within this process because of the implications of
a new Fairtrade commodity mentioned abovesé&arch and reflectiotan be usedo look at

why some suggestions and interpretations are taken forward and used as the basis for decision
making while others are noand this involveexploling counterpolitics, operating outside

those arenaf_each et al., 2010)To understand how this dynamic operated in practice in the
context of the FCSSP, including which stakeholders (members andhembers) actually
contributed to design, destbns and delivery of outcomes, both formal and informal decision

making processes need to be examined.

3.4.3. Underlying governance aim: alternatives to topdown development

models

Fung and Wright (2003)ote that top down governance solutions may lack relevant information
and local knowledge and involve long feedkdoops, because those making the decisions are
far from those who must live under them. Also they tend to generate fixed rules that are not
suited to contexts of high local diversity, volatility and scientific uncertainty. In principle,
participatory goernance offers a counter governance mode to top down governance, by
involving substantive direct involvement of actors from the bottom tiers of an organisational
structure rather than imposing decisions from the top down. However, if those who participate
are primarily experts and elites, then this is still a form ofdown governance subject to the

same limitations as neparticipatory governance, such as distance from those who are affected
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by the policy or standard in their daily livdsung and Wright (2003)istinguish between four
varieties of governancstructures and processes, using the dimensions edowp versus

participatory, and adversarial versus collaborative Tsdxe3-3).

Characteof decisioamaking process

1: Top down 2: Top down Collaborative
Adversarial

3: Participatory| 4: Participatory Collaborative
Adversarial

Co-optation and participatoryRobust, democraegnhancin
window dressing forms of collaboration

Governance structure

Table 3-3: Varieties of Governance Structures and Processes, based on Fung and Wright
(2003)

Participatory Governance as defined by FTI, should sit in quadrant 4 of the matrix. However,
Fung and Wrigh{2003)posit that within this quadrant there are different possible outedihes
those that take the form of wptation and participatory windedressing, andii) robust,
democracyenhancing forms of collaboration. Empowered Participatory Governance is an
example of a governance design which can achieve tiygpéb of outcomes. I$ characterised

by decentralised decisiamaking, centralised coordination and includes mechanisms to
counteract power imbalances and facilitate representation of the weak and less organised actors
(Fung and Wright, 2003])ts three principles aneractical orientation, bottorup participation,
anddeliberative solution gesration. Within this design, equality does not have to be absolute
but it must be sufficient for the purposes of deliberation. They note that Empowered
Participatory Governance in practice is hindered by the use of power relations to manipulate
decisions bt this can be counteracted if there is significemtintervailing powera form of

power that develops to reduce, or even neutralises the power advantages of ordinarily powerful
actors). It is therefore the degree of countervailing power that can shtqmmes of ce
optation versus robust collaboration within Participatory Collaborative governance modes.
Empowered Participatory Governance has generally been applied to settings involving state and
nonstate actors but Doherty et 62013) have assessed Fairtrade governance against the
benchmark of Empowered Participatory Governance. They have identified examples of
countervailing power within the Latin American Producer Network, exemplified by their
creation of a new labeS{mbolo de Pequefios Productdrasd their choice to exclude Hired
Labour setups from their regional network. Doherty ef{2013)recognise that their analysis of

countervailing power within FTI is limited, and recomméudher exploration.
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Participatory Deliberation is another governance form situated in quadrant 4b of the matrix,
which involves bringing diverse actors and perspectives together into forums for debate,
dialogue and negotiatiotheach et al., 200). Its goals are to create a setting for social learning
about existing interests, problems, possibilities and responsibilities, to build legitimacy around
new interests, and in the process, infl uenc
intere s t  t(Fisahere2D03a p205Yhe emphasis is on the semsaking of complex plicy
problems(Leach et al., 2010)and this is often a timely process with no guarantee of consensus.
However, over time, it can be more effective in helping to define and sustain chosen actions and
can counter tendencies towards adversama{Fischer, 2003a)Facilitation of a participatory
deliberation process involves creating the condition$ si@port people to pose questions,
decide on important issues and make basic connections then(&ébaber, 2003b)It may still

imply that proposal geneiah and decisionmaking is done by the people with the official
mandate, and that they come with their own values and specific ideas about what should be
done. Nevertheless, by seeking input from and stimulating discussion amongst a wider set of
people, tkey receive guidance about direction and a set of alternative visions about what is
desirable and possible. This provokes them texamine the premises and values at the root of

the decisions they mak€ischer, 2003a)
3.4.4. Opening Up and Closing Down in policy appraisal

Genuinely deliberative poliegnaking and consenstmsed decision making, requires active
attemps to open up the polienaking process to include a variety of inputs, as well as
decisions to exclude some options and come to a decision on a particular way forward.
Subijecting policy to appraisal (whereby a system is analysed in order to generatetisabsta
understandings, social learning and decipher cultural meaningSnsteand Stirling(2007)

involves both opening up and closing down processes.

Opening up involves posing alternative questions, looking at neglected issues, marginal
perspectives and ignored uncertainties, triangulating contending knowledges, examining
different optiors and highlighting new possibiliti€¢Smith and Stirling, 2007)Closing down is
about 6 d e f It nquestigns, ffindiag thei pgority issues, identifying the salient
knowledges, recruiting the appropriate protagonists, adopting the most effective methods,
hi ghlighting the most l i kel y out ¢String, 200a nd s
p221-222). This contrasts with premature closure ethcan occur before a proper examination

of the options and the assumptions behind them has taken place, and may come about if

powerful interests stand behind a particular option and push it to a dgoisidn

Decisionmaking comes with an inherent temsj in that understanding may always be

i nsufficient but approaches must be fixed it
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ma k e a d i(Ripf 2006ep92) e 6Smi t h and Stirling note that

majoritarian, elitist, or to meet sectional intereptagmaticidecisiondmu st b €Smitha d e 6

and Stirling, 2007 p369yhich sonetimes resultsinsub p t i ma | 06satisficingd stra
aim of producing acceptable outcomes. This happens in almost all governance settings but the

key is to have regular setfitical reassessment to see if satisficing strategies are delivheng t

desired outcomes accor di n@Emithand&tirlihgft 2007 e nt peopl eds

3.5. Conclusionto chapter three

This chapter described standard setting as an example of pdthilding and then situated

research on standards governance processes within
own governance structure and approach and exantime through the lens of procedural

fairness according to insight from literature on environmental justice and participatory
governanceFTI is a multistakeholder organisation that has made efforts to include its broad
membership base intop levelgovea nce. On paper, the organisationos
approach aligns closely with ideals of fair procedures and participatory parity. In practice, it

may be better to recognise firstly that power imbalances are likely to exist and need to be

factored into process design, and secondly to recognise the inherent tensions linked to the aim

of enabling diverse stakeholders to interact and participate in design and dewgiog.

Alternative governance forms must be congruent with the issue and camtprbpblem space

(Voss et al., 2006 p435)n this case, it could be expected that a mix of governance structures,

processes and mechanisms might be required. This is because tiw@ledsneed to engender

mutual learning and bridging between member and-member stakeholders (who have

di fferent pieces of knowledge and experience to c
decisionmaking processes (which emphasises consenSosgrnance structures and processes

also need to be dynamic as issues move through the different stages deliberation and eonsensus

based decision making. This might begin with mechanisms that open up the issue to further

exploration, and move into mechams that are more conducive to reaching closure on an issue

when decisions ultimately need to be maltechapter 6 of this thesis, | undertake an issue

based exploration of the various governance forms that came to the fore in practice, and assess

the extent to which they were alternatives to -tijpvn governanceThis is preceded by

description of the overaltesearch design and methodolo@hapter 4)and a empirical

assessment of perspectives on fairness held by stakeholders in the FCSSP ib.chapter
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Chapter 4 Research Design and Methodology

4.1. Introduction to chapter four

This thesis used a case study approach to conduct-act@med research within the case of the
Fairtrade Climate Standard Setting Process (FC8faRpged by FTI in partnership with GSF

These approaches are conducive for exploring complex processes, which need to be understood
in their reallife context(Nowotny et al., 2005)Case study research enables the researcher to
maintain the holistic and meaningful characteristics of contemporary phenomenon, situated
within their reallife contexts, and is especially appropriate when the boundaries between the
phenomenon and the context are entandgMith, 2013) Action-oriented research is also
contextbound, and takes on real life and often complex prob{&rsenwood and Levin, 1998,

Bolwig et al., 2008)It recognises the inextricable link between research and action, or between
research processes, outcomes, and the application of results to problem sale@ss. to real

time data on the early stages of organisational alliance formation (and in this case, on the early
stages of a standard which was the principal product arising from the partnership between FTI
and GSF)an behard to come by for a number of reasons. Firstlg,dlliance process may be
happening secretly and hidden to the researcher; secondly, it may move too fast for the
researcher to gain access,; thirdly, once t|
lawyers, partners and others may be ambivalenrabout an outsider s i n:
the organisations may be ¢ onc esuaressiul catbome t r e
should their partnership result in ttii&riio and Ring, 2010)in my case, imet andsurmounted

the third and fourttbarriers. Meanwhile,esendipity, timeliness ansupport from a number of

key people during the research partnership negotiation phase helped me to bypass the first two
potential barriers. Trust, deteination and convictiorirom myself, mysupervisors and the
research partners made this process <challer

accessed is nonetheless a rare and valuable find.

| used the methods gbarticipant observation, inteaivs, Q method, document analysis,
participatory policy analysis, supported reflection and documentary evidence of ifipiact.

was a novel mix of methods aimed not only at addressing the research questions but also at
achieving the two pathways componebtsand 6 introduced in sectioris3.1 and 1.4.3.1

engaging in pathwaluilding processes and enhancing reflection. While some methods were
selected as the case study was being negotiated, others were added during the course of the
research procesd-lexibility of methods is a characteristic of action oriented research (see
sedion 4.4.1) and indicative of my close engagement with the patHwalging process and

hence the need to find ways of aligning my own unfolding research praitbsthat of the
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FCSSP.This positionality accorded me opportunities to be inventive, creating novel ways of
enhancing reflection during moments when | discerned that it was most n&eeesections
below set out the research design, data collectionysisabnd quality contrgtroceduresand
then outline important reflections on the role of the researcher, ethical issues and

methodological challenges.

The approach | adopted is rootedam O or-@rainé sttéadd6 acti on research
inquiry into the assumptions and ways of thinking and acting of the participathisr than
problemsolving is central® (Coghlan, 2003) My purpose was to contribute to the ongoing

FCSSP, support reflection and learning and reflect on the role of research stalinaard

setting processes rather than engage in joint probdeiaing alongside the Research Partner
Organisations (RPOs) about how to produce an opstaatiard. | had anngderstanding of the

Oprobl emd and the Osol ut liddmdt knavs whétheratmeesdmeby t he
6probl emd, ooldbe arscoldted byithe sndallhelders wiverethe intended target

of the solution(l had not been able to consult theilso | was agnostic as to whether or not it

really would address the problems that it was expected tovanted to reserve the right to be

critical of the process if necessamhereford chose to intervene bgsking questionexploring

values and assnptions6 o pe ni ng ulyéheding lght onnapywaltemative pathways

before one particular approach torfass became codified in tRE€S examining the extent of

participation within the=FCSSP(particularly in terms of whether and how the ciinttions of

smallholders and rural communities were being taken into ac¢@mtt)suppoing reflection

on theFCSSPamongst those leading ithe extent to which Wwasable tofacilitate reflection

was limited by the time constraints and degree ofngtiess of the RPOs.

| intended myresearchwould be useful and meaningful thhe RPOs. Although we dinot
commit at the outset to a relationship ofresearchers (this would have required more time
commitment on their part and more intense communication betweenl w@ggye them
opportunities to providaputs on my proposed research questigrad we poposed activities

| could take part in whilst contributing inputs to the FCSSK.pdrpose was challenged during
an early discussion wheome of the coordinatorsked whether | aimed to criticise the FCS, or
to contribute to it. In several discussiofisey stated that providing critique at the end of the

pr

RF

10 Thiscontasts with @arbeepcbedai priocess where the researche

change required and works towards it with the other people involved.

11 Although action research should really involve joint question development, in this case Ichpdroa

them with a rough idea of questions and formulated them as the partnership grew more likely. On the
whole they were happy with the questions though GSF made a proposition to add an enquiry about how a
future standard would be better as a result df dwlaboration. | chose not to frame the question in this

way as it involved an assumption that the standard woedeéssaril\be better.
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FCSSP when it was too late to change anything, would not be useful to them. This shaped my
design to incorporate multiple research inputs throughout the FCSSP as well as conducting a
longitudinal proces analysis. In hindsighitrecognise that maintaining a constructively critical
stance was a useful accompaniment as both RPOs underwent transformative learning journeys
during the FCSSP. My contributions at different stages may have provided some fuel for
undertaking these journeys or making sense of them in hindseghthapter 8)

4.1.1. Approach to knowledge

My researchapproach fits most closely to a criticattion research paradigm, whereby
participants and researchers are both subjects in the didleita of unveiling reality,
critically analysing it, and recreating that knowleddEreire, 1970) It is based on thection
orientedprinciple thatunderstandingannotbe achieved independent of context, time and place
(Small and Uttal, 2005)Cao-learning is considered a primary aspect of the process, and
researches openly acknowledge their bias, making no attempts to be objéGtigenwood and
Levin, 1 9 9 8 ,. Thid ihnumlves leotisubje@idistn and intesubjectivism as forms of
meaningmaking and knowledge generti Subjectivism, which is more common, posits that
reality is a projection of the human imagination, and the subject is a reflective intlieidua
actor. Knowing and meanifagaking is based on individual experience and consciousness and
can be exploredusng met hods that inquire into people
researcher, tould step back from a situation or dialogue | participated in, and draw on my
subjectivity to interpret and make sense of it, define patterns and construct mgtaphor
Nevertheless, as embed, relational and reflexivelgmbedded humans, we are also inter
subjective. Actiororiented research involves acknowledging, valuing but also critically
assessing intesubjectivity in the research process, whereaningmaking and knowledge
generation arises through interactions between people in moments of space and time. As a
researcher and participant in tReCSSP | was often embedded in, or a witness to such
interactions, and actively drew on them during epaded intervier dialogues and participant

observation in meetings.
4.1.2. Research strategy

Action-oriented research creates theory grounded in actibereby problem diagnoses are
shaped by theory, and theory influences possible grounds for action based on the problem
diagnosegSusman and Evered, 1978)his thesis is based on abductive reasoning, which
ackrowledgeghat observing and thinking is theoretically shaped, but also that what we observe
exceeds our ways of understand{hgcke, 2011) | carried theory and constructs with mnéo

my field research, and they influenced the development of my research tools, data collection and

analysis but they did not | imit me from pick
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fit within the frame of the theories | had come withisT¥as particularly the case in my use of

Mc Der mo t t(2018)tEquity IFrdreework (see Q study, chaptgr &nd my reading of

theories on participatory governance before analysing the data on governance in chapter 6. |

al so drew on t he 6l ocal d theories devel oped by
governance from their organisational perspective,thedrheory of Change mapped out in the

FCS using them as principle benchmarks for analyses in chapters 6 and 7.

4.2. Case studydesign andselectioncriteria

This methodol ogy i s bas e Mitchell, 2@606) whitlke kvoleed ded caseb
dealing with a sequence of events, where the same actors were involved in a sétasaofss

and the links between different events were traced over time, throughsitedtiethnography

(Marcus, 1995) The case selection strategy was informatidented rather than random,

selected for maximum utility on the basis of estp¢ions about information contefitlyvbjerg,

2006) The justifications were formulated after entering into discussions with the RPOs, once |

knew what might be possible. The FCSSP matched fc
single cas@esigngYin, 2013)

1) It was expected to be a o6écritical caseo, of st
problem such cases are identified and explored lokilog for most or least likely examples
and exposing them to tests of falsificatigyvbjerg, 2006) | expected that the FAGSF
partnership would equip them and their wider consortium with multiple combined tools and
ideas for addressing thegllem of smallholder access and benefits within the carbon
market, and | expected FTI to be exemplary at stakeholder inclusisiandardsetting
processes, but both expectations warranted critical unpacking.

2) It was unusual (the FIGSF partnership itskelwith both RPOs venturing into sectors that
were novel for them; and the joint development of a standard incorporatingsiicriteria
were precedents).

3) It was revelatory (I was the first researcher to ever track an entire FTI Standard Setting
Processand following the FCSSP in real time would enable me to reveal new phenomena);

4) It was longitudinal (following it over an elongated time period).

The main criticism of a single case study design is that the nature of the case can shift
substantially, makg the original research questions no longer rele¢dint, 2013) Action

oriented research counters this critique by incorporating flexibility and reactivity isto th
design, including potentially making changes to the methodology in response to the unfolding
process (Small, 1995). The choice not to explore a second case was carefully considered, and

had involved initial screening of possible parallel cases.
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4.2.1. Parallel units of analysis

In addition to the research within the FCSSP, | also conducted research in parallel units of
analysis in two example carbon programmes in Kenya kgp&e 4-1). This enabled me to

explore the perspectives of a wider range of stakeholders on potential pathways to fair carbon
and address questidnd ( What can example carbon projects tell us about possible pathways to
the outcomes and impadsticulated in the Theory of Change as the FCS is ap@ligd? Thi s
especially significant as the perspectives of those expected to implement standards on the
ground are often missed out of more technical standards discu§kidiositire et al., 2014)It

also enabled me to analyse how some of the FCS mechanisms related to particular contextual
realities. | had originally plannedtodxm r e t hese aspects within F

projects but the piloting phase was delayed beyond the timeframe of my data collection period.

Figure 4-1: FCSSP case design showing relationships betare the example carbon
programmes and the FCSSP

KEY
Request/ Planning Phase

Research/ Drafting Phase

Consultation/ Revision Phase | |1
Standard Pilot Phase

Approval Phase

Pilot projects selected by FTT and GSF

[

Independently selected carbon programmes

P

I
l Boundaries of case study
i

BRdddd

Interactions between independently selected )
Case study design: two carbon programmes (I)

explored in parallel to the FCSSP case. The pilot
projects were not within the scope of my case
study

carbon programmes and FCSSP case

Note that | actively shaped the interactions between the programmes and the FCESP by
instigating FTI to invite the personnel from the first programme to a stakeholder workighop,

holding a workshop ith the personnel from this project to provide feedback on the FCS during
the consultation phase; andi) choosing the second programme because it was initially

expected to pilot the FCS.
4.2.2. Independent carbon programme research

Data were collected durinfpur months of field research in Kenya in Jand@epruary and

May-August 2014. Kenya was chosen as a study site for multiple reasons:
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1) My previous fieldwork experience was in Africa and my supervisors all had fieldwork
experience and networks in Eddtica.

2) Staff from FTI and GSF expected that the FCS would be piloted in Kenya because the
presence of Fairtrade Africa (the African Fairtrade Producers Network) would facilitate
learning and support during the pilots.

3) Kenya had the highest incidence @frlson projects and programmes within Africa at the
time.

4) My participation in a stakeholder workshop in February 2014 in Nairobi organised by FTI

as part of the FCSSP was useful for building relationships with Kenyan stakeholders.
4.2.2.1. Selection of carbon progammes

The first programme was TISKenya (The International Small group and Tree planting
programme) primarily in operatioraround Mount Kenyand spreading to other areas in Kenya
The second was the Kenyan Domestic Biogas Programme (KENIPB#B¢nt irmost regions
of Kenya Both are linked to parallel initiatives elsewhere in Africa and Asia.

TIST-Kenya is an ofiarm reforestation programme brought to Kenya in 2005 by Clean Air
Action Corporation (CAAC), a US company specialised in designing and analysing emissions
reductions strategies. With support from US charity Institute for Environmémtalation

(I4El), the programme implementustainable development, biodiversity, health and- fuel
efficient stove training and activities to further benefit the TIST member farm&$-Kenya
received financial support from USAID and is now the largéghe four country programmes,
expanding to include over 59,000 member farmers, who planted more than 6,000,000 trees on
14,000 hectares of land during the first ten years of operation 2. The Kenyan
Domestic Biogas Programme (KENDBIP) is partlod African Biogas Partnership Programme
funded by the Dutch government and implemented by @&O0Os headquartered in the
Netherlands. In the first phase (200@13), the programme was focussed on biogas sector
development, and involved activities such aartpership building, training of biogas
entrepreneurs, lobbying for biogas sector policies and norms, and promoting biogas amongst
farmers. Digester subsidies were given and more than 11,000 were installed. The second phase,
(20142017), was expected toviolve continued sector development but with a view to phasing
out the support of the CSOs, and promotion of biogas without subsidies. Carbon finance was

envisaged as a means to financially sustain the sector.

The following criteria were used to make ttedestion, which was again informatiamiented

rather than random in order to maximise information from only two units of analysis:
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Interest in the FCSn the interests of designing the carbon programme research to be mutually

useful (for my research, ¢hRPOs and the programme implementers and participants), it was
important that there was some interest from within the programmes to influence the FCS and/or
eventually apply it. By May 2014 when | made the final selection, staff from both programmes
had aken part in at least one of the stakeholder meetings or workshops organised by FTI and
provided input while the standard was being drafted, and at the time were considering its
potential applicability for their programmes in the futulkEENDBIP was laterselected as an

FCS pilot project but subsequently pulled out.

Coverage of a spectrum of mitigation measuke=aring in mind the four sectors originally

proposed within the scope of the FCS, | wanted to test my hypothesis that different types of
carbon resurce would have different implications for smallholder participation and benefits.
Cook stove projects were already highly represented within the FCSSP and perspectives of
project proponents often seemed at odds with those of land use projects. | ¢hehefer
programmes which combined elements of land use and energy and between them covered all
four sectors Figure 4-2). | considered projects certified by any cartstandards within the

selection, as GSF had only just begun certifying land use and forest projects at that point.

Potential to generate insight on projects/ programmes at different stages of develgpraant:

the time for projects to move through to issuance of credits, and the vast number of projects that
spend years stuck in pregistration phasesee e.g. Shames et al., 201®hose TIF-Kenya
because of theten year history which haidcluded becoming he wor | dbés f i r st
obtain dual certification from the Verified Carbon Standard and the Climate, Community and
Biodiversity Standardsee details in chapt&@). TISTKenyabdsess made it an
0extr e me qFlywjrrg rA@06) 8he programme had generated more carbon credits
compared to similar forest carbon projects in the East Africa réBieshmukh et al., 2014)nd

received an award from Environmental Finance floe best offset project in 2014n
comparison to most of the carbon projects and programmes represented by people taking part in
the FCSSP, the programme had already witnessed someafttioenes underscored within the

FCS. This implied that if the FC&quirements were too ambitious for TE&KEnya, then it

would be difficult to expect them in other projects.

The potential lessons to learn from THEE&nya became a justification for my later choice to
prioritise focus on TISIKenya over KENDBIPThe prgramme managers were stilbrking
towards compliance with the Gold Standard despite running biogas activities sinc&2pa9
had been takem mid-2014 to register the biogas activities overseen by KENDBIP within a
Programme of Activity (a term for aordinated series of carbon mitigation measures) managed

by a carbon actor in Europe but the carbon components were still being formulated when data
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was collected. Nevertheless, the programme illustrates the challenges and uncertainties that

often charactese the initial phases of a carbon programme.
Figure 4-2 Coverage of mitigation measures between the two example programmes

TIST: farmers generating

carbon credits from on-

farm tree planting, but

programme also promotes  gENDBIP: farmers
cook stov_es and _ generating carbon
conservation agriculture credits from biogas,
(not for carbon credits) using shurry on fields

4.2.3. Bounding the case

4.2.3.1. Temporal boundaries

According to the projectedimeframe, my fieldwork period was expected to cover the
development of the FCS, its testing in a pilot project, and possibly its release. However, delays
were envisaged and the content of my data was dependent on what would happen within the
snapshot ofime that | was able to witness (plus what | could gather about the historical
processes prior to my engagement with the FCSSP). Eventually, the fieldwork period extended
from September 2013 to November 2014. This coincided with phases 2 and 3 of thea@SSP
ended with an FTI meeting where the FCS was apprakiedmarking the beginning of phase 4

of the FCSSRseeAppendix 1). | continued following the process reraiyt for another 12
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months, by accessing documents and occasional email correspondence with FTI. The longer
fieldwork period in Kenya (MayAugust 2014) was while FTI and GSF were preparing and
conducting their public consultations, which me@hthat | wa only absent from one FCSSP
event held in Europe during this period (and followed it via published minutes); and)that

was able to channel inputs from Kenyan stakeholders for both consultations whilst there.

4.2.3.2. Spatial boundaries

| attended in personr mnline events held related to the FCSSP held in Germany, the U.K. and
Kenya. Other events in Latin Ameriead Asiawere excluded from my scope because of my
regional focus on Africa. Three CSO meetings held in Belgium, France and Germany; and the
FCS lainch event held at the UNFCCC®2Conference of Parties in Paris were beyond my
sape to attend because | hiagenunable to forecast them in my fieldwork budget. | bounded

the two Kenyan carbon programmes by focussing on a geographical area of Kenya where they

both had activities so that | could look at them both within the same time period.
4.3. Stakeholder identification and selection strategies

The work to develop the FCS was managed by a Project Teamposed oFTI staff from
Standards and Pricing Units, Strategy and Policy, and alsccetiOstaff. GSF staff were
consideredby FTI as project participants but not partf ¢he project teamThe FCSSP

i ncorporated a wide net of stakehol ders fro
some people involved in carbon projects not yet certified by GSF but interested in the FCS (see
Figure 4-3 for a visual mapping, and chapter 6 for more details). | came into contact with the
majority of these stakeholders during my research. When doing so, | sought their permission to
conduct participanobservation and potentially interview them. The 26 participants of the Q
study also came from this combined network of stakeholders. The Kenyan carbon programme
research was conducted with two programmes not yet certified by GSF or FTI, but whose staff
and contractors were included as stakeholders in the FCSSP through being invited to participate
in meetings and workshopEigure 4-4 maps stakeholders participating ihe research and

forums where research was conducted.
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