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Abstract

The governance of climate change adaptation presents a paradox: Climate change is a global risk,
yet vulnerability is locally experienced. In order to address this paradox, debates in environmental
governance need to find ways of integrating local perceptions of risk with global risk assessments.
But how can local inclusiveness be achieved in the context of global environmental risks, and what

kinds of institutions are needed?

Accordingly, this thesis looks at three inter-related concepts from the social sciences that address
the challenge of inclusive policy making, but are as yet under-examined in the context of climate
change adaptation: (i) Participation, drawing from development studies; (ii) Expertise, drawing
from Science and Technology Studies (STS); and (iii) Deliberation, drawing from political science. It
is argued that these concepts have not been sufficiently advanced to take account of the
challenges raised by the ‘adaptation paradox.” The hypothesis of this thesis is that this paradox
gives rise to a globalised discourse on adaptation that restricts discussion of risk to ‘global’ and
technical expertise, and is not open to localised vulnerability-based knowledge about how risks

are experienced.

This hypothesis is tested by asking: i) What is the evidence that conflicting definitions of climate
risk inhibit inclusive adaptation policy making? And ii) Under what circumstances is local
inclusiveness achieved under global climate change policy frameworks? This study collects and
analyses a new set of data on the main avenue for the inclusion of vulnerable groups in adaptation
policy making: National Adaptation Programmes of Actions (NAPAs). Through a detailed empirical
case study analysis of the NAPA process in Bangladesh and Nepal, this study examines the
evidence that NAPAs achieved inclusiveness, and the circumstances of more inclusive decision-
making. This data suggests Nepal took a more inclusive approach to NAPA preparation than
Bangladesh; and that this was a result of the choices around how to ‘do inclusiveness’ that were in

turn influenced by the historical and political contexts within which these decisions were made.

Based on these findings, the thesis argues that current approaches to ‘local inclusiveness’ in global
adaptation policy need to pay more attention to the deliberative component of participatory
policy making, in terms of how deliberative institutions can shape participatory spaces, and how

history and politics have in turn shaped how deliberation takes place in each location.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

“Convention wording and the rhetoric of the nation states stand in stark contrast to the news
reports of flooding, drought, and continued misery for many of the world’s most vulnerable
people.”

Adger et al, 2006:xi

1.1 The problem: Introducing the “Adaptation Paradox”’

The emergence of adaptation

Although the world is now fully engaged in the climate change debate, international efforts to
limit greenhouse gas emissions are not translating into a detectable slowing down of the rate of
global warming. According to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)?, the impacts
of climate change will be severe, particularly for the most vulnerable developing countries that
have the least capacity to cope (Schneider et al., 2007). Furthermore, there is evidence of greater
and more rapid impacts of climate change than those reported by the IPCC, with some leading
climate change scientists suggesting that we should prepare for mean global surface temperature
breaching the currently widely accepted 2°C threshold of ‘dangerous climate change’ (Parryetal.,
2008). As the inevitability of climate change becomes apparent, and the impacts of climate change
are beginning to be felt, the need to support adaptation to these impacts in developing countries

is growing in urgency.

The IPCC defines adaptation as the adjustment in natural or human systems in response to actual
or expected climatic stimuli or their effects, which moderates harm or exploits beneficial
opportunities (IPCC 2007). Adaptation can be any process, action or outcome in a system
(ecosystem, household, community, group, sector, or region) that helps that system to better
cope with, manage, or adjust to the changing conditions, stresses, hazards, risks or opportunities
associated with climate change (Smit and Wandel, 2006). Adaptation is generally taken as one of
two options for managing climate change, the other being mitigation, which involves the limiting
of greenhouse gasses (GhGs), particularly carbon dioxide and methane, to mitigate against further

global warming.

' The concept of the “Adaptation Paradox” has been introduced in Ayers, 2011, a publication adapted from chapter
four of this thesis.

? The IPCC was established in 1988 by the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) and the World
Meteorological Organization (WMO) as the international scientific body tasked with assessing the state and risks of
climate change (see www.ipcc.ch).
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Until recently, adaptation was a controversial topic in climate change policy debates; while
mitigation was seen to present a globally relevant solution to climate change, action on adaptation
is generally perceived as ‘locally’ focused on particularly vulnerable groups or places, generating
fears that attention to adaptation could detract from mitigation efforts for the “global good”
(Ayers and Forsyth, 2009). The fear was that some countries might consider the costs of
adaptation to be so much lower than mitigation, and the benefits so much more immediate, that
“no mitigation action” would be a tempting prospect (Kjellen, 2006). Indeed, in the United States,
some climate change campaigners interpreted support for adaptation as an attempt by the
Republicans to undermine any action on climate change. In his 1992 book, Earth in the Balance, Al

Gore wrote,

Believing that we can adapt to just about anything is ultimately a kind of laziness, an

arrogant faith in our ability to react in time (Gore, 1992:240).

As such, adaptation has historically been seen as a marginal policy option for climate change,

mitigation’s “poor cousin” in the climate policy arena (Pielke et al., 2007).

However, perspectives have recently changed, and slow progress on mitigation coupled with
increasing evidence of the impacts of climate change, especially in vulnerable developing
countries least able to manage them, has seen adaptation rise up the international policy agenda.
Adaptation is now seen as a crucial supplement to mitigation under the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), the main international governance
architecture for climate change. As recently as 2007, the Thirteenth Conference of the Parties to
the UNFCCC (COP 13) in Bali finally brought adaptation formally onto equal footing with
mitigation, highlighting it as one of the four ‘building blocks’ (along with mitigation, technology
cooperation, and finance) of a comprehensive climate change response. Even Al Gore has been

reported in the Economist (Sep 11 2008) as saying:

| used to think adaptation subtracted from our efforts on prevention. But I've changed my

mind...Poor countries are vulnerable and need our help. (Ayers and Dodman, 2010: 163).

But despite this turn in attention to adaptation, actors from development studies and disaster risk
reduction fields have commented that climate change governance is failing to adequately address
the needs of the most vulnerable (Ayers et al., 2010; Burton, 2004; Schipper, 2007). This thesis
proposes that part of the problem lies in an “Adaptation Paradox”: Climate change is a global risk,

yet vulnerability is locally experienced.
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The adaptation paradox: Local experiences of global change

The concept of a “paradox” generated by the assessment of climate change risks for adaptation
policy-making was first brought to the fore by Adger et al., (2003), who suggested that there exists
a clear “discrepancy between the conclusions of a global assessment and the past experience of
societies living with environmental change” (Adger et al., 2003: 181). On the one hand, climate
change has been established as a “global phenomenon” (Jasanoff, 2010:1). As a ‘global risk’, the
UN General Assembly formally took up climate change in 1988. Following quickly on the heels of
other ‘global’ environmental problems such as acid rain and the ozone layer, climate change was
framed as another cross-border, international systemic issue that should be managed through
international cooperation, to mitigate the causes of pollution ‘upstream’ (Ayers and Dodman,
2010; Schipper, 2006). Discussions were dominated by the mitigation of greenhouse gas

emissions, and the ultimate objective of the UNFCCC was expressed in Article 2 of the UNFCCC as:

The stabilization of greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that
would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system. (UNFCCC,

1992, Article 2).

The UNFCCC never explicitly defines ‘dangerous climate change’ but discusses it terms of
breaching thresholds where, among other factors, ecosystems can no longer adapt ‘naturally’
(UNFCCC, 1992). Thus, adaptation emerged under global governance structures from discussions
of climate change impacts and how the uncertain thresholds of ‘dangerous climate change’ could

be managed, despite inherent uncertainty as to what these thresholds would be.

Burton and colleagues suggest that the resulting UNFCCC was conceived as,

A pollution control instrument at the global level, and only as an afterthought was the

concept of adaptation included. (Burton et al., 2008:26).

The purpose of adaptation, under this initial framing, is to respond to this uncertain risk - the
impacts of this biophysical change - in order to bring the system back to its ‘original’ state. This has
developed into an “impacts-based” approach to adaptation (Burton et al., 2002), which has
resulted in what Klein defines as “technology-based” interventions such as dams, early-warning

systems, seeds and irrigation schemes based on specific knowledge of future climate conditions
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(Klein, 2008). Such an approach requires scientific, climate change expertise to identify and
guantify the existing or predicted impacts of climate change, and then designing interventions to

specifically target those impacts.

On the other hand, many observers have pointed out that an ‘impacts-based’ framing of
adaptation is problematic, because it is a response targeted at an uncertain risk (Boyd et al., 2009;
Burton et al., 2008; Pelling and High, 2005). As will be described in chapter three, the uncertainty
inherent in climate change impacts (see box 1.1) has resulted in problems assessing the extent to

which adaptation assistance is needed, and how support should be provided.

Box 1.1: Uncertainty and climate change risk

Adaptation is underpinned by three areas of uncertainty:

I.  Uncertainty around what the UNFCCC means by ‘dangerous climate change’, and thus what
‘thresholds of dangerous climate change’ need to be avoided. Who defines what is dangerous,
and dangerous for whom?

Il. Uncertainty around the science of climate change projections. While there is scientific consensus
that anthropogenic climate change is happening, uncertainty exists around defined future climate
change scenarios and their biophysical impacts (see chapter three).

Ill.  Uncertainty around the complex interactions between climate change and the social-
development context of climate change impacts (Adger et al., 2009b). As noted by Boyd et al:

“Development futures are already unclear and difficult to plan, even before adding the trump of
the uncertainty of climate change into the mix” (Boyd et al., 2009:60).

Further, the concept of a paradox between globalised and localised perspectives of risk draws on a
much deeper-rooted dichotomy between science/hazard and social science/vulnerability
perspectives around risk management, that emerged during the 1980s and 1990s in development
studies and disaster risk reduction (Blakie, 1994; Handmer, 2009; Pelling, 2001). For example,
Pelling (2001) describes how the early attempts to develop guidelines for mitigating disasters
stemmed from human ecology theories that defined natural hazards as,

“those elements of the physical environment harmful to man and caused by forces

extraneous to him” (Burton and Kates, 1964, cited Pelling, 2001:174).

Such perspectives gave rise to a “physicalist orientation [that] has come to dominate disaster
management policy” (Pelling, 2001:170), with policy recommendations for managing disasters
focusing on narrowly technological engineering approaches to controlling the physical

environment (Blakie et al., 1994; Pelling, 2001).
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However, during the 1980s many observers from disaster risk reduction and development studies
began to draw attention to the link between the risks people face, and the reasons behind their
vulnerability to these risks in the first place (Sen, 1981). Such arguments noted that even if it were
possible to isolate and assess the biophysical impacts of a hazard, defining risks in physicalist
terms ignores the ways in which local and wider contexts determine people’s vulnerability to these
hazards (Blakie et al. ,1994; Boyd et al., 2009; Pelling, 2003; Smit and Wandel, 2006). Applied to
climate change, rather than assuming vulnerability is a function of the damage that climate
change may do to a system (Watson et al., 1997) — i.e. contingent on the impacts of climate
change - this alternative perspective emphasises social dimensions of vulnerability (Kelly and

Adger, 2009).

Drawing on food security and natural hazards literature, a ‘social vulnerability’® perspective on
climate change has emerged that focuses on how climate risks are experienced locally. This
highlights the role of socio-economic and property relations in determining the risk posed by
natural hazards (Blakie et al., 1994; Kelly and Adger, 2009). Blakie et al., (1994), suggest that
resilience to hazards is shaped by an actor’s access to rights, resources and assets. For example,
individuals and households that have reliable access to food and adequate food reserves, clean
water, health care and education, will inevitably be better prepared to deal with a variety of

shocks and stresses — including those arising because of climate change (Dodman et al., 2009).

This access is not only constrained by physical factors related to the impacts of natural disasters,
but also the social dimensions of access — or the “’architecture of entitlements” (Kelly and Adger,
2009:161): the social, economic and institutional factors that influence levels of vulnerability,
which can promote or constrain options for adaptation. This perspective is closely tied in with a
Senian capabilities approach® - a ‘natural’ hazard only becomes hazardous when it affects a
person’s capabilities to perform their desired tasks. In turn, other factors that constrain someone’s
capabilities (be they financial, cultural, political, or physical) will impact on that person’s ability to

cope with hazardous situations.

A basic theoretical example would be where climate change is associated with increasing rainfall in
an area. We might say that the impact of this change is “more people and more land get wetter”.
However, this impact will not matter equally to everyone. Large landowners may have more

efficient irrigation and drainage systems than small farmers; wealthier households may have

3 “Vulnerability” is of course complex and not uniform. Some key approaches to vulnerability are introduced here,
but these are further unpacked and problematised in chapter three of this thesis.

* This approach sees development not simply as improving income but decreasing the “deprivation of basic
capabilities” (Sen, 1999:132). A person’s capabilities take into account his natural and learned abilities to perform a
task.
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secure housing structures, while poorer households may have low quality shelter that results in

increased exposure to storms and floods. This is summed up by Ribot in the following statement:

The poor and wealthy, women and men, young and old, and people of different social
identities or political stripes, experience different risks while facing the same climatic

event...the inability to manage stress does not fall from the sky. (Ribot, 2010:49).

A social vulnerability perspective therefore focuses on how vulnerability to ‘global’ climate change
impacts is determined ‘locally’: The way in which vulnerability is experienced is determined not
only by the globally generated impacts of climate change, but also the local contexts that
determine people’s resilience to these impacts in the first place. The interaction between basic
development and the social, economic, cultural and political factors that can underpin
vulnerability has led many observers to conclude that poverty, rather than predicted climate
change impacts, is one of the most salient indicators of climate-related vulnerability (Cannon et

al., 2003;Huq et al., 2004; Ribot, 2010).

Assessing climate change “risk”

The way in which climate change risks are defined — as ‘impacts-based’ or ‘vulnerability-based’ -
has significant implications for how those risks are assessed, and therefore how adaptation policy
decisions are made. An impacts-based perspective implies a particular type of scientific or
technological expertise is needed to assess climate risks for policy making. This would involve
codifying future climate change hazards into defined climate impacts, and producing calculated
responses to these impacts (Pelling and High, 2005). For example, Klein (2008) describes a
scenario where an impacts-based risk assessment suggests that the primary climate riskin an area
is increasing drought, impacting on domestic and agricultural water supplies. An ‘impacts-based’
adaptation response would be to install a water management system, to address the specific

problem of water scarcity in that area.

However, Klein suggests that this scheme would only be effective in as far as everyone has equal
access to the system. If the unequal distribution of water rights or the price of water excludes
certain users from the system, the most vulnerable people will remain vulnerable to drought, and
to other stresses, regardless of the adaptation intervention (Klein, 2008). Further, the uncertainty

inherent in climate change impacts makes impacts-based risk assessments problematic.
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Taking a ‘social vulnerability’ based perspective on climate change risk shifts the emphasis of risk
assessment away from climate change impacts and towards the local circumstances of
vulnerability. Focusing on vulnerability, rather than impacts, to some extent overcomes the issue
of how to respond to uncertainty, because vulnerability is addressed to a range of imagined and
unimagined possible future scenarios resulting from complex social and environmental
interactions (Pelling and High, 2005). As such, many proponents of a ‘social-vulnerability’ approach
to adaptation argue that ‘impacts-based’ risk assessments, and the resulting adaptation measures,
can only be partially effective if they do not also address non-climatic factors that are the
underlying drivers of vulnerability (Ayers and Dodman, 2010; Burton, 2004; Ribot, 2010; Schipper,
2007).

However, there are different approaches to assessing vulnerability. For example, in her
assessment of vulnerability to “global change”, Susan Cutter (1995) introduces her assessment by

stating that,

Women and children....are the forgotten causalities...continually overlooked in the global

change literature, yet as a group they often have the greatest social and biophysical

vulnerability. (Cutter, 1995:181).
From this assessment of vulnerability to “global change”, “women and children” are therefore the
starting point of the vulnerability assessment. Yet, identifying such essentialist categories a priori
to the assessment of vulnerability to ‘global change’ overlooks the complex ways in which
vulnerability is locally experienced and determined. As discussed, at the local level vulnerability is
underpinned by structural processes that are not linked to such predefined categories. Proponents
of a social-vulnerability approach to adaptation suggest that there is a need to move beyond
essentialist discussions around vulnerability and risk in the assessment of ‘global’ risks, towards
assessments that identify the local and context specific factors that drive highly differentiated
vulnerability at the local level (Few et al., 2007; Huq et al., 2004; Tompkins et al., 2008). Climate

change impacts will exacerbate these existing inequalities.

This recognition has led proponents of a ‘social vulnerability’ approach to argue that risk
assessments that inform adaptation policies need to be more locally responsive, and therefore
inclusive (Dodman and Mitlin, 2011; Few et al., 2007; Huq et al., 2004 Dodman and Mitlin, 2011).
Few et al., (2007) suggest that understanding these ‘local’ contexts of vulnerability requires a
different kind of knowledge and expertise to the scientific and technological approach to impacts

and vulnerability assessments conducted under globalised risk assessments. The authors suggest

17



that if the factors that determine vulnerability are context-specific, designing adaptation
interventions to address these factors requires a knowledge base that is tailored to local settings,
and therefore argue for ‘local inclusion’ in climate vulnerability assessments on both ethical and
practical grounds (Few et al., 2007:48). Thus such perspectives suggest that to address
vulnerability, the localised contexts of vulnerability need to be understood; and such
understanding comes from risk assessments that are inclusive of local perspectives (Dodman and

Mitlin, 2011; Few et al., 2007;Huq et al., 2004 Dodman and Mitlin, 2011).

However, this thesis proposes that a paradox is generated by adaptation arising as a response to a
global environmental problem, creating challenges for enabling such locally inclusive adaptation
policy making. Framing climate change risk as global promotes scientific assessments of climate
change impacts that are based on universalist assumptions of risk and vulnerability. Such an
impacts-based approach to risk assessment tends to overlook the complex and disaggregated
nature of vulnerability on the ground. This is evidenced by three decades of work in disaster risk
reduction that have highlighted the ways in which technological approaches to risk management
have focused consultations on expert judgement to the exclusion of the project or programme
beneficiaries (Pelling, 2001). For example, in relation to the United Nations’ International Decade

for Natural Disaster Reduction, 1990-2000 (IDNDR), Pelling (2001) notes:

The [IDNDR’s] focus displayed an environmentally deterministic worldview that
downplayed the human dimension and overemphasised the naturalness of
disasters...there is repetitious mention of technological response...and little mention of
vulnerability reduction...Such an approach begs the question: were the real target
beneficiaries those vulnerable to hazard and disaster...? Certainly, vulnerable people were

largely absent from the discussions that set the agenda. (Pelling, 2001:175)

This thesis therefore suggests that the ‘adaptation paradox’ raises a key challenge for adaptation
policy making: How can local inclusiveness be achieved in the context of global environmental
risk? And, what kind of institutional designs allow global risks to be reassessed in locally

meaningful terms?

This thesis will address this challenge, by seeking to answer the following questions:
1. What is the evidence that conflicting definitions of risk across scales inhibit inclusive
adaptation policy making?; and
2. Under what circumstances is local inclusiveness achieved under international climate

change policy frameworks?
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1.2 Achieving ‘local’ inclusiveness in ‘global’ environmental problems: Perspectives from

the social sciences.

This global governance/local reality paradox predates debates about climate change adaptation.
Many social science critics have pointed to ways in which globally uniform approaches to
managing environmental (and other) risks have overlooked the diverse ways in which risk can be
experienced, depending on the contextual nature of risks, and the factors that make people
vulnerable (Bassett and Zeuli, 2000; Blakie et al., 1994; Sen, 1999; Wynne, 1994; 1996). Such
critics have argued that globalised approaches to environmental risk can both obscure and
disempower alternative, localised environmental explanations of vulnerability. The result can be
environmental risk assessments that do not reflect the concerns and experiences of vulnerable
people; and environmental policies that may not be the most effective means of addressing local

experiences of risk (ibid).

For example, Brian Wynne discusses the case study of a risk assessment carried out in response to
post-Chernobyl radioactive fallout on sheep farming in the Lake District in the north west of
England (Wynne, 1996). Wynne describes how after the Chernobyl disaster of 1985, the isotope
Cesium 134 was deposited via rainfall on the land used by sheep farmers. Government scientists
visited the region to assess the risk that these deposits could have on food production in the area.
Basing their assessments on uniform, scientific assumptions about how the radio-active fallout
would impact on the environment, they provided a range of advice to farmers, for example
suggesting that farmers feed their sheep hay instead of grass. However, such advice was rejected
by farmers, on the grounds that the external scientists knew little about the local practicalities of
actually implementing their advice; for example, farmers pointed out that sheep rarely, if ever, ate

hay.

Wynne suggests that the uniform approach taken to risk assessment gave rise to generalised
policy recommendations that did not match the complexity of the problem at the local scale
(Wynne 1994). Further, Wynne shows how risk assessments can serve to define and propagate
power dynamics between “experts” and “lay” people where risks are seen as universal: The
supposedly neutral language of science and risk assessment reinforced the role of external, state
experts in defining policy solutions, subjugating the more contextualised knowledge of the farmers

and generating mistrust in, and ultimately failure of, the policy-making process.
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Such universalist approaches to assessing risks have also been applied to the assessment of
climate change vulnerability. For example, in her paper “Exploring the invisibility of local
knowledge in decision-making: The Boscastle Harbour Flood Disaster”, Tori Jennings discusses the
policy responses to a major flooding event that took place in Boscastle, a small town off the
Cornish coast in the South West of England, in 2004. Jennings argues that from the perspective of
Cornish residents, the 2004 flood was the result of inept government land management practices
as much as extreme weather events. Cornish residents suggested that a recent drive to support
the local tourism industry through subsidies had resulted in over-dependence on an otherwise

unsustainable industry, which itself was extremely weather-sensitive (Jennings, 2009).

Government and Environment Agency officials, however, framed the event as an indicator of
climate change that could have severe implications for the future of the tourism industry. While
local residents acknowledged the role of extreme weather events on their local livelihoods and
economy, they felt that assumptions about the role of climate change overshadowed the more
important historical and institutional factors that had led to their dependency on a climate-
sensitive industry (Jennings, 2009:247). Jennings suggests that despite apparent widespread
efforts to ensure participation in decision making around policy responses to the event,
knowledge perceived as ‘local’ was subordinated in favour of externally generated expertise
related to hydrological and climate systems. The resulting policy response was an expensive,
highly technical engineering solution: the ‘Valley Flood Defence Scheme,” which Jennings suggests

many locals viewed with scepticism and even derision.

These cases support the numerous examples from political ecology that have revealed similar
disparities between local and global perceptions of the same environmental issues (Bassett and
Zeuli, 2000; Leach and Mearns, 1996; Tiffen et al., 1994). In each case, authors have demonstrated
how risk assessments based on globalised, universalist statements of environmental problems
resulted in policy solutions that did not meet the needs of people vulnerable to those risks. On the
contrary, the authors show how greater attention to ‘lay’ experiences can reveal locally embedded
understandings of perceptions and experiences of risk that can allow a more locally relevant risk-
reduction solutions. Such cases have resulted in calls for environmental risk assessments to better
reflect the realities of how risks are experienced on the ground, to inform policies that support
provide locationally and culturally appropriate technical and economic options in environmental

planning (Bassett and Zeuli, 2000; Wynne, 1994).

These calls have given rise to many directions in the social sciences related to making ‘global’

environment and development policy-making more ‘locally inclusive.” This thesis will draw on
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three interrelated concepts from this growing body of work: (i) Participation, drawing from
development studies; (ii) Expertise, drawing from Science and Technology Studies (STS); and (iii)

Deliberation, drawing from political science.

Participation

The importance of local participation in decision-making around development interventions arose
from a recognition that the managerialist approaches of the 1970s and 1980s, dominated by
professional expertise and bureaucratic control, were failing to achieve significant improvements
in the livelihoods of the world’s poor (Cornwall, 2002). Many academics and development
practitioners began to attribute such failures to a lack of attention to the local contexts of poverty
(Chambers, 1997; Scott, 1998). Such observations gave rise to a “participatory turn” in
development studies and practice, emerging from the NGO community but rapidly being taken up
by government and international development agencies (Williams, 2004). The trend towards more
participatory approaches to development has resulted in decades of research and advocacy into
locally inclusive approaches to doing development (Blackburn and Holland, 1998; Chambers, 1983,

1997; Castells, 1984; Korten, 1980).

The appeal of participation is based on the rationale that involving citizens in the decisions that
affect them means those decisions will better reflect citizen needs, resulting more widely accepted
interventions, and more effective and sustainable outcomes (Cornwall, 2002). As noted by Robert
Chambers, one of the first and leading exponents of participatory approaches in rural

development:

[The] poor and exploited people can and should be enabled to analyze their own reality.

(Chambers, 1997:106)

More recently, this logic of inclusiveness has been applied to environmental policy making in
general, and climate change adaptation in particular (Dodman and Mitlin, 2011; Few et al., 2007,
Tompkins et al., 2008Dodman and Mitlin, 2011); if adaptation is to address social vulnerability,
then information is needed about the highly contextual socio-economic, cultural and political
factors that contribute to their vulnerability. The best source of this information, is vulnerable
people themselves, who are best placed to say why they are vulnerable, how they experience

vulnerability, and what changes could help them adapt to climatic and other stresses.
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For example, a recent study by Doria et al., (2009) reviewed ‘expert opinion’> on how to define
“successful adaptation” (see chapter thee for further discussion on this issue). The authors note
that while there was some disagreement over exactly how to define adaptation and its indicators
of success, there was general agreement that “successful adaptation to climate change may be
best evaluated by those adapting or affected by the adaptation measures” (Doria et al., 2009:818).
As such, “participation” has not only become a standard practice across development (Cornwall,
2000), but is also now a stated objective in most sectors of environmental policy making (Few et

al., 2007) and, more recently, also adaptation policy making (see chapter three).

However, the value of participation, and attempts to access and include ‘local’ knowledge, have
been questioned and much work has been done on problematising participatory processes
(Cooke and Kothari, 2001; Cornwall, 2000; Leal and Opp, 1998; Mohan and Stokke, 2000; Nelson
and Wright, 1995 ). This work has coalesced around two themes (Cooke and Kothari, 2001); first,
critiques of the methods of participatory practices, that seeks to improve the technical limitations
of participation (lIED, 1995; Nelson and Wright, 1995); and more recently, a deeper critique of
participation that focuses on the power effects of participatory discourses (Cooke and Kothari,
2001; Mohan and Stokke, 2000; Williams, 2004). This section will focus on the latter of these
criticisms, which overlap strongly with those of ‘impacts-based’ approaches to environmental risk

assessments discussed in section 1.1.

Perhaps one of the most influential criticisms of the power politics of participation, is Cooke and
Kothari’s edited volume, The Tyranny of Participation (2001), in which the contributing authors
suggest that participation can be used as a form of political control. The authors in this volume
present various ways in which participation has ‘depoliticised development’, showing how the veil
of participation has been used as a way of obscuring local power differences; uncritically
homogenising ‘the community’; and using a language of emancipation to mask other means of
regaining political control over development (Cooke and Kothari, 2001; Williams, 2004). Such
criticisms mirror those of globalised and ‘impacts-based’ approaches to assessing environmental
risks, around adopting universalist approaches to ‘local’ and ‘risk’ that overlook the diverse ways

in which vulnerability is actually driven and experienced.

Drawing these insights together, Cooke and Kothari (2001) lay out three ways in which
participation can functions as a “tyranny”: First, the “tyranny of decision-making and control”, in

which participatory facilitators override existing legitimate decision-making processes. The

> This study used the Delphi methods to elicit expert opinion on a definition of successful adaptation to climate
change. “Experts” were defined as those actively working with or studying climate change adaptation. This study is
further discussed in chapter three of this thesis.
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authors are primarily referring to the way in which conveners of participatory exercises,
particularly donor agencies, influence and control the dynamics of participation, given that

significant investments depend on the outputs of participatory processes.

Second, the “tyranny of the group”, in which the group dynamics of participatory exercises
inevitably favour the most powerful. Any process of participation has a social side, and the outputs
of participation can be significantly affected by, for example, compliance with group norms
(Cohen, 2007; Cornwall, 2000; Mendelberg and Karpowitz, 2007). Participatory spaces are not
neutral, but created spaces that provide opportunities for agency and inclusion; and also
exclusion. The group dynamics of participation specify whose knowledge and meanings count,
reinforcing power dynamics through the production and then replication of power relations. Any
participatory exercise will therefore reflect the power dynamics between different actors that

influence what is said, by who, and who is listening.

Third, the “tyranny of method”, in which participatory methods themselves may be overwhelming
and potentially drive out alternative approaches to ‘doing development,’ that in some cases may
generate preferable outcomes to participation alone (Dodman and Mitlin, 2011). For example,
Kothari (2001) suggests that although participatory programmes do draw in marginalised groups,

the act of doing so binds participants to structures of power that they are not able to question.

These criticisms, focusing on the ‘who’ and the ‘how’ of participation, are valid and well supported
by examples from development studies of how engagement in participatory practices has not
necessarily resulted in more participatory outcomes (Cooke and Kothari, 2001; Cornwall 2000,
2006; Mohan and Stokke, 2000). Consequently, simply arguing for ‘more participatory’ approaches
to conducting climate risk assessments is not necessarily the solution to ensuring more inclusive

adaptation policy making.

Further, it is suggested here that such ‘tyranny of participation’ critiques themselves run the risk
of being rather uncritical in their treatment of the power politics within participatory spaces, that
are equally important for inclusive governance of environmental risks. As Williams (2004)

suggests, critiques of participation can,

Suffer almost as much as Chamber’s own work from a reductionist view of power... while
participation may appear to be all-pervasive, this account of its operation is in danger of
ignoring the fact that any configuration of power and knowledge opens up its own

particular spaces and moments for resistance. (Williams, 2004:565).
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This thesis builds on the agenda proposed by Williams for the ‘re-politicisation of participation’,
and suggests that in seeking opportunities for the inclusion of ‘local’ perspectives in addressing
‘global’ risks, closer attention is needed to the power politics of participatory spaces. Specifically,
while “tyranny of participation” debates have usefully focused on the ‘who’ and the ‘how’ of
participation, this thesis proposes that equally important (and interconnected), is the ‘what’ of
participation; how does the framing of the content of participatory exercises impact the dynamics
of participatory processes (including the ‘who’ and the ‘how’), and what impact does this have on

the potential for participation to produce inclusive outcomes?

Itis suggested here that the issue of ‘what’ is the focus of discussion in participation is particularly
relevant to the inclusive governance of issues such as climate change that have come to be framed
as ‘expert’ and ‘global’; and therefore consideration needs to be given both to the politics of

expertise, and the politics of scale.

The politics of risk and expertise

In relation to the ‘what’ of participation, scholars from the fields of Science and Technology
Studies (STS) have begun to critically examine ‘expertise’ in participation, especially in relation to
the assessment of technical or scientificissues (Leach et al., 2005; Martello and Jasanoff, 2004:16).
In particular, STS perspectives highlight the way in which problems framed as ‘global’, ‘scientific’
or ‘technical’ risks tend to elevate technocratic expertise in risk assessment, resulting in the

inherent subjugation of ‘local’ and ‘lay’ knowledge in the generation of global expertise.

For example, this chapter has described how the dominant approach in environmental governance
to assessing risks, is a ‘science speaks to policy’ approach (as illustrated by the studies presented
above from Jennings, 2009 and Wynne, 1994). Such risk assessments are used as a tool by
scientific networks to answer policy relevant questions and communicate technical advice to
decision-makers (Farrell, et al., 2001). The ‘expert networks’ that define for policy makers what
the risks are, and how they should be addressed, have been described by Peter Haas (1992) as

“epistemic communities”, defined as:

A network of professionals with recognised experience and competence in a particular
domain and an authoritative claim to policy-relevant knowledge within that domain or

issue area. (Hass, 1992:3).
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Such networks have been described as positive developments, particularly for the promotion and

IM

legitimating of “global” environmental problems. For example, many observers have suggested
that IPCC has helped consolidate a global climate change epistemic community, helping to
mobilise science in support of climate change campaigns (Gough and Shackley,2001; Hulme and

Mahony, 2010; see also chapter three).

However, as demonstrated by the cases presented in this chapter (Jennings, 2009 and Wynne,
1994), there are different kinds of ‘expertise’, and knowledges labelled as ‘lay’ can provide useful
insights into how to manage ‘global’ problems in local contexts. Yet strong epistemic communities
tend to promote one framing of the issue in order to gain politically powerful consensus around
that issue, rather than be open to alternative, less powerful perspectives. Lay knowledge is
perceived as being ‘unscientific’, or ‘untechnical’; as noted by Lahsen, while scientific knowledge is

commonly associated with universal, objective ‘truth’,

Only knowledge that cannot and does not aspire to the status of science is labelled local
or indigenous, as against science itself, which remains putatively universal and free from

local coloration. (Lahsen, 2004:13).

This is not taken into account by advocates of epistemic communities who suggest that the spread
of the community is the progressive conversion of more people to the normative judgement, and
the greater number of people within the community, the more likely it is to represent ‘correct’
beliefs which should in turn be further promoted (Haas, 1992). Yet as highlighted by Litfin (1994)
and others (Jasanoff, 1996; Lahsen, 2004), rationalising a single approach to managing risk
overlooks the messy politics behind how risks are defined, and the implications this has for power
and inclusion in the making of those risks. For example, the IPCC has faced criticisms of
“epistemological hegemony” (Mayer and Arndt, 2009), with implications for exclusion and
inclusion of alternative types of expertise, that will be further analysed in chapter three of this

thesis.

More critical approaches have therefore emerged that draw attention to the social conditions that

I”

cause “universal” perceptions of risk to become fixed in the first place. One important concept
that examines how expertise are defined, established, and transferred, is the “immutable mobile”
put forward by Bruno Latour (1987). According to Latour, immutable mobiles are socially
identified objects, representations, or processes, which are unchallenged when moved between

different social or cultural settings. In terms of environmental risks, biophysical risks such as global
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warming can be seen as ‘immutable mobiles’ in that they are now perceived as globally
problematic regardless of social context. Framing issues as ‘objectively’ scientific or technical in
the eyes of those promoting science as objective, increases their status as immutable mobiles
because there seems little reason to question their legitimacy: they are presented as objectively
‘true’. Inturn, the status of an issue as an immutable mobile means it is more likely to be analysed

in scientific terms that focus on universal, biophysical properties .

Applied to adaptation, this has implications for inclusive governance. The ‘impacts-based’
approach to adaptation stems from ‘global’ concepts of climate change as a universal, systemic
problem, requiring an understanding of the possibilities of current and future climate changes that
are both intangible and very difficult to predict. Hence, the ‘expertise’ required to manage
adaptation from an impacts-based perspective is even more exclusive than many other, more

tangible, environmental problems. As Taylor and Buttel (1992) note:

We know we have global environmental problems because, in short, science documents
the existing situation and ever tightens its predictions of future changes. (Taylor and

Buttel, 1992:405).

Thus, ‘the science tells us so.’ This is even more the case with atmospheric problems, because we

cannot ‘see’ the atmosphere. Miller and Edwards (2001) therefore suggest that,

The meanings attached to the climate and weather are often highly ‘black-boxed’ (i.e.,
they are complex, socially mediated concepts that are generally taken for granted). (Miller

and Edwards, 2001:7).

From this perspective, ‘lay’, knowledge about vulnerability Is not valued.

The framing of adaptation as a response to specific, ‘global’, climate risks has led observers such as
Few et al., (2007) to suggest that, “where the pursuit of adaptation to climate change is the pre-
determined goal”, engaging the pubic in adaptation decisions is not necessarily productive,

because,

Lay stakeholders cannot be ‘trusted’ to decide on an adaptation path because of competing

priorities and short term interests, so what would be the result of the participation process?

(Few et al., 2007: 52).
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Yet, as highlighted by Jennings (2009) and others (Lahsen, 2004; Martello and Jasanoff, 2004
Wynne, 1994 ), it is precisely this lay knowledge that can be useful in informing sustainable and
realistic adaptation policies in the face of uncertain climate change impacts. That is not to say that
‘all knowledge is expert’, or that every viewpoint on a problem is equally valid. Clearly, not every
possible opinion on every problem can be taken into account for policy-making to be inclusive.
However, many observers have argued that, especially in relation to scientific or technical
problems that have come to be seen as ‘uncertain’ or publicly controversial, encouraging wider
public consultation in policy decision-making can improve the legitimacy of the policy-making

process.

For example, building on the seminal work of Kuhn (1962) who introduced the concept of “normal

science,”®

Funtowicz and Ravetz (1990, 1993) argue that achieving “normal science” necessarily
forecloses alternative problem framings and expertise. This is illustrated by the way that
adaptation ‘science’ is approached, which is becoming a paradigm where it is normal to do
scientific research on climate change impacts, and lay or ‘local’ knowledges are excluded from the

status of expertise.

Instead, Funtowicz and Ravetz suggest that where issues are ‘high risk’ or ‘highly uncertain’ (as is
the case with climate change), a “post-normal” science develops, which incorporates ‘extended
facts’ —those that are introduced into the scientific debate on policy but are not ‘scientific’ in the
traditional sense. These include people’s beliefs and anecdotes circulated verbally, which do not
make claims about scientific certainty but are nevertheless “technically competent but
representing interests outside the paradigm of official expertise” (Funtowicz and Ravetz, 1990:20).
Therefore rather than subjugating all lay knowledge as unscientific and therefore invalid, post-
normal science allows for a “plurality of legitimate perspectives” (Funtowicz and Ravetz, 1993),
where certain types of lay knowledge are in fact legitimate on the basis of their value as ‘extended

facts’.

Locating post-normal science in relation to more conventional ‘normal science’ problem solving
strategies, Funtowicz and Ravetz propose a framework comprised of two axes: “system

uncertainties” and “decision stakes” (see figure 1.1):

® Kuhn (1962) introduced the concept of “normal science” as the routine work of scientists done within an agreed
scientific paradigm. Normal science is part of this theory to describe the way in which scientific knowledge
progresses through socially constructed “paradigm shifts”. Paradigm shifts occur when “normal science” which
refers to routine puzzle solving, cannot resolve a problem. This gives rise to “revolutionary science” in which
important scientific rules are called into question, and new rules are developed that can solve these contradictions.
The paradigm then shifts to a new “normal science” where new rules are accepted and science once again returns
to problem solving under this new paradigm (Kuhn, 1962).
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Figure 1.1: Diagram of Post Normal Science.
Source: Funtowicz and Ravetz, 1993
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According to this framework, where uncertainty and decision-stakes are both low, ‘normal’ or
‘applied’ science will provide legitimate information to inform risk assessments and policy
decisions. Beyond this level, the application of routine scientific techniques is not enough, and the
skills and judgement of new participants need to be consulted in order to resolve policy dilemmas.
Where risks cannot be quantified, or when possible damage is irreversible, then ‘traditional’ sorts
of expertise and problem solving approaches cannot be relied upon, and ‘experts’ may need to
share enquiries with ‘lay’ stakeholders to either reduce the decision stakes or the broad
uncertainty (Funtowicz and Ravetz, 1993). But, over time, complex problems become increasingly
‘certain’ through the application of these broader types of expertise, and thus more applied

scientific approaches are once again the norm.

Applying this framework to climate change adaptation, climate change emerged as a hugely
complex and varied subject in the 1980s, but has over time become dominated by a “normal
science” approach to mitigation: measuring carbon emissions, allocating values to these
emissions, and modelling the impacts of these emissions. But as this chapter has shown, taking
such an applied “impacts-based” approach to adaptation is problematic because of the high levels
of uncertainty around climate change risks (see box 1.1). Under a ‘post-normal’ framework,
vulnerability-based knowledge is important in justifying action on adaptation where scientific

uncertainty justifies inaction: While the science cannot currently provide accurate information on
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what climate change impacts will be (risking potentially mal-adaptive investment), ‘extended facts’
related to existing vulnerability (to climatic and other stresses) justifies investments in building
resilience to an uncertain range of impacts. This model is also useful in helping to explain how
barriers are created to public inclusion in policy making around ‘expert’ problems; for example,
why the dominance of a global, impacts-based approach to policy-making restricts the relevance

of these ‘extended facts’ of vulnerability.

However, the framework of post-normal science has been questioned from STS perspectives
because it assumes that uncertainty and decision stakes are independent of each other; and also
because it assumes that a reduction in uncertainty would automatically reduce the decision stakes
(Forsyth, 2003; Jasanoff and Wynne, 1998; Mackenzie, 1990). Yet, in the same way as perceptions
of ‘risk’ differ between different groups and across different scales, so it follows that perceptions
of ‘certainty’ and the decision-stakes of the risk in question will also differ. For example, an
impacts-based framing of climate change risk gives rise to a high level of uncertainty around what
the potential impacts of climate change will be, and how they should best be adapted to. On the
other hand, vulnerable people may have a high level of certainty around the factors that make

them vulnerable to a range of uncertain risks.

“Uncertainty” is therefore not simply the statistical probability of successful explanation achieved
via science, but is also dependent on the degree to which different perspectives have been
incorporated into the initial definition of risk. From this perspective, uncertainty around a policy
problem is not uniform but depends on how a problem is defined, and by whom, which inturnis a
function of public participation in the formation of risk. Thus, as highlighted by the Bostcastle
example above, efforts to reduce uncertainty by asserting and privileging the role of ‘expert’
science may paradoxically increase other uncertainties for different groups. Such approaches
could serve to reinforce barriers between experts and lay people, and the subordination of lay

knowledge that is important for understanding vulnerability to a range of uncertain risks.

This thesis therefore takes a more political approach to the construction of uncertainty in risk, and
the implications for who participates in the analysis of risk and decision-making around risk-
reduction policies. In doing so, this thesis questions the extent to which uncertainty in climate
change risk is a function of participation in the generation of knowledge about that risk. This
requires a deeper analysis of the politics of participation around ‘global environmental risks’,
which examines how concerns about risks and uncertainty are communicated between science,

policy, and lay arenas.
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The politics of scale

The discussion above also brings to light the politics of spatial scales on the potential for
participation to achieve inclusiveness. Any attempt at doing ‘local’ deliberation for ‘global’ risks
carries assumptions about scale. Many models of participation that strive for ‘local inclusiveness’
are based on assumptions that scales are part of a pre-existing conceptual hierarchy, useful for
ordering social or political units. Under such an approach, ‘global’ is defined by the geographic
boundaries of the earth; ‘local’ is a spatial resolution smaller than ‘regional’; which in turn is
smaller than ‘national’, and so on. Yet, as this thesis will show, scales such as ‘the local’ and ‘the

global’ are also socially constructed and continuously contested.

Criticisms of this normative approach to scale stem from Marxist approaches to materialism, and
suggest that scales are not fixed, uniform and static arenas, but processes that are continually
being remade by social actions (Herod, 2003:233). For example, in relation to adaptation, Pelling
et al., (2008) and Adger et al., (2005) suggest that adaptive behaviour emerging at one scale can
be the result of learning that has been ongoing amongst a range of actors, that are networked

across a range of spatial or temporal scales. As Pelling et al., argue:

Adaptation at one spatial (or temporal) scale can impose externalities or constrain
adaptive capacity at other scales. In short, the system-hierarchic scale where adaptation is

or is not enacted is a sociopolitical construction. (Pelling et al., 2008:871).

Herod (2003) and Herod and Wright, (2002) suggest that taking for granted normative approaches
to scale can have implications for the politics of participatory spaces. For example, as noted earlier
one criticism of participatory approaches is that they assume that the communities being
consulted are homogenous, ignoring the structural inequalities within communities (Cooke and
Kothari, 2001; Rose, 1997). In the case of ‘globally’ governed problems, this issue is exacerbated
because the objective of undertaking participation is to achieve ‘local’ inputs, in ‘global’ problems.
This strengthens the binary categories of ‘global’ and ‘local’, and results in both being
homogenised. Homogenisation of the category ‘local’ under global environmental strategies
means the ambition of deliberative processes stops at consulting ‘the local’ for ‘its’ view on a
globally defined purpose. This not only ignores differentiation within communities, but also

between communities and any other units that have been packaged under the label of ‘local’.
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For example, in the case study of flood management in Boscastle, Jennings (2009) discusses the
difficulties with labelling knowledge as either ‘local’ or ‘external’ in the consultation exercises
undertaken by the Environmental Agency. Jennings states that ‘local’ was interpreted as
‘residential’, and so ‘local’ consultations were undertaken with all residents and did not
differentiate between them. However, Jennings suggests that the knowledge and experience at
the ‘local’ level was in fact highly differentiated, and included both ‘in-comers’, who the author
describes as new residents or residents with second homes, and those who have been ‘local’ for
generations. Jennings suggests that the two groups had very different knowledge and values that
affected their opinions on how the floods should have been managed in Boscastle. Yet this
diversity of opinion was not adequately reflected in consultation outputs. This is well illustrated
through one of the author’s interviews with an elderly ‘local’ Cornish resident, who in response to
the flooding of many second-homes in the disaster, stated: “proper Cornish would know better
than to put their houses at the bottom of the valley” (Jennings, 2009:248). Jennings suggests such
a comment is both an implicit statement about the notion of ‘local’ and its relation to knowledge
of place; and also reveals the depth of diversity of ‘local’ environmental knowledge versus that of

‘incomers’.

Further barriers are presented where definitions of risk also differ across scales. For example,
where the global discourse on climate change promotes an impacts-based approach to
adaptation, the ‘expert’ nature of the risk is reinforced because, as STS scholars point out, ‘global’
knowledge is located higher up the knowledge hierarchy, while local knowledge tends to be
subjugated and perceived as ‘inexpert’. Agrawal (1995) notes that the definition of any social
group as ‘local’ often implies that such groups are less powerful than their ‘global’ counterparts.
Framing such groups, or the knowledge of such groups, in this way can serve to reinforce the
impression of these groups as subaltern and reiterate these power relations, decreasing the value
of ‘local’ knowledge in ‘global’ arenas (Argrawal, 1995). This makes access to the adaptation
debate even more difficult for actors who are not ‘global’ and not considered ‘expert’, i.e. local
actors whose knowledge is based on vulnerability, rather than impacts. The implications of the

politics of scale for deliberation are well summed up by Martello and Jasanoff, who state:

The construction of both the local and the global crucially depends on the production of
knowledge and its interaction with power... And which issues are defined as meriting the
world’s attention has everything to do with who has the power and resources... to press

for them. (Martello and Jasanoff, 2004:5)

31



In terms of adaptation, adaptation priorities will vary across scales depending on how risk is
interpreted and weighted by different groups; but the criteria for defining successful adaptation at
one scale may influence or obscure indicators of adaptation and vulnerability at another. For
example, Lemos and Boyd (2009) show how the global level politics of adaptation shape the ways
in which local level adaptive decisions are made. At the global level, support is provided for
adaptation that is conceived as ‘additional’ to development. Yet, as noted above and further
elaborated in chapter three, at the ‘local’ level vulnerability to climate change impacts is
inseparable from the development context of vulnerable people. The authors suggest that the
need to meet the ‘additionality’ criteria of the international adaptation funding frameworks
creates a tension between domestic and international accountability for national-level adaptation
decision makers, and constrains the kinds of local level adaptation options that can be developed.
The result is that national and local level decision makers are encouraged by an international
climate change discourse to segregate ‘adaptation’ from more general ‘development’, when in
fact the most appropriate means of addressing vulnerability may be to take the two together

(Lemos and Boyd, 2009).

Thus, simply creating ‘participatory spaces’ is not sufficient for enabling meaningful ‘local’
inclusion in the governance of global risks. This is not to argue that there is no such thing as ‘local
knowledge’, or that there is no point trying to incorporate it into policy-level decision-making.
Rather these insights suggest that attention is needed to how the politics of scale influence the
dynamics of inclusive decision making — of how inclusion is done, the power politics of
participatory spaces, and how these influence the outcomes of participation. This thesis will pay
greater attention to the politics of participatory spaces, which are influenced not only but the
‘who’ and the ‘how’ of participation, but significantly, the ‘what’: What is the subject of
participation, and how is it framed? This means paying closer attention to the dynamics of

deliberation in participatory processes.

Deliberation and inclusiveness

The discussion above suggests that current approaches to participation in environmental policy-
making do not pay adequate attention to the ways in which normative approaches to risk,
expertise, and scale can present barriers to achieving meaningful ‘local’ inclusiveness. As such,
debates around participation are shifting towards creating opportunities in participatory spaces

for democratising these normative concepts (see for example Cornwall, 2006).
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One common approach from political science that seeks to democratise environmental
explanations and decision-making, is “deliberative governance.” “Deliberation” literally means
opening up a concept to “careful consideration or discussion” (Oxford dictionary), but in

governance terms it has come to refer to:

Debate and discussion aimed at producing reasonable, well-informed opinions in which
participants are willing to revise preferences in light of discussion, new information, and

claims made by fellow participants. (Chambers, 2003:309).

Deliberation as an ideal implies rational, reasoned debate around a policy problem, which ideally
can result in consensual decisions that are perceived by all involved as legitimate, rational, and
just (Rosenberg, 2007). In relation to environmental governance, deliberative institutions have
been proposed as a way of empowering environmental discourses to challenge oppressive states
and industry (see Dryzek, 1987, 1990), and thus making environmental policy more inclusive.

However, the dynamics of deliberation, and the potential for ‘reasoned discussion’, are debated.

One of the earliest proponents of deliberation was Jirgen Habermas, who saw it as a means of
bringing citizens together to discuss public policy in a setting that emphasises equal participation,
mutual respect and reasoned argument, for the governance of complex and uncertain problems
(Habermas, 1989). Habermas proposed that deliberation had the potential to democratise
discourses through a process of ‘communicative rationality’, drawing from debates in Critical
Theory around ‘instrumental rationality’: instrumentally rational agents will take the optimal
course of action to achieve their desired ends, and thus during deliberation, consensus would be

reached through rational argument.

An alternative approach to deliberation follows the work of Michel Foucault’ (1976, 1980), who
argues that all discourses are situated in wider knowledge systems, and thus support for a shared
perception reached through deliberation, is often the result of diverse social and political
influences rather than ‘reasoned argument.’ These differing perspectives on deliberation as a tool
for inclusive policy making have given rise to varying perspectives on how deliberative governance

can be achieved.

" These approaches have been simplified for the purposes of this chapter, but in reality this debate is much more
complex than this brief summary implies. More in depth discussions are presented in Hoy (1986, ed.) and Dews
(1999, ed.) (critical readers on these debates) or of course in the original texts cited above.
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Habermas argued that institutional arrangements that enable meaningful deliberation are more
likely to have the ability to respond to high levels of complexity and uncertainty (Dryzek, 1987;
Habermas, 1989). As Smith (2001) suggests:

When faced with high levels of uncertainty and risk [as is the case with climate change],
deliberative institutions promise an ingenious mechanism through which the application
of scientific and technical knowledge and expertise might be democratically regulated —
an institutional setting within which the barriers between ‘expert’ and ‘lay’ knowledge can

be challenged and reformed. (Smith, 2001:71).

The intended outcome of a deliberative approach to governance is what Dryzek (2006) terms
“deliberative democracy”, when all those affected by a decision are provided with the opportunity
for participating meaningfully in the decision-making process; and every ‘reasonable’ argument
relevant to the decision should be weighed up with a view to making a decision on the basis of

that weighing (Dryzek, 2006:27). According to Cohen (2007),

The point of deliberative democracy is to subject the exercise of collective power to
reason’s discipline, to what Habermas famously described as “the force of the better
argument”, not the advantage of the better situated...deliberative democracy is about

reasoning together among equals. (Cohen, 2007:220).

Focusing on deliberative institutions, rather than participatory spaces, presents opportunities for
governing discourses — spaces where stakeholders can create and contest powerful problem-
framings, and promote alternative ones. In terms of governing adaptation, in principle deliberative
governance should provide arenas for ‘global’, ‘impacts-based’ and ‘local’, ‘vulnerability based’
adaptation discourses to come together and be resolved. “Inclusiveness” from a deliberative
perspective is therefore more than participation: Participation implies people are brought
together into one space to participate in the governance of a problem; achieving deliberation
depends on whether, and how, people make use of that space, and the impact this has on policy
outcomes. There can be participation without achieving deliberation, but many critics argue that
under such circumstances participation will not be meaningful; it will not be inclusive (Rosenberg,

2007; Warren, 2007).

But what do deliberative institutions look like, and how are they different from more traditional
institutional theories of governance? For example, many ‘institutional’ approaches to inclusive

governance point to decentralised institutional design principles. Ostrom (1990) discusses
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“polycentricinstitutions” as a way of relating local and higher level authorities in decision-making.
Under a polycentric system, resources are managed at different scales, under one, formal, set of
rules, accepted by all parties, where each institutional scale is ‘nested’ under the level above
(Ostrom, 1990). Polycentric institutions have been argued to facilitate ‘local inclusion’, and even,
in some senses, deliberation, because actors from lower governance scales are brought together
into governance units for “face-to-face” discussion and the achievement of common
understanding (Ostrom, 2010:3). These units are incorporated into higher level decision-making
scales, and thus opportunities are created for ‘local deliberations’ to ‘feed into’ higher level policy
making. Ostrom suggests that a polycentric approach can be useful in explaining the multi-scale

politics of climate change because:

While many of the effects of climate change are global, the causes of climate change are
the actions taken by actors at smaller scales. The familiar slogan “Think Globally but Act

Locally” hits right at the dilemma facing all inhabitants of the world. (Ostrom, 2010:2).

However, such ‘inclusiveness’ is not the same as ‘deliberation’ as it is intended here. First,
polycentric institutions implies that deliberations take place within each scale and outputs of
deliberation are ‘fed-upwards’ into the scales above, rather than there being incidences of multi-
scale deliberations. Second, discussions at ‘local’ scales may be constrained by the decision-
making rules of the levels above. This leaves little room the kind of multi-level engagement of
stakeholders, or for the creation of spaces for the deliberation of alternative definitions of risk,

required for the deliberative governance of adaptation.

Third, a ‘nested’ approach might impede deliberation where institutions are rooted in universal,
positivist notions of risk and political behaviour; such a framework overlooks the ways in which
risks are created, constructed, and contested, across and among scales (Bulkely, 2005). For
example, Pelling (2008) discusses how competing definitions of vulnerability across scales can
generate conflict in risk management. Discussing the measurement of vulnerability in an urban
context, Pelling suggests that city level vulnerability assessments based on city-wide priorities,
could lead to risk management options that have detrimental intended and unintended

consequences for the assets and livelihoods used by local (Pelling, 2008). Pelling states:
For one way of seeing the city or of constructing its vulnerability there are multiple

stakeholders whose ways of measuring and acting on vulnerability are dictated by the

sector and scale of their responsibilities. (Pelling, 2008:3)
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Thus, the much-lauded concept of “think global, at local” for achieving sustainable development,

is somewhat of an oxymoron.

Deliberative institutions on the other hand require spaces that allow global risks to be reassessed
in locally meaningful terms, across scales and political communities. Habermas (1989) proposed
that institutions for deliberation need to create a ‘perfect public sphere’, in which discourses could
be contested, deliberated, and agreed. For Habermas, the public sphere consists of a space in
which independent, equal citizens can collect on a voluntary basis and undertake reasoned debate
around an issue of common interest, for the public good (Dews, 1999; Habermas, 1989).
Deliberative theorists have since taken up the concept of the public sphere as the cornerstone for
designing deliberative institutions. Dryzek (1990, 2000) suggests that public spheres can operate
across scales, from sub-national to international, and can be composed of a broad variety of actors
deliberating on issues of common interest, from NGOs, individual activists, journalists,

corporations, government members, and international government organisations.

From this perspective, the questions that need to be asked about inclusive institutional designs
centre on creating these conditions of equality within the public sphere: “Do all participants have
equal voice”? (Rosenberg, 2007:13); and, “how can the conditions of equality, mutual respect, and
rational, reasoned debate, be encouraged to ensure all participants have equal voice?” This may
be a question of managing externally induced inequalities (such as class, caste, race or education)
that may interfere with the full and fair contribution of individual participants to the debate

(Rosenberg, 2007:13).

Within the public sphere: The dynamics of deliberative processes

However, this chapter has shown that the way in which environmental risks are framed, and the
implications for how expertise and scales are defined, can have an impact on deliberation. This
observation is more in line with a Foucauldian approach to deliberative institutions, which calls in
to question the basis of environmental concerns and definitions of risk in the first place. Yet
relatively less attention has been paid to managing the dynamics of the deliberative process itself;
the factors that affect these dynamics; and the impact of deliberative dynamics for enabling truly

deliberative outputs (Rosenberg, 2007). As Smith states:

Equality is only one aspect of deliberative design. What about the fostering of deliberation?

(Smith, 2001:87).
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For example, this thesis proposes that the politics of expertise and the politics of scale may be
significant in enabling ‘climate risk’ to be democratised, influencing not only who has access to
deliberative forums, but how those forums are managed, and whether deliberative outputs are

seen as relevant to the policy problem.

Such cases reinforce arguments from deliberative theorists influenced by the work of Foucault,
who pay considerable attention to the power of discourses in shaping deliberative outcomes.
Rather than accepting that different discourses equally reflect a ‘rational’ point of view, a
Foucauldian perspective argues instead that certain discourses can become overly powerful, even
hegemonic, stifling opportunities for alternative discourses to be of any influence at all. This
approach views statements of scientific ‘truth’ as “storylines” or “narratives” which dominate
hegemonic discourses. Maarten Hajer (1995) was significant in developing this approach with
regards to environmental discourses, and proposed that narratives and storylines created around
environmental problems are fundamental in dictating the discursive power of a concept, arguing
that “the discursive construction of reality becomes an important realm of power” (Hajer,

1995:21).

Therefore in contrast to Habermas’ ‘perfect public sphere,” these insights suggest that deliberative
arenas are not neutral mediums, but can orchestrate how individuals are engaged with one
another, the kinds of understandings and values they can collectively construct, and even the
kinds of people the participants are likely to be (Rosenberg, 2007). The way a problem is framed
(the ‘what’ of deliberation) has consequences for the ‘who’ and ‘how’ of deliberation around that

problem.

The implications of powerful and hegemonic discourses for designing deliberative institutions are
fairly pessimistic; if discourses are so pervasive and powerful, they become unrecognisable as
discourses and instead become part of the ‘natural order of things’, and so subverting the
dominant approach is almost impossible (Dryzek, 2000:8). Other critics have pointed to the power
dynamics that influence the formation of discourses of risk in the first place (Hajer, 1995). It is
perhaps such perspectives that have resulted in a clustering of research on deliberation around
either the goal of deliberative democracy, or the failure to achieve it; but very little on how

institutions should be designed to achieve deliberative goals.

This thesis proposes that rather than reject the task of designing deliberative institutions outright,

itis possible to acknowledge the implications of power and knowledge on deliberative spaces, and
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design deliberative institutions in light of them. The capacity for people to deliberate should not

be taken as given, but something that needs to be facilitated by the deliberative process itself.

Such insights could inform a future institutional design process that asks the questions posed by

Rosenberg:

Given these limitations, how can deliberation be structured so as to foster a more
...deliberative and democratic form of cooperative decision-making? (Rosenberg,

2007:14).

Such questions give rise to institutional design considerations that focus on the dynamics of
deliberative exchange, and how they can be influenced: the ‘who’, the ‘who’, and the ‘what’ of
deliberative processes. In the case of climate change adaptation, this means: firstly, understanding
the ways in which risks are perceived, especially at the ‘local’ level; secondly, considering the
impact of alternative definitions of risk at other scales, and the ways these interact; and finally, by
unpacking what we mean by scale itself. There is a need to re-think institutions for managing
vulnerability, in a way that acknowledges the usual constructs of local/global; expert/lay; and

hence the underlying discourses that need to be governed.

This thesis therefore understands inclusiveness in adaptation policy to mean both a participatory
approach to policy making —i.e. policy makers actively encourage the participation of vulnerable
groups in the policy-making process; but also that this participation is deliberative — the
participatory process enables stakeholders across scales to deliberate common objectives and
practices for developing policy. The next section of this chapter will show how attempts have been
made to operationalise concepts of inclusive policy-making in environmental governance,

revealing challenges for achieving deliberative inclusiveness in the governance of risk.

1.3 Policy orientated approaches to managing ‘global’ risk

This section will discuss three levels of attempts to operationalise inclusiveness in global

environmental risks: through international governance structures; national planning; and

decentralised governance.

International governance of global environmental risks
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One case that is often held up by both academics and the NGO community alike as a successful
model of how to ‘do’ global environmental governance, is the case of international ozone
governance under the 1987 Montreal Protocol (see for example Action Aid, 2007; Benedick, 1991).
For example, in his book Ozone Diplomacy, Benedick (1991) suggests ozone governance is a
laudable example of positive international political action, informed by evidence-based scientific
research, that resulted in the global adoption of environmental policies under the Montreal

Protocol to limit ozone-depleting substances (Benedick, 1991).

However, many scholars have also shown how ozone governance exemplifies many of the issues
raised in the discussion above, around how universalist framings of environmental problems as
‘global’ and ‘scientific’ can result in ‘closed’ approaches to governance that create barriers to local
inclusion (Eden, 1996; Litfin, 1994; Miller and Edwards, 2001). These issues will be discussed in

turn.

First, like climate change, the ozone layer was framed as a policy problem of ‘global’ and
‘scientific’ nature. Eden (1996) discusses the emergence of international ozone policy, which she
describes as a problem derived from modernisation (the new chemical compounds,
chlorofluorocarbons or CFC’s); constructed in atmospheric chemistry (observations taken from a
small number of scientists); communicated to the public and other groups in the environmental
debate; and finally recognised as a global problem in the Montreal Protocol, the international

agreement to control CFC emissions. The author suggests:

Itis not too simplistic to say that without the science of atmospheric chemistry, we would

not see any ozone problem. (Eden, 1996:187).

Such statements are echoed by Miller and Edwards (2001):

Expert knowledge was a sine qua non of the Montréal Protocol on ozone depleting

substances and its successors. (Miller and Edwards 2001:3).

Second, and in turn, Litfin (1994) shows how such an ‘expert framing’ supports an “epistemic
communities” explanation for ozone governance: scientists convened around the problem and
developed a convincing evidence base on ozone depletion to present to policy makers as a
decision making tool. However, while Litfin does not contest the role of scientists in facilitating
political agreement, she argues that the orthodox ‘epistemic communities’ explanations of

‘science speaks to policy’ overlook the role of politics in defining the science. For example, Litfin
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shows how the influence of science on policy making was mediated by powerful “knowledge
brokers” drawn from the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), NASA, and UNEP, who
selected, interpreted, and communicated scientific findings to policy makers. Further, Litfin points
to the role of public pressure on defining policy, particularly following the discovery of the
Antarctic ozone hole and the high level of media attention given to this (Litfin, 1994). Thus, Litfin
presents a powerful criticism of “epistemic communities” as an explanation for how ‘global’ and

‘expert’ problems are governed, stating,

Epistemic community approaches underestimate the extent to which scientific
information simply rationalizes or reinforces existing political conflicts (Litfin,

1994:184,186).

Third, Eden points to the implications of such orthodox ‘science speaks to policy’ assumptions for
inclusive governance. Eden shows that, although the public were active in lobbying for policy,
boycotting CFC-containing spray cans (a move primarily orchestrated by Friends of the Earth in
1998), the expert framing of the ozone problem inhibited public participation in policy

development. This is not surprising; as Taylor and Buttel (1992) argue:

The science of global environmental change continues to reflect, and in turn reinforce, the
moral-technocratic formulation of global environmental problems...[there is] inattention
to the national and localised political and economic dynamics or socio-environmental

change (Taylor and Buttel, 1992:409).

It is only this understanding of the localised social and political dynamics of environmental
problems that would warrant local participation and make it meaningful; without it, attempts at
local inclusiveness in global environmental problems can at best contribute to policy

implementation, but not policy design.

Climate change echoes these governance patterns of other ‘atmospheric’ environmental

problems, framed as an issue of:

Scientific construction...a global scale environmental problem caused by the universal

physical properties of greenhouse gasses. (Demeritt, 2001:307).

As will be shown in chapter three, framing climate change as a scientific and technical problem has

made public participation in both mitigation and adaptation governance especially problematic.
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But, as this thesis will show, climate change, and adaptation in particular, presents specific

challenges:

First, the continuing scientific controversy, and an absence of simple, politically non-contentious
solutions, render relations between ‘expert knowledge’ and environmental governance far more
contested (Miller and Edwards, 2001:3). Second, adaptation under other atmospheric issues such
as the ozone layer or even acid rain, has not been a major policy option; both have been managed,
fairly successfully, by mitigation alone. However, the failure to effectively mitigate the causes of
climate change means that adaptation must now be managed under this same global governance

framework as mitigation.

Yet, as shown in the literature analysis presented above, many scholars have suggested that if
adaptation is to effectively address local vulnerabilities, then it should be locally inclusive (Hug and
Reid, 2007; Polack, 2008); adaptation is what grounds the intangible, global atmospheric problem
of climate change in a local, tangible reality (Ayers and Huqg, 2009a). But global risk assessments
that reinforce the impacts-based approach to adaptation, present challenges for the exclusion o
local level insights that could otherwise contribute to understanding and effectively responding to
climate change risk. This thesis will consider the consequences of risk assessments that perpetuate
an impacts-based approach to adaptation framing, on the inclusiveness of adaptation policy
making at the international (chapter three), national and sub-national levels (Chapters four and

five).

National Planning for Environmental Risks

A common tool used by international and multilateral environmental agreements (MEAs) for
implementing ‘global’ plans ‘locally’, is the development of a national action plans. For example,
all three Rio Conventions (the UNCBD, the UNCCD, and the UNFCCC) call for national plans to
translate the global priorities of the various conventions into implementation actions on the
ground. The development of national plans for environmental conventions all begin with
environmental assessments, through which scientific networks are intended to communicate their

findings to policy makers (Farrell et al., 2001).

Yet, the outcomes of such international risk assessments described above can influence the ways
in which nation states approach the national and sub-national management of ‘global’ risks.

Where ‘global’ framings of environmental risk conflict with perceptions of risk at sub-national
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scales, nation states are faced with the challenge of reconciling international and sub-national
interests. This is particularly the case where international agencies are tasked with providing the
resources and guidelines for undertaking national risk assessments. Under such circumstances,
and often despite claims and attempts at ensuring local participation, national planning processes
can end up replicating the assumptions and priorities of global risk discourses, rather than
incorporating and responding to local realities of how those risks are being experienced (Ayers,

2011; Forsyth, 2003).

One case that illustrates well the consequences of unresolved tensions between competing
definitions of risk across scales, is discussed by Bassett and Zeuli (2000). The authors describe the
development of National Environmental Action Plans (NEAPs), required by the World Bank in low-
income countries receiving its financial assistance. Taking the West African case study of the Cote
d’lvoire, they show that globally uniform, ‘blue print’ methods of designing NEAPs resulted in the
identification of a misconceived problem of desertification, that contrasted to the more wooded
landscapes experienced by farmers (and confirmed by aerial photographs). The authors reveal
that on the contrary, one of the problems experienced by local farmers was tree and bush

encroachment that was hindering livestock development.

Bassett and Zeuli (2000) show that, although the NEAP process claims to be participatory, the
tensions between sub-national and regional risk discourses inhibited meaningful local
deliberation. For example, the authors argue that the ‘problem’ of desertification identified by
‘experts’ from the World Bank was in fact not based on reliable data, but instead on powerful
“regional discursive formations”® (Bassett and Zeuli, 2000:69). These gave rise to an idea of
desertification that was so integral to the discursive environmental history of the region, it
dominated the policy discourse to the extent that the actual dynamics of environmental change
were overlooked (Bassett and Zeuli, 2000:69). The resulting NEAP was littered with images of
desert-like conditions spreading into the Savannah, despite the findings of the authors to the
contrary. The voices of the experienced farmers and herders whose understanding of
environmental change were more nuanced and often contradicting the dominant narrative were

largely excluded from the participatory process.

The authors also show how assumptions about scale influenced the design of participatory

processes. For example, ‘local’ inclusion was achieved through the “civilian phase” of NEAP

8 “Regional discursive formations” were originally theorized by Peet and Watts (1996:15), and described as “modes
of thought, logics, themes, styles of expression, and typical metaphors run through the discursive history of a
region, appearing in a variety of forms, disappearing occasionally, only to reappear with even greater intensity in
new guises” (Peet & Watts, 1996: 16).
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preparation. This phase involved holding regional meetings at which “’local” political leaders and
government officials as well as “selected” farmers and herders were invited to give their views on
regional environmental issues and the NEAP process. This group was identified as representative

of ‘the local’. Yet, the authors state that:

This form of “participatory planning” did not involve consultations with ordinary men and
women living in rural areas about what they considered to be the most important

environmental issues. (Bassett and Zeuli, 2000:74).

Thus, assumptions about who was considered local had implications for who was included, and
resulted in the exclusion of “ordinary men and women.” Further, the authors suggest that this
aggregation of very different stakeholders into ‘the local’ affected the dynamics of the
participatory process. They state that inviting a small number of peasants to a regional meeting
that was dominated by civil servants meant that, unsurprisingly, peasants and herders were

reticent to contribute freely under such circumstances (ibid).

The resulting policy recommendations to combat the assumed reduction in tree cover, included
coercive measures to reduce bush fires, wood cutting, and the promotion of village level tree
planting. The authors suggest that not only were these measures a waste of limited resources, but
also exacerbated the actual problem vegetation encroachment (Bassett and Zeuli, 2000:90).
Combining their own case study analysis with similar examples that reveal disparities between
local and global perceptions of the same environmental issues (Leach and Mearns, 1996; Peet and
Watts, 1996; Tiffen et al., 1994), they argue for the need to provide locationally and culturally

appropriate technical and economic options (Bassett and Zeuli, 2000;76).

In light of such experiences, Farrell et al., (2001) suggests that greater attention needs to be paid
to four aspects of the design of environmental assessments: first, to the initiation and context of
the assessment — who called for the assessment and why? Second, to the science-policy
interaction of the assessment — are scientists isolated from policy makers and how? Third, who
participates in the assessment and under what conditions? And fourth, to the capacities of
different stakeholders and arenas to ensure adequate participation in assessments, and effective

communication between parties (Farrell et al., 2001).

Such insights are helpful in highlighting how apparently ‘neutral’ environmental assessments are
also themselves constructed through social processes. Yet, the case of the NEAP above suggests

that questions remain over the extent to which assessments can actually offer avenues for the
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inclusion of ‘local’ perspectives in policy making under ‘global’ environment agreements.

Similar approaches to national planning have been adopted under the UNFCCC, which requires all
Least Developed Countries that are Party to the Convention, to develop National Adaptation Plans
of Action (NAPAs). As with NEAPs, the guidelines for developing NAPAs are uniform across all
LDCs, and must be adhered to if the resulting plans are to meet the requirements for funding
under the UNFCCC. However, NAPAs do place an emphasis on participatory approaches and
community-level inputs as an important source of information to inform national and
international adaptation policy (LEG, 2002). As such, NAPAs have been touted as the most
promising opportunity for the participation of vulnerable groups in adaptation policy making
(Ayers, 2008; Polack, 2008;). This thesis will examine the evidence for these claims related to
NAPAs and consider the impact of competing definitions of climate change risk across scales on

enabling local inclusiveness in national adaptation planning (Chapters four and five).

Localising risk: Community-based approaches

An alternative response to the critiques of ‘top-down’ management of environmental resources
has been an increase in support for more localized, community-based natural resource
management (CBNRM). For example, Agenda 21 and the Desertification Convention strongly
advocate the combination of community initiatives, decentralization, and devolution of

responsibility for natural resources to local communities (Forsyth and Leach, 1998).

This shift towards community-based approaches is discussed by Menakshi Ahiuwalia (1997), who
describes how the social and environmental costs of earlier environmental policies in India that
were based solely on state priorities and focused on large scale, technical projects, have
stimulated a shift in focus towards more participatory and community-driven approaches to
environmental management. Ahiuwalia provides the example of a community-based watershed
management project in Rajasthan, India, the “Nayakheda Watershed Development Project”
(Ahiuwalia, 1997:3), facilitated by the NGO Seva Mandir, based in Udaipur. One element of the
project was the promotion of soil and water conservation on private lands. The author describes
how the Nayakheda area had witnessed significant deforestation between 1975 and 1996,
evidenced by aerial photographs and confirmed by oral histories. The common explanation was
that such deforestation was induced by an increasing population of poor tribal people in order to

meet their subsistence needs.
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However, through participatory methods, the community-based Nayakheda project revealed that
in fact the deforestation was a consequence of the delayed enactment of the 1995 land reform
policies, which resulted in landowners exploiting timber and other resources on their lands in
anticipation of government land seizures. Tribal people were indeed the ones to carry out the
deforestation process; however this was in response to incentives provided by the landowners
and not to meet their own subsistence needs. In response, in 1992 Seva Mandir intervened with a
set of traditional soil and water conservation measures. The result was an overall increase in
biomass and soil moisture, and a recharging of groundwater. The need for irrigation for local
farmers was reduced, and crop yields increased. Thus, local farmers and labourers could gain more

profit from farming existing lands reducing the pressure on forested land.

Seemingly, then, unlike the NEAP example described above, the community-based approach was
successful in revealing alternative environmental explanations to the dominant deforestation

narrative, and addressing environmental resource management challenges at the local level.

Learning from CBNRM experiences, “community-based adaptation” (CBA) is emerging as a key
counter-proposal to UNFCCC-led processes for doing adaptation. CBA operates outside UNFCCC-
led processes, starting at the community level to identify, assist, and implement community-based
development activities that strengthen the capacity of local people to adapt. Proponents of a CBA
approach suggest that this kind of institutional design could enable local deliberations that can
identify the diversity and complexity of local vulnerability contexts (Ayers and Forsyth, 2009; Jones
and Rahman, 2007). Many examples of localised, community-based adaptation (CBA) can be
analysed as examples of legal-pluralism, and indeed many parallels have been drawn between CBA
and CBNRM, with some even questioning a distinction between the two (IISD et al., 2003). In
particular, the objectives of CBNRM - of poverty reduction, natural resource conservation and
good governance — all contribute to building adaptive capacity and are therefore also the

objectives of many adaptation strategies (Danida, 2007).

However, many critics of CBNRM have pointed out that such approaches are often based on naive
assumptions about ‘the community’ and ‘the environment’ that can ignore the localized politics of
resource allocation, and the local dynamics of environmental change. In the example above,
Ahiuwalia points out that while the project achieved its target goals of recharging groundwater
and improving agricultural lands, these benefits were not experienced equally by all members of
‘the community’. In particular, the author highlights the influence of the initial distribution of
endowments in terms of location of wells and land holdings in relation to the micro-topography of

the area, which significantly affected the social distribution of the gains from the project. The
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author notes:

By making people sit on a common platform, one does not necessarily make them equal.

(Ahiuwalia, 1997:34).

Further, CBNRM approaches have often assumed that ‘the environment’ is a static resource that
may have succumbed to degradation through its exploitation by ‘the community’, and thus needs
to be restored to a previous, stable state through the restoration of harmony between community
livelihoods and natural resources (Leach et al., 1999). Yet, since the 1970s, a ‘new ecology’ has
begun to emerge that challenges the idea of ecological equilibrium, drawing attention to an
understanding of variability in space and time; and also the importance of history on current

ecological dynamics (Leach et al, 1999).

Therefore simply ‘localising’ environmental management does not overcome problems of the
politics of scale; in fact in many ways they become even more pertinent, because of assumptions
that ‘local management’ will automatically result in ‘local inclusion’. In terms of adaptation, a
community-based approach to adaptation based on fixed assumptions about what is ‘local’ and
‘global’ does not address the adaptation paradox, but could serve to replicate it, albeit at a
different scale. For example, as discussed in this chapter, the tendency to aggregate and
homogenize the category ‘local’ is especially strong in the management of ‘global’ environmental
problems, even where that management is decentralised. Further, assumptions about a stable
ecological system are even less valid, given that the premise of adaptation is based on the need to

respond to changing environmental conditions.

CBA s still in its infancy, and much can be learnt from criticisms of CBNRM in considering how CBA
approaches could be promoted as avenues for local inclusiveness in climate change adaptation.
This thesis will examine local approaches to adaptation policy making and consider the evidence
that CBA is learning from this literature on CBNRM. In doing so, this thesis will consider the
evidence that CBA can indeed provide opportunities for more inclusive policy making; and what

the circumstances are that could encourage this (chapter six).

1.4 How can climate change adaptation be governed inclusively?

Learning from these insights, this thesis suggests that current approaches to achieving ‘locally’

inclusive governance of ‘global’ risks do not pay adequate attention to the actual mechanisms of
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how risks are deliberated, and the political processes that shape these. These insights are
particularly relevant for climate change adaptation, where the “Adaptation Paradox” has resulted
in an inappropriate definition of climate change risk dominating the politics of climate change,

which does not incorporate the locally and contextually specified nature of climate vulnerability.

The basic hypothesis of this thesis is that the paradox presented by conflicting definitions of risk
across scales presents new challenges for participation, because it results in ‘impacts-based’ risk
assessments for informing policy that do not reflect how vulnerability to those impacts is
experienced. Thus, rather than examining methods of participation per se, this thesis will pay
particular attention to how the arenas created for participation can restrict discussions of risk and
create barriers to open and meaningful deliberation. Following on, it is proposed here that
achieving meaningful local inclusion in the governance of adaptation depends not on participatory
intentions, but on: Firstly, understanding the ways in which risks are perceived across scales;
secondly, considering the impact of alternative definitions of risk at other scales, and the ways
they interact; and finally, by democratising what we mean by scale itself. These propositions will

be tested by addressing the following questions:

1. What is the evidence that conflicting definitions of risk across scales inhibit locally
meaningful adaptation policy-making?
2. Under what circumstances is local inclusiveness achieved under international climate

change policy frameworks?

Addressing these questions will contribute to debates in the social sciences around deliberative
governance. Specifically, this thesis will aim to contribute to the following challenge for the policy

makers and the social sciences more generally:

3. How canlocal inclusiveness be achieved in the context of global environmental risk? And,
what kind of institutional designs allow global risks to be reassessed in locally meaningful

terms?

Thesis overview

These questions are addressed through the collection and analysis of a new set of data on the
main avenue for the inclusion of vulnerable groups in adaptation policy making: National

Adaptation Programmes of Action. This study examines the emergence of the NAPA process under
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the UNFCCC as a policy guidance tool, drawing on primary interview data and the analysis of
secondary data; and then also compares two “sub-cases” of the NAPA process ‘in action’, in two
countries: Bangladesh and Nepal. The purpose of this spatial comparison is to consider whether
the different conditions in each country within which the NAPA process was undertaken, resulted
in different outcomes for the inclusiveness of adaptation policy; and if so, what these conditions

were.

The next chapter of this thesis describes in detail the methods adopted by this study for data
collection and analysis, including a justification of the NAPA process as a case study, and
Bangladesh and Nepal as ‘sub-cases’. Methods adopted include key informant interviews at the
international policy level and national level, as well as focus group discussions, household surveys
and document analysis in Bangladesh and Nepal. Data analysis adopts a “discourse analysis”

framework.

Chapter three of this thesis, “Understanding Adaptation”, draws on debates from the natural
hazards and development studies literatures to break down definitions of risk, vulnerability, and
adaptation. Data from key informant interviews with stakeholders actively engaged at the
international level in the IPCC and UNFCCC, as well as the outputs of document analysis, are
presented. This data is used to trace the emergence of multiple interpretations of climate risk and
the resulting approaches to risk assessment. The chapter goes on to show how these conflicting
approaches to climate change risk have been operationalised in climate change governance
arenas, looking at both the formal climate governance system of the UNFCCCC, and also

development institutions that have taken up adaptation as part of their development agenda.

The analysis of primary interview data as well as secondary data sources presented support the
contention that an ‘impacts-based’ approach to governing climate change risk does dominate
UNFCCC frameworks, and that this has created barriers for the potential of UNFCCC mechanisms
to address vulnerability on the ground. However, it is suggested that opportunities for managing
climate change adaptation outside of the UNFCCC under development frameworks undermine
core equity principles of adaptation finance; that adaptation finance must be additional to
development finance. The chapter concludes that, given that it is important that climate change
adaptation is managed under the UNFCCCC, National Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPAs)
present the most promising avenue for the inclusion of vulnerable groups in adaptation decision

making.
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Chapters four and five examine the potential for inclusive adaptation planning under the NAPAs,
drawing on the case study research undertaken in Bangladesh and Nepal. These chapters provide
evidence against all three main research questions by addressing the same two sub-questions
designed for the empirical case studies: What is the evidence that the NAPA in each country
achieved inclusive policy making? And, what were the circumstances that resulted in more or less

inclusive policy-making processes?

Chapter four analyses data collected through key informant interviews, focus group discussions
and household surveys to assess the extent to which the NAPA process in Bangladesh meet the
requirements of deliberative governance, focusing on the ‘who’, ‘how’ and ‘what’ elements of
deliberative institutional design. The data shows that the inclusive intentions of the NAPA process
in Bangladesh were promising, but that the approach taken to risk assessments was driven by a
‘global’ and ‘impacts-based’ discourse. The analysis suggests that this discourse was reinforced by
a national “environmental crisis” narrative, which served to strengthen the emphasis on large
scale, technocratic approaches to defining environmental risks. These powerful discourses
restricted the democratic potential of the participatory spaces created under the NAPA, affecting
choices about who participated, how participatory exercises were structured, and what outputs of
participation were considered ‘legitimate’. The chapter concludes by questioning whether the
task of ‘deliberative democracy’ in the governance of ‘global’ environmental problems is simply

too ambitious?

Chapter five takes up this question, by focusing on the task of deliberative institutional design.
Through the analysis of key informant interviews and participant observation, this chapter pays
detailed attention to the process (rather than outcome) of the NAPA development in Nepal. This
analysis moves beyond debates about the attributes and criticisms of the deliberative democracy
ideal, focusing instead on the conditions that might be conducive to more or less inclusive
governance. The chapter critically examines the NAPA process in Nepal, and shows that although
both Bangladesh and Nepal used the same guidelines for NAPA preparation, Nepal took a very
different approach to NAPA preparation that focused more attention on creating deliberative and
participatory forums. The data suggest that a number of factors contributed to this difference in
approach, including the history of environmental governance in Nepal; the lower availability of
climate change data and ‘expertise’ in Nepal compared to Bangladesh; and the fact that Nepal was
one of the last countries to develop its NAPA, creating an opportunity for lesson-learning. The
chapter concludes that while it is still ‘early days’ for the Nepal NAPA, a greater focus on
participatory practice in the design of the NAPA in Nepal presents more promising approach for

achieving deliberative outcomes within the guidelines of adaptation planning under the UNFCCC.
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Chapter six discusses the findings from these two case studies in relation to the empirical
guestions of this thesis. The chapter begins by considering the evidence that each NAPA was
‘successful’ in achieving meaningful policy deliberation. First, the chapter compares the
inclusiveness of deliberative processes, drawing on the three indicators of deliberative
institutional design introduced here and expanded in chapters four and five: Who was included in
policy deliberations; how were deliberative processes structured; and what was deliberated
about. Second, based on the premise that for policy-making to be inclusive, the outcomes of
deliberative processes must actually have an influence on policy, the chapter considers the extent
to which deliberative outcomes influenced the final NAPA document in each country. Third, the
chapter discusses the circumstances that resulted in more- or less-successful adaptation policy
deliberation, focusing on the factors that influenced deliberative institutional design choices. This
section expands debates from chapter 5 around the influence of environmental risk narratives; the

role of expertise; and opportunities for lesson-learning.

The discussion then moves to the consequences of these circumstances for deliberative
institutional design. Returning to questions around the politics of scale, the chapter suggests that
‘inclusive’ approaches to adaptation need to pay greater attention to a disaggregated ‘local’. With
this in mind, the chapter considers two alternative institutional designs for adaptation planning
that claim to be ‘more’ inclusive. First, the proposal of “community-based adaptation (CBA)” is
discussed as one potential institutional design that proponents argue allows for a greater degree
of ‘local’ inclusiveness. However, it is suggested that CBA in its current form cannot meet the
requirements of adaptation governance, which needs to be managed across scales and not just at
the ‘local’ level. Further, simply decentralising adaptation planning does not necessarily overcome

existing politics of scale.

Second, paying greater attention to how inclusiveness is achieved, the chapter discusses the
recent proposal from Nepal of “LAPAs”, or “Local Adaptation Plans of Action”. LAPAs are
envisaged as a way of taking CBA a step further by using similar, detailed methods of local-level
vulnerability assessments, but with a focus on the institutions at the local level that will play a role
in the delivery of NAPAs. While the LAPA concept is still in the design phase, a key promising
feature is the flexible approach taken to scale. ‘Local’ is not predefined as either community,
household, district and so on; rather, local institutions are taken as the whichever formal or
informal institutions are important in enabling vulnerable people to gain access to the assets they

require to help them build their adaptive capacity.
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Chapter seven is the concluding chapter of this thesis. This chapter brings the empirical findings
from the discussion chapter back to the title question of this thesis: Can global climate change
adaptation policy be locally inclusive? The concluding chapter reiterates that achieving
“inclusiveness” in the context of ‘global’ environmental risks requires, firstly, understanding the
ways in which risks are perceived across scales; secondly, considering the impact these conflicting
definitions of risk on the potential for ‘global’ risk assessments to be ‘locally’ inclusive; and finally
by taking into account the scalar politics of inclusiveness, which means reassessing what we mean

by ‘local’, ‘global’, and ‘inclusiveness’.

This chapter then discusses the ‘contributions to theory’ of this study, in relation to the theoretical
framework presented in this introductory chapter. First, it is suggested that this study supports
‘tyranny of participation’ debates around the importance of paying attention to the ‘who’ and
‘how’ of participatory practice in analysing inclusiveness. However, this study also presents
evidence that the power politics of participatory spaces are perhaps more complex than ‘tyranny
of participation’ debates assume, and attention is also needed to the ‘what’ of deliberation, which

in turn is affected by the contexts in which deliberative institutional design choices are made.

To explore the ‘what’ of participation, this study applies debates from science and technology
studies that until recently had been reserved to an industrialised country context. This analysis
shows that the framing of a problem in ‘global’ and ‘expert’ terms has implications for the
inclusiveness of ‘local’ and ‘lay’ knowledge. But the evidence from the Bangladesh and Nepal sub-
case studies also suggest that the labelling of information as ‘global’ or ‘expert’ is influenced by
external factors that drive assumptions about the problems being deliberated. These include the
political and historical factors that influence assumptions of risk, expertise, and approaches to
inclusion. Based on these insights, this thesis concludes that approaches to deliberative
institutional design need to pay greater attention not just to the internal dynamics of participatory
spaces, but also to the external historical, political and cultural circumstances within which
deliberation takes place. It is hoped that such insights can contribute to the under-researched

area of deliberative institutional design.

The concluding chapter then discusses the policy consequences of failing to take a ‘deliberative’
approach to inclusiveness, drawing on examples from the Bangladesh and Nepal NAPAs. These
include, firstly, opportunities for targeting the key drivers of vulnerability could be missed. Second,
resources for adaptation may not be put to the most effective use. Thirdly, and perhaps most
importantly, adaptation options could be implemented that exacerbate the vulnerability of the

most vulnerable groups.
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The thesis concludes by questioning the underlying normative assumption of this study; that
‘inclusiveness’ is actually an important policy goal in the governance of climate change adaptation.
The value of ‘inclusive policy making’ in generalis discussed; but it is also proposed that engaging
vulnerable people in policy making can itself be a way of building adaptive capacity, especially
where vulnerability is compounded by social and political exclusion. In line with shifts towards a
‘rights-based’ approach to development, inclusive deliberative governance can provide a platform
for improving social and political capital, that canin turn help people to better access the services

and assets that can improve resilience.

Note to reader:

Some of the primary research conducted for the purposes of this project has been written up in
other articles and consultancy reports during the course of this project. Not all of this material has
been included in this thesis for the sake of ensuring clarity and focus to the arguments presented
here. However, throughout this thesis the reader will be directed to the relevant publications that

enrich and add breadth to the material presented in this thesis.
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Chapter 2: Methodology and Research design

This study tests the hypothesis that the “adaptation paradox” presents challenges for inclusive
adaptation policy-making, because impacts-based risk assessments under ‘global’ climate change
frameworks do not reflect how vulnerability is experienced ‘locally’. This hypothesis is tested by
asking: What is the evidence that definitions of risk across scales inhibit inclusive adaptation policy
making? And under what circumstances can international climate change policy achieve
inclusiveness? Answering these questions contributes to the broader objective of this thesis,
which is to identify whether and how local inclusiveness can be achieved in the context global
environmental risk; and what kinds of institutional designs allow global risks to be reassessed in

locally meaningful terms.

This chapter describes the methodological approach adopted by this study for the collection and
analysis of a new set of data to test the hypothesis of this thesis. In line with recommendations
from Bauer et al., (2000), this chapter distinguishes between the three key methodological
dimensions adopted for this study: the design principles (the research strategy); the methods of

data elicitation; and the process of data analysis. This chapter will describe each of these in turn.

2.1 Design principles

Bauer et al., (2000) describe “design principles” as the underlying strategy of a research study,
such as sample survey, participant observation, case studies, experiments, and quasi-experiments.
The strategy chosen depends on the type of research question being asked. For example,
experimental, quasi-experimental, or survey approaches are useful for measuring the ‘how much’
or ‘to what extent’ of a policy problem, when the relationship between cause and effect factors is
established and needs quantifying. Alternatively, this study is concerned with exploring what the
cause-effect relationship is between ‘risk’ (including the politics of scale and expertise),
‘uncertainty’, and ‘inclusion’, and whether, to what extent, and why, there is any relationship
between these factors; and what the circumstances might be that have influenced this
relationship. A more flexible approach is therefore needed, to enable the investigation of the
complex relationship between these variables; to incorporate the context of the relationship; and
to be open to other factors that might also be important in answering the questions proposed by

this thesis.
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Case study approach

The research strategy that best meets the requirements of this study is case study analysis. As a

research strategy, a case-study approach is defined as:

An empirical inquiry that investigates a phenomenon within its real-life context; when the
boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident; and in which

multiple sources of evidence are used. (Yin, 1989:22).

A “case” in this context refers to:

A phenomenon of scientific interest, such as ...types of government regimes...that the
investigator chooses to study with the aim of developing theory (or “generic knowledge”)
regarding the causes or similarities or differences among instances (cases) of that class of

events. (George and Bennet, 2005:17).

Case study research can include single and multiple case studies, and as a strategy can use
multiple sources of evidence including quantitative evidence. George and Bennet (2005) identify
four advantages of a case study strategy for social science analysis, that make it appropriate for
investigating the hypothesis of this thesis: Fist, case studies can achieve “high conceptual validity”.
Many of the variables of interest to social scientists are difficult to measure, such as power,
democracy, or political culture; indeed their very interpretation may vary in different contexts.
The same can be said for trying to understand ‘vulnerability’; as shown above, perceptions of
vulnerability differ according to how risk is defined, which is not the same across contexts. A case-
study approach allows researchers to carry out “contextual comparisons” that evaluate

“analytically equivalent phenomena” across different contexts (George and Bennet, 2005:19).

Second, the analysis of case studies can foster new hypotheses in a way that statistical analyses
cannot. For example, George and Bennet propose that “when a ...researcher asks a participant
“were you thinking X when you did Y” and gets the answer “no | was thinking Z” then this could
give rise to a new variable” that may result in the development of new theories (George and
Bennet, 2005:20). The ability to absorb unpredictable research outputs is important in enabling us
to look beyond an ‘impacts-based’ approach to risk and allow people to redefine how and why

they experience vulnerability which may or may not be related to climate change impacts. Thus, a
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case study approach enables the analysis of different perceptions of risk, some of which may be

expected, others of which may not be.

Third, case study analysis can closely examine the operation of a number of causal mechanismsin
detail, and observe any unexpected aspects of a particular causal mechanism or identify what
conditions activate any one causal mechanism over another. Statistical studies, on the other hand,
necessarily leave out many contextual and intervening variables at the expense of studying those
variables selected for study (George and Bennet, 2005:21). This is useful for considering the
circumstances that may result in more inclusive adaptation policy making, which in this study are

by no means predetermined.

Finally, case study analysis can accommodate complex causal relations; although George and
Bennet note that this advantage is relative, and case studies require substantial process tracing to
document complex interactions, while statistical methods are able to model several kinds of
interactions, albeit only at the cost of requiring a large sample size (George and Bennet, 2005:22).
Ragin (2007) suggests that this justifies the “small N” approach of case examination; a small
number of cases allows the researcher to analyse a large number of historically, socially and
culturally significant variables, hence as Ragin points out: “Fewer cases are often better. After all,
with large N’s, in depth knowledge of cases must be sacrificed” (Ragin, 2007:65). As this study is
explicitly concerned with the processes of participation, and understanding how, and why NAPAs
achieved inclusiveness (or not), it is important that ample space is given to analysing these
processes in detail. It therefore makes sense to have a ‘small N’ and focus on conducting a

detailed study.

For the purposes of this study, the “case” selected for analysis is the process of National
Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPAs). It is acknowledged that there are currently other
avenues for local inclusion in adaptation policy-making. For example, the UNFCCC allows non-
negotiators as ‘observers’ to the climate change negotiations. Active participation of observersin
the climate change negotiations is limited, often to carefully crafted NGO statements on behalf of
all registered NGOs, although observers are able to stage ‘side events’ and lobbying activities to
influence the negotiations. Another example is the design of the recently established “Adaptation
Fund”, which has a ‘window’ for community-based adaptation projects, although at the time of

writing this is not yet operational.

However, NAPAs have been selected because they are designed under the UNFCCC specifically to

provide a direct avenue for the participation of vulnerable groups in adaptation policy making
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(LEG, 2002:1). NAPAs are therefore a useful unit of analysis for examining the evidence that
adaptation policy-making achieved this goal of inclusiveness. This also makes the research strategy
of case study analysis suitable; the different ways in which ‘inclusiveness’ is approached under the
UNFCCC are not numerous, and are also not comparable, with each of those listed above having
very different objectives. As this study is primarily concerned with the inclusiveness of ‘local’,
vulnerable stakeholders in the policy making processes that affect them, NAPAs are currently the

most direct avenue for this purpose and therefore a suitable case study choice.

The selection of sub-cases

This study examines the emergence of the NAPA process under the UNFCCC as a policy guidance
tool; and then also analyses two ‘sub-
Figure 2.1: Case study and sub-cases under analysis

cases’ of the NAPA process ‘in action’, in
two countries: Bangladesh and Nepal (see
figure 2.1). The purpose of these sub-
cases is to examine the different
approaches taken to NAPA preparation in

the two countries; the ways in which each

NAPA approached inclusiveness in NAPA

preparation; and the circumstances that
resulted in more or less inclusive

. = =
outcomes in each case.

Bangladesh and Nepal have been selected as appropriate case studies firstly because they are
both identified by the United Nations as Least Developed Countries, and were therefore obliged
under the UNFCCC to develop NAPAs. However, while both countries were committed under the
Convention to adhering to the same NAPA development guidelines, each country took different
approaches. Bangladesh was one of the first countries to develop its NAPA, submitting a draft to
the UNFCCC in 2005. Nepal is one of the last countries to develop its NAPA, with the draft NAPA
completed in July 2010 and still under review at the time of writing. As such, Bangladesh adhered
fairly rigidly to the NAPA preparation guidelines, and was forced to adopt a ‘learning by doing’
approach to NAPA preparation. Nepal on the other hand had the experience of over 40 other
NAPAs to draw from, and could learn from many of the lessons of good practice as well as
common criticisms (especially around participation in NAPA processes) of NAPAs in other

countries.
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A comparative approach

This thesis takes a broadly comparative approach to analysing the NAPA processes in Bangladesh
and Nepal. “Comparative analysis” can be interpreted in a number of ways in both quantitative
and qualitative research. This thesis interprets comparative research in line with Ragin and Strand
(2008), who suggests that the goal of comparative analysis is “to identify the different
combinations of causally relevant conditions linked to an outcome” (Ragin and Strand, 2008:431).
Applied to this study, this selection of sub-cases - the first and last NAPA countries — enables a
comparative analysis of the initial barriers the NAPA guidelines may have presented to public
participation in national planning for adaptation; whether or not these were able to be overcome
within the constraints of the NAPA guidelines; and if so, under what circumstances. Specific
elements of the sub-cases that can be compared include the ways in which each country
interpreted the NAPA guidelines, the design of consultation strategies, and the types of

participatory technologies employed.

However, this thesis does not present a straight forward comparison of the two NAPAs. Firstly,
the outcomes of the two NAPA processes cannot be strictly compared, given that the NAPA
process in Nepal is not complete. Therefore the focus of comparison is on the NAPA process in
both Bangladesh and Nepal, and not the NAPA outcomes. Secondly, as will be shown below, the
approaches taken to data collection in each country were different. In Bangladesh, because the
NAPA had already happened, information around the NAPA processes was gleaned retrospectively
—to find out ‘what did happen’, and ‘what were the outcomes’? In Nepal, the NAPA process was
studied from start to finish in real time, so the assessment was based on ‘what is happening’, and
it was too early to assess the NAPA outcomes. Therefore this investigation does not yield two
strictly comparable data sets. These limitations on enabling straightforward comparison are

acknowledged in the discussion of results and the conclusions that this study gives rise to.

2.2 Methods of data elicitation

A case-study strategy can utilise multiple research methods. One of the most popular frameworks
for organising data elicitation for case studies to meet these objectives is “process tracing”.
Process tracing “attempts to trace the links between possible causes and observed outcomes”

(George and Bennet, 2005:6). Discussions around process tracing have been ongoing for some
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time (George, 1979; George and Mckeown, 1985), but the approach has been most
comprehensively developed in George and Bennett’s 2005 text, Case Studies and Theory

Development in the Social Sciences, in which the authors suggest:

In process-tracing, the researcher examines histories, archival documents, interview
transcripts, and other sources to see whether the causal process a theory hypothesizes or
implies in a case is in fact evident in the sequence and values of the intervening variables

in that case.(George and Bennet, 2005:6)

In line with the principles of process tracing, this study uses multiple research methods to elicit
data against the two empirical questions of this study, where “possible causes” include conflicting
framings of risk; and “observed outcomes” relate to the level of inclusiveness achieved in the
policy process. Data collection therefore focused around the emergence of the adaptation agenda
under international climate change governance structures, including the development of NAPAs;
the emergence of adaptation discourses in development arenas; and the process of NAPA
formulation at the national level in the two sub-cases of Bangladesh and Nepal. An explanation of
each of the methods adopted for this study is presented in Box 2.1. This section will describe how
each of the methods described in box 2.1 was adapted for the purposes of achieving the thesis

aims.

Box 2.1: Research methods adopted for study
Adapted from Becker and Geer, 1957; Gaskell, 2000; and Bauer et al., 2000.

Participant observation

Participant observation is a “method in which the observer participates in the daily life of the people under
study...observing things that happen, listening to what is said, and questioning people, over some length of
time” (Becker and Geer, 1957:28). The value of participant observation is that the researcher is able to
better understand perspectives of those being studied because, without assuming this to fully be the case,
they have to some extent engaged in a common process: they have observed common events and their
aftermath, and explanations of the meanings of events by participants and spectators, before, during, and
afterits occurrence (ibid). The researcheris open to a wide breadth and depth of information compared to
other qualitative approaches, and is able to triangulate different impressions and observations, and to
follow-up emergent discrepancies in the course of the fieldwork (Gaskell, 2000:44). As such, Becker and
Geer describe participant observation as “the most complete form of sociological datum” (ibid). While the
degree to which any ‘observation’ can be said to be ‘participatory’ has been questioned (indeed, some argue
all observation is in some way participatory —see Atkinson and Hammersley, 1994), it is generally accepted
that the researcher is, to some degree, engaged in the activities of the people or process being studied.

Semi-structured interviews

Qualitative interviewing is based on the assumptions that different individuals or groups actively construct
the social world differently. The purpose of the qualitative interview is to understand the respondent’s life-
world and how this may differ from others. Gaskell states: “the qualitative interview provides the basic data
for the development of an understanding of the relations between social actors and their situation” (ibid).
Semi-structured interviews involve four key stages: first, developing a ‘topic guide’; second, selecting
respondents; third, undertaking the interview and finally, introducing interpretive frameworks to
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understand the actor’s accounts in more conceptual terms, often in relation to other observations. The topic
guide is intended to act as an interview prompt only, to create a framework for discussion; however, when
issues beyond the guide are raised by the respondent these should be recorded and encouraged by the
interviewer. In terms of selecting respondents, Gaskell (2000) highlights that the purpose of qualitative
research is not counting opinions but rather exploring a range of opinions; thus, it is important when
selecting respondents to consider how a social milieu might be segmented on a particular issue, and
attempt to cover the different perspectives adequately.

Focus Group Discussions (FGDs)

Focus-group discussions are a kind of in-depth interview with a group of people, and so have similar
advantages and constraints as semi-structured interviews. Again, the broad content is structured by the
topic guide, but discussion should be allowed to flow freely. The main difference is that FGDs allow
respondents to interact with one another to build consensus or conflict around different points of view, a
process which is itself interesting to the qualitative researcher in understanding how social dynamics can
shape deliberative outcomes. The interviewer takes more of a moderator role, allowing participants to
speak to one another, compare experiences and react to one another, giving rise to perceptions and ideas
that may not come out of a one: one situation of semi-structured interviews alone. However, participantsin
FGDs tend to be somewhat self-selective. Not all those invited turn up, and some target groups are difficult
to recruit. Further, the dynamics within an FGD can be dominated by one or two vocal individuals, although
careful moderation can avoid this to some extent.

Household Surveys

The household survey used for the purpose of this study was not a large-scale survey for quantitative
analysis. Instead, the objective of the household survey was to maximise the opportunity to understand the
different positions taken by members of the social milieu; and to collect enough data on HH survey
respondents to be able to see patterns between social indicators such as wealth and gender, with
perceptions of risk, that could be elaborated on during FGDs. Thus, the HH survey was not undertaken to
provide quantifiably defendable set of outputs, but get a broader idea of the range of views, and indicators
of priorities, that could be used to guide FGD and key informant interview discussions. A sample HH survey
is presented in Annex 5.

Understanding the international agenda on adaptation

First, to explore the adaptation discourses and the inclusiveness of adaptation policy making at the
international level, between September 2007 and September 2009, | attended three UNFCCC
meetings as an ‘observer’® and tracked discussions on matters related to adaptation. These
meetings were:
= December 2007: Thirteenth Conference of the Parties to the UNFCCC in Bali
= June 2008: 28th meeting of the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice,
Bonn.

= December 2009: Fourteenth Conference of the Parties to the UNFCCC in Poland

Major workshops on Community-based Adaptation were also attended, to understand the CBA
agenda and its relationship with the UNFCCC. The meetings attended were:

- Dhaka 2007: Second International Workshop on Community-Based Adaptation

°In my capacity as a research consultant for the Climate Change Group at the International Institute for
Environment and Development (lIED), London
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- London, 2008: UK workshop on Community-Based Adaptation

- Dhaka 2009: Third International Workshop on Community-Based Adaptation

As well as undertaking participant observation, key informant interviews were undertaken with
the Least Developed Country Expert Group Chair and members (who were responsible for
developing NAPA guidelines), IPCC scientists (particularly those from working group Il on Impacts
and Adaptation) non-governmental partners, and donor agencies. A full list of interviewees can be
found in Annex 1. The aim of interviewing these different groups of stakeholders was to:
® Gain a detailed understanding of how adaptation emerged in the international climate
change discourse. By interviewing a range of actors | was able to triangulate different
perspectives and get a good picture of key events that marked the progress and
classification of adaptation as a climate change policy discourse.
= Get an understanding of whether, and if so how, different actors perceived adaptation in
different ways and whether the promotion of different approaches to adaptation could be

linked to any particular group (see chapter 3).

These two objectives shaped the analytical approach taken to both interviews and documentary

work.

Interviews were semi-structured and the topic-guides for interviews were tailored according to
the interviewee, and the objective of the interview. All interviews however were based around the
same framework questions, including how interviewees understood adaptation; their recollection
of how adaptation became a prominent part of the negotiations; whether they felt due attention
was given to adaptation; whether adaptation should be inclusive; and if so, whether this was being
achieved and any barriers to this. Depending on the experience of the interviewees, further
specific questions were asked around the negotiation processes that resulted in the development

of the NAPA funds and NAPA guidelines, and perception of the adequacy of these.

Sub-case studies in Bangladesh and Nepal

Second, the process of NAPA formulation in Bangladesh and Nepal was examined, focusing on the

extent to which each NAPA process achieved inclusiveness, and the circumstances that influenced

more- or less-inclusive institutional designs. Fieldwork was undertaken in both countries, although

for opportunistic reasons a different approach was taken in each.
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In Bangladesh, a two-phase study approach was adopted. First, four months were spent in Dhaka
city identifying and interviewing stakeholders involved in the NAPA process including from the
Ministry of Environment, and all lead NAPA working group members; as well as other climate
change stakeholders not directly involved in NAPA preparation, including from NGOs, research
institutes, as well as independent consultants (see Annex 2). During this time, climate change

planning documents were also identified, collected and reviewed.

Second, to better understand local perceptions of risk, causes of vulnerability, and reactions to the
NAPA project proposal, fieldwork was carried out in Noakhali, one of the sites for the first
proposed project to be implemented from NAPA. Two field visits were undertaken to Noakhali, in
November 2008 and February 2009. During these visits, research activities included key informant
interviews with local stakeholders including government, NGOs and community-based
organisations; household (HH) surveys of 50 households each in two Upazilas (sub-districts) of

Noakhali; and transect walks.

HH surveys included data on gender and occupation of head of household; main and seasonal
household income generating activities; education level of household members; asset holdings
(evaluated through information about land ownership, livestock ownership, housing type, other
relevant holdings); and access to basic services. Short, semi-structured questions were also
included which focused on three main areas: Perceptions of general risks (including for income
security; food security; health and personal safety; security of assets); perceptions of
environmental risks; and perceptions of climate-related risks. Further questions included
perceived changes to risks; the adequacy of government and non-government services; coping
strategies under times of stress; and required support. The project proposal for the coastal

afforestation programme was also raised and discussed.

The short-answer findings from the HH surveys were used as the basis for more open and detailed
discussions about climate risk and vulnerability through focus group discussions (FGDs). FGDs took
place with the three main livelihood groups of the area as categorised by the District
Commissioners Office (agricultural farmers (small landowners); agricultural/other day labourers
(landless); and fishermen). A separate FGD discussion was also held with women, as the livelihood
categories focus groups were exclusively made up of men. It should be noted that livelihood
groups are not exclusive, and many of those interviewed fell into more than one category, often

varying livelihood activities seasonally.
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In Nepal, a different approach was taken in response to an opportunity offered to me in April
2009, to spend 9 months working alongside the NAPA team preparing the Nepali NAPA. This
opportunity enabled me to follow the NAPA preparation process as an observing participant from
project inception in May 2009, through the design phase, and until the completion of the
vulnerability and risk assessment data collection (the draft NAPA was completed in July 2010).
Thus, the research strategy for Nepal was based around a detailed participatory observation
study. | was based in the NAPA office inside the Ministry of Environment, and assisted the NAPA

team in the design of the NAPA strategy; fieldwork; and preparation of the document itself.

In addition, independent and supporting key informant interviews were undertaken in my capacity
as a PhD student with a wide range of stakeholders engaged with the NAPA preparation process.
These included government officials, non-government agencies, academics, NAPA team members,
donors, and implementing agencies (see Annex 3). The purpose of these interviews was to ensure
a broad range of perspectives was gathered on the NAPA preparation process to complement my
own. Interviews were semi-structured and questions were asked about impressions of the general
NAPA process, but focused in particular on the adequacy of mechanisms for multi-stakeholder

engagement.

2.3 Methods of data analysis

The methods of data collection gave rise to a broad selection of data types that required analysis,
including transcripts from interviews and focus group discussions, household survey data, field
notes, and numerous policy documents and grey literature. Given that the purpose of data
analysis was to understand how risks are framed in different ways across different arenas, and the
potential discursive barriers this may present to policy deliberation, an overarching framework of
“discourse analysis” was decided on. “Discourse analysis” is a framework that covers a variety of
approaches to the study of talk and texts, which have developed from diverse disciplinary
traditions. Broadly, discourse analysis is a social constructivist approach to data analysis, which
aims to identify the links between knowledge, social processes, and action (Jorgensen and Phillips,
2002). Rather than challenging the validity of the statements arising from the data, discourse
analysis seeks to identify the meanings, and the relationships and phenomena they reflect (Roe,

1994).

However, the term ‘discourse analysis’ is contested (as indeed are the terms discourse and

deliberation, see chapter one). The approach taken to discourse analysis depends on the purpose

62



of the analysis, and how discourse is understood. Gill (2000) suggests that the various approaches
to discourse analysis can be categorised into four main “themes” (Gill, 2000:174-176):

i) A concern with discourse itself; discourse analysts are interested in the content and
organisation of texts in their own right, rather than only seeing discourse as a
pathway to some other reality;

ii) Language as constructive — in line with a Habermasian approach to deliberation (see
chapter one), discourse analysts focus on what language does not just what language
says; language is not just a transparent medium;

iii) Discourse as social practice —in line with a more Foucauldian approach to discourse and
deliberation (see chapter one) discourse not happen in a social vacuum but is
constantly orientated to and influenced by social contexts. Discourse analysts
therefore pays attention to both the discourse itself and the interpretive context;

iv) Talk and texts are organised rhetorically — much discourse is involved in establishing one
version of the world in the face of competing versions, so attention is needed to the

ways in which discourses are organised to be persuasive.

All of the above are directly relevant to the study of deliberative processes. By studying discourses
arising both during deliberation, and also as the products of deliberation, it is possible to gain

insights into how discursive politics can restrict or facilitate inclusiveness in participatory spaces.

Based on these themes, Gill suggests that the various approaches to discourse analysis can be
categorised into three broad traditions, differing in how they indentify the relationship between
power and knowledge. The first has been developed in critical linguistic work, and has an explicit
concern with the relationship between language and politics (Fairclough, 1989; Fowler et al., 1979;
Kress and Hodge, 1979). The second broad tradition is influenced by speech-act theory, and
stresses the function or action orientation of discourse (Atkinson and Heritage, 1984; Garfinkel,
1967;Myers, 2000 ). These approaches look in detail at the organisation of social interaction — at
what interaction is designed to accomplish. The third body of work is associated with
poststructuralists such as Foucault, and looks historically at discourses, rejecting the realist notion

that that discourses have a single, coherent subject (Gill, 2000).

The method of discourse analysis taken by this study draws on ideas from each of these
approaches and respective themes, but focuses in particular the role of discourse as social
practice; specifically, how deliberative outcomes are affected by social and political contexts,
rather than only the ‘force of the better argument’ (Habermas, 1990). The primary method of

discourse analysis adopted is Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), which focuses on:
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Social effects of discourse...[and] historical change: how different discourses combine
under particular social conditions to produce a new, complex discourse. (Fairclough

1992:4).

This is appropriate to gleaning an understanding of how and why certain discourses have come to
dominate the climate change policy arena, and what impact this has had on enabling inclusive
policy making. In order to undertake discourse analysis on the data collected, all interview data

was fully transcribed, because,

Tapes and public transcripts have three advantages compared with other kinds of
qualitative data: tapes are public record; they can be replayed and transcripts improved;

and they preserve sequences of talk. (Silverman, 1993:34).

Further, the production of a transcript is the first step in the analysis of this material, as noted by

Potter (1996),

Some of the most revealing analytical insights come during the transcription because a

profound engagement with the material is needed. (Potter, 1996:136).

The next step in the systematic analysis of texts is “coding”, but there are various ways of
approaching this, and then of analysing the coded text. Broadly, “coding” describes “the
attachment of index words (codes) to unit segments of a record (e.g. an interview transcript or
field protocol)” (Bauer and Gaskell, 2000:353). ‘Codes’ can have a referential function,
representing “signposts” to certain text passages (Kelle, 2000:295); or they can have a “factual
function”, to denote certain facts (ibid). This study adopts the first function for coding, using an
inductive style of inquiry to explore the relationship between emerging codes and related
contexts. This is different from a deductive style, such as that adopted in methodologies such as
“classical content analysis”, (Bauer, 2000:132), that seek to quantify the outputs of discourse
analysis. It is argued that for the purposes of this study a deductive approach to coding would
diffuse the context in which certain statements or ‘codes’ appeared. These ‘contexts’ are critical
for understanding the circumstances for when and how discourses of risk appear and change. As
noted by Rose, “meanings are not discreet...and cannot be counted” (Rose, 2000:258). Instead,
insights from the multiple research methods provides the empirical rigour to justify the

conclusions drawn from this data.
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The act of coding is commonly associated with the early methodological writings of Glaser and
Strauss on “grounded theory” (Glaser and Strauss, 1967) (see box 2.2). The analyst can do coding
manually, by coding each incident in the data according to as many categories that emerge (Glaser
and Strauss, 1967). Alternatively, software programs can be used to support the process of

categorising and comparing text segments through ‘code-and-retrieve’ facilities.

Box 2.2 Grounded Theory

Grounded theory is an approach developed by Glaser and Strauss in their seminal work The Discovery of
Grounded Theory (1967). Grounded theory implies that a researcher enters their empirical field with no
theoretical concepts, and the collection of empirical data and its subsequent coding leads to the emergence
of ‘underlying patterns’ and the subsequent construction new theories.

Grounded theory has been criticised by scholars of modern philosophy on the grounds that researchers
never enter the field with no preconceptions. This is acknowledged by both Glaser, who proposes
‘theoretical codes’ that represent the theoretical concepts that researchers have at their disposal
independently from data collection and analysis (Glaser, 1978); and also by Strauss, who proposes a
‘paradigm model’ (Strauss and Corbin, 1990), in which a ‘coding paradigm’ represents a general theory of
action that can be used to build a skeleton or ‘axis’ of the developing grounded theory (Kelle, 2000).

This study undertook manual coding rather than using computer assisted coding. A manual
approach is more appropriate for the purposes of this study where a relatively ‘open’ style of
inquiry is adopted. It is important that codes are flexible and analysed in their contexts to see if
any other meanings simulataneously emerge that could inform the research conclusions. A
manual approach allows the analyst to constantly work with the raw data sets, while computer-
assisted coding often leads to the alienation of the reseacher with their original data sets, and an
over-emphasis on codes versus the contexts of codes (Seidel and Kelle, 1995). A manual apporach
also allowed for greater flexibility to accommodate the challenges of coding data from translated

interviews (see research challenges, below).

Following insights from grounded theory, but learning from the more recent contributions of
Glaser (1978) and Strauss and Corbin (1990) that acknowledge the contribution of an existing
theoretical ‘skeleton’ to the development of codes (see box 2.2), this study coded data sets with
categories emerging including: ‘Impacts’, ‘vulnerability’, ‘participation’, ‘indigenous knowledge’,
‘scientific knowledge’; and then sub- or alternative categories emerging from the data as it
became familiarised, for example ‘vulnerability as a function of poverty’, or ‘vulnerability as a
function of impacts’. More specific categories also emerged, for example in Bangladesh, ‘impacts’
discourses were characterised by categories of ‘floods’ and ‘storms’, whilst in Nepal impacts
focused on ‘glacial’ impacts and attention to ‘impacts on agriculture’ (see chapters four and five
for the paradigm origins of these codes). In both sub-cases, ‘development-based’ discourses were

coded by categories around ‘livelihoods’ and ‘poverty alleviation’. From this, patterns could be
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seen from the data that identified different approaches to adaptation, and different

understandings of climate change risks, between and within different arenas.

Different perceptions on adaptation were linked to different types of international actors (see
chapter 3). The specific analysis of each data set from Bangladesh and Nepal is described in

chapters four and five respectively.

2.4 Research challenges and research ethics

Research challenges

One of the major challenges encountered in this research was addressing language barriers in
Bangladesh and Nepal, particularly given the importance of analysing discourses in these two
countries. This was addressed in part by taking language classes in both countries to familiarise
myself with ‘the basics’ and to be able to communicate to some extent with key informants in
Dhaka and Kathmandu. This was especially useful for when | was invited to stakeholders meetings,
as | was able to follow the general train of conversation. However, my capacity was limited and |
was not able record accurately everything that was said, often turning to other participants for
translation. In addition, many of my key informant respondents in Dhaka and Kathmandu spoke
excellent English, although | acknowledge that speaking a second language may have effected how

respondents interpreted and answered questions.

| faced a bigger challenge conducting field interviews, HH surveys and FGDs in the field sites in
Bangladesh, and in accompanying the NAPA field studies in Nepal, as | was unable to communicate
well in local dialects. In Bangladesh | enlisted the help of an excellent interpreter who was a
student from Dhaka University, Mohammad Ashraful Haque, to assist in conducting interviews and
FGDs. Inthe beginning | encountered some problems with the asking of ‘leading’ questions when
the interpreter felt that he was not getting the ‘right’ answers. However, my Bengali was good
enough to be able to recognise this early on, and after clarifying the need to be open to a range of
responses to all research questions, this problem was largely overcome. Another issue was that |
often felt that | was not given the ‘whole story’ of what respondents said, with the interpreter
often assuming much information was ‘irrelevant’; again | hope that clarification early in the

research process addressed this to some extent.

In Nepal, | was following the NAPA thematic working groups all of whom had excellent English so
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between us we were able to communicate well and | was able to focus on what was going on.
Observing their FGDs and interviews was challenging as | did not have an official interpreter,
however | was almost always assisted by a different member of the field team, again

acknowledging that some information would have been ‘lost in translation’.

The issue of translation was raised again when it came to conducting discourse analysis on the
transcribed interviews and FGD discussions. | tried to address this by ensuring that coding
categories were basic, broad and flexible, to avoid miscategorising information. Where | was
unclear | asked for assistance from Bangladeshi or Nepali friends or colleagues about what terms
actually meant. Asking a few people meant that | was fairly confident in the interpretations |

arrived at.

Another challenge | faced particularly during my fieldwork in Bangladesh, was that of being female
and also a foreigner. On the issue of gender, Bangladesh is predominantly Muslim and | had to
ensure that | was respectful of expectations for women to behave conservatively particularly in my
field sites. | wore a salwar kameez and a headscarf at all times and ensured | was sensitive to other
gendered expectations. Atthe same time, | also faced the challenge of having a male interpreter,
which may have impacted on the dynamics of FGDs and key informant interviews especially with

women.

It was also a challenge being a foreigner conducting research as my time in Noakhali raised many
expectations of future donor investments, and | often felt people responded to questions with this
in mind. | was careful to repeatedly state that this was a research project and that it would not be
followed up with investment. However, | also acknowledged that people were giving up time to
participate. As such | ensured that food and tea was provided including for respondents families,
and tried to ensure that the timings of FGDs did not coincide with other commitments of

respondents so as to minimise the costs of participation (see box 2.3)

Box 2.3: Sampling challenges

Internationally

Selection of key informants at the international level was limited by time and availability of interviewees.
The combination of attendance at the UNFCCC meetings and other international conferences on adaptation
meant that | was able to encounter a diverse group of international adaptation actors. However, the
availability of different actors was limited by time, and also interest. This may have added some bias to the
kinds of responses: for example, those actors who wanted to contest a “dominant” adaptation paradigm
had more interest in speaking to me. Those who may not have seen this as a relevant issue had less interest
in being interviewed.

In Bangladesh
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At the national level in Bangladesh, | was able to access NAPA sectoral working group members by
contacting them directly in Dhaka (their contact details are presented in the NAPA document itself). While
all interviewees were busy, | managed to interview most NAPA sectoral working group members at least
twice by being responsive to their availability. Over time, | developed a good relationship with many of the
actors involved, who became interested in the study and welcomed the opportunity to air some of the
frustrations they had experienced along the way.

Gaining access to government stakeholders was more challenging. The MOEF members were extremely
busy and also, at first, cautious about being interviewed on the process. My connections through the
Bangladesh Centre for Advanced Studies (BCAS) who hosted me for much of my time in Dhaka helped
significantly in getting me introductions to MOEF members. However, | had to be opportunistic at getting
Government time, ensuring | could be ready at short notice when they were available for interview. This
meant a great deal of time spent in Dhaka and a number of cancelled appointments. Many of the interviews
that were carried out took place in cars as | was able to accompany Government members as they travelled
to and from much more important engagements!

In Noakhali, many sampling challenges were encountered. Noakhlai is divided into six Upzilas (sub-district
levels) and five municipalities (see chapter 5 for more details). Two Upzilas were selected as sites for
detailed field work, Noakhali Sadar and Subarnochar. These Upzilas were selected because they were cited
as the two priority sites for implementation of the NAPA priority project.

Within each Upzila, “key informant” interviewees were selected based on recommendations from the local
facilitating NGO, SDC, who were kind enough to link me with local government officials, other NGOs in the
area, and key community-based organisations. This method of sampling of course carried limitations
because those interviewees initially selected were those who were linked to SDC. However, with each
interview | also asked about other “key informants” who should be interviewed in the area, and stayed in
Noakhali long enough to be able to follow-up on all suggestions. This ensured | had adequate breadth of K
interviewees and was not only relying on one source for recommendations.

HH survey selection was done according to “livelihood zones” that were fairly clearly marked in each Upzilla.
This was on the suggestion of local district officers who suggested that | should ensure | get a balance of
fishing and agricultural livelihoods in my sample. Within each livelihood zone, HH selection was random
based on availability of HHs for interview. However, | was careful to ensure a balance of women (and a
representation of female headed households) as well as landless. | was guided to these households by other
members of the community.

FGDs were facilitated by the local NGO who was helping me to facilitate my trip. This meant that selection of
FGD discussants may have been biased towards those who were familiar to the NGO. | made specific
requests to try to reach out to those who were not part of NGO programmes, and who were known within
the community to be among the poorest and most excluded. Although by definition these were also the
least well-known individuals in the community, after some ‘digging around’ people seemed to agree on who
those individuals were and where they resided.

To encourage attendance, FGDs were held at a time of day to minimise the inconvenience of participation
for attendees. | gathered information about what different times would suit different groups and arranged
FGDs accordingly. Food and tea was provided for FGD participants and, during the women-only FGD, for
their families. This is because one of the major activities that women were taking time away from to
participants was food preparation for their families.

In Nepal

In Nepal, the sampling challenge was different. As | was working within the Ministry of Environment, | was
constantly in contact with key government, NGO, donor and multilateral agencies. This represented an
extremely wide range of actors working on shaping climate change policy and discourse in Nepal. However, |
had to actively seek out individuals who | was not in frequent contact such as those from other Ministries
within Government or other members of civil society to ensure | got a balanced view of climate change
policy in general, and NAPA in particular, and that my view was not biased only interviewing actors directly
engaged in the process.
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At the field level in Nepal my sampling approach was limited to that taken by the NAPA team. However, the
Nepal study in this thesis examines the approach to fieldwork taken under the NAPA as the subject of the
study itself, rather than focusing on the outputs of the fieldwork.

Research ethics

In Nepal my dual role as a researcher and also a consultant gave me unprecedented access to the
workings of the NAPA team and the internal processes and politics of NAPA development.
However, this also raised a range of complex ethical issues faced by many practitioners of active
participatory observation. A key concern is that the researcher is open about their role and
objectives as an observer of the processes in which they are participating. Earlier debates around
the ethics of participatory observation centred around a contrast between the participant-as-
observer (playing an open observing role), and the complete participant (in which the role of

observer is disguised (Bulmer, 1982:251).

These concerns were taken on board from the outset of the case study research. The main
purpose of my presence in the NAPA team was to support the NAPA team, but my identity as a
researcher was made clear from the beginning. Indeed, a prerequisite of providing support to the
NAPA team was that | would also be acting in my capacity as a researcher and would be able to
use material and information gleaned during the process for the purposes of this thesis. This
approach yields information that otherwise would not have been available directly in such detail
had more conventional research methods been used. However careful planning and an open and
honest approach to the study ensured that this was an advantage for the purposes of this study,

rather than presenting a conflict of interest.

A second issue to raise is that my dual role as part of the NAPA team and also independent
researcher, may have influenced the actual process of the NAPA development. My NAPA
colleagues were aware of the nature of my study, and so may have been keen to ensure that my
research showed Nepal to take a ‘more inclusive’ approach; further, | inevitably shared the lessons
from my work in Bangladesh with colleagues, so my presence cannot be ruled out as a variable in
the circumstances that may or may not have resulted in Nepal taking a more inclusive approach to
adaptation policy making in Bangladesh. This potential influence is acknowledged in this study,

and is incorporated into the discussion of results.
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Finally, my role as both NAPA team member and researcher may have influenced the objectivity of
my data analysis. | am aware of this and have made every effort to ensure objectivity in my

research reporting. | nevertheless recognise this as a potential issue.
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Chapter 3: Understanding Adaptation®®

“Adaptation’ has been taken out of the epistemological waste basket where it has lain as an
unacceptable, even politically incorrect idea...The downside is that it may be overwhelmed by its
own popularity and all meaning slowly leak out of it”.

Burton, 1994:14.

3.1 Introduction

The aim of this chapter is to demonstrate why the tensions between risks that have come to be
defined as ‘local’ and ‘global’, matter for the effective and inclusive governance of adaptation. This
chapter will take forward the themes introduced in chapter one around the politics of risk and

expertise, and apply them to the governance of adaptation.

First, this chapter will draw on debates from natural hazards and development literatures to
explore the multiple interpretations of “vulnerability” and “adaptation”, that have given rise to
different (and in some cases conflicting) perspectives on what constitutes climate change risk, and

what adaptation to this risk looks like.

Second, this chapter combines a review of the literature around climate change policy, with new
data gleaned from the detailed analysis of climate change and development texts, and key-
informant interviews. This analysis examines how different approaches to climate change risk have
been operationalised in the adaptation governance architecture, to address the questions:

= What is the evidence that conflicting definitions of risk across scales inhibit inclusive

adaptation policy making?; and

Under what circumstances is local inclusiveness achieved under international climate change
policy frameworks? This analysis looks at both at the formal climate change governance
framework for the UNFCCC and its associated bodies; and also at development institutions which

have started to take up adaptation as a policy agenda.

3.2 What is adaptation? Dissecting the anatomy.

“Adaptation” is now well established as a legitimate response to climate change; yet, there is little
consensus within the climate change and development community over what adaptation means,

and how it should be opertaionalised (Ayers and Dodman, 2010; Doria et al., 2009; Fiissel, 2007;

10 sections of this chapter have been adapted for inclusion in Ayers, 2009; and Ayers and Dodman, 2010.

71



Smit et al., 2000 ). In an influential paper for adaptation discourse and policy, “An anatomy of
Adaptation to Climate Change”, Barry Smit and colleagues (2000), suggest that while there is

general agreement that interpretations of adaptation include,

Adjustments in a system in response to actual or expected climatic stimuli ... [different
interpretations] also indicate differences in scope, application and interpretation of the

term adaptation. (Smit et al.,2000:228).

Variations include “adaptation to what?” Which can refer to simply climate, climate variability, or
climate change; “Who or what adapts?” Which might be people, social or economic sectors,
processes, or system structures; and how does adaptation occur? For example is adaptation
planned or reactive, and what is the related outcome? (Ibid). This section will review the various
definitions of adaptation from both the biological and social sciences. Particular attention will be
paid to the assumptions (related to vulnerability, resilience, and adaptive capacity) that
underscore different perspectives on adaptation, and the implications these have for how

adaptation is understood and analysed.

Defining adaptation

The term “adaptation’ has been applied to both biological and social cultural systems. The Oxford
English Dictionary (OED) provides the following definitions: “Organic modification by which an
organism or species becomes adapted to its environment”; and, “The process of modifying a thing
so as to suit new conditions”.

OED provide the following example of the latter definitions:“Man has unrivalled powers of self-

adaptation” (Kingsely, 1846, cited OED, www.oed.com).

Adaptation is therefore a process of change in response to changing circumstances or situations,
to become better suited to those new circumstances or situations. A central concept is one of a
change in state (or behaviour) that takes place in response to a change in environment. Several
authors have drawn parallels between biological and social adaptations in relation to climate
change (cf. Burton, 1994; Kates, 2009; Moench, 2009; Schipper and Burton, 2009), which have
been influential for understanding how adaptation to environmental risks could occur. For
example, in the Origin of Species, Charles Darwin introduces the theory of “natural selection”, in
which certain characteristics of organisms make them more likely to survive and reproduce, thus

increasing the prevalence of those characteristics in the next generation. A change in the
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environment brings about new ‘selection pressures’ that favour certain characteristics over
others. Those organisms that have favourable characteristics in any particular environment are

‘better adapted’, more likely to survive, and reproduce.

Applying these principles to social systems, Moench (2009) suggests that, on a conceptual level,
‘selective pressures’ exist that can drive adaptation. Moench argues that the nature of selective
pressures in social systems and the ability of different entities (households, individuals,
businesses) to adapt to them vary greatly. Entities that exist in contexts where they have access to
either key financial or other resources, or key inputs (for example labour, energy, water,

agricultural) can,

Evolve in ways that maximise their ability to capture, minimise dependency on, or make
efficient use of scarce inputs. Often this evolution involves proactive (agency driven)
courses of action undertaken by individual agents in response to opportunities and

constraints emerging from the selection pressures encountered. (Moench, 2009:252).

Such comparisons between biological and social adaptations are a convenient conceptual tool for
understanding adaptive processes; however, they are also rather forced. Significantly, ‘natural
selection’ is not directional; organisms do not ‘plan’ for or ‘manage” adaptations. Genetic
mutations that mean one organism is better suited to an environment than another, are random
and not pre-selected or accrued in anticipation of a changing environment. Biological adaptation

therefore cannot be planned or proactive.

By contrast, in social adaptation the capacity to respond is not ‘inherent’ but, as Moench indicates,
a function of the social, political, economic and cultural circumstances that mean one has the
resources to respond, and then chooses to do so in a particular way. Further, choices of how to
respond are rarely influenced by calculations of the number of children a person wishes to have;
this is another social choice that may be equally mediated by social, economic and cultural
circumstances, but the two are not necessarily related. So, adaptive choices made by people do
not necessarily result in more offspring surviving to the next generation; indeed, more affluent

societies tend to show a preference for smaller family sizes.

Acknowledging the biological evolutionary roots of the term ‘adaptation’ is, however, useful in
some respects. For example, it highlights the importance of the characteristics of organisms in
determining their capacity to adapt to a changing environment. This concept of ‘adaptive capacity’

will be returned to later in this chapter. However, drawing a distinction between biological and
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social adaptation is important, not least because of the connotations of ‘social Darwinism’ and the
associated social philosophy of ‘survival of the fittest’ for social governance (Burton, 1994).
Schipper and Burton (2009) suggest that so negative were the connotations of ‘adaptation’ in the
context of the social sciences, that Gilbert White rejected the term in favour of ‘human

adjustment’, in his pioneering book Human Adjustment to Floods (White, 1945).

Schipper and Burton suggest that in the years that followed, the concept of human adjustment
became associated with other expressions such as ‘coping’, ‘risk management’, ‘vulnerability
reduction’ and ‘resilience’. The authors state that it was not until 1992 that the text of the United
Nations Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), drafted at the Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro,
settled once again on the word ‘adaptation’ (Schipper and Burton, 2009:1). Since then, adaptation
to climate change has been interpreted in a variety of different ways. Box 3.1 presents some

examples from the range of definitions that have emerged for climate change adaptation.

Box 3.1 : Definitions of adaptation to climate change
Source: Adapted from Smit et al., 2000: An anatomy of adaptation to climate change.

Adaptation to climate is the process through which people reduce the adverse effects of climate on their
health and well-being, and take advantage of the opportunities that their climatic environment provides.
(Burton, 1992).

Adaptation involves adjustments to enhance the viability of social and economic activities and to reduce
their vulnerability to climate, including its current variability and extreme events as well as longer term
climate change. (Smit, 1993).

The term adaptation means any adjustment, whether passive, reactive or anticipatory, that is proposed
as a means for ameliorating the anticipated adverse consequences associated with climate change.
(Stakhiv, 1993).

Adaptation to climate change includes all adjustments in behaviour or economic structure that reduce
the vulnerability of society to changes in the climate system. (Smith et., al., 1996)

Adaptability refers to the degree to which adjustments are possible in practices, processes, or structures
of systems to projected or actual changes of climate. Adaptation can be spontaneous or planned, and
can be carried out in response to or in anticipation of change in conditions. (Watson et al., 1997).

As Smit et al., point out, all of the above definitions refer to adjustments in response to, or in light
of, climatic stimuli. However, there are differences in scope and application; for example,
returning to the earlier set of questions laid out by Smit et al., adaptation to what? Is interpreted
as climate change (Watson et al., 1997), climatic variability, or just to climate (Smit, 1993); as well
as in response to adverse effects (Stakhiv, 1993), vulnerabilities, or opportunities (Burton 1992

and Smith et al., 1996).
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These different definitions of climate change reflect the different ways in which global
environmental changes can be interpreted more generally. For example, Turner et al., (1990)
suggest that there are “two types of global environmental change”; “systemic global change”, that
operates through the major changes in the geo-sphere/biosphere; hence climate change is the
result of a globally emitted greenhouse gasses that will have a global impact as a direct
consequence of these gasses. The second is “cumulative global change”, which represents the
global through the accumulation of localised changes; in terms of adaptation, this perspective
suggests that the impacts of climate change will be felt locally and should be managed locally. In
terms of the definitions above, Watson's definition draws from a systemic perspective; adaptation
is a response to the specific impacts of climate change that are the result of global greenhouse

gasses. Burton, on the other hand, takes a cumulative approach; the impacts of climate change

will be felt differentially at the local level, and should be managed as such (Burton, 1992)."

Thus, as Pelling (2008) suggests, it depends who you ask; how risk is understood depends on the
risk paradigm of the person doing the defining. For example, in the study by Doria et al., (2009)
discussed in chapter 1, which uses “expert elicitation” to develop a definition of “successful

»n12

adaptation”, the authors state that “expert respondents”™ coalesced around the following

definition based on risk and vulnerability:

Successful adaptation is any adjustment that reduces the risks associated with climate
change, or vulnerability to climate change impacts, to a predetermined level, without
compromising economic, social, and environmental sustainability. (Doria et al.,

2009:810).

However, the process of arriving at this raised many issues among respondents. For example,
Doria et al., noted that there were significant differences in the backgrounds of respondents who
felt that ‘mitigation’ should be included in the definition of adaptation (only 50% of economists
felt mitigation was relevant, but 80% of environmental scientists thought this was). Respondents

Ill

also questioned who should determine the “predetermined level”, and how it could be possible to
ensure that any adaptive action taken by any one social unit, did not compromise the economic,

social and environmental sustainability of another (Doria et al., 2009).

n Although Burton has gone on to point out that the “adaptation is local mantra” is decreasingly valid as climate
change impacts, and ways of governing them, cross localities (Burton, 2008).

2 Doria et al., (2009) state the “expert group” was identified using a sampling procedure to identify experts working
with or studying climate change adaptations. 54% of the group described themselves as environmental economists,
27% as environmental scientists, and 19% in other occupations.
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By extension, defining adaptation also depends on who the intended “adaptors” are (Doria et al.,
2009:816), which in return may be constrained by the definition. For example, a focus on climate
impacts would point towards those most exposed to climate hazards as the targets of adaptation
support; whilst more vulnerability-focused criteria may target ‘the poorest’ as ‘the most
vulnerable’. And indeed, who gives “the experts” the right to decide, and how are these “experts”
selected? The Delphi approach taken by Doria et al., is one possible approach; other influential
groups of “definers” include the IPCC; the Secretariat of the UNFCCC; those financing or managing
the adaptation finding streams who may lay claims to a rite to decide how their money is spent.
Yet as discussed in chapter one and will be further elaborated in section 3.3, all “expert bodies”
hold their own assumptions about risk, and implications for inclusion and exclusion. The key point
is that any definitions of adaptation, and its consequences for how adaptation is operationalised,

are highly politicised decisions that are not taken based on neutral assessments of vulnerability.

Thus, while there is a seemingly broad consensus that adaptation to climate change, should
reduce vulnerability to climate change risks; assumptions around “adaptation to what?” differ
widely and depend on how vulnerability is understood, and therefore what is meant by climate

change ‘risk’.

Vulnerability, resilience, and adaptive capacity: Insights from disaster risk reduction

The term “vulnerability” is equally loaded with conflicting interpretations that have implications
for how adaptation — or ‘vulnerability reduction’ - is realised. The field of disaster risk reduction
has paid a great deal of attention to defining vulnerability and adaptation to hazards, and the
relationship between them. Drawing on these insights, “vulnerability” is broadly understood as
“being prone to or susceptible to damage or injury” (Blakie et al. 1994:9); but beyond this,
vulnerability analysis is often polarised into hazard-risk, or social constructivist frameworks (Ribot,

2010).

From a ‘hazard-risk’ perspective, people are vulnerable when they are exposed to a hazard.
“Hazard” here refers to biophysical risks, for example in the case of climate change, rising sea
levels, drought, increased frequency of storms of cyclones. A hazard-risk perspective takes the
hazard as the starting point of vulnerability analysis, and targets vulnerability reduction strategies
specifically at the hazard in question. Vulnerability is therefore taken as a function of the extent to
which a system is exposed to a hazard (Watson et al., 1997). Such hazard-specific approaches to

risk management have in many cases been successful in terms of saving lives and reducing
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property damage in light of ‘natural’ hazards. Handmer (2009) points to the success stories of
shelters built in response to sea flooding that have saved thousands of lives in Orissa, India

(Sparrow, 2001).

However, Handmer also points out that the success of hazard-specific interventions depends a
great deal on both adequate resources and appropriate governance arrangements to channel
these resources. Handmer suggests that such measures often do not tackle the ‘underlying causes’
of vulnerability — why people need such interventions, why they are so exposed to the hazard in
the first place. As Blakie et al., (1994) point out, it is social systems that create the conditions in
which hazards have an impact on various societies and different groups within a society. For
example, the Netherlands and Bangladesh are ‘exposed’ to a similar hazard of sea-level rise under
climate change, both being flat and low-lying countries. Yet, the Netherlands has an extensive and
well-developed dyke network to protect its coastal shoreline, while Bangladesh, being one of the
Least Developed Countries, does not have the resources or capacity to build adequate sea

defences to protect its population in the same way.

An alternative ‘social constructivist’ model of vulnerability has emerged from the food insecurity
and natural hazards literature. In their seminal work, At Risk: Natural Hazards, People's
Vulnerability and Disasters, Blakie et al., argue that biophysical hazards do not present a uniform
risk to everyone; vulnerability is determined not by the nature of the hazard, but by the social,
economic, and political processes that determine how hazards effect people. The authors argue

that “vulnerability” involves a combination of:

Factors that determine the degree to which someone’s life and livelihood is put at risk by
a discrete and identifiable event in nature or society...[key characteristics include] class,

caste, ethnicity, gender, disability, age, or seniority. (Blakie et al., 1994:9).

This definition of vulnerability differs significantly from a hazard-risk approach; the ‘risk’ is not
determined by the hazard itself, but by the social factors that make people vulnerable to that
hazard. Interestingly, Kelly and Adger (2009) emphasise the role of social factors in determining
vulnerability by tracing back the linguistic roots of the term “vulnerable” to “vulnerabilis”, the
term used by the Roman to describe a wounded soldier ‘vulnerable’ to further attack. In this
classic sense, vulnerabilis is defined primarily by the prior damage done to the soldier (the existing
wound), and not by the future stress (the risk of further attack); thus, by extension, a person is

vulnerable not because of the risk of future stress, but because of their capacity to manage that
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stress (Kelly and Adger, 2009:163). The authors therefore reinforce Blakie et al.’s interpretation of

vulnerability, defining it as:

The ability or inability of individuals and social groups to respond to, in the sense of cope
with, recover from or adapt to, any external stress placed on theory livelihoods and well-

being. (ibid).

This interpretation of vulnerability that places an emphasis on the characteristics of a person and
their situation to cope with an existing or expected hazard, is closely tied in with the concept of

‘adaptive capacity’. Adaptive capacity has been defined as:

The ability of a community (or country) to adapt to climate change...the inherent or
existing capacity of a community or country as a whole to cope with climate impacts.

(Hug and Reid, 2009:315).

From this perspective, adaptive capacity is the inverse of vulnerability; the greater the adaptive
capacity, the less vulnerable people will be to climate change risks, and the easier they will be able
to respond. Similarly, Anderson and Woodrow discuss “capability”, as the ability to protect one’s
home, family, and community, and to re-establish one’s livelihood. Importantly, underlying
adaptive capacity is not something that has been developed in response to climate change risks;
going back to the earlier comparison between biological adaptation, and adaptation to climate
change, adaptive capacity is not directional. However, hazards that may or may not be associated
with climate change expose areas of low adaptive capacity. Thus, enabling adaptation to climatic
and non-climatic risks means paying attention to and addressing the factors that undermine

adaptive capacity. From this perspective,

[In supporting adaptation] we need to consider what is undermining adaptive capacity or
making people more vulnerable. Without doing this we may be attempting to provide a

solution to the wrong problem. (Handmer, 2009:218).

These concepts of adaptive capacity and capability are underpinned by ‘resilience’: the more
resilient a unit, the greater its capacity to adapt, and so the less vulnerable to any existing or
impending hazard; by extension, if adaptation is about reducing vulnerability, then adaptation

needs to improve adaptive capacity in order to build resilience to climatic, and other, hazards.
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However, like ‘vulnerability’, both ‘resilience and ‘adaptive capacity’ have also been used by
different actors with varying degrees of focus on hazard-risks and social-vulnerability. For
example, in their paper Building Resilience, Dodman et al., (2009) show that when applied in
engineering, resilience means the ability of a material to return to its original state after being
subjected to a force; similarly in ecology it often means the time taken for a system to returnto a
state of equilibrium. Both of these meanings have been applied to human systems, in an analysis
that focuses on the ability of individuals, households, and nations to return to ‘normal’ after
disrupting events. The legacy of these definitions can also be seen in the Fourth Assessment

Report of the IPCC, that defines resilience as,

The ability of a social or ecological system to absorb disturbances while retaining the
same basic structure and ways of functioning, the capacity for self-organisation, and the

capacity to adapt to stress and change. (IPCC 2007:880)

But, as Dodman et al., ask, is resilience of this type really desirable? Is adaptation simply a return
to the “same basic structure” in which those who are vulnerable to climatic hazards still vulnerable
to future hazards? Indeed, other critics have argued that such strategies are more ‘coping’ than
‘adaptation’ (Davies, 1993; Schipper and Burton, 2009). As Davies (1993) points out, ‘coping’ is
based on short-term responses to environmental stresses that eventually prove to be
unsustainable, through the depletion of assets, ultimately increasing long-term vulnerability and
potentially proving ‘maladaptive’.”® With this in mind, the Dodman et al., suggest it is more
appropriate to consider resilience as a process, as a way of functioning, that enables not only

coping with added shocks and stresses, but also addressing the myriad challenges that constrain

lives and livelihoods (Dodman et al., 2010).

Frameworks for integrating hazard-risks and social-vulnerability approaches

A ‘risk hazards’ approach and a ‘social-vulnerability’ approach describe two aspects of

vulnerability: the hazard itself (or exposure to that hazard); and the factors that make a person

vulnerable to that hazard. This is summarised by Blakie et al., 1994:

B sattherthwaite et al., (2009) defines Maladaptations as: “actions or investments that enhance rather than reduce
vulnerability to impacts of climate change. This can include the shifting of vulnerability from one social group or
place to another; it also includes shifting risk to future generations and/or to ecosystems and ecosystem services. In
many cities, investments being made are in fact maladaptive rather than adaptive. Removing maladaptations is
often the first task to be addressed, even before new adaptations.”
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There is no risk if there are hazards but vulnerability is nil; or if there is a vulnerable

population but no hazard event (Blakie et al., 1994:21).

For example, Fiissel and Klein, state that vulnerability to climate change has:

An external dimension, which is represented...by the ‘exposure’ of a system to climate
variations, as well as an internal dimension, which comprises its ‘sensitivity’ and its

‘adaptive capacity’ to these stressors. (Fissel and Klein, 2006:306).

Some authors from the fields of natural hazards and also climate change adaptation have
therefore called for a more integrated model of vulnerability assessment that links the social-
constructivist models of the factors that determine vulnerability, with the hazard-risk concepts of
the threat of biophysical risks on social systems (Blakie et al., 1994; Fiissel and Klein, 2006;Ribot,
2010).

One model for integration discussed by Blakie et al., (1994) is the “Pressure And Release” (PAR)
model. The basis for PAR, is that a disaster is at the intersection of two opposing forces: processes
that generate social vulnerability on the one side; and the physical exposure to the hazard on the
other. If either one force is increased, the pressure builds up and the severity of the impact on
people —the ‘risk’ —is correspondingly exacerbated. Targeting actions at reducing vulnerability

would therefore release the pressure, and reduce the risk of the hazard.

However, as Blakie et al., (1994) point out, such models create a false separation of hazards from
the social system, and the outcomes of such analyses depend entirely on how boundaries are
drawn around the hazard-aspects and vulnerability-aspects of the system under analysis (Ribot,
2010). Instead, Blakie et al., suggest that hazards are deeply intertwined with human systems,
affecting the patterns of livelihoods and assets that in turn determine vulnerability to hazards. To
avoid drawing such false dichotomies between ‘hazards’ and ‘vulnerability’, Blakie et al., propose a
livelihoods-based framework, which has since been taken up and further developed by a range of
scholars in the natural hazards literature (see Cannon, 2000; Adger et al., 2009; Ribot, 2010; Sen,

1999 ). By livelihoods, the authors mean:

The command an individual, family, or other social group has over an income and/or
bundles of resources that can be used or exchanged to satisfy its needs. This may involve
information, cultural knowledge, social networks, legal rights, as well as tools, land, or

other physical resources. (Blakie et al., 1994:9).
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Blakie et al., further develop a livelihoods approach by emphasising the importance of “access” to

resources and assets that determine livelihoods, defining “access” as:

The ability of an individual, family, group, class or community to use resources which are
directly required to secure a livelihood. Access to these resources is always based on
social and economic relations, usually including the social relations of production, gender,
ethnicity, status, age...less access to resources, in the absence of other compensations to

provide safe conditions, leads to increased vulnerability. (Blakie et al., 1994: 48).

For example, Pelling and High (2005) and Pelling (2008) highlight the role of social capital** as a
key asset that people are able to draw upon in times of stress to protect their livelihoods. Where
social capital is weak, the authors argues this can impact directly on livelihood recovery. Pelling
(2008) cites the example of the aftermath of Hurricane Mitch, in which widespread looting, on top
of disaster losses, has been used to explain the slow rate of formal labour market re-entry in
Nicaragua and Honduras (Delany andShrader, 2000; cited Pelling, 2008:7). Social capital is also
vital for enabling access to other assets, for example strong social ties enable people to call on
others for assistance such as loans or shelter to prevent them having to ‘cash-in” material capitals
that would be essential for livelihood recovery; strong social engagement with formal and

informal governance structures to access social safety nets.

Building on livelihoods and asset-based approaches, scholars from DRR and development studies
have described an “entitlements” approach, (Adger and Kelly, 1999; Kelly and Adger, 2009; Sen,
1990), which describes the extent to which individuals, groups, or communities, are ‘entitled’ to
make use of resources. This entitlement in turn determines the ability of that particular population
to cope with or adapt to stress. Both ‘livelihoods’ or ‘entitlements’ approaches analyse the
underlying sensitivity and resilience of individuals, households, livelihoods systems, or, sometimes,
linked human-biophysical systems. From this perspective, vulnerability is the risk that a
household’s commodity bundles will fail to buffer them against hunger, dislocation, or other losses
(Ribot, 2010). Vulnerability is therefore lower when livelihoods are adequate and sustainable.
Kelly and Adger (2009) suggest the factors that shape livelihoods and entitlements include

poverty; inequality; and institutional context (see box 3.2).

“ social capital is the power that exists in myriad social relationships and is normalised through and
contingent on social context (Pelling and High, 2005:2).
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Box 3.2: Key characteristics that shape livelihoods and entitlements
Source: Adapted from Kelly and Adger, 2009:166.

Poverty is directly related to access to resources and the process of marginalisation (though wealth itself is
not a guarantor of security as resources are mediated through property rights and so on)

Inequality within a population can heighten collective vulnerability, all other things being equal. Greater
inequality may be associated with a reduction in communal resource allocation and in the pooling of risk
and other social phenomena. There are also strong links between inequality and a lack of diversification of
income courses as well as with poverty.

Institutional context. Poverty, the use of resources, and the distribution of wealth, are all institutionally
determined. For example, formal political institutions devise and implement the legal enforcement of
property rights, and all economic structures can be viewed as dependent on the institutional structure that
frames them.

Assessing ‘risk’ and doing adaptation

The different frameworks for understanding risk determine how vulnerability is analysed, and how
adaptations to risk are assessed. A hazard-risks model for climate change risk takes climate change
impacts as the starting point of vulnerability analysis, giving rise to the ‘impacts-based’ to
adaptation introduced in chapter one. An ‘impacts-based’ approach specifically seeks to address
the existing and future impacts of climate change. An impacts-based approach is often the basis of
‘planned adaptation’, which is a proactive response to anticipated climate change, in response to
externally generated information about specific climate change impacts that is used to plan for
and review the suitability of current and planned adaptive practices, policies and infrastructure

(ISET, 2009).

Conceptually, a ‘purely’ impacts-based approach to adaptation would give rise to “stand-alone
adaptation” (Ayers and Dodman, 2010), or “discrete adaptations” (McGray et al.,2007): actions
specifically targeted at climate change impacts only, for example coastal infrastructure in response
to sealevel-rise; irrigation systems in response to increasing drought, with no bearing on risks that
stem from any other factors. In practice, however, an impacts-based approach does acknowledge
some role for social vulnerability in shaping risks, because it is practically impossible to separate
out completely a hazard from its context. As such, the starting point for analysis is the climate
change hazard, and social vulnerability analysis is one of a number of factors assessed further
down the line, which determine the extent of the impact (see figure 3.1). As Ayers and Dodman
suggest, an ‘impacts-based’ approach to integrating adaptation and livelihoods approaches can be
understood as “adaptation plus development”: The role of livelihoods in vulnerability is
acknowledged; but ‘adaptation’ is an additional need to already existing development needs,

caused by the ‘additional’ stressors of climate change on development.
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Figure 3.1: Impact analysis approach to risk assessment

Source: Ribot, 2010
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This approach to risk assessment requires information about the current and expected nature of

climate change risk; and the additional risk climate change presents to existing vulnerabilities. As

shown in chapter one, an impacts-based risk analysis requires specific technical and externally

generated information and expertise on existing and future climate change impacts.

On the other hand, a livelihoods model takes social vulnerability as the starting point for any

impact analysis. So it is these underlying factors that would need to be assessed, analysed, and

addressed in order to reduce vulnerability to climate change and other stresses (see figure 3.2).

Figure 3.2: Vulnerability analysis approach to risk assessment

Source: Ribot, 2010
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As described in chapter one, assessing the factors that make people vulnerable requires a more
participatory approach to risk analysis, in order to understand patterns and constraints of resource
entitlements and access to these. Many scholars have pointed to the importance of understanding
“autonomous adaptations” as part of adaptation analysis. Autonomous adaptations are actions
that people would be expected to take in response to changing environmental stresses regardless
of external (financial or technical) assistance; ‘what people do anyway’. Adger et al., (2009) discuss
a ‘paradox’ that although people in developing countries are cast as ‘victims’ of climate change, in
the past they have shown the greatest resilience to floods and droughts, and have coped with

these climatic challenges. The authors argue:

Since climate is inherently variable for quite natural reasons, human societies have always
and everywhere had to develop coping strategies in the face of unwelcome variations

including climate or weather extremes (Adger et al., 2009:296).

The authors therefore call for a new research agenda for adaptation that builds on existing coping

strategies, and strengthens these in relation to climate change impacts.

Outcomes of a livelihoods-based risk analysis would inevitably involve adaptation interventions
that overlap strongly with development approaches. Burton (2004) suggests that analysing
vulnerable communities would reveal an existing “adaptation deficit”, which is the existing
capacity of many vulnerable countries and groups to cope with and adapt to existing climate risks.
Burton suggests that any climate change adaptation programme would need to reduce this deficit
to increase people’s resilience to climatic variation more generally, before they can adapt to
future climatic changes. Such insights have led some scholars to conclude that much adaptation
simply represents a practical means of achieving sustainable development. As stated by Hug and

Ayers (2008),

Good (or sustainable) development (policies and practice) can (and often does) lead to
building adaptive capacity. Doing adaptation to climate change often also means doing

good (or sustainable) development (Hug and Ayers, 2008:52).

For example, in relation to a case study of reducing the risk of storms and cyclone hazards for
vulnerable groups in Vietnam, Kelly and Adger (2009: 180) propose that possible adaptive
outcomes from a social-vulnerability analysis might include: making poverty reduction a priority
(bearing in mind the need to also address issues of access); risk spreading through income

diversification; and addressing land and common property management rights. Such interventions

84



could well be part of a development programme irrespective of climatic risks. Ayers and Dodman
(2010) describe this development-based approach to doing adaptation, as “adaptation as
development”: there is little distinction between vulnerability reduction measures undertaken for

climate change versus those undertaken to fulfil basic development objectives.

This latter perspective has been criticised by some climate change scholars who suggest that the
role of hazards in defining risk could become too marginalised, proving problematic particularly for
practical issues of governance and finance (as will be demonstrated later in this chapter) (Khris
Ebi, IPCC, personal communication, February 2009). If climate change adaptation is simply good
development, what makes it adaptation? Significantly, it is argued that much existing
development will become unsustainable under changing climatic conditions, so ‘development as
usual’ is not enough in light of a changing climate context. For example, where the rate of change
or extent of climatic stress is unprecedented and new information or expertise is necessary; or
where large-scale technological or infrastructural solutions may be required that are beyond the
capacity of development institutions to manage. Undertaking ‘business as usual’ development that
does not take into account potential climate change impacts on those interventions may prove
maladaptive in the long term. For example, investing roads and communication infrastructure in
coastal areas would encourage settlement in those areas; however, sea-level rise may mean that

such settlements will untenable in the long term.

Other scholars have argued that treating adaptation as development places too great an emphasis
on autonomous adaptation strategies risks undermining the agenda for much needed additional

support for adaptation. In relation to the claim that “poor people adapt anyway”, Kates argues;

Yes, but with great difficulty and much pain...the social costs of adaptation have been

enormous. (Kates, 2009:292)

Burton argues that under climate change, the ‘adaptation deficit’ will be exacerbated; so although
there is evidence to support claims that adapting to current climate variability will increase
adaptive capacity to future climate change, existing adaptations still need to be ‘climate proofed’

against future eventualities.

Following on, Manuel-Navarrete et al., (2009) suggest that attention is needed to what kinds of
development and ‘development for whom’ need to be considered. The authors show that with the
widely acknowledged need to integrate climate change and development, come assumptions

about development trajectories that are often based on “monolithic claims about development
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constructed from the status quo of global capitalism” (Manuel-Navarrete et al., 2009: 1). The
authors suggest that approaches to integrating adaptation into development need to consider not
only uncertain climate change futures, but also alternative development discourses that may give

rise to different adaptation and development priorities for different groups.

Thus, differing interpretations of ‘vulnerability’ translate into different approaches for assessing
climate change risk, which in turn give rise to alternative approaches to adapting to that risk. Ayers
and Dodman (2010) suggest that different perspectives on climate change risk have given rise to
three broad approaches to adaptation: “stand-alone” adaptation, where ‘risk’ is interpreted as
climate change, and adaptation targets specific climate change impacts only; “adaptation plus
development”, where climate change impacts are the starting point of risk assessments, but the
role of development in reducing vulnerability is acknowledged later as one of several other factors
that are taken into consideration later in the risk assessment process; and finally, “adaptation as
development”, where the vulnerability of livelihoods is the starting point of any impact analysis,

and climate change is considered as one of many additional stressors.

The following sections of this chapter will explore the implications of climate change vulnerability
and risk discourses for the governance of adaptation. This section draws on the analysis of key
informant interviews and documentation review to consider whether the interpretation of climate
change risk under the UNFCCC and its associated mechanisms has had implications for the

potential of the UNFCCC to address social vulnerability; and to be inclusive.

3.3 Adaptation under Global Climate Change Governance

First, | will explore how the adaptation discourse has evolved under the UNFCCC:

The evolution of adaptation discourse in global climate change frameworks

Over the last two decades adaptation has gained gradual prominence in both climate change
science and policy alongside mitigation. Huq and Toulmin (2006) suggests we may track this
progress through three “eras” of climate change and development discourse, which run from
1990s-2000; 2001-2007; and 2007 onwards. The first era is marked by the establishment of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change by the United Nations Environment Programme
(UNEP) and World Meteorological Organisation (WMO) tasked to evaluate the risk of climate

change. The IPCC published its first report in 1990, which established climate change as a global,
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long-term environmental problem that necessitates action. This stimulated the creation of the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) adopted in 1992 at the Earth
Summit. The UNFCCC sets the overall framework for intergovernmental efforts to manage climate
change. The “ultimate objective” of the UNFCCC is the mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions to

2715

prevent “dangerous”™ climate change (see box 3.3).

Box 3.3: The UNFCCC objectives
Source: Article 2, UNFCCC, 1992

“The ultimate objective of this Convention and any related legal instruments that the Conference of the
Parties may adapt is to achieve, in accordance with the relevant provisions of the Convention stabilization of
greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic
interference with the climate system. Such a level should be achieved within a time-frame sufficient to allow
ecosystems to adapt naturally to climate change, to ensure that food production is not threatened and to
enable economic development to proceed in a sustainable manner.”

Schipper (2006) suggests that in the early years of the drafting of the Convention text, discussions
of ‘adaptation’ were highly political, and the concept was initially sidelined in negotiations of how
to manage climate change in favour of mitigation approaches. Adaptation was viewed as the
‘defeatist’ option, an admission that mitigation would not be enough. Burton (1994) argues that
engaging in discussions around adaptation might be seen to demonstrate a country’s lack of
commitment to the mitigation agenda. Further, in the early days of high levels of uncertainty over
the extent and rate of climate change, confirmation of the need to adapt was taken as a
premature testament to the extent of the climate change problem, a level of certainty that did not
exist at the time (Schipper, 2006). This early reluctance to commit to an agenda on adaptation is

evidenced by the lack of any firm definition of adaptation in the Convention text.

Adaptation is noted as a policy response to climate change in the UNFCCC, but relative to
mitigation is paid scant attention (adaptation is mentioned only 5 times in the actual Convention
text), and is variously associated with different aspects of climate change policy rather than as one
coherent approach. Burton et al., (2002) suggest there are two main ways in whic