N

N

Gouvernance d’échelle transversale utilisant les
méthodes d’évaluation multi-criteres, multi-acteurs pour
arbitrer les conflits environnementaux: Le cas des
centrales nucléaires en Turquie
Cem Iskender Aydin

» To cite this version:

Cem Iskender Aydin. Gouvernance d’échelle transversale utilisant les méthodes d’évaluation multi-
critéres, multi-acteurs pour arbitrer les conflits environnementaux: Le cas des centrales nucléaires en
Turquie. Economies et finances. Université Paris-Saclay, 2017. Francais. NNT: 2017SACLV092 .
tel-01969567v1

HAL Id: tel-01969567
https://theses.hal.science/tel-01969567v1

Submitted on 4 Jan 2019 (v1), last revised 7 Jan 2019 (v2)

HAL is a multi-disciplinary open access L’archive ouverte pluridisciplinaire HAL, est
archive for the deposit and dissemination of sci- destinée au dépot et a la diffusion de documents
entific research documents, whether they are pub- scientifiques de niveau recherche, publiés ou non,
lished or not. The documents may come from émanant des établissements d’enseignement et de
teaching and research institutions in France or recherche francais ou étrangers, des laboratoires
abroad, or from public or private research centers. publics ou privés.


https://theses.hal.science/tel-01969567v1
https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr

;

-. UNIVERSITE DE §W
universite VERSAILLES S

PARIS'SAC LAY Unlvel’Slté.PARIS-SACLAY

NS

Cross-scale governance using
multi-criteria, multi-stakeholder
evaluation methods to mediate
environmental conflicts:

The case of nuclear power plants
In Turkey

NNT : 2017SACLV092

These de doctorat de I'Université Paris-Saclay
préparée a Université de Versailles-Saint-Quentin-en-Yvelines

Ecole doctorale n°578 Sciences de 'Homme et de la Société (SHS)
Spécialité de doctorat: Sciences Economiques

These présentée et soutenue a Saint Quentin-en-Yvelines, le 7 Décembre 2017, par

M Cem iskender Aydin

Composition du Jury :

Mme Begiim OZKAYNAK
Professeure, Bogazici University Présidente

M Giuseppe MUNDA
Professeur, Autonomous University of Barcelona Rapporteur

M John O’NEILL
Professeur, University of Manchester Rapporteur

M Jean-Marc DOUGUET
Maitre de Conférences (HDR), UVSQ Examinateur

M Martin O'CONNOR
Professeur, UVSQ Directeur de these

e
(O
-
®)
e
@)
®)

[®)
)

[®)
)
V)

D

L

—




e, 541/&&(@, Wfaoc]/wﬂtw
o my lole geandmolhers, Vesile



universite

PARIS-SACLAY
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arbitrer les conflits environnementaux : Le cas des centrales nucléaires en Turquie
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Résumé : Les conflits de distribution écologiques
résultant du métabolisme social croissant du monde et
I'expansion des frontieres des marchandises qui en
résulte, sont confrontés a des défis importants pour la
gouvernance, en particulier lorsqu'il existe des
interactions multiples, entre la nature et les individus
qui possedent de systemes de valeurs différents, a
travers différentes échelles (du local au global).
L'interaction actuelle entre les échelles semble étre
définie par le pouvoir juridictionnel - une maniére qui
favorise les échelles internationales et / ou nationales,
qui négligent les processus en cours qui se déroulent
a d'autres échelles. Il existe une disparité entre les
échelles ou les décisions sont prises et les actions sont
effectuées. Par conséquent, un mécanisme de
gouvernance, avec non seulement des propriétés
participatives prenant compte des différents systemes
de valeurs, mais avec des mécanismes de coordination
entre plusieurs échelles, devient nécessaire

A cette arriére-plan, cette thése maintient que les
méthodes d'évaluation multicriteres délibératives et
multi-acteurs pourraient ouvrir de nouvelles voies

pour les mécanismes de gouvernance
environnementale pour les conflits avec des
interactions transversales et vise a montrer

I'importance d'une perspective multi-échelle dans un
cadre multicritére. Dans une tentative
d'opérationnaliser cet objectif, elle utilise le cas
conflictuel de la production d'énergie nucléaire en
Turquie et I'évalue aux échelles nationales et locales
dans le contexte national et mondial des mouvements
de justice environnementale. Elle démontre que
I'élaboration d'un probléme de décision conflictuel par
une méthode multicritére / multi-échelle est utile pour
i) identifier les défis résultant des interactions entre
les parties prenantes et ii) les présenter de maniére
transparente et compréhensible.

Title : Cross-scale governance using multi-criteria, multi-stakeholder evaluation methods to mediate
environmental conflicts: The case of nuclear power plants in Turkey

Keywords : Environmental Justice; Multicriteria Methods; Environmental Conflicts; Turkey, Environmental

Governance

Abstract : The ecological distribution conflicts
arising from the growing social metabolism of the
world and the resulting expansion of the commodity
frontiers pose important challenges for governance,
especially when there are multiple interactions
between the nature and people holding different
value systems, across different scales (from local to
global). The current interaction between scales seems
to be defined by the jurisdictional power — a manner
that is inclined to favour the international and/or
national scales, which overlook the ongoing
processes taking place in other scales. Such a
discrepancy gives rise to a mismatch between the
scales where the decisions are made and actions are
undertaken, calling for a governance mechanism —
one with participatory properties taking into account
the different value systems and coordination
mechanisms across multiple scales.

At this background, this thesis argues that
deliberative and multi-stakeholder multi-criteria
evaluation methods might open new avenues for
environmental governance mechanisms for the
conflicts with cross-scale interactions and aims to
show the importance of a multi-scale perspective
within multi-criteria framework. In an attempt to
operationalize this aim, it uses the conflicted case of
nuclear energy production in Turkey and assesses it
at national and local scales within the context of
national and global environmental justice
movements. It is shown that framing a conflicted
decision-making problem through multi-scale/multi-
stakeholder method is helpful: i) in identifying the
challenges resulting from the cross-scale interactions
between stakeholders and ii) in presenting them in a
transparent and comprehensible manner.
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Introduction

The unprecedented growth in consumption and production has escalated the need for energy and raw
materials, with resource use reaching exceptionally high levels worldwide. Today, contrary to belief that the
economy will ‘*dematerialize” and economic growth ‘decouple’ from natural resources and environmental
impacts, the resource extraction (e.g. oil, copper, gold, uranium and biomass) frontier continues to expand (J.
W. Moore, 2000) and this often ignites environmental justice movements against projects such as dams,

thermal and nuclear energy plants, mines, industrial fishing, and waste disposal (Martinez-Alier, 2002, 2012).

Overall, ecological distribution conflicts are encountered at different places in the world, for a variety of
themes, and at multiple scales. While some are about the unequal distribution of the risks of dangerous waste
(e.g. Love Canal case in USA?); others involve the extraction of metals and minerals at the expense of
destroying the livelihoods of indigenous people (e.g. Wirikuta silver and gold mining conflict in Mexico3); and
some others are about privatisation of commons such as pasturelands (e.g. the case of Sarikecili Nomads in
Turkey*). In many instances, conflicts arise not only due to unequal distribution of economic and ecological
costs and benefits, but also due to lack of participation in decision-making and recognition of rights and
identities (Schlosberg, 2007). Moreover, while some conflicts, such as climate change, are observed at global

scale, some others are seen just at local scale, as in the case of building wind turbines near a small village.

In the literature, deliberative multi-criteria/multi-stakeholder evaluation frameworks are put forward as useful
conflict governance and decision aiding tools. These frameworks are important for supporting decisions over
policy problems where there are conflicting objectives in different dimensions or domains (such as economic,
social, environmental, institutional, or cultural) and between different stakeholders (Montis, Toro, Droste-
franke, Omann, & Stagl, 2000). They allow the comparison of several policy options simultaneously, by taking
into account a wide range of criteria (or governance issues), and hence, “help overcome the single criterion
barrier which often imposes an unrealistic context on the field of decision support” (Banville, Landry, Martel,
& Boulaire, 1998, p. 16). In principle, participatory multi-criteria frameworks are very able to integrate multiple
perspectives and different valuation languages, thanks to their capacity to accommodate incommensurability
and pluralism in a transparent manner, and hence, are employed in assessing trade-offs and consequences in
complex decision-making problems. As Gamboa (2008, p. 138) puts forward, “the multi-criteria structure can

be seen as a social expression, which highlights both the diversity of viewpoints and the effects of alternatives

2 Love Canal dump site at Niagara Falls, USA http://ejatlas.org/conflict/love-canal-niagara-falls-usa
3 Wirikuta silver and gold mining, Mexico http://ejatlas.org/conflict/wirikuta-mexico
4 Preservation of Livelihood of Sarikecili Nomads, Turkey http://ejatlas.org/conflict/preservation-of-livelihood-of-sarikecili-nomads-turkey
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on different dimensions (...) (It)is very useful in order to foster both discussion and the practice of deliberative
democracy”. In this context, the well-established and diverse participatory multi-criteria literature (e.g.
Banville, Landry, Martel, & Boulaire, 1998; Chamaret, O’Connor, & Recdché, 2007; De Marchi, Funtowicz, Lo
Cascio, & Munda, 2000; Munda, 2008; O'Connor & Spangenberg, 2008) offers viable multi-stakeholder

assessment and governance mechanisms for socio-environmental conflicts.

Yet, several human activities induce environmental change at different scales and sometimes at multiple
scales. In other words, the underlying causes of (local or global) environmental change can be found at
different scales. For instance, changes at the global scale in climate, environment, economies, institutions,
and/or cultures have significant impacts at the local scale; and vice versa, seemingly smaller changes at the
local scale are aggregated into bigger factors influencing a global change (Wilbanks & Kates, 1999). Similarly,
while the individuals act on a small, local scale, the consequences of their actions may be felt at global scale
(McLennan & Moore, 2012). A classic example is burning fossil fuels at the household level, which contributes
to the greenhouse effect at the global scale. On the other hand, some human activities such as producing
energy from nuclear power may have potential impacts on several scales simultaneously. Indeed, in such
complex cases with cross-scale linkages and interactions, researchers need to work harder to reveal the cause-
effect relationships, since the scales of the actions and their consequences may be so distant that identifying

the right connections may require specific attention (McLennan & Moore, 2012).

However, the current policy-making practices often fail to acknowledge and address the abovementioned
cross-scale linkages. As put forward by Kates et al. (2001), in many instances there exists a mismatch between
the scales where the decisions are made and actions are taken. As Cash et al (2006) argue, for the most part,
the policies designed solely at the global scale from a top-down perspective may have little or no relevance to
local decision makers and communities, since, in many instances, the local and indigenous knowledge is
disregarded and deemed unreliable by the national and international actors. Moreover, as Adger et al (2003)
point out, local and national actors and/or stakeholders may have contradicting objectives, and in the case of
uneven power distribution (usually in favour of the national stakeholders), locals may think that their interests
are disregarded. Hence, top-down decision mechanisms are likely to create conflicts between national and

local actors.

Of course, this does not necessarily mean that decentralised and bottom-up decision-making mechanisms
always deliver better or more effective solutions either. While conflicts arise when national scale decisions do
not take into account local ecological and socio-economic dynamics, local scale solutions too may not
adequately carry out the functions of national institutions and fail to achieve desirable outcomes at national
and/or global scales (Berkes, 2002). On that vein, Reid, Berkes, Wilbanks, and Capistrano (2006, p.8) argue
that the “choice of scale (...) is not politically neutral, because that selection may intentionally or unintentionally
privilege certain groups” — national or local stakeholders, depending on the choice of assessment and hence,
the decision scale. Therefore, an effective multi-scale/cross-scale governance mechanism should aim to
establish balance between the goals and objectives expressed by stakeholders at different scales (Gamboa,
2008). Overall, conflicts between the actors operating at different scales need to be addressed through a
2



governance mechanism that helps us to discover where conflicts come from; filter the ones that are scale
driven or related with scale and where possible tackle them simultaneously at several scales, especially in the
current globalised world where the need for governance of cross-scale interactions is greater than ever
(Berkes, 2002).

In this context, many studies argue for the need to use multi-scale/multi-stakeholder assessment and
governance mechanisms in conflictual cases ranging from local to international (e.g. Cash et al., 2006;
Giampietro & Mayumi, 2000; Giampietro & Ramos-Martin, 2005; Lemos & Agrawal, 2006; Paavola & Adger,
2006). Zermoglio et al. (2005), for instance, point out to at least two types of benefits to be gained through
conducting assessments in multiple scales. The first type of benefit is related with potential information gains,
such as better problem definition and understanding of causality and cross-scale effects, and the second type
is related with potential /mpacts gains, such as improved scenarios, more balanced assessment results, and
increased capacity building. However, as Reid et al. (2006) put forward, it is always a challenge to design and
implement a multi-scale assessment procedure. There are important questions such as how the scales of
analysis should be selected or whether a common conceptual assessment framework can be used at multiple
scales. Furthermore, as claimed by Paavola and Adger (2006), there is no clearly distinguishable scale of
decision making for undertaking actions. Hence, the issues of “how the governance should be operationalized”
and “which actors should participate” do not have clear answers, either. Moreover, as Cash et al (2006) point
out, when governing the human-nature relationship, further challenges such as plurality, ignorance, and

mismatch arise due to the complexity of cross-scale interactions.

At this junction, this thesis argues that the current participatory and deliberative multi-criteria frameworks,
being capable of accurately addressing challenges such as value plurality, uncertainty, participation, and
incommensurability; can also help addressing the scale-related assessment and governance challenges put
forth by Reid et al. (2006), Paavola and Adger (2006) and Cash et al. (2006). It also underlines that scale
related perceptions/issues drive part of the conflicts. To this end, this thesis puts forward a cross-scale multi-
stakeholder multi-criteria framework, which can offer a multi-scale assessment procedure capable of
presenting the complex cross-scale linkages and of eliciting the sources of tension between stakeholders at
different scales. It is hoped that such a framework may open avenues for an effective and transparent
governance for ecological distribution conflicts with cross-scale interactions, by at least showing the origins of
the conflicts, in particular, when/if they are scale driven. In order to illustrate its usefulness, this thesis utilizes
a cross-scale multi-criteria framework to assess a particular conflict around the policy decision of introducing

nuclear energy in Turkey.

Turkey does not have any nuclear power plants (NPP), but the state and civil society has a long conflict history

around nuclear energy construction plans. Indeed, Turkey’s nuclear program, albeit one of the oldest in the

world, is arguably among the most unsuccessful ones (Jewell & Ates, 2015; Sahin, 2011). Nearly every

government since 1960s has pursued the aspirations of building nuclear power plants, but failed to realise

them for several reasons such as financial constraints, lack of administrative or technical capacity, or civil

society opposition. Recently, Turkey seems to have overcome some these problems by adopting a Build-Own-
3



Operate strategy through intergovernmental agreements with Russia and Japan. Although this strategy
addresses some challenges such as lack of financial and technical capacity, it creates new ones. That is, the
policy decisions regarding the nuclear power plants are now made in a non-transparent and top-down manner,
excluding many local and national stakeholders, and such lack of participation and transparency causes a

strong reaction from a rather active civil society at both national and local scales.

In an attempt to frame and assess this decision-making problem at hand, the relevant local and national
stakeholders, and the alternatives and governance issues they set forth are identified after a thorough
institutional analysis. Accordingly, the views of each stakeholder group regarding each alternative with respect
to each governance issue are mapped into a three dimensional deliberation cube, using a multi-criteria
approach. This multi-criteria assessment exercise, conducted from a scale perspective, is then used to identify
and explore the sources of tensions, divergences, and conflict of interests between stakeholders, given the
transparent organisation of a variety of information categories. Overall, the analysis helps in understanding
which conflicts arise due to the complex interactions between scales and which ones arise due to value plurality
(O'Connor et al., 2006). Such a framing of the problem shows in an explicit manner why and how the choice
of a particular scale for a policy decision would matter for an effective governance mechanism in mediating
conflicts. It points to the identification of at least three types of scale-related conflict sources between national

and local stakeholders:

i) Scales does matter when offering different sets of alternatives for comparison: local and national
stakeholders put forward different sets of policy options.

i) Scale does matter in defining priorities: Local and national stakeholders differ in the governance
issues they prioritise.

iii) Scale does matter in the perception of a particular governance issue: Local and national

stakeholders may perceive the magnitude or the size of a particular impact differently.

These three types of conflict sources, identified through this multi-criteria exercise, aptly present the great
extent to which perceptions, values and priorities of people are affected by the scale they are located in, and
explain why a single set of solution offered by stakeholders in a particular scale creates ineffective and/or
undesired outcomes in other scales. No doubt, the identification of scale-related conflict sources and the inter-
linkages and interactions between the local and national stakeholders is a necessary step for finding pathways
to mediating a specific ecological distribution conflict. It is hoped that such a framing of the problem helps
addressing, if not completely resolving, the three types of scale-related conflict sources identified above, as

follows:

i) First, thanks to the multi-criteria exercise, a more complete set of policy options can be identified —
these options may be put forward by actors at different scales.
i) Next, the social choice problem can be handled using a larger set of governance issues, put forward

by both national and local stakeholders.



iii) Lastly, if conducted in a participatory and deliberative manner, the multi-criteria exercise is able to
bring together the members of the different stakeholder groups and the exercise itself may become a

collaborative learning and conflict management process.

In that regard, using a multi-criteria approach from a scale perspective for framing the conflict over nuclear
power plants in Turkey provides substantial information and impacts benefits, in terms of better problem
definition and a fuller understanding of the issues at hand, improved analysis of scale-dependent processes
and how perceptions and perspectives of the stakeholders are dependent on their scale. Overall, it enables a
better understanding of the cross-scale relationships between environmental, social and economic processes,
and there is a greater potential to incorporate different perspectives from different scales into the policy-
making process. Although the better understanding of a problem may not necessarily mean that a better policy
decision will be made, “it does provide a sound basis for making better decisions and for holding decision

makers accountable” (Reid et al., 2006, p. 1).

The thesis is divided into two main parts. Part I provides a theoretical, empirical, and methodological review
of environmental conflicts encountered around the world, as well as of multi-criteria framework in order to
better position the importance of scale in these conflicts. Part II analyses a real-world conflict case— the
introduction of nuclear power into the energy portfolio of Turkey — to show how a multi-criteria/multi-
stakeholder approach with a large scope in spatial scales can serve as an assessment and a potential

governance tool for an ecological distribution conflict.

To open a path for a grounded discussion on the ecological distribution conflicts, Chapter 1 in Part I will first
set out to answer the questions of what is distributed and how it is distributed, and to link this discussion to
the environmental justice problematique. It will also provide an empirical review of the ecological conflicts
around the world, by presenting the status of the recent environmental justice struggles reported in the
EJAtlas®. The cross-scale linkages within environmental conflicts will also be discussed based on specific

examples, again carefully selected from the EJAtlas.

Chapter 2 will try to position the multi-criteria evaluation tools as a cross-scale conflict assessment and
governance procedure. To this end, it will begin with a short theoretical background of cross-scale governance
for the human-environment interactions, by first trying to answer the questions of what scale is, and why and
how it matters. Following this, it will briefly present the properties of the multi-stakeholder multi-criteria
methods, by giving short descriptions of three deliberative and multi-stakeholder multi-criteria frameworks:
The Social Multi-Criteria Evaluation (SMCE) (Munda, 2004), Multi-Criteria Mapping (MCM) (Coburn & Stirling,
2016) and the Deliberation Matrix in INTEGRAAL framework (O'Connor et al.,, 2006). Relying on the
INTEGRAAL framework, this chapter will conclude with a presentation on how a multi-criteria/multi-stakeholder
approach can serve as an assessment and a potential governance tool for ecological distribution conflicts

having a large scope in spatial scales.

5 Environmental Justice Atlas — www.ejatlas.org
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Part II starts with Chapter 3, which lays out the current situation of the environmental distribution conflicts
in Turkey, by making use of the Turkish Map of Environmental Justice. This will be followed by a short account
of the status quo of environmental governance in Turkey. Next, a brief summary of the energy related conflicts
will be provided, by focusing on four main types of conflicts on energy production: i) coal and fossil fuel ii)
hydropower, iii) renewable energies such as wind, solar, and geothermal, and iv) nuclear. Finally, the chapter

will conclude with an attempt to identify the cross-scale interactions in Turkey’s energy-related conflicts.

Chapter 4 will first look at the historical development of nuclear power in the world and present the recent
trends. Then, it will focus on the particular case of Turkey, by first recounting its history of nuclear power in
an attempt to provide a background for the debate over nuclear energy. Chapter 5 will use this debate to
show that the multi-criteria/multi-scale framework presented in Chapter 2 may offer a conflict governance
mechanism that serves environmental justice. Towards this end, Chapter 5 is divided into three parts: First,
a qualitative and textual exploratory analysis of the nuclear debate in Turkey is presented to identify the
relevant stakeholders, policy alternatives and governance issues at hand. Next, the judgements of each
stakeholder, in each policy alternative, and across all governance issues are presented in the three dimensional
deliberation matrix devised by O’Connor et al. (2006). Finally, the main types of scale-related conflict sources
identified are presented, to show i) how and to what extent scale matters in governing ecological distribution

conflicts and ii) how a multi-criteria framework offers pathways to properly address such conflicts.

By bringing together different stakeholders to discuss conflicting issues at different scales and taking different
languages of valuation into account, this thesis aims to contribute to the deliberative multi-criteria/multi-
stakeholder evaluation literature, particularly in framing and understanding cross-scale conflicts. The
constructed deliberation framework tries to improve cross-scale linkages from local to global and to generate
a process that recognises environmental as well as socio-economic needs. As such, the study aims to contribute
to the desired focus shift in environmental policies from technocratic environmental management to

participatory environmental governance.



Part I: Environmental conflicts:

A theoretical, empirical, and methodological review






Environmental conflicts are encountered at different places in the world, for a variety of themes, and at multiple
scales. They can be observed over a broad range of scales, from local to global. For instance, both the
construction of a wind turbine near a small village (local scale) and climate change (global scale) constitute
the subject matter of environmental conflicts. The theme of the conflicts has a wide variety too: some deal
with the unequal distribution of the risks of dangerous waste; others involve the extraction of metals and
minerals at the expense of destroying livelihoods of indigenous people; and some others are centred on the
privatisation of commons such as pasturelands. Furthermore, they are not only concerned with (economic and
ecological) distribution, but also with participation in decision-making and the recognition of rights and
identities (Schlosberg, 2007).

In such conflict cases, deliberative multi-criteria/multi-stakeholder evaluation methods that integrate multiple
perspectives and different valuation languages are put forward as governance and decision aiding tools for
their ability to accommodate incommensurability and pluralism in a transparent manner. There is also a strong
need to conduct an in-depth analysis of these conflicts in order to reveal the linkages across scales, as this
will help in conceptualizing more thoroughly the unique characteristics of particular conflicts and hence will
help in providing a more effective governance mechanism. In many instances, a decision-making mechanism
seeming to provide an effective solution at one particular scale may end up generating more conflicts in

another scale.

At this background, this part argues that multi-stakeholder and deliberative multi-criteria framework, which
are already capable of providing effective governance frameworks horizontally, can also be used as effective
governance frameworks for vertical governance, and hence, it aims to present a governance mechanism that
is capable of tackling issues at multiple scales. In order to achieve this aim, Chapter 1 will first provide a
theoretical and empirical review of ecological distribution conflicts with concrete examples of cross-scale
linkage problems based on the Global Atlas of Environmental Justice (EJAtlas). Drawing on the existing cross-
scale governance and multi-criteria evaluation literatures, Chapter 2 then offers a cross-scale deliberative
multi-criteria framework that can be used as a governance support tool in mediating ecological distribution

conflicts with cross-scale linkages.






Chapter 1: The Environmental justice problematic

Today, contrary to the belief that the economy will *dematerialize’ or “decouple”, the need for energy and raw
materials continues to increase and resource extraction frontiers continue to expand. This so-called increased
social metabolism leads to ecological distribution conflicts around the world, igniting environmental justice
movements (Martinez-Alier, 2002, 2012). In an attempt to map these conflicts around the world, the Globa/
Atlas of Environmental Justice (EJAtlas) was launched in 2014, documenting environmental justice movements
against particular economic activities on a global map. The central aim of this exercise is to bring the
environmental mobilisations to the fore by making them more visible. Often these environmental mobilisations
are observed at local scale and perceived as disparate cases; however, a closer look actually helps revealing

horizontal (across spaces) and vertical (across scales) linkages between them.

In order to better understand the characteristics of such conflicts, this chapter will present a brief theoretical
and empirical review of ecological distribution conflicts, followed by a short report of the potential cross-scale

linkages within such conflicts.

a) Ecological distribution conflicts
The term Ecological distribution confiicts (also called socio-environmental conflicts or environmental conflicts),
first coined by Martinez-Alier and O'Connor (1996), refers to the “social, spatial and temporal asymmetries or
inequalities in the use by humans of environmental resources and services (whether traded or not), for
example, in the depletion of natural resources (including loss of biodiversity), and in the burdens of pollution”
(Martinez-Alier & O'Connor, 1999, p. 381). In fact, the emergence of this term was inspired by a similar concept
from political economy, namely “economic distribution conflicts”, which studies the conflicts between the
capitalists and workers, over the distribution of the value added of the production processes. While the study
of economic distribution conflicts is seen as part of political economy literature, the term “political ecology” is

reserved for the branch focusing on ecological distribution conflicts (Martinez-Alier & O’Connor, 1999).

Ecological distribution conflicts are encountered at diverse places in the world and they afflict the developed
as well as the developing countries. That is, no matter how developed the country, its society is not immune
to the troubles caused by such conflicts. Regarding the themes of these conflicts, there is, again, a wide
variety. While some concern the unequal distribution of the risks of dangerous waste; others involve the
extraction of metals and minerals at the expense of destroying livelihoods of indigenous people; and yet some
others are about privatisation of commons such as pasturelands. EDCs can be at the global scale such as
climate change, or they can be observed at a local scale, such as building wind turbines in the vicinity of a

small village. In short, we see such conflicts in different places, for a variety of themes, and at multiple scales.

To better understand the issue of distribution in both economic and ecological terms, it is useful to investigate
first, whatis distributed, and then Aow it is distributed. Hence, this section will first introduce the concepts of
economic growth and wealth accumulation, and the growing material and energy throughput accompanying
it, also widely known as societal metabolism. As the next step, the notion of (both economic and ecological)

unequal exchange will be discussed shortly, to finally open a path for a grounded discussion on the ecological
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distribution conflicts and identify the links to the main question of environmental justice.
What is distributed?

For gaining a thorough understanding of (economic or ecological) distribution conflicts, it is crucial to
investigate first the entity (abstract or concrete) that is being distributed in a society. There are at least two
possible answers to the question of what is distributed: One may first investigate it from an economic point-
of-view and focus on the distribution of the total goods and services produced in society. Alternatively, one
may adopt an ecological perspective, focusing on the distribution of the natural resources, ecosystem services,
risks and hazards of the production processes instead.

Since the industrial revolution, the world has become richer and more populated, thanks to innovations
enabling faster and more efficient production and hence faster accumulation of wealth (D. O'Neill, 2015b). By
simple cause and effect reasoning, the growth of individual income or wealth is associated with increasing
consumption and hence increasing prosperity (Jackson, 2011) since a higher income is considered to mean
lesser budget constraints, hence increased choices and higher utility in neoclassical economics terms. Such
reasoning, in turn, calls for continuing economic growth as the means to deliver even higher incomes. Even
though it is clear that “prosperity is not just about income” (Jackson, 2011, p. 49) governments in general are

obsessed with increasing the aggregate incomes of their citizens, measured as Gross Domestic Product (GDP).

The GDP is a measure of the economic activity of a country, and simply calculates the total value of all final
goods and services produced within a country over the course of a specific period of time, usually a year (D.
O'Neill, 2015a). It was initially developed to help governments understand whether the economy is doing well,
and whether their policies were working (D. O'Neill, 2015a), by simply integrating all the production data into
a single number, which would go up when economy did well, and down when it did not (Fioramonti, 2013) ®.

And when GDP increases, it is called economic growth.

However, economic growth and its measure as GDP have been heavily contested. To quote the prominent

ecological economist Herman Daly (in Jackson, 2011, p. 267):

The fundamental axiom of growth, rigorously stated by Kenneth Boulding, is that ‘when something
grows, it gets bigger!” When the economy grows, it too gets bigger. So, dear economist, when the
economy grows, (a) exactly what is it that is getting bigger? (b) How big is it now? (c) How big could
it possibly get? (d) How big should it be? Given that economic growth is the top priority for all the
nations, one would expect that these questions would get a major attention in all economic

textbooks. In fact, (b), (c) and (d) are not raised at all, and (a) is answered unsatisfactorily.

At best, GDP could be offered as an answer to the first question posed above by Daly: “exactly what is it that
is getting bigger?” GDP has proven to be an imperfect measure since it does not really distinguish between
good and bad activities. That means, for instance, increasing the investments in education and spending
money on cleaning an oil spill both increase the GDP and hence create economic growth; however, the latter

economic activity actually decreases the level of social welfare (D. O'Neill, 2015a). Daly calls this situation

6 A recent and thourough overview of the concept of GDP and issues regarding the measurement of wealth is provided by Munda (2015)
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uneconomic growth, which means economic growth “costs more than it is worth at the margin”, where the
bad economic activity, that Daly calls the illth, increases faster than wealth (Daly, 2013). Trying to maintain

the economy growing this way actually inflicts more damage to the society than it yields benefits.

Another answer to Daly’s first question is the throughput. With the growth in production and consumption,
the flow of useful matter and energy extracted from the nature increases as well, together with the waste
resulting from the process of production and consumption (Daly, 1996). Societies, like a living body, metabolise
energy and material in order to remain operational (Sorman, 2015). So, throughput may be interpreted as the
food of the society’s metabolism (Martinez-Alier, 2009). The growth in consumption and production has
escalated the need for energy and raw materials, with resource use reaching exceptionally high scales
worldwide. Over the last century, the global GDP increased twenty-four fold (D. O'Neill, 2015b) and
accompanying this, the global energy use increased eleven-fold, material use eight-fold, and ores and industrial

minerals more than twenty-two fold (Krausmann et al., 2009).

With the increased size of societal metabolism, the human-induced pressure on natural systems mounts up as
well. The fast growing need for the inflow of materials and energy triggers the need for extraction of materials,
causing the so-called commodity frontiers to expand into new, previously untouched areas (J. W. Moore,
2000). Furthermore, a social metabolism perspective implies that inputs into the production cycle eventually
become outputs in the form of wastes (Martinez-Alier & Walter, 2016). Consequently, the corresponding
outflows of wastes and emissions increase as well. (M. Fischer-Kowalski & Haberl, 2007). In the last century,
the increasing global social metabolism has resulted in significant human pressure on the ecological systems,
directly or indirectly aggravating global environmental problems. We observe large-scale deforestation,
reduction of wilderness areas and biodiversity loss due to the expansion of biomass extraction, groundwater
depletion or contamination due to toxic outflows of the production systems (Krausmann et al., 2009). Similarly,
climate change is one of the well-known results of the growing social metabolism of the world, caused primarily
by the increasing consumption of fossil fuels to match the ever-growing energy demand of the increasing

population.

The correlation between economic growth and social metabolism raises questions regarding the physical limits
of growth. That is, an economy relying on finite and non-renewable resources and on limited capacity for
absorbing waste cannot grow indefinitely without exceeding the ecological and planetary limits (Jackson, 2011;
Meadows, Randers, & Meadows, 2005). In fact, the argument that the economy cannot grow indefinitely can
be traced back to more than two hundred years ago, where Robert Malthus argued that the growth in
population and economy is restrained by the physical limits of production factors, mainly land (Malthus, 1798).
Indeed, following Daly’s argument of uneconomic growth (Daly, 2013), one could argue that even if there
really was infinite economic growth, it would not be a desirable goal, since it would be accumulating //th rather

than wealth, thus failing to improve society’s real well-being (D. O'Neill, 2015b)

More often than not, the conventional response to such concerns is the concept of decoupling, which describes
the process where economic growth becomes less and less dependent on the material throughput (Jackson,

2011). The relationship between economic growth and material throughput, with respect to the decoupling
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status of the economy fall into three categories (Haberl, Fischer-Kowalski, Krausmann, Weisz, & Winiwarter,
2004). First, there may be “no decoupling” at all — that is the amount of material or energy necessary to
produce a unit of GDP (i.e. material or ecological intensity of GDP) either does not change, or increases.
Second, there may be “relative decoupling”, meaning that material intensity decreases but the total amount
of material consumed in the economy increases, (i.e. the total throughput increases slower than the GDP).
Lastly, there may be “absolute decoupling” (or “dematerialisation”), which means that while the economy

continues to grow, the size of the societal throughput declines over time.

The driving factor behind decoupling is the advances in technology, which enable societies to produce more
efficiently. The nature of the relationship between the environmental impact, population, the size of the
economy, and technology can be explained through a simple mathematical identity, called the “Ehrlich
Formula” I=PxAXT (Ehrlich & Holdren, 1971; Holdren & Ehrlich, 1974). According to this simple formula,
also called the /PAT model, the impact (I) of the human activity on the environment can be factored in three:
the size of population (P), level of affluence (A) measured in income per person, and technology (T) measuring

the intensity of impact for each unit of income.

As long as the T factor is going down, we can talk about a relative decoupling. However, for an absolute
decoupling to take place, the impact I needs to go down as well. In a society where population and income
per person are increasing, absolute decoupling can happen only if the rate of decline in T is faster than the
rates of increase of P and A combined (Jackson, 2011). This is also related to the Environmental Kuznets
Curve (EKC) hypothesis, which simply states that the environmental impact of the economic growth is greater
initially. However, when the economy becomes developed enough, the environment gets more valuable and
it becomes possible to create more wealth with less impact and hence decrease the overall impact of the
economic activity on the environment, mainly thanks to the technical progress. Accordingly, the trend of
environmental impact over the years takes an inverted u-shape in affluent industrial countries (Fischer-
Kowalski & Amann, 2001).

Another counter-response against the “limited resources” argument is the concept of “circular economy”’,
where used materials and resources are not discarded into nature but reintroduced into the production cycle,
with the aim of reducing both input of new resources and output of wastes by closing economic and ecological
loops (Haas, Krausmann, Wiedenhofer, & Heinz, 2015). Accordingly, the limited amount of resources can be
used several times to produce more value, and accumulate more wealth. However, due to the physical laws
of the universe (i.e. the laws of thermodynamics), not everything can be recycled (e.g. energy) and some
materials can be only recycled in part due to entropy (Georgescu-Roegen, 1971, 1986; Martinez-Alier, 2016).
This implies that the economy can never be truly circular if the production relies on the non-renewable
resources, such as fossil fuels or metal ores. On the other hand, with the current global metabolic rate,
renewable resources such as aquifers and biomass are overexploited (Martinez-Alier, 2016) and as Haas et al.

(2015) argue, the current scale of global social metabolism is not sustainable and must be reduced.
How is it distributed?

The size of global economic activity (measured as the global GDP) is getting unquestionably bigger since the
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industrial revolution, and it is accompanied by the level of throughput. As a result, the human-induced negative
impacts on the environment and nature are increasing, as well. However, neither the total accumulated wealth
itself, nor the environmental problems created by the process of production of it are distributed evenly between
and within societies. There is a distribution problem for the production resources and accumulated wealth,
which always intrigued the early classical economists/philosophers such as Ricardo, Marx and Engels. For
instance, according to Ricardo, “the discovery of the laws that regulate distributive shares is the *principal

problem in Political Economy”(in Kaldor, 1956, p. 83).

Looking at the problem on the global scale, it is obvious that not every country benefits equally from the
globally accumulated wealth and that there is a distribution problem among societies. For instance,
Bourguignon and Morrisson (2002) show that the income equality between countries deteriorated dramatically
since the industrial revolution. Similarly, the resources and accumulated wealth within a society is not
distributed evenly among its members either, which creates economic distribution conflicts between and within

societies — a topic investigated in the political economy discipline comprehensively.

The globally accumulated wealth was not the only thing that was distributed unevenly after the industrial
revolution. Other than that, there is a difference between the metabolic patterns of the developed and non-
developed countries. In fact, if all the countries in the world used the same amount of material and energy
necessary to consume and produce with the current metabolic pattern of the industrial countries, neither the
total amount of resources in the planet, nor the absorption capacities of global ecosystem would suffice (Haas
et al., 2015).

Apart from the differences in the size of social metabolism, environmental problems are geographically and
socially unevenly distributed as well, which in turn causes ecological distribution conflicts. As a result, there
are local and global distribution conflicts happening between the global North and global South (e.g. a British
oil company operating in Nigeria), or at the local scale (e.g. a local construction company extracting gravel
and stones for the construction of a highway by destroying the livelihoods of a nearby village) (Martinez-Alier,
2002). Some other types of distribution conflicts could be listed as trans-boundary pollution such as acid rains,
air pollution or climate change, environmental racism as seen in Warren County in USA in 1970s (Bullard,
1993), ecological unequal exchange (Hornborg, 1998), and intergenerational ecological debt (Azar &
Holmberg, 1995).

The investigation of the life cycle of a commodity is the first step toward a better of understanding the relation
between the social metabolism and ecological distribution conflicts. All goods pass through a similar series of
procedures, called the “global commodity chains”, from extraction to the eventual waste disposal (Raikes, Friis
Jensen, & Ponte, 2000). According to Martinez-Alier and Walter (2016), there are four key stages in such
commodity chains, where ecological distribution conflicts may emerge: extraction (e.g. conflicts over mining,
oil drilling), transportation (conflicts over the construction of airports, ports, pipelines), processing (production

plants affecting the quality of soil, air, water), and fina/ disposal (conflicts over landfills, climate change)

According to Hornborg (1998), the economic and ecological distribution problems in human societies are the

flip sides of the same coin and “it is only by looking at the ecological conditions of human economies that we
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can adequately conceptualize the mechanisms which generate inequalities in distribution” (Hornborg, 1998, p.
128). Both problems are the eventual results of an “unequal exchange” where the price paid to a commodity
does not reflect the value of labour, energy or material in it (Hornborg, 2003, 2009). For instance, commodities
imported from poor regions or countries may not (and usually do not) fully account for the value of the
negative environmental impacts, nor for the exhaustion of the natural resources (Martinez-Alier & O’Connor,
1999). Conversely, neo-classical economists are not convinced that a functioning free market trade may be
undercompensated, unfair or unequal (Hornborg, 1998) (unless there is market power or in the case of
environmental impacts, lack of markets, creating externalities). However, there is growing scientific literature
claiming that countries in the global North (or core countries) are increasingly shifting production of resource-
and emission-intensive goods, and accordingly the environmental burden of national growth, to the countries
in the global South (or periphery) (Bringezu, Schitz, Steger, & Baudisch, 2004; Dorninger, 2014; Giljum &
Eisenmenger, 2004; Martinez-Alier, 2002; Matthews et al., 2000; Muradian & Martinez-Alier, 2001).

As Kapp (1983) puts forward, such unequal or unfair ecological distribution as described above can be defined
as a system of cost-shifting, which is inherent to capitalism. The names designated for this process in
neoclassical environmental economics are “"market failure” or “externalities” (Martinez-Alier & O'Connor, 1999),
which means that the underlying cause of this problem is the non-inclusion of environmental goods and
services into a market economy (the market failure being the absence of prices) so natural resources or
environmental services are considered free gifts, or free disposals (O'Connor, 1993). Accordingly, the
externalities can easily be /nternalised by putting a price tag on such impacts. This process of internalisation
is actually seen as a cost-shifting success from the point of view of the parties benefiting from non-
internalisation (Martinez-Alier & O’Connor, 1999).

Neoclassical environmental economics and ecological economics offer completely different solutions to the
ecological distribution problem (Kallis, Demaria, & D'Alisa, 2015). While ecological economists hold that growth
itself is the underlying cause of the problem, neoclassical environmental economists argue that the solution
lies in even more growth, as mentioned earlier in both IPAT and EKC models (Marina Fischer-Kowalski &
Amann, 2001; Jackson, 2011; Kallis et al., 2015). They maintain that economic growth will promote
technologies, which are more efficient and allow decoupling and dematerialisation, and hence will put less

pressure on the nature

However today, contrary to the beliefs that the economy will ‘dematerialize’ and economic growth will
‘decouple’ from natural resources and environmental impacts, resource extraction (e.g. oil, copper, gold,
uranium and biomass) frontiers continue to expand (Marina Fischer-Kowalski & Swilling, 2011; Martinez-Alier,
2001). Social and ecological conflicts and environmental justice movements against such projects as dams,
thermal and nuclear energy plants, mines, industrial fishing, and waste disposal are becoming more common
throughout the world (Martinez-Alier, 2002, 2012). According to Fischer-Kowalski and Amann (2001), both
IPAT and EKC models fail to address the complex interrelations and interdependencies among different socio-
economic and ecological systems, as they create a “too optimistic” image of decoupling and dematerialisation
in developed and industrial countries.
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Clearly, while a particular project may increase total social welfare, the economic and ecological distribution
of this additional welfare may be unequal. There may be winners and losers over the course of project
implementation. According to neoclassical economists, the root cause of the externalities is the lack of proper
markets for the environmental goods, since the ownership of such goods are poorly defined (Coase, 1960).
According to Coase (1960), such externalities can be internalised through defining property rights over the
natural resources and hence allow the market to put a right price on the negative environmental impacts
through a process called Coasian Bargaining. For instance, in the case of lake pollution created by a production
process, if the property rights of the lake belong to the polluter, then the victim of the pollution can pay the
polluter and the amount of pollution will decline to socially efficient levels. Similarly, if the victim owns the
property rights of the lake, the polluter can buy permits to pollute, from the victim. In both cases, an out-of-

market good with no price will have a price, regardless of who owns the property rights of the lake.

This approach can be put in practice when deciding on policy alternatives or about the implementation of
particular projects that will create growth, as well as environmental impacts. In such cases, one may make
use of a Cost-Benefit Analysis (CBA), which is a simple and straightforward rule: implement the project if total
benefits are greater than total costs, and then compensate for the environmental impacts. Accordingly, a policy
change/project is “Pareto efficient” if gains are greater than losses, where winners are able to compensate
the losers for their losses caused by project implementation: a principle that opens possible avenues for
claiming liabilities. CBA helps to identify if there is room for a potential Pareto improvement criterion, the
Kaldor-Hicks compensation principle (3. O'Neill, 1993). This is a test which checks whether “the gainers
compensate the losers and still be better off” (Vatn, 2005, p. 109). In practice, this criterion implies a
comparison between the sum of individual benefits across all who gain, and the sum of individual losses across
all who lose (Hanley, 2000).

The critical assumption in this approach is that all benefits and costs can be expressed in terms of one
measurement scale—money—and hence are comparable and compensable. Here, differing impacts are
assigned monetary values, and multiplicity and incommensurability are generally omitted (Aldred, 2006;
Munda, 2004; J. O'Neill, 1993). The reductionism inherent in the nature of monetisation is an important
disadvantage, particularly when it concerns an environmental conflict. In general, it reduces complex and
multifaceted problems to only their economic dimension, which often disregards or misrepresents

environmental and social issues (Munda, 2004).

As (Getzner, Spash, & Stagl, 2005) suggest, these issues may be grouped under two headings, as summarised
in Table 1.1: i) those concerned with the theoretical foundations of the valuation and evaluation, and ii) those

concerned with the validity of the produced numbers and the employed tools.

Table 1.1 CBA-related Issues (Adapted from Getzner et al., (2005); Niemeyer & Spash, (2001)
Issues on theoretical foundations Issues on the validity of calculations

- Rationality assumptions Practical obstacles Political Obstacles
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- Incommensurability - Framing

- Incomparability - Institutional setting : l\R/l: n;g;la?]ttlgtrilon
- Societal aggregation - Par%icipation
- Uncertainty - Corruption

- Ignorance

Beyond distribution: Dimension of environmental justice

The concept of environmental justice (EJ) dates back to late 70s and early 80s, when the first visible
mobilisations emerged in the United States against environmental contamination and its detrimental impacts
on human health (Bullard, 1993). The plants that facilitated the burial of toxic chemicals in the country sparked
off the first widely known protests in Warren County, North Carolina, where the residents were quite poor and
the majority of the population was African-Americans. There were concerns about the unequal distribution of
social and environmental costs of toxic pollution and it drew attention to a pressing need for investigating to
what extent race, poverty and exposure to pollution were interlinked (Bullard, 1993) and there was a strong
argument about environmental racism. That is, the distribution of environmental “bads” (toxic wastes and
emissions) and “goods” (parks, green spaces) was dependent on income level and race. The existence of this

relationship was later statistically proven and established (Bryant & Mohai, 1992).

In short, the early reflections on EJ originally focused on the unequal distribution of environmental problems.
This is actually in line with a Rawls’s notion of justice as fair distribution, which focuses on the distribution of
goods (and bads) in a society and principles of distributing these goods (and bads) (Rawls, 2009; Schlosberg,
2007). Mohai, Pellow, and Roberts, (2009) outline three groups of arguments about the causal factors

explaining the underlying sources of the first E] movements:

i- From an economic perspective, there was no intentional discrimination against the racial minorities
and poor people. The industries simply tried to maximize their profits and thus chose to construct

their facilities on cheaper land, close to cheap labour.

ii- From a socio-political perspective, the government and industries were seeking “the path of least
resistance” when deciding on the sites of hazardous waste, which means that there was a
tendency of avoiding the rich and affluent communities which were more likely to be outspoken
about their concerns, to generate controversy, and to create an effective opposition, ultimately
delaying the project. Lacking the resources for effective resistance, the poor communities and

minorities became the target.

iii- Finally, from a racial perspective, there was a cultural, juridical, and psychological phenomenon,
a specific form of racism, which was linked the image of people of African and Latino descent to

“barbarism, filth, dirt, and pollution”.

A quick look at these three arguments also make it evident that the definition of environmental justice should

extend beyond the (economic and ecological) distribution problem. While the arguments from the economic

perspective discussed earlier in this section are significant (see the statement of “poor sells cheap” by Martinez-
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Alier and O’Connor [1999, p. 380]), the concerns put forward by socio-political and racial perspectives, that
is, the concerns over power, culture, right and functioning of democracy should also be addressed — stressing
once again the need for a more comprehensive definition of Environmental Justice, taking into account issues
other than distribution (Schlosberg, 2007).

First, since the problem of maldistribution cannot be resolved without addressing the causes that generate it,
the investigation of the distributional justice would be incomplete without examining the underlying causes of
unequal distribution (Schlosberg, 2007). According to Young (1990), Fraser (1997), and Honneth (1995, 2001)
social recognition is the key to attaining justice, especially in environmental conflicts. Lack of recognition (of
identities or rights) emerging as various forms of insults, degradation and discrimination at both individual and
socio-cultural levels harm the oppressed individuals and communities (Schlosberg, 2007). In the case of
Environmental Racism in the US, lack of recognition of the identities of the individuals and communities of

colour inflicted damage on these communities and lead to distributional injustice.

The second important dimension of environmental justice is procedural justice, defined as “fair and equitable
institutional processes of a state” (Schlosberg, 2007, p. 25). It is mainly concerned with the ability of individuals
and communities to participate in and affect the decision-making processes. For instance, “the path of least
resistance” argument described by Mohai et al. (2009) is directly linked to the ability of individuals and
communities to affect a policy decision. It is important to note that, participation and recognition are closely
related: “If you are not recognized, you do not participate; if you do not participate, you are not recognized”
(Schlosberg, 2007, p. 26).

There is also the capabilities approach put forward by Sen (1985, 1999) and Nussbaum (2000, 2006), which
also expands the concept of environmental justice beyond the distribution and investigates how distribution
affects the societies’ well-being and how people function and flourish. According to this approach, concepts
such as leading a healthy life, bodily integrity, imagination and arts, freedom of expression and emotions,

affiliation and being able to laugh and play (Nussbaum, 2000) become the indispensable pillars of justice.

All in all, inspired from the capability approach discussed above and also in an attempt to address the needs
framework put forward by (Max Neef, 1992), Douguet, Raharinirina, O’'Connor, & Roman, (2016) define six
dimensions for EJ: recognition, participation, economic distribution, ecological distribution,
subsistence, and creation. Accordingly, while economic and ecological distribution, recognition, and
participation are the observable dimensions of EJ, they mean little without first satisfying the subsistence
dimension. However, for the attainment of EJ, the creation dimension should also be satisfied, which is only
possible if the other five aspects are satisfactorily complete. Douguet et al. (2016) have made a visual

representation of their framework, in the form of an octahedron (Figure 1.1).
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Figure 1-1 The octahedron of inequalities (Douguet et al., 2016)
The shape of octahedron aptly illustrates that EJ is a multi-dimensional and multi-faceted concept. Douguet

et al. (2016) define each dimension, as follows:

- Economic distribution. The distribution of economic benefits, opportunities, risks and costs across
individuals or communities in a society, or across generations over time (O’Connor, 2002)

- Ecological distribution. The distribution of hazards or pollution due to increased social metabolism
(Martinez-Alier, 2009)

- Participation: The means to be part of a policy-making process and to be one the decision-makers
(Arnstein, 1969)

- Recognition: The ability to consider and recognise the rights of other human beings and non-human
beings (Honneth, 2001)

- Subsistence: Means to support oneself at a minimum level, but also protection, the ability to pay attention
to others, adaptation and autonomy (Max Neef, 1992)

- Creation:. The ability of an individual to express himself or herself freely, without constraints (Nussbaum,
2011)

Although the concept environmental justice has become an increasingly central concern in the academic sphere
lately, as a living and dynamic concept, its roots originally go back to resistance movements and activists’
knowledge. EJ can be best understood by referring to the incidents in the real world, since, being a living and
dynamic concept, it draws as much upon theory as practice. To this end, it is useful to go into the practical
applications, by studying the ecological conflicts worldwide, which is made possible by Environmental Justice

Atlas (EJAtlas), a dynamic inventory for EJ movements worldwide (Leah Temper, del Bene, & Martinez-Alier,
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2015; Martinez-Alier, Temper, del Bene, & Scheidel, 2016). The next section will present the status-quo of

recent EJ struggles by making use of the EJAtlas.

b) A mapping exercise through EJAtlas and practical applications
As mentioned in the previous section, what we understand from the term “environmental conflicts” is now
beyond the concept of unequal distribution of environmental risks and benefits, as it now encompasses a
broad political and academic spectrum (Martinez-Alier et al., 2014). It is a multidimensional and multifaceted
notion where the aspects of distribution, recognition, and participation are all interlinked and incorporated
(Schlosberg, 2007, 2013), hence calling for an interdisciplinary or rather a transdisciplinary research

methodology (Leah Temper et al., 2015)

The broadening of the concept is not only political or academic, but also spatial. A concept originating from a
movement in United States has now expanded both Aorizontally, in the sense that it was followed by
movements with similar EJ claims in different countries and locations in the world; and vertically, as there is
now a globalising EJ movement acting together beyond borders, on issues such as climate change, trade
agreements, and waste transfers (Martinez-Alier, 2016; Schlosberg, 2013). All around the world, people have
been uniting to defend their lands, rivers, forests (in short, their livelihoods) against the activities and projects
such as mining, dams, tree plantations, landfills, and land grabbing (Martinez-Alier et al., 2016). Having similar
concerns and claims, they reach beyond their close neighbourhoods by connecting with each other and forming
global networks by jumping scale (Urkidi & Walter, 2011). As Agyeman (2014, p. 238) puts forward “[t]he
global brand of environmental justice is growing by the day” and it is now “serving as a meeting point, a
dialogue and forum for action-research among a growing network of activists, scholars, and non-governmental

organizations” (Temper & Del Bene, 2016, p. 41).

As Sarah Moore (2011) points out, as much as countries, people, and companies are connected by the global
circulation of goods and services and flows of capital, they are also closely connected through flows of waste
and processes of uneven development, marginalisation, and injustices. Hence, a mine, a dam, or any other
project igniting an environmental conflict is not an isolated site “in an unfortunate state of momentary
geographic association”, but rather such projects “represent a set of connected sites through which value
flows, which are mutually constituted by their relationships along far more vast chains of accumulation”
(Robbins, 2014, p. 233). Therefore, creating a global map of such micro-political ecologies of injustices will
result in “relinking of relationships broken by the powerful accumulative mediators of risk and vulnerability”
by “carefully connecting the worldwide dots linking these apparently disparate cases” (Robbins, 2014, pp. 234,
235).

In an attempt to develop the abovementioned global map which will offer an “analysis that can transcend
individual cases and identify patterns, relationships between cases and actors' perspectives on how such
conflicts are shaped by the larger political economy” (Leah Temper et al., 2015, p. 261), the Global Atlas of
Environmental Justice (EJAtlas) was launched in 2014. It is an online inventory of environmental conflicts all
around the world, documenting environmental justice movements against particular economic activities on a

map (Figure 1.2), aiming to make mobilisation more visible. It also highlights EJ claims and serves as a space
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for activists to receive information and connect with other activists working on similar issues (Leah Temper et
al., 2015). The map is the primary output of a large-scale research initiative called £JOL7’ (Environmental
Justice Organisations, Liabilities and Trade), aiming at improving the understanding of ecological distribution
conflicts in the world, by conducting engaged research with the people struggling in those conflicts (Leah
Temper et al., 2015; Martinez-Alier et al., 2016).

/ Environmental Justice Atlas
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Figure 1-2: A screenshot of EJAtlas homepage. www.ejatlas.org , retrieved on 24.08.2016.

The EJAtlas maps the worldwide ecological distribution conflicts through a bottom-up methodology, using data
and knowledge co-produced by activists and academics (Martinez-Alier, 2016; Temper & Del Bene, 2016). It
utilises previous mapping and data collecting initiatives about ecological conflicts and environmental justice
movements. For instance, Fundacao Oswaldo Cruz (FIOCRUZ) and Brazilian network of Environmental Justice
had already created a map of environmental and health conflicts in Brazil (Porto, Pacheco, & Leroy, 2013).
Similarly, the Center of Documentation on Environmental Conflicts (CDCA) in Italy has been documenting
symbolic ecological conflicts, both in Italy and in the world since 2007 and Latin American Observatory of
Mining Conflicts (OCMAL) has collected and mapped data on mining conflicts in Latin America (Leah Temper
et al., 2015).

7 The EJOLT project (Environmental Justice Organizations, Liabilities and Trade, www.ejolt.org) is an EU FP7 Science in Society project
that ran from 2011 to 2015, bringing together a consortium of 23 academic and civil society organizations across a range of fields to
promote collaboration and mutual learning among stakeholders who research or use Sustainability Sciences, particularly on aspects of
Ecological Distribution.
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It is apparent that the activity of mapping is a critical tool for activists to present their collectively created
knowledge and information in a systematic way. It helps them to inform the public and the media about the
facts, and to force the policy makers to act in favour of EJ. The participatory nature of the mapping process
is not only a methodological practice, but also a political necessity to create more legitimacy for the collected
data, as the contributors are actual people and communities (Bryan, 2015). Furthermore, the participatory
and bottom-up features of such maps make “visible many environmental injustices and instances of resistance

that would remain hidden otherwise” (Martinez-Alier et al., 2016, p. 3).

The map is not complete yet and there is still need for further research and reporting on such regions as
China, Central Asia, and Middle East. Despite this shortcoming, it still offers a valuable insight into the
understanding of the dynamics of ecological distribution conflicts and EJ movements. Conflicts can be filtered
according to category, commodity, EJ Success, project status, conflict intensity, companies, EJ Organisations,
and around 100 other fields (Martinez-Alier et al., 2016) and hence provide valuable insights, especially for
activists and academics. Below, some possible practical applications that can be conducted using the EJAtlas

are presented.
Confiict categories and reported commodities

The database divides conflicts into 10 main categories (see Table 1.2), around 50 sub-categories and

classifies them by a ‘commodity’ approach (see Table 1.3)

Table 1.2: Conflict categories

Category #  Sub categories

Urban development conflicts; Ports and airport projects; Pollution related to
123 transport (spills, dust, emissions); Transport infrastructure networks (roads,
railways; hydroways; canals and pipelines)
Ship-breaking yards; Incinerators; Landfills, toxic waste treatment, uncontrolled
dump sites; Waste privatisation conflicts/waste-picker access to waste
Invasive species; Bio-piracy and bio-prospection; Wetlands and coastal zone

Infrastructure and Built
Environment

Waste Management 108
Biodiversity

e 300 &

- . 47
Conservation Conflicts management
Industrial and Utilities Military installations; Metal refineries; Chemical industries; Manufacturing
. 142 L - .
Conflicts activities; Other industries
Coal extraction and processing; Oil and gas exploration and extraction; Oil and
Fossil Fuels and 351 9as refining; REDD/CDM; Thermal power plants; Shale gas fracking; Climate

Climate Justice/Energy change related conflicts (glaciers and small islands); Mega-project solar plants;

geothermal energy installations; Windmills; Gas flaring

Mineral Ores and Building materials extraction (quarries, sand, gravel); Mineral ore exploration;
L ) 403 - S .
Building Extractions Tailings from mines; Mineral Processing
4% Nuclear 65 Nuclear waste storage; Nuclear power plants; Uranium Extraction
Land acquisition conflicts; Deforestation; Plantation conflicts; Aquaculture and
o Biomass and Land 294 fisheries; E-waste and other waste import zones; Agro-fuels and biomass energy
Conflicts plants; Agro-toxics; GMOs; Intensive food production (monoculture and

livestock); Logging and non-timber extraction

Establishment of reserves/national parks; Tourism facilities (ski resorts, hotels,

marinas)

Water access rights and entitlements; Dams and water distribution conflicts;

Water Management 268 Inter-basin water transfers/trans-boundary water conflicts; Desalination; Water
treatment and access to sanitation (access to sewage)

Source: EJAtlas database www.ejatlas.org , accessed on 29 August 2016

i

W@ Tourism Recreation 41
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Table 1.3: Commodities reported in EJAtlas, ranked by frequencies

Commodity # % Commodity # % Commodity # %
Land 525 28.5% Cellulose 42 2.3% Pine 18 1.0%
Water 360 19.5% Fish 41 2.2% Soybeans 17 0.9%
Electricity 335 18.2% Sugar 40 2.2% Shrimps 16 0.9%
Crude oil 211 11.4% Sand, gravel 39 2.1% E-waste 15 0.8%
Gold 184 10.0% Lead 36 2.0% Ecosystem Services 14 0.8%
Coal 146 7.9% Eucalyptus 34 1.8% Meat 12 0.7%
Copper 117 6.3% Zinc 33 1.8% Recycled Metals 12 0.7%
Industrial waste 101 5.5% Cement 30 1.6% Rubber 12 0.7%
Natural Gas 94 5.1% Corn/Maize 28 1.5% Wheat 12 0.7%
Silver 92 5.0% Fruits and Vegetables 27 1.5% Jatropha 11 0.6%
Domestic municipal waste 88 4.8% Ethanol 23  1.2% Diamonds 10 0.5%
Tourism services 85 4.6%  Steel 23 1.2% Cotton 8 0.4%
Chemical products 71 3.9% Manufactured Products 22  1.2% Charcoal 7 0.4%
Timber 64 3.5% Rare metals 22 1.2% Titanium ores 7 0.4%
Palm oil 63 3.4% Rice 22 1.2% Asphalt 5 0.3%
Biological resources 60 3.3% Aluminum/Bauxite 20 1.1% Cut flowers 4  0.2%
Uranium 55 3.0% Asbestos 18 1.0% Lithium 4 0.2%
Carbon offsets 54 2.9% Live Animals 18 1.0% Coffee 1 0.1%
Iron ore 50 2.7% Pesticides 18 1.0%

Source: EJAtlas database www.ejatlas.org, accessed on 29 August 2016.
Multiple commodities can be reported in a conflict hence sum of percentages may be greater than 100%

The data presented in both Table 1.2 and Table 1.3 provides an overview of the metabolic profiles of the
environmental conflicts around the world, covering categories ranging from the extraction of resources to
waste production. The extraction of energy-related commodities such as crude oil, coal, and electricity are
reported in many conflicts along with the mineral and ores such as gold, silver, and iron. Similarly, commodities

related to the biomass extraction such as timber, palm ail, or fish, are reported widely as well.

Apart from providing statistical information about the commodities or categories, the data in the database is
helpful in understanding the notion of EJ. The data collection form of EJAtlas asks respondents (who are mostly
activists and representatives of resisting groups) the question "Do you consider this an EJ success? Was EJ
served?” and collects the answers “Yes”, “"Not sure” and “No”. Figure 1.3 provides an overview of the
distribution of EJ success for all conflicts and for specific categories. Results demonstrate that, in total,
respondents report 49 percent of struggles to be unsuccessful as opposed to only 17 percent, which they

consider to be a success.
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TOTAL 17% 33% 49%

Waste Management 21% 27% 52%
Tourism Recreation 15% 24% 61%
Nuclear 26% 42% 32%
Mineral Ores and Building Extractions 19% 30% 51%
Infrastructure and Built Environment 21% 36% 43%

Industrial and Utilities Conflicts 22% 38% 40%

Fossil Fuels and Climate Justice/Energy 12% 38% 50%

Biomass and Land Conflicts 15% 31% 54%

Biodiversity Conservation Conflicts 23% 32% 45%

Yes M NotSure ENo

Figure 1-3 EJ succes in EJAtlas cases
Source: EJAtlas database www.ejatlas.org , accessed on 29 August 2016

The data compiled for the EJAtlas database can help to find answers to the questions of what affects the
perception of EJ success, when a struggle is considered a success, and why the (permanent or interim) result

of conflict is considered an EJ success or failure.

Companies

EJAtlas also contains valuable information on companies involved in specific conflicts. Most of these companies
are multinationals involved in the fossil fuel sector, mining sector or energy sector. Due to the complex and
non-transparent nature of the global commaodity chains, it is usually difficult to pinpoint the exact position of
a specific multinational company. However, thanks to the data reported in the EJAtlas, it is possible to reveal
this complex network by conducting a social network analysis (Aydin, Ozkaynak, Rodriguez-Labajos, &
Yenilmez, 2017; Ozkaynak, Rodriguez-Labajos, Aydin, Yanez, & Garibay, 2015).

To reveal and better comprehend the network structure of the coalitions and relations between global
companies, Aydin, et al. (2017) conducted an analysis for the mining sector, using the data for 600 companies
reported in 346 mining conflicts. Their analysis reveals that the network of mining corporations consists of
many different-sized components (sub-networks) and that almost half of the conflicts are located in the so-
called giant strongly connected component (GSCC)—the main sub-network where nodes are highly
interconnected. In the GSCC, most of the companies central to the network (i.e. involved in many conflicts)
were well-known international companies, with headquarters based in Brazil, the U.K., Australia, Canada,
25


http://www.ejatlas.org/

Switzerland or South Africa. They were well-connected not only among themselves, but also to other national
firms. Many multinationals in the network also had their own national subsidiaries. Another important point is
that not all companies are specialised in mining; some are commodity traders, which underlines the important

role international trade plays as a driving force in local conflicts (Ozkaynak, Rodriguez-Labajos, et al., 2015).

The fact that these companies are collectively addressed in a network does not mean that they all follow the
same policies in how they respond to anti-mining protests or are related to communities that oppose mining.
However, demonstrating that a network of relationships exists among companies through their involvement
in conflicts brings two aspects to the table. First, mining companies have a common, though differentiated,
interest in responding to mining conflicts, which arguably creates difficulties for their business operations.
Second, should a common framework to tackle conflicts be established, a network of corporate relationships
would facilitate its development, dissemination and operation. The Global Mining Initiative, for instance,
promoted by the International Council on Mining and Metals (ICMM), may be used as an example of a globally-
shared discourse that uses ‘sustainable mining’ as a slogan and presents the industry as a generator of societal
benefits, while legitimising access to resources and intervention in the social life of communities and regions
(Garibay, 2015)

Environmental Justice Organisations (EJOS)

EJAtlas makes it possible to understand better the properties and constituents of the EJOs mobilising against
environmental injustices. For instance, Aydin et al (2017) look at the organization type of groups that mobilize
against mining projects and show that, of the 1,069 entities reported in these mining conflicts, environmental
CSOs had the highest representation (42.4%), followed by non-environmental CSOs (27.8%) and community
organizations (18.9%) (Table 1.4). Research organizations (4.1%), human rights organizations (2.0%),
religious organizations (2.7%) and political parties (1.5%) also had some presence in the data set. They also
show that that 189 of the total nhumber of reported entities (17.3%) were already networks themselves (e.g.,
platforms, alliances, campaigns, coalitions, and movements). This suggests that anti-mining activists are well

aware of the value of cooperation and collaboration.

Table 1.4 Types of organisations mobilised in mining conflicts (Aydin et al., 2017)

Organization type Frequency Percentage
Environmental NGOs 453 42.4
Non-environmental NGOs 297 27.8
Communities/Residents 202 18.9
Research organizations 44 4.1
Religious organizations/Charities 29 2.7
Human rights organizations 21 2.0
Political parties 16 1.5
Governmental organizations 7 0.7
Total # of organizations 1,069
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As shown in practical applications above, with the collectively gathered data in the EJAtlas, the horizontal
linkages between the conflicts, companies and movements become more apparent. Yet, at this point, a further
analysis is required in order to get a basic understanding of the vertical interplays in the E]J movements. The
next section will provide a brief presentation of the cross-scale linkages within the environmental conflicts, by

referring to specific examples picked out of the EJAtlas.

c) Cross scale linkages within environmental conflicts — empirical observations

“When herders conflicted with farmers in Cote d'Ivoire in the 1980s, for example, pioneering political
ecologist Tom Bassett (1988) examined the vertical pressures on the system to conclude that these
violent local outcomes were actually a result of pressures to increase livestock production at the

national scale, for state sponsored export to international markets” (Robbins, 2012, p. 88)

As the quote above illustrates, a decision made at national scale for the national interest may have unforeseen
implications at other scales, since there exists multilevel connections between global, national, and local scales,
in decision-making, hierarchies of power, and last but not least, environmental functions (Adger, Benjaminsen,
Brown, & Svarstad, 2001). Global changes in the climate, environment, economy, demography, and cultures
have significant impacts on the national and local scales, and in turn, changes in the local scale add up and
contribute significantly to global change (Wilbanks & Kates, 1999). For instance, on the environmental
functions front, there are critical interactions between cellular and planetary scales. The complex processes at
cellular scale decompose an organic matter and release carbon dioxide or methane, which rapidly merge into
the complex mix of gases that regulates the Earth’s climate at global scale, where a disruption at the cellular

scale may adversely affect the processes at global scale (Cash et al., 2006).

On the policy-making front, one particular example of a policy decision deemed effective at global (and/or
national) scales for its potential of decarbonisation and for providing a solution to the problem of climate
change, is the construction of renewable energy plants such as wind farms or large solar power projects.
Effective as they might be on other scales, such policies are not always welcome at the local scale and in many
rural places in the world, and protests against such projects are not uncommon. For instance, as depicted in
Figure 1.4, there are 33 local conflict cases reported on EJAtlas as of August 2017 — 28 about wind projects
and 5 about megaproject solar power plants — where local communities mobilize against adverse ecological
and socio-environmental impacts such as loss of landscape, biodiversity loss, land dispossession, loss of

livelihood, deforestation, and noise pollution.
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Figure 1-4 The conflicts over wind farms and solar energy megaprojects on EJAtlas as of August 2017

While conflicts may arise when global or national scale decisions do not take into account the local ecological
and socio-economic dynamics, bottom-up governance mechanisms may fail to provide effective solutions too,
since lower level solutions may not adequately carry out the functions of higher level institutions. This problem
is most clearly seen in the international climate regime, where sovereign states prioritising their own national
interests fail to achieve an effective solution about the climate change at global scale — an example of collective
action problem (Bulkeley, 2005). As a result, many developing countries continue to pursue their own interests

for the sake of national economic growth and development, at the expense of changing the global climate.

Many countries in the world continue to explore and extract coal and oil reserves despite the scientific facts
that these energy sources are the major causes of the global climate change (IPCC, 2014). As documented by
EJAtlas and displayed on Figure 1.5, as of August 2017 there are 373 cases, reported as conflicts over coal
extraction and processing and thermal power plants (157 cases), and oil and gas exploration and extraction
(219 cases). While these projects have adverse environmental, socio-economic and health impacts on /oca/
communities, the emissions generated from these projects, when aggregated, affect the global climate
severely. Yet, national governments still opt for implementing such projects since they are considered to serve

economic interests at national scale.
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Figure 1-5 The conflicts over coal extraction and processing and thermal power plants, and oil and gas exploration on
EJAtlas as of August 2017

The interaction between different scales is not limited to ecological dynamics or governmental relations. In
fact, (Ozkaynak, Rodriguez-Labajos, et al., 2015) show that there is a global mining resistance network, formed
of different environmental justice organisations operating at different scales. This mining resistance network
can be seen as an approximation of the global environmental justice movement against mining and it shows
that almost half of the organisations reported are local organisations (49%), followed by national (44.8%) and
international (6.2%) civil society organisations, as presented in Table 1.5. These figures indicate once more
that in mining conflicts, alliances are not uncommon between local resistance movements, and between

national and international extra-local actors.

Table 1.5 Mobilising organisation according to their operating scales (Ozkaynak, Rodriguez-
Labajos, et al., 2015)

Scale Frequency Percentage
Local 535 50
National 466 43.6
International 68 6.4
Total # of organisations 1,069

The network presented by (Ozkaynak, Rodriguez-Labajos, et al., 2015) shows well how different actors
operating at or across different scales come together. As Keck and Sikkink (1999, p.1) put forward, it is an

example of a transnational advocacy network (TAN), that brings together a broad range of actors, works

29



internationally on an issue, and “[is] bound together by shared values, a common discourse, and dense
exchanges of information and services”. Such networks may serve as a horizontal governance structure as a
response to top-down or bottom-up governance mechanisms and help “persuade, pressurize, and gain
leverage over much more powerful organisations and governments” (Keck & Sikkink, 1999, p. 1). Furthermore,
such networks can be seen as a natural response from the actors and stakeholders to the governance

challenges that affect multiple scales simultaneously (Bulkeley, 2005).

As shown above, there are different types of interactions within or across scales between different actors and
stakeholders, which lead to complexity in dynamics, creating governance challenges where national policies
limit local policies, or where local actions aggregate into large-scale problems (Cash et al., 2006). Such
governance challenges occur mostly when the scope of a decision-making problem is defined as purely global,
national, or local, in order to simplify a complex problem and increase the control over it (Cash et al., 2006;
Wilbanks & Kates, 1999), or when the scale of institutional responses do not match completely the scale of
the environmental problems (Adger et al., 2003). For example, governments structure policy-making problems
usually at national scale so that these problems become manageable within their jurisdictions (Cash et al.,
2006; Lebel, Garden, & Imamura, 2005). The result of that approach is to consider that the scales of decision-
making are independent from each other (Adger et al., 2003) and that there is a top-down hierarchy between

the decision scales going from global to national and then to local (Bulkeley, 2005).

The governance approaches that view the decision-making scales independent from each other fall short of
providing effective solutions to global environmental problems with multiple interaction between scales, and
also between nature and people who hold different value systems (e.g. climate change). On top of the
ecological and social complexity, the governance mechanisms that do not properly take into account the
complex interactions between the actors that operate at different scales create yet another source of
controversy and further aggravate the ecological distribution conflicts in the world. In many instances, a policy
or a specific technology seeming to provide effective solutions at one particular scale may actually create more

conflicts in another scale.

Taking into account a scale perspective while constructing a governance mechanism proves useful since first,
a great majority of environmental problems have diverse causes and impacts at different (and possibly
multiple) scales, and second, institutional responses can be made at different (and often multiple) scales
(Adger et al., 2003). For instance, while some environmental problems, such as local water pollution and
municipal waste management, have mainly local causes and hence can be dealt with at local scale, other
problems such as climate change or ozone depletion are due to both global and local dynamics and have

different adverse impacts on global and local scales (Adger et al., 2003).

The following Chapter 2 will elaborate on the cross-scale linkages in more detail by discussing the importance
and relevance of the scale for an effective environmental governance, presenting the governance challenges
occurring due to cross-scale interactions. It will then try to position deliberative multi-criteria methods as a

cross-scale environmental governance support tool.
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Chapter 2: Operating through scale: Positioning multi-criteria as a cross-scale

governance tool

Policy decisions having impacts ranging from local to global are with important challenges due to the
complexity of the human-nature interactions. While global changes in environment, economies, or culture
have impacts at the local scale, seemingly smaller individual acts may be aggregated into bigger impacts at
global scale. The complex cross-scale interactions between actors and stakeholders operating at different
scales create another source of conflict, a challenge that is yet to be addressed. Hence, the governance of
environmental problems that span over multiple scales turns into a challenge and calls for a set of particular
mechanisms capable of both addressing the cross-scale interactions and conflicts stemming from them. In an
attempt to devise such a governance mechanism, this chapter will try to position deliberative multi-criteria
methods as a cross-scale governance tool. Accordingly, the chapter will first provide shortly the theoretical
background of cross-scale interactions and then it will present different multi-stakeholder multi-criteria

evaluation frameworks proven useful as tools for conflict management.
a) Cross-scale interactions and environmental governance: Theoretical underpinnings

There are several human activities that induce environmental change at different scales and sometimes, at
multiple scales. While the individuals act on a small, local scale, the consequences of their actions may be felt
at global scale (McLennan & Moore, 2012). A classic example is burning fossil fuels at the household scale,
which contributes to the greenhouse effect at the global scale. Similarly, some other human activities such as
producing energy from nuclear power may have large spatial and temporal scopes. For instance, the
radioactive waste generated by the nuclear power plants at the local scale may afflict the natural habitat for
centuries, and possibly for millennia. Or, the radioactive fallout occurring after a nuclear accident may affect

vast areas at regional or even at global scale.

The underlying causes of such (local or global) environmental change can be found at different scales. Global
changes in climate, environment, economies, institutions, and cultures have significant impacts at the local
scale; and vice versa, seemingly smaller changes at local scale are aggregated into bigger factors that influence
the global change (Wilbanks & Kates, 1999). For instance, although many of the visible driving forces of global
change (such as greenhouse gas composition in the earth’s atmosphere, or the global financial system) operate
at global scale, the underlying phenomena that determine these global driving forces (such as micro-
environmental processes, economic activities, or population dynamics) occur at local scale (Wilbanks & Kates,
1999). In such cases, researchers need to work harder to reveal the cause-effect relationships, since the scales
of the actions and their consequences may be so distant that identifying the right connections may require

specific attention (McLennan & Moore, 2012).

In order to better understand the complexity of human interaction with the environment, it is necessary to
link the local and the global scales across a broad range of different disciplines (Wilbanks & Kates, 1999).
Hence, the human dimension of the global change calls for a growing need for interdisciplinary research, first,

in order to improve the common understanding of scaling issues (Gibson, Ostrom, & Ahn, 2000), and then, in
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order to devise new forms of environmental governance to overcome the challenges which affect multiple
scales (Bulkeley, 2005). However, doing so poses many challenges, since, as Wilbanks and Kates (1999, p.
601) argue, “improving the understanding of linkages between macro-scale and micro-scale phenomena and
processes is one of the great overarching intellectual challenges of our age in a wide range of sciences”. Even
the concept of “scale” alone may be a challenge to study since “different disciplines have developed different
concepts of scale that they use in a variety of ways” (McLennan & Moore, 2012, p. 370). For instance, Gibson
et al. (2000) argue that while natural scientists have a more unambiguous understanding of the term “scale”
that operates within relatively well-defined hierarchical systems, social scientists’ understanding of scale is less
clear cut and has come to be used as an umbrella term which hosts a great variety of meanings. In short,
definitions abound in terms of what scale actually is. However, it is only after we can properly define and fully
understand what scale is and why it matters that we can establish a governance mechanism that addresses

cross-scale interactions between the society and environment.
What is scale?

Many disciplines in natural sciences as well as in social sciences become (critically or not) involved in theorising
the concept of scale and nearly each has a different understanding, and hence a different definition of it
(McLennan & Moore, 2012). However, being malleable and nebulous in nature, the term “scale” does not
readily lend itself to a widely accepted, single definition (Norman, Cook, & Cohen, 2015a). The lack of clarity
in the definition of “scale” largely results from the fact that many of the key concepts related to its study take
on different meanings when used in different disciplines (Gibson et al., 2000). For instance, although terms
such as “level” and “scale” are mostly used interchangeably in social sciences, they may be used to refer to
different concepts in natural sciences. In an attempt to clarify the meaning of different concepts and key
terms, Gibson et al. (2000, p.218) define scale as “the spatial, temporal, quantitative, or analytical dimensions
used to measure and study any phenomenon”, while level means “the units of analysis that are located at the
same position on a scale”. Following this definition, Cash et al., (2006) sketch out how levels can be
represented in different scales, where they also provide examples of spatial, temporal, jurisdictional, or

institutional scales (Figure 2.1).

32



Spatial Temporal Jurisdictional Institutional

Rates, Durations . .
Areas ) Administrations Rules
and Frequencies

Fast | Short |
Globe G Intir-l
overnmenta Constitution
Annual . .
Regions National
Laws,
Seasonal . Regulations.
Landscapes Provincial
Daily
. Operating .
Patches Localities Rules
Slow | Long
+ v

Figure 2-1 Schematic illustrations of different scales and levels according to (Cash et al., 2006),

As illustrated in Figure 2.1, Cash et al. (2006) divide all scales into different levels. For instance, in the spatial
scale (which they also call the geographical scale) levels may be defined as globe, region, landscape, and
patches. Closely related to the spatial scale, jurisdictional scale consists of levels indicating political units, such
as towns, provinces, countries, and intergovernmental bodies (such as international or supra-national
organisations). Finally, levels in the temporal scale can be defined as time frames indicating the rates,
durations, or frequencies and levels in the institutional scale may be formed in a hierarchical manner, such as
constitutions, law, and operating rules. Cash et al (2006 p.2) argue that spatial scale and jurisdictional scale
are closely related, as they are both “clearly bounded and organized political units (e.g. towns, countries,
states or provinces, and nations) with linkages between them created by constitutional and statutory means”.
In this context, they also argue that much of the theorising of the concept of scale has taken place within the
disciplines of geography and ecology. The geographical (spatial) scale is arguably the best-studied scale in
here (Cash et al., 2006), since it plays a key role in understanding ecological systems and processes (McLennan
& Moore, 2012).

On the other hand, Cumming, Cumming, & Redman (2006) make a distinction between ecological and
sociological scales. For instance, in ecology, the term mostly refers to the spatial and temporal dimensions,
and hence according to Cumming, Cumming, & Redman (2006) ecological scale (which they also call
“geographical scale”) has two main attributes: extent (total area or time period to be observed) and grain (the
resolution of observations) (Cumming et al., 2006). For instance, in temporal dimension, the extent may be a
century and the grain, i.e. the resolution of observations, can be years (Gibson et al., 2000). Different from
the ecological scale, Cumming et al. (2006, p.2) define sociological scale as the “representative nature of social
structures from individuals to organisations as well as social institutions i.e., rules, laws, policies, and formal
and informal cultural norms, that govern the spatial and temporal extent of resource access rights and
management responsibilities”. Accordingly, sociological scale too, includes space and time. However, different
from the ecological scale, it also incorporates notions of representation and organisation, and thus has a
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political dimension.

On a similar vein, Smith (1992) argues that scale is socially produced together with space, and hence is a
socially constructed, historically contingent and politically contested concept. Regarding this contention about
the debates revolving around the politics of scale, Norman et al. (2015) put forward three main points. The
first one is about the ontological status of the scales (i.e. do they exist in any real way?), the second addresses
the extent to which a particular scale is chosen as an analytical unit for a study, and the last one focuses on

how specific scales are used in understanding particular notions of authority, effectiveness, and efficiency.

From a different perspective, Hein, van Koppen, de Groot, & van Ierland (2006) establish a link between the
ecological scales and jurisdictional scales (which they call institutional scales) (Figure 2.2) claiming that
ecological and institutional borders often overlap. They argue that scales of ecosystems are often correlated
with stakeholders and “the supply of ecosystem services affects stakeholders at all institutional levels” (Hein
et al., 2006, p. 215). It should be noted that Hein et al. (2006) describe two domains (ecological and
institutional) and define scales within these two domains, whereas for the same notions, Cash et al. (2006)

define different scales (instead of domains) and divide them into different levels.

Ecological scales Institutional scales
global international
biome national

landscape Human-ecosystem state/provincial
interactions L.
ecosystem municipal
plot family
plant individual

Figure 2-2 The relation between ecological and institutional scales according to (Hein et al., 2006)
Hein et al. (2006) discuss the correlation between the ecological scales and stakeholders in institutional scales
over their relation through the ecosystem services. They claim that both households (i.e. family level in the
institutional scale) and internationally operating firms (i.e. international scale) may depend on the ecosystem
services at different scales in the ecological domain for generating income. For instance, while a family in a
fishing community may depend on the ecosystem services at an ecosystem or landscape scale, an international
tourism company may depend on the climate regulation services at the global scale. Similarly, government
agencies at different institutional scales may be involved in managing the access to ecosystem services at

different scales in ecological domain.

In sum, the interactions between different scales affect the way the world functions, both in socio-political
and natural spheres. Hence, the concept of scale encapsulates not only global environmental change, but also
the political and social processes that lead to it. Therefore, as Wilbanks and Kates (1999) argue, the scale

does matter in assessing global change. How and why it matters is discussed below.
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Why and how does scale matter?

Whether geographic or institutional, scale matters for a better understanding of the interactions between
societies and environment. These interactions take place in complex ways, which interconnect, traverse, or
overlap multiple spatial (or temporal) scales (McLennan & Moore, 2012). Accordingly, the choice of a specific
scale for studying or assessing a certain phenomenon matters since only certain parts of these complex
interactions can be observed through different scales. As McLennan and Moore (2012, p.370) put forward,
one can “look at the same issue at different scales and see something quite different at each scale”. Hence,
in order to gain a holistic understanding of a problem, an inquiry spanning over multiple scales should be
conducted. On that vein, Reid, Berkes, Wilbanks, and Capistrano (2006, p.8) argue that the “choice of scale
for an assessment is not politically neutral, because that selection may intentionally or unintentionally privilege
certain groups”. Similarly, “adopting a particular scale of assessment limits the types of problems that can be
addressed, the modes of explanation, and the generalizations that are likely to be used in analysis” (Reid et
al., 2006, p. 8). There is a substantial body of scientific literature which underlines the importance of studying
(spatial and temporal) scale in understanding the role of human-environment interactions in global change
(e.g. Adger, Brown, & Tompkins, 2006; Berkes, 2002; Giampietro, 2003; Giampietro & Ramos-martin, 2005;
Gunderson & Holling, 2002; Norman, Cook, & Cohen, 2015b; Wilbanks, 2003; Wilbanks & Kates, 1999;
Zermoglio et al., 2005).

As suggested above, studying scale matters in developing an integrated understanding of global environmental
change, and understanding the cross-scale linkages forms a significant part of the quest for knowledge
(Wilbanks, 2006; Wilbanks & Kates, 1999). Wilbanks and Kates (1999) provide six arguments about “how and
where scale matters”; three about the “nature of reality” (i.e. how the world works) and three about the

“practice of science” (i.e. how we perceive and learn about the world), as summarised in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1 How and where scale matters

Scale matters due to the nature of Reality Scale matters due to the practice of science
How the world works How we perceive and learn about our world
The Domain Argument: The Tractability Argument

The forces that drive global change arise from different The relationships underlying global change are too
domains of nature and society. There are two main complex to trace at any scale beyond the local, too difficult
categories: i) Global systemic changes: direct changes in to keep grounded in direct observations, too likely to
the functioning of a global system ii) Cumulative global become disembodied from actual experience

changes: accumulation of localized changes
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The Agency Argument

The domain argument becomes more salient in the context
of agency - intentional human action - and structure — set
of institutions and other regularized, often formal social
relationships within which such action takes place.

The Variance Argument

The variance detected in a portfolio of observations of
geographic areas is likely to be greater when the areas
themselves are smaller, at least if the overall geographic
expanse covered by the sample is the same.

The Interaction Argument

Local agencies and global structures interact with each
other in different domains. The interaction may be simple
(e.g. simple accumulation) or quite complex (positive and
negative feedback loops), especially when humans are

involved.

The Perspective Argument

Focusing on a single scale tends to emphasize processes
operating at that scale, information collected at that scale,
and parties influential at that scale — raising the possibility
of missing the relevance of processes that operate at a
different scale.

Source: Adapted from (Wilbanks & Kates, 1999)

The arguments presented in Table 2.1 do not necessarily mean that the linkages between local and global
scales are relevant or significant in studying every problem about the human-environment interactions. As
Wilbanks (2006) puts forth, while studying nature-society relationships, researchers should devote some time
and effort to investigating the linkages among different scales (spatial or temporal) in order to understand
whether these linkages are of importance to the questions at hand. However, there are challenges in studying

and recognising such cross-scale interactions, which will be discussed below.

Cross-scale interactions and challenges to recognise them

Reid et al. (2006, p.8) define the concept of “cross-scale interactions” as the “situation where events or
phenomena at one scale influence phenomena in another scale”. That is, local actions may affect national or
global environmental change, and hence policy making at larger scales, and in turn, they may be affected by
the institutional structures, market dynamics or technological change at larger scales (Wilbanks, 2006). In an
attempt to better categorise these interactions, Wilbanks (2006) offers seven different dimensions. These are

as follows:

i) Strength: The interactions between scales can be strong or weak. For instance, in top-down regulatory
control, there is a stronger interaction from national to local scales, compared to the bottom-up policy-

making processes taking place in countries governed with representative democracy.
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i)

vi)

vii)

Constancy: The cross-scale interaction may be happening in a constant manner as opposed to an
intermittent manner, or the interactions can be periodic or irregular. For instance, local actions affect
the global climate change in a gradual (i.e. rather constant) way, whereas technological breakthroughs
at global scale affect the local actions in an intermittent (i.e. one shot) way.

Directionality: Interactions can take place in only one direction (i.e. top-down or bottom-up) or they
can be mutual (both-directions). For instance, in hierarchical organisations, interactions are often top-
down, whereas in more democratic organisations, interactions can take place in both directions in the
form of feedbacks.

Resolution: An action at a particular scale may have impacts on another scale in a focused way (i.e.
affecting only a specific process) or in a rather broadcast way (i.e. having a rather general impact on
many processes).

Context: The interactions between scales can be additive or contradictory. For instance, a policy
decision at national scale may reinforce global market signals, or they may differ from these market
signals and have a contradictory impact.

Effect: An event happening in one scale may have a stabilising or destabilising effect on another scale.
For instance, a national policy of subsidising coal-fired power plants has a destabilising effect on the
global climate change.

Intent: One can act intentionally at one scale to affect the processes at another scale. For instance, a
family (i.e. household scale) may choose to consume electricity produced from renewable sources
intentionally, in order to remediate the global climate change. Or, a farmer may overuse synthetic

fertilisers, which may have unintentional impacts on the global climate change.

In many instances, due to the complexity of the cross-scale interactions, there are strong challenges to

overcome while trying to maintain the resilience of societies or ecosystems. Cash et al (2006) identify three

sources for such challenges:

)

Ignorance: This source refers to the failure to recognise the importance of scale and cross-scale
interactions altogether, and according to Cash et al (2006), this is the most fundamental challenge to
overcome. However, whether the omission is intentional or not is difficult to understand, since the
dynamics of society-environment relationship can be too complex to figure out in many cases. For
instance, due to the ignorance of the cross-scale interactions, local actions may aggregate into global
problems at some point in time, or short-term solutions (such as overuse of pesticides) for particular
problems may turn into long-term problems of different kind (such as irreversible loss of biodiversity).

Plurality: This source refers to the failure to recognise the heterogeneity in how different actors
perceive and value different scales. This challenge arises due to the incorrect assumption that there is
a single and correct definition, which applies to the whole system and for all actors. This challenge is

frequently observed in cases where a policy-making problem is defined as purely global or local. Such
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actions favouring a single set of solutions usually result in ineffective decisions and inequity between
actors and stakeholders.

i)  Mismatch: As also put forward by Cumming et al. (2006), Cash et al. (2006) argue that social and
ecological scales (or domains) are not always well-aligned. That is, the scale of the environmental
process and the scale of the institution or organisation responsible for the management of this
environmental process may not be coterminous. Trans-boundary pollution (including problems such as
greenhouse gas emissions or nuclear fallout) constitutes an example for a mismatch in spatial scale,
where the policy decisions are made at national scale, and the impacts are felt at global scale. Or, when
the long-term planning needs cannot be satisfied due to short electoral cycles, a temporal scale
mismatch arises (Cash et al., 2006). Finally, a functional scale mismatch may occur when functional
scales of management do not align with the functional scales of ecosystem processes (Cumming et al.,
2006). For instance, a city may grow beyond the ability of the ecosystem to provide it with basic services

such as fresh water.

Due to the abovementioned causes, the governance of environmental problems that span over multiple spatial,
socio-political or temporal scales turns into a challenge in itself and calls for a set of particular mechanisms,

namely cross-scale governance, to address such problems. Below, a short review is provided.

Cross-scale governance

As previously mentioned above, the scale of the environmental problems are not always in line with the scale
of the institutional responses. Designing and implementing effective governance solutions for the trans-
boundary environmental problems such as acid rain, ozone depletion, climate change, is exceptionally
demanding (Lemos & Agrawal, 2006). Historically, “the levels of decision-making have been conventionally
examined as if they were independent” (Adger et al., 2003, p. 1100) following the assumption that “decisions
are cascaded from international, to national, and then local scales” (Bulkeley, 2005, p. 876). In the tradition
of international relations, for instance, global environmental problems are framed as problems of collective
action between sovereign states, and hence, the governance of such problems should take place through
international regimes (Bulkeley, 2005), under the assumption that the solution to global environmental

problems such climate change lies in the creation of international institutions (Paterson, 2000).

However, although international regimes may have some degree of control over states, they are created by
the states and for the states, through an interest-based bargaining, (Bulkeley, 2005) where the power relations
determine the final outcome of this bargaining (Wilbanks & Kates, 1999). This raises “the possibility of
misunderstanding cause and effect by missing the relevance of processes that operate at a different scale”
(Wilbanks & Kates, 1999, p. 608), and it “serves to disembody the causes and consequences of such problems
(...) from practices and politics taking place at a multitude of sites and scales of governance” (Bulkeley, 2005,
p. 879). Furthermore, as Lemos and Agrawal (2006) point out, states have signed more than 1700 (multilateral
and bilateral) environmental agreements, in line with the belief that international regimes provide solutions;

however, to what extent these agreements have been effective in resolving problems remains questionable in

38



many cases.

As Adger et al. (2003) point out, there is a growing awareness about the significance of linkages between
scales of decision-making. For example, the role of local communities in conserving biodiversity, or the
importance of local action in both adaptation to and mitigation of climate change is increasingly recognised,
not only by non-governmental actors and initiatives, but also by governments themselves (Adger et al., 2003).
Furthermore, new approaches to horizontal governance are also emerging as an alternative to the rather
hierarchical view of environmental governance (Bulkeley, 2005). As Marston, Jones, and Woodward (2005)
argue, the concept of scale in human geography has been transformed over the past 20 years and human-
environment interactions are now better understood as horizontal network relations, instead of a vertical
hierarchical ones. Furthermore, there is an increasing awareness to study the horizontal networks of actors
and institutions that operate across multiple scales, such as transnational advocacy networks (Bulkeley, 2005).
These networks bring together a diverse range of different actors, sharing similar values and common

discourses, and working internationally on the same issue (Bulkeley, 2005; Keck & Sikkink, 1999).

As Lemos & Agrawal (2006) state, a solution which can address the multi-scale characters of the global
environmental problems can be to design multi-level governance mechanisms enhancing the representation
of the different interest groups, by engaging different networks. In fact, such cross-scale or multi-level
governance mechanisms are being shaped increasingly by non-state actors such as NGOs, transnational
advocacy networks, inter-governmental organisations, or by even market-oriented actors such as multinational
companies (Lemos & Agrawal, 2006). These mechanisms are also claimed to be helpful in compromise seeking
and enabling greater transparency and higher level of representativeness (Papadopoulos, 2003). Although the
transformative potential of these new mechanisms is contested by some scholars (Toke, 1999), it is argued
that the involvement of these new actors into the policy arena has positively shaped the power relations among
the stakeholders (Ford, 2003; Lemos & Agrawal, 2006).

In fact, as Hein et al. (2006) argue, the identification of the scales and the stakeholders affecting (and affected
by) the environmental problems allows in the first place the identification of the nature of the socio-
environmental conflictcs among the stakeholders, as described in Chapter 1. In that sense, the multi-
stakeholder multi-criteria decision support tools, offered as an appropriate method for decision-making in
ecological distribution conflicts, may also serve as a cross-scale governance tool, given their strong capability
of bringing together different actors, perspectives and alternatives. The following section briefly presents the
properties of the multi-stakeholder multi-criteria methods as a background for further discussion on their use

for cross-scale governance.
b) Multi-stakeholder multi-criteria to address value plurality and governance problems

Deciding on policy alternatives, such as whether to introduce a particular government policy (e.g. a new energy
tax) or a particular investment project (e.g. building a new motorway or nuclear power plant), is no easy task.
Decision-makers in many instances confront multi-faceted political challenges involving different interest
groups and stakeholders, such as in the cases of ecological distribution conflicts described in Chapter 1.

Addressing such conflicts necessitates dealing with issues such as value plurality and incommensurability.
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So far, cost-benefit analysis (CBA) has arguably proven to be one of the most frequently employed approaches
in deciding whether a particular project is socially desirable or when comparing alternative projects (Julien
Francois Gerber et al., 2013). Governments and other decision-makers make extensive use of CBA, since
reaching a decision is based on a simple and straightforward rule for them: implement the project if total
benefits are greater than total costs. The main underlying goal here is to select the option that maximises
total societal welfare and ensures the most efficient resource use. A state-of-the art CBA consists of the
essential stages described below, in the eight-step guideline inspired from Hanley, (2000). It should be noted,
however, that the order and number of steps may change depending on institutional and social contexts (see
Figure 2.3).

Step 1
Define the project/policy and affected population

[ Identify S

Recreate the life-span of the project(s)

Step 3
Identify (good and bad) impacts

Step 4
Physically quantify the relevant impacts

J

Measure
and
Monetise

Step 5
Attach monetary values to all impacts

Reconsider
assumptions

Step 6
Discount benefits and costs

Step 7
Compute the net present value

Decide

Step 8
Perform sensitivity analysis

Figure 2-3 Conducting a CBA step-by-step

In each step described above in Figure 2.3, the analyst will naturally be confronted with considerable
difficulties. For instance, not excluding any legitimate policy alternative and accounting for all the affected
parties is not an easy task—a problem presumably common to all evaluation tools. Or, defining and measuring
impacts in CBA are thought to require extensive expert knowledge—and hence are generally seen as a
technical issue rather than being value-laden. Furthermore, accounting for interpersonal welfare impacts and
interpreting inter-generational equity are also quite challenging in CBA (Hanley, 2000). All in all, conducting a
CBA can prove useful in terms of gauging economic efficiency/inefficiency, but strong conclusions cannot be

drawn about the net impact on equity, distribution and liabilities.

While CBA seems to provide quite a simple and straightforward decision rule in theory, the reductionism
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inherent in the nature of this simplicity is a remarkable disadvantage, particularly when it concerns an
ecological distribution conflict. Here, the main problem seems to be that CBA is inclined to reduce complex
and multifaceted problems to only their economic dimension, which often disregards or misrepresents

environmental and social issues (Munda, 2004).

Given that ecological distribution conflicts are often quite complex and multifaceted, conducting CBA may or
may not beneficial to environmental justice, depending on the context. Some important problems regarding

the implementation of CBAs may be summarised as follows:

e The valuation of non-market goods is problematic: CBA assumes that the environment is essentially no
different from any other good or service providing utility. Hence, a trade-off between nature and other
(produced) goods is possible, but it creates problems in terms of sustainability (Hanley, 2000)

o (CBA results are sensitive to assumptions: Potentially, every assumption made in CBA (choice of discount
rate, choice of stakeholders, calculation of probabilities and so on) can have a major impact on the end
result; and therefore, in cases of uncertainty, the method becomes problematic in delivering robust results
(Vatn, 2005)

e Those who conduct CBAs may have their own agenda.: Another important concern (as raised by Spash,
2002) is the possibility of the institutional capture of information. Although CBA is deemed to be impartial
and objective, the party that runs the analysis is not free of value judgements. As Hanley (2000) notes,
agencies can maximise the likelihood for a given project to commence by bending the rules of the CBA
procedures. Hence, in many cases “"CBA is (...) no longer informing a decision, but is rather a justification
for a decision already made” (Spash & Carter, 2001, p. 11).

o (BAs have little to say on participation and procedural justice: As stated above, CBAs rely heavily on
expert knowledge. Hence, the affected parties (especially those who are not powerful) may find it difficult
to voice their concerns. This in turn gives rise to problems of transparency, participation, and
representation.

e laluation language and compensation mechanism: When making decisions, CBAs consider only one value
sphere—that of economics—and reduces the problem to economic efficiency, assuming that the impacts
on nature are comparable and compensable. Therefore, the analysis permits trade-offs between “natural
capital” and “man-made capital”, which may come to mean that applying CBAs consistently can actually
lead to a decline in the natural capital stock (Hanley, 2000). In addition, due to its single-value approach,
any compensation is also monetary. Furthermore, the Kaldor-Hicks criterion only mentions a potential for
compensation rather than the actual compensation (Farrow, 1998), and elaborates no further on how it

should be operationalized, except that it should be a “*monetary compensation”.

In short, while useful is some contexts, CBA fails to address properly the important aspects of the policy-
making regarding complicated decision-making problems. This shortcoming is also manifest in particular in
complex decision-making problems such as nuclear energy cases, where aspects related to ecological
complexity, uncertainty, and irreversibility (such as impacts on environment and health, waste management,
and nuclear accidents) are usually addressed insufficiently. As Ravetz (2004) argues, in such decision making

cases, the assumption that science can construct “facts” is not quite true since, as put forward by Latour and
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Woolgar (1986), “scientific facts” cannot be isolated from values and interests. Many actors ranging from
governments, electricity utilities, current and future consumers, to local communities are involved in policy
problems, pursuing their own interests. In this context, Funtowicz and Ravetz (1994) propose that the policy
making process should actually be a “dialogue” between all stakeholders, through democratization of
knowledge and extension of the peer community, and should not rely only on the expert knowledge, as in the
case of CBA. As many scholars have argued (e.g. Faucheux & O’Connor, 1998; Funtowicz & Ravetz, 1994;
Martinez-Alier & O’Connor, 1999; Munda, 2008; O‘Connor & Spash, 1999), in cases where priorities, attitudes
and perceptions differ—in other words, when there is value pluralism—reaching a decision/solution based on
technical schemes alone that satisfies all parties is not easy. The policy making problem in ecological
distribution conflicts is one of the social choice situations where on the one hand, *...facts are uncertain, values
in dispute, stakes high and decisions urgent’ (Funtowicz & Ravetz, 1991, p137), and a deliberative practice is
needed on the other, since there is a long or short term distributional conflict resulting from environmental
change and risk (Faucheux & O’Connor, 2005; Frame & O’Connor, 2011). Accordingly, a proper method for
assessing the policies regarding the ecological distribution conflicts should incorporate the evaluation of
multiple alternatives; address the multiplicity of dimensions; avoid reductionism by addressing
incommensurability and ecological complexity, be open to stakeholder participation, and hence be as

transparent as possible.

Overall, the lack of a common value system, the incommensurability of existing values, and the uneven
occurrences of impacts (hence unequal distribution of costs) resulting from the ecological distribution conflicts
point to the conclusion that in order for environmental justice to be served with a legitimate decision, there is
a pressing need for creating a participatory and deliberative process that addresses different dimensions and
aspects of the conflict. In such conflict cases, deliberative and participatory multi-criteria/multi-stakeholder
evaluation methods that integrate multiple perspectives and different valuation languages are put forward as
viable governance and decision aiding tools, as they can accommodate incommensurability and pluralism in a
transparent manner, and can therefore be employed in assessing trade-offs and consequences. As Munda,
Nijkamp, & Rietveld, (1994, p.101) put forward, even though multi-criteria methods may not always provide
a clear-cut solution, “they can help to provide more insights into the nature of these conflicts by providing

systematic information and ways to arrive at political compromises in cases of divergent preferences”.

In a standard multi-criteria assessment, a set of discrete humber of alternatives (policy options or feasible
actions) are evaluated against a set of different evaluation criteria. Given the set A of alternatives (with m
different options) and set € of evaluation criteria (with n different criterion), a multi-criteria problem can be
represented by an n X m matrix (called an evaluation or impact matrix), as shown in Figure 2.4, where each
cell depicts the evaluation score or performance of a particular option/alternative a with respect to a particular
criterion ¢ (Munda et al., 1994). Accordingly, a typical multi-criteria problem starts with the definition and

structuring of the problem at hand, followed by the generation or identification of alternatives or policy options

and the set of evaluation criteria (Munda et al., 1994).
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Figure 2-4: An impact matrix used in SMCE presents the performances of each alternative across all criteria in
quantitative or qualitative terms.

The well-established, albeit diverse multi-criteria literature (Montis et al., 2000; Polatidis, Haralambopoulos,
Munda, & Vreeker, 2006) is still considered mostly technocratic, which make communities feel that “outside
self-appointed ‘experts’ were intruding with concepts, ranking criteria and conclusions alien to the sentiments
of the people themselves” (O'Connor, 2000, p. 183). Attempts have been made to overcome such issues by
transforming the method into a more deliberative and participatory one (e.g. (Banville et al., 1998; Chamaret
et al., 2007; De Marchi et al., 2000; Munda, 2008; Munda et al., 1994; O’Connor & Spangenberg, 2008).

A variety of multi-stakeholder and deliberative multi-criteria analysis frameworks has been developed in an
effort to address the multi-faceted social choice problems involving different interest groups and stakeholders.
Below, three of such multi-stakeholder multi-criteria tools, namely Social Multi-Criteria Evaluation (SMCE),
Multi-Criteria Mapping (MCM), and the INTEGRAAL framework, are reviewed since i) they can accommodate
stakeholder engagement and transparency in a strong manner, and ii) they can account for different types of

knowledge (monetary or non-monetary; cardinal or ordinal) (Julien Francois Gerber et al., 2013).
Social Multi-Criteria Evaluation (SMCE)

SMCE is a framework developed by Munda (2004) to address decision-making problems with deep
complexities, involving different stakeholder groups. It is a tool that can integrate different value languages,
with different policy alternatives (Julien Francois Gerber et al., 2013). It is also useful in that it introduces a
social and participatory approach that can account for multiple dimensions (e.g. political, socio-economic, as
well as ecological, cultural and technological dimensions) in a systematic, structured and interdisciplinary
manner (Munda, 2008).

In operational terms, six main steps can be presented in conducting a SMCE (Julien Francois Gerber et al.,
2013; Munda & Russi, 2008):

i) Conducting an institutional analysis in order to understand the decision making context and
identify relevant social actors and stakeholders
i) Defining stakeholders’ values, desires, and preferences, through conducting in-depth interviews

and focus groups
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iii) Generating policy options (alternatives) and criteria to assess the these options

iv) Constructing the multi-criteria impact matrix, synthesizing the performances of all options for all
criteria
V) Calculating the rankings of each option under each criterion by applying a mathematical algorithm

to obtain a final ranking of the available alternatives
Vi) Analysing the potential for conflicts and coalitions between the stakeholders through constructing

an equity matrix (Figure 2.5).
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Figure 2-5 An equity matrix used in SMCE presents the judgments of each stakeholder for each alternative. It helps in analysing the
different positions of different stakeholders, and illustrates the sources of conflicts and potential for coalition formation between
stakeholders

SMCE is run in a participative and deliberative manner that creates social learning and it has a flexible iterative
process that allows for new options and criteria to be added as the social learning process advances (Stagl,
2007). This process permits the inclusion of different values and perspectives of the stakeholders.
Furthermore, SMCE is particularly capable of addressing incommensurability by allowing the options being
comparable in each criteria separately, without recourse to a single value (Julien Francois Gerber et al., 2013;
Stagl, 2007). The result of the SMCE process includes a ranking of the policy alternatives, calculated from the
impact matrix, and a coalition formation analysis (represented in a dendrogram of coalitions using software

such as NAIADE) of the stakeholders using the information in the equity matrix.

SMCE has been employed quite successfully as a tool for conflict management in many ecological distribution
conflicts, in various cultural, political, and geographical contexts (Aydin, Ozertan, & Ozkaynak, 2013; De Marchi
et al., 2000; Gamboa, 2008; Munda & Russi, 2008; Ozkaynak, 2008; Scolobig, Broto, & Zabala, 2008; Walter,
Latorre Tomas, Munda, & Larrea, 2016). The use of multiple criteria (put forth by the stakeholders) in multiple
dimensions helps better the representation of value plurality in the evaluation exercise, and hence, SMCE “can

be considered as a tool for implementing political democracy” (Walter et al., 2016, p. 445)

Multi-Criteria Mapping (MCM)
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MCM is another form of multi-criteria evaluation framework based on interviews with stakeholders who are
invited to assess the performances of a set of principal (provided by the researcher) and optional (put forward
by the stakeholder) alternatives, against their own sets of criteria that they think are of importance (Julien
Francois Gerber et al., 2013). Therefore, even though it involves creating a set of criteria and evaluating the
performances of each policy option under each criterion (similar to other multi-criteria tools), it does not
impose any previously determined definitions of criteria or alternatives on stakeholders, who are free to
introduce criteria and alternatives of their own. Hence, MCM aims to open up the evaluation process (instead
of closing down by focusing on a single aggregate solution or ranking) by devoting balanced attention to the
contending views of different stakeholders — especially to those most often marginalised — and attempts to lay

out the debate in a transparent manner (Coburn & Stirling, 2016)

In practical terms, MCM is conducted based on long interviews of 2-3 hours with each stakeholder individually.
There are five stages in these interviews, namely selecting options, defining criteria, assessing scores,
assigning weights, and reviewing ranks. However, as illustrated in Figure 2.6, this is not a linear and
mechanical process, but a cyclical (the process can be repeated several times), iterative (interviewees can
move freely in any direction between each step), and interactive (the interview is governed by the interviewees’

own interaction with the entire process) one (Coburn & Stirling, 2016).

Choose

options

Consider
ranks and
reflect on
outcome

Define

Criteria

Assess
scores and
explore
uncertainty

Assign
weights

——

Figure 2-6 Stages in an MCM interview

Each step in the MCM process can be shortly described as follows (Stirling & Davies, 2004):

1- Choose options: In the MCM process, there is a set of core options predetermined by the interviewer, in

order to provide a ground for comparison between the positions expressed by different interviewees.
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However, interviewees can add new options, by dividing or combining these core options, or introducing
entirely new options, which enables the interviewees to address any issue they seem fit.

Define criteria: The interviewees are asked to present a personal judgment about the issues, which are
important in evaluating the previously determined set of options. These issues are then transformed into
better-defined criteria, against which the options will be evaluated.

Assess scores and explore uncertainty: The interviewees assign two different numerical scores indicating
the performances of each option under each criterion (that they have chosen in the previous step) in the
best (most optimistic) and worst (most pessimistic) scenarios. The best and worst scores reflect the
differences between the good and bad implementations of the options.

Assign weights: The interviewees are asked to attach to each of the previously determined criteria a
numerical weighting, which reflects the relative importance of these criteria for the interviewee. The
weighting process reflects the subjective judgments of the interviewees over different values and
priorities.

Consider ranks and reflect on outcome: In this step, the interviewees view the result of the exercise on
a computer-generated graph (with the help of a specifically designed software), which displays the
relative ranking of each option under the best and worst cases (as illustrated in Figure 2.7). Accordingly,

the interviewees can review the information they have provided and re-evaluate their rankings.

Overall Rankings

The final ranking of each option for every
Option 1 |

participant is displayed on a computer graphic like

O T 7] EURE—————— the adjacent illustration. In this example:

e Option 1 has the widest range and — at its best
— ranks highest overall

e Option 2 was ruled out on principle by this

Option 4 1 participant

e Although — at its best — Option 3 overlaps with
part of the distribution for Option 1, at its
worst it ranks the lowest overall

e Option 4 has a narrow range of performance
relative to 1 and 3, and ranks second overall

Option 3 L

Low Performance High Performance

Figure 2-7 An example for the summary of performances of options (Stirling & Davies, 2004)

INTEGRAAL — Multi-Criteria Multi-Stakeholder Deliberation

Developed by O’Connor (O'Connor et al., 2006), INTEGRAAL is a deliberative multi-actor, multi-criteria

framework for sustainability assessment. The main principle of this tool is to provide a “deliberative forum

14

that offers the participants the opportunity to discuss different aspects of an agreed problem, in a progressive

and iterative manner. The framework allows a collective learning process, where different stakeholders can

discuss a set of policy alternatives (or scenarios) across a set of issues (or criteria). In operational terms, the
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framework consists of six main steps (as illustrated in Figure 2.8), described below, and even though

presented here as a sequential framework, INTEGRAAL is not necessarily a linear process. The deliberation

exercise is both iterative and cyclical (Julien Francois Gerber et al., 2013).

Step 1:
Identify

Step 6:

Reflect on
outcomes

Step 2:

Structure

Step 5: Step 3:

Communicate Inform

Step 4:

Evaluate

Figure 2-8 INTEGRAAL framework

Identification of the social choice problem: In this step, the objective is to deliver the context, the scale,
and the dynamics of the deliberation exercise to be conducted. Depending on the level of participation,
this step can be conducted collectively by the stakeholder community or by the researcher beforehand.

Organise the problem: In this step, i) the concerned actors (stakeholders who will be affected by the

social choice problem or the means of addressing this problem); ii) the options (the policies, strategies,

scenarios); and iii) criteria (issues against which the performance of the policy options will be evaluated)

are determined.

Mobilise information tools: This step concerns the identification of the information and tools upon which
the deliberations will be based. Accordingly, this step is about identifying the indicators to assess the
alternative options.

Mobilise stakeholders for evaluation: Using the information generated in the first three steps, stakeholders
express their respective position vis-a-vis each option across all issues and engage in a deliberation
process where they discuss these positions. Consequently, these discussions help stakeholders to
understand their respective positions and create a collective learning environment where stakeholders

may update their previous positions, and may reach a compromise solution.
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5- Communication of results: In this step, the reporting of the evaluation exercise is conducted, including
all the information and documentation generated along the way. This process may not necessarily
produce a conclusion about the ‘best’ option. It may allow creating a partial ranking with reference to a
specific issue, or from a single stakeholder’s perspective.

6- Reflection on the outcomes: In this step, the information created along the way is evaluated and reviewed.
If necessary, the exercise may restart from step one.

By bringing together the stakeholders, options, and governance issues, a three-dimensional deliberation

matrix (or cube) can be constructed, as illustrated in Figure 2.9. The cube is formed of individual cells,

which represent each stakeholder’s judgments of each alternative, in relation to each of the governance or
decision issues(O'Connor et al., 2006). The deliberation matrix can be established after a participatory and
deliberative process such as the one described above. Alternatively, one can represent an existing conflicted
social choice problem by identifying the relevant stakeholders, the issues raised by them, and the discussed

alternatives (O’Connor et al., 2006).

Figure 2-9 Representation of three-dimensional deliberation matrix

The three-dimensional deliberation matrix can be viewed from different fagades, and from each fagade,

different layers can be obtained. These are as follows:
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For each class of stakeholder a matrix presenting issue by issue evaluations of each alternative by a
particular stakeholder class (Figure 2.10.a)

For each alternative (or scenario), a matrix of issue by issue evaluation by each class of stakeholders for a
particular alternative (Figure 2.10.b)

For each issue, a matrix of stakeholder by stakeholder evaluation of each alternative with reference to the

selected issue (Figure 2.10.c)

ALTERNATIVES
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Figure 2.10.a: Issue by issue evaluation of each alternative by the stakeholder group 1. For instance, the green cell in I,A2 depicts the
positive judgment by the S: for the alternative A, with reference to issue I.. Whereas 1>As depicts the negative judgment of the same
stakeholder for the alternative As.
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Figure 2.10.b: Issue by issue evaluation of the Alternative 1, by each stakeholder group. For instance, for the alternative A1, while
Stakeholder 1 expresses positive judgments with reference to issue 1 (Sil1), and negative judgments with reference to issue 2 (Sil2),
Stakeholder 2 expresses opposite judgments in both issues.
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Figure 2.10.c: Evaluations by each stakeholder group of each alternative, with reference to Issue 1. For instance, while stakeholder 2
expresses negative views for alternative 2 (S:Az), stakeholder 3 expresses positive judgments for the same alternative (S:A:), with
reference to Issue 1.

Figure 2-10 Different cross-sections of a deliberation matrix
The simple graphical illustrations in Figures 2.10.a, b, and c represent well the conflicts between

stakeholders and the sources of these conflicts.

All three multi-stakeholder multi-criteria frameworks presented above (SMCE, MCM and INTEGRAAL) permit

the transparent organisation of different categories of information and stakeholders. However, they are not
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perfect tools that can be applied to all decision-making cases since:

. Conducting them still requires expert guidance throughout the process.

. End-users still perceive multi-criteria frameworks as being quite complicated (Gamboa, 2008) and the
results reached with these tools are not always as easily communicated as the simple monetary result
of a CBA.

. In many cases, it is difficult to gather all the stakeholders together since some social movements may
be unwilling to participate in such processes due to distrust in governments (Gamboa, 2008) or
governments/decision makers may not heed the arguments of the social movements and choose not
to run a participatory procedure.

. Power relations between stakeholders may be quite problematic during the deliberation exercises since

powerful actors may influence the judgments of less powerful actors.

Despite the above challenges, multi-stakeholder multi-criteria frameworks are still quite useful in allowing the
recognition of the plurality of legitimate principles of choice. They clearly present in a transparent manner, the
central challenge of a political process: negotiating some sort of a consensus or compromise solution around
conflicting interests of different stakeholder groups about the distribution of risks and benefits of particular
policy options (O'Connor et al.,, 2006). In that sense, deliberative and multi-stakeholder multi-criteria
evaluation and decision support tools address all three dimensions of environmental justice (participation,
recognition, and distribution), as put forth by Schlosberg (2007). However, the implications of scale for a multi-
criteria evaluation are also quite significant in generating evaluation criteria or legitimate options, due to
subjective nature of decisions on different scales (Munda, 2004). The following section will try to present how
a multi-criteria/multi-stakeholder approach can be served as a governance tool for ecological distribution

conflicts having a large scope in spatial and/or temporal scales.
c) Using multi-criteria frameworks as a tool for cross-scale governance

There are many studies putting forward the necessity of multi-scale/multi-stakeholder governance in cross
scale cases ranging from the community to the international scale (e.g. Berkes, 2000; Cash et al., 2006;
Giampietro & Mayumi, 2000; Giampietro & Ramos-Martin, 2005; Lemos & Agrawal, 2006; Paavola & Adger,
2006). As Giampietro and Ramos-Martin (2005) put forward, an integrated assessment requires a multi-scale
and multi-dimensional analysis. Cash et al. (2000, p.9) argue that the “...systems that more consciously
address scale issues and the dynamic linkages across scales are more successful at (1) assessing problems
and (2) finding solutions that are more politically and ecologically sustainable”. It is important to ensure that
best available knowledge and information is available while making a decision that has consequences present
at different scales, and this is possible only by accounting for multiple scales and multiple stakeholders
simultaneously (Reid et al., 2006). For instance, (in the context of Millennium Ecosystem Assessments)
Zermoglio et al. (2005) argue that there are at least two types of benefits to be gained through factoring in
multiple scales in conducting assessments: information benefits and impact benefits, presented in Table 2.2

below.
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Table 2.2 Types of benefits gained through multi-scale assessments

Potential information benefits

Potential impact benefits

Better problem definition:

A single-scale assessment tends to focus narrowly on the
issues, theories, and information most relevant to that scale.
Perspectives gained from other scales would contribute to a
fuller understanding of the issues.

Improved relevance of the problem definition:

An assessment focused on the specific needs of the
decision-makers and stakeholders at a particular scale will
be more relevant than an assessment in which those users
have little input.

Improved analysis of scale-dependent processes:
Many ecological and social processes exhibit a characteristic
scale. If a process were observed at a scale significantly
smaller or larger than its characteristic scale, there would
be the likelihood of drawing the wrong conclusions.

Increased ownership by the intended users

Even if an assessment is technically credible and focused on
relevant issues, the intended users of an assessment may
not use the findings if they do not feel some level of
ownership in the process. A multi-scale structure could
increase their legitimacy.

Improved analysis of cross-scale effects:
Understanding cross- scale effects is often key to
understanding processes of ecological and social change.
For example, the direct cause of a change in an ecosystem
is often intrinsically localized (a farmer cutting a patch of
forest), while the indirect drivers of that change (e.g. a
subsidy to farmers for forest clearing) may operate at a
regional or national scale.

Improved scenarios:

The key uncertainties that a local community may identify
as differentiating reasonable future path- ways of
development may often be different from those identified
by users at regional or global scales. At each scale, the
scenarios used could thus incorporate the effects and
considerations from coarser and finer scales.

Better understanding of causality:

The relationships among environmental, social, and
economic processes are often too complex to understand
when viewed at any single scale, hence studies at additional
scales are often necessary to understand fully the
implications of changes at any given scale.

More balanced assessment results:

Since the choice of scale for an assessment is not politically
neutral, it may intentionally or unintentionally privilege
certain groups. Incorporating multiple assessments in a
single process balances various approaches and helps
mitigate potential structural biases associated with the
choice of scales.

Improved accuracy and reliability of findings:
Sub-global assessment activities can help to ground-truth
the global findings

Increased capacity building:
More institutions could become involved in the multi-scale
assessment process and learn from it.

Source: Adapted from (Zermoglio et al., 2005, pp. 67-68)

As Reid et al. (2006) put forward, although the potential benefits presented in Table 2.2 are significant, it is
still a challenge to design and implement a multi-scale assessment procedure. There are further challenges
such as how the scales of analysis should be selected or whether a common conceptual framework can be
used at multiple scales. Furthermore, as also claimed by Paavola and Adger, (2006), there is no clearly
distinguishable scale of decision making for undertaking actions. Hence, the issues of “how the governance

should be operationalized” and “which actors should participate” do not have clear answers, either.

As already mentioned in the first section of this chapter, when governing the human-nature relationship,
strong challenges arise due to the complexity of cross-scale interactions, such as plurality, ignorance, and
mismatch (Cash et al., 2006). Capable of accurately addressing such challenges as value plurality, ignorance
and uncertainty, participation, and incommensurability; multi-stakeholder and deliberative multi-criteria

evaluation tools may help addressing the above challenges put forth by Reid et al. (2006), Paavola and Adger
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(2006) and Cash et al. (2006), and may open avenues for the governance of conflicts with cross-scale

interaction.

However, before proceeding further, it should be noted that the choice of scale itself constitutes a challenge

for multi-criteria evaluation, since, as put forward by Munda (2004, p. 663) in the context of SMCE:

The implications of scale for multi-criteria evaluation are very important (...) in generating evaluation

criteria (e.g., in evaluating the impacts building a ski infrastructure in a mountain region, who are

the relevant social actors? The inhabitants of the mountain region, the potential users in urban areas
or even the ecological preservationists all around the world all are reasonable answers) or /in

computing the impact scores (e.g., a contamination indicator has to be computed locally, or should

it be computed at a larger scale? The use of hydrogen cars inside cities is clearly good at a local
level, but it is not that clear at a global level, where the emissions depend on the technology by
which hydrogen is produced, since hydrogen is an energy carrier and not an energy source) or /in

choosing the weight factors (Munda, 2004, p. 663, emphasis added)

The existence of different scales implies the existence of non-equivalent descriptions of a system (Giampietro,
1994). Hence, in line with the “perspective argument” put forward Wilbanks and Kates (1999) (presented in
Table 2.1), there is a problem of multiple-identities, which “cannot be interpreted solely in terms of
epistemological plurality (non- equivalent observers), but also in terms of ontological characteristics of the
observed system (non-equivalent observations)” (Munda, 2004, p. 663). The multi-stakeholder and
deliberative multi-criteria evaluation frameworks address epistemological plurality by bringing together
different observers (i.e. actors and stakeholders) into the evaluation process. However, the assessment of
these stakeholders is affected by the scale they are found in, i.e., the observed system. For instance, as shown
in the Table 2.3 below (illustrating the policy-making decision regarding energy production), the scale from
which the stakeholders assess the policy-making problem seems to determine which issues the stakeholders

prioritize or how they frame a policy making problem.

Table 2.3 An example illustrating the differences in perspectives of different stakeholders from different scales

Global National Local
Climate change and energy Energy and national growth (and Local development
development)
Different  energy  production Different energy  production Different local development
w alternatives alternatives alternatives/projects, including but
2 not limited to energy production
s
Energy demand should be metand Energy demand and national Prosperity, energy demand
> GHG emissions should be reduced growth
's at the same time for
mitigation/adaptation
£ All the people in the world Citizens of the country, national Local residents
] firms, multi-national firms
w =
2
Supra-national institutions, multi- Governments, national firms, Local residents, governments,
_§ national firms, governments citizens of the country citizens of the country
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Inspired from Frame and O’Connor, (2011) and O’Connor, (2006))

As seen from Table 2.3, the scale of observation creates,

i)  Different sets of alternatives: For instance, while the decision-making problem in global and national
scales is framed as “which energy production methods should be chosen”, at local scale, the problem is
framed as “which options (including energy production) may foster local development better”.

i)  Different sets of criteria: While at the national scale the decision criteria mostly involve the energy demand
and national growth of the country, the local criteria may be focused on preserving the indigenous life-
style or fostering local prosperity.

iii) Different sets of stakeholders: For instance, when framed as a national scale policy-making problem, the
actors taking part in the decision making process are mainly the government, national and international
firms, and the citizens of the country. However, if framed as a local scale problem, the local actors (e.g.

the residents) should also take part in the process.

As a matter of fact, each column presented in Table 2.3 can be represented as a distinct deliberation cube,
where some alternatives, issues, and stakeholders are common, while some others are different. For instance,
in the case of the national and local scale, there are two different three-dimensional deliberation matrices,
which can be represented as two cubes intersecting at one corner, as displayed in Figure 2.10. The
intersection depicts the alternatives, issues, and stakeholders common to both decision problems (at both

scales).

National Deliberation Cube

Local Deliberation Cube

Figure 2-11 The intersection of two different deliberation cubes at two different scales, national and local
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The above framework illustrated in Figure 2.11 can be constructed for a framing the conflict around a
particular policy-making problem, by answering three simple questions (inspired from O’Connor, 2006) as

follows:

1- Who and for whom: The answer helps the identification of the stakeholders and actors who will be
influential in the policy making process, or be affected by the final decision. The stakeholders can be
characterised as local or national, depending on their sphere of influence or their place of residence.

2- What. This question helps to identify the set of alternatives relevant in national and local scales,
offered by the stakeholders identified in the previous question.

3- Why: The different governance issues can be identified by answering the question of “why a particular

stakeholder favours (or opposes) a particular alternative”.

Following the answers to the above questions, a three-dimensional cube composed of stakeholders,
alternatives, and governance issues at each axe can be formed. This cube can be rearranged to accommodate
the national and local deliberation cubes presented in Figure 2.11, as displayed below in Figure 2.12, by

taking out alternatives and issues ignored either by local or national stakeholders.

Figure 2-12 A deliberation cube accommodating local and national scale deliberation cubes

A cross section of the above cube will look like the Figure 2.12, displayed below.

Issues Local stakeholders National stakeholders

54



L1
L

Ls

Cs1

CS2

Cs3

N1
N2

N3

Figure 2-13 Cross section of the deliberation cube, displaying the relevant issues for local and national stakeholders,
for a particular policy alternative

This framework is useful in facilitating the comparison between stakeholders, alternatives and governance
issues. With the aid of a visual representation, the sources of conflicts between the stakeholders can be
explored in a more systematic way. The identified conflict sources can be the result of value plurality between
the stakeholders on the same jurisdictional (or spatial) scale, or they can be the result of the perspective
argument put forward by Wilbanks and Kates (1999). That is, stakeholders operating at a particular scale may
miss the relevant processes at another scale and may omit some legitimate alternatives and governance issues.
For instance, as displayed in Figure 2.13, national stakeholders omit the local issues L1, L2 and L3, while
local stakeholders overlook the national issues N1, N2 and N3. It is clear that such mismatches between the

perceptions of local and national stakeholders are a source of potential conflict.

Framing a conflict over a policy-making problem with the multi-criteria/multi-stakeholder framework described
above helps defining and understanding the problem better, by incorporating perspectives from different
scales. Furthermore, it avoids potential structural biases related to the choice of scale (Zermoglio et al., 2005),
which, as Reid et al. (2006) put forward, is not politically neutral. This, in turn, creates a more balanced and
inclusive deliberation forum, which increases the relevance of the problem definition and has the potential of

improving policy scenarios.

This framework provides better knowledge to the decision-makers, concerning conflicts between different
stakeholders across different scales. Even though better knowledge does not necessarily mean that a better
decision will be made or better solutions will be generated, “it does provide a sound basis for making better

decisions and for holding decision makers accountable” (Reid et al., 2006, p. 1).

The second part of this thesis will try to provide an application of this framework to the conflict over nuclear

energy production in Turkey.
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Part II:

From theory to practice - An application
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As described in Part I, the rapid growth in consumption and production has escalated the need for energy
and raw materials, led to ecological distribution conflicts around the world, and ignited environmental justice
movements against dams, thermal and nuclear energy plants, mines, industrial fishing, and waste disposal, to
name a few (Martinez-Alier, 2002, 2012). Turkey is no exception and it has witnessed a growing number of
environmental conflicts for the last three decades, following the aggressive neo-liberal policies of
modernisation and industrialisation. One of the most emblematic of such conflicts is the long-standing conflict
around the nuclear power plants. Although Turkey does not have any nuclear power plants yet, it has a long
and complicated history of conflict and mobilisations against them. For the last six decades, Turkish
governments have been advocating the construction a nuclear power plant on the grounds that it is necessary
for the development of the country, for the reduction of external energy dependency, and for technological
advancement. However, the first attempts in late 1970s provoked an immediate reaction from the civil society,

giving rise to a long-standing conflict that is yet to be settled.

This part will apply the framework presented in Chapter 2 to a real world situation by investigating the
decision of adding nuclear energy to the energy portfolio of Turkey, at local and national scales. The problem

will be framed within the larger context of energy-related environmental conflicts in Turkey.

In this background, Chapter 3 will attempt to contextualize the problem at hand, by briefly recounting
environmental governance practices in Turkey, the recent environmental mobilisations, environmental
governance and energy-related ecological distribution conflicts in the country. Chapter 4 will focus on nuclear
energy in particular and it will be divided into two sections. The first section will provide an overview of the
historical development of nuclear power in the world and present the recent global trends. The second section
will focus on the particular case of Turkey, by first recounting its history of nuclear power, and then laying out
the current debate over nuclear energy in Turkey. Chapter 5 will frame the debate over nuclear energy in
Turkey, in an attempt to show that the multi-criteria/multi-scale framework presented in Chapter 2 may offer

viable conflict governance mechanisms that serve the environmental justice better.
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Chapter 3: Environmental conflicts in Turkey

Similar to the global pattern, Turkey has witnessed a growing number of environmental conflicts for the last
three decades, following the aggressive neo-liberal policies of modernisation and industrialisation. Such policies
were contested by the public at large through environmental mobilisations against mines, dams, thermal and
nuclear power plants, and waste disposal. In an attempt to document these mobilisations, the Turkish Map of

Environmental Justice was compiled, parallel to the compilation of the Global Environmental Justice Atlas.

This chapter will make use of the Turkish Map of Environmental Justice to lay out the current situation of the
environmental distribution conflicts in the country, followed by a short account of environmental governance
in Turkey. Afterwards, a short summary of the energy related conflicts will be provided, again by making use
of the Turkish Map. Lastly, a brief report of the cross-scale interactions in energy related conflicts will be

delivered.
a) A mapping exercise: The Turkish Map of Environmental Justice

As mentioned in Chapter 1, the growth in material and energy flows of the economies and societies create
important environmental impacts, igniting environmental justice movements against dams, thermal and
nuclear energy plants, mines, industrial fishing, and waste disposal all around the world (Martinez-Alier, 2002).
Similar to the global pattern, Turkey has witnessed a growing number of environmental conflicts since 1990s.
The size of the economy more than doubled in the past two decades, urbanization level rose from 60 percent
to 75 percent and the population increased by more than 30 percent. As a result, several important biodiversity
hotspots of global significance in the country are under pressure of degradation and many endemic species
face extinction due to the increasingly aggressive policies of modernisation and industrialisation of the country
(Paker, Adaman, Kadirbeyoglu, & Ozkaynak, 2013).

According to the environmental performance index published by the Yale University each year, in 2016, Turkey
ranked 99 out of 180 countries with its overall score, and 177" in the biodiversity and habitat category® as
seen in Table 3.1 (Hsu et al., 2016). The adverse effects of the economic development in the country gave
rise to complaints against current or potential impacts from natural resource extraction, land use change,
energy production and increased pollution, causing local communities at grassroots levels as well as national
and international civil society organisations to be increasingly involved in environmental justice movements
(Ozkaynak, Aydin, Ertdr-Akyazi, & Ertér, 2015).

Table 3.1 EPI scores and ranks for Turkey for different indicators (Hsu et al., 2016)

Name of indicatore Score Rank
(out of 100) ( out of 180)

Health impacts 74.43 81

Air quality 79.30 98

Water and sanitation 85.06 71

Water resources 78.99 53

8 Detailed information about Turkey’s performance can be found at http://epi.yale.edu/country/turkey [Accessed 05.03.2017]
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Agriculture 87.04 86

Forest 68.48 40
Fisheries 57.82 35
Biodiversity and habitat 22.53 177
Climate and energy 47.77 101

Over the years, the country witnessed many well-known environmental protests such as the Bergama
movement against gold extraction (Coban, 2004; Ozen, 2009) or the movement in Gerze against a coal fired
power plant (Akbulut, 2014; Arsel, Akbulut, & Adaman, 2015). More recently, there are mega-projects, which
have been heavily contested by the civil society. These mega-projects include a third bridge over the Bosporus
Strait, a third airport in Istanbul, and opening a huge canal to connect the Black and Marmara Seas, which will
destroy Istanbul’s last remaining forests, important water resources, agricultural areas, and bird migration
routes (Gulersoy, Erdemli Mutlu, & Yazici G6kmen, 2014). There are other cases where local communities are
fighting against activities such as dam construction and energy projects in protected areas, waiving the
obligatory EIA Report for mega projects, allowing mining exploration in nature conservation areas, and
weakening control mechanisms concerning the use of forest and coastal areas (Ozkaynak, Aydin, et al., 2015).

One of the emblematic and recent examples of the environmental justice movements in Turkey is the Gezi
Park demonstrations, which took place in June 2013 and generated widespread interest and coverage both
nationally and internationally. This emblematic protest took place “in a country where the environmentalist
discourse is very much dominated by planting trees” (Ozkaynak, Aydin, et al., 2015, p. 105), against the
bulldozers which were moving in to uproot the trees in the park (which is practically the only green space left
in the area), in preparation of rebuilding the Ottoman Military Barracks which had been standing there more
than half a century ago, before the park was built. The people in Istanbul did not need yet another shopping
mall or a luxury hotel; instead, they wanted to preserve what was left from the last green space in the old and
vibrant neighbourhood of Taksim. Indeed, claims of the Gezi Park protestors seemed straightforward and in

line with the global environmental justice movement (Schlosberg, 2013).

In an attempt to document such environmental mobilisations around the country, the Turkish Map of
Environmental Justice has been compiled as reported by local activists and scholars®, documenting more than
150 conflicts in eleven categories, as shown in the Figure 3.1. The compilation of these cases provides a
basic, yet an important step toward informing public debate in Turkey over the environmental justice

movements ignited due to the conflicts between development and environment.

° See www.cevreadaleti.org [Accessed 05.03.2017]
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Figure 3-1 Map of Environmental Justice in Turkey, accessible in Turkish

The map can serve as an important tool where, with the help of quantitative and qualitative data,
environmental conflicts can be described, compared and interpreted. As seen in Table 3.2, the map classifies
conflicts in eleven main categories. It is also possible to report subcategories (secondary level types) for each

conflict, as shown in Table 3.3.
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Table 3.2 Frequency of reported conflicts according to categories
Total number of cases as of

Conflict categories

August 2016
Fossil fuels and climate justice 50
Water management and hydro power 28
Mineral ore and building material extraction 20
Infrastructure and built environment 18
Biomass and land conflicts 8
Industrial conflicts 6
Nuclear 6
Biodiversity conservation 5
Tourism and recreation 5
Renewable energy (Wind, solar, geothermal) 4
Waste management 3
Grand Total 153

Table 3.3 Frequency of reported conflicts according to secondary types

Secondary type # Secondary type #
Coal fired thermal power plants 48 Manufacturing activities 3
Hydropower plants, dams and water distribution 23 Chemical industry 3
conflicts

Water access rights and entitlements 14 Wind farms 3
Mineral ore exploration and extraction 13 Water treatment and access to sanitation 3
National parks and protected areas 13 Land grabbing 3
Urban transformation and other urban conflicts 12 Soil salinization 3
Wetlands and coastal zone management 10 Gas fired thermal power plants 2
Deforestation and forest management 9 Geothermal power plants 2
Tourism facilities (hotels, marinas, resorts) 8 Ports and airport projects 2
Building materials extractions 8 Uranium mining 2
Landfills and toxic waste treatment 6 Waste incineration facilities 1
Mineral processing 6 Fisheries and aquaculture 1
Other industries 4 Bio-piracy 1
Inter-basin water transfers 4 GMOs 1
Nuclear power plants 4 Pasture management 1
Pollution related to transport 4 Nuclear waste storage 1
Transport infrastructure networks (roads, 4

railways, canals etc)

Table 3.2 and 3.3 show that many of the reported conflicts on the map are in categories related to the
production, consumption or transmission of energy, such as coal-fired power plants and hydropower plants.
The highest number of reported cases is in the category of fossil fuel and climate justice conflicts, mainly
documenting the movements against the coal and natural gas fired thermal power plants. Water management
and hydropower category, which documents conflicts over the lakes and rivers, including large and small-scale

hydro power plants comes next. Other two energy related categories are nuclear and renewable energy
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categories. In total, as of August 2016, 82 cases on the map have been reported to be related to energy

production.

Indeed, it is possible to establish a link between the high number of energy related conflicts and the trends
showing the level of extracted energy in Turkey’s societal metabolism. As shown in Figure 3.2, the energy
extracted from hydro and brown coal has been on a steady rise since 1950s. Especially in hydropower, there
has been a sharp increase in the last decade (Ozkaynak et al., 2014), in line with the country’s recent energy
policy of using all hydropower potential to generate electricity®. Similarly, in an attempt to reduce the
dependence on imported energy, Turkey plans to exploit the brown coal (lignite) resources of the country,
which in turn explains the high number of the reported fossil fuel conflicts against coal-powered plants under

construction or at planning stage.
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Figure 3-2 Extracted energy from hydro and brown coal between 1950 and 2010 (Ozkaynak et al., 2014)

From a similar perspective, it is possible to compare the number of conflicts in a specific category with the
trends in the domestic material extraction of Turkey. As shown in Figure 3.3, the amount of construction
minerals (i.e. sand, gravel, stone) has been increasing steadily over the years. This is in line with the high
number of conflicts reported in both mineral ore and building material extraction and infrastructure and built
environment categories. The amount of extracted fossil fuels is also increasing, again corresponding to the
high number of conflicts related to thermal power plants. This line of reasoning lends supports to the argument
that “ecological distribution conflicts are largely related to growth and changes in the social metabolism”
(Martinez-Alier et al., 2016, p. 17).

10 http://www.mfa.gov.tr/speech-entitled- vision-2023 -turkey s-foreign-policy-objectives -delivered-by-h e -ahmet-davutoglu -
minister-of-foreign-af.en.mfa accessed: 16.05.2014
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Figure 3-3 Turkey ‘s domestic material extraction between 1950 and 2010 (in 1.000 tons) (Ozkaynak et al., 2014)
The data compiled through this map also proves useful in understanding some other properties of the
ecological distribution conflicts and resistance movements in Turkey. For instance, Figure 3.4 shows the
varying intensity across conflict types. It is possible to see that 36 conflicts are reported as latent and 67
conflicts are reported as low intensity (together constituting the majority of the reported conflicts), whereas
only 11 conflicts are reported as high intensity.
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Figure 3-4 Frequency of reported conflicts according to categories and intensity of conflict
An in-depth analysis may provide some insights into the reasons why some conflicts are reported as latent
and others as high intensity. In this context, Figure 3.5 exhibits the intensity of conflicts in fossil fuel and
climate justice conflicts according to the project status information. It is possible to see that a high nhumber of
conflicts are reported as latent when the project is newly announced or at planning stage, but these can
potentially be exacerbating in the future.
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Figure 3-5 Frequency of reported conflicts in fossil fuel and climate justice according to project status and intensity of
conflict

The data compiled in the map also includes the list of actors mobilising in conflicts. As shown in Figure 3.6,
the actors that mobilise are most often local communities/villagers, followed by local NGOs. Similarly, in a
large number of conflicts, scientists and experts are reported as involved actors, showing that mobilising

groups are well aware of the fact that using scientific facts is important to make the opposition strong.
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Figure 3-6 Frequency of actors mobilizing for environmental justice
Such a mapping exercise of ecological conflicts can be seen as a novel form of creating knowledge by both
activists and scientists, and such co-production is increasingly recognised as a pertinent method of informing
scientific debate with policy implications (Martinez-Alier et al., 2016). More specifically, when accompanied by
geographic information and data on flows of material and energy, it has the potential to offer understanding
the root causes of environmental change and the surfacing of ecological distribution conflicts. However, in
order to fully understand the dynamics of a conflict, there is a pressing need to further study the institutional
context; in particular, the participation and recognition related aspects inherent in conflicts as well.
(Schlosberg, 2007). In this context, the following section will summarize the status of environmental

governance in Turkey in the background, by shortly describing the current policy practices and key actors.
b) Environmental governance in Turkey at a glance: Policy, practice, and actors

Turkey has a rich record of legal texts (at both the constitution and law level) favouring the protection of the
environment. The most notable example is perhaps Article 56 of the Constitution of 1982, where everyone's

“right to live in a healthy and balanced environment” is recognized. According to Article 56, "It is the duty of
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the State and citizens to improve the natural environment, to protect the environmental health and to prevent
environmental pollution”.** However, as Cerit Mazlum, (2006) argues, although it seems promising to have a
constitutional language for the protection of environment, the legal text in Turkey on environment does not
usually translate well into practice when economic growth and development are at stake. In a similar vein,
Adaman and Arsel (2005) argue that the legislative text on environment is well established whereas there are
still significant environmental challenges due to insufficient implementation. Over the years, governments in
Turkey, irrespective of their political stance, have supported development projects that created growth and

jobs, at the expense of high environmental costs (Paker et al., 2013).

In order to understand the problem of implementation, it is useful to look at the historical development of the
current implementing body, The Ministry of Environment and Urbanisation. The early steps towards a national
environmental policy started in the late 1970s, at the aftermath of the United Nations Stockholm Environment
and Human conference. As a first attempt to institutionalize environmental policymaking, the Undersecretariat
of Environment, affiliated to the Prime Ministry, was established in 1978 (Adaman & Arsel, 2012). With
increasing concerns over environmental problems and growing awareness in 1980s, the Under Secretariat was
first transformed into the General Directorate of Environment in 1984 and then into Ministry of Environment
in 1991 (Paker et al., 2013). In 2003, the Ministry of Environment merged with the Ministry of Forestry, forming
the Ministry of Environment and Forestry. Not a decade later, in 2011, the ministries were restructured again
and this time, the Ministry of Environment and Urbanisation was established, forging together the Ministry of
Environment and Ministry of Public Works and Housing. Although at first it seems to be an insignificant detail,
the history section of the Ministry website does not mention anything about the Ministry of the Environment,
and only the history of the Ministry of Public Works and Housing is provided. ! From this point, it can be
deduced that the former Ministry of Public Works and Housing has only changed its name to include three
general directorates form the old Ministry of Environment and Forestry (DG of Environmental Management,
DG of Environmental Impact Assessment, Permit and Inspection, and DG of Protection of Natural Assets)
(Sahin, 2014). In this context, Sahin (2014) argues that the focus of the current Ministry is not environment

but in fact just urbanism.

Meanwhile, in 2011, Ministry of Forestry was transformed into the Ministry of Forestry and Water Affairs,
undertaking some responsibilities over the protection of environment, as well. This created several conflicts of
authority between the two ministries. 13 In addition to these two ministries, the Ministry of Health, Ministry of
Energy and Natural Resources, and the Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Livestock also have responsibilities
concerning the protection of environment (Adaman & Arsel, 2012). The abovementioned transformation of
the institutions and agencies for environmental policy aptly illustrates why the Turkish state should not be
seen as a monolithic body. The legislative, judicial, and executive constituents clash with one another as the
state bureaucracy is organised as multiple and competing institutions and agencies (Adaman & Arsel, 2012;

Akbulut, 2011). This conflict of authority and impermanence of the institutional structure is one of the reasons

11 Constitution of the Republic of Turkey, Article 56, https://global.tbmm.gov.tr/docs/constitution en.pdf [Accessed 08.03.2017]

12 See MOEU web site: http://www.csb.gov.tr/turkce/index.php?Sayfa=sayfa&Tur=webmenu&Id=15 [Accessed 08.03.2017]

13 See Official Gazette dated July 4, 2011 and numbered 27984, "Decree Law No. 644 on the Organization and Duties of the Ministry of
Environment and Urbanism" and "Decree Law No. 645 on the Organization and Duties of the Ministry of Forestry and Water Affairs"
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for the state’s inability to implement environmental legislation. Indeed, the governance problem arising from
the multiplicity of agencies is crystallised well in the climate change governance in Turkey, as described in the
Box 3.1. Accordingly, six different ministries are involved in the process, together with three business
associations, and no civil society organisations. It is important to note that the ministries have different stances

against an ambitious climate policy, sometimes creating conflicts between the ministries themselves.

Box 3.1 State actors in the climate change governance in Turkey (prepared using Sahin, 2014)

The climate policy governance in Turkey is led and coordinated by the Ministry of Environment and

Urbanisation (MoUE), which hosts Turkey’s chief negotiator under UNFCCC. Along with the MoUE, other

important actors regarding climate policy governance are:

e Ministry of Energy and Natural Resources - the key actor for the energy and mitigation policies, usually
having a defensive stance against the ambitious climate policy

e Ministry of Development - the key actor for the analysis of the economic impacts of the policies, also
having a defensive stance

e Ministry of Forestry and Water Affairs - responsible for the adaptation policies and LULUCF

e Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Livestock - working for both the adaptation and mitigation policies

e Ministry of Foreign Affairs - providing diplomatic support during international negotiations.

These ministries, together with the three major business associations TUSIAD, MUSIAD and TOBB,

constitute the “Climate Change and Air Management Coordination Board” and currently the civil society in

Turkey has no representation in this board.

Adaman and Arsel (2012) argue that apart from the multiplicity of agencies, the incapability of the state to
implement environmental legislation largely stems from the patronage-based reciprocity, sacrificing
environmental protection at the expense of particular private interests. Although the state in Turkey is built
on and operates in a top-down structure (Heper, 1991), the interaction between elites and the state is carried
out mostly through corruption networks, bribery and patronage (Adaman, Carkoglu, & Senatalar, 2009; Heper
& Keyman, 1998; Transparency International, 2016). Hence, so far, both the governments and the attached
elites have found and created ingenious ways to circumvent existing legislation (Adaman & Arsel, 2012).
Furthermore, as mentioned before, when a choice between industrialisation and environmental protection is
on the table, state’s tendency has almost always been to opt for industrialisation, regardless of the political
stance of the government (Adaman & Arsel, 2012). The legal text does not translate well into practice due to
the incapability of the institutional structure and the unwillingness of governments to enforce the legislation
properly (Adaman & Arsel, 2012). As a result of this lack of commitment to environmental protection, such
important procedures as environmental impact assessments are most of the time seen as formalities,

sometimes resulting even in failure to implement definitive court decisions (Paker et al., 2013).

The period after 1980s onward, when the foundations of environmental legislations and institutions were first
laid, also marks one of the most important periods in terms of the socioeconomic transformation of Turkey,

given the ambitious liberalisation attempts of the Ozal government just after the military rule between 1980
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and 1983 (Adaman & Arsel, 2012). Turkey embarked on a path of neo-liberalization, a transformation that has
been fostered by multilateral institutions such as the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank
(Harris & Islar, 2013). With this transformation, the role of the state did not weaken, but has transformed
from being the provider of public utilities and services to being the regulator of a private sector and business-
friendly environment, where Ozal took strong steps for integrating the Turkish economy with global capitalism
(Adaman & Arsel, 2012; Harris & Islar, 2013). This neoliberal turn also affected the environmental and resource
use/access governance in the country through a wave of liberalisation and deregulation of many sectors,
including the energy sector (Harris & Islar, 2013). For instance, before 1980s, the investments on
hydroelectricity production were characterised by the big public investments for the construction of large dams,
with no participation from the private sector. However, after the neoliberal shift in the natural resource sector,
the Turkish government, in an attempt to increase the capacity for electricity generation, started a large-scale
project to promote small-scale hydroelectricity plants owned by the private sector, where “water usage rights”

would be granted to companies for 49-year periods (Harris & Islar, 2013).

Ozal’s aspiration to integrate the economy with global capitalism also resulted in a bid for full membership in
the EU, which in turn had a great influence on the environmental legislation in Turkey (Adaman & Arsel, 2012).
Since the environmental acguis contains several major legislations on water and air quality, waste
management, nature conservation, industrial pollution control, noise, climate change, chemicals and GMOs,
and horizontal legislation headings such as environmental impact assessment, and public access to
environmental information, the alignment attempts brought into the country a large bulk of environmental
legislation. As part of the approximation progress, Chapter 27 on environment was opened in 2009 and a large
chunk of IPA (Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance) funds (~15% of the total) was allocated to the
alignment of the environmental legislation in the form of laws, regulations, and decrees. However, as
mentioned earlier, the large bulk of environmental legislation did not translate fully into implementation. The
2016 Turkey Progress Report prepared by the European Commission points out the implementation problem

as follows:

“Turkey is at some level of preparation in this chapter. In the past year, there was some progress,
mainly in increasing capacity in waste management and wastewater treatment, whereas
enforcement and implementation remains weak, especially on waste management and industrial
pollution. (...) In the coming year, Turkey should (...) complete alignment with the directives on
waste management, industrial pollution and water and ensure correct implementation of the

environmental impact assessment legislation.” **lEmphasis added]

The problem of implementation was not exceptional to the 2016 report, as it was again quoted in the progress
report of 2015: “... whereas enforcement remains weak, especially on waste management and industrial
pollution. (...) Poor implementation of court rulings on environmental issues is causing public concern”.!> In

2014, the quote was “Turkey has made some progress in aligning legislation in the fields of environment and

4 European Commission 2016 Turkey Report, p.86, https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-
enlargement/sites/near/files/pdf/key documents/2016/20161109 report turkey.pdf [Accessed 08.03.2017]
15 European Commission 2015 Turkey Report, p.76, https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-
enlargement/sites/near/files/pdf/key documents/2015/20151110 report turkey.pdf [Accessed 08.03.2017]
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climate change, whereas enforcement remains weak”.'®

Overall, the EU accession process, in addition to its effects on the environmental legislation in Turkey, has
enabled the civil society in Turkey to rise to prominence. This was partly due to the increased efforts for
integration to the global economy. In fact, before 1980 military coup, there was already a vibrant civil society,
which, however, did not have any transformative power over the state structure (Paker et al., 2013). The
liberalisation period after the coup brought about the flourishing of the civil society, mobilizing for a wide range
of issues such as gender, human rights, and environmental protection. Especially in 1990s, the number of
environmental organisations increased (Adem, 2005), as environmental degradation and ecological issues

became more apparent in the country’s agenda (Paker et al., 2013).

Indeed, the development of the environmental movement in Turkey and the ways in which the environmental
organizations can influence public policies are mainly determined by the political structure of the state. As
Cerit Mazlum (2006) argues, the state in Turkey (regardless of the political stance of the governments) is
passive-exclusive'’, in the sense that the state acts selectively when taking into account the views of the civil
society. Some requests can be considered negotiable, depending on the nature of the organisations, whereas

other demands can be totally ignored if they create conflicts with other prioritized areas in policy-making.

Thus, in practice, the Turkish state adopts a rather arbitrary stance towards the civil society. If an
environmental organisation does not contradict the developmentalist priorities of the state, it can find the state
accessible on some cases (while inaccessible on other cases) (Paker et al., 2013). Therefore, it would not be
wrong to point out that, in Turkey, there is limited participation of the environmental organisations in the
decision-making processes related to the environment (Cerit Mazlum, 2006). This type of selective cooperation
was especially visible in the early 2000s, when Turkey’s candidacy for the EU obliged the state to collaborate
with the environmental organisations as a precondition for getting hold of the pre-accession funds
(Kadirbeyoglu, Adaman, Ozkaynak, & Paker, 2017).

Despite the involvement of some environmental organisations in the decision-making and policy-making
processes in Turkey, participation is often not effective (Adaman & Arsel, 2012; Kadirbeyodlu et al., 2017).
There are cases where civil society organisations have sometimes participated in decision-making processes
by becoming members of the commissions, by presenting their opinions and by contributing to the
development of environmental legislation. However, more often than not, participation has been confined to
"participation on paper", with meetings organised as formalities, where policy proposals by the environmental
organisation are ignored and are not reflected in final decisions and regulations (Paker et al., 2013).
Furthermore, given the inability and reluctance of the state to protect the environment, the relations between
the civil society and the state has become a rather conflicted terrain, where, even such matters as nature

conservation, which is usually considered a relatively conflict-free subject in the global North, may become a

6 European Commission 2014 Turkey Report, p.71, https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-

enlargement/sites/near/files/pdf/key documents/2014/20141008-turkey-progress-report en.pdf [Accessed 08.03.2017]

17 As Dryzek, Downes, Hunold, Schlosberg, & Hernes (2003) put forward, a state can be inclusive or exclusive in terms of their attitudes
towards letting non-governmental bodies (specifically civil society) to access decision making mechanism. They can apply this inclusion
of exclusion either actively or passively. Passive in the sense that state does not hinder the social organisation, whereas does not
support its development.
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controversial political topic in Turkey (Paker et al., 2013).

Against this background, an increasingly active and critical environmental civil society has emerged since mid-
2000s, to address the deepening of environmental problems which rapidly rose in number and aggravated
due to the aggressive growth strategies, particularly in the fields of the energy and infrastructure (Kadirbeyoglu
etal., 2017). As mentioned in the previous section, these aggressive policies led to several local environmental
conflicts against the construction of thermal and nuclear power plants, small scale hydropower projects,
renewable energy projects, urban transformation policies and mega infrastructure projects (Ozkaynak, Aydin,
et al., 2015). And recently, the state’s lack of commitment to environmental protection makes it a constant
battleground for civil society actors (Paker et al., 2013). The next section will look closely into some recent
ecological distribution conflicts resulting from aggressive energy policies, again by making use of the Turkish

Map of Environmental Justice and other data sources.
c) Turkey’s energy related conflicts

Turkey's energy policies have been predominated by concerns over the security of supply, affordability of
energy prices, and competitive power. These concerns entail a number of important challenges and
responsibilities for the country, both in terms of energy and environmental policies, and particularly in terms
of climate politics. With a population of more than 75 million and GDP of approximately 900 billion dollars,
Turkey sees the consumption of more energy as a precondition for the economic and social development of
the country in line with its comprehensive ideology of modernization and progress. Accordingly, there are two
main trends that have shaped the energy strategy of Turkey: the rapid increase in the demand for energy and
electricity (as presented in Figure 3.7), and country’s dependence on imported fossil fuel, mainly natural gas,
oil, and hard coal, as presented in Figure 3.8, leading to a significant deficit in its current account. Currently,

around 76 percent of all energy consumed in the country is imported from abroad.
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Figure 3-7 Trends in gross generation and net consumption of electricity in Turkey Source: TURKSTAT®

18 TURKSTAT, Turkish Statistical Institute, Power Installed of Power Plants, Gross Generation and Net Consumption of Electricity,
http://www.turkstat.gov.tr/PreTablo.do?alt id=1029 [Accessed 13.03.2017]
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Figure 3-8 Distribution of primary energy supply in Turkey by a) resource type, b) provision source, in 2015, Source:
TURKSTAT, 9
The case for electricity production is similar to the distribution of primary energy supply. As of September
2016, Turkey produces a notable bulk of its electricity from coal and natural gas (as described in Figure 3.9),
a large share of which is imported into country. As a result, the strategic plans are made in accordance with
scenarios projecting an increase in energy demand with increasing rates and matching this demand with

domestic resources.

Geothermal
1%

Natural gas
29%

Figure 3-9 The distribution of installed capacity by primary energy resources
in September 2016 Source: MENR?®

As part of its development targets for the centennial of the country called “Vision 2023" (as summarised in

Box 3.2), Turkey wants to enjoy a total installed capacity of 120,000 MW, by relying mostly on domestic

1 TURKSTAT, Turkish Statistical Institute, Final Energy Consumption by Sectors and Energy  Sources
http://www.turkstat.gov.tr/PreTablo.do?alt id=1029 [Accessed 13.03.2017]
20 MENR, Ministry of Energy and Natural Resources, http://www.enerji.gov.tr/tr-TR/Sayfalar/Elektrik [Accessed 09.03.2017]
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potential, where fossil fuels (especially domestic lignite) will be an important contributor, together with nuclear,
hydro and renewables. As a matter of fact, the roots of the strategy above date back to the Energy Supply
Security Strategy published by the Higher Planning Council Secretariat in 2009%, at the aftermath of the 2007-
2008 global economic crisis. In an attempt to reduce import dependence on energy resources (especially the
hydrocarbons), which had a quite significant impact on the country’s current account deficit, Turkey adopted

a new coal exploration scheme and 2012 was declared as the “Year of Coal”, with newfound lignite reserves

in different regions.

Box 3.2 Turkey’s Vision 2023 plans in detail (Source: Invest Turkey)

2013 2023
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The country plans to expand its capacity as follows:

e Increasing installed power to 120,000 MW

e Increasing the share of renewables to 30 percent

e Increasing the coal-fired installed capacity from the current level of 15.9 GW to 30 GW

e Maximising the use of hydropower

e Increasing installed capacity of wind power to 20,000 MW

e Consuming/exploiting all domestic resources until 2023, to decrease dependence on imported
energy

e