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A B S T R A C T

Faced with ongoing forest loss and degradation, the world’s decision-makers are turning to forest landscape
restoration (FLR) as a solution to many land use challenges. At the same time, governance is being promoted as
an important concept in relation to forests, landscapes, land use and increasingly, FLR. Yet, both terms – gov-
ernance and FLR - are complex, and their association creates widely differing expectations. In this article, we
analyse uses of the term’ governance’, and in particular, its use in relation to FLR in published articles, as well
as related literature on forest governance, landscape governance and environmental governance. Our intention
is to better understand how the term’ governance’ is used in the FLR literature and to demonstrate the diversity
of interpretations and understandings, and subsequent fuzziness in its application. We explore the categories of
meanings associated with governance, and also characterize trends in the use of the term in the FLR literature.
Finally, we conclude by identifying specific challenges intrinsic to the concept of FLR related to the landscape,
multiple objectives and the influence of multiple spatial and temporal scales, that in turn influence governance
of FLR.

1. Introduction

Forest loss and land degradation are persistent and perceived as
global problems by diverse stakeholders, including politicians, scien-
tists and global citizens. Impacts are felt at multiple levels, in terms
of both biodiversity and livelihoods (IPBES, 2018; FAO, 2018). In re-
sponse, there is a growing desire among global leaders to design poli-
cies that can meet multiple objectives, such as climate change mitiga-
tion, food security, biodiversity conservation as well as contributing to
the sustainable development goals (SDGs). Forest landscape restoration
(FLR) is increasingly seen by many policymakers and civil society or-
ganizations as a means to reach these multiple objectives (Chazdon et
al., 2015; Mansourian, 2018). Governance in the context of the FLR
process has however, only recently appeared as an issue at interna-
tional conferences (e.g. at the World Conservation Congress in 2016 or
in 2017 at the CIFOR-led workshop on’ Forest Landscape Restoration:
The need for a rights-based approach’) and in a few scientific publica-
tions (Guariguata and Brancalion, 2014; Mansourian, 2016; 2017). To
date, there is limited experience or research specifically on FLR and
governance, yet’ governance failure’ appears as a cause for forest loss

and degradation in many restoration and FLR projects and programmes
(Holl, 2017; McLain et al., 2017). While our understanding of gover-
nance in the context of a resource, such as a forest, is relatively ad-
vanced (e.g. Cashore, 2002; Agrawal et al., 2008; Arts et al., 2014), gov-
ernance in the broader context of a process such as restoration that takes
place in a large scale and over a long period of time, transforming a
landscape, is much more ambiguous.

Forest landscape restoration was defined in 2000 by a group of ex-
perts representing different social and ecological sciences as “a planned
process that aims to regain ecological integrity and enhance human wellbeing
in deforested or degraded landscapes” (ITTO and IUCN, 2005; Mansourian
et al., 2005; Lamb et al., 2012). Several other definitions have since
been proposed perhaps in recognition of the complexity of this defin-
ition (Sabogal et al., 2015; Mansourian, 2018), however, for our pur-
poses we refer to the original definition. Key aspects of this definition
are: 1. its dual focus (social and ecological), 2. its spatial and temporal
scales.

The last 20 years have seen significant research on governance
generally, and specifically on the environment as well as forests (e.g.
Lemos and Agrawal, 2006; Agrawal et al., 2008; Ros-Tonen and

⁎ Corresponding author at: Mansourian.org, Gingins, Switzerland.
Email addresses: stephanie@mansourian.org (S. Mansourian); anne.sgard@unige.ch (A. Sgard)

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2019.05.030
Received 23 October 2018; Received in revised form 17 May 2019; Accepted 20 May 2019
Available online xxx
0264-8377/ © 2019.



UN
CO

RR
EC

TE
D

PR
OO

F

S. Mansourian, A. Sgard Land Use Policy xxx (xxxx) xxx-xxx

Kusters, 2011; Colfer and Pfund, 2011). Nevertheless, there are numer-
ous interpretations of the term’ governance’, within and across disci-
plines. Governance is “often used very loosely to refer to a host of what can
in practice be rather different things” (Jordan, 2008). Nonetheless, there
is broad agreement that governance relates to decision-making and that
it is distinct from government (Kooiman, 1993). Fundamentally, gover-
nance has emerged as a popular term to reflect the demise of the power
of the state, and a shift towards both higher (international) and lower
(local) scales of decision-making (Masson-Vincent, 2008),

Prominent governance questions that emerge when scaling up for-
est restoration, include: who is involved in the restoration process? Who
is in the landscape and who is excluded? who decides what to restore,
why, where and how? How are influences from other administrative
scales considered? How are cross-sectoral influences considered? How
is long term management secured for these new forests and trees? Fur-
thermore, the specificities of FLR, in particular the spatial and tempo-
ral scales and the trade-offs between social and ecological objectives,
add complexity. This complexity is further exacerbated by a lack of
consensus on key terms such as’ forests’,’ landscape’ or’ degradation’
(Chazdon et al., 2016).

The purpose of this article is to provide an analytical basis for fu-
ture work on governance and FLR by improving understanding of how
the term’ governance’ is used in the context of FLR and building on the
existing body of knowledge on forest governance, environmental gover-
nance and landscape governance. The ultimate aim is to inform future
FLR initiatives.

2. Methods

Acknowledging on the one hand fuzzy definitions, and on the other,
the limited literature on governance and FLR, the method proposed is
two-phased1. First, we reviewed specifically the (English language) lit-
erature on FLR (excluding other forms of restoration) and governance.
Then, because of the limited dataset and in order to benefit from the
broader literature, we expanded our review to’ environmental gover-
nance’,’ forest governance’ and’ landscape governance’. The broader
analysis yielded general frameworks related to governance, environ-
mental governance, forest governance and landscape governance which
we applied to help our understanding as concerns governance and FLR.

In a second phase, we focused on the articles dealing explicitly with
governance and FLR. A search for’ forest landscape restoration’ in either
the title or the topic in the ISI Web of Science yielded 60 results over the
period 2005-2017. Within these results, a search for ‘governance’ again
in both title and topic fields reduced the number to 15 between 2012
and 2017 (see reference list where they are marked with an asterisk).
This second phase thus provided a second group of 15 articles which
we examined in greater detail. Each article was coded according to its
category, aim, the governance terminology it used and the definition (if
any) it used for the term’ governance’ . Although some aspects of gover-
nance can be found in the FLR literature (e.g. stakeholder engagement)
for the purposes of this article, we purposefully limited our analysis to
use of the term’ governance’ .

We classified these journal articles as case studies (3); comparative
case study analyses (3), frameworks (3), lesson learning (1), reviews
(6), syntheses (1) and literature reviews (2). It should be noted that the

1 This work benefitted from wider research undertaken in the context of a PhD project,
which also explored some individual project databases to see how FLR or restoration
projects considered governance (Mansourian, S., 2017. Tackling Governance Challenges
of Forest Landscape Restoration (PhD thesis, under the supervision of Prof. Anne Sgard).
Geneva: Geneva University).

total number is higher than 15, as some papers could be classified under
two categories. As a caveat, most of these articles do not explicitly in-
tend to explain or understand the relationship between governance and
FLR, although they all use both of these terms. Thus, the definitions and
interpretations of both governance and FLR are varied and not necessar-
ily comparable across articles.

The next section associates the findings from both stages of our re-
view to understand how the question of governance is taken into consid-
eration by FLR specialists and to assess emerging challenges from bring-
ing together FLR and governance.

3. Results and discussion

The first part of this section explores the use of’ governance’ in the
related areas of our research: environmental governance, forest gover-
nance and landscape governance.

3.1. Governance: one word, multiple meanings

The concept of ‘governance’ emerged in the 1990s and entered
into the environmental literature towards the beginning of the 2000s.
Governance has become popular to a large extent because of the shift
in the late 20th century away from centralized governments as being
the only power-wielding and decision-making centres (Kooiman, 1993).
This shift is summarized by Burris et al. (2008) as a change in: 1. in-
stitutions making the decisions, including through greater decentralized
approaches (e.g. Lemos and Agrawal, 2006), 2. methods of power, away
from’ command and control’ to self-regulation and market-based forces,
(or as suggested by Lemos and Agrawal (2006), the increased role of
market-based instruments); and 3. the nature or effectiveness of con-
straints which may be adapted due to the changing situation.

For Kooiman (1993) governance is “the patterns that emerge from the
governing activities of social, political and administrative actors”. Others fo-
cus on the organizational and coordination aspects of governance “the
governance concept generally implies some degree of self-regulation by soci-
etal actors, private public cooperation in solving societal problems, and new
forms of multilevel policy.” (Biermann and Pattberg, 2008). Somewhat
similarly, but more abstract, Burris et al. (2008) define governance as
“the management of the course of events in the social system”.

Two broad and comprehensive reviews of uses of the term’ gover-
nance’ are insightful as they explore in a comparable way uses of the
term across disciplines and provide a good characterization of the term:
Rhodes (1996) identified six uses of the term’ governance’, while Van
Kersbergen and van Waarden (2004) highlighted nine ways in which
governance is interpreted. Removing the overlaps yields a total of 10
uses (Table 1).

This first phase of research reveals two key elements: the diversity of
definitions reflecting notably the evolution from governance being as-
sociated with the role of a centralized government to a more dispersed
vision in which governance is the outcome of the interactions of a much
larger number of diverse actors. Secondly, it also highlights distinctions
in spatial and political scales, with emphasis for example, in some inter-
pretations, on international and multilateral efforts.

We use these two elements as we explore the related contexts of’
environmental governance’,’ landscape governance’ and’ forest gover-
nance’.

3.1.1. Environmental governance
There has been much interest in the concept of environmental gov-

ernance starting in the early 2000s, although a search in the online
database Scopus reveals early work already as of 1947. For Lemos and
Agrawal (2006) “environmental governance is synonymous with interven-
tions aiming at changes in environment-related incentives, knowledge, insti-
tutions, decision making, and behaviors.(…) “environmental governance”
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Table 1
Comparison of reviews of uses of the term “governance”.

Van Kersbergen and van
Waarden (2004) Rhodes (1996)

1 In the context of ‘good
governance’ which can be
likened to (western)
democratic principles.

‘Good governance’ in the context of
public sector reforms.

2 In international relations and in
the context of treaties and
conventions.

3 Self-organization which does
not require the intervention of
the state.

As minimal state, introducing reforms
to reduce central governments’ role.
Self-organizing networks of public and
private sector actors collaborating.

4 The institutions that make up
economic governance and
regulate markets.

5 Private sector governance
referring “to the system of
direction and control of
business corporations”.

Corporate governance associated with
principles of ‘good governance’.

6 Introducing ‘good governance’
in the public sector.

As new public management associated
with improved steering of public
institutions.

7 Public, private and hybrid
forms of network governance.

8 Multilevel governance.
9 Inter-company cooperation.
10 Governance as a “socio-cybernetic

system” which recognizes the loss of
centralized power in favour of a more
polycentric form of governance.

(..) [refers to] the set of regulatory processes, mechanisms and organiza-
tions through which political actors influence environmental actions and out-
comes.” Other definitions also emphasize the shift to diverse centres of
decision-making at different spatial scales (e.g. Cashore et al., 2007;
Newell et al., 2012). Yet others focus on the organizational and coor-
dination aspects of governance: “the governance concept generally implies
some degree of self-regulation by societal actors, private public cooperation
in solving societal problems, and new forms of multilevel policy.” (Biermann
and Pattberg, 2008).

A review of the diversity of definitions and uses of the term’ environ-
mental governance’ suggests that the term re-groups at least three main
aspects: 1. people (stakeholders, actors, groups, individuals, networks,
private-public partnerships etc.), 2. decision-making actions (e.g. shap-
ing, deciding, influencing etc.) and 3. tools that enable people to make
those decisions (e.g. rules, regulations, institutions, policies etc.).

Furthermore, five key areas of emphasis can be distinguished in the
environmental governance literature:

1. the literature on institutions and their role in environmental gov-
ernance as exemplified by Elinor Ostrom’s seminal work (e.g. Ostrom,
1995, 2011);

2. the international dimensions (global or regional) of environmental
governance, with an emphasis on environmental conventions and agree-
ments intended to address the frequently transboundary dimension of
natural resources such as water or forests (e.g. Kanowski et al., 2011;
Biermann et al., 2012; Bernstein and Cashore, 2012; Akhtar-Khavari and
Telesetsky, 2016);

3. the growing role of non-state actors (e.g. the business sector and
communities) in response to weakening governments (Kooiman, 1993;
Lemos and Agrawal, 2006);

4. the emphasis on the structural and organizational aspects of en-
vironmental governance in the context of decision-making structures or
bodies (e.g. Wilson and Cagalanan, 2016).

5 the legislative dimensions associated with governance (e.g.
Telesetsky, 2012; Akhtar-Khavari and Telesetsky, 2016).

The vast literature on environmental governance demonstrates the
complexity of governance dimensions and the broad spectrum covered.
It reveals a predominant focus on the diversity of actors operating at dif-
ferent spatial scales.

3.1.2. Forest governance
The interest of forest managers in governance also emerged at about

the same time as that of environmental specialists, with an exponential
growth in scientific publications in the last 30 years. Yet within this lit-
erature the focus and diversity of interpretations also vary.

The late 1990s and early 2000s saw mounting concern over the gov-
ernance of forests related to over-extraction of the resource at the ex-
pense of local livelihoods and loss of national revenue. In this context,
governance has been seen as a means of improving the management of
a valuable resource. Multiple actors have appeared on the stage extend-
ing governance of forests well beyond the role of public actors. A shift
was seen in the early 1990s with the expanding role of the private sec-
tor (Lemos and Agrawal, 2006) notably through certification of sustain-
able forest management (Cashore, 2002) described as “a complex hybrid
mix of international law, soft law and non-government performance-based
measures” (Bernstein and Cashore, 2012). Also, non-governmental orga-
nizations felt the need to defend the rights and roles of forest communi-
ties (e.g. the Forest Peoples Programme) (Newell et al., 2012; Arts et al.,
2014). Principles and criteria were established for’ good’ forest gover-
nance spearheaded by the World Bank (World Bank, 2009) but also by
the World Resources Institute (WRI) and the UN’s Food and Agriculture
Organization (FAO) (Kanowski et al., 2011) that include such things as
accountability, transparency and stakeholder participation.’ Good gov-
ernance’ suggests a subjective definition of the qualities required for
governance to be’ good’, something which may differ significantly in
different contexts, leading to what Masson-Vincent (2008) calls an’ im-
perialistic’ or normative approach. Although generally associated with
some normative definition of good practices in diverse aspects of gov-
ernance,’ good governance’ can also be associated with the delivery of
successful results (if and when these can be measured) or in terms of
both outcomes and process (Burris et al., 2008). Three points emerge
from this analysis: the introduction of new actors (the private sector,
NGOs, local communities etc.) both as political actors and as prescribers
of rules, norms and definitions; the frequently normative dimensions of
forest governance and finally, the introduction of a natural resource,
here forests, in the discussion on governance.

3.1.3. Landscape governance
Research linking landscapes and governance is more recent. The

term’ landscape’ generates complexity as it straddles many disciplines
- including landscape ecology, geography, conservation science, archi-
tecture and art. Natural and social sciences approach the term in dis-
tinct ways, and a multitude of definitions reflect this diversity (Bell et
al., 1997). The landscapes may be interpreted as a spatial scale (Pfund,
2010), as a platform to reconcile social and ecological objectives (Sayer
et al., 2013) or as a social construct which helps us to organize the way
we perceive our environment (Sgard, 2011).

Geographers have taken the lead on landscape governance (Görg,
2007; Gerber and Knoepfel, 2008; van Oosten, 2013; Ros-Tonen et
al., 2014; Dawson et al., 2017). Landscape governance emphasizes the
multi-scalar and multi-stakeholder nature of decision-making (Beunen
and Opdam, 2011; Kozar et al., 2014; Dawson et al., 2017) and has
been influenced to a large extent by work on social-ecological systems
(SES) (Ostrom, 2007, 2009; Fischer, 2018). It recognizes that multiple
scales and multiple actors interact within a given’ space’ (Kozar et al.,
2014). At the same time, it also acknowledges the mismatch in scales –

3



UN
CO

RR
EC

TE
D

PR
OO

F

S. Mansourian, A. Sgard Land Use Policy xxx (xxxx) xxx-xxx

both temporal and spatial - between ecological and social systems (Cash
et al., 2006; Dawson et al., 2017; Fischer, 2018). In the last decade,
landscape governance has “become generally accepted as referring to the
multi-stakeholder process of negotiation and decision making about policies
and programmes for effective conservation and sustainable use of forests, and
for implementing the planned measures within spatial landscape units.” (van
Oosten et al, 2014).

3.1.4. Emerging findings for governance and FLR
This overview of related terminology and uses of the term’ gover-

nance’ in the context of the environment, forests and landscapes, high-
lights the diversity of ways that’ governance’ is used and applied. Re-
lated research on governance does not seem to be directly applicable to
FLR even if there are elements that may be of use. Work on forest gov-
ernance is limited by its focus on the sector and the resource; work on
environmental governance is widely divergent - ranging from the col-
laborative dimensions, to the international legislative dimensions and
the emphasis on’ good governance’; and landscape governance faces the
challenges associated with the differing interpretations of landscapes.

The development of FLR is inserted in this context of research and
debate among actors on scales, power and decision-making modali-
ties. As a concept emerging from the conservation community, FLR
was initiated with a biodiversity focus. With time, in an effort to en-
gage more decision-makers, the focus switched to ecosystem services
provided by forests (Brancalion and Chazdon, 2017; Pistorius and Kiff,
2017; Reinecke and Blum, 2018). While the natural sciences shaped the
first few years of FLR implementation, a neo-liberal economic focus has
shaped the last few years, to the extent that some have suggested the
need to bring biodiversity back into FLR (Pistorius and Kiff, 2017).

This first analysis demonstrates that research to date on gover-
nance highlights the diversity of actors, institutions and decision-mak-
ing modes which are of relevance to FLR. Specific elements that emerge
are:

- differing understandings and definitions;
- a diversity of actors and stakeholders;
- a subject (FLR) which forces the integration of long-term concerns,

including flexibility, resilience and adaptability;
- the dual - human and ecological – dimensions;
- the challenge of temporal and spatial scales:
These first findings guide our analysis of the second set of literature

reviewed in the next section.

3.2. Emerging literature on FLR and governance

Turning to the literature search focusing on the terms’ governance’
and’ FLR’, we find here too that uses and definitions of the term’
governance’ are highly variable. The articles that focus on the Col-
laborative Partnership on FLR in the US, emphasize the collabora-
tive and multi stakeholder dimensions of governance (Schultz et al.,
2012; Butler et al., 2015; Urgenson et al., 2017). Pistorius and Freiberg
(2014) emphasize the multi-sectorial dimension of these collaborations,
crossing private, public and civil society organizations. Broader defin-
itions or uses of the term consider it in the context of decision-mak-
ing (Schultz et al., 2014; Stanturf et al., 2014; van Oosten et al., 2014;
Mansourian, 2016). Another distinction can be seen that focuses on
organizations, institutions or structures for the process of governance
(Stanturf et al., 2014; Schultz et al., 2014; Monroe and Butler, 2016;
Uriarte and Chazdon, 2016) or institutional arrangements (van Oosten,
2013; Pistorius et al., 2017). The concept of spatial (and temporal)
scales appears in some definitions, including in the context of formal
and informal decision-making (Lazos-Chavero et al., 2016; Mansourian,
2017). Butler et al. (2015) refer to engaging with other stakeholders at
diverse stages in the restoration process. In the same way, reference is

made to both the FLR process and the governance process (Mansourian,
2016, 2017).’ Governance systems’ are defined as organizations and
rules that govern resource use by Adams et al. (2016).

Further highlighting the diversity of uses of the term ‘governance’,
based on the 15 papers reviewed, it appears that the term’ governance’
is frequently associated with other terms as evidenced by the 39 terms
used in conjunction with’ governance’ (see Annex). These terms associ-
ated with’ governance’ can be re-grouped based on their meaning as: 1.
components of a whole – if governance is seen as a process, then within
it there may be different components (e.g. governance dimensions or
governance factors ), 2. ways of organizing stakeholders – referring to
configurations of stakeholders (e.g. collaborative governance, polycen-
tric governance), 3. outcomes (of governance) – whereby a governance
process can generate some specific governance outcomes (e.g. gover-
nance solutions, or governance obstacles), 4. organizing concepts that
seek to frame governance (e.g. governance strategies or frameworks)
and 5. spatial dimensions (e.g. governance scale or landscape gover-
nance). This categorization is not mutually exclusive, with for example,
governance scales being potentially both a way of organizing stakehold-
ers as well as a spatial dimension. Such a plethora of associated terms
qualifies governance in different ways, adding to the complexity and to
varied interpretations of the term.

Forest landscape restoration is a complex process. Grounded in the
review of the 15 papers, we discuss four key features of FLR that impact
on the governance-FLR relationship.

3.2.1. Adaptation: FLR is a long-term process that modifies landscapes and
is modified by experience

The act of restoration, modifies the landscape, thereby generat-
ing changes in its value and creating potential winners and losers
(Lazos-Chavero et al., 2016; Mansourian, 2016; Pistorius et al., 2017).
Activities undertaken under an FLR programme will entail costs and
there may be a need to find mechanisms to compensate’ losers’ (e.g.
Alarcon et al., 2017). In the short term, costs of restoration inputs or
opportunity costs of setting land aside for restoration may not eas-
ily be compensated by longer term benefits from restored landscapes
(Adams et al., 2016). This dichotomy further skews the value of FLR,
as short-term needs of stakeholders may have to be addressed, and poli-
cies, incentives and other forms of motivation may be necessary in view
of anticipated future benefits. For example, in the US where collabora-
tion seeks to engage diverse actors in FLR, there is a recognition that
progress is challenged “in the face of multiple resource management needs
and changing societal preferences and values” (Urgenson et al., 2017).

In many cases, trade-offs may apply between short-term restoration
of useful trees, and long-term ecologically valuable trees (Borda-Niño et
al., 2017) and it may be necessary to explicitly recognize the different
perceptions of the value of restoration (Urgenson et al., 2017). Rules
and mechanisms may be needed to ensure that over time, these bene-
fits may accrue to those willing to accept the short-term pain for the
long-term gain. In turn, this begs the question: who measures the quality
of the outcomes and what mechanisms ensure that objective verification
can take place? Over time, the same stakeholders may also change their
approach to the land and to restoration (Lazos-Chavero et al., 2016).

The temporal dimension recognizes the dynamic nature of both eco-
logical and social systems. It also concerns values to be generated (and
lost) through the explicit modification of the landscape. In turn this
modification reflects the different experiences of the landscape and of
restoration by different stakeholders (Lazos-Chavero et al., 2016). Pre-
vious work “insufficiently addresses the dynamism of diverse stakeholders
and the corresponding economic uncertainty, which necessitate involving all
stakeholders in making decisions and building relationships that are resilient
to evolving circumstances.” (Lazos-Chavero et al., 2016).
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Because of the diverse scales, both spatial and temporal, and the un-
certainty of the long-term process, flexibility and adaptation are impor-
tant (Adams et al., 2016; Lazos-Chavero et al., 2016). Over time, the
relationship between stakeholders and the land and forest evolves, as
they are modified through FLR, and as stakeholders’ needs change. Tra-
ditions, cultures and knowledge shape this evolution. Although West-
ern science and knowledge have been the predominant science ap-
plied to recent changes in landscapes, increasingly, traditional forms of
knowledge are also being recognized and ways of accommodating them
are being sought in land use change and forest management, includ-
ing in FLR (Lake et al., 2018). Learning is an indispensable component
whereby knowledge and’ good practices’ are used to develop stakehold-
ers’ capacities to adapt (van Oosten, 2013).

3.2.2. Collaboration across multiple stakeholders, and multiple temporal
and spatial scales

The’ landscape’ is central to FLR. The term’ landscape’ delimits an
area that is larger than a site but smaller than an ecoregion, and in
most cases is shared by different stakeholders who may in turn have
different perceptions of where this defined’ landscape’ starts and where
its boundaries end. Unlike small-scale or site-based restoration, FLR is
rarely undertaken on land that belongs to or is used exclusively by
a single landowner (public or private). The larger spatial scale, and’
fuzziness’ surrounding the boundaries of a landscape, signify that more
stakeholders are engaged than for example, on a private farm, or a pub-
lic forest where restoration activities may take place without contention
and disagreement among diverse stakeholders with different interests
(Monroe and Butler, 2016). Restoration and agreements related to ob-
jectives, research needs, monitoring etc. can create a space for engage-
ment and collaboration (Schultz et al., 2014). However, it also raises the
challenge of long-term sustainability and coordination among different
actors and sectors (e.g. Adams et al., 2016; Schultz et al., 2014). Ten-
sions and differences may arise concerning who is involved in the plan-
ning and who is involved in the implementation. For example, in the
Colorado Front Range, special committees deal with monitoring, while
data collection is being done by the Colorado Forest Restoration Insti-
tute at Colorado State University (Schultz et al., 2014).

Stakeholders are heterogeneous, including at the household level,
and it is difficult to classify them according to simplistic groupings
(Adams et al., 2016). Furthermore, defining the spatial scope of a
restoration project or policy can create new groups or in contrast, split
existing groups, leading to social transformation. Effecting change on
the ground requires acting not only at the policy level, but also with
a diversity of stakeholders at the local level (Pistorius et al., 2017).
The disconnect between geographical scales: for planning, implemen-
tation and decision-making, compounds complexities surrounding FLR.
Typically, decisions are being made at high-level international meetings
that will affect the livelihoods of local populations (e.g. Pistorius et al.,
2017; van Oosten et al., 2018). Planning is being done at a landscape
level, straddling communities (e.g. Mansourian et al., 2016; Monroe and
Butler, 2016). Reconciling these different spatial scales represents a sig-
nificant governance challenge.

Stakeholder temporal scales also represent a challenge, with for ex-
ample, short term planning cycles by donors and decision-makers (e.g.
Adams et al., 2016), as compared to longer-term ecological cycles for
restoration (at least 15–20 years are necessary to reach a reasonable
level of tree cover in many temperate forests). Further disconnects arise
when international bodies attempt to set standards in restoration applic-
able internationally, while not considering local realities and idiosyn-
crasies (Higgs et al., 2018).

3.2.3. Multiple tenure systems and property rights
While physical definitions of landscapes generally remain in flux,

scaling up forest restoration signifies in most cases, straddling land that

either belongs to different people in a de jure sense, or in a de facto sense.
In many areas needing restoration, there are outstanding claims on land
or forests, overlapping tenure systems or insufficient information to clar-
ify tenure rights (e.g. Larson et al., 2008). Larger scales, particularly in
the global south, may also equate with more uncertainty over resource
rights and tenure, more overlapping jurisdictional and administrative
authority (van Oosten et al., 2014; McLain et al., 2017). “As a result, it is
becoming increasingly recognised that landscape restoration requires the in-
volvement of multiple stakeholders operating in multiple sectors, and at mul-
tiple scales” (van Oosten et al., 2014). These are fundamental obstacles
to the definition of restoration priorities, negotiations, and implementa-
tion of restoration actions. In Ethiopia, Pistorius et al. (2017) found that
local pastoralists could relate to the creation of woodlots on private land
where tenure was clear, but not to reforestation for other purposes and
in areas where several land users were involved with unclear rights.

While for some (e.g. Nagendra, 2007) security of tenure is important
to ensure long term investment in restoration, others identified that un-
clear or conflicting tenure and rights may prove a deterrent to restora-
tion (e.g. Fortmann and Bruce, 1991; Cotula and Mayers, 2009). For ex-
ample, in Ghana, secure tree tenure through certificates, creates an in-
centive to engage in tree planting (Mansourian et al., 2019). Unclear
tenure rights have been identified as a driver of forest loss (e.g. Ostrom
and Nagendra, 2007; Cronkleton et al., 2012). In contrast, clarifying
tenure rights has been identified as a prerequisite for effective and long
term restoration (e.g. Xi et al., 2014; van Oosten, 2013) and transfer of
tenure or rights was highlighted as an incentive for restoration (Adams
et al., 2016). Furthermore, when restoring forested landscapes, tenure
concerns the land, the trees, products from the trees and the service
(e.g. carbon sequestration, which is monetized) provided by the trees
(Fortmann and Bruce, 1991; Peluso, 1996). For example, in Morocco,
the valuable argan trees are all owned by the state, even if they are
found on privately-owned land (Biermayr-Jenzano et al., 2014). In ad-
dition, different property rights (e.g. the right to manage or to sell trees)
can be obtained through restoration of landscapes (Adams et al., 2016).

Yet, legality of tenure is not necessarily a panacea, and remains in-
feasible in many situations, although reducing conflict and finding com-
promises over rights remains a priority (de Jong et al., 2018).

3.2.4. Striking a balance between social and ecological objectives for
restoration

Another element of complexity is that of integrating ecological and
social dimensions. Many past restoration efforts have failed because
they did not consider the needs of local people (Lazos-Chavero et al.,
2016). Setting dual goals, implementing activities to meet them, and
monitoring their progress, all require cross-disciplinarity. At times social
objectives (e.g. food production) may appear to clash with biodiversity
objectives (e.g. habitat conservation). Power relations and inequalities
in forest restoration can be revealed through a critical analysis of gover-
nance (Rai et al., 2018).

Combining both ecological and social objectives may be tricky, as
have demonstrated lessons from’ Integrated Conservation and Develop-
ment Projects’ (ICDPs) (McShane and Wells, 2004). Yet, a landscape
approach can overcome the divide between social and ecological sci-
ences, enabling a more holistic view. On the ground, reaching multi-
ple, and at times conflicting, objectives may require the negotiation of
trade-offs (Sayer et al., 2008) and’ win-win’ solutions may never be
achievable (van Oosten, 2013; Lazos-Chavero et al., 2016). More pow-
erful stakeholders may promote different objectives. For example, in
Rwanda the government promoted large scale restoration using Euca-
lyptus species, while rural communities were not satisfied with use of
this particular species as they were not consulted in the process, and
they preferred mixed cropping systems (van Oosten et al., 2018). In
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contrast, in Madagascar, the use of exotic species, such as Eucalyptus,
was a way of converting forestland to production purposes and allowed
farmers to claim ownership of the land in question (Mansourian et al.,
2016). The restoration process is thus often instrumentalized in broader
land ownership struggles.

Recognizing that there was as yet no framework to address the social
dimension in FLR, Adams et al. (2016) combined four frameworks (In-
stitutional Analysis and Development Framework (IAD), the Socio-Eco-
logical Systems framework (SES), the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment
(MEA), and the sustainable rural livelihoods framework) to design a
conceptual framework for their purposes. It aims to demonstrate the
types of social outcomes FLR can achieve. Similarly, a typology of FLR
(Mansourian and Vallauri, 2014) provided categories of potential ob-
jectives for FLR covering both human and ecological dimensions. For
example, planting trees along the Lower Kinabatangan river in Borneo
helped to protect the water from sedimentation for both fish and hu-
mans.

Large scale forest restoration requires several stakeholders coming
together. It necessitates reconciling different interests and modifying
landscapes for the long-term (Lazos-Chavero et al., 2016). Incentivizing
collaboration and ensuring its continuity are key challenges.

4. Conclusions: governance and FLR - a two-way relationship

This review of the literature highlighted on the one hand that lit-
tle attention has been given to date to FLR and governance, and on the
other hand, the complexities surrounding the relationship between gov-
ernance and FLR. Through this contribution we sought to disentangle
these complexities and to expose the diversity of issues associated with
FLR and governance. We conclude with some discussion points that re-
quire further research and which may support both practice and policy.

Uncertainty of outcomes is prevalent in FLR and ecological restora-
tion more generally (Suding, 2011). As a result, FLR implementation
requires adaptability and flexibility, neither of which is possible with
a mere technocratic approach. The relevance of spatial and temporal
scales emerges from this review. The spatial delimitation of the land-
scape perimeter is rarely made explicit and remains a political decision
defining who is in the landscape and who is out. Without transparency
and negotiation with stakeholders the landscape becomes a tool to jus-
tify political decisions (Sgard, 2014). Because FLR takes place at a scale
that is fuzzy, rarely corresponds to an administrative unit, and generally
re-groups multiple stakeholders with varying interests in the landscape,
influences from other spatial scales will be particularly important, yet
how these are integrated in the landscape remains complex (Fischer,
2018). In turn, interventions to modify the landscape, have wider reper-
cussions on proximate and distant landscape interests.

Complexity is also present in the dynamic nature of FLR which does
not have a static endpoint, but rather evolves and adapts over time,
with consequent changing governance challenges (Mansourian, 2016).
As FLR takes place over a period of decades, changes will not only ap-
pear in the physical landscape being restored, but also in the social,
political and economic contexts, requiring flexible and adaptive institu-
tions (Mansourian, 2017).The fluidity in the concept of FLR, from an
ecocentric to an anthropocentric focus, suggests a lack of solid ground-
ing, creating a greater need for an understanding of associated gov-
ernance processes. It also suggests the need for more integrated ap-
proaches across’ communities’ – in particular both the development and
the conservation communities but also between science and practice
(e.g. Adger et al., 2003) and between science and policy (e.g. Menz et
al., 2013).

Forest landscape restoration in turn serves to stimulate a wider un-
derstanding of governance. The consequences of a long-term modifica

tion of land use as evident in FLR, requires a flexible yet comprehensive
understanding of the dynamics and complexities behind the governance
process. For example, returning trees to the landscape can impact on
tenure rights in places where tenure conflicts exist or where legislation
supports management or use rights over land that is transformed.

Normative approaches to governance have been proposed but they
cannot account for the uniqueness of different realities and the evolving
dynamics of FLR. At best, imposing one model on many different FLR
situations is not realistic, at worse it represents a cultural imposition.
Instead recognizing this diversity and the evolution of two processes –
governance and FLR – can help to better consider their relationship.
Flexible and adaptive tools (e.g. Mansourian, 2017), as well as learning
by doing, can provide more effective ways of considering and integrat-
ing governance in the FLR process.

Ultimately, implementation of FLR takes place in diverse ecological,
cultural, political, social and economic contexts, in which governance
differs, and in which the FLR process will take a different course. Gov-
ernance of FLR is framed in social-ecological systems with unique local
cultures, norms, politics and environmental realities. Understanding, in-
tegrating and balancing these different contexts is fundamental to both
the governance and FLR processes.

Appendix A.

Annex: Terms associated with governance.

Categories Associated terms

Components of a whole aspects of governance/governance aspects
dimensions of governance
elements of governance
governance dimension
governance elements
governance factors
governance indicators
governance mechanism
governance-related activities
governance-related guidance

Way of organizing stakeholders collaborative governance
forms of governance
governance arrangements (formal and infor-
mal)
governance model
governance process
governance structure
modes of governance/governance modes
network governance
polycentric governance
self-governance
types of governance

Outcomes of governance governance challenge
governance concerns
governance obstacles
governance products
governance solutions
governance institutions

Organizing concept governance framework
governance strategies
environmental governance theories
governance context
governance system/system of governance
Approaches to governance/governance ap-
proaches

Spatial dimensions of gover-
nance

governance levels/levels of governance
landscape governance
local governance
scales of governance

6



UN
CO

RR
EC

TE
D

PR
OO

F

S. Mansourian, A. Sgard Land Use Policy xxx (xxxx) xxx-xxx

References

*Adams, C., Rodrigues, S.T., Calmon, M., Kumar, C., 2016. Impacts of large‐scale forest
restoration on socioeconomic status and local livelihoods: what we know and do not
know. Biotropica 48 (6), 731–744.

Adger, W.N., Brown, K., Fairbrass, J., Jordan, A., Paavola, J., Rosendo, S., Seyfang, G.,
2003. Governance for sustainability: towards a ‘thick’analysis of environmental deci-
sion making. Environ. Plan. A 35 (6), 1095–1110.

Agrawal, A., Chhatre, A., Hardin, R., 2008. Changing governance of the world’s forests.
Science 320 (5882), 1460–1462.

Akhtar-Khavari, A., Telesetsky, A., 2016. From protection to restoration: a challenge for
environmental governance. In: Fisher, D. (Ed.), Research Handbook on Fundamen-
tal Concepts of Environmental Law. Cheltenham and Northampton, MA: Elgar, pp.
50–81.

Alarcon, G.G., Fantini, A.C., Salvador, C.H., Farley, J., 2017. Additionality is in detail:
Farmers’ choices regarding payment for ecosystem services programs in the Atlantic
forest, Brazil. J. Rural Stud. 54, 177–186.

Arts, B., Behagel, J., Turnhout, E., de Koning, J., van Bommel, S., 2014. A practice based
approach to forest governance. For. Policy Econ. 49, 4–11.

Bell, S.S., Fonseca, M.S., Motten, L.B., 1997. Linking restoration and landscape ecology.
Restor. Ecol. 5 (4), 318–323.

Bernstein, S., Cashore, B., 2012. Complex global governance and domestic policies: four
pathways of influence. Int. Aff. 88 (3), 585–604.

Beunen, R., Opdam, P., 2011. When landscape planning becomes landscape governance,
what happens to the science?. Landsc. Urban Plan. 100, 324–326.

Biermann, F., Abbott, K., Andresen, S., Bäckstrand, K., Bernstein, S., Betsill, M.M., Bulke-
ley, H., et al., 2012. Transforming governance and institutions for global sustainabil-
ity: key insights from the Earth System Governance Project. Curr. Opin. Environ. Sus-
tain. 4 (1), 51–60.

Biermann, F., Pattberg, P., 2008. Global environmental governance: taking stock, moving
forward. Annu. Rev. Environ. Resour. 33, 277–294.

Biermayr-Jenzano, P., Kassam, S.N., Aw-Hassan, A., 2014. Understanding Gender and
Poverty Dimensions of High Value Agricultural Commodity Chains in the
Souss-masaa-Draa Region of South-western Morocco. Working Paper. ICARDA,
mimeo. Amman, Jordan.

Borda-Niño, M., Hernández-Muciño, D., Ceccon, E., 2017. Planning restoration in hu-
man-modified landscapes: new insights linking different scales. Appl. Geogr. 83,
118–129.

Brancalion, P.H., Chazdon, R.L., 2017. Beyond hectares: four principles to guide reforesta-
tion in the context of tropical forest and landscape restoration. Restor. Ecol. 25 (4),
491–496.

Burris, S., Kempa, M., Shearing, C., 2008. Changes in governance: a cross-disciplinary re-
view of current scholarship. Akron L. Rev. 41, 1.

*Butler, W.H., Monroe, A., McCaffrey, S., 2015. Collaborative implementation for ecolog-
ical restoration on US public lands: implications for legal context, accountability, and
adaptive management. Environ. Manage. 55 (3), 564–577.

Cash, D.W., Adger, W.N., Berkes, F., Garden, P., Lebel, L., Olsson, P., et al., 2006. Scale and
cross-scale dynamics: governance and information in a multilevel world. Ecol. Soc. 11
(2), 8.

Cashore, B., 2002. Legitimacy and the privatization of environmental governance: how
non–state market–driven (NSMD) governance systems gain rule–making authority.
Governance 15 (4), 503–529.

Cashore, B., Auld, G., Bernstein, S., Mc Dermott, C., 2007. Can non-state governance
‘ratchet up’ global environmental standards? Lessons from the forest sector. RECIEL
16 (2), 2007.

Chazdon, R.L., Brancalion, P.H., Laestadius, L., Bennett-Curry, A., Buckingham, K., Kumar,
C., et al., 2016. When is a forest a forest? Forest concepts and definitions in the era of
forest and landscape restoration. Ambio 45 (5), 538–550.

Chazdon, R.L., Brancalion, P.H., Lamb, D., Laestadius, L., Calmon, M., Kumar, C., 2015. A
policy-driven knowledge agenda for global forest and landscape restoration. Conserv.
Lett. https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12220.

Colfer, C, Pfund, J.-L. (Eds.), 2011. Collaborative Governance of Tropical Landscapes.
Earthscan, London.

Cotula, L., Mayers, J., 2009. Tenure in REDD - Start-point or Afterthought? Natural Re-
source Issues No. 15. International Institute for Environment and Development, Lon-
don.

Cronkleton, P., Pulhin, J.M., Saigal, S., 2012. Co-management in community forestry: how
the partial devolution of management rights creates challenges for forest communi-
ties. Conserv. Soc. 10 (2), 91.

Dawson, L., Elbakidze, M., Angelstam, P., Gordon, J., 2017. Governance and management
dynamics of landscape restoration at multiple scales: learning from successful envi-
ronmental managers in Sweden. J. Environ. Manage. 197, 24–40.

de Jong, W., Van der Zon, M., Flores Urushima, A., Youn, Y.-C., Liu, J., Li, N., 2018.
Tenure, property rights and forest landscape restoration. In: Mansourian, S., Parrotta,
J. (Eds.), Forest Landscape Restoration: Integrated Approaches to Support Effective
Implementation. Earthscan Forest Library, Routledge, London.

FAO, 2018. The State of the World’s Forests 2018 - Forest Pathways to Sustainable Devel-
opment. FAO, Rome, Licence: CC BY-NC-SA 3.0 IGO.

Fischer, A.P., 2018. Forest landscapes as social-ecological systems and implications for
management. Landsc. Urban Plan. 177, 138–147.

Fortmann, L., Bruce, J., 1991. You’ve Got to Know Who Controls the Land and Trees Peo-
ple Use: Gender, Tenure and the Environment. IDS, Sussex.

Gerber, J.D., Knoepfel, P., 2008. Towards integrated governance of landscape develop-
ment: the Swiss model of regional nature parks. Res. Dev. 28 (2), 110–115.

Görg, C., 2007. Landscape governance: the “politics of scale” and the “natural” conditions
of places. Geoforum 38 (5), 954–966.

Guariguata, M.R., Brancalion, P.H., 2014. Current challenges and perspectives for govern-
ing forest restoration. Forests 5 (12), 3022–3030.

Higgs, E., Harris, J., Murphy, S., Bowers, K., Hobbs, R., Jenkins, W., et al., 2018. The
evolution of Society for Ecological Restoration’s principles and standards—counter‐re-
sponse to Gann et al.. Restor. Ecol. 26 (3), 431–433.

Holl, K.D., 2017. Restoring tropical forests from the bottom up. Science 355 (6324),
455–456.

IPBES, 2018. In: Scholes, R., Montanarella, L., Brainich, A., Barger, N., ten Brink, B.,
Cantele, M., Erasmus, B., Fisher, J., Gardner, T., Holland, T.G., Kohler, F., Kotiaho,
J.S., Von Maltitz, G., Nangendo, G., Pandit, R., Parrotta, J., Potts, M.D., Prince, S.,
Sankaran, M., Willemen, L. (Eds.), Summary for Policymakers of the Thematic As-
sessment Report on Land Degradation and Restoration of the Intergovernmental Sci-
ence-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. IPBES Secretariat, Bonn.

ITTO and IUCN, 2005. Restoring Forest Landscapes: an Introduction to the Art and Science
of Forest Landscape Restoration. ITTO and IUCN, Yokohama and Gland.

Jordan, A., 2008. The governance of sustainable development: taking stock and looking
forwards. Environ. Plann. C Gov. Policy 26 (1), 17–33.

Kanowski, P.J., McDermott, C.L, Cashore, P.W., 2011. Implementing REDD+: lessons from
analysis of forest governance. Environ. Sci. Policy 14 (2), 111–117.

Kooiman, J. (Ed.), 1993. Modern Governance: New Government-Society Interactions.
Sage, London, Thousand Oaks and New Delhi.

Kozar, R., Buck, L.E., Barrow, E.G., Sunderland, T.C.H., Catacutan, D.E., Planicka, C., et
al., 2014. Toward Viable Landscape Governance Systems: What Works?. EcoAgricul-
ture Partners, on behalf of the Landscapes for People, Food, and Nature Initiative.,
Washington, DC.

Lake, F.K, Parrotta, J., Giardina, C., Davidson-Hunt, I., Uprety, Y., 2018. Integration of tra-
ditional and Western knowledge in forest landscape restoration. In: Mansourian, S.,
Parrotta, J. (Eds.), Forest Landscape Restoration: Integrated Approaches to Support
Effective Implementation. Earthscan Forest Library, Routledge, London.

Lamb, D., Stanturf, J., Madsen, P., 2012. What is forest landscape restoration? Pages 3-23.
In: Stanturf, J., Lamb, D., Madsen, P. (Eds.), Forest Landscape Restoration. Springer,
Dordrecht.

Larson, A.M., Cronkleton, P., Barry, D., Pacheco, P., 2008. Tenure Rights and Beyond:
Community Access to Forest Resources in Latin America. Occasional Paper no. 50.
CIFOR, Bogor.

*Lazos-Chavero, E., Zinda, J., Bennett‐Curry, A., Balvanera, P., Bloomfield, G., Lindell, C.,
Negra, C., 2016. Stakeholders and tropical reforestation: challenges, trade‐offs, and
strategies in dynamic environments. Biotropica 48 (6), 900–914.

Lemos, M.C., Agrawal, A., 2006. Environmental governance. Annu. Rev. Environ. Resour.
31 (1), 297–325.

Mansourian, S., 2018. In the eye of the beholder: reconciling interpretations of forest land-
scape restoration. Land Degrad. Dev. https://doi.org/10.1002/ldr.3014.

*Mansourian, S., 2017. Governance and Forest Landscape Restoration: a framework to
support decision-making. J. Nat. Conserv. 37, 21–30.

*Mansourian, S., 2016. Understanding the relationship between governance and forest
landscape restoration. Conserv. Soc. 14 (3), 267–278.

Mansourian, S., Razafimahatratra, A., Ranjatson, P., Rambeloarisao, G., 2016. Novel gov-
ernance for forest landscape restoration in Fandriana-Marolambo, Madagascar. World
Dev. Perspect. 3, 28–31.

Mansourian, S., Vallauri, D., 2014. Restoring forest landscapes: important lessons learnt.
Environ. Manage. 53, 241–251.

Mansourian, S., Vallauri, D., Dudley, N. (Eds.), 2005. Forest Restoration in Landscapes:
Beyond Planting Trees. Springer, New York.

Mansourian, S., Walters, G., Gonzales, E., 2019. Identifying Governance Problems and
Negotiating Solutions for Forest Landscape Restoration in New Caledonia (in press).
Parks, Canada and Ghana.

Masson-Vincent, M., 2008. Governance and geography explaining the importance of re-
gional planning to citizens, stakeholders in their living space. Boletín de la Asociación
de Geógrafos Españoles 46, 77–95.

McLain, R., Guariguata, M.R., Lawry, S., 2017. Implementing Forest Landscape Restora-
tion Initiatives Tenure, Governance, and Equity Considerations. Accelerating Restora-
tion of Degraded Forest Landscapes: The Role of Tenure Security and Local Forest
Governance in Catalyzing Global Restoration Initiatives. CIFOR, Bogor.

McShane, T.O., Wells, M.P., 2004. Getting Biodiversity Projects to Work: Towards More
Effective Conservation and Development. Columbia University Press, New York.

Menz, M.H.M., Dixon, K.W., Hobbs, R.J., 2013. Hurdles and opportunities for land-
scape-scale restoration. Science 339, 526–527.

*Monroe, A.S., Butler, W.H., 2016. Responding to a policy mandate to collaborate: struc-
turing collaboration in the collaborative forest landscape restoration program. J. Env-
iron. Plan. Manag. 59 (6), 1054–1072.

Nagendra, H., 2007. Drivers of reforestation in human-dominated forests. Proc. Natl. Acad.
Sci. 104 (39), 15218–15223.

Newell, P., Pattberg, P., Schroeder, H., 2012. Multiactor governance and the environment.
Annu. Rev. Environ. Resour. 37, 365–387.

Ostrom, E., 2007. Sustainable Social-Ecological Systems: An Impossibility? Presented at
the 2007 Annual Meetings of the American Association for the Advancement of Sci-
ence, “Science and Technology for Sustainable Well-Being,” 15–19 February in San
Francisco.

7



UN
CO

RR
EC

TE
D

PR
OO

F

S. Mansourian, A. Sgard Land Use Policy xxx (xxxx) xxx-xxx

Ostrom, E., 2009. A general framework for analyzing sustainability of social-ecological
systems. Science 325 (5939), 419–422.

Ostrom, E., 2011. Background on the institutional analysis and development framework.
Policy Stud. J. 39 (1), 7–27.

Ostrom, E., Nagendra, H., 2007. Tenure alone is not sufficient: monitoring is essential. En-
viron. Econ. Policy Stud. 8, 175–199.

Ostrom, E., 1995. Understanding Institutional Diversity. Princeton University Press,
Princeton.

Peluso, N.L., 1996. Fruit trees and family trees in an anthropogenic forest: ethics of access,
property zones, and environmental change in Indonesia. Comp. Stud. Soc. Hist. 38 (3),
510–548.

Pfund, J.-L., 2010. Landscape-scale research for conservation and development in the trop-
ics: fighting persisting challenges. Curr. Opin. Environ. Sustain. 2, 117–126.

*Pistorius, T., Freiberg, H., 2014. From target to implementation: perspectives for the in-
ternational governance of forest landscape restoration. Forests 5, 482–497.

*Pistorius, T., Carodenuto, S., Wathum, G., 2017. Implementing forest landscape restora-
tion in Ethiopia. Forests 8 (3), 61.

Pistorius, T., Kiff, J., 2017. From a Biodiversity Perspective: Risks, Trade Offs and Interna-
tional Guidance for Forest Landscape Restoration. UNIQUE, Freiburg.

Rai, N.D., Bhasme, S., Balaji, P., 2018. Power, inequality and rights: a political ecology of
forest restoration. In: Mansourian, S., Parrotta, J. (Eds.), Forest Landscape Restoration:
Integrated Approaches to Support Effective Implementation. Earthscan Forest Library,
Routledge, London.

Reinecke, S., Blum, M., 2018. Discourses across scales on forest landscape restoration. Sus-
tainability 10 (3), 613.

Rhodes, R.A.W., 1996. The new governance: governing without government. Polit. Stud.
44 (4), 652–667.

Ros-Tonen, M.A., Kusters, K., 2011. Pro-poor governance of non-timber forest products:
the need for secure tenure, the rule of law, market access and partnerships. Non-tim-
ber Forest Products in the Global Context. Springer, Berlin Heidelberg, 189–207.

Ros-Tonen, M.A., Derkyi, M., Insaidoo, T.F., 2014. From Co-Management to Landscape
Governance: Whither Ghana’s Modified Taungya System?. Forests 5 (12), 2996–3021.

Sabogal, C., Besacier, C., McGuire, D., 2015. Forest and landscape restoration: concepts,
approaches and challenges for implementation. Unasylva 66, 3.

Sayer, J., Bull, G., Elliott, C., 2008. Mediating forest transitions:’ grand design’ or’ mud-
dling through’. Conserv. Soc. 6 (4), 320.

Sayer, J., Sunderland, T., Ghazoul, J., Pfund, J.-L., Sheil, D., Meijaard, E., et al., 2013. Ten
principles for a landscape approach to reconciling agriculture, conservation, and other
competing land uses. PNAS 110 (21), 8349–8356.

*Schultz, C.A., Jedd, T., Beam, R.D., 2012. The Collaborative Forest Landscape Restora-
tion Program: a history and overview of the first projects. J. For. 110 (7), 381–391.

*Schultz, C.A., Coelho, D.L., Beam, R.D., 2014. Design and governance of multiparty mon-
itoring under the USDA forest service’s collaborative forest landscape restoration pro-
gram. J. For. 112 (2), 198–206.

Sgard, A., 2011. Le partage du paysage. Université de Grenoble, Grenoble.
Sgard, A., 2014. Le paysage, un objet politique. Intercommunalits 191, 8.
*Stanturf, J.A., Palik, B.J., Dumroese, R.K., 2014. Contemporary forest restoration: a re-

view emphasizing function. For. Ecol. Manage. 331, 292–323.
Suding, K.N., 2011. Toward an era of restoration in ecology: successes, failures, and op-

portunities ahead. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Evol. Syst. 42.
Telesetsky, A., 2012. Ecoscapes: the future of place-based ecological restoration laws. Ver-

mont J. Environ. Law 14, 493.
*Urgenson, L.S., Ryan, C.M., Halpern, C.B., Bakker, J.D., Belote, R.T., Franklin, J.F., et al.,

2017. Visions of restoration in fire-adapted forest landscapes: lessons from the collab-
orative forest landscape restoration program. Environ. Manage. 59 (2), 338–353.

*Uriarte, M., Chazdon, R.L., 2016. Incorporating natural regeneration in forest landscape
restoration in tropical regions: synthesis and key research gaps. Biotropica 48 (6),
915–924.

Van Kersbergen, K., van Waarden, F., 2004. Governance’ as a bridge between disciplines:
cross-disciplinary inspiration regarding shifts in governance and problems of govern-
ability, accountability and legitimacy. Eur. J. Polit. Res. 43, 143–171.

*van Oosten, C., 2013. Restoring landscapes – governing places: a learning approach to
forest landscape restoration. J. Sustain. For. 32, 659–676.

*van Oosten, C., Gunarso, P., Koesoetjahjo, I., Wiersum, F., 2014. Governing forest land-
scape restoration: cases from Indonesia. Forests 5 (6), 1143–1162.

van Oosten, C., Uzamukunda, A., Runhaar, H., 2018. Strategies for achieving environmen-
tal policy integration at the landscape level. A framework illustrated with an analysis
of landscape governance in Rwanda.. Environ. Sci. Policy 83, 63–70.

Wilson, S.J., Cagalanan, D., 2016. Governing restoration: strategies, adaptations and inno-
vations for tomorrow’s forest landscapes. World Dev. Perspect. 4, 11–15.

World Bank, 2009. Roots for Good Forest Outcomes: an Analytical Framework for Gover-
nance Reforms. World Bank, Washington DC.

Xi, W., Wang, F., Shi, P., Dai, E., Anoruo, A.O., Bi, H., Rahmlow, A., et al., 2014. Chal-
lenges to sustainable development in China: a review of six large-scale forest restora-
tion and land conservation programs. J. Sustain. For. 33 (5), 435–453.

8


	
	


