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Abstract

Collaborative governance is increasingly being used as a solution to address climate change and deforestation in the tropics, but its stakeholders face numerous challenges in making it work. This study aims to understand stakeholders’ perspectives on the challenges of collaborative governance, focusing on Sabah’s jurisdictional approach. We applied the Q-methodology to derive the perspectives of the stakeholders involved. The results revealed three significant perspectives. The first perspective, “participant factors,” high- lighted that the representation of the ‘right’ stakeholders and the mandate to make decisions are inadequate. The second perspective, “non-progress in activities,” suggests that the lack of accountability hampers the progress of the initiative. The third perspective, “shared understanding,” reflects the stakeholders’ inability to agree on a common goal. The consensus regarding the collaboration challenge is that the jurisdictional approach initiative is new, and nobody knows how to implement it, emphasizing the need for higher-level government commitment. This study reveals the challenges of collaborative governance in a jurisdictional approach by providing empirical evidence of the diverse perspectives of stakeholders.
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1.0 Introduction
Forest conversion into commodity crops and cattle pasture remains a central threat across the tropics (Pacheco et al., 2021; Seymour & Harris, 2019). From 1990-2020, more than 90% of deforestation was in tropical regions, averaging 9.28 million hectares per year (Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations [FAO], 2020). There is an urgency to halt such deforestation because tropical forests are important for climate change mitigation, biodiversity conservation and ecosystem services, and are home to many indigenous groups (FAO, 2022). Globally, policy discourse has acknowledged the need to develop more integrated solutions and holistic approaches to address this threat, as a forest ecosystem comprises complicated entities spanning geographical and temporal scales that cannot be easily aligned to man-made political boundaries (Bodin, 2017; Reed, Ickowitz, et al., 2020). Collaborative governance is thus often seen as a means to overcome these institutional fragmentations, particularly to bring stakeholders with contrasted interests together to manage a landscape and to contribute to deforestation reduction objectives (Bodin, 2017).  Collaborative governance is defined as ‘a governing arrangement where public agencies directly engage non-state stakeholders in a collective decision making process that is formal and consensus-oriented, that aims to make/implement public policy or manage public assets’ (Ansell & Gash, 2008). A collaborative governance that is becoming increasingly popular to overcome institutional fragmentations is the jurisdictional approach to landscape management (FAO, 2022; Fishman, Oliveira, & Gamble, 2017; Pedroza-Arceo, Weber, & Ortega-Argueta, 2022; Reed, Ickowitz, et al., 2020). 
Jurisdictional approach emerged as a way to address the limitations of pre-existing collaborative governance strategies, as it is based on the recognition that it is necessary to involve public authorities because they have the authority over the area of the jurisdiction, and thereby can better enforce and monitor the laws, as well as manage the institutional mismatches (Boyd et al., 2018; Fishbein & Lee, 2015; von Essen & Lambin, 2021). It was mainly applied in forest carbon projects but the concept is now being used to promote sustainable production of forest-risk commodities at scale. It is defined by von Essen & Lambin (2021) as ‘a governance initiative that advocates for sustainable resource use at the scale of jurisdictions through a formalized collaboration between government entities and actors from civil society and/or private sectors, based on the policies intended for the jurisdiction’. Von Essen & Lambin (2021) compiled a global database of 25 initiatives that met their definition of a jurisdictional approach. These initiatives were being implemented in African, South American and Southeast Asian countries, working on commodities such as beef, soy, timber, cocoa, palm oil, and on reducing carbon emissions. One potentially influential jurisdictional approach is the Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO)
 Jurisdictional Approach to Certification (RSPO Jurisdictional Approach). The RSPO Jurisdictional Approach was conceptualised by the RSPO Secretariat
 in 2015 to minimise the negative social and environmental impacts of palm oil production at the scale of government administrative areas, done through the stepwise certification of the production of sustainable palm oil products at a jurisdictional level (Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil [RSPO], 2019). It is currently being piloted at the sub-national level in Sabah, a state in Malaysian
 Borneo, the district of Seruyan, Kalimantan in Indonesia, and at the national level in Ecuador. 

Overall, the jurisdictional approach thus shares common principles with other collaborative governance strategies to landscape management such as it is multi-stakeholder, all stakeholders are supposed to engage in decision-making, it is formally organised, decision making is by consensus, and it is in the pursuit of meaningful and effective institutional integration and actor interaction across various ecological, social and political levels (Buchanan et al., 2019; Hovani et al., 2018; Seymour, Aurora, & Arif, 2020; von Essen & Lambin, 2021). However, boundaries are defined by political/administrative jurisdictions and the leadership role of government entities is here emphasized (von Essen & Lambin, 2021). So, the jurisdictional approach is not likely to follow the ideal type of equal participation in collaborative processes that are often characterised in collaborative governance theory. These specificities potentially add new challenges: risks to the operationalization and success of collaborative strategies for deforestation reduction. Indeed, the role of governments in tropical forested countries following vested interests and the need to maintain control over how natural resources are used has been heavily documented (Geist et al., 2002; Karsenty, 2021, Seymour & Harris, 2019). For example, the literature on REDD+ shows that it is a multilevel initiative that must ensure that global demands, national and subnational structures, local leaders and people’s interest are all linked in efforts to reduce emissions from deforestation and forest degradation. If these interconnections are ignored, REDD+ could fail (Korhonen-Kurki, Brockhaus, Duchelle, Atmadja, & Pham, 2012). These challenges are likely to be emphasized in the case of a jurisdictional approach. This is why it is needed to consider the specific challenges of jurisdictional approach. 
We define challenges to collaborative governance as the limitations, weaknesses or difficulties which hamper consensus building efforts to negotiate and deliver the agreed goals (Margerum & Robinson, 2016). There are many articles written on the challenges of collaborative governance (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Bodin, 2017; Emerson, Nabatchi, & Balogh, 2012; Margerum, 2016; Memon & Weber, 2010; Morrison et al., 2019; Purdy, 2012), but few have been done for the collaboration challenges of a jurisdictional approach as this approach is still relatively new (started in 2010s) (Brandão et al., 2020; Seymour et al., 2020). Therefore, our objective is to provide a better understanding of the collaboration challenges of the jurisdictional approach, by using the literature written on collaborative governance challenges as a framework. We will focus specifically on the stakeholders’ perspectives on the collaboration challenges of a jurisdictional approach using the RSPO Jurisdictional Approach in Sabah as a case study.

We chose Sabah as a case study because of the three RSPO Jurisdictional Approach piloted sites; Sabah was identified as one of the most advanced in implementation (Wolosin, 2016). Perspectives are used because ultimately, it is the stakeholders involved in the jurisdictional approach who will ensure whether the collaboration succeeds. We used Bennett (2016) definition of perspectives, which is the way an individual observes, understands, interprets, and evaluates a referent issue or policy. Perception is important as individuals can perceive the same situation in vastly different ways, and although perceptions are not always the truth, they are what the individual believes (Bennett, 2016). It is a form of evidence that is useful to understand and to be taken under consideration for a collaboration to work, as it reveals different ways of ‘doing’ or ‘seeing’ things among individuals (Zabala, Sandbrook, & Mukherjee, 2018).

2.0 Case Study Context

Sabah’s aim is for the entire production of palm oil in the state to be 100% RSPO certified by 2025. The Sabah state government announced this intention in 2015, giving themselves 10 years to be fully RSPO certified. However, about a year later, the Malaysian federal government announced mandatory certification for all oil palm producers using its own certification: Malaysia Sustainable Palm Oil (MSPO). Despite this announcement, Sabah continued to insist on using RSPO. RSPO is seen as a more credible international certification standard for sustainability by some importing countries like those in the European Union. Sabah chose RSPO to remain more relevant in the global palm oil market, by competing using the basis of good governance as a competitive advantage (Ng, Chervier, Ancrenaz, Naito, & Karsenty, 2022). Sabah made this decision because its economy largely depended on exporting palm oil, and it is the state with the largest planted oil palm area in Malaysia (1.54 million ha or 22% of the state) – until Sarawak overtook it in 2017 (Malaysia Palm Oil Board [MPOB], 2019). From the late 1990s until 2019, Sabah produced the most crude palm oil in Malaysia (25% of Malaysia’s production in 2019), making it the most important Malaysian state for this industry (MPOB, 2019). 

As one of the first actions taken to achieve the objective of state-wide certification, a multi-stakeholder body was formed by the Sabah government in 2016, to govern and lead the RSPO Jurisdictional Approach. This body was named the ‘Jurisdictional Certification Steering Committee’ (JCSC). The JCSC consists of representatives from three sectors; the government (n = 4), industry (n = 4), and civil society (n = 4), is co-chaired by two government representatives, facilitated by a secretariat, and supported by two technical advisors. The government representatives are from the mid-level and must report to the higher-level government, the Chief Minister of Sabah, who heads the state and is appointed by the political party that wins the state election. The Chief Minister has considerable power in decision-making on land use in Sabah, although it must first be debated and approved by the State Legislative Assembly. This hierarchy in the government is important to know as it has implications for our results and discussion.

The JCSC has a Terms of Reference to set the ground rules for how it should be conducted. Membership is by invitation, by institution and voluntary, and is decided by the representation or expertise the member can bring to the committee. Decision is made by consensus. Technical advisors can be appointed with the approval of the members. Currently, there are two advisors: - the RSPO Secretariat and the Climate Advisor to the Sabah state government. In the beginning, the JCSC did not have a secretariat. As such, a government agency, the Sabah Forestry Department filled that role because they were the initial government department that convinced Sabah’s Chief Minister to adopt the RSPO Jurisdictional Approach. It was only in 2020 that a JCSC secretariat was hired. 

The RSPO secretariat introduced the idea of the RSPO Jurisdictional Approach in 2015, but did not provide any guidance document on the requirements for a jurisdictional certification. They finally published the Jurisdictional Approach RSPO Piloting Framework in 2021, six years after they introduced the RSPO Jurisdictional Approach. The framework provided three steps to achieve full certification. Each step is guided by the key requirements in its; (i) system performance indicators, and (ii) landscape performance indicators (RSPO, 2021). Sabah, as of mid-2022, is still in Step 1, whereby it has met the required system performance indicators of the establishment of a multi-stakeholder body (i.e. JCSC), and the issuance of a statement of intent to achieve 100% RSPO compliance by 2025 made public
. However, the other system performance indicators progress for Step 1 is slow. For the landscape performance indicators, most of the activities are still in progress, such as establishing procedures for Free, Prior, Informed Consent (FPIC) and providing an indicative High Conservation Value
 and High Carbon Stock
 map. When the JCSC was first established, one of its first activities was to develop a five-year workplan (2016-2020) to guide Sabah towards full certification, consisting of the activities described above. The workplan has since been reviewed and revised in 2021 (though it is not publicly available). 

Apart from the slow progress, four members (two from civil society, and two from the industry) have resigned from the JCSC at various stages in the seven years it has been active. Even though replacements were sought to meet the representation composition, if more members decide to quit, it could undermine the whole collaborative process. As the collaboration is already mature, it is imperative that we understand the challenges it currently faces, based on the perspectives of the members themselves, to provide suggestions on how it can be sustained and how the progress can be improved. 

3.0 Methodology

We selected Q-methodology for this research because it provides a clear and structured way to elicit stakeholder’s perceptions on a subject matter (Zabala, Sandbrook, & Mukherjee, 2018). It uses empirical evidence to provide rich descriptions of divergent viewpoints (Ramlo, 2020) and it has been used widely in the field of natural resource management to understand perceptions (Buckwell et al., 2020; Carmenta, Zabala, Daeli, & Phelps, 2017; Langston et al., 2019). The Q-methodology can be divided into four stages: research design, data collection, analysis, and interpretation (of results) (Watts & Stenner, 2012).

3.1 Research Design
We first identified the research topic and question, which in our case is identifying the collaboration challenges the JCSC members are facing. The next step is creating a concourse of statements (Q-set) that contains expression of all the perspectives held regarding collaboration challenges of a jurisdictional approach (Watts & Stenner, 2012; Zabala et al., 2018). The set of statements was drawn from literature on collaborative governance challenges in natural resource management, and interviews (conducted in 2020 and 2021) with the current and ex-JCSC members, and those involved in facilitating the JCSC (n=17).  We also included specific jurisdictional approach challenges that were not found in collaborative governance literature, which we gathered from secondary sources (reports and published articles). Once we had a collection of statements, we divided them into ten themes (Table 1). See Supplementary Table 1 for the literature sources for each theme.

Table 1. Identified themes for collaboration challenges of jurisdictional approach
	Theme
	Explanation

	1) Trust


	When there is no trust or when a member has had negative experience working with another member, the willingness to collaborate is attenuated. Members will need to invest more time and energy to re-build trust.

	2) Shared understanding


	When members have different understandings of the objectives and solutions, and there is no common language used in the collaboration, members will be less likely to commit.

	3) Power imbalance


	When there are differences in power to influence the goals and processes, such as experience, expertise, resources and even the power to delay, the effectiveness of the collaboration will be limited, and members will be wary of participating if they feel they are at a disadvantage.

	4) Support from higher level government


	When leaders of the state do not provide the stamp of approval or are reluctant to do so, because they are used to a top-down approach (among many other reasons), members may be reluctant to commit because the group has no mandate to make decisions, to change policies, etc.

	5) Unchartered territory


	When there is a lack of knowledge around implementing a new initiative and it is governed in a new way (i.e. collaborative governance vs top-down), the progress can be slow, and members may feel lost and unmotivated.

	6) Leadership


	When there is no leader to start the collaboration, sustain it and push for its outcomes, members will be lost and the collaboration will dissipate over time. In addition, there is a need for diversity of leaders so as not to be too dependent on just one person.

	7) Participant factors


	Members may not be effective or interested in the collaboration if the ‘core business’ in their organisations is not the same as the collaboration’s objectives, and when the anticipated cost of deliberation, and the time needed to deliberate, outweighs the benefits of collaboration.

	8) Process transparency


	When members do not have confidence that the collaboration process is fair, equitable and open (e.g. have clear ground rules, a designated coordinator who maintains procedural integrity), they will quit for fear that the collaboration is used for private backroom deals.

	9) Collective decision making


	Because decisions are made by consensus in a collaboration, the deliberative nature of the process can create a deadlock, which some members prefer, as it would maintain the status quo. In addition, members tend to avoid bringing up important issues that will provoke serious disagreements so that the collaboration remains on good terms.

	10) Funding


	Collaboration involves transaction costs like time, money and staff resources to sustain its activities and interactions, while deliberations and obtaining the results take time. Unfortunately, funding is usually given within a short term, and funders often demand results too quickly. Therefore, the collaboration may end because of insufficient funds to continue.


In line with other studies, we included less than 40 statements in our final concourse (n=30) (Carmenta et al., 2017; Sy et al., 2018). We piloted the statements with five respondents, who were not in the research sample, to ensure that the statements made sense and to adjust our list if any important challenges were missed.

3.2 Data Collection 

Our respondents were the JCSC members, the secretariat and technical advisors of the JCSC. We conducted 14 Q-sorts (Table 2) out of the 17 that are part of the JCSC. In Q-methodology, the sample of respondents does not need to be large or representative of the population, but it must be diverse, which we achieved (Zabala, 2014). 

Table 2. The Q-sort respondents according to the different sectors
	Category
	No. of online interviews
	No. of face-to-face interviews
	Total no. of respondents/Q-sorts

	Civil society
	4
	0
	4

	Business and industry
	2
	1
	3

	Non-members
	1
	2
	3

	Government
	2
	2
	4

	Total
	9
	5
	14


The sorting starts with the respondent reading through all the statements and placing them into three piles, “Agree”, “Disagree” and “Neutral”. This will help them in the next step of placing all 30 statements in the Q-sort, which is a forced normal distribution (bell-shaped) grid with a nine-point distribution, from strongly disagree (-4) to strongly agree (+4). The ranking of Q-sorts was conducted between February and March 2022, in person and online interviews. We used easy-HTMLQ (https://github.com/shawnbanasick/easy-htmlq) for the online sorting, where the main researcher guided the respondent through the whole process using the Zoom platform. For face to face, statements were placed directly onto a physical grid. Respondents were asked to sort the statements on current challenges according to how much they agreed that it was indeed a challenge based on their experience with the JSCS. During the Q-sorting, dialogues between the researcher and the respondent on the person’s choice of ranking with each statement, were noted down to assist interpretation of their perspectives. After the Q-sorting, respondents were interviewed to elaborate on their rankings, with a focus on those placed at the most extremes of the grid. The sorting process and interviews took between 45 minutes to 120 minutes, depending on how talkative they are. Respondents were asked to give their personal views (as opposed to that of their institution) and were assured confidentiality. Therefore, when we reported the results, we purposely kept the respondent identities vague, and gave no details of their background, other than which sector they belonged to. We kept the sector identity because we expect that some reflection of where the respondents work will permeate their personal views. 

3.3 Q-analysis
Following Watts & Stenner (2012) and using an open software Ken-Q Analysis (https://shawnbanasick.github.io/ken-q-analysis/#section1 Version 1.0.7) for our statistical analysis, we extracted eight factors using Principal Component Analysis initially. Four criteria were used to decide the number of factors to extract: Kaiser Guttman, scree test, two or more significant factor loadings at the 0.01 level following extraction, and using the Humphrey rule (Brown, 1980; Watts & Stenner, 2012). However, we decided to only use the last two criteria after checking the five and four factors extracted by the Kaiser Guttman and scree test respectively as the factor groupings did not make sense, which is in line with suggestions by Webler, Danielson, & Tuler (2009). As such, only three factors were chosen for extraction. Varimax was used to rotate the three factors. Respondents were assigned to factors with a p-value of<0.05, using Ken-Q Analysis's auto-flag function. Of the 14 respondents, 13 loaded into the three rotated factors. Five respondents loaded on Factor 1, four on Factor 2, and four on Factor 3. These three factors explain 50% of the total variance among the 14 respondents (Supplementary Table 2). There is a low correlation between all three factors: -0.0022 between F1 and F2, 0.1201 between F1 and F3, 0.0345 between F2 and F3. The low correlation shows that the factors are distinct (Webler et al., 2009). 

4.0 Results 

The three factor arrays (the ideal Q-sort) for each of the extracted factors are arranged according to the 10 themes in Supplementary Table 3, with their factor scoring and Z-scores
.

4.1 Factor 1 – Stakeholders’ Representation and Mandate  

Factor 1 accounts for 18% of the variance. Respondents from the government sector only appear in Factor 1.  Statements that scored the highest (+4) belong to the collaboration challenges’ themes of “Support from higher level government” and “Participant factors”, while statements that scored the lowest (-4) are from the themes “Shared understanding” and “Funding” (Table 3).

Table 3. Relative ranking of statements for Factor 1 - Stakeholder representation and mandate
	No.
	Highest Ranked Statements
	Factor scoring
	Theme

	6
	Some members do not have the mandate to make the decisions
	4
	Support from higher level government

	18
	Important stakeholders are not sitting in the JCSC
	4
	Participant factors

	
	Positive Statements Ranked Higher in Factor 1 Array than in Factor 2 and 3
	
	

	29
	The RSPO JA is new and therefore no one has experience in its process and implementation 
	3
	Unchartered territory

	19
	Some organisations do not send the same person for the JCSC meetings
	3
	Participant factors

	13
	Lack of recognition of the JCSC by higher levels of the government
	3
	Support from higher level government

	21
	The goals of the JCSC are too ambitious or unachievable
	2
	Shared understanding

	23
	Our organisations' purposes are just too different
	2
	Participant factors

	11
	We do not have enough time to meet and deliberate on challenging issues during JCSC meetings
	1
	Collective decision making

	16
	There is no clear leadership that can steer the JCSC
	0
	Leadership

	12
	Potential benefits from the JCSC are just too long term and vague
	0
	Participant factors

	15
	Scientific conclusions are not taken seriously and used to inform policy decisions in this collaboration
	0
	Process transparency

	
	Negative Statements Ranked Lower in Factor 1 Array than in Factor 2 and 3
	
	

	25
	No accountability for the lack of progress in the workplan implementation
	0
	Process transparency

	9
	Some members are in competition with each other for funding or market access
	-1
	Participant factors

	22
	Some members are afraid of making their opinion known as it would put them at a disfavour with the more powerful members
	-2
	Power imbalance

	17
	We cannot agree on the JCSC common goals
	-2
	Shared understanding

	27
	Decisions are made by the more powerful members of the JCSC
	-2
	Power imbalance

	20
	Lack of transparency on how decisions are made
	-3
	Process transparency

	8
	We are suspicious of each other
	-3
	Trust

	2
	Some members voices are not heard
	-3
	Power imbalance

	
	Lowest Ranked Statements
	
	

	3
	Funds are used on unimportant activities
	-4
	Funding

	7
	We do not have the same level of understanding of the severity of the environmental problem 
	-4
	Shared understanding


Factor 1 displays strong agreement that the main collaboration challenge in the JCSC is that ‘important stakeholders are not sitting on the JCSC’ (+4/1.72)
. The stakeholders who were most referred to were the oil palm growers. A respondent said that ‘one plantation company cannot be the voice for all growers’. Another informed that industry players representing smaller scale plantations were invited to join the JCSC but the invitation was declined. They felt possible reasons some stakeholders are not participating in the JCSC because ‘some members cannot give enough time and attention’ (+2/1.1) and ‘their organisation purposes are too different’ (+2/1.01).

The other challenge Factor 1 is in strong agreement with is ‘some members do not have the mandate to make the decisions’ (+4/1.73). One respondent frankly said, ‘Ultimately, decisions will still be made by the state government’. This is because for any policy changes required, the JCSC will still need to refer to a higher authority in the government. Another respondent explained, ‘A lot of the decisions depend on higher level government commitment that is hard to secure’. As such, Factor 1 agrees that ‘there is a lack of recognition of the JCSC by higher levels of the government’ (+3/1.18).

Factor 1 is the only one among the three to view that ‘the goals of the JCSC are too ambitious or unachievable’ (+2/1.18). They consider that ‘the RSPO Jurisdictional Approach is new and therefore no one has experience in its process and implementation’ (+3/1.48). One respondent said, ‘The RSPO jurisdictional approach idea came about without thinking about the reality on the ground’. An example given was the land issues, ‘If palm oil is certified in encroached lands, we are legalising fraudulent claims, this needs to be sorted out and it is not easy as it is very political’ (note: for RSPO certification, the land the oil palms is cultivated on must belong to the person or company legally). 

Factor 1 is not of the opinion that the challenge is ‘power imbalance’, compared to the other two factors. They believe that all involved members have equal voices in the committee, as the statements in the ‘power’ category all have negative sort values (-2 and -3). However, one respondent admitted that there is a tendency for the ‘louder voices’ to be heard more.

4.2 Factor 2 – Accountability and Power 

Factor 2 accounts for 17% of the variance. Respondents from civil society dominate this factor. Statements that scored the highest (+4) belong to the themes of “Participant factors” and “Process transparency”, while statements that scored the lowest (-4) are from the themes “Shared understanding” and “Process transparency” (Table 4).

Table 4. Relative ranking of statements for Factor 2 - Accountability and power
	No.
	Highest Ranked Statements
	Factor scoring
	Theme

	25
	No accountability for the lack of progress in the workplan implementation
	4
	Process transparency

	26
	Some members cannot give enough attention and time 
	4
	Participant factors

	
	Positive Statements Ranked Higher in Factor 2 Array than in Factor 1 and 3
	
	

	10
	We cannot secure long term funding
	3
	Funding

	7
	We do not have the same level of understanding of the severity of the environmental problem 
	3
	Shared understanding

	27
	Decisions are made by the more powerful members of the JCSC
	3
	Power imbalance

	30
	We have limited experience making decisions in a multi-stakeholder collaboration
	2
	Unchartered territory

	2
	Some members voices are not heard
	2
	Power imbalance

	4
	We tend to avoid discussing issues that will provoke serious disagreement
	1
	Collective decision making

	22
	Some members are afraid of making their opinion known as it would put them at a disfavour with the more powerful members
	0
	Power imbalance

	
	Negative Statements Ranked Lower in Factor 2 Array than in Factor 1 and 3
	
	

	11
	We do not have enough time to meet and deliberate on challenging issues during JCSC meetings
	0
	Collective decision making

	15
	Scientific conclusions are not taken seriously and used to inform policy decisions in this collaboration
	-1
	Process transparency

	14
	We had bad experiences working in the past 
	-2
	Trust

	24
	Lack of processes/mechanisms on how to address conflicts among members
	-2
	Process transparency

	17
	We cannot agree on the JCSC common goals
	-2
	Shared understanding

	18
	Important stakeholders are not sitting in the JCSC
	-3
	Participant factors

	5
	Lack of clear internal rules about how the JCSC should be governed
	-3
	Process transparency

	12
	Potential benefits from the JCSC are just too long term and vague
	-3
	Participant factors

	
	Lowest Ranked Statements
	
	

	1
	The JCSC workplan lacks clearly defined goals and milestones to guide us
	-4
	Process transparency

	21
	The goals of the JCSC are too ambitious or unachievable
	-4
	Shared understanding


This factor displays strong agreement that the main challenge is ‘there is no accountability for the lack of progress of the JCSC workplan implementation’ (+4/1.82). Examples given were the High Conservation Value – High Carbon Stock map that has yet to be presented for consultation, the non-functioning working groups to move the workplan forward (e.g. the smallholders’ working group is not functioning and it is supposed to address the issues on land titles, while the legal working group has yet to be set up to develop a legal framework for the RSPO Jurisdictional Approach). The other statement showing strong agreement as being a key challenge was ‘some members cannot give enough attention and time’ (+4/1.44), which could be one of the reasons the workplan showed a lack of progress.

Factor 2 alone scores positively on the power imbalance, as respondents feel somewhat that ‘decisions are still made by the more powerful members’ (+3/1.14), and that ‘some members voices are not heard’ (+2/0.56). They also agree that ‘members do avoid discussing issues that will provoke serious disagreement’ (+1/0.51), which Factor 1 and 3 does not consider to be a challenge. Interestingly, although they deem that there is a lack of accountability in the workplan progress and power imbalance, they believe that the process transparency is mostly there for the JCSC, as most statements in that theme had a negative value. One respondent explained that, with the establishment of the secretariat, transparency in decision making has become much better.  

4.3 Factor 3 – Unclear Goals 

Factor 3 accounts for 15% of the variance. Respondents from the business and industry dominate this factor. Statements that scored the highest (+4) belong to the themes of “Shared understanding” and “Process transparency”, while statements that scored the lowest (-4) are from the themes “Leadership” and “Funding” (Table 5). 

Table 5. Relative ranking of statements for Factor 3 – Unclear Goals
	No.
	Highest Ranked Statements
	Factor scoring
	Theme

	1
	The JCSC workplan lacks clearly defined goals and milestones to guide us
	4
	Process transparency

	17
	We cannot agree on the JCSC common goals
	4
	Shared understanding

	
	Positive Statements Ranked Higher in Factor 3 Array than in Factor 1 and 2
	
	

	29
	The RSPO JA is new and therefore no one has experience in its process and implementation 
	3
	Unchartered territory

	13
	Lack of recognition of the JCSC by higher levels of the government
	3
	Support from higher level government

	24
	Lack of processes/mechanisms on how to address conflicts among members
	3
	Process transparency

	9
	Some members are in competition with each other for funding or market access
	2
	Participant factors

	5
	Lack of clear internal rules about how the JCSC should be governed
	2
	Process transparency

	28
	Lack of ability to adapt the JCSC workplan to changing circumstances and failures
	2
	Process transparency

	8
	We are suspicious of each other
	1
	Trust

	14
	We had bad experience working in the past 
	1
	Trust

	12
	Potential benefits from the JCSC are just too long term and vague
	0
	Participant factors

	22
	Some members are afraid of making their opinion known as it would put them in a disfavour with the more powerful members
	0
	Power imbalance

	
	Negative Statements Ranked Lower in Factor 3 Array than in Factor 1 and 2
	
	

	11
	We do not have enough time to meet and deliberate on challenging issues during JCSC meetings
	0
	Collective decision making

	6
	Some members do not have the mandate to make the decisions
	-1
	Support from higher level government

	15
	Scientific conclusions are not taken seriously and used to inform policy decisions in this collaboration
	-1
	Process transparency

	19
	Some organisations do not send the same person for the JCSC meetings
	-2
	Participant factors

	23
	Our organisations' purposes are just too different
	-2
	Participant factors

	20
	Lack of transparency on how decisions are made
	-3
	Process transparency

	30
	We have limited experience making decisions in a multi-stakeholder collaboration
	-3
	Unchartered territory

	4
	We tend to avoid discussing issues that will provoke serious disagreement
	-3
	Collective decision making

	
	Lowest Ranked Statements
	
	

	3
	Funds are used on unimportant activities
	-4
	Funding

	16
	There is no clear leadership that can steer the JCSC
	-4
	Leadership


Factor 3 indicates strong agreement that the main challenge is that the JCSC goals lack clarity.  Thus, this factor loaded strongly on ‘the JCSC workplan lacks clearly defined goals and milestones to guide us’ (+4/1.72) and ‘we cannot agree on the JCSC common goals’ (+4/1.56). One respondent stated ‘It is not clear what is the RSPO Jurisdictional Approach and the JCSC for. Is it for palm oil or for something else? If it is more than palm oil, then it should be clearly articulated’. Another respondent disclosed ‘I feel like we are still working in silos, even though it had been more than 5 years since we started’. Also, one respondent judged that the JCSC struggled with its workplan because the RSPO secretariat did not provide adequate support. The person referred to the Jurisdictional Approach RSPO Piloting Framework document that was only finalised in 2021. ‘When the RSPO framework was drawn out, the JCSC was already going in its own direction. You can’t tell the members it is the wrong direction as they thought they were doing the right thing at that time’.

This is the only factor that agrees that trust is a challenge, loading positively on ‘we are suspicious of each other’ (+1/0.54) and ‘we had bad experience working in the past’ (+1/0.36). One respondent brought up the natural capital agreement that the Sabah government signed with a Singaporean firm on October 28th, 2021. This agreement laid out a revenue-sharing plan that covered the right to sell credits from the ecosystem services provided by 2 million hectares of forest for at least the next 100 years (Cannon, 2022). Civil society in Sabah (including those that are JCSC members) had filed a complaint to the United Nations about this deal which they regarded was done without any transparency or consultation with the indigenous people living around the forest. This respondent felt that the deal eroded the trust between the government and civil society members in the JCSC. 

This factor scored mostly positively for ‘process transparency’, indicating that they think the group’s ground rules could be managed better. However, despite that, like the other two factors, they disagree that ‘there is lack of transparency on how decisions are made’ (-3/-1.19) and strongly disagree that ‘there is no clear leadership that can steer the JCSC’ (-4/-1.59).

4.4 Consensus and Contention Statements

Consensus statements do not distinguish between any factors and it is used as a potential starting points for engagement among a group of people that have different perspectives (Zabala & Pascual, 2016). Table 6 lists the consensus statements for all three factors.

Table 6. Consensus statements
	No.
	Statement
	Factor 1 – Stakeholder representation and mandate
	Factor 2 – Accountability and power
	Factor 3 – Unclear goals

	
	
	Factor scores
	Z-score
	Factor scores
	Z-score
	Factor scores
	Z-score

	10
	We cannot secure long term funding
	1
	0.59
	3
	1.37
	2
	0.854

	13
	Lack of recognition of the JCSC by higher levels of the government
	3
	1.18
	1
	0.48
	3
	1.095

	20
	Lack of transparency on how decisions are made
	-3
	-1.07
	-1
	-0.579
	-3
	-1.193

	26
	Some members cannot give enough attention and time 
	2
	1.103
	4
	1.44
	1
	0.6

	29
	The RSPO JA is new and therefore no one has experience in its process and implementation 
	3
	1.483
	2
	1.013
	3
	1.349


One of the intriguing uses of Q-method is to help groups clarify what they disagree about and to give direction on how the group can move forward (Webler et al., 2009). Table 7 indicates the contention statements (statements that the factor scoring differs the greatest among all three factors) for the three factors. 

Table 7. Contention statements between the 3 factors

	No.
	Statement
	Factor 1 – Stakeholder representation and mandate
	Factor 2 – Accountability and power
	Factor 3 – Unclear goals

	
	
	Factor score
	Z-score
	Factor score
	Z-score
	Factor score
	Z-score

	7
	We do not have the same level of understanding of the severity of the environmental problem 
	-4
	-1.487
	3
	1.178
	-1
	-0.52

	17
	We cannot agree on the JCSC common goals
	-2
	-0.892
	-2
	-0.934
	4
	1.563

	21
	The goals of the JCSC are too ambitious or unachievable
	2
	1.176
	-4
	-1.87
	-2
	-0.949

	18
	Important stakeholders are not sitting on the JCSC
	4
	1.715
	-3
	-1.132
	-1
	-0.892

	1
	The JCSC workplan lacks clearly defined goals and milestones to guide us
	-1
	-0.607
	-4
	-1.187
	4
	1.721


5.0 Discussion
5.1 Study limitations

The limitation was that we did not manage to capture the perspectives of all the JCSC members. Three of the JCSC members were excluded because two could not understand the sorting process and therefore had to be removed from the analysis, while the last member was not available to be interviewed. However, as suggested by Watts & Stenner (2012) this is mitigated by ensuring that the respondents were not homogenous (they were from different sectors), and to ensure that the Q-set captures almost all the collaboration challenges. This is because in Q-methodology, representativeness refers to the representativeness of the statements for the Q-set and not the representativeness of the participants for the population (Molenveld, 2020). 

5.2 Consensus on the collaboration challenges of a jurisdictional approach

There is consensus among all three factors that the collaboration challenge is that the RSPO Jurisdictional Approach is new and that no one has experience in certifying a whole jurisdiction. This is consistent with the literature, as a study by Davies & White (2012) showed that a lack of knowledge about new approaches can be a challenge to collaborative natural resource management. The lack of human and technical capacity to implement complex initiatives at such a large scale, and the fact that it is still in its conceptualisation phase, not yet moving from theory to practice, are the reasons for such a challenge (Fishbein & Lee, 2015; Reed, Van Vianen, Deakin, Barlow, & Sunderland, 2016; Wolosin, 2016). The RSPO secretariat did not provide guidance on how to achieve jurisdictional certification when they introduced the idea. This caused plenty of confusion, people were uncertain how to meet RSPO’s principles and criteria
 at a landscape level. Nobody knows how to translate a voluntary standard, and one with a high standard like RSPO, into a mandatory requirement within Sabah’s legal and institutional system (Colchester, 2020). 
The other consensus is a lack of recognition by the higher levels of government for the jurisdictional approach, even after the state government issued a letter of intent to achieve 100% RSPO compliance in 2021. Political commitment, from the highest level of government, is found to be the most important challenge facing jurisdictional approaches (Boyd et al., 2018). This challenge is related to the RSPO Jurisdictional Approach being new, as leaders of a state will not automatically recognise a new form of governance (i.e. the JCSC), because they prefer other forms of decision making, like the normal top-down approach (Fish et al., 2010). It also relates to members not having the mandate to make decisions, as was identified by Factor 1 members as a challenge, even though the majority hold managerial positions within the government. Political commitment is also affected by political turnover, which can delay or backslide such jurisdictional approaches (Boshoven et al., 2021; Fishman et al., 2017; von Essen & Lambin, 2021). The Sabah government changed twice since the RSPO Jurisdictional Approach was initiated, in 2018 and 2020, delaying its progress as the new governments were not accustomed to it. Lack of recognition of the jurisdictional approach also has to do with political influence and bureaucratic structures that are deeply embedded into the institutional systems and will not be easily changed (Fish et al., 2010). The lack of government recognition can be seen as the difficulty in getting commitment from the state politicians, who ultimately make the decisions on whether the RSPO Jurisdictional Approach should progress, or not. The reason there is non-commitment from politicians often has to do with the political-economy of the state, driven by economic factors, and the resistance to change often seen in government departments because they are afraid of losing their influence or getting restricted in the opportunities for new agricultural land (Brockhaus & Angelsen, 2012). Furthermore, the state politicians and some government departments in Sabah, along with the larger palm oil companies, are wary of the friction between the state and federal government on the choice of using RSPO, as Malaysia is promoting its own standard, MSPO (Houten & Koning, 2018). Similarly, Fishbein & Lee, (2015) reported that REDD+ jurisdiction initiatives at subnational level that are not aligned to national level efforts may risk limited support and tension from the national government. 
The third consensus, ‘the difficulty in securing funding’, is connected to the first two challenges above. A jurisdictional approach has several financial requirements: the initial funds to set up its structure, financing for its ongoing activities, and monetary rewards for delivery of results (Fishman et al., 2017; von Essen & Lambin, 2021). Because the jurisdictional approach is new, potential funders are hesitant to provide funding as there is no proof of success. Consequently, the lack of international and national financial assistance for the ongoing effort is one reason for the limited political support, as such assistance can provide incentives for the government to move away from business-as-usual activities (Boyd et al., 2018). Studies prove that such initiative in Southeast Asia frequently struggle to continue beyond the initial funding phase, with stakeholders voicing funding sustainability as a key concern (Zanzanaini et al., 2017). Procuring funds from public agencies can be bureaucratic and slow, while private funding is often short-term with results expected rapidly, which is not the case for a jurisdictional approach (von Essen & Lambin, 2021). For the JCSC, the main funding concerns are for the secretariat: paying for their salaries and the activities to run the committee, and the subsequent monetary awards should landowners forgo converting their forests into plantations. The latter has to do with the value proposition of the RSPO Jurisdictional Approach to political leaders, and other key partners, to compel them to drive the fundamental long-term changes in their land use planning (Fishbein & Lee, 2015). 
Members unable to give their time for the JCSC was also a collaboration challenge consensus. This relates to the cost and benefits of a collaboration and is linked to the funding challenge. Significant time is needed for members to reach a consensus; therefore, money is needed to support the members as they continue to provide their time and resources (Jones & White, 2022; Margerum, 2016). The returns from the collaboration also take time, which may lead members to lose interest (Margerum, 2016).  For the JCSC, the members use their own departmental budgets to participate in the meetings. This could be a problem should their own funds run out, thus making it hard for them to continue participating actively. In addition, many collaborations demand the participation of the leaders of the organisation, who can make the decisions or who have the technical capacity to engage, making it a challenge for them to divide their time and sustain their effort (Margerum, 2016). The JCSC members are mostly managers/department heads and therefore they have numerous other responsibilities. Because of the members’ inability to focus entirely on the JCSC, the secretariat plays an important role in distributing and coordinating tasks to ensure there is progress within the collaboration, a task of the utmost importance according to Bodin (2017).
The one statement that all three factors agree is not a challenge is the lack of transparency on how decisions are made.  The JCSC members, especially the ones who were part of the collaboration from the beginning, observed that the hiring of the secretariat greatly improved the decision-making process. This was not the case in the past as it was reported that previously the three most influential members of the committee made the decisions and subsequently the other members were informed (Houten & Koning, 2018). However, this is the only aspect of the ‘process transparency’ that all three factors agree is not a challenge, indicating that there is still a great deal of work needed to prove to the members that the process is fair, equitable and open. These other aspects will be discussed in the next section. 
5.3 Different perspectives of the collaborative challenges of a jurisdictional approach
Factor 2 perceived strongly that the main collaboration challenge is that the JCSC workplan lacks accountability and progress. This is the other aspect of the ‘process transparency’ that the civil society members perceive as a challenge. This finding supports the work of Langston et al., (2019), who found that accountability to civil society (in our case, getting the agreed work done in the JCSC or owning up if the work is not completed) was a constraint in making a collaboration work. A study by Ulibarri et al., (2020) cautioned that the declining attention to accountability in a collaboration can contribute to its deterioration. Closely linked to accountability is that there is power imbalance. Again, it is interesting to note that this is the only factor, dominated by civil societies, that expresses that power imbalance is a challenge. This is very unlike the Factor 1 view, where respondents, whom we assume are more powerful because they are predominantly members of the government, think everyone can voice their thoughts without fear. This finding was also reported by Jones & White (2022) in their study, where the powerful members believe that everyone has an equal voice when it is not so. Bringing the context closer, a study done in Indonesia found that collaborative governance failed to solve power inequalities (Riggs et al., 2021). In the case of Sabah, civil society members are still wary of being too vocal (e.g. questioning why the work has not been done) before more powerful members as resentments may complicate their future work in the state and, more so, they understand the difficulties faced by their government counterparts in the JCSC in getting support from the higher-level government. 
Factor 3 viewed that the challenge has to do with the shared understanding of the whole initiative, which was highlighted in the literature as an important feature in collaborative governance (Adams et al., 2003; Ansell & Gash, 2008; Davies & White, 2012; Ingold & Fischer, 2014; Reed, Ros-Tonen, & Sunderland, 2020; Uetake, 2015). This challenge is the most disagreed among the three factors. Firstly, Factor 3 finds that the JCSC workplan lacks clearly defined goals and milestones, which Factor 2 strongly disagree with. Besides that, Factor 3 views that the group cannot agree on the JCSC common goals, which was disagreed by both Factor 1 and 2. And pertaining to the goals, both Factor 2 and 3 view them as not too ambitious, but Factor 1 does. The confusion regarding what the goals are, and what suitable milestones need to be set to achieve the goals, has to do with the fact that the RSPO Jurisdictional Approach concept is new and, as explained in the previous section, the initiative was thought up first without the specific plans to achieve it. In addition, the group members’ diverse backgrounds lead to different interpretations of the goals, as a ‘common’ language is not used. Different interpretations are also caused by each member’s different priorities. This type of challenge was found to affect the ‘buy-in’ of a collaboration (Davies & White, 2012; Fish et al., 2010). The government respondents (Factor 1) probably viewed the goals as too ambitious because they are ultimately responsible for balancing economic development and conservation in the state and implementing the legislations and policies that will be drafted for the RSPO Jurisdictional Approach.  They find committing to the standards of RSPO (e.g. no more forest conversion to oil palm plantations in Sabah) seemingly impossible.
The last point on the diverse perception we would like to discuss is trust. Factor 3 is concerned that the trust in the collaboration is eroding, unlike Factor 1 and 2. Trust emerges when the members have similar values and objectives (Coleman & Stern, 2018; Sayer et al., 2013). Trust is needed initially to convene stakeholders and also to continue the collaboration, as the lack of trust will cause members to grow frustrated and disengaged (Coleman & Stern, 2018). One way to sustain trust is by having a shared vision, transparency in the collaboration process, and producing results (Coleman & Stern, 2018; Sayer et al., 2013), which are points we brought up as challenges. For Sabah, the JCSC members have prior working relationships, and are connected in many ways, even outside of the RSPO Jurisdictional Approach. They have collaborated before on other projects and have known each other for some years (they have shared positive experiences). Because of this, they see each other as a ‘good person’, even if they have different opinions, and therefore, went into the collaboration willingly. Time is saved as they do not need to build the relationship from the ground up. Seven years have passed since the JCSC started. Some respondents have pointed out emerging trust issues, because of the lack of progress and the recently signed natural capital agreement deal in 2021 by the state government (explained in Section 4.3).
6.0 Conclusion
Our research adds to the body of literature exploring the challenges associated with collaborative governance specific to the jurisdictional approach. In addition, our research approach is unique as there has not been any research undertaken to understand collaboration challenges in a jurisdictional approach using Q-methodology previously (to our knowledge). 
The collaboration challenges as demonstrated by our research, are that different perceptions exist when it comes to power, where the less powerful members believe there is an imbalance although the more powerful members do not. We found that trust among the collaborators will erode if the collaboration does not produce results, and when it is not governed transparently with proper procedures in place. We also found that trust among members is affected by matters external to the collaboration, proving that decisions made outside of the collaboration could affect it.
We established that one of the collaboration challenges specific to jurisdictional approach is that of securing higher-level government commitment. Without the state leaders’ support, there will be little or slow progress. We found that stakeholders in the jurisdictional approach should have a shared understanding of the common goals, or this would create frustration and confusion among members. The slow progress of the work and the confusion about the goals were also attributed to the jurisdictional approach being a new initiative and, in the case of the RSPO Jurisdictional Approach, the lack of guidance from the RSPO secretariat. In addition, our research showed that expectations for a jurisdictional approach should be managed locally and globally to avoid creating unachievable goals and timeframes. It must be made clear to funders that a jurisdictional approach is a lengthy process, with many challenges as explained above, and the benefits may not be seen immediately (Buchanan et al., 2019). We agree with Stickler et al., (2018) that the early steps taken towards jurisdictional sustainability should be recognised and rewarded. A jurisdiction thus needs continuous support and commitment for long term to develop an effective collaboration so that its goals can be achieved.  

In the case of Sabah, we studied the implications for the JCSC if the identified challenges are not addressed. There are potential concerns as some members may resign (as has happened in the past), making it more difficult to find the right representatives for the different types of stakeholders. Members can start to distrust each other after a failed attempt to collaborate. The challenges we identified are not easy to solve, as they deal with multi-actor power relations in a landscape with conflicting land uses. However, there is one immediate action that can be taken within the JCSC. That is to improve the governance of the collaboration, by ensuring transparency and accountability in its process. First, the group should clarify the common goals together once again, articulate what they are trying to achieve and communicate these properly using a common language. Second, the goals need to be operationalised, and responsibilities made clear. It is critical for members to have more open conversations regarding unmet goals and be transparent about what they cannot achieve, identifying the reasons why, so that a solution can be found to move forward. Both actions are important especially to obtain more support from international agencies or companies (Ng, 2021). Finally, the secretariat has an important role to play in maintaining procedural integrity (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Bodin, 2017). If these procedures are put in place, trust will increase among members allowing the collaboration to continue, and the reputation of the RSPO jurisdictional approach will improve, with positive impacts on funding and outcomes.
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� RSPO certification is a global standard certifying the sustainability of palm oil production.


� The RSPO Secretariat is in charge of the day to day running of the RSPO, and services the RSPO members and RSPO’s board of governors.


� There are 13 states in Malaysia, with Sabah and Sarawak on Malaysian Borneo.


� A letter from the state government was issued in early 2021.
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� The HCS approach is used to distinguish forest areas for protection from degraded lands with low carbon and biodiversity values that may be developed.
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� Factor score/Z-score


� This is a set of stringent standards for sustainable palm oil production which RSPO members must comply with.





