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Increasing environmental concerns over the past decades have brought into food 
systems a variety of governance mechanisms that transcend traditional boundaries and 
produce new combinations of governance ideas, tools and actors at various scales. This 
workshop aims at engaging with current challenges and future directions of agri-
environmental governance in a dialogue between research in social sciences and the 
actual practice of governance. Four topics have been identified as a framing for this 
discussion on agri-environmental governance: Inclusion, collaboration, reflexivity and 
reconfiguration. Together they open a set of useful questions to highlight and 
understand transformations unfolding in the agri-food system. Moreover, they arguably 
offer new perspectives to rethink and rejuvenate governance practices and processes 
oriented toward better agri-food futures.  

 

New Directions in Agri-Environmental Governance 

Practices of inclusion, collaboration, reflexivity, and 
reconfiguration 

 

Public Workshop 

28-29 May 2019 

Institut d’ethnologie, Saint-Nicolas 4, 2000 Neuchâtel 



 2 

Programme 
 
28 May Workshop day 1: Practices of reflexivity and reconfiguration 
08:30 Registration 
09:00 Welcome address and introduction to Day 1 
09:15 Food in the Anthropocene: sustainability, ethics and reflexive 

governance (Damian Maye, University of Gloucestershire, UK) 
10:00 Towards reconfiguration in European agriculture: Small changes with big 

effects? The case of Donausoja (Dana Bentia, University of Neuchâtel, CH)  
10:45 << Coffee break >> 
11:15 Agencing an innovative territorial trade scheme between crop and 

livestock farming: an actor-network theory perspective (Ronan Le Velly, 
Montpellier SupAgro, FRA) 

12:00 Joint discussion (chair: Katrin Prager) 
12:30 << Lunch break* >> 
13:45 Mobilizing standards to advance accountability: a partial organization 

perspective (Nadine Arnold, University of Lucerne, CH) 
14:30 Knowledge, autonomy and reflexivity in the IP-Suisse agri-

environmental assemblage (Jérémie Forney, University of Neuchâtel, CH) 
15:15 << Coffee break >> 
15:45 Self-governance as a strategy for farm resilience  

(Rike Stotten, University of Innsbruck, AU) 
16:30 Joint discussion (chair: Michael Winter) 
17:00 << End >> 
20:00 Workshop dinner at Le Silex (invited speakers only) 

 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
29 May Workshop day 2: Practices of inclusion and collaboration 

08:30 Registration, coffee & croissants 
09:00 Introduction to Day 2 
09:15 Starting again: Rethinking agri-environmental governance in Brexit UK 

(Michael Winter, University of Exeter, UK) 
10:00 Co-producing better land management practices through partnership 

working? The case of Farm Herefordshire  
(Thomas Vetter, University of Neuchâtel, CH) 

10:45 << Coffee break >> 
11:15 Discourses and identities in collaborative agri-environmental governance: 

policy design and on-the-ground implementation  
(Katrin Prager, University of Aberdeen, UK) 

12:00 Joint discussion (chair: Damian Maye) 
12:30 << Lunch break* >> 
13:45 Agri-environmental Governance in New Zealand: Exploring Farmers’ 

Responses to Local Government-led Policies  
(Ismaël Tall, University of Neuchâtel, CH) 

14:30 Governance innovations for sustainability transformations: The case of 
multi-stakeholder platforms on oil palm concessions in Myanmar 
(Christoph Oberlack, University of Bern, CH) 

15:15 << Coffee break >> 
15:45 Joint discussion (chair: Jeremie Forney) 
16:15 Overal conclusion  
16:30 << End >> 
18:00 Informal get together at Brasserie B’Art (drinks & food at own expense) 
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Organizing team 
 
Dr. Jérémie Forney Project leader, assistant professor, jeremie.forney@unine.ch  
Dr. Dana Bentia, postdoctoral researcher, coralia.bentia@unine.ch  
Ismaël Tall, PhD student, ismael.tall@unine.ch 
Thomas Vetter, PhD student, thomas.vetter@unine.ch 
 
 
The Research Project 
 
This event is the concluding workshop of the research project “New directions in agri-
environmental governance: re-assembling food, knowledge and autonomy” funded by the  
Swiss National Science Foundation (SNSF professorship 157414).  
 
More information on the project and outputs: 
SNSF database P3 (http://p3.snf.ch/project-157414)  
and our research blog (https://agrienvironmentalgovernance.wordpress.com/) 
 

Location 
 
Institut d’ethnologie, Université de Neuchâtel 
Saint-Nicolas 4, 2000 Neuchâtel 
 
www.unine.ch/ethno  
 
Musée d’ethnographie de Neuchâtel, MEN 
 
www.men.ch  

 
Food and beverage 
 
Costs for coffee and lunch are not covered for the audience. If you are interested in joining 
lunch at your own expense, please notify us by sending an email to coralia.bentia@unine.ch 
until May 22. 
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Abstracts (in order of presentations) 
 
Food in the Anthropocene: sustainability, ethics and reflexive governance  
(Damian Maye, University of Gloucestershire, United Kingdom) 
 
We are ‘living with’ significant food and farming-related ‘environmental troubles’, and Science 
warns that if current trends are left unchecked these troubles will take us beyond ‘planetary 
boundaries’. This raises existential questions about the future of the Earth’s biophysical systems 
and humanity’s position within them. Food and farming are implicated in changes to the Earth’s 
biophysical and chemical processes – changes that will have significant impacts on not just the 
availability of food, but on how the relationships between agriculture, food practices and food 
can be understood. The IPCC (2018) report warns that we have roughly 12 years to transform 
how we live if we are to avoid catastrophic climate change impacts. Food system and 
environmental threshold studies call for radical changes to redress this threat, especially meat 
consumption, as well as reductions in food loss and waste (Springmann et al., 2018). Such stark 
warnings require urgent critical social science analysis to complement the science by offering a 
better understanding of perceptions, behaviours and social practices associated with everyday 
living and food consumption; strategies to foster more-than-human ethics of care and 
responsibility in the Anthropocene; to identify ‘hopeful’ food geographies (Head, 2018) and 
generative political frameworks and market strategies to enable sustainable and equitable food 
system transitions (Maye and Duncan, 2017). Set against this context of ‘impending tipping 
points’ (Sexton, 2018: p. 586), and referred in more epochal terms as ‘the Anthropocene’ 
(Beacham, 2018), this paper has two parts: first, I review the literature and key studies 
emerging about food, farming, climate change and planetary boundaries, including normative 
statements about what needs to be done in terms of food system practices and governance in 
the future; second, I draw together key arguments emerging from my own work on agri-food 
sustainability and governance to make a case for using ethics and ethical principles as a way to 
inform future agri-food and environmental governance. This includes strategies to understand 
social and environmental practices as a way to develop social transformations, as well as 
recognising the value of reflexive governance as an enabling agent for change. I will draw on 
findings from a series of Horizon 2020 projects that I am currently engaged with to make this 
case, which examine sustainable agriculture and rural-urban governance transitions 
respectively, including the use of ‘living labs’ as a transdisciplinary framework. The paper thus 
raises provocative questions about planetary boundaries, ethics and accountability in agri-food 
and environmental governance. 
 
Towards reconfiguration in European agriculture: Small changes with big 
effects? The case of Donausoja  
(Dana Bentia, University of Neuchâtel, Switzerland) 
 
Less than a decade ago, the vision for a Europe less dependent on soy supplies from other 
continents brought about not only plans to upscale soy production in Europe but also the 
realization that raising the level of soy self-sufficiency in Europe is intimately connected with and 
strongly dependent upon having a more encompassing plan for plant proteins for Europe. A 
central actor that came to make visible this interdependence is the non-profit transnational 
European organisation DonauSoya (DS). DS frames European soybeans both as a target in itself 
and as a tool for wider-reaching transformation in European agricultural systems. In this sense, 
DS designed a standard, a certification and a labelling system to attest the European origin and 
non-gmo quality of soybeans and pursued, at the same time, a series of measures at the level 
of the European Union aimed to birth policies in favour of protein plants. The multiple meanings 
and socio-material attributes of soy markedly shape the forms of governance used to intervene 
in European agricultural systems, by prompting actors to experiment with instruments ready at 
hand. This led to innovation at the level of standard-making, at the level of the implementation 
of the certification, and certainly also in respect to the actors assembled. The results were not 
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just adjustments at the level of agricultural practices, the value chain, and consumer patterns 
but also the reconfiguration of certain practices, such as seed breeding, crop rotation, livestock 
feeding, meat eating, and nongmo-labelling. These multiple emergent reconfigurations mobilize 
new understandings of what actually counts as sustainable soy and, at the same time also shift 
the gravity points of accountability and responsibility away from producers and end consumers 
towards mid-chain consumption and processors, and, counterintuitively, away from soy 
consumption and more towards meat consumption and production. 
 
Agencing an innovative territorial trade scheme between crop and livestock 
farming: an actor-network theory perspective  
(Ronan Le Velly, Montpellier SupAgro, France) 
 
This presentation will focus on a particularly rich and original case study, that of an experiment 
conducted in Tarn-et-Garonne (France) to create a territorial system of exchanges between 
farms specialized in raising livestock and farms specialized in crop production. The authors begin 
by describing the history of this territorial network and by clarifying the active role that one of 
them played in the experiment. They explain that the farmers had carefully designed and 
planned productions and exchanges of dried alfalfa for composted manure but that these 
exchanges finally did not occur. How can we explain this failure? A first response, inspired by 
research on sociotechnical transitions, consists in underscoring the constraints and lock-ins 
coming from the dominant regime. The authors propose a second response, inspired by the 
sociology of market agencements, an offshoot of Actor-Network Theory. Rather than envisioning 
the weight of external constraints, they highlight the difficulties of the innovation process itself. 
In referring to the main concepts of the sociology of market agencements they describe the 
various operations that were required to create these new trade schemes: identifying 
“overflowing” that justifies new “framings,” defining the quality of the goods involved, producing 
references for “qualculation,” organizing the “market encounter,” setting prices, and finally 
“attaching” the actors to the new network. This will enable them to state, in their conclusion, 
the contributions that the sociology of market agencements makes to analyzing alternative agri-
food networks creation. 
 
Mobilizing standards to advance accountability: a partial organization 
perspective  
(Nadine Arnold, University of Lucerne, Switzerland) 
 
Standards aim at governing the evaluation of environmental status and performance. The formal 
organizations behind them, the standard development organizations (SDO), are exposed to 
complex accountability relations. How and with what consequences does a SDO mobilize the 
standard for the sake of accountability? The purpose of my presentation is to engage critically 
with standards and to develop theoretical explanations about the ways in which standards shape 
accountability.To conceptualize standards, I make use of Ahrne and Brunsson’s (2011) partial 
organization perspective, which argues that modular elements of a complete, formal 
organization—hierarchy, membership, rules, monitoring, and sanctions—can come into action 
outside the boundaries of formal organizations. Following this perspective, standards are 
conceptualized as combinations of organizing modules that reinforce accountability in both a 
retrospective and a prospective sense. A historical case study of the Fairtrade program in 
Switzerland details the argument and shows how the SDO (Max Havelaar foundation, 
Switzerland) has modified the standard aligned with institutional expectations. Since the 
alteration of one organizing module has led to a chain reaction, the standard has unintentionally 
transformed from an organizationally lenient tool into a sophisticated blend of organizing 
modules. Thereby the standard has buttressed accountability to those being governed, while 
accountability to the public has been strengthened by changes in the organizational structure of 
the standard development organization. The study completes our knowledge about the 
accountability dynamics in and around the Fairtrade program and, more importantly, it 
contributes to the literature on environmental governance, standards, and accountability. By 
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meticulously decomposing the governing standard into compositions of different organizing 
modules, the adoption of a partial organization perspective elaborates on the modular character 
of environmental governance. Further, it highlights the mutability of environmental standards 
and points to their contingency. Specifically, the partial organization perspective demonstrates 
that standards are the result of previous, context-dependent decisions that can spark unintended 
consequences and highlights that standards are well-equipped to buttress the SDOs’ 
accountability to the parties governed but fail in fostering accountability to the public, which 
would be pivotal to establish society-oriented governance. These insights prove the usefulness 
of using new theoretical developments in organization theory—the partial organization 
perspective—to enrich a critical analysis of accountability and environmental governance.   
 
Reference: 
Ahrne G, Brunsson N (2011) Organization Outside Organizations: The Significance of Partial 
Organization. Organization 18(1), 83–104. 
 
Knowledge, autonomy and reflexivity in the IP-Suisse agri-environmental 
assemblage  
(Jérémie Forney, University of Neuchâtel, Switzerland) 
 
This paper is based on a Swiss case study, the farmers-led certification scheme and food label, 
IP-Suisse. It questions the transformative potential of this large-scale initiative that works hand 
in hand with mainstream agri-food actors. This collaboration produces a powerful leverage in 
terms of scale of change and systemic readjustments, but arguably, at the cost of the depth and 
quality of the changes happening through its practices. Similarly, the environmental standards 
used by IP-Suisse are mostly aligned with existing schemes of the Federal agricultural policy, 
producing powerful synergies, but also reinforcing the bureaucratization of environmental action. 
Because of its consensual approach and its entanglement within a wider governance assemblage, 
the capacity of IP-Suisse to engender transformative changes and to open a way out of 
unsustainable lock-in situations in the food system is not obvious. To assess this transformative 
potential, this paper focuses on the three dimensions of knowledge, autonomy and reflexivity. 
Knowledge as skill and meaning shapes the way actors engage with the practices. Autonomy, as 
a tool for identification and adaptation, is a key factor in the emergence of new environmental 
subjectivities. Reflexivity can therefore be seen as knowledge and autonomy working together, 
allowing a critical look at the consequences of governance practices. Bringing back these 
theoretical considerations to the IP-Suisse case, this paper looks at what type of new collective 
knowledge is produced in the IP-Suisse governance assemblage, with what effect on the relation 
between the participating farmers and the environment. It also questions the influence of IP-
Suisse  on existing power relations and its capacity to promote autonomy in the food system. In 
other words, it asks the question: does this type of governance assemblage allow reflexivity to 
occur, and if so where in the governance assemblage and with what effect? 
 
Self-governance as a strategy for farm resilience  
(Rike Stotten, University of Innsbruck, Austria) 
 
The governance of agri-food systems is shaped by the third food regime that is characterised 
through the dominance of transnational corporations and the World Trade Organization, 
supporting the regime through free trade agreements. On a national level, the regime influences 
the governance through (agricultural) state policies. Though, there is a demand of alternative 
approaches within the governance concept, such as reflexive governance, where flexible actor 
arrangements complement the rather static state policies, or multi-actor governance, referring 
to a better adaptation to local and dynamic environments. However, especially small-scale family 
farms in less-favoured areas such as the Alpine Arc rely on strategies beyond ‘official’ governance 
strategies. They apply self-governance strategies rooted in self-decision making which is defined 
“as the space for decision-making by nongovernmental actors as framed by the context of 
government intervention.” (Westerink, Melman and Schrijver, 2015: 1497). Here, Elinor Ostrom 
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(1999) delineates further that participants of a self-governed system influence many, but not all 
guiding rules within such a system. With regard to the farming system, farmers would not be 
able to influence the guiding agricultural policy; however, they shape rules of the farming system 
on a local level. Drawing on a field study in Tyrol (Austrian Alps) the aspect of self-governance 
will be carved out. The study provides insights into the interplay of tourism and farming and its 
impact on farm resilience (rooted in self-governance strategies). Qualitative narrative ‘farm 
biographies’ served to investigate the strategies of farm resilience in family farms in the 
mountain area. Generally, the results highlight that the additional income generated in the 
tourism industry creates room for manoeuvre for the farms so that adaptation strategies become 
possible and financially affordable. Adaptation on the one hand in response to a shock, on the 
other hand, as a proactive strategy to keep the farm resilient. Relying on non-farming income, 
farmers activate self-governance approaches to fulfil agri-environmental goals (e.g. provision of 
ecosystem services). With their self-regulating capacity farmers remain autonomous - not only 
considering the organisation of their farm management. Additionally, their farm diversification 
strategy to gain supplementary income in tourism enables them to remain autonomous towards 
(often-altering) state policies and the pressure originated from the third food regime.  
 
References 
Ostrom, E. (1999). Self-Governance and Forest Resources. 
Westerink, J., Melman, D. C.P. and Schrijver, R. A.M. (2015). Scale and self-governance in 
agri-environment schemes: experiences with two alternative approaches in the Netherlands. 
Journal of Environmental Planning and Management, 58, 1490–1508. 
 
Starting again: Rethinking agri-environmental governance in Brexit UK  
(Michael Winter, University of Exeter, United Kingdom) 
 
In this presentation I will reflect on the development of thinking on agri-environmental policy in 
the three years since the UK referendum to leave the UK.   I will explore three main tensions. 
First, there is the tension between the policy desire to devolve more responsibility to farmers 
and the national commitment to nature recovery outcomes as set out in the 25 Year Environment 
Plan. Secondly, I will examine the tension between the natural capital approach, expressed as 
public money for public goods, and a wider rural development and agro-food agenda. Thirdly, 
and briefly, the tension within the UK state between the devolved administrations.  I will argue 
that these tensions cannot easily be resolved and that any expectations of a post-Brexit and 
post-CAP rural renaissance are misplaced. Whilst certain anomalies of the CAP might be 
corrected, there is every risk that other injustices and policy failures will emerge. I will illustrate 
this with a case study of north Devon which has been a ‘landscape pioneer’ for the UK 
Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs and is one of the areas developing new 
Environmental Land Management scheme. I will report on the progress and difficulties associated 
with the ELM, in particular regarding the relationship between the state and local actors and the 
difficulties posed by the hegemony of a particular approach to ‘natural capital’ in the UK which, 
I argue, is to the detriment of a more nuanced multifunctional approach to rural landscapes. 
 
Co-producing better land management practices through partnership 
working? The case of Farm Herefordshire  
(Thomas Vetter, University of Neuchâtel, Switzerland) 
 
Partnership working has become a normative principle within agri-environmental governance. 
With more and more benefits becoming attributed to closer multi-stakeholder collaboration, 
more public monies are being directed towards this cause especially within Europe. These 
benefits have been studied widely and are usually presented in terms of their contributions to 
environmental, economic and/or social objectives. However, in contrast to these reported 
outcomes of partnership working, the practical ways towards them have hardly received any 
attention. What does it mean to work together on a day-to-day basis? More specifically, how do 
stakeholders become trusted partners, bridge interests and coordinate their actions? What 
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collaborative working culture becomes established within partnerships and how does this in turn 
affect wider governance outcomes, expectations and aspirations? Answers to these questions 
are not only important to better understand the factors that contribute to successful ways of 
partnership working, but also to account for its limitations. This paper responds to this research 
need by drawing on the example of Farm Herefordshire. This cross-organizational partnership 
promotes profitable farming, healthy soils and clean water to address the problem of diffuse 
pollution from agricultural practices within the Wye catchment in the UK. The insights from this 
case study contribute to the literature in two major ways: First, the paper follows recent prompts 
to study such modes of collective action holistically and bottom-up to capture all their 
contributions and implications. It does so by employing an anthropological research approach to 
investigate the social interactions and struggles that characterize joint working. This commands 
attention to the backstories, the actual work meetings, the discussions, the processes of 
consensus building, and the joint actions undertaken; Secondly, the paper connects with wider 
social science concerns around the underlying processes and practices of governmentality that 
are essential for establishing social and ecological orders. Thus, the paper explores how everyday 
practices of partnership working contribute to the co-production of institutions, discourses, 
identities, and representations – which in this case become strategically deployed to nudge 
better land management practices. 
 
Discourses and identities in collaborative agri-environmental governance: 
policy design and on-the-ground implementation  
(Katrin Prager, University of Aberdeen, United Kingdom) 
 
Recent agri-environmental policy making and implementation in the UK is characterised as 
collaborative governance, where the involvement of non-governmental actors is commonplace. 
Issues arising from such complex settings can be illustrated using the farmers cluster approach 
and the Countryside Stewardship Facilitation Fund (CSFF) as examples. In England, public funds 
are made available to promote better land management practices via the Countryside 
Stewardship Scheme. Farmers will score extra points (and thus have a higher chance of being 
funded) if they show evidence of collaborating at a landscape-scale to provide agri-
environmental outcomes. One way to show this is by signing up to a group funded under the 
CSFF. The CSFF was developed following a successful pilot by the Game and Wildlife 
Conservation Trust (GWCT) in association with Natural England (the nature conservation 
authority in England) in 2012. The pilot focussed on setting up farmer clusters in a bottom-up, 
farmer-led approach. The CSFF pays for facilitators to support the work of groups of neighbouring 
farmers. In 2018 there was a total of 98 groups (>2400 members), selected for funding through 
4 competitive rounds since 2015. There is tension about who ‘owns’ the innovation. GWCT claim 
the Farmer Clusters initiative is spearheaded them, and by listing all Facilitation Fund groups on 
their website (www.farmerclusters.com/) they work to expand the farmer cluster label. However, 
many groups neither refer to themselves as a farmer cluster nor have they heard of this term. 
Few of the ‘true’ farmer clusters use CSFF funding. Both Natural England and GWCT carry out 
evaluations independently and there does not appear to be much sharing of the details. While 
some commentators make out farmer clusters and CSFF groups to be the same, others 
emphasise differences between the existing agri-environmental schemes (characterised as ‘top-
down and involving much red tape’) and GWCT’s scheme as voluntary and led by the farmers. 
Based on interviews with 32 farmer members of 6 groups in Cumbria and East Anglia, and 
interviews with facilitators and other stakeholders involved in CSFF groups and farmer clusters, 
I will illustrate the discourse around landscape-scale management, farmer perceptions of the 
groups (and group identities, where applicable), and farmer motivations to collaborate for agri-
environmental benefits. I will also discuss the mismatch between scheme accountability 
requirements and funding cycles on the one hand, and trust building and social capital on the 
other, which influence the effectiveness of agri-environmental interventions. 
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Agri-environmental Governance in New Zealand: Exploring Farmers’ 
Responses to Local Government-led Policies  
(Ismaël Tall, University of Neuchâtel, Switzerland) 
 
Operating under the Resource Management Act 1991, regional councils in New Zealand are 
institutional entities managing the effects of human activities on the environment. Their role 
include the implementation of regional plans for regulating natural resource management. In a 
country heavily reliant on farming and agricultural exports, regional plans aim to improve or 
safeguard certain environmental features and are thus de facto targeting farmers. Plans also 
involve an essential consultation process based on written submissions and public hearings for 
all impacted parties. Taking place within a public demand for stronger state intervention, regional 
plans embody instruments of re-regulation in a contrasting and well commented upon 
background of neoliberal deregulation that peaked in the 80s. While the latter phenomenon and 
its impacts have been thoroughly studied by agri-food scholars, little attention has been set on 
public policy instruments and their consequences within the field of agri-environmental 
governance in New Zealand. Based on an ongoing PhD research, this paper delves into the 
development and implementation of a regional plan in the farming region of Southland, the 
proposed Southland Water and Land Plan, which addresses primarily decreasing water quality 
by following a central government-based guideline, known as the National Policy Statement for 
Freshwater Management. By using data stemming from over 900 submissions along with in-
depth interviews with Southland farmers, this paper focuses on farmers’ responses to this 
regional plan. Submissions are above all conveyed by farmers and highlight a broad array of 
concerns such as financial pressure, the importance of work autonomy, bureaucratisation of 
farming and apprehensions about the resource consent regime. By assessing and deconstructing 
farmers’ responses to this plan, this paper aims to analyse the transformative potential of agri-
environmental public policies in a devolved regulation context. 
 
Governance innovations for sustainability transformations: The case of multi-
stakeholder platforms on oil palm concessions in Myanmar 
(Christoph Oberlack, University of Bern, Switzerland) 
 
Change agents are experimenting with governance innovations for transforming wicked 
sustainability problems. Governance innovations trigger transformative dynamics, which 
typically unfold in non-linear ways involving networked processes of collective action with 
emergent properties. However, precise understanding of those networked, transformative 
dynamics within and across particular social-ecological contexts is subject of current debate. 
This paper presents insights from a case study in Myanmar that analyses why similar multi-
stakeholder platforms trigger contrasting dynamics in transforming sustainability problems 
related to livelihoods, land rights and environmental performance in Myanmar’s oil palm sector. 
The paper adopts an embedded case study design. It focuses on a regional multi-stakeholder 
platform on oil palm concessions with multiple local platforms in Tanintharyi Region, Myanmar. 
Variations of transformative dynamics are observed both among platforms as well as over time. 
Data were gathered through semi-structured interviews, participatory observation, and 
document analysis between 2016 and 2018. The tentative results show that the multi-
stakeholder platforms addressed multiple leverage points for transformation. The most 
important leverage points are social relations, land rights, and spatial planning processes. The 
variations in transformative dynamics can be attributed to variations in leadership, different 
kinds of interest constellations, and trust. Transformative effects are observed through both 
participatory governance and hierarchical steering, but platforms are stalled, if they lack 
individuals with agency for issue resolution. Implications of this study for sustainability 
transformations: The results demonstrate the importance of matching governance innovations 
with agency for issue resolution in dynamic and networked collective action situations. 
Furthermore, they highlight the importance of envisioning counter-reactions in governance 
innovations.  


