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Policy regime analysis iterative application in social forestry research, GTT integrates institutional actor mapping, policy

Qualitative governance methods objectives, evidence systems, and community positioning. It is intended for use in environmental
governance, conservation, community forestry, and rural development, particularly where rights-
based, participatory, and entrepreneurial governance logics overlap. The framework helps re-
searchers distinguish rights-based, hybrid, and entrepreneurial governance configurations and
compare governance trajectories across phases and cases.

e Traces governance through five analytical dimensions and six analytical steps.

e Combines interviews, documents, reports, and observations through cross-source
triangulation.

e Supports the identification of rights-based, hybrid, and entrepreneurial governance regimes.

Specifications table

Subject area Environmental Science
More specific subject area Human Ecology
Name of your method Governance Transition Tracing (GTT)

Name and reference of original method  This method is newly developed in this study and does not adapt an existing standardised methodological protocol.
Resource availability Not Applicable

Background

Over the past three decades, reforms in natural resource governance across the Global South have sought to expand participation,
strengthen social and environmental protections, and reduce highly centralised state control over forests, land, and coastal resources
[1-3]. Many of these reforms emerged alongside decentralisation and democratisation, creating new institutional space for commu-
nities to participate in resource management. Rights-based approaches became an important part of this shift by recognising local
communities as legitimate governance actors.

Rights-based governance may take the form of community forestry permits, devolved management authority, or formal recognition
of customary and indigenous tenure. Beyond changing legal status, such reforms can strengthen participation, tenure security, col-
lective action, and environmental justice [4-8]. They may also alter the political relationships between state institutions and local
resource users by giving communities a more explicit role in decisions over land and resources.

Indonesia’s social forestry programme offers a useful setting in which to examine these dynamics. Through several legal schemes,
the programme has expanded community access to state forest areas while pursuing livelihood improvement and participatory forest
management [9,10]. However, recent studies also show that implementation remains shaped by persistent power asymmetries,
informal institutions, and market influences that frequently reshape programme outcomes in practice [11,12]. Implementation,
therefore, brings together objectives that do not always align [13]. Tenure recognition and community participation operate alongside
state development agendas, livelihood targets, and market integration [10,11]. Communities may accept, reinterpret, or resist these
arrangements, producing governance practices that cannot be described as wholly rights-based or completely market-oriented [11,13,
14].

Economic performance has also become more prominent in natural resource governance settings. Government agencies and
development organisations increasingly assess implementation through productivity, enterprise development, certification, market
access, and other measurable outcomes [13,15-18]. Indonesian social forestry reflects this tendency: tenure and participation remain
important, but they now coexist with business development assistance, market-oriented interventions, and enterprise-based evaluation
[11]. The result is seldom a complete replacement of one policy model by another. More commonly, rights-based and entrepreneurial
priorities are combined within the same programme, producing hybrid governance arrangements.

Despite growing empirical evidence of such transformations, methodological guidance for systematically tracing governance
transitions remains limited. Existing studies frequently document policy outcomes, institutional reforms, or implementation chal-
lenges, and rarely provide analytical procedures for identifying how governance regimes evolve through changes in policy objectives,
evaluation indicators, evidence systems, and the positioning of communities within governance arrangements.

Governance Transition Tracing (GTT) was developed to address this methodological problem. It brings together institutional actor
mapping, policy objective analysis, indicator tracking, evidence-system examination, and community positioning analysis within a
single qualitative workflow. GTT can be applied in natural resource governance, conservation, and rural development research, while
retaining an explicit concern with power and institutional change [14].



M.A.K. Sahide et al. MethodsX 17 (2026) 104090

Data Coding/Code GTT

i Governance
Sources Development Analysis Triangulations

Classification

i i * Data Triangulation

Dimensions: * Apply Decision Rules
¢ Open Codin : o * MsthOd . « |dentify Governance
o Iht P 9 1.Policy Objectives Triangulation gl
erviews Axial Codi 5 ; Regime:
o Dcuinents * Axial Coding 2.Indicators « Investigator
« Observations * Code Book 3.Evidence Systems Triangulation 1 Riaht-based
i e Development 4.Institutional 03 * Theory 2‘Hygbri i ransitiof
Fi ': ot * Reports Incentives Triangulation TEntarrenatirlal
R AL « Define Codes 5.Community ' P
& Categories Positioning
) ) Cross-check & * Document &
Identify Shifts & Interpret Results

. Validate Findings
Patterns Over Time

Fig. 1. Analytical workflow of Governance Transition Tracing (GTT).

Table 1
Workflow of Governance Transition Tracing.
Step  Analytical focus Key questions Data sources
1 Institutional actor mapping Who are the key actors involved in governance and policy documents, organisational mandates,
implementation? interviews
2 Policy objective identification What are the formal and informal goals of the programme? programme guidelines, government reports
3 Indicator transformation How is success evaluated and how do indicators change over time?  monitoring reports, evaluation frameworks
tracking
4 Evidence system examination What forms of knowledge are considered valid evidence? administrative reports, policy narratives
5 Community positioning How are communities positioned within governance frameworks?  interviews, focus groups, field observation
analysis
6 Governance regime What governance regime emerges from the synthesis of these cross-analysis of all collected data
identification dimensions?

Method details
Workflow of governance transition tracing

GTT is a qualitative method for examining how governance arrangements change over time. It is particularly useful when rights-
based and participatory commitments remain formally in place but are increasingly accompanied by enterprise development, market
integration, or performance-based evaluation. GTT traces how objectives, institutional roles, indicators, evidence practices, and
community positioning evolve across successive governance phases.

GTT examines governance change through multiple analytical layers by integrating institutional analysis, policy evaluation
metrics, and community-level experiences to trace how governance priorities evolve over time. The framework is applicable across a
wide range of natural resource governance and development contexts, including community forestry, conservation, coastal resource
management, and rural development programmes where participatory governance intersects with market oriented policy reforms.

The overall analytical workflow of GTT is presented in Fig. 1, while Table 1 details each analytical step together with its guiding
questions and corresponding data sources. The framework integrates multiple data sources, coding categories, analytical steps, and
triangulation procedures to support the identification of governance transitions. The arrows indicate the sequential analytical process
through which raw qualitative data are transformed into governance regime classifications.

Data requirements and sampling strategy

GTT requires data that capture governance dynamics across institutional, policy, and community levels. The framework is designed
for qualitative case studies and draws on multiple sources of evidence, including policy and regulatory documents from different
implementation periods, programme monitoring and evaluation reports, interviews with institutional actors, interviews or focus group
discussions with community members, and, where available, observational or archival materials.

Sampling follows a purposive and theoretically informed strategy. Researchers should select participants from different positions
within the governance system, including policymakers, implementing agencies, facilitators, civil society organisations, private-sector
actors where relevant, and community members. This sampling strategy supports analytical triangulation by comparing recurring
patterns across actor groups and multiple data sources. The GTT consists of six analytical steps designed to guide researchers in
systematically identifying governance regime transitions.

Step 1. Institutional Actor Mapping
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The first step involves identifying the institutional actors involved in the governance system under investigation. This includes
mapping both formal and informal actors involved in policy design, implementation, and evaluation. Researchers should identify
actors across multiple governance levels, including:

e National policy institutions

e Regional or local government agencies

e Implementing bureaucracies

¢ Civil society organisations

e Private sector actors

e Community institutions or customary authorities

The purpose of this step is to understand how authority and responsibility are distributed within the governance system. Insti-
tutional actor mapping also helps identify which actors play dominant roles in producing policy narratives, evaluation criteria, and
evidence used in governance decision-making. Data sources for this step may include policy documents, organisational mandates,
programme guidelines, interviews with institutional actors, and participant observation in governance forums.

Step 2. Policy Objective Identification

The second step examines the formal and informal objectives of the governance programme. Researchers analyse how policy goals
are defined, communicated, and prioritised across different stages of programme implementation. This step involves identifying
whether policy objectives primarily emphasise:

e Recognition of community rights

Institutional empowerment and participation
Resource conservation

Economic productivity

Enterprise development and market integration

Changes in policy objectives often signal broader transformations in governance regimes. For example, a governance programme
that initially emphasised community rights and participatory governance may later prioritise economic productivity or market
competitiveness. Researchers should examine policy documents, programme guidelines, official speeches, and institutional reports to
identify how policy objectives evolve over time.

Step 3. Indicator Transformation Tracking

Governance transitions are often reflected in changing evaluation metrics and performance indicators. This step analyses how
success is measured within the governance programme. Researchers should identify:

e The indicators used to evaluate programme performance
e How these indicators change over time
e How institutions interpret and apply these metrics

Rights-based governance systems typically evaluate success through indicators such as legal recognition, community participation,
and access to resources. In contrast, entrepreneurial governance regimes often introduce indicators focused on productivity, enterprise
development, certification standards, or market integration. Tracking indicator transformations allows researchers to detect shifts in
governance priorities even when formal policy narratives remain unchanged.

Step 4. Evidence System Examination

Governance programmes rely on specific forms of evidence to justify decisions, evaluate success, and guide policy implementation.
This step examines how evidence is produced, interpreted, and mobilised within the governance system. Researchers should analyse:

e What types of data are considered valid evidence
e Which institutions produce and control this evidence
e Which forms of knowledge are excluded or marginalised

Evidence systems often privilege quantifiable indicators and administrative reporting while marginalising locally grounded
knowledge, consistent with broader critiques of how development programmes render local realities technically governable [19].
Examining these evidence systems helps reveal how governance regimes prioritise certain forms of knowledge over others. Similar
dynamics have been documented in studies of social forestry and customary forest recognition in Indonesia, where administrative
indicators and formal reporting systems frequently shape policy implementation and institutional decision-making [14,20]. These
dynamics illustrate how governance regimes prioritise certain forms of knowledge over others, shaping authority, legitimacy, and
decision-making processes within environmental governance [21].

Step 5. Community Positioning Analysis

Governance transitions frequently involve changes in how communities are positioned within policy frameworks. This step ana-
lyses how communities are represented, evaluated, and governed within the programme. Researchers should examine whether
communities are positioned primarily as:
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Table 2
Coding Categories for Governance Transition Analysis.
Analytical Dimension Rights-Based Governance Codes Entrepreneurial Governance Codes
Policy objectives tenure security, recognition, participation, conflict productivity, enterprise development, market integration,
resolution competitiveness
Evaluation indicators permits, institutional formation, participation rates turnover, business certification, enterprise performance, market access
Evidence systems legitimacy, local knowledge, community claims economic metrics, performance reports, business outcomes
Community rights holders, resource stewards, beneficiaries entrepreneurs, producers, market actors
positioning
Governance logic redistribution, empowerment, inclusion efficiency, competitiveness, enterprise growth
e Rights holders

e Resource stewards
Policy beneficiaries
Entrepreneurial actors
Market participants

Data sources for this step include interviews with community members, focus group discussions, and observations of programme
implementation. Changes in community positioning often reflect deeper transformations in governance logic.

Step 6. Governance Regime Identification

The final step synthesises findings from the previous analytical steps in order to identify the dominant governance regime operating
within the programme. Researchers compare patterns identified in:

e Institutional actor dynamics
Policy objectives
Evaluation indicators
Evidence systems
Community positioning

By triangulating these analytical dimensions, researchers can determine whether the governance system operates primarily within
a rights-based framework, an entrepreneurial governance regime, or a hybrid configuration combining elements of both. The GTT
framework therefore allows researchers to systematically identify governance transitions and analyse how institutional, political, and
economic pressures reshape participatory resource governance programmes over time. The synthesis of these dimensions can be
organised using a governance regime matrix that enables comparison across governance phases and cases (Table 2).

Researchers code interview transcripts, policy documents, and evaluation reports using these categories. Codes may be expanded
according to the empirical contexts. The examples in Table 2 are intended as a guide and should be adapted to the governance and
institutional setting of each study. For instance, enterprise development in Indonesia may be assessed using the KUPS (Kelompok Usaha
Perhutanan Sosial) classification system, whereas other countries may rely on different organisational or enterprise performance
indicators.

Decision rules for identifying governance transitions

Governance Transition Tracing does not assume that governance regimes change abruptly or completely. Instead, transitions are
identified when several analytical dimensions consistently point to changing governance priorities. A governance transition may be
inferred when at least three of the following conditions are observed:

. Policy objectives increasingly emphasise economic performance alongside or above rights recognition.

. Evaluation indicators shift toward productivity, enterprise development, or market integration.

. Evidence systems privilege economic metrics over participatory or legitimacy-based indicators.

. Communities are increasingly expected to function as entrepreneurs, while recognition of their role as rights holders becomes less
prominent.

5. Institutional incentives favour business development and performance-oriented interventions.

A WN =

Where indicators associated with both rights-based and governance remain evident, the governance arrangement is classified as a
hybrid regime, indicating that elements of both governance orientations continue to coexist.

Analytical output
The results of GTT can be synthesised through a governance regime matrix, which summarises the key characteristics of different

governance phases.
This matrix provides a structured way to visualise governance transitions and facilitates comparative analysis across cases.
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Practical considerations for applying the method

When applying GTT, researchers should recognise that governance transitions rarely occur through abrupt policy changes but
emerge gradually through shifting evaluation criteria, funding priorities, and institutional narratives. Attention should be given to
evidence systems, particularly to how indicators redefine policy priorities and programme success over time. Community-level ex-
periences remain essential for interpreting these changes, making interviews, focus group discussions, and field observations
important sources of evidence. Detailed implementation materials, including the semi-structured interview guide, analytical work-
flow, coding matrices, analytical decision rules, and supporting examples, are provided in Supplementary Appendices S1 and S2.

Method validation

The GTT framework was validated through its application to Indonesia's social forestry programme in South Sulawesi. The case was
selected because Indonesian social forestry represents one of the most extensive contemporary experiments in rights-based environ-
mental governance, while previous studies have also documented the coexistence of market-oriented, participatory, and tenure-based
objectives within its implementation [10,11,13,22,23]. The empirical application formed the basis of a companion research article
currently submitted as co-submission in Forest Policy and Economics entitled From Rights Recognition to Entrepreneurial Forestry:
Governance Transition and Power Contestation in Indonesia’s Social Forestry.

The validation dataset consisted of 34 semi-structured interviews with community members, social forestry facilitators, govern-
ment officials, and civil society actors across three districts in South Sulawesi. The dataset was selected because it contained evidence
from multiple governance levels, including community groups, facilitators, government agencies, and civil society organisations.
These data were complemented by historical social forestry evaluation reports, policy documents, programme monitoring records, and
field observations.

The six analytical steps were applied sequentially. Institutional actor mapping identified shifts in the relative influence of actors
involved in enterprise development and programme evaluation. Policy objective analysis revealed increasing emphasis on business
development and market integration. Indicator tracking demonstrated a transition from permit issuance and participation measures
toward enterprise performance indicators, including Indonesia's KUPS (Kelompok Usaha Perhutanan Sosial) classification system,
together with productivity indicators and market-oriented performance metrics. Evidence system analysis identified growing reliance
on economic reporting and measurable outputs, while community positioning analysis revealed a shift from rights holders toward
entrepreneurial actors.

The framework identified a consistent governance trajectory across interviews, policy documents, and evaluation reports.
Comparing evidence from these different sources strengthened the analysis by confirming that similar patterns emerged across
multiple forms of evidence, reducing the likelihood that the findings reflected a single dataset or institutional perspective. Coding
results were also revisited across governance levels to examine whether the observed patterns remained consistent. Policy objectives,
evaluation indicators, evidence systems, and community positioning all pointed to the same direction of change, providing confidence
that the observed trajectory represented a broader transformation in governance.

To improve transparency and replicability, all materials were coded using the analytical categories presented in Table 2. Additional
codes were introduced when empirical evidence could not be adequately captured by the initial coding scheme, and their inclusion was
verified through comparison across interviews, documents, and reports. Governance classifications were assigned only when
consistent patterns were evident across the analytical dimensions, ensuring that the interpretation reflected converging evidence from
multiple sources rather than isolated observations.

The South Sulawesi application demonstrates that GTT can identify governance transformations that may remain obscured when
analysis focuses only on policy discourse or institutional mandates. The framework also provides a replicable workflow that can be
adapted to community forestry, conservation governance, fisheries co-management, land reform, and other participatory governance
programmes.

Limitations

The GTT framework supports the analysis of governance transformations in policy programmes where institutional priorities,
evaluation indicators, and actor roles evolve over time. The method is particularly suitable for analysing governance systems that
combine participatory frameworks with increasing pressures for economic performance, which is a common dynamic in natural
resource governance and rural development programmes.

A key strength of GTT is its integration of institutional arrangements, policy objectives, evaluation indicators, evidence systems,
and community experiences. By triangulating these dimensions, researchers can identify governance transitions that may not be
immediately visible through policy discourse analysis alone. This helps explain how governance priorities shift across institutional and
policy levels.

GTT relies on diverse qualitative sources of evidence, including policy documents, institutional reports, interviews, and focus group
discussions. Where access to institutional actors or community perspectives is limited, the ability to fully apply the framework may be
constrained. Researchers should also recognise that governance transitions rarely follow a simple or uniform pathway. Rights-based
and entrepreneurial governance often coexist within the same programme, producing hybrid arrangements that evolve over time. In
this context, GTT is intended to trace changing governance patterns and identify the coexistence of different governance logics without
forcing governance into fixed categories.
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Table 3

Example of Governance Regime Comparison.
Governance dimension Rights-based governance Entrepreneurial governance
Policy objective Recognition of community rights Economic productivity and enterprise
Evaluation indicators Tenure recognition, participation Productivity, certification, market readiness
Role of communities Rights holders and collective actors Market actors or rural entrepreneurs
Evidence system Legal recognition, participatory legitimacy Performance metrics and economic indicators
Governance logic Redistribution and institutional strengthening Market discipline and competitiveness

The framework concentrates on governance dynamics within policy programmes and gives less attention to wider political and
macroeconomic processes that may shape those dynamics. Such factors remain important and should be incorporated where they are
relevant to the research context. Even with these limitations, GTT can also be applied to examine governance change across
community-based resource management and rural development programmes. Its emphasis on qualitative evidence, triangulation, and
comparative analysis also allows the framework to be adapted to different institutional and policy settings.

Potential areas of application include:

e Community forestry and social forestry programmes
e Conservation governance initiatives

e Coastal and fisheries co-management systems

e Land reform and tenure recognition programmes

e Rural development programmes that combine participation and market integration

In many of these contexts, policy programmes initially emphasise community participation and rights recognition but later
incorporate entrepreneurial or market-oriented objectives. GTT offers a practical analytical way to examine these transformations. By
focusing on observable changes in policy objectives, evaluation indicators, evidence systems, and community positioning, GTT sup-
ports the analysis of governance transitions across diverse institutional settings in the Global South.
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