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Abstract Countries across the Pacific region have experienced a surge in interna-
tionally funding for climate adaptation initiatives. In the Independent State of Samoa,
two major projects—funded by the Adaptation Fund and the World Bank Pilot Pro-
gram for ClimateResilience (PPCR)—have supported adaptation planning and activ-
ity implementation inmost villages across the country. These country-wide initiatives
range from conducting LiDAR studies and updating Community IntegratedManage-
ment (CIM) plans to installing rainwater catchment and storage tanks and reforesting
water catchment areas. These projects inherently present a multi-level governance
challenge because they are developed at the national level, are funded and moni-
tored at the international level, and ultimately implemented in communities. This
chapter explores the extent to which interactions across governance levels and scales
advance effective adaptation to climate change. Based on in-country interviews, site
observations, and observations of the Adaptation Fund’s terminal evaluation process,
this chapter presents evidence from these major adaptation initiatives in Samoa to
highlight where multi-level governance had been leveraged to enhance the gover-
nance of adaptation as well as areas of the projects where this has not occurred. It
further examines the trade-offs inherent in efforts to work across governance scales
and levels in conducting climate change adaptation.

Keywords Multi-level governance · Climate change adaptation · Samoa · Climate
finance

Introduction

Pacific Island countries are on the front lines of climate change impacts. At a 1.5 °C
temperature rise above pre-industrial levels, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
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Change (IPCC) projects that small islands will experience freshwater stress, coastal
flooding, negative impacts on marine ecosystems, and migration induced, at least
partially, by sea level rise (Hoegh-Guldberg et al. 2018). In fact, island states such
as Samoa are already experiencing some of these changes. In Samoa, since 1950,
annual maximum temperatures have increased by about 0.22 °C each decade (MNRE
2011). Sea level rise in Samoa, at 4 mm per year since 1993 (MNRE 2011), is
above the global average of 2.8–3.6 mm per year. Additional impacts include ocean
acidification which is particularly detrimental to corals, shifting rainfall patterns (i.e.,
less rain in the dry season and more rain during the rainy season), and more intense
tropical cyclones (MNRE 2011).

These external forces compel Pacific Island countries to place climate change at
the core of their national priorities and to advocate for swift and robust international
action to curb greenhouse gas emissions. Yet, many of the impacts listed above
must be addressed regardless of future greenhouse gas mitigation efforts because
livelihoods, healthy ecosystems, and assets are at stake. Adaptation efforts initiated
around the Pacific Islands region range from incremental steps to more transforma-
tional change. Some countries in the region have already started to develop relocation
strategies to prepare for worst case future climate scenarios. For example, Fiji has
initiated discussions on building relocation into their National Climate Change Pol-
icy, and Kiribati has already developed a “migration with dignity” policy (Yamamoto
and Esteban 2017, 146). Given that Pacific Island countries, and developing countries
more broadly, are largely not responsible for the cause of these impacts, funding for
adaptation is expected to come from high-emitting developed countries.

Significant international funding has been allocated to climate change projects,
especially mitigation projects, in developing countries for over 25 years. Donor enti-
ties include theWorld Bank, developed countries and their international development
agencies, the European Union, non-governmental organizations, UN programmes
and offices, and funding mechanisms under the United Nations Framework Conven-
tion on Climate Change (UNFCCC). According to the UNFCCC Standing Commit-
tee on Finance’s 2018 assessment of climate finance flows, from 2015–2016multilat-
eral climate funds—which include the Adaptation Fund and the Green Climate Fund
(GCF)—provided an average of US$1.9 billion for climate mitigation and adaptation
(UNFCCC 2018). By comparison, bilateral climate finance provided US$31.7 bil-
lion and multilateral development bank climate finance summed to US$24.4 billion.
All three categories continue to primarily fund mitigation with between 21 and 29%
of funds allocated to adaptation (UNFCCC 2018). This extensive funding apparatus,
coupled with the latest reports from the IPCC detailing the wide-reaching extent of
climate change impacts, suggest that international funding for climate mitigation and
adaptation projects in developing countries will continue to be a central feature of
international climate governance.

The projects stemming from these funding apparatuses inherently present a multi-
level governance challenge. In the case of climate change adaptation projects, they
are often developed by national level ministries or multilateral development orga-
nizations (i.e., UNDP, UNEP, World Bank, etc.). Project proposals are reviewed by
international panels and funding is distributed based on internationally determined
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rubrics and standards. Funding moves back to countries, usually to the national gov-
ernment, where it can be administered in a multitude of different ways. Ultimately,
project implementation happens at the community level where rainwater catchment
and storage systems are installed, or riparian buffers are planted along rivers.

It is well understood that all these levels of governance exist and function within
the overall system of climate adaptation (Hooghe and Marks 2001). This chapter
explores the extent to which interactions across governance levels and scales advance
effective climate change adaptation. Understanding these systems is critical, espe-
cially in the context of developing countries, because the involvement of so many
actors can potentially causemore harm than good if not facilitated effectively (Chaud-
hari andMishra 2016). To examine these systems, the chapter explores evidence from
an Adaptation Fund project and a World Bank Pilot Program for Climate Resilience
(PPCR) in Samoa.

The chapter first outlines a brief history ofmulti-level governance and describes its
value as a framework to understand implementation of climate adaptation projects.
Next, it suggests eight characteristics of multi-level governance that emerge from
the literature. Through an analysis of the Adaptation Fund and PPCR projects in
Samoa, the chapter then tests the extent to which these characteristics are apparent in
a governance system which inherently involved many different levels and scales of
governance. Finally, the chapter highlights the trade-offs embedded in this systems
approach to adaptation governance.

Background: The Multi-level Governance Framework

Rationale

Histories of international development and sustainable development show that
when projects are conducted exclusively by a top-down actor they usually fail
(Adams 2009). As a result, funders now seek projects that emphasize collabora-
tive, community-based, and stakeholder-driven approaches. But, writing this plan in
a proposal is vastly different from carrying it out effectively. Further, community-
based approaches face another set of challenges if the responsibility for these projects
move to the community level, but the resources for implementation and long-term
management do not (Elyachar 2005). Given that internationally-funded climate adap-
tation projects seem to be following in the footsteps of international and sustainable
development initiatives (i.e., funded by many of the same sources, following sim-
ilar monitoring and evaluation processes, and aligning proposals with the Sustain-
able Development Goals), avoiding these same pitfalls will be essential. This paper
explores how multi-level governance (MLG) is a useful framework to understand
the extent to which projects truly engage across the levels and scales of governance
versus evoking the above buzzwords—community-based and locally-driven—in a
more superficial form.
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In order to see howMLG can be used to understand internationally funded climate
adaptation projects, it is critical to understand the multiplicity of ways that MLG has
been conceived since the term emerged in the 1990s. At its root, MLG describes the
diffusion of power from a central government to other levels of governance. In this
way, governance roles would be shared from the local to the international levels—an
effort to correct for the failures of national, top-down approaches to development.
Yet, today it is largely recognized that there is a need for balance across levels of
governance after critiques of state interventions swung the pendulum away from
state responsibility, as with theWashington Consensus and neo-liberalization, which
moved power and responsibility away from the central government to themarkets. As
described by Steger and Roy, neo-liberalism is “a mode of governance that embraces
the idea of the self-regulating free market, with its associated values of competition
and self-interest, as amodel for effective and efficient government” (2010, 12). These
structures, embraced by the US and imposed on many developing countries, move
responsibility to other levels of government, but do not provide any resources or sup-
port for those levels of government to manage the services previously administered
by the central government (Elyachar 2005). This is chiefly because under neoliber-
alism, the state’s goals are the “deregulation of the economy, the liberalization of
trade and industry, and the privatization of state-owned enterprises,” so a central gov-
ernment would assume that decentralized services would be supported via market
mechanisms (Steger and Roy 2010, 14).

Today, scholars employMLG as an instrument which recognizes the faults of both
overly-centralized or overly market-based governance. Instead, contemporary MLG
provides a frame to describe “political decentralization within states” which refers
to distributing power to the supranational level, to the sub-national level, and out to
private entities (Hooghe andMarks 2001, 3). This formof governance, originally con-
ceived as a way to understand the governance of the European Union, was expected
to be more efficient and inclusive of all stakeholders. There are many derivatives
of MLG discussed in the literature as “multi-tiered governance; polycentric gover-
nance; multi-perspectival governance; functional, overlapping, competing jurisdic-
tions (FOCJ); fragmegration (or SOAs); and consortio and condominio” (Hooghe
andMarks 2001, 3). This idea ofMLGas a frame to understand governance structures
has been employed by scholars to study international environmental change (Janicke
2017). Drawing on Janicke (2017), this chapter uses MLG to study internationally
funded climate change adaptation projects.

We aim to test what aspects ofMLG are present in the Samoan adaptation projects
as well as aspects of the framework that are less applicable to this specific context.
Samoa is home to two country-wide adaptation projects, of which one is complete
and the other is in its final phase. TheGovernment of Samoa considers climate change
a national priority. Thus, the Samoa case provided an ideal location for preliminary
research to test this form of adaptation project analysis. Further, emerging trends
from the Samoa case, while not generalizable to all Adaptation Fund or World Bank
projects, may provide valuable takeaways to consider in future projects development
and implementation.
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We explore MLG within the context of the Cash et al. (2006) model of MLG
interactions. Cash et al. define scales “as the spatial, temporal, quantitative or ana-
lytical dimensions used to measure and study any phenomenon” (Gibson et al. 2000
in Cash et al. 2006, 2). Levels are seen as the “unit of analysis that are located at
different positions on a scale (Gibson et al. 2000 in Cash et al. 2006, 4). For exam-
ple, the jurisdictional scale includes the local, regional, national, and international
levels. Cash et al. (2006) provide a differentiation between cross- and multi- scale
and level interactions. Cross-scale indicates that there is actual interaction between
the scale, level, or both, while multi-scale simply implies that the different levels or
scales exist. Throughout this chapter, the term MLG is intended to encompass the
above definition. Using this understanding of existence and potential for interaction
between scales and levels, we explore the characteristics of MLG as defined in the
literature below.

Characteristics of MLG

Eight central characteristics of MLG are evident in the literature: (1) Devolution of
power to the supra- and sub-national levels; (2) inclusion of state and non-state actors;
(3) involvement of all scales; (4) nested levels of governance; (5) intentionality; (6)
equal power across levels; (7) fluidity; and (8) new policy solutions.

Devolution of power to the supra- and sub-national levels: MLG includes actors at
both the supra- and sub-national levels.However, it is not simply that these entities are
named in a proposal, but rather that power (i.e., resources, decision-making ability,
etc.) is devolved to them (Keskitalo 2010). This implies that the entities have access
to participation in the governance process (Stephenson 2013).

Inclusion of state and non-state actors: While governments may have a central role
in facilitatingMLG processes, non-state actors are also integrated in this framework.
Keskitalo (2010) adds that both private and public entities need to be engaged across
all the levels meaning that inclusion of multilateral development organizations is
not sufficient to consider non-state actors adequately integrated into the governance
process. Gumeta-Gómez et al. (2016) cite government agencies, communities, non-
governmental organizations, and the private sector as specific examples of stake-
holders in a MLG process. This makes the system necessarily complex with the
involvement of “a multitude of actors” (Brockhaus et al. 2012, 201).

Involvement of all scales: Cash et al. (2006) identifies seven scales that are necessary
to consider when studying human–environment interactions (see Fig. 2). The scales
are spatial (with levels being areas from global to a single landscape), temporal
(dealing with rates, durations, and frequencies), jurisdictional (governance levels
from international to national to provincial to localities), institutional (dealing with
rules that exist from international law to local norms), management (from strategies
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to plans to tasks), networks (dealing with links between people from ‘trans-society’
to family), and knowledge (defining truth from universal to contextual) (Cash et al.
2006, 3). To understand howMLG functions, it is important to explore the interaction
across all these scales and their levels which creates a complex matrix of actors,
institutions, and structures (Bulkeley and Betsill 2005; Hooghe and Marks 2001;
Keskitalo 2010).

Nested levels of governance: Drawing fromOstrom’s (2012) polycentric governance,
the idea of nested governance is that the levels of governance need simultaneous
independence and interdependence (Cole 2011; Keskitalo 2010). While dependence
creates linkages between entities, any level can also produce independent policy and
decisions which are based on the outcome of interactions across the levels. Stephen-
sondescribes this as “amutual dependency through the intertwining of policy-making
activities” (2013, 817). This concept of the nature of interactions between levels and
across scales is central to the functioning of a MLG system.

Intentionality: Cole (2011) emphasizes that these MLG systems and the interac-
tions, nested or otherwise, that characterize the system do not happen by accident.
Rather, they are an intentional strategy to “determine the appropriate division of
responsibility and authority between governance institutions and organizations at
global, national, state, and local levels” (Cole 2011, 2). Interesting, in the case of
internationally funded adaptation projects, multiple levels of governance are always
involved in an adaptation project. This makes intentionality paramount because oth-
erwise the involvement of so many actors can be more of a burden than a support
system (Chaudhari and Mishra 2016). So, the extent to which MLG is strategically
embraced in order to facilitate adaptation may dictate certain elements of success in
the project.

Equal power across levels: Stephenson (2013) suggests that a part of this inten-
tional effort to foster effective MLG is creating an environment where the levels
of governance interact on equal footing. He states, “MLG implies engagement and
influence—no level of activity being superior to the other” (Stephenson 2013, 817).
Similarly, Cash et al. (2006) highlights that knowledge should be co-produced in
MLG systems. This may be one of the most challenging characteristics of MLG in
the context of internationally funded climate adaptation because it envisions that a
community has the same power as the national government or the funding entity.
Understanding how power structures are reinforced, renegotiated, or redesigned as
a result of a MLG process is central to this study.

Fluidity: All the characteristics listed above are evolving—not static. This fluidity
in the MLG system is central to how Bulkeley and Betsill (2005) and Hooghe and
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Marks (2001) describeMLG. It is supposed to be a system that is adaptive and formed
by the sum of its parts.

New policy solutions: In terms of outcomes of a MLG system, Cash et al. (2006)
argue that MLG should facilitate the generation of new policy solutions that were
not accessible prior to the effective usage of MLG. These solutions incorporate, and
build on, co-production of knowledge and continuous negotiation across levels and
scales.

Applying MLG to Internationally Funded Climate Adaptation
Projects in Developing Countries

From the broadest perspective, MLG translates well to the study of climate change
governance because while climate change is a global phenomenon, the international
scale is not always the most appropriate place to address the challenge (Adger 2001).
Evaluating the characteristics of MLG can be particularly instructive when thinking
about internationally funded climate adaptation projects taking place in developing
countries because not only the concept of climate change, but the projects themselves
are constantly maneuvering across and between governance levels and scales.

MLG in the developing country context can be complicated by a number of factors.
First, effective institutions are needed for MLG to function, yet countries taking
on climate adaption measures do not necessarily have those institutions in place.
Second, scholars argue that MLG of climate change adaptation will only work if it is
consistent with broader development objectives. Chaudhari and Mishra suggest that
in the case of linking watershed development and climate change adaptation in India,
“for multi-level governance, to be efficient for bringing in the climate adaptation,
coordinating and integrating climate and non-climate strategies across jurisdictions
and sectors would be essential. Without these, the multiplicity of actors, scales and
levels might bemore of a hindrance rather than of any assistance” (2016, 326). Adger
et al. (2003) echo Chaudhari and Mishra (2016) by suggesting that climate change
adaptation in the developing country context will not work at any level if it is not done
in tandem with general sustainable development objectives. The third complicating
factor, as Adger et al. (2003) describe, is that developing countries are often working
with limited options often because of financial resource constraints. Finally, MLG of
adaptation in developing countries often involves funding from international sources
(e.g., UNFCCC, World Bank, and other development agencies) which changes the
players involved with governance and who dictates the adaptation needs (Adger
et al. 2003). Adaptation implementation faces a different set of challenges in the
developing country context, and it critical to understand how MLG functions in this
space given the magnitude and scope of funding mobilized at the international level
to support adaptation in developing countries.
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Research Methodology

This project uses a case study methodology to study climate change adaptation
projects in Samoa (Creswell 2013; Yin 2014). The case study included a literature
review, a review of project documents, and fieldwork in Samoa. We conducted the
fieldwork in Samoa in July 2018.

During our 2.5 weeks of fieldwork, we conducted semi-structured interviews with
seven key informants which ranged from 45 min to 3 h in length. The interviews are
referred to in the chapter as interviews 1–6 and include the date conducted (one
interview included two interviewees, referred to as A and B). We also spent two days
observing the terminal evaluation of the Adaptation Fund project. This included trav-
eling around the entire island of Savai’i visiting adaptation projects funded by the
AdaptationFundwith threeMinistry ofNaturalResources andEnvironment (MNRE)
officials, one United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) staff member, and
the international independent consultant conducting the evaluation. During this pro-
cess, we observed interviews between the consultant and community stakeholders,
informal conversations between the consultant and the other staff on the trip, and we
learned all of their observations of the Adaptation Fund projects we visited. Separate
from the terminal evaluation, we also visited Adaptation Fund and PPCR funded
activities on Upolu.

We analyzed the transcribed interviews, field notes, and project documents using
discourse analysis (Gee 2004). Applied broadly, discourse analysis explores the use
of language in a set of texts with the understanding that all language is both from a
specific context and situated in a larger framework of socially constructed conven-
tions (Abrams 1999). Gee suggests that critical discourse analysis views language as
a way of communicating social practices which “always have implications for inher-
ently political things like status, solidarity…and power” (Gee in Rogers 2004, 33).
In this context, we were reading for descriptions of when, how, and to what extent
the national government distributed power to other levels; the difference, if any, in
perspective on the projects from stakeholder approaching the projects from different
levels and scales; and the processes and outcomes that interviewees suggested were
both effective and ineffective.

The discourse analysis was conducted using the qualitative data analysis software
NVivo by QSR International. Through a process of inductive and then deductive
coding, we categorized how elements of the projects interacted across scales and
levels as well as their alignment with the characteristics of MLG to identify where
MLG occurred, to some extent, as well as where it did not happen effectively.

The study’s main limitation is the fieldwork duration. The chapter presents first-
hand observations of a snapshot in time rather than observations starting at the begin-
ning of the project process and following through to post-implementation project
management. Thus, the chapter relies on interviewee’s accounts of the entire pro-
cess. Time constrains also meant that we did not have sufficient opportunity to build
relationship with village leaders and community members to accurately capture their
perceptions of the project process. Thus, this article draws on a small set of observed
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interviewees between communitymembers and the international consultant.An addi-
tional limitation is that, while general lessons may be drawn to inform adaptation
across the Pacific region, the case study focuses specifically on the Samoan context.
Generalizations out to the regional level should be done with careful consideration
of countries’ specific history, culture, economy, and geography.

The Case Study

Case Study Introduction: Climate Change Adaptation Projects
in Samoa

The Independent State of Samoa is a Small Island Developing State (SID) located
in the Pacific Islands region (Fig. 1). Samoa is composed of ten islands, of which
four are inhabited. The two main islands are Upolu, where the country’s capital Apia
is located, and Savai’i. As of 2017, the population of Samoa was just over 196,000
people. About the same number of Samoans that live in country, live abroad, and the
economy is dominated by remittances (Meleisea et al. 2012). Given Samoa’s long
history and rich culture, the country is often referred to as the ‘Cradle of Polynesia.’

From the 1830s to 1962, Germany, and then New Zealand held administrative
authority in Samoa. During the last decade of this period, New Zealand initiated
work with the United Nations and Samoan leaders to craft a path to independence
which was achieved in 1962. Thus, Samoa became the first politically indepen-
dent island state in the Pacific Island region (Meleisea et al. 2012). Since gaining
independence, the Government of Samoa has faced significant challenges, including
balancing traditional norms and rules with that ofWestern institutional structures that

Fig. 1 Map of the independent state of Samoa
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had been put in place prior to independence; broad pressures of globalization; and
most recently the impacts of climate change (Macpherson and Macpherson 2009).

In the world of international climate change policy and planning, Samoa, and
other Pacific island countries, are on the front lines—both in terms of facing climate
change impacts, and in conveying the gravity of this challenge to the international
community. The region is also at the forefront of climate change adaptation and
are some of the main drivers behind obtaining climate change adaptation financing
from the international community. Samoa has made climate change central to their
overall development agenda and a broad national priority. This is seen through their
focus on climate throughout the 2016–2020 Strategy for the Development of Samoa
(SDS), their position as a founding member of the United Nations Group of Friends
on Climate and Security, and their ambitious greenhouse gas mitigation goals laid
out in their Nationally Determined Contribution (NDC) under the Paris Agreement.
Because Samoa sees addressing climate change as central to their country’s devel-
opment and security, it seems fair to expect that the country would have the most
motivation to effectively address the issue. Thus, a country like Samoa, that is ahead
of the curve on thinking about climate change, represents a useful case to explore
the extent to which stakeholders leverage MLG to facilitate adaptation. Further, the
synergies and barriers that emerge from Samoa’s experience implementing interna-
tionally funded adaptation projects could serve as a tool for monitoring adaptation
project effectiveness more broadly.

This case study explores two of the most recent internationally-funded adapta-
tion projects implemented in Samoa. The initiatives are considered sister projects
designed to complement each other—carrying out the same set of activities in differ-
ent parts of the country and sharing data throughout the duration of the projects. The
first project falls under the Adaptation Fund which is a funding mechanism designed
and overseen by parties to the UNFCCC. The Adaptation Fund project, Enhancing
Resilience of Samoa’s Coastal Communities to Climate Change, was proposed by the
Samoan national government to the Adaptation Fund, and approved by the Adapta-
tion Fund Board in December 2011 as a US$8.7 million project. It started in January
2013, and officially concluded mid-2018. The Samoa Ministry of Natural Resources
and Environment (MNRE) served as the executing entity for the project, and the
implementing entity was UNDP. The sister project is part of the World Bank’s Pilot
Program for Climate Resilience (PPCR) initiative which provided US$14.6 million
for the project, Enhancing the Climate Resilience of Coastal Resources and Com-
munities. The project was approved in 2013 and is set to close in June 2020. The
Ministry of Finance (MOF) is responsible for the project.

Both projects have three main components: Adaptation planning, community
grants, and major infrastructure projects. First, each project was responsible for
working with a set of villages to update their Coastal Infrastructure Management
(CIM) plans which were originally drafted between 2002 and 2005. During this
process of planning and consulting with village leaders, the implementers updated
the plan name to the Community IntegratedManagement (CIM) plans to reflect their
new ‘ridge-to-reef’ approach to adaptation planning. The idea is that activities on
the island have impact on the coastal ecosystem, and vice versa, so the focus of the
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management plans needs to broadly consider island-wide implications for the coast.
The PPCR project additionally funded LiDARmapping of Upolu and Savai’i for use
in both projects CIM planning processes.

The secondpart of the projectswere community grants. Thesegrants, administered
through the national government’s Civil Society Support Program (CSSP), aimed to
provide up to 50,000Tala (~US$18,900) per grant to villages to implement adaptation
projects in line with their CIM plans. Of the 45 Adaptation Fund supported CSSP
projects, some of the major areas of work included 23 projects to install rainwater
harvesting and storage systems; nine projects carried out some form of construction
including retrofitting schools to serve as evacuation shelters and building revetment
walls; and, three focused on mangrove rehabilitation and planting.

The final element of the projects was larger infrastructure activities including
building bridges to replace river fords, and tar sealing (i.e., paving) inland access
roads for storm evacuation and to encourage inland relocation of coastal villages.

Case Study Results

Building on the description by Cash et al. (2006) of the scales that are necessary to
consider when studying human–environment interactions, we examine these adap-
tation projects in Samoa to identify examples where a series of scales and levels
work effectively together and exhibit some of the eight characteristics of MLG (i.e.,
functioning MLG), and contrast that with where the levels and scales do not seem to
interact despite evidence pointing to the value these interactions add. Figure 2 shows
the Samoa case overlaid on the scales and levels identified by Cash et al. (2006) to
display the multitude of factors, actors, institutions, and structures involved in this
governance and implementation process.

The sections below describe the followingAdaptation Fund and PPCRproject ele-
ments: (1) programmatic and pragmatic approach; (2) management of safeguards;
(3) resources available to project implementers; (4) project timelines; and, (5) stake-
holder participation in decision-making and project implementation. While the sec-
tions outlined above may seem to provide disparate examples, they are selected
to display the diversity of ways that MLG could be integrated into international
donor-funded adaptation projects.

Programmatic and Pragmatic Approach

Technical and relevant government ministries in Samoa have substantial experience
in seeking and accessing development funding assistance. Evidence of international
development aid is visible on the twomain islands, from schools’ signs labeled ‘built
by the Chinese government’ and park benches sponsored by ‘The People of Japan,’
to trash stands with signage from the Global Environment Facility.
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Interviewees remarked that the need to transition from a project-based approach—
the dominant paradigm used by most of the above entities—to a programmatic and
pragmatic approach to managing international funding became apparent during the
development of the Community Integrated Management (CIM) plan process (Inter-
view 6A and 6B, 9 July 2018). Adaptation Fund and PPCR implementing agen-
cies saw the revised CIM plan process as an opportunity to increase the cohesive-
ness of the country’s adaptation efforts by more effectively designing connections
across scales and levels, demonstrating the intentionality characteristic of MLG.
Interviewees also highlighted that a well-developed programmatic and pragmatic
approach to adaptation could serve as a model for other Pacific island countries
dealing with similar influxes of funds for climate adaptation and mitigation with
convergent implementation objectives (Interview 4, 12 July 2018).

The PPCR project is housed within the Samoa Ministry of Finance (MOF). This
placement has been key to developing the programmatic and pragmatic approach
because MOF houses financial records for all government ministries and agencies
within the Government of Samoa. Thus, they can identify areas of work within
ministries and agencies that are unfunded and related to adaptation and can then
direct PPCR funding to fill those gaps. Rather than develop new projects that may
or may not align with agencies’ long-term strategies, the funding supports on-going
work that may not be implemented because of a lack of resources. For example,
“SWA, [Samoa Water Authority], is already getting funding from the EU, but there
are gaps in the funding that they need to source from other finance, so PPCR can
fill those gaps. In that way, you have partner projects working together” (Interview
2 18 July 2018, also reflected in Interview 4, 12 July 2018). The same interviewee
explained,

A lot of what we are doing now with the large projects, it is aligned to government work
plans, so what we did was collect the information on government priorities with districts,
we cross checked with what districts identified in the community, so we come across, oh
they need this road and it is identified here [in the government work plan], so it was already
planned, but there was no funding, so this is one way to fund it. (Interview 2 18 July 2018,
also reflected in Interview 4, 12 July 2018)

Going forward, another interviewee stated, “any money coming in, any proposal that
goes out, we see it from this national planning level” (Interview 6B, 9 July 2018).

The implementing agencies of these adaptation projects see the programmatic and
pragmatic approach as valuable because it may increase the likelihood that the activ-
ities carried out in these discrete projects will be sustained once the project funding
ends. Interviewees noted heightened cross-ministry buy-in over the course of project
implementation. For example, in the past, representatives from the Land Transporta-
tion Authority (LTA) and the Ministry of Works, Transportation, and Infrastructure
(WTI) departments would not attend climate related meetings, but this has changed
because they now feel ownership of projects that incorporate climate considerations
(Interview 6B, 9 July 2018).

The approach is also beneficial in that it facilitates injection of additional funding
resources into existing funding gaps to bolster implementation of activities that have
already been approved, rather than creating new projects. One example of existing
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projects waiting for funding is improving inland roads.While these roads are in exist-
ing plans largely to facilitate improved economic conditions for inland plantations,
they can also serve as evacuation routes. Thus, the project falls under the prevue of the
adaptation funding. The expectation is that the ministries and agencies will maintain
the activities over the long term because they had already been incorporated into their
workplans before the Adaptation Fund and PPCR projects were developed. Here, we
see that through the process of working across scales and levels, the implementing
agencies generated new policy solutions that were not operationalized in this context
before the initiation of this MLG process.

Interviewees indicated that this programmatic and pragmatic approach is already
influencing change in that it has increased collaboration between government min-
istries on project implementation—one of the measures of effective MLG. There are
interactions between the jurisdictional scale and institutional scale with efforts by
the different government ministries influencing operational rules and norms around
mainstreaming adaptation in their work areas. Finally, this example displays inter-
actions between the jurisdictional scale and the management scale where the local-
to-national level stakeholders move from only thinking in terms of ad hoc projects,
to thinking about projects as a part of a higher-level strategy. A weaker aspect of the
introduction of the programmatic and pragmatic approach is that, while local and
international stakeholders did have some involvement in shaping this new approach,
the national government played a central role. Thus, we see the involvement across
the jurisdictional scale, but not at equal weight.

Embedded in this example of efforts to leverage MLG to support adaptation are
trade-offs. Given that projects have finite resources and time, only certain areas of
MLG are utilized, often at the expense of others. In this case, the national government
heavily engaged its line ministries across the national level which created a sort of
horizontal nested structure, but not a vertical one. This is particularly important in
countries like Samoawhere the local village and chiefly/social system structures play
an important role in how initiatives are taken up and sustained.

Safeguards

Safeguards are a tool to identify and manage externalities of adaptation projects that
could end up causing more harm than good to the people, ecosystem, or culture
impacted by the project. Both the World Bank and the Adaptation Fund have safe-
guard policies which are supposed to guide project planning and implementation.
Safeguards are an interesting challenge of MLG because the funding organizations
provide broad expectations for the project, and the country implementers must inter-
pret and apply the expectations to the projects. This challenge requireswork across the
jurisdictional scale, aswell as interactions between the jurisdictional and institutional
scales. It is also mediated by types of knowledge.

Inconsistencies between the World Bank and the Adaptation Fund project safe-
guards caused disagreement over how certain parts of projects were conducted. This
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suggests that, in practice, refinement of safeguards is necessary for them to function
effectively across jurisdictional levels. This tension is captured by one interviewee
working closely on the PPCR project,

Safeguards and gender were put in [the project plan] and the environment and social crite-
ria, those were developed under the PPCR, but were used by both projects. The PPCR also
required the villages to go through the development consent process. That is like the govern-
ment safeguards, so that is very important, but before not a lot of projects were going through
this process. So, I think all the key players now understand the importance, because also, the
Adaptation Fund through UNDP, they do not really emphasize the importance of safeguards
unlike the World Bank, and that is a key difference because in Samoa, in a lot of projects,
safeguards are the issues. And the reason why some partners insist on their procedures is
because they see a gap in the national [procedure]. (Interview 3, 18 July 2018)

Interviewees put forward that Samoa is working to integrate the World Bank’s safe-
guards into government procedures regardless of the funding source. This example of
nested governance levels shows that the national level has observed and experienced
a process developed at the supra-national level and sees a path to borrow that process
to improve their governance procedures. Further, from theWorld Bank level, they are
implementing a new approach to align safeguards with country priorities. An inter-
viewee said that in a recent workshop, the World Bank presented a new framework
which will prioritize “find[ing] a common approach with the government before,
and agree on that approach, before [the project] gets implemented” (Interview 1, 20
July 2018). Again, a demonstration of how the levels have nested to improve overall
governance.

However, this example again raises the question of power across the levels. While
the national level appears to be reclaiming power over this process by adopting the
World Bank safeguards on their own terms, the involvement of the sub-national level
is variable. In some instances, the safeguard process did work to support the local
level, from the perspective of the interviewees. For example, for all roads tar sealed
by the government, the World Bank required the government to compensate people
living on, or farming, land immediately adjacent to the roadwork, regardless of who
actually owned the land. This certainly provided more protection for people than
they would have received if the World Bank was not involved. However, the funds
to pay these costs cannot come out of the project budget, they must come out of
the government budget which causes the safeguards to be a strain on government
resources. While interviewees reported that the government followed through on
these payments, it is worth noting that there is less incentive to do so when the funds
must be additional to the international funding allocated in the project. This is an
instance where the different levels of rules and norms along the institutional scale
can create barriers to following the safeguards.

In another case, a project under the Adaptation Fund built a revetment wall along
a river which caused more flooding instead of preventing it. The wall was devel-
oped in its present location because of requests from the village leaders against the
recommendation of engineers. This represents a lack of communication across the
knowledge scale—perhapswithmore discussion the village leaders’ experienced and
contextual knowledge could have been integrated with the analysis of the geography
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to come up with an output that would have worked. This points to a need to increase
the involvement of all scales in this aspect of the projects. Additionally, the level
to which these issues are reported back up to the international jurisdictional level is
not clear. If safeguard issues are underreported, it gives a different perception on the
effectiveness of safeguards as you move across the jurisdictional levels, which does
not foster nested levels of governance.

Resources

Three types of interconnected resources were highlighted by interviewees: opera-
tional costs, staff, and institutional memory. We observe a juxtaposition between the
influx of funding from the international level, and the expectation by the international
level of additional resources at the national and local jurisdictional levels that may
or may not exist. In the case of the PPCR project, one interviewee explained that
the World Bank provides the funds for the project, but not the operational costs. The
expectation is that the country shows its commitment to the project through support-
ing these operational costs which range from work computers to the payments for
using land to improve roads as discussed in the safeguards section.

This raised a particular challenge in Samoa because the CIM plans required that
ministry officials and consultants travel to every village in the country. But, to pay
visits to villages means that they must practice “the cultural protocol which is very
expensive. And those are not funded by the projects” (Interview 3, 18 July 2018).
The interviewee suggested that the number of village consultations correlated with
the funding that the government ministries could put forward to pay for the gifts
and activities integral to the cultural protocol. This represents a blockage between
the jurisdictional levels and the institutional levels where universal rules generated
at the international level do not allow countries to use funding for what can be
a critical part of the project process. This primary blockage also creates secondary
issues like unequal power across levels because the national and the local had limited
interactions given logical barriers.

One of the most popular lines among the consultants and ministry officials inter-
viewed was that, in their one job, they wear about twelve different ‘hats.’ There are
simply a limited number of qualified and/or experienced staff in the relevant agencies,
and resources are also limited. Thus, staff working directly on climate adaptation are
required to serve in a multitude of other capacities. This impacts the effectiveness
of MLG because it is hard to be intentional about integrating new approaches and
coordination when staff are already overworked. One interviewee explained,

I can’t think about replication. So, it is nothing to do with the capacity of our people to be
able to do it. It has to do with the fact that it is overwhelming. You have a hat on and say you
have twelve [hats] already, then you are asked to do this pragmatic approach because we are
looking at replicating. (Interview 6B, 9 July 2018)



Multi-level Governance of Climate Change Adaptation … 247

This same interviewee underscored the imperative of the pragmatic approach, but
simply cautioned that implementation is challenging with limited personnel.

An interlinked challenge is that of institutional memory. Not only are the staff
hard to find, but in the case of the Adaptation Fund project, they were transient. At
the time of the project’s terminal evaluation, only one ministry official who started
with the project when the original Adaptation Fund proposal was drafted, was still
on the team. An observer of the project noted that it is hard to effectively facilitate
work across the jurisdictional levels—not to mention build higher-level strategy
(management scale), work across types of knowledge, and align timescales—when
staff are constantly changing (Interview 5, 18 July 2018). The observer continued
by noting that this is a frequent challenge in internationally-funded climate projects
across the board. Not only is institutional memory missing within projects, but it is
often almost non-existent across large projects especially when they involve different
sectoral partners. Thus, these resource barriers to effective MLG might be more
broadly applicable across climate projects.

Aligning Timelines

The implementing agencies did not effectively use MGL to manage the different
project timetables for the Adaptation Fund and the PPCR, respectively. This chal-
lenge traverses the management, temporal, jurisdictional and institutional scales.
According to several interviewees, the ministries decided to link up the Adaptation
Fund project and the PPCR project once they were both approved. The initial chal-
lenge this created was that the PPCR project was approved later and thus had more
administrative matters to address before beginning implementation. Those imple-
menting PPCR also noted that the World Bank requires more administrative report-
ing throughout the duration of the project. Conversely, the Adaptation Fund provided
those implementing the Adaptation Fund project with the flexibility to change deci-
sions during implementation without prior approval from the Fund. Given these
different processes, the Adaptation Fund implementation was put on hold while the
PPCR carried out its preparatory phase. This highlights that there was, from the
start, intentionality to connect the projects linking up many different stakeholders
and structures across scales. However, this connectivity became a problem when the
Adaptation Fund Secretariat, according to interviewees, contacted the implementers
to say that if they did not start implementation, theywould lose the funding. So, while
the in-country teams were working to align the workplan across the many different
scales, this was prevented by international institutions’ temporal expectations.

This announcement caused the Adaptation Fund project team to uncouple the
sister projects, which removed the explicit alignment of the temporal and manage-
ment scales. Hence, the project timelines were disconnected, and so, to some degree,
were the project strategies. One observer of the Adaptation Fund project noted that
this is, in their opinion, one of the most remarkable aspects of the project—that
such rapid directional change was possible (Interview 5, 18 July 2018). While the
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separation process may have been impressive, it also resulted in some substantial
challenges. Most importantly, since the Adaptation Fund still wanted to conduct the
CIM planning in line with the PPCR, they started the implementation step with the
infrastructure projects based off the 2002–2005 CIM plans, and then updated the
plans after the projects were at least partially carried out. In the case of the CSSP
projects for the Adaptation Fund, all the villages in Savai’i also ended up applying
for projects without an updated CIM plan on which to base their project proposals.
The Adaptation Fund implementers said that, while it was not ideal, they had no
choice if they wanted the CIM planning to be effective countrywide and finish by
the Adaptation Fund’s deadline, even with a granted extension. Observations sug-
gest that the implementation was also rushed which may connect closely with the
safeguard challenges discussed above. Thus, the clash of the temporal scale with
the institutional and jurisdictional scales significantly impacted the efficacy of the
project process.

Stakeholder Participation in the Decision-Making Process

It is well documented in the literature that top-down development projects continu-
ously fail to give critical stakeholders a seat at the table (Adams 2009). The Adap-
tation Fund was charged with shifting this paradigm by being a Fund that would be
responsive to the voices of the ‘vulnerable’ people it was set up to serve. In terms of
MLG, thismeans that theAdaptation Fund is structured formovement of power to the
supra-national and sub-national levels. In Samoa’s project proposal to the Adaptation
Fund, the national government laid out their plan to engage local non-governmental
organizations (NGOs) in the planning and implementation process. Namely, NGOs
would be brought on board to work with communities to develop, apply for, and
implement their CSSP projects. However, due to the shortened timeline and lack of
resources for the NGO trainings, the NGOs were not involved in the project in favor
of ministry staff putting on another hat to advice the villages. This exemplifies how
limited time and resources snowball into a stakeholder’s exclusion from the project
which leads to forgoing a key characteristic of effective MLG which is the inclusion
of both state and non-state actors. It should be noted that NGOs were engaged with
the PPCR project in a limited capacity.

Observations suggest that the Adaptation Fund and PPCR planning and imple-
mentation was dominated by the national level ministries. The projects seem to have
done an exemplary job engagingministries across the government to support different
elements of the project including housing and implementing many elements of both
the Adaptation Fund project and the PPCR project. As one interviewee explained,
“So apart from the community consultations, we also did site assessments with the
technical experts that were on the team. So, we had an ecosystem specialist, a civil
engineer, a spatial risk planner, a geomorphologist, and plus the representatives from
implementing entities like LTA, SWA, MWTI, MNRE, and the Ministry of Women”
(Interview 2, 18 July 2018). Village leaders had direct opportunities to run projects
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through the CSSP portion of the programs which proved to be a useful way to create
ongoing conversation between the government ministries and the villages beyond the
CIM plan consultations. However, the villages did not receive full autonomy over the
project namely because they were not given the grant in money and the discretion on
how to spend it; rather, they were provided the physical materials only. According
to Stephenson (2013), in an effective MLG arrangement “no level of activity [is]
superior to the other.” The case in Samoa reflects a clear imbalance.

Discussion

Characteristics of MLG

This chapter sets out to test the extent towhich eight characteristics of effectiveMLG,
as described in the literature, are evident as stakeholders maneuver across levels
and scales to implement internationally-funded climate change adaptation projects
in Samoa. This is of particular interest because, in cases of international funding
flowing to national governments who implement projects at the local level, multiple
levels of governance are inherent in the project governance process. However, the
extent to which stakeholders recognize and actively work to facilitate MLG is not
predetermined and may play an important role in how effectively these forms of
adaptation are managed.

The eight characteristics of MLG are evident in this case study to varied degrees.
In a broad sense, there was an intentional effort by the Adaptation Fund and PPCR
implementers to work within the MLG framework baked into the projects. Similarly,
the implementers embraced the fluid nature of MLG especially in managing the
different project timelines.

Despite the inherent multi-jurisdictional level interactions built into an
internationally-funded adaptation project, the national government holds much of
the control over both the Adaptation Fund and PPCR projects. The national gov-
ernment did work closely with supra-national entities such as the World Bank, the
Adaptation Fund, and the UNDP. Especially in the case of the World Bank, the
national government gave power to these organizations to vet each step of the project
process including small logistical changes. Power was shared with the local level to
a lesser extent. Villages were consulted as a part of the CIM planning process and
had the opportunity to apply for and implement CSSP projects. However, both these
aspects of the projects were closely overseen by the national government at every
step. The interviewees summarize that the ministries saw the villages as dependent
on them for support, but the ministries did not feel a mutual sense of dependency on
the villages. Thismutual dependency, which leads tomore flattened power structures,
is a tenant of Stephenson’s (2013) understanding of MLG. This example highlights
that the characteristic of equal power across levels did not manifest in these projects.
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Returning to Keskitalo’s (2010) understanding of MLG, both private and public
entities are supposed to be involved at every level. At the international to national
levels, we do see a mix of interactions between the World Bank, the UNDP, the
Adaptation Fund, and the government ministries. However, as highlighted by the
discussion of stakeholders engaged in the projects, there is less collaboration between
state and non-state actors in-country. Further integrating Samoan civil society, in the
form of NGOs and village leadership groups, into the project process could enhance
their engagement with this characteristic of MLG.

In terms of engaging across all scales, the introduction of the programmatic and
pragmatic approach is an example where the project does work acrossmultiple scales
(i.e., jurisdictional, temporal, institutional, and management). Yet, the approach does
not necessarily integrate levels across the knowledge scale. Given village members
and leaders’ deep, contextual knowledge of the islands, this is a critical scale to
include in the Samoan context. Thus, while we do observe continuous efforts to
work across scales, it is apparent that resource and time constraints moderate the
ability to do so.

Cash et al. (2006) suggests that, when effective, MLG should create opportunities
for new policy solutions that were not possible before the levels and scales started
working both interdependently and independently (Cole 2011). In Samoa, the intro-
duction of the pragmatic and programmatic approach represents the most significant
structural change inspired by these projects. Moving away from the approach that
deals with all internationally-funded projects in a vacuum towards one that integrates
the use of international funds with existing ministry projects and priorities will likely
have a long-term impact on Samoa’s approach to international development finance.
Further, two of the implementers also explained that they were encouraging commu-
nities to use the new CIM plans to hold their elected officials accountable. Villages
should request that their elected officials use the plan to form their policy positions in
the Legislative Assembly. They explained that this could be one of the most effective
paths to ensure long term usage of the CIM plans. If the CIM plans become a tool
for villages to increase climate resilience through legislative actions this would rep-
resent another policy solution born out of the MLG process. Thus, while there were
barriers to leveraging MLG for effective adaptation, we still see substantial policy
impact coming out of these two sister projects.

Conclusion

MLG, polycentric governance, and nested governance have been discussed in the
literature for over 25 years (Stephenson 2013). Yet, this case shows that despite the
attention, implementation of MLG is challenging and there is no clear playbook for
how to do it well. In Samoa, we see that the obstacles to carry out effective MLG
are generated at various levels and scales with no particular actor or area serving as



Multi-level Governance of Climate Change Adaptation … 251

the central source of the issues. Interviewees suggested that, over the course of the
projects, they were increasingly aware of the value of working across the levels and
scales.

However, the analysis also suggests that evenwhen project implementers embrace
MLG, not all characteristics of MLG are apparent in each element of the project nor
does each element of the project include cross-level and scale interactions. This illu-
minates the spectrum and quantities of trade-offs embedded in this systems approach
to project management and governance. In fact, it brings into questions when, if ever,
MLG aligned with all of the characteristics is possible. In the case of Samoa, deci-
sions to work across all jurisdictional levels were constantly modified by access to
resources and time. Thus, project implementers had to decide when to engage with
the sub-national level entities rather than having amore nested governance approach.
Since there are somany variables embedded in this systems approach, they cannot all
be maximized at the same time. This chapter finds that effective MLG also requires
an awareness of these diverse trade-offs throughout the governance process.

As Pacific island countries continue to apply for and receive international fund-
ing for climate adaptation, embracing MLG and understanding the trade-offs woven
into the system can be informative in both the planning and project implementation
phases. At the same time, it is critical that project funders place value in the charac-
teristics of effective MLG and aim to support them through institutional policies and
procedures. In particular, ministries responsible for writing project proposals ought
to work with key stakeholders to build interactions between levels and scales into
project proposals to set the project on a trajectory to be inclusive, strategic, and in-
line with broader sustainable development goals. For example, providing funding for
cultural protocols in the grants could enablemore sustainable relationships between a
national government and communities. At the implementation phase, project imple-
menters need sufficient time to build relationships across scales and levels in order
to see the programmatic and pragmatic approach to fruition. These are critical points
for project funders to embrace.

Tracking future adaptation projects in Samoa to see how they build on or diverge
from the project efforts described in this chapter as well as revisiting the Adaptation
Fund and PPCR project elements in future years would be instructive to understand
the extent to which MLG actually influenced the long-term sustainability of the
projects. Further, an analysis of climate adaptation projects in other Pacific island
countries, similar to the work throughout this book, will increase our understanding
of the tools that are essential for effective climate adaptation in the Pacific context—
essential knowledge for a region on the front lines of climate change impacts.
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