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Abstract: This work sets out to apply the Policy Coherence Framework (PCF) to the case of climate
policy, taking into account the European, German and Thuringian political levels of analysis. It
combines an analysis of vertical coherence between these levels and horizontal coherence within
and between different sectoral policies. The study demonstrates disparities between coherence
within climate policy itself and between other policy sectors as regards forest area development.
It further reveals some contradictions between economic and ecological goals in German climate
policy, particularly as concerns the role of forests. According to the authors, this observation can,
at least in part, be explained by the national security obligations of Germany as a nation state. This
assumption is supported by the observation that the regional level of Thuringia is more consistent
with the supranational level of the European Union, both of which can “afford” to favour ecology
over economy due to not being nation states. Another finding suggests that the broad and ambiguous
definition of climate policy causes many contradictions, leading to an “omnipresence” of climate
policy, and in doing so, strips it of its meaning and, consequently, practical relevance.

Keywords: land-use policy; climate policy; forest policy; multi-level governance; European Union;
policy coherence

1. Introduction

At the present beginning of the 21st century, forest policy faces numerous challenges.
It must address requirements that are more numerous, novel and diverse than ever before
in recent history. Among the most important challenges are climate change and biodiversity.
Land use, land-use change and forestry (LULUCF) have been incorporated into these chal-
lenges through various binding international agreements, such as the Paris Climate Accord,
the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) or the EU’s LULUCF Regulation 2018/841,
and their respective national instruments of implementation, e.g., the German National
Strategy on Sustainability of 2002. They all aim to maintain or enhance biodiversity and
mitigate climate change. Being the dominant type of terrestrial landscape on Earth, forests
play a pivotal role in these policy areas by providing carbon sinks and critical habitats
for biodiversity. Therefore, forest policy constitutes a central element of both climate and
biodiversity policy.

Aimed at determining the consequences of these new requirements for forest policy
and implications of related, often intermingled policies, this study was conducted to inves-
tigate how these various, at times contradictory, new policy goals can be reconciled and
integrated without interfering with other policy targets, i.e., reduce trade-offs and promote
policy coherence. In order to achieve this goal, coherence among policy goals was studied
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by means of the policy coherence framework (PCF) and in consideration of the multi-level
governance (MLG) approach. Following this established framework, policy coherence
between the three political levels (European, national, subnational) was investigated as
“vertical coherence”. Coherence between climate policy and other policy fields on the same
political level was researched and referred to as “horizontal coherence”. Within a policy
field, coherence of programs was investigated as “internal coherence”, whereas relations
and interactions to policy goals of other areas were referred to as “external coherence” [1].
Additionally, “departmental coherence”, as the coherence between the different depart-
ments involved in a policy, as well as “coherence dynamics”, the development of coherence
over time, were investigated. For reasons of conceptual clarity, we did not apply the related
construct of consistency/inconsistency (e.g., Sianes 2017) as these terms are more relevant
when it comes to addressing incoherence [2].

In the following, we first outline the suitability of PCF and MLG approaches for
our research purposes and the subsequent conceptual adaptations. We then disclose the
empirical basis and the methods applied. This will be followed by a description of climate
policies with forest policy relevance on the European Union, national (German) and sub-
national (Thuringian) levels of analysis. Finally, we present possible explanations for the
identified forms of coherence and incoherence, respectively.

2. Theory and Methods

The theoretical body of this study is constituted by the policy coherence framework
and the multi-level governance approach. The PCF gained importance after the paper by
Mickwitz et al. [3] and it was scientifically harnessed by Nilsson et al. [1]. These authors
give examples of the successful application of the PCF framework in multi-level systems
with regard to national, community and federal law as well as in intersecting fields of
policy, especially in development policy, energy transition and water policy. However,
they also point out that the framework in its initial stage “applies an admittedly simplistic
and instrumental-rationalist view on governance” [1] (p. 413). Makkonen et al. [4] apply
the PCF idea to policy coherence in climate change. In their study on forest corridors in
Scotland, Muňoz-Rojas et al. [5] aim at identifying synergies, conflicts and incoherencies
by using different categories at the vertical and horizontal levels of policy. Hoberg et al. [6]
combine the PCF with a policy gap analysis. For the purpose of this paper, policy coherence
is regarded “as an attribute of policy that systematically reduces conflicts and promotes
synergies between and within different policy areas to achieve the outcomes associated with
jointly agreed policy objectives” [1] (p. 396). It should be mentioned here that pluralism is
a common phenomenon when it comes to defining political objectives and targets and it
therefore does not always point to policy incoherence. However, in sectors such as land
use, policy coherence has special importance, since its base (land cover) is limited.

Since the publication of the seminal paper “European integration from the 1980s:
State-Centric vs. Multi-level Governance” by Marks et al. [7], the multi-level governance
approach has been a method of analysis often applied on the European level. Stephenson [8]
(p. 817) sees the MLG “as a conceptual framework for profiling the ‘arrangement’ of policy-
making activity performed within and across political-administrative institutions located
at different territorial levels”. He expounds on the enormous variety of MLG topics and
differentiates their original, functional, combined, normative and comparative uses. Based
on his observations, Stephenson recommends renewing the approach, including a more
applied research orientation. For the forest sector, Pirlot [9] stands out with her work in
which she combined the multi-level view with a multi-sectoral view.

Using the established theoretical framework, 46 policy programs (4 of which were
taken from the EU level, 27 from the national level, and 15 from the sub-national level)
in which the current forest policy is constituted were analysed (see Table 1). On the sub-
national level, the Land Thuringia was chosen as a case study. With a high percentage
of forest cover and its image as the “Green Heart of Germany”, it is an emblem of the
high importance of forest policy in rural Germany. Furthermore, the authors had access to
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valuable background information about decision-making processes on forests in Thuringia
and their respective links to the national and European levels.

Table 1. Selected policy programs.

No. Document Code Policy Sector/Department Title Year Pages

1. EU.1 Climate policy/EU LULUCF-Regulation 2018 42
2. EU.2 Bioeconomy policy/EU EU Forest Strategy 2013 20
3. EU.3 Forest policy/EU Green Paper on Forest Protection 2010 26
4. DE.N1 Nachhaltigkeitspolitik/BReg. Nationales Klimaschutzprogramm 2005 58
5. DE.N4 Nachhaltigkeitspolitik/BReg. Nat. Nachhaltigkeitsstrat.-NNS 2017 2017 260
6. DE.U1 Umweltpolitik/BMU Aktionsprogramm Klimaschutz 2020 2014 84
7. DE.U2 Umweltpolitik/BMU Klimaschutzbericht 2015 2015 84
8. DE.U3 Umweltpolitik/BMU Klimaschutzplan 2050 2016 91
9. DE.U4 Umweltpolitik/BMU Nationale Biodiversitätsstrategie-NBS 2007 180

10. DE.B2 Bioökonomiepolitik/BML Charta für Holz 2.0 2017 60
11. DE.B5 Bioökonomiepolitik/BML Nationale Politikstrategie Bioökonomie 2014 80
12. DE.B6 Bioökonomiepolitik/BML Holz in der Bioökonomie 2016 8
13. DE.W3 Waldpolitik/BML Bericht zur BWI3 2014 56
14. DE.W5 Waldpolitik/BML Zweiter Waldbericht 2017 289
15. DE.W6 Waldpolitik/BML Waldstrategie 2020 2011 36
16. TH.N1 Nachhaltigkeitspolitik/TMLU Thür. Nachhaltigkeitsstrategie-TNS 2011 56
17. TH.K1 Klimaschutzpolitik/TMLU Thür. Bioenergieprogramm 2014 77
18. TH.K2 Klimaschutzpolitik/TMLU Klimawandel in Thüringen 2014 48
19. TH.K3 Klimaschutzpolitik/TMLU IMPAKT 2013 147
20. TH.K4 Klimaschutzpolitik/TMLU Thür. Klima-und Anpassungsprogramm 2009 64

Among the 46 analysed policy programs were non-normative ones, such as strate-
gies, reports, white papers, etc., as well as normative programs (laws, regulations and
binding spatial planning programs). Both laws and policy needed to be analysed with
the appropriate methods drawn from the respective scientific disciplines: legal and pol-
icy science, respectively. Data collection followed the principles of qualitative content
analysis [10] where the building of categories is essential. It started with a priori build-
ing of the main categories, followed by the building of subcategories. The latter were
reorganized, blended and shifted in a deductive–inductive manner, demonstrated in the
subsequent detailed analysis of the selected documents. When necessary, subcategories
were shifted to main categories and vice versa. This process was documented and made
public in the underlying study [11], which can be accessed online. With regard to climate
protection, the following subcategories were identified: climate (general); climate change;
adaptation; mitigation; CO2 sink soil/peatlands; CO2 sink forest/wood. Hence, the main
category—climate protection—encompassed aspects and political objectives of mitigation
in the context of forests and land use as well as in correlation with other political objectives.
A closer look was taken at the ways that LULUCF can contribute to climate protection. We
were interested in specific objectives for the analysed sector and comparisons between the
different forms of land use; we did not include such aspects as the role of oceans, industry
and traffic.

The examination of policy coherence was conducted by using the MAXQDA coding
software (for further details, see Eberl [11]). The aforementioned terms—vertical and
horizontal coherence, both internally and externally, as well as departmental coherence and
coherence dynamics—were used as categories for coding and applied to the four critical
elements of EU regulation LULUCF 2018/841: forest area, climate protection, bioeconomy
and biodiversity. Internal coherence refers to policy objectives within one policy sector. This
means a lack of internal contradictions, avoiding conflicts between these objectives as well
as promoting synergies. The principle can be applied to specific sector programmes as well.
In contrast to that, external coherence displays the degree to which objectives of other policy
sectors influence the sector of interest. Similar to internal coherence, conflicts between
objectives and synergies should also be scrutinized. Horizontal coherence characterizes
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the coherence of political objectives on the same level of policy making, e.g., subnational,
national and European. Of course, these types of coherence can be combined.

In addition to vertical and horizontal types of coherence, departmental coherence and
coherence dynamics were introduced as additional categories of analysis. While depart-
mental coherence refers to the coherence between positions of the different governmental
departments involved in a policy, coherence dynamics takes a look at the development of
coherence over time in the respective policy fields. The aims of the respective policy areas
were analysed for policy coherence in the dimensions mentioned above using the PCF and
MLG framework for analysis.

3. Policy Analysis and Results

As stated above, climate policy and the protection of biodiversity are among the central
issues of today’s global environmental policy. In both policy areas, the role of forests is
being intensely discussed (see Bastin 2019 [12] and the critical responses), even if not
always mentioned directly (Einecker 2020 [13]). The highly intertwined nature of the three
policy areas reflects their close relationship with the natural environment. Constituting
the dominant type of a terrestrial landscape, forest areas play a central role in both the
mitigation of climate change and the conservation of biodiversity. Nevertheless, there
are strong linkages to other policy sectors like agricultural policy, bioeconomy, recreation,
landscape protection and protection of soil and water.

3.1. The EU LULUCF Regulation 2018/841

In an attempt to reduce trade-offs and promote coherence between climate, biodi-
versity and forest policy and make them applicable at the national level of the European
member states, the EU’s LULUCF regulation 2018/841 has been adopted. Focused on
land use, land-use change and forestry and building on existing regulations, the LULUCF
regulation sets out to create a European legislative framework for greenhouse gas emissions
originating from the land-use sector for the period 2021–2030 in order to harmonize the ac-
counting of these emissions among the EU’s member states and to regulate their reporting.

The regulation does not define concrete climate mitigation targets for the land-use
sector (e.g., through distinct measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions or their phasing
out from the atmosphere); however, it subjugates the land-use sector to the goals of climate
change. These goals are defined by the European Climate and Energy Framework 2030 and
by the 2015 Paris Agreement. Following the European Climate and Energy Framework
2030, greenhouse gas emissions in the EU are to be reduced by 40% in comparison to
the reference year 1990. The Paris Agreement, of which the EU is part, requires a 30%
greenhouse gas reduction by 2030 compared to 2005 as well as an active “de-carbonization”
of the atmosphere. Thus, while referencing this double obligation, the LULUCF regulation
(EU) explicitly obliges member states not to generate net emissions, the so-called “no-
debit” obligation. In this obligation, forests are intended to play a key role by generating
natural sinks for greenhouse gases. Apart from that, through the EU’s Climate and Energy
Framework 2030, the LULUCF is integrated into the European Emissions Trading System
to ensure that the EU’s total balance in greenhouse gas emissions remains neutral. Overall,
the LULUCF is sufficiently vague to leave the member states room to decide how to fulfil
the “no-debit” obligation defined by the regulation.

3.2. Germany
3.2.1. Internal Horizontal Coherence

Climate policy-related forest preservation in Germany is characterized by heavy
incoherence. On the one hand, the sink function of forests is promoted through stock
increase and non-utilization; on the other hand, an increase in the usage of timber is
regarded as a contribution to mitigating climate change. These contradictions follow the
general pattern of argumentation found throughout both national and international forest-
related programs aimed at climate protection: the current loss of forest cover in the Global
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South is seen to be among the central drivers of climate change and, consequently, its
discontinuation is demanded. Contrarily, the same demands are not made in reference to
the historical as well as current losses of the forest cover in Europe and Germany.

An absence of central climate protection goals that could otherwise define the land-use
sector has also been observed. For instance, the goal of greenhouse gas neutrality that is to
be achieved by the second half of the 21st century as formulated by the Paris Agreement
is addressed only partially in the EU regulation and its respective adoption in German
national law. The climate change policy presents itself as ultimately incoherent. This
becomes especially evident in the contradicting role that forests are intended to play in
climate protection—either through the conservation of their stocks as carbon sinks or their
use as a source for timber products. These findings give rise to the question of whether the
forest sector should even be a part of climate policy.

3.2.2. External Horizontal Coherence

Synergies between climate action in forest and land use and other policy goals are
challenging to identify within the analysed policy programmes. The reason for this is that
“climate action” does not exist per se but is most commonly formulated as an adaptation
or change of the current pattern of economic practice. This is true for specific climate
programmes as well as for affiliated policies. Apart from that, the ambiguity of the
definition of climate action is evident, since any policy that is somehow related to climate
protection, e.g., the restoration of swamps, floodplains and other wetlands, can be referred
to as “climate action”. Some programs set a goal of increased use of wood as a means
of climate protection, while others at the same time emphasize the importance of forest
conservation. This is most often the case on the international arena.

Forest conservation can simultaneously contribute to the goals of biodiversity policy.
Next to climate and biodiversity policy, forest-related actions also generate synergistic
effects with economic and social policy. However, possible conflict areas within forest policy
are rarely assessed thematically. If addressed as such, those themes would most probably
be centred on competition over land and related questions of agricultural structure and
food security. Overall, while there are certain attempts at strategy-building, their variety
and inconsistency make their problem-solving capacity rather weak. Thus, the external
horizontal consistency of the German climate policy can be seen as incoherent.

3.2.3. Internal Vertical Coherence (EU–Germany)

Ever since the adoption of the LULUCF regulation (EU) of 2018, the German climate
policy in relation to forest use can be seen as incoherent in relation to the European policy.
While European policy emphasises the role of forest and land use in achieving the climate
protection goals, the German policy assigns forests and land use only a secondary role.
This discrepancy became evident even before 2018, as the German government had shown
itself to be opposed to the European position on forests. This opposition did not fade
with the adoption of the LULUCF regulation but rather gained substance. The German
Climate Protection Plan 2050 denies that use of biomass from agriculture as a source of
energy contributes to climate protection. Furthermore, it posits that biomass from forestry
is subject to capacity limits. This is among the central reasons why national climate policy
in Germany, at least regarding LULUCF, must be classified as incoherent in relation to the
goals of the European Union.

3.2.4. External Vertical Coherence (EU–Germany)

Several interdependencies can be identified between the external and vertical interac-
tions of the forest area and bioeconomy policy of the European Union and the climate policy
of Germany. This is especially true for the European guidelines on forest conservation
and forest area increase, which strengthen the corresponding approaches in the national
climate policy. At the same time, these interactions create tensions, as highlighted in the
commitments from the field of bioeconomy to increase the role of timber use for reasons of
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climate protection, which contradict the goal of forest conservation for the same reason of
climate protection. These partly conflicting and partly synergetic relations indicate a need
for policy adjustment. As a result, the German climate policy can be seen as externally
incoherent in relation to European climate policy (See Table 2).

Table 2. Coherence within German climate policy.

Horizontal Coherence Vertical Coherence

Internal External Internal External

Climate
Protection - - - - - -

Key: - - strong incoherence; - incoherence.

3.3. Thuringia
3.3.1. Internal Horizontal Coherence

Climate protection goals were mentioned in all the analysed programmes. This finding
implies the current and crosscutting nature of climate protection issues. Without thematic
integration, there is the potential for a highly fragmented policy field and, as a result,
incoherent policy formulations. This assumption did not, however, hold true against the
verified climate protection programmes. Steady references to land use and especially the
role of forests—both in reference to forest conservation and forest use—could be found
in all the programmes but two. Overall, no contradicting statements could be identified
between the German and the Thuringian climate policies, which allows us to assess the
latter as sufficiently coherent.

3.3.2. External Horizontal Coherence

Synergies in the field of climate policy were explicitly thematized in all of the analysed
programmes, especially in relation to forest use. These cross-references, however, do not
imply any specific actions, but remain of an abstract nature. However, they seem to mostly
reference the economic aspects of timber use. Conflicts between overlapping policies were
found to be addressed less clearly. So, the negative interrelations identified between the
different land-use purposes were implied, but no solutions offered. Thus, the external
horizontal coherence of the Thuringian climate policy can be seen as low.

3.3.3. Internal Vertical Coherence (Germany–Thuringia)

The differences in the adoption of climate policy at the national level of Germany
compared to the regional level of Thuringia seem to be of a rather minor character at first
glance and to mostly concern deviations with regard to the role of swamps and wetlands.
These are given a higher attention at the national level than at the regional one, which
can be explained by the low portion of swamplands to be found in Thuringia. Yet, upon
closer inspection it becomes evident that the contradictions with regard to the role of
forests that are found at the national level are absent at the level of Thuringia. While both
levels emphasize the role of forest conservation in climate protection, statements on the
assessment of the impact that other land use types have on climate are present only for
the Thuringian level. Apart from that, the requirements for so-called “climate proofing”,
i.e. the call for the development of adaptation and mitigation strategies for climate change
for a given land-use type, at the regional level by far exceed Germany’s statements for the
national level, which remain fairly abstract. Thus, given the differences with regard to the
role of forests and wetlands as well as a higher specificity of measures provided onthe
regional level, the Thuringian climate policy can be seen as overall incoherent in relation
to the national climate policy of Germany, but coherent with the goals formulated at the
EU level.
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3.3.4. External Vertical Coherence (Germany–Thuringia)

The influence of German policy upon Thuringian climate policy is evident from the
analysis and can be most clearly seen on the joint goal of non-utilization of 5% of the forest
area as well as on common economic goals. However, other synergies can also be found in
the handling of biotopes and their recreation function, in flood control or in the protection
of land and soil. Once again, the Thuringian programmes can be seen as more specific
than the national ones. The greater emphasis on the role of forests found in the Thuringian
climate policy, as well as the higher specification of the respective policies, e.g., of the
economic and nature conservation policies, lead to an assessment of the Thuringian policy
as partially coherent with the national climate policy of Germany (See Table 3).

Table 3. Coherence within Thuringian climate policy.

Horizontal Coherence Vertical Coherence

Internal External Internal External

Climate
Protection + − − +

Key: +, coherence; −, incoherence.

4. Discussion

In summary, we can conclude that the internal horizontal coherence of German
climate policy is weak as found in the identified contradictions within the German forest
policy. These contradictions become especially clear between programmes of opposing
government departments, such as the Department of Agriculture and the Department
of Environmental Protection. On the one hand, forest conservation and stock increase
are considered desirable; on the other hand, an increased use of timber is promoted as a
climate protection measure. In this respect, it should be mentioned that, in some cases,
sustainable forest management practices might allow for the combination of those two
objectives to a certain extent. While this assumption is true for forest stock conservation as
carbon sinks and, through this, relevant in the context of climate policy, forest conservation
for reasons of biodiversity, for example, usually requires a cessation of economic use of the
respective forest area. This case is a very illustrative example of the prevalent conflict in
environmental policy between commodity and amenity (cf. Winkel et al. [14]). The external
horizontal coherence of Germany’s environmental policy is also weak, which is mostly the
result of an ambiguous definition of “climate policy”. The concept is too broad and vaguely
formulated to exclude contradiction and generate effective policy measures. The coherence
dynamic of German climate policy is present, yet uneven. While a clear increase in the
role forests are intended to play in climate policy has been detected, the contradictions
with regard to their role—either increased conservation or increased use of timber—create
serious uncertainties. Apart from that, the role assigned to other land-use types did not
undergo any serious changes over the analysed period of time (approximately 30 years).
Departmental coherence is low, which is due to a lack of effective coordination between
the institutions involved. This may also be the result of a lack of a clear definition and
allocation of competences.

The internal vertical coherence between German and European climate policy is also
weak. Here, Germany’s federal government seems to be less concerned with ecological
goals than the EU. The reason for this could be related to the national security premise that
governs the thinking of any nation state. While the traditional domains of national security
are foreign and defence policies, the economy can be directly related to the realization of a
state’s power and can therefore be safely placed within the realm of high politics (adapted
from Barnett [15]). Not being a nation state but a supranational geopolitical entity, the EU
is not directly bound by the strict premise of national security thinking. It can therefore
afford to adopt more normatively motivated behaviour. It is perhaps even a rational step
for the EU, since its hard power is limited such that its normative power is more relevant
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than in the case of a nation state. One could therefore assume that the reason Germany
is more reluctant than the European Union to accept widespread ecological obligations
that might undermine its economic security lies in the obligations it must fulfil as a state.
Congruent to this line of thinking, the external vertical coherence of Germany’s climate
policy is marked by contradictions between economic and ecological goals and is, therefore,
generally weak.

Unlike in the case of Germany, the internal horizontal coherence of Thuringian climate
policy is coherent and does not display any significant conflicts. This might be explained
by the reasoning of the preceding paragraph: it is not a nation state, but a sub-national
unit (Land) within Germany. Due to this, it does not share the burden of the national
security obligation experienced by a national state, as in the case of Germany. As a result,
Thuringia can be expected to be more willing to favour ecology over economy. The external
horizontal coherence, in turn, is weak, as was the case for Germany. The reasons for this
are the same as in the case of the German nation state—the ambiguous definition of climate
policy leading to many uncertainties. This similarity is easily explained by the fact that
Thuringia is at the sub-national level of the German state and the regional adaptation of the
German national policy can, therefore, be expected to be similar to the national document.
The same is true for coherence dynamics and departmental coherence. Both are weak, as in
the case of Germany and for the same reasons.

The internal vertical coherence of forest-related climate policy between Thuringia and
Germany is rather low. The reason for this is the higher specificity with regard to forest
policy of Thuringia and its overall preference for ecological over economic goals in forest
management. Thus, while the coherence between the regional level of Thuringia and the
national level of Germany is low, the coherence between Thuringia and the EU, i.e., between
the regional and the macro-regional level, is higher. In fact, it is higher than that of the
national level. This finding supports the observation made by Gordeeva [16] with regard
to the effect macro-regionalism has on the effectiveness of complex environmental regimes.
The external vertical coherence between Thuringia and Germany is higher than between
Germany and the EU, which is due to the higher specificity of the policies provided in the
Thuringian action programmes, but also due to the fact that the sub-national (regional) and
national levels are closer to each other than the national and the macro-regional levels.

Notwithstanding that the PCF proved useful in explaining horizontal and vertical
relationships in policy making, critical views on the approach should be mentioned. Ratio-
nalist and institutionalist analysts have criticized the PCF method for being too descriptive
and arbitrary. Furthermore, it has been noted that coherence might not be the most suitable
method to analyse political processes where power is the decisive factor. With regard to
the first point of criticism, it should be taken into account that the PCF offers the possibility
of analysing complex governance systems consisting of political and legal elements. This
is especially important with regard to the observation of the “delineation of politics” by
law and the “politicisation of law”. Moreover, in contrast to certain expert opinions, sci-
entific analysis is open-ended. The second caveat (negligence of the factor of power, e.g.,
Bocquillon [17]) is more relevant for social and economic questions where coherence does
not have the same meaning it has for policy fields related to spatial planning, water and
forests. Finally, with regard to the example of German forest strategy, it can be clearly seen
that the government aims at policy coherence between climate policy (German Climate
Protection Plan 2050 and further instruments for climate protection and adaptation) and
other national strategies, e.g., sustainability, biological diversity and bioeconomy.

5. Conclusions

This study sought to apply the policy coherence framework to the case of climate
policy and its application at the European, German and Thuringian political levels with
regard to the role of forest areas. An analysis of this kind, including three political levels
and containing more than two policies, has not been conducted before. In order to succeed
in our tasks, certain adaptations of the theoretical and methodological framework were
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required and successfully applied. The data analysis was carried out by means of matrix
screening. Apart from that, the PCF was extended by two further categories, namely,
coherence dynamics and departmental coherence. Overall, while the authors are aware
of the limitations set by both the PCF methods and the selection of just one subnational
level, the obtained results were sufficiently precise to draw scientifically relevant, although
preliminary, conclusions.

The major findings obtained by means of the conducted analysis were the contra-
dictions between economic and ecological goals that characterize German climate policy,
especially regarding the role of forests. This observation can be explained by the national
security obligation of a nation state. This assumption is supported by the observation
that the regional level of Thuringia is more consistent with the macro level of the EU,
both of which can afford to favour ecology over economy due to the fact that sub-national
entities lack a nation state’s typical limitations. Another finding suggests that the broad and
ambiguous definition of climate policy creates many contradictions and leads to a seem-
ingly indeterminate ubiquity of climate policy, undermining its necessary and appropriate
presence and application.

Finally, it should be mentioned that applying the PCF in a wider context demon-
strated large differences of coherence in and between other policy sectors (e.g., biodiversity,
bioeconomy, landscape protection, recreation, soil protection, etc.) regarding the question
of forest area development. From this perspective, a moderate and strategically placed
increase in forest area might be a solution to some of the incoherencies mentioned above.
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