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T  HE UNITED NATIONS Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) has 
long provided a center of gravity for combating climate change global-
ly. Since 1992, it gathers nearly 200 governments annually to discuss 

goals and measures for reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions causing cli-
matic changes. Despite 25 years of negotiations however, GHG concentrations 
in the atmosphere continue to rise, driving temperature increase towards 3˚C 
by the year 2100 relative to pre-industrial times (Rogelj et al. 2016), jeopardiz-
ing the relatively stable climatic conditions under which humans have thrived. 

Beyond the UNFCCC, thousands of cities, regions, companies, and other non-
-governmental organizations are joining transnational cooperative initiatives 
to reduce their GHG emissions (Bulkeley et al. 2014; Roger, Hale, and Andonova 
2016). For instance, under the ‘Covenant of Mayors’, roughly 7,500 cities rep-
resenting over 230 million people commit to quantified CO2-reduction targets. 
In ‘Refrigerants, Naturally!’, another cooperative initiative, Coca-Cola, Pep-
sico, Red Bull, and Unilever partner up with the United Nations Environment 
Program (UNEP) and Greenpeace, to reduce GHGs from refrigeration equip-
ment. The Climate Initiatives Platform, a registry operated by UNEP, currently 
features over 220 transnational cooperative initiatives on various issues (e.g. 
transport, forestry, and renewable energy) of which nearly 90 % were started 
after the year 2000 (UNEP 2014a). Another registry, the Non-State Actor Zone 
for Climate Actions (NAZCA), contains over 12,000 climate actions by 10,000 
non-state (e.g. companies and investors) and sub-national (e.g. cities and re-
gions) actors from 180 different countries (UNFCCC 2015c). NAZCA includes 
cities representing over 7 % of the global population, companies producing 
USD 32.5 trillion in revenue, and 15 of the world’s 20 largest banks (Hsu et al. 
2016).

Transnational cooperative initiatives gathering non-state and sub-national 
actors are changing the global climate governance system by creating new 
arenas for negotiating climate change. Some observers argue that cooperative 
initiatives can help reducing GHG emissions and “bridge the gap” between 
the insufficient actions by governments and what is needed to keep global 
warming below the UNFCCC’s goal of 2˚C (Blok et al. 2012). Others question 
the effectiveness and legitimacy of cooperative initiatives. They point out the 
skewed representation of businesses, cities and regions from the global north; 
the wide-spread use of diffuse and generic objectives; and, the lack of trans-
parency in terms of monitoring and reporting (Bäckstrand 2008; Pattberg 
2010; Chapter 4 and 5). In this context, questions emerge concerning the opti-
mal structure of global climate governance and the future role of the UNFCCC. 
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Should one strive for a hierarchical and ‘monocentric’ system, with a central 
institution setting the framework for global climate governance, or rather a 
decentralized and ‘polycentric’ system, with initiatives acting more or less in-
dependently?  

This thesis explores the changing global climate governance system focusing 
on transnational cooperative initiatives and their relationship with the UN-
FCCC. The remainder of this introductory chapter first briefly outlines the 
three key debates in global climate governance that underpin the thesis. Then 
the chapter discusses the role of linking international and transnational lev-
els of governance, the objectives and research questions, methodologies, data, 
scope and limitations, thesis structure, and a comment on coherency.

1.1 Three key debates in global climate governance: Structure,  
 performance, and coordination
The rapid influx of new cooperative initiatives is expanding the global climate 
governance system. The changes are fueling a vibrant debate in academic and 
policy circles concerning three themes in particular: what is the current struc-
ture of the system and what should it look like; what is the system’s perfor-
mance; and, to what extent can coordination improve the system.

First, scholars debate how best to describe and measure the emerging global 
climate governance system’s structure. Keohane and Victor (2011, 7) refer 
to the system as a “regime complex” consisting of “loosely coupled sets of 
specific regimes”. They include the UNFCCC in the system as well as multi-
lateral institutions such as the Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete 
the Ozone Layer; club-like arrangements such as the Group of 20 (G20); and, 
subnational initiatives such as the California emission trading system.1  
Abbott (2012) speaks of a distinct transnational regime complex for cli-
mate change consisting of non-state organizations and public-private 
partnerships. Biermann and colleagues use the term “architecture,” 
defined as “the overarching system of public and private institutions 
that are valid or active in a given issue area of world politics. This sys-
tem comprises organizations, regimes, and other forms of principles, 
norms, regulations, and decision-making procedures” (Biermann et al. 
2009, 15). In their view, the system is “fragmented,” meaning that it is 
“marked by a patchwork of international institutions that are different 
in their character (organizations, regimes, and implicit norms), their 
constituencies (public and private), their spatial scope (from bilat-

1. See also 

Michoniski and 

Levi (2010) 

that identify 

17 different 

multilateral 

institutions and 

international 

organizations that 

could address 

different aspects 

of climate change.
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eral to global), and their subject matter (from specific policy fields to univer-
sal concerns)” (Biermann et al. 2009, 18). Jordan and colleagues (2015, 977), 
suggest that “the overall landscape of climate governance has started to ex-
hibit some of the characteristics of polycentricity […], that is, more diverse, 
multi-levelled, and with a much greater emphasis on bottom-up initiatives.”, 
thereby invoking the concept of polycentrism which was popularized by the 
late Elinor Ostrom, the first political scientist to win the Nobel Prize in eco-
nomics in 2009.  

Second, academics debate which structure that produces optimal performance. 
Keohane and Victor (2011, 15–16) suggest that regime complexes could have 
advantages in terms of flexibility across issues, allowing actors to craft tai-
lor-made solutions to different problems, using different approaches, and 
joining different coalitions. Such a system is also more adaptable over time, 
making it possible to better accommodate domestic audiences. Ostrom’s ideas 
follows a similar line of argument suggesting that a climate governance sys-
tem that has “multiple governing authorities at different scales rather than a 
monocentric unit” (Ostrom 2010b, 552, 2012, see also Cole 2011, 2015), could 
foster innovation, learning, and adaptation, creating more effective and eq-
uitable outcomes (Ostrom 2010b, 552). She rejects the idea that the global cli-
mate governance system should be hierarchically organized from the top down 
in a single legal regime such as the UNFCCC (Dorsch and Flachsland 2017; Os-
trom 2010b). Instead, effective climate governance requires action from the 
bottom up by largely autonomous actors at multiple levels of society, from lo-
cal to global (Cole 2011). Biermann and colleagues argue that while fragmenta-
tion in itself is a value-free quality of the architecture, it can be characterized 
as synergistic, cooperative or conflictive (2009, 18). Synergistic fragmentation 
occurs when a core institution provides effective and detailed principles; co-
operative fragmentation takes place when different institutions governing an 
issue area are loosely integrated; and conflictive fragmentation occurs when 
institutions governing an issue area are not connected and have conflicting 
norms and different memberships (Biermann et al. 2009, 21). Accordingly, in 
the view of Biermann and colleagues, disconnected governing units could give 
rise to conflictive fragmentation, i.e. a sub-optimal outcome. 

Third, academics debate whether and how to manage and coordinate the 
emerging global climate governance system. Betsill and colleagues (2015) ar-
gue that there are two camps in the debate. “Multilateralists” focus on the 
design of the UNFCCC and generally consider “good” institutional design cou-
pled with adequate governmental action to be sufficient for curbing climate 
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change. ”Transnationalists”, on the other hand, are skeptical about the ca-
pacity of multilateral solutions and institutional tinkering. They instead rest 
their hopes on alternative actors and arenas, focusing on bottom-up climate 
actions by smaller groups of governments and transnational collaborations. 
Some scholars also propose a via media between multilateralists and transna-
tionalists, linking the UNFCCC with sub-national and non-state actors. Chan 
and colleagues (2015), for example, sketch the design-principles for a “com-
prehensive framework for effective non-state climate action” geared towards 
linking multilateral and sub- and non-state climate actions to combine the 
strengths of both the multilateral and the transnational spheres. Coordinat-
ing actions in terms of identifying governance gaps, reporting frameworks, 
and creating benign conditions for new and up-scaled climate actions, could 
contribute to further mitigating GHG emissions beyond the current ambition 
levels by governments (Chan, van Asselt, et al. 2015). Scholars writing from a 
more polycentric point of view tend to be more ambiguous regarding the mer-
its and possibilities of coordination, as systems tend to “self-organize” and 
yield better outcomes than managed systems (Ostrom 2010a).

The thesis interjects in each of the three debates (see chapter 2 for more dis-
cussion) developing new methods and perspectives for dealing with emerging 
complexities in global climate governance. It thereby follows the red thread 
that combines all three debates outlined above, namely the relationship be-
tween new initiatives and the UNFCCC. The thesis thus focuses on connections 
between initiatives and actors, linking the transnational and the international 
levels analytically.  

1.2 Linking transnational and international climate governance
A central premise for the thesis is that the proliferation of actors and initia-
tives makes the global climate governance system increasingly fragmented and 
complex, making it hard to isolate the effects of one initiative without taking 
the interaction with other initiatives into account. For instance, what impact 
do roughly 200 transnational initiatives trying to govern climate change have 
on the existing negotiations under the UNFCCC? To answer that type of ques-
tion, researchers need to understand how the different elements in the system 
connect and interact, moving beyond studying single institutions. Therefore, 
this thesis heeds the call for a research agenda “that takes a more sophisti-
cated approach to the question of linkages within the broader global climate 
governance landscape.” (Betsill et al. 2015, 2).
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The object of this thesis is the ‘global climate governance system’ which is un-
derstood as consisting of distinct international and transnational spheres. The 
international sphere is occupied by government of countries, dominated by the 
UNFCCC, and follows certain rules and procedures, such as multilateral ne-
gotiations. The transnational sphere is more heterogeneous and characterized 
by “the direct involvement and contribution of nonstate actors to rule-mak-
ing” (Risse 2013, 427). The theoretical foundation for analyzing linkages in the 
global climate governance system is mainly provided by international relations 
theory, in particular the liberal institutionalist school of thinking. Liberal in-
stitutionalists are interested in how institutions shape and constrain agents’ 

behavior in the international system (see Martin and Simmons 1998).2 
Without venturing into a longer discussion on what exactly constitutes 
an institution (see Duffield 2007), they are here understood in line with 
Young’s definition as “sets of rules of the game or codes of conduct 
that serve to define social practices, assign roles to the participants in 
these practices, and guide the interactions among occupants of these 
roles” (1994, 3). In the terminology of institutionalists, the rapid in-
crease in initiatives governing climate change means more institutions 
and that the ‘rules of the game’ are changing.

1.3 Objectives and research questions
The goal of this thesis is to contribute with both theoretical and practical 
knowledge that can be used to enhance global climate governance. The the-
sis explores the changing global climate governance system and zooms in on 
transnational cooperative initiatives and their relationship with the UNFCCC. 
The objective of the thesis is three-fold. It aims to create a better understand-
ing of the changing global climate governance system by:

1. Developing a method for mapping the structure of the global climate 
 governance system and describing its characteristics; 
2. Assessing the performance of the global climate governance system in 
 terms of effectiveness, legitimacy and accountability; and, 
3. Exploring the role of coordination in the global climate governance 
 system.

2. Chapter 2 

elaborates 

further on the 

development 

of International 

Relations and 

the theoretical 

underpinnings of 

the thesis.
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The thesis is thus divided into three parts, each guided by a research question, 
which are as follows: 

1. What is the structure of the global climate governance system?
2. To what extent is the emerging global climate governance system 
 effective, legitimate, and accountable?
3. To what extent can and should the emerging global climate 
 governance system be coordinated?

1.4 Methodologies
Each of the three parts in the thesis are driven by slightly different method-
ologies. The methodology for the thesis is therefore based on what best can 
be described as a ‘mixed methods’ approach, bringing together qualitative 
and quantitative methodologies, trying to compensate for each other’s weak-
nesses (Hollstein 2014). The general insights from quantitative research can be 
complemented with specific insights from qualitative research, creating both 
breadth and depth in the analysis (Ibid.).

Part one of the thesis aims to develop a methodology for mapping and ana-
lyzing the global climate governance system. Chapter 3 presents a quantitative 
methodology based on network analysis for measuring the degree of fragmen-
tation in global governance systems. The methodology allows for comparison 
of structural changes over time and in different global governance systems. It 
also enables researchers to use the toolbox of network science, which rests on 
the assumption that most network structures and dynamics are driven by com-
mon organzing principles and behavior (Barabási 2015). The thesis primarily 
uses two-mode networks, connecting institutions via shared membership. In 
other words, if one organization participates in more than one institution, it 
can act as a bridge between these institutions. This membership network, I 
argue, could be understood as an interaction structure where norms, ideas, 
and resources are more likely to travel via organizations that are central in the 
network. This interpretation is congruent with other writings on the influence 
of network structure on a system’s functioning and performance, and within 
natural resource governance (see Bodin and Crona 2009; Bodin and Prell 2011).

Part two of the thesis primarily uses a case-study approach. Chapters 5 and 
7 in particular, apply small-n and single case-studies. Chapter 5 comprises a 
random sample of nine cases, drawn from a larger data-set of 60 climate gov-
ernance initiatives. Chapter 7 focuses on a single case-study, the Lima-Paris 
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Action Agenda. Regarding methodological issues with case-study research, it 
is important to note that these chapters are not intended to create generaliz-
able knowledge that can be directly applied to other issue areas (see Gerring 
2004). It may, however, provide methods and insights for future comparative 
studies between governance systems for different issue areas.

Part three of the thesis introduces a methodology for evaluating policy pro-
cesses that is largely unused in international relations scholarship called ‘re-
constructing intervention theory’. Similar to part one, it thus primarily engage 
in methodology-development rather than methodology-application.

Each chapter includes a longer discussion on the specific methodological 
choices made.

1.5 Data
Studying the changing global climate governance involves a constant strug-
gle to acquire sufficient data. The transnational sphere of climate governance 
in particular, lacks consistent data on structure and performance. Chapter 4 
in the thesis contains a review of five different databases on transnational 
climate governance which concludes that while researchers have been fairly 
successful in mapping the increase in transnational cooperative initiatives in 
terms of number and type, there is far less data on their actions and impacts, 
and how they connect (see chapter 4). Hence, one of the major tasks for the 
thesis has been to create a data-base, collecting original data on transnational 
climate governance. This has been done in collaboration with a team under 
the CONNECT-project (Coping with fragmentation: Assessing and reforming 
the current architecture of global environmental governance (www.fragmen-
tation.eu)). The team collected data for 89 transnational and international in-
stitutions active in climate governance, including their function, type, start-
ing year, headquarters location, and homepage, as well as, information on the 
members of the institutions, resulting in a data-set with over 10,600 different 
public and private actors. The full data collection process, including criteria 
and summary statistics, is extensively described and published in a series of 
technical reports (see Widerberg, Pattberg, and Kristensen 2016; Dias Guerra 
et al. 2015). This data have provided important input to chapter 3 and 6 in par-
ticular.
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A second important source of information has been primary literature, includ-
ing international legal documents, texts, and homepages produced by the UN-
FCCC, as well as the academic literature on global (climate) governance, and, 
secondary literature from adjacent fields such as environmental governance, 
public administration, sociology, and network theory (for a full list of pri-
mary and secondary literature used, see the Bibliography). Grey literature (e.g. 
think-tank and consultancy reports, news media, and homepages) has been 
used to accommodate the fast-paced policy environment of the research topic. 

Third, semi-structured interviews with key decision-makers and stakehold-
ers provided in-depth information on policy processes for two of the chapters 
in the thesis (chapters 4 and 7). Interviews were used when other sources of 
information were exhausted, primarily to understand motivations behind pol-
icy-decisions.

Fourth, observational data was collected during visits to UNFCCC meetings 
(SB42 in Bonn, June 2015 and COP22 in Marrakesh, November 2016). The the-
sis also benefited from numerous discussions with experts on climate gover-
nance during international conferences, workshops, seminars, and one-on-
one meetings. 

Fifth, in parallel to the writing of the thesis, extensive involvement in other 
research projects and networks with relevance for the research supplied the 
thesis with further data and insights, in particular from the FORES Reference 
Group for International Climate Politics and the Galvanizing the Groundswell 
of Climate Action network. Some of the adjacent work has been published by 
Widerberg and Engström-Stenson (2013), Widerberg and Pattberg (2015b), 
Chan et al. (2015), Pattberg and Widerberg (2015, 2016b), Bansard, Pattberg, 
and Widerberg (2016), and Patterson et al. (2016).

Each chapter in the thesis contains a section on data collection.  

1.6 Scope and limitations
Global climate governance is a large and complicated subject. To make the re-
search manageable and useful, certain delineations and limitations have been 
made, of which the most important ones are mentioned here. 
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First, the thesis focuses on actions towards reducing GHG emissions, also 
called ‘climate mitigation’. Mitigation in this sense can be defined as “A hu-
man intervention to reduce the sources or enhance the sinks of greenhouse 
gases (GHGs)” (Allwood et al. 2014, 1266). The thesis thus excludes efforts to 
govern climate adaptation, defined as “The process of adjustment to actual or 
expected climate and its effects” (Allwood et al. 2014, 1251). While acknowl-
edging that mitigation and adaptation are linked (see R. J. Klein et al. 2007), I 
would argue that they can be separated into two distinct fields in terms of in-
stitutional arrangements and goals, and could be analyzed as such. This is not 
to diminish the value of one over the other but rather to make the case that in-
cluding the ‘adaptation sphere’ in the research would add a level of complexity 
that is difficult to manage analytically. 

Second, the thesis focuses on linkages between initiatives engaging in climate 
mitigation governance only. It thereby excludes interplay between climate and 
other issue areas such as trade and biodiversity. There has been a burgeon-
ing literature on institutional interplay over the past 20 years, showing that 
decisions in one issue-area can have a considerable influence on the work-
ings of another issue-area (e.g. Oberthür and Gehring 2011; van Asselt 2014). 
Scholars focusing on institutional interplay have, however, almost only stud-
ied the international level, i.e. institutions involving states. This thesis focus 
on a new area for institutional interplay namely between the international and 
the transnational levels. Hence, I would argue that studying linkages between 
initiatives and institutions within one issue area should first be done, before 
expanding the analysis towards interplay between international and transna-
tional initiatives and institutions in different issue areas.

Third, by operationalizing the global climate governance system as consist-
ing of transnational institutions and the UNFCCC, the thesis excludes domestic 
politics and vertical interaction between the domestic/international or domes-
tic/transnational levels. This is not to diminish the values of these levels; na-
tional and international politics are intrinsically interlinked (Putnam 1988). 
Instead, it is to keep the complexity of the matter within a reasonable space.

1.7 Thesis structure
The thesis consists of three parts spread over eight interrelated chapters that 
explores structure, performance, and coordination in the global climate gover-
nance system. Chapter 1 has set the stage by briefly introducing the topic and 
outlining the research objectives, followed by the methodology and research 
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approach, limitations and caveats. Chapter 2 dives deeper into the theoretical 
and conceptual foundations of the thesis, introducing the reader to the gaps in 
knowledge that this thesis aims to fill. Chapter 3 proposes a new method for 
mapping the global climate governance system. Chapter 4 contains a survey of 
five databases on cooperative initiatives aiming to assess the availability and 
gaps in data for evaluating the performance of the global climate governance 
system. Chapter 5 addresses different types of initiatives in the global climate 
governance system, presenting a case study of nine initiatives, analyzed across 
criteria based on effectiveness, legitimacy, and institutional fit. Chapter 6 dis-
cusses the key accountability challenges for the transnational climate change 
regime complex. Chapter 7 looks towards the future and presents a type of 
management technique for global climate governance systems called orches-
tration, then builds an analytical framework for analyzing its performance. Fi-
nally, Chapter 8 concludes the thesis, summarizing the key conclusions and 
answers to the research questions, as well as suggesting future research needs 
and priorities. Table 1 below shows an overview of the thesis structure.
 

Chapters Description

Introduction 1. Introduction •	 Introduces the topic, objectives, 
research questions, key concepts, 
and caveats

Theoretical 
background

2. Theorizing the emerging global 
climate governance system

•	 Introduces key debates, provid-
ing context for the subsequent 
chapters

Structure 3. Mapping institutional com-
plexity in the Anthropocene: a 
network approach

•	 Proposes a new method for meas-
uring fragmentation in the global 
climate governance system

Performance 4. The expanding field of cooper-
ative initiatives for decarboniza-
tion: a review of five databases

5. International cooperative 
initiatives in global climate 
governance: raising the ambi-
tion level or delegitimizing the 
UNFCCC

6. Accountability challenges in the 
transnational regime complex 
for climate change

•	 Assesses data availability for 
analyzing the performance of 
cooperative initiatives

•	 Evaluates the effectiveness, legit-
imacy, and institutional fit of nine 
cooperative initiatives

•	 Identifies accountability chal-
lenges for the transnational regime 
complex

Coordination 7. The “black box” problem of 
orchestration: how to evaluate 
the performance of the Lima-
Paris Action Agenda

•	 Builds an evaluation framework 
for assessing the impacts of an 
orchestration attempt

Conclusions 8. Conclusions •	 Summarizes the findings of the 
thesis and future research paths 
and questions

 Table 1-1 Structure of the thesis
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1.7 A comment on the coherency
Five chapters (3 to 7) in this thesis have been published as stand-alone pieces 
in peer-reviewed academic journals or books. Chapter 3 is published as a book 
chapter (Widerberg 2016) and chapters 4 to 7 have been published in peer-re-
viewed academic journals (Widerberg and Stripple 2016; Widerberg and Patt-
berg 2015c, 2017; see Widerberg 2017). Besides minor updates of references 
and correction of typos, chapters 3 to 7 have not been changed compared to 
the published versions. Hence, I would like to highlight a couple of issues con-
cerning the coherency of the thesis. 

First, each chapter include a description of the emerging global climate gover-
nance system. This may feel repetitive at times but was necessary for setting 
the stage of each paper as an independent piece. Second, due to the different 
contexts (e.g. the chapter being part of a book or a special issue) and time-pe-
riod in which each chapter was written, the terminology is not always perfectly 
streamlined. For example, chapter 3 uses the term “institutional complex” and 
chapter 6 the term “regime complex” to denote the global governance system. 
Chapter 4 introduces the term “cooperative initiatives” which is used inter-
changeably with transnational institutions (e.g. chapter 3). Chapter 5 uses the 
term “international cooperative initiatives”, following the terminology intro-
duced by the UNFCCC. Exactly what counts as an (international or transna-
tional) cooperative initiatives differs slightly between the chapters. Chapter 4 
uses those cooperative initiatives listed in a UN registry called the Portal on 
Cooperative Initiatives. The CONNECT-project includes “institutions” that (1) 
are either international or transnational, (2) intend to steer the behavior of 
members, (3) explicitly mention a governance goal, and (4) display significant 
governance functions (Pattberg et al. 2014, 11). The term “initiatives” is re-
tained throughout most of the thesis.
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 G  LOBAL GOVERNANCE has gone through a remarkable journey over 
the past 25 years. Only within the environmental field, current fig-
ures suggest that there are nearly 1,300 multilateral agreements, 2,100 

bilateral agreements, and 250 other agreements, spinning a dense web of in-
ternational rules (Mitchell 2016). Additionally, a vast number of private and 
public-private initiatives have added a layer of transnational rules and norms 
for dealing with environmental issues (Green 2013a; Pattberg 2007; Pattberg et 
al. 2012). Yet, current structures for global cooperation seem unable to deliver 
answers to complex problems such as climate change (Hale, Held, and Young 
2013). On environment, Kramarz and Park (2016, 1) note that “[g]lobal envi-
ronmental governance has burgeoned amidst ongoing deterioration of the en-
vironment.” It seems paradoxical that despite more international and trans-
national rules and norms than ever before, humanity is still pushing the very 
boundaries of what the planet can cope with (Rockström et al. 2009; Kramarz 
and Park 2016) 

In this chapter I argue that explaining the paradox of more rules yet contin-
ued increase in GHG emissions requires new ways of theorizing global gov-
ernance, moving from individual institutions to a system-level perspective. 
Current ways of mapping system structure are insufficient for analyzing prop-
erties such as degree of fragmentation. A relational approach is needed, tak-
ing the interaction structure of the system into account, moving beyond single 
or dyadic units of measurement. It also suggests grasping changes in perfor-
mance, including effectiveness, legitimacy, and accountability, depending on 
the system’s structure. Evaluating performance requires a broader perspective, 
forcing the analyst to more clearly spell out the expected theory of change to 
demonstrate causality. This is particularly true if one assumes that the per-
formance is more than the aggregated effects of each individual institution or 
organization. Finally, while coordination might be needed in order to steer the 
system away from the negative consequences of increasing interactions, it is 
still unclear how to determine which management options might work. 

The chapter starts with a brief introduction to institutions and regimes in in-
ternational relations theory, moving from focusing on individual organizations 
to increasingly considering the system-level. Subsequent sections discuss the 
mapping and measuring of structures in global governance, evaluations of 
performance, and ways of coordinating the emerging structure. Each section 
explains key knowledge and theory gaps.
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2.1 From single institutions to governance systems
International relations scholars and political scientists have been theorizing 
about global governance systems for dealing with climate change and other 
environmental issues for well over 40 years. The field has been dominated by 
scholars using regime theory as a conceptual lens (e.g. Haas, Keohane, and 
Levy 1993; Young 1999b) and has over time developed in three waves, taking 
us to where we are today.

During the 1970s and 80s, international relations theory with an institutional 
inclination started to move from a focus on individual organizations towards a 
holistic analysis of the actors, rules, and norms governing an issue-area (Mar-
tin and Simmons 1998). “Regimes” – defined broadly as “principles, norms, 
rules and decision-making procedures around which actor expectations con-
verge in a given issue-area” (Krasner 1982, 185) – emerged as a central unit 
of analysis and marked a conceptual shift away from international organiza-
tions towards international governance and institutions (Martin and Simmons 
1998). Subsequent decades generated a flurry of literature on international re-
gimes. The first investigations concerned questions of regime formation, in-
cluding whether institutions even mattered in international politics (Martin 
and Simmons 1998; Mearsheimer 1994; Keohane and Martin 1995; Rittberger, 
Hasenclever, and Mayer 1997). The field developed quickly and scholars at-
tempted to identify the determinants of effective regimes, creating large com-
parative studies on international environmental regimes, and using variables 
such as characteristics of the problem at hand (not all problems are equally 
construed) and problem-solving capacity of the institutions (not all institu-
tions are equally designed) to explain variability in performance (e.g. Breit-
meier, Young, and Zürn 2006; Miles et al. 2001; Young, King, and Schroeder 
2008).

During the 1990s the number of multilateral environmental agreements in-
creased significantly. About 350 multilateral environmental agreements, pro-
tocols, and amendments were signed in period between 1990-1999, compared 
to only about half that amount in the previous 10-year period (Mitchell 2016). 
A few observers started to notice interaction effects between different re-
gimes. “Ironically”, writes Brown-Weiss (1993), “the success that countries 
have had in negotiating a large number of new international environmental 
agreements has led to an important and potentially negative side effect: treaty 
congestion”. Treaty congestion implies that the growing body of agreements 
can cause operational inefficiencies through “overlapping provisions in agree-
ments, inconsistencies in obligations, significant gaps in coverage, and du-
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plication of goals and responsibilities” (Brown Weiss 1993, 699). This obser-
vation prompted a second wave of regime research, shifting the focus from 
individual regimes towards interlinkages between regimes, variously referred 
to as regime interplay, overlaps, or interactions (van Asselt 2013). In a seminal 
article Young notes that “issue-specific regimes exhibit complex linkages to 
other institutional arrangements, and the resultant institutional interactions 
have significant consequences for the outcomes flowing from the operation 
of each of the affected regimes” (1996, 1). Consequently, the Science Plan for 
the influential 10-year project on the Institutional Dimensions of Global Envi-
ronmental Change (Young 1999a) included the “problem of interplay” as one 
of three focal themes. Throughout the early 2000s, researchers built elabo-
rate frameworks and typologies for analyzing the dyadic interplay between re-
gimes, focusing on relations between, for example, institutions dealing with 
trade, biodiversity, and climate change (Gehring and Oberthür 2009; Orsini, 
Morin, and Young 2013, 28; Rosendal 2001; Stokke 2001). By 2003, Selin and 
VanDeveer (2003, 14) lamented that “the literature on linkages remains lit-
tered with proposed taxonomies of linkages and little agreement regarding 
their utility for advancing understanding of the implications of such linkages”. 
In the third and most recent wave of scholarship on regimes, interplay re-
search has expanded its scope beyond dyadic relations between two regimes to 
develop a system-level perspective. Raustila and Victor (2004) argue that the 
increasing density of institutions in global governance makes it “difficult to 
isolate and ‘decompose’ individual international institutions for study”. They 
coin the term “regime complex” to encompass the “array of partially over-
lapping and non-hierarchical institutions governing a particular issue-area” 
(Raustiala and Victor 2004, 279). This may also be referred to as “global gov-
ernance architectures” (Biermann et al. 2009), “governance landscape” (e.g. 
Betsill et al. 2015), and “assemblages” (Mittelman 2013). In the third wave, 
scholars have also started to take sub-national and non-governmental actors 
into consideration, building on scholarship on private authority, including the 
influence of transnational advocacy networks, multinational companies, and 
international organizations (e.g. Cutler, Haufler, and Porter 1999; Keck and 
Sikkink 1998; Newell and Paterson 1998). Abbott (2012) for example, identi-
fied a distinct “transnational regime complex” consisting of private and pub-
lic-private organizations and institutions taking on governance roles in the 
field of climate change (see also Pattberg and Stripple 2008).

Figure 2-1 presents the chronological development of research on regimes in 
global environmental governance as three waves in relation to the most basic 
indicator, the number of institutions.
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 Figure 2-1 Conceptual development of research on regimes

Moving from single regimes to systems of regimes has four conceptual and 
methodological consequences. First, taking a systems perspective challenges 
the state-centric perspective of classic international relations and regime the-
ory. Whereas early regime theory concerned national governments, treating 
non-state actors as intervening variables at best, the global climate governance 
system is characterized by a combination of government-led institutions, such 
as multilateral agreements and international organizations, with private and 
hybrid governance arrangements between state and non-state actors, such as 
public-private partnerships. Hence, studying interlinkages between state and 
non-state actors is imperative for understanding the properties and perfor-
mance of the system. Second, literature on the global climate governance sys-
tem emphasizes structural characteristics as explanatory variables for under-
standing observed behavior or processes, as well as performance. It is therefore 
important to develop methods for mapping and measuring structural variables 
in governance systems. Otherwise it becomes impossible to attribute a specific 
structure to an observed outcome. Third, the sheer number and type of inter-
actions and interlinkages between different actors and institutions makes it 
more difficult to establish causality between an intervention and its targets. 
Consequently, the networked structure of the global climate change system 
also challenges traditional notions of legitimacy and accountability. Fourth, 
the emerging structure of the global climate change system requires new ap-
proaches to manage global issues, coordinate rules, and steer society towards a 
better future. The global reach of many multinational companies, civil society 
organizations, and philanthropic organizations, as well as transnational col-
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laboration between cities, regions, and industry sectors, introduce new possi-
ble solutions previously unthinkable, challenging the role of traditional actors 
such as international organizations to adapt to the new global structure.

In sum, I argue that studying systems of regimes, in climate change or any 
other issue area, requires the analyst to do three things (see also Zelli 2011): 
first, to map the governance system and measure its structural characteristics 
(such as degree of fragmentation), linking different actors and arenas; second, 
to link structure to performance in governance systems, trying to define which 
structure is most conducive for problem-solving; and third, to understand co-
ordination and management possibilities, developing theories and methods for 
evaluating what works. The following sections discuss each of these three is-
sues in detail. 

2.2 Structure in the global climate governance system
The influx of new actors and the proliferation of institutions increase the im-
portance of studying and theorizing the emerging structure of global climate 
governance: How does the system look, what did it look like previously, and 
what should it look like? A central premise is that structure affects perfor-
mance in the system. For instance, when Brown-Weiss worries about the neg-
ative effects from institutional densification, she suggests a structural variable 
for explaining the effectiveness of international law. 

There are at least three different perspectives on the structure of the global 
climate governance system. First, continuing in the liberal institutionalist 
traditions of international relations, Keohane and Victor (2011, 7) argue that 
the “regime complex of climate change” consists of “loosely coupled sets of 
specific regimes”. The term regime complex draws on Raustiala and Victor’s 
(2004, 279) study of institutional densification in governance for plant genetic 
resources. The regime complex literature first focused on formal legal regimes 
constructed by public actors, most notably governments. In their visual rep-
resentation of the regime complex for climate change (Figure 2-2), Keohane 
and Victor include, inter alia, the UNFCCC-related agreements, bilateral agree-
ments, and smaller clubs between countries such as the G20. However, they 
provide little guidance on exactly where the borders of the regime complex are, 
and largely omit transnational climate actions in their mapping.
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 Figure 2-2 The regime complex for managing climate change (Keohane and Victor, 2011)

Abbott solves one of their problems by constructing a separate transnational 
climate regime complex including transnational organizations and initiatives 
and placing them in a “governance triangle” (see chapter 6, section 3, Figure 
6 1 for a visualization). The governance triangle provides more detail on how 
Abbott understands the transnational regime complex for climate change, in-
cluding what functions each institution has and what types of organizations 
are involved (Abbott and Snidal 2009a, 2009b; Abbott 2012).

Second, Biermann and colleagues prefer to think about global climate gover-
nance as an architecture, representing “the overarching system of public and 
private institutions that are valid or active in a given issue area of world poli-
tics. This system comprises organizations, regimes, and other forms of prin-
ciples, norms, regulations, and decision-making procedures” (Biermann et al. 
2009, 15). Their perspective of the global climate governance system can be 
understood as an onion model (see Figure 2-3) consisting of four spheres of 
climate governance, highlighting their understanding of the UNFCCC as the 
central institution with other institutions and spheres positioned around it 
(Zelli 2011).
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 Figure 2-3 Spheres of institutional fragmentation in global climate governance 

 (Biermann et al. 2009) 

Comparing Biermann and colleagues’ understanding of the global climate 
governance system with that of Keohane and Victor, we see the different 
extents to which they view the UNFCCC as central.

Third, building on the work of Elinor Ostrom, some scholars refer to the glob-
al climate governance system as polycentric (Jordan et al. 2015). Polycentric 
systems “are characterized by multiple governing authorities at differing 
scales rather than a monocentric unit. Each unit within a polycentric system 
exercises considerable independence to make norms and rules within a spe-
cific domain” (Ostrom 2010b, 552). These are distinguished from centralized 
hierarchical systems by “the concurrence of multiple opportunities by which 
participants can forge or dissolve links among different collective entities... 
[P]articipants must be able to pick and choose those producers and providers 
that are most appropriate to each specific issue at hand” (McGinnis quoted in 
Cole 2015, 114). From an analytical perspective, the key challenge with poly-
centric descriptions of the global climate governance system is the normative 
current that underpins their research. Ostrom’s own writings on the subject 
are more a reaction to the dominant discourse focusing on global solutions 
emerging from the UNFCCC than an analytical perspective on what the system 
looks like. As she writes (2012, 356), “The initial relevance of the polycentric 
approach is the parallel between the earlier theoretical presumption that only 
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the largest scale was relevant for the provision and production of public goods 
for metropolitan areas, and the contemporary presumption that only the glob-
al scale is relevant for policies related to climate change. Extensive empirical 
research found that while large-scale units were an essential part of effec-
tive governance of metropolitan areas, small- and medium-scale units were 
also necessary components.” She draws a direct parallel to discussion on glob-
al climate governance focusing only on the UNFCCC, disregarding bottom-up 
solutions. Polycentric descriptions of the global climate governance system are 
doing an admirable job of incorporating sub-national and non-state actors in 
the analytical framework. However, they lack a means of mapping the system, 
showing the relationships between the different centers. They also appear to 
assume rather than prove a certain degree of fragmentation. 

Descriptions of the global climate governance system have started to develop 
a conceptual tool box for talking about structure. However, in my view, the 
research “has not advanced much beyond […] rhetoric based on anecdotal ev-
idence,” to quote Kim (2013, 980). An important omission in all three system 
descriptions is institutional interlinkages, in particular between international 
and transnational institutions. For Orsini and colleagues (2013, 29), with no 
interaction there is no regime complex, for, as they argue, a regime complex 
is “a network of three or more international regimes that relate to a common 
subject matter; exhibit overlapping membership; and generate substantive, 
normative, or operative interactions recognized as potentially problematic 
whether or not they are managed effectively.” To move towards explanations 
for why and how a certain structure emerges or to use structure as an explan-
atory variable for measuring level of performance, theories and methods must 
better understand the system’s properties. Biermann and colleagues argue 
that all architectures are more or less fragmented, “marked by a patchwork of 
international institutions that are different in their character (organizations, 
regimes, and implicit norms), their constituencies (public and private), their 
spatial scope (from bilateral to global), and their subject matter (from spe-
cific policy fields to universal concerns)” (Biermann et al. 2009, 14). However, 
one fundamental question remains unanswered: on a continuum ranging from 
integrated to fragmented, where is the global climate governance system sit-
uated?’

Chapter 3 of this thesis conceptualizes the global climate governance system 
in terms of a network consisting of nodes (the institutions, organizations or 
actors) linked by interaction structures could open up avenues for mappings 
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based on different types of relational data. Figure 2-4 shows a model of the 
three descriptions of the global climate governance system in terms of a net-
work. 

 Figure 2-4 Three descriptions of structure in the global climate governance system

Each of the three networks in Figure 2-4 consists of 20 nodes and 19 edges. 
However, moving from left to right, they differ in the degree of centrality. The 
left-hand figure with a star-shaped governance system represents a perfectly 
integrated structure, whereas the figure at far right represents a fully frag-
mented system. It is challenging however, to identify what type of linkages 
connects the nodes. Zelli and van Asselt (Zelli and van Asselt 2013) suggest 
that both “thin” and “thick” degrees of fragmentation are possible. One could 
“stick to a parsimonious or formal framing”, focusing on number of institu-
tions and their legal coherence. Alternatively, one could incorporate a thicker 
relational understanding of structure consisting of discourses, norms, ideas, 
and ideologies (Zelli and van Asselt 2013, 3). The temporal perspective also 
matters when deciding on a static or dynamic approach, where the former re-
fers to a “snapshot” of a structure and the latter looks at emergence and dy-
namics over time (Zelli and van Asselt 2013). Furthermore, the institutional 
interplay literature has developed several typologies of linkages (Selin and 
VanDeveer 2003, 14). For example, Oberthür and Gehring (2011, 37–42) iden-
tify four different types. Through cognitive interaction, information or ideas 

Regime Complex (Keohane and Victor, 2011) Polycentrism (Ostrom, 2009)Onion Model (Biermann et al., 2009)
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travel between institutions; when interaction through commitments occurs “pre-
scription or proscription adopted under one institution must affect the pref-
erences and negotiation behavior of members in another institution” (2011, 
38); behavioral interaction happens when behavioral changes in one institution 
have an impact on implementation in another institution; and impact-level 
interaction means that the results of one institution have an impact on the 
governance target of the other institution. Mapping all four types of linkages 
across the entire global climate governance system would surely fall into the 
category of a “rich” or “thick” description, but it is also currently infeasi-
ble due to limitations in data and research capacity (see chapter 4). Instead, 
chapter 3 suggests mapping the interaction structures of actors in the global 
climate governance system using network analysis. These are structures where 
different types of interlinkages, including cognitive and behavioral ones, are 
more likely to occur.

In sum, structural descriptions of the global climate governance system con-
sist of three central knowledge gaps that this thesis addresses. First, they fail 
to conceptually and empirically connect the international and transnational 
spheres of global climate governance. Governments, sub-national and other 
non-state actors are generally treated as separate spheres instead of parts of 
one system. Second, they lack the conceptual and empirical tools for evaluat-
ing the system’s properties, placing it on a continuum ranging from fully inte-
grated to fully fragmented and thus allowing for comparison between different 
descriptions of the global climate governance system. Third, while mappings 
of the global climate governance system extensively discuss the importance of 
interlinkages between different actors and institutions, and the effects thereof, 
descriptions of the system continue to treat the individual institutions in isola-
tion from each other. Moving towards a systems perspective will help establish 
a common conceptual platform for research on the climate governance system 
in terms of its structural components. This shifts the focus from individual 
institutions and organizations to broader networks and interactions, challeng-
ing analysts to consider the broader institutional setting of climate governance 
when evaluating performance and providing policy recommendations.

2.3 Linking structure to performance in the global climate   
 governance system
If we suppose the structural properties of the climate governance system have 
been mapped, then we may ask what degree of fragmentation is conducive for 
mitigating climate change. In theory, should one aim for a centralized, in-
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tegrated system or a fragmented and polycentric system? Approaching this 
question requires evaluating the effects of interlinkages among the various 
nodes in the network in terms of performance, including effectiveness, legiti-
macy, and accountability.

2.3.1 Effectiveness
Returning to the three different descriptions of the global climate governance 
system in the previous section, each perspective has a different view of how 
structure links to effectiveness. First, Keohane and Victor (2011, 7) argue that 
a regime complex for climate change can, under certain conditions, have ad-
vantages over “any politically feasible comprehensive regime.” It may pro-
vide flexibility across issues, making problem-solving more context specific. 
It may also promote adaptability over time, better taking changing interests 
and circumstances into account. Uncertainty could be overcome by means of 
experimentation with governments testing different approaches and learning 
by experience (Keohane and Victor 2011). Second, Biermann and colleagues 
(2009) take a more neutral position, suggesting that there are three different 
types of fragmentation. Synergistic fragmentation occurs when there is insti-
tutional integration around one core institution, enjoying broad support by all 
relevant actors, with core norms being integrated. Cooperative fragmentation 
occurs when institutions are loosely integrated, core norms are at least not in 
conflict, and most actors are part of the core institutions. Conflictive fragmen-
tation occurs when institutions “are hardly connected and/or have different, 
unrelated decision-making procedures, (b) have conflicting sets of principles, 
norms, and rules, and (c) have different memberships and/or are driven by 
actor coalitions that accept, or even advance, these conflicts” (Biermann et 
al. 2009, 21). Finally, proponents of polycentrism suggest a range of benefits 
compared to monocentric structures (e.g. Steffen et al. 2011). “A truly polycen-
tric system”, argues Cole, “is one in which governmental units both compete 
and cooperate, interact and learn from one another, and responsibilities at dif-
ferent governmental levels are tailored to match the scale of the public ser-
vices they provide” (2011, 405, 2015). In polycentrism, an abundance of insti-
tutions fosters innovation and flexibility, allowing actors to find tailor-made 
solutions for providing collective goods. Polycentric governance structures are 
also better suited for addressing the “problem of fit” that appears when there 
is a mismatch in scale and design between administrative structures and envi-
ronmental problems (Young 2002; Galaz et al. 2008).
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The differences in perspectives regarding the pros and cons of different in-
stitutional structures reveal the somewhat normative bias in analyses of the 
global climate governance system. At times, scholars tend to explicitly or im-
plicitly conflate descriptions of how the world should function with how the 
world actually functions. Keohane and Victor (2011, 9) suggest that new initia-
tives should be normatively assessed based on indicators such as coherence, 
accountability, sustainability, and fairness. Game theorists have shown how a 
strategy of building local institutions is superior to global institutions, which 
could “provide, at best, marginal improvements regarding overall coopera-
tion” (Vasconcelos, Santos, and Pacheco 2013, 797). Falkner (2015) succinct-
ly shows how different rationales underpin accounts of how climate clubs, 
meaning smaller groups of countries, could benefit global climate governance. 
However, empirical analyses have just started to test the normative sugges-
tions regarding effectiveness in global climate governance systems. For ex-
ample, natural resource management scholars have made some progress in 
investigating problems related to governance systems on a local level. Ekstrom 
and Young (2009), for instance, apply a quantitative approach using text and 
network analysis for estimating the problem of fit between ecosystems and the 
institutional arrangements in three estuaries on the west coast of the US.

Theorizing about what global climate governance system structure would be 
the most effective struggle faces at least three challenges. First, there is a lack 
of reliable and comparable data. Despite the massive amount of new data pro-
duced on climate actions by state and non-state actors, there is a dire lack 
of robust ex-post data (see chapter 4). Second, it is not clear which output, 
outcome, or impact indicators, if any, are appropriate for measuring perfor-
mance in the global climate governance system structure. Studies analyzing 
output-level indicators such as goals, functions, and mechanisms abound, in 
particular with regard to transnational institutions (e.g. Abbott 2012; Bulkeley 
et al. 2014; Chan, Falkner, et al. 2015; Hoffman 2011). Outcome-level studies 
however, meaning analyses of whether the outputs have generated change in 
behavior or conditions in the target population (Rossi, Lipsey, and Freeman 
2004, 2015), are largely missing (but see Chan et al. 2016). Conversely, there 
are numerous impact-level studies estimating the performance of new initia-
tives ex-ante in terms of reduced GHG emissions (see chapter 4). These studies 
are often highly speculative, expecting full implementation by the participants 
in the initiative or by sectors, and estimations in terms of GHG mitigation are 
highly uncertain. Third, the emerging structure of the global climate gover-
nance system is distinguished by interlinkages and overlaps between insti-
tutions. However, as Orsini and colleagues (2013, 27) note, “scholars of in-
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ternational relations often fail to seriously consider systems populated with 
international institutions”. This not only causes concerns for double-counting, 
but also challenges the very methods used for establishing cause and effects 
(see chapter 5). In sum, there is an insufficient empirical basis for assessing 
whether global climate governance for sufficient reduction of GHG emissions 
is hindered most by poor institutional design, conflictive fragmentation, or 
implementation failures.

2.3.2 Legitimacy and accountability
Changes in the structure of the global climate governance system also have 
normative implications. This could prove problematic as normative issues of 
responsibility, fairness, and equity are the root of climate change as a global 
governance problem. For instance, developed countries are historically respon-
sible for the vast majority of GHG emissions, while suffering the least from 
climate change impacts. Consequently, the UNFCCC has divided responsibil-
ity between industrialized and developing countries based on the principle of 
common but differentiated responsibilities, stating that the former must take 
on a larger share of decarbonizing their economies while helping the latter 
with technological transfer and adaptation. However, proliferation of the are-
nas in which climate change is negotiated challenges the principles established 
under the UNFCCC and undermines the institution’s legitimacy as the central 
place to address climate change. It also raises questions on accountability, as 
sub-national and non-state actors engage in climate governance. For example, 
who is to be held accountable in a global climate governance system where 
governments, sub-national authorities, and companies collaborate to reduce 
GHG emissions? What type of structure, on the continuum from fragmented to 
integrated, is most conducive to legitimacy and accountability? 

There are few theoretical works comparing the normative aspects such as le-
gitimacy and accountability of various structures in governance systems. Most 
studies tend to compare new institutional arrangements between climate clubs 
with the UNFCCC (see chapter 5). Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen and McGee (2013) 
for example, suggest that minilateral institutions between smaller groups of 
governments tend to have less (normative) legitimacy compared to the UN-
FCCC due to their opaque decision-making procedures, lack of participation 
by civil society, and lower attention to issues such as equity and fairness, ul-
timately weakening the principle of common but differentiated responsibil-
ities. Similarly, Eckersley (2012, 25) has argued that “[p]roponents of exclu-
sive minilateralism appear ready to sacrifice procedural justice at the altar of 
an efficient and best-practical outcome that ensures the buy-in of the ma-
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jor emitters”. Her conclusion is perhaps logical given that institutions such 
as the UNFCCC are designed to increase legitimacy while smaller institutions 
may be designed to favor effectiveness (Keohane and Victor 2011, 16). How-
ever, it does not take away the importance of assessing the structure of the 
global climate governance system according to normative standards. Keohane 
and Victor suggest that all new institutional arrangements should be evaluated 
based on their performance but also on the degree to which accountability can 
be achieved. However, the analytical challenges here become more prominent. 
In traditional multilateral governance systems such as the UNFCCC, assigning 
responsibility for addressing cross-border environmental problems is fairly 
straightforward, at least in theory. States jointly make commitments and im-
plement them on a national level through policy. The state takes responsibility 
for honoring the commitments and could (again in theory) be held accountable 
for its (in)actions by the citizens, e.g. through courts or electoral systems. It 
derives legitimacy, defined as “the acceptance and justification of shared rule 
by a community” (Bernstein 2004, 142), from different sources depending on 
the perspective of the analysts (e.g. democratic theory, legal or sociological 
legitimacy). 

This linear thinking regarding responsibility is severely challenged by the 
emergence of a global climate governance system and the increase in pub-
lic-private cooperation. Hybridization means that actors other than govern-
ments have a stake in “governing” an issue area. In global climate governance, 
with the rise of non-state actors and their increasingly prominent role in the 
negotiations and UNFCCC settings, questions on legitimacy and accountability 
are particularly urgent. Clearly, there could be a discussion regarding the level 
of democratic representation in many UNFCCC member countries. However, 
for the topic of this thesis it is more important to note that the emerging global 
climate governance system blurs the lines of accountability and responsibility, 
in particular when considering sub-national and non-state actors. Companies 
and civil society groups, for instance, each have their own logic of responsibil-
ity and accountability (Bäckstrand 2008; Kramarz and Park 2016; see chapter 
6). A company is primarily responsible to its shareholders, whereas an NGO is 
accountable to its members. Who, then, should hold non-state actors account-
able for their actions concerning global governance issues. Or as Bäckstrand 
(2008, 78) rhetorically asks, “How can networks between international orga-
nizations, transnational companies and non-governmental actors be account-
able if the actors themselves are unaccountable?”; and what happens when 
responsibility is increasingly put in the hands of hybrid constellations with 
unclear goals, procedures, and implementation mechanisms?
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In sum, linking different system structures with performance indicators, in-
cluding effectiveness, legitimacy, and accountability is widely debated, but 
there are few empirical studies on a systems level to support further theoriz-
ing. A multi-criteria framework is needed in order to capture the many aspects 
of the emerging system, enabling a comparison in which there may be trade-
offs between, for instance, effectiveness and legitimacy. 

2.4 Coordinating the global climate governance system
Moving from single regimes to systems of institutions presents a formida-
ble coordination challenge. How can any actor navigate the intricacies of the 
emerging global climate governance system, steering it towards better GHG 
mitigation? A vibrant debate has begun on the role of management and coor-
dination in the global climate governance system. For Zürn and Faude (2013, 
128), for example, the key question is how “to gradually develop and expand 
adequate coordination mechanisms that reflect the deeply pluralist struc-
ture of world society, instilling them with sufficient legitimacy to make them 
globally acceptable”. The notion of “managing” may overstate the possibility 
for any actor or group of actors to control the direction of the global climate 
governance system. Other terms may be preferred, such as “coordinating” or 
“interplay management” (managing the interplay between institutions). This 
term is used by many scholars in international relations (e.g. van Asselt 2013) 
and is understood as the “conscious efforts by any relevant actor or group of 
actors, in whatever form or forum, to address and improve institutional inter-
action and its effects” (Oberthür and Stokke 2011a, 6). The following sections 
argue that there are two relevant discussions on coordination and manage-
ment. First, there is a coordination gap, requiring more coordination to take 
place. Second, there is an evaluation gap, meaning that current theories and 
methods are poorly suited for evaluating the performance of coordination at-
tempts. 

2.4.1 The coordination gap
Some form of coordination is likely to be needed between different institutions 
in the global climate governance system, but the empirics needed for devising 
successful management strategies have just started to emerge. Morin and Ors-
ini (2013), for instance, suggest an ideal type for states to manage complexity 
where the optimal scenario requires both procedural and substantive coherence 
between policies. However, they concede that “the conjecture of the dynam-
ic interactions between regime complexity and the policy coherence of states 
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remains to be empirically validated” (2013, 49). Agency, i.e. who should be 
managing fragmentation, is also frequently debated. Scholars in international 
relations often focus on international organizations and international bureau-
cracies as potential managers of the global governance system (e.g. Abbott and 
Snidal 2010; Biermann and Siebenhuener 2009). For example, Betts (2013) ar-
gues that the UN’s Refugee Agency (UNHCR) has responded to an increasingly 
diverse system of arenas and actors by expanding its scope of work, engaging 
in issue linkage between overlapping regimes, and using regime overlaps to 
complement and increase the efficiency of its work, thereby influencing state 
preferences. Similarly, Lesage and van de Graaf (2013) suggest that the Or-
ganisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) and the In-
ternational Energy Agency (IEA) have remained relevant by engaging in out-
reach and expanding their fields of work. In global climate governance, many 
observers focus on the role of the UNFCCC and its secretariat to provide new 
functions in the governance system (e.g. Chan, Brandi, and Bauer 2016; van 
Asselt and Zelli 2014). Zelli and van Asselt (2014), for example, ask what role 
the UNFCCC could have in linking non-UNFCCC initiatives, focusing on inter-
national climate technology initiatives, emerging emissions trading systems, 
and unilateral trade measures. Their starting point is particularly pertinent for 
this thesis: “Rather than positing that there is a ‘choice’ between centralized 
or fragmented climate governance architectures, […] the starting point should 
be the current state of global climate governance, which […] is already char-
acterized by fragmentation” (van Asselt and Zelli 2014). The role of the UNFC-
CC should thus be to facilitate synergistic linkages between institutions rath-
er than trying to move towards a more centralized or decentralized structure. 
Proponents of polycentrism also come to similar conclusions regarding coor-
dination in complex settings, suggesting that organizations should be set up to 
bridge different sets of actors, providing “an arena for trust-building, social 
learning, sense-making, identification of common interests, vertical and/or 
horizontal collaboration, and conflict resolution” (Galaz et al. 2008; Folke et 
al. 2005).3

An emerging and increasingly frequent line of research in climate 
governance focuses on coordination between individual institutions 
and governance initiatives, the UNFCCC and its secretariat. Previ-
ous experiences with such hands-on coordination attempts have 
been sobering, in particular the 2002 World Summit on Sustainable 
Development (WSSD) in Johannesburg, where the so-called Type II 
Johannesburg Partnerships were launched as a central implemen-
tation mechanism to pursue global sustainable development. After 

3. Adaptive governance 
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five years, only few of the initiatives linked to the Johannesburg summit had 
seen significant results (Pattberg et al. 2012). Learning from the WSSD part-
nerships, Chan and colleagues (2015) suggest “A Comprehensive Framework 
for Effective Nonstate Action”, which must be collaborative, comprehensive, 
evaluative, and catalytic, with ownership shared between the UNFCCC, the COP 
presidencies, non-state actors, and cooperative initiatives. Elements of their 
proposal were adopted in the Lima-Paris Action Agenda (LPAA), an initiative 
launched during 2014 COP20 in Lima by the UN Secretary General’s office, the 
UNFCCC Secretariat, and the French and the Peruvian COP presidencies, which 
aimed to “demonstrate the commitment of non-state actors and coalition of 
actors towards that same goal through short term and long term actions that 
will support the new legal agreement” (LPAA 2014). The LPAA can be char-
acterized as a coordination attempt in which international organizations use 
transnational actors to influence governments by using orchestration (see 
chapter 7). Orchestration is a mode of governance in which an orchestrator 
uses an intermediary to influence a target (Abbott and Snidal 2009a, 2010). 
According to Abbott and Snidal, international organizations can use transna-
tional actors to bypass and manage states in order to reach a policy goal, and 
thereby enhance IO performance (Abbott et al. 2015). This can also improve 
the “impact, legitimacy and public interest” of transnational institutions (Ab-
bott and Snidal 2009a, 558). Global governance suffers from an “orchestration 
deficit”. causing sub-optimal performance among transnational actors and 
thus by the system as a whole (Abbott and Snidal 2009a; Hale and Roger 2014). 

2.4.2 The evaluation gap
In addition to coordination, improving the global climate governance system 
requires experimentation, adaptation, and learning. The outcomes of gover-
nance initiatives are generally highly uncertain and unpredictable, requiring 
actors to engage in trial-and-error governance rather than using linear inter-
vention models where the outcome is known. As Jordan and Huitema (2014, 
389) put it, “many actors should experiment with their own approaches, so 
that gradually a quasi-experimental system emerges, from which at some 
point best practices can be selected”. According to Cole (2011, 406), a polycen-
tric system provides the necessary conditions with “greater opportunity for 
experimentation, choice and learning”. Studies have been published on, for 
example, experimentation in transnational climate governance initiatives 
(Hoffman 2011), urban climate governance (Castán Broto and Bulkeley 2013), 
and the relationship between learning and experimentation (McFadgen and 
Huitema 2016). Nevertheless, there is scarce empirical evidence for how ex-
actly experimentation, adaptation, and learning enhance the performance 
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of the system (but see e.g. Auld et al. 2014; Hildén, Jordan, and Rayner 2014; 
Kivimaa et al. 2015). In particular, there are no studies considering relational 
effects among more than two institutions, between transnational and inter-
national institutions, and among the local, national and international levels. 
These knowledge gaps are important since adaptation and experimentation 
require feedback. Creating an adaptive system that continuously improves thus 
requires an understanding of what causes what effects in what settings. Eval-
uating interventions in the global climate governance system is thus pivotal 
for improving its performance.

A central challenge for analysts is to adapt their evaluation frameworks to the 
emerging global climate governance system. Interventions using orchestration 
as a mode of governance provide a case in point. The linear model of orches-
tration assumes that there is a purposeful actor (the orchestrator) influencing 
another actor (the intermediary) that in turn influences a third actor (the tar-
get). Assessing whether an orchestration attempt has been successful requires 
the analyst to prove causality not only between the orchestrator and the in-
termediary, but also between the intermediary and the target. Considering the 
general problem of establishing causal relationships in social sciences, this is 
no small burden on researchers. Similarly, evaluating the interaction effects 
among three or more institutions goes beyond what current research on insti-
tutional interplay is doing.

In sum, there is an evaluation gap between the theoretical potential and the 
actual performance of the global climate governance system. This gap con-
cerns empirical data (see chapter 4), but also methods for evaluating interven-
tions and system effects that consider multiple actors and interactions.

2.5 Summary
The global climate governance system is continuously developing and much is 
still unknown about its structure and agents, whether it is producing effective, 
legitimate, and accountable solutions, and how to steer it. In this context, this 
chapter has introduced three conceptual debates on: (1) mapping the structure 
and measuring structural components in the global climate governance sys-
tem; (2) linking structure to performance in terms of effectiveness, legitimacy, 
and accountability; and (3) coordinating the global climate governance system. 
Each debate provides a background and justification for the later chapters in 
this thesis. 
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First, mapping the structure of the global climate governance system (con-
necting transnational and international institutions) and measuring the de-
gree of fragmentation would enable more detailed discussions based on em-
pirical observations. Most importantly, the conceptual descriptions of the 
global climate governance system as fragmented or polycentric are unable 
to understand global climate governance at the systems level, treating insti-
tutions in relation to each other rather than as isolated items. Second, con-
necting structure with performance requires evaluation frameworks built on 
multiple criteria including effectiveness, legitimacy, and accountability. Oth-
erwise, trade-offs between different pathways may remain unclear, clouding 
the benefits and drawbacks of a given structure. Third, the global climate gov-
ernance system includes both a coordination gap and an evaluation gap. The 
coordination gap means that there is little theoretical and empirical knowledge 
regarding the optimal way of steering the global climate governance system in 
a desirable direction. The evaluation gap suggests that the necessary tools for 
evaluating whether an intervention is successful are currently lacking.

The following chapters are organized around these three conceptual debates. 
First, chapter 3 provides a method for mapping structure and measuring frag-
mentation in global governance systems. Second, chapters 4, 5, and 6 set a 
baseline of what we know about performance in the global climate governance 
system, with an emphasis on cooperative initiatives. These chapters also eval-
uate the performance of transnational climate governance initiatives in terms 
of effectiveness, legitimacy, and accountability. Finally, chapter 7 presents a 
framework for evaluating an orchestration attempt. The concluding chapter 
then synthesizes and discusses the outcomes and salient points of all the pre-
ceding chapters.
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 B  Y SOME ACCOUNTS, the Anthropocene is the result of what has been 
called “the Great Acceleration” (Lewis and Maslin 2015). It describes 
how processes in social systems such as population growth, fertilizer 

consumption, and the number of McDonald’s restaurants have increased ex-
ponentially since the 1950’s resulting in large adverse effects on natural sys-
tems such as climate change and biodiversity loss (Steffen et al. 2005). 

New institutions are needed to cope with large-scale and complex socio-eco-
logical challenges in the Anthropocene (Biermann et al. 2012). However, rule-
making on environmental issues has undergone a Great Acceleration of its 
own. At the time of writing, Mitchell’s (2016) database on international envi-
ronmental agreements contains more than 1,190 entries of multilateral trea-
ties, up from only three agreements in 1950. Also, the emergence of trans-
national institutions engaging companies, non-governmental organizations 
(NGOs), international organizations (IOs), philanthropists, cities and regions, 
adds new governance layers to environmental decision-making (Biermann 
and Pattberg 2012; Green 2013a). Thus, governance in the Anthropocene has 
become a maze of institutions and norms – and we have little understanding 
on how to navigate this fragmented landscape towards effective and fair out-
comes. 

The institutional fragmentation mirrors and affects the three key aspects of 
the Anthropocene: complexity, responsibility and urgency (Pattberg and Zelli 
2016). First, the sheer number and diversity of institutions reflect institutional 
complexity in the Anthropocene. Second, spreading authority across mul-
tiple state and non-state institutions, creating both political and functional 
overlaps, tends to cloud who bears the responsibility, willingness, capacity 
and legitimacy to address emerging challenges. Third, the question arises to 
what extent fragmented institutional complexes are capable to address urgent 
global problems. 

To address these challenges, institutional complexity demands good maps 
for navigating the Anthropocene. How do, for example, different struc-
tures of institutional complexes and varying degrees of fragmentation affect 
the problem-solving capacity, legitimacy, accountability and effectiveness 
of governance arrangements in the Anthropocene? Such maps are currently 
unavailable. In this chapter, I suggest an approach for mapping institutional 
complexity based on network theory. It follows recent popularizations of net-
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work analysis and marries International Relations theory with concepts from 
network science. The approach is illustrated for the case of global climate gov-
ernance. 

The first section defines and conceptualizes key concepts including “institu-
tional complex”, “complexity”, and “fragmentation”. The second section out-
lines the state of the art in mapping and measuring institutional complexity 
and identifies the main short-comings. The third section introduces network 
analysis as an appropriate tool for analyzing institutional complexity, which 
is further illustrated in the fourth section on institutional complexity in global 
climate governance.

3.1 Defining key concepts: Institutional complexes, complexity  
 and fragmentation
Three central concepts in this chapter – complexes, complexity and fragmen-
tation – are subject to vivid scholarly debate on institutional complexity, (e.g. 
Orsini, Morin, and Young 2013). I explain my take on these concepts in the 
coming paragraphs.

An “institutional complex”4 comprises all institutions governing an 
issue area in global governance. The concept emerged from empiri-
cal observations of proliferating international and transnational glob-
al governance institutions, making the study of isolated single re-
gimes – defined as subsets of international institutions that constrains 
state-behavior (Oberthür and Stokke 2011b, 2) – untenable. In global 
climate governance, for example, the UNFCCC has been complement-
ed by hundreds of public, private and hybrid institutions demanding 
authority on a variety of issues (Keohane and Victor 2011; Bulkeley et 
al. 2012). “[I]nternational regime complexity”, write Alter and Munier 
(2009, 13), “refers to the presence of nested, partially overlapping, and 
parallel international regimes that are not hierarchically ordered”. In-
stitutional complexity is, thus, a quality of institutional complexes. 

All institutional complexes are to some degree fragmented (Biermann et al. 
2009). And fragmentation is likely to be a function of multiple variables of 
which at least four have been identified in literature. Biermann and colleagues 
(2009, 19) suggest problem structure of the institutional complex, the level of 
integration among norms, and the configuration of actor-constellations. Zelli 
(2011) adds discursive structures in relation to fragmentation to accommodate 
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theories of discursive institutionalism (Zelli and van Asselt 2013). Accordingly, 
fragmentation can be said to vary in function of the degree of material, func-
tional, normative and discursive overlap between the institutions forming an 
institutional complex. 

Finally, it is not given that fragmentation leads to something complex, intri-
cate or complicated. As Galaz and colleagues (2011, 2) note “fragmentation at 
the international level does not imply anarchy”. It remains an empirical ques-
tion. Zürn and Faude (2013) for instance, suggest that institutional complexity 
could produce functional differentiation and division of labor between institu-
tions creating coherency rather disorganization. For this chapter, this is a cru-
cial insight since, in order to establish the consequences of a specific structure, 
we need to know what that structure actually looks like. 

3.2 State of the Art: Mappings of institutional complexity in global  
 environmental governance
Previous mappings of institutional complexes can be distinguished by their 
focus on either states collaborating through intergovernmental regimes, or 
non-state actors and hybrid arrangements between public and private actors 
collaborating through transnational institutions. In this chapter, current map-
pings are discussed along these two lines.

3.2.1 Intergovernmental institutions
Mappings of intergovernmental institutions take their starting point in inter-
national law and International Relations scholarship, notably regime theory. 
Here, the mere increase in number of multilateral and bilateral environmen-
tal agreements between states is an indicator for how institutional complex-
ity has been an emerging property of international law for some time (Brown 
Weiss 1993; International Law Commission 2006; Raustiala and Victor 2004). 
Legal scholars termed it “treaty congestion” (Brown Weiss 1993) referring to 
how legalization at the international level has consequences that are difficult 
to foresee for the drafters and negotiators. This overall expansion and diversi-
fication of international law has led to what the International Law Commission 
termed “fragmentation”, characterized by functional overlaps and potential 
conflicts between different rules and rule-systems (International Law Com-
mission 2006). 



41

Mapping institutional complexity in the Anthropocene: A network approach

To capture fragmentation, scholars have developed conceptual models and 
coined new terms such as “global governance architectures” (2009) and “re-
gime complexes” (Raustiala and Victor 2004) to describe the meta-level sit-
uated somewhere between the broader concept of “order” and the more spe-
cific concept of “regimes” (Biermann et al. 2009, 18). Problems could arise 
when institutions start to interact. Multilateral agreements on climate change 
for example, interact with environmental legislation, e.g. on biodiversity, but 
also with legislation on non-environmental issues such as trade (Zelli, Gupta, 
and van Asselt 2013). Fragmentation then increases when the number and/or 
strength of interactions increase.

The work carried out through the regime theory lens has significantly en-
hanced our understanding of institutional complexity by moving away from 
analyzing regimes in isolation towards perceiving them as part of wider re-
gime complexes (Raustiala and Victor 2004; Orsini, Morin, and Young 2013). 
These merits notwithstanding, the respective mappings of institutional com-
plexes have limited scope, either arriving at theory-based typologies on dif-
ferent characteristics of inter-regime relations (e.g. Young 1996, 1); or, under 
the heading “institutional interplay”, as empirical investigations of dyadic in-
teractions between two regimes, for instance between the climate and trade 
regimes (Young, Oberthür, and Gehring 2006)

System-level mappings of an issue area or between issue areas, however, are 
largely missing and few quantitative tools are available to compare the degree 
and severity of fragmentation. Moreover, attempts to display the regime com-
plex of an issue area have generally resulted in crude visualizations of little 
analytical value beyond heuristics (Keohane and Victor 2011; Zelli 2011). Fi-
nally, studies starting from regime theory have largely remained silent on the 
interaction between the emerging landscape of non-state public and private 
actors on the one hand, and the international, state-dominated, level on the 
other.

3.2.2 Transnational institutions
Besides examining intergovernmental governance arrangements, another an-
alytical theme which informs studies on institutional complexity capitalizes 
on the regime theorists’ bias towards state-based, multilateral and formal in-
stitutions. Addressing the theoretical and empirical gap, more recent writings 
focus on the emerging plethora of transnational governance initiatives. These 
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initiatives operate in more than one country and “include private actors and/
or subnational units of government as well as, or rather than, states and inter-
state organizations (IOs)” (Abbott 2012). 

Institutional complexity is compounded by the rise of private and hybrid au-
thority manifested by collaborative governance arrangements such as volun-
tary standards, market-based trading schemes, and codes-of-conduct. This 
transnationalization of global governance (Andonova, Betsill, and Bulkeley 
2009; Pattberg and Stripple 2008) involves a motley crew of international or-
ganizations, sub-national public authorities, NGOs, companies, philanthro-
pists and individual citizens. More often than not, these initiatives are hybrid, 
i.e. linking state and non-state actors. For instance, the various stages and 
functions of global carbon markets – including certification, monitoring, ver-
ification, and reporting – are molded by both public and private actors. One 
study identifies 30 private carbon standards which interact with public inter-
national standards in one way or another (Green 2013b).

There are several academic and policy-oriented mappings of transnational 
institutions in different issue areas. In sustainable development, for exam-
ple, Pattberg et al. (2012) examined over 330 partnerships registered with 
the United Nations at the time. Scholars and organizations working on cli-
mate change have been particularly proliferate in creating databases and lists 
on transnational actors and institutions working on different aspects of mit-
igation and adaptation (e.g. Bulkeley et al. 2012; Abbott 2012; UNFCCC 2014c). 
These mappings create data entries based on expert judgments; their anal-
yses rely on descriptive statistics of attributes such as governance function, 
type and origin of members and type of institutions. Bulkeley and colleagues, 
for example, list 60 transnational climate initiatives and divide them into two 
distinct groups: one group, including many hybrid initiatives, dedicated to fi-
nancing, and a second group, with mostly private initiatives, focusing on rule 
setting (Bulkeley et al. 2012, 609). Several other scholars such as Hoffman 
(2011), Weischer et al. (2012) and Hale and Roger (2014) engage in similar ex-
ercises of listing institutions. Abbott (2012), based on a list of 67 transnational 
initiatives, moves one step beyond simply listing and describing the institu-
tions by placing them into a “governance triangle” (Abbott and Snidal 2009b) 
which improves our overall understanding of how the global transnational 
governance complex on climate is structured. 



43

Mapping institutional complexity in the Anthropocene: A network approach

3.2.3 Shortcomings in current mappings of institutional complexity
Current mappings of institutional complexity suffer from three important 
short-comings. First, the division between international and transnational 
levels might be analytically pragmatic but conceptually problematic. Only a 
few scholars link state and non-state actors in institutional complexes, for 
example, by suggesting the possibility for non-state actors to manage prob-
lematic relationships between regimes (Orsini, Morin, and Young 2013). How-
ever, noting the relationship and showcasing it with a limited number of case 
studies is insufficient to establish an overall measure of fragmentation of the 
institutional complex. Hence, if fragmentation partly is a result proliferating 
non-state actors and shifts in authority away from states, then the two levels 
should be linked or, at least, part of the same mapping exercise to show the 
dynamics between the different players. Second, mappings have hitherto been 
unable to analyze or even plot the relationships between the different actors 
for an entire institutional complex. International regime theory has made im-
portant strides in identifying different types of dyadic interactions and rela-
tions between individual institutions, predominantly examining the interplay 
between norms and rules. However, it is possible to conceive of a large number 
of other relationships and connections such as shared memberships, infor-
mation exchange or discursive interactions between institutions. Third, the 
methods used for mapping institutional complexes to date provide few tools 
to compare the degree of fragmentation across issue areas in a replicable and 
valid manner. In particular when the number of institutions exceeds a cer-
tain threshold, qualitative and in-depth analysis of institutional complexity 
become difficult to manage and call for a methodology apt for larger data sets. 
To address these three shortcomings new methods are needed to connect the 
dots. In the coming sections I outline one such method and illustrate its added 
value by applying it to global climate change governance.

3.3 Towards a network approach for mapping institutional   
 complexity
Fragmentation is a structural quality of an institutional complex. The Oxford 
English Dictionary defines structure as “[a] combination or network of mutu-
ally connected and dependent parts or elements; an organized body or system” 
(OED, n.d.). A focus on structure must hence accommodate both parts and el-
ements as well as the connections and relations linking them. For this chap-
ter’s purposes, I assume that the analytical glue binding institutions together 
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to form an institutional complex are the material and functional linkages to 
the issue area itself. Measuring the degree of fragmentation then requires us 
to identify overlap between the institutions forming an institutional complex. 
By conceptualizing institutional complexes as networks I explicitly focus on 
the relationships between institutions. Institutional complexity can then be 
examined as a global property of the network and allows for network anal-
ysis to compare structures in different institutional complexes and compute 
the degree of fragmentation. It also enables us to draw insights from applica-
tions of network analysis in a wide range of disciplines such as computer sci-
ence, biology, economics, sociology and, increasingly, international relations 
(Kahler 2009; Hafner-Burton, Kahler, and Montgomery 2009).

3.3.1 Network theory and institutional complexity
Network theory studies networks created by patterns of interconnections be-
tween sets of things. In social network analysis (SNA), the interconnections 
comprise relations between social entities or actors (Wasserman and Faust 
1994). In SNA, the actors – also called “nodes” – could be individuals, organi-
zations or institutions, connected via repeated patterns of interactions – also 
called “edges” – such as friendship, membership or co-attendance of events. 
In international relations theory, the use of network theory has at times been 
confusing because of the dual meaning of networks. First, in line with SNA, 
networks can be understood as structures which influence actors’ behav-
ior (Kahler 2009, 7). Second, networks can be understood as actors in their 
own right (Kahler 2009, 5). Policy networks such as the World Commission 
on Dams are good examples for multi-stakeholder collaborations with vertical 
decision-making, relying on an exchange of resources between the actors in 
the network to be effective (Streck 2002). As a result, networks as actors can be 
part of networks as structures.

In SNA, a common type of networks are called two-mode “affiliation net-
works”. Two-mode networks are different from one-mode networks since 
they connect two different types of nodes. In sociology for example, affiliation 
networks are commonly used to study social behavior by linking actors and 
events. From researching behavioral similarities of actors that participate in 
the same events, we can infer the “social circles” or “social groups” to which 
they belong (Wasserman and Faust 1994). Classic cases include sets of peo-
ple joining different meetings, but affiliation networks have also been applied 
to a much wider range of subjects including corporate board networks, club 
memberships, or author affiliations in scientific networks (Wasserman and 
Faust 1994). Another interesting feature of affiliation networks is their duality, 



45

Mapping institutional complexity in the Anthropocene: A network approach

which enables us to study three different types of relations: between events 
and actors, between events and events, and between actors and actors. Using a 
method called “projection” we can select one of the two node-sets (actors and 
events) and link them if they share at least one connection to the other node-
set (Opsahl 2015). 

Finally, whether the network represents an electricity grid, the world wide 
web, or strategic alliances between countries, it is assumed (and proven) 
that they are driven by common organizing principles and behavior (Barabási 
2015). Based on this notion, network analysis provides tools to compute and 
describe the structure of a network, disregarding what it represents. Two such 
measures, density and centrality, are also found in theorization around insti-
tutional complexity. Measuring them could allow for testing hypotheses on the 
degree of fragmentation or identifying key players in institutional complexes. 

3.3.1.1 Density
Institutional complexity is marked by a densification of institutions governing 
an issue area. But what is “density” in the context of institutions and can we 
measure the degree of density across time and space in different institutional 
complexes?

Most authors seem to have taken densification for granted without much dis-
cussion on how to measure it. Among the rare conceptual approaches to the 
term, one can roughly discern two understandings of density: increases in the 
sheer number of institutions, and increases in functional overlaps between in-
stitutions. Morin and Orsini (2013) suggest that regime complexes are expected 
to densify over time because efforts of managing this complexity will involve 
further institutional processes such as negotiation and implementation. Test-
ing their claim however, would require a measure of density in institutional 
complexes. Moreover, changes in density could have important repercussions 
for the functioning of the institutional complex. Abbott and colleagues (2016), 
for instance, argue from an organizational ecology perspective that the degree 
of institutional density determines the competition for resources in the popu-
lation of arrangements. Others have suggested that large numbers of institu-
tions negatively impact actors without the capacity to sustain negotiations in 
multiple fora (Brown Weiss 1993, 697). Hence, the density of the institutional 
complex could prove an important structural variable for explaining the possi-
bility for actors to engage in global governance as well as the problem-solving 
capacity of the institutional complex. 
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How can density be indicated and measured? In network analysis, density in a 
network with dichotomous relations is understood as the proportion of all the 
edges that are present in a network (Hanneman and Riddle 2005). Density is 
usually given as a percentage. For instance, if density equals 20 % then that is 
the proportion of edges present compared to all possible edge formations be-
tween nodes. To arrive at a meaningful measure of density, researchers need 
to define what connects the institutions in an institutional complex. 

On the one hand, institutional complexity is characterized by the increase in 
number of institutions. A network can be constructed by defining different 
types of connections between institutions, for example: shared membership; 
common board-members, authorship or sponsoring of reports; or any other 
measure showing a repeated pattern of communication between different ac-
tors across institutions. However, institutional density can also be understood 
in other ways of institutional interaction. Functional overlaps conceptualized 
as situations where the functional scope of one institution protrudes into the 
functional scope of another institution (Rosendal 2001), for example, could 
also lead to complexity in situations with few institutions. Density could also 
increase when a few organizations carry out extensive and complex activities 
occupying the governance space (Abbott, Green, and Keohane 2016). In sum, 
the types of edges used depends on the definition and indication of institu-
tional density chosen by the researcher.

3.3.1.2 Centrality
The shape of institutional complexes are not the outcome of some organic 
process driven by natural forces independent of the actors occupying them 
(Orsini, Morin, and Young 2013). On the contrary, institutional complexity and 
fragmentation are the result of political bargaining involving agents with dif-
ferent interests, capacity and belief-systems. 

Some would argue that fragmentation is the result of strategic behavior and 
practical considerations of a few powerful states (Benvenisti and Downs 2007). 
Also, the decentralized structure of global decision-making could favor the 
already strong spreading the number of negotiation venues and enable fo-
rum-shopping or forum-shifting for actors to evade previously agreed terms 
(Benvenisti and Downs 2007; Alter and Meunier 2009). Similar lines of cri-
tique have been aimed towards the active involvement of international orga-
nizations in public-private partnerships for promoting business influence on 
global governance at the expense of social protection and development (Zam-
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mit 2003). Also civil society engagement could increase the legitimacy of mul-
ti-stakeholder governance arrangements while power tends to stay with the 
already powerful (Ponte 2014). 

To explore these arguments on the role of different actors it is essential to 
identify key players in institutional complexes. For identifying central actors 
in a network several measures of centrality are available. Degree centrality, for 
instance, measures how many connections an actor has and provides a crude 
measure of status in the network and level of activity. An actor with many con-
nections could be considered more engaged in the institutional complex than 
others. Betweenness centrality measures to what extent a node is vital to the 
transactions between other nodes. An actor with high betweenness centrality 
could, for example, act as a bridge between different actors or groups of ac-
tors and thus facilitate (or obstruct) exchanges. Such “bridging organizations” 
have been identified as potentially important actors to manage fragmentation 
(Gupta et al. 2015).

Mapping an institutional complex as a network and calculating metrics such 
as density and centrality could yield information on the structure and agents 
governing an issue area. In the coming sections this approach is illustrated on 
the global climate governance complex and findings are contrasted with theo-
ries on institutional complexity.

3.4 An illustration: Mapping the institutional complex of global  
 climate governance
Global climate governance is probably the most researched issue area in terms 
of fragmentation, institutional interplay and regime complexes, providing a 
rich body of literature to build upon for illustrating the mapping method (e.g. 
Abbott 2012; van Asselt 2014; Zelli 2011). In the first sub-section, I set the stage 
with a brief background on the emergence of institutional complexity on cli-
mate change. Second, I illustrate an approach to operationalizing the climate 
regime complex as an affiliations network. Finally, building on the previous 
conceptualization of both terms, I compute and discuss different measures of 
density and centrality.

3.4.1 Setting the stage
International climate politics was long concentrated to a single regime, the 
UNFCCC, as the central forum for negotiating multilateral responses to climate 
change. In 1997, the regime was expanded when parties to the UNFCCC adopted 
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the Kyoto Protocol devising a global market-based system of rights and ob-
ligations concerning the mitigation of greenhouse gases (GHGs). Through 
“flexible mechanisms” consisting of emissions trading, the Clean Develop-
ment Mechanism (CDM) and Joint Implementation (JI), a global market was 
to be created, putting a price on carbon. Developed countries would take on a 
larger role in mitigating emissions than developing countries. This top-down 
“target-and-timetable” approach to international climate action was initially 
hailed as a role model for collective multilateral action. 

However, implementing the vision behind the UNFCCC soon turned out much 
harder than expected. Important GHG emitters such as the US never fully com-
mitted to the convention’s rules and regulations (see Kühner, this volume). 
Moreover, the global market of GHG emissions failed to materialize beyond re-
gional pockets, with the European Union providing the largest system to date. 
After the 15th Conference of Parties (COP) in Copenhagen in 2009 had failed to 
agree on a successor to the Kyoto Protocol, a new paradigm for climate policy 
seemed to emerge (Dimitrov 2010). The new discourse promoted voluntary, 
flexible and context-based approaches rather than top-down steering. A nar-
rative of bottom-up “pledge-and-review” was born in which countries would 
simply state their preferred mitigation contributions and the UNFCCC would 
analyze and review them. 

In the context of waning trust in concerted governmental efforts to address 
climate change, alternative institutions gained traction. In an increasingly 
rapid tempo after Copenhagen, the UNFCCC has been complemented by nu-
merous cross-border initiatives comprising both public and private actors, 
such as states, international organizations, NGOs, companies, epistemic com-
munities and cities (Biermann et al. 2009; Bulkeley et al. 2014; Keohane and 
Victor 2011; Abbott 2012). In parallel, since its inception the UNFCCC has ex-
panded its agenda several times to include areas such as forestry and land use. 
What is more, already existing institutions such as the World Bank has sub-
stantially increased their activity on climate change issues. Altogether, global 
climate governance has developed into an institutional complex, and is now 
characterized by fragmentation and functional overlaps rather than by coher-
ence and hierarchy (Keohane and Victor 2011; Biermann et al. 2009). Ostrom 
even argued that global climate governance is best described as a polycentric 
system with “multiple governing authorities at different scales rather than a 
monocentric unit” (2010b, 552). 



49

Mapping institutional complexity in the Anthropocene: A network approach

There are several descriptions of the current institutional complex for climate 
change governance and its effects on performance. Keohane and Victor (2011, 
7) suggest that the global climate regime complex comprises a “loosely cou-
pled set of specific regimes” where elements are linked “more or less close to 
one another”. They argue that the degree of fragmentation can be situated on 
a continuum ranging from integrated to fragmented, but provide little guid-
ance on how to measure it. The effectiveness of the complex can be better than 
a single integrated regime if it meets a set of six criteria, of which one is co-
herency which occurs when “the components are compatible and mutually re-
inforcing” (Keohane and Victor 2011, 16).

Biermann and colleagues suggest another structure to global climate gover-
nance where the UNFCCC takes a central position in the global climate gover-
nance architecture with other multilateral forums, institutions and interna-
tional organizations forming concentric circles to the institutional complex, 
adding layers of fragmentation (Zelli 2011). They also describe the institutional 
complex as fragmented. But instead of placing it on a continuum, they suggest 
three different types of fragmentation: synergistic, cooperative and conflictive 
(Biermann et al. 2009, 18). Degree of fragmentation is thus established ex-post, 
for instance, conflictive fragmentation can occur when core norms conflict, a 
statement which is difficult to evaluate ex-ante. Regarding the consequences of 
fragmentation, the authors conclude, perhaps unsurprisingly, that conflictive 
fragmentation “appears to bring more harm than positive effects” (Biermann 
et al. 2009, 33), and that synergistic fragmentation might be a second-best 
option to “purely universal governance architectures”, revealing a slight pref-
erence for monocentric structures.
 
A third perspective perceives global climate governance as polycentric where 
many different, independent, centers of gravity are at work (Cole 2011; Os-
trom 2010b). Proponents suggests polycentrism to be superior to monocentric 
approaches for global governance since they spur experimentation and learn-
ing as well as communication and interaction to build trust (Cole 2011). Galaz 
and colleagues (2011, 2) have started to theorize the relationship between den-
sity, performance and coordination arguing that polycentrism is “a is a matter 
of degree, ranging from weak coordination to strong polycentric order” and 
that “[d]egrees of polycentric order are defined by variables such as commu-
nication dynamics, degree of formalization, and network structural patterns” 
(Galaz et al. 2011, 2).
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All three perspectives suggest that the institutional structure affects the prob-
lem-solving performance of the complex as a whole. However, despite frag-
mentation being linked to performance, few methods exist for measuring it 
and/or for tracking it over time or across issue areas.

3.4.2 The institutional complex for global climate change governance as an  
 affiliation network
To conceptualize an institutional complex as a network, the nodes and edges 
need to be defined. The coming paragraphs first outline the network data col-
lected. Then the structure of the network is presented visually and discussed in 
terms of density. Finally, central actors in the network are identified by mea-
sures of centrality. 

3.4.2.1 Data collection
A two-mode affiliation network – where nodes are represented by institutions 
and their members and edges represent membership in institutions – forms 
the basis of the illustration. To select the institutions, previous mappings of 
international and transnational climate institutions in academic databases 
(e.g. Abbott 2012; Bulkeley et al. 2012; Hoffmann 2011) and policy-oriented da-
tabases (e.g. UNFCCC 2014c, 2015c; UNEP 2014a) have been scanned and up-
dated according to four criteria. Institutions are included that (1) are either 
international or transnational, (2) intend to steer the behavior of members, (3) 
explicitly mention a governance goal, and (4) display significant governance 
functions (Pattberg et al. 2014, 11). For this illustration, only public institutions 
with state or sub-state members such as cities and regions have been selected. 
The members are defined as actors with the formal position to influence the 
rules, norms, operations or performance of an institution. They have access 
to the network an institution provides and benefit from the privileges it may 
accrue. Those actors that merely support an institution or ascribe to its values, 
rules, norms or mission, without the ability to influence the governance of the 
institution, are excluded.

The sample used in this illustration has been collected in the CONNECT-proj-
ect5 and consists of 31 public international and transnational institu-
tions with 8,850 unique members (see Table 3-1).

5. http://www.

fragmentation.eu 

(accessed 30 May 

2015).
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Institution Abbreviation Type Members

Climate Alliance of 
European Cities with 
Indigenous Rainforest 
Peoples

Climate_Alliance Cities 1716

Carbonn cCR Cities 3

Covenant of Mayors CoM Cities 5717

ICLEI - Local Govern-
ments for Sustain-
ability, 

ICLEI Cities 1102

EUROCITIES EUROCITIES Cities 45

C40 C40 Cities 75

Energy Cities EnergyCities Cities 184

Union of Baltic Cities UBC Cities 93

R20 R20 Regions 46

New England Gov-
ernors and Eastern 
Canadian Premiers' 
Annual Conference

NEG_ECP Regions 11

World Mayors Council 
on Climate Change 

WMCCC Regions 88

The Climate Group 
States and Regions 

TCG Regions 27

North America 2050 NA2050 Regions 20

Solar Cities SolarCities Regions 5

Western Climate 
Initiative

WCI Regions 5

Clean Energy Minis-
terial

CEM States 22

United Nations Frame-
work Convention on 
Climate Change 

UNFCCC States 196

Kyoto Protocol KP States 193

Forest Carbon Partner-
ship Facility

FCPC States 59

Global Methane 
Initiative

GMI States 59

International Carbon 
Action Partnership

ICAP Hybrid 58

Major Economies 
Forum

MEF States 17
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Carbon Sequestration 
Leadership Forum

CSLF States 23

International Part-
nership for Energy 
Efficiency Cooperation

IPEEC States 16

The UN-REDD Pro-
gramme

UN_REDD States 73

The Climate Registry TCReg Regions 60

Global Mayors Com-
pact

GMC Cities 9

International Renew-
able Energy Agency

IRENA States 135

Partnership for Market 
Readiness

PMR States 33

Climate Investment 
Funds

CIF States 27

GLOBE International GLOBE States 79

 Table 3-1 Sample of international and transnational institutions in the institutional complex for  

 global climate change governance

The sample contains four types of institutions based on main member char-
acteristics arranged by states, cities, regions and hybrid (mixed membership). 
The distribution between the types is fairly even with states, cities and regions 
accounting for 39 %, 29 % and 26 % respectively of the total sample. Only two 
institutions, the International Carbon Action Partnership (ICAP) and the Part-
nership for Market Readiness (PMR), are considered true hybrid institutions 
since they allow for both states and regions to participate and govern. The size 
of the institutions in terms of membership is heavily skewed towards three 
large city networks with the Covenant of Mayors (CoM), Climate Alliance and 
ICLEI - Local Governments for Sustainability having more than 1,000 mem-
bers each. Through the UNFCCC, the membership data also contains nearly all 
countries on earth. 

In the coming two sub-sections, the results of computing density and central-
ity are presented and discussed.

3.4.3 Density in the institutional complex for global climate change   
 governance
Examining density in the institutional complex can carried out both visually 
and computationally. For a visual representation, the affiliation network has 
been compressed to a one-mode network of institutions connected by shared 
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membership. Figure 3-1 shows the resulting one-mode projection where each 
node represents an institution and each edge indicates that the institutions 
share at least one common member.
 

 Figure 3-1 The institutional complex of global climate governance (public institutions only)

The network forms a single component without any isolates meaning that all 
institutions are connected to each other by at least one member. Nodes are 
also fairly densely connected with an average degree of the network of 11.3 and 
37,6 % of the edges being present. Edges are unevenly distributed across the 
network creating a “core-periphery” structure with state institutions forming 
a core by being more densely connected than the rest. Moreover, three clus-
ters can be observed divided by type of membership. State institutions form a 
highly connected cluster with large sharing of members and few connections 
to the institutions with cities and regions. The two other main types of insti-
tutions also form fairly cohesive clusters with a number of shared members 
both within and between the respective clusters. Perhaps unsurprisingly, the 
network shows a high degree of “homophily”, i.e. actors similar to each other 
tend to cluster together. 

The size of the network can be thought of in terms of length between nodes, 
also called “geodesic distance”. The largest geodesic distance in the network, 
also called the “diameter of the network”, is three, meaning that within a 
maximum of three steps, all nodes can reach each other. For most nodes how-
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ever, this distance is much shorter since the average distance is a mere 1.82. 
This means that actors that are part of several institutions have short distanc-
es for reaching other actors via their respective institutions.

Both visual and computational examination of the institutional complex for 
global climate governance suggest that the network is densely connected by 
membership. This finding questions some of the accounts of global climate 
governance as consisting of independent or loosely coupled elements and in-
stead displays a structure where institutions are closely linked. The data sup-
ports the proposition that the UNFCCC remains an important institution com-
plemented by a number of other institutions. 

What do the network data tell us about performance? According to network 
theory, closely knit networks should allow for information and change to travel 
fast along the nodes (Hanneman and Riddle 2005). The presence of clusters 
hints towards high centrality for those nodes connecting the different groups 
since these can facilitate (or obstruct) transactions in the network. In the next 
sub-section on centrality, these important nodes are identified. 

3.4.3.1 Centrality
Several measures for identifying central nodes are available such as degree and 
betweenness centrality. Node degree measures “who has the most edges?” and 
node betweenness identifies nodes positioned between other nodes. 

To test which actors are particularly active in the network, we can calculate the 
node degree. Of the 8,850 members in the network only 6,7 % are part of more 
than one institutions. The degree distribution also follows a power law sug-
gesting that the network has scale-free properties. These types of networks 
are characterized by the presence of a few nodes that have far above average 
degree, also called hubs. These nodes are probable candidates for taking up 
central positions in the network, for instance, by connecting different clusters. 
The top four hubs are countries, including Germany, Japan, Mexico and the 
United Kingdom, which are all part of 13 institutions, or 42 % of all the insti-
tutions in the sample. They are closely followed by Australia, France and the 
United States, which are part of 12 institutions. The first non-state hubs are 
the North American regions California and Quebec and the European Commis-
sion, which all are part of seven institutions. The first hubs of cities on the list 
are Barcelona and Malmö, both members to six institutions. 
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Testing the presence of hubs could support statements and case studies sug-
gesting that global climate governance is driven by a small number of “or-
chestrators” or “regime entrepreneurs” (Hale and Roger 2014; Abbott and 
Hale 2014). The data corroborates some of the findings from qualitative re-
search identifying the United Kingdom (Hale and Roger 2014) and Germany 
(Van de Graaf 2013) as central nodes. By expanding the dataset to include other 
non-state actors such as international organizations one would expect to re-
veal more hubs, which could further test claims on who are the orchestrators – 
for instance, international organizations such as the World Bank or the United 
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP).

To identify which institutions attract actors and facilitate cooperation between 
clusters, I compute the degree and betweenness centrality in the one-mode 
network. The results are plotted against each other in Figure 3-2. 
 

 Figure 3-2 Betweenness and degree in the institutional complex for global climate change

The measures reveal institutions that are both popular and potential gate 
keepers between clusters. The nodes with the highest degree are those that 
share the most members with other institutions. The highest scorers are ICAP, 
PMR, the R20 Regions of Climate Action, UNFCCC, KP and the International 
Renewable Energy Agency (IRENA). The nodes with the highest betweenness 
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connect other institutions with each other through membership. These include 
ICAP, ICLEI, R20, the C40 Cities Climate Leadership Group, EnergyCities and 
PMR. 

ICAP and PMR both score high on degree and betweenness. These institutions 
are partnerships that to different degrees comprise states and regions collabo-
rating on carbon markets. They are issue-specific institutions within the over-
all complex where a smaller number of actors have decided to work jointly 
on matters that interests them, sometimes referred to as “clubs” (Weischer, 
Morgan, and Patel 2012). PMR, for instance, engages both countries that are 
part of the European Emission Trading Scheme (EU-ETS), such as Sweden and 
the Netherlands, as well as North American regions including California and 
Quebec, which have their own trading systems. 

The regions and cities institutions R20, ICLEI and C40 also score high on both 
degree and betweenness centrality. Examining the network in Figure 3 1, all 
three institutions can be considered central nodes since they connect to most 
of the cities’ and regional institutions. ICLEI, for instance, clearly stands out 
as a local hub in the cities cluster where it connects to all other city networks. 
The institutions of regions R20 and C40 both connect to cities and state insti-
tutions, making them central in the network. Some of these connections are 
relatively tenuous. For example, C40 and the UNFCCC only share Singapore, 
which could be considered a “city state” with the state institutions. However, 
network theory has repeatedly shown the strength of weak ties in connect-
ing different clusters and proving valuable nodes for transfer and exchange of 
communication (Granovetter 1973).

Traditional state-based institutions, the UNFCCC, KP as well as IRENA, emerge 
as local hubs in the state cluster, likely due to their near universal member-
ship. Figures 1 and 2, thus, both corroborate the propositions made by scholars 
on the sprawling institutional complex around the UNFCCC.

3.4.4 Methodological caveats
Using approaches from network theory to examine fragmentation in global 
governance holds much promise. A broad range of tools become available for 
the researcher to build theories and test claims on both structure and agency 
in institutional complexes. It also allows for building dynamic databases over 
time and conducting comparative research across issue areas. However, with 
every method come caveats of which I would like to highlight three. 
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First, fragmentation is a matter of scale. Biermann and colleagues (2009) note 
that empirical research on fragmentation is highly dependent on the scale of 
the problem. Simply put, the larger the scale, the more fragmentation one can 
expect. To remedy the problem, clear definitions of central concepts including 
institutional complex, issue area, institutions and members are needed. 

Second, the results are highly dependent on the type of relation (edge) used. 
In this chapter I have used membership in institutions as a central relation, 
which clearly demands a number of assumptions to be made, most impor-
tantly about who qualifies as a member and which are the institutions. Com-
plementing the membership network with other types of relations, such as 
norms or discourses, could accomplish a more complete mapping, allowing for 
robust and nuanced measurement of fragmentation. 

Third, conceptualizing the institutional complex as a network is only part 
of the puzzle to explain the causes and consequences of a particular struc-
ture. Describing the network can provide avenues for further research, such 
as identifying central actors that could be of interest for case studies. But it is 
merely one part of the researcher’s tool-box. 

Nevertheless, network approaches move us towards a relational perspective 
where transactions are central units for analysis and, according to Emirbayer, 
actors “derive their meaning, significance, and identity from the (changing) 
functional roles they play within the transaction” (1997, 287). Hence, the 
method could have large potentials when exploring how norms, resources and 
discourses travel and change throughout a network.

3.5 Conclusions
The Great Acceleration in global environmental institutions – driven by both 
state and non-state actors – makes institutional complexity a ubiquitous char-
acteristic to global governance in the Anthropocene. The emerging structure 
challenges researchers to revisit methods and perspectives on how to carry out 
research on institutions designed to address complex problems such as climate 
change, biodiversity loss, and air pollution. In this chapter, I have presented 
a network-based approach for mapping institutional complexity that enables 
different ways to measure the degree of fragmentation and to identify key ac-
tors and institutions. 
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While network theory and analysis have been common practice in other disci-
plines such as sociology, it is only slowly gaining traction in International Re-
lations scholarship and has almost never been used in relation to institutional 
complexity in global governance. The illustrative case study on climate change 
showed a fraction of the potential of conceptualizing fragmentation in net-
work terminology but still yielded some important insights. First, the results 
question recent scholarship characterizing the structure of global climate gov-
ernance as “loosely coupled” (Keohane and Victor 2011) or polycentric (Cole 
2011; Ostrom 2010b) by portraying it as rather dense and well connected. They 
show that institutions at different administrative public levels – state, regions, 
and cities – are connected through hybrid institutions and any one member 
can reach any other member through a maximum of three steps in the net-
work. Second, the identification of key actors corroborates research on orches-
trators and pinpoints a few countries, state and cities, such as Germany, Cali-
fornia and Barcelona, as important nodes in the institutional complex of global 
climate change. These actors are, for one reason or another, highly active in 
several institutions besides the UNFCCC and thus contribute to creating and 
perpetuating the institutional complex.

Returning to the central themes in this chapter – complexity, urgency and re-
sponsibility in the Anthropocene – I draw three conclusions. First, network 
analysis could help untangle complex relations and enables a structured and 
formal way to study institutional complexity in the Anthropocene. Second, the 
urgency of resolving issues such as climate change and biodiversity loss in the 
Anthropocene requires fast and clear approaches to communicate complex re-
lations to audiences beyond academia. I believe that networks visualizations, 
such as the ones made in this chapter, can improve the way researchers pres-
ent data to third parties and that they go beyond mere “illustration” (Brandes 
et al. 1999). Showing what complexity looks like becomes increasingly impor-
tant as connections and interrelations between institutions increase. Third, 
the presence of institution and actor hubs in institutional complexes brings 
up questions on responsibility and leadership, legitimacy and accountability 
in governance. By identifying central players and forums for negotiation we 
can trace the increasing complexity to a few nodes. For example, the illustra-
tive case showed how the institutional complex of global climate governance 
contains at least 31 institutions (not counting private or hybrid institutional 
arrangements). All G20 countries except Turkey and Saudi Arabia are among 
the top 30 countries in terms of degree count in the network, suggesting a cor-
relation between activity in number of international climate institutions and 
wealth in terms of GDP. 
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Finally, I propose two avenues for future research. First, tying structural char-
acteristics of networks to the causes and consequences of institutional frag-
mentation. For example, Rydin (2012) has suggested that a “hub-and-spoke” 
structure of a policy network – where most nodes in the network could be 
reached with only a few steps – could be superior to other structures for effi-
cacy of the resource exchange that is a pivotal activity for networks. Second, a 
comparative research program on institutional complexity across issue-areas 
– using methodologies such as the one suggested in this chapter – could gen-
erate more generalizable theory-building and testing to strengthen our under-
standing of governance in the Anthropocene.
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 T HE DIFFICULTY FOR national governments to negotiate a sufficiently 
ambitious collective response to climate change under the UNFCCC has 
drawn academic and political attention towards agents operating “be-

yond” the nation-state (Jagers and Stripple 2003; Jordan et al. 2015). Green-
house gas (GHG) emission reduction activities carried out by, for example, 
sub-national authorities, the private sector, transnational associations and 
cities are complementing, catalyzing and even substituting traditional mul-
tilateral policymaking, (Biermann, Pattberg, and Zelli 2010) often by forming 
different kinds of multilevel and multi-stakeholder based initiatives (Pattberg 
2010). Such initiatives – variously labeled “cooperative initiatives” (UNEP 
2014a; Widerberg and Pattberg 2015c), “cooperative climate commitments” 
(UNEP 2015a), “social innovations”, (Scott-Cato and Hillier 2010), “climate 
clubs” (Weischer, Morgan, and Patel 2012; Widerberg and Stenson 2013), 
“transnational climate change governance initiatives” (Bulkeley et al. 2014), 
and “experiments” (Bulkeley and Castán Broto 2013; Hoffmann 2011) – figure 
prominently in debates on how to “bridge the ambition gap” between GHG 
mitigation pledges by governments and the decarbonization pathway needed to 
halt global warming at the internationally agreed target of two degrees Celsius 
measured against pre-industrial times (UNEP 2014b; Blok et al. 2012; UNEP 
2015a). For instance, according to one estimate, the Low Carbon Technology 
Partnership initiative – a cooperative initiative gathering 140 companies and 
50 other partners aiming to scale up the use of low-carbon technology – could 
potentially mitigate 17 to 18 Gt CO2-equivalent, which is equal to 68 % of a 
two-degree decarbonization pathway (PwC 2015). Moving from modeling the 
“technological potential” of cooperative initiatives to an assessment of how 
they contribute to “actually existing” pathways to decarbonization is no easy 
task. Given the growing expectations of cooperative initiatives to “bridge the 
gap”, this chapter assesses the potential for assessing their performance both 
in terms of direct decarbonization contributions and less tangible related ac-
tivities and impacts. We contend that qualitative and quantitative assessments 
of cooperative initiatives show-case the growth of climate action beyond the 
UNFCCC hinting towards transformations underway in many different sectors. 
However, there is a lack of analyses and availability of ex-post data, hindering 
our understanding of the cumulative effects of cooperative initiatives on medi-
um and long-term decarbonization pathways. 

There are numerous academic and policy-oriented projects attempting to em-
pirically capture the diversity of cooperative initiatives by collecting and or-
dering them in, what we refer to as databases. These databases vary in purpose 
and focus, data-collection method and sources. Their creators are in many 
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cases more or less formal public-private collaborations between academics, 
public authorities, consultants, and international organizations, all with the 
shared goal of organizing the rapidly evolving knowledge landscape of co-
operative initiatives (Bulkeley et al. 2014; UNFCCC 2015c; UNEP 2015a). The 
databases show the large diversity of initiatives in terms of mode and scope 
of governance, criteria for membership and thematic focus. For instance, ini-
tiatives may include instruments such as those frequently deployed by public 
authorities (e.g. information campaigns, taxation and other fiscal incentives), 
but also encompass those that are deployed by private authorities (e.g. green-
house gas (GHG) calculation and carbon trade standards, certification schemes 
and codes-of-conduct). Some will explicitly focus on carbon reduction as the 
main goal, while others regard climate mitigation as a co-benefit among other 
objectives (Stewart, Oppenheimer, and Rudyk 2013). Initiatives may govern 
through advancing new frames and arguments, but also through practical or 
mundane techniques, such as redesigning refrigeration in supermarkets or 
smart energy meters in the household. Initiatives are not confined to territo-
rially defined jurisdictions, but operate across different systems and arenas, 
e.g. design principles, industry standards or social milieus sharing low-carbon 
practices.

In this chapter, we explore the content of five databases and related studies 
that assess the performance of cooperative initiatives. In the ensuing section, 
we describe the emergence of cooperative initiatives, motivate the case selec-
tion of five databases, and briefly outline the characteristics of each case. Sec-
ond, we evaluate the potential for assessing the performance of cooperative 
initiatives by examining the content of each database, and reviewing qualita-
tive and quantitative assessment of performance. The final section discusses 
the current state and future needs for assessing performance in cooperative 
initiatives.

4.1 The expansion and growing role of cooperative initiatives in the  
 global climate regime

4.1.1 A brief history of cooperative initiatives
Governing climate change has long been understood as a matter of interna-
tional cooperation, addressing the challenge of a “world of one atmosphere 
and a world of two hundred or so countries” (Barrett 2005, 268). However, 
during the late 1990s and 2000s climate governance became increasingly 
transnational, characterized by a proliferation of actors, standards and other 
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rule-making activities (Andonova, Betsill, and Bulkeley 2009; Jagers and 
Stripple 2003; Pattberg and Stripple 2008). Hoffmann reads this development 
as a form of experimentalism, which filled the void left by an international 
negotiating process that had gotten stuck. Cities, counties, provinces, regions, 
civil society and corporations are responding to climate change independently 
from, or only loosely connected to, the “official” UN-sponsored negotiations 
and treaties (2011, 3). 

The transnationalization of climate governance expanded rapidly and the fail-
ure to reach a substantive outcome at the 15th Conference of the Parties (COP) 
to the UNFCCC, held in Copenhagen in 2009, marked a shift in the center of 
gravity, from a centralized state-led process to a more diverse, multilevel and 
polycentric landscape. While the Copenhagen COP was about agreeing on a fair, 
ambitious and binding treaty, the COP in Paris revolved more around how to 
represent, coordinate, orchestrate and account for a decentralized and diverse 
set of initiatives (Bernstein et al. 2010; Falkner, Stephan, and Vogler 2010).

The number of cooperative initiatives involving state and non-state actors 
rapidly grew in number and scope over the past four decades (see Figure 4-1). 
In particular, there was a steep incline in new initiatives launched during the 
years preceding COP15 in Copenhagen in 2009 and the cumulative trend in 
Figure 4-1 reveals a slight upward rising line towards the COP21 in Paris in 
2015. Both COP15 and COP21 attracted unusually much attention from politi-
cians, media, business and civil society, compared the other past COPs, sug-
gesting that temporal focal points, such as mega climate conferences, tend to 
spur the creation of new cooperative initiatives.

 

Figure 4-1 The emergence of cooperative initiatives, 1973–2014. Source: (Dias Guerra et al. 2015)
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During the six years between the COPs in Copenhagen and Paris, the role of 
cooperative initiatives became more pronounced in the UNFCCC. A plausible 
contributing factor is the narrative developed around “bridging the gap” that 
underscores the potential role of cooperative initiatives in curbing GHG-emis-
sions to complement inadequate commitments by governments. In particular 
the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) has nurtured the narra-
tive by issuing annual reports estimating the emission gap between govern-
mental mitigation pledges and the decarbonization pathways needed to limit 
warming to 2°C (UNEP 2011a, 2012, 2013, 2014b). Since 2013, the reports in-
clude sections dedicated to describing the potential of cooperative initiatives 
to close the ambition gap. Also the UNFCCC’s Secretariat have published sev-
eral reports describing the technical potentials of cooperative initiatives and 
other non-state arrangements (UNFCCC 2014a, 2013c). Finally, the launch of 
the Lima Paris Action Agenda (LPAA), jointly maintained by the Peruvian and 
French COP presidencies, the Office of the Secretary-General of the United Na-
tions and the UNFCCC Secretariat in the run-up to COP 21 – attempting to 
boost climate action taken by non-state actors – provided the most high-pro-
file and formal acknowledgment of cooperative initiatives to date by, for in-
stance, hosting an online platform for cooperative initiatives to show-case 
their actions on the “unfccc.int”-domain called the “Non-State Action Zone 
for Climate Action” (NAZCA). The final agreement (UNFCCC 2015d) from COP21 
in Paris – “the Paris Agreement” – further links cooperative initiatives with 
the UNFCCC by encouraging non-party stakeholders to register their actions 
in NAZCA and deciding to convene a high-level event in conjunction to future 
COPs to inter alia provide regular access and opportunities for cooperative ini-
tiatives to engage.

Keeping in mind Andonova and colleagues (2009) approach to how these ini-
tiatives govern — by bringing together a sufficient marriage of power and le-
gitimacy to establish, operationalize, apply, enforce, interpret, or vitiate ra-
tionalities, techniques and practices intended to respond to climate change 
(Andonova, Betsill, and Bulkeley 2009) — it becomes evident how platforms 
such as the LPAA embed and constitute cooperative initiatives as effective and 
legitimate forms of climate governance. While studies on transnationalization 
generally focus on the agency of regions, cities, NGOs, companies, philanthro-
pists and individual citizens, to conceptualize climate governance into separate 
“spheres of action” (e.g. public vs. private, within and beyond) is partly mis-
leading. Governments are by no means passive bystanders. On the contrary, a 
large number of cooperative initiatives are driven by nation-states involving 
both other states and non-state actors. Such initiating states are sometimes 
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referred to as “orchestrators”, and are believed to play an important role in 
the expansion of the climate governance universe (Hale and Roger 2014). Ac-
cording to Hale and Roger, (2014, 63) states can support transnational gover-
nance by adding capacity and resources in the provision of public goods and 
thereby contribute in a number of ways, including a reduction of mistrust and 
transaction costs, and the promotion of common standards. Cooperative ini-
tiatives should thus not be read as simply belonging to the “private” and the 
“voluntary”, but has to been seen as strategically organized and supported by 
state and non-state actors. 

The emergence and organization of cooperative initiatives raises a number of 
fundamental questions. How do databases constitute cooperative initiatives as 
a field of knowledge? How are cooperative initiatives “closing the gap” and 
what are the implications of such a framing? How do databases render coop-
erative initiatives as effective and legitimate forms of governing? What kind 
of knowledge is available, and what kind of knowledge is possibly needed, to 
assess to potential of cooperative initiatives to scale-up and form decarbon-
ization pathways in different realms of society? To explore these questions, we 
have examined data availability in five databases, described in the next section. 

4.1.2 Database selection and descriptions
Several academic scholars, (inter)governmental organizations and 
multi-stakeholder collaborations have attempted to capture the expanding 
universe of cooperative initiatives in databases. We set three criteria guiding 
the selection of databases relevant for our purposes which is to examine the 
data-availability for assessing the performance of cooperative initiatives. The 
database should: (a) Collect information on cooperative initiatives and their 
participants; (b) focus on transnational initiatives thus include entries with 
participants from more than one country and “include non-state actors and/
or sub-national units of government as well as, or rather than, states and in-
terstate organizations (IOs)” (Abbott 2012, 572); and, (c) focus on cooperative 
initiatives primarily addressing GHG mitigation actions. The selection crite-
ria exclude, for instance, commercial and not-for-profit databases such as the 
CDP, the Carbonn Climate Registry (cCR), or S&P Environmental, Social and 
Governance (ESG) Index Series, which gather information for individual actors; 
academic databases such as those on private carbon standards(Green 2013b) or 
urban climate experiments(Castán Broto and Bulkeley 2013), which also fo-
cus on individual actors or broader institutions; databases for sustainability 
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initiatives such as the Natural Resources Defense Council’s (NRDC) “Cloud of 
Commitments” or the “Sustainable Development in Action” registry, which 
register cooperative initiatives working on sustainable development.

Five databases match the selection criteria. These are the “Non-State Action 
Zone for Climate Action” (NAZCA), the “Climate Initiatives Platform” (CIP), 
the “Portal on Cooperative Initiatives” (PCI), the “Transnational Climate 
Change Governance Initiatives” (TCCGIs), and the “Global Aggregator for 
Climate Actions” (GAFCA). Basic information on the databases is provided in 
Table 4-1, describing the databases by name, abbreviation, creator(s), year of 
publication, period of data collection, number of entries, origin and repository.

Name Abbr. Creator Year Period 

covered

Entries Origin Type

1 The Non-State 

Action Zone for 

Climate Action

NAZCA UNFCCC 2014 Continuous 35 Political Online

(UNFCCC 2015c)

2 Climate 

Initiatives 

Platform

CIP Ecofys, 

CISL, WRI

2014 Continuous 184 Political Online

(UNEP 2014a)

3 Portal on 

Cooperative 

Initiatives 

PCI UNFCCC 2014 Continuous 60 Political Online

(UNFCCC 2014c)

4 Transnational 

Climate Change 

Governance 

initiatives

TCCGIs Bulkeley 

and 

colleagues

2014 October 

2008 to 

March 

2010, 

amended in 

2014 and 

2015

60 - 78 Academic Book (Bulkeley 

et al. 2014), 

Academic 

articles (Hale 

and Roger 2014; 

Roger, Hale, and 

Andonova 2016; 

Dias Guerra et al. 

2015)

5 The Global 

Aggregator for 

Climate Actions

GAFCA DIE and LSE 2015 2015 53 Political /

Academic

Report

 Table 4-1 Five databases on cooperative initiatives
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A distinction should be made between academic and political databases. Three 
of the databases, NAZCA, CIP and PCI, have been created and are maintained 
by international organizations, consultancies and NGOs for political and ad-
vocacy purposes; one databases, the TCCGI, has been created and amended by 
researchers for academic purposes; one database, GAFCA, has a dual purpose, 
created for academic and political purposes. Besides practical differences such 
as resource and information availability, political databases are designed for 
political motives, persuasion and advocacy rather than assessment of perfor-
mance. NAZCA, for example, was “[…] intended to build momentum in support 
of a universal climate agreement at COP21/CMP11 in Paris” (UNFCCC 2015c) 
and “showcase commitments” rather than built for assessing their impacts. 
The TCCGI on the other hand, was purposefully built to evaluate cooperative 
initiatives and to understand the roles and processes of agency beyond the 
state and transnational cooperation in particular (Bulkeley et al. 2012). While 
acknowledging the differences in purpose and scope between the academic and 
political databases, for the purpose of this chapter, we treat them as compara-
ble cases for identifying what data that are available to assess the performance 
of cooperative initiatives. It is not the purpose of this chapter to pass judgment 
of the quality of the individual databases or the work of the creators, but rather 
to assess data-availability for measuring the performance of cooperative ini-
tiatives and identifying information gaps. 

The following paragraphs provide a brief overview of each database, the back-
ground, number of initiatives included, and main purpose. We are aware that 
cooperative initiatives is a fast moving field and the numbers are continuously 
changing, however, the current state of play provide a perspective of the size 
of each database.

4.1.2.1 The Non-State Action Zone for Climate Action (NAZCA)
The Non-State Actor Zone for Climate Action (NAZCA) database gathers both 
individual commitments and cooperative initiatives by non-state and sub-na-
tional actions on climate. It was launched by the Peruvian presidency at the 
20th Conference of the Parties (COP) to the UNFCCC in Lima in December 2014 
in conjunction with the LPAA. NAZCA was used to boost non-state action in 
the run-up to the Paris meeting and is hosted by the UNFCCC Secretariat. It 
relies on continuous data input from the CDP, carbonn Climate Registry, the 
Climate Group, the Investors on Climate Change, Covenant of Mayors, the UN 
Global Compact, and the Climate Bonds Initiative. To date, the database lists 
35 cooperative initiatives where non-state, sub-national actors and countries 
collaborate. For each initiative, it contains information on the goal of the ini-
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tiative, type of participants (company, cooperative initiative or sub-nationals) 
theme (e.g. emission reduction, renewable energy land-use), and in some in-
stances, a longer descriptive text elaborating on the aims of the initiative.

4.1.2.2 Climate Initiatives Platform (CIP)
The Climate Initiatives Platform (CIP) was launched in 2014 by a group of four 
partners comprising the Nordic Council of Ministers, Ecofys, the University of 
Cambridge Institute for Sustainability Leadership (CISL) and the World Re-
source Institute (WRI). CIP contains data on 184 initiatives including mem-
bership, starting year, thematic focus, primary/secondary function, lead orga-
nization, goals and activities, funders and number and type of partners. Few 
entries have a complete list of information.

4.1.2.3 Portal on Cooperative Initiatives (PCI)
The Portal on Cooperative Initiatives (PCI) is compiled by the UNFCCC sec-
retariat and contains 60 initiatives, described by type (e.g. implementation, 
political or technical dialogue and voluntary standards), regional presence 
(e.g. global, Africa or Western Europe), thematic focus (e.g. energy efficiency, 
buildings and cities) and participation (e.g. corporations, local governments 
and the United Nations). Set up in 2014, it became the first public database 
involving non-state actors to be produced by the UNFCCC under a mandate 
by the Ad Hoc Working Group on the Durban Platform for Enhanced Action 
(ADP), commonly known as the Durban Platform (UNFCCC 2011a). Since coop-
erative initiatives were discussed as means to raise national ambitions, (UN-
FCCC 2012) entries were based on submissions by countries and observer orga-
nizations which resulted in a highly heterogeneous set of initiatives, including 
multilateral forums such as the G8 and the G20, international treaties such as 
the Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer and inter-
national organizations such as the International Maritime Organization (IMO) 
(Widerberg and Pattberg 2015c). 

4.1.2.4 Transnational Climate Change Governance Initiatives (TCCGIs)
The Transnational Climate Change Governance Initiatives (TCCGIs) database 
emerged from a number of social science research projects and a network of 
scholars, initially gathering 18 scholars from US and western European uni-
versities. The data collection effort was conducted to examine “the signifi-
cance and implications of transnational arrangements for climate change gov-
ernance.” (Durham University 2015). The original database included detailed 
information on 60 initiatives concerning their type, history, level of institu-
tionalization, issue focus, geographic distribution and governance activities 
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(Bulkeley et al. 2012, 2014). It has since been updated and amended for re-
search purposes on agency and orchestration in the climate governance archi-
tecture (Hale and Roger 2014; Abbott 2012; Abbott and Hale 2014; Roger, Hale, 
and Andonova 2015), in particular by the CONNECT project – updating the list 
of initiatives and adding network data (Dias Guerra et al. 2015); Hale and Roger 
(2014) - identifying agents behind the orchestration of initiatives; and, Roger, 
Hale and Andonova (2015) – adding information on changes in participation in 
cooperative initiatives over time. 

4.1.2.5 The Global Aggregator for Climate Actions (GAFCA)
The Global Aggregator for Climate Actions (GAFCA) comprises 53, what the 
authors call, climate actions announced at the UN Climate Summit in Septem-
ber 2014. The database contains data on four themes: actors, organizational 
characteristics and target setting, geography of implementation, and perfor-
mance indicator based on the functions and outputs of the initiatives called 
“Function-Output Fit” (FOF). The database has been created to assess per-
formance of climate actions beyond mitigation at the output stage, for exam-
ple, by categorizing the 53 actions according to 12 functions including funding, 
policy planning, lobbying and knowledge production.

In the next section, we assess the content in the five databases with a view to-
wards assessing the performance of cooperative initiatives. 

4.2 Analyzing data availability for assessing the performance of  
 cooperative initiatives
To what extent are available data on cooperative initiatives, described in the 
previous section, sufficient for assessing performance? In this section, we first 
discuss different definitions of what constitutes a cooperative initiative, as 
well as differences in scope of databases and collection methods. Second, we 
provide an overview of the availability of ex-ante and ex-post performance 
data in each of the databases. Third, we analyze performance assessments of 
cooperative initiatives using cases from the five databases. Fourth and finally, 
the politics and meaning of structuring and organization of cooperative initia-
tives into databases are discussed.
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4.2.1 Scope and definitions
What counts as a cooperative initiative? Across the databases we find large dif-
ferences in the boundary conditions and definitions, both in terms of inclusion 
criteria as well as the methodologies used for gathering data. Table 4-2 pro-
vides an overview of the scope, criteria and collection method for each data-
base.

Database Coverage Inclusion criteria Collection method

1 NAZCA International 
Transnational

No clear criteria for inclusion of 
cooperative initiatives. The website 
defines them as: “commitments to 
action that are being undertaken 
by a variety of companies, cities, 
subnational regions and investors – 
often in partnership with countries”. 
(UNFCCC 2015f)

Unclear how cooperative 
initiatives are selected. 
Main data providers for 
participating actors are the 
CDP, carbonn Climate Re-
gistry, the Climate Group, 
the Investors on Climate 
Change, the UN Global 
Compact, the covenant of 
Mayors, and the Climate 
Bonds Initiatives.

2 CIP International
Transnational

(1) Contribute to reduction of green-
house gas emissions; (2) are inter-
national in scope or have the poten-
tial for significant impact on global 
scale; and, (3) are either dialogues, 
formal multilateral processes or 
implementation initiatives

“…information drawn from 
publicly available websites 
and documents.” (UNEP 
2014a)

3 PCI International 
Transnational

No clear criteria for inclusion Submissions by govern-
ments and observer organ-
izations to the UNFCCC. 
Welcomes input from other 
interested stakeholders.

4 TCCGIs Transnational Included in database if “(1) they 
explicitly sought to address climate 
change; (2) they operated transna-
tionally, in the traditional sense of 
working across at least one national 
border and involving at least one 
non-nation-state actor; and (3) 
they sought explicitly to govern a 
constituency, whether that be par-
ticipating members or a wider audi-
ence, in terms of seeking to steer 
or conduct their actions towards 
specific ends”. (Bulkeley et al. 2012, 
597) Slightly modified definitions 
used by the research building on the 
original database. 

Expert based. Original data-
set was produced through 
an “[…] iterative process 
involving 18 experts parti-
cipating in the Leverhulme 
international research 
network on transnational 
climate governance”. 
(Bulkeley et al. 2012, 579)

5 GAFCA Transnational All initiatives announced during the 
UN Climate Summit, 2014 in New 
York 

Complete dataset defined 
by event

 Table 4-2 Selection criteria and methods
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NAZCA and PCI, both maintained by the UNFCCC secretariat and which main 
purpose are to show-case examples of on-going cooperative initiatives rath-
er than evaluating performance, contain few indications on why and how an 
initiative is entered into the database. CIP, which is more geared towards per-
formance assessments and having a more comprehensive coverage, have clear 
inclusion criteria based on function, scalability and type, however, it is un-
clear how each initiative is evaluated. The TCCGI has a more transparent se-
lection process, mainly because it is developed in an academic context where 
data-collection methodologies need to be explained in detail. Finally, the 
GAFCA simply include all climate actions launched at the UN Climate Summit 
which makes the selection transparent yet risks encompassing widely differ-
ent initiatives. The opaque selection process in the majority of the databases 
has resulted in an extremely broad definition on what could be considered a 
“cooperative initiatives”. The five databases include examples of multilateral 
agreements - such as the Montreal Protocol; club-like arrangements between 
states (Weischer, Morgan, and Patel 2012) - such as the Clean Energy Ministe-
rial; national initiatives – such as the Haga Initiative; multi-stakeholder part-
nerships – such as the Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Partnership 
(REEEP); and declarations – such as the New York Declaration on Forests, as 
examples of cooperative initiatives. Moreover, since the databases draw upon 
each other as well as external databases on individual actors, the blending be-
comes even more diffuse. In Figure 4-2, the interlinkages of the five databases 
are visualized, showing their interdependence.
 
The only database which contains information on their individual participants 
is NAZCA, which sources information from the CDP, the carbonn Climate Reg-
istry, the Climate Group, Investors on Climate Change, the UN Global Compact, 
the covenant of Mayors, and the Climate Bonds Initiatives.

The linkages between databases ensure that the strengths, weaknesses, defi-
nitions and data-collection methods propagate through the system. The broad 
spectrum on what constitutes a cooperative initiative poses challenges for an-
alyzing performance in terms of comparability, indicators, and overlaps. To 
develop more sophisticated models for assessing the performance of cooper-
ative initiatives, particularly in terms of GHG reduction, there needs to be a 
convergence towards a common definition and understanding of their con-
stitutive parts, something we return to in later sections of this chapter. In the 
coming section, we probe deeper into what type of information the databases 
collect on each cooperative initiative. 
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Figure 4-2 Interlinkages between databases

4.2.2 Overview of data availability to assess performance
We distinguish between three types of information needed to assess the per-
formance of cooperative initiatives. First, organizational characteristics of an 
initiative are needed to assess the conditions and capacity for their participants 
to accomplish the intended goals and whether the membership constellation 
matches the problem at hand. Second, the ex-ante stated expected impacts and 
activities of the initiatives need to be defined in order to assess potential im-
pacts. Third, data on the ex-post actual impacts and activities of the initiatives 
should be available to assess the actual impact. Table 4-3 provides an overview 
of what each database registers.
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NAZCA CIP PCI TCCGIs GAFCA

Organizational characteristics

Participants X X* - X X

Participant types X X X X X

Function - - X X X

Thematic area X X X X X

Main activities X X* X X X

Year of initiation X* X X X X

Funding sources - X* - - -

Ex-ante impacts and activities

Goals and objectives X X X X X

Geographic coverage X - X X X

Quantified emission reduc-
tion targets

X* - - - -

Expected co-benefits - - X* - X

Ex-post impacts and activities

Progress reports - - - - -

Quantified emission 
reduction

- - - - -

Outputs - - - - X

Overlaps between initi-
atives

- - - X -

* not available for all instances

 Table 4-3 Information disclosed in databases per initiative

All databases in our sample have a good cover of the basic organizational char-
acteristics of the initiatives they include. Listing the participants, the function 
of the cooperative initiative, thematic area and main activities are accounted 
for across the board. With regard to ex-ante expected impacts and activities, 
less detailed information is available. The overarching goals and objectives of 
cooperative initiatives are easily retrieved, but detailed and quantified descrip-
tions of expected performance, are scarce. Finally, by and large, all databases 
lack information on the ex-post impacts of initiatives, both by qualitative re-
porting through, e.g. progress reports, or through quantitative reporting such 
as calculations of achieved emission reductions. Only GAFCA contains a de-
tailed assessment on impacts.
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4.2.3 Measuring the performance of cooperative initiatives
Despite a lack of substantive data on an aggregate level on the performance of 
cooperative initiatives, several studies use the databases for case-selection to 
estimate their impacts. We divide these studies into two groups according to 
their use of qualitative, primarily expert-opinion based methods for informa-
tion gathering, or quantitative, modeling and simulation, methods.

4.2.3.1 Qualitative assessments
The first group of assessments uses qualitative analysis and has primarily been 
published in academic journals and books. Besides a large number of single 
or small-n case-studies (Moncel and van Asselt 2012, e.g.; Zelli 2011; Van de 
Graaf 2013; Bausch and Mehling 2013), a few studies (Weischer, Morgan, and 
Patel 2012; Widerberg and Pattberg 2015d) use a larger subset of initiatives to 
estimate the effects of cooperative initiatives. Here, we highlight three of these 
studies with a view to assess performance.

First, the main output of the TCCGI database has been a series of academic 
publications using organizational characteristics to infer the consequences 
of cooperative initiatives (Abbott 2012; Bulkeley et al. 2014, 2012; Hale and 
Roger 2014) or alternatively, to better understand the processes through which 
these initiatives accomplish climate governance (Bulkeley 2016). For exam-
ple, Roger, Hale and Andonova (2015) examines how domestic politics matter 
in the formation of cooperative initiatives, and Hale and Roger (2014) explain 
how states and international organizations engage in orchestrating initiatives. 
By and large, academic research building on the TCCGI data have not focused 
on the performance of cooperative initiatives, but rather on the process of gov-
erning in terms of, for example, legitimacy, accountability, agency and justice, 
as well as tracing and explaining the emergence of the expanding universe 
of initiatives. Moving somewhat closer to assessing performance, Weischer 
and colleagues examine 17 initiatives from the PCI database, and assess their 
“transformational” capacity in the sense that they would “provide a proof of 
concept for low-emissions development, accelerate technology development 
and diffusion, create momentum and catalyze other initiatives”. (Weischer, 
Morgan, and Patel 2012, 178). They then go on to suggest ideal conditions for 
harnessing the potential in a cooperative initiative. Widerberg and Pattberg 
(2015c; see also Widerberg and Stenson 2013), also examine a subset of the 
PCI database, carry out an analysis of the effectiveness, legitimacy and insti-
tutional fit of nine cooperative initiatives, using data on organizational char-
acteristics similar to those of Weischer and colleagues. Performance, in terms 
of effectiveness and legitimacy, are measured using a host of information from 
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the initiatives themselves as well as second-hand analyses. The authors focus 
on ex-ante potential effectiveness, meaning whether the cooperative initiative 
has the capacity to carry out its stated goals considering the characteristics of 
the participants. They conclude that while the potential effectiveness of the 
initiatives is large since their members account for a large portion of global 
emissions, their effect on legitimacy and institutional fit are less positive. 

The three studies described above either have other purposes than measur-
ing performance or encounter data-availability problems in terms of realized 
impacts of the initiative ex-post. Qualitative studies emerging from the data 
available on cooperative initiatives may be better at providing insight into 
questions about legitimacy, accountability and institutional fit than estimating 
the concrete impacts of initiatives, in particular in terms of GHG reduction. 
Yet, effectiveness is generally difficult to assess beyond an estimated potential 
of each initiative, which in turn is highly dependent on the capacity of each 
actor. 

An accurate assessment of effectiveness in terms of GHG reduction would need 
to be built on much more data regarding the baseline of the emissions trajec-
tory (what would have happened in the absence of the initiative) and an esti-
mation of the observed changes that can be attributed to the initiative at hand. 
Qualitative assessments, however, highlight the very problem with defining 
effectiveness in terms of GHG mitigation. “Frustratingly”, writes Bulkeley and 
colleagues (2014, 159) about using a reduction in GHG emissions as a measure 
for effectiveness, “this might be the worst metric to apply to […] initiatives”. 
They emphasize the problems of tracing the effect of initiatives that have 
goals other than direct GHG reduction such as capacity building, and questions 
whether it is possible to assess the scope of a transnational initiative, some-
thing we will come back to later. The creation of GAFCA could be interpreted 
as direct response to Bulkeley and colleagues’ comment on GHG emissions as 
an indicator for measuring performance of cooperative initiatives. Chan and 
colleagues (2015) use a measure called “Function-Output Fit” (FOF) which has 
been developed by Pattberg and colleagues (2012) to assess the effectiveness 
of multi-stakeholder partnerships. FOF matches a cooperative initiative’s de-
clared function with its observed outputs and assesses their “fit”, i.e. does the 
cooperative initiative do what it says it will do. It thus measures both level and 
quality of any activities emerging from the cooperative initiative. For instance, 
if a cooperative initiative claims to engage in knowledge production and dis-
semination, GAFCA checks if there are publications, events and homepages as-
sociated with the initiative. 
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In sum, while research using qualitative assessments based on the TCCGI data 
on cooperative initiatives have made important strides in understanding gov-
ernance processes driving their emergence, and studies using the PCI have 
made interesting progress towards measuring potential effectiveness, they 
have yielded limited useful data for measuring performance ex-post. GAFCA is 
a promising attempt to fill this data gap. 

4.2.3.2 Quantitative assessments
The second group of studies has attempted to quantitatively assess the po-
tential effectiveness of cooperative initiatives ex-ante using modeling and 
simulation approaches. They generally rely on the stated goals of the coop-
erative initiative to estimate their mitigation potential. A study from 2012 by 
Blok and colleagues (2012) pioneered the quantification of mitigation potential 
in cooperative initiatives by using a formal modeling approach. The authors 
argued that a mix of 21 initiatives focusing on cities, regions and businesses 
could yield emission reductions of 17±3 Gigatonnes CO2-equivalent (Gt CO2e), 
thereby making a substantial contribution to “wedging the gap” between 
pledges made by national governments under the UNFCCC and the decarbon-
ization pathway needed to keep global warming below 2 degrees Celsius (Blok 
et al. 2012). The authors refer to several initiatives included in the CIP and the 
TCCGIs, e.g. the Climate and Clean Air Coalition to Reduce Short-Lived Climate 
Pollutants (CCAC) and Refrigerants, Naturally!

At least four studies have estimated the emission reduction potentials for ex-
isting cooperative initiatives. UNEP studied 15 cases of initiatives including cit-
ies and regions, companies and individual sectors from the CIP (UNEP 2015a). 
Hsu and colleagues study five initiatives with quantifiable targets launched 
during the New York Climate Summit in 2014. The Dutch Environmental As-
sessment Agency (PBL) examines 17 cooperative initiatives which they con-
sider “the largest international initiatives” (Roelfsema, Harmsen, and Olivier 
2015). Finally, the Cambridge Institute for Sustainability Leadership (CISL) and 
Ecofys (2015) select five initiatives involving companies from the CIP. Across 
the four studies, different definitions of cooperative initiatives and their im-
perative to be able to quantify impacts in terms of GHG emissions, lead to 
widely different case-selection. All in all, 42 initiatives are examined, of which 
only eight figure in more than study, and one figures more than twice across 
the studies. Covenant of Mayors, a cooperative initiative consisting of Euro-
pean cities and regions, is part of three out of the four studies. Four out of five 
initiatives in the CISL and Ecofys study, are also part of the UNEP study, likely 
due to an overlap in authorship. All four studies focus on cooperative initia-
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tives including non-state actors or sub-national authorities, expect the PBL 
study which also considers international institutions as cooperative initiatives 
and include the Montreal Protocol, International Maritime Organization, the 
International Civil Aviation Organization, and the UN-REDD program on re-
ducing deforestation in developing countries. 

The difference in case-selection has large impact on the results. A side-by-
side comparison of the UNEP study and the Yale study by Hsu and colleagues, 
shows the differences in results across the different sectors and actors. For ex-
ample, only looking at cities, the former estimates the saving potential of 1.08 
GtCO2e versus the latter’s 454 MtCO2e (Mosteller and Hsu 2015). The authors 
behind the comparison, Mosteller and Hsu (2015), argue that while they share 
similar methodologies, the dissimilarities arise from different scope condi-
tions, i.e. 5 versus 15 cases. 

Despite the difference in case selection across the four studies, they converge 
in their estimations of the total emission reduction potential by 2020. UNEP 
estimates the mitigation potential to be 2.9 Gt CO2e by 2020 (2015a); and, Hsu 
and colleagues arrive at 2.54 GtCO2e by 2020; and PBL estimates the total emis-
sion reduction potential to be 2.5 GtCO2e. Only CISL and Ecofys, which looks at 
a limited set of company initiatives, differs considerably and concludes that in 
a “current targets” scenario, the mitigation potential is 200 Mt-CO2e.

4.2.3.3 Comparing qualitative and quantitative assessments
Examining the reference lists in the quantitative studies on performance of 
cooperative initiatives, we find a limited use of qualitative studies, which is re-
markable given their common research subjects. Of the four studies using for-
mal modeling approaches, only Hsu and colleagues reference studies linked to 
the TCCGI. Yet integrating insights from both types of studies might generate 
new perspectives and approaches as well as revealing key challenges for future 
research on cooperative initiatives. 

First, Bulkeley and colleagues’ conclusion that most cooperative initiatives 
are not geared towards direct GHG mitigation is reflected in the limited set of 
cases considered suitable for quantitative assessments. For example, research-
ers behind the UNEP study, deem a mere 15 out of 184 initiatives in the CIP 
suitable for further analysis thanks to their quantifiable and time-bound tar-
gets with a large mitigation potential (also see Hsu et al. 2015). Similarly, Hsu 
and colleagues finds only five out of the 29 potential cases emerging from the 
NY Climate Change summit having mitigation potentials, taking overlaps be-
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tween the initiatives into account (Mosteller and Hsu 2015). Second, the past 
10 years have generated a large body of literature investigating the “horizon-
tal” and “vertical” overlap of climate governance, suggesting that coopera-
tive initiatives should not be treated in isolation of each other or as separate 
from governmental pledges in the UNFCCC process (Biermann et al. 2009; Zelli 
2011; Victor 2006; Zelli and van Asselt 2013). The UNEP and the PBL study have 
started to consider potential overlaps but arrive at widely different conclu-
sions. UNEP (2015a, 25) concludes that “the overlap between the impact of 
non-state action and the impact of policies related to pledges is uncertain, but 
most likely not more than one third of the total impact of non-state action”. 
PBL (2015) reaches a rather different conclusion stating: “The overlap between 
pledges and international initiatives is estimated to be 70 %”. Overlap in mit-
igation potential between cooperative initiatives appears in both studies to be 
small. For instance, UNEP finds only a 2 % overlap between cities and busi-
ness, a 10% overlap between regions and business, and a 6 % overlap between 
lighting and business (UNEP 2015a). Studies emerging from the TCCGIs da-
tabase could prove useful when examining overlaps further, in particular the 
potential of network analysis presented by the CONNECT-project which maps 
how some actors participate in several initiatives (Dias Guerra et al. 2015). For 
instance, one study examining private sector engagement in NAZCA finds that 
13 % of the companies and investors participate in one or more cooperative 
initiative (Widerberg and Pattberg 2015a). Finally, the large focus on ex-ante 
assessments in both qualitative and quantitative studies is a natural conse-
quence following the lack of ex-post data. The magnitude of the problem will 
only be revealed once more monitoring and reporting has been carried out to 
assess current initiatives, although the difference between the potential and 
realized impact could be large. For example, Widerberg and Pattberg (2015c) 
note that the most promising cooperative initiatives involving the private 
sector in the field of fluorinated gases called “Refrigerants, Naturally!”, has 
only achieved 0.4% of the estimated technical potential (Blok et al. 2012). It is 
therefore important to strive for more and better data collection from “actually 
existing” initiatives to help assess their impact and monitor progress towards 
their goals. This observation echoes findings in adjacent fields of environmen-
tal governance and sustainable development, where monitoring and reporting 
have been found crucial to create successful transnational multi-stakeholder 
partnerships (Pattberg and Widerberg 2016b). 
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4.2.3.4 Ways of knowing, ways of acting
There are multiple ways in which climate and greenhouse gas emissions can 
be imagined; as a question of a metrical gap to bridge, as a question of pov-
erty (as in the Pope’s encyclical), or as a question of capitalism (Klein 2014). 
This is why we “disagree about climate change” (Hulme 2009) and why we 
need to think about “who speaks for the climate” (Boykoff 2011). Lövbrand 
and Stripple (2011) insist that the “counting of carbon” is a crucial underpin-
ning of climate governance. They understand carbon accounting as the tech-
nical capability to give carbon flows, produced by different organizations in 
different geographical sites, a certain degree of uniformity and comparability. 
When cooperatives initiatives become demarcated, measured, quantified, and 
statistically aggregated, their dispersed activities becomes comprehensible and 
amenable for political intervention. Databases are thus a key device that makes 
it possible to represent and depict transnational and international climate 
governance “beyond” the UNFCCC. The five databases create a particular “field 
of visibility” that shape and normalize knowledge about what is going on and 
what it adds up to. In parallel to other calculative devices that are involved in 
the governing of climate change, such as national carbon inventories, carbon 
trajectories, carbon footprints and carbon disclosure schemes, databases con-
stitute particular ways of knowing and ways of acting upon emissions. Three 
of the databases in our sample have been created for political purposes and 
funded by governments or international organizations. Consequently, govern-
ments have the opportunity to influence the selection of what is included and 
excluded, therefore becoming the co-creators of the narrative around coopera-
tive initiatives. The case selection made in the Yale and UNEP studies exemplify 
how the quantifications of the impacts of cooperative initiatives are dependent 
on databases emerging from intergovernmental processes, with often obscure 
inclusion and exclusion criteria. Another example is the PCI, which has been 
used for analyses of climate initiatives, first and foremost, by the UNFCCC sec-
retariat publishing two technical papers (UNFCCC 2013b, 2013c) that inter alia 
analyze the input to the PCI but also, in this chapter, previously mentioned 
research (Weischer, Morgan, and Patel 2012; Widerberg and Pattberg 2015c; 
Widerberg and Stenson 2013). Hence, cooperative initiatives included in the 
PCI came to represent the wider field of climate governance, but today NAZCA 
and CIP are taking over that role. 

While databases of cooperative initiatives form a field of visibility, they are also 
frictions at the interface between politically-oriented and research-oriented 
databases. Tracing the data sourcing for the politically-oriented databases as 
well as the people behind them reveals a divide between academic and political 
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efforts. As mentioned in previous sections, the data trail leading the PCI data-
base and by extension CIP, reports by Harrison and colleagues for the Nordic 
Council of Ministers, (2014) the UNFCCC technical report on international co-
operative initiatives (UNFCCC 2013b, 2013c) or Wouters (2013), omit references 
to the work carried out by researchers involved in the TCCGIs database (even 
though other informal data-exchange have taken place). Moreover, both the 
Gap Reports and the Blok et al. article omit references to any of the databases 
collected by researchers on transnational climate governance such as Hoff-
mann (2011), Roger and Hale (2014) or Bulkeley and colleagues (2014). Hence, 
initiatives highlighted by academics as potentially important for GHG mitiga-
tion may not make their way into the official assessments of the UNEP or the 
UNFCCC thus failing to exploit the knowledge gains made in research, in par-
ticular issues beyond the mere reduction of GHG emissions. It is nevertheless 
plausible that informal exchange occurs between academics, consultancies and 
international organizations. For example, the lead author of the first chapter 
on new climate initiatives in the 2013 UNEP Gap Report also co-authored the 
2012 article in Nature Climate Change helping to bridge the ambition gap (Blok 
et al. 2012). Moreover, the categories for climate initiatives in the same UNEP 
report are strikingly similar to those introduced by Weischer and colleagues 
when discussing climate clubs (2012). More formal spaces for the exchange of 
information have recently been created, such as a series of events leading up to 
the 21st COP in Paris organized under the name “Galvanizing the Groundswell 
of Climate Actions (GGCA)”, which gathers academics, consultancies, inter-
national organizations and advocacy groups to discuss new climate initiatives 
(Galvanizing the Groundswell of Climate Action 2015).

4.3 Conclusions
Gathering and ordering information about cooperative initiatives beyond the 
UNFCCC show their enormous diversity in type, membership constellations, 
geographical scope, mode of governance and thematic areas. Their growth 
bears witness to a large potential to contribute to low-carbon pathways. If all 
the commitments were fulfilled, a large piece of the ambition gap left by in-
sufficient national mitigation pledges could be addressed. Nonetheless, as this 
overview shows, the data is neither available for assessing how actually ex-
isting initiatives perform in relation to the socio-technical systems they are 
intended to intervene in, nor how different cooperatives align, scale-up and 
form low carbon pathways. Three issues in particular are of concern. First, 
most databases are not designed to monitor compliance, instead providing ex-
amples of cooperative initiatives such as the NAZCA, which “showcases the 
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diverse range of actions that are being undertaken globally to address cli-
mate change” and “will provide strong momentum to the climate talks and 
help give governments the confidence to sign an ambitious agreement at the 
Paris climate negotiations in 2015 by demonstrating and further stimulating 
action on climate change”. (UNFCCC 2015f). Second, for the NAZCA, CIP and 
PCI, transparency is crucial since these databases are taken up and used in the 
political realm. The difference in outcomes between the Yale and UNEP as-
sessments show the importance of clarity in terms of definitions, linkages and 
scope. Lastly, a general problem is the potential overlaps between different 
initiatives. Most of the databases, except for studies emerging from the TCCGIs 
database, omit linkages between initiatives and actors. This hides both func-
tional and material overlaps such as the double-counting of commitments, as 
well as actors that are part of several initiatives. 

It is possible to envisage how evaluations of cooperative initiatives could be 
enhanced. First, for an initiative to be included in a database (especially those 
hosted by the UNFCCC), there should be criteria and mechanisms for measur-
ing and thus ensuring progress. The risk of green-washing is large if there are 
no demands on those reaping the goodwill benefits of being listed in an initia-
tive. The most advanced database in this respect is the NAZCA, which uses its 
outside data providers as gatekeepers for being included. Second, focusing on 
a too narrow conceptualization of effectiveness creates a bias towards quan-
tifiable greenhouse gas reductions instead of evaluating less tangible impacts 
such as how initiatives foster information exchange, dialogue, capacity build-
ing and standard setting. Finally, we should not expect that capturing all rel-
evant information in one database is possible, or even desirable. We should be 
aware of reductionist attempts to bring climate governance beyond the state 
into order and treat it as a coherent whole. Perhaps the main challenge ahead 
lies in finding methods and approaches that can rather appreciate diversi-
ty. The manifold of sites and practices involved in the governing of climate 
change from UN conventions, churches to urban landscapes (streets, shopping 
centers, airports), circuits of capital (boardrooms, value chains, investments) 
to spaces of nature (boreal and tropical forests, the Arctic, tar sands and oil 
reserves) cannot be bought into the same view. Instead we need to better grasp 
how particular ways of governing recur in and across these sites, how they are 
legitimized, to what extent they are effective in disrupting our contemporary 
carbon lock-in, and whether they somehow hold the key to spur, enhance and 
speed-up the transition to a low-carbon society. 
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 T HE INTERNATIONAL COMMUNITY is not on track to meet its own 
global climate change goals. The emissions gap between the green-
house gas (GHG) reduction pledges made by countries party to the 

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and the 
mitigation pathway necessary to limit climate change within the range of 2 
degrees Celsius above pre-industrial levels is widening (UNEP 2013, 2013; 
Elzen et al. 2013). To close this gap, states have started to consider comple-
mentary approaches to internationally negotiated top-down emissions reduc-
tion targets. One approach that is gaining traction among practitioners and 
decision-makers suggests to boost climate-relevant International Coopera-
tive Initiatives (ICI) that operate beyond the auspices of the UNFCCC and are 
driven by smaller groups of like-minded countries, often including companies, 
NGOs, academia, international organizations (IO) and sub-national public ac-
tors such as cities (Blok et al. 2012; Stewart, Oppenheimer, and Rudyk 2013; 
Falkner, Stephan, and Vogler 2010; Hale, Held, and Young 2013). ICIs are ex-
pected to help closing the gap between existing country mitigation pledges and 
the necessary ambition level appropriate for limiting temperature increase to 
2 degrees Celsius, in particular in the period leading up to 2020, where a new 
global treaty (to be negotiated in Paris in 2015) is expected to enter into force. 
The second work stream under the UNFCCC’s ad hoc working group on the 
Durban Platform for Enhanced Action (ADP) – tasked with increasing coun-
tries’ GHG mitigation ambitions – has been the main forum for discussing 
ICIs, and it is becoming increasingly clear that ICIs are likely to play a larger 
role under the Convention (UNFCCC 2014b). However, the proposition that ICIs 
could bridge the emissions gap spurs a number of questions. Do ICIs actual-
ly increase national ambitions and result in additional GHG emission reduc-
tions beyond national pledges? Can they muster the same level of legitimacy 
as the multilaterally negotiated targets? (see Eckersley 2012) Are ICIs a threat 
to less powerful states that do not possess the capacity to influence the in-
creasingly fragmented global climate governance architecture? (see Benvenisti 
and Downs 2007) These questions demand urgent attention in order to prepare 
for the ICIs’ possible integration into the UNFCCC regime. To this end, this 
chapter develops an assessment framework based on three criteria: effective-
ness, legitimacy and institutional fit. The framework is applied to a random 
sample of nine ICIs and the results are used to inform a discussion on the 
further integration of ICIs into the UNFCCC. The next section briefly discusses 
the emergence of ICIs in the context of the failure of the 2009 Copenhagen cli-
mate summit and the resulting shift towards a pledge-and-review approach. 
Section 3 introduces our assessment framework along the three criteria of ef-
fectiveness, legitimacy and institutional fit, before we provide a discussion of 
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our findings. A detailed description of our measurement per indicator and case 
can be found in the scoreboard (annex 1). The concluding section advances a 
number of policy recommendations to better integrate ICIs into the current in-
ternational climate governance architecture without inhibiting their flexibility 
and innovative potential.

5.1 The emergence of ICIs: From “targets and timetables” to   
 “pledge and review”
At the 15th Conference of the Parties (COP) in Copenhagen in 2009, the tra-
ditional approach of the UNFCCC – where countries agree on legally-binding 
targets and timetables to keep global warming in check – was challenged by 
the summit’s political outcome, the Copenhagen Accord (Bodansky 2010; Falk-
ner, Stephan, and Vogler 2010). It signifies a shift towards a focus on voluntary 
contributions and actions and away from legally-binding commitments. In-
dustrialized countries were hence invited to communicate their voluntary mit-
igation targets to the Secretariat (Dimitrov 2010). It quickly became clear that 
the accumulation of all national pledges would not suffice to limit global warm-
ing to 2 degrees Celsius above pre-industrial levels (UNEP 2013, 2013; Elzen et 
al. 2013). After summing up all pledges, an emissions gap of approximately 
8 to 12 gigatonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent (Gt CO2 eq) remains (UNEP 
2013). In an attempt to close the gap, parties decided at COP 17 in Durban to 
establish the Ad Hoc Working Group on the Durban Platform for Enhanced Ac-
tion (ADP) as a subsidiary body to the UNFCCC, commonly known as the Dur-
ban Platform (UNFCCC 2011b). The ADP is sub-divided into two work streams. 
Workstream 1 is tasked with developing the legal text to be adopted at Paris in 
2015, and workstream 2 with inter alia exploring ways to increase countries’ 
pre-2020 mitigation ambition and considering options for enhanced action. 
Under workstream 2, the strengthening of ICIs was discussed early on as a 
means to raise national ambitions (UNFCCC 2012). Subsequent ADP sessions 
discussed ICIs more concretely and proposals were submitted mainly by states, 
but also by observer organizations to map and explore the potentials of on-
going initiatives that are currently undertaken by “international organizations 
and other stakeholders” (UNFCCC 2013a). In 2013, based on these submissions, 
the UNFCCC secretariat published two technical papers (UNFCCC 2013b, 2013c) 
in conjuncture with the launch of an online repository of ICIs (UNFCCC 2014c), 
currently listing nearly 45 ICIs. The information in the repository is based on 
the submissions from member states and observer organizations to the ADP 
as well as fact finding by the UNFCCC Secretariat. The result is a highly het-
erogeneous set of initiatives including multilateral forums such as the G8 and 
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the G20, public-private partnerships such as the International Partnership on 
Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting and Verification (M-MRV) or Sustainable 
Energy for All (SE4ALL), international treaties such as the Montreal Protocol 
on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer, and international organizations 
such as the International Maritime Organization (IMO). While the Secretariat 
was mandated to collect information on ICIs and promote their work, it was 
neither tasked with monitoring, reporting and verification nor with scrutiniz-
ing the submissions according to pre-defined criteria. Moreover, parties to the 
UNFCCC hold different views on how to integrate ICIs into the climate change 
regime. Developing countries have warned against new commitments being 
introduced through ICIs and emphasized that alternative arrangements should 
be complementary rather than alternatives to a legally binding approach. De-
veloped countries, in particular those that are active in various ICIs, are afraid 
that a formal recognition of ICIs could lead to red-tape and loss of flexibility. 
To conclude, the integration of ICIs into the UNFCCC is still in its infancy but 
is likely to proceed as a long as the overall negotiations are unable to gener-
ate a comprehensive and ambitious agreement. Consequently, an assessment 
of the added value of ICIs it urgently needed, along with a discussion of their 
relation to the existing climate change regime. The next section introduces our 
assessment framework to analyze the potential effectiveness, legitimacy and 
institutional fit of ICIs.

5.2 A framework for assessing International Cooperative   
 Initiatives
In constructing our assessment framework, we have taken into account two 
central assumptions. First, ICIs are not an entirely new phenomenon, but have 
been previously assessed under various headings, including “transnational in-
stitutions” (Abbott 2012), “climate governance experiments” (Hoffman 2011), 
“minilateralism”, (Eckersley 2012), “networked climate governance” (Patt-
berg 2010) and “climate clubs” (Weischer, Morgan, and Patel 2012), to name 
a few. The last few years have also seen the emergence of sophisticated mod-
eling approaches to assess the technological mitigation potential of ICIs (Blok 
et al. 2012; UNEP 2013). Moreover, many of the so-called Type II Partnerships 
emerging from the 2002 World Summit on Sustainable Development in Johan-
nesburg bear much resemblance with ICIs and are in fact often overlapping 
(Pattberg et al. 2012), the Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Partner-
ships (REEEP) being a well-known example.
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Second, providing recommendations about ICIs should be based on a multi-di-
mensional assessment framework, incorporating criteria beyond effectiveness 
and efficiency. Both the research on alternative climate governance arrange-
ments and Type II Partnerships has resulted in a rich literature of mappings, 
evaluations and in-depth case studies, proposing various criteria for assess-
ment. Most existing studies on the subject of alternative climate governance 
arrangements focus on criteria that can be categorized as either effectiveness, 
i.e. understanding the performance of an arrangement vis-à-vis a policy goal, 
or legitimacy, i.e. exploring the normative aspects of an arrangement such as 
accountability or transparency. The separation of criteria however has led to 
overly narrow analyses, which in turn has consequences for policy recommen-
dations. At one extreme, some studies focus exclusively on the technical poten-
tial of ICIs and propose solutions based on technocratic arguments supported 
by modeling (Blok et al. 2012; UNEP 2013). At the other extreme, normative 
approaches emphasize aspects such as inclusiveness, accountability, equity 
and transparency, and support their arguments by reference to democratic 
theory (see Bäckstrand 2008; Eckersley 2012; Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen and McGee 
2013). Both views have their strength and weaknesses. The first approach pro-
vides an attractive simplicity on how to curb GHGs but is naive in its disregard 
of power and politics. The latter approach highlights the political and equity 
aspects of climate governance but lacks tangible suggestions towards reduc-
ing emissions. Beyond effectiveness and legitimacy, a third category of criteria 
has also emerged from recent scholarship in International Relations. On this 
account, global climate politics increasingly takes place in broader governance 
architectures consisting of a range of interacting private and public institu-
tions (Biermann et al. 2009; Keohane and Victor 2011). Taking into account 
the current shortcomings in assessing ICIs, we construct a multi-dimensional 
assessment framework, including the criteria effectiveness, legitimacy and in-
stitutional fit.

5.2.1 Effectiveness
ICIs could increase the effectiveness of global climate governance in at least 
two ways. First, by contributing directly to mitigation of GHGs; and second, by 
creating the political conditions necessary for more ambitious climate com-
mitments under the UNFCCC (Falkner, Stephan, and Vogler 2010; Hale 2013; 
Hale and Roger 2014; Widerberg and Engström Stenson 2013). For example, 
options for linking emission trading schemes, the harmonization of standards, 
improved access to public climate finance, or agreement on support for green 
industries could all facilitate more beneficial political conditions for curbing 
GHG emissions and consequently, negotiating a global agreement (Weischer, 
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Morgan, and Patel 2012, 189–90). However, measuring effectiveness in terms 
of real impact on GHG emissions is difficult. Instead, we measure the poten-
tial effectiveness of an ICI to reach its goals according to two sub-criteria: 
first, membership of ICIs should reflect the key actors necessary to address 
the problem at hand. If, for example, the general target is to reduce deforesta-
tion, then countries with large forest covers and problems with deforestation 
should be represented. Second, the ICI needs to have the resources available to 
address the problem. For example, if an ICI intends to increase global energy 
efficiency, then it should have the appropriate means in terms of funding and 
expertise to make a significant contribution. In this sense, while both mem-
bership constellations and resource availability do not automatically lead to 
the preferred outcomes, they are measures of problem-solving capacity and 
therefore proxies for potential effectiveness in line with environmental regime 
literature (Miles et al. 2001).

5.2.2 Legitimacy
While effectiveness has been the prevailing criteria for analysis, several au-
thors have called for a multi-dimensional inquiry (Biermann and Gupta 2011; 
Zelli and van Asselt 2013). For example, by focusing exclusively on effective-
ness, we might underestimate the risks of ICIs undermining the UNFCCC by, 
among other things, stimulating forum-shopping, fostering opaque decision-
making procedures and side-lining the core norms of the UNFCCC (e.g. com-
mon-but-differentiated-responsibilities) (Eckersley 2012; Karlsson-Vink-
huyzen and McGee 2013; Murphy and Kellow 2013). The issue of legitimacy has 
also been raised during the ADP sessions, where several developed countries 
have underlined the need for a fair distribution of burdens and gains in the 
process of convincing national constituencies of the need to enhance ambitions 
(UNFCCC 2012). Developing countries, on the other hand, have emphasized the 
issue of historical emissions, and consequently demanded developed countries 
to take the lead in mitigation pledges. In short, the perceived legitimacy of an 
institution is connected to its potential for raising national ambitions and cre-
ating favorable conditions for subsequent agreements.

One way of creating legitimacy is by achieving an equal distribution of burdens 
and benefits. This, in turn, could be bolstered by proper representation of key 
stakeholders during the decision-making process (Grasso 2010; Ikeme 2003). 
Hence, to assess the legitimacy of ICIs we use level of inclusiveness as a proxy 
and explore to what extent those that are subject to decisions are included in 
the decision-making process. Inclusiveness is sub-divided into two categories: 
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scope and quality. Scope looks at who is participating in the decision-making 
process and whether the affected constituency is represented. Quality is de-
termined by the process of decision-making procedures (Dingwerth 2007, 28).
In addition to inclusiveness, the concept of legitimacy also entails the poten-
tial for holding someone accountable for their actions. While accountability is 
a multi-dimensional concept, one of its prerequisites is access to information 
(Bäckstrand 2012; Gupta 2008, 201). Hence, an initiative that communicates 
its actions and results in an open and transparent manner is more accountable 
than an initiative with intransparent communications. We therefore assess the 
way in which information is shared with the broader public via for example 
homepages and other reporting instruments.

5.2.3 Institutional fit
Finally, contemporary global governance goes beyond single-issue regimes to 
include complex governance architectures (or regime complexes) consisting 
of various public and private institutions (Biermann et al. 2009; Keohane and 
Victor 2011; Raustiala and Victor 2004). This has repercussions for our analy-
sis, since an institution’s position in the overall governance architecture im-
pacts on its effectiveness and legitimacy. For example, if both membership and 
function of ICIs are overlapping, this might result in “conflictive fragmenta-
tion” and provide opportunities for opportunistic behavior in the form of e.g. 
forum-shopping (Biermann et al. 2009; Murphy and Kellow 2013). Based on a 
framework to assess institutional fragmentation presented by Biermann and 
colleagues (2009), ICIs should be analyzed in terms of their fit to the overall 
institutional architecture of climate governance. To avoid delegitimizing the 
UNFCCC, actions and decisions with clear relevance to climate change should 
be taken in accordance with the core norms of the UNFCCC. Moreover, previous 
research on transnational initiatives has shown how the creation of alternative 
governance arrangements can be supply-driven rather than demand-driven, 
i.e. partnerships, clubs and collaborations are set-up because of political inter-
est rather than a functional need (see Andonova and Levy 2003). We therefore 
argue that ICI’s should be problem-driven and be clearly linked to a specific 
governance gap.

In sum, the three assessment criteria have been broken down into six sub-
criteria: actors, resources, inclusiveness, access to information, institutional 
fit and demand-driven. An overview and detailed operationalization of each 
indicator and sub-criteria can be found in annex 1 and Table 5-1.
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Criteria Sub-criteria Key Questions

Effectiveness Actors

Resources

•	 Does the composition of members in the ICI 
reflect the problem it addresses?

•	 Does the ICI have the technical and financial 
capacity to solve the problem at hand?

Legitimacy Inclusiveness 

Access to information

•	 Is the target-group represented in the composi-
tion of members? 

•	 Is decision-making power equally distributed 
among the members?

•	 Do the participants and the broader public have 
access to information? 

Institutional fit Institutional fit 

Demand-driven

•	 Are the norms and goals of the ICI aligned with 
those of the UNFCCC?

•	 Are there overlaps in the governance functions 
and/or membership of the ICI with other ICIs’?

•	 Is the ICI responding to a governance gap?

 Table 5-1 Framework criteria and key questions

For analytical purposes, we treat the three criteria in isolation from each other, 
while they might interact in the real world. Trade-offs between participation 
and effectiveness, for example, are endemic to transnational politics and also 
manifest themselves in the discussion on ICIs. Proponents of minilateralism 
and climate clubs highlight exclusivity as a condition for success (e.g. Naím 
2009; Weischer, Morgan, and Patel 2012), which is hardly compatible with cri-
teria of openness, inclusiveness and accountability (Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen and 
McGee 2013). Eckersley (2012, 25) argues that “Proponents of exclusive min-
ilateralism appear ready to sacrifice procedural justice at the altar of an effi-
cient and best-practical outcome that ensures the buy-in of the major emit-
ters”. While we recognize these interactions, they are considered to be beyond 
the scope of this chapter.

5.3 Method and Case Selection
To illustrate our assessment framework and provide a first insight into the 
merits of the official list of ICIs on the UNFCCC homepage, we have selected 
nine cases for further research. Each case has been ranked according to a de-
tailed protocol explained in annex 1. Data on the ICIs has been collected from 
academic and policy literature; reports from IOs, NGOs and think-tanks; news 
outlets; and homepages. Additional background information on the UNFCCC’s 
role has been gathered in an interview with a policy officer at the UNFCCC 
Secretariat who wishes to remain unnamed. The UNFCCC’s official list of ICIs 
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establishes nine categories of ICIs and we have consequently selected one ICI 
from each category (see table 2) using a random order function in Excel. Table 
5-2 shows the nine cases in our sample.

Name Abbr. Category Created Members Member type

Group of Twenty G20 Political dia-
logue

1999 20 Countries + EU

Clean Energy 
Ministerial 

CEM Technical 
dialogue

2009 23 Countries

Regions of Climate 
Action 

R20 Implementation 2010 560 Subnational and 
local govern-
ments 

International 
Renewable Energy 
Agency 

IRENA Energy effi-
ciency/
renewables/ 
energy supply

2009 130 Countries

Refrigerants, 
Naturally! 

RN Reducing 
emissions from 
fluorinated 
greenhouse 
gases

2004 108 Companies

Climate and Clean 
Air Coalition to Re-
duce Short-Lived 
Climate Pollutants 

CCAC Reducing Short-
Lived Climate 
Pollutants

2012 31 + 29 Countries + 
organizations

Low Carbon 
Vehicle Partnership 

LowCVP Transport 2003 200 Organizations

Collaborative 
Partnership on 
Forests 

CPF Land use 2001 14 IO 

Global Methane 
Initiative 

GMI Waste 2010 16 Countries

 Table 5-2 Overview of cases

The remainder of this section describes each initiative and its function in 
global climate change governance.

G20 – The Group of Twenty (G20) consists of 19 major economies and the Eu-
ropean Union (EU) representing almost 70 % of the world population, 85 % of 
the GDP and over 80 % of world trade. It has effectively replaced the Group of 
Eight (G8) to become the new permanent council for international economic 
cooperation. While climate-related issues have continuously been on the G20’s 
agenda, its most tangible work on climate change has been on the phase-out 
of fossil fuel subsidies, which are considered to distort price-mechanisms on 
the fuel markets (Barbier 2011; J. A. Kim and Chung 2012; Van de Graaf 2013).
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Clean Energy Ministerial – The Clean Energy Ministerial (CEM) is a forum of 
energy ministers from 23 major economies, representing over 90 % of global 
energy investment and 80 % of emissions. Its goal is to catalyze energy ef-
ficiency and access to clean energy. CEM has been called a “spin-off” of the 
Major Economies Forum (MEF) (Bausch and Mehling 2013, 122) and operates 
through 13 technology initiatives spread across the topics of energy efficiency, 
clean energy, integration, and human capacity. The focus lies on technological 
advancement rather than political agreements (Pershing 2013). CEM operates 
via high-level dialogs, technical cooperation, and engaging the private sector 
and other stakeholders.

Regions of Climate Action – Regions of Climate Action (R20) was initiated by the 
former governor of California Arnold Schwarzenegger with the aim to match 
regional public authorities with technology developers and finance providers 
to catalyze climate action and clean energy projects (e.g. cool roofs, buildings 
efficiency, LED street light, sub-national climate reporting). Members of the 
R20 sign a charter confirming their support of the R20 goal of showing that 
“75 percent of global greenhouse gas emissions reductions needed by 2020 
to limit the increase in world average temperature to 2 degrees Celsius can be 
achieved at no net cost”. Currently the R20 counts 560 members.

International Renewable Energy Agency – The International Renewable Energy 
Agency (IRENA) was created in 2009 to become the institutional home for 
renewable energies (RE) in global affairs. It facilitates and supports knowl-
edge-gathering, capacity-building, technical expertise, data collection and 
analysis of word wide RE supply. As of May 2014, IRENA counts 130 member 
countries that have signed the IRENA Statue and 37 other countries in an ac-
cession phase. Its membership covers the vast majority of the world’s energy 
producers and consumers but excluding a few large countries, notably Canada 
and Russia. IRENA has aligned itself with the goal of the SE4ALL initiative, 
which is to double global renewable energy capacity by 2030, currently about 
15 % of the global energy mix.

Refrigerants, Naturally! – Refrigerants, Naturally! (RN) is a partnership between 
the Coca-Cola Company, Unilever, Red Bull, PepsiCo, United Nations Environ-
mental Programme (UNEP) and Greenpeace, aiming at the substitution of flu-
orinated gases (CFCs, HCFCs and HFCs) with natural refrigerants such as CO2 
or hydrocarbons (e.g. propane). Participants in the initiative commit to reduc-
ing their own use of fluorinated gases, while sharing the results and practic-
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es with external stakeholders. RN limits its action to “point-of-sale” cooling 
applications, which potentially entails the whole retail infrastructure but ex-
cludes manufacturing and distribution.

Climate and Clean Air Coalition to Reduce Short-Lived Climate Pollutants – The Cli-
mate and Clean Air Coalition to Reduce Short-Lived Climate Pollutants (CCAC) 
has grown from seven partners at its inception in 2012 to over 80 state and 
non-state partners in mid-2014. Their primary goal is to tackle short-lived 
climate pollutants (SLCPs) of which black carbon in particular is considered a 
promising option for mitigating climate change in the short term (Ramanathan 
and Carmichael 2008). CCAC comprises the world’s richest countries, includ-
ing the G8 (Department Of State 2013), and has attracted high-level politicians 
to its meetings (CCAC 2013b). While the CCAC’s core function is to track SLCPs 
and create inventories (CCAC 2012a), it is also implements concrete initiatives 
on reducing SLCPs from heavy duty diesel vehicles and engines, agriculture, 
household cooking and domestic heating.

Low Carbon Vehicle Partnership – The Low Carbon Vehicle Partnership (LowCVP) 
is a partnership trying to accelerate the uptake of low carbon vehicles in the 
United Kingdom (UK). Its members consist of approximately 200 domestic or-
ganizations ranging from the automobile industry to environmental NGOs and 
public authorities. Its main activities involves the information sharing through 
writing reports, instigate behavioral change by a labeling scheme (LowCVP 
2014), creating tool-kits and collecting best practices, holding conferences, 
giving out prizes outstanding achievements and advocacy. LowCVP was cre-
ated in 2003 after the UK government declared a partnership an important part 
of its strategy on future vehicles.

Collaborative Partnership on Forests – The Collaborative Partnership on Forests 
(CPF) is a partnership between 14 International Organizations and treaty sec-
retariats working on forest related issues. It was created in 2001 following a 
decision (2000/35) by the UN’s Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) to form 
a collaborative partnership on forest to increase the effectiveness of interna-
tional forest governance by improving coordination between bodies working 
on forestry (Rametsteiner 2009). The goal of the CPF is to foster collabora-
tion between member organizations and to support the UN’s Forum on Forests 
(UNFF). It engages in streamlining reporting on forest data, financing, out-
reach and information sharing. In terms of climate change, besides having the 
UNFCCC as a partner, the most publicly visible contribution of CPF is perhaps 
the Forest Day which is regularly organized during the UNFCCC COPs.
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Global Methane Initiative – The Global Methane Initiative (GMI) consists of 38 
governments, the European Commission, the Asian Development Bank and 
the Inter-American Development Bank. It is a government-driven “technol-
ogy partnership” (Bäckstrand 2008, 29) and aims at reducing and recovering 
methane emissions, which is a potent GHG. GMI is a continuation of the earlier 
US-lead Methane to Markets initiative that began in 2004The US Environmen-
tal Protection Agency (EPA) continues to lead the partnership by chairing the 
steering committee and participation in several of GMI’s subcommittees.

5.4 Discussion
The results of applying our analytical framework to nine selected ICIs (from 
the overall sample of currently 45 international cooperative initiatives listed 
on the UNFCCC homepage) are shown in Table 5-3. We discuss these findings 
in more detail along the main indicators of effectiveness, legitimacy and insti-
tutional fit. Detailed scores for each case can be found in Annex 1.

Effectiveness Legitimacy Institutional fit

Name Actors Resources Inclusive-
ness

Access to 
information

Institutional 
fit

Demand-
driven

1 G20 •••• ••••• •• •• ••• •••••

2 CEM •••• ••••• •••• ••• •••• •••••

3 R20 ••• •••• ••••• - ••• •••

4 IRENA ••• •••• •• •••• • ••

5 RN •• ••••• •• •• ••• ••••

6 CCAC ••• •••• •••• ••••• ••• ••••

7 LowCVP • • - - - •

8 CPF ••••• •• ••• •••• ••••• •••••

9 GMI •••• •••• •••• ••• ••• •••

Note 1: the dots represents, in descending order from positive (max five dots) to negative (min one dot), 

answers to the questions posed in Table 5-1.

Note 2: Annex 1 provides a detailed description the criteria and scoring of each cell.

 Table 5-3 Results from scoring
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5.4.1 Effectiveness
The overall potential effectiveness of the ICIs in our random sample is fairly 
high. Looking at individual ICIs, the actors involved are generally represen-
tative for the problem they intend to solve. For instance, G20 and CEM both 
include countries that account for nearly 80 % of global energy related GHG 
emissions, the GMI represents about 70 % of global methane emissions and 
the CPF includes all forest-related relevant UN. Moreover, several of the ICIs 
in our sample have increased their membership numbers significantly over the 
last few years. GMI, for example, started with 14 members in 2004 and grew 
to 41 in 2011 (Burger et al. 2013), the CCAC grew from seven partners at its 
inception in 2012 to over 80 state and non-state partners in 2014, and IRE-
NA has grown rapidly to include 130 members and 38 states in an accession 
stage. While the growth and number of members are impressive, some ICIs 
lack key players. For example, Brazil, although among the world’s top produc-
ers and consumers of biofuels and hydropower, is not member of IRENA; and 
the CCAC has failed to attract China as a member, despite air pollution being a 
widespread and urgent challenge in China. The two lowest scores on actors are 
given to RN, which excludes large global food and beverage companies such 
as Nestlé and Heineken, and the LowCVP because it includes exclusively do-
mestic actors and therefore cannot be considered an international initiative, 
highlighting our claim that minimum criteria for defining an international co-
operative initiative are urgently needed. A second observation related to actors 
involved in ICIs is the large heterogeneity in actor-constellations. Membership 
comes in all shapes and forms; the G20, IRENA and CEM for example, exclu-
sively include states, while GMI and CCAC work closely with non-state part-
ners, and the CPF and RN both lack direct state involvement. 

The ICIs in our sample also score well on the second criterion, available re-
sources. The member countries in the CEM, for example, account for nearly 
90 % of global clean energy investments, which should provide the group with 
the necessary leverage to fulfill its missions to “promote policies and pro-
grams that advance clean energy technology, to share lessons learned and best 
practices, and to encourage the transition to a global clean energy economy”. 
(CEM 2014a) However, CEM’s mission statement at the same time illustrates 
how ICI’s are prone to avoid quantifiable targets, which makes it difficult to 
assess whether their resources match their needs. Only CPF and LowCVP score 
low on resources. According to self-reporting, the CPF structurally lacks the 
resources and capacity to fulfill its mission. Again, LowCVP lacks the resources 
and capacity to act across borders. 
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To conceptualize effectiveness as the potential of an organization to meet its 
goals has one main caveat. If goals are weak and/or poorly quantified, an ini-
tiative could score well on effectiveness measured against its own targets but 
perhaps not against an independent target such as the required contribution 
to bridging the emission gap. For example, RN has been successful in creating 
a shift towards using more natural refrigerants in the food and beverage in-
dustry by setting up time-tables for phasing out the use of fluorinated gases 
and installing climate friendly technology in new cooling applications. This 
success, however, constitutes only a tiny fraction of what is needed to close 
the emissions gap. According to one estimate, meeting half of the technical 
potential available to reduce fluorinated gases originating from refrigeration, 
air-conditioning and industrial processes could lead to a reduction of 0.3 Gt 
CO2e by 2020 (Blok et al. 2012). RN has so far reported 3 million HFC-free re-
frigerant units, corresponding to prevented emissions of 1.2 million tons of 
CO2 (Becker 2014), i.e. 0.4 % of the total technical potential estimated by Blok 
and colleagues (2012).

5.4.2 Legitimacy
While the scores for effectiveness were overall high, the scores for legitimacy 
are both lower on average and more varied. Three general observations can be 
made.

First, several ICIs have an open and inclusive approach to membership. CEM, 
R20, CCAC, and GMI all invite new members to join their efforts, provided they 
adhere to the principles and goals of the initiative. However, a more in-depth 
analysis reveals that the ICIs in the sample are heavily dominated by states, 
which is perhaps unsurprising given that the UNFCCC’s repository of ICIs is 
based mainly on submissions by countries with an incentive to promote their 
own actions. Membership comes in many different forms and non-state actors 
are generally included as “partners” (CEM and R20), “observers”, or part the 
“Project Network” (GMI). A common configuration is that of a “partnership” 
between states, companies and NGOs, which suggests shared authority be-
tween state and non-state actors. However, states tend to retain veto power by 
excluding non-state actors from voting on core functions and decisions of the 
ICI. In the CCAC, for example, states have veto power over who will be granted 
partner status in the organization and thus decide who can attend the high-
level Assembly as observers. States also hold exclusive voting power in the 
Steering Committee that provides oversight, support and recommendations to 
the Assembly (Lode 2013). Hence, even if non-state partners are invited to par-
ticipate in several of the CCAC’s bodies, states are cautiously guarding who will 
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have a final say on important decisions. This suggests that promoting ICI’s as 
a “bottom-up” approach to global climate governance should not be confused 
with an increase of civil society or business authority, but rather states trying 
to find new paths to further their interests.

Second, by definition, the sub-criteria inclusiveness is of limited use for those 
organizations where the rationale is based on exclusivity. The G20, for exam-
ple, has characteristics of a club-like organization (Keohane and Victor 2011; 
Weischer, Morgan, and Patel 2012). It holds closed meetings, agendas are set 
by the hosting nations, and there is no formal way for non-state actors to be 
included in the deliberations. It therefore scores low on both inclusiveness and 
access to information. However, several observers have noted that club-like 
arrangements can increase the potential for effective solutions by creating 
“club-goods” within a small group to generate co-benefits in forms of GHG 
reductions (Victor 2006; Stewart, Oppenheimer, and Rudyk 2013; Weischer, 
Morgan, and Patel 2012). For example, smaller groups of countries or com-
panies that share technology for renewable energy could keep the gains from 
the exchange within the group whereas their wider application could yield 
co-benefits for society by reducing GHG emissions.

5.4.3 Institutional fit
The indicator institutional fit analyses the nature of the ICI’s relation to the 
broader climate governance architecture. By looking at the goals, member and 
functions, we can establish what the ICI’s relation is to the UNFCCC on the one 
hand, and other ICIs on the other. Three main observations stand out.

First, there is little direct conflicting fragmentation between the ICIs and the 
UNFCCC. Nearly all ICIs in our sample are highly explicit in their support to the 
UNFCCC. For example, GMI works in concert with international agreements, 
including the UNFCCC’ (GMI 2014a), the R20 has internalized the 2 degree tar-
get – agreed upon under the UNFCCC – in its charter, and the CPF plans its 
most public event of the year, the Forest Day, as a side-event to the UNFCCC 
COPs. RN submits statements ahead of the COPs, IRENA engages in providing 
advice on renewable energy during the COPs, and the G20 repeatedly confirms 
their commitment to the UNFCCC. The results are corroborated by previous 
research on climate clubs where researchers found that novel initiatives, by 
and large, “are not challenging the current governance architecture, and some 
are more conducive than others” (Widerberg and Engström Stenson 2013, 40).
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Second, the ICIs role vis-à-vis each other is more problematic due to numer-
ous overlaps in function and membership between various initiatives. The 
CCAC and the GMI, for example, both focus on technology-driven approaches 
to mitigate methane emissions leading to functional overlaps and need for 
coordination. They also share several members including the USA, Austra-
lia, Germany and Russia. Another example is the many ICIs targeting renew-
able energy and energy efficiency. For instance, CEM shares the same goals 
as other ICIs such as SE4ALL, Energy+ and REN21. Also here, several states, 
such as the USA, Denmark, Brazil, Germany and France, are participating in 
multiple initiatives with very similar functions and goals. These observations 
hint at political rather than functional motives for starting and joining ICIs 
since the institutional overlaps are likely to result in dispersed political at-
tention. Some organizations contribute to both fragmentation and coherence 
within the governance architecture of climate change. For instance, Hirschl 
argues that before the establishment of IRENA, renewable energy did not have 
an institutional home and was thus part of a fragmented landscape including 
the IEA, the UNFCCC, the CSD, UN-Energy, SE4ALL and a number of global 
partnerships, initiatives and forums (2009). It also explicitly aims to cooper-
ate with like-minded organizations and partnerships such as CEM, REN21 and 
the IEA (Roehrkaster and Westphal 2014). In this sense, IRENA creates a hub 
where the scattered initiatives can gather, exchange information and generate 
synergies. On the other hand, IRENA clearly has institutional overlaps with 
already established institutions, in particular the International Energy Agency 
(IEA) (Van de Graaf 2013).

Third, while some functional overlaps exist, we argue that most ICIs in our 
sample have been demand-driven upon creation and fill important governance 
niches. For example, both the G20 and the CCAC have responded to develop-
ments in the social and natural sciences. The G20 focuses on reducing fossil 
fuel subsidies after several studies have shown how national fossil fuel subsi-
dies distort global fuel markets by keeping prices artificially low, which in turn 
is likely to have detrimental effects for both the economy and the environment 
(Ellis 2010). The CCAC targets SLCPs, which only recently have become under-
stood as important climate forcers (Ramanathan and Carmichael 2008).
Finally, the impact of the degree of institutional fit on effectiveness and legit-
imacy in global climate governance is contested. While authors such as Victor 
and Keohane argue that the situation can allow for more flexibility and ad-
aptation in the system (2011) others such as Biermann and colleagues high-
light the risks of “conflictive fragmentation”, including lowering ambitions, 
reduced inclusiveness, and a “race-to-the-bottom” (2009). Some ICIs are 
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even created to manage overlapping institutions. IRENA, for example, main-
tains a joint database with the International Energy Agency (IEA). However, 
from a perspective of creating efficiency in the governance architecture, one 
could question the use of several organizations with overlapping and frag-
mented memberships, separate decision-making procedures and administra-
tive apparatus demanding political and financial resources from both state and 
non-state members. This fragmentation is a daunting challenge for countries 
and non-state actors with limited capacity to keep a breast with developments, 
negotiations and procedures in multiple parallel forums at the same time.
The main policy problem arising from institutional fragmentation is the ques-
tion of “additionality” and whether ICIs have the potential to close the emis-
sions gap. The reasoning behind the “wedging the gap” discourse is that ICIs 
are accounted for as additional to the already existing pledges. Consequently, if 
one accepts the assumptions made in Blok and colleagues’ article on the emis-
sion’s gap, then states would have to reach their pledges without counting on 
the emission reductions made by ICIs. 

5.5 Conclusions
Inadequate national ambitions to mitigate GHG emissions have put the world 
on an emission trajectory unlikely to reach the commonly agreed goal to limit 
global warming to 2 degrees Celsius. Consequently, an emissions gap of 8 – 12 
Gt CO2 eq has occurred between the national pledges and the GHG reduction 
levels necessary to keep climate change within safe limits. Several observers 
have suggested that ICIs could help to fill this gap and called for more inte-
gration of ICIs into the UNFCCC. We set out to critically assess the governance 
aspects of this proposal by creating an assessment framework consisting of 
three variables; effectiveness, legitimacy and institutional fit, and apply it to 
nine case studies.

Our analysis showed that the majority of ICIs in our sample have a high de-
gree of potential effectiveness, while legitimacy and institutional fit vary con-
siderably. Three overarching observations stand out. First, the list of ICIs on 
the UNFCCC homepage is compiled without any guiding principles, resulting in 
an interpretation of “cooperative action” to include all kinds of action related 
to climate change at any level with any type of actor. This is reflected in our 
sample by the vast spread in type, function, membership, decision-making 
rules, and inclusiveness, information sharing and institutional fit. For exam-
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ple, while some ICIs, such as the CCAC and the GMI score overall high on all 
criteria, others such as the LowCVP are purely national initiatives and should 
not have been included in a list of international cooperative initiatives.

Second, the heterogeneity makes any single one-dimensional approach incom-
plete and comparison between the ICIs difficult. Instead, a multi-dimensional 
assessment framework seems more appropriate. One important conclusion we 
draw here is that minimum standards defining ICIs are needed. For example, 
actors should come from different countries and the objectives should be to 
engage in cross-border problem-solving. The criterion on institutional fit also 
highlights that ICIs should be checked against the goals and norms of the UN-
FCCC and other ICIs to ensure that actions are conducive and not conflictive to 
the global climate governance goals.

Finally, the proposition that ICIs could contribute to wedging the emissions 
gap assumes that they produce additional emission reduction above the already 
pledged national mitigation targets. This raises salient question on addition-
ality, double-counting, attribution, monitoring and reporting. If the achieved 
mitigation of ICIs is incorporated into national reporting to the UNFCCC, then 
it is hard to see what additional emissions reduction they bring beyond sup-
porting a country to fulfill its pledges. For example, is it plausible to assume 
that a country engages in an ICI without perceiving it as a means to reach its 
already pledged goals? Moreover, it is unclear what role ICIs will play in a fu-
ture climate regime. The UNFCCC is a framework instrument and was created 
to encourage national action and establish an infrastructure of institutions and 
decision-making mechanisms. To fulfill these goals, it seems natural that ICIs 
would be accommodated into the Convention.

In the remainder of this conclusion, we highlight a number of key recommen-
dations derived from the three criteria in our analysis with a view to improve 
the effectiveness (recommendations 1 and 2), legitimacy (recommendation 3) 
and institutional fit of ICIs (recommendations 4 and 5).

ICIs should set quantifiable targets expressed in terms of GHG reductions. The cur-
rent set of ICIs is quite heterogeneous when it comes to goals and targets. Any 
evaluation of the ICI’s contribution to filling the emissions gap, for example, 
is cumbersome due to the difficult task of quantifying their actual emissions 
reductions. For instance, how can we establish a causal link between the CPF’s 
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work on forestry and output in terms of mitigating GHG emissions? Conse-
quently, ICIs should communicate their goals in terms of concrete and mea-
surable emission reduction targets.

The international community should safeguard the “additionality” of ICIs. During 
recent ADP sessions, delegates have pointed out the risks of double-count-
ing the effects of mitigation (UNFCCC 2013a). Our research corroborates this 
view, since even the most technically oriented ICIs in our sample lacks open 
and transparent monitoring and reporting processes. It is also plausible to 
think that any reduction in GHG emissions resulting from sub-national action, 
such as through the R20, would be incorporated into the national accounts, 
i.e. removing the additionally of ICIs and undermining the idea that ICIs could 
be enlisted to wedge the emission gap. This is particularly important when it 
comes to action by regions and cities which are increasingly being perceived 
as important actors in climate mitigation (UNFCCC 2014d; Betsill and Bulkeley 
2006).

ICIs should be encouraged to have open and transparent goals, procedures and report-
ing. Measures to improve the legitimacy of an ICI are likely to be conducive to 
their acceptance among more skeptical countries in the UNFCCC process and 
other relevant stakeholders. For example, by having inclusive goal-setting 
processes or making their achievements and methods publicly available, they 
are more open to scrutiny and less vulnerable to mistrust and competition.
The UNFCCC Secretariat should be mandated to develop minimum standards 
for defining ICIs, screen the current registry for compatibility, and make a new 
request for submissions of ICIs according to the new criteria. Minimum stan-
dards for officially acknowledging ICIs would ensure that only initiatives with 
a clear and verifiable mitigation potential are considered International Coop-
erative Initiatives. The role of the UNFCCC’s Secretariat could be crucial. Hale 
and Roger (2014) have proposed that the UNFCCC takes on an “orchestrating” 
role meaning that it could create, support, steer and coordinate non-state ac-
tors ad institutions to achieve policy goals (Abbott and Snidal 2010). The UN-
FCCC’s role in creating new ICIs, however, might be limited since it currently 
lacks the mandate to start its own ICIs and has historically been kept on a short 
leash by the member states. During the 2012 Bonn meeting, parties noted that 
most of the ICIs listed on the UNFCCC homepage already had governing bodies, 
processes and agreements in place, therefore the UNFCCC should rather focus 
on information-sharing, capacity building and identifying potential synergies 
(UNFCCC 2012).
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The scientific community should undertake a comprehensive review of the 
lessons learned from previous partnership experiences and other alternative 
governance arrangements to avoid preventable mistakes. Integrating alterna-
tive governance arrangements, such as ICIs, into an existing multilateral en-
vironmental agreement could benefit from previous studies. Lessons learned 
from the so-called Type II Partnerships coming out of the Johannesburg World 
Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) – later renamed to Partnerships 
for Sustainable Development – could teach us much about the do’s and don’ts 
for how to organize the work of the UNFCCC and the Secretariat regarding ICIs, 
in particular how to avoid green and blue washing practice.

In sum, we need to recognize that there is a delicate balance between the key 
benefits of additional climate action, including voluntarism, flexibility, adapt-
ability, the creation of club-goods, and informality, and the need to integrate 
them into the UNCCCC architecture in order to safeguard basic norms and 
principles of accountability, equity and fairness.
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 T HE PROLIFERATION OF institutions managing climate change has 
transformed the once monocentric regime into a polycentric regime 
complex (Biermann et al. 2009; Jordan et al. 2015; Keohane and Vic-

tor 2011). The regime complex consists of two distinct spheres: An intergov-
ernmental sphere with the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate 
Change (UNFCCC) and related government-led institutions, and a transna-
tional sphere of cooperative initiatives and individual climate action by non-
state and subnational actors (Chan, Brandi, and Bauer 2016). Before and after 
the 21st Conference of the Parties (COP21) to the UNFCCC in Paris, observers 
suggested that these two spheres could mutually reinforce each other to close 
the “emission gap” left by insufficiently ambitious greenhouse gas (GHG) 
reduction pledges made by countries (Abbott 2014; Chan, Brandi, and Bauer 
2016; Hale 2016; UNEP 2015b). The outcomes of COP21, including the Paris 
Agreement, also provide unprecedented recognition of the role transnation-
al initiatives could play in limiting temperature increase to 1.5°C compared to 
pre-industrial levels (UNFCCC 2015a). In this context, responsibility for mit-
igating global climate change is shifting towards a more diffuse set of actors 
and initiatives. 

The purpose of this chapter is to examine what this shift in responsibility im-
plies from an accountability perspective, i.e. “the willingness to accept respon-
sibility or to account for one's actions” (Biermann and Gupta 2011, 1857). It 
focuses on the “transnational regime complex for climate change” consisting 
of “cooperative initiatives” between non-state and subnational actors (Ab-
bott 2012). It maps the regime complex using data from the CONNECT-project, 
revealing an intricate structure of overlapping membership across different 
initiatives and representing a wide variety of governance goals, themes and 
functions (Widerberg, Pattberg, and Kristensen 2016). The chapter discusses 
the usefulness of identifying “accountability regimes” (Chan and Pattberg 
2008; Mashaw 2006) based on actor-types, suggesting that there is a need 
to re-evaluate the transnational regime complex at a systems-level instead 
of differentiating between accountability regimes for public, private and civil 
society actors. Probing data on the transnational regime complex against 
Mashaw’s six basic elements of an accountability regime: “who, to whom, 
about what, through what processes, by what standards and with what effect” 
(2006, 18), the chapter arrives at three separate accountability challenges. 
The first challenge concerns identifying the borders of the transnational re-
gime complex for climate change, since shifting from a monocentric regime 
to a polycentric regime complex makes it difficult to identify who should be 
accountable to whom. Second, despite a rapidly increasing flow of data and 
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repositories that document the growth in types and size of the transnational 
regime complex, there is a need to improve overall transparency, monitoring, 
and reporting. Third, the availability and utility of sanctions in the transna-
tional regime complex for climate change are poorly understood. 

The chapter proceeds as follows. Section 2 introduces the changing structure 
of global climate governance, from a regime to a regime complex, and the sub-
sequent proliferation of transnational actors. Section 3 introduces the concept 
of accountability and accountability regimes in the context of the transnational 
regime complex for climate change. Section 4 presents the analytical ques-
tions, our methodology and data; section 5 presents and discusses the find-
ings. The concluding section discusses the key accountability challenges for 
the transnational regime complex for climate change. 

6.1 The transnational regime complex for climate change
Since countries adopted the UNFCCC in 1992, global climate governance has 
undergone at least three paradigmatic shifts resulting in a dispersion of au-
thority regarding who governs climate change. The first shift in global cli-
mate governance has been described as a “Cambrian explosion” of institutions 
forming around the UNFCCC, including small club-like groups of countries, 
bilateral initiatives, and non-climate UN legal regimes such as those governing 
ozone and trade (Keohane and Victor 2011). The emerging structure has been 
termed “the regime complex for climate change”, defined as a loosely coupled 
system of international institutions (Keohane and Victor 2011; Raustiala and 
Victor 2004). Also the UNFCCC itself has changed considerably. Before COP15 in 
Copenhagen 2009, the UNFCCC was characterized by a “top-down” structure, 
where targets and timetables for reducing GHG emissions were determined for 
a portion of the UNFCCC parties (Annex 1 countries) and implemented through 
a global market for carbon emission permits (Rayner 2010, 615). Over time, the 
top-down system underpinning the climate regime since the signing of the 
Kyoto Protocol in 1997 increasingly came under criticism for being ineffective 
and riddled with political and design problems (see Johnson, this issue). Points 
frequently made in this respect include: the US not ratifying the Protocol; weak 
compliance mechanisms; and the inability to integrate emerging economies 
into the UNFCCC (Falkner, Stephan, and Vogler 2010; Rayner 2010; Victor 2011). 
The solution was to instead construct a structure based on “a diverse range of 
policy actions, originating from the ‘bottom up’ within nations, based on their 
own institutional, technological, economic and political capacities” (Rayner 
2010, 617). After COP15, subsequent UNFCCC meetings worked towards a “bot-
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tom-up” solution, devising a new system based on the principle of “pledge 
and review”, where countries were to describe their climate commitments and 
actions in so called (Intended) Nationally Determined Contributions ((I)NDCs). 
The Paris Agreement solidifies this approach, requiring all the UNFCCC parties 
to submit NDCs and effectively substituting the “top-down” structure with 
a “bottom-up” structure. The shift means that countries are free to submit 
whatever targets and measures they deem feasible given their national con-
text. The new system has been hailed for breaking the grid-lock in global cli-
mate governance, enabling countries to engage in more innovative and flexible 
approaches to address climate change (Victor 2016). Despite the increase in the 
amount of intergovernmental institutions dealing with climate change and the 
new “bottom-up” structure, however, current estimations suggest an emerg-
ing “ambition gap” between the (potential) aggregate effects from all NDCs 
and the global goal of limiting warming to 1.5 degrees Celsius (Rogelj et al. 
2016; UNEP 2015b). 

The second important shift in global climate governance has been the pro-
liferation of transnational climate action by non-state actors and subnation-
al authorities including companies, investors, cities, subnational regions and 
civil society organizations (CSOs). For example, under the Covenant of Mayors 
– a platform for urban climate action – over 6,000 European cities commit to 
saving 20% of their GHG emissions by 2020, and in the Carbon Pricing Leader-
ship Coalition, over 1,000 companies express their support for a price on car-
bon. While transnational climate action such as the Covenant of Mayors is by 
no means a new phenomenon, it has expanded tremendously over the past 10 
years, resulting in a complex multi-level and multi-actor structure (Andon-
ova, Betsill, and Bulkeley 2009; Bulkeley et al. 2014; Widerberg and Stripple 
2016). It has been likened to a “groundswell” of climate actions (Chan and 
Pauw 2014; Chan, van Asselt, et al. 2015), forming a distinct “transnational 
regime complex for climate change” (2012; Chan, Brandi, and Bauer 2016). In 
line with Abbott (2012), we understand the transnational regime complex for 
climate change as consisting of “cooperative initiatives” – also referred to as 
“Transnational Climate Partnerships” (Bäckstrand 2008), “Transnational Cli-
mate Change Governance Initiatives” (Bulkeley et al. 2014), “Climate Clubs” 
(Weischer, Morgan, and Patel 2012), and “Governance Experiments” (Hoff-
mann 2011). Cooperative initiatives are collaborative governance arrangements 
by public and/or private actors taking climate action. They are largely trans-
national, i.e. they include more than one non-state or subnational actor, fol-
low public policy objectives, and are arranged in a networked, as opposed to 
hierarchical, structure (Widerberg and Pattberg 2015c). Cooperative initiatives 
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differ widely in terms of size, composition, level of institutionalization and 
ambition, and their rapid proliferation has been documented in both academ-
ic literature and by international institutions (Bulkeley et al. 2014; Widerberg 
and Stripple 2016). For instance, the Non-state Actor Zone for Climate Action 
(NAZCA) – a data platform launched in 2014 by the UNFCCC’s Secretariat and 
the Peruvian presidency of COP20 in Lima, currently lists 77 cooperative ini-
tiatives6, including five different types of actors (cities, regions, com-
panies, investors and civil society organizations) arranged across 13 
focus areas, ranging from emissions reduction and energy efficiency 
to non-CO2 GHGs and Carbon Capture and Storage (UNFCCC 2016). Co-
operative initiatives could take on at least two important functions in 
global climate governance (see also Abbott 2014). First, they could mobilize a 
broader set of stakeholders, possibly improving the effectiveness of the overall 
regime complex. Chan and colleagues (2016) for example, argue that trans-
national climate action could have positive effects on the climate actions by 
countries, inspiring higher ambition levels in the NDCs over time. Second, co-
operative initiatives could potentially mitigate GHG-emissions through their 
own actions, aiding and complementing implementation under the UNFCCC 
by states. For instance, the Low-Carbon Technology Partnership initiative 
(LCTPi), a cooperative initiative gathering 190 public and private organizations 
with the aim to scale-up the use of low-carbon technology, could reduce 65% 
of GHG emissions needed to reach a 2 degree decarbonization pathway, ac-
cording to one report (PwC 2015). A series of reports and academic papers have 
assessed the mitigation potentials of different cooperative initiatives, yet there 
is little known about their realized potentials (CISL and Ecofys 2015; Jordan et 
al. 2015; Roelfsema, Harmsen, and Olivier 2015).

The third shift is the alignment of the transnational regime complex for ad-
dressing climate change with the UNFCCC. The Paris Agreement and the COP21 
Decision 1/CP.21 (UNFCCC 2015b) recognize so-called “non-Party stakehold-
ers” in supporting climate action, including “civil society, the private sector, 
financial institutions, cities and other subnational authorities, local communi-
ties and indigenous peoples”. The COP took several decisions to increase their 
capacity and to bring them closer to the UNFCCC (Chan, Brandi, and Bauer 
2016). It decided inter alia that two high-level champions would be elected to 
facilitate “the successful execution of existing efforts and the scaling-up and 
introduction of new or strengthened voluntary efforts, initiatives and coali-
tions” (UNFCCC 2015d). The decisions encourage non-Party stakeholders to 
register their actions in NAZCA; and to convene a high-level event to high-
light transnational climate action. Important catalysts for the integration of 

6. http://

climateaction.

unfccc.int/, 22 

August 2016
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international and transnational climate action were a series of high-level cli-
mate summits convened by the UN Secretary General during 2014, as well as 
the Lima-Paris Action Agenda (LPAA) – an initiative launched during COP20 
in Lima 2014 by the UN Secretary General’s office, the UNFCCC Secretariat, 
the French and the Peruvian COP presidencies. The LPAA targeted individual 
and collaborative climate actions by state and non-state actors, in particular 
companies, investors, cities, subnational regions and civil society organiza-
tions (CSOs), with the purpose to “catalyze action on climate change, to con-
tribute to the objective of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change, 
to further increase ambition before 2020 and support the 2015 agreement” 
(LPAA 2014). It also intended to “contribute to closing the gap between climate 
change mitigation action committed or currently underway and what science 
says is needed to limit global average temperature rise to less than 2°C above 
pre-industrial levels” (LPAA 2014). The LPAA thus suggested that the trans-
national regime complex for climate change could contribute to global climate 
governance goals.

The shifting structure of global climate governance and the dual purpose of 
cooperative initiatives reflect the increasing difficulty to identify responsibility 
for reducing GHG emissions in the regime complex for climate change. If co-
operative initiatives are counted on to engage thousands of private and public 
organizations and citizens globally to effectively address climate change, there 
is a risk that everyone and thus no one is held accountable if it fails. The next 
section describes existing frameworks for analyzing the shifting responsibility 
and accountability in global governance and how they have become insuffi-
cient for examining the emerging transnational regime complex for climate 
change.

6.2 Accountability and ideal-type accountability regimes
Accountability, in layman’s terms, means that actors are (potentially) being 
held responsible for their actions (Biermann and Gupta 2011). According to a 
frequently employed definition by Grant and Keohane, accountability suggests 
“that some actors have the right to hold other actors to a set of standards, to 
judge whether they have fulfilled their responsibilities in light of these stan-
dards, and to impose sanctions if they determine that these sanctions have not 
been met” (2005, 29). As discussed by Kramarz and Park in the introduction of 
this special issue, accountability is a relational concept concerning two or more 
actors, often thought of in terms of a “principal” holding an “agent” account-
able (Keohane 2003). Depending on who these actors are, the components or 
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“building blocks” that govern accountability relations change, including the 
rules (both formal and informal), responsibilities and sanctions linking ac-
countability “takers” and accountability “holders”. Keohane (2003) also ar-
gues that one should separate between internal and external accountability. 
An “internal” accountability relationship exists where principle and agent are 
institutionally linked to each other (Such as Rosenberg this issue), and “ex-
ternal” accountability relationships exist between decision-makers and those 
impacted by their decisions (Biermann and Gupta 2011; Keohane 2003). Bier-
mann and Gupta (2011, 1857) argue that accountability contains four elements: 
a normative element setting standards for behavior; a relational element link-
ing accountability holders and accountability takers; a decision element where 
those held to account are judged; and a behavioral element where sanctions 
can be imposed for non-compliant behavior. Finally, based on a broad assess-
ment of accountability, Mashaw (2006, 118) suggests that analyzing account-
ability requires answering, at least, six questions: “Who is liable or account-
able to whom; what they are liable to be called to account for; through what 
processes accountability is to be assured; by what standards the putatively ac-
countable behavior is to be judged; and what the potential effects are of find-
ing that those standards have been breached?”. Taken together, these com-
ponents form “accountability regimes” or “accountability systems” (Mashaw 
2006; Chan and Pattberg 2008).

Accountability regimes can be categorized into “ideal types” by identifying 
ideal governance institutions or systems. These systems can be categorized 
as public, private and social, or variations thereof (Chan and Pattberg 2008; 
Mashaw 2006; Kramarz and Park 2016). Public systems include public actors 
such as states, regions and cities that are linked to their citizens through “pub-
lic accountability regimes”. These regimes are hierarchically arranged where 
“obligations flow up and down hierarchies” (Chan and Pattberg 2008, 105), 
encompassing political systems and components such as democracies and 
electorates. Private and non-governmental institutions are linked via “mar-
ket-based accountability regimes” and organized around market principles 
where, for instance, producers are responsible to their consumers for the qual-
ity and price of the products they sell (Mashaw 2006, 122). “Social account-
ability regimes” encompass a wide variety of accountability relationship, from 
family ties to club-membership (Chan and Pattberg 2008, 105). These “ideal 
types” and “accountability regimes” also correspond to three types of actors; 
public authorities, firms and civil society. Public authorities are held account-
able through public accountability regimes, firms through market-based ac-
countability regimes, and civil society to social accountability regimes, and 
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each actor and system follows different “logics”. In public systems, the goal is 
to provide a public good and to be answerable to an electorate or other politi-
cal communities (See Kramarz et al this issue); private systems concern eco-
nomic benefits to consumers and shareholders; and voluntary systems concern 
commonly “agreed upon moral standards of conduct among self-selected and 
like-minded individuals” (Kramarz and Park 2016, 9; On accountability for 
NGOs see Balboa this issue). 

The concept of “accountability regimes” suggests that there are identifiable 
components and pathways by which actors, depending on their type, can po-
tentially be held accountable. However, the hybridization of global governance, 
characterized by blurred lines between the public and the private (Dingwerth 
and Pattberg 2009) as well as networked, non-hierarchical, forms of gov-
ernance challenges the neat ideal-types of accountability regimes in several 
ways. First, the notion that accountability relationships include a “right” (Ke-
ohane 2003) to hold others accountable is problematic in increasingly net-
worked modes of governance (cf. Kuyper, Bäckstrand and Schroeder this is-
sue). Gordon (2016, 87) for instance makes this argument when examining 
accountability in cooperative initiatives involving cities. He argues that in net-
worked urban governance actors lack the capacity to judge whether respon-
sibilities have been met because formal right are absent. Second, the growth 
of non-hierarchical, networked modes of governance requires “unpacking” 
the principal-agent conceptualization of accountability (Bäckstrand 2008, 
80). Bäckstrand (2008) suggests that multi-stakeholder climate partnerships 
should be accountable to different actors, since networked governance ar-
rangements are “neither directly accountable to an electoral base nor do they 
exhibit clear principal agent relationships” (Benner et al. in Bäckstrand 2008, 
82). She also contends that the most important type of accountability is non-
-hierarchical and horizontal, characterized by reputational accountability that 
requires functioning monitoring mechanisms and market accountability (pro-
viding signals for rewards or punishment). In addition, as this special issue 
highlights, peer accountability is key, as it allows peers to monitor and assess 
each other (Kuyper, Bäckstrand and Schroeder this issue). Gordon (2016) and 
Bäckstrand’s (2008) observations and analyses have started to untangle the 
problems and suggested solutions for analysts studying contemporary climate 
governance. Both authors zoom in on individual components of the regime 
complex for climate change, i.e. discrete cooperative initiatives, studying how 
and to which ideal types they belong. But what happens when taking the trans-
national regime complex for climate change as the analytical level, consider-
ing the interactions between cooperative initiatives? A central challenge for 
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unpacking the accountability at a regime complex level is to understand how 
different accountability relationships and regimes are at play simultaneously. 
What actors and institutions participate in cooperative initiatives and to which 
accountability regimes do they adhere? By which common standards for ac-
countability could different ideal types of accountability regimes be measured? 
And how is responsibility distributed when it becomes increasingly difficult 
to identify who takes decisions and to link those decisions to effects (Keohane 
2003; see also Mason 2005)? In sum, the shift of global climate governance 
from a regime to a regime complex, coupled with the hybridization and ex-
pansion of the regime complex, inhibits the analytical use of ideal-type-based 
accountability regimes. Instead, we argue, one needs to go “back to the ba-
sics”. Therefore this chapter uses Mashaw’s (2006, 118) six basic features for 
an accountability regime to analyze accountability in the transnational regime 
complex for climate change. 

6.3 Methodology
This chapter uses original data on the transnational regime complex for cli-
mate change collected in the CONNECT-project (Widerberg, Pattberg, and 
Kristensen 2016). First, the chapter maps the regime complex for climate 
change based on data for 87 international and transnational cooperative ini-
tiatives. The initiatives included in the dataset are: (i) international or trans-
national; (ii) display intentionality to steer the behavior of their members; 
(iii) explicitly mention a common governance goal; and, (iv) have identifi-
able governance functions (Widerberg, Pattberg, and Kristensen 2016). For 
each initiative, the data-set contains information on type, members, mem-
ber types, function, geographical location, theme, and year of initiation (Wi-
derberg, Pattberg, and Kristensen 2016). The distribution of the cooperative 
initiatives are visualized in a “governance triangle”, developed by Abbott and 
Snidal (2009a, 2009b; Abbott 2012), categorizing each observation according 
to its constitutive members across seven different zones, see Figure 6-1 (Data 
Source: Widerberg, Pattberg and Kristensen, 2016; Based on Abbott and Snidal 
2009a,b; and Abbott, 2012).
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 Figure 6-1 The climate governance triangle

Each zone represents different configurations of public, for-profit and civil 
society members. Zones 1 to 3 comprise cooperative initiatives with one type 
of member, Zones 4 to 6 contain different combinations of two types of mem-
bers, and Zone 7 contains multi-stakeholder initiatives with public, private 
and civil society actors. It should also be noted that the data are non-ex-
haustive and omit, for instance, national initiatives (UNEP 2014a). Member-
ship data – mapping those actors with governing the initiatives – includes 
roughly 10,200 different public, private and civil society organizations. Net-
work analysis shows the structure of overlapping memberships, following a 
method described by Widerberg (2016). Creating the network requires a two-
step approach. First, a two-mode matrix is set up with cooperative initiatives 
in the columns and their members in the rows, i.e. using two-dimensional 
data. This type of data is also referred to as “affiliation” data since it describes 
the relationship between actors and the larger macro structures (Hanneman 
and Riddle 2005). Second, since the primary interest is how different coop-
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erative initiatives are linked to each other, the two-mode data is transformed 
into one-mode data using a technique called “projection” (Opsahl 2015). The 
cooperative initiatives are connected by shared membership, meaning that an 
edge is created between two nodes if they share at least one member. The re-
sult can be referred to as a “membership network” of cooperative initiatives, 
see Figure 6-2 (Widerberg 2016).

 Figure 6-2 1-mode membership network

The network diagram shows the formation of clusters and overlaps in terms of 
membership between the cooperative initiatives. Zone 1, 4 and 7, in particular, 
are heavily interlinked in terms of members whereas zone 3 is only marginally 
connected to the wider regime complex.7 A membership network is an 
example of a “social” network which facilitates collaborative gover-
nance processes in the several ways, including: information diffusion 
and exchange, pooling and allocation of resources, commitment to and 
engagement in common norms, and resolution of conflict (Bodin and 
Crona 2009, 367).

For answering “what they are liable to be called to account for; through 
what processes accountability is to be assured; by what standards the puta-
tively accountable behavior is to be judged” data on the functions of the co-
operative initiatives are mixed with secondary literature on cooperative ini-
tiatives. In the governance triangle (see figure 1) each initiative is color coded 
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according to its primary function(s). “Standards and commitments” include 
rule-making cooperative initiatives, standards for measurement and disclo-
sure of activities, as well as voluntary and private standards and commitments. 
“Operational schemes” implement projects “on the ground” such as technol-
ogy research and development, pilot projects, demonstration and deployment 
activities, skills enhancement, and best practice dissemination. “Financing” 
include cooperative initiatives providing finance and funding for climate ac-
tion. And, “information and networking” are cooperative initiatives set up for 
technical consulting, training, and information services to build capacity as 
well as sharing knowledge, and support local government (for more detailed 
explanation, see Widerberg, Pattberg, and Kristensen 2016, 14). For studying 
standards, the primary focus is on type and distribution of initiatives falling 
under the “standards and commitments” function. Answering “what the po-
tential effects are of finding that those standards have been breached”, relies 
primarily on secondary literature on cooperative initiatives. The primary data 
sources for each question are outlined in Table 6-1 below.

Section Question(s) Data and indicators

6.4.1 Who should be held accountable in the transna-
tional regime complex for climate change?

Membership data, Academic literature

6.4.2 To whom is the transnational regime complex 
for climate change held accountable?

Affiliation data, Academic literature

6.4.3 What should the transnational regime complex 
for climate change be held accountable for?

Distributions of functions, theme 
and goals in cooperative initiatives, 
Academic literature

6.4.4 By what processes and standards is the 
transnational regime complex for climate 
change held accountable? 

Climate triangle, distribution of func-
tions, NAZCA data

6.4.5 What sanctions exists for punishing non-com-
pliance in the transnational regime complex for 
climate change?

Academic literature, media reports

 Table 6-1 Overview of research questions and data sources



119

Accountability challenges in the transnational regime complex for climate change

6.4 Analyzing accountability in the transnational regime complex  
 for climate change
This section analyzes the transnational regime complex for climate change 
along the six basic questions posed by Mashaw (2006). It concludes with a 
summary overview of the results and discussion on the validity of the claims.

6.4.1 Who should be held accountable in the transnational regime complex  
 for climate change?
Shifting from regime to regime complex means an expansion of actors taking 
on responsibilities for addressing climate change. The CONNECT data provides 
insight into what types of actors engage in climate change mitigation actions. 
Out of 10,220 unique actors, 85 % (8,667) of the members in the cooperative 
initiatives are cities. Cities, in turn, represent a vast amount of individuals. 
For example, under the Covenant of Mayors, an initiative focusing on urban 
climate and energy governance, cities have made quantitative commitments 
to reduce their GHG emissions by 2020 or 2030. Taken together, these cities 
represent 212 million European citizens, or 40 % of the total EU population. 
The second largest group of actors in the CONNECT data is businesses, ac-
counting for 5 % (520) of the total number of the members. This indicates that 
companies are becoming possible sources of low-carbon development instead 
of obstructive agents to change (Widerberg and Pattberg 2015b). For example, 
under the Science Based Targets initiative, nearly 200 companies have adopted 
internal “science based” targets for mitigating GHGs, meaning that they 
should be in line with the decarbonization pathway needed to reach the global 
climate goals set out in the Paris Agreement. Cities and companies – along 
with other non-state actors such as investors, regions, and CSOs – are actively 
taking on commitments, linking them to the global agenda, and publicizing 
them on platforms such as NAZCA. Regarding cities, Gordon (2016, 83–84) ob-
serves that “From the humble entreaties first voiced in the early 1990s, cit-
ies have come to see themselves as generating collectively meaningful global 
governance”. He argues that “Cities […] seek to be globally accountable, and 
are doing so through practices of measurement, reporting, and disclosure. The 
novelty of this phenomenon rests in its global orientation”. His analysis is 
likely valid for other non-state actors and thus makes the question “Who is to 
be held accountable in the regime complex for climate change?” increasingly 
difficult to answer as new actors engage in climate governance. However, the 
CONNECT data suggest that in terms of sheer numbers, cities have emerged 
as a major player in global climate governance, and could thus increasingly be 
considered actors to be held accountable. 
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6.4.2 To whom is the transnational regime complex for climate change  
 accountable?
Suggestions regarding which audiences the transnational regime complex for 
climate change should be accountable to range from cooperative initiatives 
controlled by private actors “are accountable primarily to their members and 
those that voluntarily support them, not to society as a whole”. (Abbott, Green, 
and Keohane 2016, 272); to, “cooperative initiatives need to be accountable 
towards all actors in multilateral processes: partners, partners’ accountabil-
ity holders, donors, people affected and governments” (Chan and Pauw 2014, 
16). The former represents a focus on “internal” accountability which requires 
an institutional link between actors, whereas the latter also includes the idea 
of “external” accountability, linking decision-makers and those impacted by 
their decisions (Biermann and Gupta 2011; Keohane 2003). 

Internal accountability is “oriented towards the actors forming the collective” 
(Gordon 2016, 89). At least two collectives can be identified in the transna-
tional regime complex for climate change: Cooperative initiatives and their 
members, and cooperative initiatives and the UNFCCC. Common conceptual-
izations of accountability regimes around actor types (public, private or civil 
society) primarily focus on the first of these collectives. Bäckstrand (2008, 80) 
writes “Governments are accountable to citizens; private firms and CEOs are 
accountable to investors; and non-profit-organizations to their members”. 
However, individual actors are also accountable to their peers in the cooper-
ative initiatives, which in turn are marked by overlap and actors engaging in 
several initiatives. This complex structure makes it difficult to treat initiatives 
or actors in isolation from each other. Moreover, the shift in responsibility for 
mitigating climate change towards transnational actors increases the impor-
tance of the relation between the UNFCCC and the cooperative initiatives. In 
this context, a number of authors argue for a “comprehensive framework for 
non-state actors” that could facilitate “linking the multilateral climate regime 
to the diverse realm of sub- and non-state actions” (Chan, Falkner, et al. 2015, 
468; see also Betsill et al. 2015). The outcomes of COP21, including the LPAA 
and NAZCA, suggest stronger institutional links between the transnational and 
the intergovernmental spheres, and that some of the “building-blocks” for 
a comprehensive framework for non-state engagement are in place (Chan, 
Brandi, and Bauer 2016). Consequently, there is an emerging internal account-
ability relationship between cooperative initiatives and the UNFCCC that has 
been little explored in the literature.
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External accountability, meaning “accountability to people outside the acting 
entity, whose lives are affected by it” (Keohane 2003, 13), is a cumbersome an-
alytical concept in the context of cooperative initiatives. If the “acting entity” 
is understood as the entire transnational regime complex for climate change, 
then it is hard to draw the borders around who is affected by its impacts. Ke-
ohane (2003, 13) notes “Merely being affected cannot be sufficient to create a 
valid claim. If it were, virtually nothing could ever be done, since there would 
be so many requirements for consultation, and even veto points”. One could 
argue that the mobilization of actors in cooperative initiatives (described in 
the previous sections) reduces the mass of possible people acting as account-
ability holders. The integration of citizens, NGOs and other civil society groups 
(traditionally understood to represent critical and marginalized voices/inter-
ests) into cooperative initiatives integrates them into the transnational regime 
complex for climate change and changing accountability from external to in-
ternal. 

The shift from external to internal accountability may also generate increased 
possibilities for holding cooperative initiatives accountable. Institutional link-
ages between actors means increased mutual interdependence due to resource 
exchanges characterizing networked forms of governance (Pattberg 2010). For 
instance, cities that are part of the C40, an urban climate governance initia-
tive, benefit from legitimacy, good-will and knowledge exchange from partic-
ipating in the cooperative initiatives, which in turn benefits from legitimacy 
and good-will provided by the UNFCCC and NAZCA. This influence could be 
used to close, what Keohane (2003, 14) calls “accountability gaps that may 
open up between valid normative arguments for internal accountability and 
actual practice”. For instance, the C40 could threaten to punish non-compli-
ant behavior by withdrawing support, making a city loose the benefits of par-
ticipating in the cooperative initiatives. Similarly, the UNFCCC and NAZCA can 
threaten to withdraw support for a cooperative initiative in order to stimulate 
a certain behavior.

6.4.3 What should the transnational regime complex for climate change be  
 held accountable for?
Cooperative initiatives’ “normative priority” is to contribute to reduc-
ing GHG emissions and curb global warming.8 More specifically, they 
should support implementation of the global goal to limit warming to 
1.5 degrees Celsius. The challenge, however, is that most initiatives are 
not engaging in activities which can be quantified in terms of GHGs 
reductions (Bulkeley et al. 2014; Hsu et al. 2015; UNEP 2015a). Instead, 

8. Here we are 

not considering 

the adaptation 

aspects of 

global climate 

governance.
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they display a wide diversity in themes, functions and goals which may or may 
not eventually lead to climate mitigation. First, examining thematic focus, 
Figure 6-3 shows the distribution across 12 primary themes for 87 cooperative 
initiatives.

 Figure 6-3 Thematic distribution of cooperative initiatives (Widerberg et al., 2016, p. 18)

 Figure 6-4 Functional distribution of cooperative initiatives (Widerberg et al., 2016, p. 17)
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While themes such as “urban climate action”, “renewable energy” and “en-
ergy efficiency” may aim at directly targeting GHG reductions, others such as 
“Monitoring, Reporting and Verification (MRV)”, “climate finance”, and “car-
bon pricing and trading” merely promote uptake of incentive structures, in-
formation, and monitoring mechanisms. These can at best reduce GHG emis-
sions indirectly, depending on whether the measures taken induce behavioral 
change. A similar picture emerges when examining the different functions of 
the cooperative initiatives in Figure 6-4

The majority of the cooperative initiatives engage in “information and net-
working”. This finding corroborates the results from the previous section, 
suggesting that many initiatives focus on soft and indirect measures for re-
ducing GHG emissions. If this is the case, then what should cooperative initia-
tives be accountable for? If they are to be held accountable according to their 
own goals, then examining their self-declared thematic functions and themes 
illustrates that there is a large diversity in what and where initiatives chose to 
engage, with few examples of direct action towards reducing GHG emissions. 

6.4.4 By what processes and standards is the transnational regime   
 complex for climate change held accountable? 
Processes and standards for demonstrating and evaluating accountability are 
needed for assessing whether the regime complex for climate change is mov-
ing in the desired direction. Processes could include transparency and access to 
deliberative processes and information; monitoring, reporting and disclosure; 
and information spread (Kramarz and Park 2016, 11; Mashaw 2006, 128). Stan-
dards could include technical benchmarks, such as GHG emissions; use of re-
newable energies and energy efficiency; social benchmarks, such as supporting 
carbon pricing or other climate policy; and financial benchmarks, such as in-
vesting in low-carbon technologies or fossil fuels divestment. For the individ-
ual actors in the cooperative initiatives, processes and standards for demon-
strating accountability are abundant. 40 % of the cooperative initiatives in the 
CONNECT data engage in some kind of “standards and commitments” activity 
(see Figure 6 4). These are evenly spread across the zones of the governance 
triangle, suggesting that each type of membership constellation – public, hy-
brid or private – devise standards for appropriate behavior. “Public” (Zone 1) 
initiatives setting standards and commitments focus primarily on cities and 
regions, such as the Carbonn registry, Covenant of Mayors, and the Climate 
Registry. “Firm” (Zone 2) initiatives either focus on specific sectors or on car-
bon offsetting/credits. Sector specific initiatives such as the Green Freight net-
work, the Cement Sustainability Initiative, or the IATA Carbon Offset Program 
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set standards for climate actions in transport, cement production or air trans-
port respectively. The Voluntary Emissions Reduction VER Standard, the Car-
bon Neutral Protocol, or the Verified Carbon Standard develop carbon account-
ing standards for private actors. Green (2013b) has identified a total of 30 such 
carbon accounting networks. “Civil Society Organization” (Zone 3) initiatives 
focus on standards and commitments for local projects and community action 
such as Transition Towns, SOCIALCARBON, or the “Climate, Community and 
Biodiversity Alliance’s” CCB Standard. Standard setting initiatives in Zones 4 
to 7 also generally focus on a particular type of actor or sector. However, the 
processes also include other types of actors, such as WWF’s Climate Savers 
program or Caring for Climate, which both focus on climate action in compa-
nies. The diversity of initiatives focusing on standard-setting show how the 
expanding regime complex for climate change has generated an abundance of 
standards to which different actors can choose to be held to account. However, 
through what processes and standards are cooperative initiatives themselves 
held to account?

The institutionalization of cooperative initiatives in the broader regime com-
plex for climate change has generated calls for criteria linked to the promises 
of them mobilizing more actors and actions, and reducing GHG emissions (see 
Widerberg and Pattberg 2015c). A report on initiatives in the Lima-Paris Ac-
tion Agenda (LPAA), for example, argues that initiatives should be: (1) coop-
erative, inclusive, open and regionally balanced; (2) ambitious with short and 
long term quantifiable targets; (3) science-based, contributing to a 2°C path-
way; (4) capable and able to directly deliver and implement commitments; (5) 
able to showcase implementation of existing commitments; and (6) commit-
ted to follow-up and reporting (GGCA 2015, 6). Similar criteria focusing on the 
potential benefits of cooperative initiatives have been made by, for instance, 
the UNFCCC Secretariat (UNFCCC 2013b) or by Weischer and colleagues (2012), 
where the key standard is effectiveness in terms of direct or indirect climate 
mitigation and adaptation. There are, however, few studies or reports opera-
tionalizing these general criteria. 

This brings us to three specific challenges related to processes and standards 
for cooperative initiatives. First, holding cooperative initiatives accountable for 
their activities requires data for monitoring and evaluation, in particular to 
assess their contribution to closing the ambition gap. Besides collecting the 
data, it also needs to be made available for scrutiny in the public sphere (Gupta 
2008; Mason 2008). “Hard” data on effectiveness however, for instance on 
realized emission reductions, financial investments or energy efficiency gains, 
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are difficult to find for the majority of cooperative initiatives (Widerberg and 
Stripple 2016). Some scholars also argue that these are inappropriate indica-
tors due to the multiplicity of goals and scope of the initiatives, and due to 
methodological challenges (Bulkeley et al. 2014; Jordan et al. 2015). Instead, by 
looking at output indicators (in contrast to impact indicators), such as disclo-
sure levels or climate financing, something can be said about the performance 
of cooperative initiatives (see e.g. Chan, Falkner, et al. 2015). However, us-
ing output indicators might be insufficient for judging whether initiatives are 
bridging the ambition gap and for justifying the inclusion of more cooperative 
initiatives into the wider regime complex for climate change. 

Second, actors often participate in several cooperative initiatives simultane-
ously, therefore creating overlaps in terms of membership (see Figure 6 2). 
For example, Bansard and colleagues (2016) have showed how cities such as 
Barcelona and Malmö are part of at least five initiatives for sub-national au-
thorities. Widerberg and Pattberg (2015b) show how companies such as Roy-
al Philips, Nestlé and Unilever participate in six or more initiatives listed in 
NAZCA. What is more, nested participation increases the complexity. Paris for 
instance, is situated in the region Île-de-France, both part of several coopera-
tive initiatives in the CONNECT-data. Overlapping cooperative initiatives cre-
ate a large risk for double-counting of emission reductions by companies. One 
example here is the case of Unilever, a leading company in terms of climate 
commitments (CDP 2014) and a member in several initiatives in the CON-
NECT data (CGF and RN!). It participates in nine cooperative initiatives and has 
made eleven individual climate commitments reported to NAZCA. It has over 
172,000 employees and 400 different brands, shipping and manufacturing in 
essentially every country of the world. Should achieved goals be attributed to 
the initiatives in which Unilever participates or perhaps the cities, regions, or 
countries where the company is based? While this patchwork of initiatives and 
commitments is not necessarily problematic, it certainly increases the risk 
of double-counting and raises questions about how to best attribute actual 
emissions reduction to an initiative (Widerberg and Pattberg 2015c). Research 
quantifying overlaps is emerging, but the lack of ex-post comparable data and 
different case-selections cause widely different results (UNEP 2015a; Roelfse-
ma, Harmsen, and Olivier 2015). Whereas one study concludes that “the over-
lap between the impact of non-state action and the impact of policies related 
to pledges is uncertain, but most likely not more than one third of the to-
tal impact of non-state action” (2015a, 25), another study suggests that “The 
overlap between pledges and international initiatives is estimated to be 70%”. 
(Roelfsema, Harmsen, and Olivier 2015). 
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Third, literature on accountability often starts from the premise that differ-
ent actors can hold their principals to account according to different sets of 
standards and tools depending on their types. The three “ideal types” of ac-
countability regimes reflect this thinking, for instance that firms are held ac-
countable through market-based accountability regimes. However, coopera-
tive initiatives – in particular multi-stakeholder initiatives situated in Zone 
7 of the governance triangle – are hybrid in nature. Consequently, we are left 
without a clear yardstick for how to hold them accountable. This challenge is 
exacerbated if one considers the promise of cooperative initiatives to mobilize 
more climate actions by a broader set of actors, or to inspire governments to 
increase their ambition levels. Hence, the different possible functions of coop-
erative initiatives determine what accountability standards would be appropri-
ate.

6.4.5 What sanctions exist for punishing non-compliance in the 
 transnational regime complex for climate change?
Possibilities for sanctioning non-compliant behavior are perhaps the largest 
difference between national and inter/transnational systems. In national sys-
tems, non-compliant behavior can be punished using “hard” measures such 
as legal actions through courts or fines (Kramarz and Park 2016). In the in-
ternational system, anarchy, meaning the lack of government (Milner 1991), 
limits the possibility to devise, implement and enforce policy. Instead, sanc-
tioning is reliant on “soft” measures such as “naming and shaming” or re-
moval of support, leading to reputational damage. This absence of instruments 
and processes for sanctioning and enforcement has raised concerns about 
free-riding and green-washing behavior. For instance, after a 2014 Climate 
Summit in New York where a series of cooperative initiatives were launched, 
Greenpeace’s climate policy coordinator Martin Kaiser commented on an ini-
tiative called “the Carbon Pricing Leadership Coalition”. Addressing the initia-
tive in which over 1,000 companies expressed their support for a carbon price, 
he said: “I felt alarmed when I had to witness the leaders of polluting compa-
nies lying about actively averting the process global warming. They supported 
a price on global carbon - the smokescreen of climate (in)action” (Greenpeace 
2014). 

For individual actors in cooperative initiatives, there is anecdotal evidence of 
sanctioning happening to punish non-desired behavior. For example, when 
Royal Dutch Shell persisted on drilling for oil in the Arctic, it was forced to 
leave the Prince of Wales Corporate Leaders Group, a business-led initiative 
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supporting ambitious climate action (Stacey 2015). Also, climate commitments 
made by Volkswagen were removed from the NAZCA platform after it was re-
vealed that the company has abused emission-test data on a wide-scale. Some 
standard-setting cooperative initiatives such as “the Roundtable on Sus-
tainable Biomaterials” (RSB), “Lean and Green” (L&G), and “the Compact of 
States and Regions” (CSR) also have procedures in place for how to treat actors 
that fail to produce progress data or implement their commitments (Brouwer 
2016). Highly institutionalized cooperative initiatives such as the RSB and L&G 
punish non-compliant behavior by restricting the actors’ use of their certifi-
cations and good-will. Less institutionalized initiatives such as CSR have no 
sanctions for actors failing to achieve their commitments (Brouwer 2016). For 
cooperative initiatives, there is also some anecdotal evidence of sanctioning 
attempts. In the run-up to COP21, a large group of civil society organizations, 
including Friends of Earth and ActionAid International, signed a rejection let-
ter against establishing a Global Alliance for Climate-Smart Agriculture (GAC-
SA) which the signatories described as “a deceptive and deeply contradicto-
ry initiative” (Climate Smart Agriculture CONCERNS 2014). A similar protest, 
yet in smaller scale, was launched against the “4/1000 Initiative” that tries to 
combine carbon sequestration in soils with poverty alleviation and resilience 
(CCFD-Terre Solidaire 2015). Despite the protests, GACSA and 4/1000 Initia-
tive were both launched in Paris. However, only 4/1000 Initiative is currently 
featured in NAZCA. Overall, there is little systematic knowledge on the role of 
sanctions for holding individual actors and cooperative initiatives accountable 
in the transnational regime complex for climate change.

6.5 Conclusions 
The transnational regime complex for climate change, consisting of cooper-
ative initiatives engaging thousands of non-state and subnational actors, is 
becoming increasingly important for closing the emission gap left by govern-
ments under UNFCCC. By committing to climate action, transnational actors 
are taking on responsibility and authority for addressing global climate change. 
Consequently, holding the transnational regime complex accountable for the 
impacts of its actions is becoming increasingly urgent. Established conceptu-
alizations of accountability regimes differentiate between actor types such as 
public, private or civil society. However, the emerging transnational regime 
complex for climate change is characterized by interlinkages and overlaps in 
membership, challenging the utility of actor-focused analytical frameworks. 
Holding cooperative initiatives accountable for the consequences of their ac-
tions requires a new accountability regime. By interrogating the transnational 
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regime complex for climate change along Mashaw’s six basic elements of an 
accountability regime, we conclude by highlighting three accountability chal-
lenges.

The first challenge concerns establishing the borders of the transnational re-
gime complex for climate change. Shifting from a monocentric regime to a 
polycentric regime complex has made it increasingly difficult to understand 
who should be accountable to whom. The hierarchies of accountability, con-
sisting of the multilateral level (the UNFCCC), states, and citizens, have been 
complemented by a networked and much more intricate accountability struc-
ture. Untangling this web is becoming salient as the aggregate effects of the 
NDCs are likely to be insufficient and the transnational sphere is expected to 
fill the gap. A possible first step is to introduce clear selection criteria for en-
tering cooperative initiatives into NAZCA, followed by an open and transpar-
ent selection and evaluation procedure. This could clarify what to expect from 
the transnational sphere in terms of emissions reductions or other benefits. It 
would also provide cooperative initiatives with a “seal-of-approval”, confirm-
ing the commitment of its members to climate action.

The second challenge concerns transparency, monitoring, and reporting. De-
spite a rapidly growing flow of data and repositories documenting the growth 
in types and size of cooperative initiatives, there are limited insights into their 
ex-post and ex-ante impacts (Widerberg and Stripple 2016). A few cooperative 
initiatives include quantifiable commitments that are possible to monitor over 
time. However, the majority of cooperative initiatives are only expected to have 
an indirect impact on GHG-mitigation and the wide diversity in thematic focus 
inhibits comparative studies. Moreover, there is very little understanding of 
possible overlaps between different cooperative initiatives, both in terms of 
geographical and in functional terms. This increases the risk of double-count-
ing. Addressing these issues requires a transparent and open monitoring and 
reporting framework for the transnational regime complex for climate action. 
At a bare minimum, such a framework should be designed to allow for addi-
tionality assessments of different climate actions, and for spotting clear cases 
of green-washing.

The third challenge concerns our understanding of the availability and utility 
of sanctions. In the final sections of this chapter, hint towards anecdotal ev-
idence concerning protests and sanctions against cooperative initiatives and 
their members. There are plenty of theoretical and practical insights on sanc-
tions in the literature, however, there is little systematic knowledge on how 
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they function and what their effects are in the context of transnational climate 
governance. Hence, more research on the role of sanctions in transnational 
climate governance is needed.





7.
THE ”BLACK BOX” 
PROBLEM OF 
ORCHESTRATION: 
HOW TO EVALUATE 
THE PERFORMANCE 
OF THE LIMA-PARIS 
ACTION AGENDA

This chapter has been published as: 
Widerberg, Oscar (2017) The ‘Black 
Box’ problem of orchestration: How to 
evaluate the performance of the Lima-
Paris Action Agenda. Environmental 
Politics. Vol. 26(4). p.715-737



 132

 Making the connections

 G LOBAL CLIMATE GOVERNANCE has moved beyond the state-led nego-
tiations under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate 
Change (UNFCCC). Non-state and subnational actors including cities, 

regions, companies, investors and civil society organizations increasingly en-
gage in cooperative initiatives, committing to ambitious climate actions and 
collaborating across borders. During the run-up to the 21st Conference of the 
Parties (COP21) to the UNFCCC these cooperative initiatives were brought to 

the fore; much thanks to the Lima-Paris Action Agenda (LPAA).9 To-
gether with the Non-State Actor Zone for Climate Action (NAZCA) data 
platform, the LPAA provided a framework for mobilizing existing and 
new cooperative initiatives, bringing them closer to the UNFCCC pro-
cess. This chapter provides an analytical framework for evaluating the 
performance of the LPAA, conceptualizing it as a case of “orchestra-
tion” in global climate governance, i.e. a mode of governance where 
actors use intermediary actors to influence third actors (Abbott et al. 
2015), but stops short of carrying out the evaluation. Previous evalu-
ations in the context of the LPAA either focus on increasing numbers 
of commitments and initiatives by non-state and subnational actors 

or on greenhouse gas (GHG) mitigation potential (Chan, Falkner, et al. 2015; 
Chan, Brandi, and Bauer 2016; GGCA 2015; Hsu et al. 2015, 2016; Michaelowa 
and Michaelowa 2016), however, exactly how the LPAA and associated events 
contribute to the changes is “black boxed”, assuming rather than demonstrat-
ing causality between the inputs and outputs. I suggest to open up the black 
box by the reconstructing intervention theory containing the assumptions, 
mechanisms and goals behind the LPAA (Weiss 1995). The method is frequent-
ly used in program and policy evaluation in, for example, development, social 
policy and health programs, but less so in global governance research (Rogers 
et al. 2000; Coryn et al. 2011; Rossi, Lipsey, and Freeman 2004; for an applica-
tion see Dixon-Woods et al. 2011; Weiss 1995). 

The chapter suggests that evaluating the performance of the LPAA requires 
the evaluator to establish causality between a series of micro-steps, linking 
the orchestrator with its target. It proposes evaluation questions for each mi-
cro-step and highlights some key challenges. The chapter contributes to cur-
rent knowledge in three distinct ways. First, it analyzes and scrutinizes the 
assumptions, mechanisms and goals of the LPAA, contributing knowledge on 
global climate policy; second, it provides theoretical insights for evaluating or-
chestration as a mode of governance; and third, it provides a methodological 
contribution, employing an evaluation approach seldom used in global gover-
nance research. 

9. Since November 

2016, the 

LPAA has been 

replaced with 

the Marrakech 

Partnership for 

Global Climate 

Action, launched 

during COP22 in 

Marrakech.
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The coming sections first briefly describe the LPAA, problems with cur-
rent evaluation attempts, develops a theoretical framework, and describe the 
data-collection process for reconstructing the intervention theory behind the 
LPAA. Then the results are presented and analyzed. Finally, the conclusion 
summarizes the findings and discusses them in the context of future evalua-
tion and policy development of the LPAA and similar initiatives.

7.1 Evaluating the performance of the LPAA

7.1.1 Introducing the LPAA
The Lima-Paris Action Agenda (LPAA) was launched on December 13 in 2014 
during the 20th Conference of the Parties to the UNFCCC (COP20) in Lima, 
Peru. The LPAA’s purpose was to “catalyze action on climate change, to con-
tribute to the objective of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change, 
to further increase ambition before 2020 and support the 2015 agreement” 
(LPAA 2014) targeting individual and collaborative climate actions by state 
and non-state actors, in particular companies, investors, cities, subnational 
regions and civil society organizations (CSOs). It also intended to “contrib-
ute to closing the gap between climate change mitigation action committed 
or currently underway and what science says is needed to limit global average 
temperature rise to less than 2°C above pre-industrial levels” (LPAA 2014), 
alluding to a series of reports published by the UN’s Environment Programme 
(UNEP) suggesting that national mitigation pledges are insufficient to reach 
global climate change goals of limiting global warming to two degrees Celsius 
(e.g. UNEP 2014b). 

The LPAA was presented as a joint initiative by four partners acting under the 
name “the Quartet”, comprising the Peruvian COP20 Presidency, the French 
COP21 Presidency, the UNFCCC Secretariat and the UN Secretary-General’s of-
fice (UNSG). It built on the outcomes of the New York Climate Summit con-
vened by the UNSG Ban Ki-moon in September 2014, three months before 
COP20. The Climate Summit gathered over 100 government representatives 
and heads of state as well as over 800 private and civil society leaders, making 
it the largest climate event outside the UNFCCC-meetings (Hsu et al. 2015) 
aiming to “mobilize the political support and momentum necessary to reach a 
global agreement on climate change in 2015 and galvanize action on the ground 
across all sectors” (IISD 2014, 1). The Climate Summit in turn was preceded by 
a pre-meeting called the “Abu Dhabi Ascent” held in May 2015, gathering over 
1,000 people, including 100 government ministers and key note speeches from 
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high-profile individuals such as Al Gore and Tony Blair, where the UNSG asked 
participants to “bring bold announcements of ambition and action”, and en-
couraged leaders to set-up new and join existing initiatives (UN 2014, 12). 

In conjunction to the LPAA, the Peruvian COP20 presidency launched a 
data-platform called ‘the Non-State Actor Zone for Climate Action’ or ‘NAZCA’, 
to showcase, track and record climate actions. Managed by the UNFCCC Sec-
retariat, NAZCA leveraged data from external providers on climate actions by 
non-state actors including the CDP and Carbonn, becoming a central tool for 
the LPAA to show-case progress. At the time of COP21, NAZCA contained over 
11,000 individual commitments and 35 cooperative initiatives (Widerberg and 
Stripple 2016). 

7.1.2 The “black box” problem of orchestration
The LPAA is in this chapter understood as the translation of individual ad hoc 
events into a continuous and institutionalized “programmatic intervention” 
with a vision, goal, resources, and leverage mechanisms to obtain a desired 
societal change. It bears the hallmarks of “orchestration” which is a gover-
nance mode where an actor (the orchestrator) enlists an intermediary actor 
(or actors) to govern a third actor (or actors) in line with the goals of the or-
chestrator – also called the O-I-T model (short for Orchestrator-Intermedi-
ary-Targets) (Abbott and Snidal 2009a; Abbott 2015; Abbott et al. 2015). In the 
LPAA, the orchestrator (the Quartet) used an intermediary (non-state/subna-
tional actors and cooperative initiatives) to influence third actors (states). Or-
chestration distinguishes itself from other modes of governance such as “hi-
erarchy” or “delegation”, relying on soft and indirect techniques (Abbott et 
al. 2015, 4). Orchestration techniques can be both ideational and material, for 
instance using endorsements, convening actors, setting agendas or direct pro-
vision of resources and assistance (Abbott et al. 2015). It is primarily employed 
when an organization lacks capacity or authority to regulate the target actors 
directly (Abbott et al. 2015). An emerging body of literature has discovered that 
orchestration is a frequently employed mode of governance, in particular for 
intergovernmental organizations (e.g. on climate change see Hale and Roger 
2014; on maritime shipping see Lister, Poulsen, and Ponte 2015; on human 
rights see Pegram 2014; for various other cases see Abbott et al. 2015).
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Previous studies on orchestration suffer from a bias towards treating orches-
tration as a dependent variable, aiming to explain under what conditions it 
emerges, and as Abbott (2015, 493) notes, “it is important that future re-
search address the effects of orchestration (as independent variable)” (but see 
Schleifer 2013). 

Evaluating the performance of orchestration however, requires the analyst to 
establish the complete causal pathway from the orchestration via the interme-
diary to the target. In each step, the changes need to be attributed to the pre-
vious step. In the context of the LPAA, studies have primarily focused on the 
intermediary part of the O-I-T model, namely describing the performance of 
initiatives and commitments by non-state and subnational actors or estimat-
ing their mitigation potential. For example, the Galvanizing the Groundswell 
of Climate Actions network’s analysis of 72 “LPAA initiatives” (GGCA 2015; 
UNFCCC 2015e) and Chan and colleagues’ (2015) assessment of 52 cooperative 
initiatives presented during the Climate Summit both describe the composition 
of the different climate actions including targets, members, capacity, activi-
ties, and to some extent, output. Another set of studies quantify the mitiga-
tion potential of initiatives, suggesting that if all the commitments are imple-
mented then the greenhouse gas reduction will be x amount of CO2-equivalents 
(CISL and Ecofys 2015; Hsu et al. 2015, 2016; UNEP 2015a; Widerberg and Patt-
berg 2015c; see also Widerberg and Stripple 2016). UNEP (2015a) for example, 
argues that implementing 15 cooperative initiatives could mitigate 2.9 GtCO2-e 
by 2020. What is largely missing however, is an explication of the causal path-
way or “theory of change” linking the orchestrator with the intermediary ac-
tors and the target actors. Recent analyses of the outcomes of COP21 simply 
assume a causal relationship, suggesting that it is “likely” that the scale of 
non-state and subnational climate actions put pressure on governments and 
negotiators to negotiate a deal in Paris, citing increasing numbers of actors 
taking climate action as main evidence (e.g. Chan, Brandi, and Bauer 2016). 
While such reasoning may be perfectly valid, it makes two leaps of faith re-
garding causality. First, that the LPAA (and associated summits) mobilized 
new non-state and subnational climate action that otherwise would not have 
happened, and second, that this mobilization had an effect on the outcome in 
Paris. This tangents a broader theoretical and policy question of how to evalu-
ate the performance of orchestration as a mode of governance. I argue that this 
is a “black box” problem of orchestration, where inputs are poorly linked to 
their expected outputs through mechanisms of change. Opening the black box 



 136

 Making the connections

would allow for a more fine-grained evaluation of the LPAA and orchestration 
in general, elucidating what orchestration techniques that works, and provide 
evidence-based recommendations for improving future orchestration.

7.2 Opening the black box: Introducing intervention theory
For opening the black box of the LPAA, I use an approach widely employed 
in public policy and development program evaluation referred here to as “re-
constructing intervention theory”. An intervention theory – sometimes called 
policy theory, program theory, program logic, or theory-of-change (Rogers 
2008, 30) – can be defined as “presuppositions (notions, conceptions, and as-
sumptions) of how an intervention (a program, a policy, a treatment, and an 
organizational change) may have an impact on a given situation and change 
it or preserve it in ways that are preferable or not preferable to the situation 
without the intervention or with another intervention” (Hansen and Vedung 
2010, 300). “Reconstructing” refers to “tracing and reformulating the total of 
assumptions underlying a policy along a scientific route” (Hoogerwerf 1990, 
286) and should not be interpreted as rejoining something that has been “de-
constructed” but instead build a logical sequence from scattered pieces of in-
formation. It maps the intended causal pathways towards a desired outcome 
and thus opens up the black box between actual input and expected output 
(Stachowiak 2013; Stame 2004; Weiss 1995). It is not a scientific theory pro-
viding a model for explaining observations and build hypothesis. Instead it 
is a way to describe the intentions and guiding ideas behind an intervention 
(Linnér, Mickwitz, and Román 2012; Leeuw and Donaldson 2015). 

Intervention theories provide a basis for “theory-based evaluations (TBE)” 
where evaluators map the entire logic chain of interventions, answering: What 
are the assumptions, mechanisms, and causal pathways expected to generate 
the desired outcome? (Birckmayer and Weiss 2000). TBEs differ from “goal-
based evaluations” (GBE), also called “outcome-based evaluations”, that mea-
sure effectiveness of an intervention using a set of output, outcome or impact 
indicators, and have been employed by previous studies evaluating the (poten-
tial) effects of cooperative initiatives, including those written in the context of 
the LPAA (see section 2.2). For example, in the case of the LPAA, if GBE would 
focus on if and how many new initiatives that the initiative has generated, a 
TBE would also elucidate why and how that happened. Since effective orches-
tration explicitly relies on a long sequence of events, a TBE framework could 
be used to identify each micro-step of the intervention. Moreover, according to 
Birckmayer and Weiss (2000, 410), TBEs have three main benefits compared to 
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other types of evaluations, including: providing advantages in program plan-
ning and improvement since they show where and how causal chains work or 
don’t work; create generalizable insights into mechanisms of change that can 
be applied in other areas; and, highlighting elements in an intervention that 
deserves attention. TBEs could thus also provide guidance on how to improve 
the performance of orchestration in the future.

An intervention could broadly be defined as a politically or administratively 
planned social change (Vedung 1997, 3). The LPAA is in this chapter under-
stood as the intervention to be reconstructed and while there are differences 
between international and domestic interventions where in the former, de-
cision-makers are restricted in the tools available to them, it does not chal-
lenge the fact that the constitutive parts of the LPAA, including goals, leverage 
mechanisms, implementing organizations, intermediaries, target audiences, 
normative assumptions, and a political and social context in which it operates, 
makes it an intervention. Moreover, intervention theory is frequently used by 
development agencies and organizations, including the European Commission, 
the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) and the 
World Bank, to guide evaluations of international programs and policies (e.g. 
European Commission 2009; Coryn et al. 2011). 

For reconstructing the intervention theory of the LPAA, I use a tripartite 
scheme proposed by Hansen and Vedung (Hansen and Vedung 2010, 309; see 
also Vedung 1997, 226; for other approaches, see Leeuw 2003). First, a Situa-
tion theory, describes the context in which the intervention takes place. Opti-
mally it describes aspects such as size and development of the problem; size of 
the problem after X amount of years if nothing is done; Causes of the problem, 
and, Impact of the problem at present and after X amount of years if nothing 
is done. Second, a Causal theory, describes how the intervention will have direct 
or indirect effects on the causes and underlying problem and possible effects 
on other areas during the process (side-effects). Third, a Normative theory, de-
scribes why aspects of the situation in which the intervention takes place are 
preferable (or not) to the situation without the intervention. The full interven-
tion theory is visualized diagrammatically, showing its different components, 
the causal pathways and actors involved (see e.g. Rossi, Lipsey, and Freeman 
2004, 143–45; Rogers 2014).
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7.3 Data
Reconstructing intervention theory requires the researcher to unveil the as-
sumptions underpinning the intervention and “argumentations that are ex-
plicitly or implicitly embodied in a written or oral explanation by policy-mak-
ers about a particular policy” (Hoogerwerf 1990, 288). For this chapter, the 
Quartet is considered the “policy-maker”. In most evaluation literature, re-
constructing intervention theories requires researchers to engage with their 
subjects in person, preferably in working groups when dealing with larger in-
terventions, to elicit policy-makers and other key stakeholders’ theories of ac-
tion and change (Chen 2006). However, in the case of the LPAA, such intensive 
data-gathering methods are difficult to apply due to the geographical spread 
of the subjects and access to key people. Instead, the primary sources of in-
formation are interviews with people working for the Quartet, diplomats close 
to the UNFCCC, implementing actors from public and private institutions, and 
experts such as academics and consultancies, as well as, program documents, 
and social science literature (Rossi, Lipsey, and Freeman 2004, 149). For the 
interviews respondents were chosen using a “key informant” approach – se-
lecting people in key position and with relevant expertise. Interviewees were 
divided into three tiers based on their likelihood to have first-hand knowledge 
about the LPAA: Tier 1, people working with the LPAA in organizations part 
of “the quartet”; Tier 2, people working closely with the quartet and people 
part of national delegations; and Tier 3, other experts from academia, NGOs, 
or consultancies. The goal of the collecting interviews was to gain as many in-
terviews as possible from Tier 1 and 2 respondents. Interviews were held dur-
ing April, May and June 2016 in person or via Skype and key messages were 
transcribed. Due to privacy concerns among several respondents, quotes or in-
formation from the interview have not attributed to specific people. In total 
10 people have been interviewed. Scientific literature has been used to trace 
the emergence and context of the LPAA. Main sources for documents are the 
LPAA and NAZCA homepages; LPAA strategy documents; media reports; out-
come documents of the UNFCCC meetings; and, recordings of LPAA events. Fi-

nally, observations of the LPAA10 in operation has been included as a 
source of intervention theory (see Rossi, Lipsey, and Freeman 2004, 
149; Coryn et al. 2011, 203).

10. Note: the author 

has not been working 

for the LPAA but 

followed its progress 

closely, for instance, 

by attending 

intersessional 

meetings to the 

UNFCCC during 2015.



139

The ”Black Box” problem of orchestration: 
How to evaluate the performance of the Lima-Paris Action Agenda

An overview of the associated questions and data-sources is presented in Table 
7-1:

 Task Guiding questions Data

 S
it

ua
ti

on
al

 t
he

or
y Identify problem and context 

in which the intervention 
takes place

•	 Why was the LPAA launched?

•	 Who was behind the LPAA?

•	 What problems was the LPAA 
intended to solve?

•	 How did the problems develop 
and what were the causes? 

Interviews; Scientific 
literature

C
au

sa
l t

he
or

y

Describe the resources and 
input to the intervention

•	 What resources were alloc-
ated to the LPAA?

•	 What type of inputs were 
provided by the Quartet and 
intermediary organizations?

Interviews; Strategic 
documents

Describe the activities of the 
intervention

•	 What activities were under-
taken and by whom during the 
LPAA?

Interviews; Strategic 
documents

Describe intended outputs 
of the intervention

•	 What were the intended 
outputs of the LPAA?

Interviews; Strategic 
documents

Describe intended outcomes 
of the intervention

•	 What were the intended 
outcomes of the LPAA?

Interviews; Strategic 
documents

Describe assumed causal 
mechanisms between out-
puts and intended immediate 
and intermediate outcomes

•	 How was the outputs of the 
LPAA supposed to deliver the 
desired outcomes?

Strategic documents; 
Interviews; Homepages; 
Speeches; Negotiation 
documents

N
or

m
at

iv
e 

th
eo

ry

Describe envisioned out-
comes of the intervention

•	 What were the goals and 
impacts expected from the 
LPAA?

Strategic documents; 
Interviews; Homepages; 
Speeches; Negotiation 
documents

Describe the normative 
assumptions underpinning 
the intervention

•	 What are the normative as-
sumptions behind the goals, 
outputs, and outcomes?

Strategic documents; 
Interviews; Homepages; 
Speeches; Negotiation 
documents

 Table 7-1 Step-by-step research plan
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7.4 Reconstructing the LPAA’s Intervention Theory
This section presents the situation, causal and normative theories of the LPAA. 
The situation theory provides the context in which the intervention took place; 
the causal theory links the intended outputs and goals; and the normative the-
ory discusses the assumptions underpinning the intervention.

7.4.1 Situation theory: The LPAA in context
Following the break-down of negotiations during the UNFCCC at COP15 in Co-
penhagen 2009, the aim for a “comprehensive, universal and legally binding 
treaty that prescribes, in a top-down fashion, generally applicable policies 
based on previously agreed principles” (Falkner, Stephan, and Vogler 2010, 
253), was replaced during the subsequent COPs with a “bottom-up” struc-
ture, where governments would list their climate mitigation pledges and sub-
ject them to review (Bodansky 2010; Rayner 2010). The aggregated effect of 
the pledges however, are insufficient to put the global economy on the decar-
bonization pathway necessary to reach the 2° C target (Rogelj et al. 2016). In 
2010, the United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP) started to pub-
lish annual reports measuring the size of this emerging “emission gap” (see 
e.g. UNEP 2010, 2015b). For instance, in 2015, the gap was 14 Gigatonnes of 
CO2-equivalents (GtCO2) by 2030, equaling 27 % of global GHG emissions in 
2014 (UNEP 2015b). Increasing the overall ambition levels among countries 
became a central challenge under the new “bottom-up” governance structure. 
In Durban 2011, COP17 launched the Ad Hoc Working Group on the Durban 
Platform for Enhanced Action (ADP). ADP was divided into two workstreams 
where the second one (WS2) was tasked with enhancing the pre-2020 miti-
gation actions by the Parties (UNFCCC 2011b). WS2 instigated a series of pro-
cesses where climate actions by non-state and subnational actors came to fore. 
It requested the UNFCCC Secretariat to develop technical reports showing the 
technical potential of “actions, initiatives and options” (UNFCCC 2013b, 2014a). 
The ADP also started a Technical Examination Process on Mitigation featuring 
technical expert meetings (TEM’s) discussing inter alia the role of initiatives 
for scaling up national ambitions (van Asselt 2016). The TEM’s were meant to 
play a non-political facilitative role for developed and developing countries to 
discuss policy options and practical solutions and would contribute to prepar-
ing the institutional “space” for the LPAA, according to one interviewee (In-

terview 4).11 WS2’s work was part of a larger trend within the UN and 
the UNFCCC to work closer to private and subnational actors (Inter-
view 6), tapping into an ongoing proliferation of climate action by non-
-state and subnational actors happening largely beyond the auspices 
of the UNFCCC. Cities and companies have long been experimenting 

11. For 

understanding the 

situation theory 

of the LPAA, all 

interviewees 
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with responses to climate change and during the past 10 years there 
has been a sudden increase in numbers and types of actors involved in 
new initiatives (Bulkeley et al. 2014; Roger, Hale, and Andonova 2016; 
Widerberg, Pattberg, and Kristensen 2016).

The LPAA’s creation was expedited by proactive leadership at the exec-
utive level among the partners in the Quartet, believing that increasing 
the visibility of cooperative initiatives and non-state and subnational 
actions would be conducive for an agreement in Paris. The Executive 
Secretary of the UNFCCC at the time, Christiana Figueres, wanted to 
create a “positive momentum” by show-casing and highlighting pos-
itive stories found among cooperative initiatives, subnational and non-
-state actors (Interview 1). The UNSG’s office aimed to capitalize on 
the “rich ecosystem” of non-state actors moving towards Paris and 
find a mechanism to bring it into the UNFCCC-process (Interview 7 
and 9). The Peruvian COP20 presidency was led by its environment 
minister Manuel Pulgar-Vidal, who had a documented affinity with 
multi-stakeholder approaches and working with non-state actors (In-
terview 5). Also, following COP19’s decision in Warsaw to allow France 
to host COP21 in 2015 (IISD 2013c), the French developed a diplomatic 
strategy consisting of four “pillars” in which the last pillar focused di-
rectly on climate action by non-state and subnational actors (France 
Diplomatie 2015). The role of the French ambassador for the international cli-
mate negotiations Laurence Tubiana, is likely to have been instrumental in 
pushing the fourth pillar (Interview 1 and 3). Before the LPAA arrived, each 
partner carried out its outreach activities vis-à-vis non-state and subnational 
actors more or less independently. For instance, the French government was 
scoping the field for their “fourth” pillar, the UNSG’s office were busy with 
the Climate Summit and the follow-up actions, and the UNFCCC Secretariat, 
in particular the Executive Secretary’s office, was developing NAZCA (Inter-
view 4). These fragmented and sometimes overlapping and conflicting pro-
cesses caused a representative from a large multinational company to lament 
about being approached by different organizations about the same issues, ask-
ing them to “get their act together” and coordinate their efforts (Interview 5 
and 8). 

In sum, the situation theory underpinning the LPAA has three dimensions. 
First, the “functional dimension” represents the need to bridge the emission 
gap by increasing the ambition levels by governments. Numerous studies have 
estimated the gap, enabling a quantitative analysis of the problem at pres-

were asked to 

describe its 

background  and 

context. Interview 

questions 

corresponding 

to the situation 

theory were: 

What was the 

background for 

launching the 

LPAA and NAZCA?, 

Who were the 

key persons and 

organization’s 

behind the LPAA 

and NAZCA?, 

and, What key 

problems are the 

LPAA and NAZCA 

intended to solve?
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ent and development over time, causes of the problem, and even extrapolation 
into the future if the gap is left to grow. Second, an “institutional dimension” 
represents institutional change in global climate governance towards a “bot-
tom-up” and flexible structure, creating a conducive environment under the 
workstream 2 of the ADP for non-state and subnational actors to be further 
involved in the UNFCCC. It would however not have been possible without the 
“groundswell” of non-state and subnational climate action, emerging outside 
the UNFCCC. Third, the “leadership dimension” represents the importance of 
leadership by individuals and organizations, that for different reasons believed 
in increasing the visibility of non-state and subnational climate action, pulling 
it closer to the UNFCCC process to influence governments. The LPAA was thus 
the result of three dimensions involving multiple agents and processes con-
verging around a common denominator and inserted at a “fortuitous moment 
in history” (Sanderson 2000, 445).

7.4.2 Causal theory
This section describes the causal theory of the LPAA including the in-
put and activities, outputs, outcomes and mechanisms underpinning 
the LPAA.12 

Inputs: “Inputs” are the financial, human, material or other resourc-
es made available to an intervention, and the “activities” carried out 
to reach a desired end (Coryn et al. 2011, 202). The main input into 
the LPAA by the Quartet was to dedicate staff and provide high-lev-
el symbolic support. The steering group – consisting of high-ranking 
officials from the Quartet – gave strategic leadership and diplomatic 
leverage to the LPAA. The Quartet also dedicated staff for LPAA-relat-
ed activities, including hiring of external consultants to support the 
regular personnel (Interview 7). The main task of the LPAA-staff was 
to build momentum around non-state and subnational climate action 
through various activities such as organizing meetings and telephone 
conferences, sharing information, aligning announcements, identify-
ing gaps, synergies and duplications amongst existing initiatives, and 
getting people on the same line (Interview 7, 8 and 10). For the UNSG’s 
office in particular, this work had already begun with the Abu Dha-
bi Ascent and the New York Climate Summit, where it “secured ini-
tiatives and worked with partners to secure them, sometimes at the 
11th hour” (Interview 2 and 8). For ongoing and more institutional-
ized initiatives, the LPAA-staff could take on an advising role, joining 
meetings and supporting when needed, where as in other less mature 

12. Interview 

questions 

corresponding to 

the causal theory 

were: By which 

mechanisms 

should the LPAA 

and NAZCA solve 

these [note: 

defined under 

situation theory] 

problems? To 

what extent did 

the LPAA and 

NAZCA represent 

the best possible 

outcome? What 

could have been 

strengthened 

in the design of 

the program? 

What events 

and activities 

took place during 
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initiatives, their role could be more hands-on. In at least one case the 
UNSG’s office hosted a de facto secretariat to keep up the momentum 
of an initiative that lacked an “institutional home” (Interview 7). The 
initiatives were show-cased at events in parallel to COP21 in Paris, in-
cluding a high-level meeting on climate action called the “Action Day” 
and a full week of “LPAA Focus Thematic Events” consisting of sev-
en days of different activities around the LPAA’s 12 focus areas (LPAA 
2015). The Action Day featured keynote addresses and panel-debates with dig-
nitaries from governments, companies, civil society and the entertainment in-
dustry. The Thematic Events were to provide publicity and show-case “ma-
jor” commitments and initiatives for each action area (LPAA 2015). Besides 
the LPAA-staff, a wide variety of organizations were enlisted to support the 
work of the Quartet. For example, the UN’s Food and Agriculture Organiza-
tion (FAO) co-organized the agriculture theme together with France, and the 
Climate and Clean Air Coalition (CCAC), a multi-stakeholder initiative, orga-
nized the sessions on short-lived climate pollutants. A similar strategy of en-
gaging several organizations was used by the UNFCCC Secretariat to populate 
NAZCA with data. The Secretariat sourced data on commitments from seven 
different data-providers instead of going through the cumbersome process of 
data-gathering themselves, making it into a “meta-registry” with data from 
other registries. Finally, input and activities to the LPAA came from external 
stakeholders (Interview 2). For instance, the Galvanizing the Groundswell of 
Climate Actions (GCCA) network, contributed with analysis and reports on cli-
mate actions by non-state and subnational actors as well as arranging meet-
ings and advising on, among other issues, the structure of NAZCA (Interview 
1 and 2). Also, in 2014, a team of researchers from Yale University – also part 
of the GCCA – started to assess the mitigation potentials of cooperative initia-
tives, in particular those coming out of the Climate Summit (Hsu et al. 2015). 
Their work was picked up by partners in the LPAA and asked by the Quartet, in 
particular France and the UNFCCC Secretariat, to provide analysis on the size 
and potential impact of the individual commitments and cooperative initia-
tives parts of NAZCA throughout 2015 (Interview 2; Hsu et al. 2016).

Outputs: “Outputs” are the immediate outcomes of an intervention (Coryn et 
al. 2011, 202). The LPAA intended to seed and cultivate new and existing cli-
mate action (Interview 1). During the preceding Summits to the LPAA, the Abu 
Dhabi Ascent and the New York Climate Summit, a number of new initiatives 
were announced. During the Climate Summit for instance, over 50 different 
“climate actions” in the shape of commitments, partnerships and action plans 
(Chan, Falkner, et al. 2015). The LPAA intended to build directly on these and 

the LPAA and 

NAZCA? Did the 

implementation 

of the LPAA and 

NAZCA go as 

planned?
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foster new initiatives with a view to make new announcement throughout the 
year before COP21 and in particular during the Action Days. The LPAA thus 
relied on a series of feed-back mechanisms to kick in between the increased 
visibility and recognition of non-state and sub-national climate actions, and 
the creation and reporting of new initiatives and commitments. Raising the 
awareness of what non-state actors and sub-national actors would inspire 
more actions.

Outcomes: “Outcomes” are the expected changes to come from the input, ac-
tivities and outputs (Coryn et al. 2011, 202). The LPAA’s outputs can be divided 
into short-term, intermediate and long-term outcomes targeting three dif-
ferent types of actors. First, targeting UNFCCC Parties, the LPAA was expected 
to contribute to an agreement being signed in Paris and eventually have them 
increase their GHG mitigation ambition levels. Second, targeting cooperative 
initiatives and non-state and subnational climate action, the LPAA was ex-
pected to spur new initiatives as well as improving their performance, inclu-
siveness and scale. Third, the LPAA targeted individual non-state actors, to 
join cooperative initiatives or initiate new ones, as well as, committing to vol-
untary climate actions. The expected long-term outcomes (or impacts) – to 
bridge the emission gap – followed two different yet interlinked trajectories. 
First, an indirect trajectory where cooperative initiatives and commitments 
support governments to achieve, increase or accelerate their national climate 
actions (Interview 7). For instance, the Nordic Council – an intergovernmental 
organization for Nordic states – commissioned a report before COP21 identi-
fying initiatives that aligned with their interested which they could support to 
help them deliver on their targets (Interview 7; Harrison et al. 2014). Second, 
the direct trajectory expects initiatives to generate outputs independently of 
government action (Interviews 7 and 8) in order to bridge the gap.

Mechanisms: In an intervention theory, there need to be “mechanisms” link-
ing inputs, outputs and outcomes, i.e. explaining how A causes B (Coryn et al. 
2011, 203; Astbury and Leeuw 2010). The LPAA’s key mechanism was aware-
ness-raising about non-state and subnational climate action. If countries 
could see that companies and cities engage in climate action, they would feel 
more inclined taking ambitious climate action themselves and negotiate a deal 
in Paris. Awareness raising would also contribute to creating a “positive mo-
mentum” around the negotiations, encouraging more actors to join cooper-
ative initiatives and make commitments. Moreover, trust-building played an 
important role when crafting new cooperative initiatives in order to mitigate 
fears of free-riding. For instance, in some industries sector-wide approaches 
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are more likely to succeed since mitigating GHGs may require large invest-
ments costs for the individual firm which then risks losing competitiveness. 
Using the convening and linking power of the parties in the Quartet and UN 
organizations as neutral mediators, new alliances were to become possible, 
even mobilizing entire sectors (interview 7 and 8). 

A more contested mechanism emerging from the LPAA and NAZCA was the 
role of monitoring, reporting and assessments. One interviewee mentioned 
that at several occasions, the prospect of using the NAZCA for aggregating and 
evaluating the performance of non-state and subnational climate actions was 
not encouraged by governments (Interview 2). The purpose of the LPAA and 
NAZCA was clearly to “show-case and build momentum” not to be an arbiter 
for non-state and subnational climate action (Interview 2). The LPAA’s Vision 
and Approach document mentions the ambition to support the “monitoring, 
governance and implementation mechanisms” of cooperative initiatives but 
does not put any activities in place to do so. Neither did the UNFCCC Secre-
tariat have the capacity or mandate to assess the impact or effectiveness of 
the entries to NAZCA. However, monitoring and assessments tasks were taken 
up by actors external to the process, such as think-tanks and academics. The 
GGCA, for instance, argued that an evaluative component would be necessary 
to create credibility, facilitate accountability, and allow for benchmarking and 
identification of best-practices (Chan, van Asselt, et al. 2015; Widerberg and 
Pattberg 2015c). It provided an “independent analysis” of 72 LPAA initiatives 
(GGCA 2015), members of the GCCA were commissioned by the French Pres-
idency to provide figures on how large the “groundswell” of climate action 
was, and the Swedish think-tank Fores released a report on climate action 
by companies based on data collected from NAZCA (Widerberg and Pattberg 
2015a). Monitoring and reporting could also benefit trust-building and cred-
ibility of the process in the long-term, for as one interviewee noted, orga-
nizations joining cooperative initiatives want to see progress for the money 
they spend (Interview 7 and 9). Some NGOs who are weary of green-washing 
also welcome more transparency. On the other hand, creating overly onerous 
monitoring mechanisms risked hampering enthusiasm for climate actions 
among non-state actors, as well as, dampen innovation and experimentation 
(Interview 7, 8 and 9; Chan, van Asselt, et al. 2015). Developing a monitoring 
and reporting mechanism thus had to strike a balance between transparency 
and trust-building on the one hand, and risk slowing down the momentum by 
scaring off prospective actors and initiatives, on the other. 
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Finally, beyond the direct causal mechanisms, the causal theory of the LPAA 
also relied on functioning feed-back mechanisms (dotted arrows in Figure 7 1). 
Positive feed-back mechanisms were expected to start moving as the number 
and breadth of actions and initiatives were increased. By continuously feeding 
NAZCA, others would more likely to join an initiative or take on commitments. 

7.4.3 Normative theory
Normative theory provides “the rationale and justification for the program 
structure” (Chen 1989, 391). In the case of the LPAA, one can better speak of 
multiple normative theories. While the Quartet appeared to share the basic 
idea that supporting non-state and subnational climate initiatives and com-
mitments is something “good”, there was some contestation on structure 

and content.13 For instance, there were arguments about exactly how 
NAZCA should be structured, what content it should have, whether the 
information was easy or difficult to access, and whether it was useful 
or not for policy-makers and negotiators (Interview 2 and 4). Partners 
in the Quartet also debated what categories and sectors that should be 
used and receive publicity in the LPAA (Interview 7) and which cooper-
ative initiatives that should be featured (Interview 8). Internal politics 
and bureaucratic difficulties to get all the Quartet partners to agree on 
how to proceed with the LPAA seems to have hampered progress, at 
least during the beginning of 2016. 

13. Interview 

questions 

corresponding 

to the normative 

theory were: 

Were there any 

obstacles or 

organizations 

hindering or 

questioning the 

LPAA and NAZCA? 

Are you satisfied 

with the final 

outcome of the 

LPAA and NAZCA 

and the role it 

played leading 

up to the Paris 

Agreement?
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7.5 The intervention theory of the LPAA
Figure 7-1 below represents the full intervention theory for the LPAA. It con-
nects the actors and activities with the expected output and short, intermedi-
ate and long-term outcomes.

 Figure 7-1 Complete intervention theory

OUTPUTS

ACTIVITIES

ACTORS

INITIAL
OUTCOMES

INTERMEDIATE
OUTCOMES

LONG-TERM
OUTCOMES
(IMPACTS)

•   The Quartet
•   Other UN Principals
•   Cooperative initiatives
•   Other non-state and     
     sub-national actors

•   The Quartet

•   UNFCCC Secretariat
•   External data providers
     (e.g. CDP, Compact of
     Mayors and Climate
     Bonds Initiative

•   External actors 
     (e.g. Galvanizing the
     Groundswell of
     Climate Action networks
     and Yale University)

Organize events
•   Other UN Principals
•   Cooperative initiatives
•   Other non-state and     
     sub-national actors

Support initiatives and
commitments
•   Convene meetings
•   Supply administrative
     assistance
•   Identify and bring
     relevant stakeholders
     together

New cooperative
initiatives started

More individual climate
commitments made and
reported by non-state and
sub-national actors

Increased visibility,
publicity and recognition
for non-state and sub-
national climate action

States to sign global
agreement in Paris

More ambitious climate
action by UNFCCC Parties 
vis-à-vis status quo 

More GHG mitigation by
non-state and sub-
national actors vis-à-vis
status quo

Closing the gap between the current emission trajectory and 
the decarbonization necessary to reach the global target

Causal mechanism Feedback mechanism

Gather and publish data
•   Create and manage the
     Non-State Actors
     Zone for Climate Action
     (NAZCA)

Analysis and assessment
•   Analyse the outputs,
     outcomes and impacts
     of the LPAA initiatives
     and NAZCA
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The full intervention theory shows how the ultimate goal of the LPAA rely on 
a series of actors and micro-steps. Mobilizing new initiatives and actors to 
take on new commitments required the Quartet to be successful in its support-
ing mechanisms (convening meetings, supply administrative assistance, etc.). 
However, it relied on external actors such as other UN agencies to support with 
arranging events, as well as, gather, publish and analyze data to create the 
visibility needed to inspire more climate actions. The intervention theory in-
clude positive feed-back loops between the increased visibility and recognition 
of non-state and sub-national actors and new initiatives and commitments 
being made. When these outputs are created then the pressure mounts on gov-
ernments to sign a global deal in Paris which in turn would create more ambi-
tious national climate action. Alternatively, non-state and sub-national actors 
could skip the initial outcome step including governments and instead miti-
gate GHG-emissions directly. In both cases, the ultimate impact is expected to 
reduce the emissions gap. 

The intervention theory also show how multiple pathways of orchestration 
are expected to function simultaneously. The indirect trajectory, including the 
signing of the Paris Agreement, suggests that orchestrators were trying to 
manage states by shaping their preferences, using non-state and sub-national 
actors as intermediaries. The direct trajectory, where initiatives were used to 
mitigate GHG emissions, suggests that the orchestrators were trying to bypass 
states by enlisting initiatives that target non-state and sub-national actors 
directly (Abbott et al. 2015, 10). Evaluating the LPAA as an orchestration at-
tempt by using the intervention theory could thus generate insights regarding 
what type of orchestration that works best. Unveiling lack of a coherent nor-
mative theory underpinning the LPAA also suggest that orchestration could be 
a messy and hoc rather than a rational and linear process. Evaluating the per-
formance of the LPAA requires the evaluator to demonstrate causality at each 
step and isolate the effects of the intervention, separating the different types 
of orchestration at play. Considering these challenges together with the intri-
cate structure and long (assumed) causal chain between intervention’s input 
and the long-term outputs, it will be cumbersome to tie the influence of the 
LPAA to any future reductions in the emissions gap.
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7.6 Conclusions
This chapter reconstructs the intervention theory of the LPAA, providing a 
foundation for future evaluations of its performance. The intervention theory 
elucidates the assumptions of how the LPAA, conceptualized as an orchestra-
tion attempt, is expected to work and reveals how an evaluator could navigate 
the difficult task to assess its performance. The chapter suggests a more de-
tailed pathway for evaluating the impact of the LPAA and its associated events 
than perhaps currently offered by evaluations that primarily focus on the rise 
and design of cooperative initiatives. Each arrow between the boxes – denot-
ing an assumed causal mechanism – in the complete intervention theory (see 
Figure 7 1) would have to be demonstrated empirically. Considering that the 
LPAA is continuing to function after COP21 in Paris, an evaluation using a TBE 
framework could yield important practical insight for how to improve the pro-
cess. For instance, if one can show how and what the Quartet did to support the 
startup of new and strengthening of existing cooperative initiatives, and what 
the results were of their work, then that would generate important lessons for 
how to carry out this work in the future. This requires not only looking at why 
and how cooperative initiatives emerge and are strengthened, but also to what 
extent international organizations and governments can support this process.
This chapter also provides a basis for empirically evaluating the performance 
of orchestration as a mode of governance. It thus moves one step beyond pre-
vious writings, which have done an excellent work in mapping under what 
conditions orchestration occurs, who engages in orchestration and what or-
chestration techniques are available (e.g. Abbott et al. 2015; Hale and Roger 
2014). 

The intervention theory of the LPAA shows that the link between the key prob-
lem – countries are not prepared to commit to sufficiently ambitious climate 
action – and the solution – showcasing non-state climate action – is depen-
dent on a sequence of micro-steps, involving public and private actors and nu-
merous assumption of behavior in global climate governance. First, the eval-
uator has to show that the LPAA indeed supported or created existing or new 
initiatives, which otherwise would not have happened. Previous assessments 
of, for example, the initiatives announced at the Climate Summit in 2014, have 
struggled with identifying truly new initiatives (Interview 3). Few came out 
of nowhere, and several were simply rebranding or sub-initiatives of ongoing 
initiatives (Ibid.). Second, are the initiatives generating outputs in line with 
what they promise? What explains these outcomes and are there significant 
side-effects? Third, are the outputs leading to direct or indirect reductions in 
GHG emissions? Fourth, can the outputs of the initiatives be clearly linked to 
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changes in the ambitions levels of national policy and the NDC’s? Only if all 
the four micro-steps can be causally linked, is the LPAA as an orchestration 
attempt successful. 

Finally, interventions using orchestration are often portrayed as “rational ac-
tions” where a causal chain of action and output are expected to lead to a de-
sired outcome (Stame 2004). However, this chapter has shown how the LPAA 
only works if there is a convergence of events, interests and motivations. 
Goals, visions and ambitious were formulated without providing the necessary 
inputs and activities to realized them. Instead, external actors (to the Quartet) 
influenced the process heavily, for instance, by providing organizational and 
convening support, monitoring and analysis, assessing the action and com-
mitments made. The sheer amount of actors involved in formulating and im-
plementing the LPAA, all with their own motivations, interests and theories 
of change, increases the likelihood for unforeseen outcomes. It also makes it 
more difficult to attribute changes in the system, such as increased amounts of 
initiatives, to specific actors, actions or outputs in the LPAA. Perhaps the big-
gest feat of the LPAA to date has been the mobilization of the UN system and 
affiliated organizations, cooperative initiatives, non-state and subnational ac-
tors, and governments towards a common goal, without getting bogged down 
by the diplomatic process and competing national interests which often are 
blamed for the slow progress in global climate governance. However, the re-
liance on all these actors introduces complexity into the intervention theory 
characterized by multiple and interconnected logics, posing great challenges 
for the evaluator to use an intervention theory approach. Nevertheless, I argue 
that this chapter provides a first step towards generating a sound understand-
ing of how the performance LPAA could be evaluated by having opened the 
black box between its input and outputs.







8.
CONCLUSIONS
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 T HIS THESIS SET out to explore structure, performance, and coordi-
nation in a fragmented global climate governance system. This work 
is meant to contribute to these areas by developing new methods for 

empirically measuring fragmentation using network theory, by suggesting an 
evaluation framework using multiple criteria for performance taking frag-
mentation into account, and by suggesting a new way to evaluate coordination 
attempts. The following sections summarize the main findings. 

8.1 Key findings

8.1.1 Mapping and measuring fragmentation
All governance systems are to some extent fragmented and can be situated 
on a continuum ranging from integrated to fragmented (see chapters 2 and 
3). Fragmentation is thus a quality of the global climate governance system 
that, in theory, could be measured. I argue that fragmentation can be mea-
sured empirically using network analysis by connecting cooperative initiatives. 
Chapter 3 suggests connecting cooperative initiatives via shared membership, 
i.e. if two cooperative initiatives have the same member, then they are con-
nected. The connecting members are central nodes in the network through 
which, for example, resources such as information and knowledge flow be-
tween the different communities. By revealing the connections between dif-
ferent cooperative initiatives, a structure emerges, allowing for identification 
of clusters and fragmentation. Using this way of mapping global climate gov-
ernance could help pinpoint interesting nodes or clusters of nodes where, for 
example, the risk of double-counting is great. The benefits of this approach 
go beyond practical issues, however, and could also be used for testing claims 
regarding structure in global climate governance such as the level of frag-
mentation or polycentricity. Proponents of polycentrism, for example, regard 
horizontal structures with multiple centers of authority as superior to mono-
centric hierarchical structures (Cole 2015; Ostrom 2010b). Substantiating such 
claims, however, requires an analytical distinction between what is meant by 
a polycentric and a monocentric system, which network analysis can help an-
alyze.

The illustrative example of a network in chapter 3, connects public institu-
tions and suggests that the global climate governance system is not partic-
ularly fragmented but rather tightly knit, with short paths between different 
nodes. This means that resources, knowledge and information could in theory 
travel fast through the network. The key nodes act as potential gatekeepers 
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for controlling the flows and include countries (e.g. Germany and the United 
Kingdom), regions (e.g. California and Quebec), and cities (e.g. Barcelona and 
Malmö).

8.1.2 Evaluating performance
Chapters 4 to 6 evaluate the performance of the global climate governance sys-
tem by focusing on transnational climate governance and cooperative initia-
tives. The relationship between cooperative initiatives and the UNFCCC comes 
to the fore, particularly in terms of legitimacy and accountability. Chapter 4 
sets out to create a baseline for what is known about performance in trans-
national climate governance. It surveys five different databases, examining 
what data are available for analyzing the performance of cooperative initia-
tives. At first glance, the databases show an impressive amount of actions and 
actors involved. The Climate Initiatives Platform, for instance, comprises 222 
initiatives14 performing various functions and attracting a broad range 
of members from all sectors of society. The databases show that in-
ternational organizations, academics, and consultancies are starting to 
gather basic data for the different types of initiatives available in the 
global climate governance system and what functions they perform. 
This provides much descriptive information on cooperative initiatives, 
such as type, members, year of initiation, function, and thematic focus. 
Such information helps analysts to analyze the structure of the global 
climate governance system. For instance, urban climate action, climate 
finance, and MRV are far more popular thematic areas than energy ac-
cess and carbon capture and storage (Widerberg, Pattberg, and Kris-
tensen 2016); the vast majority of actors in cooperative initiatives are from 
developed countries (Bansard, Pattberg, and Widerberg 2016; Chan et al. 2016; 
Roger, Hale, and Andonova 2015); and more multinational companies engage 
in transnational climate action than small and medium-sized companies (Wi-
derberg and Pattberg 2015b). 

Currently available data are of little use for examining the effects achieved, 
however. They lack information on both direct GHG reductions and other indi-
rect effects, as well as ways of monitoring and reporting on the activities and 
impacts of cooperative initiatives. The review also reveals another important 
data gap concerning cooperative initiatives, namely how they connect to each 
other and with the UNFCCC. Clearly, each cooperative initiative does not oper-
ate in an institutional vacuum, but rather interacts with existing institutions 
and initiatives. Eventually, this could have several important implications for 
evaluating the performance of global climate governance, e.g. the possibility of 

14. Since writing 

chapter 4, the 

number has been 

updated from 

180 to currently 

222 cooperative 

initiatives, 

comprising over 

300,000 individual 

actors.
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double-counting. Consider, for example, cities or companies that participate in 
multiple cooperative initiatives. If they record their achievements on all initia-
tives, then simply aggregating the effects of all cooperative initiatives consti-
tutes double-counting. It may also lead to attribution problems. For instance, 
if a city successfully reduces its GHG emissions, is this primarily an effect of 
the national government policy of the country in which the city is located, or 
could it be explained by the participation in a cooperative initiative? This may 
also raise additionality questions: are actions by cities and companies addi-
tional to national policy-making or simply part of the implementation of na-
tional policy? If not, then they have limited ability to close the gap between 
current national ambition levels and the decarbonization pathways required 
for a 2˚C target. A remedy to the problems of double-counting, attribution, 
and additionality would be an improved understanding of how different coop-
erative initiatives interlink. 

Chapter 5 develops a multi-criteria framework for evaluating the potential ef-
fectiveness, legitimacy, and institutional fit of nine cooperative initiatives. In 
doing so, it considers three different aspects of fragmentation and argues that 
effectiveness is not enough for understanding performance in a fragmented 
global climate governance system. Effectiveness is evaluated by examining 
whether membership in the cooperative initiative includes the key actors nec-
essary to address the problem at hand, and, second, whether they have the 
resources available to address the problem. Overall, the results were positive, 
suggesting that membership constellations and resource availability should be 
sufficient, providing the initiatives with at least the potential to address the 
problems they were designed to solve. Legitimacy was measured by examin-
ing the decision-making procedures of the cooperative initiatives and whether 
there was sufficient public information to hold cooperative initiatives account-
able for their actions. The cooperative initiatives in the study showed varying 
results where there was a clear difference in decision-making power between 
states and non-state actors, where the former tended to retain final say in 
important issues. Overall, the initiatives provided limited access to informa-
tion. Finally, the institutional fit examined the match between the cooperative 
initiative’s stated goals and the core norms of the UNFCCC, and whether the 
initiative filled a function gap. Again, the overall results suggest that there are 
few direct conflicting norms and that they do fill important governance gaps, 
despite some overlaps between cooperative initiatives. 
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The sixth chapter delves deeper into the question of accountability as a mea-
sure for performance, attempting to elucidate what the emergence of a trans-
national regime complex for climate change means for accountability. It 
explores the concept of “accountability regimes” that contains the basic ele-
ments of accountability. This section is based on the work of Mashaw (2006, 
118), who argues that an accountability regime may be assessed by asking: who 
is liable or accountable to whom, what are they liable for, through what pro-
cesses is accountability to be assured, by what standards is the putatively ac-
countable behavior to be judged, and what are the potential effects of finding 
that those standards have been breached? Analysts have used these questions 
to formulate ideal types of accountability regimes in which different types 
of actors (private, public, or hybrid) are held accountable for their actions by 
different means (e.g. Chan and Pattberg 2008). A company, for example, is 
held accountable by its shareholders, while a state is held accountable by its 
citizens. The hybridization of global climate governance, however, makes it 
difficult to separate these different regimes, in particular when private and 
public actors begin collaborating in cooperative initiatives (see also Bäckstrand 
2008). Analyzing the structure of the regime complex using data collected un-
der the CONNECT project (see chapter 1, “Research approach, data-collection 
and methodology”), I arrive at three primary accountability challenges. First, 
with global climate governance coming to encompass an increasingly large 
number of actors and institutions, it has become difficult to assess who should 
be accountable to whom. The challenge here is to devise standards and proce-
dures for holding hybrid initiatives to account for their actions, e.g. those in 
the NAZCA database, which in a sense are legitimized by the UNFCCC. Second, 
the limited availability of ex-post data for evaluating the performance of co-
operative initiatives in terms of GHG reductions increases the risk for prob-
lems such as double-counting. However, an accountability regime would also 
have to address the fact that most cooperative initiatives are not geared to-
wards direct mitigation actions. Instead, they aim to provide indirect support 
for decarbonization, such as financing, technology, or know-how. Third, the 
availability and utility of sanctions against cooperative initiatives or against 
their members are poorly understood. Clearly, sanctioning opportunities sim-
ilar to domestic and international settings, such as litigations, may be limited, 
but there is anecdotal evidence that other options exists, such as exclusion or 
naming-and-shaming.
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8.1.3 Coordination and management
The seventh chapter focuses on a new way of coordinating the global climate 
governance system in what has been termed “orchestration.” This is a mode of 
governance that uses an indirect model to induce change (Abbott et al. 2015). 
In the context of global climate governance, orchestration has been suggested 
as a way to strengthen transnational climate governance by including cooper-
ative initiatives to manage and bypass recalcitrant states (Abbott 2014). I pro-
pose a framework for evaluating the Lima-Paris Action Agenda (LPAA), which 
was an orchestration attempt set up by the French COP21 and Peruvian COP20 
presidencies together with the United Nation Secretary General’s office and 
the UNFCCC Secretariat in the run-up to COP21 in Paris in 2015. The chapter 
discusses the challenges of evaluating the LPAA in terms of performance and 
seeks a remedy using a tool from public administration literature called the 
“reconstruction of intervention theory”. It shows how the LPAA is expected 
to function on the basis of a long series of micro-steps involving a wide range 
of actors. The chapter presents some of the assumptions underlying the func-
tioning of orchestration and provides a framework for a more rigorous eval-
uation of it as a mode of governance. It problematizes the rational and linear 
way of thinking in orchestration theory and suggests a way to introduce more 
nuance into the analysis. In particular, I argue that it is very difficult to isolate 
the effects of the LPAA, challenging researchers to develop better conceptual 
and empirical tools for evaluating orchestration and performance in the global 
climate governance system.

8.2 Theoretical and methodological contributions
This thesis contributes to ongoing theoretical debates in the fields of interna-
tional relations and political science on fragmentation in global governance. I 
have focused on climate change but governance systems in other issue areas 
are also going through the same process of institutional densification and pro-
liferation of actors and arenas. For instance, a symposium in the journal Per-
spective on Politics from 2009 discusses regime complexity in trade, human 
rights, intellectual property, security politics, refugee politics, and electoral 
monitoring, providing evidence that “the level of detail and subject matter in 
international agreements have grown exponentially in recent decades” and 
that “[t]he proliferation of international agreements multiplies the number of 
actors and rules relevant for any given decision in international cooperation” 
(Alter and Meunier 2009, 13). In global climate governance, the proliferation 
of transnational actors renders the system even more complex, adding to the 
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stream of new rules and actors that govern climate mitigation. Any theoretical 
contribution made from this thesis may thus also apply to other issue areas 
governed globally.

This thesis heeds the call from several researchers to focus more on sys-
tem-level perspectives and examine interactions between different institu-
tions. According to Zelli (2011), research on fragmentation in global gover-
nance has primarily focused on dyadic overlaps, i.e. the interaction between 
two institutions, instead of focusing on the overarching systems-level. He 
calls for a research agenda that considers the consequences of fragmentation, 
conditions for effectiveness, and management options (Ibid.). Similarly, Bet-
sill and colleagues argue that research on global climate governance should 
focus on linkages: “By focusing attention on the function of linkages and the 
conditions under which different linkages produce improved overall responses 
to climate change (emissions reductions, changed investment paths, more eq-
uitable distributions of the effort, improved adaptation, and so on), as well as 
the circumstances where significant obstacles exist across different initiatives, 
research could enable the designers of climate governance institutions to do 
their job more effectively” (2015, 1). The specific questions they propose are 
similar to those posed in this thesis, recommending study of the position of 
the UNFCCC in the current global climate governance system and the questions 
to what extent the UNFCCC can play a coordinating role, and how to measure 
effectiveness (Betsill et al. 2015, 2). In this context, this thesis make three main 
conceptual, theoretical, and methodological contributions to the academic de-
bate regarding fragmentation in global climate governance.

First, it develops a new conceptual and methodological approach for mapping 
global climate governance systems and measuring fragmentation. In chap-
ter 3, I suggest using shared membership among different international and 
transnational institutions in order to build a network. This makes it possible 
to measure topological statistics such as the centrality of the whole network 
and the presence of any clustering effects. It also enables node-level measure-
ments regarding, for example, which actors are central in the network. Con-
ceptualizing the international system as a network is juxtaposed to perceiving 
the world in terms of hierarchies, or as Bäckstrand succinctly put it: “Networks 
are emblematic for the shift from ‘government’ to ‘governance,’ or from hier-
archical to networked governance” (2008, 74). A network perspective has im-
portant consequences both theoretically and practically. Slaughter argues that 
in a networked world “problems and threats arise because people are too con-
nected, not connected enough, or connected in the wrong ways to the wrong 
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people or things” (2016, 76). Consequently, understanding linkages between 
people, institutions and organizations is imperative for developing theories 
of global governance. By beginning to look at climate governance using net-
work analysis, researchers can start using networks as an analytical tool rather 
than a metaphor (Kahler 2009), establishing a benchmark for understanding 
the structure of the current global climate governance system. Network anal-
ysis, however, remains a “thin” description and linking institutions based on 
shared members or hyperlinks does not equal institutional interaction in the 
ways described by, for instance, Oberthür and Gehring (2011). A link between 
two institutions or actors does not mean that interaction automatically hap-
pens, but instead suggests structural paths where interplay is more likely to 
take place, in particular with regard to exchange of information, norms and 
ideas, as well as standards and commitments. Depicting governance systems 
using network data is thus not a panacea for mapping interlinkages between 
actors, especially when it comes to providing “thick” descriptions, but it could 
be a powerful analytical tool enabling more systematic investigation of insti-
tutional structures compared to current mapping attempts in the literature.

Second, this thesis suggests that fragmentation requires a broad perspective 
on performance (see also Keohane and Victor 2011). Most studies evaluating 
performance in global climate governance look at effectiveness in terms of 
GHG emission reduction or normative aspects such as legitimacy and account-
ability (see chapter 4). I argue that evaluations must consider performance 
along three dimensions, including effectiveness, legitimacy/accountability, 
and institutional fit. The first aspect of performance is effectiveness. While ef-
fectiveness operationalized as GHG reductions is perhaps the most common 
indicator for performance, Chan and colleagues (2015) have shown how out-
put indicators such as producing new rules and keeping promises may also 
be considered. Each indicator has pros and cons. Measuring GHG reductions 
from cooperative initiatives outside the UNFCCC helps establish the extent to 
which they contribute to closing the emission gap (see chapter 4), provid-
ing the additional mitigation that many hope they will have (see chapter 5). 
However, asserting causality is risky in the case of direct emission reductions 
from initiatives and commitments that are often vaguely formulated and only 
indirectly linked to decarbonization. On the other hand, while measuring ef-
fectiveness in terms of output has methodological benefits, it also risks con-
firming the “accountability paradox” (see chapter 6), in which more rules and 
regulations do not necessarily lead to environmental impacts. The second as-
pect of performance is legitimacy and accountability. In chapter 5 I argue that 
focusing exclusively on effectiveness might underestimate the risks of new 
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initiatives undermining the UNFCCC, for instance by stimulating forum-shop-
ping, fostering opaque decision-making procedures and sidelining the core 
norms of the UNFCCC (Eckersley 2012; Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen and McGee 2013; 
Murphy and Kellow 2013). Chapter 6 identifies three accountability challenges 
that emerge with the transnational regime complex for climate change: (1) es-
tablishing the borders of the transnational regime complex for climate change, 
since shifting fragmentation makes it increasingly difficult to understand who 
should be accountable to whom; (2) improving transparency, monitoring, and 
reporting where, at a bare minimum, additionality assessments of different 
climate actions should be ensured and enable identification of clear cases of 
green-washing; and (3) understanding the availability and utility of sanctions. 
The third aspect of performance is institutional fit, meaning how a new insti-
tution corresponds to the norms of the UNFCCC. In chapter 5 I argue that, to 
avoid delegitimizing the UNFCCC, actions and decisions with clear relevance 
to climate change should be taken in accordance with the core norms of the 
UNFCCC. 

The third contribution of the thesis is the examination of orchestration as a 
mode of governance for coordinating the global climate governance system. 
The results suggest that a careful evaluation needs to made in order to estab-
lish whether orchestration really has positive effects. Chapter 7 looks at the 
case of the LPAA, an orchestration attempt to coordinate climate actions by 
sub-national and non-state actors, suggesting that the line between actor in-
terventions and possible outcomes is distinguished by a series of micro-steps 
based on assumptions by the orchestrator. It questions the linear model of or-
chestration and shows that there are expected feedback loops in the system, 
and that linking intervention with outcome will be highly difficult. As a rem-
edy, I suggest restructuring the intervention theory of the LPAA, explicating 
what the assumptions are that must be tested for orchestrations to provide 
meaningful coordination in global climate governance.

8.3 Policy implications
In hindsight, it seems as if the debacle of COP15 in Copenhagen 2015, when 
decision-makers failed to reach an agreement, has created the conditions for 
a more dynamic climate regime. Transnational institutions, including state 
and non-state actors and initiatives, have been given an increasingly im-
portant role by complementing, inspiring, and substituting national climate 
policies. Local authorities create regional carbon markets in places where na-
tional markets fail to materialize, companies adopt internal carbon prices and 
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change their bonus systems for managers to set decarbonization targets, and 
investors divest from fossil fuel industries, funneling more money towards 
low-carbon technologies. In parallel to the UNFCCC, the number of initiatives 
has greatly increased, engaging thousands of new non-state and sub-national 
actors. The changes within the UNFCCC have been even more visible. For ex-
ample, throughout the thesis I have discussed the launch of a series of UN-
FCCC-related processes and instruments with the aim of drawing cooperative 
initiatives closer to the negotiation process, including the Workstream 2 of 
the Durban Platform, Technical Examination Meetings, LPAA and the Global 
Climate Action Platform, the NAZCA, and the CPI. Many of these processes, 
such as NAZCA and the LPAA, were started after my research was underway. 
Consequently, the research subject of the thesis has been continuously evolv-
ing, sometimes frustratingly turning it into a moving target where new in-
sights turned old overnight. However, it also provided ample opportunity to 
engage with decision-makers in real time, and to provide input into ongoing 
processes based on the research (e.g. Chan, van Asselt, et al. 2015; Widerberg 
and Engström Stenson 2013; Widerberg and Pattberg 2015b). In particular four 
implications for policy can be derived from this thesis.

First, the future process of engaging more actors must strike a balance be-
tween inspiring and catalyzing new actions, on the one hand, while creating 
the necessary conditions for monitoring and reporting on ongoing initiatives 
on the other. The main purpose of the LPAA was to create political momentum 
towards COP21 in Paris and showcase, rather than evaluate, the magnitude 
of non-state and subnational climate action. However, moving beyond Paris, 
the focus now shifts from commitment to implementation. For non-state and 
subnational actors to remain credible they must find ways to demonstrate 
their actions. Moreover, non-state actors, for their part, must feel confident 
that they are getting something for their money, and green-washing must be 
weeded out with the UNFCCC playing a role in providing legitimacy and pub-
licity to the right types of initiatives and daring to say no when it cannot safe-
guard credibility.

Second, governments should play a facilitative rather than steering role, en-
couraging and supporting initiatives with political clout and financial, human, 
and organizational resources. Hale (2016) calls this the “catalytic and facili-
tative” model of the UNFCCC, but there is no reason why other international 
players cannot act in the same spirit. For example, in 2014 the UNSG office 
showed that a new type of catalyzing role could be played by the international 
community when it organized the Abu Dhabi Ascent and the Climate Summit 
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in New York, despite having extremely limited resources. Exactly how gov-
ernments can play a facilitative role is an empirical question that requires 
further research and discussion. One possible options is copying the model of 
the LPAA and the Climate Summit at the national and regional levels, creating 
tailor-made processes and engaging other types of actors. In Sweden, for ex-
ample, the government has appointed a national coordinator for climate ini-
tiatives, and in Latin America the Avina Foundation is trying to start a regional 
climate action agenda. These processes will be interesting to follow since they 
may help engage currently underrepresented stakeholder groups such as com-
panies and cities in developing countries as well as small and medium-sized 
businesses. Clearly, the national and regional processes will struggle with the 
same issues as the international processes, but by experimenting and innovat-
ing, new paths may be found.

Third, as more actors engage, it is becoming increasingly important to listen to 
what they need in order to implement actions and take on new commitments. 
There is no clear needs assessment regarding what the international commu-
nity, including the UNFCCC, could do to support ongoing and new initiatives. 
Here I find it important to conduct a more fine-grained analysis between dif-
ferent user groups. For instance, “business” is a highly heterogeneous collec-
tion of companies with different sizes, business models and products. While 
this may seem obvious, these are often misleadingly discussed as one stake-
holder group, with common interests and represented by one voice.
Fourth, it is important not to allow cooperative initiatives and non-state cli-
mate actions to become an excuse for inaction by governments and to back-
track on previous agreements in the UNFCCC. For instance, some Latin Amer-
ican countries have raised concerns about developed countries trying to shirk 
their responsibilities for historic GHG emissions by shifting arenas for nego-
tiating climate governance. This is why issues such as additionality and dou-
ble-counting are important in order to hold governments to account. Gov-
ernments and the UNFCCC remain the core of the global climate governance 
systems, and the only ones with the ability to set global targets, providing 
normative direction for others to follow.

8.4 Directions for future research
In this final section, I reflect on future research directions for mapping and 
measuring fragmentation in global governance systems, evaluating perfor-
mance, and coordinating the system. Finally, I suggest rethinking global gov-
ernance in terms of complex systems. 
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As we have seen, the methods for mapping the structure of global governance 
systems and measuring their structural components are in an embryonic stage. 
Using network analysis, as presented in chapter 3, is a promising technique, 
but is not without problems. Finding other linkages between institutions and 
actors in order to automate data-collection would greatly benefit this research 
field. Moreover, broadening the discussion beyond climate change to compare 
its structure with other issue areas could also be of interest.

Second, while numerous studies have shown how new institutions may help 
with global climate governance, there is a major gap in our understanding of 
which variables that make an initiative successful or unsuccessful. In partic-
ular, this concerns understanding how effective orchestration attempts can 
assist existing and new initiatives. Some of this work has been started (e.g. 
Pattberg and Widerberg 2016b) but there remains a significant gap in the mi-
cro-foundations for creating successful cooperative initiatives.

Third, due to the increasing number of actors and institutions, establishing 
causation in global governance systems is becoming increasingly complicated. 
Evaluation methods that take complicated effects such as feedback loops and 
non-linear behavior into account must be developed, as linear models of cause 
and effect are not always appropriate for global governance systems. The cur-
rent global climate governance system shows the extent to which governments 
find more ways to pursue their interests internationally by setting up new co-
alitions. The international relations field must assist governments and other 
actors in developing and implementing policy for this increasingly networked 
world. Network analysis and evaluation theory, which studies “complex as-
pects of interventions” (Rogers 2008), may provide useful lenses through 
which to view this complex situation. This leads into the subject of the final 
section of this thesis: rethinking global governance in terms of a complex sys-
tem featuring complex behavior.

Complex systems thinking, as we have seen, addresses how natural and social 
systems function (for a political science application, see Jervis 1997), empha-
sizing non-linearity, emergence, self-organization, and open systems (Byrne 
and Callaghan 2013; Bousquet and Curtis 2011). The global climate governance 
system may be seen as a complex system comprised of many and disparate 
new actors and arenas (see Pattberg and Widerberg 2016a, for a longer devel-
opment of this argument). Various studies have begun to examine socio-eco-



165

Conclusions

logical systems using concepts from complexity theory, and a handful of au-
thors have made the link between regime theory and complex systems in the 
past (e.g. Hoffman 2006; Folke et al. 2005).

Integrating complex systems with a relational ontology and sociology would 
add an interesting theoretical perspective grounded in the social sciences. In 
his “Manifesto for Relational Sociologists,” Emirbayer states that “Relational 
theorists reject the notion that one can posit discrete, pregiven units such as 
the individual or society as ultimate starting points of sociological analysis […] 
Individual persons, whether strategic or norm following, are inseparable from 
the transactional contexts within which they are embedded” (1997, 287). In 
the context of global climate governance, the focus for the researcher should 
not be on the individual actors or their interactions, but on their transactions. 
Units in the analysis derive their very meaning and identity from the transac-
tions in which their engaged (Emirbayer 1997, 287). For various reasons, this 
thesis leaves the germ of a transactional perspective on global governance un-
explored, but I believe this could provide a promising avenue for future theory 
development, in particular in combination with concepts and methods from 
complexity theory. 
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B.1 ANNEX 1: Operationalization of assessment framework to 
 chapter 5 ”International Cooperative Initiatives in global 
 climate governance: Raising the ambition level or    
 delegitimizing the UNFCCC?”
This scoreboard describes the six assessment criteria in detail, outlines the 
criteria for the scoring, and motivates each score given in Table 5-3 (results 
from scoring) in chapter 5. The numbering of the scores is by columns, i.e. 1.1 
indicates the first column and first row, 1.2 indicates first column and second 
row.

1. Actors
For an ICI to have any relevance and potential effectiveness, it should include 
the actors causing the problem. For example, if the goal of the initiative is to 
address global GHG emissions then the majority of the GHG emitters should be 
part of the ICI. 

Score Criteria

•••••
Actors included are responsible for 81 – 100 % of the problem (or solution) the ICI 
aims to address

••••
Actors included are responsible for 61 – 80 % of the problem (or solution) the ICI 
aims to address

•••
Actors included are responsible for 41 – 60 % of the problem (or solution) the ICI 
aims to address

••
Actors included are responsible for 21 – 40 % of the problem (or solution) the ICI 
aims to address

•
Actors included are responsible for 0 – 20 % of the problem (or solution) the ICI aims 
to address

-
Unable to make an assessment due to lack of data, unclear information or other 
issues

Note: in absence of exact numbers the authors have made an estimation based on available information.

1.
1.1. Participating countries account for 80 % of global (energy related) CO2 emis-

sions (OECD/IEA 2011). 
1.2. Participating countries account for 80 % of global GHG emissions and 90 % of 

global clean energy investment (CEM 2014b).
1.3. R20 affiliated regions have a good geographical cover but are participating 

through proxy membership, i.e. regions are part of organizations which in turn 
are members of R20.

1.4. Participating countries represent the vast majority of renewable energy pro-
ducing and consuming countries however with the notable exceptions of Brazil, 
but also Russia and Canada. Brazil received more than 45 % of its energy from 
renewable sources and is the world’s second largest producer of ethanol (RFA 
2013). Exact numbers are missing.
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1.5. The partnership include a few of the world’s largest food and beverage compa-
nies but omits most of the multinationals with a possibly large production and 
use of refrigeration units including Heineken, Nestlé, Diageo, SABMiller, and 
Anheuser Busch Inbev. Exact numbers are missing.

1.6. SLCPs are increasingly a problem in the Arctic region, Africa and Asia (UNEP 
2011b). While all Arctic countries are represented in the partnership, the ma-
jority a African and Asian countries, including China, are not members. Exact 
numbers are missing.

1.7. The LowCVP is a national partnership limited to the UK. While it may cover the 
relevant national actors, it is a national not an international cooperative initia-
tive.

1.8. All relevant UN agencies working on forestry are involved.
1.9. Participating countries account for approximately 70 % of global methane 

emissions from the targeted sources (GMI 2014b).

2. Resources
The criterion on resources assesses the financial and technical capacity of the 
initiative to fulfill its goals. The financial capacity is measured by checking 
if the financial pledges and contributions made by members are on par with 
the goals of the initiative. Initiatives with knowledge sharing and networking 
goals are assumed to need less funding than technological initiatives aiming to 
launch projects. The technical capacity is assessed by looking at the constella-
tion of the partners, e.g. do they include scientific partners? and to what extent 
the ICI’s technical capacity is on par with other equivalent organizations.

Score Criteria

•••••
The financial and technical capacity of the organization to address the problem at 
hand are excellent 

••••
The financial and technical capacity of the organization to address the problem at 
hand is near excellent 

•••
The financial and technical capacity to address the problem at hand is present but 
insufficient 

••
There are clear gaps in the financial and technical capacity of the organization to 
address the problem at hand

• There is no financial or technical capacity to address the problem at hand

-
Unable to make an assessment due to lack of data, unclear information or other 
issues

2. 
2.1. Participating countries account for 85 % of global GDP, 75 % of global trade 

(G20 2014).
2.2. Participating countries account for 90 % of global clean energy investments.
2.3. Assuming that all 560 members pay the basic membership fee of US $ 1000, 

the financial capacity amounts to US $ 5.6 million on an annual basis. This 
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should be more than adequate for the goals of the R20 – to match private and 
public actors interested in clean energy investments – and cover activities such 
as hosting conferences, maintaining a secretariat, a webpage and a repository 
with projects and investors. The goals of the organization do not require large 
technical capacity.

2.4. IRENA is not on par with a comparable agency, the IEA, regarding analytical 
and advisory capacity which are central goals for the organization (Roehrkaster 
and Westphal 2014).

2.5. RN’s most important goal – to “make a substantial effort or investment to 
progressively replace fluorocarbons with natural refrigerants” – is difficult 
to quantify but considering the size of the member companies, the Coca-Cola 
Company, Unilever, Red Bull, and PepsiCo, the financial and technical capacity 
should be adequate.

2.6. The information on the CCAC’s financial capacity is patchy. The US and Canada 
pledged to spend US$ 12 million and Canada US $3 million respectively to get 
the CCAC going (Broder 2012). In 2013, Norway pledged about US$ 20 million 
to reduce SLCPs in developing countries (IISD 2013a). According to a Wikipedia 
article (2014), the total amount pledged to the CCAC is USS 47 million. More-
over, in 2013, the CCAC awarded US$1.4 million to support clean cook stoves, 
US$1.6 million to the brick kilns initiative, and US$ 400,000 was committed to 
assist cities in reducing methane emissions from landfill (IISD 2013b). In 2014, 
an investment of US $ 10 million was announced to the CCAC’s work (UNEP 
2014c). The financial capacity seems more than adequate for the CCAC’s softer 
goals are including raising awareness and improve scientific understanding. 
However, it is difficult to assess whether the funding is sufficient for the more 
action oriented goals of the CCAC such as funding demonstration projects. The 
CCAC’s broad focus however, may dilute the financial support to scattered proj-
ects rather than focused interventions. From a technical perspective, the CCAC 
has managed to attract world leading researchers and partner up with highly 
renowned scientific intuition, making it possible to leverage the brain trust di-
rectly from within the partnership.

2.7. The LowCVP may have the adequate technical and financial resources to carry 
out its objectives on a national level, however, internationally, the partnership 
lacks the network and partners for cross border activities.

2.8. In its communication, the partnership hints towards a lack of resources for 
carrying out its work and to safeguard the continuation of the partnership (CPF 
2013).

2.9. Over the last four years, the GMI has received around US$ 5 million annually 
from the US alone. In the period 2006 to 2010 the amount was even more to-
wards US$ 10 million annually (Burger et al. 2013). With this money and the 
technical capacity of the members and partner organizations in the GMI, the 
project website lists 987 projects that are directly related to the GMI partner-
ship.16 16. https://www.

globalmethane.

org/activities/

indexact.aspx
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3. Inclusiveness
To increase the possibility of creating an ICI with high (procedural) legitimacy, 
main stakeholders that are affected by the decisions and activities of the ICI 
should have access to the decision-making process. The optimal situation is 
when the recipients or target groups of an ICI’s action are fairly represented 
(or at least have the possibility to become members) in the decision-making 
process and have a formal opportunity to influence the decision-making pro-
cess. It is unavoidable that international and transnational institutions are 
shaped by the power and interest of its members and we therefore refrain from 
trying measure inclusiveness and fairness from some “utopian objective” (Ke-
ohane and Victor 2011, 17) of democratic legitimacy (Bäckstrand 2006). Instead 
we focus on inclusiveness in terms of procedural justice looking at decision-
making procedures in the ICI and if relevant stakeholders are given the op-
portunity to influence the process, targets, norms and objectives according to 
their own interests. 

Score Criteria

•••••
All relevant stakeholders have the possibility to join the ICI and access to de-
cision-making procedures

••••
All relevant stakeholders have the possibility to join the ICI but limited access to the 
decision-making procedures

••• All relevant stakeholders have the possibility to join the ICI

••
Some relevant stakeholders are omitted or excluded from the ICI and/or given limited 
or no opportunity to influence the decision-making process 

•
Key relevant stakeholders are excluded from the ICI and given no opportunity to 
influence the decision-making process

-
Unable to make an assessment due to lack of data, unclear information or other 
issues

3. 
3.1. The G20 has a club-like membership structure only open to states with a cer-

tain level of wealth in terms of GDP. In terms of fossil fuel subsidies, the G20 
includes some of the largest subsidizers in the world, however, it excludes a 
range of countries, in particular from North Africa and the Middle East which 
spend vast amounts on fossil fuel subsidies relative their economy’s size and 
overall spending (Whitley 2013).

3.2. CEM is open for governments from major economies and countries with an 
interest in renewable energy. The member countries, which represents 90 % 
of the world’s investments in renewables are well represented but there is no 
formal inclusion of non-state parties to the ICI. However, the CEM’s mission 
statement is also clear on the benefit of the actors involved, e.g. by noting that 
they are central to the consumption and production of renewable energies. The 
decision-making procedures in CEM are based on what is called ”distributive 
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leadership” where countries join or take a lead in sector specific initiatives. 
3.3. Given its target – ”To help sub-national governments around the world to de-

velop low-carbon and climate resilient economic development projects” – R20 
has an inclusive membership policy where regional governments and other en-
tities are offered to become members (paying a fee, allowed to vote and ex-
clusive for regional governments), partners (non-regional government entities, 
pay corporate fee, and nominate board members to the partner category), or 
observers (no fee or voting rights). Each member is eligible to be elected to the 
R20 Governing Board (overseeing the actions of the organization); allowed to 
vote on matters and influence the direction of the organization; and eligible to 
be nominated to participate in various Advisory Committees(R20 2014). 

3.4. IRENA includes nearly all major renewable energy producing and consuming 
states in the world (see paragraph 1.4.). New member states are welcome to join 
if they adhere to the objectives stipulated in IRENA’s statute. It is, however, an 
intergovernmental organizations and thus closed to major manufacturers, re-
searchers, NGOs and other stakeholder groups which is somehow strange since 
the IRENA’s mission statement clearly emphasize the importance of non-state 
actors as indispensable partners (IRENA 2014). Not only could non-state actors 
bring technical expertise and experience but some renewable energy sources, 
such as biofuels, could have large impacts on vulnerable groups of people which 
risk being excluded from decision-making by not allowing civil society groups 
into the IRENA assembly. Members are each allowed one vote in IRENA’s as-
sembly which is the organization’s main decision-making organ. However, the 
exclusion of non-state stakeholder in the organization’s decision-making pro-
cedures lowers the score on decision-making.

3.5. RN includes three of the largest food and beverage multinational companies 
in the world. RN’s support by UNEP and, in particular, Greenpeace, that long 
waged a campaign targeting the environmental performance of the Coca Cola 
Company (Trumpy 2008), adds legitimacy to the process and a safe-guards for 
green-washing. However, a number of large companies with considerable op-
erations in the food and beverage business are not part of the partnership. The 
decision-making procedures inside the partnership are unclear.

3.6. The CCAC is open to all stakeholders interested and committed to the Frame-
work for the Coalition. States and non-state actors can join if approved by 
States and Regional Economic Integration Organizations (REIO). In particular 
the non-state members shows the breadth of actors involved. While affected 
communities not appear to be directly involved in the CCAC’s organizational 
structure, the countries, through national stakeholder consultations, acknowl-
edges the need to involve a broad set of actors (CCAC 2013a). It is unclear, how-
ever, to what extent these processes are inclusive to the stakeholder groups 
most affected by the actions of the partnership. The main decision-making or-
gans of the CCAC are a working group and a high-level assembly consisting of 
representatives of the partners. The chairing of the Working Groups and the 
Steering Committee, can only be done by States or REIOs, i.e. not non-govern-
mental partners. Voting rights to core functions of the CCAC are also limited to 
states (Lode 2013).

3.7. LowCVP is a national partnership and fails to include any international partner.
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3.8. CPF is a comprehensive partnership in terms of involving the relevant orga-
nizations affected by forestry decisions in the UN system. The CPF is chaired 
by FAO and serviced by the UNFF Secretariat (CPF 2014). It is unclear what the 
decision-making procedures are.

3.9. The GMI is relatively well represented. In their overview of 60 transnational 
climate initiative, Bulkeley and colleagues find that the GMI’s predecessor, 
Methane to Markets, was the only partnership out of a sample of 60, that in-
cluded more than two initiating actors from the Global South (2012). The distri-
bution of projects in terms of numbers is heavily skewed towards Latin America 
and in particular Mexico hosts nearly 45 % of the projects registered in the 
online database (calculations based on data from the GMI’s online project da-
tabase.). GMI is a strongly country driven process with only Partner Countries 
able to join the highest organ of the partnership, the Steering Committee which 
is chaired by the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Non-state actors 
are organized in a Project Network, currently amounting to 1300 partners (da-
tabase accessed 15-April-2014), and invited to attend technical subcommittees 
and participate in the writing of sectoral Action Plans.
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4. Access to information
Access to information could enable greater accountability, legitimacy and 
transparency in global governance (Gupta 2010). While simple disclosure of 
information may be insufficient to spur transformative change, it is a pre-
requisite to engage, empower and allowing stakeholders to participate. Legit-
imacy displays links with effectiveness by acting as a source of rule-compli-
ance (Bäckstrand 2006). Accordingly, if access to information is conducive to 
transparency and legitimacy, then it could also be conducive to greater effec-
tiveness. The criterion is operationalized by assessing the access to informa-
tion to the outside audience by sharing of for example workplans, minutes and 
outcomes, and the opportunities to attend meetings, webinars, workshops or 
other sources of acquiring information on the process. The most obvious place 
to share the information is by uploading it to homepages to the different ICIs 
and is thus our main source of evidence.

Score Criteria

•••••

Full disclosure of actions, implementation, progress reports, funding, ex-ante/
ex-post evaluations, and involved partners. All meetings are open for accredited 
stakeholders, there is full disclosure of deliberations, agendas, outcomes and other 
relevant communications.

••••

Near full disclosure of actions, implementation, progress reports, funding, ex-ante/
ex-post evaluations, and involved partners. Most meetings are open to all accredited 
stakeholders, there is full disclosure of deliberations, agendas, outcomes and other 
relevant communications.

•••

Selected disclosure of actions, implementation, progress reports, funding, ex-ante/
ex-post evaluations, and involved partners. Some meetings are open to all accred-
ited stakeholders, there is some disclosure of deliberations, agendas, outcomes and 
other relevant communications.

••
Limited disclosure of actions, results of implementation, funding, ex-ante/ex-post 
evaluations, and involved partners. Meetings are held in closed sessions, information 
is only provided through press.

•
Actions and results of implementation are not disclosed. Meetings are held in closed 
sessions, information is mainly provided by press. 

-
Unable to make an assessment due to lack of data, unclear information or other 
issues

4. 
4.1. Accreditation to the G20 meetings is only granted to country delegates and me-

dia. Meetings are held in closed sessions and main source of information press. 
At the end of each meeting, an outcome document is published which outlines 
the content of the discussions, decisions and priorities for the members of the 
group. The homepage is rebuilt by every host country which makes information 
on the chronological development of the G20 scattered and incoherent. In the 
2014 version of the G20 homepage, hosted by Australia, a library has been in-
cluded with links to meeting documents from previous sessions. 
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4.2. CEM hosts a rich homepage with information on nearly every aspect of its work. 
It publishes newsletters, reports, and overview of accomplishments. Meetings 
are attended by CEM government delegates, observer organizations, and invited 
stakeholders. Roundtables including business-leaders, energy ministers and 
other energy experts are also convened in conjuncture with the CEM meetings. 
Missing elements are full disclosure of funding of projects and evaluations of 
projects, as well as, a broader attendance to the ministerial meetings.

4.3. R20 maintains a homepage with overviews of projects, news updates and in-
formation on how to join the organization. It is unclear what types of meetings 
that are arrange, how to gain access and communication on decision-making 
processes is missing.

4.4. Documents emerging from the administrative process of IRENA such as de-
cisions, work-programs, news, press releases, etc., are well documented and 
shared on the organization’s homepage. The organization also produces a 
wealth of reports, guidebooks, country fact-sheets that are available on-line. 
Finally it hosts, jointly with the IEA, a database on policies and measures for 
renewable energies, also available free of charge online. Most IRENA meetings 
are open for a wider audience.

4.5. RN does not host larger meetings for a broader audience. The homepage lists 
some major achievements, goals and press material, but the decision-making 
procedures and deliberations are closed for a wider audience. 

4.6. CCAC publishes a wide breadth of scientific and policy reports, newsletters, 
press releases, and Annual Initiative Reports which include the latest news on 
initiatives, budgets, goals and commitments of the partnership. 

4.7. LowCVP is a national partnership and thus not possible to assess from an inter-
national perspective.

4.8. The CPF produces biannual workplans and progress reports which are publicly 
available in each of the six UN languages via the CPF homepage. After each 
UNFF meeting, a statement that represents member’ views is prepared and also 
published. Finally, the CPF has generated a number of policy documents such as 
submission to the Rio +20 meeting, also available online. 

4.9. The GMI homepage hosts a large amount of documents and other information 
on the GMI such as proceedings from the meetings and conferences. An online 
database lists the projects carried out under the objectives of the GMI.
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5. Institutional fit
Institutional fit is similar to what Keohane and Victor call “Coherence” de-
scribed by ”the various specific regimes of a climate change regime complex 
could be compatible and mutually reinforcing; they could be incompatible 
and mutually harmful; or they could be somewhere between these extremes.” 
(2011, 16). Institutions and organizations, such as the ICI’s, could be both ben-
eficial and conflicting with the established organizations in the field leading 
to, what Biermann and colleagues call ”fragmentation” which is omnipresent 
in global governance and manifests itself in three different types: synergistic, 
cooperative and conflicting (Biermann et al. 2009). Their ranking is applies to 
assess the institutional fit of an individual ICI in the global governance archi-
tecture by looking at functional and political overlaps and relations between 
the ICI under scrutiny and existing organizations.

Score Criteria

•••••
Synergistic fragmentation, when institutions are mutually beneficial, integrated, 
display division of labor, and are explicitly supportive of each other

••••
The relationship between institutions is expected to be mutually beneficial but there 
are gaps or overlaps in membership or goals.

•••
Cooperative fragmentation, where the relationship between institutions is ambigu-
ous, not present and the functional goals are not conflicting. 

••
Institutional overlap leading to fragmentation and/or goals have the potential to 
conflict and lead to redundancies. 

•
Conflictive fragmentation, when institutions are unconnected, unrelated de-
cision-making procedures, and conflicting goals, norms and values.

-
Unable to make an assessment due to lack of data, unclear information or other 
issues

5. 
5.1. The focus of the G20 on fossil fuel subsidies rather than other climate change 

issues suggests that the group is taking up tasks that are no addressed else-
where. Although there is a full overlap in membership with the UNFCCC, as 
long as the G20 stick to one issue, they create a situation of synergistic frag-
mentation.

5.2. CEM is one of several organizations and ICIs with the objective to promote the 
spread of renewable energy. The UNFCCC list of ICIs mentions not less than 11 
ICIs with the goal to increase the use of low-carbon energy and promote energy 
efficiency. 

5.3. R20 is one of many organizations working with sub-national governments and 
cities. While regions may be a separate layer of authority, it is unclear how it 
will relate to other levels of authority organized in networks such as Eurocities 
and ICLEI.

5.4. IRENA’s creation has by some observers been called a ”wonder” or ”miracle” 
since organizations are difficult to set up de novo, especially in a fragmented 



199

Supplementary information

governance landscape with competing interests and unavoidable overlaps with 
existing organizations (Roehrkaster and Westphal 2014; Van de Graaf 2013).The 
creation of IRENA thus clearly represent an increasing fragmentation by cre-
ating overlapping institutions motivated by political powerplay rather than a 
clear functional need for such an agency (Van de Graaf 2013). The situation is 
therefore deemed conflictive fragmentation.

5.5. RN only engages non-state actors and its function do not appear to conflict 
with other partnerships or institutions. There may, however, be a functional 
overlap with the work carried out by CCAC to support ”climate-friendly” alter-
natives in commercial refrigeration (CCAC 2012b). 

5.6. The CCAC fills a governance gap in the global climate architecture by focus-
ing on SLCPs. It has the characteristics of a cooperative relationship with the 
UNFCCC on the one hand and the Montreal Protocol on Ozone Depleting Sub-
stances on the other. The relationship between the CCAC and the GMI – an-
other country driven technology partnership that focuses inter alia on methane 
– is unclear even if there is evidence that talks on collaboration has begun. 
The two methane focused initiatives under the CCAC (on Municipal Solid Waste 
and Accelerating Methane and Black Carbon Reductions from Oil and Natural 
Gas Production) were initiated by GMI members (GMI 2013) and currently 19 
countries are members of both organizations (membership data accessed on 
15-Apr-2014).

5.7. LowCVP is a national partnership and thus not possible to assess from an inter-
national perspective.

5.8. CFP raison d’etre is to increase synergy between international organizations 
working on the same issues to pool resources, share information and coordi-
nate action on forests. 

5.9. Technology Partnerships such as the Global Methane Initiative could, according 
to Bäckstrand, be seen as ”minilateral islands” however GMI clearly refers to 
multilateral GHG targets, which is not the case for other comparable technology 
partnerships (Bäckstrand 2008, 49). It is also unclear what the added value and 
relationship is between the CCAC and the GMI which both focus on technolog-
ical solutions to the reduction of methane in the context of climate change (see 
bullet 7.6 above).
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6. Demand-driven
Demand-driven ICIs are those that fill governance niches addressing a clearly 
defined problem and not yet occupied by other institutions. Whether an ICI is 
demand-driven or not, is assessed by first comparing the goals and targets of 
the initiative with the list of 21 initiatives suggested by Blok and colleagues 
(2012) as necessary building blocks to bridge the emission gap towards 2020. 
Second, the political context in which the ICI was created is assessed to check 
whether there are clear functional overlaps with other organizations, i.e. if the 
governance niche is present or not.

Score Criteria

•••••
The ICI clearly addresses a climate change mitigation problem on an international 
level which is not addressed, directly or indirectly, by other ICIs, International Organiz-
ations (IO) or Multilateral Environmental Agreements (MEAs)

••••
The ICI clearly addresses a recognized climate change mitigation problem on an 
international level which is partly addressed, directly or indirectly, by other ICIs, IOs 
or MEAs

•••
The ICI clearly addresses a recognized climate change mitigation problem on an 
international level which is partly addressed directly by other ICIs, IOs or MEAs

••
The ICI partly addresses a recognized climate change mitigation problem on an 
international level

•
The ICI does not addresses a recognized climate change mitigation problem on an 
international level

-
Unable to make an assessment due to lack of data, unclear information or other 
issues

6. 
6.1. The G20 most important climate action is the initiative to reduce fossil-fuel 

subsidies. According to Blok et al. is it a ”highly recognized option” and given 
the fact that subsidies are a matter of national policy, the G20 has found a clear 
and needed governance niche.

6.2. Clean energy is central to climate action but the international landscape of 
governing energy issues is marked by complexity, fragmentation and diversity 
(Dubash and Florini 2011). In the G8 and G20 mainly leaders and finance minis-
tries are represented and at the UNFCCC negotiations, environmental ministries 
are the main target group. In this context, CEM plays an important role by fo-
cusing on energy ministries.

6.3. Regional climate cooperation is recognized by Blok and colleagues as an impor-
tant part and one of the 21 initiatives to bridge the gap. There are however sev-
eral initiatives focusing on climate change with a similar geographical scope. 
The Western Climate Initiative, International Council for Local Environmental 
Initiatives (ICLEI), Eurocities, and the many initiatives focused on cities, for 
example, are likely to have overlaps with the R20.

6.4. The demand-driven for IRENA is questionable since it has clear overlaps with 
the IEA and its creation was highly motivated by political interests. However, 
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it also represents the first IO that directly addresses renewables (Van de Graaf 
2013).

6.5. RN is explicitly mentioned in Blok and colleagues (2012) as part of initiatives 
with the potential to reduce GHG emission equivalent of 0.3 Gt CO2 eq which 
corresponds to half of the technical mitigation potential.

6.6. CCAC is mentioned in Blok and colleagues as a way to gain political momentum 
on the link between air pollutants, in particular Short Lived Climate Pollutants 
(SLCPs), and climate change. The CCAC also addresses the 21st initiative on Blok 
and colleagues list for efficient cock-stoves which until recently only received 
scattered attention by the international community. SLCPs lack an institutional 
home and the recent discoveries in the strong forcing power that SLCPs have on 
climate change, make the CCAC a strongly demand-driven ICI. However, some 
activities, such as methane reduction, are already addressed under other ICIs, 
which questions the necessity for creating another partnership with overlaps in 
focus areas and goals.

6.7. The LowCVP is a national initiative in the UK and does not fulfil the demand to 
address carbon emissions internationally. While cars and trucks are mentioned 
in Blok and colleagues, is acts in a market which from a global perspective al-
ready has an efficient car-fleet. 

6.8. CPF was established through ECOSOC resolution (2000/35) and a response to a 
fragmented forest governance architecture, in particular within the UN system 
where forest activities are spread across a number of organizations and agen-
cies without a core body with the capacity or mandate to address the multiple 
demands of forests (CPF 2003).

6.9. Methane represents about 15 % of annual global GHG emissions (in CO2 eq) and 
nearly 25 times more potent GHG than CO2. The two sectors with the largest 
contributors to methane emissions are agriculture and oil and gas, followed by 
landfill and coal mining and which would justify the GMI’s choice of sectors: 
agriculture, coal mines, municipal solid waste, oil and gas systems, and waste 
water. Methane is however part of the work of other ICIs such as the CCAC.
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 G LOBAL EFFORTS TO combat climate change by reducing anthropo-
genic greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions have long focused on govern-
ment-led negotiations under the United Nations Framework Conven-

tion on Climate Change (UNFCCC). However, the global climate governance 
system is rapidly expanding due to proliferating transnational climate initia-
tives between governments, companies, cities and regions. The system has be-
come increasingly complex, characterized by institutional overlap and diversi-
ty, with no clear indications of performance. This thesis studies the structure, 
performance and coordination of the emerging global climate governance sys-
tem. Its main focus is the relationship between transnational climate gover-
nance institutions – meaning cross-border collaborations among state, non-
state and/or subnational actors – and the UNFCCC.

The thesis is divided into three parts. Part I explores the structure of the global 
climate governance system and measures its fragmentation. Part II assesses 
the system’s performance in terms of effectiveness, institutional fit, legiti-
macy, and accountability. Part III focuses on coordination of transnational cli-
mate governance initiatives.

C.1 Part I: Mapping and measuring fragmentation in the global  
 climate governance system 
Part I explores the structure of the global climate governance system. It be-
gins with the assumption that all governance systems are to some extent frag-
mented and the empirical challenge is to establish the degree of fragmenta-
tion in the global climate governance system. Chapter 3 presents a method 
for mapping the structure and measuring its degree of fragmentation using 
network analysis. The empirical results suggest that the structure of global 
climate governance can be characterized as relatively dense, with institutions 
being well connected in terms of shared membership. Institutions at different 
public administration levels – government, regions, and cities – are connected 
through hybrid institutions and any member can reach any other member 
through a maximum of three steps in the network. This chapter also identi-
fies key actors such as the United Kingdom, Germany, California, and Bar-
celona. These actors are, for one reason or another, highly active in several 
institutions other than the UNFCCC. The network-based approach untangles 
the complex relations and offers a structured and formal way to study global 
governance systems. Moreover, network visualizations can improve how re-
searchers present and communicate data, which becomes increasingly impor-
tant as connections and interactions between institutions increase. Finally, 
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identifying institution or actor hubs in the global climate governance system 
brings up questions of responsibility and leadership, legitimacy, and account-
ability. Who are the central actors responsible for the expanding climate gov-
ernance system, and where and why do they engage? 

C.2 Part II: Measuring performance in the global climate   
 governance system
Part II explores the question: Is the emerging global climate governance sys-
tem effective, legitimate, and accountable? The underlying assumption is that 
the structure and degree of fragmentation affect the system’s performance. 
This part comprises chapters 4, 5, and 6.

Chapter 4 surveys five databases that aggregate and order information about 
transnational climate governance initiatives. The conclusion is that the current 
data demonstrates an enormous growth in initiatives, diversity in type, mem-
bership constellations, geographical scope, modes of governance and subject 
areas. The chapter also discusses the significant potential for reducing GHG 
emissions. If all the commitments are fulfilled, a large portion of the major 
gap left by insufficient national mitigation pledges could be addressed. How-
ever, no data is available for assessing either how existing initiatives perform, 
or how different cooperatives align, scale up and develop low carbon path-
ways. Three issues in particular are of concern. First, most databases are not 
designed to monitor compliance but instead to showcase and ramp up am-
bition-levels among governments. Second, transparency is a crucial issue in 
several of the databases, since they are taken up and used in the political realm. 
Finally, there is a problem of potential overlaps between different initiatives. 
Most of the databases omit linkages between initiatives and actors, effectively 
hiding both functional and material overlaps such as the double-counting of 
commitments or actors that are part of more than one initiative. The chapter 
also suggests three remedies for addressing these data problems. The first of 
these is introducing criteria and mechanisms for measuring, and thus ensur-
ing, progress for an initiative to be included in a database. Second, too narrow 
a conceptualization of effectiveness creates a bias towards quantifiable green-
house gas reductions instead less tangible impacts, such as how initiatives 
foster information exchange, dialogue, capacity building and standard setting. 
Finally, it is important to understand that capturing all relevant information in 
one database is not possible, or even desirable, and to be aware of reductionist 
attempts to bring climate governance beyond the state into order and treat it 
as a coherent whole. 
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Chapter 5 critically assesses the governance aspects of the proposal that trans-
national climate initiatives could help close the emissions gap of 8-12 Gt CO2 
eq. between the national pledges and the GHG reduction levels necessary to 
keep climate change within safe limits. It creates and assessment framework 
consisting of three variables: effectiveness, legitimacy; and institutional fit. 
The chapter then applies this to nine case studies. The analysis shows that the 
majority of cooperative initiatives in the sample have a high degree of potential 
effectiveness, while legitimacy and institutional fit vary considerably. Three 
overarching observations stand out. First, the list of transnational initiatives 
on the UNFCCC homepage at the time of this study was compiled without any 
guiding principles, resulting in an interpretation of “cooperative action” that 
includes all kinds of action related to climate change at any level with any 
type of actor. This is reflected in our sample by the vast range of type, func-
tion, membership, decision-making rules, inclusiveness, information sharing, 
and institutional fit. Second, this heterogeneity makes any single one-dimen-
sional approach incomplete, rendering comparisons between the cooperative 
initiatives difficult. Therefore, a multi-dimensional assessment framework 
is needed. The conclusion is that minimum standards should be developed to 
define transnational cooperative initiatives, including whether they conform 
to the goals and norms of the UNFCCC. Third, if transnational initiatives are 
to contribute to bridging the emissions gap, they must produce additional 
emission reductions above the pledged national mitigation targets, raising 
questions about additionality, double-counting, attribution, monitoring, and 
reporting. Additionally, if all GHG reduction is incorporated into national re-
porting to the UNFCCC, then it is difficult to see what additional emissions 
reduction they bring beyond supporting a country in fulfilling its pledges. 

The chapter concludes with three concrete policy options. First, transnational 
initiatives should set quantifiable targets expressed in terms of GHG reduc-
tions. The heterogeneity among transnational initiatives in terms of goals and 
targets hinders any evaluation of their contribution to filling the emissions 
gap. Consequently, ICIs should communicate their goals in terms of concrete 
and measurable emissions reduction targets. Second, the international com-
munity should safeguard the “additionality” of transnational initiatives. This 
is particularly important when it comes to action by regions and cities, which 
are increasingly being perceived as important actors in climate mitigation 
(UNFCCC 2014d; Betsill and Bulkeley 2006). Third, transnational initiatives 
should be encouraged to have open and transparent goals, procedures, and re-
porting. This could improve the legitimacy of transnational initiatives and pro-
mote their acceptance among more skeptical countries in the UNFCCC process 
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and other relevant stakeholders. For example, by having inclusive goal-setting 
processes or making their achievements and methods publicly available, they 
are more open to scrutiny and less vulnerable to mistrust and competition. Fi-
nally, there is a delicate balance between the key benefits of additional climate 
action and the need to integrate them into the UNCCCC architecture in order to 
safeguard basic norms and principles of accountability, equity, and fairness.

Chapter 6 focuses on the issue of accountability. It presumes that by commit-
ting to climate action, transnational actors are taking on responsibility and 
authority for addressing global climate change. Consequently, holding the 
transnational initiatives accountable for the impacts of their actions is becom-
ing increasingly urgent. The chapter scrutinizes transnational initiatives in 
the global climate governance system based on Mashaw’s six basic elements 
of an accountability regime, and highlights three accountability challenges. 
First, shifting from a monocentric system to a polycentric system has made 
it increasingly difficult to understand who is accountable to whom. The hi-
erarchies of accountability, consisting of the multilateral level (the UNFCCC), 
states, and citizens, have been complemented by a networked and much more 
intricate accountability structure. Untangling this web is becoming essential as 
the aggregate effects of the NDCs are likely to be insufficient and the transna-
tional sphere is expected to fill the gap. As in the previous chapter, one pos-
sible solution would be to introduce clear selection criteria for entering coop-
erative initiatives into NAZCA, followed by an open and transparent selection 
and evaluation procedure. This could clarify what to expect from the transna-
tional sphere of the global climate governance system in terms of emissions 
reductions and other benefits. It would also provide initiatives with a “seal of 
approval,” confirming the commitment of its members to climate action. The 
second challenge concerns transparency, monitoring, and reporting. Despite a 
rapidly growing flow of data and repositories documenting the growth in types 
and sizes of initiatives, there are limited insights into their ex-post and ex-
-ante impacts. A few initiatives include quantifiable commitments that can be 
monitored over time. However, the majority are only expected to have an indi-
rect impact on GHG mitigation and the wide diversity of topics inhibits com-
parative studies. Moreover, there is very little understanding of possible over-
laps between different initiatives, in both geographical and functional terms. 
Again, this increases the risk of double-counting. The third challenge concerns 
the availability and utility of sanctions. There is anecdotal evidence concerning 
protests and sanctions against initiatives and their members. There is little 
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systematic knowledge of how such sanctions function and what their effects 
are in the context of transnational climate governance. Hence, more research 
on the role of sanctions in transnational climate governance is needed.

C.3 Part III: Coordinating the global climate governance system
The main question of Part III is: To what extent can the emerging global cli-
mate governance system be coordinated? It focuses on an orchestration at-
tempt called the Lima-Paris Action Agenda (LPAA), which together with the 
Non-State Actor Zone for Climate Action (NAZCA) data platform, provides a 
framework for mobilizing existing and new transnational initiatives, bringing 
them closer to the UNFCCC process during the run-up to COP21. The chapter 
reconstructs the intervention theory of the LPAA, providing a foundation for 
future evaluations of its performance. The intervention theory elucidates the 
assumptions regarding how the LPAA is expected to work and explores how 
an evaluator might navigate the difficult task of assessing its performance. 
The chapter suggests a more detailed pathway for evaluating the impact of 
the LPAA and its associated events, and argues that an evaluation using the 
framework presented could yield important practical insight into improving 
the process. This requires looking at not only why and how initiatives emerge 
and are strengthened, but also to what extent international organizations and 
governments can support this process. The intervention theory of the LPAA 
shows that the link between the key problem (countries are not prepared to 
commit to sufficiently ambitious climate action) and the solution (showcas-
ing non-state climate action) is dependent on a sequence of micro-steps, in-
volving public and private actors and numerous assumptions about behavior in 
global climate governance. 

The first chapter in Part II also includes specific policy options for coordina-
tion. It argues that the UNFCCC Secretariat should be mandated to develop 
minimum standards for transnational initiatives and screen current registries 
for compatibility, as well as make new requests for submissions according to 
the new criteria. Moreover, the scientific community should undertake a com-
prehensive review of the lessons learned from previous partnership experi-
ences and other alternative governance arrangements in order to avoid pre-
ventable mistakes.
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C.4 Future research
Finally, as is often the case, this thesis raises more questions than it answers. 
First, the processes of mapping the structure of global governance systems 
and measuring their structural components are only in their infancy. In my 
view, using network analysis, as presented in chapter 3, is a promising path 
forward, but the data collection is highly time-consuming, sensitive to human 
error, and only able to provide snapshots. Finding other linkages between in-
stitutions and actors that allows for more automated data-collection would be 
highly beneficial for this area of research. Moreover, moving beyond climate 
change and comparing its structure with other issues could yield important 
insights and new questions regarding why and how governance systems vary 
in structure. 

Second, while numerous studies show how new institutions may contribute 
to global climate governance, there is a large gap in knowledge regarding the 
explanatory variables for what makes an initiative successful or unsuccess-
ful. In particular, when moving beyond single initiatives into groups of initia-
tives, understanding how effective orchestration attempts are could provide 
useful assistance to existing and new initiatives. This relates particularly to 
micro-foundations for establishing and operating a successful initiative in the 
field of climate change. Third, establishing causal relationships in global gov-
ernance systems is becoming increasingly difficult as actors and institutions 
proliferate, making it important to study interaction effects. Developing eval-
uation methods that take complicated system effects such as feedback loops 
and non-linear behavior into account is central to this task, moving away from 
a linear model of cause and effect. The global climate governance system is a 
good example of how difficult it has become for a government to pursue its 
interests internationally. It must account for an ever increasing number of fo-
rums to negotiate climate change, as well as subnational and non-state actors 
demanding authority. However, this situation also provides opportunities to 
exploit new leverage points and enlist new coalitions. International relations 
research must assist governments and other actors to pursue policy in a net-
worked world, where actions, interactions, and reactions may be difficult to 
predict. Network analysis provides one promising avenue, but another might 
be evaluation theory, studying complex aspects of interventions.

An interesting avenue for future theoretical development and research is to 
conceptualize global governance in terms of complex systems. Complex sys-
tems thinking figures in a wide range of academic fields to describe how nat-
ural and social systems function. It emphasizes non-linearity, emergence, 
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self-organization, and open systems. Non-linearity implies that change in 
systems is neither linear nor proportional but may contain surprising shifts 
and tipping points; this could lead to emergent properties where “the sum is 
more than it parts,” that is, studying individual actors or institutions is not 
sufficient to explain the system. Self-organization refers to the fact that sys-
tems are built from the bottom up without a central steering authority. Open 
systems means that borders are permeable, exchanging information and re-
sources with outside systems. The global climate governance system appears 
to have many of the properties of a complex system, in particular with the rise 
of new actors and arenas.







D.
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SAMENVATTING



 214

 Making the connections

 O NDANKS 25 JAAR onderhandelen binnen het kader van het VN-Kli-
maatverdrag (United Nations Framework Convention on Climate 
Change, UNFCCC) is het landen niet gelukt om op mondiaal niveau kli-

maatverandering te stoppen door emissies van broeikasgassen te reduceren. 
De opwarming van de aarde is tegenwoordig op weg naar 3°C rond het jaar 
2100, vergeleken met pre-industriële tijden, en brengt zware risico’s met zich 
mee zoals veranderingen in weerpatronen, met grote economische en sociale 
gevolgen.

Natiestaten zijn niet de enige spelers die het klimaatprobleem proberen op te 
lossen. Afgelopen 15 jaar zijn er honderden initiatieven gestart door andere or-
ganisaties dan natiestaten. Het Cooperative Initiatives Platform (CIP) – een re-
gister voor klimaatinitiatieven beheerd door het VN-Milieuprogramma (UNEP) 
– heeft over 220 verschillende initiatieven in de database. Ruim 90 % van deze 
initiatieven zijn na het jaar 2000 gestart. De initiatieven brengen duizenden 
steden, bedrijven en regio’s samen in nieuwe samenwerkingsverbanden en 
netwerken met als doel om hun uitstoot van broeikasgassen te verminderen. 
Velen werken samen over landsgrenzen in zogenaamde ‘transnationale’ kli-
maatinitiatieven, vaak ook in samenwerking met natiestaten. Deze initiatieven 
creëren nieuwe normen en regels hoe organisaties zich moeten gedragen. Zo is 
er een complex governance systeem van initiatieven ontstaan die op mondiaal 
niveau probeert klimaatverandering terug te dringen.
 
Dit proefschrift onderzoekt hoe dit mondiale governance systeem voor kli-
maatverandering er precies uit ziet; hoe men in kaart kan brengen op welke 
manier de verschillende klimaatveranderingsinitiatieven met elkaar en met de 
UNFCCC zijn verbonden; wat de effecten van een veranderend governance sys-
teem zijn; en, wat voor verschillende opties er zijn om het systeem te sturen.

D.1 Deel I: Structuur
Door de toename van nieuwe initiatieven, spelers, regels en normen, is het 
mondiale governance systeem voor klimaatverandering minder coherent ge-
worden, of te wel, meer gefragmenteerd. Op conceptueel niveau is dit tussen 
onderzoekers een geaccepteerd perspectief maar er is tot nu toe geen formele 
methode voorgesteld om te onderzoeken waar het governance systeem op een 
schaal van ‘compleet gefragmenteerd’ tot ‘compleet coherent’ belandt. Daar-
om wordt in het eerste onderdeel van het proefschrift een nieuwe methode 
ontwikkeld met als doel het mondiale governance systemen voor klimaatver-
andering in kaart te brengen. Hiervoor wordt een netwerkanalyse gebruikt. De 
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methode kan gebruikt worden om het netwerk statistisch te benaderen. Bij-
voorbeeld: hoe gefragmenteerd is het systeem, wat zijn de meest belangrijkste 
organisaties? Is er sprake van clustering? 

De methode gebruikt klimaatinitiatieven als knooppunt en gemeenschappelij-
ke deelnemers als connecties. Dus als tenminste één organisatie participeert 
in twee initiatieven, is er volgens deze methode sprake van één connectie. In 
hoofdstuk drie wordt de methode uitgelegd en toegepast op een onderdeel 
van het mondiale governance systeem voor klimaatverandering. De resultaten 
laten zien dat het systeem van klimaatinitiatieven een vrij compact netwerk 
vormt, met een klein groep organisaties die deelneemt in meerdere initiatieven 
zoals het Verenigde Koninkrijk, Californië, en Barcelona. Zij vormen belangrij-
ke knooppunten in het netwerk. 

De methode geïntroduceerd in hoofdstuk 3 heeft meerdere voordelen. Ten eer-
ste wordt het mogelijk om verschillende governance systemen kwantitatief te 
vergelijken. Afhankelijk van wat voor data men ter beschikking heeft, kan men 
bijvoorbeeld kijken hoe de structuur verandert met de tijd. De methode maakt 
het ook mogelijk om de governance van verschillende zaken te vergelijken, zo-
als klimaat, biodiversiteit en ontbossing. Ten tweede geeft de netwerkanalyse 
onderzoekers de mogelijkheid om aan de hand van visualisaties complexe sys-
temen en onderzoeksresultaten te presenteren en communiceren. Ten derde is 
het mogelijk om belangrijke spelers en groepen van organisaties te identifice-
ren voor verder onderzoek naar wie wat doet, waarom en met welke resultaten.

D.2 Deel II: Effectiviteit, legitimiteit en verantwoording in het 
 mondiale governance systeem stuursysteem voor   
 klimaatverandering
In deel twee van het proefschrift wordt gekeken hoe het governance systeem 
voor klimaatveranderingen presteert. Om een eerste inzicht te krijgen in wat 
voor data er zijn, wordt in het eerste deel van hoofdstuk vier gekeken naar 
vijf verschillende dataregisters die informatie verzamelen over transnationale 
klimaatinitiatieven. Het onderzoek laat zien dat er veel empirisch materiaal is 
over de toename van het aantal initiatieven in de laatste 15 jaar. De data laat 
ook zien hoe breed het scala aan initiatieven is wat betreft thematiek, type en 
aantal deelnemers, geografische focus, en stuurinstrumenten. Er zijn ook aan-
wijzingen dat de klimaatinitiatieven de potentie heeft om veel broeikasgasuit-
stoot te verminderen. Onderzoekers en overheden kunnen dus nu al een vrij 
gedetailleerde beeld krijgen van wat er op transnationaal niveau gebeurt op het 
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gebied van het terugdringen van de broeikasgasuitstoot. Een grote uitdaging 
is dat de huidige data alleen de potentie van klimaatinitiatieven laat zien ex 
ante en niet wat de effecten zijn ex post. Met andere woorden: er is heel weinig 
informatie over wat klimaatinitiatieven daadwerkelijk hebben bereikt. Dit gaat 
niet alleen over hoeveel broeikasgasemissies ze hebben verminderd, maar er is 
ook een gebrek aan data als het gaat om andere prestaties bijvoorbeeld kennis-
overdracht of financiële ondersteuning.

Het gebrek aan ex post data verhindert dus verder onderzoek naar de bijdrage 
van klimaatinitiatieven in de strijd tegen klimaatverandering. In deze context 
zijn drie problemen belangrijk. Ten eerste: de meeste en grootste dataregis-
ters voor klimaatinitiatieven zijn tot nu toe vooral gericht op het laten zien 
wat er op subnationaal niveau gebeurt, en hebben dus niet als doel om data 
te verzamelen en te monitoren. Ten tweede: er is weinig transparantie over 
hoe de klimaatinitiatieven in de dataregisters zoals de CIP terecht zijn geko-
men. Ten derde is er een potentieel probleem met overlappende initiatieven en 
deelnemers. De dataregisters laten dus niet zien wat de connecties zijn tussen 
verschillende initiatieven. Dit kan, onder andere, leiden tot dubbeltelling en 
inflatie in de schattingen van de daadwerkelijke potentie van de initiatieven. 
Daarom stelt dit onderzoek drie oplossingen voor. Ten eerste moeten er voor-
waarden voor meten en rapportage worden gesteld voor initiatieven die voor-
komen in dataregisters zoals de CIP. Ten tweede, omdat de meeste initiatieven 
niet focussen op het direct verminderen van de uitstoot van broeikasgassen, 
moet men ook kijken naar indirecte succes van deze initiatieven zoals infor-
matie uitwisseling, dialogen, opbouw van capaciteiten, en ontwikkeling van 
standaarden. Ten derde is het belangrijk dat men niet probeert alle informatie 
over initiatieven in een dataregister te vangen en er bewust van is dat men niet 
altijd alles kan meetellen. 

In hoofdstuk vijf wordt het gekeken naar de potentiele effecten van negen ver-
schillende klimaatinitiatieven. Op basis van literatuur wordt er een kwalita-
tief evaluatie raamwerk gebouwd, bestaande uit drie overkoepelende indica-
toren: effectiviteit, legitimiteit en de institutionele ‘fit’. De analyse laat zien 
hoe de negen initiatieven hoog scoren op potentiele effectiviteit, terwijl het 
niveau van legitimiteit en institutionele ‘fit’ variëren. Verder worden er twee 
conclusies getrokken. Ten eerste, de diversiteit van de negen initiatieven als 
het gaat over thematiek, type en aantal deelnemers, geografische focus, en 
stuurinstrumenten, maakt het moeilijk om één maatstaaf te gebruiken om ze 
te vergelijken. Daarom is er een multidimensionaal evaluatie raamwerk nodig 
die verschillende aspecten kan vertegenwoordigen. Het is ook belangrijk om 
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minimum standaarden te ontwikkelen  die vast kunnen stellen of het initia-
tief een positieve bijdrage levert aan het mondiale stuursysteem. Ten twee-
de is het belangrijk om vast te stellen of een klimaatinitiatief bijdraagt aan 
vermindering van broeikasgasemissies bovenop wat landen al hebben beloofd. 
Anders is er een reëel risico van dubbeltelling en overschatting van de bijdrage 
van deze klimaatinitiatieven. Op basis van de twee problemen worden er drie 
concrete adviezen gegeven over beleidsvorming rond klimaatinitiatieven. Ten 
eerste, klimaatinitiatieven moet streven om kwantitatieve doelen op te stellen, 
uitgedrukt in CO2-reductie. Ten tweede, de internationale gemeenschap moet 
waarborgen dat de resultaten van de klimaatinitiatieven ‘additioneel’ zijn, dus 
dat ze bovenop de beloftes van landen komen, vooral als het gaat om initia-
tieven met steden en regio’s. Ten derde, initiatieven zouden moeten worden 
aangemoedigd om open en transparante doelen, procedures, en rapportages, 
op te stellen. Ten vierde moet er een goede balans worden gezocht tussen de 
klimaatinitiatieven en hun relatie met de UNFCCC.

Hoofdstuk zes onderzoekt wat het groeiende governance systeem voor kli-
maatverandering betekent voor verantwoording (‘accountability’). Het uit-
gaanspunt is dat klimaatinitiatieven in toenemende mate verantwoordelijkheid 
nemen om klimaatverandering tegen te gaan. Het wordt daarmee belangrij-
ker om ze verantwoordelijk te houden. Op basis van Mashaw’s zes elemen-
ten van een systeem voor verantwoording, wordt het mondiale stuursysteem 
van klimaatverandering geanalyseerd en worden er drie conclusies getrokken. 
Ten eerste, de overgang van een ‘monocentrische’ naar een ‘polycentrische’ 
structuur, leidt tot onduidelijkheid over wie verantwoordelijk is voor wat. De 
hiërarchische structuur waarin de UNFCCC in de top van de piramide stond, is 
vervangen door een netwerkstructuur van verantwoording. Ten tweede, een 
netwerkstructuur van verantwoording vereist veel meer transparantie dan het 
huidige systeem. Zoals gezien in hoofdstuk drie, is er een groot gebrek aan ro-
buuste ex-post data. Deze data is niet alleen noodzakelijk om klimaatinitiatie-
ven te evalueren op prestatie maar ook om verantwoording te verduidelijken. 
Ten derde, er is weinig onderzoek naar en inzicht in hoeverre sancties worden 
toegepast in klimaatinitiatieven zodra er sprake is van wangedrag en als deel-
nemers niet hun doelen bereiken.
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D.3 Deel III: Coördinatie in het mondiale stuursysteem voor   
 klimaatverandering 
Het laatste deel van het proefschrift behandelt coördinatie, oftewel ‘manage-
ment’, in het mondiale governance systeem voor klimaatverandering door in 
te zoomen op een poging de verschillende elementen van het systeem dich-
ter bij elkaar te trekken. In hoofdstuk zeven wordt er daarom gekeken naar 
de Lima-Paris Action Agenda (LPAA), een initiatief opgezet door de Franse en 
Peruaanse COP-voorzitters, de Secretaris-Generaal van de VN en het UNFC-
CC Secretariaat, met de bedoeling om klimaatinitiatieven van steden, regio’s, 
bedrijven en investeerders verder bij het UNFCCC proces te betrekken. Het on-
derzoek laat zien dat er meerdere veranderingstrajecten (theories of change) 
mogelijk zijn als men het over de LPAA heeft. Aan de ene kant was het idee 
achter de LPAA om momentum te creëren in de opbouw voor COP21 in Parijs 
in 2015. Als regeringen zouden zien dat duizenden actoren zich hebben ver-
bonden aan klimaatinitiatieven, dan zouden ze meer geneigd zijn om een am-
bitieuze afspraken te durven sluiten in Parijs. Aan de andere kant was het idee 
om initiatieven te steunen zodat ze zelf konden bijdragen aan verdere reductie 
in broeikasgasemissies. Als men coördinatiepogingen zoals de LPAA probeert 
te evalueren is het belangrijk de verschillende veranderingstrajecten mee te 
nemen in het onderzoek. Ze vereisen dat de onderzoeker verschillende criteria 
ontwikkelt, afhankelijk van welk veranderingstraject men probeert te evalue-
ren. Tot slot laat het onderzoek ook dat het succes van een coördinatiepoging 
als de LPAA moeilijk is te bepalen, omdat het afhankelijk is van een serie van 
kleine tussenstappen.

D.4 Toekomstig onderzoek
Zoals vaak in wetenschappelijk onderzoek, roept vier jaar werk meer nieuwe 
vragen op dan antwoorden. Ten eerste vereist de toenemende complexiteit van 
mondiale governance systemen een nieuwe methode om structuren in kaart te 
brengen. Netwerkanalyse heeft vanuit mijn perspectief hiervoor veel moge-
lijkheden. Ten tweede, terwijl er veel studies zijn naar de totstandkoming van 
nieuwe instituties in mondiale stuursystemen voor klimaat en milieu, weten 
we weinig over wat een initiatief nu succesvol maakt. Het is vooral belang-
rijk te kijken hoe groepen van initiatieven elkaar kunnen versterken (of beper-
ken) om dichterbij een ‘netwerk perspectief’ op de mondiale sturing te komen. 
Ten derde maakt een toenemende complexiteit het moeilijker om causaliteit 
en veranderingstrajecten te evalueren. Daarom pleit ik voor verder onderzoek 
naar hoe verschillende evaluatiemethodes kunnen worden ingezet om beter te 
begrijpen hoe men de toenemende complexiteit kan sturen naar gewenste re-
sultaten.
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