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Abstract

Public-private partnerships (PPP) have been advanced as a new tool of global governance, which can supply
both effective and legitimate governance. The aim of this paper is to map the landscape of various types of
climate partnerships, classified according to their different functions (policy-making, implementation, advocacy
etc) and their degree of public-private interaction (ranging from private to hybrid participation), The legitimacy
of the different types of climate partnerships will be examined, focusing particularly on accountability. The
paper raises the question whether climate partnerships are symptomatic of a shift to market multilateralism,
replacing universal state-centric multilateralism epitomized by the Kyoto process. Three kinds of partnerships
are advancedb public-private (hybrid), governmental and private-private. The frequency of these is mapped in
climate governance. Most of the climate partnerships have functions of advocacy, service provision and
implementation. None are standard setting, which indicates that governmental actors are less willing to @ontract
outCrule-setting authority to private actors in the climate change. Some partnerships, such as the WSSD climate
partnerships and CDM projects represent ewOmodes of hybrid governance with high degree of public-private
interaction. However, many partnerships, not least the voluntary technology agreements such as the AP6, have
elements of @IdOform of governance based on the logic of lobbying, corporativism, co-optation and interstate
bargaining. Finally, private (business-to business) climate partnerships are to varying degrees are geared toward
targets in the Kyoto protocol. A key conclusion in this paper, which is supported by studies of transnational
climate governance, is that partnerships do not necessarily replace or erode the authority of sovereign states.
Rather, partnerships pave the way for hybridization and transformation of authority that is shared between state
and non-state actors.

1 Introduction

Public-private partnerships (PPP) have been advanced as a new tool of globd governance,
which can supply both effective and legitimate governance. The 330multi-stakeholder public-
private partnerships adopted at the 2002 World Summit on Sugainable Development have
ganed pubiic attention and been subject to scholarly assessment! PPP are defined as
ingitutiondized forms of non-hierarchical steering involving a mix of public and private
actors. Theam of this pgper isto map the landscape of varioustypes of climate partnerships
classified according to thar different fundions (policy-making, implementation, advocacy
etc) and thar degree of public-private interaction (ranging from private to hybrid

! On evaluation of WSSD partnerships, see for example Andonovaand Levy 2003; B&kstrand 2006, Benner,
Streck and Witte 2003; Ivanova 2003; Hale and Mauzerall 2003; Joyner 2005.



paticipation). Based on earlier work (BSckstrand 2006b) a framework for appraising the
legitimacy of climate partnerships is developed, highlighting accounibility as an essential
element of legitimacy. A general theoretical concern is the impact of these emergent climate
goveanance mechanisms on the multilateral system. Are climate partnerships symptomatic of
a shift to market multilateralism, replacing universal state-centric multilateralism epitomized
by the Kyoto process?

The proliferation of partnershipsistied to therise of globd neworked govenance, involving
multi-sectoral collaboration between civil sodety, government and market actors. Networks
are emblematic of the shift from @ovanmentdOto @ovananceO (Rosenau and Czempiel
1992) or from hierarchica to networked govenance. Networked govenance has ganed
attention in studies on tranmaiond advocacy networks congsting of state and nonstate
actors (Kick and Sikkink 1998)and the epistemic community literature on scientific networks
(Haas 1992) Partnerships signify a shift to @ewOmodes of govenance, which build non
hierarchical steering (BSrzel and Risse 2005) and are chaacterized by decentralized,
voluntary, market-oriented interaction between public and private actors. In the climate areng,
self-regulation by market actors, publc-private patneships busnessto-busness
patneships civic-busness partnerships, emission trading schemes, certification programs,
labding and standads for climate neutrality fall unde the rubric of MenO modes of
govenance. This is contrasted with @ld goveanance® building on hierarchical top-down
modes of steering and command and control regulation. In congeptudizing patnerships as
networks, | will advence three kinds of patneships public-private, govenmental and
private-to-private. Building on BSrzel and Risse (2005) the distina character of public-
private partnerships (PPPs) as examples of new modes of govenance in terms of thar hybrid
authornty will be demondrated.

The organization of the pgoer is as follows. The remainde of this section will highlight the
key propostionsof the pgoe and contextudize the role of partnershipsin current debates on
pog-2012climate govanance. Thesecond section defines partnership networks according to
their fundionsand types. Public-private partnerships represent @evOmodes of govenance,
which are defined by hybrd authority and non-hierarchical steering. The third section maps
different types of climate partnerships ranging from multilateral Johannesburg partnerships
Clean Development Mechanisms (CDM) and voluntary technology partnership, such as the
Carbon Sequestration Leadership Forum (CSLF). The fourth section andyzes legitimacy of
the different types of climate partnership neworks, focuang particularly on accounibility.
The conduding section discusses the implications of networked climate govenance on
multilateralism. The turn to patnerships in internaiond climate diplomacy has raised
concerns whether this represents a transformation to elite multilateralism, market
multilateralism or democratic multilateralism.

11 Key Propositions

This pgper does not make any argument with respect to the legitimacy of globd climate
govanance as whole (intergovanmental treaties, climate public-private partnerships
voluntary carbon market). However, a key argument is tha plura forms of accountbility
mechanism are needed in order to appraise networked climate govanance conssting of
varioustypes of hybrd patnerships Non-electoral accountbility such as peer, reputationd,
market accountbility (Bennea, Reinecke and Witte, 2004; Keohane and Nye 2001; Ruth and
Grant 2005) can to be applied to assess patnerships



Secondly, the relationship between state and non-state actors are not as a zero-sum game as
many scholars argued (BSrzel and Risse 2005; Newell 2000; Okereke and Bulkeley 2007)
The dichotomy beween sovereign and pog-sovereign power undepins much theorizing in
internaiond relations For example, the regime literature is premised on the primacy of the
state and civil sodety literature predicts the demise of the state. The rise of the partnership
discourse can lead to the conduson tha the sovereign state is outdated and replaced by
networked govenance. However, many climate patnerships opaate in the Ghadow of
hierarchyO as states and interndiond organizations are delegaing rule setting or
implementation to partnership networks. This pgpe bringsinto focus the hybrid nature of
patnerships in terms authority-shaing beween market, civil sodety and goveanmental
actors.

Thirdly, the rise of patneships in climate politics signifies a trandormation of
multilateralism, which relies increasingly on collaboration between private and public actors,
such as busness and civil sodety. Complex multilateralism, public-private multilateralism,
market multilateralism are terms that denote the changing forms of interstate coopeation. Do
patnerships will conslidae a privatization of multilateralism? While multilateralism is
trandormed by the proliferation of partnerships the directionis not clear. Three idedl types
of multilateralism are advanced B multi-stakeholder multilateralism, market multilateralism
and eite multilateralism - each assodated with the predomnance of a certain type of
patnership.

1 2. Partnerships and Fragmentation of Global Climate Governance

Is the sum of fragmented @rchitectureOof thousnds of climate partnerships outside the UN
Kyoto framework an effective respon® to pod-2012 chdlenges? Wha is the collective
impact of these public-private, private-private or tranggovanmental partnerships? Do these
climate governance efforts complement (or subgitute) Kyoto regime in redudng the threats
assodated with climate change? Do these new modes of govenance inarease the prospects
for reaching more ambitious longterm pog-Kyoto targets? Wha are the implications for
accountbility (trangarency, fairness, representativeness)? These recurrent questions tap into
contemporary debaes on bendits and disadvantages of current fragmented climate policy
architecture, the (in)effectiveness of the Kyoto protocol, and the progpect for pog 2012
targds. In different ways these issues are undepinnal by questions of the effectiveness and
legitimacy of contempaorary climate govanance.

Thee are currently thousnds of more or less formalized and inditutiondized climate
patnership neworks, ranging from UN registered public-private climate partnerships to
voluntary technology partnerships between indugdrialized and developed states. The climate
patneships reside at the nexus of the globd carbon market and the intergovanmenta
multilateral system. Po4-2012 climate govenance draws on the market as a legitimizing
force. Some examples are goveanmental networks, such as voluntary partnerships on
technology coopeation (AP6), multilateral public-private implementation partnerships (CDM
projects) and busness-to-busness patneships (Comba Climate Changg and and NGO-
busness partnerships (Greenhouggas Protocol). The voluntary carbon market with different
carbon standads, carbon finance and carbon brokers, is a universe of govanance in itself,
which can be defined as nonstate market driven modes of goveanance (Berndein and
Cashore 2005)

Climate govanance is both multi-layered and fragmented, characterized by private, public
and hybrnd authority. Intergovanmental regimes, such as the UNFCCC and Kyoto, co-exist



with market-based mechanisms and private regimes. Alongwith state-dominated internaiond
organizationsand treaty-making, the climate policy arenais characterized by civil sodety led
standad setting and advocacy, self-regulation of transaiond corporations and various
hybrd govenance arrangaments, such multi-stakeholder partnerships If we take authority to
mean the legitimate exercise of power (Berngein 2005: 649), the contemporary climate
govanance order conssts of many sites of political authority. Authority in this respect rests
uponthemarriage of power and legitimacy (Conca 2005:186; Stripple 2005)

Thee is a general argument tha the increase in transnaiond PPP is a respon® to the
Gegulatory deficitOor mplementation deficitOpermeating multilateral regimes not least in
the field of climate change Partnerships self-regulation and voluntary agreements, can be
interpreted as a respon® to deadlocks in the intergovanmental negotiations represented by
the US rgection of the Kyoto treaty and target base agreements at large Consequently,
climate partnerships can be seen as a symptom of alarger crisis of multilateralism and public
diplomacy. Minilateralism® exemplified by the Asia-Pacific Partnership for Clean Energy
and Climate (AP6), has been framed as an alterndive to the GurocentricOKyoto protocol
(Kellows 2006:302). Does the fragmented mosaic of climate govenance mask processes of
privatization, deregulation, commercialization, degovenmentalization? Do these
patnerships signify market multilateralisn or democratic multilateralism? In orde to
appraise the effectiveness and legitimacy of the complex mosaic of climate govenance, we
need to conceptudize how @MewO govenance relate to state-centric @IdO govenance.
Furthermore, we need to empirically map and make a systematic categorization of various
types of climate partnerships Thisiswha thefollowing sectionsset outto do.

2. Partnerships and New Modes of Governance

This section conceptudizes internaiond public-private patnerships as neworked
govenance, summarizes the debae on the benefits and disadvantages with patnerships and
discusses how climate patnershipsare related to new modes of govanance.

2.1 Defining Transnational Public-Private Partnerships

Transnaiond public-private partnerships (PPP) can be seen as institutiondized coopeative
relationships between public actors (govenments and intergovanmental organizations and
private actors (corporate and civil society actors) beyond the naion-state for goveanance
purposs (BSrzel and Risse 2005: 198). Partnerships have been defined as Qroluntary
coopeative arranganents between actors from the government, busness and civil society tha
display minimal degree of institutiondization, have common nornthierarchical decision
making structures and address public policy issuesO(Steets 2004: 25). In domestic politics,
public-private patnerships fall unde the rubric of @ollaborative governanced cross-sectoral
policy networks and advocacy coditions (MSrth and Sahlin 2006) Partnerships are
multisectoral public policy networks tha bring togeher public sector, busness and civil
sodety in issues such as health, environment, human rights and finance (Benne et a. 2004:
191-192). In recent study, 50 percent of the PPPs were identified in the hedth and
environmental sectors (Kaul 2005) These neworks capture the essence of pod-sovereign
govenance entailing collaboration beween market actors, govenments, internaiond
organizationsand NGOs on a rangeof issues from sudainable development, climate change,
water, AIDS, Malaria prevention and biodiversity protection (Benne et a 2004:191-192).
Partnershipsreflect Mew modes of governanceQwhich is defined by non-hierarchical steering
and amix of public and private actors. This can be contrasted with @ldOmodes of govenance
based on hierarchical steering, such as top-down regulation and enforcement and threat of
sanctions(B3rzel and Risse 2005;M3rth and Sahlin 2006) However, @ewGand @ldCs more



of an andytica distinction. The novety of @em?)nodes of govenance can be questiondl. In
fact, they can be seen as Qeturn to the nomalQin interndiond relations (BSrzel and Risse
2005:206).

Public-private partnerships which rest on shared authority between state and non-state actors,
should be differentiated from private authority, such as corporate networks and non-profit
organizations (Cutler 2003; Haufler 2001; Hall and Biersteker 2002) Conceptudly, public-
private patnerships should be distinguished from civil sodety networks (Lipschutz 1996;
2005) or epistemic communities (Haas 1992) tha rest on moral respectively scientific
authonty. PPP can be defined as institutionalized coopeation between state and non-state
actors, rathe than inditutions in themselves (Andonova 2005) In climate govenance,
patnershipsvary in both fundionsand degree of inditutiondization and permanence. Some
patneshipsare established inditutionsin themselves while other are more loose networks of
collaboration with atime limit. Others have been trandormed to organizationswith a physca
secretariat and headquaters.

It is easy to fall into the methodobgical trap of making partnershipsa broad and all-indusve
concept tha indudes organizations govenance fundions self-regulatory activities etc.
Making the patnership definition too comprehendve can create the false impression that
patnerships have an omnipotent presence and tha they are replacing traditiond regulation. It
is also problematic to identify partnerships based on the actorsOown definition of ther
activities as a @atnership. Thereis a proliferation of a partnership discourse in policy praxis,
patly because the word carries positive connottions To limit the partnership concept, self-
regulated market govenance, such as emissionstrading as well as lobbying and advocacy by
private actors do not qudify as @ew modesOof govenance or public-private partnerships
(BSrzel and Risse 2005)

Partnerships have been classified in different ways depending on ther different fundionsin
the policy making process’. For the pumpos of this paper, patnerships are categorized
according to four fundions

¥ Advocacy, such as raisng and mobilizing political awareness through globd
campagnsdirected to public and citizens

¥ Rule and standard setting, which involves direct paticipaion of private non state
actor in public rule making, standad setting and negotiation

¥ Rule implementation invdving private actor participaion in implementing and
ensuring compliance with multilateral gods andtargets.

¥ Service provision, which builds on private actor participaion in ddivering goodsand
services for ther own member or transnaiond groups

Mot transnaiond partnerships in the field of political econony, development, environment,
health and security have service providing, advocacy and implementation fundions This can
beinterpreted as the unwillingness of state to contract out rule-making authority (BSrzel and
Risse 2005) This genera pattern is also reflected in globd climate govenance, where most

2 In their book on the role of PPP in the UN work on global development Bull and McNeill (2006: 13)
distinguish between resource mobilization, advocacy, policy and operational partnerships. BSrzel and Risse
(2005: 199) propose three types of generic partnerships Brule setting, rule implementation and service provision.
Martens (2007) divide partnerships into five categories; advocacy, standard setting, financing, implementation
and coordination. In their analysis of Johannesburg partnership, Witte, Streck and Benner (2003: 66) advance
three types of partnership networks, namely negotiating, coordination and implementation.



climate patnerships fundion as implementation, advocacy and service provision networks
(see Table 1). As will be demonstrated, in the next section, virtudly no climate partnerships
are rule-making or standard setting.

2.2. Contesting Transnational Partnerships

Proponants of partnershipsarguethat they are effective in performance and results-based due
to thar decentralized flexible structure, collaborative naure, speed and diverse expertise
(Benne et a 2004; Streck 2003:4; Streck 2004291). Partnershipsare seen as @ewObreed of
effective and legitimate govenance tha can tackle theimplementation deficit, the goveanance
deficit and the legitimacy deficit permeating internaiond environmental agreements (Streck
2002) Partneaships can potentially reduce the implementation ggp by connetting local
practice and globd rules in a flexible and decentralized mannea. They can complement
multilateral treaties by providing voluntary standadsand self-regulation. Findly, partnerships
reduce the legitimacy deficit in globd govenance by induding a diverse set of sodetal
stakeholders and public actors (Fishe and Green 2004) From a libea inditutiond
perspective, public-private partnerships are a respon® to fundiond demands for better
govanance, paticularly in issue areas where states and multilateral ingitutions have failed
(Andonova20054). Accordingly, therise of partnerships can be seen asresponse to thecrisis
of multilateralism in the early 1990swhen internaiond organizations had to rethink thar
agenda (Bull and Benedicte 2006) Unde the General Secretary Annan@ leadership UN has
actively promoted the partnership modd by @ontracting outO service-provision and
implementation fundions to public-private patnerships in the fields of development, aid,
environment and hedlth etc.

Critics of the partnership modd raise the problem and risk using the patnership modd as
mechanism for policy making and implementation. Theincareased use of partnership, which is
embedded in modd of new public management, can lead to Gollowing outOof the state,
reinforce neo-libealism and acceleate privatization of globd environmental govenance.
Negdive sde effects of the inceased use of patnerships by states and internaiond
organization are busness influence, power inequdities and skewed representation in
patnerships fragmentation of globd govenance, reinforcement of elite multilateralism and
retreat of state responsibility in produdion of public goods(Martens 2007:4). Studies of the
performance of WSSD patnerships condude tha there trangparency, accountbility and
monitoring mechanisms are generally weak (Andanovaand Levy 2003; BSkstrand 2006
Hale and Mauzeral 2003) How can neworks beween internaiond organizations
transnaiond companies and nongovenmental actors be accountable if the actors themselves
are unaccountble?

2.3. Partnerships and N ew Modes of Climate Governance

In Figure 1, BSrzel and Risse® (2005) framework for undestanding the distinat character of
PPP as new modes of govanance is adopied and refined. Partnership and networked
goveanance represent the trandormation, contestation and hybridization of political authority
(Cona 2005) whee public and private actors shae power of rule making and
implementation. Hierarchical modes of steering are defined by the authorntative allocation of
values and enforcement by states and public actors. In contrast, non-hierarchical steering is
based on participaion of nonstate actors in rule making and implementation.The increased
use and influence of PPP has been interpreted as the demise of sovereign state power and rise
of corporate power. However, this view has been chdlenged on empirical and theoretical
grounds Theinaeased use of PPP as policy tools in tranmaiond govenance should nather
beinterpreted as a zero-sum game beween state power and nonstate actors (BSrzel and Risse



2005; Conca 2005; Okereke and Bulkeley 2007) nor a replacement of sovereign authority.
Much of private authority is exercised in the Ghadow of the hierarchyOwhere the state and
public actors exercise authoritative decision-making.

Figure 1: The realm of public-private climate governance (adopted from Bdrzel and Risse
2005: 200)
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Abbreviations:

AP6 DAs a-Pacific Partnership on Clean Development and Climate
CDM - Clean Development Mechanism

CCP- Cities for Climate Protection

CCX- Chicago Climate Exchange

CSLF BCarbon Sequestration L eadership Forum

EU-ETS BEuropean Union Emission Trading System

M2M DM ethane to Markets

ICCP Binternationa Climate Change Partnership

IPHE Plnternational Partnership for Hydrogen Economy

Reggie- Regiona Greenhouse Gas Initiative

World Bank PCF- Prototype Carbon Fund

WSSD Climate PPP- World Summit on Sustainable Development Climate Partnerships

Figure 1 presents an overview of the realm of globd climate govenance, ranging from the
private govenance to public regulations The purpose is to juxtapose the climate partnerships
in relationdhip to different govanance forms. Climate patnerships are marked in bright'red
text in Figwe 1. Partnerships do not only cross public-private but also loca-globd
boundaies. The multi-level feature of climate goveanance is recognized by induding
multilateral, nationd and regiond levels. The climate govenance mechanisms range from
private climate govenance mechanism (i.e. thevoluntary offset market) to public multilateral



govenance and diplomacy (the UNFCCC and the Kyoto protocol). What is the level of
(ublicnessO(participaion of private and pulic actor), CalelegalonO(delegalon by public
actors of governance fundionsto private actor) and Gnd usvenessO(partlupalon of multiple
stakeholders) in climate govanance arrangaments (Koenig-Archibugi and ZYm 2006 As
discussed previoudy, market-based govenance (such as emission trading schemes), self-
regulation, lobbyism and advocacy activities do not conditute @evOmodes of govanance.
Only some of the patnerships qudify as public-private private patnerships in terms of
ingitutiondized coopeation between state and non-state actors.

Private self-regulation: In the left-hand side of Figure 1, govenance is the self-coordinaion
by markets, without intervention by states and internationd organizations The voluntary
market for carbon offsets (outside the Kyoto markets) private self-regulation, which promotes
noms and standads @arbon neutralityQ(Taiyab 2006) Companies, govenments, NGOs and
individuds take part in this market to offset thar carbonemissions. For indance, the Climate
Neutral Company and Climate Care have pioneered this market. A central nodein this market
is the Chicago Climate Exchange (CCX) for voluntary carbon trading. However, voluntary
carbon offset markets are unde scrutiny for problems with fraud and additiondity in trading
carbon credits (Harvey 2007) Voluntary standads such as thos established by the
Internaiond Emissions Trading Organizations (IETA) and the Gold standad, represents
attempts to enaure climate integrity of voluntary trading. Unde this self-regulated arena a
number of private-private partnerships can beidentified, such as the Comba Climate Change
and Internaiond Climate ChangePartnerships (ICCP), which are both conortiums of MNCs
calling for globd framework for curbing greenhoug emissions (see section 3.4). The
Greenhou® Gas Protocol initiative is busness-civil sodety patnership beween World
Busness Courxil for Sugainable Development (WBCSD) and the World Resource Institute
(WRI) with the pupos to provide greenhou® gas accouning tools. These busness-to-
busness patnerships involve no govanmenta actors even if they connest more or less to
multilateral godsfor climate changeprotection.

Private self-regulation in the shadow of hierarchy: This type of private govenance can be
captured by the term @egulated self-regulationOUnde this type of govenance arrangements
no climate patnerships have been identified.  While private actors develop ther own
standads it is conditioned by the Ghadow of the hierarchyQ i.e. the direct or indirect
interference of govenmental actors. The Kyoto Protocol@ flexibility mechanisms set the
terms for standad setting activities by private actors in the Kyoto carbon markets. The Kyoto
carbon market is made possible by multilateral rule making, such as internaiond emission
trading, project-based emission trading (CDM, JI), the European Union Emission Trading
Scheme (EU-ETS) (Warren and Drexhage 2005) So do domestic and regiond emission
schemes, such as the Regiond Greenhowse Gas Initiative (REGGI) in the U.S., which
involves eleven Northeastern states. The Gold standad for sudanable development
performance of CDM projects has been developeal by the non-profit organizations with the
same name.® Activities by IETA, a non-profit business organization dedication to promote
carbon market and emissions trading (both Kyoto and voluntary markets) also conditute
private regulation in the shadow of the state. In contrast to the voluntary carbon offset
markets, Kyoto carbon trading are depend on public rule-making, and therefore involve a
highe degree of (ublicnessO(Koehnig-Archibugi & ZYm 2006. For example, the CDM
market is dependent on apog-2012climate agreement in order to expand.

% The Gold Standard has also developed standards for the voluntary carbon offset market, see
http://www.cdmgoldstandard.org




Delegdion to private actors: The ddegation, or @utsourcingOof govenance fundions by
internaiond organizations govenments and regimes to private actors are abundant in
internaiond relations exemplified by technica standadization such as the Internaiond
Organization for Standadization (1SO). Delegaion comes in different forms. Internaiond
organization can ddegate rule making or rule implementation to nonstate actors or hybrid
networks. Thearound90 WSSD climate patnershipsin Figure 1 can clearly be seen as an act
of ddegation of implementation fundions to partnership neworks. The rationde of the
Johannesburg patneships was tha multi-stakeholder partnerships were effective and
performance based instruments suitable for implementing multilateral targets on climate and
energy, such as those foundin the Kyoto protocol and Johannesburg Plan of Implementation
(Benng et. a 2003) Similarly, in ther opaationd phase, two of the Kyoto Protocol®3
flexibility mechanisms B the Joint Implementation (J) and the Clean Development
Mechanism (CDM) can be conceived public-private partnershipsfor implementing the Kyoto
Protool@ twin gods of cog-effective redudions of greenhou® gas emissions for
indudrialized counties and sudainable development benefits for developing states (Streck
2004) Moreover, the World Bank@® several Carbon funds such as Prototype Carbon Fund
(PCF), can dso be seen as an implementation partnership between multinaiond firms and
goveanments to promote Kyoto carbonmarkets.

The CDM project cycle certifying eligible projects can be seen as an example of ddegaion.
To enaure tha projects generate actud emission redudions the CDM Executive Board has
ddegated the verification process to accredited Designaed Operationd Entities (DOE). These
are approximately 15 globd accouning firms, such as Norska Veritas, SGS, Price
Waterhous (UNDP 2006) which have been approved for this fundion.

Public adopton of private regulation: The lack of globd agreement have prompted private
nom setting and rule making, which has subsequently been adopted by the state. This is
illudrated by the forest certification, whereby some states have suppoted certain standads
developed by private actors, such by the Forestry Stewardship Coundal (Berngein and
Cashore 2005; Cashore et a 2003) However, as noticed Figure 1, there is no instance of
public adopion of private regimes in climate governance. As argued above thee is an
abundance of private standads (for the voluntary offset market and Kyoto markets) but these
have not been publicly sanctioned.

Co-regulation of public-private regulation: Similarly to above no example of public-private
rule making can be identified in the climate governance arena This can be contrasted with
other policy areas, such as the World Commission on Dams (WCD) tha consists of multi-
stakeholder rule making (Dingwerth 2005.

Conailtation and cooptation of private actors: Thee are many govenance arrangements
unde this type of pubic-private interaction. Multilateral ingitutions EU and naiond
govanments as incorporate busness and civil society in various conalltative arrangaments.
The World Bank@ conalltation with civil society and the multi-stakeholder dialogues
arrangead by the UN Commission for Sugtainable Development (Bckstrand 20063 Mason
2005) reflect efforts to increase the legitimacy of internaiond organizations However, this
can aso be seen as coopttion of private actors by public actors. A number of climate
patnerships beween indugrialized and developing counties, such as voluntary technology
agreements on energy and climate can be identified in this context. The US initiated Asia-
Pacific Partnership on Clean Development and Climate (AP6) and the Carbon Sequestration




Leadership Forum (CSLR) are recent examples (see section 3.2). Many of these high-level
patneships incorporate in varying degrees private actors in developing climate-friendly
technologies for renewable energy and energy efficiency (Philibert 2005)

Lobbying of public actors by private actors. As arguad above lobbying and advocacy by
interest groupsat internationd climate negotiations do not conditute networked govenance
or PPP. Rather this type of private-public interaction congitute @ldCforms of govenance in
terms of lobbying by civil sodety and indugry groups such as the Climate Action Network
(CAN) or theformer Climate ChangeCodition (CCC).

Public regulation: This govenance arena constitutes multilateral rule making and inter-state
negotiation of UNFCCC and Kyoto Protocol, where govenments have decison-making
power and nontstate actors have a conaultative standing. No policy-making authority is given
to PPP.

3. Mapping the Terrain of Climate Partnerships

Table 1 presents an overview of varioustypes of internaiond climate partnerships which are
classified along two dimensons In the horizonta row the sponsorship of patnerships are
identified. Is the partnerships initiated by multilateral, state or private actors? The second
dimenson relates to the four fundions of patnerships (advocacy, rule setting, rule
implementation, service provision), outlined in the previous section. By classifying climate
patnerships in this fashion three types of patnerships can be identified: hybrd public-
private, transgovanmental and private patnerships (involving busness or civil sodety).
Hybrid partnerships have shared public-private authority and are defined by nonthierarchical
steering. These patnerships opaate to varying degrees unde the Ghadow of hierarchyO As
we will discussed, many climate partnerships reflect the logic of @ldOmodes of govenance,
in which govenment are the primary actors. Some partnerships represent self-regulated
govanance by civil sodety or busness actors, free from state intervention and hierarchical
steering.

3.1 Multilateral Hybrid Partnerships

Thefirst category of climate partnership tha is marked in theshaded areain Table 1 is hybrid
in terms of public-private interaction and multi-stakeholder naure. They are multilateraly
sanctional, unde the auspices of the UN or World Bank. The WSSD climate patnerships
CDM projects and the various carbon fundsunder the World Bank carbon finance unit are
examples of hybrid patnership neworks. These are al multi-stakeholde partnerships that
involve a diverse set of actors, such internaiond organizations govanments, NGOs,
companies and trade assodations. They have the fundion of rule implementation, connecting
to multilateral targets and provisonsin the Kyoto protocol targets or the Johannesburg Plan
of Implementation (JPOI). The patnerships are relatively formalized and ingitutiondized
with formal reporting mechanisms. For example, the patneships registered at the
Commission for Sugainable Development (CSD) is reviewed at its annud session. Since the
late 1990sagendes in the UN system unde General Secretary Annan@® leadership have been
promoted multi-stakeholde partnership arrangements from the Johannesburg partnerships to
the UN Globd Compact (Bull and McNeill 2006; Andonova2005;Marten 2007) Theturn to
public-private partnerships by UN actors can be seen as a way to restore legitimacy for the
UN system as a result of the weakened multilateral system in the 199Gs. With shrinking
resources, ddegaion of tasks to public-private partnerships represented a way for UN
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agendes to reinvent their mission and mobilize more resources. The 2002 WSSD represented
the pesk of the public-private patnership movement. The voluntary multi-stakeholder
patneships aso known as so-called Type Il agreement, were said to serve as an important
complement to Type | agreement, i.e. negotiated agreements between govanments. The
Prototype Carbon Fund (PCF), which is managed by the World Bank, can also beddfined asa
multi-sectoral partnership between seventeen companies and six govenments. The purpos to
promote the carbon market and strengthen the Kyoto flexibility mechanisms (Streck
2004314). Below the WSSD climate patnershipsand the CDM are discussed more in depth.

Johaanesburg Climate Partnerships The 2002 World Summit on Sugainable Development
(WSSD) represented a turning point for the patneships The Johaanesburg Type I
agreements, which currently amount to 330 multistakeholder public-private patnershipstha
are registered at CSD* are central to the implementation of the Agenda 21, the Johannesburg
Plan of Implementation (JPIO) and sugainable development at large The partnerships cover
several topics, such as biodiversity protection, energy and climate, poveaty eradication, water
management, capecity building. About 90 patneships (27 percent) of the total CSD
registered partnerships are climate and energy related.> The overal fundion of the WSSD
climate partnerships is rule implementation, and, to some extent, advocacy. The purmpose of
climate partnershipsis to implement multilateral rules and targets in the UNFCCC, the Kyoto
Protocol, the Millennium Development Gods (MDG) and the JPOI. Mog of these
patnerships are multi-stakeholder, involving participaion by  the UN Gngjor group
bugness, NGOs, youth, farmers, scientific communities, women, local govanments and trade
unions However, a general pattern for WSSD patnerships which is also reflected in the
climate PPP, istha govenments or internaiond organizationsare often thelead partner. The
private sector involvement is less than expected, since busness actors choose ther own
patnerships (see section 3.4) with less formalized reporting mechanism (BSckstrand 2006b;
United Nations2006) The climate partnershipsare focused organized aroundsevera clugers,
such as trangtion to renewable energy, energy efficiency, provison of clean technology,
adaptation and vulnerability to climate change capecity building for Clean Development
Mechanism (CDM). Half of the partnerships have a duration time 10 years but many PPP are
open-enddl.

¥ Renewable Energy Policy Network for the 214 Century (REN21) 2005o0pen-endead
Lead: REN21

¥ Renewable Enegy and Enegy Efficiency Partnership (REEP), 2002open-endel
Lead: REEP

¥ Globd Bioenergy Partnership (GBEP), 20062016 Lead Government of Italy, United
NationsFood and Agriculture Organization (FAO)

¥ USClean Energy Initiative, 20022012 Lead: US government

¥ Methaneto Markets (M2M), 2003 open-ended. Lead: US government

In gened, the WSSD climate patnerships are relatively inditutiondized in terms of linking
up to targes in climate change agreements. Mos of the Johaanesburg climate patnerships
involve public and private stakeholders, many of them are lead by internaiond organizations

* On the Johannesburg partnerships, see further Andonova and Levy 2003; B&kstrand 2006, Benner, Streck and
Witte 2003; Ivanova 2003; Hale and Mauzerall 2003; Joyner 2005.

> After asearch in the Partnership database with climate change as first and secondary theme, 91 regional or
global climate and energy-related partnerships were been identified. See Appendix 1 for the most central PPP.
see UN CSD Partnership database, http://webapps01.un.org/dsd/partnerships/public/welcome.do, accessed May
8, 2007. Around 35 of the Johannesburg partnerships have climate as a primary focus.
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or govenments. For example, the US govenment is leading the Methane to Markets (M2M)),
which is one of many voluntary technology patnership agreements (see section 3.2). M2M,
which, is currently the only US initiated technology partnership registered in the CSD
patneship daabase. Some registered patnerships have been trandormed to actors in
themselves with thar own secretariat, The Renewable Enegy and Energy Efficiency
Partnership (REEP) and the Renewable Energy Policy Network for the 214 Century (REN21)
are examples of this.

Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) partnerships CDM, which is oneof thethree flexible
mechanisms in the Kyoto Protocol, have been framed as innovaive ingrument for public-
private patnerships with the purpose to provide cog-effectiveness emission redudions to
indudrialized states and generate local sustainable development for developing states (Streck
2004) Theoverdl fundion of CDM isto implement article 12 in the Kyoto protocol with the
twin objectives of assisting developal counties to achieve cost-effective GHG emission
redudions and enabling sudainable development. CDM aso ties into other multilateral soft
commitments on environment and development, such as the JPOl and MDGs. In the CDM
project cycle b from project design to validaion - carbon market actors, hog govenments,
investors, accredited independent verifiers and NGOs paticipae in different roles. The CDM
is the mog important ingrument in the emerging Kyoto markets and is expected to geneate
amog 3 million certified emission redudions (CERS) by the end of 2012.Mog of the 673
registered CDM projects (as well as the currentl600 pipdine projects waiting for approvd)
can be described as multi-sectoral networks involving project investors (govenments or
private actors), multilateral ingitutions non-profit organizations and carbon brokers and
developing counties.®

Both the WSSD and the CDM partneships are generally the mos hybrid in terms of public-
private interaction. CDM can be seen as a mechanism to promote carbonmarket tha opeates
in the shadow of the hierarchy. The conditutive rules for the CDM are multilateraly
negotiated at COP/MOPSs in a state-centric framework. However, the opeationd phase of
CDM, i.e. the various stepsin CDM project cycle and many individud CDM projects have
are example of PPPs. Recent evaulations of CDM projects have condudal tha there is a
trade-off between the gods of cost-effective emission redudion for developed counties and
sudainable development benefits to hog counties (UNDP 2006) The CDM is contested due
to the conflict beween large-scale carbon credit generating projects and locally owned
stakeholder projects with high development dividend (Lohmann 2006;UNDP 2006.

6 See CDM website http://cdm.unfccc.int
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Table 1: Types and Functions of Climate Partnerships

Functions HYBRID MAINLY PUBLIC PRIVATE
Types PPP networks Governmental Regional/sub- Private-Private
Multilateral, public- | networks state networks Networks
private actors State-driven Local business/civil society
governments
Advocacy Renewable  Energy International Climate
Policy Network for Change Partnership
21 Century (ICCP)
(REN21)
World Business
Renewable  Energy Council for
and Energy Sustainable
Efficiency Development
Partnership (REEP) Climate Partnerships
Standard-setting, rule-
making
Ruleimplementation | WSSD climate and | Asia-Pacific Cities for Climate | Combat Climate
energy partnerships, | Climate Change | Protection (Local | Change (3C)
91 Partnership Governments for
(AP6) Sustainability)
Activities
Implemented Jointly | International Clinton Climate
(AlJ), 157 projects Partnership ~ for | Initiative
Hydrogen
Clean Development | Economy (IPHE)
Mechanism (CDM),
660 projects Carbon
sequestration
World Bank | Leadership
Prototype ~ Carbon | Forum (CSLF)
Fund (PCPF),
Biocarbon fund
Methane to Markets
(M2M)
Service Provision Greenhouse gas
protocol (WRI &
WBCSD)

3.2. Governmental Partnership N etworks

The second type of climate partnerships is represented by voluntary agreements between
govenments involving coopeation for clean technology, renewable energy and carbon
sequestration. The Asia-Pacific Partnership on Clean Development and Climate (AP6), which
was announe&d in 2005 as a climate-friendly technology agreement between the U.S. and
Asa-Pacific states, is emblematic of the development. Theoreticaly, these partnerships can
be conceptudized as Granggovenmenta networks (Slaughier 2004: 159), involving
transnaiond coopeation beween govenment officials, govanment experts and sometimes
even paliamentarians and judges. For example, the G8 conditutes such a powerful
tranggovenmental nework. Sub-naiond neworks, such as patnerships beween regiond
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entities or cities, also fal unde this category. While driven by naiond or sub-naiond

officials, these neworks also incorporate busness and civil sodety actors. In APG,

involvement of indudry developing greenhou® gas abaement and clean cod technology is

centra. A key eement of these networks is the coopeaation between Qike-mindedO
govenments or a @odition of willingGstates. As seen in Table 1 mog of these governmental

climate partnerships fundion primarily as implementation network. Implicitly or explicitly,

they are geared towards multilateral gods of greenhou® gas emission redudion, trangtion to

renewable energy, clean technology and hydrogen econony.

Therise of voluntary technology agreements, of which mog of them are initiated or led by the
U.S., has dtirred debates about the increasing fragmentation of climate govenance and to
wha extent these partnerships are aternaive or complement to the Kyoto regime (McGee
and Taplin 2006) They are mogly Gnultifundiona Oagreements, aiming to simultaneoudy
address issues such as enegy security, technology trander, cod combugion, economnic
development and pollution abaement. The proliferation of govanmental networks has aptly
been described as GninilateralismO(Kellows 2006) These state-centric climate partnerships
do not qudify as Mew modes of governanceOaccording to the definition in this paper. Rather
they capture ®@ldOmodes of governance, in which private actors are co-opted into voluntary
agreements with govenments. However, while the primary actors are states, steering modes
are primarily based on nonthierarchica and soft forms of steering (barganing, persuasion,
side-payment) rather than legidation and litigaion. Below are some examples of technology
patneships all of them which areinitiated by the US.

The Asia-Pacific Partnership on Clean Development and Climate’ (AP6): In Augug 2005the
patneship was annourced as a Monbinding compactObetween the six Gnterested and
likemindedOgovernments of Audralia, China, India, Japan, the Republic of South Korea and
the US (AP6 2006) Thefoundng members of AP6 collectively accountfor 48 percent of the
world@ greenhou® gas emission, 48 percent of globd energy produdion, 49 percent of
globd GDP and 45 percent of globd popuktion. Proponents of AP6 argues tha this
patnership congitutes a new modd for effective multilateralism tha can be contrasted with
the &urocentricOKyoto protocol that is fixed around cap-and trade solutions (Kellows 2006
287). In the vison statement, AP6 is framed as a multi-god partnership smultaneousy
addressing climate-friendly technologies, energy security, renewable enegy, naiond
pollution and povety. In Table 1, AP6 can be conaived as an implementation partnership
for clean and climate-friendly technology between a @odition of willing statesOaiming to
involve private actors. Key areas for coopeation are clean cod technology, energy efficiency,
carbon storage and capture, civilian nudear power, bioenergy, windpower and solar power. In
the vision statement, the partnership is seen as consstent with the gods of the UNFCCC and
the Kyoto Protocol. It should be noted tha AP6 was registered as partnership unde the
Commission for Sugainable Development until 2006, but after tha withdrawn (UN 2006:
28). In thevision statement, it is stressed tha AP6 complements and does not subditute the
Kyoto Protocol. However, the critics arguetha the main prindples behind the AP6, such as
greenhou® gas intendty targets, nonbinding nationd targes, multi-fundiond ambition
(climate mitigaionis only one of many gods), technology coopeation, are at oddswith the
target-based Kyoto regime. In this perspective, AP6 is a competing regime, contributing to
the fragmentation of climate govenance by setting up a technology partnership outside the
Kyoto-based framework (McGee and Taplin 2006:192).

" AP6 website is http://www.ap6.gov.au
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The Carbon Sequestration L eadership Forum (CSLF) isa USiinitiative® established in 2003as
a voluntary climate agreement beween 21 developal and developing states tha atogeher
accountfor 75 percent carbon dioxide emissions® The partnership advances technologies for
capture and long term storage of carbon dioxide with the aim to maximize the world®
potential storage capacity for centuries. In a CSLF statement it is acknowledged Ghat the
world will have to rely on fossil energy for econonic growth and stability during the
inddinite period required to pass from the present to a point in thefuture whee low Band no-
carbon enegy sources can meet those requirementsO (CSLR 2006) Consequently, the
patnership aims to involve the world@ major users and producers of fossil fudsin order to
provide clean technology, safe geological storage and sequestration. At the CSLF ministerial
meetings where private actors can be induded in ddegaions decisons about new projects
for geological storages are taken. The CSLR consortium refers to multilateral targets on
climate changg such as the longterm god of greenhou® gas stabilization in the UNFCCC
and the G8 Gleneagles Plan of Action on Climate Change However, no reference to the
Kyoto Protocol is made

Internationd Partnership for Hydrogen Econony (IPHE) was established in 2003to promote
trandtion to hydrogen econony. Like AP6, IPHE is seen as an Gnulti-godOpartnership to
improve energy security, environmental security and economnic security through the
expangon of hydrogen and fud cell technology. |PHE conssts of 18 members® tha togeher
accountfor 66 percent of globd CO2 emission and globd energy consumption, 75 percent of
electricity consumption and 85 percent of the globd GDP (IPHE 2006. The patnership has
materialized into an organization with a secretariat in Washington D.C., headed by an
American Executive Director. Thefundionsof IPHE are to strengthen research collaboration
of hydrogen and fud cell technology, develop safety codes and standads and stimulate
private sector participaion. The hydrogen econony is based on multiple energy sources, such
as renewables, fossil fud (through carbon sequestration) and nudear energy (IPHE 2006)
IPHE can be defined as an @mplementation partnershipO However, it also aims at advocacy,
i.e. informing the public and stakeholder about the bendfits and chdlenges of achieving a
hydrogen econony. It isworth nating tha IPHE does notrefer to UNFCCC and Kyoto gods.

Methane to Market Partnership (M2M) was announ&d by the US Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) in 2004 The purpos of the patnership isto reduce globd methane emissions
in order to enhance economic growth, promote energy security, improve ar qudity and
reduce greenhou® gas emissions. Currently, M2M has a membership of 20 developing,
developed and counties in trandtion govenments. The govenment parties account for
more than 60 percent of anthropoeentric greenhouse gas emissions(M2M 2006) The major
fundionsof the M2M are to promote public-private collaboration on methane recovery and
use, develop better methane emission estimates and identify cog-effective means to receive
methane from energy produdion. The patnership focuses on four sources of methane
emissions agricultural (animal waste management), cod mines, landfills, oil and gas systems.

8 The US Department of Energy is coordinating mechanism for the partnership.

® The CSLF members are Australia, Brazil, Canada, China, Columbia, Denmark the European Commission,
France, Germany, India, Italy, Japan, Mexico, the Netherlands, Norway, Russia, South Africa, the Unitd
Kingsom, the United States. Pending new members are South K orea and Saudi Arabia, see websiteE

1% The members of IPHE are Australia, Brazil, Canada, China, European Commission, France, Germany,
Iceland, India, Italy, Japan, Republic of Korea, New Zeeland, Norway, Russian Federation, United Kingdom,
United States. See website http://www.iphe.net

" The members of M2M are Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Canada, China, Colombia, Ecuador, Germany, India,
Japan, Mexico, Nigeria, Poland, Republic of Korea, Russia, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States, Vietnam.
See website www.methanetomarkets.org
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However, in contrast to the partnerships discussed above M2M extendsbeyond govenment
patners and builds on broader stakeholder involvement tha indudes the private sector,
NGOs, multilateral development banks and scientists. The Asian Development Bank, Atlas
Copm, American Petroleum Ingitute, Chicago Climate Exchange and Ecosecurities are
examples of non-state membe's. M2M was registered as a CSD climate partnership after the
Johannesburg Summit. Accordingly, it has an explicit linkage to multilateral agreed climate
and energy targets. It isalso theonly patnership tha indudes an African naionBNigeria.

To sum up, the technology patnerships above, of which al of them are initiated by the US,
can be seen (ninilateral isand<) usng technological diffuson to respondto climate change
This can be interpreted as an American hegemony and unilateralism in globd environmental
politics (Falkner 2005). The U.S. reection of Kyoto can be seen as skepticism of
multilateralism as U.S. strikes climate pacts with willing coditions Reduang greenhou® gas
emissionsis only one of many gods of these patnerships other gods are energy security,
clean technology coopeation, econonic and soda development, poveaty aleviation etc. In
this respect they consolidae the view that there is a fragmentation of climate govenance with
competing legd and technical agreements (Biermann 2005) As argued above some of the
patnerships explicitly tie into multilateral targets (CSLF and M2M) while others are clearly
aternative frameworks for technology coopeation and R&D outside the UN process for
climate diplomacy (AP6 and IPHE). A key question is then effectiveness can be monitored
when gods and targesin patnershipsare soft, voluntary and nonquantifiable.

3.3 Regional and City Partnerships

Theloca and regiond level has become more prominent in climate govenance, where the
cities, municipdities and local govanments take on efforts to curb climate change through
adoping greenhou® gas emission targes and implementing climate mitigation programs.
These city neworks with a global reach chdlenges the idea that climate change should
primarily bededlt with at theglobd level (Bulkeley and Betsill 2003)

The Cities for Climate Protection (CCP) campagn coordinaes 678 municipdities in 31
counties. CCP can be seen as local transgovaenmental partnership. This network represents
15 percent of the worldsDcarbon dioxide emissions®™® Consequently, local level climate
mitigaion efforts can significantly contribute to reaching naiond and multilateral greenhou®
gas emissions The pumpose of CCC is to promote cities to adopt policies and measure to
reduce local greenhoug gas emissons The program has a methodobgy for determining
baselines, make emission inventories, adoping emission redudion targets, developing action
programs and monitoring and implementing action plans Some cities have adoptd more
stringent emission targets than the Kyoto protocol, for example 20-30 percent redudion.
There are additiond gods, such as the improvement urban air pdlution qudity, urban
sugdanability and integrating climate change mitigaion and adaptation in local decision
making (Betsill and Bulkeley 2004) CCC is a program unde Internaiond Coundl for Local
Environmenta Initiatives (ICLEI) tha was established in 1990. The rise of sub-naiond
govenmentsin climate govenance is part of the pod-Rio agendaand the Agenda21 process
to connect globd andlocal sudainability.

12 Spe website http://www.iclei.org
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The Clinton Climate Initiative (CCI)*® was initiated in Augus 2006 as a program unde the
Clinton Foundaion, which has numerous globd initiatives on HIV/AIDS, development and
health. Like the ICLEI Cities for Climate Protection, this nework indudes the 40 largest
cities in the world with the aim to reduce energy use in trangort and buildings and
greenhou® gas emissions. At the time of this writing, the Large Cities Climate Summit
gahers participaing cities as well as multinaiond spon®ors such as Shdl, Time Warner,
Siemens etc. Some 500 US elected mayors pledged on this summit to reduce greenhou® gas
emissons in line with targes in Kyoto Protoool, signding thdr obections to the
environmental policies of President George W. Bush. The MayorsOAgreement is the only
climate protection agreement of its kind among US elected officials. The patnership
provides assistance in areas such as building efficiency, clean trangportation system and
renewable energy.’* The partnership employs methodsthat will alow cities to establish a
baseline on ther greenhou® gas emissions and monitor the effectiveness of ther emission
redudion programs.

3.4. Private to Private Partnerships

The third type of nework in Table 1 is private-private partnerships These do not conditute
Mew modes of govananceQ(since there is no public-private interaction) but rather represent
self-regulative among private actors, eithe busness-to-busness or civil-sodety neworks.
Thar main fundionsare advocacy and implementation.

The Internaiond Climate Change Partnership (ICCP) was established in 1991 and currently
has 22 indudry members, mainly multinaiond companies in the fossil fud and chemical
indugry.'® The main pumpos is advocacy, such as promoting market-based and scientifically
soundclimate policies that do not disadvantage specific indugries. Technological innovaion
and maximum nationd flexibility in achieving future commitment are stressed. In comparison
with the Combat Climate Codition (3C) discussed bdow, the ICCP has a more cautious
postion to UN climate agreements, stressing tha environmental concerns must be balanced
with econonic gods in multilateral negotiation processes. There is no mentioning of the
Kyoto Protocol.

Combat Climate Change (3C) is a recent busness leader partnership with 40 multinaiond
company members and World Busness Counal for Sugainable Development as a suppoting
organizations®® The organization is coordinaed by the Swedish Energy company Vattenfall.
It is worth noting tha BP and General Electric are members of both the ICCP and 3C. In
contrast to the ICCP, Comba Climate Change a strong implementation focus focusing on
multilateral agreements on climate change There is a commitment to Kyoto gods and long-
term more ambitious emission redudion in line with IPCC:s scenarios Among the nine
prindples adopted by the 3C are a worldwide framework to replace the Kyoto Protocol by
2013,a switch over to a low emitting carbon economy, globd pricing of carbon emissions

13 See website http://www.clintonfoundation.org

14 See website http://www.nycclimatesummit.com

15 Examples of some corporate members are: 3M Company, Association of International Automobile
Manufacturers, Boeing, BP, Dow Chemical, DuPont, European Chemical Industry Council (CEFIC), General
Electric, General Motors, Halliburton Industries, Intel Corporation, Japan Fluorocarbon Manufacturers
Association. For thewhole list, visit the website http://www.iccp.net

16 Some of the business are: ABB, Bayer, BP, British Sky Broadcasting Group, Deutsche Bahn AG, E.On,
General Electric, Hitachi, Lufthansa, Norske Skog, Reuters, SAS group, Siemens, Vattenfall. For full
membership list, see http://www.combatclimatechange.org.
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promotion of a globd emission market, leadership by developed counties and a fair globd
burden-sharing beween rich and poorcounties (Comba Climate Change2006)

4. Legitimacy and Accountability of Climate Partnerships

Thelegitimacy question concerns how globd climate govenance can be designed to fundion
in more representative, accountble and effective ways. This pagper does appraise the overall
legitimacy of the globd climate govanance. Rather the purpos is to suggest fruitful avenues
for approaching the accountbility of the different types of climate partnerships mapped in the
previoussection. As will be argued, different standards of legitimacy and accountbility will
be applied to different types of patnerships Thee is no single point of accountbility and,
®@nesize does notfit alO1 avoid attaching the prefix @emocraticCto the legitimacy of globd
climate goveanance. Democratic legitimacy and electoral accountbility is jugt one source of
legitimacy: there can be transnaiond legitimacy without liberal democracy (Ruth and
Keohane 2005) The term democratic legitimacy is closely assodated with domestic modds
of electora democracy, which are less suitable to evaluae transaiond non-electoral, non
territorial govenance arrangements. With the exception of tranggovenmental neworks of
climate govenance (such as the AP6) in which govenmental elites should be accountble to
ther domestic condituendes (Slaughter 2004) hierarchical modds of accountbility and
liberal-democratic standadsof legitimacy are less applicable to transnaiond networks.

In the scholarly debae, internationd inditutions are increasingly chdlenged on nomative
grounds for ther @emocraticO deficitO Tranmaiond democacy (Andeson 2004)
cosmopolitan democacy (Held 2000) discursve democacy (Dryzek 2000 Payne and
Samha 2004), ddiberative democracy (BSrzel and Risse 2005; Nanz and Steffek 2004 and
stakeholder democracy (BSckstrand 20063 have been advanced as ingtitutiond innovdionsto
reduce the democratic deficit of multilateral inditutionsand globd govenance. However, the
debae on the democatic deficit has primarily focused on the legitimacy of internaiond
organizations such as the World Trade Organization (WTO) and the Internaiond Mondary
Fund (IMF) and less oningitutionsand sites of neworked govenance.

4.1The (I1)legitimacy of Global Climate Governance?

There are anumber of arguments with respect to the legitimacy (or illegitimacy) of the globd
climate regime. For example, the neo-gramscian critique questionsthe legitimacy of climate
govanance as it is premised on neoliberal hegemonic values of the market place, manifested
by the Kyoto flexibility mechanisms, carbontrading, the globd carbon market and therise of
public-private partnerships This critiquehas been extended to demondrate theillegitimacy of
the market and trade-embedded climate regime, serving as an ingance of commodification of
climate change carbon colonialism and carbon capitalism (Lohmann 2006) Clearly, the
legitimation of climate policy increasingly occurs through the market - internaiond
emissions trading schemes and voluntary carbon offsetting (Mathews and Paterson 2005)
According to radical accounts, this reinforces neoliberal climate order. In contrast, theliberd
pluralist perspective embraces market-oriented climate govenance, dueto its flexibility and
decentralized and voluntary naure. Cross-sectoral coopeation between private and public
actors in climate change can pool togeher diverse resources and expertise. A third argument
with respect to the legitimacy of transnationd climate govenance is that the different modes
of globd climate govenance collectively amount to an emerging @lobd public domain®
(Ruggie 2004) Accordingly, the multi-sectoral climate partnerships can be seen as an
inditutiondized arenafor nonstate and state actors to provide for a globd public good such
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as greenhause gas mitigaion, adaptation or carbon neutrality. The above illudrates that
existence of highly competing account of wha conditutes a legitimate globd climate order.

4.2. Legitimacy in N etworked Climate Governance

In climate govanance, political authonty is fragmented and weak and there are multiple co-
existing govenance modds (Keohane and Nye 2005) - centered around states, internaiond
organizations transdiond civil sodety and multi-sectoral public policy neworks. Wha
does tranmaiond legitimacy means in the context of complex climate multilateralism, which
is defined by overlapping state, private and (ybridCauthorities? A key question is then: what
standards of legitimacy and accountbility can be applied to assess the multiple sites of
networked climate govenance?

Globd govenance can be conceived as the process of creating a legitimate sodal order and
rule compliance in the absence of supranaiond authority or world government. Hurd (1999)
posts three rationdes for why actors obey rules. coercion, self-interest and legitimacy. In the
coercive redist account actors obey noms because of fear of punishment. According to
liberal-inditutiond account rule compliance stems from self-interest of the actors. This
pape focuses on a third source of rule compliance Blegitimacy - where the perception by the
actors of the particular soda order, ingditution and set of noms is central. ActorsOperceive
the noms as legitimate and therefore think they oughtto be obeyed. Legitimacy refers to the
perception of the actors by the overall qudity of the soda order, which indudes ingitutions
noms and rules (Risse, 2004b: 7). Legitimacy is therefore a feature of the political order
rather than characteristic of actors themselves. The legitimacy stems both from a procedurd
logic (tha rules are predictable and determined by legitimate actors) and a consequential logic
(tha rules andinditutionslead to collective problem-solving).

In appraising the legitimacy of climate govenance, the conaepts of input and output
legitimacy (Scharpf 2001) can be used as heurigtics. In this perspective, the legitimacy of the
govenance stems from both produdng effective results and ensuring procedural fairness.
First, legitimacy resides in the political system@ contribution to collective problem solving
and efficacy. Secondly, legitimacy is based on @ue processOand the political system@®
responsveness to sodetal interests, and mechanisms to hold rules accounible. Input or
procedura legitimacy refers to the participaory qudity of the decision-making process and
asks whether the process conforms to procedural demands such as representation of relevant
stakeholders, trangparency and accountbility. Output legitimacy relates to effectiveness or
problem solving capecity of the govanance system. In this paper output legitimacy is referred
to as effectiveness and input legitimacy smply to legitimacy. 1t has been argues tha high
effectiveness (or output legitimacy) in terms of collective problem solving can, compensate
for low inputlegitimacy (Risse 2004;2005) Vice versa lack of effective regulatory capecity
prompts the need for greater input legitimacy in terms of trangpaent and accountble
decisornrmaking processes. This argument is underpinned by ideas of ddiberative
democracy'”: more participaion and ddiberation by affected groups will generate more
effective collective problem solving.

Applying this to the multilateral climate regime, the Kyoto protocol would mog likely score
low on effectiveness as the Kyoto targets are widdy recognized as inaufficient to reverse

7 Arguments for deliberative democracy are found in Nanz and Steffek 2004; Risse 2004a; Smith 2003; Steffek
2003.

19



climate change (Christoff 2006) Thereis both a problem of compliance effectiveness (failure
to comply with modest Kyoto targets of average 5 percent redudion to 2012 and
environmental effectiveness (failure to adoptambitiouslongterm pog-Kyoto targets, such as
50-80 percent redudion). The new modes of govenance based on self-regulation, private-
public partnerships and voluntary technology agreements can be seen as a respon to the
regulatory deficits at the multilateral level, thefailure to ddiver an effective Kyoto agreement
with high climate integrity. In a state-centric framework, the climate regime could arguably
score higha on the legitimacy dueto the universal membership of 191 UN member states,
formalized naiond reporting procedures, implementation review, which engbles transparency
and accounibility.

In the context of networked climate govenance legitimacy is captured in the following
guestion: Are the partnerships based on diverse representation of stakeholders, and are
procedures trangparent and accountable? Effectiveness, on the other hand refers to if the new
climate partnershipsreduce the climate threat, in terms of changing actorsGbehavior, redudng
greenhou® gas emissions and improving adaptive capecity.

Effectiveness refers ultimately to problem solving capecity and peformance: does the
patnership resolve the environmental problems? Environmental effectiveness concernsif the
patneship generates the desired outcomes in terms of greenhou® emission redudions or
improved adepted capecity. This ultimately relates to environmental impact of the
patnership, i.e. if the partnership is effective in addressing the problem it intended to solve.
However, the environmenta effectiveness is methodologically difficult to evaluae for along
term-term problems such as climate change Therefore | focus on compliance effectiveness,
which focuses on the compliance with determined targets and gods. Are multilateral noms
andrules as well as subgantive and procedural obligaionsimplemented by the parntership?

Do the climate partnerships described in the previous sections fulfill the obligaionsin the
UNFCCC and Kyoto protocol? In order to evauae the Omplementation recordO of
patneships clear gods and targes are required. Two preconditions for compliance
effectiveness will be highlighted: 1) the ingditutiondization of partnerships i.e. thar linkage
to multilateral agreements gods and targets in the climate regime 2) new funding, i.e. wha
the extent can the patnershipsgenerate new finanang for climate mitigation and adgptation.

Legitimacy in patnerships refers the procedural fairness such as balanced representation of
different stakeholders, trangparency, access, information shaing and accountbility and
reporting mechanisms. MeliberativeOpartnerships entail broad stakeholder involvement and
mechanisms for ddiberation (Forsyth 2003) In assessing climate patnerships two
dimengons of legitimacy are highlighted: 1) representation of various stakeholders in
networks 2) accountbility mechanisms. Representation concernsto wha extent partnerships
indudes various stakeholders interests. To assess representation of stakeholde paticipaion
in climate patnerships the following question could be asked: To wha extent is an
appropriately wide range of stakeholder groupsparticipaing formaly in the nework, as lead
or paticipaing partne? Accountbility in neworks can to be enhanced aso through non
hierarchical accountbility mechanisms. Hierarchical accountbility mechanisms are less
suitable for many climate patnerships which are decentralized and have networked
govenance features. Four ided types of governance can be outlined: state-centric,
internaiond organization (10), transaiond and policy nework (Keohane and Nye 2001:8).
These require different mechanisms of accountbility from to hierarchical non-hierarchical.
Horizontal accountbility mechanisms are applicable to mog patnerships networks (Steets
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2004) Networks Qre diffuse, complex weakly inditutiondized collaborative systems tha are
nether directly accountble to an electoral base nor they exhibit clear prindpd agent
relationsipQBenne et a 20033). Consquently, in contrast to state-centric or |O modds of
govanance, in policy neworks the chdlenges to accountbility are tha the sites of
govanance are multiple and power is diffused among different actors (Keohane and Nye,
2003:401). Partneships should therefore be accountble to a broad range of stakeholders,
such as NGOs, govenments, donoss and multilateral organizations Thereis aneed for plurd
accounibility mechanisms, such as professiond (or peer), reputationd and market
accountability (Witte et al 2003:75). In linewith this, G is better to devise pluralist forms of
accountbility than to bewail the democratic deficitO(K eohane and Nye 2003:393.

4.3. Legitimacy and Effectiveness of the Climate Partnerships (this section is incomplete)

In Table 2 bdow the legitimacy and effectiveness of the different types of patnershipsis
presented very schematically.

Table 2: Legitimacy and Effectiveness of Climate Partnerships

Legitimacy Examples Effectiveness L egitimacy
Types . . o
of Linkageto New sources | Representation | Accountability:
partnership Multilateral of funding of stakeholders | Hierarchical,
targets market, peer,
reputational.
Public-private CDM High Medium High Medium/high
partnerships Business, NGOs, | Hierarchical,
World Targets in the international reputational
Bank Kyoto protocol, organizations
Carbon JPOI, (UN and Bretton
Funds Millennium Woods),
Development governments
WSSD Goas
climate
partnerships
Governmental AP6 Low High Low Low
partnerships Governmental Hierarchical
CSLF Voluntary actors, some
targets, business
M2M
IPHE
Private-private Combat Low/medium High Low Medium
partnerships Climate Private Market,
Change actors, business, | reputational
NGOs
Interna-
tional
Climate
Change
Partnership
Greenhouse
Gas Protocol
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Table 3: Relationship between multilateralism and partnerships

Multilateral model Type of partner ship Primary actor
Multistakeholder Public-private Mix of governments,
multilateralism (WSSD, CDM | NGOs, 10s and business
projectsE)
Elite multilateralism Governmental National and local
(AP6, CSLFE) governments
Market multilateralism | Private-private Business
(CCC, ICCP)

4. Conclusions

Climate govenance can be seen atest case for the legitimacy of @arth syssemOgoveanance
(Biermann 2007) Are the climate partnerships which are situaed at the nexus beween
climate diplomacy and the globd carbon market, effective and legitimate tools of
tranmaiond goveanance? Or are they a result of lack a progress and regulatory failure in
interstate coopeation on climate change? Do they serve as complements or alterndives to
multilateral climate govanance? Wha are the benefits and disadvantages of the emerging
mosaic of fragmented climate govenance? These questionsindirectly refer to the legitimacy
and effectiveness of new modes of climate governance. In order to answer these questions a
categorization between varioustypes and fundions of partnershipsis needed. This pagpe has
conceptudized three kinds of patnerships B public-private (hybrid), govenmenta and
private-private. The frequency of these is andyzed in climate govenance. These climate
patnershipsare to varying degrees connected to the climate regime. Some of the partnerships
reinforce Kyoto gods while others are framed as alterndives to Kyoto. While this pgper does
not appraise the overall legitimacy of the transnaiond climate governance, it proposs
different standads of legitimation and accountbility mechanisms for the three kinds of
patneships

Mog of the climate partnerships have fundions of advocacy, service provison and
implementation. None are standad setting, which indicates that govanmental actors are less
willing to @ontract outOrule-setting authority to private actors in the climate change Some
partnerships, such as the WSSD climate partnerships and CDM projects signify @ewOmodes
of hybrnd govenance with high degree of public-private interaction. However, many
patnerships notleast the voluntary technology agreements such as the AP6, have elements of
®@ldOform of govenance based on the logic of lobbying, corporativism, co-optation and
interstate barganing. Findly, private (busnessto busness) climate patnerships are to
varying degrees are geared toward targets in the Kyoto protocol. A key conduson in this
paper, which is suppoted by studies of transationd climate govanance, is tha partnerships
do not necessarily replace or erodetheauthority of sovereign states. Rather, patnershipspave
the way for hybridization and trandormation of authority tha is shaed beween state and
nonstate actors. This does not precludethe exercise of and struggle for power among actors
within PPP.

This paper recognizes tha the proliferation of climate partnerships has lead to trandormation

of multilateralisn. The patneships reinforce predominant trends toward @omplexO
multilateralism. However, whether this trangormation represents a privatization or weakening
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of multilateraism is less clear. While Kyoto is clearly not Ghe only game in townQ it is
premature to say tha climate patneships have lead to a weakening of UN climate
diplomacy. This pgper has presented three modds or ided types of multilateralism:
Onultistakeholder® narketOand @liteOmultilateralism, assodated with hybrid patnerships,
private patnerships and govenmental patnerships Clearly these modds of multilateral
coopeation co-exists, the question is which predominaes? Theincrease of tranggovanmenta
patneships such as AP6, paves the way for a more dlite (or technoaatic) multilatera
coopeation outside the purview of the UN, and lead by a pact of large industrialized states.
Market multilateralism is predominaed by self-regulated busness-to busness patnerships
between large tranmaiond companies. Findly, multi-stakeholder multilateralism is
embodied by the hybrd cross-sectoral public-private patnerships (such as the CDM and
Johannesburg partnerships) unde the auspices of the multilateral inditutions
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