
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397


GOVERNING THE CLIMATE-ENERGY NEXUS

Combating climate change and transitioning to fossil-free energy are two central
and interdependent challenges facing humanity today. Governing the nexus of
these challenges is complex, and includes multiple intergovernmental and trans-
national institutions. This book analyzes the governance interactions between such
institutions and explores their consequences for legitimacy and effectiveness.
Using a novel analytical framework, the contributors examine three policy fields:
renewable energy, fossil fuel subsidy reform, and carbon pricing. These fields are
compared in terms of their institutional memberships, governance functions, and
overarching norms. Bringing together prominent researchers from political science
and international relations, the book offers an essential resource for future research
and provides policy recommendations for effective and legitimate governance of
the climate-energy nexus. Rooted in the most recent research, it is an invaluable
reference for researchers, policy makers, and other stakeholders in climate change
and energy politics.
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“Far too little work looks at climate change or energy studies from an interdisciplinary
social science perspective, and far less than that does so effectively. This book is a notable
exception, expertly tracing the governance dynamics and dilemmas of climate change as
well as its twin partner in crime, the global energy system. In doing so, it covers a range of
exciting topics, from subsidy reform to institutional complexity, from renewable energy to
policy coherence, through a compelling milieu of different perspectives. The book is truly
important reading for anyone who professes to take the study of climate governance
seriously.”

– Benjamin K. Sovacool, University of Sussex, and author of Global Energy
Justice (Cambridge University Press)

“If we are to prevent catastrophic global warming, the world needs to establish more
effective global governance of energy. This carefully planned book brings together
contributions by leading experts and provides an insightful macro perspective on the
current climate-energy nexus – its institutional complexity and fragmentation, as well as
the potential for change. The volume stands out for its rich empirical analysis, coherence
and rigour. A must read!”

– Robert Falkner, London School of Economics and Political Science

“Governing the Climate-Energy Nexus offers a novel approach to understanding the
vexing challenge of decarbonizing the global energy system and moving toward a more
sustainable future. Drawing on diverse theoretical debates in political science and
international relations, the authors present rich empirical analyses that help academics
and practitioners navigate the complex institutional landscape of global climate and energy
governance and evaluate the trade-offs and synergies between different policy options.
Moreover, this book advances the growing field of ‘nexus’ research by breaking new
theoretical and methodological ground that will facilitate more effective and legitimate
governance systems in an increasingly interconnected global system.”

– Michele M. Betsill, Colorado State University
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Foreword

This book is a major outcome of an international research project – Challenges and
Opportunities in a Fragmented Global Energy and Climate Governance
2015–2018 (CLIMENGO) – funded by the Swedish Energy Agency. In my view,
this volume gives an excellent overview of the climate-energy nexus in a global
perspective. I have learned a lot that is useful for my work in the Swedish Energy
Agency, and the same can be said most likely for civil servants, experts, and policy
makers in other public agencies. This book may also help those that consider
starting a new organization to identify important gaps to fill, and to navigate in the
context of institutional complexity that characterizes the fields of climate and
energy governance.

Why study the climate-energy nexus? The Paris Agreement is the latest major
intergovernmental treaty that calls for urgent action on climate change, while we
know that energy stands for around two-thirds of greenhouse emissions world-
wide. It is hence vital to understand which international organizations work in the
intersecting fields of climate and energy governance, how the multitude of inter-
national institutions is structured and perceived by various stakeholders, and where
crucial gaps exist with regard to governance, effectiveness, and legitimacy. The
book provides a very valuable and novel set of empirical research findings on these
questions: about the plethora of actors and institutional complexity in the climate-
energy nexus, about what institutions and actors do, about what they don’t do, and
how this matters for the performance and perception of climate and energy
governance.

The volume starts with a clear theoretical framework and methodology on how
to analyze the climate-energy nexus through four interacting variables – coherence,
management, effectiveness, and legitimacy. In the following chapters this frame-
work is applied to the macro, meso, and micro levels for three selected case
studies: renewable energy, carbon pricing, and fossil fuel subsidy reform. The
contributions address major research gaps and identify important connections

xiii
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between the plurality of institutions and actors within and across these governance
subfields. Thereby, these case studies provide an integrated mapping and a con-
sistent analysis of the institutional complexes governing the nexus between climate
change and energy.

The understanding of the nexus is further enhanced by other features of the case
studies, for example, the timelines and accounts of institutional development that
are provided for renewable energy, fossil fuel subsidies reform, and carbon pricing.
It is very insightful to see how early some policy areas emerged and began to be
populated by institutions. This goes in particular for the subfield of renewable
energy, with the International Solar Energy Society as the very first institution,
which began operating several decades prior to the commercial availability and
affordability of photovoltaic cells. On the other hand, we learn from the case
studies about the limited support that other areas have received so far, especially
a critical theme such as the reduction or abolishment of fossil fuel subsidies – and
this, although international organizations such as the International Energy Agency
had repeatedly pointed out the importance of this issue for achieving a reduction of
carbon emissions in line with the goals of the Paris Agreement.

In addition to these important and highly insightful mappings and analyses, the
volume includes impressive efforts to examine the performance of the climate-
energy nexus. To this end, two chapters evaluate the effectiveness and legitimacy
of various institutions in this nexus under conditions of institutional complexity.

In light of these achievements and novel findings, I really enjoyed reading this
book and I hope many will share my experience.

Klaus Hammes, Chief Economist, Swedish Energy Agency

xiv Foreword
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Preface and Acknowledgements

Global climate and energy governance increasingly intersect. Transformation in
the consumption and production of energy across developing and developed
countries is key to setting the world on a low-carbon path. It therefore makes
sense, as we argue in this book, to talk about a global climate-energy nexus. This
nexus consists of a plethora of international institutions that govern numerous
policy fields, such as renewable energy, fossil fuel subsidies, and carbon pricing.
These issues, and the institutions that govern them, all have far-reaching conse-
quences for climate change and energy use, and thereby for the future world we
live in.

Many of these institutions overlap in their mandates and memberships of
governments and nongovernmental actors, while they exercise different govern-
ance functions. All this leads to a high degree of institutional complexity across the
climate-energy nexus. We lack a deeper understanding of the shapes of this
complexity, and of its crucial consequences for the legitimacy and effectiveness
of the governance arrangements that are operating therein.

This book provides essential answers to these research gaps. It conceptualizes
the governance of the climate-energy nexus and presents novel empirical findings
through carefully crafted comparative case studies that combine different method-
ologies in an innovative way.

The volume is the outcome of a four-year international research project on
Challenges and Opportunities in a Fragmented Global Energy and Climate
Governance 2015–2018 (CLIMENGO), funded by the Swedish Energy Agency
(SEA). Coordinated by Karin Bäckstrand at Stockholm University, with collabora-
tive partners at Lund University and Vrije University Amsterdam, it has united
leading experts in the fields of energy and climate governance. We are immensely
grateful to the SEA for giving us the opportunity to carry out the important and
innovative research that we present in this book. We are also thankful for the
possibility to present our research at the annual SEA conferences, and we are
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particularly indebted to Marie Carlberg, Klaus Hammes, Josefin Thoresson, and
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The idea to produce a joint edited volume arose in early 2018. In June 2018, we
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hosted by Harro van Asselt and Cleo Verkuijl at the Oxford branch of the
Stockholm Environment Institute. The process of writing this book over the
following year has been a stimulating, fruitful, and intense academic journey and
conversation, which has cut across and bridged different scholarly fields such as
international relations, environmental politics, law, geography, and environmental
sciences. We presented our revised book chapters in a panel organized at the
annual meeting of International Studies Association (ISA) in Toronto in March
2019 and want to express our gratitude to our discussant Matt Hoffmann from the
University of Toronto. He provided extremely useful and excellent feedback that
helped us to enhance the contributions to this book during the final steps before the
submission of our manuscript.

As editors, we have been privileged to work with an exceptional group of
authors who have contributed to this volume: Jana Canavan, Phillip Pattberg, Lisa
Sanderink, Harro van Asselt, Cleo Verkuijl, and Soetkin Verhaegen. We extend
our sincere gratitude to them for their collegial spirit, critical input, helpful advice,
and tremendous patience – not only with respect to their own chapters, but for all
of their invaluable support in improving the quality of the entire book.

Likewise, this volume would not have been possible without the helpful input
from a wide range of people. This begins with the editorial team at Cambridge
University Press, in particular Lisa Bonvissuto, Sarah Lambert, and Matt Lloyd,
who have supported us with their great dedication and guidance throughout all the
production phases of this volume. We also want to take this opportunity to thank
the three reviewers for Cambridge University Press. They challenged us to further
clarify and sharpen the book’s theoretical, methodological, and empirical added
value, helping us to advance the research frontier on the climate-energy nexus.

Moreover, we would like to express our thanks to a number of colleagues, who
have dedicated their time to provide valuable feedback at various stages over the
past four years. They all helped us to make significant progress in our research
project and to accomplish this volume. This includes Jonas Tallberg and Lisa
Dellmuth of the University of Stockholm, who offered constructive comments on
the legitimacy aspects of institutional complexity. A special thanks goes to two
persons who were involved in the early stages of the project as well as the
application phase: Daniel Stenson Engström at the Swedish Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, and Jonathan Kuyper at Queens University Belfast. Other col-
leagues have contributed in various ways to specific chapters, notably Jasmiini
Pylkkänen from the University of Oulu.
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Finally, we are indebted to our research assistant Hugo Faber at Stockholm
University, whose dedicated and meticulous editorial assistance as well as inter-
view transcriptions were invaluable.

As editors, we take full responsibility for any errors or omissions remaining in
the book.
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Introduction

Governing the Climate-Energy Nexus

fariborz zelli, karin bäckstrand, naghmeh nasiritousi,
jakob skovgaard, and oscar widerberg

Energy and climate change are fundamentally connected. In today’s world energy
production and use account for two-thirds of global greenhouse gas emissions
(IEA 2018). To curb the climate crisis and to meet the goals set out in the Paris
Agreement, we need to provide reliable and affordable energy to some 10 billion
people. This much needed transition to low- or zero-carbon societies would have
profound consequences for the world’s energy systems (Lesage and Van de Graaf
2016).

Many steps have already been taken to bring this transition on its way, and they
include an ever-increasing number of governance initiatives across borders. The
success of this transition – and therewith the future quality of life on our planet –
depends on how effectively and legitimately these various governance efforts
achieve their goals, and this without undermining each other too much. In short,
coordinated policy responses to limit climate change and decarbonize energy
systems worldwide need to go hand in hand.

Against the backdrop of this urgent link between global climate change govern-
ance and global energy governance, this volume puts the ‘climate-energy nexus’ at
the forefront. Both governance structures making up this nexus are highly complex
(Sovacool 2013; Goldthau et al. 2018). Efforts to tackle climate change have
increased significantly over the past twenty and more years, and they have
expanded far beyond the multilateral response under the United Nations Frame-
work Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) (Vogler 2018). These efforts
vary from minilateral, local, and transnational initiatives to private regulation,
technology agreements, and market-based mechanisms (Hoffman 2011; Hjerpe
and Nasiritousi 2015). Likewise, governance efforts to address energy demands on
the international level are fragmented, and even lack a core multilateral institution
similar to the role the UNFCCC plays within the institutional complex on climate
change (Sovacool and Florini 2012; Wilson 2015; Van de Graaf and Colgan 2016;
Sovacool and Van de Graaf 2018).
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This fragmented climate-energy nexus may imply severe challenges for both
state and nonstate actors to effectively combat climate change and transition to
fossil-free energy systems (Falkner 2014). There is limited knowledge to which
degree the fragmentation translates into (in)coherence, and what kind of conse-
quences the degree of coherence has on the effectiveness and legitimacy of
governance efforts. Apart from the number of institutions a range of other dimen-
sions are also at play, including the kinds of actors involved, interpretations of core
norms and distribution of governance functions (see Chapter 2; Biermann et al.
2009; Eberlein et al. 2014). One important aspect that has been sidelined in the
literature is that governance in the climate-energy nexus is rarely governance of the
climate-energy nexus in its entirety: Governance in the nexus mainly targets
subfields focusing on specific issues such as renewable energy, carbon pricing,
or fossil fuel subsidies.

This book aims to address this research gap and identify connections between
the plethora of institutions and actors that address climate change and energy
challenges within and across specific governance subfields. First, it provides novel
mappings of the institutional complex of the climate-energy nexus as a whole and
of the respective complexes governing three major policy subfields within the
nexus – renewable energy, fossil fuel subsidy reform, and carbon pricing. Second,
and based on this mapping, the volume analyzes the degrees of institutional
coherence for all three subfields and studies to what extent there have been
deliberate management attempts targeting the interlinkages between institutions.
Third and finally, the consequences of the multifaceted institutional complex
in the climate-energy nexus are examined by asking how the institutional
complexity affects perceptions of effectiveness and legitimacy across the selected
subfields.

The next three sections explain the rationale and theoretical and empirical
contributions of the edited volume and our motivation to select three specific
policy subfields as case studies. The introduction concludes with an outline of
the chapters, structured along the book’s three parts on mapping, coherence and
management, and legitimacy and effectiveness.

1.1 Rationale behind This Book

A defining feature of global environmental governance today is the patchwork of
overlapping institutions with varying forms and functions that govern different
aspects of environmental challenges (cf. Young 1996; Oberthür 2009; Zelli and
van Asselt 2013; van Asselt and Zelli 2014; Heubaum and Biermann 2015;
Pattberg and Widerberg 2015; Boas et al. 2016). A case in point is the intersection
of global climate and energy governance.
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International, transnational and nonstate action to mitigate climate change has
proliferated in number and scope in the lead-up to the Paris Agreement (Bulkeley
et al. 2014; Jordan et al. 2015; Bäckstrand et al. 2017; van Asselt and Zelli 2018).
For instance, the Non-State Actor Zone for Climate Action (NAZCA) online
portal,1 maintained by the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC) Secretariat, has identified more than seventy cooperative
initiatives involving governments (of which more than twenty specifically target
energy), in addition to thousands of nonstate and subnational climate actions.

At the same time, national sovereignty concerns have left multilateral cooper-
ation on energy without a central or focal institution similar to the UNFCCC in
climate governance (Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen 2010; Sovacool and Florini 2012;
Barnsley and Ahn 2014; Wilson 2015; Van de Graaf and Colgan 2016; Sovacool
and Van de Graaf 2018). As current energy systems are a major source of
greenhouse gas emissions, transformation in the consumption and production of
energy in major emitter states, across developing and developed countries, is a
key in setting the world on a low-carbon path (Goldthau and Witte 2010; Cherp
et al. 2011; Dubash and Florini 2011; Nasiritousi 2017; IEA 2018). Hence, the
socioeconomic and biophysical interactions between climate and energy are very
strong.

In this volume, three central issues at the intersection of climate and energy
governance have been selected: renewable energy, fossil fuel subsidy reform, and
carbon pricing. Comparing these three policy areas, it can be observed that they
are characterized by multiple governance institutions and a patchwork of actors,
rules, and decision-making processes (Van de Graaf and Colgan 2016; Sanderink
et al. 2017). Renewable energy, to take one example, is discussed not only within
the United Nations (UN), but also in technology partnerships and international
organizations such as the International Renewable Energy Agency (IRENA), the
Clean Energy Ministerial (CEM), the Climate Technology Initiative (CTI),
Energy +, and in a number of private–public partnerships and private initiatives
such as the Renewable Energy Policy Network for the 21st Century (REN21)
(Widerberg and Pattberg 2015; Sanderink et al. 2017; Sovacool and Van de
Graaf 2018). Many of these institutions have overlapping mandates and mem-
berships among governments and nongovernmental actors, while exercising
different governance functions (Keohane and Victor 2011; see also Biermann
et al. 2009).

Institutional complexity in general as well as the relationship between climate
and energy governance in particular are attracting growing interest among
scholars (e.g. Bäckstrand 2008; Zelli 2011; Van de Graaf 2013; Widerberg and

1 https:climateaction.unfccc.int/ (accessed 23 February 2018).
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Stenson 2013; van Asselt 2014; Falkner 2018; Goldthau et al. 2018). Their
research has shown that the increasing number of partnerships in climate and
energy governance has contributed to the fragmentation of the institutional
landscape (Biermann 2009; Van de Graaf 2013; Zelli et al. 2013; Jordan et al.
2015). Terms such as ‘regime complex’ (Keohane and Victor 2011), ‘polyarchy’
(Ostrom 2010), ‘fragmented governance architectures’ (Biermann et al. 2009),
and ‘climate anarchy’ (Dyer 2014) equally reflect this development in current
global environmental governance. And significant research efforts have demon-
strated that this complexity also marks the intersections between policy domains,
for instance, between the global governance of climate change and other policy
areas such as trade (e.g. Charnovitz 2003; van Asselt 2014), biodiversity (e.g.
Jacquemont and Caparrós 2002), or development and security (e.g. Moncel and
van Asselt 2012).

Beyond the institutional complexity literature, the book also contributes to
discussions around various ‘nexuses’ in public policy objectives. Over the past
fifteen years, the nexus concept has become a popular way to illustrate connectivity
between various policy fields. The ‘water-food-energy’ nexus has been a particular
focus of attention (e.g. Hoff 2011) but other combinations abound. The nexus
concept has been used to connect just about any policy field, including, to name
but a few, climate change, gender, health, poverty, education, and agriculture (e.g.
Clancy et al. 2002; Iguchi et al. 2014). Thinking in terms of nexuses among policy
fields – instead of individual policy fields – is expected to generate insight into
trade-offs and synergies between various policy decisions, or, as the UN’s Food
and Agricultural Organization (2014, 4) puts it: a nexus approach ‘forces us to
think of the impacts a decision in one sector can have not only on that sector, but
on others. Anticipating potential trade-offs and synergies, we can then design,
appraise and prioritise response options that are viable across different sectors’.
Policies to address climate change using forests as carbon sinks, for instance, may
have impacts on biodiversity, agriculture, and water and they require decision
makers to take an integrated approach toward sustainability challenges. For
researchers studying a nexus, enhancing policy coherence is hence key to reap
the benefits of potential synergies and mitigate negative effects across various
policy goals (Munaretto and Witmer 2017).

The achievements of these different literatures on climate change, energy,
complexity, and nexuses notwithstanding, there are several research questions that
have not been comprehensively addressed so far. First, there are few attempts to
analyze the nexus between climate change and energy by comparing the insti-
tutional complexes for specific subfields (e.g. Bazilian et al. 2011; Sovacool 2011;
Bradshaw 2014; Falkner 2014, 2018; Van de Graaf and Colgan 2016). Second,
while all studies share the starting assumption that institutional complexity matters,
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there are no systematic comparative analyses about how exactly it may affect the
effectiveness or legitimacy of individual institutions or entire institutional com-
plexes, or how certain actors may benefit or be disadvantaged in a complex
governance architecture (Andresen and Hey 2005; Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen and
McGee 2013; Bäckstrand et al. 2018; Sovacool and Van de Graaf 2018). Third,
in empirical terms, the scholarship on institutional interactions has mostly provided
insights into dyadic relationships between two international regimes or public
institutions composed by national governments (Oberthür and Gehring 2006;
Chambers 2008; Young et al. 2008; Gehring and Oberthür 2009; Oberthür and
Stokke 2011), while placing less emphasis on broader governance interactions that
also include hybrid, private, and informal institutions (Heubaum and Biermann
2015; Sanderink et al. 2017).

In summary, there is a gap in knowledge of the nature of the relationship
between institutions governing the climate-energy nexus in a multilevel context
as well as the implications of that institutional complexity. This book seeks to
address these gaps.

1.2 Objectives and Contribution: Analyzing the Climate-Energy Nexus

The aim of this volume is to comprehensively map, critically analyze, and compare
a wide range of interactions among intergovernmental and transnational institu-
tions across three policy fields in the climate-energy nexus.

Conceptually, this book advances the research frontier in the scholarship on
institutional complexity and fragmentation (Zelli and van Asselt 2013) by zooming
in on governance interaction and policy integration between state and nonstate
actors. The linkages between institutions are conceptualized along four evaluative
themes and their respective dimensions: (1) coherence and (2) management of
institutional complexes as well as their consequences for the (3) legitimacy and (4)
effectiveness of institutions within institutional complexes.

Empirically, the contributions to this book break important new ground, as
they provide novel findings on the institutional complexes that govern three
central policy domains: renewable energy, fossil fuel subsidy reform, and carbon
pricing.

Theoretically, the book explores how the position of a policy field in a nexus
may influence the degree of complexity between institutions.

The following research questions guide this book:
Mapping: What is the institutional structure addressing the climate-energy

nexus? Which types of institutions and actors are involved, which governance

Introduction: Governing the Climate-Energy Nexus 5

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397


functions do they perform, and which specific policy field (e.g. renewable
energy) do they address?

Coherence and Management: Are the relations between institutions in different
subsets of the climate-energy nexus conflictive or synergistic? To what extent
are there convergence, divergence or governance gaps with regard to over-
arching norms, governance functions, and membership? Are there deliberate
attempts to address shortcomings of cross-institutional relations by certain
actors?

Legitimacy and Effectiveness: What do the interactions between various insti-
tutions in global climate and energy governance mean for the legitimacy,
legitimation, and effectiveness of individual institutions and the climate-
energy nexus as whole?

We address these questions in three consecutive parts: In Part I, we introduce the
conceptual and analytical framework and provide comprehensive mappings of the
institutional structure of the climate-energy nexus as a whole. Part II provides in-
depth analyses on the coherence and management of three policy domains of the
climate-energy nexus: those addressing renewable energy, the phasing out of fossil
fuel subsidies, and carbon pricing. Part III presents comparative studies that
examine whether, and in which ways, different types of institutions working in
the same policy field are perceived as legitimate or effective.

Across these three parts, the analyses build on a mixed-methods approach,
including content analysis, network analysis, surveys, and semi-structured inter-
views with key stakeholders and experts. Moreover, all three parts provide a multi-
level governance perspective on the climate-energy nexus. While the book departs
from an analysis of the global governance of the nexus, several chapters examine
roles and perceptions at the domestic and sub-state levels. On the one hand,
preferences of member states (such as China, USA, EU) and energy industry actors
set the agenda for global institutions. On the other hand, governments and stake-
holders are affected by the high level of institutional complexity of global climate
and energy governance. Some actors are better equipped than others to navigate the
complex institutional system and, likewise, their perceptions of the legitimacy and
effectiveness of certain institutions may differ considerably.

1.3 Three Case Studies: Renewable Energy, Fossil Fuel
Subsidy Reform, and Carbon Pricing

We selected three policy subfields within the climate-energy nexus based on three
main criteria. The first of these is the urgency and importance of each subfield in
decarbonizing energy systems and combating climate change.
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The subfield of renewable energy is key for a sustainable future, as the global
uptake of renewable energy plays a central role in the decarbonization of global
energy systems (Röhrkasten 2018). As Chapter 4 by Sanderink lays out in further
detail, renewable energy is crucial for addressing three closely connected energy
goals simultaneously: to provide energy security by satisfying increasing energy
demand; to ensure worldwide energy access, with currently 1.1 billion people not
having access to electricity; and to tackle negative environmental externalities
associated with today’s energy systems, with climate change being arguably the
most important of these.

Fossil fuel subsidy reform (FFSR) covers the complex of institutions that seek to
rationalize and phase out inefficient subsidies in the medium term (Chapter 5 by
Verkuijl and van Asselt). Such subsidies potentially lock in an unsustainable fossil
fuel infrastructure for years to come. According to estimates, more than a third of
carbon emissions between 1980 and 2010 were driven by fossil fuel subsidies
(Stefanski 2016), and phasing them out could at least reduce carbon emissions by
10 per cent (UNEP 2018).

The rationale of the subfield of carbon pricing is that climate change is best
mitigated by giving emitters an incentive to reduce emissions through price
signals, with the decision of how to reduce emissions best left to the market
(Chapter 6 by Skovgaard and Canavan). With a few exceptions, emissions covered
by carbon pricing arise from energy use (within industry, transportation and power
generation), and carbon prices therefore help direct the choice of fuels away from
emissions-intensive ones.

Second, as Chapters 4–6 demonstrate, these three policy subfields vary consid-
erably in the number and mix of institutions that govern them at the international
level. With this cross-case variation as a second selection criterion, the book
provides an insightful comparison of the very different institutional complexes,
their coherence and management, and the various consequences for legitimacy and
effectiveness.

The renewable energy subfield is governed by a wide range of different insti-
tutions, including intergovernmental organizations alongside private institutions and
multi-stakeholder partnerships. This notwithstanding, the subfield is still dominated
by national policy-making as nation states continue to have sovereign control over the
energy domain. By contrast, the carbon pricing subfield is predominantly governed on
the international level and the respective institutional complex exhibits a medium
number of public, private, and hybrid institutions. Membership in the few existing
international FFSR institutions, finally, is heavily skewed toward public institutions,
while the role of private and hybrid institutions is limited for this subfield.

A third and final case-selection criterion relates to the variation within
the thematic structure in which a problem or policy field is embedded. In this
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volume, the climate-energy nexus constitutes this structure. In other words, we
take into account the position of a policy subfield within the climate-energy
nexus. Positioning is here understood as the degree to which the theme of a sub-
field is defined as a climate or energy problem, as well as the extent to which policy
measures within the field (intentionally or not) influence carbon emissions and
energy use.

The three selected policy fields indeed differ in their positioning within the
climate-energy nexus. Carbon pricing is mainly related to climate change, since the
notion of pricing carbon emissions is based on the definition of climate change as a
policy problem. This said, while carbon pricing only aims to address climate
mitigation, it mainly targets emissions from energy use (Métivier et al. 2018;
Postic and Métivier 2019), and induces less energy consumption and a shift from
high emission to lower emission energy sources. Fossil fuel subsidy reform is
arguably as much a climate change policy problem as an energy issue. The
subsidies as such target energy use, but fossil fuel subsidy reform is increasingly
defined as a climate mitigation instrument (Terton et al. 2015; Jewell et al. 2018;
Van de Graaf and Blondeel 2018). Finally, renewable energy is rooted in the
energy domain, alhough one of the main purposes of promoting renewable energy
is reducing carbon emissions.

The positioning of the policy fields within the climate-energy nexus matters,
inter alia, due to the different governance architectures addressing climate change
and energy. Whereas climate change is governed by a fragmented system with one
central institution, the UNFCCC (Biermann et al. 2009), energy is governed by a
fragmented and decentralized governance architecture without one central insti-
tution (Van de Graaf and Colgan 2016). Consequently, renewable energy operates
further from the gravitational influence of the UNFCCC than fossil fuel subsidy
reform and especially carbon pricing.

In the conclusions, this problem-structural argument and selection criterion will
be revisited. We will discuss to what extent the different nature of the three
problems is mirrored in different institutional architectures and different conse-
quences for legitimacy and effectiveness.

Having introduced our rationale behind selecting the three policy subfields, we
like to make one important qualification: the delineation of a governance problem
or policy field has an unavoidable element of construction to it, since it depends on
how the observers define the overarching norm, goal, or essence of the field in
question. In formulating the core norms for each of the three subfields (see
Chapters 4–6 for elaborate definitions of the respective norms), the authors there-
fore made necessary subjective assessments of what counts as a subfield within the
climate-energy nexus.

8 Zelli et al
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1.4 Structure of the Book

1.4.1 Mapping the Climate-Energy Nexus

Part I consists of two chapters that provide analytical guidance and overarching
empirical mappings. Chapter 2, by Zelli, Nasiritousi, Bäckstrand, Pattberg, San-
derink, Skovgaard, van Asselt, and Widerberg, introduces the overarching analyt-
ical framework for this book. The chapter first establishes our understanding of key
terms such as institutions, institutional complex, nexus, and global governance. In
a second step, it distinguishes three analytical levels for investigating institutional
complexity: the macro level, which captures the overarching institutional fragmen-
tation for a given field or domain of global governance; the meso level, which
zooms into specific subfields of such a domain and the institutional complexes
thereof; and the micro level, which exhibits interlinkages among two individual
institutions on specific questions.

Chapter 2 then establishes the four evaluative themes that are employed in Parts II
and III: coherence, management, legitimacy, and effectiveness. For each of these
themes a series of dimensions is introduced to guide the examination of the meso and
micro levels of a policy field. Coherence among institutions, for instance, is concep-
tualized in terms of: adherence to and interpretation of an overarching core norm for
the policy field, coverage and distribution of memberships (private, public, hybrid),
coverage and distribution of governance functions (standards and commitments,
operational activities, information and networking, financing), and mechanisms
underlying cross-institutional relations (cognitive, normative, behavioural). Legitim-
acy, to give another example, is to be assessed along nine dimensions, among them
expertise, transparency, accountability, procedural fairness and distributive fairness.
Altogether, the four themes and their dimensions make up a novel framework for an
in-depth analysis of a governance nexus, such as the one on energy and climate
change. They help us examine a variety of important questions in a comparative
research design, combining a high level of ambition with feasibility and novelty.

Chapter 3, by Sanderink, Pattberg, and Widerberg, provides an innovative
institutional mapping of the climate-energy nexus as a whole by applying the
coherence dimensions of the analytical framework. The mapping presents a newly
built database and novel methodology to identify intergovernmental or trans-
national institutions with a direct objective to steer society in various directions
in terms of energy and climate change. It uses a ‘governance triangle’ developed
by Abbott and Snidal (2009) to categorize the various institutions depending on
their constitutive members and other institutional characteristics such as govern-
ance functions and thematic focus. The results show nearly 110 institutions in the
climate-energy nexus, comprising more than 13,000 members, including public,
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private, and civil society actors, of which more than 8,000 are cities. The chapter
also offers a network analysis of the nexus, demonstrating the tight web of insti-
tutions connected by primarily public actors and the centrality of the European
Union and a few countries, including the United States and the United Kingdom,
within that web.

Chapter 3 also provides the empirical basis for the further analyses in the
subsequent chapters: it zooms in on the institutional constellations of the three
subfields of renewable energy, fossil fuel subsidy reform, and carbon pricing.
Similar to the analysis of the nexus as a whole, the chapter highlights for each of
these subfields the constitutive characteristics of the respective institutions and the
governance functions they perform. The results are first insights into the differ-
ences, commonalities, and varying degrees of complexity across the three insti-
tutional complexes. In sum, the chapter provides the first step in creating a
knowledge base to guide actors that aim to navigate the institutionally complex
global climate and energy governance system.

1.4.2 Coherence and Management in the Climate-Energy Nexus

Part II of the book zooms in on the three subfields and applies the analytical
framework’s dimensions of coherence and management.

Chapter 4 by Sanderink examines coherence and management for the renewable
energy subfield. After introducing the central role of renewables in the global
energy transition, the chapter presents the wide array of forty-six public, private,
and public–private institutions that currently govern the subfield. These include
intergovernmental organizations such as the International Energy Agency (IEA)
and IRENA, but also private initiatives and multi-stakeholder partnerships such as
RE100 and REN21. These various institutions not only differ in terms of their
institutional characteristics but also with regard to the energy sources and tech-
nologies they cover, the governance functions they perform, and the energy-related
objectives they prioritize.

Following this analysis of the meso level, the chapter concentrates on three
multi-stakeholder partnerships to determine micro-level coherence and identify
inter-institutional management attempts: the Renewable Energy and Energy Effi-
ciency Partnership (REEEP), REN21, and Sustainable Energy for All (SEforALL).
This assessment is based on a thorough analysis of the institutional characteristics
of the selected partnerships, a qualitative review of their official documents, and
semi-structured interviews with the experts involved. The result is a detailed
overview of the institutional overlaps and differences, various interaction mechan-
isms, and several management attempts between and beyond these institutions.
Based thereon, Chapter 4 concludes to what extent renewable energy subfield can
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be characterized in terms of categories such as division of labour, synergy, coexist-
ence, or competition.

In Chapter 5, Verkuijl and van Asselt examine coherence and management
across the institutional complex of fossil fuel subsidy reform. By reducing
carbon emissions and enabling the redirection of public funds into areas such
as health, education, and renewable energy, the reform of subsidies for the
production and consumption of fossil fuels can support the goals of the Paris
Agreement as well as a range of broader sustainable development objectives.
However, although the benefits of their reform have been widely acknowledged,
fossil fuel subsidies persist in both developed and developing economies. Most
scholars addressing this puzzle have done so primarily through the lens of
domestic politics.

Chapter 5, by contrast, considers how various international institutions are
approaching FFSR governance. The authors briefly introduce the rationale for
FFSR, before analyzing the coherence of the institutional complex at the meso
level. This includes the possible emergence of a core norm of FFSR, membership
distribution, and the governance functions carried out by the various international
institutions active in this area. To further evaluate the degree of coherence in this
field, the chapter zooms in on the micro level. Concretely, the authors examine a
subset of three international clubs whose FFSR activities are among the most
prominent globally: the Group of 20 (G20), the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooper-
ation (APEC), and the Friends of Fossil Fuel Subsidy Reform. They first introduce
the FFSR activities undertaken by each of these three institutions, and then,
drawing on interviews, consider the interlinkages between these activities, as well
as efforts to manage them. The chapter concludes by considering implications
of the findings for the future management of FFSR governance and the complexity
thereof.

Chapter 6 by Skovgaard and Canavan examines the third case study of the
complex of institutions promoting carbon pricing. Carbon pricing – in the shape
of carbon taxes, emissions trading, and offsets – places a price on the emission of
carbon and mainly targets emissions from energy consumption. Advocates of
carbon pricing have promoted it as the solution, or at least as one of the key tools
to combat climate change. Even if one does not subscribe to these claims, carbon
pricing can provide significant emissions reductions as well as fiscal revenue.
Previous studies of carbon pricing have mainly focused on economic aspects and
on single cases of pricing efforts at national, provincial, and European Union
levels. This chapter contributes to the literature by focusing on the neglected issue
of what the governance of carbon pricing looks like on the international level. It
does so by mapping the thirteen international institutions that constitute the carbon-
pricing subfield and by assessing the degree of cross-institutional coherence, i.e.
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identifying to what extent the institutions can be organized into specific clusters.
The examined carbon pricing institutions are public, private, and hybrid in nature.
They overlap in terms of membership, geographical scope, and governance func-
tions and to some degree differ in their interpretation of the core norm of carbon
pricing.

Moreover, Chapter 6 focuses on the interlinkages between, on the one hand, the
UNFCCC and, on the other hand, three World Bank-based institutions: the Carbon
Pricing Leadership Coalition, the Networked Carbon Markets, and the Partnership
for Market Readiness. These interlinkages, the (cognitive, normative, or behav-
ioural) mechanisms through which they take place, and the attempts to manage
them are studied through key informant interviews and official documents. The
chapter finally discusses to which extent the subfield of carbon pricing can be
characterized in terms of synergy, division of labour, coexistence, coordination,
conflict, or competition.

1.4.3 Legitimacy and Effectiveness in the Climate-Energy Nexus

Part III examines the consequences of the degree of institutional complexity that
we identified in the previous part. Two chapters will examine how the legitimacy
and effectiveness of institutions can be assessed against the backdrop of the
normative, functional, and membership-related coherence of the subfields in which
these institutions are embedded.

Chapter 7 applies the evaluative theme of legitimacy that we introduced in
Chapter 2. Nasiritousi and Verhaegen examine how stakeholders assess a set of
institutions within the renewable energy subfield along nine dimensions of
legitimacy. Given the proliferation of institutions with overlapping mandates,
institutions rely on favourable legitimacy perceptions by a range of stakeholders
in order to attract members and resources. By focusing on those aspects of
legitimacy that the institutions themselves can affect, the chapter examines how
assessments of institutional qualities differ between a diverse set of stakeholder
groups.

Specifically, the chapter analyzes results from an expert survey among energy
and climate stakeholders, including governmental and nongovernmental stake-
holders from different world regions. Respondents were asked to assess five
climate and energy governance institutions that exhibit different but overlapping
mandates and membership: the IEA, CEM, IRENA, REN21, and UNFCCC.
Through this systematic and comparative mapping of stakeholders’ legitimacy
assessments, the chapter offers novel insights into legitimacy under institutional
complexity and concludes by discussing implications for institutions’ legitimation
strategies.
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In Chapter 8, Nasiritousi, Sanderink, Skovgaard, van Asselt, Verkuijl, and
Widerberg ask: How do institutional linkages affect the performance and the
effectiveness of individual institutions and how can performance and effectiveness
be strengthened in the institutionally complex nexus of global climate and energy
governance? The chapter addresses these questions for the three subfields studied
in this book: renewable energy, fossil fuel subsidy reform, and carbon markets. It
starts off with discussing the concept of effectiveness and highlighting the chal-
lenges to analyzing the effectiveness of institutions, especially when they have
overlapping mandates and are interlinked. In order to respond to these challenges,
our research relies on a two-track approach, integrating assessments by researchers
and interviews with key stakeholders.

By examining the outputs, outcomes, and impacts of the three subfields, the
chapter shows both the advantages and the disadvantages of institutional com-
plexity in the climate-energy nexus for achieving effectiveness. Through its
crosscutting perspective, the study identifies a set of management options and
discusses opportunities and barriers to reform the nexus. It concludes by outlin-
ing implications for overcoming some of the downsides of institutional
complexity.

The conclusions of this book in Chapter 9 provide a critical review of the
conceptual, empirical, and theoretical contributions in this volume. First, we
summarize the major novelties and findings, systematically contrasting the empir-
ical results for coherence, management, legitimacy, and effectiveness across the
subfields of the climate-energy nexus. Second, the chapter explores to which extent
the results across the institutional complexes for renewable energy, FFSR, and
carbon pricing can be explained or understood by the problem-structural approach
we introduced previously – i.e. by the nature of the problem to be regulated and its
position within the climate-energy nexus – or by alternative approaches. Third, we
discuss potential policy recommendations that could be derived from the findings.
Finally, the chapter suggests a future research agenda on the governance of the
climate-energy nexus.
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2

Analytical Framework

Assessing Coherence, Management,
Legitimacy, and Effectiveness

fariborz zelli, naghmeh nasiritousi, karin bäckstrand,
philipp pattberg, lisa sanderink, jakob skovgaard,

harro van asselt, and oscar widerberg

2.1 Introduction: Approaching the Climate-Energy Nexus

How can we analyze the complexity of the climate-energy nexus in a systematic
way that is informative for both scholars and practitioners? Over the past roughly
twenty years, scholars discussed a series of approaches to make sense of the
growing institutional complexity in international relations. They mostly did so
for what we call the micro level in this volume, i.e. for interactions between
individual institutions, and in particular between intergovernmental institutions
(e.g. Young 1996; Stokke 2001; Gehring and Oberthür 2009). Some of the more
recent scholarship completed these approaches by targeting relations among trans-
national arrangements (e.g. Eberlein et al. 2014; Tosun et al. 2016). The merits of
these different perspectives notwithstanding, they led to certain terminological
squabbles – with preferences for different concepts such as polycentricity, poly-
archy, or complexity – while mostly neglecting overlaps between a larger set of
institutions.

As argued in Chapter 1, what is missing is a pragmatic approach (1) that
combines these literatures and converges their often similar categories for (a) a
nexus among two major policy fields, climate and energy, and (b) different
analytical levels within such a nexus, and (2) that also takes into account conse-
quences of institutional interactions and complexity. In the next pages we propose
such a careful compromise of dimensions. This approach will guide not only our
analyses of the institutional coherence and management of the climate-energy
nexus as a whole (Chapter 3) and of three selected subfields within this nexus
(Chapters 4–6), but also our examinations of respective consequences for legitim-
acy and effectiveness (Chapters 7 and 8).

The framework leaves space for the case studies in this volume to unravel
additional dimensions that are suitable to the respective policy field or subfield
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and research question they are addressing. We hope that this multi-dimensional
framework with its mix of novelty and flexibility will also be attractive for future
qualitative assessments of linkages between private, public, and hybrid institutions
in other global governance fields.

The chapter will proceed as follows. The next section briefly lays the conceptual
ground by disentangling major concepts (nexus, institutions, and types thereof )
and analytical levels that we put under scrutiny in this volume. This is followed by
the main Section 2.3, which establishes the core evaluative themes of our analytical
framework – coherence, management, legitimacy, and effectiveness – as well as
dimensions to assess them for different subfields and analytical levels. The con-
cluding section summarizes our approach and looks ahead to its application in the
remainder of this volume.

2.2 Conceptual Framework

2.2.1 Core Concepts

Before starting with our actual framework, we briefly introduce key terms and
outline how we understand them in this chapter and the remainder of the volume.
We define global governance as ‘all coexisting forms of collective steering of
social affairs, by public and private actors, that directly or in their repercussions,
transcend national frontiers’ (Zelli 2018). International institutions, be they inter-
governmental or transnational, are one major instrument to provide such collective
steering. We follow Robert Keohane (1989, 3) who defined institutions as ‘persist-
ent and connected sets of rules (formal and informal) that prescribe behavioural
roles, constrain activity, and shape expectations’. This definition treats institutions
as the most generic term for forms of collaboration at the international level, since
it neither specifies the degree of persistence or connectedness nor the types of
members or functions involved.

This leaves space for a set of types of institutions. These include organizations,
i.e. institutions with ‘purposive entities . . . capable of monitoring activity and of
reacting to it’ (Keohane 1989, 3) and regimes, i.e. ‘institutions with explicit
rules . . . that pertain to particular sets of issues in international relations’ (Keohane
1993, 28). In addition to these traditional types of international institutions, there
are more loosely coupled types, which include initiatives, i.e. connected rule
systems with a relatively low degree of persistency (meaning that they may be
short-lived or very malleable), and networks, i.e. institutions with low degrees of
both persistency and connectedness.

All institutions that address a specific policy field (or, as a synonym, domain)
of international relations form the institutional complex for that field – with

22 Zelli et al

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397


institutional architecture as a term we use synonymously on occasions. Wherever
two institutional complexes overlap, forming a set of institutions that address two
different policy fields in parallel, we speak of an institutional nexus. The delineation
of a policy field is hence key for the inclusion or exclusion of institutions in a
complex or nexus. This delineation, we argue, has a necessarily constructivist or
subjective aspect, i.e. it depends on how certain observers or participants frame an
issue in question. We provided our own understandings of climate change and
energy as well of the three subfields we chose in Chapter 1, but of course acknow-
ledge that this is but one possible way of delineating these. Being mindful of this
perceptional or framing element, our analyses will rely not only on rationalist but
also on constructivist evaluative themes, as we further clarify in Section 3.

2.2.2 Analytical Levels

One core contribution of our analytical approach is the distinction of, and position-
ing within, three levels of analysis that we often find mixed up in the emerging
literature on institutional complexity: the macro level, which captures the overarch-
ing institutional fragmentation for a given field or domain of global governance
and its respective complex; the meso level, which zooms into specific subfields of
such a domain and the institutional complexes thereof; and the micro level, which
exhibits interlinkages among two individual institutions on specific questions (cf.
Biermann and Kim, forthcoming).

With regard to the thematic scope of our volume, this distinction of analytical
levels translates into: at the macro level, the climate-energy nexus as a whole; at
the meso level, the three subfields of this nexus that we put under scrutiny in the
following chapters, i.e. carbon pricing, fossil fuel subsidies, and renewable ener-
gies; and at the micro level, specific interlinkages within each of these subfields
that we studied, e.g. between the Group of 20, the Asia Pacific Economic Cooper-
ation, and the Friends of Fossil Fuel Subsidy Reform in Chapter 5. Figure 2.1
illustrates how these three levels of institutional complexity relate to each other.

It is particularly the meso level that so far has gained only little attention by the
literature on institutional complexity. It is here where this volume fills an important
research gap. In the next section, we introduce a set of evaluative themes that help
us to analyze interlinkages at the micro level in their relevance for the meso level,
i.e. for a subfield of the climate-energy nexus. These four evaluative themes are:

Coherence and Management: to characterize sub-themes of the nexus (meso-
level), and specific institutional linkages therein (micro level), according to
their normative, functional, and membership-based relations and the deliber-
ate attempts to regulate these relations;
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Legitimacy and Effectiveness: to characterize respective consequences of micro-
linkages for the subfields to which they belong.

2.3 Evaluative Themes

In ontological terms, we follow a dual approach to give us a more comprehensive
picture when analyzing the climate-energy nexus. Concretely, the four evaluative
themes that we introduce in the following help us to capture both rationalist and
constructivist aspects at different levels. For the first two – coherence and manage-
ment – we apply a rationalist or objectivist approach by examining factual dimen-
sions, e.g. membership patterns or concrete efforts taken to manage an institutional
interlinkage. For the themes of legitimacy and effectiveness, by contrast, we bring
in a sociological approach, i.e. we identify respective perceptions and expectations
of actors attributed to the relationships among institutions within a nexus.

Figure 2.1 Analytical levels of the climate-energy nexus.
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2.3.1 Coherence

How then can we qualify institutional interactions at the micro level and their
relevance for the meso level, i.e. for a specific subfield within a nexus of two policy
fields, in a feasible and qualitative way that allows for comparisons across such
interactions? When can we speak of rather conflictive or synergistic cross-
institutional relationships within a policy subfield, and on what grounds? We
define coherence in institutional complexes as the harmony of certain institutional
features to one another or to an overarching purpose. To characterize such insti-
tutional coherence in a policy subfield such as carbon pricing, we suggest two
consecutive steps that build on the same dimensions for assessment (Box 2.1).

(1) The first step of analyzing meso-level coherence provides input on three
analytical dimensions – core norm, membership, governance functions – that will
guide the subsequent two steps of assessing institutional linkages, and their
management, within the respective policy subfield. This step is largely descriptive
in nature, since it assesses the three dimensions according to their distribution
across the climate-energy nexus.

(1a) The first and most central dimension, core norm of a policy field, depends
on the delineation and essential questions of the subfield under scrutiny. We follow
a sociological understanding of norms here, not a narrower legal one, as ‘shared
expectations about appropriate behaviour held by a community of actors’ (Finne-
more 1996, 22). For the realm of global governance, this implies a shared narrative

Box 2.1
Dimensions of Coherence

(1) Meso-level Coherence, i.e. the level of coherence in the subfield as a whole, to be
assessed along three major dimensions
a. Core norm, i.e. the overarching expectation of behaviour that characterizes the

subfield, and how this expectation has been interpreted in institutional practice;
b. Membership: public, private, or public–private, across institutions in the

subfield;
c. Governance functions addressed by different institutions and their members;

(2) Micro-level Coherence, i.e. the level of coherence in specific interactions of
institutions within the respective subfield, in terms of the same three dimensions
and underlying mechanisms
a. Core norm (and each institution’s interpretation of it);
b. Membership;
c. Governance functions;
d. Mechanisms of interactions among institutions.
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about the conditions and objectives that inform individual institutions and even
entire institutional complexes (or architectures) as a whole (Ruggie 1998). In other
words, building on Conca (2006) and Zelli et al. (2013),we hold that such
complexes are embedded in a broader normative context. For instance, the core
norm of the global climate governance complex would be to ‘prevent dangerous
anthropogenic interference with the climate system’ as laid out in Article 2 of the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change.

The first task for our researchers is to identify such a core norm for the policy
subfield they put under scrutiny, e.g. from the preambles of leading institutions in
the respective subfield. Following this, they need to assess whether there is a
certain convergence among interpretations of this norm across different institutions
and their linkages, or whether these institutions follow different interpretations or
variants of the norm.

Importantly, the identification of a core norm is closely related to the delineation
of a subfield, or rather its institutional complex – since the core norm provides the
substance or goal that unites the institutions governing the field in question. As
discussed in Chapter 1, this implies that the delineation of a governance problem or
institutional complex has an element of construction to it. In formulating the core
norms for each of the three subfields (see Chapters 4, 5, and 6), the authors make a
subjective choice as researchers about what counts as a sub-structure within the
climate-energy nexus.

The construction of the core norm provides a crucial link between the evaluative
theme of coherence and the other three themes of this framework. Management can
be seen as an active attempt to enhance normative coherence across institutions by
creating a common understanding of a problem and working toward a joint goal
with different institutional efforts. And legitimacy and effectiveness are conceptu-
alized sociologically in the further course of this chapter, i.e. in terms of assess-
ments or perceptions, which directly link back to the core norm underlying an
institutional complex: institutions may be assessed according to whether they have
the right to govern toward that norm (legitimacy) and whether they deliver on that
norm (effectiveness).

The centrality of the (constructed) core norm in our framework also has conse-
quences for how we understand normative coherence: there is a bias toward
convergence on the core norm as a positive or at least essential ideal for a subfield
in question, since too many strong deviations from that norm would undermine the
identification of the subfield in the first place.

(1b+1c) By contrast, we treat the two ensuing dimensions – membership and
governance functions, i.e. coherence in their case is not marked by convergence
but by balanced distribution and synergy. These two dimensions will also be used
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in our analysis of the macro-level coherence of the entire climate-energy nexus in
Chapter 3.

Boxes 2.2 and 2.3 display our typologies for membership and governance
functions that institutional complexes and their components may exhibit in differ-
ent mixes. We build the respective types on Eberlein et al. (2014), Tosun et al.
(2016) as well as Abbott (2012) and Abbott and Snidal (2009a; 2009b) with their
governance triangle and distinction of functions (see also Chapter 3 for a more
detailed introduction of both typologies).

Coherence depends on the extent to which the different types of members (or
audiences) and governance functions are covered across an institutional complex,
and on the extent to which this distribution or coverage is taking place in a
synergistic way. Thus, an institutional complex exhibits low coherence if, for
instance, operational activities are hardly performed by institutions and major
public or private actors are not members. Importantly, certain activities can pertain
to various governance functions, e.g. a report on financing may fall under both
financing and information and networking.

With regard to synergy, the activities depicted in Box 2.3 can interact in
different ways. Information-sharing and networking do not inherently have the
same potential for competition or conflict as the setting of standards and commit-
ments, since the adding of another standard- or commitment-setting institution to a
subfield often undermines the existing standard- or commitment-setting

Box 2.2
Coherence Dimension of Membership – Types

- Public
○ International organizations / bureaucracies (intergovernmental or transnational);
○ States (could be further distinguished: governments, specific ministries,

agencies);
○ Sub-national regions / provinces / states;
○ Cities;

- Civil Society Organizations
○ Nongovernmental organizations (could be further distinguished, e.g. advocacy,

watchdog, disruptive);
○ Research / Experts (could be further distinguished, e.g. certifiers, academic

observers);
- Firm
○ Business;
○ Investors.
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institutions. If, for instance, one institution sets standards for offsets, and another
institution starts to introduce a different set of standards for offsets, competition or
conflict is likely, inter alia, because of forum or ‘standard’ shopping by public and
private actors (Alter and Meunier 2009). Information-sharing and networking are
different from standard-setting in that the information-sharing and networking of
one institution is likely to add to the information-sharing and networking of
another institution, provided that their activities are connected.

(2) Our in-depth analysis of micro-level coherence will equally be based on the
three aforementioned dimensions, i.e. we suggest going beyond legal consistency

Box 2.3
Coherence Dimension of Governance Functions – Types

- Standards and commitments, e.g.:
○ Rule-making processes;
○ Mandatory commitments;
○ Voluntary commitments (e.g. voluntary pollution reduction schemes);
○ Communiqués;
○ Schemes for implementation and enforcement;
○ Standards for monitoring, reporting and verification.

- Operational activities, e.g.:
○ Technology research and development;
○ Pilot projects;
○ Demonstration and deployment activities;
○ Technical assistance and capacity building;
○ Best practices;
○ Implementation of commitments;
○ Enforcement activities.

- Information and networking, e.g.:
○ Monitoring, reporting, and verification;
○ Evaluation activities (e.g. peer reviews);
○ Behind-the-scenes diplomacy;
○ Collecting and publishing information;
○ Technical consulting, training, and information events & services to build

capacity, share knowledge, and to support local governments;
- Financing (i.e. operational activities that particularly involve financing schemes),
e.g.:
○ Project-funding;
○ Conditions in structural adjustment programmes;
○ Aid.
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toward assessing normative, membership-based, and functional coherence among
specific institutions in a policy subfield.

(2a+b+c) This threefold understanding implies that complete coherence, like
complete conflict, is rather an ideal type – since we will rarely find them to the
same degree across all of these three dimensions. Two institutions that address a
particular energy policy issue such as fossil fuel subsidy reform may, for instance,
be synergistic or at least non-conflictive in terms of the core norm they adhere to,
e.g. the need to phase out respective subsidies, but still may invade each other’s
turfs and compete over governance functions they seek to serve.

When it comes to weighing the coherence of the three core dimensions against
each other, we suggest a simple hierarchy, holding that normative relationships
between institutions in a policy subfield are most important, followed by functional
ones, with membership carrying the least weight. If two institutions move into very
different directions on major norms or governance functions (e.g. egalitarian
versus efficiency goals on carbon pricing, or rivalling ideas for standards or
evaluation), this constitutes a major conflict that cannot be balanced on the level
of membership, which is rather formal in nature.

The researcher therefore has to establish whether the core norms and govern-
ance functions between two institutions turn out rather synergistic or conflicting.
This implies a careful qualitative analysis about the essence and direction of each
institutional approach, i.e. a combination of normative and functional assessment.
It is not sufficient to check whether certain governance functions are compli-
mentary, duplicated, or not served at all.

For instance, one might find that intergovernmental institutions are mostly
responsible for the formulation of standards or targets, while private institutions
largely take over information and networking tasks. At first glance, this may
suggest a sensible division of labour at the meso level. However, a closer look at
the micro level, i.e. at the actual essence of the activities within and across selected
institutions, might reveal that public institutions adhere to different norms and
pursue different goals and ambitions (e.g. command-and-control and trade-
restrictive) than private ones (e.g. bottom-up and market-liberal) – and that this
leads to a disconnect among the purposes of institutions.

The coherence in membership, finally, is closely connected to governance
functions. The focus here is on how different actors in a given part of the nexus
have these functions covered in a coherent manner, i.e. which enabling or restrict-
ing roles are played to fulfil certain governance functions.

(2d) Importantly, our assessment does not stop at contrasting individual insti-
tutions in terms of their functions, membership, and norms. As mentioned earlier in
this chapter, the micro level of complexity for us is constituted by institutional
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interlinkages, i.e. relations between institutions along the dimensions we dis-
cussed. For a fuller picture on coherence in a policy subfield this implies that:
we need to scrutinize the actual exchange processes among institutions, not just
compare their individual norms, memberships, and functions – and qualify these
exchanges in terms of underlying causal mechanisms.

To characterize different interaction mechanisms that are of relevance in such
exchanges across norms, functions, and members, we rely on the literature on
causal mechanisms in institutional interlinkages (Stokke 2001, 10–23; Gehring and
Oberthür 2006; Oberthür and Gehring 2006), but also on more recent typologies,
e.g. Eberlein et al. (2014) and Tosun et al. (2016), and our own work, e.g. Zelli
et al. (2013) and Van de Graaf and Zelli (2016).

Concretely, we distinguish interactions at the cognitive, normative, and behav-
ioural levels. Box 2.4 displays our definitions and examples for these three types.

This selection shown in Box 2.4 is non-exhaustive and we are aware that other
scholars added further mechanisms, e.g. legal or institutionalized interactions
among institutions (Eberlein et al. 2014). We take out such legal interactions here
and deal with them under the evaluative theme of management, since we see them
as results of management attempts, not as processes of interaction.

Box 2.4
Coherence Dimension of Interaction Mechanisms – Types

- Cognitive = impact of knowledge and information in one institution on another one,
e.g.:
○ Flow of information between institutions and their members;
○ Deeper cross-institutional learning, including on the execution of certain

governance functions;
- Normative = impact of norms and rules of one institution on another one, e.g.:
○ Imitation of rules / practices;
○ Adaptation toward certain rules or practices;
○ Internal debates over rules of another institution;

- Behavioural = impact of the functional and strategic behaviour of members and
other relevant actors in one institution on another one, e.g.:
○ interlocking memberships;
○ Pressure;
○ Shaming;
○ ‘Monitoring’ each other’s performance;
○ Brand management;
○ Capacity-building, e.g. resource allocation.
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For each of these mechanisms we will assess to what extent they affect the
levels of functional, normative, and membership-based coherence among insti-
tutions in a policy subfield. As some of the examples in Box 2.4 suggest, certain
mechanisms may well have more importance for certain dimensions than others.
For instance, membership and certain governance functions play a key role for
the behavioural mechanism, while norms are at the core of the normative
mechanism.

2.3.2 Management

When we refer to the evaluative theme of management in this volume, we mean
micro-level management, which for us describes any deliberate attempt to formally
regulate the linkage between two or more institutions (Zelli 2010). This follows
Stokke’s understanding of interplay management as ‘deliberate efforts by partici-
pants in tributary or recipient regimes to prevent, encourage, or shape the way one
regime affects problem solving under another’ (Stokke 2001, 11).

Management in this understanding is one possible form of intentionality in
institutional linkages. Gehring and Faude (2014) distinguish further types of
intentionality, especially the very creation of a functional overlap among two
institutions in the first place, e.g. to challenge the regulatory dominance of one
of them (cf. Schneider and Urpelainen 2013; Van de Graaf 2013) or to shift
regulatory activities from one to the other (Braithwaite and Drahos 2000,
564–577; Helfer 2009).

This notwithstanding, we focus here on management instead of intentionality as
a whole. One reason for our choice is that a wider perspective on intentionality
would mix causal explanations into our assessment of the character of an inter-
action or sub-complex – and we intend to keep the former apart from the latter as
far as this is analytically possible. Moreover, management has been more system-
atized in the literature than intentionality, giving us a set of tools at hand to clarify
and characterize the state of management of an institutional linkage.

We roughly distinguish two dimensions by which we assess micro-level man-
agement for our three case studies (Box 2.5).

Box 2.5
Dimensions of Management

(1) Levels and agents of management;
(2) Consequences of management, i.e. any change or convergence on the coherence

dimensions (norms, membership, governance functions).
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(1) Following Oberthür’s and Stockke’s influential typologies, management
attempts can be distinguished according to the levels at which they are taken and
the types of agents usually involved at a respective level (Oberthür 2009; Oberthür
and Stokke 2011). This yields four types of management levels and agents
(Box 2.6).

(2) In addition, management brings in a time dimension. It implies that, at least
analytically, one may distinguish essential aspects of an inter-institutional relation –
that we scrutinize under the evaluative theme of ‘coherence’ – from a reaction to this
relation. Thus, a second dimension that we seek to assess for micro-level manage-
ment is the consequences of the management process. Using the aforementioned
coherence dimensions, we examine to what extent management efforts enhanced the
functional, normative, and membership-based coherence or division of labour
among institutions in a subfield. As for the assessment of mini-level coherence that
we introduced earlier in this chapter, it is particularly crucial to assess the normative
and functional consequences of the respectivemanagement attempts, e.g. whether or
not they lead to more synergy and, more precisely, whether the management
approach ultimately serves the functions and goals of one or both institutions.

To summarize this and the previous subsection, we have established a set of
dimensions and associated types to analyse two of our evaluative themes (coher-
ence at the meso and micro levels, and management at the micro level). These steps
will guide the analyses on the state of play in the three subfields we selected in
Part II – renewable energy (Chapter 4), fossil fuel subsidy reform (Chapter 5), and
carbon pricing (Chapter 6).

Juxtaposing the themes of coherence and management leads us to six generic
ways of characterizing the institutional complex of a subfield of the climate-energy
nexus (Table 2.1). ‘Generic’ also implies that the intermediate concepts (coexist-
ence or duplication, coordination) describe a middle ground that serves as a proxy
for an actual continuum between synergy and conflict.

Box 2.6
Management Dimension of Levels and Agency – Types

• Uncoordinatedly at national or regional levels;

• Unilaterally by one of the affected institutions;

• Jointly between the affected institutions; or

• By an overarching institution (e.g. the United Nations Environment Programme) or
third institutions (e.g. the International Court of Justice) as mediator or dispute
settler.
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The terms in the upper row of Table 2.1 are straightforward and intuitive and
reflect when we can speak of high or low coherence, in terms of the three core
dimensions we introduced earlier. Coherence exists if institutions converge on a
core norm and exert governance functions accordingly and synergistically, while
covering a large set of complementary audiences without too many gaps or
duplications. Conflict, on the other side of the spectrum, refers to a strong diver-
gence on the core norm and respective contradictions, rivalries, and gaps in the
exercise of governance functions for various audiences.

The three types of managed relationships (division of labour, coordination,
competition) are understood correspondingly. We define an institutional division
of labour as the deliberate and continuous sharing of governance functions and
norms among institutions for complimentary memberships. This definition chimes
with Young (1996) and his understanding of ‘embedded institutions’ that work on
different issues, but share overarching principles and practices, and ‘nested insti-
tutions’ that work on the same issue, but differ in functional scope or geographical
domain and are ‘folded into broader institutional frameworks’.

Coordination, as a middle ground, would mark deliberate management attempts
in a policy subfield that rather facilitate an ad-hoc or case-based sharing of specific
governance functions.

Competition, finally, describes deliberate attempts to manage institutional link-
ages that are either not successful or that are only meant to facilitate a legal or
political frame in which institutions vie for the same governance task and / or
audience. ‘Vying’ here relates to competition for predominance, either in a specific
sector or geographical level or across sectors or levels.

2.3.3 Legitimacy

While the previous two themes, coherence and management, focused on the shape
of complexity among institutions, this and the next section concentrate on the
consequences of this complexity for the affected institutions, their operation, and

Table 2.1 Dimensions for assessing the institutional complex of a subfield of the climate-
energy nexus.

Coherence
Management High Medium Low

Non-managed
relationship

Synergy Coexistence /
Duplication

Conflict

Managed relationship Division of labour Coordination Competition
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their goal-fulfilment. We focus on two distinct yet related concepts: legitimacy and
effectiveness. This is because, on a fundamental level, institutions, and institutional
complexes or architectures as a whole, need to be both legitimate and effective to
function well in the long term (Andresen and Hey 2005). In the following we argue
why we need new approaches to studying legitimacy and effectiveness that take
into account the wider context that institutions find themselves in. Specifically, we
show how both legitimacy and effectiveness are multidimensional concepts that
need to be investigated through multiple methods.

The evaluative theme of legitimacy has been discussed extensively in the
literatures on global governance and institutional analysis (Suchman 1995; Hurd
1999; Bernstein 2005; Buchanan and Keohane 2006; Clark 2007; Keohane 2011).
Broadly it refers to ‘the acceptance and justification of shared rule by a commu-
nity’ (Bernstein 2005, 142). A legitimate institution thus rules with authority as it
has obtained support for its operation. Legitimacy is important for global govern-
ance, as the alternative tools for generating compliance with shared rules in the
international system – inducement or coercion – ‘are often unavailable, in short
supply, or costly to use’ (Bernstein 2011, 20). Global governance institutions that
seek to exercise legitimate power must thus gain acceptability and credibility
amongst the communities that they seek to govern.

Legitimacy can be studied through different approaches. Two common
approaches are normative and sociological legitimacy. While the former examines
whether the authority in question performs according to some pre-defined stand-
ards, the latter is concerned with whether the authority is perceived as having the
right to rule amongst those it seeks to govern (Buchanan and Keohane 2006).
Given these different approaches, scholarly evaluations of legitimacy may diverge
depending on whether the focus of the study is to examine justifications of
operations or the acceptability of those claims to a given constituency.

In sum, legitimacy is a multidimensional concept that can be evaluated in
different ways. Institutional complexity adds another challenge to this evaluation
due to the interplay between different sets of institutions – each with their own
audiences, objectives, processes, and consequences. In particular, institutional com-
plexity blurs the question of attribution due to the interdependence between insti-
tutions. With some institutions being placed in a subfield crowded with competing
institutions with overlapping mandates (Abbott et al. 2016), it is very difficult, if not
outright impossible, to disentangle the legitimacy of individual institutions. Con-
ventional methods of assessing legitimacy only by looking at institutions individu-
ally against a set of criteria thus provides an insufficient perspective for studying
both legitimacy and complexity (Alter and Meunier 2009).

With these caveats in mind, we choose a different and novel approach to assess
the legitimacy of the climate-energy nexus. We argue that it is necessary to draw
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on a mix of the normative and sociological approaches in order to understand
legitimacy under institutional complexity. Specifically, we highlight an aspect of
legitimacy that has to date received little attention in the literature – namely how
key stakeholders value this concept. To study this phenomenon, we start from the
normative literature but then rely on interviews and questionnaires to explore how
stakeholders assess legitimacy.

Our focus on stakeholder perceptions is grounded in two considerations. The
first of these arises from an academic debate on how institutional complexity
affects actors’ choices in international cooperation in general, and political
decision-making in particular (Alter and Meunier 2009). The second one stresses
the policy implications of institutional complexity, concretely the notion of an era
in which global governance institutions compete over members and resources
(Andresen and Hey 2005; Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen and McGee 2013). While actors
join institutions based on strategic considerations, global governance institutions
need to be legitimate and must gain acceptability and credibility amongst the
communities they seek to govern to achieve their objectives. It is therefore
important to empirically study the views of those actors that global governance
institutions seek to govern. In Part III we therefore examine if and how legitimacy
assessments vary between key audiences (c.f. Nasiritousi et al. 2016).

Who these legitimacy-granting actors are has been the subject of some debate in
the literature. While traditionally only states, as the central international actors,
were seen as members of the community that grant legitimacy to international
institutions, the boundaries of this community have shifted as nonstate actors have
risen in prominence in recent years. Thus, international institutions now need to be
perceived as legitimate not only by states, but also by ‘democratic publics’,
including a range of stakeholders (Symons 2011, 2561; Gronau and Schmidtke
2016). This directly connects to the core dimension of membership that we
introduced earlier for assessing coherence. Institutional membership may not
necessarily be identical with a legitimacy audience, but it is an important and
defining dimension for identifying such an audience.

Based on these considerations, which dimensions are suitable to examine
legitimacy under conditions of institutional complexity? Or, put in perceptional
terms, which dimensions help us examine how institutional complexity affects
stakeholders’ assessments of key institutions of the climate-energy nexus? Chap-
ter 7 will develop such a set of dimensions in further detail and apply them to the
renewable energy subfield of the climate and energy nexus. In the following we
will only briefly sketch how, and based on which theoretical assumptions, we
derive these dimensions.

While the general concept of legitimacy is contested, the literature is in
relative agreement about the institutional qualities that contribute to legitimacy
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(Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen and Vihma 2009; Mena and Palazzo 2012; Scholte and
Tallberg 2018). Yet, the extent to which stakeholders believe that different insti-
tutions are fulfilling these criteria has thus far not been empirically explored. There-
fore, based on the literature onwhat makes an institution legitimate, we derive a set of
dimensions for assessing the normative legitimacy of international institutions. These
include both process-related (input) dimensions as well as outcome-related (output)
ones (see Box 2.7, and Chapter 7 for a detailed introduction of each dimension):

When applying these dimensions in Chapter 7, we map how different audiences
assess these nine dimensions of legitimacy that we derived from the normative
literature for five key institutions in the renewable energy subfield. This approach
hence occupies a middle ground between the normative approach (whereby the
researcher assesses an institution based on normative criteria) and the sociological
approach, which focuses on the legitimacy perceptions of audiences (cf. Agné
2018). Gaining an understanding of these perceptions is important for institutions
that seek to tailor their legitimation strategies toward different audiences (Bäck-
strand and Söderbaum 2018).

There are two main explanations for why legitimacy perceptions may diverge
between different types of stakeholders: according to the traditional view of
legitimacy in IR, the congruence model, actors make informed assessments about
institutions. In this understanding, differences in legitimacy perceptions stem from
variations in legitimacy demands between groups of stakeholders. According to the
cognitive model, in contrast, actors rely on mental shortcuts to make assessments.
This view builds on insights from the field of cognitive psychology, and highlights
that legitimacy perceptions are rooted in cognitive schemata and heuristics. This
means that differences in legitimacy perceptions instead stem from variations in the
heuristics that different actors use to make the assessment (Lenz and Viola 2017).

Box 2.7
Dimensions of Legitimacy

• Expertise;

• Inclusion of all appropriate actors;

• Procedural (decision-making) fairness;

• Transparency;

• Accountability;

• Output (what is produced);

• Outcome (the effect the output has on its members);

• Impact (the effect the output has on problem-solving);

• Distributive fairness (distributing benefits to members fairly).
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The latter model is expected to be of use particularly under conditions of
institutional complexity since actors (even if they are experts) cannot be expected
to make a fully informed assessment as implied by the congruence model. This is
in line with research that has found that ‘complexity forces bounded rationality on
actors’ (Alter and Meunier 2009, 17), and that actors rely on heuristics in the face
of overwhelming information. Chapter 7 does not seek to explain how legitimacy
assessments are made but instead assumes that differences in perceptions can stem
both from differences in norms and values, as well as differences in experiences
and thereby heuristics used to form opinions. The chapter thus maps the differ-
ences in assessments between key institutions and stakeholder groups to provide
novel empirical insights into the normative legitimacy of these institutions.

2.3.4 Effectiveness

As with legitimacy, the evaluative theme of effectiveness is multidimensional.
Generally speaking, effectiveness can be conceptualized as the level of goal attain-
ment by an institution (Bernauer 1995). In the literatures on International Relations
and Comparative Politics, effectiveness is typically operationalized through three
dimensions, as the output, outcome, or impact of institutions (Underdal 2002;
Tallberg et al. 2016; see Box 2.8). Whereas output is a process-based dimension that
looks at the narrow governance functions of an institution, and outcome examines the
political impacts or behavioural change resulting from the operations of the insti-
tution, impact looks at issues of problem resolution and the extent to which the
institution has contributed to welfare enhancement (Gutner and Thompson 2010).

These three dimensions of effectiveness correspond to three of the nine dimen-
sions of legitimacy we just introduced. This overlap suggests that, while legitimacy
and effectiveness are distinct concepts, they are also strongly interrelated – e.g.
with (perceived) high levels of effectiveness positively impacting the legitimacy
(perceptions) of the institution in question.

Since output focuses on the immediate performance of an institution, it is the
most observable of the three dimensions and does not have to consider issues of
causation. This may make it the preferred operationalization of effectiveness from

Box 2.8
Dimensions of Effectiveness

• Output (what is produced);

• Outcome (the effect the output has on its members);

• Impact (the effect the output has on problem-solving).
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a methodological viewpoint, but it only captures potential effectiveness, as it does
not consider the actual consequences of the output. Impact, conversely, is difficult
to measure, but captures how well the institution changes target indicators – and is
hence in a better position to answer questions concerning whether and how the
institution is able to solve the problems that it has been designed to tackle (Under-
dal 2002). Ideally, an investigation into all three dimensions of effectiveness
provides a fuller picture of the performance of the institution. An analysis of
how outputs link to outcome and impact would provide valuable insights into
the actual effectiveness of the institution, especially if such an analysis also takes
into account unintended side effects of the institution’s work.

Another complicating factor in assessing effectiveness is that international
institutions typically have several, and sometimes conflicting, goals or core norms
(for example, there exist tensions between alleviating energy poverty and promot-
ing sustainable energy). Therefore, similar to sociological legitimacy where legit-
imacy demands may vary between actors, evaluations of effectiveness may vary
amongst constituencies depending on which goal-fulfilment is favoured. This is
what Gutner and Thompson (2010) refer to as the ‘eye of the beholder’ problem, as
effectiveness may be assessed differently by members of an institution and outside
stakeholders, but sometimes also between members if interests diverge.

Chapter 8 turns to the question of effectiveness to evaluate the three subfields of
the climate-energy nexus. Here we rely on a mixed approach of assessing three
dimensions of effectiveness – output, outcome, and impact – of the institutions at the
meso level by combining interview data with experts in the field and the researchers’
own assessments of how outputs relate to outcomes and impacts. The chapter
discusses these three dimensions and highlights the difficulties involved in determin-
ing the outcomes and impacts of institutions at the meso level given the range of
confounding factors and the problem of attribution under institutional complexity.

Nevertheless, the chapter offers a transparent evaluation of the effectiveness of
the subdomains – by discussing the outputs at the meso level, in terms of, for
example, data and reports, capacity building, standard-setting financing, and
implementation of projects, and then discussing how these may (or may not) be
linked to observed outcomes and impacts. The value of the analysis lies in the
examination of how institutional complexity affects the effectiveness of the sub-
fields and the identification of management options that may be useful in address-
ing some of the existing bottlenecks.

2.4 Conclusions

The previous pages introduced our understanding of major terms (nexus, insti-
tutions, organizations, regimes, initiatives, networks) and analytical levels (macro,
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meso, micro) as well as a novel combination of evaluative themes and their
dimensions for a thorough and comparative analysis of the macro, meso, and
micro levels of the energy nexus:

• Coherence – in terms of convergence on a core norm; and balanced distribution
and synergy on governance functions, and membership as well as underlying
causal mechanisms;

• Management – in terms of agents, levels, and consequences for normative,
functional, or membership-related convergence;

• Legitimacy – in terms of perception of institutional audiences of process- and
outcome-based criteria;

• Effectiveness – in terms of the output, outcome, and impact-related conse-
quences of institutional complexity at micro and meso levels.

These four themes are not meant to present a silver bullet toward studying a
governance nexus or institutional complexity in general. First, they are not mutu-
ally exclusive. For instance, management is defined as deliberate attempts to
provide more coherence, and effectiveness is framed as an important cornerstone
of legitimacy. Second, they are not exhaustive, since there are a series of other
dimensions which could also be assessed in such a nexus, such as underlying
discourse coalitions or social networks.

These qualifications notwithstanding, the four evaluative themes, their dimen-
sions and criteria, provide an detailed framework for an in-depth analysis of a
governance nexus. They help us examine a variety of important questions in a
comparative research design, combining a high level of ambition with feasibility
and novelty.

The following chapters will illustrate these qualities when applying the analytical
framework to our three case studies. Chapters 3–6 will provide an encompassing
application of the framework’s criteria for coherence and management. Chapter 3
offers overarching perspectives onmacro-level coherence for the nexus as awhole and
for themeso-level coherence for the three subfields. Chapters 4–6 then delve into each
subfield and provide further details on meso-level coherence as well as analyses of
micro-level coherence and management attempts. Chapters 7 and 8 follow with in-
depth applications of the legitimacy and effectiveness criteria of the framework before
our conclusions in Chapter 9 tie together our various results in a comparative and
comprehensivemanner, summarizing the strength of ourmulti-dimensional approach.
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3

Mapping the Institutional Complex of the
Climate-Energy Nexus

lisa sanderink, philipp pattberg, and oscar widerberg

3.1 Introduction

Global energy challenges and responses to climate change are intrinsically inter-
twined. Efforts to achieve the Sustainable Development Goal on energy (SDG 7) –
to provide ‘access to affordable, reliable, sustainable and modern energy for all’
(United Nations 2015) – will affect the possibility to reach the goals set out in the
Paris Agreement under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC) to keep global warming under 2 degrees, and vice versa. Such
efforts are thus interdependent and situated in a ‘climate-energy nexus’.

In this chapter, we map the increasingly dense institutional complex of govern-
ance institutions occupying the climate-energy nexus. In global climate govern-
ance, international and transnational institutions have proliferated since the
adoption of the UNFCCC in 1992, which has led to an increasingly fragmented
global climate governance architecture (Bäckstrand 2008; Biermann et al. 2009;
Keohane and Victor 2011; Abbott 2012; Bulkeley et al. 2014; Falkner 2014).
Similarly, global energy governance has been characterized as fragmented (e.g.
Dubash and Florini 2011; Van de Graaf 2013; Escribano 2015), partly due to the
diversity of governance efforts involved and the way it deals with different energy
sources (e.g. coal, gas, solar, and wind), and challenges (energy security, energy
access and environmental sustainability).

Despite the interdependence between climate change and energy governance,
scholars studying institutional structures often only focus on one issue area. For
example, in an effort to understand institutional complexity of global climate
change governance, and the causes and consequences thereof, several studies
introduced mappings of the broader institutional complex. Keohane and Victor
(2011) discussed the regime complex for climate change by demonstrating a
plethora of international state-based governance arrangements, and evaluated the
emerging regime complex as ‘loosely coupled’, with institutions that are not
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integrated or arranged in a clear hierarchy (Keohane and Victor 2011, 9). Others
have mapped climate governance institutions beyond the international realm,
focusing on transnational and private climate governance (e.g. Pattberg and Strip-
ple 2008; Abbott 2012; Bulkeley et al. 2014; Hale and Roger 2014). Subsequent
research sought to combine both spheres (Widerberg et al. 2016), operationalizing
a heuristic framework that had been developed by Abbott and Snidal (2009a;
2009b; Abbott 2012).

Similarly, a growing body of literature has mapped the global energy complex
(e.g. Suding and Lempp 2007; Kerebel and Keppler 2009; Lesage et al. 2010;
Colgan et al. 2012; Sovacool and Florini 2012; Leal-Arcas and Filis 2013; Wilson
2015; Escribano 2015). However, these mappings led to strikingly different results,
with the number of governance efforts ranging from six, identified by Kerebel and
Keppler (2009), to fifty, identified by Sovacool and Florini (2012) (Van de Graaf
and Colgan 2016). Like the institutional complex itself, the mapping efforts have
been rather fragmented in terms of focus on energy source, or type of institution.
Whereas a number of studies exclusively focus on oil and gas (e.g. Kerebel and
Keppler 2009), others target renewable energy sources (e.g. Barnsley and Ahn
2014). Additionally, while some mappings are restricted to intergovernmental
organizations (e.g. Wilson 2015), others also include nongovernmental organiza-
tions; and hybrid or public–private institutions (Sovacool and Florini 2012).
Sanderink et al. (2018), finally, merged these different criteria and introduced a
novel and comprehensive mapping of global energy governance, following a
methodology similar to Widerberg et al. (2016).

What is missing to date is an integrated mapping and coherent analysis of the
institutional complex governing the nexus between climate change and energy.
Consequently, this chapter identifies the institutions that address both challenges
simultaneously. The aims of this chapter are twofold: first, we provide a pioneering
mapping and analysis of the climate-energy institutional nexus. Second, we
introduce novel empirical data and input for the three case studies on the subfields
of renewable energy, fossil fuel subsidy reform, and carbon pricing (see
Chapters 4–6).

Concretely, this chapter analyzes the climate-energy nexus along the distinction
between the macro level (the overall nexus) and the meso level (the various
subfields within the broader climate and energy institutional complex). Each level
is scrutinized along a number of analytical questions, including the major dimen-
sions that were introduced in Chapter 2. When were the institutions established,
and how did the institutional complex develop over time? What types of insti-
tutions populate the climate-energy nexus? Who are the institutional members to
the institutions, and how are these connected? What kind of governance functions
do these institutions fulfil? What is their thematic focus?

44 Lisa Sanderink, Philipp Pattberg, Oscar Widerberg

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397


The chapter proceeds as follows: Section 3.2 introduces the methodology and
data collection approach. Section 3.3 provides an introduction to the three sub-
fields; Sections 3.4 and 3.5 then provide the mapping and analysis of the macro
and meso levels of the climate-energy nexus. Section 3.6 concludes with a set of
final remarks and sets the stage for the subsequent chapters.

3.2 Methodology

Mapping the institutional complex that governs the climate-energy nexus and the
three subfields is carried out in two steps. First, compiling a database that includes
the institutions actively addressing the climate-energy nexus; and second, visual-
izing and analyzing the data. The next subsections describe these two steps in more
detail, including our dataselection criteria and data analysis.

3.2.1 Data Selection

The database consists of institutions that govern both climate change and energy.
In line with our definition of global governance (see Chapter 2), our criteria for
inclusion and exclusion are based on previous work by the CONNECT project,1

which includes institutions that are (i) intergovernmental or transnational, which
not only have the (ii) intentionality to steer policy and the behaviour of their
members or a broader community, but also explicitly refer to a (iii) common
governance goal, to be accomplished by (iv) significant governance functions
(Widerberg et al. 2016). For the climate-energy nexus as a whole, the overarching
governance goals are twofold. On the one hand, institutions strive to mitigate
climate change, i.e. to stabilize greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at
a level that will prevent dangerous human interference with the climate system. On
the other hand, institutions in the nexus adhere to the proposition that decarbon-
izing the energy sector is essential to combat climate change. Taken together, the
governance goal that unites institutions in the nexus is greenhouse gas mitigation
through a transformation toward low-carbon or fossil-free energy systems, exclud-
ing those focusing on carbon capture and storage (CCS) and nuclear power.

For populating the database, we used two key sources. First, the CONNECT
project’s database on global climate change governance (Widerberg et al. 2016),
and secondly, the CONNECT dataset on global energy governance (Sanderink

1 The CONNECT project (1) takes stock of the existing level of fragmentation across a number of issue areas in
global environmental governance, (2) explains the causes of fragmentation of global governance architectures,
(3) analyzes the implications of fragmentation across different scales of governance, and finally (4) suggests
policy responses to increased fragmentation. The project was funded with an NWO Innovational Research
Incentives Schemes Vidi Grant and is hosted by the Environmental Policy Analysis Department at the Institute
for Environmental Studies, Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam.

Mapping the Institutional Complex of the Climate-Energy Nexus 45

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397


et al. 2018). The database on climate governance builds on previous case studies
(particularly Hoffmann 2011; Bulkeley et al. 2014; Hale and Roger 2014) and a
thorough assessment of two online databases: the Climate Initiative Platform
(climateinitiativesplatform.org) and the Non-State Actor Zone for Climate Action
(NAZCA, climateaction.unfccc.int). Similarly, the dataset on global energy gov-
ernance includes previous mapping exercises (Suding and Lempp 2007; Kerebel
and Keppler 2009; Lesage, Van de Graaf, and Westphal 2010; Colgan, Keohane,
and Van de Graaf 2012; Sovacool and Florini 2012; Escribano 2015; Wilson
2015), complemented with data from the Climate Initiatives Platform, NAZCA,
and the Portal on Cooperative Initiatives (unfccc.int/focus/mitigation/items/7785.
php). From these two key sources, we selected those institutions focusing on
climate and energy simultaneously for the climate-energy nexus database. Finally,
a small number of institutions were added based on complementary discussions
with experts on climate-energy overlaps.2

3.2.2 Data Analysis

The data we retrieved for the selected institutions includes: name of institution,
starting year, membership data, governance functions, and thematic focus. Based
thereon, the mappings of the climate-energy nexus and the subfields can be
illustrated in various ways. First, we started with a timeline demonstrating how,
when, and in which context the institutional complex governing the climate-energy
nexus emerged.

Second, for an overview of the institutional complex and the subfields, we used
a heuristic framework developed by Abbott and Snidal (2009a; 2009b; Abbott
2012) for mapping global governance architectures, called ‘governance triangle’.
We situated the institutions from our database in the governance triangle according
to their membership, i.e. the type of their constituent actors: public, firm, and/or
civil society organization (CSO). The public category includes individual states (or
their governmental agencies, respectively), groups of states, international organiza-
tions (IOs), cities, or regions. The firm category comprises (groups of ) firms,
industry associations, and investors. Finally, CSOs include nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs), other organizations that represent civil society, and net-
works and coalitions of CSOs. Based on the three actor categories, the governance
triangle is divided into seven zones. Institutions in zones 1–3, the vertex zones, are
constituted by a single type of actor. Those in zones 4–6, the quadrilateral zones,

2 Complementary discussions took place at CLIMENGO project meetings. CLIMENGO is a research project that
aims to map the institutional complexity of global climate and energy governance, evaluate its effectiveness and
legitimacy, and develop a knowledge base for decision makers (www.climengo.eu). The experts include project
members Karin Bäckstrand, Jakob Skovgaard, Harro van Asselt, and Fariborz Zelli.
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include two types of actors. Finally, the institutions in the central zone 7 are those
that involve all three types, also called multi-stakeholder institutions. In the
respective triangles that follow in this chapter, we will also use greyscale to mark
these different actor patterns.

Third, for each institution in the dataset we collected membership data using a
methodology developed by the CONNECT project (Widerberg et al. 2016).
Members are defined as ‘actors with the formal position to influence the rules,
norms, operations or performance of an institution’ (Widerberg et al. 2016, 19).
Moreover, they may gain benefits from their membership through access to their
institution’s network, and due to material, reputational, or other types of benefits
that the institution is expected to yield. On the other hand, we excluded ‘support-
ing’ organizations or countries from the dataset. These could be organizations that
merely support an institution’s values, rules, norms, or mission by way of a public
statement or endorsement. Moreover, we only accounted for collective actors such
as countries, companies, cities, regions, or NGOs as members, i.e. not their
individual representatives.

To tackle further ambiguities, we used four rules when collecting the member-
ship data. First, for institutions engaging in pledges and commitments, only the
organizing or lead institutions have been included (e.g. DivestInvest). Second, for
institutions engaged in certifications and registries, we only considered those
organizations with the power to hand out or change the certificates as well as
those collecting the data for the registries (e.g. Gold Standard). Third, in cases
where we have not been able to establish authority due to a networked mode of
governance (e.g. in city networks) we treated all participants as members (e.g.
Covenant of Mayors). Fourth, for institutions where a member may join a decision-
making body, such as the steering committee or board of directors, all members
with such privileges have been included (e.g. International Emissions Trading
Association).

The membership data we gathered, based on these rules and criteria, enabled us
to explore in more detail who the key actors in the climate-energy nexus are. We
summarized these in a network diagram (see Section 3.4.2.2), with nodes repre-
senting institutions and members and edges indicating which members are shared
among the institutions. This type of visualization highlights which institutions are
central and which countries are best connected in terms of membership.

Fourth, another form of visualization, the governance decagon, displays the
governance functions that individual institutions perform. The decagon is divided
into ten segments representing four different governance functions, which were
also introduced in Chapter 2, and combinations of these. The governance function
‘standards and commitments’ refers to rule-making and implementation schemes,
involving mandatory compliance, standards for measurements and disclosure, and
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voluntary and private standards and commitments. The function ‘operational
activities’ comprises, for example, technology research and development, pilot
projects, demonstration and deployment activities, skills enhancement, and best
practices. The ‘information and networking’ governance function encompasses
information-sharing forums and networking, such as technical consulting, training,
and information services to build capacity, share knowledge, and support local
governments. Finally, the governance function ‘financing’ refers to any operational
activities that involve financing schemes. A number of institutions employ more
than two governance functions, but for the purpose of clarity the decagon is
restricted to two functions per institution. In such cases, the authors had to make
a final call on how the institutions should be classified, often based on a judgement
of which governance functions appear dominant, while additional governance
functions may be elaborated on in the analyses of Chapters 4–6.

Finally, after compiling and evaluating the dataset, we determined for each
institution individually which thematic focus is most relevant. After studying the
institutions’ websites, we distinguished eight foci: (1) increasing the uptake of
renewable energy; (2) pricing and trading of carbon emissions; (3) reforming
harmful fossil fuel subsidies; (3) improving energy efficiency; (4) expanding
worldwide access to low-carbon energy (services); (5) financing climate mitigation
actions and decarbonizing investments; (7) developing low or zero carbon tech-
nologies; and (8) transitioning toward clean fuels in the transport sector. The
institutions that govern toward these thematic foci form the three subfields that
we scrutinize in this volume (renewable energy, fossil fuel subsidy reform, and
carbon pricing), and five additional ones in the climate-energy nexus. These
subfields should not be considered as silos: first, since institutions can address
multiple thematic foci, and second, these thematic foci are crosscutting. For
example, clean technologies can include fuel-efficient engines for the transport
sector, and financing mechanisms may be designed to make clean cooking appli-
ances accessible. As a consequence, subfields in the climate-energy nexus can
show overlaps in terms of institutions.

3.3 Three Subfields of the Climate-Energy Nexus: Renewable
Energy, Fossil Fuel Subsidy Reform, and Carbon Pricing

Various themes and activities fall into the intersection of the climate and energy
domains, for instance promoting energy efficiency and respective technologies,
contributing to worldwide access to renewable and low-carbon energy, and intro-
ducing non-fossil fuels in the transport sector. The institutions centred around these
and other thematic foci constitute various subfields within the institutional complex
for the climate-energy nexus. The three subsequent chapters of this volume put
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particular emphasis on three of these subfields and analyze them at the meso and
micro levels: renewable energy, fossil fuel subsidy reform, and carbon pricing. In
what follows, we briefly introduce these three subfields and outline some of the
key institutions therein.

The subfield focusing on renewable energy comprises institutions that support
uptake, installation, technologies, and information-sharing on renewable energy
(see Sanderink, Chapter 4). Renewables play a significant role in the world’s
trajectory to sustainable development. An enhanced uptake helps to alleviate the
increasing scarcity of energy sources and reduce air pollution and greenhouse gas
emissions. The growing renewable energy sector is also highly compatible with
decentralized and small-scale deployment efforts to expand energy access. Yet,
despite environmental concerns raised in the early 1990s (e.g. UNCED 1992), it
was not until the turn of the millennium that renewable energy started to receive
increased attention (Röhrkasten 2015). UN work on renewable energy remains
weakly developed, and, arguably as a result, a series of institutions on this topic
have emerged outside the UN framework. Important intergovernmental institutions
are the International Renewable Energy Agency (IRENA) and the International
Energy Agency (IEA). Additionally, a range of multi-stakeholder partnerships
were established, such as the Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Partnership
(REEEP) and the Renewable Energy Policy Network for the 21st Century
(REN21). Moreover, minilateral institutions such as the G8 and G20 are seen as
key in promoting renewables (e.g. Florini and Sovacool 2009; Colgan and Van de
Graaf 2014).

The second subfield under scrutiny in this volume consists of institutions that
support the reform of harmful fossil fuel subsidies. Fossil fuels are still heavily
subsidized around the globe and therefore remain highly competitive, with respect-
ive infrastructures kept in place. Yet, the urgency of reforms has been increasingly
recognized (see Verkuijl and van Asselt, Chapter 5). Research shows that remov-
ing fossil fuel subsidies connected to consumption in twenty-seven countries
between 2013 and 2020 would lead to an 8 per cent reduction in global greenhouse
gas emissions (Burniaux and Chateau 2014). International cooperation efforts play
an important role in worldwide fossil fuel subsidy reform, and can be traced back
to the G20 summit in Pittsburgh in 2009. The meeting led to a first international
commitment to address fossil fuel subsidies (G20 2009), closely followed by a
similar pledge by twenty-one members of the Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation
(APEC) (APEC 2009). Subsequently, several additional institutions became active
in the field such as the IEA, Friends of Fossil Fuel Subsidy Reform (Friends), the
International Monetary Fund (IMF), and the Global Subsidies Initiative (GSI).

Finally, the third subfield consists of institutions that aim at putting a price on
carbon, facilitating a trade system, and providing a system for offsetting emissions.
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Putting a price on carbon is seen as a fundamental solution to climate change (e.g.
Sterner and Coria 2011; Tol 2011). This argument rests upon the idea that climate
change is best addressed by creating an incentive for individuals to reduce emis-
sions with the help of a price signal (see Skovgaard and Canavan, Chapter 6).
Carbon taxes, emission trading systems, and mechanisms to offset emissions are
well-known examples of these market-based instruments. The first signs of this
market-based approach can be traced back to the 1997 Kyoto Protocol, which
introduced the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM), enabling countries to trade
emission-reduction credits they had earned through respective projects in develop-
ing countries. This early mechanism notwithstanding, most institutions were
established after 2007. Important institutions led by public actors are the Inter-
national Carbon Action Partnership (ICAP) and the Partnership for Market Readi-
ness (PMR). In addition, carbon pricing involves key private institutions, such as
the Gold Standard, and public–private cooperation efforts, for instance the Net-
worked Carbon Markets Initiative (NCM).

Having introduced the thematic foci that are at the intersection of both the
climate change and energy issue areas, the next sections will discuss the mappings
and analyses of the institutional complex governing the climate-energy nexus at
the macro level, and the three subfields at the meso level.

3.4 Analyzing the Institutional Complex (Macro Level)

This section presents and discusses our findings on the institutional complex
governing the climate-energy nexus at the macro level.3

3.4.1 Starting Year

Figure 3.1 shows the increase of institutions addressing climate and energy issues
from 1954 to 2016. The dark grey lines represent new institutions per year, while
the light grey line shows the cumulative trend.

The oldest institution, and the only one established in the 1950s, is the Inter-
national Solar Energy Society (ISES), which demonstrates the long history of
knowledge on this energy source. Thereafter, it took until the early 1970s for
new institutions to emerge and to address the climate-energy nexus. At first glance
it seems as if this trend is related to the UN Conference on the Human Environment
that took place in 1972 in Stockholm. However, closer inspection shows that these

3 Please consult Annexes I and II for more detailed information: Annex I provides the complete database of active
institutions, including their acronyms and full names along with the data displayed in the figures (starting year,
zone, membership, governance functions, and thematic focus); Annex II offers brief descriptions of each
institution.
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are institutions that were initially established in response to the oil crises in 1970s,
which then gradually expanded their activities in light of international climate
negotiations in the 1990s. Thereafter, a number of institutions were founded
around 1992 when the UN Earth Summit took place in Rio de Janeiro and the
UNFCCC was agreed upon. From that point onwards, the graph shows a steep
increase in institutions for the following twenty years, and again around 2015, in
parallel to the run-up to Agenda 2030 and its SDGs.

3.4.2 Membership

The next subsections are based on membership data. They provide an overview of
the overall institutional complex while distinguishing membership types and
describing in more detail the distribution and connectedness of institutions and
its members.

3.4.2.1 Membership Types per Institution

The institutional complex governing the climate-energy nexus is presented in
Figure 3.2. The governance triangle provides insights on the amount of active
institutions and the different forms of governance in the institutional complex of
the climate-energy nexus. For this constantly changing complex, it provides a

Figure 3.1 Timeline based on starting years of included institutions from 1954
to 2016.

Mapping the Institutional Complex of the Climate-Energy Nexus 51

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397


snapshot as of January 2017, when the final cut for mapping was done. The figure
structures the different institutions according to their constituting types of actors.

The snapshot of the institutional complex governing the climate-energy nexus
comprises 108 institutions. Public agencies are involved in seventy-eight insti-
tutions (72 per cent) and exclusively in forty-eight of them (44 per cent) (zone 1).
Well-known examples of institutions constituted by solely public actors are the
UNFCCC, the Clean Energy Ministerial (CEM), and the IEA. Other, less familiar
institutions that fall into zone 1 are, for instance, the Africa Renewable Energy
Initiative (AREI) and the International Network on Gender and Sustainable Energy
(ENERGIA), which both seek to enhance worldwide access to sustainable energy
(AREI 2018; ENERGIA 2018).

Private actors are involved in sixty institutions (56 per cent) and the exclusively
private tier (zone 2, 3 and 6) includes a total of thirty institutions (28 per cent). The
first core type of private actors, denoted as ‘firm’ in the figure, i.e. (groups of )
firms, investors, and industry associations, are part of fifty-one institutions (47 per
cent). Seventeen of these are exclusively constituted by such firm actors, for
example the Climate and Energy Cluster of the World Business Council for

Figure 3.2 Governance triangle of the climate-energy nexus. (Based on Abbott
and Snidal 2009a, 2009b, and Abbott 2012; Author’s data)
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Sustainable Development (WBCSD_E&C), which facilitates the sharing of best
practices concerning cutting-edge climate and energy topics between its members
(WBCSD 2018). The second main type of private actors – NGOs and other
organizations representing civil society – are involved in 35 institutions (32 per
cent), of which seven are exclusively formed by such CSOs. One example for the
latter is the Go Fossil Free (GFF) campaign, committed to a fossil-free society
(GFF 2018). Both private actor types, firms and CSOs, cooperate in six insti-
tutions, for example in the Global Solar Council (GSC) to promote the uptake of
solar energy (GSC 2018).

Public and private actors join forces in the ‘hybrid’ zones (4, 5, and 7), in which
thirty institutions (28 per cent) are situated. These include collaborations between
public actors and firms (8), such as the Carbon Pricing Leadership Coalition
(CPLC), and cooperative efforts between public actors and CSOs (2), for instance
the Global Fuel Economy Initiative (GFEI). This leaves the majority of hybrid
institutions (20) to be multi-stakeholder partnerships in which all actor types are
included, such as the Global Alliance for Clean Cookstoves (GACC) and Energy
for Impact (E4I).

3.4.2.2 Membership Distribution

This subsection examines the membership directories of the individual institutions.
Actors are considered members when they have a formal position to influence the
rules, norms, operations, and performances of an institution (see Section 3.2.2).4

The membership data provides insights into the degree of involvement of different
actor types across the entire institutional complex as well as per zone in the
governance triangle and enables us to explore the level of connectedness between
institutions and respective members.

The result of the membership data collection is a total of 13,812 members in the
climate-energy nexus (as of January 2017).5 The number of unique members is
12,241, as one actor can be a member of two or more institutions. There are major
differences in the number of members between the institutions; for instance, ICLEI
(Local Governments for Sustainability) has 1,156 members, whereas the Western
Climate Initiative (WCI) has ‘only’ 4. Furthermore, there exist differences in the
numbers of members per type of actor, as shown in Figure 3.3. Cities are by far the

4 Discrepancies can exist between the included members and the position of the institution within the governance
triangle. For example, the European Network of Transmission System Operators (ENTSOE) is placed in Zone 4.
Despite all included members being companies, it is not positioned in Zone 2, because its tasks are stipulated in
regulation of the European Commission, a public entity.

5 Please note that we use an error margin of +-5 per cent for possible data entry mistakes with regard to the
included (number of ) members. For instance, the member Palau is an island in the Western Pacific Ocean as
well as a city in Italy, and can therefore be double coded. We have done our utmost to check for such
duplications.
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best-represented type of member, followed by firms and NGOs. The remaining
categories are much less prominent.

The distribution of members is reflected in the size of each zone. Figure 3.4
shows the number of members and institutions in each zone. The figure suggests
that zone 1 (public) is by far the largest zone, followed by zone 7 (multi-
stakeholder), in terms of number of institutions as well as the number of members.

Figure 3.3 Total number of members in different categories (N = 12,241).

Figure 3.4 Number of members and institutions per zone (1 = public, 2 = firms,
3 = CSOs, 4 = public/firm, 5 = public/CSO, 6 = firm/CSO, 7 = public/firm/CSO).
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Note that the member categories ‘state’ and ‘government agency’ have been
merged since it could be argued that government agencies are acting in the name
of the state. Moreover, the European Union has been added as it has competency
within climate change issues to engage in international treaties on behalf of its
member states.

Based on the membership data, it is possible to explore in more detail who the
main actors are in addressing the climate-energy nexus. One possibility to depict
the centrality of certain actors is a network diagram. We applied this tool for the
actor type of states and show the resulting graph in Figure 3.5. The network
diagram highlights how the climate-energy nexus consists of a highly

Figure 3.5 Network graph of institutions and states in the climate-energy
governance nexus.
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interconnected group of actors and institutions. The white nodes represent insti-
tutions, whereas the black nodes represent countries. The three central insti-
tutions are the UNFCCC, the Kyoto Protocol, and IRENA. The best-connected
countries in terms of membership are (in descending order) Germany, the United
States, European Union, United Kingdom, Mexico, Norway, China, France,
Indonesia and Japan.

3.4.3 Governance Functions

The institutional complex of the climate-energy nexus can also be visualized based
on the governance functions of the active institutions. This is displayed in the
governance decagon for the climate-energy nexus in Figure 3.6.

‘Information and networking’ is by far the most common governance func-
tion, with thirty-nine occurrences. This implies that most institutions focus on
conducting research and publishing reports and/or on organizing meetings and
conferences to facilitate the sharing of this knowledge and expertise. One
example is IRENA, which serves as a centre of excellence, and a repository
of policy, technology, resource, and financial knowledge on renewable energy
(IRENA 2018). The second most common governance functions is the combin-
ation of ‘information and networking’ and ‘operational’ activities, which we
found for twenty-seven institutions. This implies that a high number of insti-
tutions concentrate on implementing programmes and projects on the ground in
addition to sharing information, such as the IEA, which, besides providing
authoritative analyses for the full spectrum of energy issues, organizes training
and capacity-building workshops (IEA 2018). Furthermore, nineteen institu-
tions focus on ‘standards and commitments’ and eight are combining ‘standards
and commitments’ with ‘information and networking’. Hence, there is a fair
share of institutions that seek to introduce rule-making and implementation
schemes, such as the RE100 initiative, which unites private actors committed
to 100 per cent renewable electricity (RE100 2018). No institution combines
the roles of ‘standards and commitments’ and ‘financing’, or ‘operational’ and
‘financing’.

Whereas the governance triangle displays a high degree of institutional com-
plexity, particularly in terms of number of institutions, the decagon shows that
there is, on top of that, an uneven distribution of the institutions across the
governance functions. Table 3.1 summarizes the findings depicted in Figures 3.2
and 3.6, and combines information on membership and governance functions per
institution.
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What can be derived from the table is that the governance function ‘stand-
ards and commitments’ is as much performed by private institutions as by
public institutions, while the responsibility for ‘information and networking’
lies mostly with public institutions. This is in contradiction to the general
presumption that public institutions are the ones to set the rules, while private
institutions are to perform informal functions, i.e. networking and raising
awareness.

Figure 3.6 Governance decagon of the climate-energy nexus (institutions per
governance function).
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Table 3.1 Total of institutions in the climate-energy nexus per membership and per governance function.

Zone
Standards &
Commitments Operational

Information
&
Networking Financing

Standards &
Commitments
+ Operational

Operational +
Information &
Networking

Information
&
Networking
+ Financing

Standards &
Commitments
+ Information
& Networking

Standards &
Commitments
+ Financing

Operational
+ Financing

Total
(Zone) %

1-public 7 3 15 2 0 13 4 3 0 1 48 44%
2-firm 6 1 4 1 0 2 0 3 0 0 17 16%
3-cso 2 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 7 6%
4-public/

firm
1 0 3 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 8 7%

5-public/
cso

0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2%

6-firm/cso 1 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 6 6%
7-public/

firm/cso
2 0 9 2 0 5 1 1 0 0 20 19%

Total 19 4 39 5 0 27 5 8 0 1 108 100%
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3.4.4 Thematic Focus

Next, we describe the distribution of the institutions in more detail according to
their thematic focus by means of the chart in Figure 3.7. The figure highlights
important themes at the intersection of climate and energy governance, and the
varying degrees of representation, and arguably significance, in terms of
institutions.

Most institutions in the climate-energy nexus address several themes and
respective goals at the same time to tackle climate and energy challenges. For
example, ICLEI, uniting local governments for sustainability, is engaged in
energy-efficient city agendas, eco-mobility, and low-carbon development (ICLEI
2018). In addition, many institutions in the institutional complex specifically target
increasing the uptake of renewables, such as IRENA and RE100, or transportation
modes, such as the Climate Action Takes Flight (CATF) initiative and the Global
Green Freight Action Plan (GGFAP). Carbon pricing and trading, and energy
efficiency, are the fourth and fifth most preferred themes. Examples of institutions
that focus on these two themes are, respectively, CPLC and the International
Partnership for Energy Efficiency Cooperation (IPEEC).

As alluded to in Section 3.2.2, the subfields that address these thematic foci
should not be seen as silos, but can show overlaps in terms of institutions. First,
several institutions focus on ‘multiple themes’, for instance renewable energy and
subsidy reform specifically, and are therefore situated in the two respective sub-
fields. Second, various institutions address a crosscutting theme, for example

Figure 3.7 Primary Thematic Focus of 108 Institutions.
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climate mitigation finance for implementing energy efficiency measures, and are
therefore part of both the climate mitigation finance and energy efficiency sub-
fields. Hence, the numbers in Figure 3.7 do not coincide with the mappings of the
subfields that are scrutinized in Section 3.5 and the subsequent chapters. However,
the figure does provide first insights into the subfields’ varying degrees of insti-
tutional complexity. Whereas the uptake of renewables is addressed by a high
number of institutions, fossil fuel subsidy reform is governed by only a few;
meanwhile, the number of institutions on carbon pricing and trading is at the
centre of this continuum.

3.4.5 Discussion

Besides the high number of institutions involved in governing the climate-energy
nexus, we found a high degree of diversity among these institutions. Institutions
constituted by public actors are dominant, although private actors also contribute
significantly as the high number of private and multi-stakeholder institutions
indicates. Thus, while much scholarly attention has shifted toward transnational
global governance, including nonstate and sub-national actors on climate change,
energy, and other environmental issues (e.g. Goldthau 2012; Bulkeley et al. 2014;
and Hsu et al. 2018), our mapping suggests that state governments and other public
agencies retain formal authority in the climate-energy nexus (Jordan et al. 2015).

Analyzing the membership data in more detail further substantiates the domin-
ant role played by (inter)governmental entities. Cities are by far the most repre-
sented actor type and, together with other public actors, they occupy more than
three-quarters of the entire institutional complex, clearly outmatching the presence
of businesses, NGOs, research organizations, investors, and other private actors.
Furthermore, the network diagram on states and institutions (figure 3.5) highlights
the UNFCCC, Kyoto Protocol, and IRENA as the central institutions which may
be explained by the high degree of universality and inclusiveness of these three
intergovernmental institutions. The diagram additionally unveils that not only
Western (European) countries are of key importance in governing the climate-
energy nexus, but that countries such as China, Mexico, and Indonesia are equally
involved.

Moreover, there is no clear division of labour among institutions in terms of
governance functions, even though all are covered within the nexus. The insti-
tutional complex is dominated by institutions that share information and facilitate
networking opportunities, and there is a fair share of institutions that implement
projects and programmes to have an impact on the ground. By contrast, standard-
setting and financing functions are performed by a smaller sample of institutions.
These findings illustrate that, within the climate-energy nexus, private institutions
do not shy away from setting standards, while public institutions predominantly
perform informal functions. Further studies have to show whether this uneven
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distribution of governance functions has implications for the performance of the
institutional complex of the nexus as a whole, i.e. at the macro level.

Furthermore, the examination of key themes at the intersection of climate and
energy governance provides interesting first insights into the subfields of the
climate-energy nexus. First and foremost, there is a high number of institutions
focusing on multiple themes, which suggests that there are many overlapping
institutions among the subfields, an issue that will be explored in subsequent
chapters. Second, the degree of institutional complexity appears to vary across
the subfields. The numbers of institutions addressing the respective thematic foci
suggest that the subfield for renewable energy is most densely populated, whereas
the subfield for fossil fuel subsidy reform consists of only a few institutions. Given
that carbon pricing is in the middle of this continuum, the three subfields covered
in the book provide a useful variation for the analyses in Chapters 4–6 and the
comparative study in Chapter 8.

In sum, over the past twenty-five years the institutions governing the climate-
energy nexus evolved into a densely populated complex dominated mostly by
public actors, in which governance functions are unevenly spread, and the degree
of complexity varies considerably across the subfields.

3.5 Analyzing the Subfields: Renewable Energy, Fossil Fuel
Subsidy Reform, and Carbon Pricing (Meso Level)

This section describes and analyzes those institutions that, exclusively or as one of
their multiple foci, address one of the three subfields of the climate-energy nexus
covered in the book. To illustrate the three meso-level institutional complexes,
similar figures are used as in the previous section: the governance triangle provid-
ing insights on the types of actors involved, and the governance decagon display-
ing the governance functions of the individual institutions. Like in the previous
section, the illustrations are snapshots of the subfields as of January 2017.

3.5.1 Renewable Energy

Figure 3.8 presents the governance triangle for the institutions that aim to promote
the uptake of renewables globally. The institutional complex comprises forty-six
institutions, making the renewable energy subfield the largest within the climate-
energy nexus. Nineteen of these institutions focus exclusively on renewable energy,
while for the remaining number renewables are but one part of their portfolio.

Most institutions within the governance triangle are constituted by public actors,
including (groups of ) states, international organizations, cities, and regions. These
actors are involved in thirty-eight institutions, of which twenty-eight are purely
public (zone 1). Widely known examples of the latter are IRENA and the IEA,
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while less familiar ones are, for instance, Energy Cities (EN_CITIES) and the
International Solar Cities Initiative (ISCI), both involving local authorities com-
mitted to facilitating energy transitions.

Private actors engage in eighteen institutions while the exclusively private tier
(zone 2, 3, and 6) counts ten institutions. (Groups of ) firms, investors, and industry
associations take part in seventeen institutions (37 per cent), of which four are
purely firm-based. These include, among others, the Carbon Neutral Protocol
(CNP), which provides instruments to achieve carbon neutrality such as renewable
energy certificates (CNP 2018). The third main category of actors, NGOs and other
CSOs, is involved in thirteen institutions (28 per cent), of which two exclusively
include CSOs. One example is the International Network for Sustainable Energy
(INFORSE), which constitutes a network of NGOs working on sustainable energy
solutions (INFORSE 2018). On top of that, different types of firm and CSO actors
join forces in three institutions: GSC, RE100, and ISES.

Public and private actors unite in the ‘hybrid’ zones (zones 4, 5, and 7) through
eight institutions (17 per cent), of which seven are multi-stakeholder partnerships,
including all three types of actors. Well-known multi-stakeholder partnerships are
Sustainable Energy for All (SEFORALL) and REN21, which are committed to,
respectively, substantially increasing the uptake of renewables by 2030 in

Figure 3.8 Governance Triangle for the subfield of renewable energy. (Based on
Abbott and Snidal 2009a; 2009b; Abbott 2012; and Author’s data)
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accordance to the SDG 7 target, and to connecting stakeholders to facilitate joint
action toward a global transition to renewables (SEforALL 2018; REN21 2018).
Finally, the one institution in which public actors partner up with firm-based actors
is the Low Carbon Technology Partnerships initiative (LCTPI). This is a partner-
ship between the WBCSD, the IEA, and the UN’s Sustainable Development
Solutions Network. Its REscale programme brings together energy and technology
companies who aim to accelerate the deployment of renewables (LCTPi 2018).

The governance decagon in Figure 3.9 highlights the governance functions of
the individual institutions. Most of them (17) govern through ‘information and
networking’ and ‘operational’ activities simultaneously, for example Regions for
Climate Action (R20), which combines informing and supporting climate-resilient

Figure 3.9 Governance decagon for the sub-field of renewable energy (institutions
per governance function) (Author’s data).
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project development (R20 2018). Fifteen institutions solely concentrate on ‘infor-
mation and networking’ (15). For instance, it is the primary function of REN21 to
inform the international community on the status of renewable energy (REN21
2018). In addition, there are eight institutions that set ‘standards and commit-
ments’. One example is the Roundtable for Sustainable Biomaterials (RSB), which
provides a certification scheme supporting the development of a sustainable
bioeconomy (RSB 2018). Only three institutions focus on developing and provid-
ing ‘financing’ mechanisms, including REEEP, which aims to strengthen markets
for clean energy in low- and middle-income countries (REEEP 2018).

Finally, all other fields are at best filled with one institution. The Baltic Sea
Region Energy Cooperation (BASREC) prefers ‘operational’ practices, AREI
combines ‘operational’ activities with the development of ‘financing’ mechanisms,
and the Africa-EU Renewable Energy Cooperation Program (RECP) facilitates
‘information and networking’ in addition to developing ‘financing’ mechanisms.

3.5.2 Fossil Fuel Subsidy Reform

The governance triangle in Figure 3.10 displays which types of actors take part
in institutions that work toward removing harmful fossil fuel subsidies. The

Figure 3.10 Governance triangle for the sub-field of fossil fuel subsidy reform.
(Based on Abbott and Snidal 2009a; 2009b; Abbott 2012; and Author’s data)
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institutional complex comprises only a small number of institutions (six), with half
of these addressing subsidy reform as their main priority.

Clearly, the largest share of institutions (five) has exclusively public member-
ship, including some of the leading institutions in the climate-energy nexus: the
UNFCCC, Friends, IEA, the G20 Subsidy Reform, and the APEC Energy Working
Group. Only one institution is constituted by firms, namely GSI. This initiative is
led by the International Institute for Sustainable Development, and supports
international processes, national governments, and CSOs to align subsidies with
sustainable development (IISD 2018).

The governance functions of the six institutions are visualized in Figure 3.11. It
shows that ‘information and networking’ is the predominant way in which institutions

Figure 3.11 Governance decagon for the fossil fuel Subsidy reform sub-field
(institutions per governance function) (Author’s data).
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on fossil fuel subsidy reform operate. No less than four of the six institutions adhere to
this governance function. These include the IEA, Friends, APEC Energy Working
Group, and G20 Subsidy Reform, which broadly focus on sharing information and
organizing events to convince their members and the wider community of the urgency
to reform fossil fuel subsidies. The remaining two institutions concentrate on
standard-setting for this subfield (UNFCCC) and, respectively, ‘information and
networking’ in combination with ‘operational’ activities (GSI).

3.5.3 Carbon Pricing

The governance triangle in Figure 3.12 includes all institutions in the climate-
energy nexus dataset that aim at putting a price on carbon, facilitating a carbon
trade scheme, or providing a system for offsetting emissions. The institutional
complex comprises fifteen individual institutions.6 Of these, thirteen focus exclu-
sively on carbon pricing.

Most institutions fall exclusively either into the public arena or the firm sector.
Concretely, six institutions are constituted by (groups of ) states, cities, and
regions, for example, the WCI that supports the implementation of emissions-
trading programmes, and PMR that offers country-specific guidance on Emissions
Trading Registries (WCI 2018; PMR 2018). Six others count solely (groups of )
firms, investors, and industry associations as their members. These include, for
instance, the Verified Carbon Standard (VCS, recently renamed to VERRA), a
voluntary programme for certifying emission-reduction projects, and the Inter-
national Emissions Trading Association (IETA), which aims at establishing effect-
ive market-based trading systems for greenhouse gas emissions (IETA 2018;
VERRA 2018). Finally, three institutions represent hybrid efforts. These include
the UN Global Compact Caring for Climate (C4C) and CPLC, which consist of
firms and public actors, and NCM, which is the only institution in this subfield that
exhibits all three types of actors.

Figure 3.13 presents the governance decagon for the carbon pricing subfield,
depicting the governance functions performed by each institution. Unlike the
previous figures for renewable energy and fossil fuel subsidy reform, the main
governance function for this subfield is setting ‘standards and commitments’ (by
seven institutions). While the VCS and the CNP have established standards to
certify emission reductions, the International Air Transport Association (IATA)
provides a mechanism to offset carbon emissions for the aviation sector (IATA
2018). ‘Information and networking’ is performed by four institutions, for example
by ICAP, which connects countries, subnational, and supranational entities that

6 VER+ is, at the time of writing, no longer operative, but still included in the dataset, for which the final cut was
made in January 2017.
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either have established carbon markets or plan to do so (ICAP 2018). In addition,
PMR and the Small Island Developing States Sustainable Energy Initiative
(SIDS_DOCK) combine ‘information and networking’ with the development of
‘financing’ mechanisms. Finally, WCI falls into the category ‘operational’ as it
provides administrative and technical services supporting the implementation of
emissions-trading programmes.

3.5.4 Discussion

Having scrutinized the three subfields for renewable energy, fossil fuel subsidy
reform, and carbon pricing, we arrive at interesting first insights on each of the
institutional complexes. One key observation concerns regards the varying degrees
of institutional complexity across the subfields.

The highest degree of complexity was found for the renewable energy subfield,
in terms of the number of institutions, but also, as this section has shown, regarding
memberships and governance functions. The subfield includes a wide range of
public and private actors, while public institutions dominate. All governance

Figure 3.12 Governance triangle for the sub-field of carbon pricing. (Based on
Abbott and Snidal 2009a; 2009b; Abbott 2012; and Author’s data)
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functions are addressed, while the main emphasis is laid on information-sharing,
networking, and operational activities. Moreover, the subfield shows characteris-
tics similar to the overall institutional complex addressing the climate-energy
nexus – which is clearly related to the fact that the subfield of renewable energy
is constituted by almost half of the institutions in the entire dataset.

The lowest degree of complexity, in turn, was found in the fossil fuel subsidy
reform subfield: there are only seven institutions, of which six are exclusively
public, and information and networking is the dominant instrument to govern
subsidy reform. This said, it is important to consider other institutions as well.

Figure 3.13 Governance decagon for the subfield of carbon pricing (institutions
per governance function) (Author’s data).
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These have not been included in this chapter’s dataset, since they do not fit our
selection criteria (Section 3.2.1). This is mostly due to their chief thematic foci that
divert from, or go beyond, the climate and energy domains. Examples are the
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), the World
Trade Organization (WTO), and the IMF. To complete the picture, these insti-
tutions are included and elaborated on in Chapter 5, which provides an in-depth
analysis of the subfield.

In the middle of the continuum is the carbon pricing subfield, not solely with
regard to the number and types of institutions involved, but also in terms of the
governance functions they perform. The subfield features a balance of exclusively
public institutions and purely private institutions. Furthermore, carbon pricing is
predominantly governed through setting standards and commitment. This mostly
includes certification schemes for emission reductions and carbon offsetting.
Finally, we found an important distinction between institutions that aim to estab-
lish prerequisites for a carbon market and those that focus on existing ones. For
instance, SIDS_DOCK, an alliance between small island states, assists its members
in connecting national energy sectors to EU and US carbon markets, but it does not
facilitate carbon pricing, trading, or offsetting itself. As a result, this creates a
discrepancy between the dataset included in this chapter and the cases studied in
Chapter 6.

Furthermore, it is of interest to examine overlapping institutions across the three
subfields and to what extent these represent thematic overlaps. Fossil fuel subsidy
reform inherently supports the uptake of renewable energy; when harmful subsid-
ies are removed, fossil fuels make way for renewables. Nevertheless, the fossil fuel
subsidy reform and renewable energy subfields share only two institutions: the
APEC Energy Working Group and the IEA, which are both intergovernmental
cooperation efforts addressing energy issues in the broadest sense. Similarly, while
putting a price on carbon provides an incentive to shift to renewable energy, only
the CNP is an overlapping institution bridging both subfields. Finally, the one
institution shared by all three subfields, and therewith providing the only connec-
tion between the fossil fuel subsidy reform and carbon pricing subfields, is the
UNFCCC. This suggests that the central role of the UNFCCC regime is not
restricted to global climate change governance, but transcends well into global
energy governance as a major hub targeting the low-carbon transformation of
energy systems.

3.6 Conclusions

The Paris Agreement and Agenda 2030, and particularly SDG 7 to ensure
sustainable energy for all, highlight the importance of an effective and integrated
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approach to the interconnected climate and energy challenges. While existing
studies have provided insights into the institutional complexity of either global
climate or energy governance, governance scholars had yet to uncover the insti-
tutional complex addressing the nexus between both domains. Against this
backdrop, this chapter first identified and mapped the macro level of this nexus,
i.e. all institutions that address climate and energy challenges simultaneously.
Furthermore, the chapter zoomed in on the institutions that constitute three
subfields at the meso level: renewable energy, fossil fuel subsidy reform, and
carbon pricing.

The climate-energy nexus can be characterised as institutionally complex,
reflecting the past twenty-five years of intense discussions in the international
community on both challenges and sustainable development more broadly. This
chapter conveyed and analyzed this complexity in various ways. The climate-
energy nexus involves a high number of very different institutions – with a
strong presence of exclusively public institutions, while private actors contrib-
ute significantly through a fair share of private and multi-stakeholder insti-
tutions. Membership data further substantiates the dominance of public actors,
and cities particularly. Second, even though all governance functions are per-
formed across the institutional complex, there appears to be a strong focus on
information and networking, and operational activities to some extent, while
only a minority of institutions in the nexus focus on standards and commitments
and financing mechanisms. Finally, while most institutions target various
themes and activities, most attention is directed toward the uptake of renew-
ables, transforming the transport sector, carbon pricing, and increasing energy
efficiency.

Delving into the selected subfields at the meso level provided first insights
on the differences and commonalities across the three respective complexes.
The renewable energy subfield has the highest concentration of public, private,
and hybrid institutions, which focus mostly on information-sharing and net-
working. On the other end, the subfield of fossil fuel subsidy reform is sparsely
populated and marked by a prevalence of public institutions, which predomin-
antly govern through information and networking. This leaves the carbon
pricing subfield at the centre of the continuum, exhibiting a balance between
public and private institutions, with both camps focusing mostly on standards
and commitments.

While this chapter has provided an innovative and novel mapping, it could not
go into detail on the processes taking place within and across the institutional
complexes. Such much-needed analyses on questions of coherence, management,
legitimacy, and effectiveness in the climate-energy nexus – will be provided by the
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subsequent chapters of this book. The mapping serves as the empirical basis for
these crucial endeavours. First, the comprehensive dataset has helped to select
appropriate case studies for Chapters 4–6, which explore varying degrees of
coherence and management attempts within the three subfields. Second, our
chapter provides key data for evaluating the effectiveness and legitimacy of five
individual institutions in Chapter 7. Finally, our findings support the comparative
assessment of institutional effectiveness for the three subfields in Chapter 8, from
which lessons can be drawn for the performance of the overall institutional
complex governing the climate-energy nexus.

By the same token, the dataset presented in this chapter is the first step toward
creating a knowledge base that can serve as a tool for policy makers, businesses,
and other organizations alike. It improves our understanding of the institutional
complexity that characterizes the climate-energy nexus, and guides actors to
navigate the institutionally complex global climate and energy governance
landscape.
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ZONE ACRONYM NAME DATE MEM-BERS ACTORS TYPE ROLE THEME

1 ACE Association of Southeast
Asian Nations Centre
for Energy

1999 10 Public Public 3 Multiple themes

1 AEEP Africa-EU Energy
Partnership

2007 6 Public Public 6 Energy access

1 APEC_EWG Asia Pacific Economic
Cooperation Energy
Working Group

1990 21 Public Public 3 Multiple themes

1 AREI Africa Renewable Energy
Initiative

2015 6 Public Public 10 Renewable energy

1 BASREC Baltic Sea Region Energy
Cooperation

1998 11 Public Public 2 Multiple themes

1 CCREEE Caribbean Center for
Renewable Energy and
Energy Efficiency

2015 19 Public Public 6 Multiple themes

1 CEM Clean Energy Ministerial 2009 24 Public Public 6 Renewable energy
1 CESC Clean Energy Solutions

Center
2009 1 Public Public 3 Clean technology

1 CIF Climate Investment Funds 2008 36 Public Public 4 Climate mitigation
finance

1 CLIMATE
ALLIANCE

Climate Alliance of
European Cities with
Indigenous Rainforest
Peoples

1990 1713 Public Public 1 Energy efficiency

1 CNCA Carbon Neutral Cities
Alliance

2014 20 Public Public 3 Multiple themes

1 COM Covenant of Mayors 2008 6115 Public Public 1 Multiple themes
1 CORSIA Carbon Offsetting and

Reduction Scheme for
International Aviation

2016 1 Public Public 1 Carbon pricing and
trading
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1 ECO ECO Partnerships Clean
Energy and Energy
Efficiency

2008 2 Public Public 3 Multiple themes

1 ECREEE Economic Community of
West African States
Center for Renewable
Energy and Energy
Efficiency

2008 15 Public Public 6 Multiple themes

1 EN_CITIES Energy Cities 1990 179 Public Public 6 Multiple themes
1 ENERGIA International Network on

Gender and Sustainable
Energy

1996 22 Public Public 2 Energy access

1 ENR European Energy Network 1991 1 Public Public 3 Multiple themes
1 EUEI European Union Energy

Initiative
2002 1 Public Public 3 Multiple themes

1 EUROCITIES EUROCITIES 2008 99 Public Public 1 Energy efficiency
1 FFFSR Friends of Fossil Fuel

Subsidy Reform
2010 9 Public Public 3 Subsidy reform

1 G20_SR Group of Twenty Subsidy
Reform

2009 20 Public Public 3 Subsidy reform

1 GEEREF Global Energy Efficiency
and Renewable Energy
Fund

2008 1 Public Public 4 Climate mitigation
finance

1 GFAAF Global Framework for
Aviation Alternative
Fuels

2009 1 Public Public 1 Transport

1 GMI Global Methane Initiative 2010 18 Public Public 6 Renewable energy
1 GNESD Global Network on Energy

for Sustainable
Development

2002 2 Public Public 6 Energy access

1 ICAP International Carbon
Action Partnership

2007 31 Public Public 3 Carbon pricing &
trading77

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397 Published online by Cam
bridge U

niversity Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397


(cont.)

ZONE ACRONYM NAME DATE MEM-BERS ACTORS TYPE ROLE THEME

1 ICLEI Local Governments for
Sustainability

1990 1156 Public Public 8 Multiple themes

1 IEA International Energy
Agency

1974 29 Public Public 6 Multiple themes

1 IPEEC International Partnership
for Energy Efficiency
Cooperation

2009 16 Public Public 3 Energy efficiency

1 IRENA International Renewable
Energy Agency

2009 149 Public Public 3 Renewable energy

1 ISCI International Solar Cities
Initiative

2003 5 Public Public 3 Renewable energy

1 ISGAN Implementing Agreement
for a Co-operative
Program on Smart Grids

2010 25 Public Public 6 Clean technology

1 KP Kyoto Protocol 1997 192 Public Public 1 Multiple themes
1 MEF Major Economies Forum 2009 17 Public Public 3 Renewable energy
1 MI Mission Innovation 2015 23 Public Public 7 Clean technology
1 NEG_ECP New England Governors

and Eastern Canadian
Premiers’ Annual
Conference

1973 11 Public Public 8 Multiple themes

1 OLADE Latin American Energy
Organization

1973 26 Public Public 6 Multiple themes

1 PMR Partnership for Market
Readiness

2010 31 Public Public 7 Carbon pricing &
trading

1 R20 Regions of Climate Action 2010 48 Public Public 6 Renewable energy
1 RECP Africa-EU Renewable

Energy Cooperation
Program

2010 2 Public Public 7 Renewable energy
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1 SEAD Super-Efficient Equipment
and Appliance
Deployment Initiative

2010 17 Public Public 6 Clean technology

1 SEADS European Union Energy
Initiative Strategic
Energy Advisory and
Dialogue Service

2004 1 Public Public 3 Multiple themes

1 SIDS_DOCK Small Island Developing
States Sustainable
Energy and Climate
Resilience Initiative

2009 39 Public Public 7 Multiple themes

1 UN_EN United Nations Energy 2004 6 Public Public 1 Energy access
1 UNFCCC United Nations

Framework Convention
on Climate Change

1992 195 Public Public 1 Multiple themes

1 WCI Western Climate Initiative 2007 4 Public Public 2 Carbon pricing &
trading

1 ZEV International Zero-
Emission Vehicle
Alliance

2015 14 Public Public 8 Transport

2 ACA Airport Carbon
Accreditation

2009 1 Firm Private 1 Transport

2 BTEC Break Through Energy
Coalition

2015 29 Firm Private 4 Carbon pricing &
trading

2 CATF Climate Action Takes
Flight

2009 1 Firm Private 1 Transport

2 CNP CarbonNeutral Protocol 1997 1 Firm Private 1 Carbon pricing &
trading

2 FFC Fleets for Change 2010 2 Firm Private 8 Transport
2 GFA Green Freight Asia 2011 40 Firm Private 8 Transport
2 GFE Green Freight Europe 2012 72 Firm Private 8 Transport
2 GSA Global Solar Alliance 2015 3 Firm Private 3 Renewable energy79
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(cont.)

ZONE ACRONYM NAME DATE MEM-BERS ACTORS TYPE ROLE THEME

2 GSEP Global Sustainability
Electricity Partnership
(formerly the E8)

1992 11 Firm Private 6 Renewable energy

2 IATA_COP International Air Transport
Association Carbon
Offset Program

2009 1 Firm Private 1 Carbon pricing &
trading

2 IEEA Industrial Energy
Efficiency Accelerator

2001 1 Firm Private 3 Carbon pricing &
trading

2 IETA International Emissions
Trading Association

1999 135 Firm Private 3 Carbon pricing &
trading

2 REC Renovate Europe
Campaign

2011 18 Firm Private 3 Energy efficiency

2 TCC Think Climate Coalition 2015 10 Firm Private 3 Transport
2 VCS Verified Carbon Standard

(formerly the Voluntary
Carbon Standard)

2007 1 Firm Private 1 Carbon pricing &
trading

2 VER+ VER+ 2007 1 Firm Private 1 Carbon pricing &
trading

2 WBCSD_E&C World Business Council
for Sustainable
Development Energy
and Climate

1992 1 Firm Private 6 Multiple themes

3 CLASP The Collaborative
Labelling and Appliance
Standards Program

1999 1 CSO Private 1 Energy efficiency

3 EUROSOLAR The European Association
for Renewable Energy

1988 1 CSO Private 6 Renewable energy

3 GFF Go Fossil Free 2014 1 CSO Private 3 Climate mitigation
finance

80

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397 Published online by Cam
bridge U

niversity Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397


3 GS The Gold Standard 2004 1 CSO Private 1 Multiple themes
3 GSI Global Subsidies Initiative 2005 1 CSO Private 6 Subsidy reform
3 INFORSE International Network for

Sustainable Energy
1992 1 CSO Private 3 Renewable energy

3 WGBC World Green Building
Council

2002 30 CSO Private 6 Energy efficiency

4 C4C United Nations Global
Compact Caring for
Climate

2007 3 Public/ Firm Hybrid 1 Carbon pricing &
trading

4 CPLC Carbon Pricing Leadership
Coalition

2015 138 Public/ Firm Hybrid 3 Carbon pricing &
trading

4 CTIPFAN Climate Technology
Initiative of the Private
Financing Advisory
Network

2006 7 Public/ Firm Hybrid 6 Clean technology

4 ENTSOE European Network of
Transmission System
Operators

2008 40 Public/ Firm Hybrid 6 Clean technology

4 GEEAP Global Energy Efficiency
Accelerator Platform

2012 1 Public/ Firm Hybrid 3 Energy efficiency

4 GGFRP Global Gas Flaring
Reduction Partnership

2002 34 Public/ Firm Hybrid 8 Energy efficiency

4 LCTPI Low Carbon Technology
Partnerships Initiative

2014 3 Public/ Firm Hybrid 6 Clean technology

4 SBCI United Nations
Environment Program
Sustainable Buildings
and Climate Initiative

2010 9 Public/ Firm Hybrid 6 Energy efficiency

5 GFEI Global Fuel Economy
Initiative

2009 6 Public/ CSO Hybrid 3 Transport

5 GGFAP Global Green Freight
Action Plan

2015 9 Public/ CSO Hybrid 3 Transport
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ZONE ACRONYM NAME DATE MEM-BERS ACTORS TYPE ROLE THEME

6 GSC Global Solar Council 2015 39 CSO/ Firm Private 6 Renewable energy
6 ISES International Solar Energy

Society
1954 1 CSO/ Firm Private 3 Renewable energy

6 PPMC Paris Process on Mobility
and Climate

2015 2 CSO/ Firm Private 3 Transport

6 RE100 100% Renewables 2014 2 CSO/ Firm Private 1 Renewable energy
6 RN! Refrigerants, Naturally! 2004 5 CSO/ Firm Private 3 Clean technology
6 SE Shipping Efficiency 2001 2 CSO/ Firm Private 3 Transport
7 CAA Clean Air Asia 2001 251 Public/

CSO/ Firm
Hybrid 3 Transport

7 CUD Connected Urban
Development

2006 2 Public/ CSO/
Firm

Hybrid 3 Energy efficiency

7 DI Divest Invest Global
Movement

2014 41 Public/ CSO/
Firm

Hybrid 7 Climate mitigation
finance

7 E4I Energy for Impact
(formerly GVEP)

2005 19 Public/ CSO/
Firm

Hybrid 6 Energy access

7 ENERGY+ International Energy and
Climate Initiative

2010 43 Public/ CSO/
Firm

Hybrid 4 Energy access

7 ENLIGHT En.Lighten 2009 25 Public/ CSO/
Firm

Hybrid 6 Clean technology

7 GACC Global Alliance for Clean
Cookstove

2010 1615 Public/ CSO/
Firm

Hybrid 6 Energy access

7 GBEP Global Bioenergy
Partnership

2007 37 Public/ CSO/
Firm

Hybrid 6 Renewable energy

7 L&G Lean and Green 2008 1 Public/ CSO/
Firm

Hybrid 8 Transport

7 LEDS_GP Low Emission
Development Strategies
Global Partnership

2011 27 Public/ CSO/
Firm

Hybrid 3 Energy access
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7 NCM Networked Carbon
Markets Initiative

2013 1 Public/ CSO/
Firm

Hybrid 3 Carbon pricing &
trading

7 PCFV United Nations
Environment Program
Partnership for Clean
Fuels and Vehicles

2002 76 Public/ CSO/
Firm

Hybrid 3 Transport

7 PDC Portfolio Decarbonization
Coalition

2014 4 Public/ CSO/
Firm

Hybrid 6 Climate mitigation
finance

7 REEEP Renewable Energy and
Energy Efficiency
Partnership

2002 354 Public/ CSO/
Firm

Hybrid 4 Multiple themes

7 REN21 The Renewable Energy
Policy Network for the
21st Century

2005 52 Public/ CSO/
Firm

Hybrid 3 Renewable energy

7 RSB The Roundtable on
Sustainable Biofuels
(RSB Standard)

2007 80 Public/ CSO/
Firm

Hybrid 1 Renewable energy

7 SEFORALL Sustainable Energy for All 2011 2 Public/ CSO/
Firm

Hybrid 1 Energy access

7 SLOCAT Partnership on Sustainable
Low Carbon Transport

2009 94 Public/ CSO/
Firm

Hybrid 3 Transport

7 U4E United for Efficiency 2010 18 Public/ CSO/
Firm

Hybrid 3 Energy efficiency

7 UEMI Urban Electric Mobility
Initiative

2014 21 Public/ CSO/
Firm

Hybrid 3 Transport
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3.9 Annex II:

Descriptions of Institutions in the
Climate-Energy Nexus

ACRONYM DESCRIPTION

ACA Airport Carbon Accreditation is an independent programme to enforce
the accreditation criteria for airports on an annual basis. The ACA
aims to reduce carbon emissions and to increase airport sustainability.

ACE The ASEAN Centre for Energy serves as a high-performing institution,
a regional centre of excellence that builds a coherent, coordinated,
focused, and robust energy policy agenda and strategy for the
Association of Southeast Asian Nations Centre for Energy, with three
roles: an ASEAN Energy Think Tank; a catalyst to unify and
strengthen ASEAN Energy Cooperation and Integration; and an
ASEAN Energy Data and Knowledge Hub.

AEEP Established in 2007 as one of the partnerships under the Joint Africa-EU
Strategy, the Africa-EU Energy Partnership (AEEP) is a long-term
framework for strategic dialogue between Africa and the EU aimed
at sharing knowledge, setting political priorities and developing
joint programmes on the key energy issues and challenges in the
twenty-first century.

APEC_EWG The work of the APEC Energy Working Group (EWG) aims to
strengthen energy security; promote energy efficiency and sustainable
communities; develop cleaner energy source; and enhance trade and
investment in all energy sources to promote economic prosperity.

AREI The Africa Renewable Energy Initiative (AREI) aims at enabling the
installation of large-scale renewable energy capacity on the African
continent by 2020, which would have a considerable impact on the
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions in the continent.

BASREC BASREC represents a unique and important regional forum for dialogue
on energy policy and global climate change issues with an emphasis
on the promotion of energy efficiency, the use of renewable energy
and other sustainable supply sources.

BTEC The Breakthrough Energy Coalition is a global group of twenty-eight
high net worth investors committed to funding clean energy
companies that are emerging from the initiatives of Mission
Innovation, which was announced at the 2015 COP21. The group
aims to bolster governmental assistance in renewable energy to
20 billion US dollars.

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397


(cont.)

ACRONYM DESCRIPTION

C4C UN Global Compact, UNEP, and the secretariat of the UNFCCC’s
initiative to advance the role of business in addressing climate change.
It provides a framework for business leaders to implement practical
climate change solutions and help shape public policy.

CAA Clean Air Asia is an international nongovernmental organization that
leads the regional mission for better air quality and healthier, more
liveable cities in Asia. It aims to reduce air pollution and greenhouse
gas emissions in 1000+ cities in Asia through policies and
programmes that cover air quality, transport, and industrial emissions
and energy use. It works with ministries (energy, environment, health
and transport), cities in Asia, the private sector, and development
agencies to provide leadership and technical knowledge in the
following areas: Air Quality and Climate Change, Low Emissions
Urban Development, Clean Fuels and Vehicles, and Green Freight
and Logistics.

CATF In 2008, the aviation industry presented the world’s first global transport
sector climate action framework, based on a set of three global goals,
underpinned by four pillars of climate action. The framework set out
aims at 1.5 per cent average annual fuel efficiency improvement from
2009 to 2020; stabilizing net aviation CO2 emissions at 2020 levels
through carbon neutral growth; and reducing aviation’s net CO2

emissions to 50 per cent of what they were in 2005 in 2050.
CCREEE CCREEE aims at improving access to modern, affordable, and reliable

energy services, energy security, and mitigation of negative
externalities of the energy system (e.g. local pollution and GHG
emissions) by promoting renewable energy and energy-efficiency
investments, markets, and industries in the Caribbean. The centre
complements and strengthens ongoing national/regional activities in
the areas of policy and capacity development, knowledge
management, and awareness rising, as well as investment and
business promotion.

CEM Global forum to share best practices and promote policies and
programmes that encourage and facilitate the transition to a global
clean energy economy. Its initiatives help reduce emissions, improve
energy security, provide energy access, and sustain economic growth.

CESC The Clean Energy Solutions Center helps governments, advisors, and
analysts create policies and programmes that advance the deployment
of clean energy technologies. The Solutions Center is an initiative of
the Clean Energy Ministerial (CEM), a global forum to share best
practices and promote policies and programmes that encourage and
facilitate the transition to a global clean energy economy.

CIF Provides developing and middle-income countries with urgently needed
resources to mitigate and manage the challenges of climate change
and reduce their greenhouse gas emissions; since 2008, it champions
innovative country-led investments in clean technology, renewable
energy, sustainable management of forests, and climate-resilient
development.
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ACRONYM DESCRIPTION

CLASP CLASP works hand-in-hand with policy makers, governments, technical
experts, industry, funding organizations, consumers and consumer
groups, and others to improve the environmental and energy
performance of the appliances and related systems we use every day,
lessening their impacts on people and the world around us.

CLIMATE_
ALLIANCE

Association of cities, municipalities, and districts committed to the
protection of the global climate, aiming to reduce greenhouse
emissions. For this, local climate strategies are developed and
implemented, especially in the energy and transport sectors.

CNCA The Carbon Neutral Cities Alliance (CNCA or ‘Alliance’) aims to
address what it will take for leading international cities to achieve
these deep emissions reductions and how they can work together to
meet their respective goals more efficiently and effectively.

CNP Market leaders and pioneers in the world of carbon neutral certification
and carbon reduction; it provides a robust framework and credible
certification that a company, brand, or product has reduced their
carbon emissions to net zero.

COM European network involving local and regional authorities, voluntarily
committing to increasing energy efficiency and use of renewable
energy sources on their territories. By their commitment, Covenant
signatories aim to meet and exceed the European Union 20 per cent
CO2 reduction objective by 2020.

CORSIA Under the Carbon Offsetting Scheme for International Aviation
(CORSIA), aircraft operators will be required to purchase offsets, or
‘emission units’, for the growth in CO2 emissions covered by the
scheme. CORSIA aims to address any annual increase in total CO2

emissions from international civil aviation above 2020 levels.
CPLC The Coalition is a voluntary partnership of national and sub-national

governments, businesses, and civil society organizations that agree to
advance the carbon pricing agenda by working with each other toward
the long-term objective of a carbon price applied throughout the
global economy. The Coalition will collect the evidence base,
benefiting from experience around the world in designing and using
carbon pricing, and use this input to help inform successful carbon
pricing policy development and use of carbon pricing in businesses.

CTIPFAN Multilateral public–private partnership, initiated by the Climate
Technology Initiative and the UNFCCC, which connects clean energy
businesses and projects with private sector financing. Through its
network of private sector consultants, it provides targeted professional
support and advice and technical assistance to selected projects on the
preparation of commercially viable, sustainable, and climate-friendly
business models for introduction to investors.

CUD CUD demonstrates how to reduce carbon emissions by introducing
fundamental improvements in the efficiency of urban infrastructure
through information and communications technology. It was born
from Cisco’s commitment to the Clinton Global Initiative to
participate in helping reduce carbon emissions.
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ACRONYM DESCRIPTION

DI D-I encourages inventors across the public and private sectors and
across different types of funds to divest from fossil fuel industries and
promote a clean energy future. In 2015 D-I represented more than
500 organizations and US $3.4 trillion.

E4I E4I (formerly GVEP) believes in a private sector approach to
development, utilizing donor funding to help businesses succeed and
grow. E4I focuses on supporting the development of business models
to deliver energy access the enterprise approach, and believes it will
result in long-lasting change and sustainable results.

ECO The mission of the EcoPartnerships initiative is to elevate successful
sub-national cooperation models to international prominence, and
by doing so, to spur broad replication by their peers in the U.S.
and China. The U.S.–China EcoPartnerships programme offers
sub-national organizations from each country a unique opportunity to
pair up and demonstrate breakthrough clean energy, climate change,
and environmental solutions.

ECREEE ECREEE aspires to contribute to the sustainable economic, social, and
environmental development of West Africa by improving access to
modern, reliable, and affordable energy services, energy security, and
reduction of negative environmental externalities of the energy
system. ECREEE aims to create favourable framework conditions and
an enabling environment for renewable energy and energy efficiency
markets by supporting activities directed at mitigating existing
barriers within the technological, financial, economic, business, legal,
policy, institutional, knowledge, and capacity-building framework.

EN_CITIES European Association of local authorities in energy transition; its
objectives are: to strengthen society’s role and skills in the field of
sustainable energy, to represent people’s interests and influence the
policies and proposals made by EU institutions in the field of energy,
environmental protection, and urban policy, and to develop and
promote people’s initiatives through exchange of experiences, the
transfer of know-how, and the implementation of joint projects.

ENERGIA ENERGIA believes that projects, programmes, and policies that
explicitly address gender and energy issues have better outcomes and
improve the livelihood of entire communities. By involving women in
the development delivery and use of modern energy, sustainability
and adoption rates of these services are enhanced. In order to provide
continued support and have gender be part of the developmental
process, ENERGIA also creates unique training modules and tools for
the energy sector.

ENERGY+ Led by the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the overarching
purpose of the Energy+ Initiative is to contribute to providing access
to efficient energy services to all by increased development of
renewable energy and energy efficiency, and to mitigate energy’s
impacts on climate. It is an open partnership engaging, in particular
countries in the developing world.
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ACRONYM DESCRIPTION

ENLIGHT Initiative by UNEP and GEF to accelerate a global market
transformation to environmentally sustainable, energy-efficient
lighting technologies, as well as to develop strategies to phase out
inefficient incandescent lamps to reduce CO2 emissions and the
release of mercury from fossil fuel combustion. It serves as a platform
to build synergies among international stakeholders; identify global
best practices and share this knowledge and information; create policy
and regulatory frameworks; address technical and quality issues; and
encourage countries to develop National and/or Regional Efficient
Lighting Strategies.

ENR EnR is a voluntary network with responsibility for the planning,
management, or review of national research, development,
demonstration, or dissemination programmes in the fields of energy
efficiency and renewable energy and climate change abatement. It
provides a first point of contact for national energy agencies in EU
Member States. EnR dedicates its efforts toward joint activities where
its unique character provides added value at both a European and
individual Member State level.

ENTSOE As the legally mandated body of electricity TSOs at the European level,
ENTSO-E’s mission is to fulfil its various legal mandates for the
benefit of electricity customers and to leverage its mandated work
products to shape future energy policy for the benefit of society. It
aims to facilitate secure integration of new generation sources,
particularly renewable energy, as well as significantly contributing to
the EU’s greenhouse gases reduction and renewable energy supply
goals.

EUEI The EUEI PDF is a multi-donor facility that contributes to the
achievement of the Sustainable Development Goals, in particular on
energy. As a flexible instrument of the European Union, EUEI PDF
promotes sustainable energy for equitable development in Africa,
Latin America, and Asia. Therefore, it facilitates energy dialogue and
knowledge transfer; advises partners to create enabling environments
for sustainable energy solutions; supports the development of
sustainable energy markets; and conducts and promotes research,
innovation, and capacity development.

EUROCITIES Network of major European cities; they offer members a platform for
sharing knowledge and exchanging ideas. They influence and work
with EU institutions to respond to common issues that affect the
day-to-day lives of Europeans. Their goal is to reinforce the important
role that local governments should play in a multilevel governance
structure.

EUROSOLAR EUROSOLAR conducts its work independently of political parties,
institutions, commercial enterprises, and interest groups and is a
registered non-profit organization. It is dedicated to the cause of
completely substituting for nuclear and fossil energy through
renewable energy. EUROSOLAR acts bring together expertise and
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ACRONYM DESCRIPTION

develops and encourages political and economic action plans.
Additionally, it addresses and initiates action at the international level,
and also the national, regional, and local level.

FFC Fleets for Change works with the transportation sector to reducing
GHGs in North America through implementing measures to increase
fuel efficiency, reduce mileage, switch to low-carbon fuels, and to use
new technology vehicles.

FFFSR The FFFSR is in informal group of non-G20 countries working to build
political consensus on the importance of fossil fuel subsidy reform.
The Friends work internationally within forums such as the G20,
APEC, OECD, World Bank, UNFCCC and the UN Sustainable
Development Agenda to convince governments of the benefits of
reform, and to help them with ways to do it. The friends advocate that
reform needs to be ambitious and transparent.

G20_SR The G20 Subsidy Reform aims to remove fossil fuel subsidies
internationally, by means of a general political dialogue.

GACC The Global Alliance for Clean Cook stoves (Alliance), hosted by the UN
Foundation, is at the forefront of efforts to promote the adoption of
clean cooking solutions and spur universal adoption of clean cook
stoves and fuels. The Alliance and its partners are working to
establish a thriving global market for clean cooking solutions by
addressing the market barriers that impede the production,
deployment, and use of clean and efficient cook stoves, and fuels in
developing countries.

GBEP Partnership that brings together public, private, and civil society
stakeholders in a joint commitment to promote bioenergy for
sustainable development. It focuses its activities in three strategic
areas: sustainable development, climate change, and food and energy
security.

GEEAP Sustainable Energy for All is an initiative led by the UN secretary-
general and the president of the World Bank, has as one of its three
objectives for 2030 a doubling of the global rate of improvement in
energy efficiency. The Global Energy Efficiency Accelerator Platform
was established to help reach this objective. It will do so by driving
action and commitments by national and sub-national leaders at the
country, city, state, region, or sector level. A key deliverable will be
Integrated Policy and Investment Roadmaps prepared with committed
public and private partners. These Roadmaps will guide project
implementation supported by a global network of experts, institutions,
and businesses.

GEEREF Advised by the European Investment Bank Group, GEEREF is an
innovative Fund-of-Funds catalyzing private sector capital into clean
energy projects in developing countries and economies in transition.

GFA GFA engages companies using road freight services and companies that
own commercial road freight fleets. The key objective of the
institution is to lower GHG emissions through decreasing fuel
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consumption. It does so by sharing information on best practices
regarding green technology, by providing a level playing field for
companies to reduce emissions from their transport segment, and by
providing a clear definition of what green transport is.

GFAAF GAAF promotes the use of sustainable aviation alternative fuels is a
key part of the basket of measures under consideration by ICAO
Member States to achieve the aspirational goal of stabilizing
emissions from international aviation at their 2020 levels. ICAO is
actively engaged in activities facilitating, on a global basis, the
promotion and harmonization of initiatives that encourage and
support the development of sustainable alternative fuels for
international aviation.

GFE Similar to GFAN, GFE is an industry-led programme including
companies engaging with or engaged in transportation over land and
sea. It encourages GHG emission reduction by establishing an
emissions monitoring and reporting platform, by promoting
collaboration between carriers and shippers, and finally by
encouraging engagement through certification.

GFEI The Global Fuel Economy Initiative (GFEI) assist governments and
transport stakeholders promote greater fuel economy. Using the skills
and expertise of the GFEI partners, the GFEI Toolkit team are able to
establish a baseline in each country; present policy options and case
studies; and enable all stakeholders to engage in the policy process.

GFF GFF is an international network of campaigns and campaigners working
toward freeing communities from fossil fuels. While each campaign is
independently run and may bring different emphases depending on
their local context, the majority of campaigns are asking institutions
to: immediately freeze any new investment in fossil fuel companies;
divest from direct ownership and any commingled funds that include
fossil fuel public equities and corporate bonds within five years; and
end their fossil fuels sponsorship.

GGFAP The goal of the Global Green Freight Action Plan is to enhance the
environmental energy efficiency of goods movement in ways that
significantly reduce the climate, health, energy, and cost impacts of
freight transport around the world. Full implementation of the Action
Plan will shape a more sustainable global freight sector where goods,
materials, and trade flows move with the best available technologies
and strategies through an efficient, cleaner and greener, multimodal,
global freight supply chain. Performance data and best practices will
be shared and exchanged via green freight programmes and in ways
that enhance efficiency, cost savings, competitiveness, environmental
performance, public health, and economic development.

GGFRP The Global Gas Flaring Reduction Partnership (GGFR) is a public–
private initiative comprising international and national oil companies,
national and regional governments, and international institutions.
GGFR works to increase use of natural gas associated with oil
production by helping remove technical and regulatory barriers
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to flaring reduction, conducting research, disseminating best
practices, and developing country-specific gas flaring reduction
programmes.

GMI The GMI is an international public–private initiative that advances
cost-effective, near-term methane abatement and recovery projects
and the use of methane as a clean energy source. Activities of the
GMI are focused on reducing informational, institutional, and market
barriers to project development by making available tools and
resources, providing training and capacity building, conducting
technology demonstrations, and offering direct project support.

GNESD The Global Network on Energy for Sustainable Development (GNESD)
is a UNEP facilitated knowledge network of Member Centres and
network partners worldwide, renowned for their work on energy,
development, and environment issues. Member Centers and
Associates coordinate joint activities within these fields, exchange
information, carry out analytical studies, and supply policy support.

GS Gold Standard is a voluntary carbon offsetting standard. To receive the
stamp of approval, all Gold Standard projects must be implemented
following best practice rules, consult with local stakeholders,
continually reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and improve the
environment and people’s lives. Once certified, their projects are
issued credits annually against independently audited climate and
sustainable development outcomes. The purchase of these credits – by
governments, business, impact investors, and individuals – provides
on-going funding to project activities.

GSA The GSA is a community-oriented project initiated by leading trade
exhibitions & business conferences in Europe, China, USA, with the
purpose of driving the global development of the solar markets and
industry. It strives to spread awareness, information, and advocacy
among the professional community, the decision makers and the
general public while promoting solar energy as a mainstream solution
for a low-carbon economy.

GSC The Global Solar Council was established by leading regional and
national solar associations. It will unify the entire solar power sector
at an international level, share best practices, and work collaboratively
to accelerate solar electricity deployment worldwide.

GSEP GSEP is a not-for-profit organization whose members are the world’s
leading electricity companies. It promotes sustainable energy
development through electricity sector projects and human capacity
building activities in developing and emerging nations worldwide.

GSI Established in 2005 by the International Institute for Sustainable
Development (IISD), the Global Subsidies Initiative (GSI) is
dedicated to analyzing subsidies – transfers of public money to
private interests – and how they support or undermine efforts to
achieve sustainable development.

IATA_COP IATA encourages the use of voluntary initiatives to address
environmental impacts from aviation and promotes the use of industry
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best practices where possible. Voluntary initiatives can be tailored to
the specific needs of governments, industry, and other stakeholders.
They can provide more flexibility and cost savings than regulatory
measures. In order to further reduce aviation’s impact on the
environment, IATA has set up several programmes to assist airlines in
improving their environmental performance.

ICAP ICAP is an international forum for governments and public authorities
that have implemented or are planning to implement emissions
trading systems. It facilitates cooperation and best practices-sharing
between countries, sub-national jurisdictions, and supranational
institutions that have established or are actively pursuing carbon
markets through mandatory cap and trade systems.

ICLEI World’s leading network of more than 1,000 cities, towns, and
metropolises committed to building a sustainable future. By helping
Members to make their cities and regions sustainable, low-carbon,
resilient, eco-mobile, biodiverse, resource-efficient and productive,
healthy and happy, with a green economy and smart infrastructure,
they impact more than 20 per cent of the world’s urban population.

IEA The IEA is an autonomous organization that works to ensure reliable,
affordable, and clean energy for its twenty-nine member countries and
beyond. The IEA has four main areas of focus: energy security,
economic development, environmental awareness, and engagement
worldwide.

IEEA The Industrial Energy Efficiency Accelerator (IEEA) works
collaboratively with trade associations, sector companies, and
technology providers to identify innovative opportunities for energy
reduction. Working with key stakeholders in each sector they have
identified innovations in equipment, processes, and product strategy.
Their work with fourteen mid-energy intense industry sectors has
identified energy, carbon emissions reduction averaging 29 per cent.

IETA IETA is a non-profit business organization created to establish a
functional international framework for trading in greenhouse gas
emission reductions. Membership includes leading international
companies from across the carbon trading cycle; they seek to develop
an emissions trading regime that results in real and verifiable
greenhouse gas emission reductions, while balancing economic
efficiency with environmental integrity and social equity.

INFORSE INFORSE is a global network of independent nongovernmental
organizations working for sustainable energy solutions to reduce
poverty and protect the environment. The aim of INFORSE is to raise
awareness and provide advocacy; to build up capacity at local,
national, and international level; to work for institutional reform; and
to support research and development.

IPEEC Autonomous international forum that provides global leadership on
energy efficiency by facilitating government implementation of
policies and programmes to yield energy-efficient gains. It is
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dedicated to facilitating rapid deployment of clean energy
technologies worldwide and promoting information exchange on best
practices to facilitate initiatives that improve energy efficiency. It has
been identified as the lead coordinating organization to carry out the
G20 Energy Efficiency Action Plan.

IRENA IRENA is an Intergovernmental organization that supports countries in
their transition to a sustainable energy future and serves as the
principal platform for international cooperation, a centre of
excellence, and a repository of policy, technology, resource, and
financial knowledge on renewable energy. It promotes the widespread
adoption and sustainable use of all forms of renewable energy,
including bioenergy, geothermal, hydropower, ocean, solar, and wind
energy in the pursuit of sustainable development, energy access,
energy security, low-carbon economic growth, and prosperity.

ISCI The International Solar Cities Initiative (ISCI) is an international
non-profit organization dedicated to promoting new urban policies,
planning, and practices that reduce city per capita greenhouse gas
emissions to levels consistent with long term climate sustainability as
estimated by the IPCC.

ISES The underlying goal behind the work of ISES is to advance the transition
to a renewable energy world. ISES is committed to 100 per cent
renewable energy for all used efficiently and wisely. ISES provides
key timely information on renewable energy technology and
innovation breakthroughs, policy mechanisms and changes,
investment strategies and deployment opportunities.

ISGAN ISGAN creates a mechanism for multilateral government-to-government
collaboration to advance the development and deployment of smarter
electric grid technologies, practices, and systems. It aims to improve
the understanding of smart-grid technologies, practices, and systems,
and to promote adoption of related enabling government policies.
ISGAN facilitates dynamic knowledge sharing, technical assistance,
and project coordination, where appropriate.

KP International agreement linked with the UNFCCC, which commits its
Parties by setting internationally binding emission-reduction targets.

L&G L&G has developed a simulation that encourages companies and
government bodies to reduce their carbon footprint through taking
cost saving measures. Furthermore, the institution provides awards to
companies that prove they can reduce emission by 20 per cent over
five years, and a star upon completion.

LCTPI With a solid framework and clear agenda, LCTPi is a unique,
action-oriented programme that brings together companies and
partners to accelerate the development of low-carbon technology
solutions to stay below the 2�C ceiling. LCTPi has gathered more
than 150 global businesses with 70 partners to work collaboratively
on the climate challenge.

LEDS_GP LEDS GP aims at reducing GHG emissions while also increasing
resilience toward climate change impacts. It does so by linking
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ACRONYM DESCRIPTION

practitioners and policy makers in regional platforms and work
groups that promote low emission development strategies. It has six
workgroups working on topics including Agriculture and Forestry,
Energy, Finance, and Transportation.

MEF 17 major economies forum; it is intended to facilitate a candid dialogue
among major developed and developing economies, help generate the
political leadership necessary to achieve a successful outcome at the
annual UN climate negotiations, and advance the exploration of
concrete initiatives and joint ventures that increase the supply of clean
energy while cutting greenhouse gas emissions.

MI Mission Innovation (MI) is a global initiative of twenty-two countries
and the European Union to dramatically accelerate global clean
energy innovation. As part of the initiative, participating countries
have committed to double their governments’ clean energy research
and development (R&D) investments over five years, while
encouraging greater levels of private sector investment in
transformative clean energy technologies. These additional resources
will dramatically accelerate the availability of the advanced
technologies that will define a future global energy mix that is clean,
affordable, and reliable.

NCM Through the Networked Carbon Markets Initiative, the World Bank
Group is convening civil society, governments, and the private sector
to develop a framework for assessing climate mitigation efforts and
infrastructure to support carbon market related functions. The end-
goal is to facilitate linking or ’networking’ of heterogeneous carbon
markets so that the linked markets will have greater liquidity and
deliver climate-smart financing more efficiently.

NEG_ECP Nonpartisan association of the seven governors of Northeast states:
Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New York,
Rhode Island, and Vermont. It encourages intergovernmental
cooperation on issues affecting the economic, social, and
environmental well-being of the Northeast. In the region, it is a forum
for states to exchange information and undertake cooperative action
on issues of mutual interest.

OLADE OLADE aims to contribute to the integration, sustainable development,
and energy security in the region, advising and promoting cooperation
and coordination among its member countries. OLADE is the political
and technical-support organization by means of which its Member
States undertake common efforts to achieve regional and sub-regional
energy integration.

PCFV The Partnership for Clean Fuels and Vehicles (PCFV) is the leading
global public–private initiative promoting cleaner fuels and vehicles
in developing and transition countries. Established at the World
Summit on Sustainable Development in September 2002 in
Johannesburg, the PCFV brings together seventy-two organizations
representing developed and developing countries, the fuel and vehicle
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ACRONYM DESCRIPTION

industries, civil society, and leading world experts on cleaner fuels
and vehicles. The partners combine their resources and efforts to
achieve cleaner air and lower greenhouse gas emissions from road
transport by applying fuel quality improvements and proven vehicle
technologies in use in leading global auto markets.

PDC Portfolio decarbonization can be achieved by withdrawing capital from
particularly carbon-intensive companies, projects, and technologies in
each sector and by reinvesting that capital into particularly carbon-
efficient companies, projects, and technologies of the same sector. It
can also be achieved through targeted engagement by investors with
portfolio companies. When large institutional investors start to engage
and/or reallocate capital on the basis of companies’ GHG emissions, it
provides a strong incentive for those companies to re-channel their
own investments from carbon-intensive to low-carbon activities,
assets, and technologies.

PMR PMR is a Forum for collective innovation and action and fund to support
capacity building to scale up climate change mitigation. it provides
support to prepare and implement climate change mitigation
policies – carbon pricing instruments – in order to scale up GHG
mitigation. Serving as a platform to share lessons, countries work
together to shape the future of cost-effective GHG mitigation.

PPMC The PPMC is an open and inclusive platform that actively invites all
organizations and initiatives that support effective action on transport
and climate change to join in the process. The PPMC was created in
early 2015 to strengthen the voice of the sustainable transport
community in the UNFCCC process. The PPMC will engage global
processes on sustainable development and climate change to ensure
that implementation arrangements are conducive for action by the
transport sector.

R20 To help sub-national governments around the world to develop low-
carbon and climate-resilient economic development projects. It aims
to help build an effective green deal flow at sub-national level by
connecting Regions, Technology and Finance to build sustainable
low-carbon projects.

RE100 RE100 contributes to global GHG mitigation through encouraging its
members from the private sector to go shift their electricity supply to
100 per cent renewable energy sources. For companies that are not
ready for this commitment RE100 helps overcome barriers and
develop transparent reporting schemes.

REC The Renovate Europe Campaign (REC), launched in 2011, is an
initiative of EuroACE, the European Alliance of Companies for
Energy Efficiency in Buildings. It is the only EU-wide campaign that
focuses exclusively on ambitious renovation of the building stock in
the EU and is the voice that ‘bangs the drum’ for energy-efficient
renovations, taking a technology neutral, integrated and holistic
approach to energy-efficient renovations.
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RECP The RECP supports market development in a variety of ways. This
includes the provision of critical information on African energy
markets, identification of concrete project opportunities through
on-the-ground scouting activities, matchmaking between project
developers, technology suppliers, and service providers for joint
project and business development in Africa as well as facilitation of
access to finance. In addition to these private sector focused activities,
RECP also provides policy advisory services and supports local skills
development by working with technical and vocational training
institutions and academia.

REEEP REEEP invests in clean energy markets in developing countries to
reduce CO2 emissions and build prosperity. Based on a strategic
portfolio of high impact projects, it works to generate energy access,
improve lives and economic opportunities, build sustainable markets,
and combat climate change.

REN21 Global renewable energy policy multi-stakeholder network that connects
a wide range of key actors from Governments, International
organizations, Industry associations, and science and academia as
well as civil society, to facilitate knowledge exchange, policy
development, and joint action toward a rapid global transition to
renewable energy. It promotes renewable energy to meet the needs of
both industrialized and developing countries that are driven by
climate change, energy security, development, and poverty
alleviation.

RN! Initiative of international companies taking action against global
warming and ozone layer depletion. They replace harmful greenhouse
gases in our point-of-sales cooling and freezing units with climate-
friendly natural refrigerants. The goal is to make them the preferred
cooling technology – in a safe, reliable, and cost-effective manner.

RSB International multi-stakeholder initiative that brings together farmers,
companies, nongovernmental organizations, experts, governments,
and intergovernmental agencies concerned with ensuring the
sustainability of biomass, and biomaterial production and processing.
Their certification system is based on sustainability standards
encompassing environmental, social, and economic principles and
criteria.

SBCI The United Nation’s Environment Programme’s Sustainable Building
and Climate Initiative (UNEP-SBCI) is a partnership of major public
and private sector stakeholders in the building sector, working to
promote sustainable building policies and practices worldwide.

SE ShippingEfficiency.org is an initiative launched by the Carbon War
Room and RightShip to increase information flows around the energy
efficiency of international shipping and ultimately help reduce the
environmental impacts of the world’s shipping fleet.

SEAD SEAD is about governments working together to save energy, turning
knowledge into action to advance global market transformation for
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energy-efficient products. The SEAD initiative support this effort by
providing knowledge and tools; raising awareness; identifying and
highlighting technologies; and providing technical expertise.

SEADS The EUEI PDF offers Strategic Energy Advisory and Dialogue Services
(SEADS) to support the development and improvement of energy
policies, strategies, and regulations in order to create an enabling
environment for sustainable energy investments. The EUEI PDF has
been a pioneer in supporting policy change to create favourable
frameworks for sustainable energy market development in developing
countries.

SEFORALL Global initiative that brings together top-level leadership from all sectors
of society – governments, business, and civil society – to mobilize
action from all sectors of society in support of three interlinked
objectives: providing universal access to modern energy services,
doubling the global rate of improvement in energy efficiency, and
doubling the share of renewable energy in the global energy mix.

SIDS_DOCK SIDS DOCK aims to help develop a sustainable energy sector in small
islands, providing the foundation for low-carbon economic growth
and adaptation to climate change, with the aim of helping small
islands achieve by 2033 50 per cent electric power from renewable
sources, a 25 per cent decrease in conventional transportation fuel use,
and a 25 per cent increase in energy efficiency (using a 2005
baseline).

SLOCAT Multi-stakeholder partnership of more than eighty organizations
(representing UN organizations, Multilateral and Bilateral
development organizations, NGOs and Foundations, Academe, and
the Business Sector). It is a Type II Partnership under the UN,
meaning that it is a non-legal and non-binding partnership, established
to provide a global voice on Sustainable Transport.

TCC Think Climate is a multi-stakeholder coalition of ten associations with
interests in waterborne transport infrastructure. By furthering
understanding, providing targeted technical support, and building
capacity, the coalition’s ‘Navigating a Changing Climate’ initiative
will encourage the owners, operators, and users of waterborne
transport infrastructure to: reduce greenhouse gas emissions and shift
to low carbon maritime and inland navigation infrastructure; and act
urgently to strengthen resilience and improve preparedness to adapt to
the changing climate.

U4E U4E contributes to climate governance by encouraging global markets
to switch to more energy-efficient lighting, equipment, and
appliances. The institution works under the SE4ALL initiative.

UEMI UEMI aims at phasing out conventional vehicles to be replaced by at
least 30 per cent electric vehicles by 2030. Further, UEMI aims to
widen the concept of urban sustainability and a 30 per cent GHG
emissions reduction in urban areas by 2030. In doing so, UEMI is also
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developing tools to integrate e-mobility into society, to make a
2-degree pathway, and to assess the impact of electric vehicles.

UN_EN UN-Energy was initiated as a mechanism to promote coherence within
the United Nations family of organizations in the energy field and to
develop increased collective engagement between the United Nations
and other key external stakeholders. Its envisaged role was to increase
the sharing of information, encourage and facilitate joint
programming, and develop action-oriented approaches to
coordination.

UNFCCC International environmental treaty with the objective of stabilizing
greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would
prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate
system; it provides a framework for negotiating aiming limits GHG
emissions.

VCS World’s leading voluntary greenhouse gas programme founded by a
collection of business and environmental leaders who saw a need for
greater quality assurance in voluntary carbon markets.

VER+ The VER Plus (VER+) is a carbon offset standard and that follows the
Kyoto Protocol’s project-based mechanisms (CDM and JI). It was
developed by TÜV SÜD.

WBCSD_E&C The Energy and Climate focus area of the WBCSD provides members
with a platform to engage with their peers and stakeholders in energy
and climate, to address critical industry issues, and to share ways to
solutions. The project delivers business input to the design and
implementation of the post-Kyoto climate architecture through an
active involvement into international processes.

WCI Collaboration of independent jurisdictions in North America working
together to identify, evaluate, and implement emissions trading
policies to tackle climate change at a regional level. This is a
comprehensive effort to reduce greenhouse gas pollution, spur
investment in clean-energy technologies that create green jobs, and
reduce dependence on imported oil.

WGBC WGBC fosters and supports new and emerging Green Building
Councils by providing them with the tools and strategies to establish
strong organizations and leadership positions in their countries. By
driving collaboration and increasing the profile of the green building
market, the WGBC works with its member councils to ensure that
green buildings are a part of any comprehensive strategy to deliver
carbon emission reductions.

ZEV The International Zero-Emission Vehicle Alliance (ZEV Alliance) is a
collaboration of national and sub-national governments working
together to accelerate adoption of ZEVs. The participants set
ambitious, achievable targets for ZEV deployment, take actions to
achieve those targets as appropriate in each jurisdiction, act together
to achieve individual and collective targets, and encourage and
support other jurisdictions in setting and achieving ambitious ZEV
targets.
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4

Renewable Energy

A Loosely Coupled System or a Well-Connected
Web of Institutions?

lisa sanderink

4.1 Introduction

Energy is the lifeblood of modern society: it is required to fulfil people’s basic needs
and everyday activities, and, in the same vein, the world’s economic processes
heavily rely on energy. However, global energy consumption and production is
putting high pressure on the earth system and is arguably the main culprit behind
climate change; fossil-fuel combustion accounts for two-thirds of total greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions and 80 per cent of carbon dioxide (IEA/OECD 2017).
Therefore, decarbonization of global energy systems is of paramount importance
for a sustainable future, and a global uptake of renewable energy plays a key role in
this trajectory (e.g. Ki-moon 2011; IRENA 2015; WFC 2016).

While the overall share of renewables in total final energy consumption grew to
around 19 per cent and reached a new record in 2017, this growth must accelerate
to reach a two-thirds share by 2050 (IRENA 2018a). This is both technically and
economically feasible, yet it requires effective global governance to get govern-
ments committed, to put regulatory frameworks in place, and to facilitate know-
ledge exchange and technology transfer (Röhrkasten 2015). As discussed in
Chapter 3, the renewable energy subfield is institutionally complex. It is governed
by a wide range of different institutions, including international organizations,
alongside private institutions and multi-stakeholder partnerships. On top of that,
the subfield covers different renewable energy sources, such as solar and wind, and
has to navigate three critical challenges, commonly known as energy security,
energy access, and environmental sustainability (e.g. Cherp et al. 2011; Florini and
Sovacool 2011; Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen et al. 2012). Finally, the renewable energy
subfield is still dominated by national policy making as nation states continue to
have sovereign control over the energy domain.

Various studies have introduced mappings of the institutional complexes for
climate change (e.g. Keohane and Victor 2011; Abbott 2012; Widerberg et al.
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2016) and energy (e.g. Sovacool and Florini 2012; Wilson 2015; Sanderink et al.
2018), but only a few zoom in on the institutional complex for renewable energy
specifically. This is regrettable, as the subfield is most prominent within the
climate-energy nexus and can be characterized as institutionally diverse (see
Chapter 3). Furthermore, existing mappings are biased toward public institutions,
mostly excluding nongovernmental institutions (e.g. Suding and Lempp 2007;
Barnsley and Ahn 2014; Röhrkasten 2015). However, recent literature has argued
that the global energy transition is driven by bottom-up and polycentric govern-
ance rather than through integrated international cooperation (Aklin and Urpelai-
nen 2018; Meckling 2018). Hence, novel insights are needed into the institutional
constellations and dynamics within the renewable energy subfield, to ultimately
answer the guiding question: is the institutional complex of renewable energy
contributing to the global energy transition in an effective manner?

A first step in the search for an answer to this question is to advance our
understanding of the institutional complex and to evaluate coherence and manage-
ment (as laid out in further detail in Chapter 2). First, coherence is understood as
the harmony of institutional features and interactions across institutions toward an
overarching purpose. Meso-level coherence, i.e. the level of coherence in the
subfield as a whole, is determined based on the following indicators: first, the
convergence/divergence among interpretations of the core norm, i.e. to substan-
tially increase the share of renewables; second, the distribution of membership, i.e.
a limited or wide range of targeted actors; and third, an (un)balanced allocation of
governance functions. Micro-level coherence, i.e. the level of coherence between
specific individual institutions, is assessed along the same three dimensions and,
more importantly, mechanisms of interactions. These can be distinguished as
cognitive (i.e. when knowledge is transferred), normative (i.e. when rules and
norms interact), and behavioural (i.e. when impacts of behaviour intersect).
Second, management is defined as attempts to deliberately steer interactions
between two or more institutions (Zelli 2010), and is merely assessed at the micro
level. It is determined based on the levels and agents (e.g. unilaterally or jointly),
and consequences of management (e.g. increased harmony of institutional features:
core norm, membership, governance functions, interaction mechanisms). Juxta-
posing levels of coherence and management enables the characterization of the
renewable energy subfield by synergy, coexistence/duplication, or conflict, or
rather by division of labour, coordination, or competition (see Chapter 2).

For studying coherence and management at the micro level, three important
multi-stakeholder partnerships were selected, since global (renewable) energy
governance remains underdeveloped under the umbrella of the United Nations
(UN) and in the intergovernmental sphere in general (Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen 2010;
Röhrkasten 2015). Moreover, the chapter aims to go beyond dyadic relationships

102 Lisa Sanderink

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397


between intergovernmental institutions and seeks to analyze the plethora of inter-
connections among different forms of governance. The selected institutions
include the Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Partnership (REEEP), the
Renewable Energy Policy Network for the 21st Century (REN21), and Sustainable
Energy for All (SEforALL), all of which can be described as transboundary
cooperation efforts between public and private actors that aim at addressing a
public policy objective (Schäferhoff et al. 2009; Pattberg and Widerberg 2014).

The analysis builds on three methodological steps: first, a thorough analysis of
the institutional constellations, second, a content analysis of official documents and
reports of the selected institutions, and third, an analysis of the views of climate
and energy experts obtained through semi-structured interviews. The interviewees
were staff members of the selected institutions, experts from academia and civil
society organizations (CSOs), and government officials, who are closely associated
with the respective institutions. Based thereon, this chapter advances our under-
standing of institutional complexity, specifically for global renewable energy
governance. Therewith, it provides insights from which lessons can be drawn for
governing the overall climate-energy nexus.

The chapter is structured as follows. Section 4.2 briefly introduces the topic of
renewable energy and its centrality. Subsequently, Section 4.3 analyzes the insti-
tutional features and measures meso-level coherence for the renewable energy
subfield as a whole. Thereafter, Section 4.4 determines micro-level coherence by
examining institutional features and interaction mechanisms across the selected
partnerships. Finally, Section 4.5 describes attempts to manage these interactions
at the micro level, after which Section 4.6 concludes with some final remarks and
suggestions for future research.

4.2 Renewable Energy: Providing Sustainable Energy for All

‘We all know that renewable energy is limitless and will last forever’ is what
former UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-Moon stated in 2016 at the International
Renewable Energy Agency (IRENA) Debate in Abu Dhabi.1 This statement
mirrors the high importance of the role of renewable energy in the world’s
trajectory to sustainable development.

Firstly, renewable energy is crucial for satisfying the increasing energy demand.
In light of the world’s growing population, energy security is a high priority for
governments worldwide (Dubash and Florini 2011; Van de Graaf 2013), in the
way that they wish to ensure an ‘uninterrupted availability of energy sources at an

1 For the full statement: www.un.org/sg/en/content/sg/statement/2016-01-17/secretary-generals-remarks-
international-renewable-energy-agency.
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affordable price’.2 At present this is particularly challenging, since finite energy
sources are depleted rapidly, while global energy demand is rising sharply. As a
consequence, diversification of energy sources is of great necessity, and renew-
ables can play an important role in this. Solar, wind, and other types of renewable
energy have the potential to alleviate the increasing scarcity, to decentralize the
production of energy, and to diversify energy supply (Röhrkasten 2015).

Secondly, renewables are key to ensuring worldwide energy access. The chal-
lenge of energy access is related to the 1.1 billion people who do not have access to
electricity and to the 2.8 billion people who continue to rely on biomass, coal, and
kerosene for cooking (OECD/IEA 2017). Not only does this deprive this large part
of the human population from economic modernization, it also poses urgent health
threats and environmental degradation risks (Dubash and Florini 2011). This
demonstrates the urgency to tackle the widespread and persistent lack of access
to modern energy services, which is predominantly the case in rural areas in the
developing world. Switching to renewables does not only reduce the indoor air
pollution and improve the population’s health, it is also highly suitable for small-
scale and decentralized deployment, which is particularly important to address
energy access (Röhrkasten 2015).

Thirdly, an increased uptake contributes to tackling the negative environmental
externalities that are associated with today’s energy systems, and the first and
foremost issue related to energy is climate change. Other urgent environmental
issues are air pollution, acid rain, contamination of marine environment, nuclear
meltdowns, collapsed coal mines, natural gas explosions, dam breaches, and so
forth (Dubash and Florini 2011; Florini and Sovacool 2011; and Röhrkasten 2015).
This makes the imperative to substitute fossil fuels and further diversify the energy
mix even stronger, and renewables have the potential to do so. However, an
increased uptake has its own environmental risks. For example, the cultivation of
biofuel crops is associated with soil degradation and deforestation; the construction
of hydropower dams with disruption of local fish stocks; the use of nuclear energy
with the danger of toxic substances; and the production of solar and wind energy
with the displacement of food production, interventions in stability of ecosystems,
and dangers to bird life (Van de Graaf 2013; Röhrkasten 2015).

4.3 Meso-Level Coherence

Before zooming in on institutions at the micro level, this section describes meso-
level coherence for the overall subfield of renewable energy by describing its
emergence, the core norm, membership, and governance functions.

2 Definition of energy security derived from: www.iea.org/topics/energysecurity/.
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4.3.1 Emergence of the Institutional Complex on Renewable Energy

The timeline in Figure 4.1 illustrates the emergence of the institutional complex for
renewable energy. As of January 2017, the institutional complex consists of forty-
six institutions with different constitutive characteristics. Even though first global
environmental concerns were already raised in the 1970s, and the dependence on
fossil fuels was already questioned in the Brandt Report (1980), it took until the
early 1990s for interest in renewable energy to grow significantly.

Institutions that were established prior thereto mostly include intergovernmental
cooperation efforts that were initially shaped by energy security concerns as a
consequence of the oil crises in the 1970s. For example, the International Energy
Agency (IEA), which initially focused on fossil sources of energy, slowly but
surely widened its portfolio and extended its analyses to renewable energy (Van de
Graaf 2012; Heubaum and Biermann 2015). The emergence of institutions from
the early 1990s appears to be linked to the UN Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC), adopted in 1992, followed by the Kyoto Protocol in 1997. As
an illustration, the same year the UNFCCC was adopted the Global Sustainability
Electricity Partnership (GSEP) was established to decarbonize the world through
sustainable electrification (GSEP 2018), and similar to the Kyoto Protocol, the
CarbonNeutral Protocol (CNP) was set up in 1997 to stimulate carbon reductions,
for example through renewable energy certificates (CNP 2018).

Figure 4.1 Starting years of renewable energy institutions from 1950 to 2015
(Author’s data).
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However, it took until the turn of the millennium for institutions to exclusively
focus on renewable energy. In 2001 the topic was for the first time discussed at
the UN’s high political level, at the Ninth Session of the Commission on
Sustainable Development (CSD) (Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen et al. 2012), although
no substantial agreement was reached (Röhrkasten 2015). Instead, intergovern-
mental institutions started to emerge outside the UN system. For example,
IRENA was established in 2009. It serves as a principal forum for transboundary
cooperation and provides a repository of policy, technology, resource, and finan-
cial knowledge (IRENA 2018b). That same year, the Clean Energy Ministerial
(CEM) was initiated, bringing together ministers with responsibility for clean
energy, to promote policies and programmes, and share knowledge and best
practices (CEM 2018).

A decade later, in 2015, a growing consensus at the UN level on the strong link
between energy and poverty eradication eventually led to the inclusion of Sustain-
able Development Goal (SDG) 7 in Agenda 2030 to ‘ensure access to affordable,
reliable, sustainable and modern energy for all’ (United Nations 2015, 19). More
importantly, SDG 7 included target 7.2 that commits countries to, ‘by 2030,
increase substantially the share of renewable energy in the global energy mix’
(United Nations 2015, 19). Along with the Paris Agreement and its target to keep
global temperature rise well below 2 degrees Celsius, SDG 7 at least marks the
emergence of universal objective for global (renewable) energy governance.

In parallel to this development, a somewhat smaller expansion of institutions
took place. In 2011, for instance, the Low-Emissions Development Strategies
Global Partnership (LEDS_GP) was established to facilitate learning, technical
cooperation, and information exchange supporting low emission development
strategies (LEDS_GP 2018). Furthermore, the Africa Renewable Energy Initiative
(AREI) was initiated in 2015 to accelerate and harness the African continent’s
renewable energy potential (AREI 2018). While these two institutions focus
primarily on the deployment of renewables to expand energy access, other insti-
tutions focus specifically on emissions reductions. For instance, RE100, estab-
lished in 2014, brings together influential businesses to collectively promote the
compelling business case for renewables (RE100 2018). Likewise, the Low
Carbon Technology Partnerships initiative (LCTPI) was set up that same year to
unite energy and technology companies to scale up renewables (LCTPi 2018).
Finally, several other institutions exclusively target solar energy, including the
Global Solar Council (GSC) and Global Solar Alliance (GSA).

In sum, the institutional complex for renewable energy comprises a multitude of
institutions established within different contexts and with different institutional
characteristics. The following subsections will further elaborate on some of these
institutional characteristics and the variation across them.
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4.3.2 The Core Norm of Renewable Energy

The Paris Agreement and the inclusion of SDG 7 as part of Agenda 2030 arguably
constitute the major institutional incentive to ensure access to sustainable energy
for all. More specifically, target 7.2 of SDG 7 sets the objective to substantially
increase the share of renewable energy in the global energy mix by 2030 (United
Nations 2015). Altogether, these institutional targets speak to the three critical
challenges for global (renewable) energy governance: energy security, energy
access, and environmental sustainability. In sum, the core norm for the renewable
energy subfield can be described as: to substantially increase the share of renew-
able energy in the global energy mix, in order to ensure access to and availability
of clean energy for all. The normative coherence of the renewable energy subfield
depends on the degree to which this core norm is shared or disputed across
institutions.

A closer inspection of the institutions’ web pages and mission statements shows
that, for one-third of the institutions (17 out of 46), this core norm applies literally.
These are mostly public institutions, for instance IRENA and CEM, but also three
private institutions, including GSEP, EUROSOLAR, and the International Solar
Energy Society (ISES), as well as two multi-stakeholder partnerships, the Global
Bioenergy Partnership (GBEP) and REN21. This implies that the majority of
institutions interpret the core norm more selectively, by prioritising either one or
two of the main objectives, i.e. energy security, energy access, and environmental
sustainability, rather than approaching them in an integrated manner.

Sixteen institutions put environmental sustainability first, and interpret the core
norm as to substantially increase the share of renewables to mitigate environmental
externalities, most urgently the effects on the global climate. More specifically,
seven of these institutions explicitly refer to the norms and targets set by the
UNFCCC and its Kyoto Protocol. For instance, the LCTPI Rescale programme
aims to scale up renewables and calls for action to ‘stay below 2�C of global
warming’ (LCTPi 2018). Most of the institutions with a focus on environmental
sustainability are public, such as Regions 20 (R20), which supports subnational
governments to develop low-carbon infrastructure projects, and the Climate Invest-
ment Fund (CIF), which provides investment programmes to scale up renewable
energy in low-income countries (R20 2018; CIF 2018). In addition, there are
several private institutions, such as RE100 and CNP, and multi-stakeholder part-
nerships, namely the Roundtable on Sustainable Biomaterials (RSB), LEDS_GP,
and LCTPI.

Five institutions adhere to the core norm to substantially increase the share of
renewables to expand access to clean energy sources, for the purpose of improving
energy access as well as mitigating climate change. These include two public
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institutions, namely UN Energy (UN_EN) and the Clean Energy Solutions Centre
(CESC), one private institution, the Gold Standard (GS), and two multi-
stakeholder partnerships, namely REEEP and SEforALL. Finally, the remaining
eight institutions target either energy security, energy access, or both, or energy
security and environmental sustainability simultaneously.

Figure 4.2 provides an overview of the institutions according to the core norm
they predominantly adhere to. Altogether, and allowing overlaps, forty-one insti-
tutions prioritize climate change mitigation, twenty-seven addressing energy
access and twenty-two energy security policy objectives. In other words, the
uptake of renewables is predominantly linked to mitigating climate change, while
particularly the potential of renewables to address energy security concerns is less
institutionalized.

Figure 4.2 Distribution of renewable energy institutions according to their inter-
pretation of the core norm (Author’s data).
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As a consequence of these diversified priorities, there is much room for trade-
offs and potential conflicts. Institutions prioritising energy security and access
may, in addition to renewables, turn to the more affordable energy sources that
might have a negative impact on the environment (Röhrkasten 2015).3 Addition-
ally, expanding energy access implies increased energy demand, which in turn puts
those institutions under pressure that seek to ensure energy security and environ-
mental sustainability (Newell et al. 2011). On top of this, the subfield lacks a clear
definition of what constitutes a renewable source of energy, resulting in frequent
controversies on bioenergy, hydropower, and nuclear energy (e.g. Elliott 2000;
Frey et al. 2002; Adamantiades and Kessides 2009).4 While solar and wind are
widely acknowledged as renewable energy sources within the renewable energy
subfield, twenty-five institutions include bioenergy, seventeen (small-scale) hydro-
power, and three nuclear power.

These diverging views have entailed conflicts of interests and competition over
resources, visibility, and media attention across institutions targeting these differ-
ent energy sources.5 As long as the potential of renewable energy to address energy
security is not fully institutionalized, and as long as there is no consensus on what
constitutes a renewable energy source, full substitution of fossil fuels by renew-
ables, particularly in industrialized countries, may remain unattainable.

4.3.3 Membership

The governance triangle introduced in Chapter 3 distinguishes different types of
institutions and actors that are involved in promoting the uptake of renewables
globally. Figure 4.3 additionally summarizes the respective figures in a table.

The largest share of renewable energy institutions (28) are public. These include
international organizations, such as IRENA and the IEA, as well as regional
alliances, such as the Latin American Energy Organization (OLADE), the Asia-
Pacific Economic Cooperation Energy Working Group (APEC_EWG), the Asso-
ciation of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN) Centre for Energy, and the Baltic
Sea Region Energy Cooperation (BASREC). Besides these intergovernmental
efforts, a number of institutions unite cities and regions in their search for

3 Interview with Professor Thijs Van de Graaf, Ghent Institute for International Studies, Ghent University,
13 July 2018.

4 Interview with Professor Thijs Van de Graaf, Ghent Institute for International Studies, Ghent University,
13 July 2018.

5 Interview with Stefan Gsänger, Secretary-General, the World Wind Energy Association, and Vice Chair,
Renewable Energy Policy Network for the 21st Century (REN21), 9 May 2018; interview with Benjamin
Sovacool, Professor of Energy Policy, Science Policy Research Unit, University of Sussex, 10 May 2018; and
interview with Stephan Singer, Senior Advisor Global Energy Policies at Climate Action Network International,
10 May 2018.
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appropriate strategies toward an energy transition, such as the International Solar
Cities Initiative (ISCI), Energy Cities (EN_CITIES), the Covenant of Mayors
(COM), and R20. While the influence of these different institutions is limited to
their respective members, several other public institutions aim at assisting develop-
ing countries in increasing their share of renewables. Such institutions include, for
example, the Africa-European Union Energy Partnership (AEEP) and the Global
Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Fund (GEEREF).

In addition to public institutions, there are ten private institutions, of which four
exclusively bring together firms, industry associations, and investors. One of these
is the Energy and Climate Cluster of the World Business Council on Sustainable
Development (WBCSD_E&C), which unites companies from different sectors to
scale up climate and renewable energy solutions globally (WBCSD 2018). In
addition, there are three institutions that exclusively include nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs) and other organizations representing civil society. These
include the Gold Standard (GS), set up by the World Wide Fund for Nature
(WWF) and two other NGOs, which provides a standard for climate and develop-
ment projects under the UNFCCC Clean Development Mechanism (Gold Standard

Figure 4.3 Distribution institutions per zone in the governance triangle (Author’s
data; see also Chapter 3).
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2018). Furthermore, three institutions include firms, industry associations, and
investors, as well as NGOs and other civil society actors, e.g. GSC and ISES.

Finally, there are eight hybrid institutions, or multi-stakeholder partnerships,
which represent collaborations across societal sectors. The LCPTI is the only
institution restricting its membership to public actors and firms, industry associ-
ations, and investors, while the other seven bring together all three main types of
actors. Three out of these seven partnerships have been selected for further analysis
in Section 4.4 on micro-level coherence: REEEP, which develops financing
mechanisms to strengthen markets for clean energy in low- and middle-income
countries; REN21, which connects stakeholders to facilitate knowledge exchange
and policy development toward a transition to renewable energy; and SEforALL,
which marshals evidence, benchmarks progress, and connects stakeholders toward
achieving SDG 7 and the Paris Agreement.

While the majority of renewable energy institutions are public, private and
multi-stakeholder institutions have started to play a significant role in promoting a
worldwide uptake of renewable energy. In other words, there is a wide variety of
actors involved, ranging from governments, international organizations, cities,
and subnational authorities, to companies, financial institutions, and not-for-profit
organizations. Mapping and understanding these variations is an important step
toward assessing not only the coherence but also the effectiveness of the insti-
tutional complex of this subfield, since collaborations between these actors are
considered key for a successful global governance of renewables (e.g. Sovacool
2013).

4.3.4 Governance Functions

Renewable energy institutions perform different governance functions, which can
be distinguished as setting ‘standards and commitments’, ‘operational’ activities,
sharing ‘information and networking’, and ‘financing’ (see Chapter 2). Ideally, all
of these governance functions are performed in a complementary manner, in
accordance to the core norm, and without functional gaps or duplications.

The largest share of institutions in the sample (17 out of 46) governs renewable
energy through ‘information and networking’, in combination with ‘operational’
activities. This implies that most institutions combine evaluation activities, as well
as collecting and publishing information, with pilot projects, technical assistance,
and capacity building. For example, Energy for Impact (E4I) assists local busi-
nesses and project developers in East and West Africa to expand energy access and
publishes reports on related topics (E4I 2018). In addition, fifteen institutions
exclusively govern through ‘information and networking’. A well-known example
is IRENA as an international organization, which claims to serve as a centre of
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excellence, and a repository of knowledge (IRENA 2018b). This said, several
multi-stakeholder partnerships also fulfil such a role, for instance REN21, which
connects key stakeholders to facilitate knowledge exchange (REN21 2018c).

Furthermore, there are eight institutions that set ‘standards and commitments’,
and more specifically develop rule-making processes, mandatory or voluntary
commitments, or schemes for implementation and enforcement. This governance
function is not merely reserved for public institutions, since various private and
multi-stakeholder institutions provide certifications and standards to which differ-
ent actors can voluntarily commit. For instance, whereas the Kyoto Protocol sets
binding emission-reduction targets (United Nations 1998), the Roundtable on
Sustainable Biomaterials (RSB) sets principles and criteria to help operators, brand
owners, and investors to identify and manage sustainability issues (RSB 2018).
Finally, five institutions are involved in ‘financing’ to promote a global uptake of
renewables, for instance through funding projects or developing aid programmes.
These solely include public institutions, with one exception: REEEP, which
‘invests in clean energy markets in developing countries to reduce CO2 emissions
and build prosperity’ (REEEP 2018b).

Summarizing this and the previous subsection, Table 4.1 provides an overview
of the individual renewable energy institutions based on their governance functions
and membership. Altogether, there is not a clear division of labour in terms of
governance functions across the public, private, and hybrid institutions in the
renewable energy subfield. Yet, while private and hybrid institutions play a role
in all governance functions, the distribution of institutions in Table 4.1 clearly
conveys the dominance of public institutions. Moreover, the table shows that there
is a certain profusion of information-sharing and networking opportunities, while
standards and commitments, and financing mechanisms, are limited to a few
institutions. This suggests that, within the renewable energy subfield, soft measures
prevail over hard ones.

4.3.5 Summary: Coherence at the Meso Level

The renewable energy subfield is institutionally complex in various ways. It
includes a high number of institutions with different constitutive characteristics,
covers several sources of energy and distinctive technologies, and targets no less
than three critical challenges. The question remains, however, whether this plurality
of institutions and objectives affects the normative, functional, and membership-
related coherence in this subfield.

Altogether, this meso-level coherence, i.e. the level of coherence in the subfield
as a whole, can be determined as low to medium, based on three conclusions. First,
while there exists a core norm to substantially increase the share of renewables, the
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majority of institutions have diverging views on which objectives to prioritize.
Most of these focus on promoting renewables for the purpose of mitigating climate
change, or, to a lesser extent, to expand energy access, while a minority of
institutions targets the potential of renewable energy to ensure energy security.
As a consequence of this divergence, there is much room for trade-offs, controver-
sies, and potential conflicts among institutions and actors across them, suggesting
that normative coherence is low.

Second, the renewable energy subfield is currently dominated by public insti-
tutions, including international organizations as well as regional and subnational

Table 4.1 Overview of governance functions across different types of institutions (public,
hybrid, private) for renewable energy (Author’s data).

Public Hybrid Private

Standards &
Commitments

CoM, KP, UNFCCC RSB, SEforALL CNP, GS, RE100

Operational BASREC

Information &
Networking

IRENA, ISCI, MEF,
ACE, APEC_EWG,
ECO, EnR, SEADS,
CESC

LCTPi, REN21,
LEDS_GP

GSA, INFORSE,
ISES

Financing CIF, GEEREF REEEP

Standards &
Commitments;
Operational

Operational;
Information &
Networking

CEM, GMI, R20,
AEEP, CCREEE,
ECREEE, EN_CITIES,
GNESD, IEA, OLADE,
UN_EN

GBEP, E4I GSEP,
WBCSD_EC,
EUROSOLAR,
GSC

Information &
Networking;
Financing

RECP

Standards &
Commitments;
Information &
Networking

Standards &
Commitments;
Financing

Operational;
Financing

AREI
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institutions. At the same time, the number of private institutions and multi-
stakeholder partnerships has been steadily growing. The range of actors involved
in the sample of this study thus increasingly stretches from public to private,
implying medium membership-based coherence.

Third, all governance functions are covered by one or more institutions: most
govern renewables through information-sharing and networking, and a fair share of
institutions are involved in operational activities. By contrast, standards and
commitments are mostly set in the form of voluntary standards and certification
schemes, and financing schemes are provided by only a few institutions. In other
words, there appears to be a profusion of informal activities at the expense of other
important governance functions, which suggests medium functional coherence.

4.4 Micro-Level Coherence

As explained in Chapter 2, the assessments of the subfields do not stop at looking
at the core norms, membership, and governance functions across the subfields as a
whole. Additionally, the case studies in this volume scrutinize relations between
individual institutions, i.e. at the micro-level. Whereas previous studies mostly
focus on dyadic relationships between intergovernmental institutions (e.g. Char-
novitz 2003; Oberthür and Gehring 2006b; Zelli and van Asselt 2010), this study
analyzes a plethora of interconnections among different types of institutions. This
allows for a much more encompassing assessment of an entire subfield, especially
one so densely populated as renewable energy.

The subfield comprises no less than forty-six institutions, and three specific ones
were selected for the in-depth analysis presented in this chapter. The following
subsections describe the institutions under scrutiny, and determine micro-level
coherence based on core norm, membership, and governance functions, and more
importantly, by identifying mechanisms of interaction among the selected
institutions.

4.4.1 Institutions under Scrutiny

Even though the majority of renewable energy institutions are public, private and
multi-stakeholder institutions play an important role in governing renewables. This
is particularly true for multi-stakeholder partnerships, which bring together public
and private actors to collectively contribute to a public policy goal. Such partner-
ships generally emerge as a response to a lack of intergovernmental cooperation
(Szulecki et al. 2011, 713). As national policy-making continues to dominate when
it comes to energy issues, international energy governance is weakly developed,
and especially so for renewable energy. Furthermore, cooperation between public
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and private actors is considered of great importance for increasing the share of
renewables in the global energy mix (Sovacool 2013). Whereas previous literature
focused predominantly on international organizations for energy (e.g. Colgan et al.
2012; Leal-Arcas and Filis 2013; Wilson 2015), a shift toward multi-stakeholder
partnerships can provide novel insights on the interactional dynamics within the
overall institutional complex for renewable energy.

The Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Partnership (REEEP) was one of
the first multi-stakeholder partnerships on energy-related issues. Led by the British
government, a group of regulators, businesses, and NGOs announced REEEP in
2002 at the World Summit on Sustainable Development in Johannesburg (Florini
and Sovacool 2009; Röhrkasten 2015). Two years later the partnership was formally
established as an international NGO based in Vienna. By investing in clean markets
and targeting small- and medium-sized enterprises, REEEP aims to accelerate
market-based deployment of renewable energy and energy-efficient systems in
low- and middle-income countries (REEEP 2018b). The partnership relies on
donors, which include governments, multilateral and international organizations,
NGOs, and foundations. More than 350 members currently back up REEEP,
including businesses, NGOs, national governments, research institutes, and many
other entities. The partnership is governed by a Governing Board and an Advisory
Board and is steered by an international team with more than twenty staff members
and consultants. REEEP is seen as an important multi-stakeholder partnership with a
clear purpose, significant output, and strong institutional formality (Pattberg et al.
2009; Szulecki et al. 2011; Sovacool and Van de Graaf 2018).

Besides REEEP, the Renewable Energy Policy Network for the 21st Century
(REN21) forms an important coalition of different stakeholders to advance renew-
able energy policy. The German government initiated REN21 at the International
Conference for Renewable Energies in 2004 in Bonn, after which it was formally
launched in Copenhagen in June 2005 (REN21 2005; Röhrkasten 2015). The
partnership brings together different stakeholders to facilitate knowledge
exchange, policy development, and joint action toward a rapid global transition
to renewable energy (REN21 2018c). Its existence depends on grants offered by
governments, international organizations, and other donors, and by the end of
2017, REN21 counted sixty-four members, including industry associations, inter-
national organizations, NGOs, national governments, and research entities. The
partnership is governed by its Bureau, General Assembly, and Steering Committee
and has a small secretariat housed at the UN Environment Programme (UNEP) in
Paris. It is considered as an important advocacy network and global governor for
renewable energy (Szulecki et al. 2011; Röhrkasten 2015).

A more recently established multi-stakeholder partnership is Sustainable Energy
for All (SEforALL). It was initially launched as a UN initiative by former UN
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Secretary-General Ban Ki-Moon in 2011, and thereafter formalized as a non-profit
quasi-international organization (Röhrkasten 2015). While SEforALL inherited
close ties to various UN agencies, it is now open to different stakeholders including
governments, businesses, financiers, development banks, communities, and others.
SEforALL’s mission is threefold: to ensure universal access to modern energy
services; to double the global rate of improvement in energy efficiency; and to
double the share of renewable energy in the global energy mix (SEforALL 2018a).
The partnership relies on donor contributions mostly coming from national gov-
ernments, and in 2017 SEforALL counted more than eighty partners. These can be
distinguished among funding partners, delivery partners (partners that commit to
contribute quantifiable results and to report on progress), proud partners (partners
that support SEforALL’s objectives, and use the name and platform to amplify
meaningful work), and those participating in SEforALL’s regional and thematic
hubs, and accelerators (SEforALL 2018b). The partnership is governed by an
Administrative Board and a Funder’s Council, which guide SEforALL’s Global
Team that is headquartered in Vienna and partly operating in Washington, DC.
With this, SEforALL has a unique standing in the institutional complex, since it is
an important multi-stakeholder partnership and major UN initiative at the same
time (Röhrkasten and Westphal 2013).

4.4.2 Interlinkages

The three selected multi-stakeholder partnerships show differences as well as
commonalities with regard to their institutional features.

First, the interpretations of the core norm for renewable energy among the three
multi-stakeholder partnerships largely overlap. Particularly the partnerships
REEEP and SEforALL commonly adhere to a core norm strongly influenced by
targets set by the UNFCCC regime and SDG 7: to substantially increase the share
of renewables for universal energy access and to limit global warming to 2 degrees
Celsius. For example, REEEP repeatedly stresses the importance to connect its
goals, targets, and metrics to the Paris Agreement (REEEP 2016a), and celebrates
the inclusion of SDG 7 as a validation of REEEP’s work over the years to expand
energy access (REEEP 2016a, 11). Similarly, SEforALL’s objectives include to
ensure universal access to energy, double the global rate of energy efficiency, and
double the share of renewables, which were formulated in the run-up to SDG 7. In
addition, SEforALL reiterates that actions to achieve these objectives should be in
line with the 2 degrees target agreed upon in the Paris Agreement (SEforALL
2018c). By contrast, REN21 takes on a broader approach to the core norm.
REN21’s flagship publication, the Renewable Energy Global Status Report
(GSR) 2018, acknowledges that scaling up renewables is crucial for limiting

116 Lisa Sanderink

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397


temperature rise below 2 degrees and for meeting the aspirations of SDG 7
(REN21 2018b). However, the partnership additionally takes into consideration
the policy objective to boost national energy security (REN21 2018b).

Second, the membership directories of the three partnerships partly overlap. For
instance, REEEP and REN21 share sixteen members. These include international
organizations, such as the European Commission and the UNEP, and national
governments such as Brazil, Germany, and the United Kingdom. In addition,
REEEP and REN21 share various NGOs as members, e.g. the WWF and The
Energy and Resources Institute (TERI). As SEforALL is essentially a partnership
between the UN and the World Bank, there are no shared members with REEEP
and REN21. However, some of the funding and delivery partners of SEforALL are
members to REEEP (9), including respectively Austria, the European Commission,
and Germany, as well as Johnson Control, UNEP, and the UN Foundation
(SEforALL 2018b). Similarly, a set of funding and delivery partners are members
to REN21 (6), including respectively Germany, the European Commission,
Norway, and the United Kingdom, as well as the Global Association for Off-grid
Solar Energy Industry (GOGLA) and UNEP (SEforALL 2018b). Among approxi-
mately 500 members spread across the three partnerships, there are only five actors
all three have in common: the European Commission, UNEP, Germany, Norway,
and the United Kingdom.

Third, when it comes to governance functions, the selected partnerships do not
overlap, but rather complement each other. However, it is important to note that the
three partnerships were also selected according to their variations in governance
functions. Whereas REEEP develops and provides financing mechanisms to
advance market readiness for clean energy services in low- and middle-countries
(financing) (REEEP 2018b), REN21 connects different stakeholders to facilitate
knowledge exchange toward a rapid transition to renewable energy (information
and networking) (REN21 2018c). Finally, SEforALL connects leadership to
mobilize action on SDG 7 specifically (standards and commitments) (SEforALL
2018c). Consequently, the three partnerships also target different entities; while
SEforALL speaks to government leaders and REN21 to policy makers more
broadly, REEEP targets small- and medium-sized enterprises.

4.4.3 Mechanisms

Institutional interactions can be broadly understood as situations in which the
policy processes, knowledge, norms, or functions of two or more institutions are
connected, and affect the development, performance, and impact of these insti-
tutions (Oberthür and Gehring 2006a; Zelli et al. 2012). Hence, in addition to
drawing parallels based on core norm, membership, and governance function, it is
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key to examine the underlying interaction mechanisms between and beyond the
selected partnerships. The following subsections distinguish and describe these as
cognitive, normative, and behavioural (see Chapter 2; Stokke 2001; Oberthür and
Gehring 2006a).

4.4.3.1 Cognitive

A cognitive interaction is driven by the power of knowledge and persuasion, and
can be seen as cross-institutional learning (Stokke 2001; Oberthür and Gehring
2006a). In other words, a cognitive interaction can be determined when knowledge
and information are exchanged, or certain practices and methodologies are trans-
ferred from one to the other institution. As there is a large share of institutions that
govern renewable energy through information and networking, there is presumably
a high degree of cognitive interaction across the institutional complex.

For REEEP, various instances of cognitive interactions were found. First,
REEEP applies a framework developed by the World Bank in 2015 for SEforALL
to define the concept and measures of energy access (World Bank 2015; REEEP
2018a). Second, REEEP’s regionally focused report on Powering India is informed
by the IEA’s India World Energy Outlook (WEO) 2015, and REEEP’s report
supporting a transition to inclusive green economies in African countries is influ-
enced by IRENA’s Africa 2030 report (REEEP 2016b, 2017). Vice versa,
REEEP’s publications have informed SEforALL and IRENA. For instance, the
‘Making the Case’ report published by REEEP influenced the Water-Energy-Food
Nexus High Impact Opportunity (HIO) set up by SEforALL (REEEP 2015). The
SEforALL HIOs serve as platforms that bring together stakeholders working on
initiatives for the purpose of highly relevant topics related to clean energy, such as
mini-grids and sustainable bioenergy. Additionally, REEEP’s publication ‘Making
the Case’ contributed to IRENA’s report on ‘Renewable Energy in the Water,
Energy and Food Nexus’ (REEEP 2015).

Cognitive interactions are found in larger numbers for REN21, since it is this
institution’s primary role to share information and set up networking opportunities.
It is especially the work of IRENA and the IEA that is regularly cited in REN21’s
flagship GSRs (e.g. REN21 2017a; REN21 2018b). For instance, REN21’s latest
GSR features 85 pages of endnotes including no less than 386 references to the
IEA’s World Energy Outlooks, statistical reports, regional market analyses, and
energy and CO2 reports, and 161 references to IRENA’s calculations and thematic
reports (REN21 2018b). Similarly, REN21’s regional status reports, such as those
focused on the East African Community and the regions of the UN Economic
Commission for Europe (UNECE), are influenced by SEforALL’s data and infor-
mation (REN21 2016a; REN21 2017b).
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Besides, many more regionally focused and energy access-oriented institutions
inform REN21’s regional reports, for instance the Economic Community of West
African States (ECOWAS) Centre for Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency
(ECREEE), the Africa-EU Renewable Energy Cooperation Program (RECP), CIF,
and E4I. Vice versa, the information REN21 shares through its GSRs is widely
acknowledged,6 and regularly shared at key events. For example, a preview of
GSR 2015 was presented at the IRENA Council that same year, GSR 2016 was
launched at CEM 7 in San Francisco, and the Global Futures Report of 2017 was
introduced at the 2017 SEforALL Forum (REN21 2018a).

Finally, SEforALL shows similar cognitive interactions, although to a lesser
extent. Besides the SEforALL HIO being informed by REEEP, the statistics, data,
and country profiles of the IEA and IRENA feed into SEforALL’s Heat Maps.
These inform the international community about which regions should be priori-
tized to close the energy access gap (SEforALL 2018b). Similarly, knowledge of
ECREEE, AREI, CIF, WBCSD, and the Global Network on Energy for Sustain-
able Development (GNESD) has been included in SEforALL’s publication on the
state of electricity access worldwide (SEforALL 2017).

4.4.3.2 Normative

The normative type of interaction (or: interaction through commitment) occurs
when the commitments, norms, and principles upheld by one institution confirm or
contradict those of other institutions (Stokke 2001; Oberthür and Gehring 2006a).
On the one hand, a low degree of normative interaction can be expected for the
entire institutional complex, as the majority of institutions interpret the core norm
more selectively by prioritizing either one or two of the core objectives, i.e. energy
security, energy access, and environmental sustainability. On the other hand,
Section 4.4.2 has shown that the selected partnerships are rather consentient in
this regard, thus the normative interactions between REEEP, REN21, and SEfor-
ALL are considerable.

It is an enormous task to carefully compare the commitments, norms, and
principles of REEEP, REN21, and SEforALL with those of all other institutions
for renewable energy. However, some overlaps are expected based on the above
broad evaluation of the institutions’ core norm (see Section 4.3.2). First and
foremost, all three partnerships show strong normative interaction with the

6 Interview with Stefan Gsänger, Secretary-General, the World Wind Energy Association, and Vice Chair,
Renewable Energy Policy Network for the 21st Century (REN21), 9 May 2018; interview with Stephan Singer,
Senior Advisor Global Energy Policies at Climate Action Network International, 10 May 2018; and interview
with Frank Van der Vleuten, Senior Energy Expert of the Climate Team at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the
Netherlands, 5 June 2018.
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UNFCCC regime. As described earlier, REEEP and REN21 as well as SEforALL
stress the importance of aligning their commitments, norms, and principles with
the 2 degrees target set by the Paris Agreement under the UNFCCC regime. In
addition, the commitments, norms, and principles of REEEP and SEforALL
necessarily overlap with those institutions similarly prioritizing renewable energy
for environmental sustainability and energy access, including CESC, UN Energy,
and the Gold Standard (GS). Likewise, REN21’s commitments, norms, and prin-
ciples presumably overlap with such institutions that are similarly inclusive toward
energy security objectives, such as CEM, IRENA, and AREI.

4.4.3.3 Behavioural

A behavioural interaction refers to situations in which the actions undertaken by
one institution, or members thereof, are supportive or disruptive for the perform-
ance of other institutions (Stokke 2001; Oberthür and Gehring 2006a). For
instance, if an institution aims to expand access to energy services in rural areas
by providing clean cooking appliances, these activities inherently support actions
undertaken by institutions to foster emission reductions. In contrast, carbon offset-
ting programmes developed by an institution may undermine the efforts of insti-
tutions aiming at 100 per cent renewable energy. Thus, behavioural interactions
can be driven by matching objectives (Gehring and Oberthür 2009), but also
include, for instance, shaming, pressure, brand management, or monitoring each
other’s performances (see Chapter 2). For the scope of this study, it would lead too
far to measure the actual impact of behaviours and activities, so the following
analysis suffices with distinguishing and illustrating major behavioural
interactions.

It is REEEP’s main objective to advance clean energy services in low- and
middle-income countries. Similarly, it is SEforALL’s priority to secure affordable
and reliable clean energy for all by 2030. Thus, synergistic behavioural interactions
of REEEP and SEforALL most likely occur with institutions with matching
objectives at the intersection of energy access and environmental sustainability.
These include UN Energy, Gold Standard (GS), and CESC (see Section 4.3.2). The
synergies are supposedly strong: first, since the membership directories of these
institutions only partly overlap, so that the matching objectives apply to a wider
range of actors, second, as these institutions pursue these objectives through
different means of governance, i.e. governance functions, complementary to those
of REEEP and SEforALL.

In addition, behavioural interactions through monitoring and potentially influ-
encing the performance of other institutions take place between REEEP and
SEforALL on the one hand, and the UNFCCC, IRENA, and CEM on the other.
First, REEEP visits and actively participates in IRENA’s General Assemblies, the
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yearly SEforALL Forum, and the UNFCCC COPs.7 Second, SEforALL similarly
performs sustainable energy diplomacy at the General Assemblies of IRENA, the
UNFCCC COPs, and at the Clean Energy Ministerials (CEM) (SEforALL 2018b).
Moreover, SEforALL is heavily involved in the UNFCCC process, particularly
through Rachel Kyte, CEO of SEforALL and Special Representative of the UN
secretary-general, and through organizing Energy Days jointly with IRENA at
COP21 and 22, and presumably future COPs (SEforALL 2018d).

As mentioned earlier, it is REN21’s mission to ensure a global transition to
renewable energy, to limit temperature rise below 2 degrees, to meet the targets set
by SDG 7, and to boost energy security. Hence, synergistic behavioural inter-
actions of REN21 are expected with the sixteen remaining institutions with
matching objectives at the intersection of energy security, energy access, and
environmental sustainability (see Section 4.3.2). Similar to the interactions of
REEEP and SEforALL with other institutions, these interactions of REN21 likely
yield considerable benefits for both sides, since they expand the range of actors to
which these objectives apply and cover complementary governance functions.

In addition, REN21 monitors and potentially influences the performance of the
UNFCCC, IEA, IRENA, and SEforALL. The partnership actively participates in
the UNFCCC COPs. For instance, in the run-up to COP21 in Paris, REN21 joined
forces with the Covenant of Mayors (COM) to set up the Paris Process on Mobility
and Climate (PPMC), and organized a series of events on ‘re-energising the future’
together with IRENA (REN21 2015). Also at the following COPs in Marrakech
and Bonn, REN21 hosted and participated in several renewable energy events. On
top of that, REN21 regularly attends IRENA’s General Assemblies, and SEfor-
ALL’s yearly Forum, and is a member to the IEA’s Renewables Industry Advisory
Board and IRENA’s Coalition for Action (IRENA 2018c; REN21 2015, 2016b).

4.4.4 Summary: Coherence at the Micro Level

While having in common that they are key governing institutions for renewable
energy, the three selected multi-stakeholder partnerships are different in a variety
of ways. Whereas REEEP is backed up by more than 350 members, REN21 and
SEforALL ‘only’ have 64 and 86 members, respectively. In addition, while
SEforALL speaks to government leaders and REN21 to policy makers more
broadly, REEEP targets small- and medium-sized enterprises. Finally, REN21
provides policy-relevant information to support a global transition toward

7 Interview with Katrin Harvey, Senior Manager, the Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Partnership
(REEEP), 9 May 2018.
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renewables, whereas SEforALL connects leadership to mobilize action on SDG 7,
and REEEP mobilizes funding to accelerate market-based deployment of
renewables.

In addition to these more obvious differences, a closer analysis of the insti-
tutional features and interaction mechanisms helped determine further aspects of
micro-level coherence. First, the three institutions largely share their interpretations
of the core norm, and the governance functions they perform are complementary,
whereas the membership directories show little overlap. In other words, the
normative, functional, and membership-based coherence and complementarity
across the selected institutions is high.

Second, there is an abundance of cognitive interactions between the selected
institutions and beyond, which substantiate the dominance of information and
networking activities within the renewable energy subfield. In addition, there are
considerable normative and behavioural interactions, resulting in various synergies
while, at the same time, clustering different sets of institutions around certain
priorities. The interaction mechanisms therefore appear to contribute to a func-
tional imbalance and normative divergence in the subfield as a whole. In summary,
despite the fact that the institutional features between the selected institutions are
highly coherent, micro-level coherence as a whole should rather be qualified as
medium.

4.5 Micro-Level Management

Finally, this section zooms in on deliberate attempts to manage institutional
interactions among the renewable energy institutions analyzed in the previous
section. These are deliberate attempts that seek to improve institutional interaction
and its consequences, so as to prevent or strengthen the influence of one institution
on the performance of another (Stokke 2001; Oberthür 2009). Typical examples
are the provision of guiding principles by an overarching institution, joint coordin-
ation of activities across institutions, or unilateral management by individual
institutions, for the purpose of more efficient goal-attainment (Oberthür 2009,
375–376). Such management attempts may lead to stronger coherence in terms
of institutional features, for instance increased convergence among interpretations
of the core norm, or novel interaction mechanisms for improved exchange
processes.

First, the UNFCCC regime and Agenda 2030 come forward as important
overarching frameworks for the three selected partnerships. As shown in Section
4.4.2, REEEP, REN21, and SEforALL ensure that their activities match the
2 degrees target of the Paris Agreement and SDG 7. For the subfield in general,
these overarching goals provide ‘international agreement’, or at least a high degree

122 Lisa Sanderink

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397


of consensus, to globally phase out fossil fuels and foster a transition toward
renewables.8 This said, besides the three partnerships ‘only’ thirteen other insti-
tutions explicitly link their activities to the UNFCCC and SDG 7. This suggests
that this overarching framework has not yet fully made its way to all renewable
energy institutions.

Second, three examples were found of how interactions have been managed
jointly by the three partnerships put under scrutiny here. First, REEEP and REN21
collectively operate reegle.info, which is a publicly recognized information portal
on renewables, energy efficiency, and climate change.9 The portal provides coun-
try energy profiles, energy statistics and research, and a directory of relevant
stakeholders (REEEP 2018c). Second, REEEP worked with IRENA to create
and launch the Renewables Tagger in 2016, which is a specialized version of the
Climate Tagger and automatically scans and sorts data and documents holding
renewable energy content to support knowledge-driven organizations to streamline
their information (Climate Tagger 2018). Third, REN21, IEA, and IRENA have
recently partnered up and published a report together on ‘Renewable Energy
Policies in a Time of Transition’ (IRENA, OECD/IEA, and REN21 2018).

Finally, REN21 and SEforALL unilaterally manage institutional interactions
with third institutions. First, REN21 and its flagship GSR, more specifically,
facilitate numerous cognitive interactions.10 All members to REN21 can contribute
to the publication, and various institutions provide authors, contributors, and
reviewers, such as IRENA and the IEA (REN21 2017a; REN21 2018b). Second,
SEforALL provides an important overarching platform for various institutional
interactions, particularly through its thematic and regional hubs and accelerators.11

For instance, IRENA hosts the SEforALL thematic hub on renewable energy;
REN21, CESC, and ECREEE take part in SEforALL’s People-Centred Acceler-
ator; and OLADE is an important player in SEforALL’s regional hub for Latin
America and the Caribbean. On top of that, SEforALL’s Global Tracking

8 Interview with Frank Van der Vleuten, Senior Energy Expert of the Climate Team at the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, the Netherlands, 5 June 2018; interview with Professor Thijs Van de Graaf, Ghent Institute for
International Studies, Ghent University, 13 July 2018; and interview with Benedikt Hoskuldsson, Lead
Partnership Specialist, Sustainable Energy for All (SEforALL), 21 September 2018.

9 Interview with Stephan Singer, Senior Advisor Global Energy Policies at Climate Action Network
International, 10 May 2018.

10 Interview with Stefan Gsänger, Secretary-General, the World Wind Energy Association, and Vice Chair,
Renewable Energy Policy Network for the 21st Century (REN21), 9 May 2018; interview with Stephan Singer,
Senior Advisor, Global Energy Policies at Climate Action Network International, 10 May 2018; interview with
Dr. Sybille Röhrkasten, Scientific Project Lead, Pathways to Sustainable Energy at the Institute for Advanced
Sustainability Studies (IASS), 17 May 2018; and interview with Professor Thijs Van de Graaf, Ghent Institute
for International Studies, Ghent University, 13 July 2018; and interview with Laura Williamson, Outreach and
Communication Manager, Renewable Energy Policy Network for the 21st Century (REN21),
27 September 2018.

11 Interview with Benedikt Hoskuldsson, Lead Partnership Specialist, Sustainable Energy for All (SEforALL),
21 September 2018.
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Framework reports of 2015 and 2017, which measured progress on SDG 7, were
coordinated by the IEA (World Bank and IEA/OECD 2015; World Bank and
OECD/IEA 2017).

In sum, the renewable energy subfield is characterized by managed relation-
ships, which, most significantly, provide an overarching normative framework and
address cognitive interactions – and therewith, the potential overflow of infor-
mation in the renewable energy subfield.

4.6 Conclusions

A global uptake of renewable energy is of paramount importance for a sustainable
energy future, and while the share in the global energy mix is increasing, the
growth rate is not sufficient to reach the targets set by SDG 7 in Agenda 2030
(United Nations 2018). Hence, effective global governance continues to play an
important role in promoting renewables. As Chapter 3 has shown, global renew-
able energy governance is characterized by considerable institutional complexity.
However, it is yet unclear whether this complexity significantly qualifies the
institutional complex’s impact on the global energy transition. To this end, this
chapter scrutinized coherence and management within the renewable energy sub-
field, examining institutional features at the meso level, and interaction mechan-
isms and management attempts at the micro level.

The analysis of the subfield, comprising forty-six institutions, shed light on
various important connections across institutions and their properties. First, while
one-third of renewable energy institutions share the core norm to increase the
proportion of renewables for energy security, energy access, and environmental
sustainability, the majority of institutions interpret the core norm more selectively
and prioritize either one or two of these objectives. Second, the subfield is
dominated by public institutions, complemented by various private institutions
and multi-stakeholder partnerships. Third, whereas most institutions facilitate
information exchange and networking and, to some extent, implement projects
on the ground, a significantly smaller set of institutions develops standards and
commitments and financing mechanisms. Hence, the renewable energy subfield is
characterized by diversified priorities – with a wide variety of institutions and
actors, and with governance functions unevenly performed. The degree of meso-
level coherence is therefore low to medium.

The selected multi-stakeholder partnerships, REEEP, REN21, and SEforALL,
provided more detailed insights on interactional specifics at the micro-level. While
these partnerships largely share the core norm for renewable energy, their mem-
bership directories hardly overlap, and governance functions are mostly comple-
mentary. Furthermore, cognitive interaction is the predominant mechanism
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involving the three partnerships put under scrutiny, notwithstanding the relevance
of certain normative and behavioural interactions. Since these interaction mechan-
isms seem to aggravate the normative divergence and functional imbalance in the
subfield, micro-level coherence can be determined as medium.

Besides interaction mechanisms, various management attempts were found to
steer institutional interactions and foster synergies across renewable energy insti-
tutions. These mostly provide an overarching normative framework and manage
the potential overflow of information within the subfield. Hence, this chapter
concludes that, with a medium degree of coherence and management mechanisms
in place, the renewable energy subfield is largely characterized by coordination
(see Table 2.1, Chapter 2). However, such a densely populated subfield dealing
with several critical energy challenges may require more than ad-hoc coordination
to iron out controversies, trade-offs, and potential conflicts.

For the subfield to move toward a stronger division of labour, i.e. deliberate and
continuous sharing of governance functions and norms for complementary mem-
bership (see Chapter 2), the following measures are recommended. First, the role of
renewable energy to address energy security, energy access, and environmental
sustainability in an integrated manner needs to be fully institutionalized.
A reframing of the global energy challenge and the role of renewables may
contribute to such a development (Sanderink 2019), as well as an expansion of
membership of institutions toward those actors that are concerned with energy
security. Second, the subfield would benefit from a track record or clearinghouse of
the activities performed by existing renewable energy institutions, so that duplica-
tion and conflictive impacts can be resolved or prevented. Finally, it is necessary
for institutions to strive for more cognitive alignment and some common under-
standing when it comes to defining renewable sources of energy. These three
measures may require one coordinating institution, with IRENA being the likely
choice: it advocates for a widespread adoption of renewables for energy security,
energy access, and environmental sustainability; is closest to universal member-
ship of all institutions in the subfield; and already positions itself as a principle
platform for cooperation and repository of expertise (IRENA 2018b). Chapter 8
substantiates these policy recommendations in further detail.

Finally, this chapter gives rise to new questions that open important research
opportunities. For example, how does the level of coherence and management
relate to the effectiveness and legitimacy of individual institutions and the insti-
tutional complex for renewable energy as a whole? Or, what recommendations can
be provided to specific public, civil society, or business actors that are trying to
navigate the institutional complex? While this chapter provided a novel contribu-
tion on questions of coherence and management in renewable energy governance,
these further questions will be revisited in Chapters 7 and 8.
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5

Fossil Fuel Subsidy Reform

Interactions between International Cooperative Institutions.
The More, the Merrier?

cleo verkuijl and harro van asselt

5.1 Introduction

There is increasing recognition that fossil fuel subsidy reform (FFSR) can contrib-
ute to a host of environmental, social, and economic objectives, and thereby
contribute to achieving both the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and the
goals of the Paris Agreement on climate change (e.g. Jakob et al. 2015; Jewell et al.
2018; UNEP 2018). However, at several hundred billion dollars a year (OECD
2018), fossil fuel subsidies persist in both developed and developing economies.

While past research has sought to address this puzzle through the lens of
domestic politics – pointing to challenges to reform such as popular opposition,
vested interests, interest groups, path dependency, and capacity and data gaps (e.g.
Victor 2009; Inchauste and Victor 2017) – international cooperation can also play
an important role in promoting, or impeding, FFSR (Smith and Urpelainen 2017;
Skovgaard and van Asselt 2018). For instance, while international institutions can
adopt new rules, catalyze international commitments, enhance states’ accountabil-
ity, and facilitate information-sharing and capacity-building, there is also a risk that
they will struggle to move beyond rhetoric, promote weak, vague, or otherwise
inadequate norms, or be perceived to favour certain approaches over others. Where
more than one international institution is active at the same time, the door is open
for cooperation, as well as competition and conflict between different institutions.
This raises questions regarding the institutional coherence of international FFSR
governance (see also Chapter 2).

In this chapter, we consider how various international institutions are approach-
ing FFSR governance. First, we briefly introduce the rationale for FFSR (Section
5.2). Next, we discuss the international FFSR governance architecture, with a view
to analyzing institutional coherence at the meso level (Section 5.3). This includes
the possible emergence of a core norm of FFSR, membership distribution, and the
governance functions carried out by the various international institutions active in
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this area. To further evaluate the degree of coherence in this field, we zoom in on
the meso level. Concretely, we examine a subset of three international clubs whose
FFSR activities are among the most prominent globally: the Group of 20 (G20),
the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC), and the Friends of Fossil Fuel
Subsidy Reform. We first introduce the FFSR activities being undertaken by each
of these three institutions, and then consider the interlinkages between these
activities, as well as efforts to manage them (Sections 5.4–5.5). We conclude by
considering implications of our findings for the future management of FFSR
governance and the complexity thereof (Section 5.6).

5.2 Fossil Fuel Subsidies: The Rationales for Reform

Fossil fuel subsidies are a form of government support that benefits the producers
or consumers of coal, oil, and gas. Both developed and developing countries
subsidize fossil fuels: subsidies for consumers are more commonplace in develop-
ing countries, while those for producers are found across the board (Bast et al.
2015). Such assistance can come in many guises; some more direct than others.
Common types of subsidies include direct transfers of funds; the setting of prices
above or below market rates; exceptions or reductions on taxes; favourable loans,
loan guarantees, or insurance rates; and preferential government procurement.
Support can also be provided in-kind, such as when a government builds infra-
structure for the primary or exclusive use of a coal company.

The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), the
International Energy Agency (IEA), and the International Monetary Fund (IMF)
have all published estimates of government support to fossil fuel use and con-
sumption. These numbers vary, depending on what valuation method is used;
which countries and regions are covered; fluctuations over time; and which
definition of a ‘subsidy’ is being used. However, even by the more conservative
OECD and IEA estimates, global fossil fuel subsidies totalled between US $373
and 617 billion per year between 2012 and 2015 (OECD 2018). The IMF’s
approach, which incorporates the non-priced externalities of fossil fuel production
and consumption such as air pollution, traffic congestion, and climate change,
suggests the public costs lie much higher: in the range of US $5.3 trillion in 2015
(Coady et al. 2017).

Unsurprisingly, the IMF’s broad ‘post-tax’ interpretation of what constitutes a
fossil fuel subsidy has proved controversial. Yet the Fund’s approach does help to
illustrate the broader societal costs of fossil fuels. Moreover, regardless of the
definition used, fossil fuel subsidies are associated with significant economic,
social, and environmental impacts. Even excluding non-priced externalities, fossil
fuel subsidies can represent a major burden on the public purse, taking up as much
as 35 per cent of the public budget in some countries (El-Katiri and Fattouh 2015).
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They thereby reduce the investments available for key development sectors such as
health and education (Merrill and Chung 2015), representing an important oppor-
tunity cost for developing countries in particular. Moreover, while fossil fuel
subsidies are often defended as being ‘pro-poor’, the evidence suggests that such
measures tend to be highly regressive, and, perversely, generally benefit those who
consume the most energy in society, or powerful interest groups (Arze del Granado
and Coady 2012).

But perhaps the most urgent rationale for phasing out fossil fuel subsidies lies in
their environmental impact. These subsidies artificially enhance the competitiveness
of fossil fuels, potentially locking in unsustainable fossil fuel infrastructure for
decades (Asmelash 2016). Indeed, it has been estimated that more than a third of
carbon emissions between 1980 and 2010 were driven by fossil fuel subsidies
(Stefanski 2014). According to the 2018 Emissions Gap Report by the United
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), phasing out fossil fuel subsidies world-
wide could reduce global carbon emissions by up to 10 per cent (UNEP 2018).
Government support to fossil fuels also diverts investment from areas such as energy
efficiency and renewable energy, while their reinvestment in these areas could bring
about important climate change mitigation benefits (Merrill et al. 2016).

Notwithstanding the adverse fiscal, socioeconomic, and environmental effects
of fossil fuel subsidies, decades of experience with fossil fuel subsidy reform in
various countries attest to the political challenges. While some countries, such as
India, Indonesia, and Mexico, have made some progress in reforming subsidies,
other countries, such as Nigeria, have struggled to implement or sustain reforms.
Reforms have usually been linked to macro-economic factors such as falling fossil
fuel prices (Benes et al. 2015) or financial crises, but in many cases domestic
political factors, such as the role of special interest groups, a country’s institutional
and governance capacity, and the political system, play a crucial role in making
FFSR a success (Skovgaard and van Asselt 2018).

The importance of macro-economic and domestic political factors in hindering
or driving FFSR may suggest that there is no or only a limited role for international
cooperation in steering reform. However, as the next section shows, international
governance can help drive (or hinder) domestic reform.

5.3 Meso-Level Coherence

5.3.1 Emergence of the FFSR Institutional Complex

As fiscal instruments of energy policy that can have numerous social, economic,
and environmental effects, it is not surprising that fossil fuel subsidies are governed
by a range of institutions from respective domains, such as energy, trade, and
sustainable development (Van de Graaf and van Asselt 2017). However, until well

Interactions between International Cooperative Institutions 133

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397


into the previous decade, there were hardly any international institutions focusing
specifically on the problems posed by fossil fuel subsidies, or options for their
reform.

This changed in 2009, a watershed moment for the international politics of
FFSR. Meeting in Pittsburgh in September, G20 leaders made the first inter-
national commitment to address fossil fuel subsidies (G20 2009). This commit-
ment was closely followed by a similar pledge by the 21 APEC economies (APEC
2009). Then-US President Barack Obama is widely credited with orchestrating the
G20 pledge as he sought to shape his administration’s climate legacy, with the
economic crisis offering a further window of opportunity to promote new
approaches to financial governance (Van de Graaf and Blondeel 2018).

Over the subsequent decade, a range of additional institutions has become active
in this field. These include various international organizations such as the OECD,
IEA, IMF, and World Bank; additional minilateral coalitions such as the Friends of
Fossil Fuel Subsidy Reform (Friends); and nongovernmental organizations
(NGOs) such as the Global Subsidies Initiative. The profile of FFSR has further
been raised through two further developments: a reference to the need to ‘rational-
ize inefficient fossil fuel subsidies’ in SDG target 12.c (UN 2015); and the recent
adoption, by twelve members of the World Trade Organization (WTO), of a
Ministerial Statement that highlights the need to take this agenda forward in the
international trade sphere (IISD 2017).

5.3.2 The Core Norm of Fossil Fuel Subsidy Reform

The starting point of any analysis of a core norm of FFSR is the aforementioned
G20 commitment, made at the Group’s third leaders’ summit in Pittsburgh in
September 2009. In their statement, leaders recognized that inefficient fossil
fuel subsidies encourage wasteful consumption, distort markets, impede invest-
ment in clean energy sources, and undermine efforts to deal with the threat of
climate change (G20 2009, preamble). As such, they committed to ‘[r]ationalize
and phase out over the medium term inefficient fossil fuel subsidies that
encourage wasteful consumption’ (G20 2009, paragraph 29). As mentioned in
Section 5.3.1, ministers of APEC adopted a similar pledge later that year
(APEC 2009).

While we take this formulation as the general core norm for this chapter, the
precise content of the norm of FFSR remains contested and invites different
interpretations. First, as mentioned in Section 5.2, there is no universal definition
of a ‘fossil fuel subsidy’, and indeed, different organizations have historically
approached this question in various ways (see also Chapter 8). It should be
mentioned, however, that a common conception of a fossil fuel subsidy may be
increasingly within reach, in particular as official guidance for their measurement
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has been released in the context of the SDG process (UNEP et al. 2019). Neverthe-
less, the G20 and APEC commitments leave important qualifiers such as ‘inefficient’
and ‘wasteful consumption’ undefined. This has given countries considerable leeway
to adopt their own interpretations of their international FFSR commitments (Asme-
lash 2016; Aldy 2017). As a consequence, countries such as Japan, Saudi Arabia,
and the United Kingdom have been able to claim they have no fossil fuel subsidies at
all (Van de Graaf and Blondeel 2018). Another issue that remains unclear is by when
fossil fuel subsidies need to be phased out. Although a range of stakeholders,
including leading investors and insurers (Reuters 2017), have called for a phase-
out by 2020, and the G7 adopted a date of 2025, the G20 and APEC commitments
do not have a clear timeline (with the G20’s reference to the ‘medium-term’ adding
limited guidance).

Despite the textual ambiguity of these initial pledges, the understanding that at
least a subset of fossil fuel subsidies ought to be reformed has gained significant
global traction over the past decade, including through a reference to FFSR in the
UN’s 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development (UN 2015, SDG target 12.c). The
European Union has also adopted its own pledge to phase out harmful fossil fuel
subsidies by 2020. Indeed, as noted by Rive (2018, 164), the G20 and APEC’s
initial pledges have been instrumental in ‘a reframing of a conception of fossil fuel
subsidies as a legitimate government tool to enhance economic development,
energy security and welfare into a normative conception that is broadly negative
in fiscal and environmental terms’.

Recent developments nevertheless suggest that support for this core norm
cannot necessarily be taken for granted. In 2017, the year US President Trump
assumed office, G20 leaders omitted FFSR from their declaration for the first time
since 2009. While the accompanying G20 Hamburg Climate and Energy Action
Plan for Growth (G20 2017) includes a separate FFSR section, the document
contains an overall reservation from the United States. Significantly, the
2017 APEC Leader’s Declaration also omits a reference to FFSR (APEC 2017).

5.3.3 Membership

The international institutions governing fossil fuel subsidies include government-
driven multilateral regimes, international organizations, and clubs involving a small
group of countries (see Table 5.1). This diversity notwithstanding, all but one of the
institutions outlined in Table 5.1 are public. The only exception is the Geneva-based
Global Subsidies Initiative, a programme of the International Institute for Sustain-
able Development, a Canadian NGO (Lemphers et al. 2018). One explanation for
this is that fossil fuel subsidies are, by definition, provided by governments, who
therefore have a key role in addressing them. The dominant role of public insti-
tutions suggests that the global governance architecture on FFSR is somewhat less
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institutionally complex than that of other subfields in the climate-energy nexus that
heavily involve civil society and the private sector (see Chapter 3).

5.3.4 Governance Functions

The range of international institutions working on FFSR covers the full gamut of
governance functions. The diversity of these institutions engaged is notable: they
range from those whose core mandates concern fiscal governance (e.g. the G20,
OECD, IMF, and World Bank), to trade liberalization (WTO and APEC), to
energy (IEA and OPEC), to the environment and climate change (UNEP and the
UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC)).

In terms of standards and commitments, forums such as the G20, G7, APEC,
and Friends have made pledges or otherwise publicly promoted the norm of FFSR.

Table 5.1 Overview of governance functions across different types of institutions (public,
hybrid, private) for fossil fuel subsidy reform.

Public Hybrid Private

Standards &
Commitments

G7, UNFCCC,
UN (SDGs)

Operational

Information &
Networking

IEA, OECD, OPEC,
WTO, UNEP

Financing

Standards &
Commitments; Operational

Operational;
Information & Networking

Global Subsidies
Initiative

Information &
Networking; Financing

IMF, World Bank

Standards &
Commitments; Information
& Networking

APEC, Friends of
Fossil Fuel Subsidy
Reform, G20

Standards &
Commitments; Financing

Operational;
Financing
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The UN’s 2030 Agenda, through SDG 12.c., also encourages countries to ‘ration-
alize’ inefficient fossil fuel subsidies. Fossil fuel subsidy review processes, such as
those organized by the G20 and APEC, provide an opportunity for individual
countries to pledge to address certain subsidies; while the UNFCCC, through its
system of nationally determined contributions (NDCs), allows countries to make
similar national commitments.

Regarding information and networking, organizations such as the OECD, IEA,
IMF, World Bank, Friends, and Global Subsidies Initiative conduct research to
clarify the scale of subsidies provided. At the same time, forums such as the G20,
APEC, and the WTO create mechanisms for countries to report on their fossil fuel
subsidies, although notification rates are patchy. The UN Environment Programme
supports countries in better understanding the extent of their fossil fuel subsidies
through the development of international indicators. As discussed in more detail in
Section 5.4, the Friends engage in behind-the-scenes networking to further pro-
mote international reform efforts.

Operational activities such as technical assistance and capacity-building are
provided by international organizations such as the World Bank, Friends, and Global
Subsidies Initiative, including through publications, events, and online webinars.

Finally, organizations such as the World Bank and Friends have made financing
available to help developing countries undertake reform, while structural adjust-
ment policies implemented by the IMF and the World Bank have at times
involved FFSR.

5.3.5 Summary: Coherence at the Meso Level

The coherence of the institutional complex for fossil fuel subsidies may seem
limited at first sight. There is not a single definition that all institutions adhere to
and, as Section 5.2 pointed out, existing definitions and ways of measuring
subsidies differ widely. Moreover, international institutions seem to address fossil
fuel subsidies for very different reasons, from fiscal to environmental. Lastly,
membership is heavily skewed toward public institutions, and the role of private
and hybrid institutions is limited.

However, the level of inconsistency should not be exaggerated. First, notwith-
standing divergences in the way fossil fuel subsidies are defined and measured,
there are also important similarities in the various definitions published by the
OECD, IEA, and IMF (Koplow 2018), and joint estimates by the OECD and IEA
have been published (OECD 2018). Second, a deeper dive into the types of
governance functions fulfilled by various institutions suggests that there is a certain
synergy emerging, with all governance functions being fulfilled by several insti-
tutions (Table 5.1). While some forums have been instrumental in agenda-setting,
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and the formulation of broad commitments (e.g. the G20, APEC, Friends), other
organizations have focused on providing information on subsidies and their
impacts (e.g. the OECD, IEA, IMF), while yet others have been key in supporting
FFSR on the ground through, for instance, financing and capacity-building (e.g.
World Bank, Global Subsidies Initiative).

Partially, this distribution is the result of active coordination. As a notable
example, the G20’s 2009 commitment to phase out inefficient fossil fuel subsidies
largely preceded the availability of robust data into global and domestic fossil fuel
subsidies (Van de Graaf and Blondeel 2018). However, in their Pittsburgh State-
ment, G20 leaders requested ‘relevant institutions’, such as the IEA, the Organiza-
tion of the Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC), the OECD, and the World
Bank (the ‘IGO-4’), to provide an analysis of the scope of energy subsidies and
suggestions for the implementation of the G20’s reform efforts (G20 2009), with
several reports issued thus far, including on how such reforms can be made while
assisting the poor (IEA, OECD, and World Bank 2010a, 2010b, 2011; World Bank
2014).

In terms of the terminology introduced in Chapter 2, our overall assessment of
the meso-level coherence therefore falls between synergy and division of labour.

5.4 Micro-Level Coherence

The remainder of this chapter will focus on three forums in particular to scrutinize
coherence at the micro level of the FFSR subfield. These forums are: the G20,
APEC, and Friends. Despite differing overarching mandates and approaches, they
have been among the most active in this subfield, including through proactive
promotion of an international norm on FFSR. All three are clubs involving a
limited number of economies, who moreover began to address fossil fuel subsidies
roughly around the same time (2009–2010). As such, their activities in this space
are comparable. Nevertheless, as will be discussed, there are differences in their
approaches as well. To shed light on how international FFSR governance is
impacted by the parallel efforts of these three forums, we consider how each is
addressing FFSR, to what extent their approaches are consistent, and the manage-
ment of the interaction between them.

5.4.1 Institutions under Scrutiny

5.4.1.1 The Group of 20

The Group of 20 was established in 1999 in response to the Asian financial crisis.
During the financial crisis of 2008, the Group’s status was elevated to that of a
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leaders’ summit, with members’ heads of state and government convening once or
twice a year since to address issues relating to global economic governance and
reform (Wade 2011). Comprising nineteen of the world’s largest developed and
developing economies,1 as well as the European Union, the Group accounts for
some two-thirds of global population; 85 per cent of global gross domestic product
(GDP) (Kim and Chung 2012), and 75 per cent of global greenhouse gas emissions
(Climate Transparency 2015).

While economic governance is the Group’s raison d’être, climate change has
featured on the leaders’ agenda from the beginning (Kirton and Kokotsis 2015).
Assessments of its performance in this regard have often been cautiously positive
(Van de Graaf and Westphal 2011; Garnaut 2014; Kirton and Kokotsis 2015), with
commentators identifying the Group’s flexibility over topics and time; its ability to
exploit issue linkages; and ‘a sense of being equal’ among members (Kim and
Chung 2012) as advantages. However, important drawbacks of the ‘exclusive
minilateralism’ pursued by the G20 have also been identified, including a lack of
legitimacy, transparency, and accountability, in particular when compared to
bodies with a more universal membership, such as the UNFCCC (Eckersley
2012; Kim and Chung 2012).

As mentioned earlier, the G20’s 2009 FFSR pledge has been instrumental in
elevating the issue to the international agenda. In addition to this role, leaders at the
2009 Pittsburgh summit also agreed to prepare and report on implementation
strategies and time frames for the rationalization and phase-out of inefficient fossil
fuel subsidies (G20 2009). To facilitate this work, the G20 established a working
group on energy in which energy experts, under supervision of Finance and Energy
ministers, reviewed the fossil fuel subsidies in their countries (Kim and Chung
2012). However, despite its potential to enhance transparency in the area of fossil
fuel subsidies, the results of this exercise have been described as ‘meagre’ (Van de
Graaf and Westphal 2011, 28) and ‘disappointing’ (de Jong and Wouters 2014,
34), with almost half of the G20 countries providing little or no further information
on their subsidies (Van de Graaf and Blondeel 2018).

A more in-depth process to increase the transparency on subsidies of a subset of
G20 countries is currently ongoing. This goes back to June 2012, when G20
Leaders requested Finance ministers to explore options for a voluntary peer review
(VPR) process (G20 2012). In February of the following year, G20 Finance
Ministers committed to undertake such a process, and, several months later,
released a corresponding methodology (G20 Energy Sustainability Working
Group 2013). Reciprocal VPRs have been conducted by China and the United

1 Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Canada, China, France, Germany, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, South Korea,
Mexico, Russia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa, Turkey, the United Kingdom, and the United States.

Interactions between International Cooperative Institutions 139

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397


States, as well as Germany and Mexico. Reviews between Indonesia and Italy, and
Argentina and Canada, have also been announced. While the VPR process appears
to provide opportunities for domestic and bilateral learning in the area of FFSR,2

engagement in the voluntary process does not necessarily guarantee enhanced
transparency. Germany’s VPR in particular has been accused of ‘ignoring the
majority of fossil fuel subsidies’ in the country (ODI 2017).

5.4.1.2 The Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation

The Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation was created in 1989 as a regional forum
in response to the increasing economic interdependence of the region (Elek 2005).
Consisting of twenty-one developed and developing countries in the Asia-Pacific
region, APEC countries account for half of global trade, 60 per cent of world GDP
(APEC 2018), and 60 per cent of global energy demand (IEA 2017). Conse-
quently, energy policy developments within APEC have significant impacts on
global energy trends (IEA 2017).

Although action on climate change and energy has not been a central focus of
APEC’s activities, since 2009 the forum has engaged in a range of activities related
to FFSR. Just weeks after the G20’s 2009 commitment in Pittsburgh, APEC
leaders similarly pledged to ‘rationalise and phase out over the medium term fossil
fuel subsidies that encourage wasteful consumption’, while ‘recognising the
importance of providing those in need with essential energy services’ (APEC
2009).3 As with the G20, enhancing transparency of existing subsidies was a first
step in this effort. Meeting in Japan in 2010, APEC Energy Ministers instructed the
group’s Energy Working Group (EWG) to provide an initial assessment of fossil
fuel subsidies in the region (APEC Energy Ministers 2010). In 2011, APEC
Leaders meeting in Honolulu agreed to set up a ‘voluntary reporting mechanism’

that allows members to self-report progress toward reform (APEC 2011).
Building on their peer review experiences in the areas of renewable energy and

energy efficiency,4 APEC economies have also engaged in their own VPR process
for fossil fuel subsidies.5 Guidelines for VPRs were adopted in November 2013
(APEC EWG 2013), with Peru as the first APEC economy to undergo review.6

Additional VPRs have been conducted for New Zealand (2015), the Philippines
(2015), Chinese Taipei (2016), and Vietnam (IEA 2017). The APEC VPR process
reviews fossil fuel subsidies in the volunteer economy, facilitated by the EWG and

2 Interview with Ronald Steenblik, former Senior Trade Policy Analyst, OECD, 20 July 2018.
3 Like the G20, APEC Leaders have reaffirmed this commitment in subsequent years (e.g. APEC 2010, 2011,
2012).

4 Interview with Phyllis Genther Yoshida, former Lead Shepherd, Energy Working Group, APEC, 19 July 2018.
5 Like APEC, we employ the terminology ‘economy’ or ‘member’ rather than ‘country’ given that APEC
members Chinese Taipei and Hong Kong are not typically treated as independent sovereign entities.

6 Interview with Ananth Chikkatur, Manager, ICF International, 20 July 2018.
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FFSR Secretariat, which was established to assist developing economies through
coordination of peer review activities and provision of technical and logistical
support.7 The results of the reviews, including policy reform recommendations, are
shared to help disseminate lessons learned and best strategies for reform (IEA
2017).

Compared to the G20, APEC includes more developing countries.8 Perhaps
reflecting this more diverse membership, capacity-building has also been an
important focus of APEC’s FFSR work (APEC 2013), with dedicated FFSR
capacity-building workshops held in Honolulu (APEC EWG 2015) and Jakarta
(APEC EWG 2017).

5.4.1.3 The Friends of Fossil Fuel Subsidy Reform

The Friends is an informal coalition of countries set up in June 2010 ‘to build
political consensus on the importance of fossil fuel subsidy reform’ (GSI n.d.).
Currently comprising nine states – Costa Rica, Denmark, Ethiopia, Finland, New
Zealand, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, and Uruguay – the group’s establishment
was directly inspired by the G20’s 2009 commitment to phase out fossil fuel
subsidies (Rive 2016). Indeed, the Friends explicitly identifies itself in relation
to, and in contrast with, the G20: as ‘an informal group of non-G20 countries’
(Friends, n.d.).9 Informal coalitions of ‘Friends’ that bring together countries with
similar views around particular issue areas have become a familiar phenomenon in
international affairs, including in the areas of trade, development, environment,
and disarmament (Rive 2018). The Friends has elicited comparisons with the
‘Friends of Fish’: a group of developed and developing countries working within
the WTO to promote sustainable fishing practices and elimination of harmful
fishing subsidies (Young 2017).

The Friends was established by New Zealand, which continues to play a leading
role (Rive 2016). The Global Subsidies Initiative performs a support function for
the group (Lemphers et al. 2018). Coordination takes place at the sidelines of
biannual meetings of the OECD Joint Working Party on Trade and Environment
and other international meetings, through issue-specific meetings of technical
experts, and through monthly conference calls.10

The Friends has primarily engaged in ‘soft’ activities in its efforts to promote
FFSR. This is in line with Rive’s (2018, 158) observation that ‘the effectiveness of
Friends groups on international norm and policy development and negotiations

7 Ibid.
8 These include Chile, Papua New Guinea, Peru, the Philippines, Thailand, and Vietnam.
9 It is worth noting, however, that Denmark, Finland, and Sweden are all members of the EU, which in turn is a
G20 member.

10 Interview with senior official, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Government of New Zealand,
9 August 2018.
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largely does not depend on securing and wielding political “hard” power . . .

[i]nstead, it depends on their ability to network, influence, innovate, problem solve
and profile raise’.

In this regard, one key forum that the Friends has focused on is the WTO.
Through informal lobbying efforts as well as public outreach activities spear-
headed by New Zealand, the group has been instrumental in the adoption, at the
11th WTO Ministerial Conference, of a Ministerial Statement on fossil fuel
subsidies. In the statement, twelve signatories urge the WTO to advance the
discussion on fossil fuel subsidies, and request transparency and reform of ineffi-
cient fossil fuel subsidies that encourage wasteful consumption. Such engagement
has the potential to make a significant dent in fossil fuel subsidies globally, given
the WTO’s previous experience with subsidies reform, for instance in the area of
agriculture (Verkuijl et al. 2019). Besides the international trade space, the Friends
have also promoted FFSR within the UNFCCC process, advocating, among others,
the inclusion of reform plans by countries in their NDCs (Merrill et al. 2016).

Part of the Friends’ approach also appears to lean on ‘leading by example’, with
three Friends’ Members having undergone self- or peer reviews of their fossil fuel
subsidies (Finland and Sweden have conducted independent reviews, while New
Zealand’s was completed under the auspices of APEC). However, it is worth
noting that while at least thirteen countries have made reference to fossil fuel
subsidies in their NDCs to date, this includes only two Friends countries: Ethiopia
and Costa Rica (Terton et al. 2015; Merrill et al. 2016).

Another key output of the Friends was the release of a Fossil Fuel Subsidy
Reform Communiqué in April 2015, which invites all countries, companies, and
civil society organizations to join in supporting accelerated action to eliminate
inefficient fossil fuel subsidies (Friends 2015). Although it remains to be seen to
what extent endorsement will lead to meaningful stakeholder engagement, the
document has broadened the range of actors overtly committed to the cause of
FFSR. These now include twenty-eight non-G20/APEC countries as well as a host
of international organizations and NGOs, and associations representing more than
90,000 investors and corporations (IISD 2016; Rive 2018).

Since the group’s inception, developed country Friends members have also
contributed to reform efforts through financial support to the FFSR-related activ-
ities of organizations such as the World Bank, IMF, OECD, and the Global
Subsidies Initiative11 (see Merrill et al. 2016). Finally, the Friends also contribute
to capacity-building through side events at international meetings and webinars on
FFSR (Friends 2018).12

11 Interview with former senior official, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Government of New Zealand,
19 September 2018.

12 Ibid.
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5.4.2 Interlinkages

The activities of the G20, APEC, and Friends intersect in various ways, even as the
three groups show variations in terms of membership and geographic scope, the
norms they promote, and their governance functions. Taking these dimensions as a
starting point, this section examines the coherence between the three groups and
their FFSR activities.

There appears to be general consistency with respect to the core norm that the
G20, APEC, and Friends espouse in relation to FFSR. In their respective Leaders’
Declarations, both the G20 and APEC explicitly commit to ‘rationalise and phase
out’ fossil fuel subsidies that are ‘inefficient’. The G20 further qualifies its reform
commitment by singling out subsidies that ‘encourage wasteful consumption’. On
the other hand, the Group’s pledge is strengthened by the inclusion of a ‘medium-
term’ timeline for reform. Although APEC’s initial pledge in 2009 contained an
identical reference, this was dropped in some of the later iterations (e.g. APEC
2010, 2011, 2012). The Friends’ efforts in this area appear geared to ‘help remind
countries’ to keep this topic on their agendas through various diplomatic chan-
nels.13 Notably, however, the norm espoused in the Friends’ 2015 Communiqué
does not meaningfully depart from those of other previous pledges.14 Similar to the
G20 and APEC commitments, the document omits a reference to a specific date for
achievement of FFSR and leaves the concept of a subsidy undefined.

As noted, the textual ambiguity of the G20 and APEC’s pledges has enabled
several economies in these groups to avoid taking any meaningful action on FFSR.
While it is unsurprising that certain group members – particularly those with large
subsidies or a big fossil fuel industry – may seek to maintain the opacity of the
FFSR norm, it is less evident why a group such as the Friends has not succeeded in
further crystallizing it. One explanation may lie in the fact that the Friends has trod
a fine line between trying to enhance ambition while simultaneously seeking not to
‘alienate’ other governments,15 particularly those from the G20 and APEC.16

Another reason relates to a possible strategic value in maintaining the ambiguity
of the term ‘subsidy’. A flexible definition can be conducive to reform as it enables

13 Interview with Laura Merrill, Manager, Global Subsidies Initiative, and Senior Policy Advisor, International
Institute for Sustainable Development, 10 May 2017.

14 Rive (2018, 164) suggests the Communiqué’s norm might be stronger than the G20’s and APEC’s pledges
given its reference to the ‘elimination’ of fossil fuel subsidies. Practically speaking, however, there is little
difference between the concepts of ‘elimination’ and ‘phasing out’, particularly since the phrasing of the
Communiqué is not a commitment as such, but rather highlights reasons for why FFSR is needed.

15 Interview with senior official, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Government of New Zealand,
9 August 2018.

16 Documents obtained from the New Zealand Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade highlight a ‘risk’ that ‘G20
members may take a less favourable view of New Zealand/Friends advocacy on this issue . . . notwithstanding
that the primary function of the Friends group would be to encourage implementation of commitments already
made by the G20’ (New Zealand Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade 2010, 2, emphasis in original).
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governments to engage at a level they feel comfortable with, rather than setting
‘too high a threshold’ for action.17

As regards membership, Figure 5.1 illustrates the degree of overlap between
members of the G20, APEC, and Friends. As shown, the majority of G20, APEC,
and Friends economies (28 out of 41) only belong to one of these three groups.
However, all three groups display at least some degree of overlapping member-
ship, with thirteen members associated with two of the groups. Since countries are
unlikely to pursue duplicative or contradictory policies in different forums with
similar goals, we can hypothesize that such overlaps will lead to more coherent
governance. We can further expect coherence to be enhanced where membership
overlaps strongly and where pivotal actors with the ability to influence dynamics
straddle multiple groups (Gehring and Faude 2014).

Against this backdrop, it is notable that nine economies are a member of both
the G20 and APEC. Moreover, two key global players – the United States and
China – have been advocates of FFSR across both groups,18 including by engaging
in some of the first peer reviews, and, in the case of the United States, giving

Figure 5.1 Membership of the G20, APEC, and Friends.

17 Interview with senior official, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Government of New Zealand, 9 August
2018; and Interview with former senior official, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Government of New
Zealand, 19 September 2018.

18 Interview with Ronald Steenblik, former Senior Trade Policy Analyst, OECD, 20 July 2018.
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impetus to the initial FFSR pledges made in these forums. Yet, although these
interlinkages may increase the likelihood of a common approach between both
groups, important differences between the G20 and APEC remain in terms of both
their membership and mandate. As such, the mere existence of the G20’s 2009
FFSR pledge did not make such a commitment a fait accompli in APEC: APEC
economies’ own interest in fiscal reform at the time was the decisive factor.19

Beyond G20-APEC overlaps, New Zealand’s membership of both APEC and
the Friends also stands out. As one of the strongest proponents of FFSR in APEC,
the country has been ‘keen to lead by example’ in the group, for instance by being
among the first to undergo peer review and by seeking to set a ‘good benchmark’ in
doing so.20 Seeing their APEC activities as ‘part of their Friends work’, the country
has moreover sought to work with like-minded APEC members to inspire APEC to
take up similar commitments to the G20.21 As with China and the United States’
overlapping memberships, it is likely that New Zealand’s membership of both
groups has strengthened the consistency and complementarity between the Friends
and APEC’s approaches, including by allowing other APEC members to draw on
New Zealand’s expertise in this area.22 By contrast, there is little evidence that G20
dynamics have been affected by Denmark, Finland, and Sweden’s association with
both the Friends and – by virtue of their European Union membership – the G20:
presumably a result of competing visions on the topic of reform among the Union’s
Member States.

While overlapping membership has thus helped to enhance consistency between
the three groups, the fact that members diverge, particularly in terms of their
geographic scope, also contributes to the complementarity of their actions. Indeed,
by following on the G20’s FFSR pledge, APEC committed eleven additional non-
G20 economies in the Asia-Pacific region to FFSR.23 Similarly, the Friends’ 2015
Communiqué broadened support for FFSR to an additional twenty-eight countries
and numerous other stakeholders. The three groups’ FFSR review activities have
also been complementary in scope: at the time of writing, twelve economies had
undergone, or committed to undertake, peer reviews under APEC and the G20,
with an additional two Friends members having completed self-reviews.

Lastly, in terms of governance functions, there is a significant degree of overlap
between the FFSR activities of the G20 and APEC, with both forums engaging in
standard and commitment setting, as well as information and networking activities
through their progress tracking and peer reviews. Compared to the G20, APEC

19 Interview with Phyllis Genther Yoshida, former Lead Shepherd, Energy Working Group, APEC, 19 July 2018.
20 Interview with senior official, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Government of New Zealand,

9 August 2018.
21 Interview with Phyllis Genther Yoshida, former Lead Shepherd, Energy Working Group, APEC, 19 July 2018.
22 Ibid.
23 This includes Chinese Taipei and Hong Kong.
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appears to place a stronger emphasis on building the capacity of its members to
engage in FFSR by facilitating operational activities such as capacity-building.
Nevertheless, these differences should not be overstated. As observed by Steen-
blik,24 peer review – while primarily related to information – can also be regarded
as an important means of promoting capacity-building, allowing developing and
developed countries alike to create a better understanding of the types of fossil fuel
subsidies that exist, and ways of addressing them.

There are nonetheless nuances in the way the G20 and APEC have approached
their activities. Although much of the G20’s FFSR work has been concentrated in
its energy working group, its original pledge was coordinated by finance ministers,
who have remained heavily involved in this topic.25 APEC’s reform activities, on
the other hand, have largely been restricted to the forum’s EWG and energy
ministers: a deliberate choice on behalf of the forum’s FFSR proponents, who
feared that involvement of senior finance officials would have rendered this work
‘too political’.26 By allowing APEC to draw on its EWG’s experience in delivering
on projects in other areas, including peer reviews on renewable energy and energy
efficiency, this approach enabled APEC economies to complete the first fossil fuel
subsidy review as early as July 2015. By contrast, the G20’s approach to peer
reviews has been more political, including through the ‘pairing’ of a developed and
developing country review in every review cycle, resulting in a more drawn-out
process.27

Both groups’ approaches to VPRs may be associated with certain advantages.
By enabling individual countries to undergo peer review once they are ready,
APEC’s approach has allowed for a quicker succession of reviews than the G20
approach, which is based on willing pairs of countries stepping forward. On the
other hand, it is notable that all the G20 members of APEC have conducted their
peer reviews under the auspices of the G20, which is perhaps associated in the
public’s mind with greater political prestige.28 One challenge for both groups is
how to maintain momentum for VPRs going forward. Naturally, those countries
most eager to undergo review were among the first to volunteer, while some
remaining countries are more reluctant to engage: for example, several maintain
they have no inefficient subsidies in the first place, or want to delay committing to
a review for reasons of political timing.29 Moreover, a backlog of peer reviews has

24 Interview with Ronald Steenblik, former Senior Trade Policy Analyst, OECD, 20 July 2018.
25 Interview with Phyllis Genther Yoshida, former Lead Shepherd, Energy Working Group, APEC, 19 July 2018.
26 Ibid.
27 Interview with Ronald Steenblik, former Senior Trade Policy Analyst, OECD, 20 July 2018; and Interview

with Phyllis Genther Yoshida, former Lead Shepherd, Energy Working Group, APEC, 19 July 2018.
28 Interview with Ronald Steenblik, former Senior Trade Policy Analyst, OECD, 20 July 2018.
29 Ibid.
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reportedly accumulated under APEC, as funding for these efforts, which had
previously come largely from the United States, has not been renewed.30

The Friends’ activities have some overlaps with those of the G20 and APEC.
Much like the G20 and APEC’s reform pledges, the Friends’ 2015 Commu-
niqué focuses on setting standards and commitments for FFSR. Similarly, some
members have engaged in information and networking by undergoing fossil fuel
subsidy reviews. However, in line with the Friends’ consensus-building role,
their activities have generally been more externally focused than those of the
other two groups. While the G20 and APEC’s work largely revolves around
their member base, the Friends have actively engaged in operational activities
such as events and webinars to influence third actors, including G20 and APEC
members, as well as those involved in forums such as the WTO and UNFCCC.
Key achievements in this regard include socialization of the concept of peer
review within the G20 and APEC,31 and the adoption of the Ministerial
Statement on FFSR at the WTO. Individual Friends members have also pro-
vided financing for FFSR through their aid budgets. By seeking to strengthen
existing reform efforts and spread such efforts to new forums, the Friends’
activities seem to provide a useful complement to the G20 and APEC’s internal
efforts.

5.4.3 Mechanisms

All three consistency mechanisms identified in Chapter 2 are reflected in the
dynamics between the G20, APEC, and Friends.

Normative mechanisms, whereby the norms and rules of one institution impact
on those of another, seem to be at play with regard to all three groups’ public FFSR
announcements. After the G20 announced its FFSR commitment in September
2009, APEC quickly followed suit with an almost identical pledge to ‘rationalise
and phase out’ such subsidies, while leaving important questions about the scope
of these measures and end-date for their phase-out, unaddressed. Although the
Friends’ Communiqué does not represent a direct commitment, the document
similarly mirrors the key facets of the G20 and APEC pledges, even where those
fall short on ambition and clarity. From a long-term perspective, there may be
value in such a prudent approach, as ‘speaking the same language’ arguably allows
for more possibilities for the Friends to engage with the other two groups, includ-
ing their more hesitant members.

30 Ibid.
31 Interview with senior official, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Government of New Zealand,

9 August 2018.
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Cognitive mechanisms, whereby knowledge and information are shared across
institutions, are similarly present across all three groups. Like many other organ-
izations working on energy, the APEC Secretariat is invited to provide brief oral
reports on its activities at G20 EWG meetings.32 Since the G20 lacks a formal
secretariat, the Group is not offered a similar platform within APEC, although
information exchange is facilitated by the two groups’ overlapping memberships.33

Indeed, the APEC EWG guidelines encourage APEC members undergoing a VPR
through the G20 to share the results with members of the APEC EWG ‘in order
to transfer lessons learned from that process to all Members’ (APEC EWG
2013, 6).34 To support mutual learning, APEC’s capacity-building workshops
have also featured talks on G20 experiences (APEC EWG 2015, 2017).35

Similarly, the Friends have occasionally held observer status in G20 meetings36

while ‘invited guests’ from non-Friends countries and international organizations
have also participated in the Friends’ six-monthly meetings.37 Friends’ side events
on the margins of meetings of the UNFCCC and the World Bank and IMF have
also seen the involvement of representatives from G20 and/or APEC countries
such as India, Indonesia, the Philippines, and Mexico (Friends 2017; Sanchez
2017). In 2013, New Zealand’s then-Ambassador to the EU and the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) was invited to present on peer review at a workshop
hosted by the Russian G20 Presidency.38

Behavioural mechanisms are also present in how the three groups interact, with
various examples of institutions being impacted by the functional and strategic
behaviour of their members and other actors. Indeed, as discussed in more detail
in Section 5.5, such mechanisms go to the heart of the Friends’ activities, which are
directed at monitoring and influencing the FFSR activities of the other two groups,
including through lobbying and capacity-building activities. These behavioural
dynamics are also a product of interlocking memberships. Countries such as the
United States and China have helped to push reform commitments and peer review
efforts forward in both the G20 and APEC, while New Zealand has actively sought
to promote the FFSR agenda through its APEC membership.

32 Interview with Ronald Steenblik, former Senior Trade Policy Analyst, OECD, 20 July 2018.
33 Ibid.
34 These guidelines further note that ‘any efforts undertaken in APEC should be complementary to, and not

duplicative of, ongoing efforts in the G20’ (APEC EWG 2013, 1), and that ‘[t]he APEC [review process] was
closely coordinated with the ongoing efforts in the G20, similar to the voluntary reporting mechanism . . . so
that it will be complementary and not duplicative of G20 efforts’ (APEC EWG 2013, 1–2).

35 Interview with Ronald Steenblik, former Senior Trade Policy Analyst, OECD, 20 July 2018.
36 Interview with Laura Merrill, Manager, Global Subsidies Initiative, and Senior Policy Advisor, International

Institute for Sustainable Development, 10 May 2017.
37 Interview with senior official, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Government of New Zealand,

9 August 2018.
38 Ibid.
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5.5 Micro-Level Management

As noted, there is a significant level of consistency between the G20, APEC, and
Friends with regard to the core norm they promote. Although their approaches vary
to some extent, the three groups also fulfil governance functions in a synergistic
fashion. Their activities further complement each other in terms of their geograph-
ical scope. As we discussed earlier, this relatively symbiotic relationship may in
part be explained by the groups’ overlapping memberships.

In addition to such overlaps, the different groups and their members also engage
in formal and informal coordination efforts. This includes creating spaces for
attending one another’s meetings and external events and, in the case of APEC,
institutional encouragement to its members to share experiences from the G20 peer
review process with other members.

Most interaction management between the three groups seems to take place
informally, however, including through meetings on the sidelines of international
events;39 outreach to Friends members for their expert knowledge;40 and outreach
of Friends members to other countries, particularly in advance of G20 summits.41

The Friends’ Communiqué was furthermore drafted with the involvement of both
the United States and France as well as the IEA, IMF, and OECD.42

Even where interaction has not been direct, it is furthermore clear that the G20,
APEC, and Friends have kept abreast of one another’s FFSR activities. As
described earlier, APEC economies were well aware of the way the G20 was
approaching its FFSR pledge and its VPRs, which helped inform its decision to
follow a slightly different tack. Furthermore, Yoshida notes that APEC took care to
ensure that the peer reviews undertaken under APEC did not undermine momen-
tum in the G20 by co-opting members from this Group.43 Meanwhile, APEC
developments were also tracked by G20 members. For instance, observing that
progress under the G20 was less forthcoming than under APEC, the United States
volunteered to undergo a VPR under the former, rather than the latter.44

Through what can be characterized as a ‘broker’ role, the Friends have also
proactively sought to enhance the complementarity of the three groups’ actions.
For instance, developments at the G20 provided New Zealand and others with
leverage to ensure similar efforts were undertaken under APEC, both in terms of

39 Ibid.
40 Interview with Phyllis Genther Yoshida, former Lead Shepherd, Energy Working Group, APEC, 19 July 2018.
41 Interview with Laura Merrill, Manager, Global Subsidies Initiative, and Senior Policy Advisor, International

Institute for Sustainable Development, 10 May 2017; and Interview with senior official, Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and Trade, Government of New Zealand, 9 August 2018.

42 Interview with Laura Merrill, Manager, Global Subsidies Initiative, and Senior Policy Advisor, International
Institute for Sustainable Development, 10 May 2017.

43 Interview with Phyllis Genther Yoshida, former Lead Shepherd, Energy Working Group, APEC, 19 July 2018.
44 Ibid.
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the adoption of reform commitments as well as the introduction of a peer review
process in this area.45 In undergoing its peer review, New Zealand also involved
representatives from China, which in turn informed China’s understanding of what
the review could look like in a G20 context.46

5.6 Conclusions

Over the past decade, more than a dozen international energy, economic, environ-
mental, and trade institutions have sought to promote FFSR in different ways.
They have done so by providing financial and other incentives to implement
reform, coercing states to undertake reform, diffusing the emerging norm of FFSR,
and disseminating information about fossil fuel subsidies and their adverse
impacts. However, little is still known about how the efforts of these various
institutions ‘add up’, and the extent to which the activities in different institutions
complement or contradict each other. This chapter has sought to shed light on this
question by assessing the coherence of the institutional complex governing FFSR.

At the meso level, we identify an emerging division of labour in this subfield.
Institutions such as the G20, APEC, and Friends play an important role in setting
agendas and commitments (and to a lesser extent, sharing information), while
organizations such as the OECD, IEA, and IMF engage in information-sharing
on the scale of subsidies and their impact. In parallel, organizations such as the
World Bank and Global Subsidies Initiative have emphasized operational activities
for capacity-building and implementation purposes. Where activities do overlap,
they generally appear to reinforce one another.

Zooming in on a subset of FFSR actors, the activities of the G20, APEC, and
Friends have been among the most prominent in the field. Together, these three
groups cover forty-one economies and a range of activities from standard and
commitment setting, information and networking, operational activities, to finan-
cing. We find their efforts in this regard to be consistent with one another, and in
many cases complementary. For instance, while their membership partially over-
laps, the G20 and APEC’s peer review activities target different countries, thereby
expanding the geographic reach of such efforts. In addition, many of the efforts
undertaken by the Friends and their members have been intentionally directed
toward enhancing reform efforts under the G20 and APEC. This high level of
consistency appears to be the result of planned coordination between institutions

45 Interview with senior official, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Government of New Zealand,
9 August 2018.

46 Interview with senior official, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Government of New Zealand, 9 August
2018; and Interview with Ronald Steenblik, former Senior Trade Policy Analyst, OECD, 20 July 2018.
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and overlapping memberships, as well as a proactive brokering role taken on by
some countries, including the Friends.

Despite these synergies, country-level progress on reform remains limited. Public
funding for fossil fuel consumption and production continues to total many billions of
dollars each year, including inG20 andAPECeconomies (Bast et al. 2015; Rentschler
and Bazilian 2017). While the many domestic political factors impeding FFSR
undoubtedly play an important role in this, international cooperation can, at least in
theory, help to overcome some of these barriers (see Section 5.2). But if this is the case,
why has progress been halting? And how does the multiplicity of institutions
governing this field factor in? We return to these questions in Chapter 8, where we
take stock of international institutions’ effectiveness in governing FFSR to date.
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6

Carbon Pricing

Overlaps and Formal Collaboration

jakob skovgaard and jana canavan

6.1 Introduction

Putting a price on carbon provides a straightforward instrument for climate policy,
but it also has important repercussions for energy use. This is because most
emissions covered by carbon pricing and markets stem from industries with high
energy use, and because carbon prices suppress the consumption of energy through
directing the choice of fuels away from emissions-intensive fuels. A global price
on carbon has been touted as the solution to climate change by actors across the
political and geographical spectrum, especially economists (Ball 2018).

It is no surprise then that the last ten years have seen a surge in international and
transnational institutions aimed at promoting carbon pricing and carbon markets.
A couple of such institutions have existed since the 1990s (most notably the
International Emissions Trading Association, IETA), but most have appeared since
2007 (Sanderink et al. 2016). These institutions have promoted carbon taxes and
emissions trading, as well as systems for the offsetting of emissions. More
specifically, the general promotion of placing a price on carbon has taken its shape
in the form of the setting of standards and commitments, information-sharing and
networking, operational activities such as pilot and demonstration projects, and, to
a lesser degree, financing.

The overall purpose of this chapter is to provide an overview of the existing
carbon pricing and trading institutions. Specific attention lies on mapping out their
focus areas and points of interaction that shape the roles, areas of specialization,
and underlying norms that relate to the pricing of carbon emissions. We illustrate
that carbon-pricing institutions constitute a subfield of interconnected and inter-
active parts, which together perform crucial tasks of carbon taxing, emissions
trading, and offsetting; all directed toward promoting wider carbon-pricing efforts.
In this, we follow the argument of Sanderink et al. (2016), as well as Zelli et al.,
and Sanderink et al. in Chapters 2 and 3, that it is instructive to identify the
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membership, governance functions, and interlinkages between institutions within
such a subfield of the climate-energy nexus.

The institutions we target for such an analysis constitute global (public and
hybrid) institutions that focus on promoting carbon pricing on the international
level and are vital to the wider field of climate change governance. While no
orchestrating entity exists, we hold that the United Nations Framework Convention
on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and carbon-pricing institutions embedded in the
World Bank (the Carbon Pricing Leadership Coalition [CPLC], the Networked
Carbon Markets [NCM], and the Partnership for Market Readiness [PMR]) con-
stitute the most important institutions within the subfield. The UNFCCC and the
World Bank differ in that the UNFCCC is an environmental institution that
constitutes the incumbent and the central hub within the climate nexus, while the
World Bank’s involvement with climate change is more peripheral but has been
increasing during the last twenty years (Park 2010; Gallagher and Yuan 2017).
Beyond the UNFCCC and the World Bank institutions, a range of public, hybrid,
and especially private institutions also constitute parts of the carbon-pricing sub-
field. Public institutions included here are the Western Climate Initiative (WCI),
the International Carbon Action Partnership (ICAP), the Carbon Offsetting and
Reduction Scheme for International Aviation (CORSIA), and, as mentioned, the
UNFCCC and the PMR. Hybrid institutions cover the UN Global Compact for
Climate (C4C), the NCM, and the CPLC. Lastly, covered private institutions are
the Gold Standard, Carbon Neutral Protocol (CNP), Verified Carbon Standard
(VCS), the (IETA), and the International Air Transport Association Carbon Offset
Program (IATA_COP).

So far, studies of carbon pricing have mainly focused on economic aspects and
on single cases of carbon-pricing efforts at national, provincial, and European
Union levels (Skjærseth and Wettestad 2008; Harrison 2012; Sterner and Coria
2012; but see Betsill and Hoffmann 2011). Several scholars have analyzed carbon
markets from a critical perspective and emphasized their neoliberal underpinnings
(Stephan and Paterson 2012; Lane and Newell 2016). Analyses covering both
carbon taxes and emissions trading are rare, as are comparative studies of the
adoption of carbon pricing (Harrison 2012; Rabe and Borick 2012). Concerning
the international level, studies of the diffusion of carbon-pricing instruments, such
as carbon markets, tend to focus on the diffusion between peers (from government
and industry) in different polities, while paying less attention to the role of
international institutions that promote such diffusion (Meckling 2011a; 2011b;
Stephan and Paterson 2012; Paterson et al. 2014).

This chapter will contribute to this literature by focusing on the neglected issue
of what the governance of carbon pricing on the international level looks like. In
the same vein, the chapter contributes to the analytical ambition of this book by
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exploring and mapping out the meso level of international institutions that are
promoting carbon pricing.

The existence of no less than thirteen institutions promoting carbon pricing begs
the question of how the institutions align in terms of membership, governance
functions, and their interpretation of the norm of carbon pricing, as well as how
they interact, especially given that there is no immediately visible division of labour
or orchestrating entity. The alignment and interaction are particularly important
given the interdependence among these institutions in their efforts to promote
carbon pricing. This interdependence is also rooted in the core norm of carbon
pricing, which is based on the notion that climate change should be addressed
through placing a price on emissions corresponding to its social costs (Nordhaus
2008). All institutions within the carbon-pricing subfield subscribe to this core norm
of the subfield, yet there seems to be differences in terms of how this idea has been
interpreted in practice (Meckling and Jenner 2016), which may have implications
for the legitimacy and effectiveness of the work that they undertake.

The fact that the core norm has been interpreted in diverging ways and that the
subfield is characterized by a medium number of institutions (fewer than the
institutions addressing renewable energy, more than those addressing fossil fuel
subsidies) also implies that it is difficult to predict the degrees of coherence and
management of the subfield. Scholars of institutional fragmentation and polycen-
tricity have argued that a shared core norm can enhance the coherence across a
governance system (Ostrom 1990; Biermann et al. 2009). Yet, the diverging
interpretations of the core norm may qualify such an effect. The same goes for
potential cross-institutional variations of other dimensions such as membership or
governance function. All this suggests to study the actual degree of coherence and
management of the carbon-pricing subfield in greater detail.

Furthermore, it is worth mapping the subfield of carbon-pricing institutions due
to their place within the climate-energy nexus complex (see Chapter 1). Carbon
pricing, unlike fossil fuel subsidy reform and renewable energy, is explicitly
climate-focused. Consequently, the UNFCCC plays a central role among the
institutions that promote carbon pricing, but there is also a plethora of other
institutions with little or no relation to the UNFCCC that have been highly active
in the promotion of carbon pricing. We therefore explore the overall level of
coherence between the institutions, and zoom in on the dyadic interlinkage
between the UNFCCC and institutions embedded in the World Bank.

Following the analytical framework laid out in Chapter 2, we examine to which
degree the interlinkage of said institutions is characterized by coherence, and how
the degree of coherence has been managed by the institutions. Methodologically,
this chapter is based on a qualitative case study that involves documentary analysis
of official documents and secondary sources, as well as targeted interviews with

158 Jakob Skovgaard, Jana Canavan

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397


key officials previously or currently working for the secretariats of the institutions
under scrutiny or for closely related international organizations. All in all, twenty
semi-structured interviews were conducted, either in person or via phone and
Skype, whilst being audio-recorded, transcribed, coded, and analyzed with the
NVivo programme. The interview questions as well as the coding of the interviews
focused on the role of the individual institutions, their interlinkages and the
attempts to manage them, and the overall subfield, as well as how the norm of
carbon pricing has been interpreted.

Our chapter will proceed with first providing an overview of carbon pricing as a
policy instrument, including a discussion of carbon taxes, carbon markets, and
offsets as well as a review of the literature on carbon pricing. Subsequently, the
international institutions that promote carbon pricing and carbon markets are
mapped in terms of their interpretation of the previously mentioned core norm,
their membership (public, private, or hybrid), and their governance functions. After
this meso-level analysis, the chapter zooms into the interlinkage between the
UNFCCC and the World Bank institutions and on how the interlinkage between
these institutions has been managed.

6.2 Carbon Pricing: An Economic Solution to an
Environmental Problem

Pricing greenhouse gas emissions is the fundamental solution to climate change,
according to much of the environmental economics literature (see, for instance,
Jacobs 1997; Tol 2011; Sterner and Coria 2012). Institutions that promote such
pricing of emissions can be said to reflect the norm complex of liberal environ-
mentalism (Bernstein 2001), and carbon markets in particular have been described
as a key component of ‘climate capitalism’ (Lane and Newell 2016). Conse-
quently, these institutions have been promoted by leading economists, economic
organizations such as the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank, and
influential journals and newspapers such as the Economist or Financial Times, as
well as environmental NGOs such as the World Wildlife Fund (WWF).

Carbon pricing can take form through carbon taxation or the trading of allow-
ances to emit greenhouse gases in a carbon market. The term ‘carbon market’
refers to systems for trading with other entities that are covered by the same
emissions trading or cap-and-trade system with an overarching cap. Moreover,
the term covers systems for purchasing carbon credits (or ‘offsets’) from entities
outside of said target and that can be counted toward an emissions target, e.g. the
Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) (Paterson et al. 2014).

Measures of carbon pricing were first adopted by Nordic countries such as
Finland (1990) and Sweden (1991), which introduced carbon taxes preceding
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international agreements on climate change. Throughout the 1990s, carbon taxes
were adopted by (mainly smaller) European countries. Carbon markets, which
were inspired by US experiences with creating a market for trading allowances to
emit sulphur (Aldy and Stavins 2012), quickly became one of the most popular
climate-policy instruments in the period following the adoption of the Kyoto
Protocol (Meckling 2011a; Meckling 2011b; Paterson 2012). In terms of covered
emissions, the EU emissions-trading system introduced in 2005 constitutes the
largest carbon-pricing instrument in the world and was crucial in establishing
carbon markets as a key climate policy instrument. Private corporations (e.g.
British Petroleum) as well as local and regional governments (e.g. California) also
adopted carbon-pricing instruments.

More recently, however, carbon taxes have regained some of the attention they
had received in the early and mid-1990s, while carbon markets (especially the EU
emissions-trading system and the offset markets) have been plagued by periods of
falling demand and prices. Both instruments have since 2010 been adopted by a
diverse set of countries covering all regions of the world and different political
systems and levels of income (Skovgaard et al. 2019). The emissions covered by
carbon-pricing policies across the globe encompass 20 per cent of global emis-
sions, mainly stemming from energy use within industry, transportation, and
power generation, whereas emissions from non-energy use (e.g. agriculture, for-
estry, or waste) are covered in very few cases (World Bank 2018b).

6.3 Meso-Level Coherence

In this third section of the chapter, we will map out the field of international
carbon-pricing institutions that are anchored around the World Bank and the
UNFCCC. The first subsection is dedicated to provide a short overview of the
emergence of the institutional complex on carbon pricing, followed by a fourfold
distinction of how the institutions under scrutiny interpret the core norm under-
lying this subfield. Next, we describe the patterns of memberships and governance
functions that shape the resulting net and coalitions among the selected institutions.

6.3.1 Emergence of the Institutional Complex on Carbon Pricing

The first cases of carbon pricing occurred long before the establishment of
international institutions that would support such efforts. It was only following
the introduction of carbon markets in the Kyoto Protocol that the first institutions
were introduced specifically to promote carbon pricing. These were transnational
business coalitions, most noteworthy IETA, that cover particularly finance and
energy corporations and environmental NGOs, and are often highlighted as a
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key factor in the early diffusion of carbon markets (Meckling 2011a; Paterson
2012). These early carbon-pricing institutions promoted carbon markets as the
solution to climate change and were important in the adoption of carbon markets
in the European Union and US states; particularly in California and the north-
eastern states (Meckling 2011a; Paterson 2012). The UNFCCC played an
important role both in defining carbon markets as a key policy instrument in
the Kyoto Protocol and in subsequently promoting and defining the rules for
offsets within the Kyoto Protocol framework (see discussion of the offsets in
Section 6.4.1).

Yet, most of the carbon-pricing institutions that are currently active have been
established since 2007. Recently, institutions promoting carbon pricing have
proliferated, rather than solely carbon markets. This indicates a significant, yet
under-explored, new development in the international governance of carbon
pricing. It is important to note that this surge in carbon-pricing institutions involves
public actors to a much larger degree than the initial carbon-market promoters, as
discussed in the sections to follow. As we will show, the differences among these
approaches reflect variations in how the underlying core norm of reducing emis-
sions through pricing is interpreted.

6.3.2 The Core Norm of Carbon Pricing

The core norm of carbon pricing is based on the notion that climate change is best
mitigated by giving emitters an incentive to reduce emissions in terms of a price
signal, and that the decision of how to reduce emissions is best left to the market.
These notions are, in turn, underpinned by the understanding of actors as econom-
ically rational, and of the response to climate change as compatible with liberal and
capitalist systems.

Yet, while this core norm is fundamental to all carbon-pricing policies and
efforts to promote carbon pricing, it can in practice be interpreted in rather
diverging ways. In an institutional complex in which several institutions with
different memberships are embedded within the climate-energy nexus, there is
scope for diverging and even conflicting applications of this norm. We therefore
distinguish four dimensions along which interpretations of the core norm may
vary: quantity versus price instruments, whether polluters should pay for all of
their emissions or not, mandatory versus voluntary schemes, and carbon pricing
within a given jurisdiction versus offsetting. For each dimension, we discuss how
the institutions have interpreted the dimension in practice.

First, on the most basic conceptual level, there is a key distinction between
placing the costs of the externality of climate change on the polluters (Pigou
1932; Jacobs 1997) – thus also adhering to the ‘polluter pays principle’
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(OECD 1974) – and between creating a system to allocate property rights to emit
greenhouse gases, as well as to the trading of these rights (Coase 1960; Felli 2015).
While carbon taxes explicitly constitute taxation, the tax component of carbon
markets with auctioning consists of the money that polluters have to pay to the
state (or other auctioning entity) for each emission allowance, and is hence more
implicit. Nonetheless, this tax component is easily identifiable to the industry
sectors that have to purchase the allowances (Rabe and Borick 2012).

Furthermore, carbon markets regulate the quantity of emissions, while carbon
taxes regulate the price of emissions. This distinction between quantity and price
instruments led Meckling and Jenner (2016) to argue that whereas carbon markets
are rooted in neoliberalism and a US-dominated tradition of policy making, carbon
taxes are rooted in ordo-liberalism and the European policy-making tradition.
According to Meckling and Jenner, the former tradition delegates more authority
to market forces since it creates a new regulatory market. Yet, we are not
convinced by the association between carbon taxes and ordo-liberalism, since
Pigou was a Keynesian economist and since carbon taxes are preferred over carbon
markets by all kinds of economists worldwide (including neo-classical ones). This
is due to its more direct imposition of the externality on the polluter (Rabe and
Borick 2012).

While all institutions have promoted carbon markets, carbon taxes have almost
solely been established by public and especially hybrid institutions, most notably
the CPLC and the PMR. This is unsurprising given that the private institutions in
question have been established to promote functioning carbon markets (with the
exception of the C4C, which advocates that companies set an internal shadow
carbon price). A more interesting development is an apparent move away from
focusing almost solely on carbon markets to increasingly promoting carbon taxes
in parallel. We will discuss this development further when focusing on the World
Bank institutions in a subsequent section.

Second, there is a distinction between whether polluters must pay for all of their
emissions – as they do in systems with a carbon tax and in emissions-trading
systems in which all allowances are auctioned – or whether polluters only pay for
emissions above a given baseline – as they do in emissions-trading systems with
free allocation (so called grandfathering; see Aldy and Stavins 2012) and in case of
voluntary offsets. These two options constitute parts of a continuum, with several
carbon-market policies operating somewhere in between. For example, most of the
world’s emissions-trading systems combine grandfathering and auctioning of
allowances. Mandatory carbon taxes nonetheless always imply that all emissions
are subject to the polluter paying for them. In terms of concrete interpretation, most
of the institutions do not hold an explicit official position in this regard. This may
be explained by the fact that a bulk of institutions that promote carbon markets
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would meet less support for their efforts if they explicitly preferred full pricing of
all emissions.1

The third conceptual dimension is whether carbon pricing is mandatory or
voluntary. Carbon pricing has been adopted either in the form of mandatory
schemes that cover all entities within particular sectors operating within the polity
(states, sub-national entities such as provinces, and supranational entities such as
the EU), or as voluntary schemes (mainly carbon markets) joined by companies
that would like to commit to reducing or offsetting their emissions. Unlike most
other mitigation policies, mandatory carbon pricing provides revenue for the public
budget, a characteristic appealing to powerful finance ministries and politicians
facing budgetary constraints. Voluntary carbon markets, on the other hand, refer to
institutionalized markets that are responsible for trading those verified emissions
reductions (VERs) that are not part of the regulatory schemes under the Kyoto
Protocol and the EU ETS (Benwell 2009; Segerson 2013).

The voluntary carbon-trading actions of this sector are thus constituted of the
activities of organizations or individuals taken outside of, in addition to, or beyond
the existing environmental policies or basic environmental laws and regulations
on carbon emission and trading. Operating independently from the UNFCCC
emission targets and offset mechanisms, the voluntary carbon-trading markets
are led by various public and private actors and follow standards created by its
industrial stakeholders. Besides offering opportunities to engage in emissions
trading and to enable genuine reduction of carbon emissions that could potentially
exceed the goals set by mandatory carbon-trading markets, there are several other
motivational factors for engaging in voluntary carbon-trading measures. In reac-
tion to the normative pressure from NGOs or externally existing regulations to
reduce emissions, actors can use carbon-trading measures to fulfil corporate social
responsibility (CSR) goals and to realize marketing opportunities in line with
liberal environmentalist goals and values (Lyon and Maxwell 2007; Benwell
2009). The voluntary carbon market therefore plays an influential role for the
private sector as it focuses on individual consumers and green consumerism (Lyon
and Maxwell 2007; Choi 2015). However, voluntary schemes are often established
in relation to existing regulatory schemes, which means that they may undermine
the process of establishing successful mandatory policies (Lyon and Maxwell
2003; Segerson 2013).

The institutions analyzed here have not explicitly taken a stance on whether
mandatory or voluntary approaches are preferable. Most public and hybrid insti-
tutions (except the C4C) work mainly with mandatory policies, whereas

1 Interview with senior official from the NCM, 25 May 2017; interview with senior official from the CNP,
28 July 2017.
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IATA_COP and, to some degree, the Gold Standard and the NCM work with
voluntary carbon markets or voluntary offsets. The different involvement in either
regulatory or voluntary carbon pricing reinforces the divide between public actors
such as the UN, the World Bank Group, and closely related state regulations
and policies on the one hand, and the private actors referring to business corpor-
ations and individual consumers on the other hand. Within some areas, most
notably aviation, there has been a development to move from voluntary standards
(IATA_COP) to mandatory ones (CORSIA).

The fourth dimension of the norm of carbon pricing relates to the distinction
between carbon taxes and emissions trading that reduce emissions within a defined
jurisdiction on the one hand, and offsetting on the other hand, which enables the
purchasing of carbon credits (or ‘offsets’) from entities in other jurisdictions, for
example as in the CDM. Whereas both taxational emissions trading and monetary
offsets are referred to as constituting carbon markets due to their shared focus on
operating through the trading of emissions allowances, they differ regarding this
key distinction of jurisdictions.

Thus, none of the institutions have explicitly endorsed offsets over within-
jurisdiction reductions, or vice versa. In their practices, however, they have
generally promoted one or the other. Today, offsets are to a larger degree supported
and disseminated by private institutions, rather than by public and hybrid ones.
Nevertheless, none of the latter are, as such, opposed to them. Offsets such as the
CDM were defined as a key instrument in the global response to climate change by
the UNFCCC and the Word Bank institutions in the years between the Kyoto
Protocol and the Copenhagen Accord. Importantly however, the focus has increas-
ingly turned to the linking of carbon markets, especially in the context of Article
6 of the Paris Agreement (Kansy 2016).2

In summary, while all institutions promote the norm of carbon pricing, there are
important differences in how they interpret the norm in practice, creating clusters
of private institutions on the one hand, and public and hybrid institutions on the
other. These differences were most pronounced regarding the choice between
carbon markets and carbon taxes.

6.3.3 Membership

In this section, we will outline the membership of the carbon-pricing and carbon-
market institutions. This allows us to map how the institutions differ in terms of
coverage of actors that have diverging preferences from the members of another

2 The Paris Agreement does contain a provision establishing a new ‘sustainable development mechanism’ (Article
6.4), which will constitute a new kind of offset mechanism oriented not only toward trading emissions
allowances but also promoting sustainable development beyond climate change.
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institution, e.g. business and state actors. The carbon-pricing issue area mapped out
here consists of thirteen institutions (see Table 6.1), comprising public, private, and
hybrid constituencies. While a few of them have existed since the 1990s, most
have been established from 2007 onwards. Business and public actors (states, IOs,
and sub-national governments) are the main constituents, while civil society
organizations are only involved in the CPLC, the C4C, the Gold Standard, and
the NCM. With the exception of the WCI (which covers the states and provinces
on the West coast of the USA and Canada), all institutions are global in terms of
membership and reach. However, their members (especially from business and
CSOs) tend to be concentrated in industrialized countries and, to a lesser degree,
emerging economies.

Table 6.1 Overview of governance functions across different types of institutions (public,
hybrid, private) for carbon pricing.

Public Hybrid Private

Standards &
Commitments

UN Global Compact
Caring for

Climate (C4C)

Gold Standard
Carbon Neutral
Protocol (CNP)

Verified Carbon
Standard (VCS)

Operational
Activities

Western Climate
Initiative (WCI)

Information &
Networking

International Carbon
Action
Partnership
(ICAP)

Networked Carbon
Markets Initiative
(NCM)

Carbon Pricing
Leadership
Coalition (CPLC)

International
Emissions
Trading
Association
(IETA)

Standards &
Commitments;
Operational

Carbon Offsetting
and Reduction
Scheme for
International
Aviation
(CORSIA)

International Air
Transport
Association
Carbon Offset
Program
(IATA_COP)

Information &
Networking;
Financing

Partnership for
Market Readiness
(PMR)

Standards &
Commitments;
Information &
Networking

United Nations
Framework
Convention on
Climate Change
(UNFCCC)
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One important feature of carbon market institutions is, thus, that several of them
are related to, or nested within, wider institutions. For instance, the C4C is nested
in the UN Global Compact, which is a UN initiative to motivate businesses to
adopt sustainable and socially responsible policies, while the PMR, the NCM, and
the CPLC are nested within the World Bank (see also Figure 6.1). Regarding the
aviation sector, CORSIA, adopted in 2016, is nested within the public International
Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO), whereas IATA_COP is nested within IATA,
which is the international trade association for the aviation industry. Institutions
that are not couched within wider overarching institutions were often established
by other international institutions, e.g. IETA being one of the founders of VCS,
and the Gold Standard being founded by the WWF. Thus, some of the relations
between the institutions are not only very close, but also hierarchical in nature
(Alter and Meunier 2009).

Figure 6.1 depicts some of these connections and also provides a first general
overview of the institutions’ governance functions, which will be discussed in
further detail in Section 6.4. The figure pictures the membership relations whilst
being organized under the categories of public, hybrid, and private. Arrows denote

Figure 6.1 Public, hybrid, and private carbon pricing institutions and their mem-
bership relations.
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that the institution is a member of the institution that the arrow points to. Note that
the institutions’ position within the public, hybrid, and private groups, respect-
ively, does not implicate a hierarchy or that they are in other ways more or less
‘public’ or private than other institutions within the same group.

6.3.4 Governance Functions

Mapping out the membership and governance functions of the thirteen institutions
shows that they differ to some degree in their focus on various carbon-market
activities, but that there are also considerable geographical and functional overlaps.
In this section, we therefore identify and discuss two major clusters within the
issue area; one centred around the public and hybrid institutions embedded in the
World Bank, and another consisting of private institutions, mainly centred around
IETA (see Figure 6.1). In order to illustrate our chosen approach to clustering the
institutions, we later zoom in on two sets of public and hybrid institutions, namely
the UNFCCC and the World Bank institutions, as we find them more politically
and academically relevant than the private institutions (Section 6.4).

The private institutions have been instrumental in promoting emissions trading
globally and in different polities around the world (Meckling 2011b; Paterson
2012; Paterson et al. 2014). Their key objective is to further carbon markets, which
offers companies (including financial companies) useful business opportunities in
the growing carbon-market sector. At the same time, they give emitting industries
the possibility to continue their activities without costly carbon taxes and regula-
tion (Paterson 2012). The Gold Standard’s efforts to ensure and improve the
environmental and social integrity of offsets stands out in this respect, due to its
clear and comprehensive focus on supporting social aspects of sustainable
development.

In terms of governance functions, the private institutions focus on providing a
venue for information and networking (IETA), on setting standards and commit-
ments for offsets (VCS, Gold Standard), and on advancing company carbon
neutrality (CNP). In order to facilitate successful and validated greenhouse gas
emissions trading, actors such as CNP and VCS offer businesses, organizations,
and technical partners a global standard framework for achieving carbon neutrality
through internal mitigation measures (e.g. energy efficiency) and emission
offsetting.

The goal of most of these private institutions is to achieve carbon neutral
economic growth. For example, IATA_COP, a leading carbon offset programme
for the aviation industry, endorses voluntary offset schemes in which passengers
pay to offset the emissions caused by their individual share of the flight’s
emissions (IATA 2009). Investing in such voluntary efforts to combat climate

Carbon Pricing: Overlaps and Formal Collaboration 167

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397


change with a focus on the individual customers allows businesses to address the
CO2-emissions impact of their industry without having to suppress the demand for
air travel, and diminishes the call for mandatory and public regulation.

The governance functions of public institutions mainly regard the provision
of information and networking possibilities between carbon-pricing actors, par-
ticularly from countries that have, or are considering to, implement carbon-
pricing policies. The UNFCCC and CORSIA also engage in setting standards
and commitments (both described subsequently). Of the public institutions,
CORSIA and the WCI engage in operational activities, while the PMR provides
financing for polities interested in adopting carbon-pricing policies. The aim of
these undertakings is generally to offer platforms for collaboration to achieve
decarbonization of specific sectors, countries, or states within federal systems.
The goal of ICAP, for instance, is to provide a platform to strengthen the
compatibility and effectiveness of the regulated carbon-trading market in order
to promote innovation and allow for ambitious global reductions of global
warming emissions. The objective of public institutions such as ICAP, the
PMR, and the WCI is thus to provide a platform to strengthen the compatibility
and effectiveness of carbon pricing. Following dissatisfaction with the private,
voluntary efforts to curb aviation emissions, public and mandatory regulations to
reach carbon neutrality were introduced with the establishment of CORSIA
in 2016.

In public institutions, both carbon markets and taxes are promoted, albeit with a
stronger emphasis on promoting carbon markets. Important in this respect is the
objective of creating a global carbon market or at least to link the different carbon
markets. Such linking is believed to improve economic efficiency by ensuring
uniform prices and thus avoid distorting competitiveness and utilize low-cost
abatement options (Kansy 2016). For instance, PMR-led programmes provide
countries with grant funding to support the implementation of carbon taxes or
emissions trading and include programmes for technical and policy work. The
most recently established institution, CORSIA, has been created by the public
aviation institution ICAO to ensure the offsetting of emissions above a given
level; here relating to the total emissions of global aviation in 2020. CORSIA
is voluntary until 2027, after which participation becomes mandatory for all
countries except for those with a very low share of global aviation or those that
are most vulnerable to climate change due to poverty and other structural
inequalities.

Hybrid institutions perform governance actions and services that largely seek
to bridge the gap between the public regulatory and the private voluntary markets
to achieve broader and globally applicable schemes. The NCM, for instance, aims
to support various actors from civil society, governments, and the private sector to
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link voluntary and mandatory carbon markets. Their goal is thus to facilitate cross-
border trade and link carbon markets through improving the transparency and
comparability of the existing markets (NCM 2017). The CPLC, too, offers volun-
tary partnership for leaders across governments, the private business sector, and
civil society who share the long-term goal of achieving a global carbon-pricing
economy.

The major governance functions of hybrid institutions include information-
sharing, networking, capacity building, and knowledge-sharing, which are viewed
as necessary instruments to connect strong institutions and regulations with the
workings of the market economy. The CPLC and the C4C, for example, view
carbon pricing as an essential step to approach zero net emissions, and both
institutions see their core role in forming coalitions to approach a global carbon-
pricing economy.

The institutions we studied are, with the exception of the WRI, all global in
scope. Apart from CORSIA and IATA_COP, which focus on aviation, none of
these institutions have specific sectoral foci, but focus on mitigation in general. De
facto, this implies that the institutions address emissions from energy use to a
significant degree, since virtually all carbon-pricing measures address energy use
while not many of them cover emissions from other sources.

When summing up the just-presented mapping of institutional governance
functions, it can be said that although all thirteen institutions work toward mitigat-
ing climate change by placing a price on carbon emissions, they do differ in regard
to which activities they support. Broadly speaking, the public and hybrid insti-
tutions mainly focus on the support of political decisions to implement carbon
pricing (e.g. CPLC, PMR) and to link mandatory carbon markets (e.g. ICAP,
NCM), whereas the private institutions tend to focus on the facilitation of the
trading of emissions allowances between private entities (e.g. IETA, see subse-
quent discussion). Among the private institutions we examined, both the Gold
Standard and VCS aim to improve the social and environmental integrity of
offsets. IETA3 is an association for companies within the carbon-market sector
that works for a functional international framework for carbon trading, whereas
IATA_COP offers voluntary offsets for air travel.

6.3.5 Summary: Coherence at the Meso Level

When assessing the overall consistency of the thirteen carbon-pricing institutions,
one needs to consider that there is no clear division of labour, as their functions and

3 IETA also comprises the International Carbon Reduction and Offset Alliance (ICROA), which sets standards for
voluntary offsets.
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activities overlap to a large degree. Not only do most of them cover the same
global geographical scope and the same policy sectors (although CORSIA and
IATA_COP focus on international aviation), but they often also perform similar
governance functions with similar objectives. It can thus generally be said that the
institutional carbon-pricing complex is characterized by a medium level of con-
sistency with some duplication and coexistence.

Regarding the application of the core norm, one can observe medium consist-
ency, with several of the private institutions promoting voluntary carbon markets
and offsets, while public institutions promote mandatory carbon pricing in the
shape of taxes as well as carbon markets. Yet, these differences in application do
not inherently involve conflict. In terms of membership, we also see a medium
degree of consistency, with considerable overlap between the memberships of the
different institutions – and without any organizing principles except for institutions
being respectively public, hybrid, and private.

Finally, concerning governance functions, there are considerable overlaps in
terms of undertaking similar functions (especially Information and Networking,
see Table 6.1) on a global level, but also a divergence that ensured that most
governance functions were covered. In many cases, public, private, and hybrid
institutions are performing similar governance functions to achieve similar or
related objectives. For instance, ICAP (public), the NCM (hybrid), and IETA
(private) all work to promote the linking of carbon markets by providing infor-
mation and networking opportunities. They thus overlap in terms of what they do
(governance functions and carbon markets) but represent different members with
potentially diverging preferences, e.g. IETA representing the interests of the
carbon-market sector and ICAP those of the polities with emissions-trading
policies.

This notwithstanding, our interviews show that collaboration is more common
than competition. The widespread information and networking activities (e.g.
conferences and workshops) provide ample opportunities for maintaining informal
personal contacts.4 Furthermore, sometimes institutional interlinkages are formal-
ized in terms of Memoranda of Understanding or other written agreements between
institutions, such as the Memorandum of Understanding between the IATA_COP
and IETA. Importantly, formal relationships also exist in terms of institutions
being members of each other (e.g. the WCI being a member of ICAP) or through
participating in meetings of major institutions (e.g. of the UNFCCC). The World
Bank institutions also often act as central hubs for interlinkages since they can
draw on the expertise of the different World Bank departments.5

4 Interview with VCS official, 31 May 2017.
5 Interview with NCM official, 22 May 2017, Interview with NCM and PMR official, 25 May 2017.
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While the large amount of institutions may indicate possible competition,
especially when new initiatives enter the field, our analysis shows that the here-
mapped institutions often seek to avoid this by informal communication and
networking, e.g. on the individual level.6 Through bilateral or multilateral
exchange, policy makers engage in technical dialogue on the operation of their
carbon markets and opportunities for deepening and connecting those markets.7

Hence, situations that could potentially lead to conflict have been defused through
behavioural mechanisms of ad-hoc coordination. Furthermore, the institutions
often collaborate on operational activities, e.g. the implementation of offset pro-
jects, and institutionalized benchmarking, for instance in making sure that COR-
SIA will only use credits that followed the standards of VCS or other institutions.8

However, the most predominant mechanism for collaboration includes know-
ledge production and leadership to drive ambition. Key activities include organiz-
ing workshops for stakeholders and co-developing guidance materials to
mainstream climate-leadership practices. All collaborations are multi-stakeholder
in nature, involving companies large and small as well as civil society and public
institutions.9 Often such collaboration is based on complementarity, e.g. the
diverse areas of expertise that the institutions exhibit.10 It equally builds on their
diverse membership circles, inasmuch as private institutions often collaborate with
public and hybrid institutions.11 Such divisions of labour are generally not based
on official agreements as much as on informal assessments of relative strengths.12

Altogether, the field is characterized by some duplication but also bilateral
(sometimes ad-hoc) coordination. Arguably, had the institutions differed more on
the core norm, e.g. if not all of them were in favour of carbon markets, coordin-
ation could not have played the same role. The conducted interviews indicate that
the level of coherence can be explained due to informal contacts and a desire to
avoid overlaps, rather than the institutions being synergetic by design.

6.4 Micro-Level Coherence

6.4.1 Institutions under Scrutiny

We argue that the UNFCCC and the World Bank–embedded institutions constitute
the most politically important institutions within the subfield of carbon pricing, and
two incumbent nodal institutions of the climate-energy nexus as a whole. Apart

6 Interview with senior PMR official, 27 August 2018.
7 Interview with senior ICAP official, 23 May 2017.
8 Interview with VCS official, 31 May 2017.
9 Interview with NCM and PMR official, 25 May 2017.

10 Interview with Gold Standard official, 22 May 2017; Interview with NCM and PMR official, 25 May 2017.
11 Interview with C4C official, 20 June 2017; Interview with IATA official, 25 May 2017.
12 Interview with senior PMR official, 27 August 2018.
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from their empirical importance, their crucial differences also give them high
theoretical relevance. The UNFCCC is an intergovernmental environmental insti-
tution based on a multilateral environmental agreement, which serves as the forum
for further intergovernmental negotiations concerning how to address climate
change on the global level. The World Bank, on the other hand, is an economic
institution, more specifically a multilateral development bank, focusing on poverty
eradication and building shared prosperity in developing countries (Nielson and
Tierney 2005; Park 2005). These thematic differences notwithstanding, both the
UNFCCC and the World Bank, together with their secretariats and embedded
institutions, share certain characteristics, such as their global membership reach
and their public or hybrid (the CPLC and the NCM) constituencies.

Not unlike the way in which the UNFCCC Secretariat supports the UN climate
regime, the World Bank provides secretariat services to the PMR, the NCM, and
the CPLC. These services are managed by the World Bank’s climate change group,
sometimes with the same person working for more than one institution. We refer to
this form of relationship as embeddedness within the World Bank, although the
associated institutions differ in their nature, with the CPLC being a coalition, the
PMR a trust fund, and the NCM a World Bank initiative. Physically located at
the World Bank headquarters in Washington, DC, the three World Bank insti-
tutions differ in their roles. The CPLC is a coalition of actors from business, civil
society, and politics with the purpose of advocating carbon pricing and, increas-
ingly, promoting carbon pricing among businesses. The PMR is a World Bank
Group multi-donor trust fund that provides technical advice and funding to the (at
the time of writing) nineteen developing countries that are interested in developing
carbon-pricing policies. None of these countries are low-income countries. The
trust fund also seeks to create and share knowledge about carbon pricing.13 The
members of the PMR are state governments, usually represented by UNFCCC
negotiators. The World Bank is also the trustee and the delivery partner of the
PMR. Finally, the NCM supports the linking of climate markets through ensuring
that the tradeable units from the different markets are comparable and fungible
(that their units are interchangeable).

The UNFCCC has historically addressed carbon pricing in the context of the
Kyoto Protocol’s flexibility mechanisms, namely the CDM, Joint Implementation,
and emissions trading between industrialized countries. After 2015, the focus has
changed from the flexible mechanisms of the Kyoto Protocol to the specific
operationalization of Article 6 of the Paris Agreement (UNFCCC 2015), which
includes the linking of emissions-trading systems and offsets as well as non-market
approaches. Within the UNFCCC as an institution, the international bureaucracy of

13 Interview with senior official from the PMR, 27 August 2018.
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the UNFCCC Secretariat14 supports the negotiations and other activities of the UN
climate regime, especially by providing information, arranging meetings, and
drafting proposals (Busch 2009). Like other environmental regime secretariats, it
performs key regime functions and has agency in its own right (Jinnah 2014,
ch. 2). This said, the UNFCCC Secretariat has limited autonomy in its mandate and
resources compared to the World Bank. The Secretariat is included in this analysis
because of its important carbon-pricing activities, which can be divided into: (1)
the support of negotiations specifying the contents of Article 6; (2) supporting the
operation of clean development mechanisms; and (3) the supporting of countries
that adopt carbon pricing to meet their Nationally Determined Contributions by
providing technical advice, etc.15

Regarding the core norm of carbon pricing, the World Bank institutions are as
such not permitted to promote official opinions about how carbon ideally should be
priced, but they nonetheless have considerable autonomy from their member states
(Nielson and Tierney 2005). The UNFCCC’s position on carbon pricing reflects a
compromise between its member states. Even more restricted than the World Bank
institutions, the UNFCCC Secretariat is not permitted to hold an official position
on how carbon ideally should be priced. Nonetheless, it is possible to identify how
the UNFCCC Secretariat and the three World Bank institutions have addressed and
framed carbon pricing in their day-to-day practices and, in this way, interpreted
key aspects of the norm.

The World Bank as well as the institutions embedded within it have since
2014 stressed the importance of pricing carbon and, except for the NCM, have
emphasized carbon taxes, emissions trading, and, to a lesser degree, offsets. The
current framing aims to internalize the ‘external costs of carbon emissions . . . and
tie them to their sources through a price on carbon’ and to ‘shift the burden for the
damage back to those who are responsible for it and who can reduce it. . . . In this
way, the overall environmental goal is achieved in the most flexible and least-cost
way to society’ (World Bank 2018a). This framing and the bracketing of carbon
taxes with carbon markets is a recent development. Prior to 2014, the World Bank
focused on carbon markets and paid little attention to carbon taxes. Tellingly, the
World Bank’s influential annual report, which since 2014 has been named ‘The
State and Trends of Carbon Pricing’, was from the initial publication in 2003 and
until 2012 named ‘The State and Trends of the Carbon Market’ (no report was
published in 2013).16 This change is also visible in the content of the reports, with
the pre-2014 reports focusing on the functioning of the carbon markets around the

14 We use the term ‘The UNFCCC’ to refer to the institution as a whole, and state it explicitly when we refer to
the Secretariat.

15 Interview with UNFCCC Secretariat official, 3 July 2017.
16 We are grateful to Matt Paterson for alerting us to this development.
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globe and their total volume measured in tonnes of CO2-equivalents and US
dollars, rather than carbon pricing as an instrument to address the externality of
climate change or shift the burden (World Bank 2012). Thus, the focus was put on
creating functioning markets and linking them rather than pricing emissions and
ensuring that those responsible pay for them. This position is close to that of other
carbon-market institutions such as IETA. Finally, whereas the PMR (founded in
2010) and the NCM (founded in 2013) contain the word ‘market’ in their names,
the CPLC (founded in 2014) focuses on carbon pricing.

The UNFCCC also changed focus, from initially concentrating on the Kyoto
Protocol mechanisms to now targeting the mechanisms under Article 6 of the Paris
Agreement as well as promoting carbon pricing as a policy instrument. This
change was driven by the UNFCCC negotiation process that culminated in the
Paris Agreement. The UN climate regime did not adopt specific positions on what
domestic carbon pricing should look like, including whether polluters should pay
for all of their emissions. Instead, it implicitly emphasized and facilitated particular
practices, including a new offset mechanism, the Sustainable Development Mech-
anism, under the Paris Agreement, which focuses on sustainable development in a
broader sense, rather than just mitigation. The UNFCCC Secretariat considered
carbon pricing a key policy instrument, without defining it as a stand-alone
instrument but rather as one among many.17 Importantly, the Secretariat views
carbon pricing as a tool to shift investment from carbon-intensive to sustainable
means of production and to promote the deployment of the low-carbon technolo-
gies required for meeting the 2 or 1.5 degree target.18

6.4.2 Interlinkages

In terms of governance functions, all four institutions (UNFCCC, CPLC, PMR,
and NCM) focus on sharing and creating new information as well as networking,
while the PMR also engages in the provision of financing. These governance
functions do not have the same inherent potential for conflict between the insti-
tutions as standard setting (see Chapter 2).

Regarding the core norm, the World Bank and its carbon-pricing institutions
have tended to focus on first carbon markets and then carbon pricing as the crucial
step in fighting climate change: once implemented, there is little reason to inter-
vene politically in the subsequent causal chain leading to lower emissions. None-
theless, there is also significant convergence between the UNFCCC and the World
Bank institutions: they all place a strong emphasis on creating a functioning global

17 Interview with senior UNFCCC official, 30 June 2017.
18 Interview with UNFCCC Secretariat official, 3 July 2017.
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carbon market, but in the interviews they did not take a stance on whether all
emissions should be priced or if grandfathering was acceptable. Importantly, the
World Bank has operated within the structures established by the UNFCCC
(JI/CDM; NDCs; Article 6), but the main change in the perspective of the World
Bank institutions (from a focus on carbon markets toward carbon pricing) did not
originate in the UNFCCC. Likewise, all four institutions have promoted offsets as
well as carbon pricing within given jurisdictions in various ways. The UNFCCC,
the PMR, and the NCM all focus on mandatory carbon pricing, whereas the CPLC
also has promoted voluntary carbon pricing within businesses.

A more important dividing line is the different confidence in the ability of the
market. The World Bank institutions have been agnostic about how carbon pricing
would lead to reduced emissions and framed the fact that carbon pricing leaves the
decisions of how to mitigate to the market as a key strength. This neoclassical
approach is based on the notion of the market as making the optimal choices. By
contrast, the UNFCCC’s approach to carbon pricing leaves considerable discretion
to the states in the context of their Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs)
and only operates with carbon pricing as one instrument among many. Although
the Paris Agreement and subsequent activities in the context of the Agreement’s
Article 6 endorse offset mechanisms and the linking of carbon markets, they very
much leave any action up to the Parties and avoid talking about introducing a
carbon price (Marcu 2016). The difference can be explained by the considerable
autonomy of the World Bank institutions from their member states – compared to
the UNFCCC set-up, in which states are involved in the decision-making process
and can individually veto proposals.

6.4.3 Mechanisms

The UNFCCC and World Bank institutions interact in a range of different ways.
First, and unlike for the subfield of carbon pricing in general, normative inter-
linkages play a major role. A sequence of rules from the UN climate regime, from
the Kyoto Protocol to the 2015 Paris Agreement, have shaped much of the action
of the World Bank institutions. The PMR is working with several countries to
develop carbon-pricing policies that will help them achieving their NDCs. The
NCM seeks to develop tools for linking of carbon markets that can be relevant
under Article 6. Prior to the Paris Agreement, the Kyoto Protocol provided a
similar context for the World Bank, which was key in developing JI/CDM – inter
alia through its Prototype Carbon Fund and through its support for capacity
building in countries seeking to host JI/CDM projects (Lazarowicz 2009; Lederer
2012). The World Bank institutions also promoted domestic carbon markets to
help countries meet their targets under the Kyoto Protocol – and currently they
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(especially the PMR and the CPLC) promote carbon pricing as an instrument for
countries to meet their NDC commitments.

Second, the World Bank institutions and the UNFCCC engage in behavioural
interlinkages, especially through interlocking memberships. The UNFCCC Secre-
tariat is an observer to the PMR and the CPLC, the same way that the World Bank
is an observer to the UNFCCC. Importantly, several of the officials representing
national governments within the PMR are also UNFCCC negotiators working on
Article 6 within these negotiations.19 Furthermore, The CPLC was launched at
COP21 in Paris.

Third, the behavioural interlinkages often provided the basis for cognitive
interlinkages, especially in terms of exchanging information and knowledge. The
UNFCCC has especially collaborated with the PMR, both regarding turning the
provisions of Article 6 into more concrete guidelines and providing support for
countries adopting carbon pricing in the context of their NDCs.

6.5 Micro-Level Management

Drawing on the typology of micro-level management outlined in Chapter 2, it can
be stated that the relationship between the UNFCCC and the World Bank–
embedded institutions is managed jointly, with both sides trying to ensure com-
patibility between their activities. There were not any attempts of orchestration by
third parties. Notwithstanding some unilateral low-key attempts, management was
mainly bi- or multilateral and mainly took place through regular institutionalized
contacts and meetings between officials. Officials working on carbon pricing
constitute the main agents of management, whereas higher echelons of the World
Bank and the UNFCCC (e.g. the World Bank Group Boards of Directors or the
UNFCCC Executive Secretary) were less involved.

The institutions tend to collaborate in case they operate within the same
countries, especially in Africa.20 Regarding the support for countries adopting
carbon pricing in the context of their NDCs, an informal division of labour has
emerged bottom-up: the PMR mainly works with middle-income countries while
the UNFCCC Secretariat concentrates on less developed countries.

Altogether, it makes sense to characterize the interlinkage between the
UNFCCC and the World Bank institutions as one of coordination, although the
management attempts have been taken in a bottom-up, incremental manner rather
than as the result of overarching deliberate planning. The carbon-pricing sub-
system has been constantly evolving and proliferating, which makes it more

19 Interview with senior PMR official, 27 August 2018.
20 Interview with senior PMR official, 27 August 2018.
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difficult to assess the degree of coherence in a counterfactual no-management
scenario. Yet, the informants interviewed for this study underscored the import-
ance of management efforts in avoiding outright competition or conflict, albeit
mainly for preventing deterioration. It is thus not possible to say whether the level
of coherence has improved over time.

6.6 Conclusions

The analysis showed that the plethora of institutions that promote carbon pricing at
the international level overlap to a significant degree in terms of geographical
scope and governance functions. Most of them have global reach and membership,
and several of them focus on either information-sharing and networking or
standard-setting. The institutions were found to differ in terms of membership
constituencies, with five public, three hybrid, and five private institutions. Mapping
out institutional membership illustrated that the public and hybrid institutions are
clustered around the World Bank, while the private ones circle around IETA. The
institutions also differed in terms of their jurisdictional focus, with public and
hybrid institutions mainly focusing on supporting political decisions to implement
carbon pricing and to link carbon markets, and with private institutions focusing on
the trading of emissions.

Altogether the field is characterized by coordination or coexistence, with sig-
nificant attempts to establish a division of labour, and only little outright competi-
tion or conflict. Interlinkages have mainly been cognitive in nature (through
workshops, co-developing knowledge, and information) and institutional (through
interlocking memberships or written agreements). Generally, these interlinkages
have been informal and took place between two or more institutions without
significant differences in power.

We particularly focused on the interlinkage between, on the one hand, the
UNFCCC and, on the other hand, the World Bank and the institutions embedded
within it. The analysis showed that, despite the differences between the two
camps, interlinkages are characterized by close coordination. This coordination
has been mainly informed by a cognitive interaction mechanism – with insti-
tutions being observers at each other’s meetings – and a normative mechanism –

with the World Bank institutions operating within the framework set by the
UNFCCC, particularly the offset mechanisms and the NDCs. Both the UNFCCC
and the World Bank institutions promoted carbon pricing in general and a
global carbon price in terms of linking carbon markets specifically. Differences
between both sides were managed in a bottom-up, incremental fashion, which
leads us to characterizing the relationship between the two institutions as one of
coordination.
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7

Disentangling Legitimacy

Comparing Stakeholder Assessments of Five Key
Climate and Energy Governance Institutions

naghmeh nasiritousi and soetkin verhaegen

7.1 Introduction

This chapter builds on the insights of the previous chapters about the institutional
complexity of the climate-energy nexus. As was shown in Chapter 3, the global
institutional complex on climate and energy governance has in recent years
developed into a crowded field with the emergence of several international insti-
tutions that seek to address both issues in tandem. Hence, multiple actors work in
the same area without overarching coordination (Biermann et al. 2009). With
different mandates, forms, functions, and values, these institutions both cooperate
and compete with one another to further their mission. Given scarce resources
amongst policy makers and other stakeholders, these actors need to prioritize
which institutions to engage with.

Central to the question of which international institutions warrant support and
are prioritized are considerations of the institutions’ legitimacy. With competition
over members and resources, international institutions depend on favourable
perceptions of legitimacy by a diverse set of global governance stakeholders, such
as policy makers, nongovernmental organizations, and businesses, to achieve their
objectives (Andresen and Hey 2005; Biermann et al. 2009). As was discussed in
Chapter 2, legitimacy broadly refers to ‘the acceptance and justification of shared
rule by a community’ (Bernstein 2005, 142). Legitimacy is important for inter-
national institutions in order to be able to operate with authority and to attract
constructive participation of political and societal stakeholders in the processes of
making and implementing governance. Put differently, to achieve their objectives,
international institutions must gain acceptance, trust, and credibility amongst the
communities that they seek to govern (Andresen and Hey 2005).

The aim of this chapter is to understand how international institutions operating
under institutional complexity are perceived by key stakeholders in terms of
legitimacy. We present a novel approach to studying legitimacy perceptions as
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we capture stakeholders’ assessments of a broad range of dimensions of legitimacy
and bring those together in a composite measure of legitimacy assessments.
Scholarly work on the concept of legitimacy highlights, and debates, that legitim-
acy is built on institutional qualities such as how the internal decision-making and
accountability structures work and how effective and fair the institution is per-
ceived to be (Scholte and Tallberg 2018). We contribute to this debate by showing
that the surveyed stakeholders in climate and energy governance indeed perceive
these elements as dimensions of the broader concept of legitimacy.

Concretely, by focusing on those aspects of legitimacy that international insti-
tutions themselves can influence, i.e. their institutional qualities, we contribute to
understanding how perceptions of these – i.e. what we call legitimacy assess-
ments – differ between stakeholder groups. Previous literature has to our know-
ledge not mapped stakeholder’s perceptions of a set of institutions that work on
similar issues and that thereby have overlapping mandates. In terms of empirical
novelty, the chapter offers a systematic and comparative mapping of stakeholders’
legitimacy assessments of five institutions. To this end, it uses a hybrid approach
focusing on stakeholders’ assessments of those dimensions of legitimacy that
concern institutional qualities. Theoretically, the chapter unpacks the meaning of
legitimacy under institutional complexity.

This chapter thereby provides innovative insights to the literatures on both
legitimacy and institutional complexity, with implications for ways in which
climate and energy governance can be strengthened. Moreover, the findings have
implications for how institutions may influence perceived legitimacy deficits
through legitimation strategies toward different stakeholder audiences (Bäckstrand
and Söderbaum 2018).

We gained insight into stakeholders’ legitimacy assessments by fielding an
expert survey among energy and climate stakeholders from different world
regions. Respondents were asked about five climate and energy governance insti-
tutions that exhibit different but overlapping mandates and membership: the Clean
Energy Ministerial (CEM), the International Energy Agency (IEA), the Inter-
national Renewable Energy Agency (IRENA), the Renewable Energy Policy
Network for the 21st Century (REN 21), and the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). All five institutions belong to the
subfield of renewable energy. As shown in Chapter 4, they play a key role for this
subfield. Based on that chapter and its analysis of institutional coherence and
management on renewable energy, we now expand the analysis of this subfield
toward institutional legitimacy. The stakeholders who evaluate the five selected
institutions comprise both state and nonstate actors, work with different issues (e.g.
mitigation, adaptation, energy security, climate finance, and technology) and come
from varying regions of the world. The data allow us to show how legitimacy
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assessments of these five institutions differ across stakeholder types and across
stakeholders working with different issues.

The chapter proceeds as follows. The next section presents our framework for
studying stakeholders’ legitimacy assessments. Here, we also further develop the
conceptual insights on legitimacy introduced in Chapter 2. Next, the five insti-
tutions in climate and energy governance are described, paying specific attention to
the institutional qualities that are expected to be relevant in guiding legitimacy
assessments. Thereafter, the data and methods section outlines how we measured
these assessments. The results section then maps stakeholders’ legitimacy assess-
ments of the five institutions in our study. The final section summarizes the insights
gained and highlights avenues for further research.

7.2 Theory and Concepts

As argued in Chapter 2, institutional complexity complicates an evaluation of
legitimacy of individual institutions because of the interlinkages and overlapping
mandates between institutions. In this section, we link back to the discussion in
Chapter 2 on the concept of legitimacy and highlight how the cognitive model of
legitimacy provides insights into understanding legitimacy under institutional
complexity. Thereafter, we discuss the institutional qualities that have been argued
to be central to institutions’ legitimacy, deriving nine dimensions of legitimacy.

7.2.1 Congruence and Cognition: Understanding
Perceptions of Legitimacy

The traditional view of legitimacy in IR has held that ‘legitimacy depends on the
congruence between an organization’s features – specifically, its procedures,
purpose, and performance – on the one hand, and the inter-subjectively shared
norms and values held by relevant organizational stakeholders, on the other hand’
(Lenz and Viola 2017, 943). Legitimacy in this view depends on the extent to
which an institution lives up to certain legitimacy demands that stakeholders have,
which are determined by the norms and values of those stakeholders. Recent
research by Lenz and Viola (2017) has, however, outlined several empirical and
analytical weaknesses in the traditional approach – or what they call ‘the congru-
ence model of legitimacy’. Central to this argument are limitations to stakeholders’
ability to make a precise and complete evaluation of an institution in order to
compare this to their normative beliefs.

Instead, Lenz and Viola (2017) introduce a ‘cognitive model’ for understanding
how legitimacy perceptions are formed. This model draws on the literature on
cognitive psychology to outline the micro-foundations for understanding the
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formation of legitimacy perceptions and reflects similar approaches in the public
opinion literature (Armingeon and Ceka 2014). The three core insights that inform
their model are: ‘(1) judgments rely on cognitive schemata and heuristics that bias
judgments; (2) they are comparative; and (3) they are sticky, up to a threshold’
(Lenz and Viola 2017, 947–948).

According to these insights, legitimacy perceptions are not formed in a vacuum,
i.e. actors do not judge institutions one by one against their held social values and
norms. Rather, perceptions of an institution are based on a reference point that is
derived from previous experiences. These heuristics consist of perceptions of
institutions that stakeholders are most familiar with or which they most recently
engaged with, but it may also consist of an ideational prototype of what the perfect
institution would look like. Heuristics are presented as rather stable images in
stakeholders’ minds. When we ask stakeholders to assess the legitimacy of an
institution, we should therefore expect them to compare the perceived qualities of
that institution to those of their ‘heuristic’ institution. Moreover, we can expect
variations across stakeholders as they will have different reference points, or
heuristics, depending on their background, the institutions they are mostly familiar
with, and the norms they hold.

While this turns legitimacy assessments into something much more personal
than the congruence model proposes, processes of socialization and shared experi-
ences within specific professional sectors lead us to expect systematic similarities
in the used heuristics and normative beliefs about legitimacy across individuals
within the same sector, and differences among individuals in different sectors. For
instance, nonstate actors such as business or civil society actors may assess insti-
tutions in relation to the norms of legitimate governance that are central in their
respective peer group. Likewise, climate- and energy-related stakeholders that also
work on questions of international development are expected to keep development
institutions, and their respective norms, in mind when they assess the legitimacy of
the climate and energy governance institutions in our study. This very use of
heuristics, as well as its dependence upon stakeholders’ specific experiences,
provides an additional motivation for studying individual legitimacy assessments
(Scholte and Tallberg 2018).

This conception of legitimacy has two key implications for how we can
understand legitimacy perceptions. First, this chapter argues that an awareness of
cognitive limitations is central to understanding legitimacy beliefs. Rather than
assuming that actors, even if they are experts, are capable of capturing the exact
way in which institutions function and the extent to which the institution is in line
with those actors’ normative beliefs, one should recognize that legitimacy assess-
ments are based on heuristics and underlying experiences, which come with
respective limitations. Especially in a highly complex, and therefore cognitively
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demanding, institutional environment, one may expect actors to base their legitim-
acy assessments on such heuristic simplifications. When facing several institutions
with overlapping and complex mandates, actors may use mental shortcuts to form
opinions about some of these institutions (Alter and Meunier 2009).

Second, the norms, values, and experience of actors can both influence how they
assess the qualities of an institution as well as how they value these qualities, i.e.
the relative importance that they place on the purpose, process, or performance of
institutions. In other words, stakeholders’ legitimacy perceptions may differ either
because they assess the institutional qualities of institutions differently, and/or
because they value different characteristics of legitimacy differently. This means
that an actor’s legitimacy perceptions, i.e. the extent to which an institution is
viewed as legitimate by an actor, is a combination of that actor’s legitimacy
assessment (i.e. an assessment of the institutional qualities of an institution) and
that actor’s legitimacy valuation (i.e. the importance attached to certain institu-
tional qualities). This chapter focuses on legitimacy assessments by climate and
energy experts along nine dimensions of legitimacy as explained in the next
section.

7.2.2 Legitimacy Criteria Used to Map Perceptions

Legitimacy is the assessment and valuation by an audience as to the appropriate-
ness of an authority. What should be considered a legitimate form of authority has
preoccupied normative scholars. What is in practice considered a legitimate form
of authority is instead the focus of sociological work (Nasiritousi et al. 2016). In
this chapter we opt for a hybrid approach, as we study stakeholders’ perceptions of
institutions while referring to normative criteria of legitimate governance (cf. Agné
2018). This take thus differs from a ‘purely’ sociological approach where it is left
to selected stakeholders to determine relevant criteria for assessing an institutions’
legitimacy. In this type of study, legitimacy is empirically measured as confidence
in, or support for, an institution (Gibson and Caldeira 1998; Dellmuth and Tallberg
2015).

The current study, in contrast, combines normative and sociological aspects. It
does so by seeking to understand legitimacy in terms of its different dimensions.
This approach provides a uniquely fine-grained perspective on legitimacy percep-
tions (cf. Scholte and Tallberg 2018). The hybrid approach is in line with the work
of Beetham (1991), who argues that legitimacy has both a normative and socio-
logical component, as perceptions of institutions’ legitimacy will be based on
institutions meeting normative criteria on the exercise of power.

Concretely we seek to provide a comparative mapping of stakeholders’ views of
a set of nine institutional qualities or dimensions derived from the normative
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literature. This helps us to better understand how legitimacy assessments may vary
between different institutions and various stakeholder groups. These assessments
are expected to be an important indicator for sociological legitimacy (cf. Scholte
and Tallberg 2018).

Our conceptual framework therefore begins with identifying dimensions of
legitimacy. We do so by advancing normative criteria, i.e. a set of standards that
are ‘grounded in normative theories that reflect prevailing sociological standards in
society’ (Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen and McGee 2013, 58). Central to the identification
of dimensions of legitimacy is the distinction between input and output legitimacy.
While input legitimacy refers to the design of political processes, i.e. governance
by the people, output legitimacy concerns problem-solving capacity, i.e. govern-
ance for the people (Scharpf 1999). By exploring aspects of input and output
legitimacy, it is possible to derive criteria for assessing legitimacy anchored in a
normative framework.

The normative framework presented in Table 7.1 builds on the works of
Bodansky (1999), Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen and Vihma (2009) and Mena and Palazzo
(2012). The framework distinguishes source-based and process-based input legit-
imacy, as well as substantial and distributive output legitimacy. These unfold into a
total of nine dimensions of legitimacy.

Source-based legitimacy refers to how authority is gained by an institution –

not by its operations, but through its essence and standing. Three common forms of
source-based legitimacy are expertise, tradition, and discourse (Karlsson-
Vinkuyzen and McGee 2013). Process-based legitimacy pertains to the design
of procedural rules that affect the decision making of the institution. Inclusion
refers to how open the institution is in terms of membership. Procedural fairness in
decision making means that stakeholders have opportunities to be heard and be
treated fairly so as to have a sense of ownership of the decisions made (Raines
2003). Transparency relates to the degree of access to information that the insti-
tution provides to members and other stakeholders. Accountability implies that
institutions can be held to account for the decisions that they make and for the
ways in which they implement these decisions. Substantial legitimacy is con-
cerned with issues of effectiveness. Output concerns performance in terms of what
the international institution produces, for example issuing regulations (these can be
binding or non-binding), producing reports, conducting research, organizing meet-
ings, providing funding, providing training, etc. (Szulecki et al. 2011). Outcome
relates to whether the institution produces behavioural changes, for example in
terms of whether the institution increases the level of cooperation and compliance
amongst members for instance by improving learning and modifying incentives
(Underdal 2002; Gutner and Thompson 2010). To determine an institution’s
impact involves making judgements about the extent to which the institution
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contributes to alleviating the problem it was tasked to resolve (Underdal 2002).
Distributive legitimacy, finally, is a dimension that is concerned with the distribu-
tion of benefits to the members of the institution.

7.3 The Five Cases: Similarities and Differences in Institutional Qualities

The five institutions whose legitimacy we put under scrutiny in this chapter are:
CEM, IEA, IRENA, REN21, and UNFCCC. These institutions have different
forms and functions, yet they also have overlapping mandates. We selected these
institutions since they pertain to one major subfield of the climate-energy nexus,
namely renewable energy. Chapter 4 analyzed the degree of coherence of the
renewable energy subfield and identified these as the key institutions therein
(Sanderink, this volume). Their importance was further confirmed by climate and

Table 7.1 Analytical Framework - Dimensions of Input and Output Legitimacy and their
Operationalization.

Input or Output
Legitimacy

Dimensions of
Legitimacy Operationalization in Survey

For those institutions in Question 6 that
you are familiar with (where you
answered 3–5), please evaluate these
institutions in their respective column
according to the criteria below. Write a
score between 1–5 in each cell, where
1 means that the institution is very weak
and 5 means it is very strong on the
respective dimension.

Source-based (input)
legitimacy

Source of authority Expertise

Process-based (input)
legitimacy

Inclusion Inclusion of all appropriate actors

Procedural fairness Procedural (decision-making) fairness
Transparency Transparency
Accountability Accountability

Substantial
(output) legitimacy

Output Output (what is produced)

Outcome Outcome (the effect the output has on its
members)

Impact Impact (the effect the output has on
problem-solving)

Distributive
(output) legitimacy

Distributive
fairness

Distributive fairness (distributing benefits
to members fairly)

Source: CLIMENGO Expert Survey 2017–2018.
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energy experts (both state and nonstate actors) that we interviewed prior to
designing our questionnaire. The five institutions have thus all achieved a certain
level of authority, which makes them interesting cases for a comparative mapping
of how stakeholders’ legitimacy assessments differ amongst these key institutions.
In what follows, we briefly introduce the five institutions based on their self-
descriptions – by representatives we approached or on their websites1 – and
highlight a number of similarities and differences across them in terms of key
properties. The descriptions form the context for our expectations that we there-
after derive about how stakeholders make legitimacy assessments.

The most long-standing institution in our sample is the IEA – an intergovern-
mental organization that was established in 1974 and is based in Paris. The
IEA was established within the framework of the Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD) in response to the 1973 oil crisis to
strengthen the cooperation of industrialized countries to meet the energy needs of
oil-consuming countries. The agency draws its thirty member countries from the
OECD group of industrialized countries, and, in addition, features eight associ-
ation countries: Brazil, China, India, Indonesia, Morocco, Singapore, South
Africa, and Thailand (IEA 2018a). Association countries may participate in the
analytical work of the IEA, but have no rights and obligations. While its main
focus has been to tackle global oil supply disruptions, the IEA’s mandate has
broadened to ‘ensure reliable, affordable and clean energy for its thirty member
countries and beyond’ (IEA 2018b). It has a global scope and works on energy
security, sustainability and clean energy transitions, technology, innovation, and
energy access. The main decision-making body of the IEA is the Governing
Board, which comprises energy ministers or their senior representatives from
each member country. Governing Board decisions are legally binding on all
member countries. Majority vote is based on a system of voting weights allocated
to each member country. Such a vote is required for decisions on the IEA
Programme of Work, procedural questions, and recommendations. Unanimity is
required for other decisions. The IEA works closely with partners, including
industry partners, and other international institutions to gain insights and advice
from outside actors (IEA 2018c). There is no formal role for nonstate actors, but
nonstate actors may contribute to and peer-review IEA reports, participate in IEA
events and programmes, and serve on IEA advisory boards. In terms of output,
the IEA collects data, conducts research, provides analysis, makes policy recom-
mendations, produces reports, organizes meetings/workshops/seminars, and offers
training.

1 The UNFCCC representatives we contacted declined to answer our specific questions and instead referred us to
the information on their website.
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Almost two decades after the establishment of the IEA, countries adopted the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change in 1992. With near-
universal membership, the objective of the UNFCCC is to ‘stabilize greenhouse
gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent danger-
ous anthropogenic interference with the climate system’ (UNFCCC 2018). Tasked
with supporting the operation of this international environmental treaty, the
UNFCCC Secretariat is based in Bonn. The UNFCCC is an intergovernmental
institution that makes decisions based on consensus. The UNFCCC deals with a
range of issues related to climate change, including mitigation, adaptation, tech-
nology, capacity building, and finance. It is also one of the most open international
institutions in terms of involving a range of nonstate actors in the yearly confer-
ences compared to other institutions in, for example, trade or security fields
(Nasiritousi and Linnér 2016). Nonstate actors also have a prominent role in the
Global Action Agenda, an initiative to spur more ambitious climate action amongst
stakeholders, as evidenced by the Yearbook for Global Climate Action (UN
Climate Change Secretariat 2018) and the NAZCA database of climate commit-
ments by nonstate actors. The UNFCCC’s key outputs have been the 1997 Kyoto
Protocol and the 2015 Paris Agreement, both landmark international agreements
aimed at addressing the causes and consequences of climate change.

More recent institutions are REN21, IRENA, and CEM. REN21 was launched in
2004 as a ‘global renewable energy policy multi-stakeholder network’ (REN21
2018a). It is based at the office of the UN Environment Programme (UNEP) in
Paris. Its mission is to facilitate knowledge exchange and drive a transition toward
renewable energy. The members of REN21 come from five stakeholder groups:
governments, industry associations, nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), aca-
demia, and other international organizations. REN21 tries to keep membership
balanced between the five stakeholder groups. By implication, governments are
outnumbered by nonstate actors. Government representatives come from the
following thirteen countries: Afghanistan, Brazil, Denmark, Dominican Republic,
Germany, India, Mexico, Norway, Republic of Korea, South Africa, Spain, United
Arab Emirates, and the United States (REN21 2020). REN21 is thus a collaborative
network that seeks to connect the public and private sectors on renewable energy
(REN21 2018b). The Steering Committee is elected from REN21’s members, ten
from each stakeholder group. From that, the seven people of the Bureau are elected.
These elections are held at the annual meeting, the General Assembly, and this is the
only time REN21 takes decisions by majority vote. Other decisions are typically
consensus based. The Bureau provides month-to-month oversight while the Steering
Committee conducts the broader, programmatic oversight. REN21’s key output is
the annual Global Status Report, which presents a rich set of data on the status
of renewables and is widely disseminated among actors in the field.
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Founded in 2009, IRENA is an intergovernmental organization that is head-
quartered in Abu Dhabi. It currently has 161 member states, with further 22 states
currently undergoing accession processes (IRENA 2020a). The agency seeks to
promote adoption and sustainable use of all forms of renewable energy, in the
pursuit of sustainable development, energy access, energy security and low-carbon
economic growth. The main decision-making body of IRENA is the Assembly,
which includes one representative from each member country. All matters of
substance are decided by consensus among the members present, whereas ques-
tions of procedure are decided by simple majority. IRENA works with the broader
renewable energy community, including companies, NGOs, and other inter-
national organizations, to facilitate knowledge-sharing (IRENA 2020b). Examples
include a joint project facility, online info and marketplace platforms, initiatives,
and the Coalition for Action (IRENA 2020c). In terms of output, IRENA is
involved in many activities, including: research and publication of reports, provid-
ing member states and nonstate actors with recommendations, issuing non-binding
regulations, and providing training and funding to support implementation.

Established in 2009, CEM is a high-level ministerial forum that seeks to
advance clean energy technologies by promoting initiatives based on common
interests among its members and other stakeholders. Its Secretariat is seated at the
IEA headquarters in Paris. CEM members include twenty-seven country govern-
ments, but also the European Commission. It is the only regular meeting of
ministers focusing on clean energy. Rather than relying on consensus, CEM
employs a ‘distributed leadership’ model whereby any government interested in
furthering an idea on clean energy technology is encouraged to identify willing
partners and proceed. The initiatives, which countries join based on their interests
and capabilities, must include three or more CEM members, be endowed with
resources, and offer a tangible work plan. CEM’s work is divided into three
general work categories: (1) energy supply systems and integration, (2) energy
demand, and (3) cross-cutting support. The latter includes, for example, initiatives
such as Women in Clean Energy and the Clean Energy Solutions Centre (which
provides policy toolkits). In terms of output, each initiative sets its own deliver-
ables and objectives, depending on their goals. Some produce reports and analysis,
others focus on policy solutions, yet others use workshops, seminars, webinars,
and other forms of knowledge-sharing. CEM also seeks the input of key private
sector partners through, for instance, dedicated actions, commitments, or the
hosting of workshops (CEM 2018).

These five institutions thus all operate in the complex of institutions that govern
the climate-energy nexus within the subfield of renewable energy, but differ in a
number of respects that may impact on how stakeholders assess their legitimacy.
The first is in membership, where some are intergovernmental organizations with
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near-universal membership (UNFCCC, IRENA) while others are minilateral insti-
tutions (IEA and CEM) or multi-stakeholder partnerships (REN21). This may have
implications for stakeholders’ assessments of their inclusion, procedural fairness,
and distributive fairness. Second, they differ in terms of the scope of their mandate,
where some have a broad mandate focusing on multiple issues (UNFCCC and
IEA) whereas others concentrate on more specific questions (IRENA, REN21, and
CEM). Third, they vary in terms of the nature of their mandate, with the UNFCCC
having a political mandate requiring negotiations on contentious issues between
countries, while the other four institutions in the sample are endowed with a more
technical mandate focusing on implementation. Their mandate is likely to have
implications for stakeholders’ assessments of the output, outcome, and impact of
respective institutions. Fourth, the selected institutions differ with respect to how
strongly they work with nonstate actors. The UNFCCC and REN21 have a close
relationship with a broad range of nonstate actors in terms of access or cooperation.
Other institutions are less engaged with such actors or are more selective, with a
narrower set of nonstate collaboration partners (IRENA, CEM, IEA). This, in turn,
may well affect stakeholders’ assessments of their levels of inclusion and expertise.
Fifth and finally, most institutions take decisions of substance based on consensus,
whereas CEM has a more flexible decision-making structure where initiatives only
need agreement between at least three members. This may have consequences for
how stakeholders view procedural fairness and distributive fairness.

7.4 Theory-Based Expectations of Legitimacy Assessments

Some of the differences mentioned in the previous section have theoretical value,
since they imply expectations about legitimacy assessments. In what follows, we
turn to the question of how stakeholders’ assessments of the legitimacy of the five
key institutions governing the climate-energy nexus may vary.

The literature has shown that different types of stakeholders hold different
legitimacy demands based on their social values, norms, and previous experiences
(Bernstein 2005; Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen and Vihma 2009; Lenz and Viola 2017).
We argue that legitimacy demands can therefore vary depending on (1) the type of
stakeholder (i.e. government, business, or NGO representative); (2) the issues that
these stakeholders primarily work with (for example energy, development, or
climate change); and (3) where in the world the person comes from, as social
values, norms, and experiences can be expected to vary across different legitimacy-
granting communities (Symons 2011; Nasiritousi et al. 2016). Thus, stakeholder
type, focus of work and geographical origin can serve as proxies for differences in
norms, values, and experiences that may influence legitimacy assessments.
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At the same time, institutional complexity – and the logic of the cognitive
model – implies that stakeholders, even if they are experts, may face difficulties
in distinguishing their assessments of institutions that are similar in their functions
due to bounded rationality (Alter and Meunier 2009). If it is indeed too hard for
stakeholders to disentangle certain properties across institutions with overlapping
mandates, e.g. dimensions such as outcome and impact (Bäckstrand et al. 2018),
the cognitive model of legitimacy would lead us to expect that there will not be
great variation in stakeholders’ assessments of the institutions governing the
climate-energy nexus. Despite the differences in institutional qualities outlined in
the previous section, the five institutions are interrelated and fulfil comparable
governance functions within the same subfield, such that stakeholders might draw
on similar heuristics to form their legitimacy assessments. In sum, the literature
provides reasons to expect both variation and similarity in legitimacy assessments
of institutions, across different categories of stakeholders.

Expectations can therefore be drawn up based on the nature of institutions as
well as on the background of the stakeholders. The following expectations will
guide the exploratory analysis that we present in the remainder of this chapter.
First, all five institutions are relatively specialized and rely on expert knowledge as
source-based input legitimacy. It is therefore of interest to explore whether stake-
holders agree with the institutions’ claims that they are strong on expertise. Given
that expertise is an important feature of the institutions studied, we have reasons to
believe that the expertise dimension will be positively evaluated by stakeholders.
Conversely, because most institutions are more concerned with expertise than the
empowerment of marginalized groups, procedural and distributional fairness can
be expected to be evaluated more negatively (cf. Nasiritousi et al. 2016).

Second, the selected institutions vary along the nine dimensions of legitimacy.
Particularly the UNFCCC fulfils many of the respective normative criteria, with,
for example, inclusive membership, relative openness toward nonstate actors, and
outputs such as the Paris Agreement and can therefore be expected to rank highly
on legitimacy (Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen and McGee 2013). Yet, the cognitive model
highlights that legitimacy assessments also depend on the prototype used by actors
to form their perceptions (Lenz and Viola 2017). This implies that, while an
institution fulfils many normative criteria of legitimacy, legitimacy assessments
may still vary depending on the norms, values and experiences of the community
of stakeholders that grant legitimacy.

Third, and linking to the background of stakeholders, we may expect different
legitimacy assessments among state actors on the one hand, and nonstate actors on
the other. State actors play an important role in intergovernmental organizations,
and are likely to take these as a point of reference. For nonstate actors, on the other
hand, the prototype used to make an evaluation is likely to be an institution that the
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nonstate actor is familiar with or wishes for, i.e. a relatively open institution with
formal access for nonstate actor participation (Tallberg et al. 2014). Institutions
that are relatively closed are therefore more likely to be negatively evaluated by
nonstate actors than by government representatives.2

Fourth, stakeholders also differ in terms of the issue areas they are predomin-
antly working on. Differences in legitimacy assessments could thus also arise from
variations in norms and values that go back to different thematic environments.
Stakeholders from a certain community are likely to be more familiar with insti-
tutions from their own field than from other issue areas and, subsequently, may
well use different heuristics or prototypes. For example, those actors working
primarily in the energy sector may be much more familiar with institutions such
as the Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) and the Inter-
national Energy Forum than those actors that primarily work in the development
sector – who, in turn, may be more familiar with, for example, the Global Environ-
ment Facility and the Green Climate Fund. In other words, the frame of reference
that actors in global climate and energy governance use for their legitimacy
assessments can be assumed to reach far beyond the institutions included in
this study.

Finally, we expect to observe differences in legitimacy assessments based on
where respondents come from. Both legitimacy norms and heuristics are likely to
vary depending on the geographical background of the respondents. For instance,
governance norms and expectations, political culture, and level of involvement in
international organizations may differ considerably across countries. This said, our
sample consists of experts largely active in international circles. This might
weaken the differentiating effect of geographical origin as these experts may have
experienced a certain socialization into more general and international norms of
global governance (Flockhart 2006; Greenhill 2010).

In what follows, we use our expectations as an explorative guidance to provide a
first empirical mapping of legitimacy assessments for the five selected key insti-
tutions governing the climate-energy nexus. This mapping will offer novel insights
into how these assessments differ between institutions and stakeholders.

7.5 Data and Methods

This chapter uses unique questionnaire data to capture the assessments of key
stakeholders on the different dimensions of input and output legitimacy that we

2 This said, a rational/utilitarian logic could also be at play here, e.g. when nonstate actors favour institutions that
give them influence (Verhaegen et al. 2018). In this chapter, however, and as outlined in our analytical
framework, we approach legitimacy as going beyond motives of self-interest (Agné 2018).
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introduced previously (CLIMENGO Expert Survey 2017–2018). Climate and
energy experts were surveyed, including representatives from national, regional,
and local governments as well as businesses, NGOs, academia, and intergovern-
mental organizations. The survey was distributed to participants at three venues:
the UNFCCC COP23 in Bonn, Germany, November 2017; the UNFCCC inter-
sessional in Bonn, Germany, May 2018; and the Nordic Clean Energy Week that
comprised both Mission Innovation and CEM meetings in Malmö, Sweden, and
Copenhagen, Denmark, May 2018. At the UNFCCC meetings we handed out
questionnaires in side-events with an energy-related focus. We thereby obtained
responses from a broad range of public and private stakeholders that work with
climate and energy questions.

In addition, we created an online version of the questionnaire to target specific
categories of respondents that were not sufficiently covered by the paper version of
the survey. As probability sampling was not possible – given that it is not possible
to define the population of climate and energy experts in global governance – we
aimed at covering a broad variety of stakeholders. This means that, while we can
show differences in legitimacy assessments between stakeholder categories, the
results cannot be extrapolated to the entire population of climate and energy
experts in global governance.

The survey first asked respondents to indicate which type of stakeholder they
are, and which issue areas are central to their work. They were also asked to
indicate their nationality. Next, respondents were asked how familiar they are
with the five institutions of our study. When respondents indicated to be at least
somewhat familiar with an institution, they were asked follow-up questions on
nine criteria that reflect the different dimensions of legitimacy as identified in the
conceptual framework. Respondents were instructed to use a scale that ranges
between 1 (very weak) and 5 (very strong) to evaluate each organizations’
expertise, transparency, accountability, inclusion of all appropriate actors, pro-
cedural (decision-making) fairness, output (what is produced), outcome (the
effect the output has on its members), impact (the effect the outcome has on
problem-solving), and distributive fairness (distributing benefits to members
fairly).

The survey was completed by 262 respondents in total. Of these, 28 per cent
were government representatives, 26 per cent represented an NGO, 23 per cent
identified themselves as academics, 17 per cent represented a business organiza-
tion, and 8 per cent an intergovernmental organization. The largest share of
respondents worked with multiple issue areas; most of them with climate mitiga-
tion (36 per cent), followed by technology (30 per cent), energy or energy security
(30 per cent), development (19 per cent), adaptation (19 per cent), and climate
finance and carbon pricing, e.g. carbon markets (17 per cent). Geographically,
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most respondents hold a European or Western nationality3 (64 per cent); 13 per
cent of respondents came from Africa, 15 per cent came from the Asia-Pacific
region, and 6 per cent from a Latin American or Caribbean country.

These groupings were used to examine differences in perceptions of stakehold-
ers from different geographical origins. An additional categorization of national-
ities was conducted based on the World Bank’s income categories of countries, i.e.
low, lower-middle, upper-middle, and high. This two-pronged approach allows us
to test whether differences in legitimacy assessments stem from differences in
norms, values, or experiences held across world regions as determined by geog-
raphy or by income.

As respondents could indicate multiple actor types and issue areas they were
active in, t-tests (rather than analysis of variance, i.e. ANOVA) were performed
in order to explore statistical differences in their legitimacy assessments. For
each instance, all respondents who indicated to be active within a certain actor
type or to be working with a certain issue area were compared to all respondents
who were active in a specific other organization, or active in another issue area.
Among the surveyed stakeholders, the most well-known organization is the
UNFCCC, with 90 per cent of respondents being rather to highly familiar with
this organization. Next are the IEA (87 per cent), IRENA (84 per cent), and
REN21 (47 per cent), while only 35 per cent of the respondents are at least rather
familiar with CEM.4

7.6 Results

7.6.1 Exploring Nine Dimensions of Legitimacy

Figure 1 presents assessments by the respondents for each institution and each
legitimacy dimension, as well as the average score for all dimensions taken
together (‘total average’ in the figure). On the whole, we see that expertise is
positively assessed across the institutions. For the IEA, IRENA, REN21, and
UNFCCC it ranges between 4 and 4.5 points on the 5-point scale. Specifically,
the data show that the level of expertise of the IEA and IRENA is significantly
more positively evaluated by the respondents than any other legitimacy dimension
of those institutions (confirmed by a t-test). Similarly, for REN21 and the
UNFCCC the level of expertise is more positively evaluated than most other

3 Follows the UN Regional Groups but also includes Eastern European countries, see: www.un.org/depts/
DGACM/RegionalGroups.shtml.

4 Given that two out of three venues at which surveys were distributed were UNFCCC meetings, the high
familiarity with the UNFCCC is not very surprising. Yet, we also distributed surveys at the Nordic Clean
Energy Week in 2018, which also comprised a CEM meeting. The overall results thus particularly demonstrate
that even among experts in climate and energy governance, CEM is not very well known.
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dimensions. This is in line with our expectations, as this dimension represents a
key feature of the institutions we study and the survey shows that it is recognized
accordingly by the respondents.

Additionally, we observe that for the UNFCCC, evaluations of its input legit-
imacy are on average more positive than those of its output legitimacy. For the
other institutions, however, no such division is visible. Furthermore, the evaluation
of the input legitimacy of the UNFCCC is higher than that of CEM, IEA, and
IRENA, while the perceived output legitimacy of the UNFCCC is similar to that of
the IEA, IRENA, and REN21. One possible explanation for the UNFCCC’s strong
performance on input dimensions could be that the highly political negotiations
have forced the institution to put increased emphasis on strengthening inclusion

Figure 7.1 Mean levels of legitimacy assessments per institution.
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and transparency to maintain legitimacy, at least in comparison to the other insti-
tutions in our study. This has particularly been highlighted in the aftermath of the
Copenhagen conference in 2009 (Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen and McGee 2013). More-
over, transparency and inclusion were key to the French Presidency that was
successful in concluding the Paris Agreement (Brun 2016).

7.6.2 Exploratory Factor Analysis of Legitimacy Dimensions

The next step in the analysis uses exploratory factor analysis in order to examine
the underlying structure in the data. Exploratory factor analysis is a statistical
method that is used to determine how many distinct constructs are captured by a set
of measures, in a case where the researcher does not have definite expectations
about the underlying structure of correlations between the observed measures. In
other words, it shows whether the measures capture different aspects of one
broader construct or whether they capture multiple constructs (Fabrigar and
Wegener 2012).

In this particular study, we test whether the nine dimensions of legitimacy
together measure one underlying construct, ‘legitimacy assessments’, or whether
they load on two separate factors, as they might as well capture ‘input legitimacy
assessments’ on the one hand, and ‘output legitimacy assessments’ on the other.
The factor loadings and Eigenvalues of the exploratory factor analyses for each
institution indicate that the items indeed load on one underlying factor which we
label ‘legitimacy assessments’. Hence, the individual assessments of each legitim-
acy dimension can be treated as part of a broader measure for legitimacy assess-
ments, in a multi-faceted manner.

For this reason, the composite indicator (a sum-scale ranging from 1 to 5) for
perceived legitimacy of each institution was used in the remainder of the study as a
measure for respondents’ legitimacy assessments. On average, respondents’
assessment of CEM across the different dimensions of legitimacy (mean=2.845)
is less positive than that of any of the other institutions, while the legitimacy
assessment of the UNFCCC (mean = 3.707) is the most positive for all institutions
in our study (confirmed by t-tests). This suggests that, in comparative terms, the
UNFCCC is perceived to meet best the normative expectations of respondents –
which corresponds to the institution’s relatively good formal record on some of the
criteria. The average overall legitimacy assessments of the IEA, IRENA, and
REN21 do not significantly differ from one another. Thus, this first observation
indicates that the extent to which institutions formally meet normative legitimacy
criteria has an influence on individual legitimacy assessments (cf. Karlsson-
Vinkhuyzen and McGee 2013).
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7.6.3 Legitimacy Assessments among Subsets of Stakeholders

We also sought to understand how these legitimacy assessments differ across
actors with different backgrounds. As we show in the following, the variation in
the data across stakeholder groups qualifies the previous observation: it shows that
the formal compliance of an institution with normative legitimacy criteria does not
directly translate into stakeholders’ legitimacy assessments. By looking for sys-
tematic patterns in the legitimacy assessments of different categories of stakehold-
ers, we seek to better understand what shapes such assessments. Further t-tests
were therefore conducted in order to explore how different institutions are per-
ceived by different categories of stakeholders and how the issue areas and geo-
graphical backgrounds of respondents might affect their assessments of the
different institutions.

Table 7.2 shows how state and nonstate actors ranked the different institutions
in terms of legitimacy assessments. The means and reported t-tests in Table 7.2
confirm, for both types of actors, the generally observed pattern of a more negative
legitimacy assessment of CEM, and a more positive assessment of the UNFCCC,
compared to the other institutions. Yet, in addition to this similarity, we also

Table 7.2 Legitimacy Assessments of Institutions, structured by actor type.

Mean SE 95% CI N Results t-tests

State actors
CEM 3.026 0.206 [2.590–3.462] 17* Significantly lower than

all other
REN21 3.411 0.259 [2.825–3.998] 10*
IRENA 3.479 0.149 [3.175–3.783] 29
IEA 3.678 0.116 [3.440–3.916] 29 Significantly higher than

IRENA and CEM
UNFCCC 3.714 0.130 [3.448–3.979] 31 Significantly higher than

all but IEA
Nonstate actors
CEM 2.739 0.149 [2.434–3.045] 29 Significantly lower than

all other
IRENA 3.540 0.084 [3.372–3.708] 63
IEA 3.577 0.083 [3.411–3.743] 72
REN21 3.655 0.122 [3.407–3.903] 37
UNFCCC 3.705 0.071 [3.564–3.845] 87 Significantly higher than

all but REN21

Source: CLIMENGO Expert Survey 2017–2018.
Notes: * Few respondents within this category were sufficiently familiar with the
institution in order to evaluate it on all legitimacy dimensions. Results should be
interpreted with this caution in mind. Given the modest sample size, a 90 per cent
confidence level is used as the cut-off point for significance testing.
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observe a slightly different rank-order in legitimacy assessments within both
categories of respondents. The IEA (mean 3.678) is ranked significantly higher
than IRENA (3.479) amongst state actors, while not being ranked significantly
lower than the UNFCCC. Among nonstate actors, REN21 is not assessed as
significantly less legitimate than the UNFCCC.

Table 7.3 pairs these figures according to state and nonstate actors’ legitimacy
assessments for each institution. The means and t-tests further indicate significant
differences in the legitimacy assessments among these two actor groups. Assess-
ments of CEM are significantly lower among the surveyed nonstate actors than
among the state actors. By contrast, legitimacy assessments of REN21 are signifi-
cantly more positive among nonstate actors than among state actors. This

Table 7.3 Legitimacy Assessments of Institutions, structured by institution and actor type.

Mean SE 95% CI N T-test (t)

CEM
State actors 3.026 0.206 [2.590–3.462] 17*
Nonstate actors 2.739 0.149 [2.434–3.045] 29

�1.925
(p<0.05)

IEA
State actors 3.678 0.116 [3.440–3.916] 29
Nonstate actors 3.577 0.083 [3.411–3.743] 72

�1.215
(ns)

IRENA
State actors 3.479 0.149 [3.175–3.783] 29
Nonstate actors 3.540 0.084 [3.372–3.708] 63

0.727
(ns)

REN21
State actors 3.411 0.259 [2.825–3.998] 10*
Nonstate actors 3.655 0.122 [3.407–3.903] 37

1.992
(p<0.05)

UNFCCC
State actors 3.714 0.130 [3.448–3.979] 31
Nonstate actors 3.705 0.071 [3.564–3.845] 87

–0.131 (ns)

Source: CLIMENGO Expert Survey 2017–2018.
Notes: * Few respondents within this category were sufficiently familiar with the
institution in order to evaluate it on all legitimacy dimensions. As for CEM and REN21,
few state actors are included, and the variances in legitimacy assessments were compared
between the largest and smallest group following de Winter (2013). As the variances are
relatively equal, the likelihood of Type I error (i.e. observing a false positive result) is low.
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observation suggests that the inclusion of nonstate actors in an institution plays a
role in shaping legitimacy assessments: CEM is the organization with the least
access to nonstate actors in our study, while REN21 is the most open one, being a
multi-stakeholder network that reaches out to a broad range of nonstate actors in
the public and private sectors. Hence, nonstate actors may be more familiar with
REN21 so that this institution might be incorporated in their heuristics of what a
legitimate climate and energy governance institution could look like. (Tallberg
et al. 2014; Lenz and Viola 2017).

Table 7.4 shows how respondents rank institutions differently depending on
whether they work in: energy security and technology; climate finance, carbon
pricing and mitigation; or adaptation and development. While these categories are
partially overlapping, they help distinguish actors according to their main domain
(energy, climate, or development).5 A simple ranking of the mean legitimacy
assessment of the five institutions for each category of respondents again shows
that CEM is ranked the lowest and the UNFCCC the highest. Yet, no statistically
significant differences are detected between the institutions among the adaptation
and development respondents. At least for CEM and REN21, this is most likely
due to the limited number of respondents. For the climate finance, carbon pricing,
and mitigation group, we do observe that the UNFCCC is ranked significantly
higher than all other institutions, the IEA significantly higher than IRENA and
CEM, and CEM significantly lower than all other institutions. Furthermore, CEM
is ranked significantly lower than all other institutions for the energy security and
technology respondents. This last finding is counterintuitive, given that CEM has a
clear focus on energy and technology questions.

Table 7.5, which rearranges these issue-area-based figures along the five insti-
tutions, sheds more light on this observation about CEM. Overall, respondents
working with energy security and technology tend to have the most positive
legitimacy assessments; those working with adaptation and development have the
least positive ones. Moreover, for both CEM and IRENA, the difference between
respondents working with energy security and technology and respondents mainly
working with other issues is most pronounced. In other words, respondents for
whom energy security and technology is most central to their work tend to assess the
legitimacy of those institutions that focus most strongly on these issues as particu-
larly more positive than other respondents. For institutions that, next to energy
security and technology, also focus on mitigation, climate finance and carbon
pricing, development, and adaptation (IEA and UNFCCC), we observe that the

5 In the survey, respondents were asked to indicate the issues they mainly work with. Most respondents indicated
a single issue or multiple issues that fall within one of the three categories we distinguished. The few
respondents that combined issues from different categories (e.g. climate finance and energy technology) were
included in the samples of both categories.
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legitimacy assessments are not significantly different among respondents working
with energy security and technology and those working with climate finance, carbon
markets and pricing, and mitigation. This again suggests the importance of the
thematic foci of the institutions for the legitimacy assessments of stakeholders.
Respondents who work with adaptation and development make the most negative
legitimacy assessments for all institutions, even for the UNFCCC, although adapta-
tion and low-carbon development feature prominently on that institution’s agenda.

Table 7.4 Legitimacy Assessments of Institutions, structured by stakeholders’ work focus.

Mean SE 95% CI N Results t-tests

Energy security
and technology

CEM 3.044 0.147 [2.743–3.345] 28 Significantly lower than all
other institutions

REN21 3.545 0.183 [3.165–3.926] 22* {

IRENA 3.632 0.101 [3.428–3.835] 48
IEA 3.667 0.088 [3.489–3.844] 54
UNFCCC 3.795 0.085 [3.625–3.964] 56 Significantly higher than all

but REN21 (given {)
Climate finance,

carbon pricing
and mitigation

CEM 2.667 0.171 [2.306–3.027] 18* Significantly lower than all
other institutions

IRENA 3.452 0.093 [3.264–3.640] 43
REN21 3.545 0.164 [3.202–3.889] 21*
IEA 3.618 0.102 [3.413–3.824] 46 Significantly higher than

IRENA and CEM
UNFCCC 3.761 0.088 [3.585–3.937] 57 Significantly higher than all

other institutions
Adaptation and

development
(no significant differences
between the evaluations
of the institutions)

CEM 2.570 0.281 [1.967–3.174] 15* {

REN21 3.299 0.200 [2.864–3.735] 13* No significant differences
IRENA 3.379 0.160 [3.050–3.707] 27
IEA 3.449 0.149 [3.143–3.755] 26
UNFCCC 3.511 0.141 [3.227–3.796] 39

Source: CLIMENGO Expert Survey 2017–2018.
Notes: * Few respondents within this category were sufficiently familiar with the
institution in order to evaluate it on all legitimacy dimensions. {Following the method of de
Winter (2013), no comparison could be made between the mean perceived legitimacy
among these respondents. The variance is too high for this small group of observations,
compared to variances of the other means in the analysis. Given the modest sample size, a
90 per cent confidence level is used as the cut-off point for significance testing.
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Table 7.5 Legitimacy Assessments of Institutions, structured by institution and
stakeholders’ work focus.

Mean SE 95% CI N T-test

CEM
1. Energy security and

technology
3.044 0.147 [2.743–3.345] 28 1 vs. 2:

t=2.569, p<0.01
1 vs. 3: {

2. Climate finance,
carbon pricing and
mitigation

2.667 0.171 [2.306–3.027] 18* 2 vs. 1: t=-2.208,
p<0.05

2 vs. 3: {

3. Adaptation and
development

2.570 0.281 [1.967–3.174] 15* 3 vs. 1: {

3 vs. 2: {

IEA
1. Energy security and

technology
3.667 0.088 [3.489–3.844] 54 1 vs. 2: t=0.551, ns

1 vs. 3: t=2.462,
p<0.01

2. Climate finance,
carbon pricing and
mitigation

3.618 0.102 [3.413–3.824] 46 2 vs. 1: t=-0.477, ns
2 vs. 3: t=1.661,

p<0.1
3. Adaptation and

development
3.449 0.149 [3.143–3.755] 26 3 vs. 1: t=-1.469,

p<0.1
3 vs. 2: t=-1.140, ns

IRENA
1. Energy security and

technology
3.632 0.101 [3.428–3.835] 48 1 vs. 2: t=1.779,

p<0.05
1 vs. 3: t=2.500,

p<0.001
2. Climate finance,

carbon pricing and
mitigation

3.452 0.093 [3.264–3.640] 43 2 vs. 1: t=-1.932,
p<0.05

2 vs. 3: t=0.787, ns
3. Adaptation and

development
3.379 0.160 [3.050–3.707] 27 3 vs. 1: t=-1.586,

p<0.1
3 vs. 2: t=-0.459, ns

REN21
1. Energy security and

technology
3.545 0.183 [3.165–3.926] 22* 1 vs. 2: t=0.003, ns

1 vs. 3: t=2.569,
p<0.01

2. Climate finance,
carbon pricing and
mitigation

3.545 0.164 [3.202–3.889] 21* 2 vs. 1: t=-0.002, ns
2 vs. 3: t=1.496,

p<0.1
3. Adaptation and

development
3.299 0.200 [2.864–3.735] 13* 3 vs. 1: t=-1.230, ns

3 vs. 2: t=-1.230, ns

UNFCCC
1. Energy security and

technology
3.795 0.085 [3.625–3.964] 56 1 vs. 2: t=0.398, ns

1 vs. 3: t=3.355,
p<0.001

2. Climate finance,
carbon pricing and
mitigation

3.761 0.088 [3.585–3.937] 57 2 vs. 1: t=-0.388, ns
2 vs. 3: t=2.849,

p<0.01
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These observations are in line with one of our aforementioned expectations,
namely that differences in legitimacy assessments could stem from differences in
norms and values amongst communities of stakeholders working on similar issues,
or from differences in the institutions that they are familiar with and use as
heuristics or prototypes. According to the cognitive model, the observed positive
assessments of respondents working on issues of energy security and technology
would be explained by their higher level of familiarity with institutions that fulfil
fewer criteria for normative legitimacy, which in turn would reflect in the heuristics
they use to compare the five institutions in our study against. In comparison to
those, they assess the five climate-energy institutions in our study more favourably.
For example, if respondents working mainly with energy issues take institutions
such as OPEC and the International Energy Forum as reference points, the five
institutions in this study could be considered more legitimate as they fulfil more
normative criteria, particularly in terms of openness and transparency.

By contrast, those respondents working on issues of adaptation and development
tend to be familiar with institutions that fulfil rather more criteria for normative
legitimacy. Compared to such prototypes, they would assess the five climate-energy
institutions less favourably. For example, the Global Environment Facility and the
Green Climate Fund that focus more on development issues may constitute such
reference institutions (in terms of heuristics) for the respondents who work mainly
on adaptation and development. Particularly the Global Environment Facility has
been discussed as a potential role model for other international institutions due to its
inclusiveness and openness toward a diversity of actors (Streck 2001).

In summary, we can expect the prototype institutions to differ considerably
across groups of respondents, which could explain a large part of the difference in

Table 7.5 (cont.)

Mean SE 95% CI N T-test

3. Adaptation and
development

3.511 0.141 [3.227–3.796] 39 3 vs. 1: t=-2.018,
p<0.05

3 vs. 2: t=-1.777,
p<0.05

Source: CLIMENGO Expert Survey 2017–2018.
Notes: * Few respondents within this category were sufficiently familiar with the institution
in order to evaluate it on all legitimacy dimensions. {Given the lowN of one of the categories
in the comparison, the variances in legitimacy assessments were compared between the
largest and smallest group following de Winter (2013). When the variances are relatively
equal or when the variance is smaller in the categorywith the lowest N, the likelihood of Type
I error (i.e. observing a false positive result) is low. In these cases, the result of the t-test is
presented. Where this criterion is not met, the result of the t-test is omitted.
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legitimacy assessments that we found for our sample. This said, this connection
needs to be further corroborated, since our survey data does not include infor-
mation on the heuristic that respondents had in mind when assessing the five
institutions. The focus of our study, thus, remains exploratory and descriptive, yet
it suggests avenues for further explanatory research.

Finally, we explored whether significant variations can be observed in the legit-
imacy assessments by respondents from countries with different economic back-
grounds, or from different geographical regions (Africa, Asia and Pacific, Latin
America and Caribbean, and European and other Western countries). For the
UNFCCC, we indeed observe such a significant difference. Respondents from
high-income countries (as categorized by the World Bank) perceive the UNFCCC
as significantlymore legitimate (mean= 3.773) than respondents from other countries
(mean= 3.563; t= 2.912; p=0.002). Moreover, no significantly different views about
the legitimacy of the UNFCCC are observed for respondents from middle- and low-
income countries. Neither did we observe a significant difference in evaluations of
the other institutions when we grouped respondents by national-income category.6

This is rather surprising, given that both norms and values and what institutions
respondents are familiar with would be expected to vary with the geographic origin
of the respondent. It may be that many of the respondents are international elites
and have therefore been socialized or self-selected into similar norms, and are
hence used to similar international institutions. Thus, we might indeed be looking
at dynamics of a transnational elite that is divided by professional focus, rather
than by nationality – since we did observe distinctions in legitimacy assessments
across respondents from different sectors and types of organizations. In fact,
previous research supports this assumption: Verhaegen et al. 2018, for instance,
showed that there is more variation in legitimacy perceptions of global governance
institutions between elites of different societal sectors than between elites from
different countries.

7.7 Conclusions

The aim of this chapter was to provide a first mapping of stakeholders’ assessments
of the legitimacy of five key institutions governing the climate-energy nexus.
Against the backdrop of considerable institutional complexity, and scarce
resources amongst public and private actors to enhance participation in global

6 Additionally, we observed that a one-way ANOVA does not show significant differences between respondents
from different world regions (based on continents) in terms of legitimacy assessments of any of the institutions.
There were too few respondents answering all questions about CEM and REN21 to allow for a comparison
between member states and non-member states.
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governance, we wanted to better understand to what extent key institutions in
global climate and energy governance are seen as legitimate by key stakeholders.

The analyses showed that, on the one hand, there are many similarities in the
legitimacy assessments of the five institutions we put under scrutiny – with the
mean legitimacy assessments ranging between 2.845 (CEM) and 3.707
(UNFCCC) on a scale from 1 to 5. On the other hand, we also found systematic
differences across stakeholders of different types, working with different issues
and – to a limited extent – coming from different countries.

Specifically, we observed that CEM is systematically assessed as the least
legitimate, and the UNFCCC as the most legitimate, of the five institutions.
Second, our analyses showed that the legitimacy assessments of nonstate actors
are more positive toward institutions that are more inclusive toward this type of
stakeholders. Third, we observed that stakeholders working with energy security
and technology, and those working with climate finance, carbon pricing, and
mitigation have more positive legitimacy assessments of institutions that more
strongly focus on their issues. By contrast, respondents working with adaptation
and development issues assessed the legitimacy of the selected institutions more
negatively than the other respondents, even for the UNFCCC, which is the global
institution in our sample that most strongly engages with these issues. We can
only speculate about the reasons for this. Our study has highlighted the possibil-
ity that differences in these communities’ norms, values, and experiences con-
tribute to different heuristics being used to make assessments. Yet, whether such
differences ultimately stem from processes of socialization or whether they are
rather due to functionalist or rationalistic reasons is a pertinent question for future
research.

These limitations notwithstanding, the results of our unique survey allow us to
draw a set of novel conclusions. First, the results appear to support the view that
stakeholders do not adequately disentangle their legitimacy assessments of indi-
vidual institutions that have similar functions and overlapping mandates. Perhaps
this is a reflection of the relatively high level of coordination in the renewable
energy subfield (Sanderink, Chapter 4), which means that institutions in this
subfield interact extensively with one another and thereby make it difficult for
stakeholders to distinguish their respective performance. Within each category of
stakeholders, we found comparable assessments and similar legitimacy rankings
for these institutions, albeit with some small significant differences. We have
reasons to believe that, in order to navigate in a very complex governance field,
the surveyed stakeholders form their assessments based on a comparison with
institutions that are familiar to, or valued by them. Faced with incomplete infor-
mation and due to bounded rationality, stakeholders use mental shortcuts to make
such comparisons and base their legitimacy assessments thereupon.
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Second, the differences in legitimacy assessments found between governmental
versus nonstate actors, and across stakeholders working on different issue areas,
suggest that international institutions have to pursue different legitimation strat-
egies for different audiences (Gronau and Schmidtke 2016; Bäckstrand and
Söderbaum 2018; Verhaegen et al. 2018). Knowing one’s audiences is particularly
important for institutions that seek to establish and maintain legitimacy in an
increasingly crowded field.

Third, and more generally, a stakeholder’s level of familiarity with an institution
appears to be linked to a more positive assessment of legitimacy. It therefore does
not come as a surprise that international institutions increasingly engage in out-
reach activities, especially on social media – in order to promote their work to a
diversity of actors and seek input from them.

While these findings advance the research frontier on legitimacy, the reliance on
survey data comes with the usual set of shortcomings, which means that the
findings need to be confirmed in future studies. First, there is always the possibility
that respondents either think of the institution as a whole or just the secretariat or
another institutional body, which makes a straight-off comparison difficult (Zaum
2013). Second, we followed a notion of cognitive legitimacy whereby respondents’
assessments are based on comparisons with heuristic or prototype institutions.
Which particular heuristic institutions that are used by respondents lies beyond
the scope of this study. The first explorative results offered in this chapter should
therefore be examined in further, especially interview-based, studies. These could
also delve deeper into questions such as how expertise, which is considered key for
international institutions in the climate-energy nexus, is conceptualized by stake-
holders. Finally, the links to other explanatory variables, such as resources,
staffing, or relations to other institutions, should be pursued to further understand
assessments of legitimacy.

This study also opens up empirical avenues for further research. It provided a
first mapping of stakeholders’ perceptions of nine legitimacy dimensions across
five institutions for one particular subfield. An examination of institutions from
other subfields could provide insights into how the level of coherence within
institutional complexes affects issues of legitimacy. Next steps could also measure
differences in how stakeholders view the relative importance of the nine dimen-
sions, or other dimensions of legitimacy not included in this study, to also learn
about the sociological legitimacy of the institutions. An interesting and policy-
relevant line of inquiry is how low assessments of certain dimensions of legitimacy
can be, and amongst which groups of stakeholders, before the institution faces a
legitimacy crisis. An answer to that question would, however, require a much
larger survey of stakeholders. One limitation of this study has been that the survey
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includes too few cases (N) in order to do a multivariate analysis that allows
comparing the relationship between actor type, issue area, and geographical origin
on the one hand, and assessments of legitimacy of the five global climate and
energy institutions on the other. A larger research effort would be needed to address
this limitation. Such a research effort would also be useful to provide a more fine-
grained analysis of differences in legitimacy assessments between different categor-
ies of nonstate actors, such as businesses and civil society organizations.

Finally, considerations of legitimacy will always be of major importance for
policy makers when deciding on which institution to work with and invest in.
Institutional complexity affects these conditions, as institutions and their legitim-
acy have become highly entangled. Therefore, further research questions, such as
about the role of legitimation and delegitimation strategies under institutional
complexity, merit further enquiry, as such strategies are likely to affect institutions
differently, depending on the norms, values, and experiences of the legitimacy-
granting communities.
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8

The Performance of the Climate-Energy Nexus

Assessing the Effectiveness of the Institutional
Complexes on Renewable Energy, Fossil Fuel

Subsidy Reform, and Carbon Pricing

naghmeh nasiritousi, lisa sanderink, jakob skovgaard,
harro van asselt, cleo verkuijl, and oscar widerberg

8.1 Introduction

What does institutional complexity mean for performance in the climate-energy
nexus? As previous chapters have shown, the nexus is made up of a diverse set of
institutions that have overlapping mandates and functions. Chapter 3 showed how
the institutional complex varies at the meso level, and Chapters 4–6 explored the
interactions between different institutions in three selected subfields: renewable
energy, fossil fuel subsidy reform, and carbon pricing. Given the large number of
institutions that operate and interact in these fields, several questions arise about
their performance and environmental effectiveness: what are the consequences of
this intricate web of institutions for the performance of the institutional complex
of the climate-energy nexus? Is institutional complexity a requirement for effective
problem-solving, or does it hamper effectiveness? What management options
exist for making the institutional complex at the climate-energy nexus more
effective? Considering the magnitude of the climate- and energy-related chal-
lenges, the answers to these questions are of great importance to both scholars
and practitioners.

Based on these questions, and building on the previous chapters, the aim of this
chapter is to assess the effectiveness of each of the three subfields as well as to
discuss the overall performance of the institutional complex of the climate-energy
nexus. As outlined in Chapter 2 and elaborated on in the next section, effectiveness
here refers to how well institutions perform in terms of achieving goals that they
have been tasked to fulfil. By examining the outputs, outcomes, and impacts of the
three subfields, the chapter shows both the advantages and the disadvantages of
institutional complexity of the climate-energy nexus for achieving effectiveness. It
further shows that, despite the difficulties with evaluating effectiveness under
institutional complexity, such an assessment is a worthwhile exercise in order to
identify management options – i.e. options for formally regulating the linkage
between institutions – for the climate-energy nexus.
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The chapter proceeds as follows. The next section discusses the concept of
effectiveness and the challenges to analyzing the effectiveness of institutions,
especially when they have overlapping mandates and are interlinked. Thereafter,
our methodology section outlines how, in order to respond to these challenges, our
research relies on a two-track approach, integrating assessments by researchers and
interviews with key stakeholders. Based on this information, we evaluate the
outputs, outcomes, and impacts of institutions within each subfield. Thereafter,
we examine what the consequences of institutional complexity are for the subfield
in question. The insights gained from this analysis are then used to outline
management options for the institutions of the climate-energy nexus. The final
section concludes with discussing implications of our findings for the governance
of the nexus at large.

8.2 Conceptualizing Effectiveness

As discussed in Chapter 2, effectiveness can be evaluated in different ways. Easton
(1965) suggested measuring effectiveness across three dimensions: output, out-
come, and impact. Output concerns performance in terms of what the institution
produces, for example issuing regulations (binding or non-binding), producing
reports, conducting research, organizing meetings, providing funding, offering
training, etc. (Szulecki et al. 2011). Outcome relates to whether the institution
produces behavioural changes, for example in terms of whether it increases the
level of cooperation and compliance amongst members, for instance by improving
learning and modifying incentives (Underdal 2002; Gutner and Thompson 2010).
To determine an institution’s impact implies assessing the extent to which the
institution contributes to alleviating the problem it was tasked to resolve (Underdal
2002). Impacts may include effects that are positive or negative, direct or indirect,
intentional or unintentional, and these can be short-, medium-, or long-term
(Alcamo 2017). This threefold understanding implies that effectiveness is a
stronger term than performance, since institutions can perform well in terms of
output but nevertheless not achieve the intended impacts necessary for goal
attainment.

Measuring effectiveness becomes increasingly difficult as the number of insti-
tutions rises. Even just for one institution, assessing effectiveness is challenging
because of the need to establish causality between the output of the institution, the
behavioural change among the target actors, and the impact on the problem that the
institution was tasked to solve. This challenge is multiplied under institutional
complexity because of the question of attribution, namely which institutions
are responsible for observed impacts in a web of institutions with overlapping
mandates? In short, under institutional complexity, the difficulties involved in
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assessing effectiveness are compounded by challenges in identifying the division
of labour between institutions (Alter and Meunier 2009).

Moreover, when evaluating impact for a field with multiple institutions, the
analysis shifts from assessing goal attainment for individual institutions to assess-
ing how the work of multiple institutions affects an overall goal, such as the
fulfilment of Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 7 on sustainable energy in
the case of the renewable energy subfield. This approach is different from what can
be found in much of the previous literature on effectiveness, where the focus is
either on assessing institutional or environmental effectiveness (Underdal 2002;
Gutner and Thompson 2010; Tallberg et al. 2016). Analyses of institutional
effectiveness look at institutional performance, also including assessments of
output legitimacy, such as the one presented in Chapter 7. Studies on environ-
mental effectiveness, on the other hand, look at the extent to which specific
institutions have an impact on environmental indicators. In contrast, the analysis
in this chapter looks at the extent to which the collective contributions of individ-
ual institutions within a subfield are successful in fulfilling common goals in the
subfield.

Some studies seek to circumvent the challenge of identifying outcomes and
impacts of institutions by simply focusing on outputs (Szulecki et al. 2011;
Tallberg et al. 2016). By examining outputs, these scholars assess the performance
of institutions and thereby look at potential effectiveness. Alternatively, some
studies analyze effectiveness by examining whether institutions are producing
the outputs that could be expected, given the functions that they have (Pattberg
et al. 2012; Chan et al. 2018). However, these approaches are at best useful as first
steps and approximations for assessing the actual effects of institutions on the
governance of particular issue areas.

The approach employed in this chapter instead seeks to link outputs to
observed outcomes and impacts. For each subfield, our approach identifies
specific outputs and discusses possible outcomes and impacts. While imperfect
due to knowledge limitations, this approach makes explicit how assessments of
effectiveness are made and thereby allows for critical reflection and learning
about the cause and effect of institutional consequences. The aim of the analysis
is hence not to show whether the institutions are effective or not but to discuss
and specify in what ways they could be seen as effective (or not) and how
institutional complexity affects effectiveness. The value of this approach lies in
its context-specific analysis of outputs, outcomes, and impacts for each subfield
and in deriving suitable management options to enhance effectiveness. Our own
assessments are complemented by interview data from a range of stakeholders
with high familiarity of institutions working within these subfields, as explained
in the next section.
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Assessing effectiveness across the three subfields (renewable energy, fossil fuel
subsidy reform, and carbon pricing) was carried out by analyzing key documents
and reports, as well as conducting semi-structured interviews with various experts.
For the document analysis, we focused on academic journal articles but also
included grey literature such as reports from international organizations and non-
governmental organizations. For the interviews, we approached, for each subfield,
representatives from national governments, international organizations, NGOs and
academia. The interviewees were selected based on thematic expertise and know-
ledge of the institutions in each case study, with a view to cover a wide variety of
actor types, countries and sectors. In total, thirty-eight interviews were carried out
across the three subfields.

The interviews covered the following aspects: (1) the overall degree of effect-
iveness in the subfield; (2) possible bottlenecks that may hamper effectiveness; (3)
influence of institutional complexity on effectiveness; and (4) management options
by particular institutions to improve the effectiveness of the subfield. The analyses
are based on a careful assessment of the data retrieved from the document analyses
and the interviews. More specifically, output effectiveness was mainly determined
based on the analyses in Chapters 4–6, whereas estimations of outcome and impact
were mostly derived from academic and grey literatures. Findings about the influ-
ence of institutional complexity on effectiveness as well as management options
are mainly based on the experts’ views.

In what follows, we examine effectiveness, the consequences of institutional
complexity and management options for each subfield at the meso level. The
concluding section offers a comparison of the three subfields and draws out the
implications of our findings for the performance of the institutional complex of the
climate-energy nexus.

8.3 Assessments of Effectiveness for the Renewable Energy Subfield

8.3.1 Assessment of Outputs, Outcomes, and Impacts

A sustainable energy future hinges on a worldwide uptake of renewable energy.
Many of the institutions that operate in the renewable energy subfield relate their
work both to the SDG 7 target on clean energy and to the Paris Agreement’s
temperature target (Chapter 4). This section assesses the effectiveness of the
densely crowded subfield for renewable energy.

First, with regard to output, Chapter 4 showed that the majority of renewable
energy institutions focus on information-sharing through dissemination of research
and publishing reports. Consequently, the renewable energy subfield displays a
diversity of knowledge and expertise on energy sources and technologies from a
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wide range of perspectives, which is frequently shared at various meetings,
conferences, and platforms.1 In addition, there are a fair number of renewable
energy institutions working toward capacity-building and project implementation
(see also Chapter 4). These particularly focus on deploying renewables for the
purpose of expanding energy access in the developing world. Financing schemes,
regulations, standards, and commitments are produced to a lesser extent.

Second, in terms of outcome, awareness and capacity are growing along a wide
spectrum of stakeholders. For example, via renewable energy institutions, national
governments are increasingly sharing experiences and taking note of best prac-
tices.2 Simultaneously, nonstate engagement is spreading, which is illustrated by
the growing number of private initiatives and multi-stakeholder partnerships for
renewable energy (see Chapter 4). Businesses, trade associations, financial insti-
tutions, NGOs, and other civil society organizations show increasing interest in
renewables. In short, renewable energy institutions appear to stimulate if not
behavioural, then attitudinal changes amongst their members and beyond.

Third, assessing the level of goal attainment or problem-solving capacity sug-
gests a low degree of effectiveness. Despite 2017 being a record-breaking year for
the share of renewables in the global energy mix, the growth rate is currently
falling short of meeting either the ‘substantial increase’ by 2030, as targeted by
SDG 7, or the 2-degrees target set by the Paris Agreement (IRENA 2018; REN21
2018; United Nations 2018). It is difficult to determine the level of effectiveness
based on broad perceptions, let alone for an institutional complex that includes
such a high number of different institutions. This notwithstanding, the currently
inadequate growth rate for renewables suggests that the subfield’s institutional
complex has suboptimal performance.3

Why is this the case? We could identify various bottlenecks through our
interviews and literature review. First, the renewable energy subfield inherited
the dominance of national policy making in global energy governance (Karlsson-
Vinkhuyzen et al. 2012; Röhrkasten 2015; Van de Graaf and Zelli 2016). Even
though renewable energy may be a less strategic issue for national security
compared to traditional sources of energy, national governments have remained

1 Interviews with T. Van de Graaf, Professor, Ghent Institute for International Studies, Ghent University, 13 July
2018; and G. Fernandez Ludlow, Director for Climate Change, E. M. del Pilar Casamadrid Gutiérrez, Director
for the Environment and J. Alarcón González, Head of Department for Climate Change, Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, Mexico, 3 July 2018.

2 Interviews with G. Fernandez Ludlow, Director for Climate Change, E. M. del Pilar Casamadrid Gutiérrez,
Director for the Environment and J. Alarcón González, Head of Department for Climate Change, Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, Mexico, 3 July 2018; and M. Raamat, Counsellor on International Relations and Energy,
Ministry of Environment, Estonia, 21 September 2018.

3 Interviews with B. Sovacool, Professor of Energy Policy, Science Policy Research Unit, University of Sussex,
10 May 2018; and B. Hoskuldsson, Lead Partnership Specialist, Sustainable Energy for All (SEforALL),
21 September 2018.
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hesitant to give up sovereignty.4 Second, the subfield is steered by three different
challenges, each of which controversial in its own right – energy security, energy
access, and environmental sustainability – resulting in trade-offs and potential
conflicts across institutions (see Chapter 4; Newell et al. 2011; and Röhrkasten
2015). Furthermore, there is no clear definition of what constitutes a renewable
source of energy, leading to further controversies, for example related to nuclear
power, bioenergy, and hydropower.5 These aspects at least hinder the effectiveness
of the subfield as a whole in terms of accelerating a renewables uptake. Several
other bottlenecks relate to institutional complexity and are therefore discussed in
the next subsection.

8.3.2 Consequences of Institutional Complexity:
What Are the Implications for Renewable Energy?

To what extent can the low degree of effectiveness be attributed to the institutional
complexity of the renewable energy subfield? Compared to the other two cases in
this edited volume, carbon pricing and fossil fuel subsidy reform, the renewable
energy subfield can be regarded as highly institutionally complex. The subfield is
densely populated by a diverse set of institutions, which do not only differ in terms
of their structural characteristics but also with respect to the functions they
perform, the sources of energy and technologies they cover, and the challenges
they seek to address (see Chapter 4). While this complexity makes it difficult to
establish a causal relationship with the level of effectiveness, our interviewees on
balance expect more advantages than disadvantages with institutional complexity.6

On the one hand, institutional complexity is considered to support effectiveness
in two ways. First, the variety of institutions involved renders more comprehensive
information available from a wide range of perspectives on renewable energy
sources and technologies as well as on developments and innovations in the field.7

4 Interview with T. Van de Graaf, Professor, Ghent Institute for International Studies, Ghent University,
13 July 2018.

5 Interviews with S. Gsänger, Secretary-General, World Wind Energy Association (WWEA), Vice Chair,
Renewable Energy Policy Network for the 21st Century (REN21), 9 May 2018; S. Singer, Advisor Global
Energy Policies, Climate Action Network International, 10 May 2018; and S. Röhrkasten, Scientific Project
Lead Pathways to Sustainable Energy, Institute for Advanced Sustainability Studies (IASS), 17 May 2018; and
T. Van de Graaf, Professor at Ghent Institute for International Studies, Ghent University, 13 July 2018.

6 Interviews with F. Van der Vleuten, Senior Energy Expert, Climate Team Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the
Netherlands, 5 June 2018; B. Hoskuldsson, Lead Partnership Specialist, Sustainable Energy for All
(SEforALL), 21 September 2018; and L. Williamson, Outreach and Communication Manager, Renewable
Energy Policy Network for the 21st Century (REN21), 27 September 2018.

7 Interviews with B. Sovacool, Professor of Energy Policy, Science Policy Research Unit, University of Sussex,
10 May 2018; G. Fernandez Ludlow, Director for Climate Change, E. M. del Pilar Casamadrid Gutiérrez,
Director for the Environment and J. Alarcón González, Head of Department for Climate Change, Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, Mexico, 3 August 2018; and M. Raamat, Counsellor on International Relations and Energy,
Ministry of Environment, Estonia, 18 September 2018.

The Performance of the Climate-Energy Nexus 217

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108676397


Second, institutional complexity provides the opportunity to disaggregate an
intricate issue such as renewable energy into smaller challenges and to work on
them in parallel with different degrees of progress.8 Such a compartmentalizing
approach has proven to be effective for the climate change realm and may be
particularly suitable for a subfield such as renewable energy, characterized by the
diversity of energy sources and technologies and differing challenges to tackle.

On the other hand, institutional complexity may turn out problematic for
effectiveness in several ways. First, the interviewees express concerns about
duplication of work and conflictive impacts among the renewable energy insti-
tutions.9 With several institutions working on similar issues, it is sometimes
unclear whether there are overlaps, or worse, incongruences, trade-offs, and
conflicts between institutions (Biermann et al. 2009). As a consequence, it is
difficult for national governments to decide which organizations, partnerships,
and initiatives to participate in, and for the institutions themselves to identify
thematic and functional gaps that need to be filled. Second, there exists competi-
tion over resources, visibility, sphere of influence, and media attention. This
competition may involve institutions that target different renewable energy
sources, but also institutions from related issue areas such as energy efficiency.10

Third, there is no single institution with universal membership in the renewable
energy subfield.11 Such an institutional umbrella may, according to some obser-
vers, be ultimately necessary to achieve the common goal to substantially increase
the share of renewables in the global energy mix. However, with 160 states as
members and 23 in accession by 2019, IRENA is well on its way to positioning
itself as one and to continue its unique multilateral success story in global (renew-
able) energy governance (Röhrkasten and Westphal 2013; Urpelainen and Van de
Graaf 2015).

Yet, there is also a different perspective. Various scholars have recently argued
that the emerging global transition toward renewable energy is not the result of
deliberate and integrated international cooperation, but rather the result of an

8 Interviews with T. Van de Graaf, Professor, Ghent Institute for International Studies, Ghent University, 13 July
2018; and L. Williamson, Outreach and Communication Manager, Renewable Energy Policy Network for the
21st Century (REN21), 27 September 2018.

9 Interviews with F. Van der Vleuten, Senior Energy Expert, Climate Team Ministry of Foreign Affairs, The
Netherlands, 5 June 2018; G. Fernandez Ludlow, Director for Climate Change, E. M. del Pilar Casamadrid
Gutiérrez, Director for the Environment and J. Alarcón González, Head of Department for Climate Change,
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Mexico, 3 August 2018; and B. Hoskuldsson, Lead Partnership Specialist,
Sustainable Energy for All (SEforALL), 21 September, 2018.

10 Interviews with B. Sovacool, Professor of Energy Policy, Science Policy Research Unit, University of Sussex,
10 May 2018; S. Singer, Senior Advisor Global Energy Policies, Climate Action Network International,
10 May 2018; F. Van der Vleuten, Senior Energy Expert, Climate Team Ministry of Foreign Affairs, The
Netherlands, 5 June 2018; B. Hoskuldsson, Lead Partnership Specialist, Sustainable Energy for All
(SEforALL), 21 September 2018.

11 Interview with T. Van de Graaf, Professor, Ghent Institute for International Studies, Ghent University,
13 July 2018.
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organic proliferation of bottom-up initiatives (e.g. Aklin and Urpelainen 2018;
Meckling 2019). Although it is difficult to assess the overall consequences of
institutional complexity on effectiveness in the renewable energy subfield, our
findings tend to support the argument that the current institutionally complex
structure seems fitting, and perhaps even required, for the renewable energy
subfield (see also Young 2002). Furthermore, there may be less of a need for
institutional integration today than prior to 2015: with the Paris Agreement and
SDG 7 agreed upon, ‘discursively there is in any case a high degree of
consensus’.12

8.3.3 Management Options for the Renewable Energy Subfield

The general view among climate and energy experts interviewed is that the renew-
able energy subfield is functioning fairly well, institution-wise, partly guided by
the targets and principles presented in the Paris Agreement and SDG 7.13 This
notwithstanding, there is a need for increased coordination among the renewable
energy institutions to resolve the potentially negative implications of institutional
complexity and, ultimately, to achieve targets to substantially accelerate the world-
wide uptake of renewables.

First, it is necessary to map out existing renewable energy institutions, and their
functions and targeted impacts, and to keep track of the progress being made.14

This will help to prevent and resolve duplication of work and conflictive impacts
and to identify docking points and gaps that need to be addressed among existing
institutions. To clarify the latter, there is no need for new institutions trying to
reinvent the wheel, but rather to find ways for collaboration to strengthen the
overall outcome.15 Second, with a plethora of knowledge and expertise comes a
variety of scenarios, statistics, and data, based on a range of different methodolo-
gies and definitions that are not always compatible across institutions. In order
to prevent and resolve competition among different measurements and related
practices, more cognitive alignment and agreement is needed with regard to

12 Quote (translated from Flemish to English) derived from interview with T. Van de Graaf, Professor, Ghent
Institute for International Studies, Ghent University, 13 July 2018.

13 Interviews with F. Van der Vleuten, Senior Energy Expert, Climate Team Ministry of Foreign Affairs, The
Netherlands, 5 June 2018; T. Van de Graaf, Professor, Ghent Institute for International Studies, Ghent
University, 13 July 2018; and B. Hoskuldsson, Lead Partnership Specialist, Sustainable Energy for All
(SEforALL), 21 September 2018.

14 Interviews with F. Van der Vleuten, Senior Energy Expert, Climate Team Ministry of Foreign Affairs, The
Netherlands, 5 June 2018; G. Fernandez Ludlow, Director for Climate Change, E. M. del Pilar Casamadrid
Gutiérrez, Director for the Environment and J. Alarcón González, Head of Department for Climate Change,
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Mexico, 3 August 2018; and L. Williamson, Renewable Energy Policy Network
for the 21st Century (REN21), 21 September 2018.

15 Interview with B. Hoskuldsson, Lead Partnership Specialist, Sustainable Energy for All (SEforALL),
21 September 2018.
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methodologies to determine the uptake of renewables and to find some common
understanding for what constitutes a renewable source of energy.16 Finally, it is
necessary to coordinate interaction and collaboration beyond the renewable energy
subfield – with sectors that deploy renewables such as transportation and heating,
but also with sectors that are reluctant to deploy renewables, as well as with the
issue area of energy efficiency.17

While these coordination efforts appear feasible, these are merely desirable as
long as they do not add another level to the management structures of renewable
energy institutions.18 Furthermore, coordination attempts should neither comprom-
ise the autonomy of institutions nor constrain them in their functioning and
experimenting.19

8.4 Assessments of Effectiveness for the Fossil Fuel
Subsidy Reform Subfield

8.4.1 Assessment of Outputs, Outcomes, and Impacts

There are persuasive economic, social, and environmental reasons to tackle fossil
fuel subsidies. Over the past decade, more than a dozen international institutions
have begun to address this issue from various angles, from information provision
and agenda setting to capacity-building and financing of reform efforts.

Taken together, these activities have led to a range of outputs. Members of
several forums – including the G7 (Group of 7), G20 (Group of 20), APEC (Asia-
Pacific Economic Cooperation), Friends of Fossil Fuel Subsidy Reform (Friends),
and the 2030 Agenda process – have expressed commitments to phase down fossil
fuel subsidies, although the precise nature of the commitment varies (Chapter 5).
The G20 and APEC have also put follow-up mechanisms in place, which allow
countries to report on their subsidies, and to have them reviewed by their peers
(APEC Energy Working Group 2013; G20 Energy Sustainability Working Group
2013). One key requirement for reform is to ensure an adequate understanding of
the scale and impacts of fossil fuel subsidies. Resources such as the Organisation
for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) and International Energy

16 Interview with T. Van de Graaf, Professor, Ghent Institute for International Studies, Ghent University,
13 July 2018.

17 Interviews with B. Sovacool, Professor of Energy Policy, Science Policy Unit, University of Sussex, May 10,
2018; S. Röhrkasten, Scientific Project Lead Pathways to Sustainable Energy, Institute for Advanced
Sustainability Studies (IASS), 17 May 2018; and L. Williamson, Outreach and Communication Manager,
Renewable Energy Policy Network for the 21st century (REN21), 27 September 2018.

18 Interview with L. Williamson, Renewable Energy Policy Network for the 21st Century (REN21),
21 September 2018.

19 Interviews with B. Sovacool, Professor of Energy Policy, Science Policy Research Unit, University of Sussex,
10 May 2018; and M. Raamat, Counsellor on International Relations and Energy, Ministry of Environment,
Estonia, 18 September 2018.
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Agency (IEA) Inventory of Support Measures for Fossil Fuels (OECD 2018a) and
the International Monetary Fund’s (IMF) post-tax estimates of fossil fuel subsidies
(Coady et al. 2017) seek to shed light on this question. Drawing on such work, as
well as the experience of their members and external experts, institutions such as
the World Bank, IMF, APEC, and Friends have supported and facilitated work-
shops, events, and webinars to improve governments’ understanding of reform.20

The outputs of these various institutions can, in turn, be linked to a range of
observable outcomes. Reporting mechanisms introduced under the G20 and APEC
have prompted members to provide information on their domestic subsidies,
although overall such estimates have been much lower than expected (Asmelash
2016), with some countries even claiming to have no subsidies at all (Van de Graaf
and Blondeel 2018). Since 2015, more than a dozen G20, APEC, and Friends
members have also voluntarily undergone more in-depth peer- or self-reviews, or
are in the process of doing so. While the results of these exercises have in some
cases been considered disappointing (e.g. ODI 2017), they have, in other cases,
facilitated concrete reform plans and timelines (e.g. China 2016). Moreover, it is
likely that engagement in review itself can play a valuable role in increasing
internal awareness about a country’s subsidies and ways to address them.21

Interviewees have also highlighted the helpful role of workshops and other
capacity-building activities to strengthen countries’ understanding of fossil fuel
subsidy reform (FFSR).22

While international institutions’ activities in the FFSR space can be associated
with several outputs and outcomes, it is more difficult to determine to what extent
their efforts have led to increased reform on the ground. At first glance, the data on
national reform activities is promising. According to the IEA, global fossil fuel
subsidies dropped by just over US $300 billion between 2009 (the year the G20
and APEC committed to phase out fossil fuel subsidies) and 2015 as a result of
reform (IEA 2018). The Global Subsidies Initiative estimates that around forty
countries underwent some sort of FFSR between 2015 and 2017 alone (Merrill
et al. 2018).

In practice, however, there is limited knowledge about the role that an insti-
tutional complex as a whole, or even an individual institution, may have in driving
such reform. Indeed, it is likely that low oil prices over the past years have
contributed significantly to governments’ decisions to adjust or remove the subsid-
ies they provide to consumers of fossil fuels (Benes et al. 2015): while

20 E.g. Interview with P. G Yoshida, former Lead Shepherd, Energy Working Group, APEC, 19 July 2018; and
interview with senior official, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Government of New Zealand,
9 August 2018.

21 Interview with R. Steenblik, former Senior Trade Policy Analyst, OECD, 20 July 2018.
22 Interview with senior official, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Government of New Zealand, 9 August

2018; and interview with P. G. Yoshida, former Lead Shepherd, Energy Working Group, APEC, 19 July 2018.
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consumption subsidies are currently in decline (Merrill et al. 2018), upstream
production subsidies appear on the rise (OECD 2018a). Domestic fiscal pressures
could be another key driver of reform (Skovgaard and van Asselt 2018). Yet, while
in many cases such decisions may be taken independently from the international
context, global developments may also help to inform decisions taken in this
regard. Steenblik, for instance, notes that a focus on tax reform in China’s
2016–2020 five-year plan may have been partially informed by the country’s
heightened awareness of shortfalls in its internal tax expenditure monitoring
system, following its FFSR peer review under the G20.23 This may suggest that
capacity-building and information-sharing can play a more significant role than
high-level international commitments in driving reform. Finally, it is worth bearing
in mind that efforts to promote reform may take years to come to fruition (with
possible setbacks along the way). As such, this analysis should be considered an
initial indication, rather than a decisive assessment, of international institutions’
contributions.

8.4.2 Consequences of Institutional Complexity:
What Are the Implications for Fossil Fuel Subsidy Reform?

While the overall effectiveness of international institutions in FFSR is difficult to
establish, the fact that multiple international institutions are active in this area
appears to be largely advantageous for promoting reform.

One advantage of institutional complexity is that different international insti-
tutions are associated with different approaches and types of expertise, such as
agenda setting, capacity-building, and research.24 The efficiency of the FFSR
institutional complex is strengthened by the fact that different organizations can
contribute to FFSR efforts in their speciality area(s), as opposed to one institution
needing to specialize in all these approaches. At the same time, the fact that
multiple institutions are engaged in this area has likely helped ensure that more
resources are dedicated to international reform efforts.25 Having multiple insti-
tutions working in this area also provides FFSR advocates with increased oppor-
tunities to keep this topic on the international agenda, with the respective framing
tailored according to the institution’s financial, climate change, trade, or broader
social mandate.26

23 Interview with R. Steenblik, former Senior Trade Policy Analyst, OECD, 20 July 2018.
24 Interview with senior official, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Government of New Zealand,

9 August 2018.
25 Interview with R. Steenblik, former Senior Trade Policy Analyst, OECD, 20 July 2018.
26 Interview with senior official, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Government of New Zealand,

9 August 2018.
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Moreover, the involvement of multiple forums allows advocates of FFSR to point
to developments in other institutions to enhance ambition in their own forum, lest it
falls behind.27 One example of such positive reinforcement is the peer-review
mechanisms established under both the G20 and APEC, described in more detail in
Chapter 5. Nevertheless, it should be noted that such dynamics also create potential
for upholding the lowest common denominator. This may constitute one explanation
for why otherwisemore ambitious groupings such as the Friends have opted not to set
a timeline for FFSR (see Chapter 5). Finally, institutional complexity also offers the
opportunity to widen the geographic scope of FFSR efforts. For instance, the fact that
peer reviews are conducted under both the G20 and APEC has allowed economies
from both groups to become engaged. Likewise, engagement under the High-level
Political Forum on Sustainable Development (HLPF) has provided opportunities to
increase traction for reform among various African countries.28

Despite such benefits, there are also certain challenges associated with the
institutional complexity in this area. First, and like in the case of renewables, it
heightens the risk of duplication of work. Although the peer reviews undertaken
under the G20 and APEC can largely be seen as synergistic (Chapter 5), both
forums have had to identify guidelines and approaches for review, which means
that the process may have not been as efficient as it would have been under one
single institution. Another, perhaps more consequential, example is the subsidy
estimation work conducted by the various international organizations that produce
estimates of fossil fuel subsidies, namely the IEA, IMF, OECD, and, in the future
(as custodians of SDG Indicator 12.c.1), UNEP. For instance, although the IMF
reports estimates for more countries than the IEA does, both organizations take a
similar approach to subsidy estimates that take consumer price support as a starting
point. Better coordination among the various institutions involved could help
minimize the risk that labour-intensive efforts are unnecessarily repeated and,
indeed, prevent inconsistencies in definitions and data from being used as an
excuse to postpone action (see OECD 2018b, 10).

A second potentially problematic consequence of institutional diversity in this
area has been competition among standards for defining a subsidy. At US $5.3
trillion a year, the IMF’s ‘post-tax’ estimates of fossil fuel subsidies put such
support in another order of magnitude compared to OECD and IEA estimates
(Coady et al. 2017; Chapter 5).

The ambiguity has been a contributing factor for countries to claim they do not
have any fossil fuel subsidies at all (e.g. South Africa, Burton et al. 2018). At the
same time, such contestation of what constitutes a subsidy may have certain

27 Ibid.
28 Ibid.
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advantages: it may enable countries to engage in reform at a pace suitable to their
national circumstances;29 and different definitions and valuation approaches can
highlight complementary information about subsidies, such as, in the case of the
IMF definition, their broader societal cost. The extent to which definitions diverge
should also not be overstated since there are several areas of measurement on
which international organizations are in agreement (Koplow 2018).

8.4.3 Management Options

These findings suggest that there are a few areas in which improved management
between different institutions could enhance the effectiveness of international FFSR
governance. In terms of duplication of work, while there may be an ownership
rationale for the G20 and APEC to take their own approaches to VPRs, better
coordination between the intergovernmental organizations involved in monitoring
fossil fuel subsidies, such as the IEA, IMF, OECD,UNEP, and theWorld Bank,may
allow both institutions to generate their data more efficiently, and indeed, is some-
thing that their members ‘could be demanding’.30 One challenge in this regard,
however, is that the IEA depends on data sales for much of its revenue.

Whether international FFSR governance would benefit from enhanced coordin-
ation around the definition of a fossil fuel subsidy remains an open question. The first
internationally agreed-upon methodology for the measurement of fossil fuel subsid-
ies, issued in the context of monitoring progress on SDG indicator 12.c.1. on fossil
fuel subsidies, marks an important step in this regard (UNEP et al. 2019). If efforts to
elevate FFSR to the World Trade Organization (WTO) space prove successful
(Verkuijl et al. 2019), the WTO’s overarching definition for subsidies may also gain
more traction in this context. Nevertheless, given that fossil fuel subsidies’ defin-
itional ambiguity may also be associated with certain advantages, it will be important
to ensure that such a universal definition neither sets too high a threshold for action –
creating a risk that some countries may disengage – nor too low a bar, which would
see certain policies be needlessly excluded from FFSR discussions. Going forward, it
will be important for advocates of reform to get this balance right.

8.5 Assessments of Effectiveness for the Carbon Pricing Subfield

8.5.1 Assessment of Outputs, Outcomes, and Impacts

Placing a (substantial) price on carbon emissions constitutes a key component in
the response to climate change and is, according to some scholars, the most or even

29 Ibid.
30 Interview with R. Steenblik, former Senior Trade Policy Analyst, OECD, 20 July 2018.
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the only effective instrument for mitigating climate change (Nordhaus 2008; Rabe
2018). As discussed in Chapter 6, a range of public, private, and hybrid institutions
promoting carbon pricing internationally have emerged over the last twenty-five
years. Due to the partial overlaps in terms of governance functions and the
interlinkages between these institutions, it is difficult to pinpoint the effectiveness
of the individual institutions. Yet, it is possible to discuss their combined output,
outcome, and impact effectiveness.

First, outputs have been substantial and increasing exponentially over time.
Companies that join private institutions – such as the UN Global Compact, Caring
for Climate, or the Carbon Neutral Protocol – thereby commit to adopt mitigation
strategies, including internal carbon pricing or ensuring carbon neutrality inter alia
via offsetting. Joining the Carbon Pricing Leadership Coalition (CPLC), for
instance, entails a commitment to support carbon pricing, although not necessarily
to adopt it. When it comes to aviation, the Carbon Offset and Reduction Scheme
for International Aviation (CORSIA) will in the future constitute a mandatory
instrument for pricing emissions placed on the individual airlines. Regarding more
technical output, most of the institutions in the subfield have been active in
producing reports and other information that raised awareness and increased
knowledge of carbon pricing. They also established standards for offsets and for
carbon-market units. The subfield is less effective, however, when it comes to
operational activities such as research and development as well as financing. Here,
only the Partnership for Market Readiness provides rather modest amounts for
capacity-building.

Second, concerning outcome, there has been significant behavioural change in
terms of carbon-pricing policies. By early 2018, sixty-six such policies had been
adopted globally by public actors (states as well as supra- and sub-national polities
such as the EU or American states), and an additional fifty-two carbon pricing
policies were being actively considered (Skovgaard et al. 2018).31 The policies
were put into place in all regions of the world, with a notable spike from 2015 and
onwards, coinciding with the emergence of many of the institutions. While these
figures do not include carbon pricing by companies on aviation, the 2016 adoption
of CORSIA as a future mandatory pricing scheme in this sector fits the trend.

Yet, it is difficult to assess to what degree the output of the institutions has
affected behaviour change among the actors targeted by that output (e.g. states,
companies). The decision to adopt carbon pricing is inherently a polity- or
business-level decision. With their standards and commitments, the governance
functions of the institutions may incentivize the adoption of carbon pricing, but
they may well lack the leverage to drastically alter polity- and business-level

31 These figures do not include carbon pricing adopted by private actors.
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decisions (e.g. sanctions or shaming of norm violation). From the mid-1990s to the
early 2010s, private institutions, particularly IETA, have been important in pro-
moting carbon markets, particularly in industrialized countries (Meckling 2011;
Paterson 2012; Paterson et al. 2014). More recently, the Partnership for Market
Readiness, as well as other institutions embedded in the World Bank and the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) Secretar-
iat, have provided expert assistance to several of the developing countries that had
adopted or were considering carbon pricing within the last ten years. They also
facilitated learning processes among such countries.32 It is thus plausible that this
assistance has increased the likelihood of carbon-pricing proposals being adopted,
but this is ultimately a subject for future research.

Third, the assessment of impact proves even more difficult. As an approxima-
tion, we briefly focus on the impact of the carbon-pricing policies that have already
been implemented, while bracketing the question to which degree they have been
driven by certain intergovernmental or transnational institutions. The impact
effectiveness of the public carbon pricing policies can be measured in three ways.
The first is to appraise the share of global emissions covered. The World Bank and
Ecofys (2018) estimated that public carbon-pricing policies implemented by
2018 cover about 15 per cent of global emissions, rising to 20 per cent once the
Chinese emission trading system (ETS) (scheduled for 2020) is operational. This is
below the CPLC’s goal of 25 per cent of global emissions by 2020, but still a
sizeable share and a drastic increase compared to about 8 per cent by 2012 and less
than 1 per cent by 2004 (World Bank and Ecofys 2018).

A second indicator, and arguably a more important one than the share of global
emissions covered, is the incentive for reducing emissions that carbon pricing
actually provides. This incentive can be measured in terms of the price of emitting
one metric tonne of CO2-equivalents. Mainstream climate economists argue that
getting the price right is the chief objective of carbon pricing (Tol 2011). The price
is right if it corresponds to the costs to society of emitting one tonne of CO2

equivalents, meaning that the externality has been fully internalized. To which
degree emitters actually choose to cut emissions is less important in this thinking –
a notion that might be at odds with the goal to keep temperature increases to 1.5 or
2 degrees (UNFCCC 2015). Yet, no matter whether the objective is internalizing
the externality of climate change or limiting temperature increases, current carbon
prices are too low. According to the World Bank and Ecofys (2018), 46 per cent of
the emissions subject to carbon pricing are valued below 10 US $/tonne, and most
of the emissions above 10 US $/tonne are priced between 10 and 20 US $/tonne.
As a reality check, the report by the High-Level Commission on Carbon Pricing

32 Interview with senior official from the Partnership for Market Readiness, 27 August 2018.
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(2017) found that price levels should be between 40 and 80 US $/tonne in 2020 to
meet at least the 2 degrees target. Likewise, a meta-study of various economic
estimates about the social costs of carbon found that the actual average price
should be 80 US $/tonne (Tol 2011).

Third, it is difficult to isolate the impact of carbon-pricing policies, since
emissions are influenced by various additional factors – including fuel prices,
technology development, economic growth, and other emissions-reducing policies
(e.g. fossil fuel subsidy reform or policies supporting renewable energies). These
difficulties notwithstanding, existing studies of individual carbon-pricing policies
indicate that their impact is limited. Carbon taxes have had at least some success in
reducing emissions – as they generally have higher price levels than carbon
markets and mainly have been adopted by smaller, European countries (Rabe
2018, 9). The impact of carbon markets, however, is more modest. On the upside,
the sectors covered by the EU ETS, by far the world’s largest carbon market, have
experienced falling emissions since its inauguration in 2005. However, this drop in
emissions is predominantly attributed to the economic crisis and renewable energy
and energy-efficiency policies, with the ETS playing a smaller role (Hu et al. 2015;
Bosello et al. 2016). Likewise, the Californian ETS, which is also among the
largest carbon-pricing schemes in the world, has played a limited role in curbing
emissions compared to other policy instruments such as renewable-energy policies
(Bang et al. 2017).

8.5.2 Consequences of Institutional Complexity:
What Are the Implications for Carbon Pricing?33

The carbon-pricing subfield is characterized by a number of institutions (13) that
fall somewhere between the figures for the renewable energy and fossil fuel
subsidy reform subfields. The same way that it was much easier to assess the
output than the outcome and especially the impact or environmental effectiveness
of carbon pricing, it is also easier to do so for the consequences of institutional
complexity. We therefore concentrate on output and outcome in this subsection.

Regarding potential positive effects, institutional complexity has improved
output in terms of simply increasing knowledge-sharing in terms of technical
reports, workshops, and other dissemination formats. Concerning outcome, our
informants highlight that the sheer number of institutions promoting carbon pricing
should have a positive impact to keep it on the political agenda. Furthermore, the

33 This section and the following are based on insights from interviews with officials from the UNFCCC
Secretariat, the Carbon Pricing Leadership Coalition, the Networked Carbon Markets, and the Partnership for
Market Readiness; as well as to a lesser degree from other carbon pricing institutions. The interviews were
carried out May 2017–August 2018.
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diversity of institutions, especially in terms of their memberships, helps to reach a
wide variety of actors (business, policy-makers, civil society) from different sectors,
e.g. with CORSIA and IATA_COP specifically targeting aviation emissions.

As for possible negative effects, the output of the various institutions is not
necessarily coherent. As discussed in Chapter 6, the institutions’ interpretation of
the core norm of carbon pricing may diverge, with different objectives emphasized
(e.g. whether the objective is functioning carbon markets or pricing emissions
through carbon markets or taxes), and several informants therefore highlighted the
risk of incongruent or even conflicting messages. At the same time, the interview-
ees also stressed that (especially cognitive) interlinkages between the institutions,
as well as deliberate management efforts, help to reduce such incoherence. The risk
of conflicting messages also pertains to outcome effectiveness. One example is the
various institutions that promote particular standards for linking carbon markets,
either under Article 6 of the Paris Agreement or for voluntary offsets. Having
several standards may result in them undermining each other and incentivizing
forum shopping by members. Incongruent messages also characterize the overall
choice between carbon markets and taxes, since some institutions only promote
carbon markets, whereas others promote both carbon markets and carbon taxes.
Finally, different audiences – be they governmental, business, or civil society
actors – may be less convinced if they are presented with differing arguments
about the merits of carbon pricing, which may undermine the legitimacy of the
instrument.

Altogether, it is difficult to gauge whether the positive consequences (larger
volume of output, outreach to a diversity of audiences) outweigh the negative ones
(incoherent messages and standards). This notwithstanding, and as we discuss in
the following subsection, management efforts should target the negative conse-
quences rather than reinforcing the positive ones. The positive consequences are
mainly a direct consequence of the number and composition of the institutions and
exist independently of management efforts.

8.5.3 Management Options

Given the current moderate levels of (mainly informal) management of the carbon-
pricing subfield, it is perhaps not surprising that informants thought that more
management efforts would increase effectiveness without being a game-changer.
As an option, they particularly pointed to increased coordination between the
existing institutions, rather than orchestration by a particular institution. Such
coordination could mainly imply scaling up existing coordination efforts, while
promoting a common narrative around a shared understanding of key tenets. Such
tenets may include, for instance, that there is no one-size-fits-all approach but that
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the promotion of carbon pricing needs to be adjusted to local circumstances. With
such a form of coordination, the aforementioned contradiction or incongruence of
messages could be limited, as could incoherent standards for linking carbon
markets or voluntary offsets.34

Beyond incoherence, existing informal divisions of labour, e.g. between
the Partnership for Market Readiness (PMR) and the UNFCCC Secretariat (see
Chapter 6), could be supplemented by a more overarching division of labour – one
that also covers areas where such coordinating arrangements do not currently exist.
Such arrangements are relevant for determining which institutions should target
which actors, not only among specific business sectors or groups of countries but
also among different ministries and agencies within the same government.35

A respective division of labour could also take into account actors that may be
currently overlooked, since institutions may easily cluster around the same actors
when seeking them out independently of each other.

Our interviewees were not in agreement regarding whether coordination should
cover all institutions within the subfield or just some, e.g. the UNFCCC and the
World Bank–embedded institutions (CPLC, PMR, and Networked Carbon
Markets, see Chapter 6). Altogether, they indicated that more coordination could
improve effectiveness, mainly in terms of outcome, i.e. behavioural change, since
output was already relatively high and would not be significantly affected by
coordination. This said, increased coordination would not necessarily improve
outcome effectiveness radically, since incoherence is not a major impediment to
such effectiveness and is already addressed through existing coordination to some
degree.

8.6 Conclusions

This chapter has evaluated the extent to which, and the ways in which, three
subfields of the climate-energy nexus – renewables, fossil fuel subsidy reform, and
carbon pricing – can be viewed as effective. The study has advanced a nuanced
picture of how institutional complexity affects effectiveness, as well as presenting
a set of management options for each subfield to enhance effectiveness. In what
follows we compare some of the similarities and differences among the results
from each subfield and discuss what our findings mean for the performance of the
climate-energy nexus as a whole.

The chapter yields three broad insights. First, all three subfields appear to be
successful in producing outputs, especially in terms of information-sharing and

34 Interview with senior official from the UNFCCC Secretariat, 20 September 2018.
35 Interview with senior official from the Partnership for Market Readiness, 27 August 2018.
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capacity-building. While such outputs may seem trivial at first sight, it is important
to note that institutional arrangements in other fields of global environmental
governance have failed to produce significant results even at this first level of
effectiveness – such as the more than 300 multi-stakeholder partnerships for
sustainable development launched at the World Summit for Sustainable Develop-
ment in Johannesburg 2002 (Pattberg et al. 2012).

At the outcome level, performance is more difficult to assess due to practical
reasons of data-gathering and establishing causal relationships and, where this is
possible, the success levels seem somewhat weaker. Results show that the insti-
tutions across the three subfields have likely influenced behavioural changes
amongst actors, for example, through promoting learning processes and policy
reform. However, these outcomes have not been as far-reaching as to successfully
alleviate the collective action problems that are underlying the respective subfields.

On the whole, therefore, we find little concrete evidence of the institutional
complexes across the subfields significantly contributing to problem solving in
terms of scaling up renewables, stringent carbon pricing, and alleviation of fossil
fuel subsidies. Having said that, it is unclear whether lack of outcome and impact
level effectiveness is simply due to data-gathering and analytical challenges.

Second, institutional complexity can both help and hinder effectiveness. The
existence of multiple institutions within a field may result in duplication of efforts
and counterproductive competition, but can also create positive feedback loops and
productive competition. As seen in the example of carbon pricing, even the mere
fact of having many institutions working on one issue promotes political attention.
In the area of fossil fuel subsidy reform, the engagement of multiple institutions
has created new opportunities for FFSR advocates to keep the issue on the
international agenda by framing the need for reform in different ways. A similar
effect is noted in the subfield of renewable energy, which has witnessed a prolifer-
ation of actors, in particular nonstate and sub-national ones, that participate in
various institutions and voluntarily create and abide to new rules and norms. To
summarize these observations, the sheer magnitude of new actors and institutions
that constitute the climate-energy nexus enhances political attention.

Moreover, institutional complexity may facilitate experimentation and learning
at multiple venues, jurisdictions, and scales and allows for targeting actors that
significantly differ in their preferences and opportunities and constraints they face,
e.g. in countries with varying levels of economic and social development. This
flexibility, on the other hand, risks leading to conflictive norms, forum-shopping,
and diluted ambition levels. Altogether, this ambivalence is in line with previous
literature on institutional complexity and fragmentation that highlights both advan-
tages and disadvantages of such complexity (Keohane and Victor 2011; Zelli and
van Asselt 2015).
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Third, to the degree that international institutions can influence actors, a coord-
inated approach is arguably the most important factor in improving effectiveness.
This should particularly imply the promotion of a common narrative and establish-
ment of a division of labour between institutions, rather than adding further
orchestration efforts for example. This said, such coordination attempts are cur-
rently largely lacking across all three subfields – which points to a major challenge:
institutional complexity often arises due to a divergence of priorities amongst
powerful actors (Keohane and Victor 2011), and this very conflict of interests
may also hamper any coordination efforts.

In sum, institutions working within the climate-energy nexus face difficult
challenges to address. On the one hand, these institutions are strengthened by having
other institutions to collaborate with to reinforce their work. On the other hand,
competition over resources, as well as duplications, contradictions, and incongru-
ence of the work of different institutions, undermine some of these benefits.

The renewable energy subfield illustrates this ambiguity. On the one hand,
internationally set goals provide a joint vision across institutions. On the other
hand, the coordination between the multitude of institutions is far from sufficient.
Further research is thus needed to look into how such coordination could be
achieved to improve the effectiveness of the climate-energy nexus. Such research
should look beyond the meso level and also examine interactions across subfields.

What this analysis has shown is that institutions within the three selected
subfields have laid much of the groundwork for effectively contributing to their
respective subfields. What is required now is the closing of governance gaps,
crucially in finance and implementation, and greater cooperation between insti-
tutions to overcome some of the downsides of institutional complexity.
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9

Conclusions

Coherence, Management, Legitimacy, and
Effectiveness in the Climate-Energy Nexus

fariborz zelli, karin bäckstrand, naghmeh nasiritousi,
jakob skovgaard, and oscar widerberg

Combating climate change and transitioning to fossil-free energy systems are two
central planetary challenges humanity faces today. The two challenges strongly
overlap in their substance and the political choices we have to address them. As a
consequence, a plethora of international institutions – public, private, and hybrid
ones – fall right into this overlap. They seek to regulate the many complex linkages
between climate change and decarbonized energy systems.

The introduction to this volume stressed the urgency of researching these links
at the nexus of global climate change governance and energy governance. The
highly complex and fragmented nature of the climate-energy governance nexus
confronts us with a series of questions that need timely responses. How coherent is
this governance nexus – in terms of the memberships, functions, core norms, and
interactions across its numerous institutions? How have states, international organ-
izations, and other actors responded to this complexity when they sought to tackle
coherence and governance gaps? How does institutional complexity affect the
legitimacy and effectiveness of individual institutions and the governance of
the climate-energy nexus as a whole? Or, to concentrate these concerns into one
question: to which degree do the many governance efforts on climate change and
energy transition today add up to a coherent regulatory and institutional global
framework?

It has been the purpose of this book to provide first and crucial answers to these
questions and to alert a wider audience to their importance. In Section 9.1, the
concluding chapter summarizes some of the novel findings from our research. The
summary is by no means exhaustive, and we refer the readers back to the previous
chapters for the rich, cross-dimensional, and comparative insights they provide.
Our research findings show us in great detail what is at stake and how carefully
institutions and stakeholders need to navigate in the complexity of the climate-
energy nexus with its many and emergent governance arrangements. Against
this backdrop, this chapter also discusses possible explanations of our results
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(Section 9.2) and derives policy recommendations from them (Section 9.3). It also
points to some of the next steps we need to take as researchers and stakeholders in
order to live up to the tall order of tackling climate change and energy transition
simultaneously (Section 9.4).

9.1 Findings

This section is organized along the main components of the analytical framework
introduced in Chapter 2. The major backbone of the framework are four evaluative
themes or analytical dimensions to grasp the shape and performance of institutions
in complex governance systems: coherence, management, legitimacy, and effect-
iveness. Each of these evaluative themes was operationalized through particular
dimensions.

To examine the four themes, the framework combined both rationalist and
constructivist accounts derived from theories of International Relations. Coherence
and management were to a large extent scrutinized along organizational dimen-
sions such as institutional membership and governance functions. The dimension
of the core norm, however, added an important constructivist dimension to the
analysis of coherence. For the two themes that concern performances under
conditions of complexity, i.e. legitimacy and effectiveness, the authors mostly
relied on a constructivist or sociological perspective. They examined perceptions
and expectations by selected audiences and stakeholders involved in international
negotiations on energy and climate.

In addition to this dual approach, the framework distinguished three analytical
levels to get a more encompassing grasp on the climate-energy nexus: the macro
level (the climate-energy nexus as a whole); the meso level (the institutional
complexes that govern each of the nexus’s subfields analyzed in this volume,
namely renewable energy, fossil fuel subsidy reform [FFSR], and carbon pricing);
and the micro level (specific interlinkages between individual institutions within
each of these subfields).

9.1.1 Coherence

Coherence was defined in Chapter 2 as the degree of harmony or compatibility of
institutional features to one another or to an overarching purpose. This theme was
studied along four dimensions: institutional membership, coverage of governance
functions, adherence to an overarching core norm, and interaction mechanisms.
Two of these dimensions (membership and functions) were analyzed across all
three analytical levels. The other two were only scrutinized for the meso level (core
norm) and micro level (interaction mechanisms), respectively.
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In Chapter 3, Sanderink and colleagues advanced a novel and unique dataset.
They mapped the institutions across the entire climate-energy governance nexus at
the macro level and examined in great detail the membership distribution of public,
civil society, and firm-based members. The database they generated contains 108
institutions, which include more than 12,000 members as of early 2017. Through
their network analysis, the authors identified the International Renewable Energy
Agency (IRENA) and the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC) as the central institutions within the climate-energy nexus,
due to their high degrees of universality and inclusiveness.

By the same token, Sanderink and colleagues found for the climate-energy
nexus a clear dominance of public members, i.e. country, state, or municipal
governments, secretariats to international agreements, and other public agencies.
These are involved in no less than seventy-eight institutions and exclusively
constitute forty-eight of these, with cities being by far the most frequent type of
public member. While the predominant number of public members come from
developed countries, public actors from various countries in the global South, such
as China, Mexico, and Indonesia, have become widely represented across the
nexus. By contrast, firm or business actors are members of less than half of the
sample (fifty-one institutions), and only make up seventeen institutions exclu-
sively. Civil society actors are officially engaged in solely thirty-five institutions,
seven thereof being purely civil-society-based.

When disentangling these overall observations for the three selected policy
subfields, the contributions to this volume equally identified a predominance of
public actors, albeit with certain variations across issue areas. As Sanderink
demonstrated in Chapter 4, the renewable energy subfield of the nexus exhibits
the most institutions of the three cases, forty-six in total. The membership distri-
bution across these institutions mirrors that of the climate-governance nexus as a
whole. Twenty-eight of the forty-six renewable energy institutions are solely
constituted by public members. Apart from the UNFCCC and IRENA, these
include, for instance, the International Energy Agency (IEA), the Association of
Southeast Asian Nations, and the Covenant of Mayors. No more than four insti-
tutions are merely firm-based and only three are purely civil-society-based, with
the remaining eleven institutions featuring mixed memberships.

For fossil fuel subsidy reform, Verkuijl and van Asselt in Chapter 5 identified
an even greater imbalance in favour of public actors. The institutional complex is
made up of only fourteen institutions, thirteen of them purely intergovernmental,
e.g. the UNFCCC, IEA, the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP),
the Friends of Fossil Fuel Subsidy Reform (Friends), and the World Bank. The
only exception is the Global Subsidies Initiative, which was started by a Can-
adian NGO.
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By contrast, Skovgaard and Canavan found a nearly balanced distribution for
the subfield of carbon pricing (Chapter 6). Of the thirteen institutions they identi-
fied for this complex, five were solely public (e.g. the UNFCCC or the Inter-
national Carbon Action Partnership [ICAP]), four firm-based (e.g. the International
Emissions Trading Association [IETA] and the Verified Carbon Standard), and
one, the Gold Standard, constituted by civil society actors, with the three remaining
ones being hybrid institutions.

For the second dimension of coherence, governance functions, Chapters 2 and 3
differentiated four major dimensions to guide the empirical analyses in this volume:
standards and commitments, operational activities, information and networking, and
financing. At the macro level of the climate-energy nexus as a whole, Sanderink
and colleagues (Chapter 3) found that all these four governance functions were
institutionally covered. This notwithstanding, there was no clear division of labour
evolving across the nexus as a whole. Instead, they identified a rather uneven
distribution of functions. The climate-energy nexus is dominated by institutions
that perform information and networking functions, while, for instance, standard-
setting and financing are conducted by a much smaller set of institutions. Institutions
with public members are clearly in the majority when it comes to information and
networking functions. Interestingly, though, the number of public and firm-based
institutions is nearly equal for the setting of standards and commitments. Put
differently, a key observation is that soft-governance functions – such as infor-
mation and networking – dominate at the expense of hard-governance functions that
involve authoritative rule and standard-setting. Clearly, states are not willing to cede
sovereign control of rule-setting on energy to global institutions.

When zooming in on the meso level and comparing the three selected cases, this
picture changes and gets more differentiated. The subfield of renewable energy again
comes closest to the research findings from the climate-energy nexus as a whole. In
Chapter 4, no clear cross-institutional division of labour of governance functions can
be found. Instead, global renewable energy governance is geared toward information
and networking functions that are dominated by public institutions.

For the subfield of fossil fuel subsidy reform, by contrast, the distribution of
institutions across governance functions is much more balanced. As Verkuijl and
van Asselt observe in Chapter 5, this is partly the result of active coordination by
international organizations and country governments. Some forums are instrumen-
tal in agenda-setting and the formulation of commitments (e.g. the Group of
Twenty [G20] and Friends), while others concentrate on the provision of infor-
mation (e.g. the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
[OECD] and the IEA) or on financing and implementation on the ground (e.g.
the World Bank and the Global Subsidies Initiative).

For the third case study on carbon pricing, Skovgaard and Canavan established
yet a different picture, namely one of considerable overlaps over certain
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governance functions. For instance, ICAP (intergovernmental), IETA (business),
and the Networked Carbon Markets Initiative (NCM; hybrid) engage in very
similar information and networking activities to promote the linking of carbon
markets. However, in all subfields rule- and standard-setting is a less predominant
governance function, which reflects that sovereign states have a solid grip on
decision-making power in energy governance.

As a third dimension to analyze the degree of institutional coherence in the
nexus, Chapter 2 identified the core norm, i.e. the overarching expectation of
appropriate behaviour that characterizes a particular subfield. The concept is
closely related to the very definition and delineation of a subfield and its respective
institutional complex. It provides the substance or goal that unites the institutions
governing the area in question. Although the institutions agree on the importance
of the norm, they may interpret its precise content and application in strongly
diverging ways (see also Wiener 2004). The interpretation of the core norm
therefore served as the major benchmark for identifying normative convergence
or divergence at the meso level.

For renewable energy, Sanderink (Chapter 4) identified Sustainable Develop-
ment Goal 7.2 as the core norm, which aspires to substantially increase the share of
renewable energy in the global energy mix, especially with a view to ensuring
access to, and availability of, clean energy for all (United Nations 2015). The
universal nature of this norm notwithstanding, Sanderink ascertained a consider-
able normative divergence and contestation across the subfield. Only seventeen of
forty-six institutions subscribe to the norm literally, while the others prioritize
specific aspects over others, i.e. either climate change mitigation, energy access, or
energy security.

For fossil fuel subsidy reform, Verkuijl and van Asselt (Chapter 5) found a
similar, if not even more divergent picture. They also referred to a key institutional
document as the most suitable expression of the core norm, in this case taken from
the statement of the third leaders’ summit of the G20 in Pittsburgh 2009: to
‘[r]ationalize and phase out over the medium term inefficient fossil fuel subsidies
that encourage wasteful consumption’ (G20 2009, paragraph 29). Verkuijl and van
Asselt caution that the key terms in this formula remain contested across actors and
institutions, including what should be counted as fossil fuel subsidies in the first
place. Moreover, phase-out dates remain ambiguous across the institutional com-
plex. In addition, the United States under the Trump administration has begun to
voice overall reservations on the FFSR norm in general. Against this backdrop, it is
not surprising that the authors found no major institution to which all others would
normatively adhere to.

Normative divergence and contestation, rather than convergence, also mark the
institutional complex on carbon pricing (Chapter 6). As a core norm for this
subfield, Skovgaard and Canavan established that climate change is best mitigated
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by giving a price signal to emitters and by leaving the decision of how to reduce
carbon emissions to the market. This said, they identify no less than four aspects
along which the interpretation of this norm considerably varies across the complex.
These four aspects are: quantity versus price instruments, mandatory versus volun-
tary schemes, carbon pricing within a given jurisdiction versus off-setting, and
whether polluters should pay for all of their emissions or not. Variation in insti-
tutional positions concerning these four aspects creates normative clusters of
largely private institutions on one side and hybrid or public ones on the other.

The fourth and final dimension of coherence introduced in Chapter 2 regards the
interaction mechanisms at the micro level of individual institutions. Three types of
mechanisms were distinguished through which individual institutions may have an
impact on each other within the climate-energy nexus: cognitively, through a flow
of knowledge and information; normatively, through an imitation of, or adaptation
toward, norms and rules; or behavioural, through the functional or strategic
behaviour of specific members or other actors.

Chapters 4–6 found plenty of evidence for all three mechanisms being at play in
the three institutional complexes, with no particular dominance of one over the
others. Yet, given the aforementioned overall dominance of information and
networking functions in the climate-energy nexus, it was arguably easier to
identify cognitive interactions than normative interactions. Behavioural inter-
actions depend in part on the overlaps of memberships across institutions. To give
one example: in the institutional complex on FFSR (Chapter 6), their membership
in both the G20 and the Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) allowed the
United States and China to push successfully for reform commitments and peer-
review efforts in both intergovernmental institutions. Such reform efforts included
events and initiatives linked to the UNFCCC, the High-Level Political Forum on
Sustainable Development, and the World Trade Organization (WTO). This form of
forum shopping (cf. Raustiala and Victor 2004; Orsini et al. 2013) has played an
important role in increasing the saliency of FFSR on the international policy
agenda.

9.1.2 Management

The second evaluative theme, management, was specifically targeting the micro
level, i.e. relations among individual institutions within a given subfield of the
climate-energy nexus. Quoting Stokke (2001, 11), Chapter 2 defined management
as any deliberate efforts taken ‘by participants in tributary or recipient regimes to
prevent, encourage, or shape the way one regime affects problem solving under
another’. The chapter distinguished two main dimensions for assessing such
efforts. First, the levels (regional, national, global) and agents (domestic or
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sub-domestic actors, one or several affected institutions, or an overarching insti-
tutions) ofmanagement; and second, the actual consequences and potential successes
of management efforts. In other words: did the management attempts yield any
convergence about the core norm or entail any sensible and efficient distribution of
memberships and governance functions across the affected institutions?

Notably, all three case studies identified a variety of effective management
attempts for the particular institutional interlinkages they put under scrutiny. This
signals a strong awareness by institutional members and third parties of the
complexity in which they are operating. In Chapter 4 on renewable energy,
Sanderink concentrated her micro-level analysis on three hybrid institutions, i.e.
partnerships made up by all three major stakeholder types (public, firm-based, civil
society). For all three of them – the Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency
Partnership, The Renewable Energy Policy Network for the 21st Century
(REN21), and Sustainable Energy for All – she found management attempts
initiated by different drivers at various levels. For example, joint coordination
efforts between the three institutions included a shared portal and a joint report for
common information. Further convergence was reached through unilateral man-
agement approaches, with each partnership reaching out toward important third
institutions, e.g. IRENA. Finally, Sanderink identified the UNFCCC and Agenda
2030 as overarching institutions that provide core global goals upon which the
three partnerships converge. These diverse management activities notwithstanding,
she stressed an important limitation of her micro-level study. In light of a total of
forty-six institutions and a dominance of public institutions in the renewable
energy subfield, the relations between the three hybrid institutions selected should
not be mistaken as representative of the management attempts in this institutional
complex. In fact, Sanderink found that, aside from the three partnerships that she
examined, only thirteen other institutions explicitly link their activities to the
UNFCCC and Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 7.

The results of the micro-level studies were slightly more representative for the
two other case studies, FFSR and carbon pricing, since these two subfields exhibit
a much lower number of institutions. For the institutional complex on FFSR
(Chapter 5), consisting of but fourteen institutions, Verkuijl and van Asselt studied
three key intergovernmental institutions in depth: G20, APEC, and Friends. They
largely identified informal management efforts between these three and their
members, taking the form of meetings on the side during international events,
outreach to Friends members for their expertise, and outreach from Friends
members to other countries in advance of G20 summits. Despite this informal
character, or likely because of it, the management attempts were very effective,
since they facilitated the information flow and kept the level of ambition high
across the three institutions. Friends members in particular adopted a broker role
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and proactively enhanced complementarity among the three institutions. For
instance, developments at the G20 gave New Zealand, a Friends member, leverage
to ensure that similar efforts were undertaken under APEC, in terms of both reform
commitments and the introduction of a peer review process in this area.

For their micro-level examination on carbon pricing in Chapter 6, Skovgaard
and Canavan arguably chose the most powerful institutions among the thirteen that
constitute the meso-level institutional complex. When analyzing interactions
between the UNFCCC and World Bank–embedded institutions, they determined
various joint management efforts. Such efforts mainly took place through regular,
yet often informal, contacts and meetings between institutional officials that are
specialized in carbon pricing questions. These experts helped to defuse situations
that could potentially have led to open competition or conflict. On the other hand,
and unlike for renewable energy and FFSR, Skovgaard and Canavan did not find
any noteworthy unilateral or overarching attempts by particular states or insti-
tutions to manage carbon pricing. Moreover, most management attempts for this
policy field have originated in an ad hoc or incremental manner rather than going
back to deliberate and long-sighted planning. On balance, the institutional sample
for carbon pricing thus features less encompassing management efforts than the
samples in the other two case studies.

Table 9.1 summarizes the major findings for the two evaluative themes of
coherence, and management across the three institutional complexes for renew-
able energy, FFSR, and carbon pricing. The left column lists the various dimen-
sions, while the three columns on the case studies clarify to which extent these
dimensions were addressed in a coherent manner, i.e. whether or not the three
subfields exhibit high and balanced scope of memberships, functions, interaction
mechanisms, a convergence on core norms, and a high and effective scope of
management efforts. The bottom row includes our overall assessments of the
shape and direction of the institutional complexes for each subfield. The termin-
ology for this overall assessment (here: coordination for all three cases) is guided
by the book’s analytical framework (see Chapter 2, Table 2.1) that distinguishes
largely non-managed from largely managed institutional constellations under
different degrees of coherence.

Our findings indicate that all three subfields are characterized by coordination,
rather than competition or outright harmony. This reflects the aforementioned results
for coherence and management. On the one hand, all three policy subfields exhibit a
medium degree of normative and functional convergence. The institutions in each of
them share a certain core norm, for example phasing out inefficient fossil fuel
subsidies, but differ considerably in their interpretations of that core norm. While
all institutions in each subfield cover all governance functions, they are frequently
skewed toward information and networking at the expense of standard-setting, and
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Table 9.1 Findings for coherence and management in the climate-energy nexus.

Nexus Subfields

Evaluative Themes Renewable Energy Fossil Fuel Subsidy Reform Carbon Pricing

Coherence
Scope and distribution
of memberships
(meso)

46 institutions
Imbalance, dominance of public

institutions (28)

14 institutions
Imbalance, strong dominance of

public institutions (13)

13 institutions
Balanced distribution (5 public,

4 firm-based, 1 civil society-based)

Scope and distribution of
governance functions
(meso)

High
Imbalanced distribution in

favour of information &
networking

High
Balanced and complementary

distribution

High
Balanced, but competitive distribution

Convergence on core
norm
(meso)

Low to medium
Strong variations across goal

priorities

Low to medium
Strong variations on the core

definition of fossil fuel
subsidies

Medium
Strong variations across goal priorities

and approaches to reach these goals

Scope and distribution of
interaction
mechanisms
(micro)

High
All types (cognitive, normative,

behavioural)

High
All types (cognitive, normative,

behavioural)

High
All types (cognitive, normative,

behavioural)

Management
Scope of efforts across
agents and levels
(micro)

High
Both formal and informal
Largely joint and unilateral,

partly overarching

High
Mostly informal
Joint, unilateral and overarching

Medium
Both formal and informal, but largely

ad hoc
Largely joint, no major unilateral or

overarching efforts

Consequences
(micro)

Facilitating convergence Facilitating convergence Preventing competition

Overall Assessment Coordination Coordination, evolving division
of labour

Coordination243
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public actors are over-represented compared to private stakeholders. On the other
hand, all three cases exhibit diverse and relatively successful management attempts
across key institutions, with a certain caveat regarding renewable energy where
more studies are needed to scope out this relatively large institutional complex.

The combination of these two qualities – medium coherence and advanced
management – suggests that the meso-level institutional complexes on renewable
energy, FFSR, and carbon pricing fulfil notions of ‘coordination’. The differences
across the three subfields are, hence, rather minor. FFSR comes closest to a division
of labour, due to the widespread management efforts amongst a small number of
institutions and the balanced distribution of governance functions across these
institutions. The institutional complex on carbon pricing, on the other hand, depends
upon ad-hoc management efforts to prevent outright competition or conflict across
institutions.

9.1.3 Legitimacy

Moving from the shape or degree of institutional complexity to its consequences,
the remaining two evaluative themes of legitimacy and effectiveness have been
conceptualized in sociological terms, i.e. they are measured by perceptions among
key audiences and stakeholders. To this end, the analyses relied on interviews and
questionnaires to explore how certain actors perceive the legitimacy and effective-
ness of selected institutions in the three policy areas that we put under scrutiny in
this volume.

To examine consequences of institutional complexity for legitimacy, Chapters 2
and 7 introduced a total of nine dimensions. The dimensions capture criteria from
the diverse scholarship on legitimacy concepts (normative and sociological, input
and output legitimacy), that were geared to be analyzed in terms of perceptions
among key stakeholders. They include five dimensions of input legitimacy (an
institution’s expertise, inclusiveness, procedural fairness, transparency, and
accountability) and four dimensions of output legitimacy (produced output,
behaviour-changing outcome, problem-solving impact, and distributive fairness).

In Chapter 7, Nasiritousi and Verhaegen advanced this novel framework, guided
by theoretical assumptions and expectations on the legitimacy perceptions of these
dimensions (see also Section 9.2). The framework was employed to empirically
examine five selected institutions in the subfield of renewable energy: the
UNFCCC, IEA, IRENA, the Clean Energy Ministerial (CEM), and REN21. To
get reliable results from a broad set of stakeholders, an expert survey was con-
ducted with 262 respondents, and analysed by performing an exploratory factor
analysis for the 9 dimensions. The findings are presented and visualized in detail in
Chapter 7, differentiated by different stakeholders and institutions.
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We can only highlight some of the general findings on legitimacy perceptions
among key stakeholders for the renewable energy subfield. One core finding is that
the UNFCCC was regarded as the most legitimate institution in the sample, while
the Clean Energy Ministerial (CEM) received the least positive legitimacy assess-
ment across the nine dimensions, with a noteworthy margin to the other four
institutions. Moreover, the UNFCCC scored higher compared to any other insti-
tution with regard to dimensions of input legitimacy. An explanation can be that
the UNFCCC is the only multilateral institution with a political mandate in the
institutional complex on renewable energy, and thereby has the most elaborated
procedures to promote access, inclusiveness, and transparency in particular. Apart
from these observations, however, it is striking how similar the overall legitimacy
assessments by key stakeholders were for the five institutions. Importantly, this
suggests that stakeholders do not adequately disentangle their views of individual
institutions from their overall impression of the renewable energy subfield – at
least not for those institutions that have similar functions, feature overlapping
mandates, and regularly engage in interactions and management efforts.

When distinguishing the results according to different subsets of stakeholders,
though, Nasiritousi and Verhaegen found that an institution’s formal fulfilment of
normative legitimacy criteria does not necessarily translate into positive legitimacy
assessments by all actors. Rather, the varying specializations and backgrounds of
stakeholders led to significant variations in legitimacy assessments – owing to
differences in their normative orientations, value sets, and familiarity with certain
institutions. In this context, the professional background was much more signifi-
cant for legitimacy assessments than the geographical origins of respondents,
which on balance did not render any significant differences.

9.1.4 Effectiveness

Three dimensions of effectiveness were differentiated in Chapter 2, and applied in
Chapter 8: the institutions’ production of information, norms, and policies (output),
the effect on institutional members and their behaviour (outcome), and the ultimate
effect on solving the climate- or energy-related problem that the respective insti-
tutions sought to address (impact) (cf. Underdal 2002; Tallberg et al. 2016).

These were identical with the three-tiered legitimacy dimensions discussed in
the previous section on legitimacy. What set the study in Chapter 8 apart from that
in Chapter 7 was, first, that a broader sample was analyzed, namely across all three
institutional complexes – renewable energy, fossil fuel subsidy reform, and carbon
pricing. Second, the empirical examination of effectiveness combined both docu-
ment analyses and qualitative data on the perceptions and expectations of experts
(derived from interviews).
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A core finding was that all three institutional complexes are relatively successful
in producing outputs, especially in terms of information-sharing and capacity-
building. Achievements on the outcome and impact levels were harder to establish,
but the overall evidence suggested that none of the institutional complexes has
been capable of substantially mitigating the collective action problems they set out
to address. Not surprisingly, the interviewees called for more coordinated
approaches for all three issues to build common narratives and promote a certain
division of labour across institutions.

Disentangling these general insights for each of the three subfields showed that
institutional complexity can be a supportive as well as hindering factor for
effectiveness in the climate-energy nexus. For renewable energy, the interviewees
expected more advantages than disadvantages from the institutional complexity in
this subfield. This goes in particular for the output level, with benefits arising from
multiple perspectives and knowledge bases and thanks to a pragmatic compart-
mentalizing approach to master different challenges of the energy transition. The
most frequently named disadvantages, on the other hand, included: duplication of
work; competition over resources, influence, and visibility; and the lack of an
umbrella institution to address these issues.

A similarly positive assessment of effectiveness by core audiences was estab-
lished for the institutional complex on fossil fuel subsidy reform. Similar to
renewable energy, respondents viewed the availability of different types of expert-
ise and experiences across the various institutions as highly beneficial, especially
for output effectiveness. With regard to outcome, the different memberships of
institutions working on FFSR helped to widen the geographical spread of govern-
ance efforts on this issue. In addition, interviewees welcomed a race to the top or
positive reinforcement arising from institutional plurality, i.e. the incentive to
keep or surpass the level of ambition of other institutions in the field. The
disadvantages that were most frequently mentioned coincided with those for
renewable energy, namely duplication of work and competition among standards
at the output level, implying considerable transaction costs and ambiguity
regarding outcome effectiveness.

These arguments about the consequences of institutional complexity were more
or less repeated for carbon pricing. On the positive side, respondents stressed the
knowledge distribution for output effectiveness, as well as positive reinforcement
effects and stronger outreach activities for outcome effectiveness. Disadvantages
that the interviewees referred to were equally similar to the other two subfields: the
competition among standards and the conflicting messages this sends to stakehold-
ers. Importantly, and in comparison to renewable energy and FFSR, these negative
implications for carbon pricing were highlighted quite frequently by respondents.
This confirmed the aforementioned findings on coherence and management for this
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subfield, which suggested a somewhat more competitive nature of the institutional
complex. The findings for effectiveness echoed this notion and suggest that the
degree and consequences of this competitiveness merit further exploration.

9.2 Explanations

As laid out in Chapter 1, this edited volume first and foremost has sought to
provide new conceptual and empirical insights into the shapes and consequences of
institutional complexity for the nexus of two major policy domains, climate change
and energy. Given the lack of previous comparative studies about the climate-
energy nexus, this book combined a series of innovative methods and research
steps, which, in turn, generated a large set of important and novel research findings
for scholars and practitioners alike. In the following, we briefly focus on possible
explanations for these findings on the four evaluative themes of coherence, man-
agement, legitimacy, and effectiveness.

9.2.1 Explaining Coherence and Management in the
Climate-Energy Nexus

Chapter 1 briefly proposed one explanation for variation across the subfields on
coherence and management, namely the position of each subfield within the
climate-energy nexus. The variation in this position also served as one of our main
criteria for selecting the three case studies for this volume. Carbon pricing is
mainly connected to climate change, with mitigation as its core objective. Renew-
able energy, on the other hand, is more at the heart of energy governance, as a
policy subfield primarily seeking to promote a segment of energy sources, while
mitigating climate change comes as a co-benefit or secondary goal. Fossil fuel
subsidy reform, finally, falls somewhere in the middle of the two other subfields, as
it is both an instrument for climate mitigation and for de-carbonization of the
energy mix.

In Chapter 1, we expected that these different positions of our three case studies
within the climate-energy nexus would matter for the coherence of the respective
institutional complexes – especially since climate change governance was, unlike
energy governance, marked by a central institution, the UNFCCC, as a hub of
multilateral climate diplomacy (Biermann et al. 2009; Van de Graaf and Colgan
2016). This central position, and possibly coordinative influence of the UNFCCC,
would make it well-equipped to play a stronger role for predominantly climate-
related topics such as carbon pricing.

However, when looking at the findings for coherence and management, as
displayed in Table 9.1, these expectations were not supported by the empirical
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evidence. Instead, in spite of their very different positioning in the climate-energy
nexus, all three institutional complexes share a number of institutional features,
such as wide coverage of different governance functions, dominance of public
institutions (albeit to different degrees), and low or medium convergence on core
norms, as well as multiple and effective management attempts. Consequently, they
score similarly in the overall assessment of ‘coordination’, i.e. they exhibit a
relatively well managed, medium level of coherence.

What is more, the convening, steering or orchestrating role that the UNFCCC
plays in global climate governance in general did not have the expected impact for
the subfield of carbon pricing. On the contrary, Skovgaard and Canavan (Chapter 6)
found no evidence for any management attempts by the UNFCCC for this subfield.
Rather, as Sanderink showed in Chapter 4, the UNFCCC provides such an
umbrella function for some of the institutions governing renewable energy.

At second glance, however, the positioning in the climate-energy nexus
appears to play some role for shaping the institutional complexes, albeit not the
only or major role. For instance, the normative guidance that the UNFCCC
provides for the renewable energy subfield affects a minority of institutions in
the complex. Sanderink’s findings point to roughly one-third of institutions that
adhere explicitly to core norms of the UN climate regime. By contrast, output
from the UNFCCC, particularly the Kyoto Protocol and the Paris Agreement,
have historically often acted as stimuli for scaling up efforts across the carbon
pricing subfield.

This said, the potential relevance of the nexus position for the degree of insti-
tutional complexity may be considerably qualified by other factors. In the case of
carbon pricing, for instance, one reason for the slightly more competitive nature of
the complex (e.g. with regard to the distribution of governance functions) is the
constellation between the UNFCCC on the one hand and World Bank–embedded
institutions on the other. These two sets of international institutions differ, for
instance, in their confidence in the ability of the market to yield carbon-emission
reductions (Chapter 6). While this constellation confirms the important role that the
UNFCCC has for this subfield, it shows that, for a more differentiated explanation,
other phenomena have to be taken into account.

Concretely, the climate-energy nexus does not exist in a vacuum, but overlaps
with other policy domains with their own institutional settings. Carbon pricing is
not only a matter of climate change and energy, but also of financing and
international development, which explains the significant role the World Bank
plays in balancing the UNFCCC’s dominant position in this subfield. Likewise,
renewable energy is linked to a plethora of economic, environmental, and social
concerns that are in part regulated by other institutions. It is hence not surprising
that renewable energy is governed by the biggest institutional complex in our
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sample. This high number of institutions, in turn, implies both challenges and
opportunities that may impact the institutional features of the complex, from more
options to cover governance functions on the one hand to more difficulties to reach
overarching coordination on the other (Scott 2008; Biermann et al. 2009).

These considerations about thematic scope and the number of institutions
demonstrate the need for more theory development in order to explain and
understand the variation of institutional features in a governance nexus. This
development can build, inter alia, on different theories on international institutions
who continuously incorporated the phenomenon of institutional complexity over
the past two decades. Rationalist, sociological and discursive accounts of institu-
tionalism yield different theoretical expectations that could be adapted to the study
of a governance nexus such as the one on climate and energy. Among the
rationalist approaches, proponents of instrumental multilateralism could, for
instance, analyze the role of hegemonic countries in determining which core rules
are adopted, which governance functions are covered and which management
attempts are taken by which actors or institutions (cf. Ikenberry 2003; Morse and
Keohane 2014). Likewise, neoliberal institutionalists and organizational ecologists
could scrutinize the role of underlying constellations of interests or situation
structures (cf. Zürn 1993; Keohane and Victor 2011), problem structures (cf.
Rittberger and Zürn 1990; Underdal 2002; Zelli et al. 2017), or resource depend-
encies (cf. Abbott et al. 2016) in shaping certain areas of a governance nexus.
Sociological and discursive institutionalists, finally, could help us understand to
what extent the (lack of ) institutional coherence in a nexus represents overarching
norms or discourses – and the rivalries and contestations among them – in which
the various institutions are embedded (cf. Conca 2006; Schmidt 2008, 2017; Arts
and Buizer 2009).

9.2.2 Explaining Legitimacy and Effectiveness in the
Climate-Energy Nexus

In Chapter 7, Nasiritousi and Verhaegen examined a variety of potential reasons
for the legitimacy assessments by stakeholders. They followed Steven Bernstein
and other scholars who have shown that different types of stakeholders may hold
different legitimacy demands based on their social values, norms, and previous
experiences (Bernstein 2005; Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen and Vihma 2009; Lenz and
Viola 2017). Nasiritousi and Verhaegen therefore examined whether varying
stakeholder characteristics made a difference for legitimacy assessments under
conditions of institutional complexity. For their sample of five renewable energy
institutions, they found that some of these characteristics indeed mattered
for legitimacy assessments. These assessments particularly varied between
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governmental and nonstate actors and between stakeholders with different work
profiles and orientations. The geographic origin, on the other hand, played no
major role for how the legitimacy of an institution was valued. These results
indicate that norms, values, and experiences of audiences may be of relevance
for the sociological legitimacy of institutions in a nexus.

In addition, Nasiritousi and Verhaegen took into account the degree of insti-
tutional complexity as a potential explanation for shaping audiences’ legitimacy
beliefs. Following cognitivist assumptions about limitations of visibility and
shadows of legitimacy in highly complex governance systems (cf. Alter and Meu-
nier 2009; Bäckstrand et al. 2018; Zelli 2018), they examined whether such systems
may make it too difficult for stakeholders to differentiate between the processes and
performances of individual institutions. The climate and energy nexus, which brings
together a large variety of institutions, provides such a complex environment.

The authors indeed found evidence that stakeholders in their sample did not
adequately disentangle their legitimacy assessments of the individual institutions
under scrutiny, since these overlapped in mandates and governance functions.
Moreover, they found that a stakeholder’s level of familiarity with an institution
can be linked to a more positive assessment of legitimacy. Hence, there are reasons
to believe that knowledge or valuing of an institution provides important markers
or mental shortcuts for stakeholders when they navigate a very complex and
densely populated subfield such as renewable energy.

These findings on legitimacy regard a small sample from only one of the three
subfields of the climate-energy nexus. Future research has to show whether the
institutional complexes on fossil fuel subsidy reform and carbon pricing exhibit
similar levels of sociological legitimacy. On the one hand, one could expect such
similarities, since, as we summarized earlier in this chapter, all fields exhibit
comparable degrees of coherence and management. On the other hand, the gov-
ernance systems on FFSR and carbon pricing are made up of considerably less
institutions, which may qualify the impact of institutional complexity on stake-
holder assessments.

Chapter 8 analyzed whether the institutional complexity of the three subfields
affected various experts and stakeholders in how they assess the effectiveness of
certain institutions. The analysis revealed many similar assessments across the
subfields, in spite of the institutional differences among them, e.g. the much higher
number of institutions for renewable energy than for FFSR and carbon pricing. The
main disadvantages that experts and stakeholders in all three subfields highlighted
were duplication of work, conflicting messages, and competition, which were all
seen as obstacles in the way toward stronger synergies. On the other hand, insti-
tutional complexity offered more opportunities and venues to include a broader
spectrum of actors and interests.
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Potential explanations for these results may be related to our findings for
legitimacy and call for further research. One could expect, for instance, that the
social values, norms, and experiences that impact legitimacy assessments also play
a role in effectiveness assessments. What speaks for this assumption is that the
three dimensions of institutional effectiveness (output, outcome, impact) are also
relevant dimensions for the output legitimacy of institutions.

An explanation for the differences found in assessments of effectiveness
between the three subfields may be the overall level of complexity in a subfield
as a more fundamental reason, and the respective explanations for coherence
and management discussed in the previous section (Section 9.2.1). The pos-
ition in a subfield in the climate-governance network or, for instance, the
underlying constellations of interests, may not only shape the degree of
complexity of that subfield, but also the (perceived) advantages and disadvan-
tages arising from that complexity. All these potential connections point to the
need for a groundbreaking research programme – one that provides scholars
and stakeholders with novel, theory-driven analyses to explain and understand
the complexity of a nexus and its consequences for legitimate and effective
governance.

9.3 Recommendations

9.3.1 Enhancing Coherence and Management in the
Climate-Energy Nexus

The ensuing recommendations are based on the empirical results of Chapters 4–6
of this volume. These chapters present three case studies on three major subfields
of the climate-energy complex: renewable energy, fossil fuel subsidy reform
(FFSR), and carbon pricing. The studies found that all three subfields, and the
institutional complexes that govern them, are marked by medium coherence;
minimal or low levels of management; and significant challenges, trade-offs, and
conflicts. Given this similarity across the three subfields, our most important
recommendations apply to all of them, and they are also of relevance for a wider
universe of subfields within the climate-energy nexus that show similar levels of
coherence.

First of all, improving coordination and building awareness of the activities of
institutions is important for avoiding duplication of efforts and conflicting mes-
sages. Such conflicting messages may create confusion among relevant actors.
They also provide alternatives for those actors that are opposed to certain policies
and institutional efforts, helping such actors to ‘shop around’ for a different arena
more suited to their preferences. Ultimately, conflicting messages may lead to
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conflicting impacts of institutions. This happens intentionally when institutions
promote specific objectives at the expense of other goals. An illustrative example
comes from the renewable energy subfield. There, the energy trilemma poses a
challenge to all international institutions working on this area – namely to achieve
three objectives simultaneously – energy security, energy access, and sustainable
energy – that frequently conflict with each other. Many institutions settle for
prioritizing one of these goals, and there is, in fact, currently a clear bias in global
renewable governance toward clean energy access (Sanderink 2019). Against this
backdrop, and to avoid conflicting impacts, there is a strong need for a more
integrated, cross-institutional acknowledgement of, and approach to, the energy
trilemma. In particular, the potential of renewables to address energy security must
be recognized more widely.

Duplication of work is a serious issue given that the institutions have limited
resources in terms of staff, budget, and expertise. Improving coordination and
awareness of each other’s activities is key – and it does not necessarily call for a
single institution that acts as orchestrator or coordinator. Rather, strengthening and
expanding existing inter-organizational coordination mechanisms and possibly
establishing new ones could improve oversight and integration. To identify the
most urgent governance gaps, it is crucial to keep track of which institutions and
actors are performing which tasks in which part of the world. Such a clearinghouse
approach or information hub could be modelled on, for instance, the Global
Climate Action portal of the UNFCCC (NAZCA 2019). Based on such continuous
and cross-cutting information, institutions could then ideally adapt or shift their
activities or mandates accordingly.

Second, we need clearer definitions. All three subfields we analyzed suffer from
differing and even conflicting interpretations of central concepts and norms, such
as what constitutes renewable sources of energy, fossil fuel subsidies, and carbon
pricing. These diverging interpretations may lead to inconsistencies and tensions
when pursuing core objectives. For instance, the various and competing definitions
of fossil fuel subsidies entail considerable differences between estimates of annual
global fossil fuel subsidization – ranging from several hundreds of billions by the
OECD and IEA (OECD 2018a, 2018b) to several trillions by the IMF (Coady et al.
2017). Such definitional ambiguity among international institutions and their
members has allowed some countries to maintain that they have no subsidies at
all, even though there are numerous methodological aspects on which these
institutions agree.

A possible solution to this ambiguity could be some form of joint ‘minimum’

definition put forward by all intergovernmental institutions on FFSR. Such a
minimal but flexible consensus could leave the door open to complementary
approaches such as those of the IMF, which highlights the broader societal costs
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of government support for fossil fuels. Likewise, for the subfield of carbon pricing,
diverging interpretations could be addressed by further specifying the norm of
carbon pricing. A cross-institutional consensus could clarify that carbon pricing
entails the payment of a non-trivial price for a significant share of emissions. Such
a clarification could avoid conflicting signals and prevent carbon pricing schemes
that only place a very low price on overall emissions. While such a clarification is
strongly needed, it should still leave room for promoting both carbon taxes as well
as emissions trading systems instead of just focusing on one of the two. Put
differently, clarification is a balancing act. Too much norm or goal specification
can come at the expense of a wider acceptance or support, particularly when
competing definitions are rooted in actors’ diverging preferences and worldviews.

Third, silo mentality should be avoided. Actors and institutions operating in the
three subfields of renewable energy, FFSR, and carbon pricing should build
stronger connections to other policy areas in the climate-energy nexus and beyond.
For instance, the institutions in global renewable energy governance appear to
compete with energy efficiency institutions over resources and visibility. Such
competition can be in part prevented by separating opportunities for (financial)
support and resources for renewable energy and energy efficiency, while simultan-
eously supporting collaborations between the two areas.

Another example of the need for stronger cross-area coordination is the import-
ance of integrating fossil fuel subsidy reform within the UNFCCC (Skovgaard and
van Asselt 2019). Moreover, in a broader sense of sharing experiences and
spreading knowledge, institutions within the three subfields need to reach out to
sectors and institutions beyond the climate-energy nexus. Many actors and insti-
tutions operating in other policy domains still need convincing of the urgency of a
global energy transition toward renewables.

Fourth, certain institutions could act as orchestrators in order to facilitate these
and other measures. To play such an orchestrator role, an institution would ideally
have a broad membership and the convening power that comes with it, an
extensive mandate, and a high degree of acceptance – qualities associated with
major UN institutions – along with the organizational capacity to play such a role.

Within the renewable energy subfield, one candidate could be IRENA. Being
positioned at the centre of the energy trilemma, it is one of the few renewable
energy institutions that simultaneously promote energy security, energy access,
and environmental sustainability concerns. Furthermore, IRENA’s mandate to
gather and disseminate comprehensive information would allow the organization
to initiate a database on global renewable energy activities and to facilitate
discussions on the benefits and shortcomings of various energy sources. Finally,
having almost universal membership and being well-known as a focal point for
renewable energy, IRENA can have convening power to invite institutions and
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actors from areas other than energy governance to join renewable energy discus-
sions. All this said, a major limitation is that IRENA – like the International Energy
Agency that could potentially also play such a role – is not a UN organization,
which may affect its acceptance as an orchestrator.

Within the subfield of fossil fuel subsidy reform, the UN Environment Pro-
gramme (UNEP) is well-placed to take over the function of an orchestrator. UNEP
coordinates efforts to bring together multiple stakeholders to develop a reporting
methodology for SDG indicator 12.c.1 on fossil fuel subsidies. It may also play
a valuable role in improving coordination and coherence between the institutions
working in this area (UNEP et al. 2019). Furthermore, UNEP benefits from having
a universal membership. Nonetheless, efforts to avoid duplication of work could
also be undertaken by (a subset of ) institutions independently. Given the WTO’s
existing definition of a subsidy, parallel efforts to promote FFSR through this
forum also help socialize a common definition of a fossil fuel subsidy (Verkuijl
et al. 2019).

For the subfield of carbon pricing, the two most obvious orchestrators are the
UNFCCC and the World Bank. Yet, both of them suffer from specific shortcom-
ings. The World Bank is an institution in which industrialized countries have
disproportionate influence compared to the UN institutions, which limits its legit-
imacy particularly in the eyes of developing countries. The UNFCCC has much
greater legitimacy in this respect, but is constrained by the modest resources of the
UNFCCC Secretariat and the often-protracted decision-making procedures.

Some of these concerns are also relevant regarding a more general orchestration
role within the larger climate-energy nexus. Despite the UNFCCC’s relatively
large secretariat, it cannot be expected to coordinate the institutional complex on
climate change. It neither has the mandate nor the organizational capacity to do so.
The secretariat has, however, been engaging in light-touch coordination using
orchestration as a mode of governance. It collaborates with other institutions and
actors to provide platforms and data that could help to mitigate cross-institutional
coordination gaps (Hickmann et al. 2019).

9.3.2 Enhancing Legitimacy and Effectiveness in the
Climate-Energy Nexus

The feedback from selected experts in our surveys and interviews confirmed that
greater cross-institutional coordination is also necessary to address some of the
negative impacts of institutional complexity for the effectiveness in the climate-
energy nexus. In line with the recommendations we outlined in the previous
section, a more overarching and clear division of labour, reducing incongruence
of messages, and facilitating greater information and data-sharing were all seen as
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key steps by interview respondents. They cautioned, however, that diverging
interests will keep rendering such efforts difficult. Moreover, coordination attempts
would need to be designed in such a way as not to overburden the institutions with
bureaucracy and to instead strike a balance between greater harmonization and
maintaining the autonomy of institutions. Otherwise, effectiveness could be
hampered by ill-designed coordination attempts. Here, key member states that
are members of several institutions may have a role to play to push for improved
coordination.

Effectiveness ultimately implies that the output of the many governance insti-
tutions contributes to actual problem-solving – i.e. successfully scaling up renew-
ables, providing stringent carbon pricing, and phasing out of fossil fuel subsidies.
As Chapter 8 showed, it is difficult to isolate and trace back the impact of the three
institutional complexes on such problem solving, either because that impact is
limited in the first place, or because of limitations in data. Nonetheless, there is
considerable scope for improving problem-solving in each of the three subfields
we analyzed. This includes enhancing the effectiveness of the measures that have
already been brought on their way. In the case of carbon pricing, for instance, this
would imply a stronger concentration on the adoption of carbon pricing and on
effective carbon price levels, e.g. in line with the recommendations of the High-
Level Commission on Carbon Prices (2017) that suggests prices between 40 and
80 US $ per metric tonne of CO2 equivalents.

Chapter 7 and its study of the legitimacy perceptions of five key institutions
showed a significant variation across stakeholder groups. Against this backdrop,
international institutions, first, need to apply different legitimation strategies to
target different audiences and their varied interests. To be visible and reach
various audiences in an increasingly crowded governance nexus, it is particularly
important for international institutions to provide a credible picture of their
purpose, procedures, and performance through multiple channels. The study
differentiated the legitimacy assessments according to nine dimensions of insti-
tutional legitimacy, e.g. transparency, accountability, and procedural and distribu-
tive fairness. The responses on these dimensions provide a useful indication of
which institutional qualities the five institutions need to communicate (and
improve on) more extensively, in order to be perceived more positively by certain
stakeholders.

Moreover, the study showed that stakeholders’ familiarity with institutions
matters for their sociological legitimacy. This points to the importance of outreach
activities. Institutions operating in a dense institutional complex not only depend
on performing their function well in order to be viewed positively, but also need to
communicate and engage with a range of stakeholders, both members and non-
members. Put differently, institutional complexity requires institutions to make
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additional efforts to improve perceptions of their legitimacy in two different turfs:
first, in an intricate institutional landscape through cooperation and competition
with other institutions that have overlapping mandates; and second, in a more
complex communication landscape with outreach activities directed at different
audiences.

9.4 Outlook

We conclude this chapter, and this book, with identifying urgent research gaps and
future research avenues that we have repeatedly come across in our comparative
and in-depth assessment of the climate-energy nexus. As Section 9.2 already
includes our suggestions for further theory development on the analysis of a
governance nexus, we concentrate our outlook on essential empirical questions
of high relevance for researchers, policy practitioners, and stakeholders.

We structure our suggestions along our three case studies – renewable energy,
fossil fuel subsidy reform, and carbon pricing – and the themes of legitimacy and
effectiveness. There are cross-cutting aspects among them that point in the same
direction, namely (1) to learn more about the causes of institutional complexity
in the climate-energy nexus, and, more concretely; (2) to substantiate claims on
the causal links between the degree of institutional complexity (in terms of coher-
ence and management) and the implications of this complexity (in terms of
legitimacy and effectiveness); (3) to identify conditions for successful management
efforts and spill-over effects across institutions and levels and, while doing all this;
(4) to go beyond renewable energy, fossil fuel subsidy reform, and carbon pricing,
and expand studies toward other subfields in and beyond the climate-energy nexus.

For renewable energy, we need to know more about the interplay between
renewable energy institutions and institutions from other energy-related areas,
especially with regard to energy efficiency. Renewable energy and energy effi-
ciency along with low-carbon technologies are key areas in decarbonizing energy
systems and transitioning to fossil-free or carbon-neutral societies. However, as
mentioned earlier, they more often than not compete in spite of their common
vision. Moreover, and with a view to addressing the energy trilemma more
appropriately, further research is required to explore how increased coordination
efforts can take shape, and what role UN and non-UN organizations can play for
this purpose, such as UNFCCC, UN Energy, IRENA, and IEA.

With respect to fossil fuel subsidy reform, one issue that could be examined in
more depth is the interplay between limited-membership coalitions, such as the
G20 or the Friends, and multilateral arenas. Such research could look into the
extent to and conditions under which progress made in small-n settings can be
integrated in multilateral decision making. Respective studies could draw on
existing literatures in other areas, for instance on the role of regionalism in
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international trade governance (Baldwin 2014). A second avenue for further
research is to parse out the influence of international institutions on the implemen-
tation of domestic FFSR policies. As Chapter 5 discussed, countries have taken on
commitments to reform their fossil fuel subsidies through various international
forums, including the G20, the UNFCCC, the High-Level Political Forum, and
Agenda 2030. The extent to which these international commitments trickle down
to domestic action needs empirical assessment, through examining which countries
have implemented reforms following the introduction of such commitments.

Future research on carbon pricing could, when exploring causes and conse-
quences of coherence and management, focus more on the role of individual
members (see also Andonova and Mitchell 2010). Regarding research on causes,
one could analyze whether or not overlapping membership between institutions
facilitates inter-institutional coordination – in particular through specific officials
or units of a joint member. For instance, it is likely that the same states were to a
large degree represented vis-à-vis the UNFCCC by their environment ministries
(see Skovgaard and Gallant 2015), vis-à-vis the World Bank institutions by their
finance and development ministries, and vis-à-vis CORSIA by their transportation
ministries. Exploring the impact of identical or different negotiators in different
institutions on overall coherence could provide both empirical and theoretical
contributions important to academics and policy makers alike. In terms of conse-
quences, future research should focus on whether and how the presence of
interaction mechanisms between two institutions influenced the decisions of actors
to adopt carbon pricing. If the relationship between two institutions became more
coherent, did this also make them more influential toward their members? Com-
parisons of such constellations across time as well as across different subfields
could provide insights of great policy relevance.

Concerning the connection between institutional complexity and perceptions of
legitimacy, this book has provided a novel empirical study on five institutions from
the subfield of renewable energy. First of all, this type of analysis could be
expanded to institutions from other subfields. Such a wider examination can
provide comparative insights into how the different levels of coherence across
institutional complexes affect perceptions of legitimacy. Second, further research is
required to establish why different stakeholders assess the legitimacy of insti-
tutions differently in a complex institutional environment. A broader set of poten-
tial explanatory factors could be put to the test here to examine whether these
differences ultimately stem from processes of socialization or whether they are
rather due to functionalist or rationalist reasons. Third, while we asked stakehold-
ers to assess institutions according to nine dimensions of legitimacy, the next step
would be to evaluate the relative importance that each stakeholder type assigns to
each dimension. This would help to capture the overall legitimacy of an institution
in greater detail. Such a research avenue could also explain and understand how
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different dimensions of legitimacy relate to one another and which factors may
lead to a legitimacy crisis. Fourth, and based on these insights, the role of specific
legitimation and delegitimation strategies under institutional complexity merits
further enquiry. Finally, our study focused on legitimacy at the micro level, i.e.
for individual institutions. The next research frontier is to study how institutional
complexity affects legitimacy for an entire institutional complex (meso level) or
governance nexus (macro level).

With regard to effectiveness in the climate-energy nexus, our empirical findings
indicate that output effectiveness, i.e. generating regulations and infrastructure, is
high across the three institutional complexes for renewable energy, FFSR, and
carbon pricing. However, behaviour-changing outcomes and problem-solving
impacts of institutions were less significant in all three cases. Whether this is a
result of institutional complexity, or perhaps a reflection of the limited authority of
international institutions in these subfields, warrants further investigation.

Moreover, further research is needed to examine interactions across different
subfields and how these affect the effectiveness of the climate-energy nexus
(Sanderink and Nasiritousi 2019). On the domestic level, the three issues we
scrutinized in this volume are often interlinked, e.g. in the sense that fossil fuel
subsidies lower the de facto carbon price and make renewable energy less com-
petitive. Likewise, renewable energy may provide a useful instrument for limiting
potential negative consequences of FFSR and carbon pricing through energy
access and rising energy prices. In turn, FFSR and carbon pricing may finance
the expansion of renewable energy installations. Concerns about just transitions to
a zero-emissions world (Newell and Mulvaney 2013) are relevant to all three issues
and could benefit from addressing all three of them in a joint manner where
possible.

Furthermore, studying other governance fields in a similar manner could pro-
vide a useful comparison to examine whether institutions in other policy domains
have overcome some of the shortcomings of institutional complexity and why.
Such research could help identify additional management options for international
institutions to close governance gaps and enhance effectiveness in the climate-
energy nexus. Finally, it should be noted that effectiveness as defined here does not
capture the issue of efficiency. While the three subfields were all considered
effective at the output level, future studies should also examine how economic
efficiency can be improved under institutional complexity. This is important given
strong competition over resources in different policy fields.

The governance of the climate and energy nexus, and the ability of its insti-
tutions to address key issues – such as renewable energy, fossil fuel subsidy
reform, and carbon pricing – in a timely manner will have great consequences
on people and the planet in the years to come. We therefore encourage scholars,
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stakeholders, and practitioners alike to address the theoretical, empirical, and
societal dimensions of the governance of the climate-energy nexus sooner rather
than later. We hope that the research presented in this volume provides a first and
crucial step to advance this important research frontier and to ultimately help
resolve one of the largest planetary challenges ahead of us.
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