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ABSTRACT

Zhao, Bi Ph.D., Purdue University, August 2020. Better Together? Participation and
Interaction among NGOs at the UN Climate Change Summits. Major Professor:
Ann Marie Clark.

Does increased participation of non-governmental organizations (NGOs) improve

the democratic quality at intergovernmental organizations (IGOs)? Multilateral insti-

tutions and global governance mechanisms have emerged during the past few decades

to tackle global challenges, such as climate change. However, policy making institu-

tions such as IGOs are often viewed as lacking democratic legitimacy. The decision-

making process remains tied to nation-states represented often by non-elected del-

egates, yet the decisions affect people who do not have a say in the process. One

remedy proposed by global governance scholars to close such democratic deficit is

to include a variety of stakeholders such as non-governmental actors. I challenge

the conventional wisdom that assumes the democratic potential of these actors, and

unpack the “blackbox” of NGOs to assess their internal politics.

To assess their role in global governance, we need to understand the substantive

participation and patterns of interaction among the NGOs at the governance institu-

tions. I construct a multilevel theoretical framework from a social network perspective

to understand their participation and interaction. The theoretical framework is based

on transnational social movement theory and social network theory.

I draw on the example of women’s groups working at the United Nations Frame-

work Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) annual conferences. Employing

both quantitative statistical analysis and network analysis, I demonstrate an evident

increase in women’s groups that participate substantively at the UNFCCC. How-

ever, the growth is accompanied by inequality in participation. Not all groups that
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attend the UNFCCC participate in collective advocacy or network actively. The vari-

ation is associated with the capacity and social embeddedness of a given organization.

Furthermore, the community working on women’s issues has become fragmented over-

time. The fragmentation is a result of NGOs’ different strategies and understandings

of their role in global climate governance. The institutional context of UNFCCC has

also contributed to the fragmentation. Overall, these civil society actors contribute to

the democratization of the UNFCCC process by adding new voices, establishing new

issue linkages, and raising awareness for women’s rights and gender equality. At the

same time, however, the internal inequality and the power imbalance could further

exacerbate the democratic deficit in the global climate governance process.

I have independently collected data on over 800 actors at the UN climate confer-

ences. I have also conducted semi-structured, in-depth interviews with civil society

representatives at the UN climate change summits in 2017 and 2018. The findings

contribute to the understanding of democratic legitimacy in global governance of

large-scale, transnational challenges by analyzing both macro-level network relation-

ships among actors and the micro-level mechanisms among network members.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

In November 2017, the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change

(UNFCCC) annual conference (Conference of Parties, or COPs) took place in Bonn,

Germany. The UNFCCC annual COP is the multilateral meeting where national

delegates from all countries gather and negotiate the reduction of greenhouse gas

emissions and other climate change related issues. National delegates at the COP in

2017 adopted the first-ever Gender Action Plan (GAP), which became part of the

official agreement of the COP23.1 The gender plan contains specific activities meant

to advance the implementation of the various gender-related decisions under the UN-

FCCC, such as enhancing women’s equal participation in the UNFCCC process and

developing gender-just climate policies. After years of slow progress in the multilat-

eral climate negotiation and the absence of human rights and gender equality in the

negotiation, this successful mainstreaming of gender into the official agreement was

celebrated as a milestone by many non-governmental organizations (NGOs), espe-

cially those who have worked more than a decade to bring gender concerns into the

international climate process.2 Many regarded this step forward as a success of the

women’s groups’ collective effort over the years.

During the same COP in 2017, a host of women’s groups also proposed a list of

“Key Demands” to the national delegates. These organizations all belong to a com-

munity at the UNFCCC that focuses on women and gender issues, the Women and

Gender Constituency (WGC), which was officially established in 2010. They work

1United Nations Climate Change Secretariat. (2019, December 5). Gender Action Plan. United
Nations Climate Change. https://unfccc.int/topics/gender/workstreams/the-gender-action-plan
2Life e.V. and GenderCC. (2017, December 8). A large step towards gender-just climate policies, but
too little overall progress: GenderCC’s and Life e.V.’s joint statement on the outcomes of COP23.
GenderCC. https://gendercc.net/fileadmin/inhalte/dokumente/
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closely with one another in every UNFCCC annual meeting. The “Key Demands”

list, for the first time, included an item on the protection of women’s sexual and repro-

ductive health rights. The inclusion of this topic on the list was not without struggle.

For years, members of the WGC hesitated to include an agenda item that linked

climate change and women’s reproductive rights. One women’s group representative

said in an interview:3

The debate about how women should have fewer children and how
beneficial it will be for the planet is a terrible argument. Because it is
not women and children that are responsible for climate change. . . Some
organizations do not want this important issue of women’s reproductive
rights to be used to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. . . .But they [some
NGOs] consider it an important climate adaptation measure.

After this item was put on the agenda, another NGO staffer commented, “Some

organizations may not have anything to do with reproductive rights, but because they

are a member of the Women and Gender Constituency, others see you as a collective,

pushing forwards a demand which you may not agree with.”4

The above examples paint two quite different pictures of civil society advocacy

at an intergovernmental space such as the UNFCCC. On the one hand is a success

story as a result of the NGOs’ collective action: women’s groups, through working

together, mainstreaming and raising the awareness of gender equality, which would

otherwise be completely sidelined in the UN climate negotiations. On the other hand,

NGOs inevitably encounter one another in an inclusive space like the UNFCCC. As

they work together to magnify their voices, there are also internal disagreements and

struggles, as they come into the summits with very different origins, capacities, and

missions.

These observations and anecdotes point us to an increasingly important phe-

nomenon that implores deeper understanding: the internal relations and power dy-

namics of non-state actors when they engage in global governance. It is generally

agreed among the global governance scholars that the inclusion of a wide range of

3Lisa Göldner, interview by author, Bonn, Germany, November 15, 2017.
4John Baaki, interview by author, Katowice, Poland, December 11, 2018.
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non-state actors can bring diverse voices to the governance process, thus enhancing

the democratic quality of the process. Nevertheless, we still know little about the ac-

tual activities and interactions among these actors. Under the UNFCCC institutional

context, their activities foster a political system, where unique power imbalances and

struggles exist among themselves. Besides, we still have little understanding of the

specific pathways through which they may strengthen or hinder the intrinsic value of

democracy at the global governance venues.

Therefore, this study asks: how can we understand the activities of transnational

NGOs in the global governance process, especially at the intergovernmental venues?

How to explain the inequality in their participation and the variation in their rela-

tionship with one another? Does the expansion of NGO participation at institutions

such as the IGOs enhance democracy in global governance governance? Or are there

representative qualities that may cause new problems related to democracy at global

level (Jönsson & Tallberg, 2010)?

Finding answers to these questions is essential for understandings the role and

nature of these non-state actors in global governance. Many global challenges such

as climate change have included more and more stakeholders in the decision-making

process. These actors have increased their influence over time. Therefore, we need

an accurate understanding of the roles they play, the political system they generate,

and the overall implication for governance outcomes.

To provide insights for internal relations and power dynamics among NGOs, this

study draws on the case of the women’s groups working at the UNFCCC from 2003

to 2016. The purpose of the study is to examine the substantive participation and

collaborative interaction of these civil society actors through a social network perspec-

tive. Using a mixed-methods approach, this study argues that the collective advocacy

of these NGOs has exhibited three characteristics over the years: continuous growth,

uneven participation, and fragmented territoriality. First, there is an evident increase

in women’s rights groups that participate substantively at the UNFCCC, advocating

for gender equality. The growth is most prominent after the UNFCCC institution-
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alized their participation in 2010. Second, the growth is, nevertheless, accompanied

by inequality in substantive participation. Not all women’s groups that join the UN-

FCCC unanimously participate in collective advocacy or connect themselves with

one another. The variation is found to associate with the capacity and the social

connection of a given organization. Finally, the fragmented territoriality refers to the

various strategies and different understandings about their roles in global governance.

Some of the differences are conflictual, some are less sharp disagreement, and others

result in a division of labor. The fragmentation can be found in the structure of the

collaborative network of these groups; and the in-depth interviews with the NGO

representatives provide further evidence. Overall, this study suggests that these non-

governmental actors contribute to the democratization of the UNFCCC process by

adding new voices, establishing new issue linkages, and raising awareness for women’s

rights and gender equality. At the same time, however, the internal inequality and

the power imbalance could further exacerbate the democratic deficit in the global

climate governance process.

For the rest of this chapter, I first review two strands of literature that are highly

relevant to the current study: one pertaining to global governance and the democ-

ratizing potential of NGOs in the process; and another body of literature that seeks

to understand non-state, civil society actors as political actors in general. I then

focus on UN climate change governance and review the scholarly understanding of

the NGOs at this venue. Background information on the women’s groups’ activism

at the UNFCCC will be provided. Finally, I lay out the plan for the rest of the study.

1.2 Global governance and civil society actors: a democratizing force?

Global challenges such as climate change, immigration, the spread of epidemics,

terrorism, among many others, have taken on an increasingly complex nature. Their

causes and impacts transcend national borders, demanding the governance mechanism

and policy making for tackling these issues to be trans-border as well. Take climate
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change as an example: no one country can prevent, let alone adequately address its

impacts. Collective action at the global level is not an option but an imperative.

Global governance rises as a response to these challenges and demands.

1.2.1 Emergence of global governance as a concept

The concept of governance has a long history. At the national level, the term

is often used synonymously with “government,” which is generally associated with

a system of national administration (Pierre & Peters, 2000; Weiss, 2012). At the

international level, the idea of “global governance” goes beyond a synonym of “gov-

ernment” and the legal authorities vested at the national level. It emphasizes the

management of common global affairs by both public and private, individuals, and

institutions. The application of such an idea can be found in various UN agencies

and UN-related experience. Among the academics, the term “global governance”

started gaining popularity since the 1990s, with the publication of the journal Global

Governance in 1995 highlighting this concept specifically. In the first issue of Global

Governance, Rosenau defined the term as encompassing the “activities of govern-

ments, as well as many other channels through which ‘commands’ flow in the form

of goals framed, directives issued, and policies pursued” (1995, 14). Later, Rosenau

added an emphasis on the regulatory nature of global governance, which includes

“systems of rule at all levels of human activity – from the family to the interna-

tional organization – in which the pursuit of goals through the exercise of control

has transnational repercussions” (Rosenau, 2004, 13). Despite the broadness of these

definitions, they laid the foundation for numerous conceptualizations of more recent

developments of global governance. What lies at the core of the definition is the idea

of creating a system of rule (Tallberg, Bäckstrand, & Scholte, 2018; Zürn, 2013, 2018).

Conceptually, global governance is perceived as a regulatory process. For example,

Zürn defined it as “the entirety of regulations put forward with reference to solving

specific denationalized problems or providing transnational common goods ”(Zürn,
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2013, 408). Tallberg and colleagues (2018) also remarked that global governance oc-

curs through the formulation and administration of rules and regulatory institutions

in the collective life of all people groups that are affected by any given global issue.

The concept of global governance also departs from the more traditional notion of

state-centric, international politics in two significant ways that are interrelated. First,

global governance recognizes that the stakeholders to the issues the world society faces

right now are not limited to the nation-state (Tallberg, Bäckstrand, & Scholte, 2018;

Zürn, 2013, 2018). Global governance is more than “international,” as “neither the

latter’s state-centrism nor its hierarchical connotation is accepted as an a priori de-

scription of world politics” (Lederer, 2015, 3). In contrast to classical approaches to

international politics that primarily focus on the interactions between nation-states

(Mearsheimer et al., 2001; Waltz, 2010), the global governance perspective attaches

equal importance to sub- and non-state actors (Amen, 2011; Avant, Finnemore, &

Sell, 2010; Ougaard & Leander, 2010; P. H. Pattberg, 2007). While states are parties

to the formulation and administration of global rules, the functions and importance

of other types of actors are not considered epiphenomenal. In sum, global governance

can be conceived as structures and processes of coordination among governments,

intergovernmental organizations, and non-state actors across the board with a com-

mon goal, to create and implement a set of rules and norms to tackle transnational

challenges (Hempel, 1996).

Second, as multiple political actors engage with one another in the regulatory

process, normative rights and duties of actors also derive from their position in global

governance (Hickman, 2016; Tallberg, Bäckstrand, & Scholte, 2018; Zürn, 2018). Un-

like a state-centric approach where nation-states derive their interests based on an

international system of sovereign equals and anarchy (Bartelson, 1995; Mearsheimer

et al., 2001; Waltz, 2010), the term global governance implies the normative notion

that global problems should be dealt with at the global level (Zürn, 2018) and con-

tain a strong emphasis of normativity and the pursuit of the common good. From

a constructivist perspective, shared ideas and norms are the means through which
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we can understand the practices of actors within the global system, as well as the

construction and operation of global governance institutions (Wendt, 1992; Wiener,

2018). The normative dynamics at the global governance, therefore, does not stem

exclusively from the interests of states as unitary actors. Norms in global governance

are co-constituted by different societal actors at multiple levels, such as local and

transnational, and are susceptible to change constantly.

1.2.2 Assessing global governance in practice: democratic legitimacy in

IGOs

While global governance has a strong normative connotation, it does not entail a

moral premise. In other words, global governance is not necessarily just or peaceful.

The choices and configuration of any governance involve “privileging the beliefs and

interests of some actors over others, and it always has distributional consequences re-

flecting societal power constellations” (Zürn, 2018, 5). As global governance seeks to

involve a multitude of actors, the inclusion of new agencies may simultaneously gen-

erate complex and contradictory social effects (Pouliot & Thérien, 2018). In practice,

the participation and interaction of multiple actors, arriving at global governance with

different goals and missions, could entail cooptation and domination. Ultimately, the

power dynamics among the variety of political actors is going to affect the governance

outcome; and global governance in reality is highly complex. Many desirable gover-

nance qualities such as transparency, equity, and accountability are not automatically

embedded in global governance.

Can global governance effectively include various voices and deliver policy out-

comes considerate of these voices? This is a crucial question begging for answers

because it is tied to the crucial issue of democratic legitimacy of global governance.

Bernstein (2011) argues that legitimacy is the glue that joints power to authority.

The importance of democratic legitimacy is obvious. Under conditions of legitimacy,

people who are subject to and affected by a governing framework need to first and
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foremost perceive its exercise of authority to be appropriate and legitimate (Suchman,

1995, for example). When audiences view a governance arrangement as legitimate,

they have confidence in its rule and are more likely to endorse and comply with its

policies (Bernstein, 2011; Dahl & Lindblom, 1992; Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Parsons,

1960).

In contrast, without legitimacy, authority is likely undermined or must depend on

coercion, secrecy, and trickery to obtain sway - and governance is often less effective as

a result. In global governance, the source of democratic legitimacy often stems from

the perception of whether the governance rules and systems conform to principles such

as democracy, fairness, and justice. The legitimacy of global governance is further

substantiated by the legitimacy claimed by the participants in the process, based on

their appeals to representativeness of certain societal groups and expertise (Tallberg,

Bäckstrand, & Scholte, 2018).

Scholars assessing the democratic legitimacy of global governance often situate

the observation and analysis inside specific global governance institutions such as

intergovernmental organizations. The participation and interactions of the political

actors do not happen in a vacuum. Just like any other governance forms, there are

designated spaces for global governance. One such space is the intergovernmental or-

ganizations that deal with specific global issues. Focusing on the IGOs does not mean

a disregard of the other types of governors and venues of governance. Indeed, various

studies point out that besides the IGOs, other governance institutions include trans-

governmental networks (Hale, 2016), transnational hybrid institutions (Bulkeley et

al., 2014; Hale & Held, 2011), and transnational private arrangements of markets or

civil societies (Tallberg, Bäckstrand, & Scholte, 2018) are crucial. Moreover, each of

these institutions involves different actors and breed unique power dynamics. Nev-

ertheless, a focus on the IGOs enables us to examine the institution where the most

extensive ranges of stakeholders gather and interact, the most critical negotiations

happen, and the most influential decisions are made. It also allows us to engage in

the existing conversations regarding the role of NGOs and IGOs in world politics in
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general (Clark, 1995; Clark, Friedman, & Hochstetler, 1998; Joachim & Locher, 2008;

Tallberg, Bäckstrand, & Scholte, 2018; Warkentin & Mingst, 2000; Weiss, Gordenker,

et al., 1996; Willetts, 2000). As IGOs gather a wide range of stakeholders, whether

these stakeholders can sufficiently represent different societal interests and influence

policy outcomes determines the quality and effectiveness of global governance.

While these IGOs play a significant role in the global governance of many challeng-

ing issues, they are often criticized as lacking legitimacy by both scholars and prac-

titioners. The growth of activity beyond the state has given rise to discussions over

the democratic deficit in global governance institutions. This work predominantly

recognizes that the authority, once confined within national borders, increasingly es-

capes these traditional demarcations (Stevenson & Dryzek, 2014, 6). The democratic

deficit of IGOs has become a major focus of backlash against global governance.

More specifically, democratic deficit points to the lack of representation, account-

ability, and transparency in intergovernmental institutions (Abbott & Snidal, 2009;

Keohane, Nye, & Donahue, 2002; Steffek & Hahn, 2010). While decision-making at

IGOs remains tied to nation states, the impact of the decisions is often felt by indi-

viduals and groups who are inadequately represented in the policy making process

(Bäckstrand & Kuyper, 2017). Furthermore, the fact that decision-makers–such as

diplomats and bureaucrats–are not democratically elected calls the IGOs’ account-

ability into question (Keohane et al., 2002). In addition, IGO transparency is ques-

tioned because the crucial negotiations often happen behind closed doors, away from

the public sphere (Stasavage, 2004). All these issues directly undermine the intrinsic

value of democracy in IGOs, as well as in global governance writ large (Gereke &

Brühl, 2019).
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1.2.3 Remedy for democratic legitimacy: expanding stakeholder partici-

pation

One remedy for the lack of democratic quality at the IGOs is the opening up

of these institutions to various types of stakeholders and a wide range of non-state

actors such as NGOs. To define NGOs, I borrow the non-state actors’ definition from

Luterbacher and Sprinz (2001) but focus on a subset. According to them, NGOs

refers to “any organization that does not have a formal or legal status as a state

or agent of a state, or as a constituent subunit of a state such as a province or a

municipality” (2001, 97). This broad definition also includes for-profit organizations

such as corporations. This study focuses on the NGOs who are organized non-profit

actors, oftentimes advocacy groups, that actively participate and seek to effect change

in policy at the international level. In this research, I also use civil society actors, civil

society organizations interchangeably with NGOs to refer to the same set of political

actors.

Proponents see a vision of democratization through NGO participation at the

intergovernmental diplomacy (Bexell, Tallberg, & Uhlin, 2010; Steffek, Kissling, &

Nanz, 2007; Steffek & Hahn, 2010; Tallberg, Sommerer, Squatrito, & Jönsson, 2014).

Their presence represents different societal interests. Though without formal voting

power, they can bring the concerns of diverse groups to the intergovernmental venue

(Steffek, 2013). They also enhance transparency by making the information about

the negotiation public and communicating with a broad audience. Furthermore, with

their specialized knowledge in particular issue areas, they supply crucial information

to both national delegates and IGO officials, becoming indispensable allies to many

IGOs (Steffek, 2013; Stroup & Wong, 2017). For these reasons, non-state actors

such as NGOs are considered to be a “transmission belt” between IGOs and public

opinions (Steffek et al., 2007). They can thus enhance the representation of weaker

groups and issues (Steffek & Hahn, 2010) and serve as an indispensable part of global

governance that links up civil society and intergovernmental institutions.
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These hopeful assumptions have encountered doubts too. Scholars have raised the

question around NGOs’ actual, substantive participation at the IGOs based on several

conditions (Gereke & Brühl, 2019). First, it is not possible for all societal groups to

participate directly at the IGOs. Consequently, not every issue can find its way onto

the negotiation agenda (Gereke & Brühl, 2019). Second, an unequal representation

exists among NGOs from the Global North and South (Bexell et al., 2010; Hanegraaff,

Vergauwen, & Beyers, 2019; Gereke & Brühl, 2019; Scholte, 2002). Since the Northern

groups are often equipped with more funding and access to national governments,

when they relate to the less resource-rich Southern groups, they retain the hegemonic

domination that reflects the same core-versus-periphery pattern among industrialized

and developing state (Steinberg & VanDeveer, 2012). This leads to conflicts over

priorities and issue framing (Mac Sheoin, 2012). Finally, some researchers challenged

the assumption that NGOs are principled actors guided by some universal values,

highlighting the varied interests within the NGO community and their motivation for

securing survival in a resource-scarce world. These diverse interests are intertwined

with power relations among the NGOs (Anderson & Rieff, 2005; Prakash & Gugerty,

2010; Price, 1998).

The ongoing debate around the democratizing potential of non-state actors shows

that a mere increase in non-state actors at IGOs does not entail enhanced global

democracy. It is of great importance who gets to be heard and act as legitimate

representatives of their respective constituencies. Some studies attempted the map-

ping of non-state actors’ participation at intergovernmental venues like the UNFCCC

conferences (Gereke & Brühl, 2019; Hanegraaff, 2015; Hanegraaff & Poletti, 2017;

Uhre, 2014). However, merely tallying the number of non-state actors at the IGOs

can be misleading (Hanegraaff et al., 2019; Schroeder & Lovell, 2012). Behind the

aggregated measure is the assumption that all NGOs are equally positive forces in

enhancing democracy, which is impossible under any governance contexts.

Furthermore, scholars still know little about the actual participation pattern

within a community of NGOs working on similar issues. Sharing an issue focus
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does not diminish their intrinsic differences. For example, indigenous groups fighting

against climate change come from different regions and, even among themselves, carry

different challenges. Some may be threatened by increasing natural adversities, while

others may face a violation of their rights to land at the hands of large corporations

like the fossil fuel industries. As they gather at the IGO, not all concerns can be

included or heard equally. Such unequal representation makes the democratic po-

tential of NGOs questionable. Therefore, without unpacking a community of NGOs

and examining their participation pattern, it would be unwarranted to conclude that

increasing the number of non-state actors, especially those working on social and

justice-related issues, could enhance IGO and global governance democracy.

Therefore, this study goes beyond merely counting the number of NGOs who

have access to global governance institutions. While IGOs’ rules and efforts to fos-

ter inclusion by expanding the categories of actors that partake in global politics

is commendable, I ask, what happens after the expansion of inclusion, what power

dynamics can we observe, and what political implications does it have? To answer

these questions, I thus focus on the substantive participation of NGOs at the UN

climate change conferences and the interaction among them. For substantive partic-

ipation, this study investigates who gets to participate in a meaningful way rather

than being mere onlookers. For interaction, I examine the specific patterns of the

partnership-building, tie-formation activities of the NGOs.

Among the many benefits of focusing on substantive participation and interac-

tion, such a perspective helps to understand better the relationship between the role

of NGOs and the democratic legitimacy of global governance. The analysis of who

gets to participate substantively and who does not can tell us the extent of inequality

of meaningful participation, even though the sheer number of NGOs is on the rise.

The evaluation of their tie-formation strategies illustrates how NGOs, through their

collective action, can enhance the democratic quality of the intergovernmental space

by adding otherwise unheard voices. At the same time, a close examination of the

choice of specific alliances over others demonstrates the differences in actors’ fun-
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damental beliefs about the position they occupy in global governance, as well as the

process through which some issues of concerns are prioritized and others are sidelined.

1.3 Understanding NGOs as political actors

Besides dialoguing with the global governance literature in terms of the democ-

ratizing potential of NGOs, this study speaks to another strand of scholarship that

seeks to understand the role of advocacy NGOs in world politics in general. Dur-

ing the past few decades, non-state actors such as civil society organizations became

a salient group of political actors in transnational political issues, including human

rights, development, and the environment, just to name a few. They have challenged

the state-centric system by exercising their normative and symbolic power. They have

inserted themselves in various stages of international policy making such as norm cre-

ation, agenda-setting, policy formation, monitoring, and enforcement of international

agreements (Steffek, 2013; Tallberg et al., 2014). The salience of these actors has

attracted broad scholarly interest, and at the same time, their growing prominence

begs more understanding of them as an indispensable part of world politics. After

accounting for current scholarly knowledge of NGOs, I highlight two areas – the het-

erogeneity among NGOs and their interactions with one another – that this study

addresses in particular.

1.3.1 NGOs in International Relations

Analytic interest towards non-state actors first surfaced during the 1970s, in com-

mensurate with the rising critiques of the dominant state-centric paradigms that

focused on only state actors and their interactions (Finnemore & Sikkink, 1998). In

1971, the journal International Organization had a special issue edited by Keohane

and Nye on “Transnational Relations and World Politics” (Nye, Keohane, et al.,

1971). This and other works (Huntington, 1973; Keohane & Nye Jr, 1973; Rosenau,

1980) challenged the state-dominated view of international relations theory, neglect-
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ing the “transnationalization of world politics” (Rosenau, 1980). According to the

then-dominant realist strand of theory (Waltz, 2010), non-state actors are but epiphe-

nomenal in an anarchical world where states seek survival and self-interest. However,

the work on transnational non-state actors during this time focused more on the for-

profit actors, such as the multinational corporations in the post-WWII era. Non-profit

organizations and other transnational actors like NGOs were not yet the subject of

systematic inquiry. Peter Willets was the first author who explicitly examined the

NGOs, and he referred to them as “pressure groups” (1982).

The theorizing of non-state actors had a major breakthrough during the late 1980s

as the constructivist theory emerged in international relations (Kratochwil & Rug-

gie, 1986; Wendt, 1992). These authors drew attention to the social and ideational

aspects rather than mere material power and structure of world politics. Finnemore

and Sikkink (2001) summarized constructivism as “an approach to social analysis

that asserts the following: (a) human interaction is shaped primarily by ideational

factors, not simply material ones; (b) the most important ideational factors are widely

shared or ‘intersubjective’ beliefs, which are not reducible to individuals; and (c)

these shared beliefs construct the interests and identities of purposive actors”(2001,

392-393). Therefore, the development of constructivism started as a contrast to the

existing theoretical approach of rationalism, which took the actors’ identity and in-

terests as given. Rationalists such as neorealists and neoliberals assume the nature

and incentive of political actors, their goals and actions can be fully understood solely

by their interests and basis of power, without consideration of the properties of the

social system in which the actors’ interactions occur. In contrast, constructivists

cannot take identity and interests for granted, the process by which they originate

is crucial, and change has been a big part of the constructivist research program

(Willetts, 2001).

Soon afterward, in consonance with the constructivist theoretical strand, the 1990s

witnessed a revival of the theorizing about non-state actors. The scholarly attention

resonated with a massive wave of new non-state actors emerging by the end of the
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Cold War. A constructivist framework is essential to explain how NGOs who lack

the conventional forms of power can nevertheless change the policy making through

the mobilization and support of values and norms (Willetts, 2001). Rosenau (1990)

stated in the book Turbulence in World Politics that the international politics is

marked by a “bifurcation in which the state-centric system now coexists with an

equally powerful, though more decentralized, multi-centric system”(1990, 11), char-

acterized by transnational actors. Two years after Rosenau’s book, another special

issue of International Organization elaborated the idea of transnational “epistemic

communities,” defined as ” networks among professionals with an authoritative claim

to policy-relevant knowledge” (, 3)haas1992knowledge. The authors used the theo-

retical framework of constructivism, particularly with a focus on socialization, cog-

nitive evolution, and learning, to capture the relationship between knowledge and

power (Adler & Haas, 1992). Another contribution came from Risse-Kappen’s vol-

ume (1995), which brought in the domestic political context and the international

institutions’ impact on transnational civil society.

The constructivist approach to theorize and understand the non-state actors dur-

ing the 1990s was culminated by Keck and Sikkink’s seminal book (1998) on transna-

tional advocacy networks. They introduced and elaborated on the concept of transna-

tional advocacy networks (TAN) in the “boomerang” model. In this model, TAN can

channel their impact on different levels of political actors and impact various issues

such as human rights, environment, and women’s rights (Keck & Sikkink, 1998).

TANs are defined as networks that include “ relevant actors working internationally

on an issue, who are bound together by shared values, a common discourse, and dense

exchanges of information and services” (Keck & Sikkink, 1998, 2). The conceptual-

ization of a network form of transnational advocacy laid a useful pathway for later

scholarly analysis of non-state actors.

The enormous growth of the transnational civil society sector has marked the

post-Cold War era. In parallel, research also took on new questions and new scopes

about the actors. First, scholarly understanding of NGOs has extended to a much
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more extensive range of their activities. Besides monitoring national governments

and challenging their misconduct whenever necessary, non-state actors involved with

intergovernmental institutions directly (Risse-Kappen, Risse, Ropp, & Sikkink, 1999;

M. Barnett, Finnemore, et al., 2004), organized social movements internationally

(Smith, 2008; Smith & Wiest, 2012), and interacted with the corporates. Overall,

studies on non-state actors have engaged a wider range of topics, responding to the

growing salience and relevance of NGOs in almost all aspects of world politics.

Second, now that scholars widely agreed that non-state actors matter, the question

became why and under what conditions do they matter? The literature has identified,

by and large, two sets of factors that would mediate NGOs’ impacts. The first set of

factors focused on the individual organization level and often included organizational

properties such as the ideational resources and the claims of cosmopolitan values that

give NGOs moral authority (Joachim, 2003; Murdie, 2014b); professionalization level

of the organizations (Prakash & Gugerty, 2010); and financial resources and abun-

dant experiences that make an organization a “superpower” or a “gatekeeper” (Bob,

2011; Carpenter, 2014). At the individual level, scholars also consider how various

strategies help the NGOs secure success – strategies like framing (Allan & Hadden,

2017), building connections through a network form of coordination (Keck & Sikkink,

1998), naming and shaming (Dietrich & Murdie, 2017); and the combination of in-

sider and outsider strategies at the IGOs (Hadden, 2015). The second set of factors

departed from the individual level. It accounted for larger structural forces such as

the international and domestic opportunity structures that could either facilitate or

constrain the transnational endeavor. For example, when countries’ value and the

campaign message align, it is more likely that civil society actors will achieve their

objectives (Busby, 2010). Internationally, the opening up of intergovernmental orga-

nizations provides the NGOs spaces to realize and enhance their impact (Clark et al.,

1998; Joachim & Locher, 2008, 2008; Martens, 2005; Tarrow, 2005). Take the UN

agencies and UN global conferences as an example. They have served as important

focal points for the activities of transnational non-state actors (Clark et al., 1998;
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Joachim, 2003, 2007; Weiss et al., 1996). The global conferences have granted NGOs

access to the multilateral diplomacy space where they can lobby the states and ex-

ploit the “two-level game” mechanism to change state preferences. They could build

coalitions with the UN agencies or other IGO bodies, as well as network with one

another and build broad coalitions for their advocacy campaigns or social movements

(Busby, 2010).

The above overview shows that research on NGOs has grown tremendously over-

time; the findings have broadened our understanding of this particular type of actors.

However, two areas remain understudied: the differentiated nature among NGOs and

their internal politics.

1.3.2 Heterogeneity among NGOs

Non-state actors’ differences have been largely overlooked during the past, as they

are often perceived as principled, normative actors and have only started to gain at-

tention in recent years. As previously mentioned, Keck and Sikkink, in their seminal

book, studied NGOs as broader networks to address transnational issues (1998). How-

ever, research programs of this strand often portrayed NGOs as rather homogenous

organizations seeking to impact the normative environment and policies of states and

transnational governance. Studies often focused on shared norms and values and

identified transnational NGOs as principled actors (Keck & Sikkink, 1998). As such,

NGOs were considered normative authorities that promote norm institutionalization

at the global level (Glasius, 2006; O’brien, Goetz, Scholte, & Williams, 2000; Price,

1998) and collaborate or clash with domestic actors in efforts to implement norms

in local contexts (Hertel, 2006; Schmitz, 2006; Tarrow, 2005; Wapner, 1995). In this

generalized understanding of NGOs, they were distinguished by their commitment to

some universal principles and a seemingly higher moral ground. Keck and Sikkink

argued that there is a need to recognize and unpack the differences among these
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non-state actors and understand the different logic and processes among them (1998,

99).

Recent researchers argued that despite their good intentions, NGOs are strategic

actors and need to be examined as such (Wong, 2012). More scholars have echoed by

asserting that NGOs working at the international and transnational levels need to be

disaggregated, and the differences among them are marked (Stroup & Wong, 2017, 9).

The differentiated nature among themselves and the resulting power dynamics was

initially neglected but have come into spotlight through recent scholarly works (Bob,

2005, 2011; Carpenter, 2014; DeMars, 2005; Friedman, Hochstetler, & Clark, 2001;

Hertel, 2006; Stroup & Wong, 2017). NGOs differ in their capabilities such as budget

and staff (Bob, 2005), connections with governments and media (Stroup & Wong,

2017), and connections with other actors, including IGOs, states, and civil society

actors. They also differ in issue framing (Friedman, 2003; Hertel, 2006), advocacy

strategy (Hadden, 2015), and internal structures (Wong, 2012). This research adds

to this line of research efforts. What underlies this study is the recognition of the

fundamental differences among civil society actors even working on similar issues and

facing similar structural forces, and the understanding of how such differences impact

their participation and interaction at global governance.

1.3.3 Internal politics among NGOs

Besides their differences, we also still know surprisingly little about the internal

relationships and power struggles among the NGOs at the IGOs, besides a broad

and general distinction between the global North and global South (Gereke & Brühl,

2019). As a matter of fact, in discussing the impact and authority of NGOs, the

literature almost always consider them another actor in the nation-state system. Their

influence was directed externally towards other actors such as states, corporates and

IGOs. From this perspective, it is natural to view the NGOs in a rather monolithic

way to distinguish them from the state actors. Little attention has been given to the
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mechanism of how they influence one another through the relationship-building; nor

do we understand very well the internal politics resulting from their interactions.

The topic of internal politics came into spotlight only through recent works of Bob

(2005, 2011), Carpenter (2014), Hadden (2015) and Stroup and Wong (2017), among

a few others. By highlighting their interaction and inter-organizational relationship-

building, this study recognizes the NGOs as strategic actors, who seek power and

political clout stemming from the alliances and partnerships they strategically build.

It argues that their internal relations and politics are not epiphenomenal. As the

NGOs work at global governance institutions such as the IGOs, they face a dilemma

of collaboration and competition. On the one hand, their need a unified voice in

order to be heard, which requires them to work collectively. On the other hand,

as IGOs encourage the expansion of participants, there are only limited opportunity

windows for NGOs to influence the political process and outcomes. NGOs are pushed

to compete for these opportunities inevitably. Similarly, with a growing number of

participants, they also contend for attention and publicity. These dynamics can gen-

erate complex power dynamics that pull them in opposite directions. The aggregated

outcome may render some more influential, while others less so. The power struggles

would also impact the overall governance outcome and effectiveness of these actors.

Thus, studying NGOs’ interactions can help better understand the cooperating and

competing forces at play, and the political payoff we may expect to observe.

To sum up, this research grapples with the NGOs’ participation and interaction

at global governance institutions such as IGOs, seeking to explain the variation in

their substantive participation pattern and various relationship-building strategies.

By doing so, I engage in conversation with two important strands of literature in

the study of world politics. First, I address the democratizing potential of NGOs

as they engage in global governance. While many global governance scholars have

argued that the inclusion of a multitude non-state actors such as the NGOs can

enhance the democratic legitimacy of the governance, I contend that such conclusion

is premature without the understanding of their actual, meaningful participation
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patterns. Second, I contribute to the general understanding of NGOs as a type of

non-state actors in world politics. Specifically, my study adds new insights into the

heterogeneity of NGOs, that their differences is not merely a North-South story.

Within-group differences in participatory and collaborative strategies are found in

both the global North and South communities. Studying these nuances helps illustrate

NGOs’ agencies and political implications for enhancing democracy at the IGOs.

1.4 Global climate governance and non-state actors

In order to understand the NGOs’ substantive participation and their interaction

at the intergovernmental space, I focus on the case of the women’s groups working

at the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change. In this section, I

trace the development of global climate change governance, with a specific focus on

the UNFCCC and its relations to non-state actors like NGOs.

1.4.1 Governing climate change at the United Nations

Climate change as a global challenge is unprecedented due to its scale of impact,

the severity of the consequences, and the complexity in governance. As a collective

action problem, climate change has since the late 1980s spurred a plethora of state-led,

private and hybrid governance activities across multiple jurisdictional, administrative,

and political levels (Bäckstrand & Lövbrand, 2015). These activities have intensified

in scale and scope over the years; and the most high-profile governance space for

climate change now is the UNFCCC.

The UNFCCC was born out of the UN Conference on Environment and Devel-

opment (UNCED) held in 1992 in Rio de Janeiro. The official document Agenda

21,5 which was adopted by the 178 governments attending the UNCED, laid the

ground for global environmental negotiations on two crucial environmental treaties,

5United Nations Conference on Environment and Development. (2006, May
7). Agenda 21. Sustainable Development Goals Knowledge Platform.
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/outcomedocuments/agenda21
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the Framework Convention on Climate Change and the Convention on Biodiversity.

The UNFCCC created the central institutional architecture for international climate

policy making through multilateral negotiation. It entered into force in March 1994

and had been ratified by 197 countries as of March 2020.6 The principles guiding

the UNFCCC include “common but differentiated responsibilities,” “equity,” “cost-

effective,” “sustainable development,” and “maintaining an open economic system”

(UNFCCC, 1994, Article 3). Article 7 of the Convention established the Conference

of the Parties as the supreme body, with responsibility for reviewing the implementa-

tion of the FCCC and any related legal instruments and making decisions to promote

effective implementation.

As a “framework” convention, the UNFCCC created the fundamental institutional

architecture within which international efforts to address the threat of global climate

change would take place. The multilateral negotiations are UN-sponsored, and are

semi-autonomous from the UN itself (Depledge, Lamb, & Lawler, 2005). That means

the Convention by nature does not specify binding goals for the greenhouse gas (GHG)

emissions reduction or detailed implementation and monitoring mechanisms. It only

constitutes a commitment on the part of its signatories to continue negotiating as a

global community. The framework is, so to speak, “an agreement not to abandon the

search for agreement”(Baber & Bartlett, 2011).

The first COP was held in Berlin in 1995. National delegates adopted the Berlin

Mandate which stated that commitments contained in the initial UNFCCC agree-

ment were basic guidelines and thus not sufficient to meet long-term objectives. The

process of negotiating a protocol was initiated that would constitute binding goals

and timetables for reducing GHG emissions. State officials adopted the Kyoto Pro-

tocol after two years of intense negotiations during COP3 in 1997. Based on the

principle of “common but differentiated responsibilities,”(UNFCCC, 1994, Article 3)

the Kyoto Protocol contained a concrete commitment on the part of the developed

6United Nations Climate Change Secretariat. (2005, November 15). Status of Ratification of the
Convention. United Nations Climate Change. https://unfccc.int/process/the-convention/what-is-
the-convention/status-of-ratification-of-the-convention
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countries, called Annex 1 countries, to cut their emissions. The Kyoto agreement

was marked by the bifurcated treatment of developed and developing countries. No

emission control goal was set for the developing nations, which later became a signif-

icant conflict in negotiations in terms of the split of responsibility among them. The

Protocol formally entered into force in 2005 and set solid goals for emissions reduction

for the 2008-2012 period. However, the United States withdrew from the treaty in

2001. The other developed countries, mainly the European states, still proceeded in

the absence of commitments from the US government.

Soon after the Kyoto Protocol entered into force in 2005, parties started new

negotiations on the post-Kyoto period. The ineffectiveness of the Kyoto Protocol

started to surface as it became clear that the controlling of GHG emissions required

action by large developing countries such as China and India, who were not bound by

any commitment in the Kyoto agreement. The cleavage between industrialized and

developing parties has grown and become significant. While large-emitting developing

countries like China and India acknowledged their role as major emitters, they rejected

the idea that they should accept binding reduction goals based on the principle of

“common but differentiated responsibilities” laid out initially for UNFCCC (M. Betsill

& Corell, 2008). The tension has been between the historical emissions and the

current urgency to cut emissions, as well as between short-term economic setback

and long-term environmental costs. At the same time, the industrialized countries

upheld that the global threat of climate change required all parties to be on board.

The negotiations had been rather fruitless as the conflict between the developed and

developing parties has remained irreconcilable for years.

COP15 in Copenhagen in 2005 was expected to conclude the negotiations and to

reach the agreement on a new set of targets, with the hope to extend the GHG emis-

sion reduction to include the United States and the developing world, especially the

BRICS countries–Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa. But the negotiation

before COP15 only reached a stalemate on the substantive and procedural issues. The

outcome of COP15 was nothing but disappointment—a small group of only 28 coun-
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tries, led by then U.S. President Barack Obama, negotiated a non-binding agreement

called “Copenhagen Accord” as a political compromise. The negotiations were heated

towards the end. A few countries, including Venezuela, Bolivia, and a handful of oth-

ers, refused to reconcile on the ground that the agreement was too weak. In the end

the Accord was not formally adopted. The decision coming out of Copenhagen was a

single sentence: “The Conference of the Parties takes note of the Copenhagen Accord

of 18 December 2009,” with the accord attached in an appendix. Without formal

adoption, the Accord remained a free-floating agreement with highly ambiguous legal

status (Dimitrov, 2010). Unlike the Kyoto Protocol, the Copenhagen Accord did not

set mandatory goals for emissions reduction goals. It only set a two degree Celsius

goal for long-term climate change. It also contained a system of voluntary “pledge

and review” for mitigation actions whereby all countries would make explicit miti-

gation pledges based on their individual circumstances, as well as a commitment by

industrialized nations to support less developed countries with financial and technical

resources (Baber & Bartlett, 2011).

After Copenhagen’s stalemate in negotiation, many doubted whether the UN-

FCCC institutional setup— the universal membership combined with consensus-

based decision rules, was too unwieldy to produce any agreements (Victor, 2011). The

failure of Copenhagen was expected to shift policy effort onto the national, bilateral,

and regional initiatives (Van Asselt, 2016). However, the next few COPs somehow

showed resilience and still witnessed the political will from the international commu-

nity to collaborate on a multilateral level. Parties agreed during COP17 in Durban,

South Africa, to develop a new agreement applicable to all countries and move beyond

the non-legally binding Copenhagen Accord. All these efforts led to the adoption of

the Paris Agreement in 2015 at COP21. When the Paris Agreement was adopted

despite the shadow of the gridlock in Copenhagen, it was widely heralded as a prod-

uct of successful multilateral negotiation and for its legally-binding nature in terms

of reporting commitment for all countries (Bäckstrand, Kuyper, Linnér, & Lövbrand,

2017). The Paris Agreement formally established the Nationally Determined Contri-
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bution (NDC) strategy as a systematic way to include both developed and developing

countries. Under NDC, each country pledges its own commitment goal. Once the

Agreement is ratified by a county, its NDC becomes the emissions reduction goal.

The legally binding part of the report system requires countries to communicate and

maintain successive NDCs. An assessment mechanism is also included in the Paris

Agreement. A “Global Stocktake” is set up to take place in 2023 and every five years

thereafter. The goal is to evaluate the progress the governments make to achieving

emissions control according to the pledges. This new treaty on climate change not

only was regarded as a remarkable success after the failure of Copenhagen, but also

marked the transition from Kyoto Protocol’s “top-down,” “targets and timetables,”

and bifurcated treatment approach, to a “bottom-up,” self-pledge system. The shift

of approach is welcomed by many, as the Kyoto binding reduction goal turned out to

be not viable, without dynamic incentive to decarbonize the economy; it also created

conflicts over the distribution of the mitigation burden among countries especially

between the more industrialized and developing countries (Falkner, 2016). In con-

trast, under the NDC system all nations are on board; the voluntary pledges can be

compared and reviewed internationally, and the legal structure is carefully crafted not

to deter effort with punitive sanctions. Therefore, the Paris Agreement was regarded

as a major breakthrough in multilateral climate change policy making.

1.4.2 Non-state observers at the UNFCCC

The UNFCCC, since initiation, has included terms explicitly allow for and encour-

age participation by non-state actors through various formal and informal procedural

mechanisms (Raustiala, 2001). Under the UNFCCC, “Anybody, or agency, whether

national or international, governmental or non-governmental, which is qualified in

matters covered by the Convention... may be so admitted [to negotiations and meet-

ings] unless at least one-third of the Parties present object”(1994, Article 7.6). In

addition, all Parties are obliged to “promote and cooperate in education, training
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and public awareness related to climate change and encourage the widest participa-

tion in this process, including that of [NGOs]” (1994, Article 4.1). The Conference of

the Parties shall furthermore “seek and utilize...the service and cooperation of, and

information provided by, competent international organizations and [NGOs]” (1994,

Article 7.2). Therefore, while the FCCC is a creature of states, and the international

climate regime is dominated by governments, non-state actors are encouraged and

enabled to participate in its operation.

Throughout more than twenty years, the UNFCCC has gone through many rounds

of negotiations and produced several crucial international agreements on the gover-

nance of GHG reduction. The multilateral agreements under the UNFCCC have

undergone rather fundamental change over time, from a “top-down” binding reduc-

tion commitment approach to a “bottom-up” self-pledge and review system. As the

attention has gradually shifted from the state-centric multilateral diplomacy to a

broader range of stakeholders, the non-state actors, a majority of which are civil so-

ciety observers, have become increasingly salient in the UNFCCC. They have been

actively seeking channels through which they pursue political influence in this giant

and sometimes messy arena.

The NGOs started working with the goal to influence multilateral negotiations

since the very beginning of the UNFCCC. However, their efforts have been around

for decades. Betsill and Corell identified the 1972 United Nations Conference on the

Human Environment as “the modern era of international decision making on the en-

vironment and sustainable development”(2008, 1). More than 250 NGOs attended

this meeting, shared expertise and helped develop the rules for NGO participation

in the plenary sessions and meetings. Fast-forward to the early 1990s, during the

time leading up to and the negotiation of the Kyoto Protocol, NGOs, especially the

environmental NGOs (ENGOs) became active participants, with the largest delega-

tions from Greenpeace, Friends of the Earth, and the World Wild Fund for Nature

(formerly World Wildlife Fund) during those early years. The roles of the NGOs

at the multilateral institution contain were mainly trying to impact the agenda and
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the outcome of the formal text of Kyoto Protocol, through their effort to lobby the

national delegates with their symbolic power, cognitive expertise, and interpersonal

connections. Nevertheless, their impact was considered to be moderate (M. Betsill &

Corell, 2008).

During the years of negotiation of the Kyoto protocol, NGO participation was

organized mainly under an umbrella alliance, the Climate Action Network (CAN).

The environmental groups framed climate change as an imminent global crisis that

required immediate action. In contrast, most of the delegates viewed the problem as

a legitimate threat but not urgent. In order to push the frame forward, the NGOs

employed various strategies. They resorted to their symbolic power and cognitive

knowledge, monitoring the negotiation and utilizing naming and shaming when nec-

essary. Some CAN members met regularly with other members in their respective

regions to devise strategies for lobbying particular governments. They were especially

effective in shaping the position of the European Union and the United States. De-

spite these vigorous efforts, CAN’s position was not reflected in the final text of the

Protocol. The NGOs were not able to keep any specific issues off the negotiating

agenda (for example, the emissions trading and the emissions sinks) or add a partic-

ular issue into the text (the inclusion of developing countries to commit to emissions

reduction). Nevertheless, they still shaped the negotiation process both directly and

indirectly, as well as prepared future paths for NGO impact (M. Betsill & Corell,

2008).

As the negotiation moved slowly over the years leading up to COP15 in Copen-

hagen, NGOs have not given up their efforts at the UNFCCC. Researchers noted

both the increase of NGOs and the diversification among them (Cabré, 2011; Had-

den, 2015). Approximately 200 organizations registered for the first COP in 1995.

By 2005, the number of participating NGOs grew to slightly less than 800. Along

with the increased participation, the types of groups involved also became more di-

verse (Cabré, 2011; Hadden, 2015). During the negotiations leading to the Kyoto

Protocol, environmental NGOs made up the majority of the observers. By 2009,
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development and justice groups comprised 21% of the new groups, suggesting that

this was an “important new element in civil society”(Hadden, 2015, 21). The diverse

groups found the UN climate change governance structure an increasingly relevant

place to articulate the pursuit of climate justice and to challenge the status quo of

how climate change has been tackled.

Apart from the rise in number and in diversity of NGO sectors, the access points

available to non-state observers have expanded as well (Green, 2013). The failure

of the Copenhagen summit to negotiate a successor to the Kyoto Protocol actually

proved to be a “critical juncture” (Hale, 2016) that propelled new thinking from a

variety of actors on how to address the global issue of climate change. Despite the

political gridlock at Copenhagen, the summit formed the ground for what researchers

call a “hybrid multilateralism” (Bäckstrand et al., 2017) or a “polycentric” climate

regime (Lövbrand, Hjerpe, & Linnér, 2017). As the form of governance started to

evolve, NGOs along with other types of non-state actors and sub-state actors also

started to address climate change outside of the interstate diplomacy. Myriad transna-

tional climate initiatives and experiments emerged following the Copenhagen summit

(Bulkeley et al., 2014). These initiatives include private commitment of carbon reduc-

tion, inter-city networks and actions, and many local-level mobilization for lifestyle

change (Bulkeley et al., 2014; Hoffmann, 2011). Therefore, while NGOs continued to

strive to set the agenda for negotiations and to lobby the national delegates, during

this period of time, they had acquired a new role, that is the implementor of climate

action in their own right. This role was more consolidated after the Paris Agreement

came into being.

The failure of the Copenhagen conference in 2009 and the doubts and criticisms

about the UNFCCC following Copenhagen brought the awakening of the thinking

outside of inter-state diplomacy. Formally, the Paris Agreement adopted languages

explicitly on the participation of NGOs, recognizing “the importance of the engage-

ments of all levels of government, and various actors” (UNFCCC, 2015). The Agree-

ment also detailed the role of non-state actors, or the “non-Party stakeholders,” espe-
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cially in enhancing action before 2020 (UNFCCC, 2015) and calls for the“scaling up

and introduction of new or strengthened voluntary efforts and initiatives” (UNFCCC,

2015). The monitoring role of these actors was specifically highlighted. The Paris

Agreement opened up three processes for monitoring from the civil society: the 5-year

cycles of “Global Stocktake of NDCs” preceded by the “facilitative dialogue” in 2018;

“the transparency framework reviewing mitigation and adaptation actions; and the

implementation and compliance mechanism” (2016, 3). Though some details of these

monitoring actions were still under the process of negotiation and the NGOs’ role

is mostly informal (Falkner, 2016), it is evident that the NGOs’ importance in the

monitoring and implementation has been widely accepted in the UNFCCC process.

Besides monitoring, the NGOs were “invited to play a more integrated role in

the multilateral process through furthering the climate change initiatives and exper-

imentations at local, regional, and transnational levels” (2017, 562). Copenhagen

energized thinking about new modes of climate change governance; climate policy

developments worldwide are steadily gaining speed. The NGOs’ implementor role,

which surfaced after Copenhagen, had by now been consolidated. By the time the

Paris COP took place, the summit had become “a catalyst for the creation of a

wide range of voluntary initiatives that engage NGOs with other types of actors such

as states, IGOs, businesses, and cities in a collaborative effort to reduce emissions”

(2016, 1109).

A historical overview shows that, in addition to trying to influence negotiation

processes, NGOs are moving to the frontlines of global climate governance by re-

framing the terms of the debate and asserting themselves as global governors in their

own right (M. Betsill, 2015). States now routinely delegate governance functions to

NGOs, such as monitoring and reporting or capacity building (Dingwerth & Green,

2015; Green, 2010; Newell, 2008). Besides, these non-state actors are involved with

others in establishing private and transnational forms of global climate governance,

such as emissions accounting and reporting standards, transnational municipal net-

works, and public-private partnerships (Abbott, 2012; Andonova, Betsill, & Bulkeley,
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2009; Andonova et al., 2009; Bäckstrand, 2008; M. M. Betsill & Bulkeley, 2006; Bulke-

ley et al., 2014; Kuyper, Linnér, & Schroeder, 2018; P. Pattberg, 2005; P. Pattberg

& Stripple, 2008).

1.5 Women’s groups at the UNFCCC

NGOs engaging with global climate politics at the UNFCCC have a broad range of

substantive interests, including the environment, development, energy, among many

others. Other groups, usually the climate activist groups, use tactics to raise pub-

lic awareness and concern about problems related to human rights, environmental

justice, and other social issues. While the NGOs involved during the earlier years ad-

dressed the climate issues on the scientific and technical level, more and more claims,

discussions, and awareness around social concerns have emerged over the years of the

multilateral process. Traditionally, climate change negotiations on carbon reduction

were perceived to be technical and economics-driven, making it easy to overlook the

social dimensions of climate change, such as justice and equality for underrepresented

people like women and children. Taking note of this neglect, many NGOs have become

the representatives of the needs and interests of civil society in climate negotiations.

Among these social justice and equality issues, discussions around women’s rights and

gender equality have attracted much attention.

Figure 1.1 gives an example of the various social issues and the frequency they

are mentioned during the UNFCCC annual COPs. While the exact frequency of each

issue being mentioned is hard to trace, I use the daily news bulletins (called Earth

Negotiations Bulletin, or ENB) issued by the International Institute for Sustainable

Development (IISD) as a proxy to measure the issue being discussed at the annual

meetings. These publications are widely recognized as reliable and up-to-date re-

sources. They follow the negotiation process closely on a daily basis. Scholars have

used it extensively in climate change negotiation and sustainable development re-

search (Bernstein, 2011; Vanhala & Hestbaek, 2016, for example). A typical ENB
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would document the contents of the negotiation of the day, with detailed reports on

the national origin of the delegates and the topics raised by negotiators. I employ

automated text analysis and a dictionary approach to examine the term frequency

of various social issues being mentioned in the ENBs from 2003 to 2018. Surpris-

ingly, “women and gender” is the top category and have more mentioning than other

societal groups or issues such as youth, indigenous people, food security, or disaster.
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Fig. 1.1. Frequency of climate-related social issues mentioned in ENBs, 2003-2018.

The prominence of the issue is the result of the persistent effort of many women’s

groups working at the UNFCCC, such as Women’s Environment and Development Or-

ganization (WEDO), GenderCC – Women for Climate Justice, and the Mary Robin-

son Foundation, among many others. These groups were instrumental in calling

attention to the interrelatedness between climate change and gender equality. To

address this issue in policy debates, the NGOs rooted their arguments in the broader

scope of social justice and the disproportionate impacts of climate change. In my in-

terviews at the annual UNFCCC conferences in 2017 and 2018, NGO representatives

raised concerns over the short-term impacts of climate change on women and the long-

term exacerbation of gender inequality. For an example, women usually have higher

death rates after natural disasters like floods, especially in developing countries.7 In

7Lisa Göldner, interview by author, Bonn, Germany, November 15, 2017.
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the long run, climate change related resource shortage, such as water shortfall, is

likely to increase women’s workload, due to the fact that their traditional social role

makes them responsible for fetching water in resource-reliant communities.8 This

would limit women’s opportunities to branch out into other non-traditional activities

such as education.

1.5.1 Women’s activism at global climate change

Historically, the linkage between women and environment-climate related issues

came forth during the 1992 UN Conference on Environment and Development at Rio,

where the frame connecting women’s rights and sustainable development first emerged

(Friedman, 2003). After the UNFCCC was established in 1992, for about a decade

the regime was dominated by a male-dominant political system. From the research

scientists to national delegates, men have constituted the majority of the research and

policy making force (Nagel, 2015). The demand for awareness of the linkage between

women and climate change started to surface in early 2000s. In 2001, gender concerns

were brought into the UNFCCC. The secretariat was tasked with determining the

gender composition at the UN climate change governance. However, no mechanisms

were adopted to ensure change (2014, p.81). The failure from Copenhagen and the

political stalemate, the rising doubt of the UN setup, and the fact that the system

is dominated by men, led one researcher to conclude that it was time to “call in the

women”(Buckingham, 2010).

The endeavor to organize movements around women’s rights in climate change

governance came into public view in 2007 during the COP13 meeting in Bali, In-

donesia. The Women’s Caucus was founded, which later gained official constituency

status as the Women and Gender Constituency at the UNFCCC. The initial women

and gender groups included Women in Europe for a Common Future (WECF), Gen-

der Climate Change, Women’s Environment and Development Organization, and

8Titi Akosa, interview by author, Katowice, Poland, December 14, 2018.
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Life.e.V. They, along with other smaller groups, proposed the demand for a “gender-

sensitive regime.” At the same time, they started ”holding joint meetings, lobbying

delegates, organizing side events, participating in protests, and advocating for the in-

clusion of gender-specific text in the negotiations” (2014, 81). Despite the short-lived

attention for the matter in Indonesia, the Bali COP established a fertile ground for

the creation of influential women and climate change organizations. For example, in

2008, the NGO GenderCC – Women for Climate Justice was created to establish a

clear link between climate change and gender inequalities and call for fundamental

changes beyond including women in the climate change establishment.9

The Women and Gender Constituency (WGC) was formally established in 2009.

Members of the constituency lobbied in Copenhagen COP meeting that year for in-

clusion of a shared vision “Preamble to the Convention” with the ”full integration of

gender perspectives” (2014, 82). However, even when civil society groups advocated

strongly, the Copenhagen Accord did not contain any reference to women or any

gender-sensitive language (Ciplet, 2014). Overall, institutional inclusion and engage-

ment of women at the UNFCCC did not gain real momentum from 2009 to 2011,

with a few gender-specific provisions added in the Cancun Agreement in 2010 and

reiterated in Durban Platform in 2011. However, these commitments remained vague

and somehow a lip service, unable to influence any practices at the national level.

Finally, in 2012, at the COP18 meeting in Doha, Qatar, the mobilization of

women’s rights seemed to pay off. The decision adopted at COP18 included that

“Promoting gender balance and improving the participation of women in UNFCCC

negotiations and in the representation of Parties in bodies established pursuant to

the Convention or the Kyoto Protocol” (UNFCCC, 2012). The emphasis on the

importance of women negotiators in the formal text was heralded by many as the

“Doha Miracle.” The decision reflected an official commitment to include women in

UNFCCC process, and required that data on gender participation be collected and

made public, which would make research on women representation much easier.

9Lisa Göldner, interview by author, Bonn, Germany, November 15, 2017.
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The following year, UNFCCC again recognized the need for gender balance in its

decision-making. In addition, expert bodies directed the scientific research group, the

International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), to include consideration of gender in

its 2013 report.

Though women’s representation was formally mandated, representatives of NGOs

claimed that mere numerical increase had not improved the situation. The initiative

to increase women delegation is only a “tick-box” approach: the rising number of

female delegates cannot be translated into gender equality in climate change matters.

Mandating women’s representation is a first and vital step (Alston, 2015).

The WGC did not stop after the inclusion of gender-specific clause into the for-

mal texts in 2012 and 2013. They kept pushing the cause forward in the years that

followed. In Lima, Peru 2014, the WGC argued that “the COP parties were failing

to implement solutions that considered the critical role of women and the importance

of gender equality in tackling climate change”(2016, 62). After the 2015 Paris Agree-

ment was adopted at the COP21 meeting, in spelling out the specific implementation

of the Agreement, women and gender groups were concerned about how to embody

the hard-fought language on human rights, gender equality and other principles in-

cluded in the preamble of the Paris Agreement into various implementation steps and

policy instruments. The WGC successfully advocated the Parties during COP22 in

2016 to develop a “Gender Action Plan”(UNFCCC, 2017, Decision 3/CP.23) as an

implementation road map for countries. The Plan was a milestone that underlined

the urgency of integrating gender into climate relate policy making. The goal was

to ensure that women can have a say in climate change decision-making and that

interests of all genders are sufficiently represented at the UNFCCC.
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1.5.2 Why women’s groups at UNFCCC?

This study focuses on the case of women’s groups’ participation and interaction at

the UNFCCC annual COP meetings, due to their successful experience, the inevitable

interaction among the groups, and their representativeness.

First of all, efforts to advocate for women’s rights and gender equality have seen

many successes since the 1990s at the transnational and global levels. Noticeably,

the women’s rights organizations and movements successfully put the issue of vio-

lence against women and reproductive rights and health front and center on the UN

agenda (Joachim, 2003). The remarkable achievement was not limited to women’s

rights per se, gender-related rights were also mainstreamed into the agendas of several

global conferences during the 1990s (Friedman 2003), such as the 1992 UN Confer-

ence on Environment and Development at Rio de Janeiro, the 1993 World Conference

on Human Rights in Vienna, and the 1994 International Conference on Population

and Development at Cairo. The success during the UN Decade of Women has been

attributed to various reasons, such as the support from the UN system (Friedman,

2003; Joachim, 2003), their effective mobilizing structure (Keck & Sikkink, 1998),

tactful framing strategy (Clark et al., 1998; Friedman, 2003), and the strategic advo-

cacy combining both insider and outsider approaches at the UN agencies (Friedman,

2003). Their high visibility and success in gender mainstreaming have become evi-

dent at the UN climate change governance as well, as discussed earlier. According

to IISD’s reporting, the mentioning of gender and women topics has exceeded the

mentioning of other societal issues relevant to climate change tremendously.

Second, it is a challenging mission for the women’s groups to draw attention and

exert political influence at the UNFCCC. Several interviewees commented that many

attendants at annual COPs do not see the linkage between women’s rights and cli-

mate change.10 Therefore, establishing issue linkages has been one of the most urgent

10Gotelind Alber, interview by author, Bonn, Germany, November 19, 2017; Lisa Göldner, interview
by author, Bonn, Germany, November 15, 2017; Hwei Mian Lim, interview by author, Katowice,
Poland, December 14, 2018.
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tasks. While women’s NGOs have framed the inter-relatedness between gender and

climate with great effort, they still need to push the message out collectively, loud and

clear. Unlike the largest and most well-known organizations, smaller NGOs, like most

of the women’s groups, have to work together. Inter-NGO interactions are inevitable.

However, not all interactions are harmonious. The term “women and gender” encom-

passes many aspects, from education to job equality, from preventing violence against

women to empower women politically. NGOs do not always agree on the agenda and

priorities of different issues. Various NGO representatives commented that when new

issues under the umbrella term “women” are brought into the governance space, they

are not always welcomed and incorporated onto the already crowded agenda list.

The combination of overall success and the internal struggles provides this study a

valuable case to examine their participation and interaction patterns.

Finally, women’s groups at the UNFCCC, similar to indigenous peoples’ NGOs

and youth NGOs, represent the most vulnerable people around the world who possess

the least political power. Compared to other UNFCCC NGO constituencies such as

business, city and municipal authorities, and trade unions, minority societal groups

such as women and children are usually at the bottom of the power hierarchy in

any national political context. Studying the advocacy effort of these observers can,

therefore, provide useful insights and policy implications in terms of how the interests

of the least influential people are represented on the international stage. Focusing on

one such group – the women, this study is a first attempt that can inform future

studies of other vulnerable groups and their representation at the transnational and

global arenas. It would be exciting for future research projects to evaluate whether

similar findings exist within other NGO sectors and how these inter-NGO interactions

together affect the democratic quality of global governance.
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1.6 Plan of the study

In the rest of the dissertation, I first lay out a theoretical and analytical framework

in Chapter 2. I employ a social network approach to understand the participation

and interaction of women’s groups at the UN climate change summits. Through the

construction of a theory of network, I seek to understand how these civil society orga-

nizations mobilize and interact at the individual, structural, and subnetwork levels,

as well as how they contribute to the democratization of global climate governance.

Chapter 2 also provides a discussion of the data and research methods. I operational-

ize the participation and interaction through the data I collected from the UNFCCC

archive. I have also collected organizational level data from the Yearbook of Inter-

national Organizations published by the Union of International Associations (UIA,

2003-2016). The methods I employ include descriptive and inferential network analy-

sis, statistical modeling based on large-N data, and interview data analysis. Through

the multiple methods, I illustrate and explain different aspects of the women’s groups’

participation and interaction.

Chapter 3 adopts an individual perspective on the NGOs and explores the varia-

tion among groups’ participation in the collaborative network. It provides evidence

that the variation is associated with organizational capacity and social connection

of the NGOs, while the North-South divide plays an intermediating role. Chapter 4

shifts to a structural perspective and examines the entire collaborative network of the

women’s groups as they work together at the UNFCCC. In particular, it shows how

the political opportunity at the UN has increased participation and collaboration, but

at the same time has created fragmentation among the groups. Based on the finding

of Chapter 4, Chapter 5 further unpacks the network by asking how each NGO builds

its alliances and finds its partners. Through the interview data and ego network

analysis, this study illustrates the concerns of a sample of women’s groups and their

various strategies in forming relationships with one another. While this chapter does

not claim to test hypotheses, it produces new insights and adds valuable nuances to
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our understanding of the actual practices of NGOs at the IGOs. The last chapter

anchors the discussion in the democratizing potential of NGOs at the UNFCCC based

on all the findings, as well as contemplates future research opportunities.
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2. THEORETICAL AND ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK:

A NETWORK PERSPECTIVE

In this chapter, I develop a theoretical framework that guides this study to explore

and evaluate the substantive participation and collective action among NGOs at the

UNFCCC. The thread that weaving the next three chapters together is a framework

that hinges on the idea of the network. This study attempts to examine and explain

which NGOs are part of the collaborative network and which ones are likely to be

excluded, how a collaborative network forms and develops over time based on the

NGOs’ collective actions, and what kinds of relationship-building behavior can we

observe in this network. I argue that a network perspective can connect our un-

derstanding of civil society engagement at the global governance institution across

different levels. It is also a highly relevant and fruitful research approach for studying

the phenomena of interactions and power struggles among political actors in global

governance.

There has been the misconception that network analysis is only a methodolog-

ical tool, while, in fact, the network paradigm is, first and foremost, a theoretical

approach. Network theory has its origins in the random graph theory of Paul Erdos

(Barabási, 2003, 13-24), and the earliest application in social science was the exper-

imental work in sociology by Stanley Milgram (Barabási, 2003, 27-30). The more

recent theorizing of social networks configured two sets of theories, network theories

and theories of network, depending on the position of the network in a causal chain

(Borgatti & Halgin, 2011). Theoretically, networks can be evaluated as causes for

behaviors and outcomes, as well as consequences of other factors.

In this chapter, I first provide the background knowledge of a network approach.

I focus on the suitability of applying this concept to political studies, especially the

studies of transnational advocacy and global governance, and the unique information
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a network perspective can provide. I then review the existing application of a network

approach in political science and international relations, with a focus on global gov-

ernance and transnational civil society. In the section that follows, I discuss in detail

the theoretical framework for this study. I propose a three-level approach – encom-

passing the individual level, the structural level, and the subnetwork level – as a road

map to guide the research. I borrow extant theories from transnational social move-

ment and social networks to explain the variation in individual NGO participation,

as well as the structural, dynamic features of the network as a whole. Furthermore,

I develop a theory of territoriality to understand the diverse collaborative strategies

of non-governmental actors. In the final section, I lay out the research design for the

study, including the operationalization of key concepts, data collection, and analytical

methods. I end this chapter by highlighting theoretical and analytical contributions.

2.1 Fundamentals of a network approach

A network perspective is not just a methodological innovation or addition to

conventional social science research but carries explicit theoretical connotation. The

notion of dependence and inter-relatedness is central to a network perspective, which

standard theories and methods are not well equipped to capture. A network approach

balances between the individual and the social system, conceptualizing the system as

the structure of social relationships among the individuals. In this section, I explain:

what a network framework is, why it is relevant to studying political phenomenon,

and what knowledge networks can tell us.

2.1.1 What is a network?

In the broadest sense, the term “network” indicates a complex structure of entities

(Robins, 2015). In social sciences, these entities are most often people but may

be other social actors such as organizations and countries. Social network rests on
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the claim that outcomes rely on structural relations and dependence among actors

(Borgatti & Halgin, 2011).

According to Wasserman and Faust, a network is defined as “a set of nodes that

designate people, groups, institutions, or states and a rule that defines whether and

how any two nodes are tied to each other” (1994, p.20). Actors in a network are

referred to as nodes or vertices. They are connected by ties or links which depict a

certain kind of relationship. Relations among actors are the essential components of

any given network. Rather than the individual attributes of the nodes, a network

approach focuses on the quantity, quality, and the overall structure of connections,

as well as the implications of the connections. A relationship can be binary (i.e.

existing or non-existing), ordinal (level of closeness or strength of link, i.e. level of

alliance commitment), or ratio level (i.e. the amount of trade between two states).

Relationships can also be directed or undirected. For a directed relationship, one

of the two connected nodes is a sender, the other node receiver. For example, in a

foreign aid network, a directed tie indicates the aid flowing from the donor country

to the recipient country. An undirected tie is one in which the direction is ignored

or meaningless. For example, a common network studied by international relations

scholars is the network of intergovernmental organization joint membership, where

the tie indicates that two states are connected through their shared IGO membership.

2.1.2 How can networks help us understand politics?

Why employ a social network perspective to understand political phenomena?

Fundamentally, relationships, which underlie every political phenomenon, are the

front-and-center focus in a network paradigm. The primary status of relationships

relationships provides a foundation upon which theories can be built to understand

the interactions and power dynamics among political actors. The underlying differ-

ence between network analysis and standard ways of analyzing behavior processes is

accordingly the use of concepts and indicators that identify associations among units
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rather than solely focusing on the attributes of the units (Wasserman et al., 1994,

4). The emphasis on relationships allows the network perspective to provide unique

insights for crucial political concepts such as power, as well as for the conversation

around structure versus agency.

Power and hierarchy

A primary focus on relations is critical when we seek to understand power and

hierarchy. Dahl pointed out in his classical work in 1957 that power is not distributed

randomly; instead, it is inherently relational (Dahl, 1957). Dahl defined power as the

ability of actor A to pressure actor B to alter behavior. In reality, the concept is

not limited to describing a dyadic relationships. For example, in inter-state politics,

we could consider two countries, say the US and China, engaging in power struggles

in global dominance and regional conflicts. But the US and China do not exist in a

world of only two countries. They are part of a more extensive system where they not

only connect with one another, but also connect with other states through various

types of exchanges. China’s relationship with other countries in this interconnected

system can shape its power leverage when it faces the U.S. Power is, therefore, a

function of an individual’s position relative to others in that structure. A network

approach, with its comprehensive capture of actors’ relationships, has emerged as a

promising paradigm to unravel relational power and politics.

Connecting the individual and the system

Moreover, a network approach encompasses both the individual and the system,

and has the potential to capture the dynamics between the two. It conceptualizes

social relationships as central to both individual and systemic outcomes and measures

those social relationships systematically. It construes the structure of the system as

built upon these social relationships. Meanwhile, it takes into account the individual
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factors and outcomes that relate to this system (Robins, 2015). A network paradigm

is, therefore, ready to cross multiple levels of explanation simultaneously: individual,

dyadic, local social environments, global network structures.

Emphasis on relations and the complex structure based on actors’ interactions,

makes the network framework a highly relevant research approach for global gov-

ernance. Global governance is a social structure composed of various actors with

divergent goals while interacting with one another. Hollstein and colleagues (2017)

argued that the analysis of the network structure for global governance is a prereq-

uisite for a deeper understanding of what governance networks can do, why they can

do it, and what the social meaning of these networks is.

This study takes a specific focus on the civil society actors in global governance

institutions. At institutions such as IGOs, civil society members inevitably engage in

collective action to magnify their voice. I consider the network within the civil society

to understand the individual members of the network as well as the overall structure

of it. The political implication of this relational, networked system is vital for global

governance, while the number of civil society actors can ratchet up consistently, the

political impact each one has is by no means equal. Often, scholars consider them as

unitary actors in global governance who can exercise their normative and symbolic

power vis-à-vis state actors. Yet a lack of understanding of their internal politics can

make some conclusions about their role and impact premature. Through the lens of

a social network, I investigate both the NGO agents and the structural features of

the entire community of NGOs. Therefore, the network paradigm, with its primary

on relations, allows for a comprehensive and in-depth capturing of the internal power

struggles.
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2.1.3 What can networks tell us?

Network activity

When we examine a group of connected political actors, a network approach can

show how much social activity is occurring in the social system (Faust, 1995). The

degree of a node is how much activity or connectivity the particular actor has. An-

other fundamental concept related to degree is centrality. The centrality of a node

reflects its prominence or importance to the network structure, but there are sev-

eral different ways to construe the significance (Freeman, 1980). The most commonly

used measure is degree centrality, simply measured by the degree of each node. Other

measures include betweenness centrality, which measures how frequent an actor is on

the shortest path between different actors. High betweenness of nodes often implies

that other nodes are dependent on them for access to information or valued goods

(Kolaczyk, Chua, & Barthélemy, 2009). Finally, eigenvector centrality is a measure

of node centrality developed by Bonacich that assigns a higher weight to links con-

necting a node to other central nodes. Thus, in large networks, important nodes are

those that are connected to other important nodes (J. Fowler, Johnson, Spriggs, Jeon,

& Wahlbeck, 2007).

Network patterns and connectivity

A network approach is not only concerned about the amount of activity but at

the heart of a network conceptualization is the structural features. These include

small network patterns that may reflect the underlying structural processes (Robins,

2015). For example, how much reciprocity can we observe in a given system of social

interaction; and how much cooperation can we find in small groups. Reciprocity

is often used to describe dyadic connectivity. In the case of triads, a triangle is a

complete subnetwork that indicates close relationships among all three nodes. At the

global network level, density is a measure of the ties that are present as a proportion
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of the total number of the possible ties. It shows the level of connectivity in the entire

system. Structural patterns of a network are emergent features of social interaction.

In the same way, these structural features are considered as dynamic, ever-changing

with the action of the units or actors of which the network is composed (Granovetter,

1983).

Subnetwork: local cohesion and community structure

Besides the activities of individual network member and the structural features,

networks also provide a unique perspective from a middle- or meso-level. That is, ac-

tors can operate within small cohesive parts of the network with lots of ties, reflective

of a community process (Robins, 2015). In social networks, there are sometimes sec-

tions of the network that are denser than the rest of the network (Girvan & Newman,

2002). Interesting questions can be asked about these clusters or communities. For

example,what motivates a subset of the network members to connect more closely

with one another than with the rest of the network? At the subnetwork level, the

partitioning of these regions or communities readily provides evidence for researchers

to evaluate the cohesion and divisiveness of the network and find explanations for

these subnetwork phenomena.

2.2 Network in political science and international relations: state of the

art

In this section, I survey the existing literature on employing a network approach

to understand politics, especially in the realm of international relations and transna-

tional actors.
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2.2.1 Networks in political science

As discussed earlier, network analysis, with its staunch commitment to interac-

tions and relationships between actors and the structure, can to analyze political

interactions at various levels (Maoz, 2010). Many political scientists have acknowl-

edged that it provides a potential solution to tackle one of the most essential problems

in political science: “the interdependence and flows of influence among individuals,

groups, and institutions” (2011, 245).

Using the network as a framework to understand relational politics started as

early as the 1950s. American Politics linked the idea of democracy with a relational

power structure, which hinged upon the question of whether the policy was genuinely

democratic or ruled by a “power elite” (Mills & Wolfe, 2000). In international re-

lations, early studies used the network concept as a way to “visualize and capture

the hierarchy of the world system” (2011, 247). Galtung (1971), Baumgartner and

Burns (1975), and Wallerstein’s (2011) works attempted to create a picture of the

modern world system in a networked form with core and periphery connected. Net-

work analysis was mostly qualitative and allegorical at this stage (McClurg & Lazer,

2014).

After the terrorist attack on the United States in September 2001, more political

science research emerged and showed an accute interest in terrorist networks (Kahler,

2009; Krebs, 2002). In other realms, a network research approach was also employed

widely. Keck and Sikkink’s renowned book applied the network concept to study

how transnational advocacy efforts mobilize support from different political actors

including international NGOs, IGOs, and sometimes sympathetic national govern-

ments (1998). Miles Kahler further developed the concept of network and contrasted

two ways it can be conceptualized: network as a structure and network as an ac-

tor kahler2011networked. Through examples of Internet expert network (Cowhey &

Mueller, 2009), Amnesty International’s network form of mobilization (Lake & Wong,

2009), congressional networks (Elkins, 2009), and other political networks, Kahler
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highlighted the notion of a networked form of governance. In American politics,

policy networks (Odes 2006), congressional legislation (Tam & Fowler, 2010), public

organizations (Agranoff, 2007), among many other applications also contributed to

the scholarly understanding of the relevance and usefulness of a network paradigm.

Concurrently, there had been a growth in the availability of network data and the

emerging of social media platforms such as Facebook and Twitter. These network-

ing technologies revealed linkages among people and things, providing rich empirical

cases and evidence for political scientists to investigate the ways individuals, political

actors, and institutions are interconnected. Therefore, during the past decade, schol-

ars have contributed a plethora of studies that apply the idea of “networks”, covering

almost every topic in political science.

2.2.2 Networks in international relations

The very name of the subfield, “international relations,” suggests that the rela-

tional aspects among international political actors are front-and-center. By nature,

the study of international relations is to understand the various forms of interde-

pendence in world politics. Lazar and McClurg asserted that “many of the central

theoretical and substantive issues in IR depend upon whether important actors –

nation states, international organizations, and various non-state actors are in a state

of conflict or cooperation” (2014, 1). It seems natural to integrate network anal-

ysis with the understanding of highly interconnected, inter-state activities, such as

joint membership in intergovernmental organizations, conflicts, military alliance, and

international trade.

Unsurprisingly, power has been a concept that many studies on international

networks seek to engage. Emilie M. Hafner-Burton, Miles Kahler, and Alexander H.

Montgomery assessed the ability of different kinds of actors to increase their power by

“exploiting their position in multiple networks (2009, 574). Hafner and Montgomery

(2010) further associated power with positional attributes such as different centrality
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measures. The main takeaway from these studies is that states with a privileged

position in world politics can set agendas for debates and promulgate policies that

benefit them (Beckfield, 2008).

The network was also used to understand the critical concepts of socialization

and diffusion proceeds in international studies. The network is a particularly helpful

approach as it models the flow and exchange of ideas and norms among actors. The

content of the flow can be anything from policy change to political upheaval, from

regime transition to peace and conflict. The key is that a network approach enables

the operationalization of the learning and adoption process happens among states.

For example, Elkins (2009), in his study of constitutional networks, highlighted the

impact of international networks on constitutional adoption and reform in countries.

Paterson and collaborators (2014) demonstrated a diffusion mechanism of greenhouse

gas emission trading system. Zhukov and Stewart (2013) used the network analysis to

show the effect of network proximity on the spread of the Arab Spring movement in

2011. Dorussen, Gartzke, and Westerwinter (2016) contended that a proper account-

ing for network interdependence has profound implications for our understanding of

the conflictual or peace-seeking behavior of states.

The above examples illustrate the evident relevance and usefulness of coupling

network analysis with international relations studies. However, these studies mani-

fested a clear state-centric perspective. The network approach in this vein borrowed

the tradition from current international research that focuses solely on stated. Just

as Maoz states, the central principle that “international relations evolved as a set of

interconnected networks” that states “form out of the decisions to form conflictual or

cooperative ties with each other” (Maoz, 2010). Yet, as discussed in the introduction,

the current state of many aspects of world politics has shifted from inter-state politics

to a more pluralized, global governance space. A multitude of political actors exer-

cise authority beyond nation-states and across borders. The next section discusses

how a network perspective fits and benefits the study of this form of the governance
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system. I then discuss in detail the research efforts since Keck and Sikkink (1998)

that employed a network perspective in study transnational NGOs.

2.2.3 Global governance as networks

As discussed in the introduction, some fundamental features of global governance

distinguish it from other types of governance. These features also make the network

approach a highly instrumental perspective to explore the governance system.

First, global governance points to the pluralization of governance actors (Zürn,

2018). In contrast to inter-state politics, global governance involves more than na-

tional governments (Rosenau, Czempiel, & Smith, 1992). Global governance can

be conceived as structures and processes of coordination among governments, in-

tergovernmental organizations, and non-state actors across the private-public divide

with a collective purpose to make and implement global rules and norms for man-

aging transnational problems (Tallberg, Bäckstrand, & Scholte, 2018). Notably, the

concept of global governance stresses the role and function of non-state actors in

contemporary world politics (Hickman, 2016). These non-state actors have claimed

their places and significantly shaped the political world in which they operate. A net-

work approach allows the inclusion of a diverse range of actors into a shared space,

while also integrates individual attributes to understand the activities and behaviors

of these actors. This approach enables researchers to evaluate the overall governance

structure, without losing sight of the unique individual properties of the governance

actors at the same time.

Second, and related to the first point, the multiplicity and diversity of actors

and institutions involved in global governance suggest that interaction and interde-

pendence are inevitable dynamics. Just like states and other political actors, the

interaction among the different actors in global governance can differ significantly in

nature, from close cooperation to potential contestation and competition. Without

centralized coordination of interactions, these relationships sprout autonomously over
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the space of global governance. Together they create emergent structures that are not

a result of a deliberate design of any single actors. The complexity of the global gover-

nance structure poses challenges for traditional theoretical and analytical approaches.

This system cannot be captured sufficiently by conventional thinking about the social

organization such as a market form or a hierarchical structure. Instead, the archi-

tecture of global governance is a somewhat self-organized system where seemingly

coordinated behaviors arise even in the absence of a central authority. Network anal-

ysis, without the assumption of instrumental actors or centralized coordination, gives

room for studying the spontaneity and emergent nature found this kind of social or-

ganization. As Maoz pointed out, it is “eminently suited for capturing, analyzing,

and modeling complexity” (2012b).

Finally, global governance, at its core, is a political system. With the interaction

among the various governing agents, it generates unique power dynamics. Agent in-

teractions determine the allocation of political, social, and economic resources. In

global governance, the product of these interactions also determines who gets to set

the agenda and who gets a seat at the table in the decision making process. Rela-

tionships among these actors are thus critical and reflect the distribution of power.

Relationships also serve as conduits to agent power (Christopoulos, 2017). Since a

network approach can capture power distribution and relations through features such

as centrality, equivalence, and hierarchy, the study of networks becomes indispensable

to comprehending the political system embedded in global governance (Christopoulos,

2017; Hollstein et al., 2017).

In sum, global governance, with its diverse political actors, their various modes

of interactions, and the resulting power structure, can be conceived as a sizeable

web-like structure that poses unique challenges for scholars to theoretically and an-

alytically comprehend its architecture and the implications. A network paradigm,

with its premise on actor relations and the structure of these connections, is particu-

larly fit for this pursuit. Kim (2019) recently proposed a “network science of global

governance” to unravel the structural complexities of the global governance system.
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Indeed, the network approach has attracted the interest of global governance schol-

ars, whose units of analysis include groups of international regimes (Morin, Pauwelyn,

& Hollway, 2017), intergovernmental or non-governmental organizations (Beckfield,

2008; Murdie, 2014b), and multilateral agreements (Kim, 2013).

2.2.4 A network perspective for transnational civil society

A network perspective is not new in the scholarly tradition to understand global

civil society and its transnational advocacy. Keck and Sikkink in their seminal book

argued that TAN or advocacy networks serve the purpose of collaboration among civil

society groups and other political actors (1998). Their focused on the multiple forms

of interactions among NGOs, states, and IGOs, along with their active construction

of identities and meanings. Networks, in this sense, accelerated the transmission

of information, and were helpful in establishing and reinforcing collective identities

and frames of reference. However, the transnational advocacy networks in Keck and

Sikkink’s book were metaphorical rather than analytical in a formal sense. The exact

configuration and structural features of the networks were challenging to pin down

and evaluate.

During the past decade or so, scholars have transformed from a metaphor to more

rigorous theoretical and analytical frameworks (Carpenter, 2014; Hadden, 2015; Had-

den & Jasny, 2019; Moore, Eng, & Daniel, 2003; Murdie, 2014b). A network termi-

nology and its qualitative analysis have proven enormously popular among scholars

who study the transnational civil society sector. Wong, in her book,used the network

concepts of centralization to demonstrate how NGOs such as Amnesty International

take advantage of a centralized or decentralized organizational structure to achieve

different goals such as agenda-setting and monitoring and enforcement during var-

ious stages of the campaign (2012). Yanacopulus studied two advocacy campaign

coalitions, namely the “Jubilee 2000” and the “Make Poverty History” campaigns,
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and how they established their institutional structures (2009). She also discussed the

impact of evolving structures on the influence of these groups.

The formal theorizing and analysis of the transnational civil society networks

have provided useful insights on the exact configuration of the networks and the

importance of network structure and individual actors’ network position on advocacy

outcomes (Carpenter, 2007, 2014; Murdie, 2014b; Hadden, 2015). Shumate and

Dewitt (Shumate & Dewitt, 2008) and Hughes et al. (Hughes, Paxton, Quinsaat,

& Reith, 2018) used network analysis to exhibit the North-South divide of NGOs.

Moore, Eng, and Daniel found that NGOs with a higher centrality would have a

greater average beneficiary number in a humanitarian aid network (2003). Murdie

contended that the human rights INGO network is a public good where organizations

could tap into in to get information and resources (2014b). She also linked the

centrality of organizations with the output of campaign activities and argued that the

more central the NGOs, the more future output is likely to be. Similarly, Carpenter

argued that now with the help of network statistics, that the highly connected nodes

within the transnational activist network are positioned to facilitate or impede issue

emergence carpenter2011vetting.

This study furthers the current network approach to understand transnational

civil society actors. I consider civil society as an organic part of the more extensive

global governance. Unlike many previous studies where advocacy campaigns or social

movements were evaluated on their own, NGOs and their activities in this study

are integral to the international and transnational effort to tackle challenges such

as climate change collectively. This study not only examines the connectedness of

a network of civil society actors but highlights how the broader global governance

context might affect the tie formation, and the implication such a network has on

governance quality. Besides, this research constructs a network with ties of actual

collective action among civil society actors. I consider a link between two political

actors meaningful only when they work together. More details about the construction

of the NGO network are discussed in the research design section in this chapter.
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In the next section, I provide a theoretical framework that takes on three different

levels to explain the process of network formation among civil society actors at global

governance venues.

2.3 Theoretical framework: A three-level network approach

In this section, I lay out the theoretical framework of this study. In particular,

I propose a three-level theory of network: the individual level, the structural level,

and the subnetwork level, to explain the network phenomena among the civil society

actors at the UNFCCC. At the individual and structural level, I borrow the elements

of transnational social movement theory and social network theory to explain the

selection process of what individual NGOs become part of the network, as well as the

structural features of the NGO network. At the local subnetwork level, I construct

a territorial lens to evaluate the various strategies of tie-formation found in different

segments of the network. Before taking up the theorizing at the three levels to build

a theory of network, I first explain what a theory of network is, as opposed to the

network theory.

2.3.1 Theory of network v.s. network theory

A “network theory” and a “theory of network” differ fundamentally. In network

theory, the central proposition is that “networks enable actors to accomplish things

that they could not have accomplished in their absence” (Maoz, 2012a, 1123); and dif-

ferent network structures can have various consequences. The most famous examples

of this line of theorizing are the works of Granovetter (1983) and Burt (Burt, 1982).

Granovetter’s article on the “strength of weak ties” argued that weak connections

among individuals are in fact important when these ties bridge different segments of

the society (1983, 202). Ronald Burts, in his book on network models of social struc-

ture, expanded on Granovetter’s insights and introduces the idea of structural holes.

In political science and international relations in particular, the “network effects” are
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often appraised based on measures such as centrality scores of nodes (Bodin & Crona,

2009; Hafner-Burton et al., 2009; Kinne, 2013). To that end, analysts focused on re-

lating differences in network topology to outcomes in international relations. Scholars

effectively developed theories of individual international institutions and their dyadic

interactions (Gehring & Oberthür, 2009; Johnson & Urpelainen, 2012).

In contrast, the theory of networks is about explaining causes of observed connec-

tivity patterns, the processes that determine why networks have the structures they

do — the antecedents of network properties (Brass, 2002). These processes might

include models of who forms what kind of tie with whom, who becomes central, and

what characteristics (e.g., centralization or small-worldness) the network as a whole

will have. Two of the most well-known mechanisms include homophily whereby “sim-

ilarity breeds connection” (McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Cook, 2001) and preferential

attachment whereby “the rich get richer” (Barabási & Albert, 1999), which are found

to be relevant in explaining the structure of international networks (Atouba & Shu-

mate, 2015; Maoz, 2012b). The analysis of the formation of network often relies on

the exponential random graph models (ERGMs) and, more recently, the stochastic

actor-oriented models (SAOMs). Therefore, what distinguishes the two domains of

theorizing is the position of network in the causal chain (see Figure 2.1 below).

Fig. 2.1. Theory of network and network theory

Until now, the network theory concerned with network effects is more developed

than the theory of network that focuses on causes of network formation. The same
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is found in political science research so far. Network theories prompt studies to ex-

amine the consequences or effects of the network structure. It is concerned with

questions such as how the structural position of a political actor might strengthen

or constrain his or her power. The network structural and positional properties

are often treated a priori as a predictor that might explain outcomes such as the

agenda-setting (Carpenter, 2014), the output of campaign activity (Murdie, 2014b)

and NGOs’ strategic choice (Hadden, 2015; Hadden & Jasny, 2019). Some cautioned

that considering network theory without simultaneously treating the theory of net-

works can harm the understanding of either (Borgatti & Halgin, 2011).

Therefore, in this research, I focus on constructing a theory of network. While

it is essential to understand the implications and consequences of networked politics

among civil society members, this study takes a step back. It attempts to answer

what factors contribute to the network structures we observe in the first place. Using

the three levels - individual, structural, and subnetwork - to study civil society par-

ticipation and interaction could be useful in this pursuit. It recognizes the agency of

civil society actors as they make participatory and collaborative choices as individu-

als. At the same time, it construes the self-organizing nature of the network structure

at the system level, which is not determined by individual actors. At the multiple

levels, this study tackles different observations in terms of NGO interplay and politics:

Why do some of the civil society actors make it into the collective action network

while others don’t? What explains the structural features of the network over time?

Why do network actors have very different tie-formation patterns? With a “theory of

network” approach, this study seeks to provide explanations for network observations

at multiple levels. In the next three sections, I develop detailed theoretical explana-

tions about NGOs’ behaviors at each of the three levels: individual, structural, and

subnetwork.
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2.3.2 Individual level: who is in the network, and who is not?

At the individual level, I ask the most fundamental question about a network:

which actors have become connected nodes in a network? Why these actors but

not others? In the UNFCCC context, among all women’s groups registered at the

UNFCCC annual COPs, why have some participated substantively in collective action

while others have not?

Empirical evidence shows that not all observers who come to the UN climate

summits actively participate through the channels provided by the UN institutional

arrangements, for example, the Side Events at the UNFCCC annual COP meetings.

These channels bring the participants together to form coalitions and collaborative

partnerships. As such, those who come to the UNFCCC summits but are not active

participants are likely to be excluded from the community of active participants. The

distinction can be observed from a network lens. From a network perspective, two

types of NGO observers exist in the UNFCCC annual summits: both are registered at

the UNFCCC, but some groups are connected with others through the participatory

channels; others, in contrast, are isolated. Such variation becomes a puzzle about

participation quality: who is being represented in the network and get the opportunity

of collaboration, and, who is isolated?

The question is essential as we evaluate the democratic potential of civil society

at global governance institutions. The democratizing assumption of these non-state

actors is based on the logic that they can pluralize the governance space by adding

various voices that are otherwise silent. This study, instead, argues that a mere in-

crease in the number of the NGOs does not automatically lead to a more democratic

space where, ideally, different public opinions are heard. If the meaningful and sub-

stantive participation is not even, that is, if some of the actors and their messages

are louder than others, an increase in the headcount does not translate into equitable

and democratic governance. Therefore, it is crucial to understand the sources and

factors associated with the unequal participation pattern.
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In this study, I focus on the Side Events as a significant institutional participatory

channel. Section 2.4 below provides a detailed discussion about the choice of Side

Events as the operationalization for NGOs’ substantive participation and active in-

teraction. Here, briefly, Side Events are widely regarded by scholars to be a promising

avenue of opportunity for civil society actors (Nasiritousi, Hjerpe, & Linnér, 2016;

Kuyper et al., 2018; Schroeder & Lovell, 2012). Participating in Side Events is one of

the institutional strategies for the NGOs. The parallel forums take place outside the

negotiating arena and have been growing in significance in recent years. Side events

have become a popular way for civil society to provide their views to the UNFCCC

negotiations (Hoffmann, 2011). While “links between side events and the formal

negotiations remain weak,” they have become an “important source of informal dis-

cussions and debate” (Depledge et al., 2005). Besides, these events are collaborative.

Those who participate are spontaneously connected with other like-minded actors.

Side Events are, therefore, channels for direct, substantive participation and venues

that foster cooperative relations.

Conventional explanation: principled versus instrumental

By asking who gets to be in the network and connected, and who is not, this study

seeks to provide an explanation for the different behaviors observed among the NGOs

at the UNFCCC. The literature on NGOs has developed a focus on understanding

the motives of the actions of these transnational, non-state actors. The explanations

usually follow two lines of logic: the logic of principle and instrumental reasoning.

For much of this scholarship, beliefs and values are the unique sources what empowers

transnational NGOs. They define meanings and norms, and rendering some practices

immoral and unacceptable on the basis of principles. NGOs then act upon such

beliefs, which at the same time endows moral authority to them.

In contrast to the emphasis on principled values, other scholars draw parallels

between the non-profit sector and interest groups or firms seeking private gains

(Bloodgood, 2011; Prakash & Gugerty, 2010). Such a perspectives emphasize that
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NGOs are “organizations acting in a competitive marketplace” (Mitchell & Schmitz,

2014, 491). Besides principles and morals, organizations need financial resources to

survive. Every organization has to face the task of fund-raising. In a resource-scarce

world, the reaction is naturally competition rather than cooperation. Mitchell and

Schmitz argued that “it may cause them to subjugate their principles to the pursuit

of financial security, initiating self-serving behavior that erodes their principled char-

acter” (Mitchell & Schmitz, 2014, 491). This study considers these instrumental and

principled logic (Mitchell & Schmitz, 2014) and argues that the NGOs registered as

observers at the UNFCCC have already crossed these two “hurdles.” Rather than fo-

cusing on what motivates NGOs to join collective action, this study asks what enables

them to participate in the first place.

Mobilizing structure and social embeddedness

I argue that NGOs registered at the UNFCCC have already fulfilled the instru-

mental and principled “criteria.” It is not cheap to attend international conferences

for many of the transnational NGOs. Unless the summit is held in the same country

where some NGO are from, others usually have to pay for their staff to travel, to

stay in a foreign country for about two weeks, and provide for them as they work

at the intergovernmental venue. In this case, by considering all NGOs registered as

observers, this study has already filtered out those who do not have the financial

resources to send delegates. Once these NGOs arrive at the UNFCCC annual COPs,

the cost of participation is “sunk.” Further engagement at the venue does not depend

on financial resources anymore.

Furthermore, if a given NGO chooses to apply for observer status at the UNFCCC,

it also signals a normative agreement with the institution. If an organization does

not approve of the UNFCCC or does not consider it a viable venue to advocate

its cause, it is unlikely that it would go through the troubles of being accredited

and becoming an observer. Therefore, with these hurdles cleared, the variation in

observers’ participation at the UNFCCC is a matter of other considerations.
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I suggest that two factors are crucial for theorizing the uneven engagement among

NGOs at the UNFCCC. First, active participation and engaging in collective ac-

tions require specific “mobilizing resources” from the NGOs (2008, 7). From the

transnational social movement literature, these are resources that NGOs can draw

upon, which often include money, people, or time (Joachim & Locher, 2008). Con-

sidering the UN venues in particular, Joachim identifies three critical components

of such resources for NGOs: organizational entrepreneurs, constituents, and experts

(2007). For this study, I employ the concept of mobilizing resources from this latter

set of resources. I argue that organizational capacity is a crucial factor that drives

NGOs’ substantive participation. Organizational capacity represents the experience

and capability of the organizational entrepreneur, the ability to claim credibility and

representativeness, and the scientific and technical knowledge the NGO has about the

issue and the UN institution. In addition to Joachim’s idea of mobilizing resources,

organizational capacity also signals the organization to deploy the resources.

At the UNFCCC, civil society members are under pressure to institutionalize and

professionalize their engagement. The opening up of intergovernmental organizations

is necessary for their meaningful participation but not sufficient. The UNFCCC has

been relatively accessible to civil society actors. But the openness does not trans-

late into substantive participation or active engagement with one another. Whether

civil society actors can fully utilize the opportunities depends on their resources and

ability to mobilize such resources, which can vary from organization to organization.

Kruse commented that while the entrance to the UNFCCC space may be relatively

easy, “meaningful participation is not always as easy and regularly requires diligent

planning, and manpower” (2012, 12). To navigate a giant UN conference, it not

only requires sufficient resources, but also the professional ability to navigate and to

strategize based on finite resources. Therefore, those with more substantial organiza-

tional capacities are more likely to exploit the opportunities the UN institution has

provided.
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Second, in addition to organizational capacity, social embeddedness also matters.

Substantive participation and collective action do not solely depend on individual

capacity. After all, the ability to mingle with others and to find alliances is a social

power. To understand the social side of NGO participation, I draw on the concept of

embeddedness from social network theory.

The theory of embeddedness has a long history in network studies of economic

transactions and social connections. In its initial formation, embeddedness describes

the phenomenon that all economic behavior of actors is necessarily embedded in a

broader social context. In particular, Granovetter portrayed economic exchanges as

embedded in social networks and saw this as steering a middle road between over-

socialized (social role– or position–based explanation) and under-socialized (purely

instrumental and rational actor) approaches to explaining economic action (1983). A

central theme in this strand of the theory was that relations breed more connections

(DiMaggio & Louch, 1998; Uzzi, 1996, 1999; Uzzi & Gillespie, 2002). Repetition of

exchange is the key for an actor to become embedded in a social context.

Similarly, the idea of embeddedness can be extended to the study of NGO col-

laboration. Based on the same logic, I argue that social connections that a given

organization has developed outside of the UNFCCC would influence the likelihood

of it forming ties inside the UNFCCC. These social connections include relationships

with other IGOs and NGOs. I contend that, when a given NGO is deeply embedded

in the infrastructure of global governance and transnational advocacy network outside

of the UN climate summits, such embeddedness provides two crucial resources that

can drive their active participation inside the climate summits.

(1) Informational resources. When an NGO has developed extensive ties with

other international and transnational organizations, it accumulates valuable informa-

tion about the other actors (Kenis & Oerlemans, 2007). The experience with other

actors builds up a repository of information and can help to decide with whom to

build a new tie in the future. Choosing partnerships can be risky and costly. The

information thus reduces the uncertainty and becomes fundamental when deciding
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new relationships (Gulati & Gargiulo, 1999). At the same time, the NGO, who has

developed ties outside of the UNFCCC, not only gained knowledge about other or-

ganizations, it also made itself well-known. The information exchange is two-way.

When coming to the UN space, it may be sought after as a collaboration partner due

to the same reason of information availability and low risks.

(2) Normative resources. This function of embeddedness is not new for interna-

tional relations scholars. According to world polity theorists such as Meyer and Boli,

nation-states are culturally constructed and embedded rather than as the rational

actors depicted by realists (Meyer, Boli, Thomas, & Ramirez, 1997). In a world

“increasingly integrated by networks” (1997, 172), countries embedded in a global

network are more likely to adopt models and standards of organization and behavior

(Meyer et al., 1997). Similarly, in the transnational realm, the more collaboration and

cooperation one has, the more likely these relationships would generate trust, empa-

thy, and sympathy (Ingram, Robinson, & Busch, 2005). Thus, they are more likely

to develop a positive attitude about international collaboration. NGOs with high

level of embeddedness in other IGOs and within transnational advocacy networks are

thus expected to become proponents of global and transnational relationship build-

ing. The existing ties become a social force that motivates the NGOs to readily seek

similar types of the relationship once they are in a new governance space (Powell &

Smith-Doerr, 1994; Richard, 1994). In sum, the social embeddedness of an NGO in

global governance infrastructure equips it with the social power that, when it enters

the UNFCCC space, it would be ready and prone to seek opportunities of collective

action and relationship building.

To participate or to just be an onlooker, two critical factors are associated with an

individual NGO’s behavior and strategy at the UNFCCC. Whether an organization

has the organizational capacity required to navigate a massive multilateral confer-

ence, and whether it has wide connection with other governance agencies outside of

the UNFCCC can potentially drive an NGO to seek substantive participation and

interaction at the climate change summits.I test these hypotheses in Chapter 3.
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2.3.3 Structural level: what drives the expansion and fragmentation of

the collaborative network?

Now that I have considered the factors associated with NGOs’ substantive partic-

ipation at the UNFCCC, I turn to a further question: what does the overall structure

of their joint network look like? Outside of the network paradigm, research with

interest in the relational aspects of political actors may stop at the dyadic level. A

network perspective, in contrast, calls attention to a substantial structure composed

of ties among actors. The structural configuration of a network is defined by the

presence and absence of the inter-organizational ties (Kenis & Oerlemans, 2007). A

systematic view of the network structure is important for the understanding of NGO

interactions because on the one hand, the emerging structure progressively shapes

actors’ decision about whether and with whom to create new ties; on the other hand,

the social structure is a product of the decision of individuals to establish relations

with one another.

Furthermore, a first cut at the entire network structure among a community of

NGOs will add insights to the understanding of whether these civil society actors

are democratizing the governance space or adding another layer of inequality. A

structural perspective can capture a larger picture of the cohesiveness or divisiveness

of the community, the extent to which hierarchy permeates the network, whether the

NGO connections are fragmented and how fragmented. From a different angle than

an individual focus, evaluating the structure of the network can illustrate the extent

to which equitable or inequitable representation is found within the NGO community.

Most of the existing literature on network structure followed the “network the-

ory” route and focused on the consequences of the structure. Little theorizing effort

has been devoted to understanding why and how specific network structures emerge

in the first place. It is commonly agreed that the decision of individuals to estab-

lish connections lead to an emergent network structure, which I have addressed in

section 2.3.2. Yet often neglected is the broader political context in which both the
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network individuals and the network itself are embedded. Such an external political

environment shapes the individuals’ perception of the surrounding environment and

the strategies regarding relationship-building, which in turn form the network struc-

ture. This current research draws on the concept of political opportunity structure

(POS) from the transnational social movement literature. By coupling this theory

with a network approach, this study builds a novel perspective to explain the struc-

tural features of the NGO collaborative network. I argue that a political opportunity

structure not only facilitates the participation of the NGOs at the UN space, but at

the same time produces side-effects that may unintentionally create fragmentation

and divisiveness.

Network structure under the political opportunity

Studies of transnational social movements often focus on inter-organizational ex-

changes and coalition-building (Ansell, 2001), making this strand of literature highly

relevant to explore the network formation among transnational civil society groups.

Furthermore, the women’s groups being studied here operate inside a specific in-

tergovernmental venue, the UNFCCC. The institutional setting not only allows but

requires the consideration of the unique opportunities and constraints set out for the

NGOs. Like many other intergovernmental institutions in world politics today, the

UNFCCC provides multiple resources for the NGOs including funding, opportunities

for lobbying, networking with other civil society actors, media exposures, and plat-

forms for NGOs to voice their concerns and efforts to states and other actors who

may not otherwise hear them (Kruse, 2012). When examine the NGO internal rela-

tions, we would be missing out on an essential piece of the puzzle if the institutional

arrangements they face are disregarded. The network structure can capture impor-

tant “contours of opportunity and constraint that shape social, political, or economic

behavior” (Ward et al., 2011, 246). Using a political opportunity lens to understand

the institutional context has already produced multiple noteworthy studies (Joachim,

2003, 2007; Joachim & Locher, 2008). This study builds on and extends this tradition.
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Born out of the social movement literature, political opportunity is considered

one of the crucial factors that help the movement to emerge as a political process

(McAdam, 2003). The political opportunity structure embodies the broad institu-

tional context and international political environment in which NGOs are embedded

(McAdam, McCarthy, Zald, et al., 1996; Tarrow, 2005). Structure can comprise both

formal political rules and arraignments, as well as norms and ideas. In international

studies, authors have increasingly employed this concept about transnational struc-

tures of opportunities for NGOs (Della Porta & Kriesi, 1999; Passy, 1999; Smith,

Chatfield, & Pagnucco, 1998; Smith et al., 1998). Joachim and Locher (2008, 8-

11) use the examples of the UN and the EU and propose four aspects that indicate

how open or closed the political opportunity structure is at a particular IGO: access

points for non-state actors, the scope of issue areas the IGO reaches into, the scope

of membership, and the rules and norms that regulate non-state actors.

Building on the existing knowledge, this study makes two arguments: first, the

political opportunities at the UNFCCC facilitate the growth of NGOs and their collab-

oration; second, at the same time, these opportunities can encourage fragmentation

and divisiveness.

Political Opportunities Structures facilitating NGO participation

First and foremost, the opening up of the intergovernmental organization, such

as the UNFCCC, can provide multiple access points for the NGOs, as well as give

them legitimacy and publicity through the institutionalization process. According to

Martens, access to the UN has enabled the NGOs to meet with delegates, obtain and

spread information, valuable advice, and meetings (2005). Joachim (2007) contended

similarly that political opportunities at the UN benefit the NGOs by providing them

with channels of access, as well as facilitate them to form alliances. Such benefi-

cial opportunities can be found at the UNFCCC too. At the annual climate change

negotiation summits, observers have both formal and informal ways of participation
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(Kruse, 2012). Regarding the formal negotiations, they can observe negotiations, ac-

cess official documents, address plenary sessions, and intervene during some debates.

Parallel to the formal process, non-state observers can reach out to state delegates

and as well as other civil society groups through Side Events at the annual COPs.

The NGO access is further enhanced by the Constituency system at the UNFCCC.

Initially, the Constituency was established to help the Secretariat tackle the influx

of a large number of observers. Following the “Major Groups” model started by

the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development in 1992,1 the UN-

FCCC Secretariats divided thousands of registered observers into nine constituencies

according to the sectors. For example, the earliest constituencies are the Environ-

mental NGOs (ENGO) and Business and Industry NGOs (BINGO). Gradually over

the years, several other constituencies are established, the Local Government and

Municipal Authorities (LGMA) were established in 1995, followed by the Indige-

nous Peoples Organizations in 2001. The Research and Independent NGOs (RINGO)

were recognized as a constituency in 2003; and the most recent ones are the Trade

Union NGOs (TUNGO), Women and Gender Constituency (WGC) and Youth NGOs

(YOUNGO) in 2010.2 When an organization applies for a non-party observer status

with the UNFCCC, it needs to pick a primary NGO constituency and a secondary

constituency that it associates with. This research considers the constituency system

a political opportunity that provides the members of each constituency with extra

access points, information, and opportunities to build alliances. Formally, as a con-

stituency, civil society members can address the plenary floor with a joint statement.

Each constituency has two minutes to present their cause in front of national negotia-

tors. Secondary badges are available to constituency members when the site access

limit is planned by the Secretariat. Informally, members of constituencies can have

access to advance information from the secretariat; many constituencies have daily

1United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs. (2016, January 3).
Major groups and other stakeholders. Sustainable Development Knowledge Platform.
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/aboutmajorgroups.html
2United Nations Climate Change. Non-governmental organization constituencies
https://unfccc.int/files/partiesandobservers/ngo/application/pdf/constituenciesandyou.pdf
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meetings that facilitate timely information sharing and collective action planning.

Furthermore, under the same constituency, it is easier for NGOs to find like-minded

groups to explore partnership and collaboration. Without the constituency, unless

an observer coming into the UN summit already have well-established connections,

it is extremely challenging for a newcomer to find potential allies among thousands

of observers. Even for those with connections already, it would be hard for them to

expand their connection. The alliance building process can be slow and uncertain.

Yet thanks to the constituency system, birds of a feather are now flocked together.

Finally, the constituency system also generates normative benefit. While the efforts

of NGOs working on similar issues seem to be disconnected and sporadic before a

constituency brings them together, the establishment of the constituency signals the

official and formal recognition from the UNFCCC, of their participation and advo-

cacy. The formality in such a recognition carries a sense of legitimacy, which allows

the NGOs to deepen their participation without being questioned about their validity.

Therefore, we should expect to observe an overall growth in any sector of NGOs once

their participation is institutionalized by the establishment of their own constituency.

A harmonizing and dividing “opportunity”?

Nevertheless, despite the benefits brought by the political opportunities instituted

at the UNFCCC, this study argues, these same opportunities can generate hindrance

and even fragmentation and divisiveness among the NGOs. The political opportunity

structure is dynamic. On the one hand, it can facilitate framing efforts by providing

external resources for NGOs; on the other hand, it can inhibit the actions of NGOs

by functioning as a “gatekeeper” determining which issues and actors are considered

legitimate and which ones are not (Joachim, 2007). The access points for non-state

observers are often limited by time and space (Kruse, 2012). Kruse (2012) and Hoff-

man (2008) both pointed out the “harmonization” effect of the political opportunity

structure at the UNFCCC. Kruse (2012) contended that the UNFCCC process is

similar to other international institutions by putting NGOs under pressure to institu-
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tionalize and professionalize their engagement. Some of the participation procedures

established by the UNFCCC, while to a certain degree necessary to organize such

big conferences, have worked to curtail rather than empower civil society. NGOs

that want to influence decision-makers directly are “forced to conform to the rules

and styles of its bureaucracy” (Kruse, 2012, 12). Those who do not conform face

the danger of being de-badged or removed from the conference sites. Incidences of

de-badging and expelling happened in Copenhagen (Fisher, 2010) and in COP25 in

Madrid3.

Hoffman (2008) further argued that:

The networking encouraged by the constituency system and the rule
is not necessarily always in the best interests of the entire NGO com-
munity. Part of the strength of at global civil society is in its diversity
of views on issues like climate change. An opportunity structure that
forces or creates incentives for NGOs to harmonize a message is a poten-
tial way to marginalize specific NGOs and preclude their participation
(2008, 36).

During my interviews with the NGO representatives at COP23 and COP24, sim-

ilar sentiments were expressed by the interviewees. The constituency system rules

encourage the unification of a single message, with the result that in the constituency

members sometimes reluctantly rally behind the same message. According to Hoff-

man, dissent may be drowned out in this process (2008).

I further Hoffman’s argument by contending that the harmonization process is

also accompanied by divisiveness and fragmentation. Those who cannot insert their

different opinions within the constituency may find allies elsewhere. They may carve

out their own space and build their collaborative network that does not overlap with

the major constituency members. Therefore, we expect to find evidence of fragmen-

tation in both the network structure and the basis on which collaborative ties are

formed. For example, as the constituency being established, organizations working

on similar issues such as women and gender find that they do not necessarily focus

on the same specific areas. Some may focus on the vulnerability of women, some on

3350.org. (2019, December 11). Protesters kicked out of COP25, stripped of badges. 350.org.
https://350.org/civil-society-kicked-out-of-cop25/
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the capacity building, and others on a particular type of rights such as reproductive

health rights. Different clusters of alliances form concurrently. Fragmentation rather

than unity will mark their network structure.

2.3.4 Subnetwork level: how do NGOs interact and connect?

The third level of theorizing and analysis is the subnetwork level. By subnetwork,

I mean the individual collaborative networks that each NGO has built around itself.

The entire collaborative network is, in essence, composed of the individual networks of

each network member. In other words, we can extract the individual network (called

ego network in network analysis) of any given NGO from the global network. Each

is a subset of the entire network. Therefore, analyzing a given NGO’s immediate

neighborhood and community lands us on the subnetwork level. At this level, we can

directly observe the kind of partners the central NGO chooses to build a relationship.

As such, I ask what collaborative strategies do these NGOs employ, and why? What

modes of governance and configuration of power are the results of their interaction?

At this subnetwork level, I employ a lens of territoriality as a starting point to un-

derstand the complexities of interaction among NGOs. The notion of “territoriality”

first came up during my interviews with a couple of NGO representatives. The notion

is commonly used by NGO staffers and is a useful way of thinking about NGOs. One

of the NGO staffers used the term to describe the COP space where NGOs work.

She said, “when we first started working in this policy space [of climate change], and

you will find this in every policy space where NGO’s are working, there’re a lot of

territories. There are people who have engaged in certain processes for a long time,

and if new people come in, there’s an expectation that they’re going to either come

into that process that’s been set up or try to cultivate their own space.”4

This sense of a spatial occupancy and construction pertains not only to how long

an NGO has been in the process. Another interviewee referred to the language that

4Anonymous interviewee, interview by author, Katowice, Poland, December 14, 2018.
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is being used at the UNFCCC: “The specific language used here can be very, very

exclusive. I think it really excludes young people and activists and people from the

global south and indigenous people that simply don’t speak that diplomatic inter-

national negotiation language. . . if you’re not able to bring your arguments in that

kind of language, it will not be heard.”5 This language barrier quickly reminds one of

territorial differentiation, which prohibits “outsiders” to communicate upon crossing

borders effectively.

A third interviewee mentioned “spaces” repeatedly when referring to the advocacy

work and collaboration at the UNFCCC arena. For example, she commented that

“activists from the global North may have a better understanding of how the space is

organized, whether inclusive or exclusive. [As newcomers,] all we want to know was

what was happening and how to be part of it.”6 She also used the notion of space

when talking about helping other new activists, “At least for those of us who have

been recognized, we come here to ensure that we create a space for new people.”7

Her remarks suggested a sense of a spatial configuration that NGOs perceive. At the

same time, they seek to expand and alter their own territory. Besides these examples,

all interviews explicitly or implicitly broached the idea of a common but also divided

space for women’s advocacy at the UNFCCC.

My argument capitalizes on the notion of “territoriality.” I argue that under-

standing how NGOs perceive and construct their advocacy spaces can yield valuable

insights into their role in global governance and the inter-organizational relations

among them. A territorial perspective can be a useful starting point to help us un-

derstand how they make sense of the multilateral governance institution, strategize

their collaboration, and establish each’s own partnership networks.

In the subfield of international relations, the concept of territoriality has emerged

and existed ever since the late 1980s and early 1990s (Onuf, 1989, 1994; Ruggie,

1993). It is traditionally and commonly understood as an organizing principle of

5Lisa Göldner, interview by author, Bonn, Germany, November 15, 2017.
6Titi Akosa, interview by author, Katowice, Poland, December 14, 2018.
7ibid.



69

the international world of nation-states (Freistein & Liste, 2016). It denotes the

geographical division among countries. Territories are often discussed in national

contexts, which encompasses the practices of sovereignty and border regimes. It

also assumes legal exclusivity. That is, national governments exercise jurisdiction

authority within the national territory. Recent scholarship on International Relations

and critical geography has started to challenge the “fixed” nature of territoriality in a

nation-state context (Freistein & Liste, 2016; Heiskanen, 2019; Herb & Kaplan, 2017;

Liste, 2016, for example). They argue that with the increasing scale of transnational

and global governance, territoriality is no longer a “given nature.” Instead, territories

become social and dynamic; that is, the territorial boundaries are the results of the

ongoing social process, rather than a physically given space. In some cases, such as

the European Union, the sense of territorial borders is weakened and blurred. In other

cases, like the international legal practices, the assumption of territories becomes less

a linchpin of international politics.

NGO territoriality: spatial awareness, social construction, consolidating

and fragmenting

Below, the term, “territoriality,” refers to the social-spatial configuration among

NGOs as a result of their interaction at the global governance institution. Each NGO,

through collaborative activities and interactions with others, establishes a partner-

ship network. They have a strong sense of what issue to take up, what primary

tasks to focus on, and what specific strategy to adopt. As a result, they not only

establish and occupy a space in the UNFCCC where they strongly advocate for gen-

der issues collectively; they also differentiate themselves within the women’s advocacy

community. They work together to consolidate a “territory” inside the UNFCCC and

establish fragmented sub-territories within, as they differ on many fronts, such as the

choice of collaborators, the focused issue, and the primary goal of collaboration. The

concept’s application here is very different from a traditional International Relations

perspective, in that the political actors that construct and occupy the territories are
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NGOs, and there is not much of legality around the territory. Nevertheless, the NGO

territoriality shares some critical features and elements with the conventional notion.

The first element is spatial awareness. A territorial perspective primarily denotes

recognition of boundaries, as territoriality in its traditional sense points to the inter-

state borders. NGO representatives that I interviewed have shown a keen awareness

of space and boundary. On the one hand, the women’s groups recognize the im-

portance of establishing its own territory in the UNFCCC. They face the challenge

of establishing the linkage between gender and climate change, which is not widely

recognized by climate policymakers. To fight an uphill battle, they need to cultivate

a space where they can advocate for their causes independently and gain recognition

institutionally. Over the years, their collective effort to build a Women and Gender

Constituency and magnify their voices through many collaborative partnerships suc-

cessfully achieved this goal. At the same time, each NGO also has a distinct sense of

their own space. Among the NGO staff, many of them have a clear vision in terms

of what they do and what they don’t do. They understand their own expertise scope

and main tasks. Coming to the UNFCCC annual summits, they usually focus on

their organizational priorities and expertise, rather than spreading efforts too wide.

Through this process, they establish their own territories within the broader women’s

community at the UNFCCC. In short, the women’s NGOs understand the need and

urgency to establish a territory where their voices can be heard among the many

other observers at these climate summits. They also have a clear perception of how

each can only occupy a divided land of knowledge, based on their expertise and goals.

Social construction is a second feature strongly associated with the territories

created by NGO interaction (Berger, Luckmann, & Zifonun, 1967). The concept of

territoriality is not only a mere geographical implication. As with all social construc-

tions, an object only exists as a territory to the extent that is reproduced in social

interaction among relevant actors (Berger et al., 1967; Fairclough, 1992). When

NGOs gravitate towards one another and form collaborative partnerships, each col-

laborative cluster forms its own territory with strong recognition and reproduction of
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its own identity, as a result of NGOs’ deliberate interaction. As NGOs include like-

minded actors and exclude intentionally or unintentionally those who do not share

the core vision, they reinforce the boundary of their own governing territory. They

also strengthen their identity within their own cluster by highlighting the specific ex-

pertise area or their distinctive principled values. In this sense, the NGOs are active

agents who are highly intentional in the social construction process of their governing

space and identity.

Finally, the construction of NGO territory is dynamic. Two processes are at

play simultaneously. The first process, “consolidating,” involves the NGOs to cre-

ate internal cohesion and identity. This process helps them to establish themselves

as a relevant and important political actor with a unique message for the UN cli-

mate negotiations. The second, “fragmentation,” concerns the processes that lead

to the differentiation of NGOs within the women’s activist community. These two

processes are similar to the construction of nation-states’ identity: national identities

are formed through consolidation to distinguish one sovereign nation from another.

At the same time, this is not the only identity ascribed. Within the nation, soci-

etal groups and regions differ and form sub-national identities with different metrics,

fostering fragmentation. Another example would be the European Union, where a

unified European Union identity was cultivated through the establishment and uni-

fication. However, under the Union, individual countries resume their own identities

that vary from one another. Similar dynamics exist within the women’s NGOs too, as

they seek to gain institutional recognition at the UNFCCC, and to distinguish one’s

mission, message, and identity at the same time.

A territorial perspective has at least two significant contributions that distinguish

it from existing studies on NGO interaction. First, by adopting such a lens, I em-

phasize the agency of NGOs. Rather than treating them as a unitary actor in global

governance, I highlight the intentional behavior of NGOs as they strategize in the UN

arena to fit their purposes. Second, the perspective also enables the investigation of

the nuances in NGO internal relations and struggles. Instead of merely viewing them
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as synergistic collaborators or competitive contenders for resources such as funding, I

examine the landscape of their interaction and behaviors, adding new insights to our

understanding of how non-state actors operate in a complex governance space.

Most studies focused on the mapping of NGO participation; and understanding

of their involvement remains descriptive. Few attempts have been made to system-

atically explain the variation and the internal politics within the civil society. My

study thus contributes to the extant literature by developing a theory of network from

a multi-level approach to understand the participation and interaction among civil

society members (see Figure 2.2).

Individual level: 
who is connected, who is isolated, why?

Structural level: 
How has the network developed overtime?

Subnetwork level: 
How do the NGOs build collaborative ties?

mobilizing resources 
+ 

social embeddedness

political opportunity 
structure

territoriality

Fig. 2.2. Explaining NGO participation and interaction at multiple levels

2.4 Research design

In this research, I apply a mixed-methods approach. I use methods including

quantitative statistical modeling, network analysis, and in-depth interviews. The

combination of different methodological approaches suits the three-level inquiry es-

tablished in the last section. More specifically, I use large-N quantitative models to

examine the variation in participation among all women and gender observers. At the

structural level, I use both descriptive and inferential network analysis to evaluate

the structural features of their collaborative networks over time. At the subnetwork
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level, I use both ego network analysis and in-depth interviews to illustrate the different

collaborative strategies among the NGOs. In this section, I first provide a detailed

account of the data collection process. I then describe the methods of analysis. I

conclude by evaluating the methodological choice.

2.4.1 Data collection

This study uses the case of women’s groups at the UNFCCC as an example to

understand the activities and the internal power dynamics among civil society actors.

The reasons for the choice were laid out in Chapter 1. The women and gender civil

society community has achieved high prominence in their advocacy at the UN climate

change summits, while at the same time, perturbed by power struggles internally.

They are also embedded in the UN framework, where rules and arrangements may

facilitate or hinder their activities. Therefore, this case serves as experimentation to

explore the substantive participation and interaction of NGOs in global governance

institutions. In particular, I operationalize civil society participation and interaction

through their participation at the Side Events at the annual summits. The time

frame covers events from 2003 to 2016 because 2003 is the earliest available record

of these events, according to the UNFCCC archive8. Three types of data – network

data, individual organization attributes, and in-depth interviews – are collected for

this research.

Operationalizing substantive participation and interaction

Where should we look if we want to observe substantive engagement and interac-

tion among civil societies at a global governance institution such as the UNFCCC?

There are many channels through which one can observe civil society activities. I fo-

cus on the women’s groups’ participation at the official Side Events at the UNFCCC

annual COP meetings. The Side Events take place alongside the formal negotiations

8United Nations Climate Change. (2019, December 13). Side events/exhibits archive. United
Nations Climate Change. https://seors.unfccc.int/seors
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at the annual conferences. “highlighting diverse climate change-related issues and

take the form of panel discussions”(Kuyper et al., 2018, 4). Despite the name of

these events suggesting an “on the side” undertone, they provide useful evidence to

examine the participation and representation pattern of the NGOs for three reasons.

First, Side Events have been growing in significance in the intergovernmental

climate negotiation process. While there is the recognition that the direct influence

of Side Events on formal negotiations can be limited, many studies concur that they

serve as an “important source of informal discussions and debate” (Depledge et al.,

2005; Böhmelt, 2013). Some scholars found that “new items were introduced at COP

Side Events before being discussed in the formal negotiations“ (Hjerpe & Linnér, 2010,

167). Schroeder and Lovell have shown that “Side Events that facilitate informal

exchange between stakeholders not only provide input into the negotiations but also

allow issues beyond the realm of the formal negotiations to be discussed” (2012, 23).

Therefore, though the spatial and procedural separation makes it hard for these events

to have direct resonance with the negotiation, they have nevertheless demonstrated

high relevance and the spillover effect they can have for formal diplomacy.

Second, Side Events are an effective venue for NGOs to interact with other political

actors and showcase their achievements. The high visibility and growing significance

have made this mode of participation a popular institutional strategy among NGOs

(Derman, 2014; Hadden, 2015; Hoffmann, 2011). Even though the UNFCCC is rela-

tively open to non-state actors, until after the Paris Agreement, “there had not been

many avenues for successful transnational climate initiatives to communicate their

achievements into the UNFCCC process”(Hermwille, 2018, 455). Side Events par-

ticipation and presentation have been one of the few institutional channels that the

NGOs can utilize (Hermwille, 2018). The events serve multiple functions for partici-

pants, including capacity building, networking people and issue areas, disseminating

information, and facilitating different levels of transnational collaboration (Hjerpe &

Linnér, 2010). They thus become a vehicle for NGO agency, promoting their pursuit

of political clout.
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Finally, Side Events can potentially pluralize the climate governance space, but

can also exacerbate inequality and undercut the democratic quality at the UNFCCC.

Side Events provide a space for greater inputs from the global citizenry; and have

the potential to enhance democracy at climate governance with a broader inclusion

of public opinions (Hjerpe & Linnér, 2010). However, the inclusion of a wide range

of stakeholders is unlikely. Events slots are limited. The competition for a slot can

be fierce (Kuyper et al., 2018). At COP16 in 2010, for example, among over 400

applications for Side Events, only 249 Events were actually held (Hjerpe & Linnér,

2010). Hjerpe and Buhr have pointed out that clarifying which participants and topics

are favored in this process is essential for analyzing the democratic legitimacy of the

climate change governance system (2014). Studies showed the unequal representation

among different groups. For example, Thew argued that youth groups have not been

able to utilize the Side Events due to financial constraints (2018). Hanegraaff also

showed that the unbalanced representation of different interests could lead to special

interest groups capturing the opportunities better than civil society interests (2015).

Therefore, Side Events at COP, with their significance, popularity among NGOs,

and importance for democratizing the climate governance, provide a proper space

to study the participation and representation pattern of NGOs. Based on this op-

erationalization, I then collect network data, individual organization attributes, and

conduct in-depth interviews.

Network data collection

I construct a collaborative network based on data that rely on information about

the co-host partnership of Side Events. The UNFCCC archive provides all Side Events

information since 2003. The archive has documented each event and provided a short

description of the theme, the time and dates, and all the actors that co-hosted a

given event. With the information, I first select all Side Events that have a theme of
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women’s rights, women’s participation in climate change, or gender equality issues9.

The search brought up 95 events from 2003 to 2016. From these events, I construct

a collaborative Side Events network. The nodes (actors of the network) are the co-

hosts of the Side Events. The ties among nodes are the specific events that they have

hosted together. The ties are weighted, meaning that each tie indicates how many

events each pair of nodes have co-hosted, and undirected, that is, there is no specific

sending/receiving relationship from one to another in collaborative activities. From

2003 to 2016, a total of 239 actors participated in at least one Side Event with a

women and gender theme.

Individual organization data collection

Besides the relational network data, I also collect data on the individual properties

of the participants at the UNFCCC annual COPs with a women and gender focus.

Since the research is interested in the potential unequal participation among the civil

society actors, I collected data on all participants who have demonstrated an interest

in women and gender issues at UNFCCC COPs from 2003 to 2016, extending the

scope beyond just the collaborative network members. There are two ways an observer

can join the annual conferences. One is to form one’s delegation; the other is to join

the delegation of another observer. For example, in 2016, Women’s Environment

and Development Organization (WEDO) has its delegation and has sent six staff

from the organization. The other way is to join the delegation of another observer.

Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom did not have its delegation

that year, but the organization’s name and one member staff from this organization

was included under the delegation of WEDO. Therefore, I include a) women’s groups

that send their delegations such as WEDO; b) all groups that are included under a

women’s group delegation. For instance, when I included all groups under GenderCC

in 2016 since GenderCC has a strong focus on women’s issues, I expect the groups

9I used the keywords “woman,” “women,” and “gender” to search for all relevant Side Events from
2003 to 2016.
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it chose are alliances within its network or share a similar focus; and c) all groups

with a women’s focus but are included in a delegation that did not explicitly focus

on women. For example, in 2013 Osukuru United Women Organization, a national

organization working to empower and educate women in Uganda did not have its

delegation. It is listed under the organization of “Environmental Management for

Livelihood Improvement Bwaise Facility.”10 But because of its focus on women’s

issues, the organization is included. The list of all participants of every year can be

found at the UNFCCC website.11

Using this method, I pool together a total of 479 participants who are registered

as observers at the UNFCCC COP meetings from 2003 to 2016. All of them exhibit a

substantive interest in women’s rights and/or gender equality issues. To collect their

organizational attributes, I use the Yearbooks of International Organizations from

2003 to 2016 (2003-2016). The Yearbooks are references on non-profit international

organizations, published by the Union of International Associations. Non-profit orga-

nizations self-report a wide range of information about themselves each year.12 The

annual Yearbooks allow the data collection of this study to include the attributes of

civil society actors according to the years they are registered observers at the UN-

FCCC. I captured each organization’s entry by optical character recognition (OCR).

I then used the qualitative coding software NVivo 12 (QSR 2018)13 to code geo-

graphic origin, founding year, aim, connections with IGOs and other NGOs for each

entry. Once the coding of this textual information is completed, NVivo can export

the information for further analysis.

In-depth interviews with NGO representatives

10United Nations Climate Change Secretariat. (2013, Novem-
ber 21). List of participants. United Nations Climate Change.
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/docs/2013/cop19/eng/inf04.pdf
11For example, the participants of 2016 COP23 can be found at United Nations Climate Change
Secretariat. (2016, November 18). List of participants. https://unfccc.int/fr/node/28141
12Union of International Associations. (2011, February 16). The Yearbook of International Organi-
zations. Union of International Associations. https://uia.org/yearbook
13NVivo qualitative data analysis software; QSR International Pty Ltd. Version 12, 2018.
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To understand the actual interactions that happened among these women’s groups

and to supplement the Side Events data collected from the archive, I conducted in-

depth interviews with 11 civil society representatives whose organizations are active

advocates for the women and gender issues at the UNFCCC. I observed the COPs in

2017 and 2018 in Bonn, Germany, and Katowice, Poland, respectively. I selected 12

individuals and organizations, balanced between organizations from the global North

and those from the global South. Besides one organization that rejected an interview

invitation, all others agreed. A list of the organizations and names of the interviewees

can be found in Appendix A. Among the 11 interviews, besides one being conducted

on Skype, the rest were in-person interviews at the COPs14. Each interview lasted

from 45 minutes to 90 minutes. The purpose of the interviews was to understand five

areas of their participation at the UNFCCC:

1. their incentive to join the UNFCCC;

2. general interaction with various actors at the UNFCCC;

3. motivation and expectation when choosing particular partnerships;

4. process of partnership building;

5. evaluation of current partnerships.

The recordings of the interviews were transcribed and imported into NVivo 12 (QSR

2018) for further analysis.

2.4.2 Analytical methods

As noted above, I employ a mixed-methods approach to tackle the three levels of

civil society participation and interaction. In the following, I introduce each of the

methods and the analytical purposes they serve.

14The interviews and the research project were approved under the Purdue IRB protocol No.
1709019654.
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Quantitative large-N analysis

Out of the 497 observers who took an interest in women and gender issues from

2003 to 2016, only 239 engaged in Side Events. Why do some civil society groups

travel to these large conferences but chose not to participate in a Side Event, which

is one of the few channels they can potentially voice their concerns to a broader au-

dience? To explain the variation, I use statistical models based on the organizational

attributes data I collected. I first consider Side Event hosting as a binary dependent

variable and use logit models and linear probability models to assess the difference

between Side Events hosting and non-hosting groups. Further, the frequency of event

hosting ranges from 0 to 19 among actors. I therefore use event-count models such

as negative binomial model and zero-inflated models to fit the variation.

Descriptive and inference network analysis

To understand the structural features of the collaborative network among the

women’s groups at the UNFCCC, I employ both descriptive and inferential network

analyses methods.15 For illustrative purposes, I first visualize the networks into two

phases in time, divided by a critical juncture, the formal institutionalization of the

women’s group participation at the UNFCCC in 2010. This provides an initial inspec-

tion of the composition and structure of the entire network. I then report descriptions

of the network features such as centralities (degree, betweenness, and eigenvector),

density, centralization, clustering, and community detection. These network statistics

inform the temporal change in the structure that cannot be otherwise captured by

other methods. On the inferential side, I employ the Exponential Random Graph

Models (ERGMs) (Hunter, Handcock, Butts, Goodreau, & Morris, 2008) to examine

the patterns underlying the tie-formation in the entire network. In short, ERGMs

illustrate “the processes that govern the formation of links in networks by including

terms representing different aspects of the node or network structure”(Morris, Hand-

15Network analysis in this dissertation is conducted in R, using two main packages: “igraph” and
“statnet”.
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cock, & Hunter, 2008, 1). They are also particularly useful to examine whether the

similarity of specific node attributes contributes to connection. I use the ERGMs

to evaluate whether alignments in actor types and/or issue focus foster links among

network members. Together, the descriptive and inferential network methods can

enable this study to assess the overall cohesion or divisiveness of the community, and

the basis upon which the cohesion or division happens.

Interview analysis and ego network analysis

For the final part, the subnetwork level analysis, I draw on evidence from both

interviews and ego networks, the latter corroborating the former. An ego network is

composed of the immediate collaborators (called “alters” in network terminology) of

the civil society group in focus (called “egos”), as well as the relationship among the

alters. Once the interview transcriptions are imported into NVivo 12 (QSR 2018),

I conduct a thematic analysis to identify the events, themes, concepts, and exam-

ples (Rubin & Rubin, 2011). From the coding, some major themes were generated

inductively, including the North-South divide among civil society members, the rela-

tionship with the IGOs, and the specific tasks at the UN venue. I then extract the

individual networks, called ego networks, for each of the 11 organizations that I have

interviewed. An analysis of ego networks often illustrates how a given NGO chooses

its network partners, the composition of the alters, and the position an ego occupies

in the individual network. The goal is to find evidence or the lack of which from

network features to support the findings from the interview analysis.

2.4.3 Methodological contributions

The methodological approach in this research contributes to the study of non-

governmental actors in world politics in at least two ways. First of all, this study

shows the analytical potential of network analysis in understanding relations in poli-

tics. An analytical framework focusing on network analysis is ideal for studying the
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interactions, with the method’s emphasis on relations. While this is not the first study

using rigorous network analysis in this subject field (Hadden, 2015; Murdie, 2014b),

the application of network analysis here illustrates how it is a proper methodological

approach to unpack political actors’ interaction at different levels, from individual’s

choice of joining collective action, to a larger picture of the network structure. Anal-

ysis can be applied to the node level, community level, and system level. Therefore,

this study suggests a useful methodological pathway to not only the transnational

advocacy research, but also the study of politics among any interest groups.

Second, the current research demonstrates a novel methodological approach by

using multiple methods. The subject of transnational civil society and advocacy has

been largely studied with qualitative methodological techniques (Keck & Sikkink,

1998). More recent studies have taken on a quantitative approach (Hanegraaff, 2015),

or a network analytical framework (Hadden, 2015). But this study combines the quan-

titative statistical models, the network analysis, as well as in-depth interviews. The

choice of each method also corresponds to the purpose of this study and helps explain

the phenomenon of civil society interaction at one particular level–such innovation

points to new methodological possibilities. While in-depth case studies can no doubt

provide precious understanding of civil society actors, my unconventional methods

prove that they can supplement the existing knowledge and add new findings and

nuances.

In this chapter, I started by laying out a network framework to understand civil

society activities and interactions at the UN climate change summits. After the

introduction of network terminologies and significance, as well as a review of the

current application of this framework in political science, I proposed a three-level

theoretical framework based on a fundamental network understanding. At each level

(individual, structural, and subnetwork), I build a roadmap by borrowing from extant

theories and developing new theoretical approaches, to guide us in grappling with the

phenomenon of NGO internal relations and politics. I then discussed in detail the

research design, including the operationalization of key concepts, the data collection
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process, and the analytical methods. The next three chapters will each take on a

level to examine the internal power dynamics among the women’s groups at the UN

climate change summits.
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3. NOT ALL WHO JOIN ARE EQUAL: UNEVEN

PARTICIPATION AMONG NGOS

In this chapter, I examine the participation pattern of the non-governmental actors

that focus on women and gender issues. More specifically, I distinguish those who

actively engage in collective action from those who do not. I show that while the

total number of women’s groups joining the annual COP meetings has been rising

over the years, not all who come to this intergovernmental space choose to collaborate

and participate actively. I explain the variation with individual organizational level

factors: the likelihood to participate and collaborate meaningfully is associated with

the organizational capacity and the social embeddedness of the NGOs. The evidence

compells us to reevaluate the NGOs’ democratizing potential when more and more of

them enter the global governance institutions. Overall, this chapter argues that the

pluralization of actors does not automatically boost representation at the intergov-

ernmental institution. Closer scrutiny of who engages in substantive collective action

reveals a space where unequal participation exists.

The past few decades have witnessed an influx of non-state actors such as NGOs

into the UNFCCC annual conferences. In 2018, 1244 non-state actors, or observer

organizations, joined the COPs in Poland,1 almost ten times the number of observers

in 1995 when COP just started. They were also invited to play an increasingly active

role, especially after the gridlock of interstate negotiation at the COP in Copenhagen

in 2009. They not only provided policy advice and information but also engaged in

monitoring the actions of governments and assisting the implementation of policies.

1United Nations Climate Change Secretariat. (2018, December 14). Pro-
visional list of registered participants. United Nations Climate Change.
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/PLOP.pdf
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Nevertheless, these non-state actors come to intergovernmental venues with differ-

ent goals and missions. They have different behaviors and strategies too. Researchers

found that some left after one-time participation or a few years (Hanegraaff et al.,

2019); while some come to lobby the national delegates, many of them join only to

stay informed (Lövbrand et al., 2017). What explains the variation in their partic-

ipation behavior and pattern? Who, among these NGOs, gets to be the outspoken

voices while others remain in silence?

The answers to these questions are highly relevant to the democratizing potential

of NGOs in global governance venues such as IGOs. As IGOs are originally designed

for states to convene and negotiate, many scholars questioned their ability to represent

a wide range of societal groups. It is argued that including a wide range of non-state

actors could ameliorate the democratic deficit that plagues the intergovernmental

institutions (Steffek & Hahn, 2010; Tallberg et al., 2014). Such an optimistic view,

however, was challenged based on the fact that NGOs come to IGOs with very diverse

interests and goals (Prakash & Gugerty, 2010). As these interests clash with one

another, some become more influential than others. For example, scholars showed

that business interests are better captured at the IGOs than civil society, grassroots

concerns (Bexell et al., 2010; Hanegraaff et al., 2019).

While NGOs’ democratizing capacity has been widely assessed, two issues remain

inadequately addressed. First, as Uhre (2014) and Hanegraaff et al. (2019) pointed

out, the debate has focused mainly on the number of non-state actors who are al-

lowed to participate in IGOs, rather than the actual pattern of their participation.

Aggregated count of observers on the roster does not reveal the variation in their

participation pattern. Second, skewed participation not only occurs between differ-

ent sectors such as business versus civil society but also within a single community

of non-state actors who work on similar issues. Not all groups can be equally salient.

Thus, civil society actors at an IGO may face double deficit—the unequal represen-

tation between different sectors and within a single sector.
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This chapter examines the substantive participation and collaboration pattern of

women’s groups at the UN climate change conferences. Premised on social movement

theory and social network theory, I argue that, first, organizational capacity, as a

mobilizing resource, is a crucial enabling factor for their active participation. Second,

an NGO’s social connections and embeddedness outside of the UNFCCC can also

enhance its participation inside the UNFCCC. Finally, these factors do not have a

uniform effect on NGOs from the global North and their peers from the South. To

test the hypotheses, I investigate all participants with a focus on women and gender

issue at the annual UNFCCC summits from 2003 to 2016 and their participation at

the Side Events, a significant venue for civil society advocacy and showcasing. For

the rest of the chapter, I first explain what it means for NGOs to have a meaningful

and active participation at the UNFCCC. Next, I map out the overall participation

pattern of those who took an interest in women and gender issues. I then lay out the

arguments and hypotheses that explain the variation. It is followed by the discussion

of the quantitative analysis and findings. The final section concludes.

3.1 Assessing uneven participation among women’s groups

As discussed in Chapter 1, the ongoing debate around non-state actors as a demo-

cratic force has shown that a mere increase in non-state actors at IGOs does not entail

enhanced democracy in global governance. It is of great importance which non-state

actors are heard and act as legitimate representatives of their respective constituen-

cies. They usually attract disproportionate attention and resources in the governance

process. At the same time, other societal interests and concerns would be sidelined

and inadequately represented at the global level. Some studies have attempted the

mapping of non-state actors’ participation at intergovernmental venues like the UN-

FCCC conferences (Gereke & Brühl, 2019; Hanegraaff, 2015; Hanegraaff & Poletti,

2017; Uhre, 2014). Yet merely tallying the number of non-state actors at the IGOs

can be misleading (Schroeder & Lovell, 2012; Hanegraaff et al., 2019). Behind the
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aggregated measure is the assumption that all NGOs are equally positive forces in

enhancing democracy, which is impossible under any governance contexts. Further-

more, little have we known about the actual participation pattern within a community

of NGOs working on similar issues. Sharing an issue focus does not diminish their

intrinsic differences. As they gather at the IGO, not all concerns can be included or

evenly heard. Such internal, unequal representation makes the democratic potential

of NGOs questionable.

Therefore, without unpacking a community of NGOs and examining their partic-

ipation pattern, it would be unwarranted to conclude that increasing non-state ac-

tors, especially those working on social and justice-related issues, could enhance IGO

democracy. This study focuses on the sector of women’s groups. I have discussed the

rationale of choice in Chapter 1. In short, both the success and the internal struggles

make the community of women’s groups an excellent case to study power dynamics

within the transnational civil society, as well as the potential to enhance democratic

quality in global governance.

3.1.1 Finding evidence of substantive participation

Where should we look to observe the substantive participation of NGOs at the

UNFCCC? Since its establishment, the UNFCCC has made substantial efforts to

expand the inclusion of a multitude of stakeholders. Especially after the multilateral

diplomacy gridlock in COP15 in Copenhagen, there was the awakening of thinking

outside of inter-state negotiation (Bagozzi, 2015), and many channels were opened

up for NGOs to engage in climate-related global governance.

Scholarly efforts to track NGO actors and their activities at the UNFCCC have

been on the rise. NGO participation has grown in both numbers and forms. At the

same time, their roles and functions keep diversifying. As the landscape of NGO par-

ticipation has become more complex, researchers have used different ways to capture

their activities.
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One approach considers the different stages of the IGO policy cycle and the in-

volvement of NGOs in each step. As the UNFCCC institution became more willing

to seek NGO contributions, these actors have the opportunities to insert themselves

in different stages such as agenda-setting, policy formulation, implementation, and so

on (Kuyper et al., 2018). Similarly, Spiro summarized that non-state actors can play

a role in the “before (setting the agenda),” “during (participating in negotiations),”

and “after (monitoring and enforcement)” stages of the development of multilateral

environmental regulations (2007, 774). By focusing on the policy cycle, this approach

emphasizes how NGOs can influence multilateral diplomacy and decision-making out-

come.

A second approach, capturing the different roles of NGOs, extends to a broader

range of NGO activities. For example, van Asselt labeled five types of functions that

NGOs take up at the UNFCCC (2016). Some activists engage mainly in naming and

shaming, as well as protest activities (Vanhala & Hestbaek, 2016, 4). The lobbyist

NGOs work closely with national delegates and urge specific texts to be included or

excluded in a COP decision. NGOs act as information providers by presenting the

latest reports and submitting information and views on items negotiation. Monitors

and enforcers help to make transparent whether the action taken by national gov-

ernments is fair and ambitious. And finally, NGOs can become implementors and

governors of climate action. These NGOs are stepping up to the insufficient car-

bon reduction at the national scale and help bridge this gap by pledging significant

reduction contributions.

A third way to comprehend the involvement of NGOs is through the specific chan-

nels and platforms that they join. Inside the UNFCCC, scholars often highlight three

institutionalized modes of participation (Falkner, 2016; Kuyper et al., 2018; Van As-

selt, 2016). The first is through the nationally determined contributions (NDCs),

which is the greenhouse gas reduction goal each country sets. As discussed earlier,

the Paris Agreement instituted that countries would define and stipulate each own

greenhouse gas reduction goals, instead of a mandatory program like the one under
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the Kyoto regime. Environmental groups serve as “watchdogs” when countries re-

port their nationally determined goals and the implementation (Falkner, 2016). The

UNFCCC devised two pathways, the “Transparency Framework” (UNFCCC, 2015,

Article 13) and the “Global Stocktake,” (UNFCCC, 2015, Article 15) to engage non-

state actors directly. After Paris Agreement entered into force in 2016, NGOs started

to “monitor, review, and verify (MRV) state NDCs and feeding this information into

the Global Stocktake process as well as the compliance mechanism” (Kuyper et al.,

2018, 6). In short, NGOs can act as watchdogs to enhance the transparency of the

NDC process, facilitate the stocktake, and pressure states to ratchet up their national

pledges (Kuyper et al., 2018).

Another institutional way of participation is through the many UNFCCC-led ini-

tiatives. In the lead up to the COP in Paris in 2015, the Lima-Paris Action Agenda

(LPAA) and the Nonstate Actor Zone for Climate Action (NAZCA) platforms were

established to expand the scope of non-state participation (Kuyper et al., 2018).

LPAA was a platform created by the governments of France and Peru, the UNFCCC,

and the UN Secretary-General (UNSC). They sought to orchestrate and expand cli-

mate initiatives from sub-national and non-state actors. By the time of the Paris

COP, LPAA has already included over 70 initiatives containing over 10,000 commit-

ments or actions by cities, companies, states, and others (Hale, 2016). NAZCA, on

the other hand, is an online tracking portal of actions and pledges, also initiated by

the UNFCCC. As of April 2020, there are over 17,000 actors and over 26,000 effects.

2 Most are from sub-national or non-state actors. For example, out of 3,053 climate

actions in the United States, only 11 are from the national government. The rest

are from 1641 other actors, including cities, regions, companies, organizations, and

investors.

In addition to LPAA and NAZCA, another way for NGOs to engage at the UN-

FCCC, especially at the annual COP summits, is the Side Events (Derman, 2014;

Hoffman, 2008; Hermwille, 2018; Kuyper et al., 2018; Lövbrand et al., 2017; Nasiri-

2United Nations Climate Change Secretariat. (2015). Global Climate Action.
https://climateaction.unfccc.int/)
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tousi et al., 2016). At the COP every year, Side Events take place alongside the formal

negotiations. UNFCCC Secretariat takes up the coordination task of these events.

Both national and observer delegations can apply to hold a side event, “highlighting

diverse climate change-related issues and take the form of panel discussions”(Kuyper

et al., 2018, 4). The Side Events are probably the most prominent avenue for NGOs,

who would otherwise have little institutional channel to raise awareness for their

causees. These Events provide a space where various actors including NGOs, states,

and IGOs can interact and exchange information (Kuyper et al., 2018).

A focus on Side Events: merits and limitations

This study focuses on the Side Events and the NGOs participating in them. In

chapter 2, I have provided an introduction to these events. Here, I further detail the

uniqueness of Side Events comparing to other venues of NGO participation and how

a focus on them fits the broader context of this research project. In addition, I also

discuss the limitation of this perspective.

First of all, application to participate in Side Events is open to all registered

observers, and the events provide a relatively low threshold for non-state actors to

participate. Side Events are, in essence, a way to engage observers within the negotia-

tion venue. According to the UNFCCC rules and criteria, any registered organization

can apply for Side Events. Comparing to the other channels of participation, such

as through NDC or UN-led initiatives, these events do not impose as many require-

ments like geographic origin or scientific expertise. For example, NGOs that can act

as watchdogs for NDCs are usually domestic ones. Falkner argued that “NDCs have a

significant signaling effect to domestic constituencies, indicating a government’s green

credentials at home and environmental leadership internationally” (2016, 1112). Ac-

cording to him, transnational NGOs are almost excluded from the “watchdog” func-

tion as only several organizations like the World Resources Institute, Climate Action

Tracker, and Civil Society Review have the capacity to assess national performances.

Therefore, most of the NGOs carrying out NDC monitoring and verification tasks do
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not work at the negotiation venue. In addition, to monitor or deliver information and

services in the UN-led programs, NGOs need to have specific scientific expertise on

climate change. In contrast, Side Events do not require a certain level of knowledge

of any particular field. When applying for a Side Event, NGOs only need to focus on

their own message that they want to communicate. Therefore, Side Events provide

a somewhat level playing field for all NGOs admitted into the UNFCCC negotiation

space.

Second, Side Events are especially useful to advocacy NGOs such as the devel-

opment and justice groups. These groups have become an increasingly important

element in the UNFCCC annual summits. During the early years of the UNFCCC

COPs, the majority of the NGOs are environmental groups, organized under the

umbrella organization of Climate Action Network (CAN). Over the years, more and

more NGOs focused on social issues related to climate change joined the space. By

2009, development and justice groups comprised 21% of the new groups attended the

COP summit. These NGOs include those actively working on women’s rights and

equality, the inter-generational climate justice, and indigenous rights. These groups

seek influence at the UN venue through their normative and symbolic powers, as they

champion social causes such as justice and human rights. Participation through Side

Events is almost the only way these groups can gain attention inside the UNFCCC

venue. Side Events provide a platform where they can focus on their cause, and at

the same time reach out to national delegates and other participants. While many

more radical groups choose to mobilize and protest outside of the UN arena or in

parallel fora, for those who want to advocate for their causes less aggressively, Side

Events become a prominent and useful path.

A third reason to focus on Side Events is that they happen inside the IGO venue

and involved substantive interactions among the collaborators. Unlike the monitor-

ing, reviewing, and verification for NDCs that occur in individual countries, or the

UNFCCC-led initiatives like LPAA or NAZCA that document the non-governmental

actions on the ground, Side Events take place within the UNFCCC summits geo-
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graphically and temporally. As this research seeks to understand how the UNFCCC

institutional arrangement affects NGO operations at the venue, a focus on their onsite

activities is a proper fit. Furthermore, by the rules of the UNFCCC, a Side Event

requires more than one host. That is, the “consolidation” and “merging” of the Side

Events application procedure ensures that each event are hosted by collaborators. To

some extent, this is to grant more organizations the opportunities to engage in this

channel. At the same time, it motivates the NGOs to work together and to select

their event theme and collaborators carefully.

Finally, many Side Events are initiated and led by NGOs. There is more room for

NGOs to focus on crafting their own message. They can concentrate on showcasing

themselves, rather than act as a service provider when they engage with national

governments in NDC monitoring or work on other initiatives whose goals are pre-

defined by states or the UN agency. Comparing with these channels, they enjoy more

freedom and autonomy in crafting a Side Event. Therefore, NGOs manage their Side

Events to bring forth and emphasize their own visions, for these events are created

by them and for them. Their strategies in choosing partners and issue foci illustrate

their primary concerns and goals, as well as their fundamental understanding of their

roles in the global climate governance institution like the UNFCCC.

While a focus on the Side Events can bring unique insights that we would not

gain from studying other channels of participation, such a perspective also comes

with limitations.

One limitation to recognize is how to interpret those that do not participate in

Side Events. As discussed earlier, multiple channels and platforms exist for NGOs

to engage in the multilateral process. Those who do not join Side Events may be

active participants in other modes of engagement. It would be mistaken to consider

the non-participants as mere onlookers at the UNFCCC, if they have chosen other

venues to participate.

However, such a risk can be somewhat ameliorated when we focus on women’s

groups. First, most of these groups center their efforts on advocacy, or providing
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gender-related information at the UNFCCC venue. Unlike environmental NGOs and

research institutions, they are less likely to become part of the NDC monitoring pro-

gram or initiatives that require technical knowledges. In the interviews with various

NGO representatives, they almost unanimously expressed that their goal at the UN-

FCCC is to establish the issue linkage between gender and climate change and to

educate the audience in this space about it. Therefore, the Side Events, with the

function of communication and education, are naturally their targeted platform for

advocacy. Second, even when a few of the women’s groups do engage in other chan-

nels of participation, they are often the most influential; they would also organize and

collaborate with others in Side Events. Hence, they are not likely to be considered

a spectator or non-participant at the summits. For example, Women’s Environment

and Development Organization (WEDO) is an advocacy group that works closely

with major UN agencies such as the United Nations Development Program (UNDP).

It at the same time uses Side Events to showcase the collaboration with UNDP. As

early as 2007, WEDO and other transnational NGOs cohost an event that highlights

their partnership with the UNDP on adaptation and gender equality (footnote, se-

ors system). Another example is GenderCC-Women for Climate Justice, a women’s

group located in Berlin, Germany, also cohost a Side Event in 2013 with UN Women,

to feature their collaborative workshop on gender-responsive climate policy. Both

WEDO and GenderCC are prominent members in the women and gender community

at the UNFCCC–they have hosted the most number of Side Events over the years. As

such, while some women’s groups are involved in other forms of participation, they are

not likely to be the non-participants at Side Events either. As this research project

expands in the future and goes beyond the women’s sector, I will consider how dif-

ferent sectors of NGOs involved in different participation channels. However, for this

current project, a focus on Side Events is appropriate considering the nature of the

women’s groups and their advocacy focus. It fits the research goal of understanding

NGO interaction inside an IGO venue.
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As a final note, Side Events at COPs are also an area less studied so far. When

scholars seek to understand NGOs’ participation at the UN climate governance, the

main focus is on the LPAA and NAZCA as main access points for NGOs. For example,

Bäckstrand and Kuyper (2017) looked at who participated in LPAA and NAZCA.

Widerberg (2017) linked LPAA with Orchestration and uses the intervention theory to

explain LPAA’s effectiveness. Therefore, my unique concentration on the Side Events

complements the scholarly understanding of NGO participation at the UNFCCC.

3.1.2 Uneven participation in Side Events among women’s groups

Based on the UNFCCC Archive of the Side Events, I single out all events per-

taining to women’s rights and gender equality and the cohosts of these events from

2003 to 2016. I also draw on the participants’ list available from the UNFCCC an-

nual archives.3 Here, I present descriptions that illustrate the variation among the

women’s groups, in terms of their participation in Side Events.

Table 3.1 records the number of participants with a women’s focus at the confer-

ences between 2003 and 2016. The first row tallies the total number of actors who

registered as participants and also showed an interest in women and gender issues.

Two types of actors are included in the total number. First, organizations whose

names suggest a focus on women and gender are included, for example, the Women

Environmental Programme from Nigeria. Second, some organizations’ names and

scopes of work do not necessarily limit to women’s issues only, but they join another

women’s group’s delegate at a given COP. For example, in 2013, the Secretariat of

the Pacific Community sent a representative who was listed as a delegate of the group

GenderCC -Women for climate justice.

The result shows that a total of 479 civil society actors interested in women’s issues

and rights joined at least one UNFCCC COP from 2003 to 2016, with an average of

3The UNFCCC archive keeps the record of all registered participants for each annual conference, all
of which are accessible to public online. For example, the list of participants in 2016 can be found
here: https://unfccc.int/fr/node/28141 Accessed February 9, 2020.
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Table 3.1.
Descriptive statistics of observers at COPs and Side Events, 2003-2016

Total Mean SD Min Max

Total Observers 479 34.2 22.7 1 64
Side Events Participants (count) 201 14.4 10.6 0 33
Side Events Participants (percentage) 42 34.6 20.9 0 62.5

(Source: UNFCCC Side Events/Exhibits Archive, collected by author.)

around 34 participants every year. The second row shows the number of women’s

NGOs who have joined at least one Side Event over the years. Only 201 out of all 479

groups were part of the collaborative events. The last line reports the percentages

regarding those who join the Side Events at least once and those who do not. Figure

3.1 plots the number and the proportions of participants and non-participants. The

total height of the bar indicates the participants came to the COP in a given year.

Only the darker grey sections at the bottom of each bar are those who participated

at the Side Events. Variation is evident. Across the years, on average, about 34.6%

of NGOs with a women and gender equality focus choose to join the events at a given

COP. During recent years, the percentage of participants stayed around 50% of all

participants. In many years, more than half of the women’s groups were not part of

any Side Events.

Figure 3.2 maps the country origins of the observers who joined Side Events on

women and gender issues at the UNFCCC COPs from 2003 to 2016. The size of the

circles indicates the frequency of participation. A first glance shows a representation

imbalance geographically. Overall, there was a disproportionate participation from

the US and Western Europe. Among developing nations, India, Kenya, and South

Africa have sent more observers than others. Figure 3.3 and 3.4 give more details

on the different compositions of Side Events participants and non-participants. More

global Northern, international NGOs join collaboration than global Southern, local

organizations. But age, that is, the number of years since an organization’s establish-

ment, does not seem to differ much between the two groups. Further unpacking the
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(Sources: UNFCCC Side Events/Exhibit Archive and Participant lists, 2003-2016, collected by author.)

Fig. 3.1. Side Events participants and non-participants by year, 2003-2016

impact of age among Northern and Southern groups, and among international versus

national groups shows that NGOs that are most active in terms of collaboration are

the relatively younger ones: those between zero and thirty years in their advocacy

experience.

3.2 Explaining the uneven participation

The example of women’s groups provides evidence for an uneven participation pat-

tern among these NGOs. What factors account for such variation? Amidst all those

who travel to the intergovernmental conferences on climate change, why are some

of them more likely to engage in collective actions in the form of Side Events while

others don’t? Which ones are more inclined to collaborate through the institutional

channel? This section attempts to answer the questions based on transnational social
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(Sources: UNFCCC Side Events/Exhibit Archive and Yearbook of International Organizations, 2003-2016, collected by author.)

Fig. 3.2. Side Events participants: country origins, 2003-2016

(Sources: UNFCCC Side Events/Exhibit Archive and Yearbook of International Organizations, 2003-2016, collected by author.)

Fig. 3.3. Side Events participants and non-participants: origins, scope, and age

movement theory and social network theory. The social movement theory captures

the individual property of an organization, whereas the network theory emphasizes a
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(Sources: UNFCCC Side Events/Exhibit Archive and Yearbook of International Organizations, 2003-2016, collected by author.)

Fig. 3.4. Side Events participants and non-participants: years of experience

relational-based perspective. Bringing the two approaches together, I argue that both

organizational capacity and social embeddedness of NGOs affect their ability to col-

laborate in an intergovernmental venue. I provide detailed arguments and hypotheses

below.

3.2.1 Organizational capacity as mobilizing resource

The term, “resource,” has been applied widely and loosely when transnational

advocacy studies attempt to explain the behavior of the non-state, civil society actors.

Organizations that are well endowed in terms of finances and human resources should

be able to devote more resources to advocacy (Bob, 2005; Prakash & Gugerty, 2010).

They are also more able to establish and maintain long-term relations with IGOs and

thus better positioned to influence policy making (Tallberg et al., 2014). Another

vital resource NGOs can draw on is professionalization (Stroup & Wong, 2017). Still,

others consider issue framing and definition as a resource that NGOs can use to attract

attention. Transnational social movement scholar Joachim used the term “mobilizing
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resources” (Joachim, 2003, 2007; Joachim & Locher, 2008; McCarthy & Zald, 1977)

to capture the organizational entrepreneur, constituents, expertise, and issue framing

that non-governmental actors may possess. Such resources are enabling factors that

allow the actors to join agenda setting and policy making at the transnational and

international level. For this study, I argue that, for NGO observers to utilize the

opportunities provided by the UNFCCC fully, organizational capacity is the crucial

factor.

I argue that organizational capacity, as a mobilizing resource for an NGO, plays

a major role in affecting its capacity to collaborate. While organizational capacity,

such as the level of professionalization, has been recognized as an indispensable factor

for NGOs in the service sector (Prakash & Gugerty, 2010; Price, 1998; Risse, 2007),

the same holds for more advocacy-oriented civil society actors. To navigate the in-

tergovernmental process, NGOs need the ability to understand the institutional rules

set out by the IGOs. They also need the competence to use the rules and procedures

for their benefits. Kruse (2012) contended that if NGOs, working under the IGO

participatory procedures, want to influence decision- makers, they are forced to con-

form to the rules and styles of the IGO bureaucracy. Risse (2007) pointed out that

professionalization is one of the characteristics found among NGOs pursuing a more

reformist agenda inside the IGOs.

Consider the UNFCCC annual conferences. Since its beginning, the UNFCCC

has been known for its relative openness to the civil society. Many NGOs and other

non-state actors thus flooded to this venue. To better manage the influx of observers,

the UNFCCC secretariat instituted a quota system and an accreditation process. To

steer through a large venue like the annual conferences, it regularly requires par-

ticipants to plan diligently, to understand the procedures, and to find participation

opportunities that fit their organizational goals. If an NGO does not possess strong

organizational capabilities to navigate through these processes, the opening up of

the annual conference would not necessarily be an empowerment opportunity for the

NGOs, but rather curtailing their meaningful participation.
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Furthermore, participation opportunities such as Side Events have specific orga-

nization and application rules. They require each applicant to “merge” with at least

another applicant, which demands actors to strategically select their partnership and

the messages for the collaborative events. NGOs need to make sure that the framing

of the application is relevant and convincing so that the event could win one of the

Side Event slots. At the same time, collaborators need to consider how to main-

tain organizational autonomy when partnering with others who may not share the

same vision. All of these require substantial organizational competence to plan and

organize the event.

Hypothesis 1: Stronger organizational capacity of an NGO is likely to associate

with active participation at the Side Events of the UN climate summits.

3.2.2 Social embeddedness

Besides individual organizational capacity, I argue that the social embeddedness,

as a result of various existing connections, matter too. The idea of social connec-

tion or embeddedness stems from the social network theory (Burt, 1982; Brass &

Burkhardt, 1993; Nohria & Eccles, 1992). Network scholars conceptualized organiza-

tions as embedded in networks of ties that both facilitate and constrain their actions,

as well as shape their interests (Kogut, 2000). The notion of network as a form of

organizing transnational advocacy is not new (Keck & Sikkink, 1998). Many of the

most frequently invoked examples of NGO influence in world politics are advocacy

campaigns pursued by transnational networks. Networks and alliances bestow col-

lective strength and social power on NGOs (Boström & Hallström, 2010; Keck &

Sikkink, 1998; Tallberg et al., 2014). I argue that, when an NGO connects with a

variety of IGOs and NGOs outside of the UNFCCC arena, these connections can

benefit the organization when it works inside the UNFCCC.

First, an extensive connection with other organizations indicates one’s capacity

to manage partnership and carry out joint efforts. Through the cultivating of re-



100

lationships with various partners, NGOs adapt to the environment of transnational

governance (Ingram et al., 2005). The accumulation of knowledge and experience

makes them invaluable allies of other political actors such as IGOs and nation states

(Kellow & Murphy-Gregory, 2018; Stroup & Wong, 2017). They are thus better

primed to find alliances and collaborators. Second, a wide range of connections also

signals an NGO’s willingness to collaborate. Through the partnership with various

other actors, NGOs with many ties tend to be inclusive in their work; they are aware

of others’ viewpoints and concerns; they also exhibit to some degree a willingness to

compromise, which is necessary for successful collaboration (Boström & Hallström,

2010). Finally, social embeddedness is an indication of NGOs’ legitimacy. Compared

with those who are less well connected, NGOs that work with many partners can

demonstrate relevance in their respective communities. They establish a desirable

reputation among peers (Mitchell & Stroup, 2017). As such, they appear to be au-

thoritative and are seen as legitimate leaders within a community of NGOs who work

on similar issues.

NGOs form relations with IGOs and other NGOs. Ties with IGOs signals that

an organization considers the intergovernmental policy making process as valuable

venues for it to advance its cause. Through these ties, they socialize in an institu-

tional setting, gaining knowledge of the policy process and participatory opportunities

at different intergovernmental venues. Links with other NGOs show that an orga-

nization does not operate alone in transnational advocacy. They find value in joint

actions. With their peers, they develop leadership skills, build up experience to ar-

range meetings, seminars, and workshops, all of which are valuable assets once they

enter the UN climate change arena.

Hypothesis 2: The more connected an NGO is with other IGOs, more likely it is

to be actively involved in participation at the UNFCCC.

Hypothesis 3: The more connected an NGO is with other NGOs, more likely it is

to be active in participation at the UNFCCC.
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3.2.3 North-South divide

Differentiating NGOs depending on where they are based geopolitically, in the

global North or the global South, is a common way of acknowledging the extreme

divergences within the transnational civil society (Doyle, 2018). Many contend that

the origin of the NGOs is a strong indicator of their behaviors. Given structural

inequalities between the Global North and the Global South, Gereke and Brühl found

that for the UN climate change conferences, “NGOs from the Global North make up

the vast majority of NGOs taking part in international climate change negotiations,

while the Global South is still underrepresented in these negotiations”(2019, 871).

Gereke and Brühl found that approximately only a quarter of the accredited orga-

nizations come from the global South (2019). Other studies reported similar findings

(Hale, 2016; Roger, Hale, & Andonova, 2015; Uhre, 2014). The unequal participation

is further exacerbated by the power asymmetry (M. Barnett & Duvall, 2005; Brühl,

2010; Mac Sheoin, 2012), as Mitchell and collaborators (Mitchell, O’Leary, & Gerard,

2015) argued, the Northern NGOs are able to influence their Southern counterparts

effectively either through the funneling of aid or through the mechanism of institu-

tional isomorphism which pressures the Southern NGOs to model themselves after

their Northern peers.

The North-South divide is potentially a result of resource disparity (Hanegraaff et

al., 2019) or of their diverse perspective based on past experience (Gereke & Brühl,

2019). This study highlights the conditioning effect of this divide. I argue that

factors such as organizational capacity and social embeddedness could have different

impacts on NGOs’ participation, depending on the origin of NGOs. All else equal,

stronger organizational capacity and broader social connections are likely to yield

more advantage for Southern NGOs than Northern NGOs. The Northern NGOs

have the advantage of more abundant resources and experience, as well as the ability

to frame and dominate an issue area. The effect of organizational capacity and social

embeddedness may not be significant added-values for North-based groups. However,
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for NGOs from the developing world, as they usually come from a disadvantaged

position in terms of resource and the ability to influence agenda-setting, the effect

of organizational capacity and social ties is expected to be stronger and give them a

boost in their participation at the IGO.

Hypothesis 4: Whether an NGO is from Global North or Global South can con-

dition the effect of organizational capacity and social embeddedness. The effect is

likely to be greater among Southern NGOs than Northern NGOs.

3.3 A quantitative analysis

3.3.1 Data collection

To model the variation in participation, I collect data on all participants who

have demonstrated an interest in women and gender issues at UNFCCC COPs from

2003 to 2016. There are two ways these participants can join the annual confer-

ences. One is to form one’s delegation; the other is to join the delegation of another

observer. For example, in 2016, the Women’s Environment and Development Organi-

zation (WEDO) had its delegation and sent six staff from the organization. Women’s

International League for Peace and Freedom did not have its delegation that year.

The organization’s name and one member staff from this organization were included

under the delegation of WEDO. Therefore, I include all groups that are included un-

der a women’s group’s delegation. For instance, I include all groups under GenderCC

in 2016. Since GenderCC has a strong focus on women’s issues, I expect the groups it

chose are alliances within its network or share a similar focus. I also include all groups

with a women’s focus that are included in a delegation that does not specifically focus

on women. For example, in 2013 Osukuru United Women Organization, a national

organization working to empower and educate women in Uganda does not have its

own delegation. It is listed under the organization of “Environmental Management

for Livelihood Improvement Bwaise Facility.” But because of its focus on women’s

issues, the organization is included.
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3.3.2 Variables

Dependent variables

I use the data on UNFCCC participants and their Side Events data to operational-

ize their substantive participation. The official Side Events have been an essential

channel of informal participation for the NGOs, as discussed above. Information

on the Side Events are available from the UNFCCC online archive. The reporting

of these events has been comprehensive and systematic comparing to other data.

Though NGOs can participate on many occasions, to capture and measure these

relationship-building behaviors is not always easy and often lacks consistency. The

Side Events data are the most available and reliable data at this point.

To collect the data, I use the archival system on the UNFCCC website where

the date and time, collaborators, as well as a brief description of all Side Events are

recorded since 2003. I start by extracting all information about Side Events from the

website. I then import the information (in pdf formats) into NVivo 12 (QSR 2018).

To identify all Side Events with women or gender themes, I search for three keywords

in their description: “woman,” “women,” and “gender.” The results are labeled as

the Side Events that the analysis will focus on. An example of such an event and

how it is documented in the archive can be found in Appendix B.

Next, I code the collaborators for each Side Events collected from the previous

step. Instead of the main applicants, I code the “Speakers” as collaborators. For

example, the event shown in Appendix B had three applicants: Priscilla Mbarumun

Achakpa from WEP, Miriam Reindl from WECF, and Bridget Burns from WEDO.

However, Speakers include many more organizations. I code all organizations appear

under “Speaker” as the collaborator of this event, rather than the three applicants.

This is due to two reasons. First, the applicant information usually only contains one

or a few of the collaborative partners, rather than all parties that contribute to the

event. Second, based on the observation at the UNFCCC summits, the applicants to
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the Events may only be initiators or organizations. The organizations or personnel

they reach out to and successfully include on the panel are usually a more complete

reflection of participation. It reflects the particular partnerships the organizers are

seeking and the substantive collaboration that happens during the events.

To track the variation in women’s groups’ participation at Side Events, I collect all

the organizations and parties that come to each UNFCCC summits with a women’s

focus on their mission. The UNFCCC archive also documents the participants to each

summit. In the same way, I search “woman,” “women,” or “gender” in organization

names as well as the description of participant titles. I then combine this list with the

Side Events collaborators to generate a full dataset of organizations and parties with

women and gender themes at the UNFCCC. Those who are coded as Side Events

collaborators are marked according to the number of events they participate at each

summit; the rest receive a score of zero for any given year. In the end, I have an

event-count dependent variable for each organization in any given year/summit.

Explanatory variables

Organizational capacity

Organizational capacity is a fluid concept that can be operationalized in various

ways. What exactly is the organizational capacity, and how should we measure it?

Studies have used proxies such as financial resources and the number of employers

to indicate the level of capacity (Falkner, 2016). This research, however, turns to

a different proxy with consideration of the institutional context in which the NGOs

work. I measure NGOs’ capacity based on whether they are able to attend the UN-

FCCC through their own delegation or through the delegation of another registered

observer.

Any NGO who wishes to join the UNFCCC has two ways to participate: organiz-

ing its delegation or bypassing the application process and participating through the

delegation of another organization. I include an example in Appendix C. Appendix C

shows a part of the participants list from the COP22 in 2016. The Women’s Environ-



105

ment and Development Organization (WEDO) had its own delegation. It is coded

as 1. A few lines down, under the WEDO delegation, we find Gender and Water

Programme Bangladesh (GWAPB). After searching the rest of the participants list,

it is apparent that GWAPB did not have its own delegation. Therefore, it is coded

as zero because it sent a staffer through the delegation of another observer.

I argue that the first channel of attending, having one’s own delegation, indicates

a more robust organizational capacity, whereas the second channel, attending through

someone else’s delegation, signals a relatively weaker capacity. The actual application

process for an observer status involves an accreditation process. There are multiple

requirements for an organization to be eligible for admission. For example, the orga-

nization must have completed at least one full accounting year; multiple documents

including application letter, certified articles or constitution detailing the mandate

and structure of the organization are required; the organization needs to disclose re-

cent financial statements and donor information; and an application is also required

to provide reports or evidence that the organization is involved in matters relevant

to the UNFCCC.

There is also a timeline to follow strictly in order to gain access to each sum-

mit. For any organization to become registered observer, it needs to apply at least

16 months before the COP. Once the application is formally approved by the secre-

tariat, the NGO observer can then apply for a limited number of daily badges for

its attendees. Therefore, the whole process can take up months and involves a lot of

planning and preparation.

Then, which NGOs attend COP summits by affiliating themselves with another

registered observer rather than having their own delegation? Obviously those who

would like to join the UNFCCC process but either miss the time window for ap-

plication, or do not have enough experience and human resources to prepare the

application. When it is closer to the summits, it is not uncommon to see NGOs
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asking one another for additional daily badges.4 And those who request a badge from

another organization would be added as a participant under that organization.

Therefore, the ability to obtain an observer delegation status with the UNFCCC

indicates that, first, an NGO has the capacity to tackle the application process;

second, it finds value in joining this intergovernmental process and is committed to the

process; third, the organization signals its independence and capacity in conducting

business at the transnational level. On the other hand, if an organization participates

through the delegation of another observer, it either lacks the capacity to apply for

the status, or is indifferent towards whether it would participate independently at

the UNFCCC. I thus construct a binary variable based on the information provided

by the UNFCCC’s publicly available online archive. Organizations with their own

delegations in a given year are coded 1; those who participate through a different

delegation are coded 0.

Validating organizational capacity

Organizational capacity encompasses many aspects. In the studies of the nonprofit

sector, earlier studies have interpreted it in various ways, including the leadership of

an NGO (Hailey & James, 2004), financial resources (Hudock, 1999), or vaguely the

ability to deliver its value through the support of internal and external stakehold-

ers (Lindenberg, 2001). More recently, Shumate and collaborators defined nonprofit

capacity “as the processes, practices, and people that the organization has at its dis-

posal that enable it to produce, perform, or deploy resources to achieve its mission”

(2017, 155). They developed a survey-based capacity measuring instrument that in-

cludes 45 items related to a wide range of capacities including financial management,

adaptive, strategic planning, external communication, board leadership, operational,

mission orientation, and staff management capacities. While Shumate et al.’s mea-

surement of organizational capacity is thorough, this research project is not able to

adopt the survey methods due to resource and time constraints. A more important

considerations is that, the organizational capacity this study is concerned about lies in

4The author has observed that before each COP during the past three years (2017-2019), the number
of emails asking about additional badges increased significantly within the constituencies.
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an NGO’s capability to navigate an increasingly complex global governance environ-

ment, as they choose to enter a multilateral negotiation arena filled with numerous

non-state actors. While Shumate and colleagues’ survey covers a wide base, this

study is most interested in the capacity that permits an NGO to steer its course at

the transnational and global level. The survey items would be helpful to understand

the level of capacity, but a focus, as this study does, on their actual participation at

the global level, would directly reveal their ability to manage the process of getting

access and achieving substantial participation.

To validate the measurement of organizational capacity, a statistical analysis on

correlation between the current measure and other instruments that are already

known to measure the capacity would be ideal. It is, however, extremely difficult

to do so due the lack of data on organizational resources such as finance and staff.

Among the 479 organizations under study here, only about 2% reported their fi-

nance with the Yearbooks of International Organizations. As a solution, I correlate

the measurement on delegation with their age, that is, the number of years since

their founding. The reasoning is that, the more years of existing and surviving in a

resource-scarce environment, the more likely the NGO possesses a strong capacity,

broad connection, and the ability to navigate the deep waters of global governance

institutions. The correlation coefficient is positive and scores 0.16. The p-value of

their correlation is 0.0014, statistically significant at the 0.05 level. Figure 5.4.1 below

shows a boxplot of the distribution of age among those who are capable of organizing

their own delegation, and those who are not.

Therefore, using delegation status to measure the NGO capacity satisfies, though

not completely, the validity test, based on the underlying concept this study focuses

on. Overall, there are three advantages of using this measurement. First, given the

completeness of the UNFCCC archive, there is no missing data. While the infor-

mation on financial resources and staff can be found for some organizations in the

Yearbook of International Organizations(UIA, 2003-2016), many organizations in this

set of data are not in the Yearbooks. Even among those who do have a record with
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the Yearbooks, many chose not to disclose their financial resources. Only around

10% of the organizations had the finance record and even less reported about the

staff. Thus, using a different measurement based on UNFCCC data avoids large

amount of missing data. Second, the institutional procedure of obtaining the data

guarantees reliability of the data. Each year, the UNFCCC secretariat requires each

attending individual to be affiliated with an observer organization and to provide

details of personal information. An access badge is granted by matching the passport

with the information on record. These procedures ensure that the UNFCCC has a

detailed record of all participants, which is also released to the public. Third, this

operationalization reflects the institutional demand that organizations face. While

financial means and number of employers are essential resources of an organization,

they enable an organization to participate actively and meaningfully in global gover-

nance only when they are translated into capacities and skills that are useful for the
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institutional environment. The measurement thus enhances the content and construct

validity.

Social embeddedness

I measure social embeddedness and connections through an organization’s ties

with other IGOs and NGOs. For this indicator, I draw from the Union of Interna-

tional Associations’ Yearbook of International Organizations (UIA, 2003-2016) which

provide information on IGO and NGO ties. This information is self-reported by

organizations. Some organizations provide further details on the type of relations

they have with other NGOs, such as collaborators, founders, etc. I aggregate all

the reported ties regardless of relation types, intending to capture the scope of an

organization’s social connections.

While the Yearbooks provide unique access to international and transnational

NGO data, there are limitations to this data. It is worthwhile to note how the Union

of International Associations (UIA) collects the data. To collecte data, the UIA sends

out requests to individual NGOs for information including the organization’s mission

or aims, services, languages, addresses, staff, and membership structures (UIA, n.d.).

It has been publishing Yearbooks since 1910.

Like any other self-report data, biases and reliability issues are almost inevitable.

These issues are widely noted and cautioned in the research of individual behaviors

(D. Chan, 2009; Stone & Shiffman, 2002). Researchers need to exercise caution when

using Yearbooks data on organizations. First, whether an organization chooses to

report its information or not may impose bias. Non-reporting does not always mean

an organization has no ties with other NGOs and IGOs. It can also be a result of

intentional choice or inadvertent failure to report. In case the information is sensitive,

or any given NGOs consider it confidential, then non-reporting would introduce bias.

The second measurement issue is associated with measurement error. Organizations

or the staff who supply the information may provide responses that depend on his/her

ability to recall past collaborative events. However, we may assume this error to be

random rather than systematic unless further information is available.
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The Yearbooks data are undoubtedly flawed. Nevertheless, they are the only

resource available in terms of NGO and IGO ties. They are a common source of NGO

and IGO information, widely used in research projects on transnational NGOs. For

example, Murdie and Davis (2012) used the NGO connection data from the Yearbook

to construct a collaborative network of over 4,000 NGOs. Murdie (2014b) also used

the data to examine inter-NGO cooperation. Others, such as Tallberg and coauthors

(2018), drew on the information to evaluate NGOs’ influence at intergovernmental

organizations. The data have also enabled transnational social movement scholars to

understand the linkage among a more progressive subset of the international NGOs

(Hughes, Smith, Plummer, & Schroering, 2018). Overall, while the Yearbook data

should be used with caution, they remain the standard source book for studies of

transnational and international organizations.

Control variables

I also include the following variables as controls for the analysis: a) Origin. Orga-

nizations whose headquarters locate in the Global North are coded 1, Global South,

0. b) Age. Age is measured by the number of years between an organization‘s found-

ing year and the year it attended at a particular UNFCCC conference. c) Issue

orientation. I coded the issue orientation of an organization based on its vision and

mission. The Yearbook of International Organizations (UIA, 2003-2016) include an

“Aim” section where organizations report their primary goals. For those that are not

in the Yearbooks, I resort to website coding. Two general issues are coded for each

organization: whether it primarily focuses on women and gender issues, and whether

it is primarily a climate change organization. d) Scope. Scope measures whether an

NGO has an international focus or works domestically.
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3.3.3 Methods

To capture the variation in NGOs’ substantive participation, I model two depen-

dent variables. Dependent variable 1 is binary. If an organization joined the UNFCCC

conference in a given year but did not involve in Side Event, it receives a score of 0.

Otherwise, it is coded as 1. The unit of analysis is the organization/year. Dependent

variable 2 is the count of each organization’s participation over the entire time. The

unit of analysis is the organization.

For the binary dependent variable, I use both the linear probability model and

logit model to analyze the likelihood of participation for any given organization. For

the count variable, I fit both negative binomial models and zero-inflated models,

taking into consideration the many zeros in Side Event participation (more than half

of the organizations never joined an event).

3.4 Findings and discussions

3.4.1 Participation as a binary outcome

The first dependent variable is the binary outcome. I fit both the linear prob-

ability model (LPM) and the logit classification model (Cheung, 2007; Pohlman &

Leitner, 2003). Three models are specified. The basic model focuses on the effect of

organization capacity. The extended model adds the indicators of social embedded-

ness. A final model with interactive terms is also listed below.

Basic model:
Collaboration = α+β1OrganizationCapacity+β2Age+β3Origin+β4WomenFocus+
β5Climatefocus+ ε
Extended model:
Collaboration = α+β1OrganizationCapacity+β2Age+β3Origin+β4WomenFocus+
β5Climatefocus+ β6IGOties+ β7NGOties+ ε
Interaction model:
Collaboration = α+β1OrganizationCapacity+β2Age+β3Origin+β4WomenFocus+
β5Climatefocus + β6IGOties + β7NGOties + β8Origin ∗ IGOties + β9Origin ∗
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NGOties+ ε

The linear probability model offers better interpretability. Yet it ignores the het-

eroskedasticity with residual variance p(1 − p), where p is the probability of the

outcome variable. Therefore, I fit LPM with a heteroskedastic-consistent standard

error to remedy the violation of the homoscedastic assumption. A comparison of the

original standard error and the robust error shows little difference, reassuring that

extreme values of probability and their distribution do not bias the outcome when

using LPM.

The results of both the LPM and logit models are shown in Table 3.2. The

marginal effects of the main variables are in Figure 3.6. Across the different model

specifications, the organizational capacity is significant at .001 level. It appears to be

a reliable indicator of the participation of an NGO at the UNFCCC conferences. This

finding is in line with the argument that, when an organization has its delegation,

it signals its organizational and professional capacity to navigate the bureaucratic

requirements at an IGO effectively; it also indicates a strong commitment to the

intergovernmental institution in tackling climate change.

For hypotheses 2 and 3 regarding social embeddedness, I examine the variables of

IGO ties and NGO ties (see Model 2 and 5). The effect of IGO ties appears to be

consistently positive across models, which supports the argument that if an NGO has

experience working in IGOs other than the UNFCCC, it is likely to have experience

and understanding of the effective ways to pursue political clout in the inter-state

negotiation process. Ties with other IGOs also indicate that such NGOs, in general,

find value in the intergovernmental process rather than taking a more radical stance

of denouncing the process. Therefore, they are more likely to engage in activities

within the intergovernmental process.

However, the other connection indicator, NGO ties, is not significant. It even

shows a negative impact, though the magnitude is quite small. Is the connection

with other NGOs not a factor associated with collaborative behavior? Recall from
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Table 3.2.
Linear probability models and logit models results

Dependent variable:

Collaboration

LPM logistic

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Organizational capacity (delegation) 0.288∗∗∗ 0.370∗∗∗ 0.373∗∗∗ 1.211∗∗∗ 1.657∗∗∗ 1.819∗∗∗

(0.052) (0.069) (0.069) (0.233) (0.337) (0.363)

Age −0.001 −0.002∗ −0.002 −0.004 −0.011 −0.010
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.005) (0.007) (0.007)

Origin (North/South) 0.103∗ 0.039 0.300∗∗ 0.451∗ 0.177 1.561∗∗

(0.053) (0.071) (0.129) (0.233) (0.324) (0.650)

Women focus −0.001 0.141∗∗ 0.321∗∗∗ −0.006 0.670∗∗ 1.589∗∗

(0.051) (0.066) (0.123) (0.227) (0.317) (0.619)

Climate focus 0.063 0.014 0.003 0.279 0.052 −0.103
(0.052) (0.069) (0.122) (0.230) (0.318) (0.598)

IGO ties 0.015∗∗ 0.014∗ 0.075∗∗ 0.079∗

(0.008) (0.008) (0.038) (0.042)

NGO ties −0.002 0.006 −0.012 0.043
(0.004) (0.005) (0.018) (0.034)

Origin*NGO −0.016∗∗ −0.104∗∗∗

(0.006) (0.040)

Origin*Women −0.298∗∗ −1.435∗∗

(0.145) (0.723)

Origin*Climate 0.070 0.461
(0.143) (0.704)

Constant 0.258∗∗∗ 0.215∗∗ 0.043 −1.034∗∗∗ −1.292∗∗∗ −2.284∗∗∗

(0.067) (0.093) (0.125) (0.303) (0.446) (0.652)

Observations 363 213 213 363 213 213
R2 0.110 0.156 0.208
Adjusted R2 0.097 0.127 0.169
Log Likelihood −230.902 −129.833 −122.376
Akaike Inf. Crit. 473.803 275.665 266.752
Residual Std. Error 0.475 (df = 357) 0.468 (df = 205) 0.457 (df = 202)
F Statistic 8.800∗∗∗ (df = 5; 357) 5.422∗∗∗ (df = 7; 205) 5.306∗∗∗ (df = 10; 202)

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Fig. 3.6. Marginal estimated effects based on extended logit model
(Model 5, see Table 3.2)

the theoretical argument that the location of the headquarters of an organization,

whether it is in the global North or South, may not have a uniform effect on all

organizations. It might mediate the effect of other important factors. Therefore, the

final models included interaction terms between the origin of the organization and

NGO ties (see Model 3 and 6). The results show a significant effect on both models.

Bringing the coefficients of the standalone variable “NGO ties” and the interaction

term together, the effect of NGO ties is positive for Southern groups but negative

for Northern groups. Also, while having more IGO ties has significant improvement

for Southern NGO participation, the same is not true for North-based groups. The

effects are presented in Figure 3.7.

The implication is important: while the Northern NGOs may have already been

advantaged in terms of resources and experience, Southern NGOs can, however, in-

crease their chance to be active Side Events co-hosts by cultivating a more extensive

network with other NGOs and IGOs. While the financial resource may be hard to ac-
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Fig. 3.7. Effects of organizational capacity, women issue focus, IGO
ties, and NGOs ties on the Northern and Southern NGOs

quire overnight, expanding the connection network is an effective alternative strategy

for less affluent NGOs. When studies consider the factor of the North-South divide

in NGO participation, often, the findings show an across-the-board effect. And the

basis for the argument is the resource discrepancy between the North and South. We

less often consider how the divide could condition other factors that impact NGOs’

participation. The model diagnoses for the logit models are included in Appendix D.

3.4.2 Explaining participation frequency

A quick tabulation shows that out of 479 unique NGOs, 204 have never joined

any COP Side Events. I thus employ a negative binomial count model. Considering

a large number of zeros in Side Event participation, I also fit a zero-inflated model,
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which is intended for modeling data composed of count variables with excessive zeroes

(Scott Long, 1997). By using this model, I consider NGOs’ participation at COPs

as a phenomenon composed of two processes. The first is a binary process that

distinguishes those who never joined an event (the zero-outcome group), and those

took part at least once (the non-zero group). The same set of variables are included

in these count models. The results are shown in Table 3.3 and 3.4.

A Vuong test (1989) shows that the negative binomial models have a better fit.

Results from both negative binomial and zero-inflated models show a significant effect

of organizational capacity. Among NGOs who joined at least once, those who have

their delegations are likely to collaborate more than those without a delegation, all

else equal. The origin of the NGOs, whether they are from the global North or South,

also has a significant impact on the participation frequency. The Northern groups

have a clear advantage over the Southern groups when they participate in events

related to women’s issues, confirming existing findings (Gereke & Brühl, 2019; Uhre,

2014). The effect of social connectedness is, however, ambiguous. According to Model

2 of Table 3.4, while having more IGO and NGO ties does have a positive effect, the

impact of IGO connections is only significant at .1 level, and the impact of NGO

connections seem to be minuscule.

Further, when taking into account the North-South divide, NGOs from the South

are more likely to benefit from their relationships with IGOs than their Northern

peers. This finding resonates with the previous argument that Southern groups,

potentially lacking resources, can turn their wide connection with IGOs into an ad-

vantage. But the connection with other NGOs does not have an impact on either

Northern or Southern groups’ participation frequency. The effects of capacity and so-

cial connections are shown in Figure 3.8 below. Count model diagnoses are included

in Appendix E.
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Table 3.3.
Negative binomial count models results

Dependent variable:

Count of Side Events

(1) (2) (3)

Organizational capacity (delegation) 1.239∗∗∗ 0.909∗∗∗ 0.979∗∗∗

(0.146) (0.150) (0.151)

IGO ties 0.032∗ 0.111∗∗∗

(0.016) (0.039)

NGO ties 0.012 −0.004
(0.008) (0.012)

Origin (North/South) 0.849∗∗∗ 0.447∗∗∗ 0.647∗∗∗

(0.149) (0.155) (0.227)

Age −0.001 −0.005 −0.004
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

Women focus 0.816∗∗∗ 1.217∗∗∗ 1.158∗∗∗

(0.141) (0.146) (0.145)

Climate focus 0.414∗∗ 0.623∗∗∗ 0.475∗∗

(0.179) (0.218) (0.225)

Origin*IGO −0.100∗∗

(0.042)

Origin*NGO 0.022
(0.015)

Constant −0.686∗∗∗ −0.523∗∗ −0.711∗∗∗

(0.189) (0.217) (0.248)

Observations 357 213 213
Log Likelihood −764.987 −489.586 −487.047
θ 0.829∗∗∗ (0.091) 1.622∗∗∗ (0.277) 1.734∗∗∗ (0.309)
Akaike Inf. Crit. 1,541.975 995.172 994.094

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table 3.4.
Zero-inflated Poisson models results

Model 1 Model 2
Predictors Incidence Rate Ratios Incidence Rate Ratios

Intercept
2.90 ***
(0.07)

4.89 ***
(0.07)

Organizational capacity
(Delegation)

2.06 ***
(0.08)

1.24 **
(0.08)

Zero-Inflated Model
Organizational capacity
(Delegation)

0.16 ***
(0.28)

0.16 ***
(0.38)

Scope
0.76

(0.24)
1.39

(0.39)

Origin (North or South)
0.66

(0.25)
0.43*
(0.39)

Age
1.02 ***
(0.01)

1.02 *
(0.01)

IGO ties
0.90

(0.06)

NGO ties
0.99

(0.02)
Observations 412 213
R-squared/adjusted
R-squared

0.547/
0.545

0.389/
0.383

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001



119

NGO ties

Fig. 3.8. Effects of social connections on Northern and Southern
NGOs’ participation frequency

3.5 Conclusion

Many IGOs have been criticized for the democratic deficit that they do not ad-

equately represent interests from many underrepresented societal groups. Global

governance scholars have suggested the remedy of increasing non-state actors such as

NGOs and other civil society actors. While the democratizing potential of NGOs is

welcoming to intergovernmental spaces, this chapter questions the actual democra-

tizing potential of adding more NGOs, and points to a different form of democratic

deficit, one that comes from within the NGO communities. Non-state actors come to

intergovernmental venues with diverse goals and missions. They also differ in terms

of organizational capacity and the connections they have. Not all non-governmental

actors can be equally prominent at the IGO. The critical issue of who gets to be the
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outspoken voice is, to a large extent, the consequence of their actual participation

pattern and the inequality amongst themselves.

Using the example of NGOs working at the intersection of gender issues and cli-

mate change, this chapter demonstrates the uneven participation through their Side

Events activities at the UN climate change summits. This research contends that

there could be a double democratic deficit at the IGO venue, due to unequal represen-

tation among NGOs themselves, even when the overall number of NGO participants

grows over time. From an original dataset covering over 400 actors at the UNFCCC

COPs from 2003 to 2016, we see that many observers joined but remained excluded

from the participation channels. Who are the active participants? The analysis shows

that organizational capacity is a major indicator of NGOs’ substantive participation

at the IGO. Those with a higher level of professional skills are more likely to be

part of the collaboration. Furthermore, if an organization is widely connected with

other IGOs and NGOs, it also enjoys an advantage when it comes to participating

actively at the UNFCCC conferences. These effects are in general more potent among

non-state actors from the Global South rather than the North.

The implication of the quantitative study in this chapter is useful when we evaluate

the problem and solution around the democratic deficit in global governance. The

focus on women’s groups is initial experimentation to map the uneven participation

among these actors. It is also a call for more studies to probe into the potential

imbalance and power struggles among civil society actors, which can signifcantly

enhance our understanding of their role and democratic potential. Now that we know

which groups are more inclined to engage in collective actions, next, I take a step

further to evaluate the collaborative network these groups have developed over the

years based on their collective advocacy efforts at the Side Events.
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4. COLLABORATIVE NETWORK: GROWTH AND

FRAGMENTATION

In the last chapter, I examined the unequal participation among women’s NGOs at

the UNFCCC. The quantitative analysis of all women’s groups joining UNFCCC from

2003 to 2016 elucidates that at the individual organization level, NGOs with greater

capacity and wider social connectedness are more likely to engage in collective action

actively. This chapter takes a turn and focuses on the collaborative network, which

resulted from the NGOs’ Side Events. It is crucial to recognize that these NGOs

do not operate in a vacuum; their activities take place inside the specific venue of

UNFCCC COPs, whose rules and arrangements for NGOs inevitably shape the way

NGOs interact with one another. What does an NGO collaborative network look like

under the UN institutional setting? What emergent structural features can we observe

from this network? What kind of development and changes has this collaborative

network gone through overtime? How have the institutional arrangements at the

global governance institution impacted network formation and development?

Answers to these questions shift the understanding from who gets to be included

in the collaborative network in the last chapter to a structural understanding of the

entire network, and at the same time, connects the NGO behavior to the broader in-

stitutional context they are embedded. This chapter takes on a structural perspective.

It would be useful to clarify and distinguish the two “structures” I use in this chap-

ter. One is the political opportunity structure from transnational social movement

theory. I use this concept to explain the observation of changes in network structure.

I use the institutional context, especially the global governance institution’s provi-

sion for the NGO participation, to explain the change of their network over time.

The explanation lies thus in the broader political structure. I look for evidence of

collaborative network structural change, including network size, composition, level of
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density, and cohesion. Therefore, the phenomenon of interest for this chapter is the

network structure of NGOs.

As the intergovernmental venue of climate change diplomacy keeps extending ac-

cess to a multitude of stakeholders, and with all of the concurrent negotiations and

events, it is impossible for anyone non-governmental observer to navigate and follow

all of the developments, or speak loudly into the process. For NGOs, to magnify their

voice at the intergovernmental space, they are often compelled to work together. Yet

at the same time, the limited opportunities to influence the process also drive them

towards potential competition and divisiveness. Theoretically, the outcome of their

interaction can have remarkable implications for the democratic quality at the UN-

FCCC: those who are more influential can effectively impact the agenda for the NGO

community, garner more publicity for their issues of concern, and determine what

messages would get across to other political actors such as the nation-states. On the

other hand, those NGOs who are less powerful may suffer be marginalized. Therefore,

it is critical to evaluate the dynamics of the NGO interplay at the intergovernmental

arena and its governance implications. And a network framework is well-suited for

the task, as discussed in Chapter 2.

In this chapter, I look into the collaborative Side Event network among women’s

groups. Besides an indicator of participation, the Side Events are also collaborative.

The UNFCCC rules require that no single organization can host an event due to

limited slots, but “merging” is mandatory. As NGOs strategically plan their advo-

cacy activities at the UNFCCC, one crucial consideration is with whom they would

collaborate in Side Events. These events thus provide a useful venue to evaluate the

interaction and relationship formation among the NGOs. Over time, a network of

NGOs linked by event collaboration has developed. This chapter explores how it

has developed temporally. Specifically, I evaluate how particular institutional rules

regarding NGO participation at the UNFCCC have impacted the development over

time. Using network analysis, I show that the collaborative network has grown over

the years. Both the number of events with a women’s focus and the number of collab-
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orators at these events have increased. Such an increase can, to no small extent, be

attributed to the UN’s institutional opening for the NGOs. The growth is, however,

accompanied by fragmentation at the same time. In the following, I start by draw-

ing on the theoretical framework of the political opportunity structure to understand

the institutionalized participation of women’s organizations. Aside from the oppor-

tunities, I also highlight the constraints as a side-effect that come with the political

opportunity. I then use both descriptive and inferential network analysis to illustrate

the overall structure of collaborative interaction: an evident growth accompanied by

fragmentations of the network. From there, I ask whether the fragmentation at the

network structural level signals a pluralized space with increasing diversity or a more

competitive and divisive community. I explore the question in more detail in the next

chapter.

4.1 Political Opportunity: Unpacking the influence of IGO institutional

rules on NGOs

Civil society actors pursuing political influence at the international level often seek

the opportunity to participate at intergovernmental venues as these are sites where

global issues are at stake and where the decisions are taken (Hoffman, 2008). As

they embed their work at the IGO, they are also inevitably affected by the IGO’s

institutional rules and arrangement.

The question of how international institutions might affect transnational actors

is not new. In 1995, Risse already asked, “under what domestic and international

circumstances do transnational coalitions and actors who attempt to change policy

outcomes in a specific issue-area succeed or fail to achieve their goals” (1995)? Boli

and Thomas attributed the numerical growth of NGOs to the expansion of the inter-

national system, including the increase of IGOs (1997). Several scholars considered

globalization a driving force behind NGOs rescaling their activities towards the in-

ternational level (Della Porta & Kriesi, 1999; Zürn & Walter, 2012).
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More recently, a burgeoning literature has examined the various contributions

and impacts NGOs brought to international institutions, from the creation of norms

(Clark, 2010; Keck & Sikkink, 1998) to the impact on agenda-setting (Joachim, 2007).

However, it is observed that the scholarship so far has “treated NGOs as indepen-

dent variables” (Joachim & Locher, 2008), whereas it is less common to analyze

the effects of structural or institutional factors on NGOs. Among those who did,

a common thread was examining how IGOs’ broad structural characteristics and

norms might impact individual actors. Some seminal works demonstrated the en-

abling effect of IGOs as they allow NGOs and civil society actors to thrive. Keck

and Sikkink observed how IGOs provide an alternative space for actors who face

blockage from their home government to advocate and connect with others (1998).

Tarrow describes the relationship between international institution and transnational

actors with the metaphor of “coral reef” (2005). According to him, international

institutions, regimes and treaties constitute such “coral reef” for transnational ac-

tivists to lobby, protest, and encounter like-minded others, and from time to time,

put together successful coalitions. Besides the enabling effect of IGOs on NGOs,

others notice the institutional constraints faced by NGOs when they participate at

IGOs. Friedman, Hochstetler, and Clark suggested that the NGOs coexist uneasily

with state sovereignty which is a dominating structural factor in intergovernmental

organizations (2001). Joachim found that the women’s organizations in the UN are

influenced by the institutional obstacles, often more so during the beginning of the

campaign (2007) .

Another strand of research borrowed the theoretical framework of political oppor-

tunity structure (POS) from the scholarship of the social movement theory. Early

studies (Eisinger, 1973) conceptualized POS based on the openness of domestic po-

litical systems and institutions and investigate what kind of system is more inducive

to social movements and protests. Later, scholars applied the idea of POS to in-

ternational level and especially to the intergovernmental organizations such as the

UN (Clark et al., 1998; Joachim, 2003; Joachim & Locher, 2008; Kruse, 2012; Van
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Der Heijden, 2006; Willetts, 2000) and the EU (Cichowski, 2007; Greenwood, 2017).

Current studies, by and large, focused on specific settings such as access channels

and scope, formal rules, and informal norms as components of the POS at IGO faced

by NGOs. For example, van der Heijden observed four dimensions of international

POS using the UN as an example: open or closed formal institutional structure; in-

tegrative or exclusive informal elite strategies; divided or united power configuration;

and weak or strong political output structure (2006). Joachim defined the POS at

intergovernmental institutions as comprising both the formal elements emphasized

by liberal approaches, e.g., the voting rules or meeting cycles, and the cultural and

normative components (2003). According to her, three elements of the POS—access,

allies, political alignments, or conflicts—appear most pertinent. Changes in these

elements constitute the structure in which NGOs are embedded.

This chapter adopts and furthers the framework of political opportunity structure,

to explain how the institutional arrangements at the UNFCCC for women’s groups

affect their collaborative network. More specifically, I contend that the POS created

to encourage participation and collaboration can, at the same time, foster further

power asymmetry and fragmentation inside the NGO community.

4.2 Women and Gender Constituency as a political opportunity structure

Ever since its establishment in 1992, the UNFCCC has been known to be relatively

accessible to NGOs. Compared with many other intergovernmental bodies, NGOs can

obtain observer status rather easily. Therefore, many non-state actors flooded to this

intergovernmental institution during the early years. The number of observers has put

a heavy organizing challenge on the UNFCCC Secretariat and the hosting countries.

In response, the UNFCCC adopted the institutionalized participation model from

the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED), which
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divided NGOs into the so-called UN “Major Groups.”1 The UNFCCC created a

similar mechanism called the “constituency system” in 1995. The constituency system

divided the NGOs according to their sectors, and each sector is called a constituency.2

In 2009, the UNFCCC officially recognized the women and gender groups as a

community of non-state actors. The Women and Gender Constituency (WGC) was

established. The recognition from the UN is the result of years’ effort by a few core

women’s groups such as Women in Europe for a Common Future (WECF), Gender

Climate Change, Women’s Environment and Development Organization (WEDO)

and Life.e.V. A women’s caucus was established by these groups in 2007 during the

COP13 in Bali. It was later developed into the WGC. As such, the UN agency paved

the way for their institutionalized participation. The women and gender groups now

had more channels to access the policy making process. They also had more oppor-

tunities to collaborate and build alliances. Yet while this institutional provision did

encourage participation and collaboration, it could foster fragmentation and further

unequal participation among the NGOs. I will show evidence of this effect by ana-

lyzing the structure of the collaborative NGO network. The interviews with NGO

representatives also reveal this.

4.2.1 Opportunities of WGC: increased access and alliances

The establishment of the NGO constituency system at UNFCCC signifies the

institutionalization of NGO participation. As a political opportunity for the non-

governmental observers, this institutional setup opens up new channels of access,

forms new structures of alliance and rivalry, and introduces a dynamic nature to the

NGO participation pattern.

1United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs. (2016, January 3).
Major groups and other stakeholders. Sustainable Development Knowledge Platform.
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/aboutmajorgroups.html
2The Business and Industry NGOs (BINGO) and the Environmental NGOs (ENGO) were the first
established. Later, Local Government and Municipal Authorities (LGMA) joined in 1995, followed
by the Indigenous Peoples Organizations in 2001, the Research and Independent NGOs (RINGO)
in 2003, the Trade Unions (TUNGO), Women and Gender Constituency (WGC), and Youth NGOs
(YOUNGO) in 2010 were fully acknowledged.
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First of all, being part of a constituency, NGOs have new opportunities to ac-

cess the negotiation process. One NGO staff attendee mentioned that now with the

constituency and its daily meetings, it was easy for a new women’s group to find a

“home.”3 Before the constituency established, though it is easy to obtain an observer

status coming into the annual COPs, a new organization can nevertheless find itself

at a loss coming to such a massive conference. The constituency provides informa-

tion needed for an organization to orient and find their own space. Formally, as a

constituency, members can address the plenary floor with a joint statement. Each

constituency has two minutes to present their cause in front of national negotiators.

Secondary badges are available to constituency members to increase their access to

the summit site. Informally, members of constituencies can have access to advance

information from the secretariat; many constituencies have daily meetings that facil-

itate timely information sharing and collective action planning. Furthermore, from

an organizational cultural and normative perspective, one interviewee commented

that the constituency system provides an institutionalized framework in which NGOs

enjoy more profound recognition.4

Second, the institutionalization of the NGO constituency system creates oppor-

tunities for building alliances. As a result of the constituency system, like-minded

groups are linked together. Previously each organization needs to identify and seek

out its own collaboration partners based on experience and connection. Now poten-

tial “friends” are brought together. Further, it is not only easier for organizations

within the same constituency to forge relationships, inter-constituency connections

are more likely too. During recent COPs, the secretariat has organized sessions and

meetings for different constituencies to know one another’s issue focus, goals, and

actions at the COP, which is impossible to carry out for all organizations without

a constituency system. In recent years, the Women and Gender Constituency has

increased collaboration with Indigenous groups and the Youth NGOs, though they

each work in a different sector.

3Gotelind Alber, interview by author, Bonn, Germany, November 19, 2017.
4Bridget Burns, interview by author via Skype, February 11, 2018.
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With the favorable conditions provided by the constituency system, NGOs who

pursue their political influence are expected to make use of the opportunities provided

by their respective constituency. The potential benefit is obvious: building a close

connection with members of the same constituency provides the opportunity to learn

from each other’s strategy, to have access to new connections, and to enhance visibility

when a multitude of NGOs jointly advocate for their common cause. Therefore, using

the constituency establishment as a cut point, I expect that the number of NGO

collaborators and collaboration activities would increase .

4.2.2 An “opportunity” that harmonizes and divides

Though the constituency system provides more access points, recognition, and

alliances, it is often neglected how such a setting could also have different impacts

on different NGOs. Hoffman, in his study of the UNFCCC, posited that while the

NGO constituency system of the UNFCCC was created to better manage a large

number of observers, by mechanically grouping them, it also has a harmonization

effect on the NGOs within the same constituency (2008). He contended that though

the UNFCCC process provides an opportunity for NGO participation, it also “forces

or creates incentives for NGOs to harmonize a message” (Hoffman, 2008, p. 37).

This study suggests that the constituency system can also lead to potential division

among members of the same constituency. It directly or indirectly encourages the

dominance of specific agenda and issue focus while at the same time, sidelining those

who hold different visions.

The argument is partly engendered by the discussion of norm contestation in the

literature. Human rights groups are found to oppose other’s causes and framings

among themselves (Bob, 2005, 2011; Hertel, 2006). Hadden’s work on climate change

found that organizations mobilized around a specific cause may disagree on tactics,

altering the agenda-setting process (2015). Carpenter argued that “the more influ-

ential NGOs are able to decide the merit of specific issues for global campaigns and
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eliminate others” (2014, 4). The NGO division is to a large extent the result of norm

contestation when different NGOs hold different goals and focus. Such division is

reinforced by the IGO institutional arrangement in the case of interest here.

This study contends that the establishment of WGC at the UNFCCC has, in fact,

divided the women’s advocacy into two stages, one before the WGC and one after.

In the first stage, women’s groups had not yet attained institutional recognition from

the UN agency. So they sought legitimization at the IGO. During the early years

of their participation at the UNFCCC, these groups were often asked, “what does

gender have to do with climate change?”5 A primary focus during these years was to

establish the issue linkage between gender and climate change, to demonstrate their

relevance and legitimacy as a joint force in battling global climate change.

Over the effort of several years, the women’s groups finally established their official

constituency, which was a formal recognition from the UN. Once they achieved this

official acknowledgement, these women’s groups entered a second stage. Now, the

established constituency attracts more groups working on women’s issues and gender

equality. As the space gets more crowded, contestation among themselves become

more likely than before. Since “women and gender” is an inclusive umbrella term

(Friedman, 2003) that encompasses many issues, not all issues of concern can be

included on the agenda, such as the list of Key Demands the constituency proposes

every year. As a constituency, the women’s groups only have two minutes to address

the plenary floor at the COPs. It is thus impossible to address every problem related

to women and gender. Strategic-wise, a centralized voice is also more likely to convey

the message effectively to other audiences such as nation-states.

An example of contestation or disagreement over issue focus was provided by one

of the NGO representatives. Lisa Göldner from GenderCC mentioned that, when a

new organization working on family planning joined the WGC during COP23, the rest

of the constituency had to process their message about climate change.6 Their main

message can be summed up as women should not be pressured to have more children,

5Gotelind Alber, interview by author, Bonn, Germany, November 15, 2017
6Lisa Göldner, interview by author, Bonn, Germany, November 15, 2017.
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which contributes to population growth and, thus, potentially more pollution and

consumption of natural resources. Some showed resistance and were concerned that

such a message might equate women and children as “polluters” while neglecting the

role of men. Others simply do not want to be associated with the topic of women’s

reproductive rights since it is not the focus of many organizations. In the end the re-

productive health right was included as a Key Demand item, which is communicated

to the rest of the participants at the UNFCCC summit as the WGC’s position. How-

ever, not all NGOs are without reservation. It is apparent that the playing field is not

entirely friendly when newcomers join. The potential interactions are dependent upon

what the existing norm is at the constituency. And the concerns are not just for new-

comers. Existing WGC members may consider whether to affiliate themselves with

a common voice and identity. There is always the tension between preserving one’s

organizational identity and joining a coalition that does not necessarily see eye to eye

on all issues. Therefore, the institutionalized participation of NGOs through their

constituencies does encourage closer relations among each other but may at times

cause division and conflict due to different focuses and within-constituency power dy-

namics. The dynamics of cooperation and competition is an important phenomenon

because the harmonization and division effects not only allow particular issues and

framing to stand out among others, it also determines what message is heard by the

other actors at the UNFCCC negotiation.

With these considerations, it is reasonable to expect the establish of WGC to

shift the landscape of advocacy and the power dynamics among groups. Through

analyzing the collaborative Side Events network of the women’s groups, I expect to

observe the following trends. First, there is a growth of network size and scope since

the WGC establishment, thanks to the opportunities that came along with the UN

official recognition and institutionalized participation.

Second, inequality is likely to be found among network members, especially after

the establishment of the WGC. Comparing the pre-WGC stage and the post-WGC

stage, some of the groups who have more experience are likely to become central
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actors during the second phase and more powerful in setting the agenda and attracting

collaborators.

Third, issue focus match is more likely to help a group to find collaborators, espe-

cially post-WGC. The constituency acts to consolidate a central message, as discussed

above. Therefore, under the constituency system, NGOs with a more compatible fo-

cus are more likely to form a collaborative relationship. At the same time, those with

a different message are less likely to collaborate.

Finally, overall, we are more likely to observe fragmentation in the network post-

WGC, due to the increasing number of actors and their diverse missions at the UN-

FCCC.

The next section introduces the data and methods for analyzing the collaborative

network among women’s groups at the UNFCCC COPs. It then discusses the analysis

and the answers to the question of how IGO institutional arrangement might impact

participating NGOs.

4.3 Network analysis data and methods

4.3.1 Network Data collection

Each year, over 200 Side Events took place at the UNFCCC annual meetings.

Through a keyword search, any Side Events with women and gender related themes

are picked out and coded in the qualitative coding software NVivo (QSR International

2018). The information coded includes date, collaborators, and theme of the event. I

then generate a collaborative network based on the data of collaborators and events.

The fundamental components of a network are nodes and ties. Here, the Side Event

collaborators are the nodes, and their ties are their collaborative events. The ties are

weighted (each tie indicates how many events each pair of nodes have collaborated)

and undirected (there is no specific sending-receiving relationship from one to another

in collaborative events).
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I further divide the network temporally into two periods: T1 from 2003 to 2009

and T2 from 2010-2016. The cutoff point is the official establishment of the WGC in

2009. T1 network has 59 collaborators (including NGOs, IGOs, and states) involved

in some kind of joint side events. The number of actors increased to over 200 during

T2.

I used network analysis to illustrate the growth of the network from T1 to T2,

unequal connections over time, the significance of issue match for tie-formation, and

the change in fragmentation before and after the WGC establishment.

4.3.2 Network analysis methods

To understand the structural features of the collaborative network among the

women’s groups at the UNFCCC, I employ descriptive and inferential network anal-

yses methods listed below.

Visualization

A graph is a straightforward and efficient way of describing relations in a social

structure. Here, I produce graphs that represent the collaborative Side Events net-

work during the two time periods. The circles, called nodes, in each graph are the

collaborators of the Side Events. The lines connecting them indicate Side Events

sponsored by both. The size of the nodes reflects the number of connections one has.

The larger the node, the more collaborators it has. The thickness of the line indicates

the frequency of collaboration between any two nodes. Finally, different colors repre-

sent different types of actors. Side Events are often joined by nation-states and other

IGO agencies, distinguishing the types can help clearly illustrate the composition.

Descriptive analysis

To comprehend the network structure and variation over time, I employ several

measures of network features. First, degree centrality for each node is calculated for
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each period. The degree centrality measures the number of collaborators any given

node has over the time period. A comparison of degree centralities between the time

phases illustrates how partnership building has changed overtime. Second, I calculate

the density and level of centralization of the networks at different times. Density is

a parameter that measures the ratio of ties observed in a network, to the maximum

possible, hypothetically, number of ties. Dense networks often signal the presence

of strong solidarity and are likely to foster collective actions (Ward et al., 2011).

Centralization measures the level of hierarchy found in a network (Wasserman et al.,

1994). A higher level of centralization suggests less equivalence among the nodes; a

subset of the nodes becomes more central through more than average connections,

while others tend to be on the margin of the network with lower connectivity with the

rest of the network. A more centralized network, however, can be more efficient in

information sharing as the central actors can communicate the information to many

other nodes in a rapid fashion (Box-Steffensmeier & Christenson, 2014). Finally, I use

a community detection algorithm to examine fragmentation. Community detection is

a partitioning tool that captures the clusters in a network. Through partitioning based

on a certain algorithm (such as fastgreedy, Louvain, among others), a community

is one cluster that has more intra-community tie weight than one would expect at

random.

Exponential random graph models

Exponential random graph models (ERGMs) are a family of statistical models

that shows “the processes that govern the formation of links in networks by includ-

ing terms representing different aspects of the node or network structure”(Morris et

al., 2008, 1). They make inferences about whether certain network substructures are

more commonly observed than might be expected by chance. ERGMs take into ac-

count dependencies in network data rather than assume independent observations as

conventional statistical models do. In this study, I use ERGMs as a way to evaluate

the idea that homophily is pervasive in NGO collaborative tie formation (Cranmer &
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Desmarais, 2011). Homophily, in network terminology, means “similarity breeds con-

nections” (Borgatti & Halgin, 2011; McPherson et al., 2001). It describes a tendency

that nodes with similar attributes are more likely to be connected. Using ERGMs, I

test two attributes: types of collaborators (states, IGOs, NGOs) and issue focus of a

given collaborator.

4.4 Findings and discussion

4.4.1 Overall trend of women’s groups’ participation and collaboration

Figure 4.1 shows the number of organizations and their events on women and

gender over the years. Before the establishment of WGC in 2009, collaborative side

events with a gender theme were relatively scant. Side Events highlighting the linkage

between gender and climate change can be found as early in 2004. Single actors

sponsored those early events. One of the prominent early actors was Life e.V. from

Berlin, Germany. The first collaborative event took place at COP12 in 2006. Life

e.V. and the Food and Agriculture Organization, a UN agency, co-organized an event

to present preliminary findings on how to address gender in the context of climate

change. Until 2009, there were a total of 15 side events that involved multiple actors.

After the women and gender constituency gained formal status in the UNFCCC in

2009, the number of collaborative side events increased steadily. The women-and-

gender themed collaborative events grew from single digits in the 2000s to as many

as 16 in 2015. The number of actors involved in collaborative events also increased.

From only 8 organizations in 2006, the number rose to 68 in 2014. Though occasional

fluctuations occurred over time, the increasing trend is evident. Figure 4.2 shows

the change of different types of actors. While the numbers of IGOs (yellow line) and

states (grey) show a moderate increase over the years, the growth of collaborating

NGOs (blue) is much more significant.

Figure 4.3 provides a visualization of the networks corresponding to the two time

periods. An inspection first confirms the growth of the entire collaborative network.
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(Source: UNFCCC Side Events/Exhibits Archive, collected by author.)

Fig. 4.1. Women Side Events and collaborators at COPs, 2003-2016

(Source: UNFCCC Side Events/Exhibits Archive, collected by author.)

Fig. 4.2. Types of Side Events cohosts at COPs, 2003-2016
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Second, a comparison shows that, during T1, before the women and gender groups

were officially recognized at the UNFCCC, the majority of the nodes were connected.

Only two clusters were not connected with the rest of the actors. Yet when it comes to

T2, we observe a lot more organizations that were connected with only a few others,

but not with the rest of the network. The isolated clusters have increased from 2 to

over 12. Although the number of actors increased over time, not all actors became

well connected in this network. Next, I use several network analysis measures and

models to examine the network structural changes.

NGOs
IOs
States

T1: 2003-2009 T2: 2010-2016

Fig. 4.3. Women’s Side Events collaborative network in T1 (2003-
2009) and T2 (2010-2016)

4.4.2 Temporal change in networks

The growth of NGOs in the collaborative Side Events network is evident. How-

ever, as this study has contended in the previous chapter, just an increase in number

only indicates the pluralization of the intergovernmental space, rather than the de-



137

mocratization of it. The collaborative Side Events, along with the network analysis

tools, provide evidence that there are many variations and structural feature changes

across the two time periods.

Inequality in connection

To understand the participation variation of different NGOs, I examine the number

of connections each network member has in the collaborative network. The more

connections, the more active or central the actor is. In network terms, degree measures

the number of ties each node has. The higher the degree, the more partnerships an

organization has. The statistics are reported in Table 4.1 below. The total number

Table 4.1.
Comparing nodes and degrees before and after WGC establishment

T1: Pre-WGC
(2003-2009)

T2: Post-WGC
(2010-2016)

Total nodes 59 209
Total degree 434 1742
Average partnership per actor 7.36 7.29
Average partners per event 6 4.7
Coefficient of variation 0.56 1.07

of organizations (or nodes) in the collaborative network has grown, and so have the

total number of partnerships after the WGC was officially established in 2009. The

comparison between T1 and T2 shows that the activeness of organizations remained

stable over time based on the measure of average partnerships per actor. However,

in T2, organizations tend to partner with fewer organizations (4.7) than T1 per joint

event (6). When the UNFCCC has not officially recognized the women and gender

groups, their main goal would be to establish their relevance in the climate change

debate. Therefore, it is more likely that they would involve more actors in each

collaborative event, not only to build a broad coalition but also to appeal to states

and UN agencies. During T2, after the participation of women and gender groups

was institutionalized at the UNFCCC, we might expect some organizations to expand
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the scope of their work to more specific issues such as indigenous women, the gender

difference in resources-independence, and various women’s rights, within the context

of climate change. Thus, they may strategically choose more like-minded groups that

focus on a specific issue, rather than recruit a large number of partners just to create

publicity.

Further, the variation among members of the network increased sharply in T2,

which indicates that participation in the network has become more uneven over time.

Compared to T1, T2 witnessed many partners who collaborated very frequently;

others had only a few partners and may have partnered only once or twice (Figure

4.4). Though the average number of collaborators per organization were similar before

and after the WGC initiation, the latter time period was marked by about a dozen

of outliers that had a large number of partnerships. In contrast, the majority of the

actors in the network still had less than ten partners in collaborative side events.
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139

Partnership choices: collaborator type or issue match

The next question to ask is, who are collaborating with one another? Are NGOs

more likely to partner with other NGOs, or are they more likely to include other types

of organizations, the IGOs, and states, into their collaboration? Or do they consider

the issue match between oneself and other organizations?

Network analysis provides the model to evaluate whether NGOs tend to collabo-

rate with those similar in type or in issue focus. In network terminology, if actors of

the same kind are more likely to form a linking relationship, such a tendency is called

homophily (Hanneman & Riddle, 2005). To evaluate the significance of homophily

effect, I use the ERGM approach to test both networks, as well as the underlying

connection mechanisms. Table 4.2 shows IGOs and states tend to collaborate with

their own kind; that is, IGOs like to collaborate with other IGOs and states are more

likely to found working with other states. In comparison, NGOs do not appear to

limit their partners to other NGOs only. The low score on homphily indicates that

they like to collaborate with all kinds of actors. One reason is that the ultimate goal

for NGOs participating at the UNFCCC is to bring political influence upon the na-

tional delegate and then the UNFCCC itself. And as a strategy, events with IGO or

state presence always attracts more audience. Another thing to note is that, during

the post-WGC period, the homophily level is negative. A potential explanation is

that quite a few NGOs have lost connection among one another due to the division

inside the WGC.

As discussed earlier, the constituency system may unintentionally enable some

groups to promote their issue focus more than others. Once the constituency es-

tablished, it gradually took on a life of its own. Through the interpretation of the

gender-related climate issues, the discussion and interaction among organizations, and

the bigger political climate of the UNFCCC, it fostered its own culture over time.

It is a dynamic culture, but one that deems particular issues more prominent than

others. For example, during the interview with Gotelind Alber, she said there has
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Table 4.2.
ERGM results of homophily: collaborator type

Monte Carlo MLE Results: Pre-WGC Post-WGC

nodematch: IGO
3.2329 ***

(0.5953)
2.4604***

(0.0100)

nodematch: NGO
0.2929.

(0.1584)
-0.0328

(0.0805)

nodematch: State
1.4699 ***

(0.2690)
1.2010 ***

(0.1530)
∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

always been a division among women and gender groups regarding the approach to

promote gender causes at climate change governance. Some support a mainstream

approach, while others are proponents of more radical approaches to fundamentally

undermine the legitimacy of the UN framework in dealing with women and gender

aspects. Over time, the mainstream approach–to establish linkage between gender

and climate change-seemed to win out.7 Another interviewee, Bridget Burns from

WEDO also commented that, since only a very short time slot is assigned to each

constituency to address the plenary at each COP, a concise and unified message is

essential.8 Not all perspectives on gender and climate change can make their ways to

tangible impact. Therefore, only a core group of members are working on the message

of the WGC. The rest of the women and gender groups usually come to the daily

meetings just to obtain information from one another and learn about how to navigate

the COP conference. Then they are often left on their own to figure out what to do

with their peers. The core group undoubtedly becomes the center of the community,

and the message they draft inevitably becomes the prominent and appropriate norm

and practice for the community.

In contrast, before the constituency established, the women and gender groups

were not connected in an institutionalized way. If the groups had different goals

towards climate change and gender, they could simply campaign and advocate sep-

7Gotelind Alber, interview by author, Bonn, Germany, November 19, 2017.
8Bridget Burns, interview by author via Skype, February 11, 2018.
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arately at UNFCCC with each of their cause. But the constituency, to some extent

unintentionally, turned such coexistence of different issues to a more competitive rela-

tion. And proponenets of an issue focus that has not been favored by the community

as a whole will have to find their own space and strategy sooner or later, thus being

marginalized from the entire women and gender community, creating division among

the groups.

I fit another ERGM model, using the level of issue compatibility between an or-

ganization and the women and gender community at UN climate change governance,

to predict the existence of a collaborative relationship among these organizations. To

measure the issue focus of an organization, I opt for typology developed by Cabré,

who sets up 22 categories “which can be used to describe any NGO in the UNFCCC

process” (2011, 14). I follow Cabré’s suggestion and Hanegraaff and collaborators’

(2011) practice of assigning each NGO in the network up to five categories each.

Appendix F lists all 22 categories. Table 4.3 shows the results: while the issue com-

patibility between the organization and the community is not statistically significant

in predicting the tie during pre-WGC stage; its effect is positive and significant dur-

ing the post-WGC stage. The finding confirms that, after the constituency came into

being when an organization’s issue focus and mission are more coordinated with that

of the community, it is more likely to form a cooperative relationship with others. In

contrast, such an effect is not observable before the constituency was instituted.

Table 4.3.
ERGM results of homophily: issue match

Monte Carlo MLE Results: Pre-WGC Post-WGC

edges
-1.943 ***

(0.251)
-3.979 ***

(0.109)

nodematch: issue
0.001

(0.026)
0.055 ***

(0.011)
∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Fragmentation: density, centralization, and communities

Earlier, we saw that the size of the network has grown over time tremendously.

Now I use two other network measures, density and centralization, to evaluate whether

the network has become more cohesive or looser over time. Density measures the level

of connection in a network. It is the ratio of the sum of all ties in the network, divided

by all possible ties in a network with the same size (Faust, 1995). Centralization

measures the extent to which a network revolves around a single node and represents

inequality or variance at the network level. It is the ratio of the degree of the actors

of the current network, divided by a perfect star network (most unequal network) of

the same size (Faust, 1995). Table 4.4 reports the statistics. We observe that from T1

to T2, both density and normalized centralization scores decreased, a sign that the

collaborative network on gender issues has become less cohesive over time. Though

a lot of new organizations joined, the overall connection became loose due to variety

and heterogeneity.

Table 4.4.
Network structure at the global level: density and centralization

T1: Pre-WGC
(2003-2009)

T2: Post-WGC
(2010-2016)

Density 0.127 0.03
Centralization (normalized) 0.297 0.188

Further, the decline in centralization score suggests that, during T1, a few actors

were distinctively more central than others; they were more likely to be included in

a joint event than other organizations. Yet in T2 such tendency was not as clear.

Organizations that host side events no longer, or to a lesser extent, saw the necessity

of including some “VIP” organizations as collaborators. Some would rather partner

with organizations with a similar vision than staying under the “halo” of some big-

name NGOs.

Though at the network level, growing from T1 to T2, the network seemed to

have become more dispersed and less well connected, looking closer at the local level,
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or the subgroup level, could reveal some new observations. Clustering is a measure

that focuses more on the local structure of a network. According to Hanneman

and Riddle, comparing local clustering with overall density is recommended to get

a comprehensive picture of the extent to which the nodes are connected (2005). In

Table 4.5, this ratio is much higher during the second period of time. In T2, the

collaborators that belonged to a cluster were much more tightly connected within the

cluster than with any actors outside of the cluster. This is a sign that, though overall

density decreases due to the addition of many new nodes, the local connection–the

ties around a given node–became denser. Organizations showed the tendency to

collaborate with the same set of groups repeatedly; hence their local community got

tightly knitted while their connection to those outside of their community became

loose in contrast.

Table 4.5.
Network structure at the subgroup level: clustering and community

T1: Pre-WGC
(2003-2009)

T2: Post-WGC
(2010-2016)

Clustering coefficient 0.746 0.524
Local clustering/overall density 5.89 17.11
Number of communities 6 24

The above structural characteristics show a general picture at the network level.

At the local level, with the constituency’s establishment, different ideas and issue

focuses will find a home and a community. Therefore, subgroups with different issue

focuses are likely to emerge. At the same time, with the division effect, it is expected

that when some subgroups are closely connected due to their similarity in climate

change advocacy focus, others might be “pushed” out of the core and not linked with

the majority of the community.

It then follows that it is important to be able to identify the subgroup structure in

the networks. The community identification algorithm is based on modularity. Mod-

ularity is a measure of the structure of the network, specifically the extent to which

nodes exhibit clustering where there is greater density within the clusters and less
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density between them (Newman, 2006). The test detects 6 communities or subgroups

for pre-WGC collaboration network and 24 for the post-WGC network (see Figure

4.5 below). These subgroups were internally cohesive clusters that shared more links

among one another than with those outside of their cluster.

Figure 4 illustrates the subgroups embedded in the networks. During the pre-

WGC stage, most of the members of the women and gender community were con-

nected, except two groups that were not connected with the rest of the community.

But after the constituency established in 2009, the network shows quite a difference,

and we can make three observations here. First, there were many new groups flooding

into the community, bringing new issues and collaborative events to the UNFCCC

venue. Second, not only do we identify more communities (grew from 6 to 24), 14 out

of 24 communities were only connected with groups within the community, but not

linked to the rest of the women and gender network. In the figure below, the color

blocks that are not overlapped with others indicate such communities. They are not

isolates; the fact that they are connecting with others and involved in collaborative

events means that they were actively advocating their causes at the UNFCCC. Yet,

although they shared a gender-perspective with the larger community, their partner

choice does not land within the core of the community. Without connecting with

the core groups, these small subgroups were pushed to the periphery of the entire

community. Finally, if we look back to the network graph that identifies the actor

type (IGO, NGO, and states, see Figure 4.3 above), it is interesting to note that those

who were being marginalized did not often have a link with IGOs and states in their

subgroups. This again confirms the disadvantaged of these groups. If some groups in

the constituency are not able to connect with the core, then it is also hard for them to

involve other types of actors such as national delegates and UN bodies, thus making

it hard for them to pursue political impact on these latter actors.
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T1: 2003-2009 T2: 2010-2016 

Fig. 4.5. Communities detected in T1 and T2

4.5 Conclusion

This chapter draws on the empirical evidence found among the women and gen-

der NGOs working at the United Nations climate change conferences. Conceiving the

inter-organizational relations through the collaboration networks, this chapter pro-

poses a potential road map to empirically evaluating the relational aspects of NGOs

embedded in the international climate change governance. Two major findings are

presented through both descriptive and statistical network analysis: first, certain

IGO institutional arrangements, such as the NGO constituency system at the UN-

FCCC, encourage the institutional participation of the NGOs. As in this case, under

the constituency system, both the number of women’s groups and their collaborative

events increase. Second, although the constituency increased the participation of the

women’s NGOs, over time, it also increased fragmentation among the groups within

the entire community of women and gender at climate change governance.
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This chapter opens up further questions. Figure 4.5 shows the communities or

clusters within the collaborative networks. While the increase in such subgraph clus-

ters is visible, the observation also begs further exploration. What shall we make of

such fragmentation in the network? What groups are found to be clustered together?

What motivates some to coordinate collective actions, and why others choose not to

join? Does fragmentation indicate conflicts or merely a pluralized space? Chapter 5

further dissects the network and provide insights for these questions.
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5. TERRITORIALITY: WHY , HOW, AND WITH WHOM

DO WE COLLABORATE?

The previous two chapters have cast insights on the participation and collaboration

patterns among women’s NGOs at the UN climate change summits. In Chapter 3, I

provided evidence from the individual organizational level that not all NGOs coming

to the UN climate summits have substantive participation. Only a portion of the

non-state observers did join in the Side Events, which is one of the most effective

channels for them to get their voices across to a wide range of audiences and network

with other like-minded actors. Chapter 4 focued on a structural level to evaluate

the Side Events collaborative network of the women’s groups and showed that the

collective actions exhibited fragmentation overtime. In this chapter, I further explore

the collaborative strategy of these NGOs at a subgroup level. Now that we have

observed both growth and fragmentation in the collaborative network, how do we

make sense of it?

I answer the question by examining the collaborative strategies of a sample of

women’s groups. I propose a “territoriality” perspective to capture both the com-

mon understanding and the divergence among themselves. The literature on internal

politics among NGOs tend to register their relationships as either synergistic (Keck

& Sikkink, 1998) or conflictual (Cooley & Ron, 2002). I contend that, in reality, the

power dynamics are often not an either-or scenario. Frist, synergies and conflicts can

coexist. Finding common ground amidst differences is crucial for the success of any

type of collective action. Second, dissents among NGOs can take many forms. Some

may be more conflictual than others; some disagreements lead to a division of labor

rather than confrontation. Therefore, I use the term “territoriality,” introduced in

Chapter 2, to include a range of behaviors as the NGOs interact with one another.

There are spaces where NGOs can build a common territory. In some other spaces,
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we may observe a sharper disagreement. But some territories are divided with clear

boundaries without conflicts among occupants in their own space.

To find evidence, I unpack the network we observed in Chapter 4 and take a closer

look at a few individual NGOs and the collaborative network around themselves. I

use the data obtained from the interviews I conducted at COP23 and COP24 to

highlight the different collaboration strategies. I also employ ego network analysis

to illustrate how the strategies are supported by the structural configurations of the

individual ego networks. The goal of the chapter is not to test hypotheses but to

use examples of some NGOs to illustrate the different ways a community of NGOs

engage among themselves in collective action. The chapter also paves ways for future

research by suggesting possible pathways to examine the interplay inside the civil

society at global governance. I start the next section with a review of the literature

on NGO internal relations and politics. I then introduce the sample cases of women’s

groups that I examine in-depth. With both interview data and ego network analysis,

I trace the commonalities and discords among them, to paint a nuanced picture of

their internal relations and politics at the UNFCCC summits.

5.1 NGO interaction and internal relations: common and divided terri-

tories

In their book, Keck and Sikkink defined the transnational advocacy network

(TAN) as “those relevant actors working internationally on an issue, bound together

by shared values, a common discourse, and dense exchanges of information and ser-

vices....Networks are forms of organization characterized by voluntary, reciprocal, and

horizontal patterns of communication and exchange” (1998, p. 2). The very idea of

a networked form of the organization established here suggests the essential inter-

dependence among NGOs. It is common practice that organizations work together

in order to reach a mutual goal. As a matter of fact, it would be hard to find any

organizations that do not work with other political actors in one way or another.
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A network form of organization binds the organizations and makes their interaction

among one another inevitable. The inter-organizational interaction produces power

relations and struggles, which exert an effect on organizational behavior as a result.

5.1.1 Synergy

NGO collaboration is indeed very common and often necessary for them to achieve

any influence. The underlying idea is that inter-organizational cooperation benefits

the organizations involved. The forces that compel NGOs to cooperate mainly fall

into two general categories: the organizational incentive for pursuing the benefits

from collaboration and the structural forces facilitate such collective effort. On the

organization level, the incentives constitute of benefits that organizations can reap

from collaboration. First, partnerships often come with access to a pool of funds

and information-sharing (Yanacopulos, 2005). Collaboration and coalition can help

pool the resources and enable them to support a global campaign or deliver service

together. Material resources are not limited to monetary terms alone. DeMars (2005)

pointed out that when organizations realize their mutual goals, it is more likely for

them to share resources. Similarly, Murdie gave the example that Amnesty Inter-

national worked with Baha’i groups in the US, sharing resources to raise awareness

about the political imprisonment in Iran (Murdie, 2014a, 314). The complementary

and specialized skills of different groups compel them to work together and enable

them to do more than when operating alone. Collaborators not only know more about

the activities of other groups, but also learn the best ways to address and frame a

particular problem (DeMars, 2005).

Furthermore, building a collaborative relationship enhances both the coalition’s

legitimacy and that of an individual organization. The issue of NGO legitimacy

is imperative. The idea is, through collaboration, organizations signal that their

actions are “in congruence with prevailing norms” (Ebers, 1997, 2). For smaller

organizations that are less well known, belonging to a network that is headed by or
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includes some more authoritative and influential counterparts adds significant weight

to its organizational reputation and credibility (Yanacopulos, 2005). It signals that

a particular organization is recognized by the community that works on a similar

issue and has the capacity to address the issue. At the same time, it is also essential

for larger or Northern groups who are justice-oriented to claim a connection to the

grassroots and to their peers from the global South. Otherwise, they are likely to face

criticism about their ability to represent and their accountability.

Apart from the above benefits that motivate NGOs to collaborate, structural fac-

tors have also been assessed, often as necessary conditions, catalyzing synergy and

coalition building. From a resource-dependent theory perspective in organizational

studies, a resource-scarce environment is the driving force for NGOs to work with

other organizations (Mitchell & Schmitz, 2014; Pfeffer et al., 1997). Other than the

environment with limited resources, Murdie departed from the market-based envi-

ronment and posits that it is the governance structure and quality of the countries

in which humanitarian NGOs operate that either facilitate or constrains cooperation

(2014b). She argued that for collaboration to take place, trust in other NGOs is

highly essential and dependent on whether the governance of the country can pro-

vide the NGO actors with the bureaucratic structure to build up trust and provide

an opportunity for cooperation. Other structural factors also include the nature of

the issue, as Egger contended that if an issue is highly sensitive, such as security

issues that impinges upon civil-military relations, cooperation is less likely to happen

as NGOs may perceive the cooperation as a threat to their organizational identity

(2017).

This leads us to examine what might be some downsides of collaboration that make

NGOs refrain from seeking inter-organizational partnerships and coalition. Fowler

(2000) and Yanacopulos (2015) noted that the loss of autonomy may be a major risk

for organizations to join collective efforts. Almost all organizations, and especially the

less powerful ones, face the possibility of losing control over their activities. Pfeffer

and Salancik emphasized that the price for inclusion in any collaboration is the loss
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of discretion and control (2003). Besides the control over activities, the compromise

of identity is also a risk. By joining a network or a coalition, NGOs not only benefit

from the reputation and popularity of other groups, but they also inherit a collective

image and are prone to be identified with certain groups and messages. While this

is sometimes a desirable outcome, other times it is less so. As the example at the

beginning of the introduction shows, not all groups working on gender issues want to

be associated with an emphasis on sexual health and reproductive rights. Therefore,

the potential confusion of organizational identity adds another layer of constraints to

inter-organizational collaboration. Finally, as in any coordination efforts, organiza-

tions may also face additional responsibility when engaging in collective action with

others. The inevitable compromises and coordination could not only add extra cost

and time but also render outcomes that are less than optimal.

5.1.2 Conflict

Though NGOs working together is by no means a new phenomenon, it would be

näıve to assume the relationship among the partners is always friendly and harmo-

nious. Strife and competition are also normality, and disagreements between NGOs

within coalitions frequently occur and should not be overlooked. One primary divi-

sion observed by many is the North-South divide inside advocacy networks. As the

Northern groups are often equipped with more funding and more access to national

governments, when they relate to the Southern groups with less resources, they often

retain the hegemonic domination that reflects the same core-versus-periphery pat-

tern among industrialized and developing state (Steinberg & VanDeveer, 2012). The

North-South division can lead to conflicts over priorities, neglect of local interests,

and possible exploitation by core country groups (Mac Sheoin, 2012). Bob also found

that the more powerful structural position of core NGOs from the global North enjoy

privilege in issue-choice (2005). That is, being ”NGO superpowers,”(Bob, 2005, 19),
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they can decide which movement to take on, while many smaller organizations and

their campaign efforts depend on the decision of a few powerful NGOs.

Besides the global North and South division that hinders inter-NGO partnerships,

another major source of conflict comes from the competition for funding, which is

most prominent in the humanitarian aid and service delivery sector of the NGO

community. Such competition is related to the assumption that NGOs are driven

by the need to survive in a market-based structure where funding and contracts

are highly limited. Cooley and Ron examined the “NGO scramble” (2002, 5) where

humanitarian NGOs seek survival in a resource-scarce world. They argued that factors

such as the growing number of NGOs and the contracting machenism that they rely

on can greatly configure the action of NGOs. The competition is not limited to

the humanitarian sector alone. Egger, citing Bob(2005) and Mueller-Hirth(2012),

that “NGOs’ strategic behavior is increasingly guided by marketing imperatives and

donors’ priorities, leading them to depart from moral commitments” (2017, 396).

Furthermore, the different framings and viewpoints about the issue inside a coali-

tion or network of NGOs also create divisions among groups. They can disagree in

terms of the definition of a problem, the articulation of responsibility and the actors

to blame, the potential solutions, and the organization of a moral appeal around the

problem. Each of these elements can create disagreements. Norm contestation is not a

new phenomenon. Human rights groups are found to oppose other’s causes and fram-

ings among themselves (Bob, 2005, 2011; Hertel, 2006). Hadden’s work on climate

change found that organizations mobilized around a specific cause may disagree on

tactics, altering the agenda-setting process (2015). Yanacopulos studied three cam-

paigns on debt and poverty in her book - Jubilee 2000, Make Poverty History and

the IF campaign (2015). She documented the different views and ideologies behind

various NGOs’ ideas of social change and justice. For example, in the Jubilee 2000

campaign, ideological differences developed quickly and played out in the debt relief

versus debt cancellation split within the coalition. Friedman suggested that some

umbrella issues such as women’s rights may be able to unite different groups and
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social movements to challenge other political actors such as states and IGOs (2003).

However, they prone to break away from one another when it comes to the specific

issue each NGO focuses on and the way they frame the issue.

This study builds on these existing scholarship about the factors that lead to

synergy or conflict among NGOs. However, it departs from a dichotomous under-

standing of the relationships. The dynamics of NGO interactions have much more

nuances than just collaboration or competition. And these nuances can enrich the

understanding about their roles in global governance, and the implication for NGOs’

democratizing potential.

5.1.3 Capturing NGO interaction and internal politics through a territo-

rial perspective

The existing scholarship has provided rich knowledge about internal relationships

when NGOs interact with one another. This study extends this prior knowledge and

furthers our understanding of NGO internal politics with a “territoriality” perspec-

tive, supported by evidence from the women’s groups at the UNFCCC.

The concept of “territoriality” of NGO interaction is derived from the tradition in

international relations, an organizing principle of the international world of nation-

states (Onuf, 1989, 1994; Ruggie, 1993). As mentioned in Chapter two, this study

defines “territories” as the social-spatial configuration among NGOs as a result of

their interaction at the global governance institution. The NGO community encom-

passes sub-sets of actors and segments that differ from one another in terms of col-

laborative partners, the issue of focus, and the primary function each segment plays

in governance. I borrow three critical elements from the conceptualization of terri-

tory in conventional International Relations studies, that also underpin a territorial

understanding of NGO interactions.

The first element is a keen spatial awareness of the NGOs. On the one hand,

women’s NGOs recognize the necessity to construct their own space in a large ne-
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gotiation venue such as the UNFCCC annual summits. On the other hand, once

this collective common space is being carved out, different groups are aware of the

differences among each other. They tend to gravitate towards like-minded peers and

form different “territories.” The divisions occurred when different groups had varying

experience levels of engaging in UN governance. It also happens between the global

North NGOs and those from the global South.

A second feature is the social construction of the NGO territories. Rather than a

fixed designation, NGOs deliberately establish their territories and define their iden-

tities. To do so, they intentionally choose partners and themes and demonstrate the

fundamental role they seek to play in global governance. To convey what constitutes

one’s organizational identity, they collaborate with those with a similar vision and

carefully avoid others who do not share their philosophy. As a result, the like-minded

NGOs form a territory that enables specific messages. They show attachment to both

the collaborators and the collective meaning-building process they all commit to. The

conscious and active construction of one’s territory signals the differences and exclu-

sivity among the NGOs while simultaneously distinguishing between different clusters

of NGOs.

The final feature is that two concurrent processes mark the construction of NGO

collaboration territories. Just as national identity building often constitutes several

processes, NGO territory construction is dynamic rather than static. The two ongoing

processes are “consolidation” and “fragmentation.” On the one hand, for women’s

NGOs to have a broad and institutional recognition at the UNFCCC, they need to

carve out their own space in this giant arena. As discussed earlier, the UNFCCC

summits admit over 2000 non-state observers every year. In order not to drown out

their voices, NGOs need to establish what it means to link up gender and climate

change, and what policy claims they seek to institute for the negotiation. Through

this process, NGOs consolidate their understandings and beliefs. The consolidation

enables them to come together as a collective community. However, just as national

identity does not preclude varying sub-national level identities, fragmentation exists
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within the community of women’s NGOs. A collective identity involves the danger of

losing one’s distinctive organizational identity and autonomy. Therefore, inside the

community of NGOs working on women and climate issues, different NGOs engage

in an ongoing process to chisel a territory of their own, where they can layer on top

of the shared identity and mission, a unique identity of their own.

In what follows, I illustrate three types of territories constructed by the NGOs

through their interactions: the common territory, the contested territory, and the

divide and conquer. Through mapping out these territories, I highlight the three

elements discussed above. I also contribute to the current understanding of NGO

interactions by underscoring the nuances in their internal relations that are not merely

synergy-or-conflict, as well as the agency the NGOs employed when they construct,

occupy, and shape their territories and identities attached.

5.2 Methods and NGO cases

5.2.1 Ego network approach

In this chapter, I use the Side Events data collected from the UNFCCC archive to

construct individual collaborative networks for each of the groups. Visualizing and

analyzing the individual networks provide another angle to understand the collabo-

rative dynamics among the NGOs. The analysis not only displays the composition of

collaborators each NGO has had from 2003 to 2016, but also examines the structure of

the network, such as the level of connectivity among collaborators. Findings supple-

ment the interview data to illustrate the NGO interaction dynamics. Each individual

network (also called ego network) is composed of the immediate collaborators (alters)

of the NGO in focus (ego), as well as the relationship among the alters.

I couple the use of ego network analysis and in-depth interviews with NGO rep-

resentatives. Such an innovation is unique and informative. While the interviews

have generated many new insights and understandings about the way NGOs collab-

orate, ego networks can help visualize thes collaborative ties. As such, we are able
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to examine more directly whether the actual collaborative network of a given NGO

matches what its staffer said during an interview. The two methods can corroborate

one another, providing strong evidence of the findings.

Figure 5.1 is an example of the individual collaborative network of Asia Pacific Fo-

rum on Women, Law and Development (APWLD), a feminist NGO based in Malaysia.

APWLD is the organization in focus: its node has a red edge, and the label is also

red. The rest of the network includes its collaborators who have worked with AP-

WLD in at least one Side Event from 2003 to 2016. The size of a given node, or

organization, indicates the number of collaborators it has. The larger the node, the

more collaborator it has. For example, in Figure 5.1, GenderCC seems to be an actor

that has many collaborators. GenderCC is one of the most popular NGOs who had

37 collaborators during that time. In what follows, the ego networks of other NGOs

will be constructed in a similar way.

Fig. 5.1. Ego network of APWLD
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5.2.2 Interviews

In addition to the ego networks, this chapter also relies on the interview data I

have collected during the two UNFCCC COPs (2017 in Bonn, Germany, and 2018

in Katowice, Poland). At the two summits, I conducted open-ended, semi-structured

interviews with the above eleven groups. The main goal of the interviews is to gain a

description of actions and events from the NGO representatives. The information is

then used to establish an understanding of their collaborative behavior and strategies

at the UNFCCC summits.

Purposes of the interviews

While the quantitative and network analysis from the previous two chapters pro-

vide explanations of NGOs participation at the Side Events from a large scale, these

methods cannot extract the experience and points of view from the NGOs. As such,

I designed and conducted in-depth interviews, which is a valuable way of gaining a

description of actions and events. Conducting interviews is often the only way for

researchers to obtain information about events that took place in the past to which

researchers cannot gain observational access (Rubin & Rubin, 2011).

I adopted what Rubin and Rubin call the “interpretive constructionist approach”

(2011, 29) in my interviews, which is a best-fit approach for my goal to understand

the complex situations that involve NGO representatives’ experience, thought pro-

cess, and specific details. Rubin and Rubin defined this approach as opposed to a

“positivist approach.” In the latter approach, phenomena are analyzed in terms of

variables and the relationship among them (2011, 30). In contrast, to interpretive

constructionist researchers, how people view an object or event, and the meaning they

attribute to it is most critical. I employ the same perspective when contemplating

the purpose of the interviews.

Previously, quantitative and network analyses have shown evidence of different

strategies and patterns when it comes to NGO participation behavior. The interviews
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intend to determine what drives such differences as these NGOs plan their activities,

which cannot be captured by the other methods. Adopting the interpretive construc-

tionist approach, I assume the interviewees–the NGO representatives and staffers–to

be agentic individuals, who, through their experience at the UNFCCC, have devel-

oped their distinct perspectives and come to somewhat different conclusions about

the role of civil society and the advocacy strategies.

Therefore, in my interviews, I seek to elicit the interviewees’ views of their work

and the collaborative relationships they have experienced or observed. Rather than

looking for the average and ignoring the specific, I look for the particular and de-

tailed and try to build an understanding based on those specifics, as interpretive

constructionists would suggest (Berger et al., 1967).

Conducting interviews

I adopt a responsive interview strategy (Rubin & Rubin, 2011). This interview

model relies on the interpretive constructionist philosophy and emphasizes that the

interviewer and interviewee are both human beings rather than recording machines.

Therefore, the interviewer–that is, the author–stays flexible and adaptable to hear

what is said and change direction to catch insight or track down a theme whenever

necessary. The overall goal is to gather information and interpretations generated

from NGO practitioners who actively work in the UNFCCC field, to generate the

depth of understanding rather than breadth. I designed two stages of interviews.

In the first stage, the goal is to gain background information about women’s ac-

tivism at the UNFCCC. I identified and reached out to three organizations that have

been involved in this process the longest: GenderCC, Life e.V., and WEDO. Accord-

ing to the literature (Ciplet, 2014; Dankelman, 2010; Nagel, 2015), these groups were

the pioneers in engaging with the UN climate change negotiations. In addition, I also

use the snowballing method to ask for collaborators they see active in the COP space

and collaborative Side Events.
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Based on observation at the two COPs, and their recommendation, I compiled a

list of NGOs for interviews during the second stage. Two primary principles guided

my decision of interviewee selection. First, the NGOs I chose are the most active

advocates for women’s rights and gender equality at the COPs. Most of them have

been in the UN process for a relatively long time. They are the ones who founded the

Women and Gender Constituency and served as focal points for the Constituency;

they are also the central actors that coordinate the drafting of policy interventions

and speech deliveries and organize various Side Events with many partners. They

are likely to have the most comprehensive understanding of the UN process and the

impact of civil society. Second, these groups also differ in many aspects. They are

from different national origins; their understanding of the multilateral process and

civil society collective action varies. The in-depth interviews with these organizations

reveal many profound insights that are representative as well as divergent.

For the second stage, I developed more specific goals to understand NGO inter-

action. I seek to understand the UNFCCC and WGC contexts in which the NGOs

work, the influence that this context has on their collaboration strategy. I also look

for details about the process by which collaborations take place. Finally, I try to

identify any unanticipated phenomena that may generate new theories.

All interviews were conducted with the approval from Purdue University’s In-

stitutional Review Board (IRB protocol No. 1709019654). For both stages, each

interview lasted between 45 to 90 minutes in English and was recorded. A list of

interview questions can be found in Appendix G.

Coding and analyzing interviews

Once all interviews are concluded, they are transcribed and imported into the

qualitative coding software NVivo. To code the interviews, I went through the fol-

lowing four steps of iterative coding.

Step 1: preparation. As I transcribed the interview recordings, I wrote a summary

of the contents of the interview, including the name of the interviewee, the time and
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location of the interview, the reasons the interviewee was included in the study, and

how long the interview lasted. It also included the main points, a summary of what

might have been surprise, and what needs follow-up for clarification.

Step 2: recognitional coding based on the interview and literature. This is an

initial coding process where I found and labeled the concepts, themes, events, and

topical markers in the interviews. I first compiled a list of concepts and themes based

on the existing literature in global governance, as “global North,” “global South,”

“collaboration,” “IGOs,” “states,” etc. As I read through each document, I use a

brief label to code when these items occur. At the same time, I expanded the list by

labeling other concepts that repeatedly occurred in the interviews, such as “lobbying,”

“network,” “ecofeminism,” “justice,” etc. I also made topical markers where names

of places, people, organizations, and events.

Step 3: systematic coding. I then compared and wrote down different views on

similar concepts. For example, “gender mainstreaming” was mentioned by several

interviews with different attitudes. I created memos in NVivo to record these cases.

Similarly, I synthesized different accounts of the same events to put together an

understanding of the overall narrative. For example, I combined the mentioning of

REDD by two interviewees, adding a memo to the label. As I refined the meaning

of concepts or more precisely stated a theme, I also wrote down points and items I

might have missed during the initial recognition coding.

Step 4: elaborative coding overall. I made sure of the consistency across docu-

ments in this step. I consolidated concepts under overarching themes; for example,

different tasks mentioned by NGOs were gathered under “primary tasks.” Others

were expanded, and detailed labeling was added; for instance, disagreements among

NGOs were further classified by the underlying reasons for the disagreement, whether

it is the fundamental belief about global governance or the differences in issue foci.

Through these coding steps, I developed a codebook that can be found in Appendix

H.
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With the thoroughly coded data, I then proceed to the final analysis. As dis-

cussed earlier, the purpose of the interviews is to supply an understanding of NGO

collaborative strategy from their perspective. During the coding process, the con-

cept of “territoriality” jumped out a few times. Some NGO representatives referred

to the landscape for women’s activism at the UNFCCC as “territories,” others also

employed languages and descriptions closely associated with a sense of territory. For

example, one representative said, “NGOs coming to the space realize sooner or later

that one needs to speak a certain language to be part of the community.”1 Another

said, “When we first coming to the space, we need to understand how inclusive it

is.”2 “Territoriality” turned out to be a useful theme to consider the commonalities

and differences among NGO collaborations, as it encompasses a spatial awareness,

belongingness, and a process of both consolidating and fragmenting.

5.2.3 Sample cases of women’s groups at the UNFCCC

I focus here on six NGOs that have actively participated in the UNFCCC annual

summits. Below is a brief description of each of the NGOs. A summary of the groups

can also be found in the table below.

Women’s Environment and Development Organization (WEDO)3

Headquartered in New York City, Women‘s Environment and Development Or-

ganization was established in 1991 by former U.S. Congresswomen Bella Abzug and

feminist activist and journalist Mim Kelber. WEDO has been a leading women’s

NGO in many transnational venues. It is known for the ability to connect diverse

movements around the world, especially the Southern partners. According to its

website, “WEDO’s mission is to ensure that women’s rights; social, economic and

environmental justice; and sustainable development principles-as well as the link-

ages between them-are at the heart of global and national policies, programs and

1Lisa Göldner, interview by author, Bonn, Germany, November 15, 2017.
2Titi Akosa, interview by author, Katowice, Poland, December 14, 2018.
3Women’s Environment and Development Organization. (2012, August 10). OUR HerStory.
https://wedo.org/about-us-2/
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practices.”4 WEDO’s issue foci include global climate policy, sustainable cities and

transport, biodiversity, as well as natural resources related peace and conflict.

GenderCC-Women for Climate Justice (GenderCC)5

GenderCC is an organization that takes the form of network. It connects orga-

nizations, experts and activists from around the world that share the interest and

advocacy goal of women’s rights and climate justice, according to its introduction

on the website.6 It was born out of the COP13 in Bali, Indonesia, in 2007. Since

then, GenderCC has evolved in the context of UNFCCC and is now based in Berlin,

Germany. One of its missions is to help connect various organizations and individuals

within its network. In its vision statement on the website, GenderCC considers “the

challenges of climate change and gender injustice resemble each other, in that they

require the existing (and deeply flawed) systems of power, politics and economics

to be addressed and overcome.”7 Therefore, their work often extends beyond merely

mainstreaming gender language into the policies and decisions made at the global

level, and seeks structural changes regarding gender roles.

Women’s Environment and Climate Action Network (WECAN)8

Women’s Environment and Climate Action Network is a climate justice organi-

zation based in California with a focus on engaging women worldwide in advocacy

and movements. Similar to GenderCC, WECAN also focuses on the systemic change

and solutions to “the root causes of environmental degradation and socio-economic

inequality.”9 It engages frequently in direct action and attaches primary importance

to grassroots communities, both from the global North and the global South. Com-

paring to some other groups, they highlight the rights of nature, in addition to the

women’s rights.

4ibid.
5GenderCC. (2015, September 30). Who are we. https://gendercc.net/who-are-we.html
6ibid.
7ibid.
8Women’s Environment and Climate Action Network. (2019, March 19). ABOUT
THE WOMEN’S EARTH CLIMATE ACTION NETWORK (WECAN) INTERNATIONAL.
https://www.wecaninternational.org/about
9ibid.
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All India Women’s Conference (AIWC)10

Established in 1927 in India, AIWC is dedicated to the overall upliftment and

betterment of women and children. Domestic advocacy and service for women and

children are the backbone of AIWC, which has over 600 branches in India now. The

areas that AIWC focuses on are mainly around literacy, education, skill training,

economic involvement, and health. AIWC took up the climate change cause and

started to join the UNFCCC in 2011. They have been working in partnership with

other domestic and international agencies to implement climate change projects on

the ground.

Women Environmental Programme (WEP)11

WEP was established in 1997 by a group of women in Kaduna State in Nigeria,

in response to the environmental pollution by the industries in the region. Over the

years, WEP expanded its intervention to conflict transformation, climate change, and

governance issues. The essential missions of WEP include awareness-raising, natural

resource sustainability and management, capacity-building for relevant stakeholders,

and women and youth education on civil rights. While active in the domestic context,

WEP is also an observer in the UN system and an active focal point for other NGOs

in the West and Central Africa region.

Centre for 21st Century Issues (C21st)12

Also based in Nigeria, Centre for 21st Century Issues, focuses on a broader range of

issues related to inequality. This includes climate change, democracy and governance,

education, health, gender rights and equity, among other issues. While the advocacy

activities on other issues are mainly limited to the Nigerian domestic context, the

gender-and-climate focus has gained international publicity as C21st participate ac-

tively at the COPs.

10All India Women’s Conference. (2017, December 28). VISION AND MISSION.
http://www.aiwc.org.in
11Women Environmental Programme. (2018, August 11). BRIEF ABOUT US.
https://wepnigeria.net/index.php/brief-about-wep/
12Centre for 21st Century Issues. (2017, December 10). About.
https://c21stnigeria.wordpress.com/about/
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The choice of these six groups, out of a total of eleven groups,13 is based on two

primary reasons. First, these groups are the most active advocates for women’s rights

and gender equality at the COPs. Most of them have been in the UN process for a

long time. They are the ones who founded the Women and Gender Constituency and

served as focal points for the Constituency; they are also the central actors that coor-

dinate the drafting of policy interventions and speech deliveries and organize various

Side Events with many partners. They are likely to have the most comprehensive

understanding of the UN process and the impact of civil society.

Second, these groups also differ in many aspects. They are from different national

origins; their understanding of the multilateral process and civil society collective

action varies. The in-depth interviews with these organizations reveal many profound

insights that are representative as well as divergent. The purpose of this chapter is

to generate understanding and a new perspective about NGO collaborative strategy,

which can lead to future research programs and further theory testing based on larger

sample sizes.

13See Appendix A for a full list of organizations.
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During my time at the two UNFCCC COPs (2017 in Bonn, Germany and 2018 in

Katowice, Poland), I conducted open-ended, semi-structured interviews with a total

of eleven groups. The main goal of the interviews is to understand their advocacy

and collaboration at the UNFCCC, how they form alliances and manage coalitions,

and how such collective actions impact their advocacy. Each interview lasted from 45

minutes to 90 minutes. The recordings of interviews were then transcribed and ana-

lyzed in the qualitative coding software NVivo (QSR 2018) to trace themes, concepts,

and events.

5.3 Common territory

While the organizations I interviewed come from different origins and vary widely

in terms of resources, experience, and issue focus, they share some common grounds

and identity. Alluding to these commonalities reminds us of the importance of soli-

darity built on mutual understanding. A shared sense of urgency to raise awareness

inside the COPs leads to wide collaborations, as we have observed the growth of the

women’s groups’ network in Chapter 4. The mutual understanding enables them to

achieve a rather high level of publicity at the UN climate change summits.

While the organizations I interviewed come from different origins and vary widely

in terms of resources, experience, and issue focus, they all allude to a shared under-

standing that for women’s group to have an influence at the UNFCCC summits, they

need to establish themselves as relevant and legitimate political actors in the climate

change negotiation. An establishment, or a territory of their own, means they need to

advocate for their cause collectively for it to be heard, they need to gain institutional

recognition from the UNFCCC, and they need to cultivate broader understanding

and sympathy for women’s role in climate change. A common and collective territory

is not only beneficial but highly necessary for the women’s NGO to push their agenda

forward.
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Such a desire to establish solidarity based on commonalities, so that the women’s

voices can be recognized at the UNFCCC, is shared by many NGO staff I interviewed,

despite their varying origin, resources, and issue foci. A shared sense of urgency

to raise awareness inside the COPs leads to wide collaborations, as Chapter 4 has

illustrated the growth in such collaboration. This is a process through which the

NGOs build and consolidate their common territory of “women and climate change”

inside the UNFCCC. The mutual understanding enables them to achieve a rather high

level of publicity at the UN climate change summits. They construct such a common

space through collaboration, while at the same time compelled by the urgency to

establish an issue linkage between gender and climate change.

5.3.1 The necessity of collective action

All the organizations, both from the global North and South, recognized not only

the importance but also the necessity to work in collective efforts. For one reason,

NGOs realized the limited power they have, even though the threshold for entry is

rather low. John Baaki from WEP in Nigeria said, “The way we work here [in the

COPs], it is difficult to work as an independent organization, because your influence

may be very little.”14 Bridget Burns from WEDO made a similar comment: “it’s

impossible to work as one organization to follow all aspects of the process,“ and

“collective advocacy is necessary to be able to have an influence.” Furthermore, a

collaborative community like the Women and Gender Constituency serves as an “in-

formation hub”15 for those who join. An intergovernmental space like the UNFCCC

is filled with hundreds and thousands of other NGOs; and it can take a long time

for a single organization to navigate its territory. But when becoming a member of

the constituency, comprehensive and systematic information becomes readily avail-

able and organizations can identify targeted information much more quickly. Jessica

Cooke from Plan International in the UK, an international NGO focuses on advanc-

14John Baaki, interview by author, Katowice, Poland, December 11, 2018.
15Bridget Burns, interview by author via Skype, February 11, 2018.
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ing children’s rights and especially equality for girls, commented, “I’m still learning

who the key players are, but I’m hoping we can be one of the institution members

for the group [Women and Gender Constituency] next year and then we‘ll be able to

invest a lot more time and commitment in getting that message out there because

it’s quite difficult to be engaged the entire time.”16 Cooke’s concern of unable to

follow everything is partly answered by one primary function of the WGC: “[WGC is]

making sure everybody has the right information about when the meetings are and

what interventions [are happening].”17

5.3.2 The urgency of building issue linkage

A second common understanding is that a central goal of collaborations is to

establish awareness about the linkage between gender equality and climate change,

and to push for a gendered perspective when climate-related policies are negotiated

and made. To their credit, the women’s groups have successfully pushed the language

of gender responsiveness and awareness into some formal agreements and documents

such as the Paris Agreement in 2015 and the Gender Action Plan in 2017.18 Yet

despite mainstreaming the language, it is agreed among NGO representatives that

most of the people coming to the UN climate change summits still do not recognize

the connection between gender and the impacts of climate change. Göldner, a former

GenderCC staff, said during the interview, “You go into the climate movement and

say that you’re involved in this process as a feminist, often it’s the first time people

ever hear that gender equality and climate have something to do with each other.”19

Cooke shared the responses she got when she explained to people how child marriage

becomes more common during post-disasters and rising menaces of food shortage

16Jessica Cooke, interview by author, Katowice, Poland, December 10, 2018.
17Bridget Burns, interview by author via Skype, February 11, 2018.
18Lisa Göldner, interview by author, Bonn, Germany, November 15, 2017.
19ibid.
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and natural resources scarcity. “They were shocked; it’s evident that this is not in

anyone’s head here.”20

The women’s groups went beyond just complaints and frustration over ignorance.

They recognized the many social, political, and economic factors that interact with

climate change when coupled together can further exacerbate gender inequality. Hwei

Mian Lim of the Asian-Pacific Resource and Research Center for Women (ARROW)

pointed out, “the interlinkage between climate change and women’s rights is just

not direct. There are many other contributing factors involved, such as poverty.”21

Gotelind Alber, one of the cofounders of GenderCC, dug deeper into the issue when

she explained a feminist approach to understand climate impacts.22 According to

her, the ignorance stems from the deeply rooted social institutions and norms based

on masculinity. The current understanding of climate change as a collective action

problem and the neoliberal economic context in which climate debate takes place

need to be challenged and unsettled. She said:23

There is a structural level of gender roles. It means that in our societies,
the male is considered the norm. Female is just a deviation from the
norm. . . We believe that a major issue is the care economy as opposed
to the so-called productive economy, and all the institutions and power
behind it.

The logic of a productive economy is about producing as much as possible, with

input or resources that are as cheap as possible. Fossil fuel is one of the resources

that drive this model of economy while it produces the most greenhouse gas. She

gave an example of urban design and development, to illustrate how deeply instilled

the masculine approach is in everyday life.24

A working man goes around in a car. He lives at home in a nice remote
area. Then he goes to work, and he comes back. But what about the
caregivers like women? They’re so remote from the services to all these
kinds of things. And this creates a lot of emissions.

20Jessica Cooke, interview by author, Katowice, Poland, December 10, 2018.
21Hwei Mian Lim, interview by author, Katowice, Poland, December 14, 2018.
22Gotelind Alber, interview by author, Bonn, Germany, November 19, 2017.
23ibid.
24ibid.
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In a project that Alber is working on, experts are developing urban planning for

cities in three countries, South Africa, Indonesia, and India, to integrate the care

economy and the needs of women and caregivers into city planning, while at the same

time reduce emissions through such planning.25 Her insight on the structural prob-

lem–a masculine approach towards economic development–underlying both climate

change and gender inequality is shared by others too.26

While the organizations I interviewed come from different origins and vary widely

in terms of resources, experience, and issue focus, they all allude to a shared un-

derstanding that for women’s group to have an influence at the UNFCCC summits,

they need to establish themselves as relevant and legit political actors in the climate

change negotiation. An establishment, or a territory of their own, means they need to

advocate for their cause collectively for it to be heard, they need to gain institutional

recognition from the UNFCCC, and they need to cultivate broader understanding

and sympathy for women’s role in climate change. A common and collective territory

is not only beneficial but highly necessary for the women’s NGO to push their agenda

forward. Such a desire to establish solidarity based on commonalities, so that the

women’s voices can be recognized at the UNFCCC, is shared by many NGO staff I

interviewed, despite their varying origin, resources, and issue foci. A shared sense of

urgency to raise awareness inside the COPs leads to wide collaborations, as Chapter 4

has illustrated the growth in such collaboration. This is a process through which the

NGOs build and consolidate their common territory of “women and climate change”

inside the UNFCCC. The mutual understanding enables them to achieve a rather high

level of publicity at the UN climate change summits. They construct such a common

space through collaboration, while at the same time compelled by the urgency to

establish an issue linkage between gender and climate change.

25GenderCC. (2017, April 7). The Gender into Urban Climate Change Initiative. GenderCC.
https://gendercc.net/our-work/current-projects/gender-into-urban-climate-change-initiative/2019-
international-meeting.html
26Titi Akosa, interview by author, Katowice, Poland, December 14, 2018; Hwei Mian Lim, interview
by author, Katowice, Poland, December 14, 2018.
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Through the NGOs’ collaborative efforts and intentionally raising the profile of

a gender-sensitive perspective for climate change, they successfully gained the insti-

tutional recognition as a constituency in 2010, discussed earlier in Chapter 4. The

establishment of the Women and Gender Constituency is only a starting point for

them to consolidating their territory. At every COP, all Side Events with a women

and gender focus, as well as the intervention at the plenaries, send a consistent and

uniform message that women’s voices and actions matter. So far the women’s NGOs

have achieved substantial success at consolidating their common territory and iden-

tity at the UNFCCC, both through the institutional recognition of them as an official

constituency to the negotiation process, but also thanks to their persistent collective

action to highlight their relevancy in climate matters.

5.4 Fragmenting the territory: the North, the South, and beyond

As the women’s NGOs establish a collective identity and territory, these organi-

zations and practitioners are also sober and realistic professionals. They can differ

with one another on many fronts, which can breed conflicts and struggles. Once we

look inside this territory constructed by the women’s groups collectively, we also see

traces of fragmentation.

Fragmentation does not necessarily mean confrontational or conflictual. A frag-

mented territory points to the effort that different political actors pour into establish-

ing their own identity. “Women” or “gender” is an umbrella term that encompasses

various meanings and aspects. Such a broad category does draw various women’s

groups to connect and build a collective territory. At the same time, NGOs are aware

of the danger of having their own distinctive identity blurred or confused with the

common identity. As such, they intentionally create their own spaces to differenti-

ate themselves from others who may not share their visions. As a result, they set

up their own territories with a particular message, and include partners with similar

visions. This creates a fragmented landscape of women’s NGOs. Another type of



172

fragmentation may be less of a result of the disagreement in fundamental visions, but

it simply comes from a division of primary tasks. NGOs come to the UNFCCC space

with their missions. Some focus on lobbying and intend to influence the negotiation

process; others only want to network and learn. This fosters a division of labor.

Therefore, a fragmented territory captures the many kinds of differences NGOs have

when they are involved in an intergovernmental venue. It can be their fundamental

belief about their role and vision, or it can be a divergence in issue focus and tasks.

In the detailed accounts below, what stands out is the strong spatial awareness and

NGOs’ social construction efforts. Throughout the interviews, almost all interviewees

conveyed a strong understanding of “this is who we are” and “this is what we do.” In

other words, they are very clear about what they would not involve in. They know

the territory they occupy, and they would not trespass that of others, simply because

the land of others does not align with their identity and mission. In what follows, I

discuss several “territorialities” that are mentioned in the interviews and supported

by evidence from the NGOs’ collaborative network data. Some of them may be more

conflictual, while others are similar to the division of labor. “Territoriality” is an

overarching theme to capture all these differences.

5.4.1 A North-South territory: shared with inequality

During my interviews with various NGO representatives, one clear recognition

is the difference and divisiveness between organizations from the global North and

those from the global South. It seems that the Northern NGOs were the first ones

that started to establish a women’s advocacy space at the UNFCCC summits. As the

brief history of the women’s activism in Chapter 1 suggested, in the 2000s, NGOs such

as WEDO, GenderCC, and Women in Europe for a Common Future (WECF) were

the earliest observers that initiated the agenda and demand for “gender-responsive”

climate change policymaking. As they established a territory for the women’s cause,
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more and more NGOs joined the space. But the latecomers, oftentimes Southern

groups, have felt to some extent an exclusivity.

During the earlier years of their participation at the UNFCCC process, some

Southern groups felt an exclusion from the North. Some of these Southern groups

have engaged in the environmental movement and climate change governance for a

long time–since early 2000. However, during the 2007-2008 time period, when the

women’s groups gathered together at the UNFCCC space to plan for institutional-

ized participation and bolster their political influence (Nagel, 2015), some of these

Southern groups felt being excluded from the initial caucus on participation strategy.

The Southern groups still participated and gathered together with their Northern

peers at the COPs. But the exclusion from major decision makings was felt keenly.

One NGO representative from the South told me that, at COP14 in 2008, during an

advocacy action organized by the newly created women and gender caucus, they felt

like “outsiders and strangers.” This interviewee then explained,27

There are activists from the global North who have been in the space
before we came in. So they may have a better understanding of how
the space is organized. But we had no idea as to whether [the space
was] exclusive or inclusive. All we wanted to do was to know what was
happening and be part of it.

However, as time passes, the once ”newcomers” are gradually “assimilated” into

the space. The initial separation seems to be ameliorated as the advocacy effort at

UNFCCC COPs matures over the years.

The establishment of the Women and Gender Constituency came with a specific

request of two focal points–that is, the liaison between NGOs and the UNFCCC secre-

tariat, one from the global North and the other from the South. They also coordinate

to set the agenda and organize various advocacy activities for the Constituency. This

ensures that all NGOs can legitimately claim this space of their own, regardless of

their geographic origin. The segregation between the North and the South seems to

have been eliminated.Baaki commented, “The divide is not set. There is no agenda

27Anonymous interviewee, interview by author, Katowice, Poland, December 14, 2018.
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for the global South. There is no agenda for the global North. You have an agenda for

the Women and Gender Constituency.”28 During my observation at the two COPs,

it was evident that the daily morning caucuses and information sharing sessions were

very inclusive to all groups working on women’s rights and gender equality. The focal

points and other leadership of the Constituency have been intentionally fostering a

sense of solidarity.

However, the differences between the North and South always exist and NGOs

are sensible to that. The differences include funding, experience, and connectivity

with other political actors. For example, Lim said, “it’s always the Northern groups

that are more active because they have the funds. And they are the ones with

the funds, so they work in collaboration with the Southern NGOs.”29 An anonymous

interviewee made the observation that some Northern groups still exercise their power

through events such as the election of focal points, which caused controversies and

mistrust.30 According to this interviewee, some Northern groups, with their more

extensive network and influence, as well as the funder-recipient relationship with

other groups in the constituency, can appoint and support a Southern focal point of

their own choice.

As a result, while the two sides share a common territory, both sides are aware of

the divide. What’s more, due to the unequal resources and power relations, the claim

of the territory by Northern NGOs and Southern NGOs is unequal. The data collected

from the UNFCCC archive also confirm the disparity between the North and the

South. Overall, Northern NGOs attracts more collaborators; more Northern groups

are playing a broker’s role that connects different parts of the network. To explore

this dynamic, I draw on the network data to compare centrality scores between the

Northern groups and the Southern ones. In network analysis, centrality is a measure

that indicates the importance of any given node. Different types of centrality suggest

different kinds of significance. I extracted the scores for three types of centrality:

28John Baaki, interview by author, Katowice, Poland, December 11, 2018.
29Hwei Mian Lim, interview by author, Katowice, Poland, December 14, 2018.
30Anonymous interviewee, interview by author, Katowice, Poland, December 15, 2018.
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degree centrality, betweenness, and eigenvector centrality. Degree centrality is the

number of links a node has. It is often used as an indicator of popularity (Mizruchi

& Potts, 1998). Here, it represents the number of collaborators any given NGO has.

The higher the degree centrality, the more collaborators one has. Betweenness is the

extent to which a node lies between other nodes. High betweenness of a node often

implies that other nodes are dependent on it access to information or valued goods

(Kolaczyk et al., 2009). Nodes with high betweenness, in this case, are those who

can connect other actors in the network that are not otherwise linked, like a broker.

Finally, eigenvector centrality is a measure that assigns a higher weight to nodes that

are connected to other central nodes (J. Fowler et al., 2007). It measures the extent

to which any given actor in the network is connected with other important actors.

Figure 5.2 shows the comparison for all three centralities between the North and the

South.

The left panel compares the degree centrality. We can see that, on average, North-

ern NGOs have more collaborators than Southern groups. Moreover, the North has

more groups that seem to have attracted many partners than the average. Eight out-

liers are detected on the North sides (listed in the top panel of Figure 5.2). Among

themselves, the number of collaborators ranges from 20 to 47, with an average of

30 collaborators per group, whereas even the top group from the South has only 18

collaborators (see bottom panel of Figure 5.3).

The middle panel shows that average betweenness is almost the same between the

North and the South. However, nineteen Northern groups have relatively high scores

and are more likely to occupy positions that function as brokers, while only three

Southern groups exhibit higher scores than average. Northern NGOs are thus likely

to be the connectors of the entire collaborative network.

Finally, the right panel of Figure 5.2 tells a slightly different story. The mean

eigenvector centrality of the Southern groups is slightly higher than the North. Be-

cause the most central nodes are Northern NGOs, the comparison indicates that

Southern participants are more drawn to the influential Northern groups. Compared
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with Northern groups, they are more inclined to collaborate with the most influential

actors in the network. At the same time, the top outliers from the North overlap

entirely with the eight Northern NGOs that have the highest degree centralities (left

panel of Figure 5.3). This means that, in addition to their ability to attract many

Southern partners, they also work closely with one another.
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So far, we have examined the divide through a dichotomous, North-South lens.

But if we stop here, we would miss out on the many interesting nuances happen

inside either the Northern or the Southern communities. The NGOs’ awareness of a

territorial divide and their active social construction of their own space go beyond a

simple line between the North and the South. In what follows, I highlight some of the

differences among the most prominent and influential Northern groups, then unpack

the diversity among the Southern NGOs.

5.4.2 Northern NGOs: who is in and who is out?

When we think about big, international NGOs from the industrialized countries

that engage in global environment and climate change governance, we recall big names

such as Greenpeace, World Wildlife Fund, or Friends of the Earth. Scholars consider

these influential organizations as capable of setting global agendas and frame issues,

telling other actors what issues are important and how to think about them, often

according to cosmopolitan principles (Stroup & Wong, 2017). In their study, Stroup

and Wong acknowledged that these groups are not unified by strategies or issues they

address. Diversity among themselves is often recognized but less often studied. The

example of the women’s groups at climate governance illustrates some fundamental

differences among the most influential women’s NGOs. The disagreement lies in their

views about how to engage in global climate change governance and is manifested by

their different collaborative strategies at the UN venue.

The northern groups I interviewed not only possess differences, but they are also

very clear and explicit about such divergence. It is reflected in their comments when

they compare themselves with other Northern NGOs. Each differentiates itself with

certain characteristics. Some highlight their capability to integrate researchers, sci-

entists, and UN agencies. Others are eager to distinguish themselves by distancing

from the above political actors. Collaborative events and partnerships are the means

through which they eventually hope to establish their unique position and identity at
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the intersection of gender and climate change. They are careful not to become too

isomorphic with other Northern groups, lest their own identities lost in the midst.

Therefore, we can observe a fragmented territorial divide among the Northern groups

based on their fundamental belief about the role of their organization.

Among the NGOs I have interviewed, WEDO, GenderCC, and WECAN are some

of the most active members of the women and gender community at the UNFCCC.

All three organizations are originated from the global North, and core activities of the

organizations such as strategy planning and coordinating still happen in the North.

Women’s rights and climate justice are issues they commonly address. So how can

we observe their differences? In Figure 5.4, I map out the ego network for each of

the three organizations. Figure 5.5 combines the three ego networks to include all

NGOs collaborating with WEDO, GenderCC, and WECAN, as well as ties among

all these nodes. A visual comparison reveals two observations. First, the types of

collaborators (i.e. NGOs, IGOs, states) each organization has in the ego network are

different. The different colors of the nodes indicate the type (NGOs = blue, IGOs

= yellow, states = dark purple). Second, WEDO and GenderCC have much overlap

with each other, while WECAN’s network is segregated and seems to occupy its own

territory. The interviews with these three groups can help explain the differences we

observe.

WEDO: conglomeration strategy

From the network visualization, it is evident that WEDO has collaborated with

most IGOs, including eight UN agencies, followed by GenderCC (five UN agencies

and the European Union). In contrast, WECAN has not collaborated with any of the

IGOs. The variation reflects a fundamental difference in these organization’s beliefs

about how civil society should engage in global climate governance. WEDO has

endorsed the role of a conglomerator from the beginning. GenderCC and WECAN,

with varying degrees, seek to remain a distance from the UN agencies. Burns shared

the background history of WEDO that, before the Women and Gender Constituency
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was established in the UNFCCC, another alliance, Global Gender Climate Alliance,

was formed outside of the UNFCCC process. WEDO was a cofounder. Its purpose

was to “bring UN agencies, NGOs, and academics together on this issue.”31 When

WEDO started to engage with the UNFCCC process actively around 2010, it brought

along the United Nations Development Program (UNDP) into the venue. Since then,

it has had numerous collaborative events with the UNDP. And WEDO saw itself as

working on a “conglomeration”32 process to bring different types of actors together.

31Bridget Burns, interview by author via Skype, February 11, 2018.
32ibid.
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Fig. 5.5. Combined network of WEDO, GenderCC, and WECAN

To find evidence from their collaborative networks, I conducted a heterogeneity

analysis. A heterogeneity analysis examines how diverse the alters are in any given

ego’s network. In this case, it finds out whether a given NGO’s collaborative network

contains different types of political actors and how diverse is the composition. Since

type is a categorical variable (NGOs, IGOs, states, and others.), I employ Blau’s Index

and Agresti’s Index of Qualitative Variation (IQV) (See Appendix I for the calculation

formulas.) as two indicators for heterogeneity or diversity measure. Both measures

take on values between 1 and 0. The closer the score is to 1, the more diverse the

alters are. The closer it is to 0, the more homogenous the alters are. Results resonate

with Burns’ comments about WEDO’s conglomerating strategy. The Blau’s Index

for WEDO is 0.616, whereas the average score among Northern NGOs is 0.302. (The

maximum score for a categorical variable with 4 categories is 1− 1
4

= 0.75.) WEDO’s

IQV is 0.821, comparing to the average of 0.504. In comparison, WECAN’s diversity

measure is zero on both measures. The table below summarizes the heterogeneity

scores among the focal NGOs.

GenderCC: Keeping a safe distance

However, by the time WEDO joined, GenderCC has already been working on the

gender and climate issue in UNFCCC for several years. WEDO recognized that when
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Table 5.2.
Heterogeneity score of NGOs’ collaborators.

NGOs Blau’s Index IQV
WEDO 0.616 0.821

GenderCC 0.673 0.898
WECAN 0 0

Average Northern NGOs 0.302 0.504

big IGOs such as the UN agencies are involved, “They need to have a big show of

power. They need to work with countries. They have a very particular way of working

that’s different from civil society. And I think there was not a mesh.”33 There was a

“mistrust” between the early members such as GenderCC and the newcomer–GGCA,

led by WEDO and other big UN agencies, whether “the other side is taking up too

much space [at the UNFCCC].”34

The different attitude towards the UN agencies is not just a matter of who came

to the game earlier. It stems out of a more rudimentary understanding of the nature

of advocacy and movement. WEDO would be considered an “insider” type of NGO

by social movement scholars (Della Porta & Kriesi, 1999; Della Porta & Tarrow, 2005;

Smith & Wiest, 2012) that seek engagement with the existing governance system. In

contrast, GenderCC, and moreover WECAN, leaned towards the role of an “outsider”

who is more aggressive and radical, at times exhibiting some form of hostility towards

existing power structure.

The contrast has created tension among the groups, especially during earlier years.

Burns described an event where WEDO collaborated in a program focusing on inte-

grating women’s rights into the planning of Reducing Emission from Deforestation

and Degradation (REDD).35 Many environmental groups who focus on social justice

issues often accused the REDD program, initiated by the UN, of having provided

businesses with an excuse to treat forests like commodities to be bought and sold for

33ibid.
34ibid.
35ibid.
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profit, rather than reducing their emission. These more aggressive groups, therefore,

have been vehemently opposing it. So when WEDO collaborated on a REDD project,

to some other women’s groups, it is seen as a conformist approach to help prioritize

the interests of industry over grassroots. Burns said, “It caused a schism. It was

the worst COP of my life. Among the women’s groups, WEDO was almost banned

from ever coming back to the UNFCCC.”36 Alber commented on GGCA that “When

GGCA was created, we were asked to join. But at that point, we didn‘t want to join

because of the alliance between UN agencies and NGOs. . . We weren‘t sure how this

would evolve, and we wanted to be free to express our own [opinion].”37

Over time, GenderCC has become less hostile towards the UN in general. This

change of attitude is because GenderCC was designed and established to link gender

and climate change in the UNFCCC arena, and it was born after the initial caucuses

at the UNFCCC (Nagel, 2015). Alber later added, “I would say there are other

organizations that are willing to work more closely with UN organizations. We found

the collaboration with the UNFCCC group secretariat was ok, but we wouldn’t like

to be too close.”38 Her remarks about the Reducing Emission from Deforestation and

Degradation program (REDD) also resonated with Bridget Burns’ experience: “We

could manage to find common ground. But it was really difficult. For instance, there

were very different positions of market-based [mechanism], such as the REDD. . . there

were other organizations who were in favor of REDD and who did projects on how to

make REDD more gender-sensitive, and we said it doesn’t make sense.” Disagreement

on issues like the UN-REDD program, and the understanding of civil society advocacy,

led WEDO and GenderCC to foster different relationships with the UN agencies.

WECAN: Complete distinction

On the issue of whether IGOs and other central actors should be included in

NGO alliances, WECAN takes on an even more radical stance. Burns mentioned

36ibid.
37Gotelind Alber, interview by author, Bonn, Germany, November 19, 2017.
38ibid.
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WECAN by saying, “[WECAN] for example is one of our constituency members who

doesn’t actively engage in our positions and I know has a completely different theory

of change than WEDO, not just WEDO, but different than the constituency does.

But somehow, they still remain active members of the constituency. I don’t really

know how it’s working, but it is.”39 Elaine Colligan from WECAN talked about

the difference between WECAN and some of the other women’s groups: “I don’t

think WECAN works as much with the heads of NGOs who are doing more like

development projects. . . I think the focus [of WECAN] is more about advocacy and

the protection of natural areas and the rights of nature and the protection of human

rights and dignity.”40

The themes of the Side Events organized by WECAN and others like WEDO or

GenderCC further support such comments. While other groups focus on showcasing

the projects led by women, be it technological innovations of cookstoves or irrigation

systems, WECAN highlights the grievances and the unheard voices of women from

indigenous people and remote areas. For example, one highly visible Side Event co-

hosted by WEDO, GenderCC, and other major players of the WGC is the annual

Gender-Just Climate Solution Award Ceremony. Each year, three grassroot organiza-

tions are selected as the awardee. Their efforts in climate adaptation are highlighted.

During my observations and according to the data from UNFCCC Archive, this event

always involves UN agencies (official from United Nations Industrial Development Or-

ganization), and some high-level ministers (Policy Director from the President’s office

of Fiji, for example). At the same time, at a Side Event organized by WECAN in

2018, they engaged grassroots and indigenous women leaders to talk about climate

justice, fossil fuel resistance, and protection of women land defenders. Both the for-

mat and message were more radical and aggressive. One event emphasizes the role of

women as the agent of actions; the other emphasizes the exposure of injustice and the

claim of justice and rights. Colligan went on further to distinguish WECAN, “We are

not part of these groups [referring to GenderCC and others], and we do not pretend to

39Bridget Burns, interview by author via Skype, February 11, 2018.
40Elaine Colligan, interview by author, Katowice, Poland, December 13, 2018.
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be.”41 From the visualization of the three Northern NGOs, we also find evidence (see

Figure 5.5 and 5.6): the networks of WEDO and GenderCC share a number of com-

mon collaborators, whereas WECAN’s network has almost no overlap with the other

two big players, except through one NGO, the Global Forest Coalition. A commu-

nity detection analysis also suggests a distinct territory occupied by WECAN and its

partners, while the rest of the network is mixed. While WEDO and GenderCC have

some differences in understanding the process, they still collaborate in Side Events

and involve in a mutual circle of “friends.” But WECAN neither associates itself with

the other big NGOs nor does it collaborate with the other NGOs who have ties with

WEDO and GenderCC. It needs to be noted that, while the groups mentioned above

have commented on their differences, the tone and the actual interaction at the COPs

are very collegial, according to the observation of the author. Overall, as experienced

international NGOs, they are clear about the differences, while conflicts may arise

at times, they are still able to share the space, each attracting a large number of

NGOs to work collectively. Like Alber said during the interview, “There are quite a

lot of struggles, but while we dialogue, I think we manage quite well to find common

grounds.”42

The in-depth conversations with the above three prominent women’s groups from

the global North have added insights into how internal differences drive them to es-

tablish a distinct territory of their own. Figure 5.6 further visualizes the metaphor

of NGO “territory,” where there is a clear cleavage between WECAN and the other

Northern groups. It is striking, in these three examples, that NGOs not only dif-

fer, but they intentionally distinguish themselves from others who do not share their

fundamental beliefs about NGO advocacy. Their collaborative strategy and the part-

nerships reflect a strong awareness of what space they occupy and what territory they

would not set their foot on. This is also a process through which they actively use

collaborative events and other modes of communication to construct their identity

and how it differs from that of others.

41ibid.
42Gotelind Alber, interview by author, Bonn, Germany, November 19, 2017.
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Fig. 5.6. Community detected among WEDO, GenderCC, and WECAN

5.4.3 Southern NGOs: what shall do we do here?

Territorial fragmentation is found among the Southern NGOs as well. After exam-

ining the difference among three active, Northern groups, I now turn to the Southern

NGOs’ community to examine their different strategies in collaboration, as well as

the resulting territorial divide. Unlike the Northern NGOs, the Southern groups are

different according to their tasks and missions in this space. Due to the resource

constraints, most Southern NGOs are only capable of sending a small delegation to

the climate summits. To them, this is a costly endeavor; therefore, they have to

focus on one or two specific tasks rather than spreading their efforts too broad. Some

consider lobbying national delegates their primary task; others concentrate on build-

ing a network and learn from others’ experience. Unlike the Northern groups who

may disagree with one another strongly on the advocacy messages and strategies,

Southern groups do not engage in direct discord with one another. However, as they

each focus on their task, they carve out their territory without overlapping. This

is a different kind of territorial fragmentation resulting from the uncoordinated but

concurrent division of labor. In addition, the Southern groups, despite their relatively

scant resource and staff, show political savvies and prudence about what they do and
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what they do not engage in at the UNFCCC space. Their primary tasks direct Their

spatial awareness, be it lobbying or networking. They also consciously construct their

own space, by building connections among different actors and acting as brokers for

otherwise isolated groups.

To illustrate such territorial fragmentation, I use the analyses of and interviews

with All India Women’s Conferences (AIWC), Centre for 21st Century Issues (C21st

hereafter), and Women Environmental Programme (WEP). Compared to many other

groups from the global South, these three are among the most active and visible at

the UNFCCC COPs. They may not be able to send a large delegation each year,

often just two or three representatives, but they still manage to collaborate in Side

Events with other groups. Figure 5.7 depicts their individual networks from 2003 to

2016.

First, AIWC seems to have a larger network than the other two. Second, AIWC

and WEP, when compared with C21st, have more prominent and more active col-

laborators such as the Women Engaged for a Common Future (WECF) and WEDO,

whereas C21st have smaller and less active partners. Finally, all three organizations

seem to be in positions that connect some groups who would otherwise become iso-

lated in the network. Again, the interviews with these groups explain, to some extent,

the variations in their ego networks. These representatives have very different insights

in terms of their missions at the UNFCCC COPs, as well as their relationship with

the Northern NGOs.
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Missions: policy intervention or networking?

NGOs join a multilateral process with different goals (Lövbrand et al., 2017). The

interviewees illustrated the divergence with their own experience. For AIWC, policy

intervention or lobbying national delegates has never been a focus. The group has

been joining COP for many years, and one of its representatives, Kalyani Raj, has

been the focal point for WGC for the past few years. For AIWC, joining an IGO

space like UNFCCC is about networking, learn, and collaborating on projects. The

reasons for not engaging in the multilateral process are three-fold: 1) the lack of

experience, 2) the disconnect from the local level, and 3) the actual usefulness of

policy intervention.

For the first reason, Usha Nair from AIWC said, “we didn’t have any prior expe-

rience at policy level interventions or lobbying at the international level.”43 Interest-

ingly, though other groups highly regarded it as an active and long-term member of

the WGC, Nair called AIWC, “We are babies making the entry.” 44

A second reason Nair considered is whether the outcome can be translated easily

to the national and local levels. If the outcome is only a lip-service at these giant

UN summits, it is not likely to make a change in terms of local implementation. In

particular, she said:45

[It can be] disappointing that, if I am part of this talking but then I
go back to the grassroots, to women at the town level and village level.
The effort we gave here to put our agenda into the agreement, Paris
Agreement or whatever is not going to implement at those levels. It’s
very important to link day-to-day life for women, more [important to]
take care of the interest of women and children of the community back
at home.

The concern is shared by Northern NGOs such as WEDO. When asked about the

biggest challenges of women’s groups’ participation at the UNFCCC, Burns said:46

43Usha Nair, interview by author, Bonn, Germany, November 16, 2017.
44ibid.
45Usha Nair, interview by author, Bonn, Germany, November 16, 2017.
46Bridget Burns, interview by author via Skype, February 11, 2018.



191

[One challenge is] how we can create networks that really link the work
that is happening at the international levels to national levels. We
have that through the partners. . . But having really dedicated channels
where there are feeding back and sharing information is very ad hoc
and uncommon. And I think it’s a challenge to have the impact we
could and should have.

Finally, not engaging in the policy negotiation process at the COPs, to Nair, is

simply because no one listens. She referred expressly to the intervention or speech

that each NGO constituency can deliver to the plenary. Usually, one member of the

constituency takes the floor at the end of the session, and deliver a formal speech for

two minutes, calling for attention and action for the specific concern the constituency

is addressing, such as women’s rights and indigenous rights. While some applaud this

opportunity as another channel for NGOs to voice, the usefulness of the intervention

is nevertheless questioned. Nair commented:47

Over the years, I’ve come to really doubt whether that is of any impor-
tance at all, whether anybody listens. It’s [referring to the constituen-
cies’ interventions] all put up on the website. Maybe a few countries
go through it and read what we are saying. But I think generally
NGO concerns are sidelined. Especially gender, they [national dele-
gates] think it’s one that can be disposed of very easily, one that is
easily compromised on.

Göldner also reflected on such interventions:48

Many times, you speak at the very end when everyone else has already
left the room, so you’re speaking pretty much to the person who’s
starting the vacuum cleaner, so it’s very frustrating. Of course, you’ll
deliver the intervention because you want to be seen and want to be
seen as an observer group. But is it going to change anything in the
process?

But not all NGOs agree on this. Some groups regard it highly essential to exert

their influence in the negotiation and policy making process. For these women’s

groups, mainstreaming language of gender into formal negotiation agenda and official

documents is a priority. Baaki said, “What our organization looks out for in the

negotiations is to ensure that gender considerations are being added in the texts

47Usha Nair, interview by author, Bonn, Germany, November 16, 2017.
48Lisa Göldner, interview by author, Bonn, Germany, November 15,2017.
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or policies and programs that come out of the negotiation. . . This is our number

one task.”49 Their strategy is centered around lobbying. Baaki continued to say,

“We do that [push for gender mainstreaming] through lobbying. We are an observer

organization, and negotiations are done by parties [national delegates]. So if you

want anything to change in the text or if you want to influence anything in the text,

you have to do it through the parties.”50 Titi Akosa from C21st also stressed the

importance of gender mainstreaming:51

For instance, when we saw that human rights and gender language have
been removed from the adaptation communication, we all quickly went
to town to insist that it be restored back. I decided to talk to the chair
of the African Group of Negotiators. This language is really important
for those in Africa. We are whom climate change is going to hit the
hardest. If we don’t report on gender aspects of communication, then
nobody is going to know what is happening on the ground. It’s very,
very important to be part of the rule book.

Organizations like WEP and C21st not only see the policy intervention as a neces-

sity, they also have a set of strategies for lobbying. WEP representatives would “find

a way of having a relationship with parties.”52 Baaki said, “We have meetings with

them to present our position, and [urge] them bringing these issues when going into

negotiations. . . We do it with our government as well as other governments. When

you come here, it is not only your government that matters.”53 They see the difficulty

in the process too, as Baaki further mentioned that:54

every group is coming here with different positions they have brought
from home. . . It is not likely that every party agrees with your po-
sition. . . Even if a party decides to adopt your position and present
it during the negotiation, there will be debate until the consensus is
reached among all countries.

Different Southern NGOs adopt very divergent approaches toward policy inter-

vention with the goal of gender mainstreaming. At the same time, they can only

49John Baaki, interview by author, Katowice, Poland, December 11, 2018.
50ibid.
51Titi Akosa, interview by author, Katowice, Poland, December 14, 2018.
52John Baaki, interview by author, Katowice, Poland, December 11, 2018.
53ibid.
54ibid.
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deploy no more than a handful of staff to attend COPs. When these two factors are

combined, we see that if a Southern NGO seeks to engage in lobbying, it would have

fewer human resources to collaborate with other NGOs. Therefore, smaller collabo-

rative networks would form from activities such as Side Events, where the main goal

is usually showcasing and networking, rather than targeted lobbying. On the other

hand, when a Southern NGO, such as the AIWC, decides that it would dedicate time

and resources mainly to networking and learning, it is more likely to form more ties

with other NGOs. Empirically, we would observe a larger collaborative network. Nair

said:55

Our major gain at the COPs as an observer has been meeting with
other civil society workers who run other organizations. Our main
reason being here is to interact with them and sharing experiences. . . We
have learned from the senior colleagues within the constituency. Like
GenderCC. We’ve learned from them, and we have been working along
with them.

As such, comparing the individual networks of AIWC with those of WEP and

C21st, it is evident that not only is AIWC’s network larger; it also includes a diverse

range of collaborators, including UN agencies, NGOs from both North and South.

Cozy up with the Northern NGOs?

Another crucial division among Southern groups is their attitude about working

with Northern NGOs. While no one would deny that many Southern groups have

to rely on the funding from their Northern counterparts, each organization could

formulate its own opinion about how close they are willing to work with Northern

groups.

AIWC is an example of Southern groups that actively seek a close partnership

with many larger, Northern groups, for two reasons: financial support and mutual

learning. Nair ( communication, Nov 16, 2017) explained, “Taking on projects with

groups like GenderCC and WEDO, the financial support is significant. But more than

55Usha Nair, interview by author, Bonn, Germany, November 16, 2017.
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that, we learned a lot of new things. We understand each other’s problems better.”

WEP is another example that has been working closely with Northern groups and

has experienced overall collegiality with them:56

Speaking on a personal note, I have not experienced much divide [be-
tween the North and South] because our positions are not only based in
the [African] region. . . Like the Gender-Just Climate Solutions Award,
we collaborated with GenderCC and other members. From the call for
applications to the nominations and selection, the South has always
had a jury to nominate best initiatives.

In contrast, others who have experienced less friendly encounters may reconsider

their collaboration with the North. Akosa from C21st has accounted for the initial

experience of exclusion, as well as some other conflicts in more recent years. Thus,

when we compare their networks, we see that AIWC has a close relationship with

WECF, a Netherland based women’s group, and International Network for Sustain-

able Energy (INFORSE), another group based in Denmark. WEP also established

ties with WEDO and WECF. C21st, on the contrary, does not have many repeated re-

lationships with large, Northern NGOs. Overall, Southern groups are realistic about

their reliance on Northern groups as well as the potential divisiveness but also have

developed their stance in terms of how cozy they want the relationship to be, which

we observe variation in their individual networks.

Southern NGOs as brokers

Finally, when we examine the networks of all three Southern groups here, it is

noteworthy that they occupy positions that link different actors, either through them-

selves or through a small cluster of actors where the Southern group is a member.

As such, they are playing an essential role as brokers. In network terminology, the

broker refers to a network position where the occupying actor, by virtue of being the

intermediary between two otherwise disconnected actors, has control over the flows

between them (Burt, 1982).

56John Baaki, interview by author, Katowice, Poland, December 11, 2018.
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Take AIWC as an example, together with INFOSE, it collaborated with Integrated

Sustainable Energy and Ecological Development Association from India (INSEDA).

In a different collaborative event, AIWC and INFORSE have joined forces with He-

lio International (HELIO), a France-based international network of energy experts.

Neither INSEDA nor HELIO is connected with any other actors in the entire col-

laborative network. Yet through AIWC and INFORSE, they can now connect with

other actors and access their information or even resources. The connection illus-

trates the power of a broker: it serves as an intermediary role between two otherwise

disconnected others.

Consider another example, C21st, which connects Nurses Across Borders (NAB)

and the Sea Trust Institute with the rest of the network. If either of these two groups

would like to make a further connection with other groups such as members from

the Women and Gender Constituency, the most efficient way is through their ties

with C21st. The implication is significant and exciting. When we consider the power

dynamics among NGOs, we often default to a dichotomous way of thinking that the

organizations from the global South are less potent than Northern groups. While

this is true to some extent, we are prone to neglect the fact that Southern groups,

through their repeated participation in transnational advocacy, have accumulated

power and reputation too. In other words, some more experienced, well-connected

global South groups can exercise power over other Southern groups, such as mentor-

ing, gatekeeping, and controlling how they might reach other actors. Akosa from the

C21st said:57

Maybe because I have been coming [to the COPs] for some time, my
voice is recognized. . . I also come here to ensure that if we are bringing
new people to the table, we create a space for them. How do we create
that space for them? We allow them to take interventions at the end
of the meeting. We share the interventions.

On account of the ego networks and the interviews, Southern groups do exercise

their agency. They are more than just the passive attendants of Northern groups’

57Titi Akosa, interview by author, Katowice, Poland, December 14, 2018.
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rally events or protégés of their donors. They have visions and goals, which vary from

organization to organization, and their strategies are often thoughtful and pragmatic.

While this study only uses the example of a few NGOs at the UNFCCC COPs, it

highlights the usefulness of examining the actual activities and relationships they

build at the intergovernmental venues and calls for future studies to take heed of the

nuances when studying this type of non-state actors. Figure 5.8 shows the communi-

ties detected among the ego networks. We see that Southern NGOs being interviewed

and studied here all lie at the intersection of at least two communities. From a net-

work standpoint, they are the paths through which some otherwise isolated actors

can get connected with the others.
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5.5 Conclusion

In this chapter, I delineated the collaborative strategies of a sample of women’s

groups, through the interviews and the analysis of their ego networks. I use the no-

tion of territoriality as an overarching framework to encompass the various patterns

of interaction among the groups. As such, I report a robust awareness of spatial con-

struct and divide among the NGOs, no matter they are from global North or South;

I also highlight the deliberate social construction as NGOs define their own territo-

ries through their messages and partnerships; finally, I trace the two ongoing pro-

cesses–consolidation and fragmentation of the NGO territory. Common ground was

built upon the mutual agreement about the necessity and urgency of collaboration,

and the need to establish a linkage between gender and climate. The commonalities

coexist with divergence. There is a clear North-South divide in terms of collaboration

frequency and impact. But the differences do not stop at the North-South line. The

splits and dissent within each camp provide stunning evidence of how the internal

division of labor and disagreement about fundamental beliefs exist. Those NGOs

based in industrialized countries can employ diverse strategies based on their opin-

ions about how transnational NGOs should influence the multilateral process. At the

same time, NGOs with fewer resources are not deprived of agency. They decide their

own goals and develop clear strategies to fulfill the missions, rather than spread their

efforts all over. At the same time, these Southern groups also exercise power over

other actors rather than being passive subordinates of their Northern counterparts.

The case studies from this chapter also supply critical theoretical implications in our

understanding of democracy in global governance and of civil society in general. The

next chapter concludes the dissertation by discussing these implications and politi-

cal payoffs, as well as suggesting future research agenda for global governance and

transnational advocacy scholars.
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6. CONCLUSION

Global climate governance, with its institutions of various forms, has created a series

of rules and norms regarding global climate change. At the center of the governance,

the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change and its annual summits are the

institutions that gained the most publicity, but it is also notorious for the gridlock

in negotiation over the past two decades. To assess the operation and effectiveness

of the UNFCCC, many scholars focus on the outcome of negotiations among nation-

states and the conundrum and stalemate revolving around greenhouse gas reduction

goals. In recent years, there has been an awakening of thinking outside of inter-state

politics. One type of increasingly prominent actor is the transnational civil society.

Since the birth of UNFCCC, it has employed an open-door policy to non-state actors

like NGOs. These actors have flooded to the venue over the years, to follow the

negotiation process, as well as seek opportunities to speak their own voices into the

process. After 2015, with the Paris Agreement formally adopted by the UNFCCC

and parties, the roles and functions of non-state observers expanded further into

monitoring and implementation. They have indeed become an indispensable part of

the governance (Bäckstrand & Kuyper, 2017).

Many global governance scholars believe that granting access to a wide range of

stakeholders, including civil society actors, can significantly enhance the democratic

legitimacy of the multilateral institution of UNFCCC. These actors can serve as a

transmission belt, bringing public opinions up to the international level, at the same

time, helping national governments to implement the rules and regulations made at

the international level. This dissertation raises the question of how to understand and

assess the substantive participation and interaction of transnational NGOs, and what

implications we have about the state of democratic legitimacy in a global governance

institution such as the UNFCCC.
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In this chapter, I summarize the findings from the previous chapters and anchor

my final discussion in the democratic values–equitable representation, inclusion and

openness, and the exercise of agency–for analyzing the NGOs’ collective action at the

UNFCCC. I evaluate how different aspects of the NGO interaction fare in terms of

each democratic value.

6.1 Summary of findings

In the past few decades, the challenge of climate change as an urgent global issue

has become a hot spot for building a global governance structure around it. Non-

state actors also become increasingly prominent in the climate governance, and are

especially active at institutions such as the UN climate change annual summits. Nev-

ertheless, does the proliferation of non-governmental actors at the global governance

institution enhance governance quality, especially the democratic legitimacy of the

governance? To tackle this normative issue of NGO participation at the global gov-

ernance, I argue in this study that, we need to evaluate the substantive participation

and the interaction patterns of these NGOs at the governance venue like the UN-

FCCC. I propose a three-level theoretical and analytical approach, woven together

by an overarching theme of the social network, to develop a theory that guides the

understanding of the composition, connection, and structure of a network resulting

from NGOs collective action at the UNFCCC. I draw on the example of women’s

groups at the UNFCCC annual COP meetings to illustrate the NGO activities and

the collaborative network from their interaction, as well as the political implications

at the global governance venue writ large.

At the individual level, I examine and explain the variation in substantive partic-

ipation among all NGOs working on issues on women’s rights and gender equality.

Among the women’s observers at the UNFCCC, who becomes part of the collective

action network and who does not? In Chapter 3, I draw on the concept of mobilizing

structure from transnational social movement theory and the theory of social embed-
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dedness from network science. Through the quantitative analysis of over nearly 500

women’s NGOs from 2003 to 2016, I found that unequal participation is driven by

the organizational capacity and social connection of the NGO. While the UNFCCC

space continues to open up and foster a pluralized space, especially for transnational

advocacy NGOs, not all who join such a space have equitable access. By and large,

those who are less experienced or less well-connected would find it harder to join the

core part of the community that works on women and climate issues.

I then move on to a structural level examination of the collaborative network

composed of the women’s groups at the UNFCCC in Chapter 4. At this system level,

I focus on the overall structural features of the network. By doing so, I assume that

the outcome of NGO interaction does not entirely depend on any individual actors’

behavior, but is also a product of the broader political context they embed. Using

the political opportunity structure as a theoretical building block, I show that the

institutional arrangement at the UNFCCC regarding NGO participation has served

as a facilitator for NGOs to take active parts in the governance, but, at the same

time, encouraged fragmentation inside the civil society. The UNFCCC has, over

the years, institutionalized and formally recognized the participation of the women’s

NGOs. As an institution, it increased access points for these non-state observers and

supported their coalition-building. The network structure exhibits growth in size and

connectivity. Nevertheless, at the same time, the increase in the number of non-state

observers also created a crowded playing field with greater dissonance. As the NGOs

struggle to convey a unified message, their inherent differences drive the collaborative

network towards fragmentation.

In Chapter 5, at the subnetwork level, I examine the various collaborative strate-

gies of NGOs. I propose a theory of territoriality. I argue that in the domain of NGO

advocacy at the UNFCCC, there are shared and common territories where most of the

NGOs find solidarity; at the same time, there are contested territories where NGOs

disagree rather sharply with one another in terms of collaborative partner choices; in

addition, there are territorial divides among the NGOs where different NGOs take
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on specific tasks, with little discord towards one another. Employing the concept of

territoriality also implies a strong agency and the establishment of distinct identity as

these NGOs occupy different territories as they develop their collaborative network.

The observation and evaluation from the three levels unpack the NGO interaction

at the global governance institution in a nuanced way that has never been done before.

What can we infer from these findings? In this final section, I discuss three impli-

cations that the NGOs and their interaction with one another have for democratic

legitimacy at the UNFCCC.

6.2 NGOs and democratic legitimacy at the global governance: Do they

matter?

By observation and assessment of NGO internal politics at the global governance,

this study is essentially and fundamentally querying the relative importance of these

non-state actors in world politics. What kind of significance, functions, and gover-

nance outcomes are NGOs displaying in climate governance? The answer depends

crucially on both their effectiveness and their contribution to the desirable quality of

governance. Effectiveness depends on an instrumental logic (Bäckstrand & Kuyper,

2017), whereas the democratizing potential of the NGOs concerns a normative side of

the story. The question of democracy is inherently about both: how non-state actors

can influence global governance and how they matter regarding governance quality.

Scholars on transnational actors noted that they “have increasingly demanded,

and received, representation in intergovernmental environmental processes and insti-

tutions” (Hale, 2020, 212). These actors claim that they represent public opinions

from the global citizenry and certain viewpoints that would not otherwise be heard,

such as those of indigenous people, women, and children. Many global governance

scholars proposed that increasing the participation of transnational NGOs at the

UN can potentially enhance the democratic quality of the governance institution

(Bäckstrand, 2006; MacDonald, 2008; Scholte, 2011).
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Various concepts associated with democracy have been highlighted in evaluating

the civil society’s democratizing contribution to global climate governance. Bäckstrand

used the democratic values of participation, deliberation, accountability, and trans-

parency to assess the extent to which the non-state actors can improve these qualities

(2017)(2017). In addition to these values that are considered indicators for demo-

cratic legitimacy, Kuyper and collaborators also emphasized the normative principles

of justice, which is reflected by the amount of agency that non-state actors enjoy,

the access to benefits and rights (2018, p. 8-9). Their agency often depends on

whether the governance space is sympathetic to alternative approaches and values to

the highly technocratic, market-oriented rationale, and the governments’ allocation

of climate-related responsibilities and financial compensations for loss and damage.

In Hale’s recent review on transnational actors, he also focused on the legitimacy,

accountability, and representation of these non-state actors can provide for or with-

draw from the governance institution (2020). His review acknowledged the positive

influence of these actors but also points out the problematic areas such as inequitable

representation (11).

In Schmidt’s study on the EU’s democracy and legitimacy, she proposed a frame-

work that focuses on the input, output, and throughput of the governance process

(2013). My assessment of the NGOs’ democratizing potential focuses on the input

side of the process. According to Schmidt, the output effectiveness is “primarily con-

cerned with the outcome, the problem-solving quality of the decision-making process,

whereas input legitimacy refers to the participatory quality of the process” (Schmidt,

2013, 7). Kuyper and colleagues argued that “participation is a key element of legit-

imacy: it ensures that stakeholders are given a say in how rules and regulations are

formed” (Kuyper et al., 2018, 10). But input is not just about who has access to the

governance, but similar to constructivist scholars, it also concentrate on the ideas and

communicative processes; and whether these processes help to build a common iden-

tity and a mutual political goal (Risse, 2007; Steffek, 2003; Zürn, 2000). Furthermore,

the question about the input side of the governance goes beyond merely examining
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who gets in but also seeks to understand the actual behavior and engagement these

participants bring to the governance process. Therefore, a focus on the input draws

our attention to not only who has a seat at the table, but also the substantive in-

put they bring to the table. Though much ink has been spilled to analyze non-state

actors’ democratizing potential, ultimately, there is still no consensus whether the

expansion of the non-state participation contributes to ad democratizing process in

global governance. In what follows, based on the analysis of the NGOs’ substantive

participation and interaction, I contribute to the literature by using these empirical

observations to investigate their contribution or hindrance to the desirable governance

quality at the UNFCCC.

6.3 Increased representation or inequitable representation?

The women’s groups by no means speak for the rest of the non-state actors at

the climate change summits. However, they provide an example through which we

get to analyze how the NGOs interact with one another in an IGO setting, and how

their activity may or may not translate into enhanced democratic legitimacy. In

this study, the empirical analyses showed that the growth in transnational women’s

groups’ participation at the UNFCCC has been undoubtedly evident. The number

of groups registered as observers with an interest in women’s issues has increased.

The number of actors actively engage in collective actions also experienced tremen-

dous growth. The Side Events that flashed a spotlight on women’s role and gender

equality in tackling global climate challenge have become more and more frequent.

These transnational NGOs and their causes have undoubtedly gained attention at

the governance space during the past two decades.

As the governance space is pluralized, both scholars and NGO practitioners should

bear in mind that in a pluralized space, it is also hard to maintain equitable participa-

tion. It is simply impossible for all stakeholders to participate directly and substan-

tively. At the UN institutional level, the annual summits are undoubtedly made easy
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for non-state actors to access, with a relatively low threshold. However, once these

actors enter the gate, there is almost no institutional mechanism to ensure equity.

They choose a constituency to join. Beyond that, many of the transnational NGOs

actors are left to their own devices. To be clear, institutional channels of participa-

tion are provided for the NGOs such as the Side Events at the annual COP meetings,

but whether they intend or have the capacity to engage in these activities varies from

NGO to NGO. As a result, not all who join the UNFCCC directly engage in collective

actions with one another or the decision-making processes. Inequitable participation

and representation can be observed in three aspects.

First, in conformity with the extant literature (Bäckstrand & Kuyper, 2017;

S. Chan, Brandi, & Bauer, 2016; Dryzek, 2017), the gap between global North

NGOs and global South NGOs is still vast. Empirical evidence shows that Northern

groups are more likely to engage in substantive participation than their Southern

peers (Chapter 3 and 5). Northern NGOs are also more likely to attract a more

significant number of other NGOs and form collaborative partnerships (Chapter 5),

often due to their abundant resources and highly recognizable brand names.

Second, since substantive participation at the UNFCCC often involves a self-

selection effort on the NGOs’ side, those with stronger capacity, broader connection

and more experience are clearly advantaged over those who lack the agency to opt-in

for more meaningful participation (Chapter 3). The UNFCCC does not institute any

formal scheme to orchestrate the equitable representation considering their varying

degree of capacity. As a consequence, those with more resources and capacities are

likely to gain more attention and effectiveness in their advocacy; the weaker and less

well-known actors are further marginalized.

Last but not least, the institutional arrangements of the UNFCCC may even aid

the inequitable representation (Chapter 4). By including more non-state actors, the

UNFCCC enables their access, which is a necessity for them to exert political clout

further into the governance. However, at the same time, the IGO space also becomes

more and more crowded field, compelling these actors to consolidate a unified voice
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or lest their voices may be drowned. As the example of the women’s groups show in

this study, it is extremely tough for one group to speak loudly and effectively into the

governance space because there is only limited time and opportunity. Nevertheless,

a multitude of voices competes for attention. It thus becomes imperative for NGOs

to consolidate a united message, which is impossible to highlight every single issue of

concern. There is not only an inequitable representation–some issues are emphasized

over others, but also a misrepresentation. As NGOs rally around a collective mes-

sage, some of them face a dilemma. By standing behind the collective advocacy, they

risk the loss of autonomy and their own organizational identity, especially when the

collective message does not correctly represent their mission. Nevertheless, if they

do not join the collective, they may lose any visibility or effectiveness, drowning in a

giant and crowded governance space. Just like what Baaki commented, in the case

of women’s reproductive health rights, some NGOs did not prioritize this issue. But

if these NGOs distance themselves from the entire Women and Gender Constituency,

they would be marginalized completely at the summits. Therefore, despite the po-

tential misunderstanding and loss of their issue focus, they chose to stand at the back

of the reproductive health issue as part of the Constituency.

Therefore, the increased participation of transnational NGOs is not unproblem-

atic. Without a comprehension of the internal inequality in terms of resources and

relational power across these actors, the optimistic conclusion about their democra-

tizing potential would be premature. After all, pluralization does not equal democ-

ratization. My work shows that within the civil society, global Northern NGOs have

the outstanding ability to participate actively and meaningfully in the intergovern-

mental venue. Even when they collaborate with Southern and smaller NGOs rather

frequently, it remains to be investigated whose interests are represented and served

in the transnational collective actions.
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6.4 Democratizing through fragmentation and territoriality

Fragmentation is not a new concept in global environmental governance architec-

ture. Existing understanding about this structural feature often highlights the diver-

gence in issue areas (Biermann, Pattberg, Van Asselt, & Zelli, 2009; Zelli & Van As-

selt, 2013), or the loosely connected governance institutions and regimes including

IGOs, state governments, and non-state actors (Kim, 2019). The fragmentation be-

tween NGO sectors is also observed by scholars. For example, Hanegraaff (2015)

noticed that disparity is apparent between business sectors and grassroots groups.

One unique contribution of this study is exploring the internal relations within a par-

ticular sector, the extent to which such a community is cohesive or divisive. Both

network analysis and in-depth interviews point to a certain level of fragmentation.

Examining the fragmentation through the lens of territoriality, I unpack different ar-

eas where NGOs may strike different levels of accord or discord. The interviews and

ego network structures may have suggested multiple areas of conflict and disagree-

ment; but the fragmentation and territoriality reveal several healthy elements that

can foster democracy for UN climate governance.

First, even NGOs who disagree fundamentally on their roles and functions in global

governance can find a place in the UNFCCC. In Chapter 5, from the interviews, we

see the stark contrast between NGOs such as WEDO and WECAN. Both are from the

United States but differ entirely in their beliefs about the approach to join climate

governance. On the one hand, WEDO can be considered a “conglomerator” that

brings different actors – IGOs, other civil society actors, and academics – together

and has intentionally cultivated a good relationship with UN agencies such as the

UNDP. WECAN, on the other hand, would not consider IGOs as viable partners to

work with. The difference is deeply rooted in their fundamental belief about the role

of transnational advocacy. However, both organizations are highly prominent at the

UNFCCC, carrying out advocacy activities actively. In addition, they are also able

to build their unique alliances based on their beliefs. Each one has a set of partners,



208

though there is almost no overlap among the collaborators on two sides. From a

network point of view, the network structure may seem to be only loosely connected

or even disconnected among these actors and their respective neighborhoods. Such

a fragmented landscape signals the inclusiveness and tolerance of the space. The

WEDO–WECAN contrast is just one example. Based on the network analysis, we

observe the multiple communities in the Side Events collaborative network, especially

the communities floating away from the core part of the network. These observations

suggest that not all NGOs working on a similar matter choose to collaborate with

the core members of the community. There can be different reasons that they choose

not to bandwagon with the central actors. At the UNFCCC COPs, they are still able

to carve out their distinctive space and foster their network of collaborators. Their

participation has brought different themes and approaches.

Second, fragmentation can also entail a division of labor among the NGOs. The

interviews reveal that different NGOs choose to take on a variety of tasks concurrently

at the annual COP meetings. For example, AIWC is very clear about its mission of

networking and learning, rather than lobbying national delegates. At the same time,

NGOs such as WEP have a primary goal of lobbying and impacting the negotiation

process as much as they can. As a result, some are actively involved in Side Events

or other relationship-building activities, while others are following the negotiation

progress closely. Though the division of tasks is not coordinated, they may ultimately

supplement and facilitate each other, raising awareness in different fora.

Finally, while unequal participation is almost inevitable, there is still evidence of

active agency exercised by various NGOs. It is easy to paint the internal politics

among NGOs as one of the power imbalance, where the weaker and smaller organi-

zations succumb to the will of the more substantial and more influential ones. While

this is true to some extent, as we may observe in any political arena, NGOs in their

interviews often express a strong sense of identity. They distinguish themselves by

comparing with others or highlight their unique issue focus, no matter whether, in

reality, they are receiving sufficient attention or not. As a collective, they may have
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to compromise in order to unify their voice. As individual organizations, they con-

sistently seek to highlight organizational identity. When in sharp disagreement, they

make sure to identify the difference. This is not only found in Northern NGOs. The

Southern groups may not always have sufficient funding. They nevertheless exhibit

confidence and savviness in strategy. For example, WEP would not entirely agree

with the reproductive health rights being included in the WGC’s key demands, but

this does not stop them from seeking strategies to fulfill their missions, such as lob-

bying. C21st understands the power of a broker, especially one with a long-term

experience in advocacy in an intergovernmental institution. It exercises agency by

bringing new NGOs into the venue, cultivates the newcomers by providing them with

opportunities and giving them voice and weight in a community of women’s groups.

As such, while it is impossible for every NGOs to have an equal say in agenda-setting

or shaping the rules, laws, and regulations, we do see evidence of them exerting agency

and distinguishing their own identity.

6.5 From power of NGOs, to power among NGOs

In Chapter 2, I argued that using a network paradigm can contribute to our

understanding of power, which is the defining concept of political science and the

study of world politics. What have we learned about power in the context of non-

state actors’ participation in global governance so far? One significant contribution

of this research is to highlight the internal power struggles among NGOs.

It is first necessary to distinguish between the power of NGOs and the power

among NGOs. Lacking states’ conventional forms of influence, NGO actors can nev-

ertheless impact policymaking by advancing ideas and setting and implementing nor-

mative values (Avant et al., 2010; Finnemore & Sikkink, 2001; M. N. Barnett &

Sikkink, 2008; Keck & Sikkink, 1998). NGOs’ impact in international politics has be-

come indisputable, yet the effectiveness of their power and influence is often discussed

vis-à-vis other actors in international politics. They are capable of altering state be-
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haviors, creating, institutionalizing, and enforcing norms that would not otherwise

be adopted by states and IGOs. Early work suggested that their basis of power is

largely found in their commitment to upholding and enforcing principled values (Keck

& Sikkink, 1998). Such commitment gives them the moral authority and equips them

with the legitimacy to challenge states who violate the values. Other sources of power

include the collective strength or social power (Boström & Hallström, 2010) gained

through networks and alliances (Keck & Sikkink, 1998; Tallberg et al., 2014); and

cognitive power such as access to information (M. Betsill & Corell, 2008).

Such conceptualizations of power, however, become inadequate when we unpack

the NGO category and seek to understand their differences and interactions. The

commitment to principled values is useful in explaining their influence upon other

actors, but not so in understanding the power disparity among themselves. For ex-

ample, when NGOs work collectively at an IGO, each brings its own principled values.

Without further differentiating, the notion of such normative power cannot explain

the variation in NGO power and influence.

This dissertation unpacks the power among NGOs by considering the network that

connects them. First, by asking who is connected and who is isolated, I investigate

the power to participate. It turns out that intrinsic capacity and connectivity become

the source of power that enables it to participate substantively and meaningfully at

a global governance institution. Second, I show that power relations among NGOs

are not merely a function of individual resources. The external political context

matters too, as Barnett and Duvall (2005, 52) phrase it, “Long-standing institutions

represent frozen configurations of privilege and bias that continue to shape the future

choices of actors.” In this case, the UNFCCC institutional arrangement and provision

for the NGOs have a dual effect on their internal relations. On the one hand, the

official recognition brings more NGOs to the space and enables the like-minded ones

to collaborate. On the other hand, the recognition, through the establishment of the

WGC, also contributes to internal competition, disagreement, and inequality. Finally,

power disparity among NGOs is evident when we examine their partnerships. There
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is the traditional North-South story of power imbalance. Northern NGOs, in general,

enjoy broader connections and have more frequent collaborative activities. They also

provide funding for projects with Southern NGOs and thus exercise the donor power

in this relationship. But the power disparity extends further. Among Northern NGOs,

as different NGOs hold a fundamentally diverse belief about the advocacy effort, their

collaborative and networking strategies are entirely different too. Conglomerators like

WEDO can build a network with multiple UN agencies and a variety types of political

actors, whereas more radical groups like WECAN refuse to work together with IGOs

or states. As a result, WEDO occupies the central position in the women’s community

while WECAN and its collaborative network are left to the periphery. There are other

cases where NGOs use their power for one another. For example, more prominent

Southern groups like C21st would take advantage of its experience and power within

the community, to introduce newcomers and make sure they earn a place.

A network perspective enables us to examine relational aspects, and conceptualize

power based on relationships and interactions. For example, the multiple centrality

scores (degree, betweenness, and eigenvector) can indicate the popularity and influ-

ence a network actor has. Furthermore, the types of actors an NGO is linked with can

also indicate the scope of its influence. NGOs with diverse types of partners, including

IGOs, states, research institutes, are more likely to exert its political clout on these

actors than one that only connects with other NGOs. Finally, a network perspective

can give us insights about how power is distributed within a network. The structural

features, such as density and community, of a network, tell us whether a network is

cohesive or fragmented. As these features change and develop temporally, we gain

further knowledge about how changes in time, or some critical junctures (for example,

the establishment of the WGC) might impact the entire community. These aspects

of power are seldom considered in conventional power conceptualization in IR, where

the unit of analysis states and the measure of power is more or less about intrinsic

resources. A network paradigm enables the investigation of the internal relations and
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power struggles among NGOs and suggests different measures at different levels that

can be applied to the study of other political actors such as interest groups.

In this dissertation, I have focused on the participation and interaction among the

women’s groups at the UNFCCC. I propose a three-level theoretical approach with

a social network overarching framework to understand the unequal participation,

the development of their collective community over time, and the variation in their

collaborative strategies. I employ a mixed-methods approach, including quantitative

statistical analysis, network analysis, and in-depth interviews. Through this research,

I have shed light on this oft-neglected normative dimension of civil society activities at

the global governance institution: whether they can substantively enhance the demo-

cratic quality of governance. My findings, as summarized by this chapter, suggest

that the fulfillment of their democratic potential has varied outcomes and implica-

tions. While early scholars of transnational civil society may consider them principled

actors in world politics, this study highlights the internal politics that is very much

alive among them. Some NGO members are privileged through their resources, ca-

pacity, and connections; others are at a disadvantage to be sufficiently represented.

Some particular institutional arrangement of the UN, in this case, the constituency

system, could unintentionally further foster the unequal representation. Nevertheless,

the scenario of transnational advocacy remains hopeful in terms of NGOs’s ability to

democratize the governance process. Despite the unequal participation and misrep-

resentation, they consistently exercise agency and diversify the space.

Empirically, I have only undertaken analysis within the field of women and gender.

To answer whether other NGO sectors at the UNFCCC–for example, the indigenous

people’s NGOs, youth NGOs, and others–would exhibit a similar or different pattern

of interaction, we still need further investigation. However, based on this study, we can

learn at least two important lessons. First, when global governance institutions like

IGOs attract a plethora of stakeholders including transnational civil society, we cannot

quickly equate a pluralized governing space with a more democratic one. Second,

more scholarly efforts are needed to study the internal differences and power struggles
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among transnational NGOs. Such an inquiry not only reveals a more realistic picture

of the heterogeneity among them but also has critical implication in terms of their

function in global governance.

Finally, what can various political actors in global governance do, in addition to

fostering an inclusive space, to make the governance more democratic? The answer

varies in different issue areas and under varying governance structures. While this

study does not attempt to make policy recommendations, the findings point to policies

and strategies that different governance actors can take.

First, for IGOs such as UNFCCC, welcoming more non-governmental stakeholders

is only a first step towards democratizing the governance space. In addition to the

Side Events, more platforms or channels for NGO participation would be desirable. It

would be helpful if the participatory platforms serve different functions. For example,

some could be information exchange and relationship building like the Side Events;

some can take the form of workshops and focus on capacity building for the NGOs;

others can help linking non-state actors with national delegates.

Second, for NGOs, it is imperative for them to seek partnerships and form coali-

tions. The process to build coalitions is not simply to borrow the “halo” from more

influential actors. It is equally important to have a strategic plan in terms of framing

the NGO’s own cause and identity. One phenomenon that is increasingly common

at the UNFCCC is inter-constituency collaboration. It has been frequently observed

between indigenous groups and women’s groups, as well as between the Youth NGO

Constituency and the Women and Gender Constituency. Such strategy not only drew

more attention to the joint advocacy, but emphasized the rights-based language these

groups share in common.

Finally, for nation states, delegates also need to recognize the necessity and im-

portance of including the non-state actors during policymaking. Although IGOs were

designed as intergovernmental institutions, negotiators should consider the many so-

cietal interests that cannot be aggregated at the national level. The UNFCCC was

established to reduce greenhouse gas. However, if the decision making only revolves
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around carbon reduction while neglect the people and communities that are affected,

there will be backlashes from those who are disproportionately affected by climate

change. Therefore, for global governance to be effective and democratic, there are

many actors and issues at stake. A holistic approach to decision making, including

efforts from all stakeholders, is indispensable.
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A. NGOS AND INTERVIEWEES

• All India Women’s Conference (Usha Nair)

• Asia Pacific Forum on Women, Law and Development (Ravadee Prasertcharoen-

suk)

• Asian-Pacific Resource and Research Center for Women (Hwei Mian Lim)

• Centre for 21st Century Issues (Titilope Ngozi Akosa)

• GenderCC-Women for Climate Justice (Lisa Göldner)

• Life e.V. (Gotelind Alber)

• Plan International (Jessica Cooke)

• Women Environmental Programme (John Baaki)

• Women’s Environment and Climate Action Network (Elaine Colligan)

• Women’s Environment and Development Organization (Bridget Burns)
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B. EXAMPLE OF WOMEN AND GENDER SIDE

EVENTS FROM UNFCCC ARCHIVE

Fig. B.1. Example of a women and gender Side Event from the UNFCCC archive
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C. INDEPENDENT VARIABLE: DIFFERENTIATING

CHANNELS OF ATTENDING COPS: WITH ONE’S OWN

DELEGATION OR THROUGH ANOTHER OBSERVER’S

DELEGATION

WEDO attended 
COP22 with its 
own delegation.

GWAPB did not have 
its own delegation. It 
attended COP22 
through WEDO.

Fig. C.1. Example of NGO attending through one’s own delegation
or through the delegation of another observer
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D. LOGIT MODEL DIAGNOSIS

Linearity of continuous predictors

NGO_num Year

Age IGO_num
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Fig. D.1. Linearity check

Age, IGO ties, and NGO ties are not linear. After fitting

the model with polynomial terms, there is no significant

improvement of goodness-of-it.

Multicolinearity: Variance inflation factors

Age Delegate Origin Women Climate IGO ties NGO ties
vif 1.249 1.158 1.017 1.119 1.133 1.754 1.551
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Influential values and outliers: Cook’s distance

and standard residuals

Fig. D.2. Cook’s distance
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Fig. D.3. Standard residuals
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E. COUNT MODEL DIAGNOSIS

Diagnosis of underlying distribution of count variable

Influential values

54: World Council of Churches (WCC)

77: CARE International

276: Women’s Environment and Development Organization (WEDO)

356: Derecho Ambiente y Recursos turales

359: All India Women’s Conference (AIWC)
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F. NGO CATEGORIES

Category Description
Built environment NGOs dealing with cities, urban systems and urban planning.

Business / industry
Business and industry NGOs. Not included those specifically under
another category, such as energy or forests, nor business-funded think tanks.

Climate change NGOs whose raison d‘etre is addressing climate change.

Development
NGOs whose main goal is development, poverty reduction,
or human development.

Education /
capacity building

NGOs other than universities whose primary goal is education
or capacity building.

Energy NGOs dealing with energy issues.
Environment /
conservation

NGOs whose main stated goal is environment or conservation.
Forest-specific NGOs not included.

Food, soils and
agriculture

NGOs dealing with hunger, food production, agriculture
and soil degradation.

Forest NGOs dealing primarily with forests.

Indigenous peoples
NGOs dealing with indigenous peoples issues or whose
constituency consists primarily of indigenous peoples.

Legal practice Lawyer, legal and law-related NGOs.

Other / unknown
NGOs that do not at under any other category or whose
mission could not be determined.

Religious / spiritual Faith-based NGOs.

Rights / justice
NGOs based on a rights and/or justice approach. NGOs with own
rights-category such as women or indigenous peoples not included.

Science /
engineering

Scientific and engineering NGOs, excluding universities, not primarily
involved in any of the other categories.

Sustainable
development

NGOs whose stated main goal is sustainable development or both
environment/sustainability and development.

Think tank Think tanks and NGOs focusing on policy and/or international relations.
Transport Transport related NGOs.
University Higher education institutions.
Water, oceans,
fisheries

NGOs addressing oceans, fresh water and fisheries issues.

Women
NGOs primarily concerned with
women’s rights and issues.

Youth / children
NGOs addressing youth and children issues, or with youth as
their primary constituency.
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G. INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

	

Interview Questions 

Collaboration of Nongovernmental Organizations at UNFCCC COPs 
Bi Zhao (Ph.D candidate) 

Political Science Department 
Purdue University 

 
1. Could you please tell me your name, the organization that you are currently working with, and 

your position in the organization? Could you also give me a brief description of your current job? 

2. My research is interested in the collaborative partnerships among the NGOs and the interaction 

they have with one another. Could you please give me a description of a collaborative event at the 

UNFCCC COPs that you consider most successful? 

3. I noted that the __________ (an event) was featured by a group of transnational actors 

collaborating. They seemed to have worked together in promoting the justice and pushing for 

progressive policy changes. Strategic-wise, as a key leader in the campaign, would you consider 

the collaboration an intentional choice?  

4. While choosing partners for collaboration in this transnational advocacy campaign, were there 

any strategic concerns? If yes, what were some major concerns in choosing collaborators? Did 

these concerns, or choice of partnerships, change over the course of the advocacy campaign? 

5. Besides your own organization, which organizations would you consider playing a key role in the 

women’s activism? What kind of roles did they play? 

6. Which organizations do you collaborate most often with? Give me an example of the form of 

collaboration? 

7. What advantages did the collaboration bring to the advocacy? Were there any problems caused by 

collaboration? How would you evaluate the experience of working with other actors in this 

campaign? 

8. (If the campaign is already over) How would you evaluate the outcome and effectiveness of the 

__________ campaign? Did the outcome meet the expectations or goals of the participating 

organizations?  

9. (If the campaign is still ongoing) What would be your next steps in this campaign? Will current 

collaboration and partnership remain the same or will there be any changes? Why? 

10. What role does the UNFCCC/WGC play in your interaction with one another? What is the 

biggest help? What are the obstacles? 
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H. CODEBOOK FOR INTERVIEW CODING

NGO interviews
Codebook
Category Nodes Child-Node-1

UNEP
UNDP
UNFCCC
UNSG
UN Women

IGO Others
Germany
India
Nigeria
Saudi Arabia
South Africa
UK

States US
AIWC
APFWLD
ARROW
C21st
GenderCC
Indigenous groups
Life e.V.
Plan International
WECF
WEP
WEDO
WGC

Actors NGOs Youth NGOs
connect with local
funding
information sharing
magnify impact
with IGOs
with NGOs
with states

Collaboration others
fundamental belief
issue focus
tasks
North-South

Divergence others
early advocacy
GUCCI project
Paris Agreement
REDD

Events WGC establishment
ecofeminism
impact
intersectionality
linkage

Gender and Climate Change mainstreaming
education
energy
girls’ rights
human rights
indigenous
justice
market mechanism
REDD

Issues reproductive health rights
awareness raising
capacity building
issue linkage
lobbying
networking

Tasks protesting
agency
boundary/border
commonalities
consolidation
contestation
fragmentation

Territoriality spatial/space
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I. BLAU’S INDEX AND AGRESTI’S INDEX FOR

QUALITATIVE VARIATION (IQV)

Blau’s Index

H = 1 −
∑

k p
2
k

where pk is the proportion of ego’s alters in category k. For example, the proportion

of a given CSO’s alters that are IGO or states.

Agresti’s IQV

IQV = (1 −
∑

k p
2
k)/(1 − 1

k
)

where pk is the proportion of ego’s alters in category k.


