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Abstract 

Tensions between the global North and South have complicated international climate negotiations 

from the outset. Due to global asymmetries in the distribution of greenhouse gas emissions and the 

associated impacts—which in turn are driven by larger, structural inequalities—the international 

regime struggles to maintain a one-size-fits-all approach through which these equity deficits can 

be appropriately addressed. The transnational climate change regime (TCCR), led by sub- and 

non-state actors including businesses, municipalities, and NGOs, holds greater potential for the 

meaningful involvement of marginalized peoples by virtue of its polycentric character. But while 

in theory polycentricity promotes awareness and participation on all levels, the relationship 

between polycentricity and more equitable governance remains puzzling. This thesis seeks to 

explore this relationship in the context of the TCCR. To this end, I answer two interrelated research 

questions: 1) how is the TCCR organized along the global North-South divide? And, based on the 

TCCR’s geography, 2) does its polycentric character contribute towards more equitable 

governance between the global North and South? Based on a large-N case study including 174 

governance arrangements and 1196 relevant stakeholders, I argue that the TCCR’s geography 

remains notoriously uneven, gravitating visibly towards the global North. In line with the principle 

of mutual adjustment, I identify synergies between the international and transnational regimes, 

calling into question whether polycentricity is an objective condition to begin with.   

 
Key words: Transnational Governance | Climate Change Governance | Polycentricity | Equity | 

Climate Justice | North-South Divide  
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1. Introduction  

While often framed as an issue naturally transcending sovereign borders and socioeconomic 

inequalities, the global climate problem is notoriously unbalanced. Due to global asymmetries in 

global greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and the associated impacts—a burden carried largely by 

those least responsible for its cause—tensions between the global North and South have 

complicated international climate negotiations from the outset. As a result, the international system 

of states, operating under the auspices of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate 

Change (UNFCCC), struggles to craft and maintain a one-size-fits-all approach to global climate 

governance. While attempting to address said imbalances through their principle of “common but 

differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities”, the North-South tensions between the 

198 parties to the UNFCCC continue to persist to date, resulting, over again, in “political deadlock” 

(Castro, 2016, p. 379). Unsurprisingly, the same system of states responsible for the 

disproportionate concentration of wealth and power in the global North appears inapt to overcome 

the equity deficits between the North and South in the global climate arena.  

 Fortunately, climate governance is not confined to the UNFCCC regime alone. Sub- and 

non-state climate action has grown at an exponential rate over the course of the last twenty years, 

resulting in what scholars now call a “transnational climate change regime” (TCCR) or –regime 

complex (Abbott, 2012). Unlike the international state system, which gravitates around the 

UNFCCC, the landscape of transnational climate change governance (TCCG) is highly 

polycentric, boasting greater diversity among stakeholders. For many, TCCG offers a promising 

global governance framework from within which to appropriately address the equity deficits 

arising from the asymmetries expressed above. Polycentric climate governance has the potential 

to increase transparency, promote wider participation and cooperation among a more diverse 

demographic, and stimulate (market-driven) competition between different regimes, preventing 

the monopolization of power (Van Asselt, 2014; Okereke, 2018; E. Ostrom, 2010). In theory, 

TCCG would therefore allow for marginalized peoples to lay claim to a seat at the table where 

they otherwise would struggle to. 

 While this sounds promising, the relationship between polycentric governance and 

equitable governance—or the degree to which agency is shared between relevant stakeholders in 

the appropriate governance processes—is in fact puzzling (Okereke, 2018). Despite its apparent 

potentials, a polycentric system might as well be counterproductive to this end. For instance, 
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polycentricity might place more resourceful agents in a favorable position vis-à-vis those who do 

not have the resources to navigate this complex landscape, and, especially through the adoption of 

market-based mechanisms in TCCG, provoke freeriding, forum shopping, and exploitation 

(Okereke, 2018, p. 332; Green, 2013, p. 21; E. Ostrom, 2010, p. 555). As Chukwumerije Okereke 

argues, the relationship between polycentricity and equity is, therefore, “complex and even 

seemingly paradoxical” (2018, p. 332). This thesis seeks to explore this paradox further. 

 In the context of TCCG, two research gaps hinder the search for a deeper understanding of 

equitability and the role of polycentricity therein. First, contemporary scholarship has been unable 

to keep up with the rapid expansion of TCCG, resulting in reviews of databases that are incomplete, 

if not altogether outdated. On top of this, available databases containing active TCCG initiatives 

vary considerably as they adhere to deviating selection criteria, leaving unclear the exact 

arrangements of TCCG today  (Widerberg & Stripple, 2016). Second, because most studies into 

TCCG have focused on its interplay with the international regime and/or its effectiveness in 

reducing GHG emissions or advancing climate resilience and adaptation, the geography of TCCG 

remains on the margins of scholarship to date (Pattberg, 2012). Because on the global level equity 

deficits in climate governance are largely driven by geopolitical power structures, understanding 

the TCCR’s geography is imperative to understanding whether its polycentric character has served 

to amend global equity deficits—particularly between the North and South.  

 To this end, I answer two interrelated research questions. First, how is the TCCR organized 

along the global North-South divide? And, second, based on its geography, does the polycentric 

character of TCCG contribute towards more equitable governance between the global North and 

South? While closely related, these two questions serve different purposes, and are therefore 

discussed separately. The first question is descriptive, and serves to synergize recent academic 

efforts to mapping TCCG as well as available databases into one coherent database and a set of 

geographic maps on the basis thereof. The second, in turn, is analytical, and discusses the findings 

from the first question through a theoretical lens.  

To address these research questions, I am required to map the complex landscape of TCCG. 

Methodically, this is a challenging project: because of the high diversity in TCCG arrangements, 

their governance roles and structures, and their participants, many approaches to addressing TCCG 

as a coherent regime are regarded “reductionist” (Widerberg & Stripple, 2016, p. 497). In response 

to the continuous diversification of the TCCR’s landscape, an increasing number of studies are 
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therefore adopting large-N analyses over single or small-N case studies. I follow this trend, and 

conduct a regime analysis by means of a large-N case study, adopting a two-step mapping approach 

based on earlier studies aimed at mapping the (T)CCR (Abbott, 2012; Bulkeley et al., 2014a, 2012; 

Pattberg, Widerberg, Isailovic, & Guerra, 2014; Roger, Hale, & Andonova, 2017). The first step 

involves the compilation of a new database according to strict criteria, which I compose based on 

earlier academic studies and several online databases alike. The second step involves transforming 

this database into multiple maps trough JavaScript library D3.js, depicting the North-South 

dimensions of contemporary TCCG through revealing not only the geographic locations of all 

headquarters (N=174) but also of all stakeholders with decision-making powers in relevant 

governance processes (N=1196). In doing so, this thesis contributes to the relevant scholarship by 

gathering, organizing, and mapping the empirical reality of polycentric climate governance on the 

transnational level, and thereby bridging the gap between theory and practice. 

Based on my findings, I argue that, while the TCCR has expanded considerably since the 

publication of previous large-N studies, its geography remains remarkably unaffected. While in 

theory the polycentric character of TCCG holds far more potential for correcting equity deficits 

than the more centralized UNFCCC landscape, the TCCR’s geography conforms to the same 

geopolitical biases, gravitating visibly towards the global North. In line with the principle of 

mutual adjustment in polycentricity theory, I therefore argue that TCCG has a strong tendency to 

follow suit with the international regime’s geopolitical inclinations (Bulkeley et al., 2018, p. 63). 

While these synergies—arguably created by their operating under the same normative climate 

(Castro, 2016, p. 388)—has likely inspired TCCG initiates to institutionalize equity considerations 

in the first place, it results in those very same geopolitical biases that gave rise to these equity 

considerations to begin with. 

This thesis is organized as follows: the following section briefly introduces the landscape of 

TCCG to set the scene for my research. Section 3 explores the state-of-the art of relevant 

scholarship and, by extension, indicates core research gaps based on which I restate my research 

questions in Section 4. Section 5 introduces the theoretical framework within which I conduct my 

research, after which Section 6 outlines in detail my methodological approach, including the 

database compilation and visualization processes. Section 7, finally, introduces my results and 

discusses these in light of climate justice theory, scrutinizing the implications of the TCCR’s 

North-South dimensions on the overall equitability of global climate governance.  
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2. Introducing the Landscape of Transnational Climate Change Governance 

What is transnational climate change governance, and why does it matter? While GEG scholarship 

maintains a strong interest in studying climate change governance on the state system level, the 

growing role of sub- and non-state activity has given rise to TCCG becoming a field of study of 

its own (Bulkeley et al., 2014b; Roger & Dauvergne, 2016). This section briefly introduces the 

landscape of transnational (climate) governance to set the scene for the research that follows. 

2.1. Understanding Transnational Governance 

The notion of transnational governance, or “nongovernmental transboundary regimes” (Pattberg, 

2012, p. 97), has been a subject of interest to scholars of international relations since the late 1960s, 

when the realist state-centric view of global society began to lose prominence (Roger & 

Dauvergne, 2016, p. 417). Transnational governance is understood as a form of “new governance”, 

led by nonstate actors such as businesses, municipalities, NGOs, and certification schemes 

(Pattberg, 2012).  

According to Edward Fogarty, “transnational governance typically emerges when formal 

international coordination mechanisms designed by and for sovereign states prove incapable of 

responding to specific transnational problems” (2007, p. 984). In this respect, transnational 

governance has become integral to global governance at large, which is now understood not only 

as (inter)state politics, but as “the combined efforts of international and transnational regimes” 

(Young, 1999, p. 11; found in Pattberg, 2012, p. 99).  

International and transnational regimes coexist, but operate according to different logics. 

One of the core differences between the two is that the norms, rules, and standards set by the latter 

are usually not legally binding, relying on voluntary and/or market-based participation instead 

(Pattberg, 2012, p. 97). Transnational regimes therefore tend to take a “soft”, bottom-up approach 

to governance, and, by extension, are more flexible and more accessible to a wider demographic 

(Fogarty, 2007, p. 984). On the flipside, transnational regimes rely on the goodwill and integrity 

of participants, have more limited access to resources, and “lack clear mechanisms of democratic 

accountability” (Fogarty, 2007, p. 984). Consequently, the phenomenon of transnational 

governance raises interesting research questions: do transnational regimes work, and what are their 

normative or structural effects (Pattberg, 2012)? And, in the context of my research, can or do they 

institutionalize principles of equity and justice with any meaningful, structural effects? 
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2.2. The Rise of Transnational Climate Change Governance 

In a process akin to the rise of transnational governance at large, the transnational climate change 

regime (TCCR) emerged in complement to the international climate regime centered around the 

UNFCCC (Bulkeley et al., 2014c). On the one hand, the rise of TCCG can be understood as a 

result of deliberate efforts on behalf of the interstate regime. The promotion of market-based 

emission trading through the 1997 Kyoto Protocol’s “flexibility mechanisms” and the active 

encouragement of sub- and nonstate climate action through the 2015 Paris Agreement are but two 

examples of how the international regime has attempted to encourage bottom-up processes in order 

to further their agenda (Bulkeley et al., 2014c; OECD, 1999; Hale, 2016). On the other hand, the 

rise of TCCG can also be understood as a result of the “stagnation” or “gridlock” of the 

international regime, causing sub- or non-state actors to pick up the pieces left behind by political 

stalemate (Bulkeley et al., 2014c, p. 64; Hale, 2016, p. 12).  

 Regardless of the exact causes for its emergence, TCCG has grown exponentially since the 

early 2000s, resulting in a complex web of (semi-)privately led arrangements aimed at governing 

climate change-related problems, operating largely independently from one another (Abbott, 

2012). Based on earlier large-N analyses of the TCCR, initiatives engaged in TCCG have 

multiplied rapidly over the course of the last five years: where studies published between 2012 and 

2017 have identified between 60 and 71 TCCG arrangements, this study identifies more than 

double that (N=174) based on the same selection criteria (Abbott, 2012; Roger et al., 2017). 

Prominent actors active in TCCG today include municipalities involved in numerous city 

networks, business actors seeking to formalize their commitment to lowering their carbon footprint 

through (public-)private networks and/or certification schemes, and intergovernmental 

organizations like the World Bank seeking to actively engage sub- or non-state actors.1 And as 

diverse as TCCG arrangements are in leadership, as diverse they are in membership. Because of 

the often-voluntary nature of TCCG participation, membership can range from less than ten 

companies to over 10,000 signatory cities (see GSEP, n.d.; GCoM, n.d.).2 In short, the landscape 

of TCCG is intricate and diverse. As becomes apparent throughout the following section, this 

diversity has not escaped scrutiny within GEG scholarship.  

 
1 For an overview of all TCCG initiatives active today and a brief description of these, see Appendix F. 
2 These examples were picked at random from my database (see Appendix F); they do not necessarily express the 
two extremes of TCCG membership. 



 6 

3. State-of-the-Art 

This thesis interacts with and imports lessons from two interrelated schools: global environmental 

governance (GEG) scholarship on fragmented or polycentric climate change governance, and 

climate justice scholarship, with a principal focus on the notion of equity. I consider each in turn, 

and then restate my research questions in light of these debates. 

3.1. Polycentric Climate Governance in Theory and Practice 

Global climate change governance has been polycentric from the very outset: even on the 

international level, governance is not confined to the UNFCCC regime alone. For this reason and 

others, polycentricity is one of the most recurring themes in climate governance studies. Why and 

how did this polycentric regime emerge? What are the theoretical or academic challenges 

associated with this polycentric governance system? And, finally, how do scholars map and make 

sense of such complex systems? 

 

3.1.1. The Origins of Polycentric Climate Governance  

While on the international level many scholars maintain that the UNFCCC has been the 

centerpiece of global climate governance from the early 1990s until today, the international regime 

has never operated in a vacuum (Keohane & Victor, 2011; Cole, 2015, p. 115; Van Asselt & Zelli, 

2018, p. 29; Vogler, 2016, p. 35). Even on the international level, scholars argue, global climate 

governance has been polycentric from the outset for two main reasons: the interconnectedness of 

environmental policy arenas and the international system’s recurring gridlock. 

 First, a comprehensive body of literature addresses the interlinkages between climate 

change and other environmental challenges, including ozone depletion, air pollution, and 

biodiversity (see Oberthür, 2001; Oosterzee, 2012; M. W. Roberts & Grabiel, 2009; Van Asselt, 

2016). While these interlinkages are primarily biophysical in nature, they have a significant impact 

on policymaking and regime interplay. According to Harro van Asselt, the 1987 Montreal Protocol 

for the Protection of the Ozone Layer has had a proven effect on climate change mitigation, even 

though this was not one of its objectives (2016). Because many ozone-depleting substances are 

also short-lived climate pollutants (SLCPs), Sebastian Oberthür argues, policymaking in either 

arena will have a measurable effect on the other, raising the need for effective interplay 
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management (2001, 2009). Moreover, for normative and practical reasons alike, climate change 

policy has been integrated into many non-environmental organizations, including influential 

institutions such as the World Bank and the World Trade Organization (Keohane & Victor, 2011). 

In short, Van Asselt argues, “climate action is not confined to the UNFCCC” (2016, sec. I.24.4), 

indicating the existence of a polycentric regime by virtue of the connections between the global 

climate and other policy arenas—environmental and non-environmental alike. 

 Second, the political tensions within international negotiations under the UNFCCC have 

inspired the establishment of numerous multilateral initiatives on the international and 

transnational level alike. These include (semi-)private “climate clubs” between states sharing 

similar interest, such as the Major Economies Forum on Energy and Climate Change (MEF) and 

the Alliance of Small Island States (Keohane & Victor, 2011; Vogler, 2016, p. 32; Ronneberg, 

2016, pp. 2–3), as well as the multitude of sub- or non-state (TCCG) organizations or initiatives 

active in climate change mitigation and adaptation active today (Abbott, 2012; Bulkeley et al., 

2014b, 2018). Besides the interconnectedness of (environmental) policy issues, then, scholars have 

identified that the polycentric character of global climate governance is a result of the “gridlocked 

global regime” (Jordan, Huitema, Schoenefeld, Van Asselt, & Forster, 2018a, p. 5).  

3.1.2. Theorizing Polycentric Climate Governance 

The polycentric landscape of global climate governance presents some core conceptual and 

theoretical challenges. In search for order within this complex landscape, scholars have proposed 

various conceptualizations in order to align theory with the constantly changing empirical 

landscape. The most recurring concepts in contemporary scholarship include governance 

architecture, fragmentation, regime complex, and, finally, polycentricity.  

The notion of  a governance architecture was introduced by GEG scholar Frank Biermann, 

who uses this term with reference to multiple environmental policy arenas, including climate 

change (Biermann, Betsill, et al., 2009; Biermann, Pattberg, van Asselt, & Zelli, 2009). A 

governance architecture, defined as an “interlocking web of widely shared principles, institutions 

and practices that shape decisions at all levels in a given area of earth system governance” 

(Biermann, Betsill, et al., 2009, p. 31), has multiple defining aspects. One of these aspects is 

fragmentation, a term widely used in conjunction with governance architecture (Biermann, 

Pattberg, et al., 2009; Pattberg et al., 2014). Fragmentation, Philipp Pattberg and colleagues argue, 
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is the “effect of an ongoing proliferation, specialization and diversification of institutions, actor-

constellations, norms and discourses active in an issue-area” (2014, p. 9). This very term has been 

the topic of a large-scale research project called ‘Coping with Fragmentation (CONNECT)’ hosted 

by the Institute for Environmental Studies (IVM) at the VU University Amsterdam (Isailovic, 

Widerberg, & Pattberg, 2013).  

Alternatively, Keohane and Victor (2011) and Ken Abbott (2012) conceptualize 

contemporary climate governance systems as regime complexes. Coined by Kal Raustiala and 

David Victor, a regime complex refers to “a collective of partially overlapping and nonhierarchical 

regimes” (2004, p. 277). Their analyses of the climate regime complex on the international and 

transnational levels, respectively, inspired multiple large-N analyses that followed.3  

 Finally, scholars have also employed the term polycentricity to make sense of the 

mechanisms behind the contemporary climate governance system(s). Popularized by Elinor 

Ostrom, polycentricity denotes “more diverse, multi-levelled [governance] . . . with a much greater 

emphasis on bottom-up initiatives” (Jordan et al., 2015, p. 977; Widerberg, 2017, p. 4). The notion 

of polycentricity has been applied to the TCCR in several studies, including Abbott’s (2012, pp. 

584–586), Andrew Jordan and colleagues’ study into its emergence (2015), and in particular in 

Andrew Jordan and colleagues’ publication on the multiple dimensions of polycentricity in global 

(and transnational) climate governance (2018). Polycentricity is one of the most prominent 

defining features of TCCG today.           

 The conceptualizations introduced above have more commonalities than differences, and 

serve to describe the same phenomenon: climate change governance, especially on the 

transnational level, is not monocentric, as it involves various actors on various levels of authority 

active in governing various aspects of the climate problem. For the purpose of clarity, I choose to 

refer to this phenomenon as polycentricity throughout this thesis, predominantly because this 

notion is part of the research problem at hand: the polycentricity-equity paradox as introduced by 

Okereke (2018).  

 
3 For a more in-depth introduction to these studies, see section 3.2.2.  
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3.1.3. Mapping and Visualizing Polycentric Climate Governance  

While among the first research efforts to comprehensively capture the geography of the polycentric 

landscape of TCCR, this thesis builds on several large-N analyses aimed at visualizing polycentric 

climate governance conducted in recent years, whose methodologies inspired my research design.  

Among the first frameworks for mapping the regime complex for climate change was 

introduced by Keohane and Victor (2011). Their analysis of a non-disclosed number of 

international climate initiatives results in an oval-shaped regime complex (see Figure 1) where 

institutional components are positioned according to their degree of integration into the overall 

regime, based on the adoption of formal rules and procedures (Keohane & Victor, 2011, p. 10). 

The authors conclude that the relevant institutional elements are “not integrated, comprehensive, 

or arranged in a clear hierarchy [and] form a loosely-linked regime complex rather than a single 

international regime” (2011, p. 19), which explains their somewhat random placement within the 

‘regime oval’. While the oval served as a novel and therefore welcome overview of the diversity 

of institutional elements within the international climate regime, it paints only a partial picture of 

global climate governance. Abbott (2012) notes that Keohane and Victor’s mapping 1) focuses 

exclusively on interstate arrangements and 2) focuses almost exclusively on rule-making 

arrangements, building on his motivation to create a more comprehensive mapping framework. 
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Figure 1 

Keohane and Victor’s Climate Regime Complex (2011, p. 10). 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In response to these limitations, Abbott’s study (2012) makes two contributions to the literature. 

First, it uncovers the organization of transnational institutions and initiatives, therefore 

acknowledging the growing role of governance arrangements beyond the state. Second, Abbott 

develops a much less ambiguous mapping framework, adopting the shape of a “governance 

triangle” (2012, p. 575; see Figure 2). Here, initiatives are distributed according to their “actor 

type”, organized on a continuum between the three absolutes of state, firm, and civil society-

organization (CSO). Further, the incorporated initiatives are color-coded according to their main 

role: standards & commitment setting, operational, information & networking, and financing, or 

some combination of these (Abbott, 2012, p. 575). 
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Figure 2 

Abbott’s transnational climate change governance triangle (2012, p. 575). 

 

Based on this triangle, Abbott makes some interesting observations. First, he contends that the 

scale of non-state-led climate activity is striking, confirming the importance of studying 

transnational governance alongside international governance (2012, p. 578).  Second, he identifies 

a considerable imbalance between state and private-led partnerships vis-à-vis collaborations 

between state and CSOs—the first being much higher in number than the latter  (2012, p. 578). 

Abbott concludes that the TCCR is “numerous and decentralized, operating with little 

coordination” (2012, p. 587). Despite exhibiting much more clarity than Keohane and Victor’s 

map, partly by virtue of its very design and partly because of the unambiguous dataset used for its 

compilation, Abbott’s map cannot replace the former because it does not incorporate international 

initiatives. A later study conducted by Pattberg et al. (2014) serves to synthesize the two. 
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Pattberg and colleagues (2014)4 adopt Abbott’s triangle-approach as well as his logic to 

color-code initiative-role, but map the total of transnational- and international arrangements (2014, 

pp. 12–14). The results are presented in two ways: first, in a governance triangle based on Abbott’s, 

and second, in a decagon based on the initiatives’ governance functions (Widerberg, Pattberg, & 

Kristensen, 2016, pp. 13–14; see Figures 3.1 and 3.2). For analytical purposes, this triangle is a 

valuable contribution as it visualizes both international and transnational initiatives within the 

framework of fragmentation, and displays, at a glance, how the current system is organized 

between states, businesses, and civil society. Moreover, the hexagon serves its intended function 

in making visible “who is doing what on climate change”, for example, by making clear that few 

initiatives exist that are purely operational in function, or that financing institutions are very 

underrepresented compared to initiatives aimed at information and networking or those setting 

standards and commitments (Widerberg et al., 2016, p. 16). What these figures do not bring across, 

however, is how the institutional elements relate to each other in size, in membership, or 

geographically. 

  

 
4 This study was part of a larger research project by the Institute for Environmental Studies (IVM) at the Vrije 
Universiteit Amsterdam, and its output was published in several different reports, which is why the results were 
derived from a different source than the operationalization. All the works cited in this paragraph belonged to this 
same research project and are therefore treated as the same. 
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Figures 3.1 and 3.2 

Pattberg et al.’s global climate change governance triangle and -decagon (Widerberg et al., 

2016, pp. 15–16) 
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Among the first scholars to explore the geographical dimensions of TCCG were Bulkeley and 

colleagues (2014c). Under the conviction that earlier research insufficiently addresses the TCCR’s 

geography, the authors produce several insightful figures based on a database containing 60 

initiatives. Most of these, however, are bar charts and pie charts; only two geographical maps 

appear throughout the publication. One of these visualizes the participation in different types of 

initiatives on behalf of actors in the global South, but makes no comparison to the North (2014c, 

p. 33); the other juxtaposes the institutionalization of transnational rules in countries outside of the 

BRICSAM group per continent (2014c, p. 145). Dedicating two full chapters to “mapping the 

world of transnational climate governance” and “the uneven geography of transnational climate 

change governance”, it is striking that no more geographical maps appear throughout this 

publication (2014b, Chapters 2 & 6). 

 

Figure 4 

Bulkeley and colleagues’ representation of regional participation in TCCG (2014a, p. 33). 

 

Based on a study into the interplay between transnational and domestic climate change politics, 

Charles Roger and colleagues (2017) map the comparative geography of participation in 

transnational climate change governance in 2012 (see Figure 5). The results indicate a visible 

gravitation of TCCG participation towards the global North—in particular the United States—and 
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a considerable deficit in participation on behalf of Africa-based actors especially. Given that this 

study was published two years after the Paris Agreement (known especially for actively promoting 

transnational governance) but uses data from 2012, however, calls into question the relevance of 

its results today.  

 

Figure 5 

Roger et al.’s representation of global participation in TCCG in 2012 (2017, p. 10). 

Note: States are colored according to the degree of local participation in TCCG, where the 

darkest shade indicates the highest activity in TCCG participation.  

 

Perhaps the most comprehensive and certainly the most contemporary view of the geographical 

dimensions of global climate governance is provided by the CONNECT-project, part of the same 

research project as Pattberg et al.’s (2014) introduced above (Widerberg & Pattberg, n.d.). The 

CONNECT-homepage (see Widerberg & Pattberg, n.d.) offers an interactive overview of the 

global climate regime based on a dataset most recently updated in April 2017. Viewers can opt for 

the geography view, where they can see and interact with the geographical dimensions of global 

climate governance (see Figure 6). Distinguishing between the international and transnational 

landscapes, however, is not optional. 
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Figure 6 

The geography view on the CONNECT-homepage 5  

 

Note. States are colored according to the number of climate initiatives whose headquarters they 

host. The darker the shade of blue, the larger the number of initiatives present (Widerberg & 

Pattberg, n.d.).  

 

Nevertheless, this map provides an insightful impression of the global climate regime’s geography. 

It is clear, for instance, that the densest clusters of transnational initiatives are located in the EU 

and the U.S., and while there is some color visible in China and Brazil, the African continent and 

much of Asia and South America are left completely white, meaning no initiatives are based there 

according to this database. However, the conclusions derivable from this map are only partial. The 

first limitation of this approach is that the tools, with which viewers can opt to learn more about, 

for example, members and the institution ‘type’, can only be used with reference to a single 

 
5 This figure was directly derived from the CONNECT-homepage, but is a screenshot of an interactive map that 
changes according to the viewer’s selected criteria, and is further subject to change in the case of a database update.  
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country, meaning a comparative analysis is difficult. Second, the geography view ‘colors’ each 

country according to the number of initiatives present, but only distinguishes between two or three 

colors of blue, meaning it is difficult to find nuance in what appear to be stark contrasts between 

the EU and the U.S. versus everywhere else in the world. Third, while the ‘network view’ provides 

interesting insights into how these initiatives are connected to each other in terms of membership, 

the network view is not available geographically, meaning it is hard to distinguish between 

initiatives that might have their headquarter in one place, but enjoy widespread participation 

nevertheless.  

 Based on existing literature, two core research gaps remain. First, scholarship has been 

unable to keep up with the rapid expansion of the TCCR, meaning the results of large-N studies 

conducted only five years ago are outdated today. Second, the comparative geography of TCCG 

remains on the margins of contemporary scholarship, leaving unclear whether TCCG has made 

any meaningful contributions to rectifying the equity deficits between—among others—the global 

North and South.   

3.2. The Polycentricity-Equity Paradox 

The literature discussed above provides a comprehensive impression of polycentric climate 

governance on the international- and transnational levels alike. But why does polycentricity 

matter? What are its potential effects? A central question in polycentric governance scholarship 

and GEG scholarship at large is how it serves—or fails so serve—equity and climate justice. 

3.2.1. Climate Justice and Equity  

The principle of equity is a core concept in climate justice scholarship, bearing reference to the 

“distribution of rights, benefits, burdens and responsibilities associated with climate change, as 

well as the fair involvement of all stakeholders in the effort to address the challenge” (Okereke, 

2018, p. 321). As briefly introduced in the introduction, climate justice scholarship is generally 

concerned with three asymmetries arising from the global climate problem, revolving around 

uneven contributions, impacts, and participation, respectively (Okereke, 2010, 2018). While the 

first two asymmetries are mutually dependent, the relationship between these two and the third 

asymmetry is more complex. Therefore, contemporary research into the equitability of global 

climate governance roughly follows one of two narratives: the first focused on respective 



 18 

responsibilities based on one’s contribution to the problem, and the second on the right to fair 

representation on behalf on marginalized groups. 

First, a considerable body of literature available addresses the UNFCCC’s principle of 

“common but differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities” (CBDR-RC) and how they 

attempt to use this to address issues of distributive justice through their commitment to differential 

treatment within one unified framework (Rajamani, 2006; Pauwelyn, 2013; Castro, 2016). While 

celebrated by some as the international community’s best attempt to recognize and institutionalize 

climate change-induced injustices, others believe the CBDR-principle is too reductive in adhering 

to a strict bifurcation between developed and developing countries, and, if anything, leads to more 

political deadlock (Pauwelyn, 2013). Despite the potential of transnational (sub- or non-state) to 

overcome this stagnation, Castro (2016) identifies that TCCG arrangements, too, have a tendency 

to embrace and internalize principles of differentiation, but do this “in a pragmatic and goal-

oriented way, while mostly abstaining from reflecting CBDRs in a normative or political manner” 

(Castro, 2016, p. 400).  

The second narrative in climate justice scholarship follows more closely the principle of 

representation. Scholars have identified that a lack of resources regularly obstructs developing 

countries from partaking in international climate negotiations, and are therefore unable to defend 

their interests in a meaningful way (Okereke & Charlesworth, 2014; Okereke, 2018). In this 

context, equitability is a procedural end, where one’s involvement in global governance is not only 

based on their respective contribution to the problem, but also on their interests in quick and 

effective mitigation and adaptation. It is this side of the coin that is addressed in the polycentricity-

equity paradox, which I outline next.  

3.2.2. Give and Take: Exploring the Links Between Polycentricity and Equity  

From the outset, questions of authority, self-determination, democratic legitimacy, and equity are 

central to polycentric governance studies (Jordan, Huitema, Schoenefeld, et al., 2018a, p. 6). 

Interestingly, the relationship between polycentric governance and equity remains ambiguous, and 

insufficiently addressed in GEG scholarship (Okereke, 2018). 

On the one hand, scholars identify that concerns for justice and equity were one of the 

reasons behind the emergence of polycentric climate governance to begin with, meaning there 

likely is some positive relationship between the two (Okereke, 2018, p. 327). Indeed, Harro van 

Asselt (2014) argues, non-state actors can, and have been, very influential in the climate regime, 
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in part by enhancing transparency and promoting participation and awareness where international 

regimes tend to fall short. Moreover, within a polycentric system, it is much easier for actors to 

initiate competing initiatives and standards when facing equity deficits in existing arrangements, 

therefore performing better at enhancing participation compared to monocentric regimes (Okereke, 

2018, p. 332). Some scholars legitimize the positive relationship between polycentricity and equity 

by virtue of democratic theory (Widerberg & Pattberg, 2015, p. 47). Okereke argues that “multiple 

sites of governance . . . may be necessary to accommodate more actors, issues and interests” (2018, 

p. 332). On top of this, Ostrom (2010) argues polycentricity enhances cooperation among actors 

and the heightens the possibility for equitable outcomes at multiple scales altogether. Finally, 

Ostrom argues,  

creating polycentric institutions related to climate change helps to fulfill the “matching 

principal” in international law that problems involving multiple levels (e.g. global, 

national, regional, and small scales) should involve contributions at each of these levels. 

(2010, p. 552) 

 

On the other hand, several arguments delegitimize the possibility of a positive relationship between 

the two. Brandon Derman argues that the polycentric, less formal setting in which these initiatives 

operate limit their potential to enforcing structural impacts, and that the more centralized regime 

under the UNFCCC offers better political opportunities for civil society participation (2014). Paula 

Castro (2016) argues that the polycentric transnational context in insufficiently apt to 

institutionalize principles of equity and justice compared to the more centralized UNFCCC regime. 

Okereke indicates that the myriad of initiatives within polycentric climate governance might 

“create the illusion that something is being done and diverting attention that might be better 

devoted to getting traditional state actors to take ownership for and tackle the problem” (2018, p. 

331). Jessica Green argues that regime complexity, driven by market mechanisms, can serve “as 

an engine for further chaos that fuels strategies of forum shopping, and opportunities for 

exploitation of ambiguities” (2013, p. 21). Building on this argument, Okereke contends that 

regime complexity and transnational governance both are “driven by a neoliberal agenda, the 

ethical basis of which is not compatible with more radical interpretations of climate justice” (2018, 

p. 331). Indeed, Ostrom (2010, p. 555) identifies that polycentricity might give rise to agents 

abusing the system to their own advantage, and, of course, to free riding. Moreover, having to 
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navigate the myriad of institutions in a polycentric regime is easier for actors in developed 

countries, who often have more resources at their disposal to do so (Okereke, 2018, p. 332). These 

are but a few examples of how polycentricity might hinder equitability between actors and groups 

across the world. 

What results is what Okereke calls a “complex and even seemingly paradoxical relationship” 

between equity and polycentricity (2018, p. 332). Widerberg and Pattberg agree, arguing the 

balance between the growing number of climate change initiatives and the importance of some 

degree of integration into the UNFCCC as an umbrella regime is “delicate” (2015, p. 52). On top 

of this, Okereke demonstrates that the interaction between polycentricity and equity might be 

circular, sending the polycentric regime into a spiral of expansion, with no proven positive effects 

on equity or climate justice at large (2018, p. 332). It is with reference to this research problem 

that I compose my research questions, which I restate in the following section. 
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4. Research Questions 

Does the rapid increase in TCCG arrangements contribute towards more equitable governance 

between the global North and South? Scholarship on (transnational) climate change governance 

has made important contributions to our understanding of global climate governance, and in 

particular of the role of sub- or non-state actors within it. Earlier attempts to mapping the 

international and transnational climate regimes provide a useful methodological framework, and 

produce insightful observations. However, the geographical dimensions of TCCG remain on the 

margins of contemporary scholarship. Given the uneven distribution of GHG emissions and 

especially of its impacts, understanding the comparative geography of polycentric climate 

governance is imperative to discuss whether it does or does not serve equitability and global 

climate justice.  

 This research gap is tied to another: the polycentricity-equity paradox (Okereke, 2018). 

Transnational governance is characterized by the privatization of global rulemaking, the adoption 

of market-based mechanisms, and the voluntary basis upon which participation is promoted 

(Dingwerth, 2007; Pattberg, 2012). As a result, the entry threshold for participation is lowered 

significantly, giving rise to a “Cambrian explosion” of transnational climate initiatives (Abbott, 

2012, p. 571). Whether the expansion of this polycentric system serves the interests of the global 

South in light of equitability, however, remains ambiguous. A visualization of the geographical 

dimensions of the TCCR would be a necessary first step towards exploring this paradox further. 

 To this end, I attempt to answer two interrelated research questions: 1) how is the 

transnational climate regime organized along the global North-South divide? And, based on the 

TCCR’s geography, 2) does the polycentric character of TCCG contribute towards more equitable 

governance between the global North and South?  

I make two arguments, respectively. First, I argue that, while the TCCR has expanded 

considerably since the publication of previous large-N studies and, by extension, the 2015 Paris 

Agreement, its geography remains remarkably concentrated in the global North. Second, and from 

a more theoretical perspective, I argue that my findings suggest that there is mutual adjustment at 

play between the international and transnational regimes, calling into question the robustness of 

polycentricity altogether.  

 My research has clear empirical bounds, both spatially and temporally. First, this thesis 

only explores the transnational world of climate governance, therefore disregarding international 
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as well as (sub)national governance arrangements. The reason for this is that the differences 

between these types of governance arrangements are intricate, and they should therefore only be 

juxtaposed when given the room to explore these differences with care; unfortunately, this is 

beyond the scope of this thesis. Second, this thesis focuses exclusively on equity on the global 

level, therefore not exploring whether polycentricity in TCCG affects equity on the regional-, 

national-, and subnational levels. Finally, temporally speaking, this research is restricted to a 

relatively short window, given the rapid and constant development of the TCCR.   
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5. Theoretical Framework 

In order to explore the complex relationship between polycentricity and equity, I import lessons 

from two theoretical schools: (polycentric) governance theory and climate justice theory. This 

section outlines those ideas and concepts that I borrow from these schools of thought, respectively, 

and explores where these schools intersect. 

5.1. Governance Theory 

Explicitly focusing on transnational governance and therefore the role of sub- and non-state actors 

within the international political arena, this research inevitably engages with governance theory. 

This theoretical school was the result of the rejection of an exclusively state-centric view of 

(inter)national politics (Stoker, 1998; Pattberg, 2012). While traditionally understood as 

synonymous to ‘government’, the notion of ‘governance’ became a prominent theoretical concept 

throughout the 1990s precisely as an alternative—or at the least a complement—to it (Stoker, 

1998, p. 15). Governance theory is concerned with understanding collective decision-making 

among various actors that operate across different levels, and are not bound by a formal authority 

that determines the relationships between them (Chhotray & Stoker, 2009, p. 3).  

 The notion of governance bears two meanings: one analytical, and one normative 

(Biermann & Pattberg, 2012, p. 3). Analytically, governance theory sheds light on nontraditional 

arrangements in world politics, such as bottom-up governance and the activity of private actors; 

normatively, ‘governance’ can be understood as a just response to the challenges arising from 

globalization, and the pitfalls associated with society’s dependence “on the goodwill of national 

governments” (Biermann & Pattberg, 2012, p. 4). In other words, governance theory can also be 

engaged with to seek answers to moral questions concerning power, agency, and self-

determination.     

 Evidently, governance theory is imperative to understanding the world of transnational 

(climate) governance. Beyond the broader (meta)theoretical implications of governance theory, 

this thesis further engages with one of its closely related theories, polycentric governance theory, 

as it forms the basis for understanding transnational governance arrangements (Abbott, 2012).  
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5.1.1. Polycentric Governance Theory  

Polycentric governance theory engages with multipolar and multiscalar decision-making between 

diverse actors (Abbott, 2012, p. 573). The notion of polycentricity was popularized by Elinor 

Ostrom (2010), who explores the possibilities and constraints of polycentricity in dealing with 

common-pool resources, including the global climate (Cole, 2015, p. 114).  

 Polycentric governance theory is a positive theory in that it rejects the traditional theory of 

collective action by falsifying it through empirical observations. Conventionally, Ostrom argues, 

“collective action predicts . . . that no one will voluntarily change behavior to reduce energy use 

and GHG emissions; an external authority is required to impose enforceable rule” (2010, p. 551). 

The rise of a comprehensive multipolar and multiscalar climate regime, Ostrom argues, falsifies 

this claim. Therefore, the notion of polycentricity helps us explore new possibilities for dealing 

with common-pool resources and the collective action problems related to these. 

 But the notion of polycentricity does not only address a diversity in governance 

arrangements: it is also intrinsically concerned with power and interdependence (Cole, 2011, p. 

396). That is, polycentric governance theory is not only a positive, but also a normative theory. A 

“key issue”, scholar Daniel Cole argues, “is to determine the appropriate [emphasis added] 

division of responsibility and authority between governance institutions and organizations at 

global, national, state, and local levels” (2011, p. 396).  

 In the face of complex common-pool resource problems, which “are the cumulative result 

of actions taken by individuals, families, small groups, private firms, and local, regional, and 

national governments” (E. Ostrom, 2010, p. 550), theorists therefore also engage with polycentric 

governance theory in order to ask more normative questions revolving around who ought to govern 

what, and why. It is therefore a fundamental theoretical framework for studying climate change, 

which might well be “the greatest collective action problem the international community has ever 

confronted” (Cole, 2011, p. 395). 

5.2. Climate Justice Theory 

Finally, this thesis engages with climate justice theory and its related principles. Climate justice 

theory provides the framework for most moral inquiries into (global) climate governance, 

including the relationship between polycentricity and equity. Many climate-related questions 

inevitably interact with ethics: with the exception of those questions that natural scientist can or 

could answer–how quickly is the global climate deteriorating, for example, or how much of it is 
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caused by human activity–most questions at the forefront of popular debates address how we as a 

society ought or ought not respond to it (Roser & Seidel, 2016, p. 1). Scholars engaged with climate 

justice theory seek to answer these questions.  

The notion of climate justice addresses the climate problem within a “cognitive framework 

that assigns a determining role to humanity in shaping the direction of future changes in the 

biophysical and biological systems of planet Earth” (Skillington, 2017a, p. 2). At its core is the 

assumption that climate risk and -responsibility are inversely related and unevenly distributed 

(Barrett, 2014, p. 130). According to Roser and Seidel, the climate justice discussion revolves 

roughly around three questions: does humanity have a duty to act in response to climate change? 

If so, how much should we do? And, most importantly, “how should these duties be distributed?” 

(2016, p. 4). In seeking to answer the third and perhaps most contentious question, they argue, we 

should consider principles for mitigation, adaptation, and compensation (2016, p. 159).  

Deficits in climate justice manifest across different levels and dimensions. Intra- and 

intergenerational climate justice, for instance, addresses the temporal dimensions of climate 

change, addressing the “tradeoffs between the rights and welfare of present and future people” 

(Wolf, 2009, p. 347; Thorp, 2014, p. 128). Debates on subnational climate justice focus instead on 

the unequal burden placed on, for example, specific districts within a given country  (Barrett, 

2014). But one of the most prominent frameworks within which climate justice is studied, 

addresses the justice on the global level: the distribution of burden and responsibility between 

nations and especially their peoples–particularly between developed and developing states (Posner 

& Weisbach, 2010; Skillington, 2017b).  

A commonly employed framework for assessing global climate justice deficits is the 

North-South divide (O’Brien, Clair, & Kristoffersen, 2010, p. 8). Originally a concept in political 

economy studies, the North-South divide (or gap) is the perceived result of decades worth of 

industrial- and economic development, beginning with the Industrial Revolution, which placed 

many Northern countries in a favorable position vis-à-vis Southern countries socioeconomically 

(Thompson & Reuveny, 2008, pp. 1–2). Within the context of climate change, scholars have 

established with great certainty that the divide between the global North and South persists: 

biophysically, Southern developing countries contribute much less to greenhouse gas emissions, 

but tend to be much more vulnerable to its detrimental effects (Uddin, 2017, p. 106). But the North-

South divide is no less persistent on a governance level. Developed and developing countries 
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undergo differential treatment in international governance, from the very outset of the UNFCCC 

and all the way throughout the 2015 Paris Agreement, and scholars predict that the tensions 

between the two will continue the way in which the latter is implemented for the foreseeable future 

(Huggins & Lewis, 2018). Climate-related policy-relevant research, too, is unevenly distributed as 

it is predominantly led by Northern researchers at Northern institutions (Blicharska et al., 2017). 

Because most studies into the North-South dimensions of climate change and other environmental 

challenges focus on the international level, the North-South dimensions of transnational 

environmental governance remain insufficiently addressed in research (Pattberg, 2012, p. 114). 

5.2.1. Equity 

Climate justice theory embraces several principles, including justice, fairness, legitimacy, and 

equity, the latter being the framework for analysis for this thesis (Ikeme, 2003). Though certainly 

interconnected and therefore often mixed up, Jekwu Ikeme argues, these concepts “rest on different 

philosophical foundations and have different denotations, connotations and implications” (2003, 

p. 195). In short, ‘justice’ can mean many things: 

. . . the environmental justice construct has distributive and procedural dimensions, can be 

rationalised by both deontological and consequentialist arguments, and can be 

compartmentalised from preventive, corrective and retributive perspectives. (Ikeme, 2003, 

p. 199)  

In contrast, equity is more absolute, dealing with “hard distributive choices” (Ikeme, 2003, p. 199). 

Originating from the Nichomachean Ethics, Aristotle argued “the nature of the equitable [is] a 

correction of law, where law is defective by reason of its universality” (1925, p. 133) (found in 

Ikeme, 2003, p. 199). In other words, equitability serves to correct past injustices, but, in the words 

of the International Court of Justice, “does not seek to make equal what nature has made unequal’’ 

(found in Ikeme, 2003, p. 199). Equity in the face of climate change governance, then, is perceived 

as the means to justice: a vessel for the operationalization of its related principles (Skillington, 

2017a, p. 78). One important principle of equity in climate justice theory is that all stakeholders in 

the face of climate change—and especially those who suffer most from its effects—are involved 

in all relevant governance processes (Okereke, 2018, p. 321). This theoretical framework therefore 

allows us to critically analyze the comparative geography of TCCG.  
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5.3. Theoretical Intersection  

While (polycentric) governance theory and climate justice theory originate from different 

disciplinary backgrounds and are different in nature in that the first is more positivist and the latter 

more normative, there certainly exists common ground between them. The intersection of these 

two schools of thought produces the theoretical framework of this thesis.  

This intersection is located roughly where (polycentric) governance theory becomes not only 

a positive, but also a normative theory (see Biermann & Pattberg, 2012, p. 3). Where the more 

positivist approach is necessary to make empirical observations, the normative meaning of 

governance provides a bridge to a more critical analysis within the framework of climate justice 

theory. In other words, (polycentric) governance theory is necessary in seeking answers to my 

research questions because it helps us understand how the TCCR is organized across different 

actors and on different levels, whereas climate justice theory is vital in helping us understand why 

that matters, and what could be improved upon in the future. 
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6. Research Design 

In order to explore the relationship between polycentric governance and equity, I map and visualize 

the contemporary TCCR on the basis of a large-N case study after the two-step mapping approach 

introduced by Bulkeley and colleagues (2012). This approach, also adopted by Abbott (2012), 

Bulkeley and colleagues (2014a), and Pattberg and colleagues (2014), follows two main steps: 1) 

compiling a contemporary database according to clear criteria, and 2) visualizing this database for 

analytical purposes—in the case of this research, by transforming it into a set of geographic maps. 

After carefully defining the core concepts used for analysis in Section 6.1, Section 6.2 outlines in 

detail this methodological approach, including the requirements for data selection, the dataset 

compilation process, and the software used for transforming this dataset into a set of maps.  

6.1. Operationalization   

Exploring the relationship between polycentricity and equity in TCCG, I engage with four core 

concepts: transnational governance, polycentricity, equity, and the North-South divide. The choice 

of these concepts and especially my conceptualizations thereof inevitably influence my results 

(Gerring, 1999). The concepts employed for analysis here are limited both theoretically and 

empirically, and, while carefully selected and defined, remain open for interpretation. To avoid 

ambiguities, this section defines these core concepts before moving on to describing my 

methodological approach. 

6.1.1. Transnational Governance   

Empirically, this study maintains clear boundaries by focusing solely on transnational governance 

arrangements. A focus on transnational governance, however, could mean several things. In 

layman’s terms, transnational refers to anything that exists 1) between at least two states and 2) 

beyond the sole control of national governments (Roger & Dauvergne, 2016). While transnational 

governance is often understood as the second branch of the “bifurcation” between state-led and 

non-state activity in world politics, a transnational initiative is not, by definition, exclusively non-

state (Pattberg, 2012, p. 98). This is all the more the case in global climate governance because of 

the deliberative promotion of sub-state and non-state climate initiatives beyond the UNFCCC, by 

the UNFCCC. In line with earlier research on TCCG, I therefore consider a governance 

arrangement transnational when it 1) includes more than one sub-state or non-state actor, and 2) 
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operates across the border(s) of at least two states (Abbott, 2012, p. 572; Widerberg & Pattberg, 

2017, p. 70). 

 Further, this thesis only engages with those transnational initiatives that are deliberately 

geared towards governing some aspect of the climate problem, and consider this (one of) their 

main function(s). I discuss the exact requirements for case selection in section 6.2. 

6.1.2. Polycentricity 

This thesis engages with the concept of polycentricity in order to assess and describe the 

fragmented state of the global and transnational climate change regimes. In layman’s terms, a 

system is polycentric when it is not monocentric: that is, it is controlled from not one, but multiple 

authoritative centers. More precisely, the notion of polycentricity denotes “a structural feature of 

social systems of many decision centers having limited and autonomous prerogatives and 

operating under an overarching set of rules” (Aligica & Tarko, 2012, p. 237). 

In the context of climate change governance, this notion is both positivist and normative in 

that it has been employed from the very outset as a description of empirical realities and, at the 

same time, as a value-laden concept when uttered with reference to democratic legitimacy and 

climate justice (Jordan, Huitema, Schoenefeld, et al., 2018a, p. 6). By virtue of my second research 

question, which explores whether polycentricity does or does not serve equitability between the 

global North and South, I inevitably engage with the normative aspect of this concept. Regardless, 

in the context of this study, polycentricity denotes no more than the empirical observation that 

TCCG is characterized by the co-existence of numerous centers engaged with rule-setting and 

decision-making (Bulkeley et al., 2018).  

6.1.3. Equity  

The notion of equity is more complex. As briefly discussed in section 5.2.1, this concept originates 

from Aristotle’s Nichomachean Ethics, where it is described as “a correction of law, where law is 

defective by reason of its universality” (1925, p. 133; found in Ikeme, 2003, p. 199). Equity is not 

to be equated with equality, since equity “does not seek to make equal what nature has made 

unequal” (International Court of Justice, 1985; found in Ikeme, 2003, p. 199). Instead, the notion 

of equity deals with deliberative distributive choices, where, in the context of climate change, 

advocates strive towards an “equitable [emphasis added] distribution of rights, benefits, burdens, 
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and responsibilities associated with climate change” (Okereke, 2018, p. 321). How exactly this 

distribution is to take shape, however, remains open for discussion. 

 Roughly speaking, the search for equity within the context of climate change can take two 

routes: one seeking procedural equity, and the other seeking consequential equity. Consequential 

equity deals with whether the burdens associated with climate change are proportionally 

distributed according to a stakeholder’s contribution to the problem; procedural equity is more 

concerned with the participation- and equal treatment of all relevant stakeholders (Shukla, 1999, 

p. 149). Within the context of consequential equity, the burden of governance ought to rest heavily 

on the shoulders of the big polluters. While this perspective certainly offers food for thought, this 

thesis deals rather with the procedural approach to equity. I therefore define equity as it is defined 

within the context of the polycentricity-equity paradox: in global climate governance, equity means 

the proportional distribution of contributions (e.g. GHG emissions), impacts (e.g. drought), and 

participation (governance) on behalf of all relevant stakeholders (Okereke, 2018). Because this 

thesis engages with scholarship on environmental governance, not science, the importance of 

participation is emphasized.  

6.1.4. The North-South Divide 

In particular, I seek to uncover the equitability between the global North and South, discovering 

whether TCCG has the potential to transcend the North-South divide. Originally introduced by 

scholars of political economy, this notion points at the perceived socioeconomic inequalities 

between the global North and South (Thompson & Reuveny, 2008, pp. 1–2). To some extent, it 

posits a false dichotomy: the Earth’s equator does not determine the logic of the socioeconomic 

world order, and the global North is home to developing states and disadvantaged communities 

just as well as the global South is home to developed states and socioeconomically privileged 

communities (Huggins & Lewis, 2018, p. 95; Mearns & Norton, 2010, p. 7). Rather, the North-

South divide should be understood as an analytical framework within which to juxtapose 

developed and developing states on the global scale (Uddin, 2017).  

 I therefore follow other scholars in their approach to this dichotomy in that I refer to the 

‘global North’ with reference to those countries that are either a member of the Organization for 

Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) and/or a high-income economy according to 

the World Bank (Blicharska et al., 2017, p. 22). I refer to those countries that do not meet either 
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of these requirements as the ‘global South’ because they are largely located on the African and 

South American continents, as well as in South Asia (Blicharska et al., 2017, p. 22). Figure 7 

exhibits this dichotomy, based on the most recent data available at the time of writing this thesis. 

 

Figure 7 

The North-South Divide 

 

Note: Colored states identify those states that are either OECD members, high-income economies 

according to the World Bank, or both (OECD, 2020; World Bank, 2020).6 

6.2. Methodology 

In order to map, visualize, and finally analyze the TCCR in light of the polycentricity-equity 

paradox, I conduct a regime analysis through a large-N case study of all TCCG arrangements active 

today. While a commonly employed methodology in the social and political sciences, regime 

analyses do not enforce strict or nonnegotiable rules or steps. Instead, they are best described as 

“research efforts aimed at explaining the emergence, effectiveness and other aspects of 

international regimes” (Dellas, 2015, para. 14). Because environmental regimes and the global 

climate regimes in particular have become as complex as they have, large-N case studies are now 

 
6 This map was produced manually using mapchart.net. 
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beginning to replace single- or small-N case studies in empirical research (Bulkeley et al., 2014a, 

p. 17; Widerberg & Stripple, 2016, p. 494). Interested in uncovering the comparative geography 

of TCCG at large, I have no choice but to follow this trend.  

In GEG studies, regime complexity or regime interplay is, more often than not, an integral 

part of regime analysis, as a singular regime rarely has a monopoly in any issue area (Dellas, 2015). 

Because of the complex landscape of global climate governance, researchers have had to develop 

methodologies “that adapt over time and space as a result of the feedbacks and underlying 

complexities of the problems at hand” (O’Neill et al., 2013, p. 445). What this means in the context 

of climate change governance is that any attempt to regime analysis involves constructing a new 

database or at least carefully revisiting recent ones, given that TCCG initiatives are known to 

emerge and dissolve continuously. Fortunately, over this past decade several scholars have 

employed a straightforward and replicable methodological framework for mapping the 

(transnational) climate change regime.  

I therefore follow the two-step mapping approach adopted by Abbott (2012), Pattberg and 

colleagues (2014), and Bulkeley and colleagues (2014a, 2012). The first step is to compose a 

representative, coherent and especially contemporary database of transnational climate initiatives 

on the basis of clear criteria; the second is to visualize this database accordingly (Pattberg et al., 

2014, p. 11). On the first part, I rely substantively on earlier research, and in particular on existing 

databases that I combine and build upon. Because I explicitly intend to examine the geographical 

dimensions of TCG, which remains largely unexplored in contemporary scholarship, the second 

step requires some more creativity on my behalf. 

6.2.1. Step 1: Database Compilation  

I consult multiple open-source databases as well as earlier academic studies into the TCCR. On 

the basis of clear selection criteria that match the empirical boundaries of TCCG, scholars Oscar 

Widerberg and  Johannes Stripple (2016, p. 489) identify five different databases that capture 

“cooperative initiatives”7 for climate change, and in particular GHG-mitigation. Four of these are 

accessible at the time of writing this thesis.8 These include the Non-State Action Zone for Climate 

 
7 The notion of cooperative initiatives can be replaced with the notion of transnational climate governance 
initiatives (Widerberg & Stripple, 2016, pp. 486–487). 
8 The UNFCCC’s Portal on Cooperative Initiatives (PCI), which according to Widerberg and Stripple contained 60 
initiatives in 2016, was not accessible at the time of writing this thesis (2016, p. 490).  
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Action (NAZCA) database (N=149), the Climate Initiatives Platform (CIP) database (N=262), the 

Transnational Climate Change Governance Initiatives (TCCGIs) database, which has been 

updated into the CONNECT-database that I will consult in its place (N=89), and the Global 

Aggregator for Climate Action (GAFCA) (N=53).9 

 Combined, these databases are difficult to navigate, particularly because they adhere to 

diverging and in some cases even non-disclosed selection criteria, which in turn explains the stark 

difference in the number of included initiatives (Widerberg & Stripple, 2016, p. 491). More 

reliable sources in this respect are the academic studies that apply the same selection criteria that 

I adhere to. These include Abbott (2012) (N=68), Bulkeley et al. (2014a, 2012) (N=60), and 

Pattberg et al. (2014), whose updated dataset corresponds with the CONNECT-database listed 

above (N=69).10 Because these studies were conducted between 2012 and 201711 , I am required to 

consult both primary and secondary sources in order to get the most complete possible overview 

of TCCG today.  

The database compilation for this thesis follows four steps. First, where possible, I filter 

the databases according to primary selection criteria based on the criteria stipulated in section 

6.2.1.1, using the online filters provided.12 Second, I merge these (filtered) databases with the 

academic datasets using MS Excel. Third, I systematically remove duplicates from this list, and 

continue to clean up my selection manually. I then systematically review all initiatives to 1) ensure 

they are still active today and 2) assess whether these initiatives do or do not meet the selected 

criteria using primary resources. Finally, I rearrange and organize my dataset according to the 

requirements necessary for turning it into a set of maps, recording the geographic coordinates13 of 

 
9 These numbers capture the number of initiatives included in these databases in May 2020. At the time of publication 
of Widerberg and Stripple’s study, these counted 35, 184, 60, and 53 respectively (compared to 149, 262, 89, and 53 
today), meaning three out of four databases grew significantly over this period. The last database, GAFCA, resulted 
from a 2014/2015 research project and has not been updated since (2016).  
10 This last count, unlike the aforementioned studies, also includes international arrangements like the UNFCCC, 
making it not entirely representative for the TCCR (Pattberg, Widerberg, Isailovic, & Guerra, 2014).  
11 Pattberg and colleagues’ first report was published in 2014, but the corresponding CONNECT-website and its 
database has been revised up until 2017. 
12 The CIP database, for instance, allows to apply filters such as ‘are not expired’ or ‘not only in one country’.  
13 The geographic coordinates were recorded using a custom Google Script code in Google Sheets. Coordinates are 
based on the city in which initiatives and members are located, not their exact addresses. In the case of duplicate 
locations, the coordinates of all second, third, and so forth occurrences of these cities were manipulated manually in 
order to avoid multiple initiatives appearing as one. For all original and manipulated coordinates, see Appendix H. 
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the initiatives’ headquarters and those of all actors involved with decision-making powers, as well 

as the initiative type and its geographic span (see Appendices F-H).14,15 

6.2.1.1. Case Selection Criteria 

In line with earlier research into the TCCR, I establish clear criteria for what initiatives do and do 

not belong to the transnational climate change governance landscape (Bulkeley et al., 2012, p. 597, 

2014a, p. 18; Abbott, 2012, p. 572; Pattberg et al., 2014, p. 11). Accordingly, governance 

arrangements must meet all of the following three requirements:  

1. All initiatives must operate transnationally. That is, they operate across at least one 

national border, and involve at least one sub-state or non-state actor;  

2. All initiatives engage in governance. That is, they explicitly aim to influence and direct the 

behavior of others towards a public end; 

3. All initiatives explicitly seek to govern climate change (or GHG emissions). They are 

involved in its mitigation, adaptation, or both. 

6.2.2. Step 2: Visualization  

The second step involves transforming my database, containing 174 governance arrangements and 

1196 relevant stakeholders, into a set of geographic maps. To do this, I import my data from MS 

Excel into D3.js, a JavaScript library for generating dynamic visualizations on the basis of  diverse 

data sources (Bostock, 2019).  

 In order to provide a comprehensive impression of the North-South dimensions of TCCG, 

I visualize the TCCR in two ways. The first is a representation of all transnational climate 

governance arrangements by dotting them on a map based on the geographic location of their 

headquarters. In order not to undermine the high range of diversity in size, coverage, and 

governance function, these dots are color-coded according to their governance role (where I follow 

Abbott (2012) in distinguishing between standards & commitments, operational, information & 

networking, and financing) and sized according the diversity of their member- or partnership base 

with decision-making powers.16  

 
14 Blue=Standards & Commitments (Type 1); Yellow=Operational (Type 2); Red=Information & Networking (Type 
3), Green=Financing (Type 4). 
15 From smallest to largest: 1=1 up to and including 5 countries; 2=6 up to and including 10 countries; 3=11 up to and 
including 20 countries, and 4=21 or more countries, based on the locations of all actors with decision-making powers. 
16 TCCG initiatives vary considerably in membership. Mapping all participants in TCCG initiatives individually gives 
a unrepresentative impression of where decisions are being taken, as in many TCCG cases, membership simply 
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The second visualization delves deeper into the geography of TCCG membership, 

providing a comprehensive impression of global TCCG networks. Here, governance initiatives are 

arranged as hubs, with spokes leading to the geographic location of their participants with decision-

making powers, primarily involving satellite offices, board members, and/or institutional 

partners.17 For the purpose of clarity, I also break down my database into separate categories in 

order to produce maps depicting only networks from arrangements in North America or Europe 

(see Appendix C), outside of North America and Europe (see Appendix D), or of one particular 

role (see Appendix E).  

  

 
involves signing a public commitment to, for example, decarbonization, where actors are not necessarily held 
accountable for following up on said commitments.  
17 For a more comprehensive understanding of what type of members or stakeholders were included as relevant 
stakeholders, see Appendix E (under ‘Notes’).  
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7. Results and Analysis 

How is the transnational climate change regime organized along the global North-South divide? 

The first part of this section presents the results of my large-N analysis into the TCCR’s geography, 

answering my first research question at the hand of several maps. In Section 7.2, I then discuss 

these findings in light of climate justice theory and polycentricity theory, and answer my second 

research question: does the polycentric character of TCCG contribute towards more equitable 

governance between the global North and South? While the TCCR has expanded considerably 

since the Paris Agreement and since previous large-N studies were conducted, I establish that its 

geography has remained remarkably similar, raising reasonable doubt to call into question a 

positive relationship between polycentric- and equitable governance. 

7.1. Results: The North-South Dimensions of TCCG 

Figure 8 provides an overview of the geographic locations of all headquarters to the 174 

transnational climate change governance arrangements included in this study. At first sight, it is 

difficult to find nuance in these results. Of 174 governance arrangements, 139 or 79.9% are 

headquartered in (Western) Europe and the United States’ East Coast alone, and, when 

incorporating the North American continent as a whole, an overwhelming 89.7% (N=156) of 

governance arrangements are headquartered in Europe, the U.S., or Canada. Of the remaining 18 

(10.3%), only 11 (6.3% of total) are headquartered in nations that are neither OECD members, nor 

high-income economies according to the World Bank (OECD, 2020; World Bank, 2020). Because 

the European and North American clusters of transnational climate change governance 

arrangements are too dense to truly perceive the present imbalances—even after manipulating the 

coordinates of duplicate cities18—Figure 9 offers an alternative view where the TCCR is mapped 

according to the number of initiatives headquartered per country or region.  

  

 
18 In the case of duplicate locations, the coordinates of all second, third, and so forth occurrences of these cities were 
manipulated manually in order to avoid multiple initiatives appearing as one. For all original and manipulated 
coordinates, see Appendix H. 
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Figure 8 

The transnational climate change regime: Headquarters  

 

Note: All initiatives are color-coded according to their 

primary governance role. The size of each initiative represents 

the number of countries represented in their decision-making 

base (for instance, their Board of Directors). For an enlarged 

version of this map, see Appendix A. For more information 

on the data used for this map, see Appendices G and F.  
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Figure 9 

The transnational climate change regime: Headquarters per country/region 

 

Note: Circles are sized relative to the number of initiatives headquartered in each country or 

region.19   

 

However, the geography of transnational climate governance is not solely defined by the locations 

of governance headquarters. Because transnational governance is intrinsically characterized by 

cross-border cooperation, this study also incorporates geographic data off all stakeholders with 

decision-making powers within the 174 governance arrangements included. Figure 10 provides an 

overview of the TCCR’s networks between all relevant stakeholders.  

 
  

 
19 EU (including Switzerland) =78; United States=44; United Kingdom=29; Canada=5; Kenya=4; Australia=2, China 
and Hong Kong=2, and Indonesia, Brazil, Singapore, Ivory Coast, Republic of Korea, the Philippines, South Africa, 
the United Arab Emirates, Cameroon, and the Cayman Islands=1 each.  
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Figure 10 

The transnational climate change regime: Networks  

Note: The networks displayed in this figure display 

the connections between TCCG headquarters and 

their relevant stakeholders with decision-making 

powers. For an enlarged version of this map, see 

Appendix B.  

 

While based on this map transnational climate change governance continues to gravitate to and 

between Europe and North America, it becomes much more apparent that there certainly is sub- 

or nonstate climate action beyond the global North. The involvement of actors across the African 

continent is significantly higher than suggested by maps produced in earlier studies, and the overall 

involvement of North American actors relative to European actors appears to have decreased 

(Roger et al., 2017; Widerberg & Pattberg, n.d.). On the other hand, the involvement of South 

American actors, while in the aforementioned studies appearing slightly more prevalent than 

Africa-based involvement, is visibly lower than participation in other parts of the global South 

(Bulkeley et al., 2014a, p. 33; Roger et al., 2017, p. 10). 
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 Interestingly, however, breaking the above map down by region (see Appendix C) or by 

governance roles (see Appendix E) does not produce many alternative insights. The close 

collaboration between North American and Europe-based institutions or initiatives appears densest 

between initiatives engaged in standards & commitment-setting (role 1), but this might well be 

because it is one of the most prevalent activities among all initiatives (N=76/174). The involvement 

of Southern actors in Europe-based initiatives is visibly higher than in North America-based 

initiatives, but this might again be because the number of initiatives headquartered in Europe is 

more than twice as large as that of North America-based initiatives (107 and 49, respectively). 

With regards to initiatives headquartered outside of Europe or North America, the involvement of 

actors across the global North and South respectively appears proportional, but given the number 

of initiatives outside of Europe and North America is very small (N=18) and the share of this 

number based in non-OECD states or high-income economies even smaller (N=11), it is tricky to 

draw conclusions based on generalizations (see Appendix D). Overall, the logic of cross-border 

cooperation within the TCCR therefore appears quite determined, regardless of what type(s) of 

activities governance initiatives are engaged with, or where they are headquartered.  

 Therefore, while the TCCR has expanded considerably since previous large-N analyses 

were conducted, its geography remains remarkably unaffected. This suspicion is confirmed in 

Figure 10, which displays the comparative geography of initiatives established before and during 

or after 2015—the year of the Paris Agreement. These maps identify that, while TCCG initiatives 

indeed multiplied after the historic climate negotiations, the geography of transnational climate 

change governance has remained remarkably similar, with the exception that the growth of 

initiatives in Europe is considerable, while the momentum of TCCG in North America appears to 

have slowed. All in all, the results from the above analysis are hardly nuanced: the TCCR’s 

landscape is notoriously asymmetrical. 
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Figure 11 

TCCG initiatives established before (1) and in or after 2015 (2) 20  

 
20 These maps are based on the database constructed and used for this thesis (N=174), therefore excluding all 
transnational governance arrangements that have been suspended or are nonactive today, per the selection criteria 
stipulated in Section 5. Therefore, the pre-2015 overview might differ slightly from the TCCG landscapes at the time. 
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7.2. Discussion: A Long Road to Equity? 

Any discussion within the framework of climate justice theory or –discourse departs from the 

premise that the burdens associated with climate change are disproportionately distributed, 

whether on a local, regional, national, or global scale, and whether between people(s) differing in 

race, ethnicity, nationality, gender, socioeconomic status, or age. The dimension of climate justice 

discourse addressed in this thesis is geopolitical in nature, addressing climate change-related 

inequalities between the global North and South. The starting premise here, then, is that the world’s 

largest polluters, largely located in the global North, carry a disproportionately small share of the 

associated burden in relation to people(s) in the South, who, despite their significantly smaller 

contribution to global GHG emissions, tend to be much more vulnerable to its impacts.  

 But on top of the asymmetries in GHG contributions and impacts, climate justice discourse 

revolves around a third asymmetry: the imbalances present in the comparative participation and 

representation of all stakeholders in relevant governance processes (Okereke, 2018, p. 322). The 

international governance system under the UNFCCC has attempted to address this asymmetry 

through their “principle of common but differentiated responsibilities”, which, in spite of good 

intentions, has been unsuccessful in soothing the tensions between Northern and Southern actors. 

The purpose of this research has been to uncover whether the diverse landscape of TCCG has 

served to rectify these equity deficits by virtue of its polycentric character.  

In theory, the highly polycentric landscape of transnational climate change governance, 

where multilateral sub- and non-state actors join forces, holds far more potential for correcting 

equity deficits than the more centralized UNFCCC landscape. In reality, as revealed throughout 

the results presented in the previous section, the geography of transnational climate governance 

remains surprisingly resistant to growth.  

7.2.1. Revisiting the Polycentricity-Equity Paradox 

This research was inspired by Okereke’s chapter on the paradoxical relationship between 

polycentricity and equity (2018), in which he raised several points to call into question the 

assumption that a rise in authoritative sites equals more equitable governance: 

It has been observed that climate voluntarism . . ., regime complexity . . ., carbon markets 

. . ., and transnational climate governance . . . are all driven by a neoliberal agenda, the 

ethical basis of which is not compatible with more radical interpretations of climate justice. 

The more radical and direct charge is that these multiple climate governance sites are in 
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fact creating spaces for resource-rich Northern actors—including non-governmental 

organisations and businesses—to further exploit the poor South under the guise of taking 

climate action. (2018, pp. 331–332) 

Even if there is no ill-intent at play, Okereke argues here, the sheer act of navigating polycentric 

governance landscapes requires resources which, to state the obvious, are disproportionally 

distributed across Northern and Southern states. And while a diplomatic context like the 

UNFCCC’s leaves room for deliberation on matters of (distributive) justice, the market logic 

driving TCCG might continue to push it in the direction of capital—whether human or financial.  

In the context of transnational climate change governance, the results of this study suggest 

that the relationship between polycentricity and equity is paradoxical at best, and illusional at 

worst. In fact, according to the database compiled for this study, a large number of initiative 

headquarters or secretariats are hosted by large institutions like ICLEI and various (multi)national-

level organizations, including the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the World Bank, and 

several UN Agencies (see Appendix G). In the context of equitable governance, this calls into 

question just how independent TCCG is from the international regime to begin with. 

7.2.2. Mutual Adjustment at Play?  

Despite their inherent differences, synergies between the international- and transnational climate 

change regimes are theoretically plausible. As Castro argues, it is imperative to remember that 

“[TCCG] initiatives take place in the same world of unequal peers, with varying levels of capacity 

and responsibility for climate change” (2016, p. 384). Indeed, the inequalities underlying 

inequitable governance are structural, and therefore not confined to the international system alone. 

Therefore, despite their institutional and structural differences, there is reasonable doubt to expect 

synergies between the norms, visions, activities, and geographies of the inter- and transnational 

climate change regimes (Castro, 2016, p. 385). 

 This expectation corresponds with the principle of mutual adjustment in polycentric 

governance theory (Bulkeley et al., 2018, p. 63; Pattberg, Chan, Sanderink, & Widerberg, 2018, 

p. 169), which suggests that actors in a polycentric system, while by definition operating 

independently from one another, have a tendency to “making mutual adjustments for ordering their 

relationships with one another” (V. Ostrom, 1999, p. 57; found in Jordan, Huitema, Schoenefeld, 

et al., 2018a, p. 15). Herein theorists have identified ongoing “tensions and frictions between a 

system’s mono- and polycentric tendencies” (Jordan, Huitema, Schoenefeld, et al., 2018a, p. 16), 
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leading to constant readjustment between these two ends. This theory lines up with the principle 

of institutional interlinkages in GEG theory, according to which institutions within the 

environmental governance landscape have a tendency to overlap cognitively, behaviorally, and/or 

on a commitment- or impact level (Pattberg et al., 2018, p. 176). While these interlinkages hold 

the potential of improving inter-institutional learning and increasing the ease with which change 

can be implemented system-wide, there are also downsides to mutual adjustment. One of the 

hurdles of TCCG’s synergies with the international regime, I argue, are the geopolitical biases to 

which they both adhere. 

Based on the results of this study, there is sufficient reason to suspect that the gravitational 

force of the UNFCCC regime is strong enough to provoke the process of mutual adjustment within 

the TCCR. The geographic logic of TCCG, to the extent that I can speak in such black-and-white 

terms, visibly gravitates to cities that play a key role in the UN’s networks and international 

diplomacy at large. Of the 174 initiatives, 36 (20.7%) are headquartered in the UN’s main centers21 

(including the FAO, UNEP and UNFCCC headquarter locations). A further 35 (20.1%) are 

headquartered in Europe’s and the United States’ diplomatic capitals22, and another 14 (8%) in 

Paris, home, of course, to the well-known Paris Agreement. Globally, almost half (85/174 or 

48.9%) of TCCG arrangements are headquartered in these eight cities alone. 

On a more normative level, the adoption of principles of differentiation by TCCG 

initiatives—as argued by Castro a result of an overarching normative climate within which both 

the international and transnational systems operate—appears visible in the TCCR’s geography. 

The ratio of Southern versus Northern headquarters (11:163 or 6.7%) is far more imbalanced than 

the ratio of Southern to Northern participants (289:1196 or 24.1%). This indicates that it indeed is 

likely that TCCG initiatives deliberately involve Southern actors for normative reasons, 

“[adhering] to the main principles and ideas governing the multilateral climate change regime” 

(Castro, 2016, p. 388). The normative-discursive influence of the UNFCCC on the norms, values, 

and operationalization of TCCG arrangements, identified earlier by Castro (2016) and Bulkeley 

and colleagues (2018), might encourage the more active involvement of Southern actors, but 

makes no structural contribution towards the equitability of climate governance at large. 

 
21 Bonn, Germany (7), Geneva, Switzerland (11), Nairobi (4), New York City, U.S.A. (5), The Hague, the 
Netherlands (1), and Vienna, Austria (3). 
22 Brussels (15), and Washington, D.C., U.S.A. (20). 
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In this light, the evidence indicates that polycentricity is no guarantee for more equitable 

governance because polycentricity itself becomes a construct when all centers involved operate 

under the same normative climate, adhere to similar principles, and follow the same geopolitical 

biases. Until agents can overcome this centrifugal hurdle, a further increase in TCCG initiatives is 

unlikely to make any meaningful contribution towards the equitability of climate governance 

between the global North and South.  

7.2.3. Rethinking Polycentricity 

But why is it problematic if 93.7% of TCCG initiatives are headquartered in the global North if 

they do deliberately and actively involve agents from the global South? In light of climate justice 

discourse this will always be debatable, particularly because of the widely-held belief that 

countries or groups ought to “contribute to the solution according to their contribution to the 

problem” (found in J. T. Roberts & Parks, 2010, p. 66).23 But reality remains that the norms, 

standards, and commitments of sub- and national climate change governance are set in the global 

North, managed by secretariats composed largely of Westerners, and communicated 

predominantly in the English language. By extension, this means that actual employment 

opportunities for marginalized people(s) are scarce, leaving Southern actors in positions that are, 

arguably, more symbolic than they are meaningful. Moreover, as the dense clusters of TCCG 

initiatives in under more Washington, D.C., Brussels, and Geneva confirm, the deliberate 

cultivation of human capital in specific locations might open playing fields elsewhere that could 

challenge the gravitational force of TCCG and global climate governance at large. And while it 

might appear benign in the grand scheme of the global climate problem, research has identified 

that the people composing the secretariats managing transnational environmental regimes in fact 

are of high influence in shaping the norms, values, and mandate of TCCG at large (Bauer, 

Andresen, & Biermann, 2012; Dingwerth & Pattberg, 2009; Pattberg, 2012, p. 111), meaning that 

changing the geography of TCCG could, in fact, make a meaningful contribution towards 

correcting global equity deficits. 

 But this process would require deliberation. The effective “coordination” or 

“orchestration” of institutional interlinkages is therefore indeed imperative to overcoming the 

uneven distribution of (T)CCG arrangements, and, by extension, power, across the world (Pattberg 

 
23 Spoken by a Brazilian delegate to the 14th Conference of the Parties to the UNFCCC. 
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et al., 2018). While the UNFCCC has actively instigated the coordination of (inter)national and 

transnational interlinkages over the past five years, Pattberg and colleagues argue, these efforts 

have neither resulted in more effective governance, nor in more equitable governance: 

A framework that primarily seeks to improve visibility and recognise voluntary 

commitments puts a spotlight on imbalances that arise in a self-organising polycentric 

governance environment, rather than remedying them. For instance, by strengthening the 

role of private actors – often based in developed countries – such a framework could 

exacerbate disparities between mitigation and development needs, and between developing 

and developed countries. (2018, p. 181) 

Theoretically, it makes sense that a system is unlikely to become more polycentric through 

enhancing its monocentric tendencies. For this reason, the coordination of institutional linkages to 

the end of promoting equitability should be a bottom-up rather than a top-down process, or at the 

least a proportionate combination of the two (Pattberg et al., 2018, pp. 181–182). Paradoxically, 

the mutual adjustment or institutional interlinkages between the international and transnational 

regimes is both what is preventing equitability and what might be the solution to enhancing it. 

 In the context of TCCG, this means that the relationship between polycentricity and equity 

might well be paradoxical because polycentricity is not an objective condition, and monocentric 

and polycentric are not, by definition, polar opposites (Jordan, Huitema, Schoenefeld, Van Asselt, 

& Forster, 2018b; E. Ostrom, 2010). That the rapid increase in TCCG arrangements has made no 

meaningful contributions to the equitability of the global climate governance system, I argue, is 

because of the system’s monocentric tendencies. Until the active, bottom-up promotion of 

deliberation on this matter, these monocentric tendencies will, in the (normative) context of the 

current political economy, likely continue to gravitate global climate governance towards the 

global North.  

7.2.4. Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

The purpose of my research was to explore the relationship between polycentricity and equity in 

the context of transnational climate change governance. Because previous large-N studies into the 

continuously evolving landscape of TCCG were no longer representative of the TCCR today, I 

was required to first compile a new database of active TCCG initiatives in order to map the 

contemporary TCCR. Because the analysis that followed places my empirical findings in a highly 

normative context, I combined positivist theory and argumentation with normative theory and 
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argumentation. This approach, while certainly bridging the gap between theory and practice, 

comes with some limitations. 

 First, climate justice theory and -discourse encompasses a vast body of literature and voices 

of which I have only scratched the surface. Combining the highly positivist approach of my 

analysis, according to which I mapped the TCCR on the basis of strict and replicable criteria, might 

undermine the complexity of the issues and inequalities at stake. The same holds for my analytical 

framework—the North-South divide—which, despite its analytical utility, does posit a false 

dichotomy (Huggins & Lewis, 2018, p. 95; Mearns & Norton, 2010, p. 7). All in all, to suggest 

that one can determine whether or not a system is equitable—or worse, just—on the basis of one 

large-N empirical investigation, would be too reductive. The equity deficits in global climate 

governance are driven by structural forces, including deeply-rooted norms, values, discourses, and 

structural practices, that cannot be uncovered by a single large-N case study of one point in time. 

Future research into the relationship between polycentricity and equity or climate justice would 

benefit from taking a more normative or philosophical approach to this research problem, provided 

researchers have a coherent and contemporary database at their disposal. 

 This brings me to the second, temporal limitation of my research: the empirical approach 

that I took in my analysis ties my findings to a relatively short time window given the continuous 

evolvement of TCCG. Consequently, the maps that I produced throughout the visualization of my 

database will likely no longer be representative in a couple of years to come. However, the ease 

with which I was able to follow the methodological framework introduced by Bulkeley and 

colleagues (2012) is noteworthy, and I am confident this methodology will remain suitable for 

similar endeavors in the future.  

 The third and final limitation of this study is spatial, as I have deliberately drawn clear 

empirical boundaries by focusing on transnational climate governance only. As mentioned by 

Widerberg and Stripple, one of the largest hurdles in studying the complex landscape of climate 

change governance is to “find methods and approaches that can . . . appreciate diversity” instead 

of treating non-state climate governance “as a coherent whole” (2016, p. 497). To incorporate 

state-led as well as (sub)national climate governance arrangements would have required a much 

more comprehensive analytical- and methodological approach, which was beyond the scope of 

this thesis.  
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 All in all, I therefore make three suggestions that might direct future research in further 

exploring the relationship between polycentricity and equity and the role of mutual adjustment or 

inter-institutional learning therein. First, a more normative approach to studying TCCG could help 

uncover the structural reasons behind its systematic gravitation towards the global North, which 

could be done through qualitative small- or even single-N case studies or discourse analyses. 

Second, a more historical approach tracing the growth (or lack thereof) of the TCCR’s geography 

could potentially uncover trends that might help in making projections for the future of TCCG. 

Finally, larger-scale studies could juxtapose the geographies of the international, transnational, and 

potentially even subnational regimes in order to uncover the myriad of climate governance 

arrangements worldwide—a number that I am confident is far higher than the 174 TCCG 

arrangements I identified for the purpose of this study. If the TCCR is not a productive place to 

address inequities after all, perhaps the solution lies elsewhere.  
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8. Conclusion 

Tensions between the global North and South have interfered with international climate 

negotiations from the outset. A misleading concept, the global climate problem is, in fact, 

notoriously unbalanced. The asymmetries in GHG contributions and its associated impacts, which 

are disproportionately distributed across the global North and South, respectively, have inspired 

various attempts to institutionalize differential treatment into global climate governance in order 

to create a more equitable system, but to no avail (Okereke, 2010, 2018). 

 A third asymmetry exists explicitly on the governance level, indicating a disproportionate 

degree of participation on behalf of Northern or developed actors vis-à-vis representatives from 

Southern or developing nations (Okereke, 2010, 2018). This final asymmetry runs counter to the 

first two, which are mutually dependent, and has made the realization of an equitable, centralized 

approach to differential treatment an unlikely event in the foreseeable future. To date, in this 

respect, the international regime under the UNFCCC remains in a position of political deadlock. 

 Fortunately, global climate change governance is not confined to the international regime. 

Sub- and non-state climate action picked up rapidly over the course of the 2000s, resulting in a 

continuously growing web of transnational governance arrangements aimed at governing climate 

change (Abbott, 2012). Transnational governance is characterized by the active involvement of 

sub-or non-state actors across various levels operating largely independently from each other, and 

is therefore intrinsically polycentric. The existence of an increasingly polycentric system has 

important implications for the equitability of governance and climate justice at large. An important 

research problem in contemporary GEG scholarship has been to explore the links between 

polycentric or fragmented governance, and the overall equitability of the global governance 

system. Multiple arguments can be made for and against a positive relationship between the two. 

 I have sought to further explore this paradox in the context of the transnational regime 

complex for climate change (TCCR), and answered two interrelated research questions: 1) how is 

the transnational climate change regime organized along the global North-South divide? And, 

based on the TCCR’s geography, 2) does the polycentric character of TCCG contribute towards 

more equitable governance between the global North and South? Because contemporary 

scholarship has been unable to keep up with the rapid expansion of TCCG, I first conducted a 

large-N case study analysis of all TCCG arrangements active today. The resulting database, which 

I compiled according to unambiguous criteria in line with previously conducted large-N analyses, 
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revealed 174 TCCG arrangements and 1196 stakeholders with decision-making powers within 

these arrangements. Because the geography of TCCG has only been on the margins of scholarship 

to date, I systematically recorded the geographic coordinates of all these governance sites using a 

custom Google Script code in Google Sheets. Finally, I transformed this database into a set of 

geographic maps depicting in detail the North-South dimensions of today’s TCCR. 

 Based on my results, I concluded that, while the TCCR has grown considerably since the 

publication of earlier large-N analyses and especially since the 2015 Paris Agreement, its 

geography has remained remarkably similar. Of 174 TCCG arrangements, 89.7% (N=156) of 

governance arrangements are headquartered in Europe, the U.S., or Canada alone. Of the 

remaining 18 (10.3%), only 11 (6.3% of total) are headquartered in nations that are neither OECD 

members, nor high-income economies according to the World Bank (OECD, 2020; World Bank, 

2020). While the network view uncovered that participation of actors from the global South has 

increased nonetheless, even these networks are visibly densest between North America and 

Europe. All in all, the results of this study are hardly nuanced: the geography of TCCG remains 

notoriously uneven. 

 The principle of mutual adjustment, which suggests that singular regimes or institutions 

within a polycentric system have a tendency to “[make] mutual adjustments for ordering their 

relationships with one another” (V. Ostrom, 1999, p. 57; found in Jordan, Huitema, Schoenefeld, 

et al., 2018a, p. 15), provides a potential explanation for this geopolitical bias. The international 

and transnational systems operate under the same normative climate—the standards for which 

largely determined by the former—and are therefore likely to take after each other, deliberately or 

not. I argued that the TCCR’s geography indeed gravitates considerably towards locations known 

to play a large role in international (climate) diplomacy and, by extension, places rich in human- 

and financial capital in this policy arena. Geopolitically, the international and transnational climate 

change regimes are therefore notoriously synergistic, delegitimizing not only the claim that 

polycentric governance equals more equitable governance, but calling into question the degree of 

polycentricity of the global climate governance system altogether. That polycentric governance 

has made little to no structural contributions to the equitability of the system, I argued, is because 

of the system’s monocentric tendencies, which—despite sounding paradoxical—are integral to 

most, if not all, polycentric systems (Jordan, Huitema, Schoenefeld, et al., 2018a, p. 16). 
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 This last point is suggestive, however, and ideally should be followed up upon in future 

research. Such efforts would benefit from juxtaposing the geography of the TCCR with that of the 

international regime, which would require a more comprehensive analytical framework within 

which international and transnational regimes can be juxtaposed without delegitimizing their 

institutional and organizational differences and the high variety in their membership especially. 

Moreover, future research could approach this issue by conducting qualitative, small(er)-N 

analyses into the structural forces and motivations behind the TCCR’s geography, in order to 

explore pathways in which TCCG arrangement can be stimulated to deviate from the geopolitical 

bias maintained by the international system. Until then, based on the comparative geography of 

TCCG, there is sufficient reason to contend that there is no a priori relationship between 

polycentricity and equitable governance.  
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Appendix A 

TCCG Headquarters 
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Appendix B 

TCCG Networks
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Appendix C 

TCCG Networks: North America vs. Europe 
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Appendix D 

TCCG Networks: South/Other 
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Appendix E (1) 

TCCG Networks by Governance Role (1,2) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Role 1: Standards and Commitments  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Role 2: Operational 

Note: These maps depict all initiatives whose primary or secondary role corresponds with its 

category, meaning one TCCG arrangement might appear twice throughout any of these four maps.  
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Appendix E (2) 

TCCG Networks by Governance Role (3,4) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

Role 3: Information and Networking 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Role 4: Financing 
 

Note: These maps depict all initiatives whose primary or secondary role corresponds with its 

category, meaning one TCCG arrangement might appear twice throughout any of these four maps.  
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Appendix F 

Database: TCCG initiatives and descriptions 

 
Name Year Summary Description 
100 Resilient Cities  2013 City network  Established by the Rockefeller Foundation, 100 Resilient Cities is a global network 

of cities aimed at improving urban (climate) resilience 
2050 Pathways Platform 2016 Public-private 

network 
The 2050 Pathways Platform is a public-private initiative aimed at supporting 
countries in developing "long-term, net zero-GHG, climate-resilient and sustainable-
development pathways"  

4 per 1000 Initiative 2015 Public-private 
network 

The 4 per 100 Initiative is aimed at bringing together public and private stakeholders 
to support the successful implementation of the Lima-Paris Action Plan (LPAP), 
promoting the role of agriculture in improving food security and climate change 

ACT - Assessing Low-Carbon 
Transition 

2015 Public-private 
service 

The ACT – Assessing Low-Carbon Transition initiative is aimed at helping public 
and private stakeholders understand their possibilities for low-carbon transitions 

ACT - Action towards Climate 
Friendly Transport (TUMI) 

2019 Public-private 
network 

The ACT - Action towards Climate Friendly Transport initiative is aimed at bringing 
together public and private stakeholders in the transport industry to accelerate its 
low-carbon transition 

Adaptation for Small holder 
Agriculture Programme 
(ASAP) 

2012 Fund  Launched by the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD), the 
ASAP-initiative is aimed at providing climate finance for smallholder agriculture 

Adaptation of West African 
Coastal Area (WACA) 

2015 Public-private 
partnership  

The WACA-program is a public-private partnership aimed at supporting West 
African coastal communities in improving natural resource management and climate 
resilience 

Africa Renewable Energy 
Initiative (AREI) 

2015 Public-private 
network 

AREI is an African-led initiative bringing together public and private stakeholders 
committed to upscaling Africa's renewable energy-transition 

Airport Carbon Accreditation 2009 Private 
partnership 

The Airport Carbon Accreditation partnerships brings together airports committed to 
reduce their carbon footprints 
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Alliance for Global Water 
Adaptation 

2010 NGO The AGWA-Alliance is an NGO aimed at supporting stakeholders in the water 
industry in improving resource management, with a focus on climate adaptation and 
-mitigation 

Alliances for Climate Action 2018 Public-private 
network 

Alliances for Climate Action bring together leaders from the public and private 
sectors committed to transform their countries' economies towards zero-carbon 
economies 

Asian Cities Climate Change 
Resilience Network 
(ACCCRN) 

2008 City network  The ACCCRN network is aimed at supporting member cities to enhance their 
resilience to climate-induced risk 

Banking Environment Initiative 2010 Private 
network 

The BEI-initiative brings together eight global banks committed to improving 
sustainable banking 

Below50 2017 Private 
network 

Below50 brings together stakeholders from the private sector in their shared 
commitment to improve and enhance the market for sustainable fuels 

BioCarbon Fund 2004 Fund  The BioCarbon Fund manages finance for forest countries committed to reducing 
carbon emissions from unsustainable land use 

Breakthrough Energy 
(Coalition and Venture) 

2015 Fund  Pioneered by Bill Gates, the Breakthrough Energy Coalition manages finance for 
innovations aimed at accelerating the zero-carbon transformation  

Business Alliance for Water 
and Climate Change 
(BAFWAC) 

2015 Private 
network 

The BAFWAC-alliance brings together stakeholders from the private sector 
committed to mitigating water stress and climate change 

C40 Cities Climate Leadership 
Group 

2005 City network  The C40 initiative brings together the world's megacities committed to mitigating 
their contribution to climate change 

Carbon Disclosure Project 
(CDP) 

2000 Public-private 
service 

The CDP provides thousands of organizations from the public and private sectors 
with a unified framework for carbon disclosure 

Carbon Neutral Cities Alliance  2014 City network  The CNCA alliance brings together cities across the globe in their shared 
commitment to achieving carbon neutrality by 2050 

Carbon Pricing Leadership 
Coalition 

2015 Public-private 
network 

The CPLC coalition brings together stakeholders from the public and private sectors 
to accelerate the implementation of carbon pricing and trading worldwide  

Carbon Sequestration 
Leadership Forum  

2003 Public-private 
network 

The CSLF is an international initiative aimed at improving technologies for carbon 
capture and -storage 
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Carbon Trade Watch 2001 Research 
network 

The Carbon Trade Watch is a network of research efforts aimed at providing a 
holistic body of research into climate change and environmental policies 

Carbon Trust Standard 2001 Certification The Carbon Trust Standard certifies organizations proved to follow "best practice" in 
environmental impact management 

CarbonNeutral Protocol  2002 Certification The CarbonNeutral Protocol certifies private organizations for voluntarily and 
deliberately reducing their carbon emissions  

Caribbean Catastrophe Risk 
Insurance Facility (CCRIF 
SPC) 

2007 Fund CCRIF mobilizes funding for climate disasters in the Caribbean and Central America 

Cement Sustainability Initiative 2002 Private 
network 

The CSI brings together 24 large-scale cement producers globally in their shared 
commitment to transforming their industry in a more sustainable direction 

Center for Climate and Energy 
Solutions (C2ES) 

1998 Think tank C2ES is an international think tank aimed at advancing policy for GHG reduction, 
climate resilience, and green energy 

Ceres Networks 1989 Private 
network 

Ceres brings together investors and other stakeholders from the private section aimed 
at mobilizing action on sustainability issues, including climate change 

Cities and Regions' 5-year 
vision 

2015 Cities- and 
regions 
network 

The Cities and Regions' 5-year vision brings together cities and regions from across 
the world in their joint commitment to implement the Paris Action Statement by 
2020 

Cities Climate Finance 
Leadership Alliance  

2014 City network  The Cities Climate Finance Leadership Alliance brings together cities from across 
the world committed to mobilizing finance for urban climate resilience projects 

City Creditworthiness 
Partnership (World Bank) 

2014 Fund The City Creditworthiness Partnership is a fund geared towards supporting cities in 
developing climate-smart infrastructure and services 

CLASP 1999 NGO CLASP is an international organization aimed at supporting the improvement of the 
energy and environmental performance of everyday appliances and equipment 

Clean Air Asia 2001 NGO/City 
network 

Clean Air Asia is an NGO aimed at improving air quality and the general livability 
of cities in Asia 

Clean Cooking Alliance  2010 Public-private 
network 

The Clean Cooking Alliance brings together stakeholders from the public and private 
sectors in their joint commitment to making clean cooking available to everybody 

Climate Action 100+ 2017 Private 
network 

Climate Action 100+ brings together investors to enforce the reduction of the carbon 
footprints of the largest corporate GHG emitters 



 72 

Climate Action in Financial 
Institutions 

2015 Public-private 
network 

The Climate Action in Financial Institutions coalition mobilizes public and private 
financial institutions and supports them in integrating climate considerations into 
their strategies 

Climate Action Reserve 2008 Registry  The Climate Action Reserve is a carbon offset registry for North American 
organizations 

Climate Alliance 1990 Public-private 
network 

The Climate Alliance brings together stakeholders from the public and private 
sectors committed to reducing their GHG emissions 

Climate and Clean Air 
Coalition 

2012 Public-private 
partnership  

The Climate and Clean Air Coalition brings together organizations from the public 
and private sectors committed to improving air quality and mitigating climate change 
through reducing the emissions of SLCPs 

Climate Disclosure Standards 
Board 

2007 Public-private 
network 

The CDSB brings together businesses and NGOs in order to align natural- and 
financial capital into a streamlined reporting model 

Climate Neutral Now 2015 Public-private 
network 

Climate Neutral Now brings together public and private organizations in their shared 
commitment to contribute towards carbon neutrality by 2050 

Climate Policy Initiative 2009 Research 
network 

The Climate Policy Initiative provides analysis and advise for public and private 
actors to improve climate finance 

Climate Smart Agriculture 
Investment Plans 

2014 Fund The Climate Smart Agriculture Investment Plans is an initiative aimed at funding 
climate-smart agriculture across the world 

Climate Smart Agriculture 
Youth Network 

2018 CSO  The CSO Youth Network is aimed at educating the youth about climate-smart 
agriculture and climate change in general 

Climate-smart Agriculture 
Booster (CSAb) 

2015 Public-private 
network 

The CSAb (booster) brings together stakeholders from the European private and 
public sectors to advance climate-smart agriculture in Europe as well as globally 

Climate, Community and 
Biodiversity Alliance (CCBA) 

2003 NGO network The CCBA is a collaboration of international NGOs aimed at stimulating best 
practice in land management, with reference to climate change mitigation, 
sustainability, poverty, and biodiversity 

ClimateWise 2006 Private 
network 

ClimateWise brings together stakeholders from the insurance industry with the aim 
to better integrate climate risk into common practice 

ClimateWorks Foundation 2008 NGO ClimateWorks is an NGO aimed at supporting climate mitigation and adaptation 
initiatives 
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Clinton Climate Initiative 
(including Islands Energy 
Program) 

2006 Public-private 
partnership  

The Clinton Climate Initiative aims to bring together public and private partners to 
upscale projects for climate mitigation and adaptation that are implementable on the 
local level 

DivestInvest  2014 Private 
network 

DivestInvest brings together people and organizations from the investment industry 
joining forces in their commitment to contribute to the transition to a carbon-neutral 
economy 

ECF Cycling Delivers on the 
Global Goals 

2015 Cities- and 
regions 
network 

The ECF Cycling Delivers-initiative aims to spread awareness on the importance of 
cycling for sustainability and climate change mitigation by creating a network of 
cities and region committed to increase the net share of cycling in transportation 

EcoPartnerships 2008 Public-private 
partnership  

The EcoPartnerships initiative brings together partners from the American and 
Chinese public and private sectors who create cooperation models addressing issues 
including sustainability, GHG emissions, and climate change 

EIT Climate-KIC 2010 Public-private 
network 

EIT Climate-KIC is a community of public and private actors committed to the zero-
carbon transition  

En.Lighten  2009 Public-private 
partnership  

Pioneered by UNEP-GEF, the En.Lighten initiative brings together stakeholders 
from the public and private sectors in order to transform the global market towards a 
more sustainable end 

Energy Cities 1990 City network  EnergyCities bring together over a thousand local governments committed to a clean 
energy transition 

Energy Efficiency Global 
Alliance 

2019 Public-private 
network 

The Energy Efficiency Global Alliance bring together stakeholders from the public 
and private sectors who believe in the strength of energy efficiency in mitigating 
climate change 

EP100 2016 Private 
network 

Pioneered by the Climate Group, the EP100 initiative brings together companies who 
work together to improve their energy efficiency 

EUROCITIES 2008 City network  EUROCITIES brings together major European cities in their shared commitment to 
improve their communities through several themes, including environment and 
climate change 

European Alliance to Save 
Energy (EU-ASE) 

2010 Public-private 
network 

The EU-ASE brings together multinational corporations and public actors in their 
joint commitment to save energy 

European Technology and 
Innovation Platform for Wind 

2016 Research ETIPWind provides research and policy for (private) stakeholders in the wind energy 
sector with the aim to reach a breakthrough in the sector 
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EV100 2017 Private 
network 

EV100 brings together companies in their shared commitment to transition to 100% 
electric transportation 

EverGreen Agriculture 
Partnership (EVAP) 

2012 Public-private 
partnership  

The EVAP partnership brings together organizations to transform smallholder 
agriculture in a green, sustainable direction 

Food Security Climate 
Resilience Facility 
(FoodSECuRE) 

2015 Fund Initiated by the World Food Programme, FoodSECuRE is a multilateral fund with a 
mission to mobilize finance for local communities to enhance their climate resilience 

Getting to Zero Coalition 2019 Private 
network 

The Getting to Zero Coalition brings together companies, governments, and IGOs 
committed to developing deep sea vessels that contribute to a zero-emission 
maritime shipping industry by 2030 

Global Alliance for Buildings 
and Construction (Global 
ABC) 

2015 Public-private 
network 

GlobalABC mobilizes public and private stakeholders from the buildings- and 
construction industry in their shared commitment to decrease their environmental 
footprint and build resilience 

Global Alliance for Climate-
Smart Agriculture 

2014 Public-private 
network 

GASCA brings together stakeholders from the public and private sectors in their 
mission to promote CSA and food security and resilience in the face of climate 
change 

Global Bioenergy Partnership 2007 Public-private 
partnership  

The Global Bioenergy Partnership brings together public and private stakeholders in 
their mission to spread knowledge and innovation on the advantages of bioenergy, 
with a focus on developing countries 

Global Buildings Performance 
Network 

2010 Public-private 
network 

The Global Buildings Performance Network mobilizes public and private 
stakeholders in the buildings- and construction industry with the aim of saving 2.1 Gt 
of CO2 emissions by 2030 

Global CCS Institute 2009 Research 
network 

The Global CCS Institute is a think tank aimed at accelerating CCS for the purpose 
of quick and efficient climate change mitigation 

Global Clean Water 
Desalination Alliance 

2016 Public-private 
network 

The Global Clean Water Desalination Alliance brings together key stakeholders from 
the public and private sectors to mitigate hydric stress and carbon emissions from 
desalination plants 

Global Cool Cities Alliance 2010 City network  The Global Cool Cities Alliance mobilizes cities across the globe in their 
commitment to cooling their cities using solar reflective urban surfaces  

Global Covenant of Mayors for 
Climate & Energy (GCoM) 

2017 City network  GCoM mobilizes over 10,000 cities and local governments in their joint mission to 
contribute to a clean energy-transition and mitigate climate change 
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Global e-Sustainability 
Initiative (GeSI) 

2001 Research 
network 

GeSI works together with ICT companies and organizations around the world to 
enhance social and environmental sustainability using digital technologies 

Global Fuel Economy Initiative 2009 Public-private 
partnership  

The Global Fuel Economy Initiative brings together important stakeholders from the 
transportation industry to make sure the world’s vehicle fleet commits to best 
practice in addressing climate change 

Global Gas Flaring Reduction 
Partnership  

2002 Public-private 
partnership  

Pioneered by the World Bank, the Global Gas Flaring Reduction Partnership 
mobilizes public and private stakeholders in their mission to reduce gas flaring 

Global Green Freight 2015 Public-private 
partnership  

The Global Green Freight initiative aims to stimulate collaboration between public 
and private organizations with the aim to reduce climate, health, and economic 
impacts of the global freight industry 

Global Initiative on 
Community Based Adaptation 

2017 Public-private 
network 

The Global Initiative on Community Based Adaptation promotes learning and 
sharing best practice between efforts aimed at enhancing community-based 
adaptation to climate change 

Global Investor Coalition on 
Climate Change 

2012 Private 
network 

The Global Investor Coalition on Climate Change mobilizes four regional partner 
organizations to enhance investors' engagement with the climate change problem 

Global Investor Statement on 
Climate Change 

2010 Private 
network 

The Global Investor Statement on Climate Change mobilizes the commitments of 
over 600 investors and their role in mitigating climate change 

Global Lead City Network on 
Sustainable Procurement 

2015 City network  The Global Lead City Network on Sustainable Procurement mobilizes cities joined 
in their commitment to transition to sustainable consumption and production 

Global Methane Initiative  2010 Public-private 
partnership  

The Global Methane Initiative mobilizes public and private partners with the aim to 
share information and resources regarding the clean use of methane as an energy 
source 

Global Reporting Initiative 1997 Registry  GRI is an international organization assisting public and private organizations in 
understanding and registering their impacts on sustainability issues, including 
climate change 

Global Resilience Partnership 2014 Public-private 
partnership  

The Global Resilience Partnership brings together public and private organizations in 
their mission to build climate resilience among vulnerable peoples 

Global Sustainable Electricity 
Partnership (GSEP) 

1992 Private 
partnership 

GSEP mobilizes the CEOs of global electricity companies in their mission to 
contribute to a low carbon-economy and enhance the sustainability of their sector 

Go 100% 2011 Registry  Go 100% stimulates the transition to 100% renewable energy in the electricity, 
heating, and transportation sectors 
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Gold Standard 2003 Certification Pioneered by the WWF and other NGOs, the Gold Standard certifies carbon-
reducing projects across the world 

Green Belt Movement 1977 NGO The Green Belt Movement is a Kenya-based CSO aimed at empowering locals to 
improve the environment 

Green Climate Fund 2013 Fund  The Green Climate Fund mobilizes finance to support developing countries in 
reducing their GHG emissions and mitigate climate change 

Green Freight Europe 2012 Private 
network 

Green Freight Europe is a European branch of organizations committed to reduce the 
CO2 emissions of the global freight industry 

Green Freight Asia 2013 Private 
network 

Green Freight Asia is an Asian branch of organizations committed to reduce the CO2 
emissions of the global freight industry 

Green Growth Knowledge 
Partnership 

2013 Research 
network 

The Green Growth Knowledge Partnership mobilizes experts to carry out policy-
relevant research for a green economy-transition 

Greenhouse Gas Protocol 1998 Public-private 
service 

The Greenhouse Gas Protocol aids public and private organizations in understanding 
and measuring their GHG emissions 

IATA Carbon Offset Program 2009 Private 
network 

The IATA Carbon Offset Program mobilizes and supports IATA airlines in their 
carbon offset practices 

ICLEI - Local Governments for 
Sustainability 

1990 City network  ICLEI - Local Governments for Sustainability brings together cities in their joint 
commitment to sustainable urban development 

Institutional Investors Group 
on Climate Change 

2012 Private 
network 

The Institutional Investors Group on Climate Change mobilizes finance for the low 
carbon transition  

InsuResilience Global 
Partnership  

2017 Public-private 
partnership  

InsuResilience Global Partnership mobilizes partners from the public and private 
sectors with the aim of enhancing the climate resilience of developing countries  

International Coalition for 
Sustainable Aviation 

1998 NGO network The International Coalition for Sustainable Aviation brings together NGOs and the 
UN's International Civil Aviation Organization to address the carbon footprint of the 
aviation industry 

International Council on Clean 
Transportation 

2001 Research 
network 

The International Council on Clean Transportation carries out research with the aim 
to improve the environmental performance of the transportation industry 

International Development 
Finance Club 

2011 Fund The International Development Finance Club mobilizes development banks from 
across the world with the aim to mobilize climate finance 

International Emissions 
Trading Association (IETA) 

1999 Private 
network 

IETA is an international organization aimed at creating a unified framework for 
carbon trading and reduction 
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International Zero-Emission 
Vehicle Alliance (ZEV 
Alliance) 

2015 Public 
network 

The ZEV Alliance mobilizes (sub-)national governments in their commitment to 
switch to zero-emission vehicles 

IPIECA 1974 Public-private 
network 

IPIECA mobilizes public and private stakeholders from the global oil and gas 
industry in order to develop and share best practice on the industry's environmental 
performance 

ISO GHG Accounting 
Standards 1406x Series 

2006 Certification The International Organization for Standardization (ISO) develops global standards, 
including their 1406x series for GHG emission standards 

Lean and Green   2008 Public-private 
network 

Pioneered by Connekt, a Dutch network for sustainable mobility, Lean and Green 
stimulates organizations from the private sector to enhance their environmental 
performance 

Low Emission Development 
Strategies Global Partnership 

2011 Public-private 
partnership  

The LEDS-GP partnership aims to support learning and cooperation on low emission 
development strategies, with a focus on developing countries 

Low-Carbon Sustainable Rail 
Transport Challenge 

2014 Private 
network 

Initiated by the International Railway Association, the Low-Carbon Sustainable Rail 
Transport Challenge stimulates relevant stakeholders to commit to green growth and 
climate change mitigation 

Megacities Alliance for Water 
and Climate 

2015 City network  The Megacities Alliance for Water and Climate brings together the world's 
megacities to stimulate learning and cooperation on issues revolving around water 
and climate change 

Mission2020 2017 NGO Mission 2020 is an NGO network of individuals and organizations committed to 
mitigate climate change and enhance the resilience of developing countries and their 
peoples especially 

MobiliseYourCity Partnership 2015 City network  The MobiliseYourCity Partnership brings together cities committed to sustainable 
and green urban mobility planning 

Montréal Carbon Pledge 2014 Registry  The Montréal Carbon Pledge provides investors with a platform to formalize their 
commitments to decarbonization 

Net Zero Carbon Buildings 
Commitment 

2018 Public-private 
network 

The Net Zero Carbon Buildings Commitment to maintain net zero operating 
emissions by 2030 and for all buildings to be net zero by 2050 

Networked Carbon Markets 
Initiative 

2013 Public-private 
network 

The World Bank's Networked Carbon Markets Initiative is aimed at promoting and 
enhancing best practice in carbon pricing and trading 
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New England Governors and 
Eastern Canadian Premiers 
Conference  

1973 Interregional 
network 

The New England Governors and Eastern Canadian Premiers Conference brings 
together New England states Eastern Canadian provinces to promote learning and 
cooperation on several issues, including environment, sustainability, and climate 
change 

North American Climate Smart 
Agriculture Alliance 

2015 Private 
network 

The North American Climate Smart Agriculture Alliance mobilizes partners from the 
agriculture industry to share best practice on sustainability issues, including climate 
change 

Ocean Renewable Energy 
Action Coalition 

2019 Public-private 
network 

The Ocean Renewable Energy Action Coalition mobilizes stakeholders from the 
public and private sectors to represent the offshore wind energy sector in the global 
commitment to mitigate climate change 

Oil and Gas Climate Initiative 2014 Private 
network 

Oil and Gas Climate Initiative is a private network of CEOs from the oil and gas 
industry to formalize their commitment to contribute to climate change mitigation 

Partnership on Sustainable, 
Low Carbon Transport 
(SLOCAT) 

2009 Public-private 
partnership  

SLOCAT is a public-private partnership aimed at promoting and enhancing 
sustainable, low carbon transportation 

Partnership on Transparency in 
the Paris Agreement 

2010 Public-private 
partnership  

The Partnership on Transparency in the Paris Agreement supports international 
efforts to enhance climate transparency, with the aim to curb global warming to 
below 2°C 

PEDRR 2008 Public 
Partnership 

The Partnership for Environment and Disaster Risk Reduction (PEDRR) brings 
together public and private organizations in their mission to implement Ecosystem-
based Disaster Risk Reduction (Eco-DRR)  

PIANC’s Navigating a 
Changing Climate Partnership  

2015 Private 
partnership 

PIANC's Navigating a Changing Climate Partnerships brings together stakeholders 
from the navigation infrastructure sector in their joint commitment to mitigate 
climate change 

Planners for Climate Action 
(P4CA) 

2017 Public-private 
network 

P4CA brings together public and private stakeholders representing the planning 
sector in their joint commitment to combat climate change 

PlanVivo 2008 NGO PlanVivo is a charity organization with the mission to help smallholders and 
communities in improving the sustainability of their land and natural resource 
management 

PointCarbon 2000 Consultancy PointCarbon is a leading consultancy for the global power, gas and carbon markets 
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Portfolio Decarbonization 
Coalition 

2014 Public-private 
network 

The Portfolio Decarbonization Coalition brings together public and private 
institutional investors with the aim to curb GHG emissions  

Powering Past Coal Alliance 2017 Public-private 
network 

The Powering Past Coal Alliance is a public-private partnership committed to 
contribute to a timely transition away from coal power 

Private Financing Advisory 
Network  

2006 Public-private 
network 

The Private Financing Advisory Network brings together experts from the finance 
industry with the aim to "bridge the gap" between the private sector and climate- and 
clean energy projects 

Public Transport Declaration 
on Climate Leadership (UITP) 

2014 Private 
network 

UITP's Public Transport Declaration on Climate Leadership provides leaders from 
the public transport industry with the possibility to formalize their commitment to 
demonstrating climate leadership  

R20 - Regions of Climate 
Action  

2010 Interregional 
network 

The R20-Regions of Climate Action brings together cities and regions in their joint 
commitment to combat climate change and contribute to a green, zero-carbon 
economy 

R4 Rural Resilience Initiative 2011 NGO The R4 Rural Resilience Initiative assists vulnerable rural families in managing 
climate-related risks in order to enhance their food and income security  

RE100 2014 Private 
partnership 

RE100 mobilizes a partnership of businesses committed to contribute to a transition 
to 100% electrical energy 

Red Cross/ Red Crescent 
Climate Centre 

2002 NGO The Red Cross/Red Crescent Climate Centre is an NGO aimed at helping the Red 
Cross/Red Crescent and its partners build climate resilience for vulnerable peoples 

Regions4 (was Network of 
Regional Governments for 
Sustainable Development) 

2002 Interregional 
network 

Regions4 is an organization aimed at representing regional governments at UN-, EU, 
and other global negotiations concerning climate change, biodiversity, and 
sustainability 

RegionsAdapt 2015 Regional 
network 

RegionsAdapt is aimed at mobilizing a network of regional governments who 
support each other in their joint commitment to combat climate change 

Renewable Energy and Energy 
Efficiency Partnership 
(REEEP) 

2002 Public-private 
partnership  

The Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Partnership is aimed to developing 
finance mechanisms to assist low- and middle-income countries to advance market 
readiness for clean energy 

Renovate Europe 2012 Public-private 
network 

Renovate Europe is a "political communications campaign" aimed at reducing the 
energy consumptions of the European building industry 
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Research Program on Climate 
Change, Agriculture and Food 
Security 

2011 Research 
network 

The Research Program on Climate Change, Agriculture and Food Security aims to 
bring awareness about the impacts of global warming and food security deficits on 
the agricultural sector 

RightShip 2001 Research 
network 

RightShip is an international organization active in environmental risk assessment 
and -management for the maritime industry 

SEforAll: District Energy 
Initiative 

2014 Cities- and 
regions 
network 

SEforAll's District Energy Initiative brings together cities and regions in their joint 
commitment to reduce pollution, improve lives, and reach the global climate goals 

SOCIALCARBON 2008 Certification Developed by Ecologica Institute, SOCIALCARBON is a certification scheme for 
carbon reduction programs 

SolarCities 2003 NGO SolarCities is an NGO that brings together volunteers committed to share knowledge 
on small-scale biogas use in communities around the world 

Sports for Climate Action 2018 Public-private 
network 

Sports for Climate Action brings together organizations from the sport industry 
willing to show climate leadership and their industry's role in climate change 
mitigation 

Sustainable Energy for All 
(SEforAll) 

2001 NGO SEforAll is works with public and private organizations around the world with the 
mission to accelerate the transition to sustainable energy 

Sustainable Mobility for All  2017 Public-private 
partnership  

Sustainable Mobility for All is a public-private partnership with the ambition to 
(under more) decrease the environmental footprint ot the mobility industry 

Task Force on Climate-Related 
Financial Disclosures 

2015 Public-private 
network 

The Task Force on Climate-Related Financial Disclosures develops voluntary 
financial risk disclosures for the private sector 

Taxi4SmartCities 2015 Private 
network 

Taxi4SmartCities mobilizes taxi companies to stimulate their industry's energy 
transition 

The 1-in-100 Initiative 2014 Public-private 
partnership  

The 1-in-100 Initiative is a public-private partnership aimed at stimulating climate 
resilient investment 

The Blue Carbon Initiative 2015 Public 
network 

The Blue Carbon Initiative brings together organizations from the public sector with 
the aim to mitigate climate change through the restoration of coastal- and marine 
ecosystems 

The Climate and Development 
Knowledge Network 

2010 Public-private 
network 

The Climate and Development Knowledge Network brings together public and 
private stakeholders with the mission to improve the livelihoods of "the poorest and 
most vulnerable to climate change" 
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The Climate Group 2004 NGO The Climate Group is an NGO aimed at mobilizing public and private organizations 
to accelerate climate action worldwide 

The Climate Registry 2007 Registry  The Climate Registry develops GHG reporting programs for the American and 
Canadian markets 

The European Climate 
Foundation 

2008 Public-private 
network 

The European Climate Foundation is a public-private partnership committed to a net-
zero GHG emissions society in Europe 

The Forest Carbon Partnership 
Facility  

2008 Public-private 
partnership  

The Forest Carbon Partnership Facility brings together public and private 
stakeholders with the mission to slow GHG emissions from deforestation and 
unsustainable land use in forests 

The Governors' Climate & 
Forests Task Force 

2010 Public-private 
network 

The Governors' Climate & Forests Task Force brings together 38 states and 
provinces in their joint commitment to protect tropical rainforests and curb GHG 
emissions 

The Prince of Wales's 
Corporate Leaders Group 

2005 Public-private 
network 

The Prince of Wales's Corporate Leaders Group brings together stakeholders from 
the business sector to enhance their sector's commitment to a green economy 

The Renewable Energy Policy 
Network for the 21st Century 
(REN21) 

2005 Public-private 
network 

REN21 is a global community of public and private organizations active in policy-
relevant research aimed at accelerating the renewable energy transition 

The Roundtable on Sustainable 
Biofuels (RSB Standard) 

2007 Certification The Roundtable on Sustainable Biofuels is a certification scheme aimed at improving 
and accelerating the development of the bioeconomy 

The Science Based Targets 
Initiative 

2014 Public-private 
partnership  

The Science Based Targets Initiative brings together public and private stakeholders 
with the mission to promote the use of science-based targets to accelerate the 
transition to a low-carbon economy  

Transition Network  2005 CSO  The Transition Network mobilizes communities worldwide in addressing society's 
big sustainability challenges, including climate change, locally 

Transport Decarbonisation 
Alliance 

2018 Public-private 
network 

The Transport Decarbonisation Alliance aims to stimulate low-carbon mobility by 
bringing together a network of countries, cities and companies 

UN Global Compact Caring for 
Climate 

2007 Commitment  The UN Global Compact Caring for Climate allows companies to formalize their 
commitment to mitigating climate change 

Under2 Coalition 2015 Public 
network 

The Under2 Coalition brings together national and subnational governments in their 
joint commitment to implement the Paris Agreement goals for climate change 
mitigation 
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UNEP Partnership for Clean 
Fuels and Vehicles (PCFV) 

2002 Public-private 
network 

UNEP's PCFV Partnership mobilizes public and private stakeholders committed to 
promote cleaner fuels and vehicles in low income economies 

Union of the Baltic Cities 1991 City network  The Union of the Baltic Cities brings together cities from the Baltic Sea region in 
their joint commitment to build (climate) resilience and enhance sustainability 

United for Efficiency (U4E) 2010 Public-private 
partnership  

U4E supports low income and emerging economies in improving their market 
readiness for energy efficiency 

United Nations Environment 
Programme Finance Initiative  

2003 Public-private 
partnership  

UNEP's financing initiative aims to mobilize finance for sustainable development 

Urban Electric Mobility 
Initiative  

2014 Public-private 
partnership  

The Urban Electric Mobility Initiative brings together stakeholders from the public 
and private sectors committed to enhancing the share of electric vehicles to curb 
GHG emissions 

URBECT Zero Carbon Cities  2019 City network  URBECT's Zero Carbon Cities network mobilizes cities in their efforts to establish 
and maintain carbon reduction projects 

Value Chain Risk to Resilience N/Aa Private 
network 

The Value Chain Risk to Resilience is a collaboration between stakeholders from the 
private sector committed to enhance the climate resilience of local communities and 
farmers 

Verra (incl. Verified Carbon 
Standard) 

2005 Certification Verra provides certification schemes for public and private organizations to 
formalize their contribution to reduce pollution and protect natural resources 

We Mean Business Coalition  2014 Public-private 
network 

The We Mean Business Coalition mobilizes businesses in their commitments to 
contribute to a zero-carbon economy 

Western Climate Initiative 
(WCI,Inc.) 

2007 Interregional 
network 

WCI, Inc. develops practical solutions in support of their participating Jurisdictions' 
GHG emissions trading program 

World Business Council for 
Sustainable Development  

1995 Private 
network 

WBCSD brings together the CEOs of more than 200 businesses committed to show 
leadership in the transformation to a sustainable economy 

WWF Climate Savers  1999 NGO Pioneered by the WWF, Climate Savers mobilizes businesses in their joint 
commitment to show climate leadership and contribute to a low-carbon economy 

 

Note. The descriptions in this table were based on information available at the initiatives’ webpages, accessed in April and May 2020.  
a. Information on the Value Chain Risk to Resilience initiative’s start year was unavailable at the time of writing this thesis.   
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Appendix G 

Database: Primary information 

 
Name Type1 Type2 Size Location-primary Locations-secondary Notes 
100 Resilient Cities  3  1 New York, NY, 

U.S.A. 
London, U.K.; Singapore, Singapore Secretariat (1) and 

satellite offices (2) 

2050 Pathways 
Platform 

1 3 1 Paris, France  Brussels, Belgium; Leiden, Netherlands; 
Menlo Park, California, U.S.A. 

Secretariat (1) and 
supporting partners (2) 

4 per 1000 
Initiative 

1 2 2 Montpellier, France Midrand, South Africa; Berlin, Germany; 
Buenos Aires, Argentina; Rome, Italy; 
Marseille, France; Antananarivo, 
Madagascar; Dakar, Senegal; Jourdain, 
France; Washington, U.S.A.; Bamako, Mali; 
Kinshasa, Republic of the Congo 

Secretariat (1) and 
Board of Directors (2) 

ACT - Assessing 
Low-Carbon 
Transition 

3  1 Angers, France London, U.K. Founder 1 (ADEME) 
(1) and second founder 
(CDP) (2) 

ACT - Action 
towards Climate 
Friendly Transport 
(TUMI) 

1 3 3 Bonn, Germany  Shanghai, China; New York, NY, USA; 
Washington, D.C., U.S.A.; London, U.K.; 
Montreal, Canada; Brussels, Belgium; Paris, 
France; Mandaluyong, Philippines; Caracas, 
Venezuela; Frankfurt, Germany; Nairobi, 
Kenya; Utrecht, the Netherlands 

Secretariat (1) and 
contributing partners 
(2) 

Adaptation for 
Small holder 
Agriculture 
Programme 
(ASAP) 

4  2 Rome, Italy Brussels, Belgium; Ottawa, Canada; 
Helsinki, Finland; Amsterdam, Netherlands; 
Oslo, Norway; Seoul, the Republic of Korea; 
Stockholm, Sweden; Bern, Switzerland; 
London, U.K. 

IFAD headquarters (1) 
and donors (2) 

Adaptation of West 
African Coastal 
Area (WACA) 

3 4 2 Washington, D.C., 
U.S.A.  

Nouakchott, Mauritania; Sao Tome, Sao 
Tome and Principe; Dakar, Senegal; Porto-
Novo, Benin; Yamoussoukro, Ivory Coast; 

Host organization 
(World Bank) (1) and 
team members on 
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Lome, Togo; Abidjan, Ivory Coast; Gland, 
Switzerland; Nairobi, Kenya 

national and regional 
levels (2) 

Africa Renewable 
Energy Initiative 
(AREI) 

1 2 2 Abidjan, Ivory Coast  Conakry, Republic of Guinea; Cairo, Egypt; 
Windhoek, Namibia; N'Djamena, Chad; 
Nairobi, Kenya; Libreville, Gabon; Addis 
Ababa, Ethiopia; Paris, France; Brussels, 
Belgium 

Secretariat (1) and 
Board of Directors (2) 

Airport Carbon 
Accreditation 

1  2 Brussels, Belgium Casablanca, Morocco; Hong Kong, China; 
Panama City, Panama; Washington, D.C.; 
Bonn, Germany; London, U.K.; Montreal, 
Canada; Paris, France, Manchester, U.K. 

Headquarters (1) and 
regional offices + 
Advisory Board (2) 

Alliance for Global 
Water Adaptation 

3  2 Corvallis, OR, U.S.A. Amherst, Massachusetts; Gland, Switzerland; 
Redmond, Washington, U.S.; London, U.K.; 
Delft, the Netherlands; Stockholm, Sweden; 
Quebec, Canada 

Secretariat (1) and 
Board of Directors (2) 

Alliances for 
Climate Action 

3  2 Washington, D.C., 
U.S.A.  

Buenos Aires, Argentina; Tokyo, Japan; 
Mexico City, Mexico; Cape Town, South 
Africa; Hanoi, Vietnam; Washington, D.C., 
U.S.A. 

Longest participating 
coalition (1) and other 
coalitions (2) 

Asian Cities 
Climate Change 
Resilience Network 
(ACCCRN) 

3  1 Semarang, Indonesia  Bangladesh; India; Indonesia; Thailand; 
Vietnam; New York, NY 

Secretariat (1) and core 
country coordinators 
(2) + Rockefeller 
Foundation (founder) 
(2) 

Banking 
Environment 
Initiative 

3  1 Cambridge, U.K.  London, U.K.; Paris, France; Frankfurt, 
Germany; Edinburgh, Scotland; Boadilla del 
Monte, Spain 

Host organization 
(University of 
Cambridge) (1) and 
member banks 
(member-led initiative) 
(2) 

Below50 1  1 Geneva, Switzerland  Brisbane, Australia; Washington, D.C.; Rio 
de Janeiro, Brazil;  

WBCSD (host) 
headquarters (1) and 
below50 regional hubs 
(2) 
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BioCarbon Fund 4  1 Washington, D.C., 
U.S.A.  

Germany, Norway, Switzerland, United 
Kingdom; United States  

Secretariat (1) and 
donor countries (2) 

Breakthrough 
Energy (Coalition 
and Venture) 

4  2 Seattle, WA, U.S.A. Mumbai, India; Houston, Texas, U.S.A.; 
Riyadh, Saudi Arabia; New York City, New 
York, U.S.A.; London, U.K.; Westport, 
Connecticut, U.S.A.; Menlo Park, California, 
U.S.A.; Sunnyvale, California, U.S.A.; 
Hangzhou, China; San Francisco, California, 
U.S.A.; Johannesburg, South Africa; 
Liverpool, U.K.; Walldorf, Germany; Tokyo, 
Japan; Beijing, China; Brussels, Belgium; 
Ottawa, Canada 

Founder (1) and Board 
of Directors + Europe- 
and Canada branches 
(2) 

Business Alliance 
for Water and 
Climate Change 
(BAFWAC) 

3  1 La Défense, France London, U.K.; Geneva, Switzerland; Paris, 
France 

Secretariat (1) and 
leading organizations 
(2) 

C40 Cities Climate 
Leadership Group 

3  3 New York, NY, USA Accra, Ghana; Bogotá, Colombia; Boston, 
United States; Buenos Aires, Argentina; 
Copenhagen, Denmark; Dhaka, Bangladesh; 
Dubai, United Arab Emirates; Durban, South 
Africa; Hong Kong, China; London, United 
Kingdom; Los Angeles, United States; 
Milan, Italy; Nanjing, China; Seattle, United 
States; Seoul, Republic of Korea; Stockholm, 
Sweden; Tokyo, Japan 

Secretariat (1) and 
Board of Directors + 
Steering Committee 
members (2) 

Carbon Disclosure 
Project (CDP) 

1 3 2 London, U.K.  Berlin, Germany; New York, NY; San 
Francisco, CA; São Paulo, Brazil; Hong 
Kong, China; Beijing, China; New Delhi, 
India; Tokyo, Japan 

Headquarters (1) and 
satellite offices (2) 

Carbon Neutral 
Cities Alliance  

3  3 San Francisco, CA, 
U.S.A. 

Boulder, Colorado; Copenhagen, Denmark; 
Melbourne, Australia; Oslo, Norway; 
Portland, Oregon; Seattle, Washington; 
Vancouver, Canada; London, U.K.; Rio de 
Janeiro, Brazil; Stockholm, Sweden; Sydney, 

Secretariat (1) and 
Steering Committee (2) 
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Australia; Washington, D.C.; San Francisco, 
CA 

Carbon Pricing 
Leadership 
Coalition 

3  2 Washington, D.C., 
U.S.A.  

Santiago, Chile; Paris, France; Mumbai, 
India; Bern, Switzerland; La Défense, 
France; San José, Costa Rica; Geneva, 
Switzerland; São Paulo, Brazil; Dakar, 
Senegal; Brussels, Belgium; The Hague, the 
Netherlands 

Secretariat (1) and 
Steering Committee (2) 

Carbon 
Sequestration 
Leadership Forum  

2  2 Washington, D.C., 
U.S.A.  

China; Saudi Arabia; United Kingdom; 
Norway; Australia; Canada; Japan 

Secretariat (1) and 
Policy- and Technical 
Groups (2) 

Carbon Trade 
Watch 

3  1 Barcelona, Spain  N/A N/A 

Carbon Trust 
Standard 

1  2 London, U.K.  Amsterdam, Netherlands; Belfast, Ireland; 
Edinburgh, Scotland; Cardiff, Whales; 
Pretoria, South Africa; Mexico City, Mexico; 
Beijing, China; Singapore 

Headquarters (1) and 
satellite offices (2) 

CarbonNeutral 
Protocol  

1  1 London, U.K.  Seattle, Washington; San Francisco, CA Natural Capital 
Partners (host) head 
office (1) and Advisory 
Council members (2) 

Caribbean 
Catastrophe Risk 
Insurance Facility 

4  1 Grand Cayman, 
Cayman Islands 

Basseterre, Saint Kitts and Nevis; 
Bridgetown, Barbados; Castries, Saint Lucia; 
Port of Spain, Trinidad and Tobago 

Head office (1) and 
Board of Directors & 
Executive Management 
(2) 

Cement 
Sustainability 
Initiative 

3 1 1 London, U.K.  Geneva, Switzerland GCCA head office (1) 
and WBCSD offices 
(2) 

Center for Climate 
and Energy 
Solutions (C2ES) 

3  1 Arlington, VA, U.S.A. New Orleans, LA; Dallas, Texas; London, 
U.K.; Washington, D.C.; Rockville, 
Maryland; New York, NY; Tempe, Arizona; 
Arlington, VA 

Headquarters (1) and 
Board of Directors (2) 

Ceres Networks 3 4 1 Boston, MA, U.S.A. Chicago, Illinois; Washington, D.C., U.S.A.; 
Hamilton, Bermuda; Stanford, CA, U.S.A.; 

Headquarters (1) and 
Board of Directors (2) 
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Cambridge, Massachusetts, U.S.A.; West 
Sacramento, CA, U.S.A.; New York, NY, 
U.S.A.; Springfield, Illinois, U.S.A.; Quebec 
City, Canada; Houston, TX, U.S.A. 

Cities and Regions' 
5-year vision 

1  1 Paris, France  Bonn, Germany; Geneva, Switzerland Secretariat (1) and 
founding partners (2) 

Cities Climate 
Finance Leadership 
Alliance  

1 4 2 London, U.K.  Bonn, Germany; Paris, France; Kinshasa, 
Republic of the Congo; Brussels, Belgium; 
Kirchberg, Luxembourg; Washington, D.C.; 
Geneva, Switzerland; London, U.K.; 
Songdo-dong, Incheon, South Korea;  

Headquarters (1) and 
Steering Committee (2) 

City 
Creditworthiness 
Partnership 

4 1 3 Washington, D.C., 
U.S.A.  

Adis Ababa, Ethiopia; New Delhi, India; 
Ankara, Turkey; Amman, Jordon; Kigali, 
Rwanda; Entebbe, Uganda; Bogotá, 
Colombia; Arusha, Tanzania; Seoul, 
Republic of Korea; New York, NY, U.S.A.; 
Nairobi, Kenya; Durban, South Africa 

Secretariat (World 
Bank) (1) and City 
Creditworthiness 
Academies and 
funding/implementing 
partners (2) 

CLASP 1 2 1 Washington, D.C., 
U.S.A.  

Coimbra, Portugal; New York, NY; 
Barcelona, Spain; Paris, France; San 
Francisco, CA; Nairobi, Kenya; Washington, 
D.C. 

Headquarters (1) and 
Board of Directors (2) 

Clean Air Asia 2 3 1 Pasig City, 
Philippines 

Kathmandu, Nepal; Manila, Philippines; 
Beijing, China; Hasuda, Japan; New Delhi, 
India 

Headquarters (1) and 
Board of Trustees (2) 

Clean Cooking 
Alliance  

3 2 2 Washington, D.C., 
U.S.A.  

The Hague, the Netherlands; Lisbon, 
Portugal; London, U.K.; Accra, Ghana; 
Kapenguria, Kenya; Guatemala City, 
Guatemala; Dublin, Ireland; Abuja, Nigeria; 
Shenzhen, China; Beijing, China 

Headquarters (1) and 
Leadership Council (2) 

Climate Action 
100+ 

3  1 Melbourne, Australia Tokyo, Japan; Sydney, Australia; 
Sacramento, California, U.S.A.; Boston, MA, 
U.S.A.; London, U.K.; Les Pennes-
Mirabeau, France 

Steering Committee 
Chair (1) and other 
representatives on 
Steering Committee (2) 
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Climate Action in 
Financial 
Institutions 

1 3 2 Paris, France  London, U.K.; Washington, D.C., U.S.A.; 
Berlin, Germany; Lome, Togo; Montrouge, 
France; Mumbai, India; Casablanca, 
Morocco 

Secretariat (1) the 2018 
Coordination Group (2) 

Climate Action 
Reserve 

1  1 Los Angeles, CA, 
U.S.A. 

Sacramento, CA; New York City, NY; 
Toronto, Canada; Durham, North Carolina 

Headquarters (1) 
Governing Board (2) 

Climate Alliance 1  3 Frankfurt, Germany Cologne, Germany; Ghent, Belgium; 
Villagarzon Putumayo, Colombia; Ober-
Grafendorf, Austria; Hesperange, 
Luxembourg; Modena, Italy; Gallen, 
Switzerland; Nantes, France; Barcelona, 
Spain; Geldermalsen, The Netherlands; 
Essen, Germany; Linz, Austria; Oxford, 
United Kingdom 

Headquarters (1) 
Executive Board (2) 

Climate and Clean 
Air Coalition 

1 3 3 Paris, France  Switzerland; Philippines; Chile; Ghana; 
Japan; New Zealand; Norway; Quebec City, 
Canada; Nepal; Burgess Hill, U.K.; 
Washington, D.C. 

Headquarters (1) and 
Steering Committee (2) 

Climate Disclosure 
Standards Board 

1  1 London, U.K.  Geneva, Switzerland; Washington, D.C.; 
Boston, MA; Los Angeles, CA; San 
Francisco, CA; London, U.K. 

Headquarters (1) and 
CDSB Board (2) 

Climate Neutral 
Now 

1  1 Bonn, Germany  N/A N/A 

Climate Policy 
Initiative 

3  2 San Francisco, CA, 
U.S.A. 

Delhi, India; Jakarta, Indonesia; London, 
U.K.; Nairobi, Kenya; Rio de Janeiro, Brazil 

Headquarters (1) and 
Satellite Offices (2) 

Climate Smart 
Agriculture 
Investment Plans 

4  1 Washington, D.C., 
U.S.A.  

N/A N/A 

Climate Smart 
Agriculture Youth 
Network 

3  2 Yaounde, Cameroon Port Louis, Mauritius; Chicago, Illinois, 
U.S.A.; Abuja, Nigeria; New York City, NY, 
U.S.A.; Accra, Ghana; London, U.K.; Cairo, 
Egypt 

Headquarters (1) and 
Managing Directors (2) 
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Climate-smart 
Agriculture 
Booster (CSAb) 

3  2 Zurich, Switzerland London, U.K.; Wageningen, the Netherlands; 
Cape Town, South Africa; Potsdam, 
Germany; Paris, France; Utrecht, the 
Netherlands 

Secretariat (1) and 
Steering Committee (2) 

Climate, 
Community and 
Biodiversity 
Alliance (CCBA) 

1  1 Arlington, VA, U.S.A. Washington, D.C.; Geneva, Switzerland; 
New York, NY 

Headquarters (1) and 
participating NGOs (2) 

ClimateWise 3  1 Cambridge, U.K.  London, U.K.; Stamford, Connecticut; 
Guildford, U.K.; Zurich, Switzerland; 
Bermuda 

Secretariat (1) and 
ClimateWise Insurance 
Advisory Council (2) 

ClimateWorks 
Foundation 

3 2 1 San Francisco, CA Mumbai, India; Los Altos, CA; Menlo Park, 
CA; Brussels, Belgium; Stanford, CA; 
Boston, MA; New York City, NY; Geneva, 
Switzerland; Washington, D.C. 

Headquarters (1) and 
Board of Directors (2) 

Clinton Climate 
Initiative (Islands 
Energy Program) 

2  1 New York, NY, USA Castries, St Lucia; Abu Dhabi, U.A.E.; 
Colorado, U.S. 

Secretariat (1) and 
partner organizations 
(CARILEC, IRENA, 
and Rocky Mountains 
Institute) (2) 

DivestInvest  3 4 2 London, U.K.  Cardiff, Whales; Berlin, Germany; Aarhus, 
Denmark; Washington, D.C.; Italy; 
Amsterdam, Netherlands; Kildare, Ireland; 
Brussels, Belgium 

Headquarters (1) and 
Board members + 
country leads (2) 

ECF Cycling 
Delivers on the 
Global Goals 

1  1 Brussels, Belgium N/A N/A (both initiating 
institutions Brussels-
based)  

EcoPartnerships 3  1 Berkeley, CA, U.S.A. Washington, D.C., U.S.A.; Arlington, 
Virginia, United States; Beijing, China  

Secretariat (1) and 
Advisory Committee 
(2) 

EIT Climate-KIC 3  3 London, U.K.  Obersdorf im Weinviertel, Austria; Brussels, 
Belgium; Warsaw, Poland; Copenhagen, 
Denmark; Paris, France; Berlin, Germany; 
Budapest, Hungary; Bologna, Italy; Utrecht, 
the Netherlands; Amsterdam, the 
Netherlands; Zurich, Switzerland; Madrid, 

Headquarters (1) and 
satellite offices + 
Governing Board 
members (2) 
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Spain; Delft, the Netherlands; Modena, Italy; 
Malmö, Sweden; Aubervilliers, France; 
Stockholm, Sweden 

En.Lighten  2 3 2 Paris, France  Canberra, Australia; Nairobi, Kenya; 
Washington, D.C.; Munich, Germany; 
Amsterdam, Netherlands; Beijing, China 

Secretariat (1) and 
sponsoring partners (2) 

Energy Cities 3  3 Besancon, France Brussels, Belgium; Heidelberg, Germany; 
Bornova, Turkey; Cork County, Ireland; 
Delft, Netherlands; Liège, Belgium; Milton 
Keynes, U.K.; Modena, Italy; Paris, France; 
Riga, Latvia; Trnava, Slovakia; Växjö, 
Sweden 

Secretariat (1) and 
second location of 
secretariat + 2017-2020 
Board of Directors (2) 

Energy Efficiency 
Global Alliance 

3  3 Washington, D.C., 
U.S.A.  

Ottawa, Canada; Rueil-Malmaison, France; 
Mexico City, Mexico; London, U.K.; 
Annapolis, Maryland, U.S.A; Nordborg, 
Denmark; Munich, Germany; Boston, MA, 
U.S.A.; Basalt, Colorado, U.S.A.; 
Sacramento, California, U.S.A.; Paris, 
France; Rabat, Morocco; White Plains, New 
York, U.S.A.; Dublin, Ireland; Geneva, 
Switzerland; Eindhoven, the Netherlands  

Headquarters (1) and 
Governing- and 
Steering Committees 
(2) 

EP100 1  1 London, U.K.  Washington, D.C., U.S.A. Secretariat (the Climate 
Group) (1) and other 
founding partner (ASE) 
(2) 

EUROCITIES 1  3 Brussels, Belgium Stockholm; Florence; Warsaw; Leipzig; 
Barcelona; Birmingham; Ghent; Ljubljana; 
Nantes; Rotterdam; Tallinn; Vienna 

Headquarters (1) and 
Executive Committee 
(2) 

European Alliance 
to Save Energy 
(EU-ASE) 

3  2 Brussels, Belgium Rome, Italy; Eindhoven, the Netherlands; 
Rueil-Malmaison, France; Zurich, 
Switzerland; Oosterhout, the Netherlands; 
Kingscourt, Ireland; London, U.K.; 
Nordborg, Denmark 

Secretariat (Business 
Solutions Europe) (1) 
and Board of Directors 
(2) 

European 
Technology and 

3  3 Brussels, Belgium Zamudio, Spain; Zurich, Switzerland; Oslo, 
Norway; Oldenburg, Germany; Pamplona, 
Spain; Lyngby, Denmark; Trondheim, 

Secretariat 
(WindEurope) (1) and 
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Innovation 
Platform for Wind 

Norway; Glasgow, Scotland; Delft, the 
Netherlands; Paris, France; Rome, Italy; 
Aurich, Germany; Genoa, Italy; Stavanger, 
Norway; Valencia, Spain; Kolding, 
Denmark; Aarhus, Denmark; Kings Langley, 
United Kingdom; Essen, Germany 

Executive Committee 
(2) 

EV100 1  1 London, U.K.  Geneva, Switzerland; San Francisco, 
California, U.S.A.; Los Altos, California, 
U.S.A. 

Secretariat (the Climate 
Group) (1) and 
supporting partners (2) 

EverGreen 
Agriculture 
Partnership 
(EVAP) 

3  1 Nairobi, Kenya  Middlesex, U.K.; Melbourne, Australia; 
Washington, D.C., U.S.A. 

Secretariat (World 
Agroforestry Centre) 
(1) and Steering 
Committee (2) 

Food Security 
Climate Resilience 
Facility 
(FoodSECuRE) 

4  1 Rome, Italy N/A N/A 

Getting to Zero 
Coalition 

1  1 Copenhagen, 
Denmark 

Cologny, Switzerland Secretariat (Global 
Maritime Forum) (1) 
and initiating partners 
(Friends of Ocean 
action and WEF) (2) 

Global Alliance for 
Buildings and 
Construction 
(Global ABC) 

1 3 3 Paris, France  Rabat, Morocco; Bern, Switzerland; Kyiv, 
Ukraine; Dubai, United Arab Emirates; 
Berlin, Germany; Geneva, Switzerland; 
London, U.K.; Courbevoie, France; Bonn, 
Germany; Brussels, Belgium; Washington, 
U.S.A.; Toronto, Canada 

Secretariat (1) and 
Steering Committee (2) 

Global Alliance for 
Climate-Smart 
Agriculture 

3  1 Rome, Italy The Hague, Netherlands; Nairobi, Kenya Headquarters (1) and 
co-chairs (information 
on membership to 
Strategic Committee 
N/A) (2) 

Global Bioenergy 
Partnership 

2 3 3 Rome, Italy Rome, Italy; Brasilia, Brazil; Quebec, 
Canada; Nairobi, Kenya; Paris, France; Abu 
Dhabi, UAE; Geneva, Switzerland; 

Secretariat (1) and 
2019 Steering 
Committee (2) 
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Argentina; Brazil; Egypt; Ethiopia; 
Germany; Japan; Phillipines; Spain; Sweden; 
United States; Vietnam; Brussels, Belgium 

Global Buildings 
Performance 
Network 

1  1 Paris, France  Geneva, Switzerland; Singapore, Singapore; 
Gurugram, India; Washington, D.C. 

Secretariat (1) and 
Board of Directors (2) 

Global CCS 
Institute 

3  1 Docklands, Victoria, 
Australia 

Westport, Connecticut, United States; Tokyo, 
Japan; London, U.K.; Seattle, Washington, 
U.S.A.; Melbourne, Australia 

Head office (1) and 
Board of Directors (2) 

Global Clean 
Water Desalination 
Alliance 

2  2 Abu Dhabi, United 
Arab Emirates 

Issy-les-Moulineaux, France; Washington, 
D.C.; Casablanca, Morocco; Riyadh, Saudi 
Arabia; Madrid, Spain; Doha, Qatar; Santa 
Monica, California, U.S.A.; New York City, 
NY, U.S.A.; London, U.K.; Cambridge, 
Massachusetts, U.S.A.; Dubai, United Arab 
Emirates; Singapore, Singapore; La Défense, 
France; Gwangju, South Korea 

Secretariat (1) and 
Governing Board (2) 

Global Cool Cities 
Alliance 

3 2 1 Washington, D.C., 
U.S.A.  

Montreal, Canada; Antwerp, Belgium; 
Midland, Michigan, U.S.A.; New York City, 
NY, U.S.A.; Washington, D.C., U.S.A.; 
Berkeley, CA. U.S.A.; San Francisco, CA; 
U.S.A. 

Secretariat (1) and 
Board members (2) 

Global Covenant of 
Mayors for Climate 
& Energy  (GCoM) 

1  2 Brussels, Belgium Lima, Peru; Pittsburg, USA; Heidelberg, 
Germany; Paris, France; Chefchaouen, 
Morocco; Accra, Ghana; Seoul, South Korea; 
Nagpur, India; Surabaya, India 

Secretariat (1) and 
Mayors on Board (2) 

Global e-
Sustainability 
Initiative (GeSI) 

3  2 Brussels, Belgium New York, NY, U.S.A.; Suwon-si, South 
Korea; Bonn, Germany; Bern, Switzerland; 
Geneva, Switzerland; Dallas, Texas, U.S.A.; 
Melbourne, Australia; Taipei, Taiwan 

Secretariat (1) and 
Board members (2) 

Global Fuel 
Economy Initiative 

1  1 London, U.K.  Nairobi, Kenya; Davis, CA, U.S.A.; Paris, 
France; Washington, D.C., U.S.A. 

Secretariat (1) and 
partner organizations 
(2) 

Global Gas Flaring 
Reduction 
Partnership  

1 3 1 Washington, D.C., 
U.S.A.  

London, U.K.; Brussels, Belgium World Bank (initiator) 
headquarters (1) and 
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partner organizations 
(ERBD and EU) (2) 

Global Green 
Freight 

3  1 Paris, France  Washington, D.C., U.S.A. Lead organization (1) 
and other sponsoring 
partner (2) 

Global Initiative on 
Community Based 
Adaptation 

3  1 Stockholm, Sweden N/A N/A 

Global Investor 
Coalition on 
Climate Change 

3 4 1 Hong Kong SAR, 
China 

Boston, MA, U.S.A.; Sydney, Australia; 
London, U.K.  

Coalition partners 
(1,2). No central 
secretariat, location-
primary chosen 
alphabetically by name 
of organization. 

Global Investor 
Statement on 
Climate Change 

1  1 London, U.K. Boston, MA, U.S.A.; Sydney, Australia; 
Geneva, Switzerland 

Lead organization 
(IIGCC) (1) and other 
leading organizations 
(2) 

Global Lead City 
Network on 
Sustainable 
Procurement 

1 3 1 Freiburg, Germany Tshwane, South Africa; Seoul, Republic of 
Korea; Nairobi, Kenya 

Secretariat (hosted by 
ICLEI) (1) and 
locations of lead and 
partner organizations 
(2) 

Global Methane 
Initiative  

3 2 3 Washington, D.C., 
U.S.A.  

Ottawa, Canada; Buenos Aires, Argentina; 
Canberra, Australia; Rio de Janeiro, Brazil; 
Beijing, China; Bonn, Germany; Accra, 
Ghana; New Delhi, India; Tokyo, Japan; 
Mexico City, Mexico; Abuja, Nigeria; 
Warsaw, Poland; Sejong City, South Korea; 
Washington, D.C. 

Administrative host 
(U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency) (1) 
and Steering 
Committee (2) 

Global Reporting 
Initiative (GRI) 

3  3 Amsterdam, the 
Netherlands 

Detroit, Michigan, U.S.A.; Porto Alegre, 
Brazil; Istanbul, Turkey; West Sacramento, 
California, U.S.A.; London, U.K.; Pasig, 
Philippines; Chicago, Illinois, U.S.A.; 
Docklands, Australia; Lagos, Nigeria; 

Headquarters (1) and 
Board of Directors (2) 
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Shanghai, China; Helsinki, Finland; Ottawa, 
Canada; Singapore, Singapore 

Global Resilience 
Partnership 

3  2 Stockholm, Sweden Dhaka, Bangladesh; Potsdam, Germany; 
Zurich, Switzerland; Washington, D.C., 
U.S.A.; Ouagadougou, Burkina Faso; 
London, U.K. 

Secretariat (1) and 
Advisory Board (2) 

Global Sustainable 
Electricity 
Partnership (GSEP) 

3  2 Montreal, Canada  Rome, Italy; Columbus, Ohio; Paris, France; 
Moscow, Russia; Montreal, Canada; Osaka, 
Japan; Rabat; Beijing 

Secretariat (1) and 
Board of Directos (2) 

Go 100% 1  1 Santa Monica, CA, 
U.S.A. 

N/A N/A 

Gold Standard 1  2 Geneva, Switzerland  London, U.K.; Bern, Switzerland; 
Luxembourg; Berlin; Washington, U.S.A.; 
Bonn, Germany; New York, U.S.A.; 
Canberra, Australia; Gland, Switzerland; 
Paris, France 

Secretariat (1) and 
Institutional Partners 
(2) 

Green Belt 
Movement 

2  1 Nairobi, Kenya  Brooklyn, NY, U.S.A.; London, U.K. Head office (1) and 
sattelite offices (2) 

Green Climate 
Fund 

4  4 Incheon City, 
Republic of Korea  

Islamabad, Pakistan; Ottawa, Canada; Paris, 
France; Khartoun, Sudan; Yerevan, Armenia; 
Tehran, Iran; Washington, D.C.; Bonn, 
Germany; Oslo, Norway; Victoria, 
Seychelles; Madrid, Spain; Dodoma, 
Tanzania; Rome, Italy; Mexico City, 
Mexico; Stockholm, Sweden; Quito, 
Ecuador; Bern, Switzerland; Riyadh, Saudi 
Arabia; Monrovia, Liberia; Dakar, Senegal; 
Tokyo, Japan; Copenhagen, Denmark; 
London, U.K.; Nassau, Bahamas 

Headquarters (1) and 
Board members (2) 

Green Freight 
Europe 

3 1 1 Brussels, Belgium Zoetermeer, Netherlands; London, U.K.  Secretariat (1) and host 
organizations (2) 
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Green Freight Asia 1 3 1 Singapore, Singapore Bangkok, Thailand; Shanghai, China  Head office (1) and 
Board of Directors (2) 

Green Growth 
Knowledge 
Partnership 

3  2 Cambridge, U.K.  Seoul, South Korea; Paris, France; Nairobi, 
Kenya; Vienna, Austria; Washington, D.C., 
U.S.A. 

Secretariat (1) and 
managing 
organizations (2) 

Greenhouse Gas 
Protocol 

1  2 Washington, D.C., 
U.S.A.  

Geneva, Switzerland; New Delhi, India; 
Beijing, China; Sao Paulo, Brazil; Manila, 
Philippines 

Head office WRI (1) 
and regional 
representatives + 
country programs (2) 

IATA Carbon 
Offset Program 

1  1 Montreal, Canada  Geneva, Swizerland IETA head office (1) 
and executive office 
(2) 

ICLEI - Local 
Governments for 
Sustainability 

1 3 3 Bonn, Germany  Melbourne, Australia; Catbalogan, 
Phillipines ; Des Moines, U.S.; Entebbe, 
Uganda; Darebin, Australia; Thimphu, 
Bhutan; Florence, Italy; Suwon, South 
Korea; Recife, Brazil; Bogor, Indonesia; 
Yucatan, Mexico; Malmö, Sweden; 
Quelimane, Mozambique; Maldives; Seoul, 
South Korea; Boulder, CO; Curepipe, 
Mauritius; Beijing, China 

Secretariat (1) and 
Global Executive 
Committee (2)  

Institutional 
Investors Group on 
Climate Change 

3 4 2 London, U.K.  Copenhagen; Geneva; Helsinki; The Hague; 
Berlin; Munich; Paris 

Headquarters (1) and 
Board members (2) 

InsuResilience 
Global Partnership  

2 4 3 Bonn, Germany  Berlin, Germany; Addis Ababa, Ethiopia; 
Lilongwe, Malawi; Paris, France; New York, 
NY, U.S.A.; Portland, Oregon, U.S.A.; 
Yamoussoukro, Ivory Coast; Tokyo, Japan; 
Antananarivo, Madagascar; Suva, Fiji; 
London, U.K.; Brussels, Belgium 

Secretariat (1) and 
High-Level 
Consultative Group 
(HLCG) (2) 

International 
Coalition for 
Sustainable 
Aviation 

1  1 Montreal, Canada  London, U.K.; Brussels, Belgium; New York 
City, NY, U.S.A.; Washington, D.C., U.S.A.; 
Gland, Switzerland 

Secretariat/host (UN-
ICAO) (1) and partner 
NGOs (2) 
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International 
Council on Clean 
Transportation 

3  1 Washington, D.C., 
U.S.A.  

Beijing, China; Berlin, Germany; San 
Francisco, CA, U.S.A.; Menlo Park, CA, 
U.S.A.; Canton, Massachusetts; Santiago, 
Chile; Ann Arbor, Michigan; Stanford, CA, 
U.S.A.; Minneapolis, Minnesota, U.S.A. 

Head offiice (based on 
Executive Director's 
location) (1) and 
sattelite offices + 
Board of Directors (2) 

International 
Development 
Finance Club 

4  2 Frankfurt, Germany Berlin, Germany; Brasilia, Brazil; San Isidro, 
Peru; Rabat, Morocco; Johannesburg, South 
Africa; Tokyo, Japan; Jeddah, Saudi Arabia; 
Beijing, China; Istanbul, Turkey 

Secretariat (1) and 
Steering Group (2) 

International 
Emissions Trading 
Association (IETA) 

3  3 Geneva, Switzerland  London, U.K.; La Défense, France; Toronto, 
Canada; Rome, Italy; Essen, Germany; 
Amsterdam, the Netherlands; Arlington, VA; 
The Hague, the Netherlands; Tokyo, Japan; 
Charlotte, NC; San Ramon, CA; Calgary, 
Canada; Oslo, Norway; Hong Kong, China; 
Chicago, IL; Melbourne, Australia 

Head office (1) and 
Board of Directors (2) 

International Zero-
Emission Vehicle 
Alliance (ZEV 
Alliance) 

1  2 Washington, D.C., 
U.S.A.  

Baden-Württemberg, Germany; British 
Columbia, Canada; California, U.S.A.; 
Connecticut, U.S.A.; Berlin, Germany; 
Maryland, U.S.A.; Massachusetts, U.S.A.; 
Amsterdam, the Netherlands; Ottawa, 
Canada; New Jersey, U.S.A.; New York, 
U.S.A.; Oslo, Norway; Oregon, U.S.A.; 
Québec, Canada; Rhode Island, U.S.A.; 
London, United Kingdom; Vermont, U.S.A.; 
Washington State, U.S.A. 

Secretariat (1) and 
participating 
jurisdictions (2) 

IPIECA 3  3 London, U.K.  Houston, Texas, U.S.A.; Stavanger, Norway; 
London, U.K.; San Ramon, California, 
U.S.A.; Milan, Italy; San Ramon, California, 
U.S.A.; New York, NY, U.S.A.; Tokyo, 
Japan; Brasilia, Brazil; Kuala Lumpur, 
Malaysia; Madrid, Spain; Dhahran, Saudi 
Arabia; Paris, France; Kassel, Germany 

Head office (1) and 
Executive Committee 
(2) 

ISO GHG 
Accounting 

1  1 Geneva, Switzerland  Nairobi, Kenya; London, U.K.; Singapore, 
Singapore; Bern, Switzerland 

Headquarters (1) and 
ISO Principal Officers 
(2) 
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Standards 1406x 
Series 

Lean and Green   1 3 1 Delft, the Netherlands N/A N/A 

Low Emission 
Development 
Strategies Global 
Partnership 

3  3 Bonn, Germany  Cape Town, South Africa; New Delhi, India; 
Lima, Peru; London, U.K.; Santiago, Chile; 
Paris, France; San Francisco, CA; Brussels, 
Belgium; Ivory Coast; Berlin, Germany; 
Seoul, South Korea; Indonesia; Washington, 
D.C.; Tokyo, Japan; Kenya; Nairobi, Kenya; 
Vietnam 

Secretariat (GIZ) (1) 
and Global Steering 
Committee (2) 

Low-Carbon 
Sustainable Rail 
Transport 
Challenge 

1  1 Paris, France  N/A N/A 

Megacities 
Alliance for Water 
and Climate 

3  1 Paris, France  Bonn, Germany  Secretariat (UNESCO) 
(1) and partner 
organization (all others 
Paris-based) (2) 

Mission2020 1  1 London, U.K.  Sydney, Australia; New York, NY, U.S.A.; 
Bristol, U.K.; Bogotá, Colombia; Edinburgh, 
Scotland; London, U.K.; San Francisco, CA, 
U.S.A.; Boston, MA, U.S.A.; Iowa City, 
Iowa, U.S.A.; Phoenix, Arizona, U.S.A. 

Secretariat (1) and 
Core Team (2) 

MobiliseYourCity 
Partnership 

1  1 Brussels, Belgium Paris, France; Bonn, Germany; Lyon, 
France; London, U.K.; Frankfurt, Germany; 
Wuppertal, Germany 

Secretariat (1) and 
supporting- and 
implementing partners 
(2) 

Montréal Carbon 
Pledge 

1 4 1 London, U.K.  Geneva, Switzerland; New York, NY, U.S.A. Secretariat (PRI) (1) 
partner organizations 
(2) 

Net Zero Carbon 
Buildings 
Commitment 

1  1 Toronto, Canada London, U.K.; New York, NY, USA Secretariat (WGBC) 
and supporting partners 
(2) 
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Networked Carbon 
Markets Initiative 

3  1 Washington, D.C., 
U.S.A.  

N/A N/A 

New England 
Governors and 
Eastern Canadian 
Premiers 
Conference  

3 1 1 Boston, MA, U.S.A. Halifax, Canada; Connecticut, U.S.; Maine, 
U.S.; New Hampshire, U.S.; Rhode Island, 
U.S.; Vermont, U.S.; New Brunswick, 
Canada; Newfoundland and Labrador, 
Canada; Prince Edward Island, Canada; 
Québec, Canada 

Secretariat (1) and 
other secretariat + 
participating 
jurisdictions (all 
represented on Board) 

North American 
Climate Smart 
Agriculture 
Alliance 

3  1 Lutherville, MD, 
U.S.A. 

Plain City, OH, U.S.A.; Chester, SD, U.S.A.; 
Milwaukee, WI, U.S.A.; Ardmore, OK, 
U.S.A.; San Rafael, CA, U.S.A.; Ithaca, NY, 
U.S.A.; Washington, DC, U.S.A.; 
Sacramento, CA, U.S.A.; Fairfax, VA, 
U.S.A.; Chesterfield, MO, U.S.A.; Corning, 
IA, U.S.A.; Hillsboro, AL, U.S.A.; Ottawa, 
Canada; Sinaloa, Mexico; Ames, IA, U.S.A.; 
Battle Creek, MI, U.S.A.; Minnetonka, MN; 
Ames, IA, U.S.A.; Rising City, NE, U.S.A.; 
DuQuoin, IL, U.S.A.; Arlington, VA, 
U.S.A.; Inwood, Ontario, Canada; Klamath 
Falls, OR, U.S.A.; Newport Beach, CA, 
U.S.A. 

Secretariat (1) and 
Steering Committee (2) 

Ocean Renewable 
Energy Action 
Coalition 

3  1 Fredericia, Denmark Stavanger, Norway Lead organization (1) 
and other leading 
organization (2) 

Oil and Gas 
Climate Initiative 

1 4 2 London, U.K.  San Ramon, California, U.S.A.; Rome, Italy; 
Stavanger, Norway; Irving, TX, U.S.A.; 
Houston, TX, U.S.A.; Brasilia, Brazil; 
Madrid, Spain; Dhahran, Saudi Arabia; The 
Hague, the Netherlands; Paris, France 

Secretariat (1) and 
implementing partners 
(2) 

Partnership on 
Sustainable, Low 
Carbon Transport 
(SLOCAT) 

3  2 Utrecht, the 
Netherlands  

Paris, France; Jeddah, Saudi Arabia; 
Washington, D.C.; Pasig City, Philippines; 
New York, NY; Brussels, Belgium; Nairobi, 
Kenya; Gloucestershire, U.K.; Bonn, 
Germany; Gurgaon, India 

Headquarters (1) and 
Board of Directors (2) 
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Partnership on 
Transparency in 
the Paris 
Agreement 

3  1 Bonn, Germany  Seoul, South Korea; Pretoria, South Africa Secretariat (GIZ) (1) 
and founding partners 
(2) 

PEDRR 3 2 1 Geneva, Switzerland  N/A N/A 

PIANC’s 
Navigating a 
Changing Climate 
Partnership  

1  2 Brussels, Belgium Tokyo, Japan; Halifax, Canada; Rotterdam, 
the Netherlands; Amsterdam, the 
Netherlands; London, U.K.; Comines, France 

Secretariat (1) and 
implementing partners 
(2) 

Planners for 
Climate Action 
(P4CA) 

3 2 1 Nairobi, Kenya  N/A N/A 

PlanVivo 2 4 1 Edinburgh, Scotland  Dorcester, U.K.; London, U.K.; Edinburgh, 
U.K.; Sacramento, CA 

Headquarters (1) and 
Board of Trustees (2) 

PointCarbon 3  2 Oslo, Norway Washington, D.C.; London, U.K.; Tokyo, 
Japan; Beijing, China; Kiev, Ukraine; 
Hamburg, Germany; Zürich, Switzerland; 
and Malmö, Sweden 

Headquarters (1) and 
satellite offices (2) 

Portfolio 
Decarbonization 
Coalition 

2 3 1 Geneva, Switzerland  Paris, France; Stockholm, Sweden; London, 
U.K.; Nairobi, Kenya 

Secretariat (UNEP-FI) 
and co-founding 
organizations (2) 

Powering Past Coal 
Alliance 

1  1 Ottawa, Canada London, U.K. Co-chair (director) (1) 
and other co-chair (2) 

Private Financing 
Advisory Network  

1  2 Vienna, Austria  Johannesburg, South Africa; Nairobi, Kenya; 
Accra, Ghana; Washington, D.C.; Bangkok, 
Thailand 

Hosting partners 
(UNIDO and REEEP) 
(1) and regional 
coordinators (2) 

Public Transport 
Declaration on 
Climate Leadership 
(UITP) 

1  1 Brussels, Belgium N/A N/A 
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R20 - Regions of 
Climate Action  

3 2 2 Geneva, Switzerland  Jakarta, Indonesia; Sao Paolo, Brazil; 
Beijing, China; Paris, France; Oran, Algeria; 
Heroica Veracruz, Mexico; Nicaragua; Santa 
Monica, CA; Anguilla, British West Indies 

Headquarters (1) and 
regional 
offices/representatives 
(2) 

R4 Rural 
Resilience 
Initiative 

4  1 Rome, Italy Boston, MA, U.S.A. Secretariat (WFO) (1) 
and co-founder (2) 

RE100 1  2 London, U.K.  Tulsa, Oklahoma; Cupertino, California; 
Leuven, Belgium; London, U.K.; Mountain 
View, CA; Leiden, Netherlands; Tokyo, 
Japan; Zurich, Switzerland; Sydney, 
Australia  

Lead organization (the 
Climate Group) (1) and 
Advisory Committee 
(2) 

Red Cross/ Red 
Crescent Climate 
Centre 

3  1 The Hague, the 
Netherlands 

Geneva, Switzerland N/A (all institutional 
partners Geneva-based) 

Regions4 (was 
Network of 
Regional 
Governments for 
Sustainable 
Development) 

3  2 Brussels, Belgium Prefect of Azuay, Ecuador; Basque Country, 
Spain; Gossas, Senegal; La Réunion, France; 
São Paulo, Brazil; North Sumatra, Indonesia; 
Flanders, Belgium 

Secretariat (1) and 
Board of Chairs (2) 

RegionsAdapt 1  1 Brussels, Belgium Rio de Janeiro, Brazil; Catalonia, Spain; 
London, U.K. 

Secretariat (Regions4) 
(1) and driving 
governments and 
endorsing partner (2) 

Renewable Energy 
and Energy 
Efficiency 
Partnership 
(REEEP) 

4  2 Vienna, Austria  Boston, MA; Accra, Ghana; Sydney, 
Australia; Rome, Italy; London, U.K.; New 
Delhi, India; San Francisco, CA; Brussels, 
Belgium; Chicago, IL; Beijing, China. 

International secretariat 
(1) and Governing 
Board members (2) 

Renovate Europe 1  2 Brussels, Belgium Collégien, France; Münster, Germany; 
Capelle aan den Ijssel, the Netherlands; 
Nordborg, Denmark; Bjerringbro, Denmark; 
Cork, Ireland; Kingscourt, Ireland; 
Oosterhout, the Netherlands; Roermond, the 
Netherlands; Courbevoie, France; 

Secretariat (EuroACE) 
(1) and contributing 
partners (2) 
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Eindhoven, the Netherlands; Utrecht, the 
Netherlands 

Research Program 
on Climate 
Change, 
Agriculture and 
Food Security 

3  3 Wageningen, the 
Netherlands 

Bouake, Côte d’Ivoire; Bogor, Indonesia; 
Aleppo, Syria; Patancheru, Hyderabad, India; 
Washington, D.C., U.S.A.; Ibadan, Nigeria; 
Nairobi, Kenya; Mexico City, Mexico; Lima, 
Peru; Los Baños, Philippines; Colombo, Sri 
Lanka; Maccarese, Italy; Penang, Malaysia 

Secretariat (1) and 
research centers (2) 

RightShip 1 2 1 London, U.K.  Sugar Land, Texas, U.S.A.; Melbourne, 
Australia 

Headquarters (1) and 
satellite offices (2) 

SEforAll: District 
Energy Initiative 

3  1 Paris, France  Copenhagen, Denmark Location of secretariat 
(1) and satellite office 
(2). Information 
Steering Committee 
ambiguous, so not 
included. 

SOCIALCARBON 1  1 Palmas, Brazil  New York, NY; Worcester, Massachusetts; 
Beijing; Oxford, UK 

Host organization 
(Ecologica Institute) 
(1) and partner 
organizations (2) 

SolarCities 3  1 Glenmoore, PA, 
U.S.A. 

N/A N/A (centrally 
governed, small-scale 
NGO (but active 
globally) 

Sports for Climate 
Action 

1  1 Bonn, Germany  N/A N/A 

Sustainable Energy 
for All (SEforAll) 

1  2 Vienna, Austria  Washington, D.C.; Lisbon, Portugal; 
London, U.K.; Bengaluru, India; The Hague, 
Netherlands; Mexico City, Mexico; Lagos, 
Nigeria 

Headquarters (1) and 
Administrative Board 
(2) 

Sustainable 
Mobility for All  

1  2 Washington, D.C., 
U.S.A.  

Bonn, Germany; London, U.K.; Caracas, 
Venezuela; Shanghai, China; Alexandria, 
VA, U.S.A.; Clermont-Ferrand, France; 
Paris, France; Geneva, Switzerland 

Secretariat (1) and 
Steering Committee (2) 
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Task Force on 
Climate-Related 
Financial 
Disclosures 

3 1 1 New York, NY, 
U.S.A. 

London, U.K.; Wiesbaden, Germany; 
Singapore, Singapore; São Paulo, Brazil 

Secretariat 
(Bloomberg) (1) and 
vice-chairs (2) 

Taxi4SmartCities 1  1 Sevran, France N/A N/A 

The 1-in-100 
Initiative 

3 4 1 London, U.K.  N/A N/A 

The Blue Carbon 
Initiative 

2  1 Arlington, VA, U.S.A. Gland, Switzerland; Paris, France Coordinating partners 
(no apparent hierarchy, 
selected alphabetically) 
(1,2) 

The Climate and 
Development 
Knowledge 
Network 

3  1 Cape Town, South 
Africa 

Quito, Ecuador; New Delhi, India; London, 
U.K. 

Secretariat 
(SouthSouthNorth 
office) (1) and main 
partners/ satellite 
offices 
(FFLA/ICLEI/ODI) (2) 

The Climate Group 3  1 London, U.K.  New Delhi, India; New York, NY Head office (1) and 
satellite offices (2) 

The Climate 
Registry 

1  1 Los Angeles, CA, 
U.S.A. 

Alberta; British Columbia; California; 
Colorado; Georgia; Hawai'i; Iowa; Manitoba; 
Maryland; Massachusetts; Michigan; 
Minnesota; Montana; New Hampshire; New 
York; Northwest Territories; Nova Scotia; 
Oklahoma; Ontario; Oregon; Pennsylvania; 
Prince Edward Island; Quebec; Rhode 
Island; Saskatchewan; Tennessee; Vermont; 
Virginia; Washington; Wyoming; Yukon 

Main office (1) and 
Board of Directors (2) 

The European 
Climate 
Foundation 

3  2 Brussels, Belgium The Hague, the Netherlands; Berlin, 
Germany; London, U.K.; Paris, France; 
Warsaw, Poland; Menlo Park, CA, U.S.A.; 
Leiden, the Netherlands; Copenhagen, 
Denmark; Bonn, Germany; Bristol, U.K.; 

Headquarters (1) 
satellite offices + 
Supervisory Board (2) 
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San Francisco, CA, U.S.A.; New York City, 
NY, U.S.A.; Toronto, Canada  

The Forest Carbon 
Partnership Facility  

2 4 4 Washington, D.C., 
U.S.A.  

Bhutan; Cameroon; Chile; Cote d'Ivoire; 
Dominican Republic; El Salvador; Guyana; 
Indonesia; Nicaragua; Nigeria; Paraguay; 
Sudan; Uganda; Vietnam; Australia; Canada; 
Germany; Japan; Norway; United Kingdom; 
United States of America 

Secretariat (World 
Bank) (1) and 2019-
2020 Participants 
Committee (2) 

The Governors' 
Climate & Forests 
Task Force 

3 4 1 Boulder, Colorado Brasilia, Brazil; Jakarta, Indonesia; Lima, 
Peru; Mexico City, Mexico 

Secretariat (1) and 
country coordinators 
(2) 

The Prince of 
Wales's Corporate 
Leaders Group 

3  1 Cambridge, U.K.  N/A N/A 

The Renewable 
Energy Policy 
Network for the 
21st Century 
(REN21) 

3  4 Paris, France  Washington, D.C.; Brussels, Belgium; 
Melbourne, Australia; Long Beach, CA; 
Bochum, Germany; London, U.K.; 
Stockholm, Sweden; Bonn, Germany; 
Mandaluyong, Philippines; London, U.K.; 
Abu Dhabi, UAE; New York, NY; Nairobi, 
Kenya; Vienna; Brazil; Denmark; Germany; 
India; Norway; Spain; Uganda; United Arab 
Emirates; United Kingdom; Bamako, Mali; 
Vancouver, Canada; Arlington County, 
Virginia; Fort Lauderdale, Florida; Gland, 
Switzerland; Laxenburg, Austria; Sandton, 
South Africa; New Delhi, India 

Secretariat (1) and 
Steering Committee (2) 

The Roundtable on 
Sustainable 
Biofuels (RSB 
Standard) 

1  2 Geneva, Switzerland  Skokie, Illinois; Edinburgh, Scotland; 
Quezon City, Philippines; Montreal, Canada; 
Pune, Maharashtra, India; Helsinki, Finland 

Headquarters (1) and 
Board of Directors (2) 

The Science Based 
Targets Initiative 

1  1 Paris, France  New York, NY; Washington, D.C.; London, 
U.K. 

Secretariat (1) and 
partner organizations 
(2) 
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Transition Network  1  3 Totnes, U.K.  Australia; Austria; Belgium; Brazil; Chile; 
Croatia; Denmark; Germany; Italy; Israel; 
Hungary; Japan; Mexico; Paris, France; 
Portugal; Scotland; United States; Sweden; 
Spain 

Headquarters (1) and 
functioning regional 
hubs (2) (forming or 
non-active hubs 
excluded) 

Transport 
Decarbonisation 
Alliance 

1  1 Shanghai, China Paris, France; Amsterdam, the Netherlands; 
Lisbon, Portugal; Saint-Ouen, France; 
Clermont-Ferrand, France; Utrecht, the 
Netherlands; Rotterdam, the Netherlands 

Secretariat (SLoCaT) 
(1) and Steering 
Committee (2) 

UN Global 
Compact Caring 
for Climate 

1  3 New York, NY, 
U.S.A. 

Lagos, Nigeria; London, U.K.; Zaragoza, 
Spain; Dubai, UAE; Paris, France; Beijing, 
China; São Paulo, Brazil; Mumbai, India; 
Nairobi, Kenya; Rome, Italy; Geneva, 
Switzerland; Tokyo, Japan; Rueil-
Malmaison, France; Brussels, Belgium; 
Nyon, Switzerland; San Francisco, CA; 
Berlin, Germany 

Headquarters (1) and 
UN Global Compact 
Board (2) 

Under2 Coalition 1  3 London, U.K.  Australian Capital Territory, Australia; 
Basque Country, Spain; California, U.S.A.; 
Catalonia, Spain; Cross River State, Nigeria; 
Emilia-Romagna, Italy; Lombardy, Italy; 
North-Rhine Westphalia, Germany; Pastaza, 
Ecuador; Québec, Canada; São Paulo, Brazil; 
South Australia, Australia; Tucumán, 
Argentina; Victoria, Australia; Wales, United 
Kingdom 

Secretariat (the Climate 
Group) (1) and 
Steering Group (2) 

UNEP Partnership 
for Clean Fuels and 
Vehicles (PCFV) 

3  1 Nairobi, Kenya  N/A N/A 

Union of the Baltic 
Cities 

3  2 Gdánsk, Poland Kaunas; Turku; Gdánsk; St. Petersburg; 
Kristiansand; Elva; Kemi; Liepāja; Rostock; 
Umeå; Panevėžys; Kolding; Gdynia 

Secretariat (1) and 
Presidium- and 
Executive Board 
Members (2) 

United for 
Efficiency (U4E) 

3  1 Paris, France  Nairobi, Kenya; Washington, D.C.; New 
York, NY 

Project manager (1) 
and leading partners 
(2) 
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United Nations 
Environment 
Programme 
Finance Initiative  

3 4 3 Geneva, Switzerland  Bilbao, Spain; Sydney, Australia; Mumbai, 
India; Ecuador; Paris, France; Lome, Togo; 
Rio de Janeiro, Brazil; New York City, NY; 
Guelph, CAN; Beijing, China; Pittsburg, PA 

Headquarters (1) and 
Global Steering 
Committee (2) 

Urban Electric 
Mobility Initiative  

3  1 Berlin, Germany Nairobi, Kenya; Oakland, CA Headquarters (1) and 
leading partners (2) 

URBECT Zero 
Carbon Cities  

1 3 2 Manchester, U.K.  Frankfurt (Germany); Vilvoorde (Belgium); 
Zadar (Croatia); Bistrita (Romania); Modena 
(Italy); Tartu (Estonia) 

Lead partner (1) and 
other partner cities (2) 

Value Chain Risk 
to Resilience 

3  1 San Francisco, CA, 
U.S.A. 

Paris, France; New York City, NY, U.S.A. Secretariat (BSR) (1) 
and managing team 
members (2) 

Verra (incl. 
Verified Carbon 
Standard) 

1  2 Washington, D.C., 
U.S.A.  

Maryland, U.S.; Beijing, China; Honolulu, 
HI; Quebec, Canada; Geneva, Switzerland; 
New York, NY; London, U.K.; Washington, 
D.C.; Johannesburg, South Africa; 
Amsterdam, the Netherlands; Oakland, CA; 
Guildford, U.K. 

Headquarters (1) and 
Board of Directors (2) 

We Mean Business 
Coalition  

1  1 Geneva, Switzerland  San Francisco, CA, U.S.A.; London, U.K.; 
Boston, MA, U.S.A.; Brussels, Belgium; 
New York, NY, U.S.A.; Geneva, Switzerland 

Secretariat (non-
centralized secretariat: 
based on location of 
interim CEO) (1) 
coalition partners (2) 

Western Climate 
Initiative 
(WCI,Inc.) 

2  1 Sacramento, CA, 
U.S.A. 

 Québec, Canada; Nova Scotia, Canada Head office (1) and 
other participating 
jurisdictions (2) 

World Business 
Council for 
Sustainable 
Development  

3  2 Geneva, Switzerland  Beijing, China; London, U.K.; New Delhi, 
India; New York City, NY; Singapore 

Head office (1) and 
satellite offices (2) 

WWF Climate 
Savers  

1  2 Solna, Sweden  Glendale, CA; Atlanta, Georgia; Stockholm, 
Sweden; Palo Alto, CA; New Brunswick, 
New Jersey; Billund, Denmark; Vienna, 
Austria; Cincinnati, OH; Porcari, Italy; 
Tokyo, Japan; Gothenburg, Sweden 

Programme Lead 
(WWF office) (1) and 
contributing partner 
corporations (2) 
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Note. Roles include 1) Standards & Commitments, 2) Operational, 3) Information & Networking, and 4) Financing. An initiative’s 

primary role is expressed under ‘Role1’. When an initiative takes on a double role, the secondary role is expressed under ‘Role2’. 

‘Size’ expresses the number of countries represented in an initiative’s decision-making body, where 1=1-5, 2=6-10, 3=11-20, and 

4=20 or over. 'Location-primary’ indicates the location of an initiative’s headquarters or secretariat; ‘Locations-secondary’ indicates 

the locations of all members or partners with decision-making powers. A more specific explanation of the actors and locations 

included is specified under ‘Notes’. 
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Appendix H 

Database: Coordinates (original and manipulated) 

 

Name Location-primary Lat1 Lng1 Lat2 Lng2 
100 Resilient Cities  New York, NY, U.S.A. 40.7127753 -74.0059728 40.424343 -72.161702 

2050 Pathways Platform Paris, France  48.856614 2.3522219 48.951366 4.069944 

4 per 1000 Initiative Montpellier, France 43.610767 3.876716 43.6108 3.8767 

ACT - Assessing Low-Carbon Transition Angers, France 47.4687 -0.55881 47.4667 -0.55376 

ACT - Action towards Climate Friendly Transport 
(TUMI) 

Bonn, Germany  50.73743 7.0982068 50.156611 6.62804 

Adaptation for Small holder Agriculture Programme 
(ASAP) 

Rome, Italy 41.175424 12.45728 41.175424 12.45728 

Adaptation of West African Coastal Area (WACA) Washington, D.C., U.S.A.  38.9071923 -77.0368707 40.190414 -78.863897 

Africa Renewable Energy Initiative (AREI) Abidjan, Ivory Coast  -22.497511 17.015369 -22.497511 17.015369 

Airport Carbon Accreditation Brussels, Belgium 50.8503396 4.3517103 51.418693 2.579648 

Alliance for Global Water Adaptation Corvallis, OR, U.S.A. 44.564568 -123.262047 44.564568 -123.262047 

Alliances for Climate Action Washington, D.C., U.S.A.  38.9071923 -77.0368707 36.539433 -79.919288 

Asian Cities Climate Change Resilience Network 
(ACCCRN) 

Semarang, Indonesia  -7.0051453 110.4381254 -7.005145 110.438126 

Banking Environment Initiative Cambridge, U.K.  52.205337 0.121817 52.722986 0.597531 

Below50 Geneva, Switzerland  46.2043907 6.1431577 45.964694 7.184364 

BioCarbon Fund Washington, D.C., U.S.A.  38.9071923 -77.0368707 38.89206 -77.01991 

Breakthrough Energy (Coalition and Venture) Seattle, WA, U.S.A. 47.608013 -122.335167 47.608013 -122.335167 
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Business Alliance for Water and Climate Change 
(BAFWAC) 

La Défense, France 48.889736 2.241843 48.721037 3.866928 

C40 Cities Climate Leadership Group New York, NY, USA 40.7127753 -74.0059728 40.7623 -73.9852 

Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP) London, U.K.  51.5073509 -0.1277583 51.507351 -0.127758 

Carbon Neutral Cities Alliance  San Francisco, CA, U.S.A. 37.7749295 -122.4194155 37.7749 -122.4194 

Carbon Pricing Leadership Coalition Washington, D.C., U.S.A.  38.9071923 -77.0368707 40.776902 -79.045106 

Carbon Sequestration Leadership Forum  Washington, D.C., U.S.A.  38.9071923 -77.0368707 35.717528 -78.146121 

Carbon Trade Watch Barcelona, Spain  41.6053 2.28432 41.6053 2.28432 

Carbon Trust Standard London, U.K.  51.507351 -0.127758 52.18951 -3.057855 

CarbonNeutral Protocol  London, U.K.  51.5073509 -0.1277583 50.460564 -2.982273 

Caribbean Catastrophe Risk Insurance Facility Grand Cayman, Cayman 
Islands 

19.292997 -81.366806 19.292997 -81.366806 

Cement Sustainability Initiative London, U.K.  51.5073509 -0.1277583 53.880464 -2.44221 

Center for Climate and Energy Solutions (C2ES) Arlington, VA, U.S.A. 38.890763 -77.084755 38.272689 -72.974003 

Ceres Networks Boston, MA, U.S.A. 42.3600825 -71.0588801 43.25358 -69.555035 

Cities and Regions' 5-year vision Paris, France  48.856614 2.3522219 46.604167 4.54588 

Cities Climate Finance Leadership Alliance  London, U.K.  51.5073509 -0.1277583 51.234407 -3.767912 

City Creditworthiness Partnership Washington, D.C., U.S.A.  38.9071923 -77.0368707 34.376596 -75.715559 

CLASP Washington, D.C., U.S.A.  38.9071923 -77.0368707 35.739267 -75.432327 

Clean Air Asia Pasig City, Philippines 14.58691 121.0614 14.58691 121.0614 

Clean Cooking Alliance  Washington, D.C., U.S.A.  38.9071923 -77.0368707 34.217196 -75.264196 

Climate Action 100+ Melbourne, Australia -37.811954 144.962273 -37.811954 144.962273 
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Climate Action in Financial Institutions Paris, France  48.856614 2.3522219 46.739861 5.115203 

Climate Action Reserve Los Angeles, CA, U.S.A. 34.0522342 -118.2436849 35.782171 -121.160768 

Climate Alliance Frankfurt, Germany 50.1109221 8.6821267 50.1109 8.6821 

Climate and Clean Air Coalition Paris, France  48.856614 2.3522219 48.8566 2.3522 

Climate Disclosure Standards Board London, U.K.  51.5073509 -0.1277583 53.880464 0.636016 

Climate Neutral Now Bonn, Germany  50.73743 7.0982068 50.013917 11.011528 

Climate Policy Initiative San Francisco, CA, U.S.A. 37.7749 -122.4194 37.857507 -120.071749 

Climate Smart Agriculture Investment Plans Washington, D.C., U.S.A.  38.9071923 -77.0368707 33.573152 -79.546632 

Climate Smart Agriculture Youth Network Yaounde, Cameroon 3.844119 11.501346 3.844119 11.501346 

Climate-smart Agriculture Booster (CSAb) Zurich, Switzerland 47.37861 8.54365 47.37861 8.54365 

Climate, Community and Biodiversity Alliance 
(CCBA) 

Arlington, VA, U.S.A. 38.8799697 -77.1067698 36.102376 -73.41375 

ClimateWise Cambridge, U.K.  52.205337 0.121817 52.203305 0.124862 

ClimateWorks Foundation San Francisco, CA 37.7749295 -122.4194155 37.7749 -122.4194 

Clinton Climate Initiative (Islands Energy Program) New York, NY, USA 40.7127753 -74.0059728 42.5814 -76.269145 

DivestInvest  London, U.K.  51.5073509 -0.1277583 49.517631 5.907874 

ECF Cycling Delivers on the Global Goals Brussels, Belgium 50.8503396 4.3517103 53.800651 1.641323 

EcoPartnerships Berkeley, CA, U.S.A. 37.871666 -122.272781 37.871666 -122.272781 

EIT Climate-KIC London, U.K.  51.5073509 -0.1277583 50.764694 -7.124501 

En.Lighten  Paris, France  48.856614 2.3522219 47.532618 4.901849 

Energy Cities Besancon, France 47.237829 6.0240539 47.237829 6.0240539 
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Energy Efficiency Global Alliance Washington, D.C., U.S.A.  38.9071923 -77.0368707 39.96107 -80.980901 

EP100 London, U.K.  51.5073509 -0.1277583 50.502509 -3.183683 

EUROCITIES Brussels, Belgium 50.8503396 4.3517103 51.017318 3.079285 

European Alliance to Save Energy (EU-ASE) Brussels, Belgium 50.8503396 4.3517103 50.233591 3.983662 

European Technology and Innovation Platform for 
Wind 

Brussels, Belgium 50.8503396 4.3517103 51.234837 5.56675 

EV100 London, U.K.  51.5073509 -0.1277583 52.582556 2.36433 

EverGreen Agriculture Partnership (EVAP) Nairobi, Kenya  -1.2920659 36.8219462 -2.004424 38.600076 

Food Security Climate Resilience Facility 
(FoodSECuRE) 

Rome, Italy 41.9027835 12.4963655 40.864718 15.269045 

Getting to Zero Coalition Copenhagen, Denmark 55.676737 12.565377 55.676737 12.565377 

Global Alliance for Buildings and Construction 
(Global ABC) 

Paris, France  48.856614 2.3522219 46.963385 1.690427 

Global Alliance for Climate-Smart Agriculture Rome, Italy 41.9027835 12.4963655 41.9028 12.4964 

Global Bioenergy Partnership Rome, Italy 41.9027835 12.4963655 42.738818 13.272908 

Global Buildings Performance Network Paris, France  48.856614 2.3522219 48.969175 6.023218 

Global CCS Institute Docklands, Victoria, 
Australia 

-37.815868 144.945175 -36.315125 149.306943 

Global Clean Water Desalination Alliance Abu Dhabi, United Arab 
Emirates 

24.429171 54.618328 24.429171 54.618328 

Global Cool Cities Alliance Washington, D.C., U.S.A.  38.9071923 -77.0368707 40.907804 -80.166477 

Global Covenant of Mayors for Climate & Energy 
(GCoM) 

Brussels, Belgium 50.8503396 4.3517103 50.84251 4.37409 

Global e-Sustainability Initiative (GeSI) Brussels, Belgium 50.8503396 4.3517103 50.327053 3.58737 

Global Fuel Economy Initiative London, U.K.  51.5073509 -0.1277583 53.635071 -2.318724 
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Global Gas Flaring Reduction Partnership  Washington, D.C., U.S.A.  38.9071923 -77.0368707 38.127535 -73.849239 

Global Green Freight Paris, France  48.856614 2.3522219 45.948285 -2.885763 

Global Initiative on Community Based Adaptation Stockholm, Sweden 59.329323 18.068581 59.329323 18.068581 

Global Investor Coalition on Climate Change Hong Kong SAR, China 22.396427 114.109497 22.396427 114.109497 

Global Investor Statement on Climate Change London, U.K. 51.5073509 -0.1277583 54.800091 -1.424683 

Global Lead City Network on Sustainable 
Procurement 

Freiburg, Germany 46.802502 7.15128 46.802502 7.15128 

Global Methane Initiative  Washington, D.C., U.S.A.  38.9071923 -77.0368707 37.432886 -80.709286 

Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) Amsterdam, the 
Netherlands 

52.379189 4.899431 52.379189 4.899431 

Global Resilience Partnership Stockholm, Sweden 59.329323 18.068581 60.590339 15.437512 

Global Sustainable Electricity Partnership (GSEP) Montreal, Canada  45.5016889 -73.567256 45.5017 -73.561668 

Go 100% Santa Monica, CA, U.S.A. 34.024212 -118.496475 34.024212 -118.496475 

Gold Standard Geneva, Switzerland  46.2043907 6.1431577 46.101328 10.633015 

Green Belt Movement Nairobi, Kenya  -1.2920659 36.8219462 1.2921 36.8219 

Green Climate Fund Incheon City, Republic of 
Korea  

37.27917 127.4425 37.27917 127.4425 

Green Freight Europe Brussels, Belgium 50.8503396 4.3517103 51.40274 4.662373 

Green Freight Asia Singapore, Singapore 1.352083 103.819836 1.3521 103.8198 

Green Growth Knowledge Partnership Cambridge, U.K.  52.205337 0.121817 53.750538 -2.410173 

Greenhouse Gas Protocol Washington, D.C., U.S.A.  38.9071923 -77.0368707 36.942758 -74.816682 

IATA Carbon Offset Program Montreal, Canada  45.5016889 -73.567256 48.806863 -69.309847 

ICLEI - Local Governments for Sustainability Bonn, Germany  50.73743 7.0982068 50.7374 7.0982 
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Institutional Investors Group on Climate Change London, U.K.  51.5073509 -0.1277583 51.973461 -3.409652 

InsuResilience Global Partnership  Bonn, Germany  50.73743 7.0982068 50.736455 10.683479 

International Coalition for Sustainable Aviation Montreal, Canada  45.5016889 -73.567256 47.214671 -74.180322 

International Council on Clean Transportation Washington, D.C., U.S.A.  38.9071923 -77.0368707 34.878045 -77.299958 

International Development Finance Club Frankfurt, Germany 50.1109221 8.6821267 50.501636 10.753308 

International Emissions Trading Association (IETA) Geneva, Switzerland  46.2043907 6.1431577 46.2044 6.1432 

International Zero-Emission Vehicle Alliance (ZEV 
Alliance) 

Washington, D.C., U.S.A.  38.9071923 -77.0368707 39.999084 -80.237613 

IPIECA London, U.K.  51.5073509 -0.1277583 52.908902 0.183117 

ISO GHG Accounting Standards 1406x Series Geneva, Switzerland  46.2043907 6.1431577 45.811572 7.539082 

Lean and Green   Delft, the Netherlands 52.0116 4.3571 52.0116 4.3571 

Low Emission Development Strategies Global 
Partnership 

Bonn, Germany  50.73743 7.0982068 51.124213 8.674744 

Low-Carbon Sustainable Rail Transport Challenge Paris, France  50.73743 7.0982068 47.872144 5.242051 

Megacities Alliance for Water and Climate Paris, France  48.856614 2.3522219 50.457504 1.680104 

Mission2020 London, U.K.  51.5073509 -0.1277583 52.536273 -2.979889 

MobiliseYourCity Partnership Brussels, Belgium 50.8503396 4.3517103 50.847573 5.986774 

Montréal Carbon Pledge London, U.K.  51.5073509 -0.1277583 53.225768 -1.400968 

Net Zero Carbon Buildings Commitment Toronto, Canada 43.653225 -79.383186 43.653225 -79.383186 

Networked Carbon Markets Initiative Washington, D.C., U.S.A.  38.9071923 -77.0368707 36.717008 -74.493722 

New England Governors and Eastern Canadian 
Premiers Conference  

Boston, MA, U.S.A. 42.3600825 -71.0588801 42.3601 -71.0589 

North American Climate Smart Agriculture Alliance Lutherville, MD, U.S.A. 39.4263 -76.61294 39.4263 -76.61294 
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Ocean Renewable Energy Action Coalition Fredericia, Denmark 55.565681 9.75367 55.565681 9.75367 

Oil and Gas Climate Initiative London, U.K.  51.5073509 -0.1277583 50.010718 -4.27051 

Partnership on Sustainable, Low Carbon Transport 
(SLOCAT) 

Utrecht, the Netherlands  52.0907374 5.1214201 52.0907 5.1214 

Partnership on Transparency in the Paris Agreement Bonn, Germany  50.73743 7.0982068 51.82432 7.792139 

PEDRR Geneva, Switzerland  46.2043907 6.1431577 47.636593 7.298079 

PIANC’s Navigating a Changing Climate 
Partnership  

Brussels, Belgium 50.8503396 4.3517103 51.590723 2.996497 

Planners for Climate Action (P4CA) Nairobi, Kenya  -1.2920659 36.8219462 -0.633589 34.244027 

PlanVivo Edinburgh, Scotland  55.953252 -3.188267 55.9533 3.1883 

PointCarbon Oslo, Norway 59.9138688 10.7522454 59.9139 10.7522 

Portfolio Decarbonization Coalition Geneva, Switzerland  46.2043907 6.1431577 48.134475 12.040204 

Powering Past Coal Alliance Ottawa, Canada 45.421648 -75.688566 45.421648 -75.688566 

Private Financing Advisory Network  Vienna, Austria  48.2081743 16.3738189 46.769968 16.553758 

Public Transport Declaration on Climate Leadership 
(UITP) 

Brussels, Belgium 50.8503396 4.3517103 51.944265 2.821127 

R20 - Regions of Climate Action  Geneva, Switzerland  46.2043907 6.1431577 47.306706 14.326886 

R4 Rural Resilience Initiative Rome, Italy 41.9027835 12.4963655 41.583607 15.245864 

RE100 London, U.K.  51.5073509 -0.1277583 53.201508 -1.298869 

Red Cross/ Red Crescent Climate Centre The Hague, the 
Netherlands 

52.0704978 4.3006999 52.0705 4.3007 

Regions4 (was Network of Regional Governments 
for Sustainable Development) 

Brussels, Belgium 50.8503396 4.3517103 50.096027 5.058145 

RegionsAdapt Brussels, Belgium 41.9027835 12.4963655 51.944265 2.821127 
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Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency 
Partnership (REEEP) 

Vienna, Austria  48.2081743 16.3738189 48.2082 16.3738 

Renovate Europe Brussels, Belgium 41.9027835 12.4963655 50.391776 6.563231 

Research Program on Climate Change, Agriculture 
and Food Security 

Wageningen, the 
Netherlands 

51.9692 5.6654 51.9692 5.6654 

RightShip London, U.K.  51.5073509 -0.1277583 52.063045 -3.025176 

SEforAll: District Energy Initiative Paris, France  48.856614 2.3522219 49.61071 10.874687 

SOCIALCARBON Palmas, Brazil  -10.249091 -48.3242858 -10.2491 -48.3243 

SolarCities Glenmoore, PA, U.S.A. 39.925678 -75.229622 40.089 -75.7725 

Sports for Climate Action Bonn, Germany  50.73743 7.0982068 51.683998 8.665999 

Sustainable Energy for All (SEforAll) Vienna, Austria  48.2081743 16.3738189 49.15297 13.769642 

Sustainable Mobility for All  Washington, D.C., U.S.A.  38.9071923 -77.0368707 36.446418 -80.788232 

Task Force on Climate-Related Financial 
Disclosures 

New York, NY, U.S.A. 40.7127753 -74.0059728 41.112469 -77.641185 

Taxi4SmartCities Sevran, France 48.937832 2.52984 48.937832 2.52984 

The 1-in-100 Initiative London, U.K.  51.5073509 -0.1277583 50.296139 -1.356671 

The Blue Carbon Initiative Arlington, VA, U.S.A. 36.102376 -73.41375 37.718047 -78.729592 

The Climate and Development Knowledge Network Cape Town, South Africa -33.930765 18.47163 -33.930765 18.47163 

The Climate Group London, U.K.  51.5073509 -0.1277583 50.628122 -1.047389 

The Climate Registry Los Angeles, CA, U.S.A. 34.0522342 -118.2436849 34.0522 -118.2437 

The European Climate Foundation Brussels, Belgium 41.9027835 12.4963655 49.15297 6.474662 

The Forest Carbon Partnership Facility  Washington, D.C., U.S.A.  38.9071923 -77.0368707 38.307181 -83.2508 

The Governors' Climate & Forests Task Force Boulder, Colorado 40.0149856 -105.2705456 40.0076 -105.2659 
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The Prince of Wales's Corporate Leaders Group Cambridge, U.K.  52.205337 0.121817 53.489169 1.498977 

The Renewable Energy Policy Network for the 21st 
Century (REN21) 

Paris, France  48.856614 2.3522219 47.532618 2.922989 

The Roundtable on Sustainable Biofuels (RSB 
Standard) 

Geneva, Switzerland  46.2043907 6.1431577 46.58671 11.512508 

The Science Based Targets Initiative Paris, France  48.856614 2.3522219 50.176898 2.446726 

Transition Network  Totnes, U.K.  50.433741 -3.685797 50.4337 -3.6858 

Transport Decarbonisation Alliance Shanghai, China 31.224361 121.46917 31.224361 121.46917 

UN Global Compact Caring for Climate New York, NY, U.S.A. 40.7127753 -74.0059728 42.451835 -71.959629 

Under2 Coalition London, U.K.  51.5073509 -0.1277583 50.962535 -3.575472 

UNEP Partnership for Clean Fuels and Vehicles 
(PCFV) 

Nairobi, Kenya  -1.2920659 36.8219462 1.003481 37.768886 

Union of the Baltic Cities Gdánsk, Poland 54.3520252 18.6466384 54.352 18.6466 

United for Efficiency (U4E) Paris, France  48.856614 2.3522219 48.444348 0.94413 

United Nations Environment Programme Finance 
Initiative  

Geneva, Switzerland  46.2043907 6.1431577 45.365172 5.180158 

Urban Electric Mobility Initiative  Berlin, Germany 52.5200066 13.404954 52.52 13.405 

URBECT Zero Carbon Cities  Manchester, U.K.  53.4807593 -2.2426305 53.4808 2.2426 

Value Chain Risk to Resilience San Francisco, CA, U.S.A. 37.7749 -122.4194 38.316878 -121.363477 

Verra (incl. Verified Carbon Standard) Washington, D.C., U.S.A.  38.9071923 -77.0368707 39.902889 -78.950299 

We Mean Business Coalition  Geneva, Switzerland  46.2043907 6.1431577 46.148502 8.373148 

Western Climate Initiative (WCI,Inc.) Sacramento, CA, U.S.A. 38.5815719 -121.4943996 38.5816 -121.4944 

World Business Council for Sustainable 
Development  

Geneva, Switzerland  46.2043907 6.1431577 46.707382 7.290941 
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WWF Climate Savers  Solna, Sweden  59.3641968 18.0124231 59.35865 18.00034 

 
Note. Lat1 and Lng1 indicate the original coordinates of the initiative’s headquarter or secretariat location. Lat2 and Lng2 indicate the 

manipulated coordinates used for mapping a more representative image of the TCCR. Coordinates were manipulated only for 

duplicate locations, particularly in Europe and North America.  

 


