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ABSTRACT 
 
 

Which environmental non-governmental organizations (ENGOs) are positioned to be the 

most influential in climate negotiations? The structure of the environmental movement 

has undergone significant change over the development of the United Nations 

Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). Since its inception there has 

been significant engagement by ENGOs with the yearly Conference of the Parties 

(COPs). In this tripartite project, I use an original dataset of relationship ties between 

ENGOs to construct a series of networks using social network analysis. Specifically, I 

examine network structures prior to three watershed moments in the history of the 

UNFCCC, the Kyoto, Copenhagen, and Paris COPs. Based on social network theory, an 

ENGO’s structural position can be viewed as a reflection of an ENGO’s perceived power, 

authority, and influence. I also study ENGO participation at COPs at these three distinct 

time points. In part one of this project, I describe how the structure of the environmental 

movement has changed over time in conjunction with the perceived success and failures 

of the UNFCCC process, leading to a bifurcated environmental movement. Additionally, 

I find that the ENGOs occupying central positions may have greater influence than other 

less central ENGOs, because they are more likely to serve on state delegations at the 

UNFCCC. In part two, I examine the role of alliance-based organizations in the larger 

environmental movement. Specifically, I describe how the ENGO network structure 

between alliance, policy and science-based organizations has changed over the history of 

the UNFCCC. The results suggest that alliance-based organizations occupy pivotal 
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positions within the network, showing the potential for alliance-based organizations to 

help facilitate the representation of diverse viewpoints at international negotiations. In 

part three, I examine the relationships between ENGOs and human-centric organizations 

at the three distinct time points and find that despite an increased presence of ENGOs 

connected to human-centric organizations at the yearly COPs over time, there is still very 

little interconnectedness between these two movements. I also examine regions with the 

most ENGO/human-centric organizational connections and find Euro-centric dominance. 

In general, this is discussed as a missed opportunity. These findings have far reaching 

implications for the prospects of the UNFCCC developing, and states adopting, effective 

climate change policy that has the support of the environmental movement. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE PROJECT 
 

 
 The field of international relations has a long history of interest in environmental 

concerns. In this dissertation, I focus on the role of environmental non-governmental 

organizations (ENGOs) in climate change using social network analysis to examine 

relationships between and among ENGOs and other non-governmental organizations 

(NGOs) that can potentially influence the development of climate change policies. In this 

chapter, I discuss the role of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate 

Change (UNFCCC) and its yearly Conference of the Parties (COPs) in influencing 

climate policy. I argue that there have been three pivotal watershed moments in 1997 in 

Kyoto, 2009 in Copenhagen and 2015 in Paris. I then provide an overview of the 

literature relevant to non-state actors’ and NGOs’ evolving influence on international 

policy developments. Next, I provide an overview of social network analysis. 

Specifically, I highlight the role of social network analysis in international relations (IR) 

as well as how it can be used to examine relationships between NGOs and other non-state 

actors. Next, I give an overview of the methods that I used to collect the data for this 

study. Finally, I provide a summary of the three manuscripts that are the foci of this 

dissertation and conclude with a definition of terms used in this research.  

As Murdie and Davis (2012: 198) point out, NGOs’ “networking has been central 

in much of the theoretical literature concerning the role of non-state actors in political and 

social change.” Connections between NGOs allow for combined initiatives, effective 

mobilization and coordination of efforts. In this dissertation, I argue that social network 
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analysis is a useful methodology to study NGO influence and authority by analyzing the 

strength of connections between and among NGOs. Further, like Murdie and Davis 

(2012: 198), I contend that the structure of a network can help us to understand the 

capability and capacity for NGOs to work collaboratively toward policy development. To 

that end, I advance a three-pronged argument: (1) Connections between ENGOs provide 

a measure of influence and authority; (2) Alliance-based organizations help bridge 

disparate parts of the environmental movement; and (3) ENGOs connections to human-

centric NGOs are indicative of the strength of the environmental movement.  

This dissertation advances the literature in a number of ways. First, I illustrate the 

structure of ENGO networks and show how they have changed over time. I reveal the 

ways in which networks are dense, offering opportunities for cooperation and the ways in 

which they are disconnected and bifurcated, opening up avenues for contention and 

competition. Second, I examine ENGOs’ positions within their networks and the 

connection between network position and their participation within policy negotiations. I 

discuss in which instances ENGOs that are located in pivotal positions within their 

networks have higher levels of participation at the UNFCCC. I also examine the ways 

that alliance-based organizations that do not participate directly can provide a bridge to 

help connect otherwise disconnected ENGOs. Finally, I add to the literature by 

investigating the connections between ENGOs and other human-centric NGOs. 

 

 

 



 3 
 

Statement of the Problem 

Climate change is perhaps the most pressing international issue of our time. 

Climate change provides an interesting case that encompasses many aspects of 

international relations, including environmental issues, security issues, trade, and issues 

of state sovereignty. ENGOs have a strong role to play in climate change policy 

development across these issue areas. However, historically in the field of international 

relations, states have been the unit of analysis for negotiating international concerns. The 

state is considered the primary focus because only states are able to implement policy. 

Furthermore, internationally it is the state that is the entity that is deemed to have 

authority and sovereignty. However, over time the issues that concern international 

relations have become more transnational in scope (Keck and Sikkink 1998). For 

example, non-state actors, such as Amnesty International, work on human rights in ways 

that cross international boundaries and have a transnational reach. In fact, non-state actors 

participate in both small-scale issues, such as city-level concerns of homelessness to 

international-level concerns, such as global poverty.  

With regard to climate change, NGOs have become an extremely important unit 

of analysis, in part because they are ever-present at the United Nations Framework 

Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). NGOs play an important role in the United 

Nations and for state actors by offering technical expertise. They also add a dimension of 

environmental legitimacy to climate change negotiations. NGOs also serve on state 

delegations and in some cases act as a voice of the state within the context of UNFCC 

negotiations. While the UNFCCC is the primary focus of climate change policy 
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development at the international level, it is not the only arena that climate change is being 

addressed. For example, at the international level, the United Nations’ (UN) adoption of 

the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) has spurred other UN institutions to focus on 

how the causes and effects of climate change influence their activities. The 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), under the UN umbrella, is the 

primary international body focused on synthesizing scientific research on climate change 

that informs climate change policy. Other international institutions such as the 

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) have specific 

departments focused on researching the intersection of climate change and policy. The 

European Union (EU) has enacted extensive policies aimed at addressing climate change, 

specifically on emission reductions programs. At the domestic level, national 

governments have passed climate legislation. At the local level, cities and states have 

enacted additional (and in the case of the United States often more strident than federal) 

climate policies. ENGOs are active at all of these different levels of policy development. 

However, at the international level, the UNFCCC has been the predominant focus of 

ENGO contestation over climate policy. In part this is due to the UNFCCC’s relative 

openness to NGO attendance and participation in policy development. Perhaps most 

importantly, the level of NGO participation with and organizing around the UNFCCC is 

indicative of the level of public attention that is afforded the UNFCCC and its arguably 

key role in developing international climate agreements.  

Few studies have addressed the role of ENGOs in influencing climate policy 

negotiations (e.g., Hadden 2011, 2015, Lake and Wong 2009, Stroup and Wong 2017). In 
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this dissertation, I posit that NGOs and ENGOs are a legitimate and important unit of 

analysis for investigating influence in climate change policies. While other studies have 

focused on the role of NGOs, they often rely on very specific and limited cases to 

examine how they are interacting with international policy making (Lake and Wong 

2009, Stroup and Wong 2017). In this dissertation, I take a large-scale view to examine 

how NGOs and ENGOs act in the shadow of climate change policy. Specifically, I will 

examine how these non-state actors are interconnected and how their positions within 

larger environmental networks change over three critical junctures in climate change 

policy negotiations at the UNFCCC; Kyoto in 1997, Copenhagen in 2008 and Paris in 

2015. In short, I strive to illustrate potential sources of ENGO influence and authority in 

relationship to climate change policy. 

 

The Importance of Kyoto, Copenhagen, and Paris 

The UNFCCC has organized a Conference of the Parties (COPs) in various 

locations around the world each year since its first COP in Berlin in 1995. The secretariat 

of the UNFCCC is responsible for its daily activities and for establishing goals of the 

yearly COPs. While there are yearly COP meetings, certain years have emerged as 

watershed moments. Prior to the establishment of the UNFCCC, there was increased 

international environmental activity, outside the scope of climate change, that led to the 

creation and adoption of the Montreal Protocol in the 1980s, aimed at reducing 

chlorofluorocarbons (CFC’s) to address the depletion of the ozone layer. The structure of 

the Montreal Protocol was use as a model for the development of UNFCCC’s yearly 
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COPs. At each year, efforts were made to move further by gaining consensus that (1) 

climate change is a serious, life-threatening issue for the entire planet, and (2) that it is 

human-caused. By 1997 in Kyoto, Japan, a new agreement had been written at the COP 

(Kyoto Protocol 1997). This COP became the first watershed moment when the Kyoto 

Protocol was adopted. This was the first international agreement that set out to reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions, including carbon dioxide and methane among others, to 

ameliorate the human causes of climate change. This level of consensus was 

groundbreaking and a much-celebrated event by policy makers and activists (Guide to the 

Kyoto Protocol 1998). 

After the Kyoto COP, adherence to implementing the Kyoto Protocol became 

contentious. The main criticism revolved around the designation of Annex I and Annex II 

and its respective differentiated responsibilities in regard to carbon emissions. Annex 1 

countries were larger, developed nations with historically higher carbon emissions while 

Annex II countries consisted of developing nations with historically lower carbon 

emissions with the exception of countries such as India and China, who are among the 

highest carbon polluters with exponential increases in carbon emissions. The major 

source of contention was that Annex 1 countries, including the United States, were being 

asked to bear all of the economic cost relative to India and China (Guide to the Kyoto 

Protocol 1998). This led to the Bush administration’s withdrawal from the Kyoto 

Protocol in 2001, followed by Canada, Australia and others.  

The Kyoto Protocol was set to expire in 2012 and the Copenhagen COP’s goal in 

2009 was to establish Kyoto’s successor. There was much fanfare in the lead up to the 
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COP. There was a general belief that there was unified agreement on the direction that 

climate change policies should take. With a liberal President, Barack Obama in the U.S. 

and a growing international consensus regarding the immediate threat of climate change, 

the Copenhagen COP was slated to be a grand success. However, negotiations broke 

down and it did not achieve a binding agreement. By most accounts it was a disaster. The 

Copenhagen COP became infamous for its contention and the general breakdown of what 

appeared to be promising international agreements (Vidal et. al. 2009). 

After Copenhagen, the goal to establish a renewed commitment toward a legally 

binding agreement was articulated in the 2011 COP in Durban, South Africa (Essential 

Background – Durban Outcomes 2011). At that time, the 2015 COP in Paris, France was 

slated to be the next watershed moment, when a new climate agreement would be 

adopted. In the events leading up to the Paris COP, there was a new approach to creating 

an international agreement. Each party to the UNFCCC was tasked with submitting an 

Intended Nationally Determined Contributions (INDCs) to articulate how it was going to 

reduce greenhouse gas emissions within a certain timeline (The Paris Agreement 2015). 

This changed the negotiating process and led to what has been deemed to be a relatively 

successful event, notwithstanding the fact that current state action at reducing emissions 

still puts global temperature rises at 3.4°C, far over the target set in Paris (Climate Action 

Tracker 2017). While it remains to be seen what the Paris Agreement’s overall climate 

impact will be, Paris appeared to be a negotiating success politically. 
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Non-State Actors and Power  

In this dissertation, I begin with the basic premise that international institutions 

matter insofar as they are the most likely sources of meaningful international policy on a 

variety of topics, including climate change. The UNFCCC and its yearly COPs are an 

enduring regime that ultimately reflects the distribution of power within the climate 

regime. Second, I make the assumption that actors are able to shape and influence the 

structure of their relationships with other actors. Through an analysis of the ENGO 

network, and identifying positions of power within that network, vis-à-vis an 

organization’s centrality, a clearer look at the distribution of power will be illuminated. 

While my focus is on ENGOs and NGOs in relationship to the evolution of the 

UNFCCC, and their levels of participation at pivotal COPs, I have to acknowledge that 

they are constrained by the level of access granted to them, either explicitly or implicitly, 

by member states of the UNFCCC. States, and the institutions they create, operating as 

gatekeepers to non-state actors, are the brokers of traditional types of power. However, 

there are competing ways of conceptualizing power as illustrated by canonical 

discussions surrounding the faces of power. And it is in a more nuanced and complex 

discussion of power, that the relative power, influence, and authority of ENGOs on 

climate negotiations can be ascertained. 

The three, arguably four, faces of power encompass various ways of analyzing 

how power manifests itself through different processes, which is a discussion that is often 

oversimplified in traditional IR literature. In Dahl’s (1969) traditional first face of power, 

he focuses on how an actor can have “power over” another actor. The second face of 
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power, based on Bachrach and Baratz’s (1962) work, is typically conceived as the being 

focused around agenda setting and participation. The actors able to control the agenda 

and decide who gets to participate “have the power to influence the parameters of any 

community dispute, determining who participates in decision making and the nature of 

the debate itself” (Angelique et al. 2013: 728). The third face of power, as conceptualized 

by Lukes (1974), focuses on the power to shape the ideas and norms motivating the 

discussion, mirroring much of the debate within constructivism. Isaac (1987) challenges 

the focus on the “power over” embedded in the three faces of power, and instead calls for 

a focus on the “power to” shape outcomes. This potential fourth face of power calls 

specific attention to the idea that “power is manifested via occupying certain roles within 

various settings” (Angelique et al. 2013: 728). The idea that an actor’s position is a 

manifestation of the actor’s power is intrinsic to the theories underpinning most of social 

network analysis. Network analysis allows for the structural location of an actor to be 

directly analyzed as an indicator of an actor’s power, which is mainly derived from the 

ability to act as a conduit of information.     

These nuances in the different types of power an actor can have are typically 

missed in discussions of power within international relations. All manifestations of power 

tend to be conflated with the first face of power and simplified to only considering 

“power over”. Yet this challenges the many ways non-state actors influence international 

political outcomes. In Nye’s (2011) discussion of power he warns: 

Another reason not to collapse all three faces of power into the first is that 
doing so diminishes attention to networks, which are an important type of 
structural power in the twenty-first century. Networks are becoming 
increasingly important in an information age, and position in social 
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networks can be an important power resource. For example, in a hub-and-
spokes network, power can derive from being the hub of communications. 
If you communicate with your other friends through me, that gives me 
power. If the points on the rim are not directly connected to each other, 
their dependence on communication through the hub can shape their 
agenda. (Nye 2011: 17).   
 

By gaining a deeper understanding of how networks of non-state actors are structured, 

and how these actors are participating in formal negotiating processes, a more complete 

picture of the impact of power on policy decisions can be developed. 

The impact of ENGO participation on the negotiating process of the yearly COPs 

has the potential to ultimately impact the resulting effectiveness of policy decisions. 

Given the potential global consequences of not implementing effective climate change 

policies aimed at both mitigation and adaptation strategies, understanding a component 

that influences the policy outcomes has far reaching implications. Additionally, 

understanding the ways in which non-state actors participate with state-centric 

international policy negotiations allows for a more nuanced understanding of the ways in 

which civil society influences policy development. Böhmelt and Betzold (2012) find that 

as a result of ENGOs ability to convey crucial information to international environmental 

negotiations, ENGO participation tends to push “governments toward higher 

environmental commitments” (140). They further state “a larger number of ‘potentially 

influential’ ENGOs are more likely to create leverage over states in bargaining 

processes” (140), indicating that who is participating ultimately matters. However, 

Böhmelt and Betzold (2012) find that with a larger number of ENGOs participating, the 

overall level of ENGO impact on the negotiating process is reduced (141). They attribute 

this to existence of coordination problems among a diverse set of ENGOs, furthering 
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positing that when many ENGOs seek to influence the negotiating process, the degree of 

ENGO access is not a positive effect, “but instead ENGOs constrain and block 

themselves in their efforts” (142). These findings have substantial implications for the 

effectiveness of agreements coming out of the climate regime.  

 

NGOs and ENGOs: Function, Authority and Influence in Global Governance 

In a precursor to Keck and Sikkink’s (1998) seminal work on transnational 

linkages between NGOs, Wapner (1995) was one of the early researchers to look beyond 

the state to examine civic politics and the role of NGOs in environmental activism. He 

examines how NGOs seek to shape policy both within and across societies. His primary 

focus is on NGO activity outside the scope of their impact on states (318). In a qualitative 

study of NGO activity, he describes how the work of NGOs extended into global society. 

As one example, he discusses how they put pressure on corporations to make changes. 

Wapner (1995) also describes ways in which environmental NGOs empowered local 

communities and he considered the implications of these activities on world politics. He 

focuses on how NGOs operate outside the province of state-to-state interactions and 

engaged in “genuine political activity” (316). His conclusion is that NGOs, even at the 

international level, are both shaped by and help shape state activity (339). As such, the 

importance of examining NGOs in the environmental movement was clearly established. 

Even earlier, Princen and Finger (1994) also argued that NGOs play a critical role in 

shaping global environmental politics, because they can link different issues to the policy 

area and can help link local activities to global governance. 
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More recently, in a study of participation in global governance, Ruhlman (2015) 

considers when and why non-state actors are granted access to international 

organizations, showing that they have always been involved in state-centric 

organizations. However, she notes that participation has not necessarily increased as time 

has progressed. The inclusion of non-state actors has been sought by international 

organizations to help efficiency and efficacy but is still beholden to international 

organizations and by extension states. By examining states, bureaucracies, and NGOs, 

Ruhlman’s (2015) argument challenges the notion that states have begun to lose power in 

light of globalization and the growing institutionalization of the international system. In a 

similar vein, Sending and Neumann (2006) examines governance in relation to Foucault’s 

notion of “governmentality.” They analyze power in both NGOs and states, arguing that 

NGOs and states work together in consort to help make governance more effective. 

ENGOs are the primary unit of analysis in this dissertation, yet how they come 

into existence has not been a primary focus in the literature. Of note, Carmichael, Jenkins 

and Brulle (2012) examine the creation of new environmental organizations, noting that 

as social norms, new information, and societal pressures changed, new organizations 

(often with new foci) were created, particularly as a result of emerging “critical 

communities” and “critical intellectuals” (443). By attending to the cultural processes that 

were involved in the proliferation of new organizations, they argue that this critical 

community/critical intellectual distinction can help to refine our understanding of the 

relationship between political opportunity that informs and is informed by critical 

intellectualism and organizational founding that provides structure to a critical 
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community. As such, ENGOs serve an important function in the larger environmental 

movement. 

NGOs have sought to influence UN efforts regarding environmental issues since 

the early 1970’s. Clark, Friedman and Hochstetler (1998) state that, “at the 1972 

Stockholm environmental conference, NGOs held their first parallel forum, concurrent 

with the official governmental conferences. Similar to all later NGO forums, the first 

parallel conference gathered a wider variety of NGO participants than did the official 

conference” (11). In their early review of NGO participation at UN conferences, Clark et 

al., (1998) discuss limits to sovereignty and developed a nuanced definition of global 

civil society to study transnational political processes. They assess NGO participation in 

different sets of UN conferences, including the environment, human rights, and women 

and found that NGOs had been increasingly involved through the 1990s in all three issue 

areas at the UN. However, they also argue that states were unwilling to allow extensive 

NGO participation, particularly when NGOs threatened state positions in negotiations, 

thus reducing the overall impact of a global civil society (10). Ultimately, they argue that, 

“state sovereignty sets the limits of global civil society,” and claim that the increased 

visibility of NGOs led to a “more forceful negative response” by states (35).  

Regardless of the state versus non-state actor contention, Clark, Friedman and 

Hochstetler (1998) find that NGOs working on local issues and NGOs from developing 

countries were more represented in the UN conference processes than others (9). They 

also further the distinction between NGOs focused on lobbying versus networking (12), 

claiming that organizations based in the global north were more active in lobbying, while 
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organizations based in the global south were more active in networking, mainly as a 

result of being excluded from formal negotiations. 

On ENGO authority and power. In 1999, Ian Hurd wrote on the legitimacy and 

authority of international organizations. In his chapter, he asserts that when compliance 

happens in international relations, power is manifested via three types of “currencies,” 

including coercion, self-interest, and legitimacy (379), paralleling Bachrach and Baratz’s 

(1962), Dahl’s (1969), Lukes’ (1974) and Isaac’s (1987) work. Specifically, he provides a 

nuanced understanding of how legitimacy operates in international institutions (381), 

contending that the presence of authority, in the form of an international community, puts 

pressure on states in the international system. This pressure may call into the question the 

perception of anarchy. As such, Hurd (1999) calls for a political theory of international 

relations “after anarchy” (404). Similarly, Jepson (2005) theorize the concept of 

legitimacy as it pertained to ENGOs and called for ENGOs to develop an accountability 

regime that could help strengthen their contribution to society. He details four types of 

legitimacy assets: regulatory, pragmatic, normative, and cognitive (520). The first two are 

types of structural accountability within an institutional domain, and the second two are 

types of public accountability within a social domain (520). 

Zürn, Binder and Ecker-Ehrhardt (2012) also examine international authority and 

discuss how international institutions are becoming increasing politicized. They argue 

that this is a result of their increasing authority beyond the state. This increased authority 

requires legitimization that, in turn, leads to an increased politicization (70). They further 

argue that only part of the increased politicization witnessed in international institutions 
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is a result of increased contestation by NGOs resisting/protesting international 

institutions, citing the fact that NGOs are often pushing and praising effective 

international policy. Adding to this discussion, Mitchell and Stroup (2017) posit that the 

reputation of an ENGO is a function of their authority. They find that larger, older, and 

more visible organizations, not based in DC had higher levels of reputation in terms of 

their organizational effectiveness (410). 

Building on earlier work, Lake (2010) similarly posit that “authority is but one 

form of power” within global governance (591). He argues against the traditional IR 

notion that authority is based on a formal legal system and on its ability to use force. He 

notes that this limited conception of authority missed many ways that authority manifests 

itself at the international level. As examples, authority may be illustrated by, (1) 

hierarchy among states, where one has more power than the other (2) public authority of 

international organizations, such as the World Trade Organization that has power over 

member states and (3) private authority, such as credit agencies scores of sovereign 

borrowers (590). Lake states that, “Global governance … is the set of actors that wield 

authority across national borders, including states that exercise authority over other states 

(hierarchy), international organizations that possess authority over their member states 

(supranationalism), and non-governmental organizations and corporations that exert 

authority over communities located in two or more states (private authority)” (590). 

What is important about Lake’s (2010) analysis is that he articulates how “global 

governance is not delegated from states but is as real as the authority possessed by any 

state” (599) and illustrates, much like Isaac (1987), how “global authority is not just 
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found in the interstices of state power but, in fact, shapes and limits that power” (608). To 

unpack his analysis, he asks a series of questions, such as (1) Who legitimately regulates 

what range of action, (2) In any issue area, what is the extent of individual autonomy 

versus authoritative regulation, and (3) How large and constraining is the civil sphere? 

(608). Lake (2010) notes, “A key problem, that will require greater specificity, is how we 

differentiate between authority and other forms of power exercised by any actor” (608). 

Similarly, in a study of the dynamics of global governance, Finnemore (2014) calls for 

increased research on power and authority, particularly when they are at odds with each 

other, and on changes in the structures of authority (222). Like Lake (2010), Finnemore 

(2014) specifically calls on additional attention to be given to relationships among actors 

in global governance (223). As such, studying patterns of relationships over time, as I do 

in this dissertation, is one way to illuminate patterns of authority among NGOs. 

Green (2013) specifically analyzes private authority within global environmental 

governance. She examines how private actors, including NGOs, firms, and transnational 

networks, exercised authority in world politics. She focuses on environmental 

governance, as these private actors are increasingly taking on the role of regulators. 

Green makes a clear distinction that private authority is substantively different from other 

efforts or activities pursued by non-state actors to influence states. To Green private 

authority is solely when non-state actors are creating “actual rules, standards, guidelines, 

or practices that other actors adopt” (6). To help explain further why private authority 

develops and the form it ends up taking, Green creates a typology of authority, including 

“delegated” and “entrepreneurial” categories (4).  
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Because Green focuses on effective forms of climate governance, which she 

argues are influenced and often driven by private actors, she argues that there are many 

loci of authority in global governance. She states, “Instead of arguing, as many have, 

about the locus of authority in world politics (i.e., states), I show that there are multiple 

loci of authority in the international system—some of which include private actors. These 

private actors (which I also refer to as non-state actors) include NGOs, firms, and 

transnational networks.” (5) Further arguing against a purely realist approach, “The 

realist theory sees states as the sole locus of authority and therefore restricts the 

explanation to a hierarchical relationship between state and private actor. This conception 

is faulty because it reproduces the state-centric logic that, by definition, cannot allow for 

multiple loci of authority” (19). Green also argues against a purely sociological approach 

to studying NGO authority on the basis that this approach still inherently places the 

measure of NGO authority on state action (21).  

Carpenter’s (2014) book focuses specifically on global networks. In this book, she 

argues that the internal dynamics of advocacy networks (i.e., networks of organizations 

working on a common cause) determine which issues or campaigns organizations pursue. 

By focusing on global networks, her work can illuminate the hierarchal structure of 

advocacy networks. This is a departure from how transnational networks have been 

historically conceived, highlighting four key types of relevant structural relations to IR: 

“relations among actors, relations among issues, relations among individuals, and 

relations among networks” (20). My own dissertation work is situated in three of the 

types of structural relationships that Carpenter (2014) outlines, analyzing the nature of 
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relations between ENGOs (as actors), relations among issues (policy, alliance, science) 

and relations among networks (connections between ENGOs and human-centric 

organizations). While individuals make up the organizations I study, I do not explicitly 

single out individuals in my analyses. Carpenter posits that an organization’s network 

position (namely centrality) gives them greater authority to adopt (and thus agenda set) 

particular issues or campaigns, and also organizations in key structural positions (acting 

as structural hubs), can act as gatekeepers in regard to issue adoption (148). Following 

Carpenter, my research is a study of organizational and network authority.  

On ENGO Influence. In research on both authority and influence, Mitchell and 

Schmitz (2014) develop a theory of principled instrumentalism to explain how, in some 

instances, NGOs act strategically to maximize resources (instrumentally) that may be in 

opposition or conflict with their principled goals. The need for resources is not something 

that prevents NGOs from acting in principled ways, but it does set up a series of 

constraints that NGOs have to operate inside of (489). Mitchell and Schmitz (2014) 

further posit that depending on the theoretical framework used to analyze NGO behavior, 

NGOs’ partnerships and collaborations might be viewed in different lights. Under a 

rationalist framework, or a logic consequence, NGO partnerships are seen as potentially 

undermining each other because of a competition of resources between NGOs, i.e. an 

instrumental view of NGO behavior. Under a principled view of NGO behavior 

following a constructivist framework, or a logic of appropriateness, NGO partnerships 

are seen as being based on a sense of shared values.  
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According to Mitchell and Schmitz’s (2014) notion of principle instrumentalism, 

or a “constrained optimisation” NGOs form partnerships and collaborations strategically 

to help increase effectiveness (491- 492). As such, large corporations would place profits 

over environmental stewardship. However, NGOs also must act in their own interests in 

order to survive and thrive, so their own economic health may be at odds with their 

altruistic goals. As a concrete example, the ENGO World Wide Fund for Nature recently 

partnered with the large corporation Unilever. While they have come under scrutiny, one 

might ask whether they have sold out or can now act for the common good because they 

now have more money, resources and influence. Through a series of interviews with 

transnational NGOs, Mitchell and Schmitz (2014) find that the main motivator behind 

NGOs collaborating was to increase the effectiveness of campaigns and to broaden the 

scope of programs (497). When asked what the main obstacle was to partner with other 

NGOs, the top response was an incompatibility of mission, indicating that the primary 

barrier to partnerships is not competition over resources but a difference in objectives 

(498).  

Contrary to Mitchell and Schmitz (2014), Abbott, Green and Keohane (2016) use 

the structural theory of organizational ecology to show that private-transnational 

regulatory organizations (including some ENGO activity) are better equipped to fill in 

gaps, in part because they are more flexible and have lower costs associated with them 

than more formal intergovernmental organizations. These can lead to the questions as to 

whether partnerships between NGOs and corporations more beneficial or detrimental? As 

one example that would support Abbott, Green and Keohane’s assertion, consider an 
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environmental organization created to develop standards and assign the label “fair trade 

certified” on products that meet its standards. An organization such as this one can 

inform norm-based policies possibly to a greater degree than some state-centric policies.  

In a continuing effort to address these complexities, Balboa (2016) specifically 

examine ENGOs and argue that ENGOs face an “accountability paradox” for several 

reasons: (1) ENGOs have an increased governance role which increases competition for 

funding leading to opposing opinions and (2) ENGOs cannot satisfy all demands and 

preferences because of the types of policy they are pursuing. These factors can lead to a 

paradox where an ENGO’s need for accountability intersects with their ability to pursue 

their goals. In a study of international NGO influence, Murdie (2014) study human rights 

international organizations (HROs) and find that organizations can use the networks that 

they are embedded in as a form of a public good. Organizations that are structured 

similarly are more likely to be linked. However, she warns that free-riding can hinder any 

benefit an organization gets form being connected to the network. She argues that: 

…many factors hinder the ability of HROs to become connected, limiting 
the density of the overall network. Forming network connections can be a 
costly endeavor, too costly for many organizations outside of the global 
‘North,’ those with peripheral interests, or those without standing with 
intergovernmental organizations (IGOs). Thus, even though being part of 
the network provides tangible benefits for the organization and even 
though all organizations could, in theory, be part of the network, not all 
HROs are set up to take part in the HRO network. (2) 
 

Murdie (2014) cite Smith and Wiest (2005, 621), Carpenter (2007) and Bob (2005) when 

she asserts that “if the network is important for global advocacy activities, structural 

reasons why an organization is not connected to the network will have consequences for 

which types of organizations participate in global activism and, thus, on which types of 
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human rights issues global advocacy focuses” (2). Building on Murdie’s work, I examine 

ENGO’s connections to human-centric NGOs by their country of origin to reveal patterns 

of influence in chapter four. 

Regarding network position, Murdie (2014) states, “network characteristics of 

HROs are of real importance for their future advocacy output: because they benefit from 

the public good of the HRO network, those organizations central to the network are the 

organizations that should theoretically be more active in pressuring states to change their 

human rights practices” (3). She reports eigenvector centrality and found support that an 

increase in eigenvector centrality will lead to greater international advocacy outputs, thus 

having greater influence (12). Similarly, in this dissertation, specifically chapter two, I 

examine eigenvector values as a measure of ENGO influence. 

Sikkink and Smith (2002) and Hughes Paxton, Quinsaat and Reith (in press) both 

use the Yearbook of International Organization data to construct networks of NGOs. 

Sikkink and Smith (2002) examine Yearbook data to examine transnational organizations 

between 1953-1993. They provide evidence of an increase in the number of international 

NGOs focused on social change during that time period. They also showed how the 

networks of international NGOs had expanded geographically during that time as well. 

They argue that this expansion had also developed global social infrastructures that were 

shaping global governance (43). This study shows the importance of examining change 

over time to reveal changes in influence as network structures change.  

Hughes et. al. (in press) conduct a network analysis to examine women’s 

international NGOs between 1978-2008. They use Yearbook data to construct networks 
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of women’s international NGOs (WINGOs) and to show how different countries are 

interconnected via organizational memberships. They find that WINGOs had increased in 

numbers but that they had not increased connections with a great number of countries 

over time. They find that the split in membership between WINGOs in the global north 

and global south had not changed over time. They discuss the implications of these 

persistent power differences in North/South WINGOs that represent the inequalities in 

memberships, and less influence, of WINGOs in the global south. Building upon both 

Sikkink and Smith (2002) and Hughes et. al. (in press) I examine change over time as a 

measure of change in influence in this dissertation. While I do not specifically examine 

differences between the Global North and South, I do consider an organization’s country 

of origin in chapter four. 

Keohane and Victor (2011) develop a model to illustrate all of the institutions 

(predominantly state-centric) that have their fingers in the proverbial cookie jar on 

climate change. They describe the regime complex for climate change and show 

overlapping and coexisting forums that can address climate change at both international 

and domestic levels. This model also shows how NGOs have influence in multiple 

forums, including but not limited to their involvement with the UNFCCC. Based on this 

model, one could infer that NGOs could also be embedded with this regime and have 

influence in multiple forums (e.g., Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, World 

Trade Organizations, etc.) and not only through their involvement with the UNFCCC. 

However, they caution that that all of these combined efforts and levels of influence are 

not enough to meet the environmental objectives to combat the worst of climate change. 
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Building on this work, Hironaka (2014) develop an argument using world society theory 

that international institutions have been able to influence societal change on 

environmental issues, not necessarily through direct policy creation and adoption, but 

also through the empowering of specific actors to act as environmental agents, including 

NGOs. This ultimately underscores how involvement with institutions can still lead to 

change, even if the outgoing policies are not all that effective. In essence, my dissertation 

lies in the heart of this discussion in that I argue that ENGOs are able to influence change 

both directly and indirectly through involvement with the UNFCCC, one of the many 

forums in the environmental regime complex. 

In short, one can argue that the inclusion of NGOs in the environmental 

movement has led to the democratization of the movement. As Brulle (2000) contends in 

his examination of environmental organizations in the U.S. from the perspective of 

Habermas’s (1981) critical theory, the environmental movement has become more 

effective and democratic over time, in part, by reforming its organizational practices. One 

way that these organizational practices have changed is through a growing network of 

transnational activists (i.e., social movements) (Smith and Wiest 2012). These authors 

posit that this growing network has a democratization effect on the global system. They 

explain that this is largely as a function of the deepening of networks, which has created 

new spaces for activism. NGOs and the strategies they employ have been shaped by their 

participation with and around international institutions. To conclude, in addition to the 

assessment of participation in formal and informal negotiating processes, the examination 
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of networks of NGOs and ENGOs matter in order to understand authority and influence 

of organizations within the environmental movement. 

 

Structure, Agency and Emerging Forms of International Governance 

 The relationship between structure and agency is central to many theorists and 

researchers in international relations (Kahler 2009). In this dissertation, I focus on the 

idea of a network as a structure. All structures are embedded with hierarchical power 

relations. Giddens’ (1979, 1984) theory of structuration posits that agency and structure 

and mutually independent, deeply intertwined and result in a dynamic process of 

development. Agents (ENGOs, NGOs and individuals acting on their behalf) operating 

within a structure are constrained by that network structure. In general, agents are not 

aware of their structural positions within a network, therefore they do not try to change 

their relationship to the network and are not motivated to influence their positions of 

relative power within the network (Wasserman and Faust 1994). However, agents still act 

to influence shifts in network structure. For example, Dany (2013) discusses agency in 

three ways. First is the ability to influence an institutional framework’s rules and 

processes through external structures, such as the UNFCCC. An ENGO participating at a 

COP as a member of a state delegation is an example of this. Second is the ability to 

establish internal structures of a larger movement. For example, relationships between 

ENGOs can shape the larger structure of the environmental movement. Third is the 

decision to withdraw from the structure altogether. This may have led to contentious 

politics and/or protests where actors move outside the formal negotiating processes 



 25 
 

altogether (Hadden 2015). In all cases, structures shape and constrain agents while agents 

shape and define structures in a dynamic process.  

 Non-state actors are increasingly playing a role in emerging forms of international 

governance. Keck and Sikkink (1998) spearheaded research that demonstrated how 

NGOs may have a direct or indirect impact on policy development at different levels of 

governance. NGOs are able to impact international norms through transnational advocacy 

networks (TANs). Their work illustrates the ways that transnational linkages between 

NGOs and other intergovernmental organizations based in different states could influence 

each other directly and/or influence third and fourth states indirectly. While they do not 

speak directly to the notion of network structures, their analysis has been interpreted to be 

network-based in theory (Kahler 2009). Further, as non-state actors, such as NGOs, 

participate in both formal and informal processes of negotiation, there is greater 

information sharing and norm creation as a broader diversity of interests are represented. 

As such, there is the potential for more inclusive international processes and a greater 

democratization of the international systems (Stevenson and Dryzek 2014). 

 In Ostrom’s (1998, 2010, 2012) seminal works, the theory of polycentric 

governance is developed to encompass a multilevel approach to implement policy 

solutions to complex global problems, such as climate change. Polycentric governance 

may be more effective at forming policy than a single global solution (Ostrom 2010). 

With varied environmental concerns, local level actions can address causes and 

consequences of climate change unique to varying geographical areas. Unfortunately, 

coordination problems can occur with such a myriad of different climate change related 
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concerns. For example, a river watch group in the Chesapeake Bay may be concerned 

with nuclear power while a river watch group in northern Pennsylvania may be 

concerned with natural gas. ENGOs can play a vital role in connecting these disparate 

policy arenas. In the case of polycentric governance, multiple voices can be represented, 

crating the potential for more democratic solutions at local, state, national and 

international levels. 

 

Toward a More Responsive International System 

Civil society organizations (CSOs), including ENGOs, are increasingly 

participating in state delegations to the UNFCCC. Böhmelt et al. (2013) find that “70 per 

cent of all national delegations included at least one CSO representative and 18 per cent 

of all members of national delegations at the 2011 UNFCCC COP were CSO 

representatives” (31). This blurring in distinction between state and non-state actors is 

underspecified in the literature on both state participation with international negotiations 

and non-state actor participation. Within the formal UNFCCC COP process, an ENGO 

can occupy several roles simultaneously (e.g., membership in a state delegation, 

representative of an organization, serve on the delegation of other international 

organizations such as the OECD, participate in organizing Side Events, or participate in 

protest activities outside of the formal UNFCCC process) and participate in several ways 

(e.g., speaking as an invited guest, submitting written comments), another point that is 

largely overlooked in the existing literature. Taking a broad perspective on non-state 

activity can address an oversight in the existing literature on global climate governance 
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(e.g. Stevenson and Dryzek 2014), and/or views non-state actor participation with the 

formal UNFCCC process as a non-integral part of the state led UNFCCC process (e.g. 

Gupta 2014). Analyzing non-state actor participation by ENGOs also speaks to the larger 

IR literature that considers non-state actors as outside state activity and/or influencing 

state behavior and preferences via domestic processes. By taking a complete view on the 

patterns of participation by non-state actors a deeper and more nuanced understanding on 

their role in international relations can be developed.    

For example, Lake and Wong (2009) use network analysis to establish the 

importance of the network structure of transnational advocacy networks (TANs) in 

shaping international norms regarding human rights. They find that organizations 

occupying central positions within the network have agenda-setting and rule-making 

power. As an example, they show how Amnesty International’s centrality, from 1968-

1980, explains its power and success in influencing international norms over time. 

Similarly, Stroup and Wong (2017) present case studies that illustrated how 

different international NGOs have developed over time to hold more authority than 

others, giving them greater ability to influence states, corporations, and other 

organizations. However, they argue that these positions of authority are tenuous. They 

provide Greenpeace, Oxfam, and Amnesty International as examples, positing that they 

must walk a tightrope, where they must adjust their behavior to maintain a balance 

between maintaining their advocacy reputation and appearing too radical. As such, they 

argue that the more authority that an international NGO has, the more constrained that 

they are in their ability push the envelope for real change. 
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 Hadden (2014, 2015) considers the role of civil society in political discourse, 

focusing on ways that climate activism changed between 2007-2009. She argues that a 

spillover effect had occurred when the strategies, norms and activists moved from one 

social movement to another. Hadden (2015) uses network analysis to study how 

strategies of contentious politics spread throughout the environmental movement during 

the timeframe of the Copenhagen COP. She studies how the network structure of the 

international climate movement influenced the strategies that ENGOs pursued. In 

particular, she finds that being connected to organizations that engaged in contentious 

politics made an ENGO more likely to engage in contentious politics themselves in 

subsequent years. She uses social network analysis, along with other quantitative and 

qualitative measures to examine the 2007-2009 lead up to COP 15 and the actual event 

and documented the divisions that split a once arguably unified social movement. She 

finds that two sides of the network cultivated different state allies at the Copenhagen 

COP. For example, Climate Action Network’s strategy was to build a network that 

included domestic groups as members that could put pressure on state delegations in the 

context of international negotiations. On the other hand, a second cluster of climate 

justice groups focused on aligning themselves with states that would be willing to block 

negotiations on the basis that policies were not just (Hadden 2015, 156). Hadden argues 

that this shift toward contentious politics had the potential to influence development of 

future climate negotiations. Later, Hadden and Jasny (2017) run additional network 

autocorrelation models and arrived at the same conclusion; that strategic choices were 

influenced by an ENGO’s embeddedness in a structure. 
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 Like Lake and Wong (2009), I analyze network centrality in this dissertation. I 

expand the analysis to include different measures of network centralization, such as 

eigenvector centrality and closeness centrality. In a network, a node is the actor that is 

being studied. The number of nodes a network has is the number of actors being analyzed 

(Wasserman and Faust 1994: 94-94). Eigenvector centrality is a nodal level measurement 

that captures how close an actor/node is via their links, to highly central or important 

actors (Wasserman and Faust 1994). Closeness centrality is also a nodal level 

measurement that aggregates a node’s links and their relative centrality within the 

network measured on a scale of 0-1 (Wasserman and Faust 1994: 184). Additionally, I 

explicitly focus on how NGOs are networked with each other versus Lake and Wong’s 

focus on an organization’s internal network structure. I also build upon the work of 

Stroup and Long (2017) by expanding how authority is conceptualized in terms of 

network position (e.g., measures of in-degrees and out-degrees). In a bi-directional 

network degree is a node’s total number of incoming links (in-degree) and outgoing links 

(out-degree).  

My research is most closely aligned with Hadden (2014, 2015) in that I focus on 

how ENGOs are networked with each other in relationship to policy developments at the 

UNFCCC. However, Hadden focuses on only a three-year time frame in the lead up to 

the Copenhagen COP. I expand to investigate network structures in the lead ups to three 

historical time points (Kyoto, Copenhagen and Paris), allowing me to study change over 

time. Moreover, Hadden limits her analysis in different ways than I do. In one case, she 

limits her focus to coalition-based organizations that include but are not limited to what I 
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refer to as alliance-based ENGOs. Alliance-based organizations do not act on their own 

in ways that most coalition-based organizations do. In another case, she focuses solely on 

organizations within the European Union. Because Hadden focuses on organizations 

based in the European Union, and not the entire world, this resulted in smaller networks 

in general.  

 

Operationalizing and Defining Authority and Influence for This Study 

Power has many different dimensions and manifestations within politics. These 

sub-categories of power help contribute to the formation, adoption, and implementation 

of policy. However, within traditional notions of international relations, it is assumed that 

states are the main arbiters of power, and any power that a non-state actor (IO, NGO, 

etc.) has is through a process of delegation of power from a state. If an NGO is viewed as 

having power, it is only insofar that the NGO can impact a state’s actions (either directly 

or indirectly through public pressures). This assumption is seen explicitly in Keck and 

Sikkink’s (1998) seminal work on NGO power and influence transnationally, but also 

underlies much of the subsequent research on NGOs in world politics.  

Barnett and Duvall (2005) call for more nuanced discussions over the conception 

of power in international relations. Specifically, they highlight four different categories of 

power: compulsory, institutional, structural, and productive (48). Following Dahl’s work, 

compulsory power refers to forced and direct control over others that is not directly 

limited to material resources (50). Institutional power is when an actor has indirect 

control over others through formal or informal mediating structures or organizations (51). 
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Structural power is concerned with where an actor is located within a larger network of 

actors (52). And productive power is an offshoot of structural power that considers the 

more nebulous and informal relations between actors (54). In this distinction they seek to 

have a more nuanced understanding of the different ways actors (in particular states) 

manifest power in international politics. Barnett and Duvall’s distinctions are similar to 

what Hurd (1999) calls the “three currencies” of power: coercion, self-interest, and 

legitimacy (379).  Despite their focus on state power, Barnett and Duvall’s (2005) 

categories can be generalized to other actors within the international system. In particular, 

their discussions over the distinctions between structural versus productive power 

(Barnett and Duvall 2005: 55-56) has particular purpose when discussing NGO power 

within the international system. In particular, the differences between structural and 

productive power rest on the ways that an actor’s positon within a structure (i.e. a 

network) can either be viewed as constraining/enabling an actor’s capabilities (structural 

power), or location within a network can shape an actor’s identity or preferences 

(productive power). Barnett and Duvall (2005) see a clear distinction between the 

structural and productive categories of power, claiming that “productive power looks 

beyond (or is post-) structures” (55). However, this distinction is more salient when 

talking about state, and formal state-centric power hierarchies. When discussing non-state 

actors, in particular NGOs that occupy positions within a non-formalized hierarchical 

structure (i.e. the network structure of NGO relationships is not codified by any 

organizational structure created by a powerful entity), actors can both gain power by their 

position within these structures and an actor’s position within these networks can 
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contribute to shaping an actor’s identity. In other words, when talking about NGOs that 

are largely outside the purveyors of the main power-players in the international system 

(i.e. states), there is more ambiguity in the classification and identification of powerful 

non-state actors. This ambiguity largely stems from the idea that power is more than the 

idea of having power-over something, but that power can also stem from an actor having 

authority and/or influence outside of their direct ability to impact state action. 

Much like in Barnett and Finnemore’s (1999) argument that international 

organizations “can become autonomous sites of authority, independent from the state 

‘principals’ who may have created them, because of power flowing from at least two 

sources: (1) the legitimacy of the rational-legal authority they embody, and (2) control 

over technical expertise and information” (707), I argue that ENGOs can exhibit power 

based on their position within a larger structure and by virtue of the unique 

information/expertise they have access to. But unlike Barnett and Finnemore (1999), who 

by and large treat international organizations as cohesive entities possessing authority and 

autonomy from the states that created them, I am particularly interested in ENGOs 

positions of authority and influence within both the context of international organizations 

and outside any formal organizational structure. 

All of these discussions about the nature of power and ultimately authority in the 

international system largely evolve out of Weber’s (1946) three classifications of 

authority (charismatic, traditional, and legal-rational). These different ways of discussing 

authority are rooted in the source, or origin, of authority. In the case of charismatic 

sources of authority, there is some sort of trait endogenous to an actor (e.g., a 
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commanding personality, a good public speaker, etc.) that affords them authority. In the 

traditional sources of authority, actors are able to possess authority by some sort of 

historic process, as is the case with a king or queen ruling a country. And in the case of 

legal-rational authority, an actor can possess authority by nature of their position within a 

governing structure. In other words, where an actor is positioned within some sort of 

structure or hierarchy can afford an actor with authority. 

Within this Weberian tradition, MacDonald (2014, 2017) posits that network 

structure is indicative of hierarchy within world politics. While MacDonald is solely 

focused on the power hierarchies between state actors within the international system, his 

underlying theorizing can be extrapolated to additional actors within the international 

system. MacDonald (2017) states, “actors often derive authority by virtue of their 

position” (143). An actor’s network position enables an actor to mobilize different types 

of resources (e.g. information) to influence how other actors behave. Therefore, 

identifying an actor’s position within the larger network enables a systemic way of 

studying locations of authority. As MacDonald (2017) argues actors are “more capable of 

claiming authority when they are located in a central position within a relevant network, 

meaning they possess strong ties with a large number of other actors” (143). Building 

upon work by Hafner-Burton, Kahler, and Montgomery (2009), MacDonald argues that 

actors occupying central positions have power vis-à-vis their access, “to accumulate 

resources, acquire information, and bolster their prestige in ways that actors that have 

weak ties with fewer actors cannot” (143). 
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Similarly to Campbell-Verduyn’s (2017) discussion of authority as a dynamic 

process as opposed to a static attribute (20), I conceptualize ENGO authority as a dyadic 

relationship that is a function of both the extent of an ENGO’s embeddedness within 

UNFCCC negotiations and an organization’s network position within the network of 

ENGOs’ relationships. This dynamic process of occupying positions of authority requires 

a continuous negotiation between different levels of actors. One way for ENGOs to have 

authority within international politics is to be granted access to state-centric negotiations 

by states. In this regard, one source of ENGO authority is recognition from states. If a 

state views an ENGO as being in possession of information or expertise (or potentially 

moral legitimacy) that ENGO may be given greater access/input to policy negotiations. 

But how does an ENGO emerge as being a purveyor of information or expertise? ENGOs 

are able to acquire knowledge (or be perceived to have knowledge) based on their 

relationships or positions vis-à-vis other ENGOs.    

Stroup and Wong (2018) treat respect as a litmus test for authority. If organization 

is granted access, listened to, and given “deference” from policymakers, the public, 

media, and corporations then Stroup and Wong regard that NGO as being a “leading 

INGO” (2). And while this makes sense in terms of equating authority with respect from 

actors in a position of power, it assumes that authority is something that can only be 

granted by an external source. In other words, authority can only be increased (or 

realized) by a change in the perception of an NGO by other actors. Built within this 

causal chain is an inherent understanding that the NGO is doing something to increase (or 

decrease) their authority. However, this over-simplifies the question on whether these 
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NGOs have agency to increase (or decrease) their authority. If authority can only be 

analyzed from the perspective of other actors, who are the actors that are able to confer 

authority? This raises questions about the difference between legitimate and illegitimate 

authority (Avant et. al 2010, Bush 2017, Green 2013, Zürn et. al 2012), as well as about 

questions on the overall legitimacy of NGO activity (Balboa 2015; Deloffre and Schmitz 

2019).  

Determining legitimate NGO authority ultimately relies on normative-based 

opinions from the perspective of the actor conferring authority on an NGO. If an 

organization like Greenpeace International is viewed by states as being an authority on 

environmental issues they are in a position to be granted greater access and input into 

policy negotiations. However, to a more radicalized organization (or simply an 

organization that disagrees with Greenpeace’s positions or tactics) Greenpeace may not 

be viewed as an authority. This complexity in determining which actors have authority 

creates a potential bias in the study of NGO authority, because typical schemas for 

categorizing levels of organizational authority require some element of judgement call on 

what the right perspective is to analyze authority. It is not simply enough to be viewed as 

being an expert in a particular subject, an organization also needs to be expressing a 

worldview that matches with the current prevailing perspective. This theoretical point is 

similar to Bush’s (2017) discussion over the relative importance of political affinity in 

contributing to private authority (713). 

In other words, there needs to be alignment in political preferences (or at least a 

willingness to be hear and act upon diverse viewpoints) between actors for there to be 
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any consideration of authority. For example, ENGOs were warning about the potential 

harm of carbon emissions to the atmosphere since the 1970s but these organizations were 

on the whole viewed as radical or taking an unscientifically verified position. It has only 

been since the massive institutionalization of the climate change regime, predominantly 

through the UNFCCC in the 1990s, that ENGOs have been viewed by policymakers as 

potential authoritative sources of expertise on climate change. And while it is likely that 

ENGOs have undergone transformations to become more professionalized and staffed 

with experts (in addition to activists), ENGOs have only been able to be viewed as having 

authority by policymakers because the existing policy structure has shifted to be more in 

line (and therefore more accepting) of the policy positions ENGOs have been advocating 

for. This is not to say that ENGOs did not have any authority on issues of climate change 

prior to the emergence of the UNFCCC, it is more that prior to the UNFCCC (and to a 

lesser extent the UNEP) ENGO authority on climate change was mainly limited to being 

from the perspective of other ENGOs. Therefore, to define authority as being 

synonymous with deference (e.g. Stroup and Wong 2018: 2) conflates being respected 

with being aligned with the existing political paradigm. For example, NGOs advocating 

for climate justice and indigenous rights, with calls for funding for adaptation efforts, or 

discussions over loss and damages, were initially on the periphery of the environmental 

movement and policy negotiations that were initially centered on mitigation efforts. But 

now that the climate justice groups’ policy positions (e.g. adaptation, loss and damages, 

language over keeping global temperature rises below 1.5° C) have been adopted in the 
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Paris Climate Agreement, some of these organizations are viewed as being in positions of 

authority by both state and non-state actors alike.   

 In order to remove the potential for normative bias, a distinction needs to be made 

between political authority that manifests through actors being seen as 

powerful/influential over policymakers or implementers, and network authority that 

manifests when an actor occupies a specific position within a larger network of actors. 

For the purpose of this study, I am defining ENGO authority as a dynamic attribute of an 

organization that can be measured by both their position within the network of ENGOs 

vis-à-vis measures of centrality and occupying strategically important positions within 

the network, as well as an ENGO’s level of participation with the UNFCCC negotiations 

at COPs. In short, ENGO authority is measured by network position and participation 

levels. It is through these two different measures of NGO authority that a more complete, 

and accurate, identification of which ENGOs have high levels of authority. 

However, authority is just one aspect of ENGO power, particularly in light of my 

conception of authority as a dynamic process that is continuously being renegotiated by 

different audiences. In order to gain additional traction on measuring ENGO power I also 

analyze ENGO influence. In the existing literature, NGO influence is largely relegated to 

the overly simplified notion of being able to shape policy or political opinion, or in other 

words effectiveness (Betsill and Corell 2001; Betsill and Corell 2008, Gulbrandsen and 

Andresen 2004, Tallberg et. al 2015). The underlying question in most of the discussions 

surrounding NGO influence is: how effective are NGOs in getting their preferences 

heard/acted upon? NGO influence only matters if it leads to an outcome that is different 
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than would otherwise be impossible (or unlikely) without an NGO’s actions. Yet, it is 

ultimately impossible (or at the very least extremely difficult) to attribute intentionality 

behind a policy shift as a direct and sole result of an activity undertaken by a specific 

NGO. Betsill and Corell (2001) discuss the difficulty in measuring NGO influence but 

they still are focused on observable outcomes of causality (68-71).   

I am adding an additional element to existing conceptions of NGO influence that 

view causal relationships between an NGO’s preferences and a policy outcome (or public 

opinion shift) as the main markers of authority, to also include the potential for an ENGO 

to influence policy development by the transmission of sharing unique or specialized 

information. In addition to analyzing an ENGO’s network position as a metric for 

influence, I also analyze what level of participation an ENGO has at the UNFCCC’s 

COPs. Taken together, the potential to fundamentally alter the direction of policy 

negotiations by having novel information or expertise, and by looking at actual 

participation levels a more complete look at NGO influence can be had.  

There are conceptual overlaps between authority and influence. However, there 

are potentially instances where an NGO with high levels of authority may not have 

influence over policymaking. Or, instances where an NGO may have high levels of 

influence over the development of policy and not actually occupy positions of authority. 

These potential conceptual deviations are indicative of not only a conflict between NGOs 

having legitimate or illegitimate authority, but also suggest locations of potential political 

cleavages within climate change negotiations. There are at least two potential 

implications of these conceptual deviations: (1) ENGOs occupying a network position of 



 39 
 

authority but do not have a corresponding high levels of influence through participation 

illustrates a missed opportunity to have potentially important information/expertise input 

into climate negotiations; and (2) ENGOs that appear to have a greater level of political 

influence but do not have a corresponding high level of authority (political and/or 

network based), arguably have illegitimate influence. There are undoubtedly more 

potential scenarios that could emerge when there is mismatch between authority and 

influence. 

 

Overview of Social Network Analysis 

I chose social network analysis as a methodology because it allows for a macro-

level investigation of a multitude of actors across time points. It allows for an assessment 

of the complex relationships within a bounded group, such as ENGOs and between 

groups as well, such as ENGOs and other NGOs. It captures these sets of inter-linkages 

that are presented as nodes (actors within a network) and the relationships between them. 

Through network analysis, I could examine the environmental movement, necessitating 

the need to encompass a very large sample size. For example, if I had chosen to conduct 

qualitative interviews, I would have had to greatly reduce the sample size and resort to 

cherry picking certain ENGOs for my study. Network analysis allows for an initial 

determination of the most central actors (Bonacich 1987; Borgatti 2005). Follow up 

studies can then become more targeted. Also, once central actors and the most salient 

ENGOs within a network have been established, social network analysis also enables 

more targeted hypothesis testing, thus setting the stage for future research studies. 
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Therefore, social network analysis was deemed the most appropriate method for this 

dissertation. 

Social network analysis is designed to examine patterns of social relationships 

(Borgatti 2005). At the most basic level, any set of interconnected nodes (or actors) can 

define a network. These nodes can refer to “individuals, groups, organizations, or states” 

(Kahler 2009: 4). Further, within the social sciences, network analysis positions each 

node within a certain proximity to other nodes in three-dimensional space. The proximity 

of any two nodes as positioned on a graph represents the strength of that relationship. 

These are known as connections, links, or ties (Borgatti 2005, Kahler 2009, Wasserman 

and Faust 1994). The patterns of these connections can be understood to have influence 

both within and outside of its network. By revealing regularities in the relationships 

among social and political entities, network analysis has the potential to reveal important 

aspects of international relations.  

In the language of network analysis, these regularities are referred to as structure. 

Structural variables are the quantified measurements of this structure (Borgatti 2005, 

Cook and Whitmeyer 1992, Wasserman and Faust 1994). In political science, there are 

two types of networks: (1) network-as-structures, and (2) network-as-actors. Networks-

as-structures focuses on the characteristics and effects of the structure of a network on 

actor behavior. In other words, the structure of the network enables and constrains a 

node’s (actor’s) actions based on its relationship to other nodes. The connections among 

the nodes predict similarities and differences, as well as restrict or provide catalysts for 

action. For example, being labeled as an environmental organization with connections to 
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other environmental organizations known for contentious politics would offer 

opportunities for activity outside of formal structures and restrict activity within formal 

environmental negotiations processes.  

The second type of network is a network-as-actor. Network-as-actors are treated 

as a cohesive group that acts with one voice or objective. This is a different approach 

from network-as-structure in that network-as-structure focuses on identifying key actors 

within a network rather than considering the entire network as one single actor. Network-

as-actors exist to facilitate an action or outcome. As an example, the study of terrorist 

organizations may rely on network-as-actors. In this dissertation, I focus primarily on 

network-as-structures, specifically as they shape how ENGOs operate in the world. 

 Network analysis in international relations. Theoretically, network analysis 

allows for the examination of three main theoretical debates in international relations, 

“the relationship between structure and agency, competing definitions of power, and the 

efficacy of emerging forms of international governance” (Kahler 2009: 2). With regard to 

international relations, network analysis allows for the empirical examination of 

international structures that inform and restrict agents. It also necessitates an examination 

of power, in that “power in networks depends on structural position in a field and 

connections to other agents as well as other actor capability or attributes” (Kahler 2009: 

3). Third, network analysis allows for a challenge to formal intergovernmental 

institutions that may actually be embedded within larger networks and can transcend 

familiar concepts of consensual governance to reveal patterns of hierarchy and 

centralization, both within and outside the network, illuminating more complex tensions, 
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contentions and distributions of power (Kahler 2009). In short, network analysis allows 

researchers to test the boundaries of competing theories and expand the scope of 

understanding of international relations (Hafner-Burton et. al 2009; Kahler 2009). 

 Social network theory compared with experimental and quasi-experimental 

research. Network analysis differs from experimental research in a few fundamental 

ways. Traditional research methods would include (1) asking an empirical research 

question (hypothesis) that can be tested statistically, (2) identifying a sample of a larger 

population to test, (3) manipulating and/or measuring a variety of variables/ 

characteristics, and (4) applying appropriate statistical tests to provide evidence for or 

against the hypothesis. The main assumption in traditional research methods is that the 

actors do not influence the outcome autonomously; it is the result of the researchers’ 

interventions or manipulation of attributes/variables that has a relational or casual effect 

on the actor’s behavior. In contrast, network analysis begins with the assumption that 

actors influence other actors and the relationships between different nodes/actors are of 

primary importance. They act in concert with their connections, without the need for an 

intervention or other manipulation. In fact, the connections between actors (nodes) 

comprise a “fundamental component of network theories” (Wasserman and Faust 1994: 

4). As such, the attributes of the actors are considered to be less important than the 

connections between actors. According to Wasserman and Faust the following 

assumptions underpin network analysis, “(1) actors and their actions are viewed as 

interdependent rather than independent, autonomous units, (2) relational ties (linkages) 

between actors are channels for transfer or ‘flow’ of resources (either material or non-
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material), (3) network models focusing on individuals view the network structural 

environment as providing opportunities for or constraints on individual action, and (4) 

network models conceptualize structure (social, economic, political, and so forth) as 

lasting patterns of relations among actors” (1994: 4).  

In other words, actors are not autonomous because they are constrained by their 

position within a network. As a concrete example, an ENGO such as Greenpeace make 

decisions to act based on the relationships that they have with other ENGOs. Their 

decision to work on an anti-whaling campaign is informed by their connection to other 

ENGOs such as the WWF. Similarly, the flow of resources, including information and 

expertise of commercial whaling flows between actors that are linked, such as 

Greenpeace and WWF. The connection between Greenpeace and WWF provides 

opportunities for collaboration and coordinated efforts, allowing them each to work on 

anti-whaling independently and together. The relationship between Greenpeace and 

WWF are likely to remain stable over time if it is strong.  

 Network analysis allows for a thick, rich description of data, much like qualitative 

research methods. However, network analysis also allows for empirical measurements to 

be calculated. The measurement of the inter-nodal relations in network analysis has three 

mathematical foundations: graph theory, statistical and probability theory (Bonacich 

1987; Borgatti 2005; Wasserman and Faust 1994). Most important for this research is 

statistical theory, as it allows for the analysis of reciprocity, mutuality, balance, and 

transitivity.  
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 There are two ways to analyze networks: descriptive and probabilistic. Much like 

other statistical approaches, descriptive analyses capture overall characteristics of a 

dataset and probabilistic analysis provide the opportunity for inferential and hypothesis 

testing. Hypothesis testing is not attempted before the characteristics of a dataset are 

understood. Descriptive networks focus on the structure of the network and are used to 

test theoretical concepts rather than inferential ones. On the other hand, models that are 

based on probabilistic assumptions are focused hypothesis testing and are based on the 

assumption that actors influence other actors. As such, inter-actor influence on each other 

can be examined (Borgatti 2005; Wasserman and Faust 1994). In this research, I focus on 

descriptive networks to create a foundation to understand how ENGOs’ structural 

positions have the potential to influence their activity in the world.  

 

Using Network Analysis to Examine Non-State Actors  

The use of network analysis is slowly gaining traction due to its ability to map 

complex social structures. To this end, several methodological survey articles (Hafner-

Burton et al. 2009; Ward et al. 2011; Cao et al. 2014) have singled out network analysis 

as being able to provide a broader look at the change in governance networks. As one 

example, Böhmelt et al. (2014) utilize network analysis to study civil society inclusion in 

state delegations to the UNFCCC. By examining networks of states, they argue that the 

more central a state is within the global governance network, the more likely they are to 

include civil society organizations (CSOs), based on the perceived desirability and 

legitimacy of the CSOs. In other words, they find that a state’s network position along 
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with the perceived legitimacy of a CSO predicted its inclusion in state delegations at 

UNFCCC. Their use of network analysis allows them to achieve a richness of complexity 

when analyzing change in levels of non-state actor inclusion in state delegations to the 

UNFCCC.  

As another example, Murdie and Davis (2012) use network analysis to study 

organizations within four specific issue areas (environment, human rights, sustainable 

development, health). Utilizing data collected by the Union of International Associations’ 

(UIA) Yearbook of International Organizations and considering only data from 2001-

2002 they complied a list of over 4,000 organizations, with 1019 of them being 

environmental. From these data, they construct a social network illustrating how subsets 

of organizations are interconnected. The end result is a network visualization that 

illustrates the overarching structure of how international NGOs are networking with each 

other within each issue area. The patterns that emerge are different for each issue area, 

signaling different strategies in networking between issues (181). The visualization for 

the environmental international NGO network illustrates a striking pattern that was unlike 

the three other issue areas. The authors find two distinct clusters of densely connected 

environmental international NGOs that had no connection to each other at all. One cluster 

is characterized by a relatively dense center with numerous organizations occupying a 

centralized highly connected role. The other cluster is comprised of organizations all with 

low centrality and share an overall highly interconnected network. The stark difference 

between the environmental INGO network and the three other issue area networks raise 
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several questions, and Murdie and Davis (2012) posit that the odd structure is probably 

indicative of a split within the environmental movement (181). 

The networks that Murdie and Davis construct all had a low clustering coefficient 

(a way of measuring the overall level of connectedness within a network, that allows for 

discussions over the existence of a small world network to be had) (184). Additionally, 

the average path length (a different measure of connectedness) between organizations is 

long for each network, illustrating a disconnection in the overall international NGO 

network structures (185). A path length is the number of steps, i.e. relationship ties, 

between any two nodes within a network. As Murdie and Davis discuss, this challenges 

some of the notions about the strength of transnational NGO networks championed 

within some of the literature (e.g Keck and Sikkink 1998).  

 

Method of Collecting Data 

 I compiled two data sets for the purpose of this study. First, I created a list of 

ENGOs and the NGOs that they were linked with in order to conduct a series of social 

network analyses. From this ENGO list I collected relationship ties between ENGOs (and 

NGOs) at three-time points (Kyoto, Copenhagen, and Paris) in order to construct and 

study the overall network structure and change over time. Second, I collected data on 

individual ENGO participation levels at the corresponding UNFCCC COPs for the 

organizations that are represented in these networks. 

 Social Network Analysis Data. To create a database of ENGOs to use for 

analysis, I first created a list of every ENGO in the Yearbook of International 
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Organizations (Yearbook) that was in existence from the start of the UNFCCC in 1992 to 

2015, in the lead-up to the Paris COP. To accomplish this, I searched the on-line database 

of the Yearbook in 2015. I searched with specific key terms, (1) environment, (2) earth 

and (3) climate. This search captured variations of the three key terms as well as the key 

terms in other languages. Those terms were chosen to identify the most wide reaching 

environmental organizations possible, in ways that just the term environment would not. 

The data that were published in 2015 includes all historic data the Yearbook has ever 

collected, even for organizations that no longer exist. In other words, searching for 

organizations by these key terms captured the most recent data that was ever captured all 

organizations that existed since the start of the Yearbook collecting data. This search 

yielded 1822 organizations. 

To create this initial master list of 1822 organizations, I obtained the following 

information (1) organizational acronym, (2) country of organizational headquarters, (3) 

year the organization was founded, (4) year of organization dissolution, if applicable, and 

(5) the year of the most updated information in the Yearbook. 

Second, I obtained hard copy editions of Yearbooks for 1997 and 2009 to coincide 

with the lead-up to the watershed COPs at Kyoto and Copenhagen. Hard copy editions 

were no longer published for the 2015 Paris COP, so I accessed the on-line version of 

that Yearbook in the summer of 2015. For each edition of the Yearbook, I searched for 

each of the 1822 ENGOs. This resulted in a potential for 5466 organizational searches, 

minus organizations known to be dissolved before relevant time points. For each 

organization at each time point, I listed all self-reported organizations that the ENGO 
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claimed to be connected to. This resulted in a database of 3832 NGOs (including n=1822 

environmental and an additional n=2010 non-ENGOs). I arrived at this number after 

intensive data cleaning, where acronyms, organizations listed in two different languages, 

international organizations that were not NGOs, were removed from the data set. I 

reviewed all of the organizations and identified by the same name for the entire study. 

For example, at one time point the World Wide Fund for Nature was listed simply as 

WWF, I collapsed these two names as simply World Wide fund for Nature. 

NGO Relationships in the Yearbook: Relationships between NGOs are captured 

in the Yearbook in a very straightforward and direct way. NGOs self-report all other 

organizations that they are connected to. The nature of these connections between NGOs 

captured by the Yearbook reveal the importance that NGOs place on these relationships, 

because each NGO determines which relationships to report. They can report any and all 

relationships that they deem meaningful. For example, in the relationship data collected 

for the Paris network, both the Stockholm Environment Institute (SEI) and 

Environmental Development Action in the Third World (ENDA) indicated that they were 

linked with each other (SEI reported they linked with ENDA, and ENDA reported that 

they were linked with SEI). However, this relationship is nowhere to be found on the 

organizations’ websites. It is clearly a substantive relationship because both 

organizations, independently of each other, reported a link. What the relationship 

between SEI and ENDA consists of is to some extent immaterial to this study. What is 

important is that there is a relationship that both organizations think is important enough 

to report on a survey to the Yearbook. In other studies that use different methods to 
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analyze links between organizations this relationship may be missed. For example, in 

Carpenter and Jose’s (2012) article they scrape the web for hyperlinks between 

organizations in order to determine links between organizations. This web-based method 

to some extent captures a snapshot of real world activity that organizations are engaged 

in, however it misses organizations’ intentionality behind these links. It also misses 

organizations’ perceptions about important relationships to other organizations. In the 

case of SEI and ENDA in my research, I can present their reported real-life connections. 

The methods that Carpenter and Jose (2012) use would miss the links between SEI and 

ENDA that both organizations reported.  

In addition to the bidirectional type of relationship that SEI and ENDA report that 

may or may not be also be found via other methods of investigation, unidirectional 

relationships are also captured in the Yearbook data. For example, in the relationship data 

collected for the Paris network, Greenpeace International responded that they were linked 

with the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF). But for reasons that are undeterminable 

from the data, WWF did not indicate that they were connected to Greenpeace. However, 

there is evidence that there is an actual meaningful relationship between these two 

organizations. WWF and Greenpeace did collaborate on at least one campaign (e.g., 

stopping commercial whaling) that is easily found on both organizations’ websites 

(Greenpeace International 2018, World Wide Fund for Nature 2018).   

Within network analysis theory, the direction of relationship matters and 

underpins my later discussions of the differences between in-degree and out-degree. In 

the case of Greenpeace and WWF, Greenpeace has an out-degree of 1 and an in-degree of 
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0 (sending an out-going tie to WWF) and WWF has an out-degree of 0 and an in-degree 

of 1 (receiving one in-coming tie from Greenpeace). Under network theory this would 

suggest that Greenpeace places greater value on their relationship with WWF than WWF 

places on their relationship with Greenpeace. The reasons for Greenpeace’s increased 

value on the relationship is outside the scope of this study but could be attributed to a 

variety of reasons: perceived popularity/social desirability to be linked with WWF, or 

Greenpeace could have overall fewer relationships with organizations, therefore each 

connection has a relatively higher importance. It is impossible to fully determine what the 

underlying motivation is behind the difference in reporting between Greenpeace and 

WWF. What is important is that this method of collecting data in this dissertation 

captures unidirectional relationships that may be otherwise neglected via other 

methodological approaches. 

 On one hand, relying on the self-reported Yearbook data poses a challenge in that 

some NGOs simply forget to report important links to other organizations and therefore 

some potential data may be missing. Also, the quality of the relationships between 

organizations is unknown. Other methods of data collection may search for these and 

other indicators of complex relationships, such as counting overlapping board members, 

finding common funders, etc. With a smaller sample of organizations, this level of quality 

of relationship would become more important. With a larger data set like the one used in 

this dissertation, what is lost in complexity is gained by capturing a multitude of different 

types of relationships that would otherwise be missed in other data collection methods. In 
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short, the relationships captured by the Yearbook are very clear-cut and have real-world 

implications for how organizations are actually connected.  

Participation Data. At each time point (Kyoto, Copenhagen, Paris) I collected 

participation data on ENGO participation at the UNFCCC’s yearly COPs. I used the same 

process for each time point. First, I obtained the list that was limited to ENGOs in the 

Yearbooks for each time point. Non-environmental NGOs were eliminated from this part 

of the analysis. For each ENGO, I accessed the UNFCCC list of participants for each 

COP. They are available publicly on-line at the UNFCCC website (www.unfccc.int). 

These lists are divided into three sections, (1) state delegations, (2) international 

organizations, and (3) non-governmental organizations. For each COP, I searched all 

three sections for each organization to obtain a list of each individual from a respective 

organization that was on the list. This resulted in only 13 ENGOs at Kyoto (n=191 

individuals), 43 ENGOs at Copenhagen (n=1104 individuals), and 49 ENGOs in Paris 

(n=725 individuals). I collected these data to examine the scope of ENGO participation at 

COPs, including the number of individuals serving on a state’s delegation, an 

international organization’s delegation, serving on another NGO’s delegation, and 

serving on behalf of the ENGO itself. These data were used to highlight who was actually 

participating in negotiations at each COP. 

 

Unifying Framework in this Dissertation  

I posit that authority and influence are two types of power that NGOs can use to 

shape the direction of policy. It is true that within international relations states are the 
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actors that have the singular power to adopt and create policies that will be codified in 

law at the domestic level. However non-state actors, in particular NGOs, can play a 

pivotal role in shaping what those policies look like. They do this through the use of their 

relative authority and influence. NGOs’ authority and influence are reflected by their 

network position within the larger environmental movement.  

NGO authority and influence are often treated as separate concepts, with 

influence being seen as an action, either over other NGO activity, or on state actions. In 

other words, influence is usually conceptualized as something tangible and observable. 

Moreover, NGO authority is usually understood as being indicative of an innate quality 

of an NGO that gives them some sort of power on a specific issue area. Mitchell and 

Stroup (2017) argues that an NGO’s authority is a byproduct of the NGO’s reputation 

among other NGOs. In other words, NGO authority often becomes conceptualized as 

something that sounds more like a morality judgment over an NGO, and not as an actual 

measure of the level of an NGO’s expertise on a subject. As Stroup and Wong (2017) 

discuss in their book, NGOs can fall into an “authority trap” when organizations with 

high levels of authority strategically act (or choose not to do something) to maintain their 

authority even if that is in opposition to the organization’s stated objectives. Stroup and 

Wong (2017) view authority as being something that NGOs were able to strategically 

manipulate to further their agenda. What they do not directly address is that in order for 

authority to have policy implications, authority needs to be coupled with influence.   

Authority and influence are interrelated. Ideally, an NGO with the highest level of 

influence would also be the organization that has the highest level of authority. 
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Participation is a real-world manifestation of influence, or at very least the potential for 

influencing policy decisions. However, influence can also be manifested through 

information sharing between NGOs. If an NGO with access to international negotiations 

is connected to organizations that have novel information (such as local community 

needs), then the participating NGO has the potential for added authority and influence.  

Within network analysis theory (Wasserman and Faust 1994), an actor’s position 

within the larger network structure is indicative of different attributes of the actor. The 

pattern of relationship ties between actors tells us something about how powerful that 

actor is relative to other actors in the network. NGOs are not necessarily cognizant of 

their position within the larger environmental movement, so network position is not a 

“tool” that organizations use to gain authority or influence but rather a proxy of authority 

and influence that an NGO has. Undoubtedly, if NGOs view increased connections with 

other organizations as a good thing, they will strategically engage in networking activities 

to gain relationship ties to other NGOs. This is substantively different than trying to 

ascertain their network position and then manipulate that structural position to enhance an 

NGO’s influence and authority.  

In this dissertation project I argue that an ENGO’s network position is a reflection 

of an organization’s authority, influence, and ultimately power within the environmental 

movement. I argue that there are three main characteristics of network position that 

determine an ENGO’s authority and influence (1) an organization’s relative centrality in 

the environmental network, (2) an organization’s position as a structural cut-point, and 

(3) an organization’s ability to be a broker of information based on their connections to 
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organizations outside the environmental movement. I shall discuss all three of these 

points below.  

Introduction to the Tripartite Project 

This dissertation is designed as three stand-alone studies and presented as three 

manuscripts. In the first study, I create social networks of ENGOs at the three pivotal 

time points (Kyoto, Copenhagen and Paris) and examine participation at each of the 

COPs. I eliminate organizations that are themselves networks in order to see a clear 

picture of social network structures of ENGOs that act. For the initial study reported in 

Chapter 2, I eliminate organizations, such as EarthAction Network, whose primary or 

only function is alliance-based. Organizations with a mission to help coordinate activities 

of other ENGOs and share information, but not to act alone were deemed to be outside 

the scope of inquiry for these initial analyses. I also eliminate all NGOs that are not 

environmentally-based in order keep a focus on ENGOs relationships with each other. In 

Chapter 3, I reintroduce alliance-based organizations into the analysis in order to examine 

the potential influence of alliance-based organizations on the networks of both policy and 

scientific ENGOs. In Chapter 4, I expand my analysis to examine how ENGOs network 

with other NGOs in other issue areas that are human-centric, including human rights, 

development, women’s rights and children and youth-based organizations. The overall 

goal is to understand the complexity of NGOs with the authority to potentially influence 

climate change policies. 
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Chapter 2 Summary: Overview of Social Networks at Three Time Points and 

Participation at UNFCCC 

In Chapter 2, I analyze the overall social network structures at three-time points 

(Kyoto, Copenhagen and Paris). From a position of social network theory and theories of 

power, I illustrate structural positions of organizations vis-à-vis other organizations. 

Structural position is a proxy measure of perceived power, authority and influence and an 

organization has. I found that the networks’ structural positions changed over time in 

synchronicity with perceived successes and failures of the COPs. This has led to a 

bifurcated environmental movement, with a policy-focus on one side and a science focus 

on another. 

There are three main findings in Chapter 2. First, the Kyoto network was 

relatively centralized around one cluster of organizations. The scientific cluster was 

positioned much closer to the policy cluster than in subsequent years. The policy 

organizations were the most central, with World Wide Fund for Nature as the most 

central node, followed by Greenpeace and the International Union of Geological 

Scientists, as indicated by eigenvector centrality. Second, the scientific groups emerge as 

occupying the most central positions in the Copenhagen network. The policy groups 

recede from positions of centrality. International Union of Geological Scientists, 

International Geosphere-Biosphere Programme, and International Union for Quarternary 

Research are the most central nodes in this network. By the lead-up to the Paris COP, a 

clearly delineated bifurcated movement emerges with two distinct clusters.  One cluster 

consists of policy-based ENGOs, including World Wide Fund for Nature and Water and 
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Climate Coalition. Another prominent cluster includes the International Union of 

Geological Scientists and Scientific Committee on Problems of the Environment. 

I also study individual and organizational participation at each of the three pivotal 

COPS. I highlight participation as a member of a state delegation, international 

organization or NGO. I found that there were the expected relationships between the 

centrality of an organizations network position and their participation in COPs was not 

clear-cut. In Kyoto, none of the scientific organizations that were centrally positioned in 

the network attended the Kyoto COP. Among policy-based organizations, World Wide 

Fund for Nature and Greenpeace International had the most representatives, as would be 

predicted.  

In Copenhagen, there was some participation by scientific groups. For example, 

International Geosphere-Biosphere Programme, the Scientific Committee on Problems of 

the Environment, and the Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research had individuals 

participating in Copenhagen. Climate Action Network was the most predominate 

participator among policy organizations at Copenhagen. In Paris, none of the scientific 

organizations from my ENGO network participated. World Wide Fund for Nature and 

Climate Action Network had the most representatives among policy groups. In short, this 

chapter shows a growing bifurcated environmental movement with less participation 

among the organizations with the most power and prestige, as indicated by social network 

analysis, than would be expected. 
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Chapter 3 Summary: Alliance, Policy and Science Based Organizations in Climate 

Action 

 In Chapter 3, I examine the role of alliance, policy and science-based 

organizations as they are networked with each other at three distinct time points (Kyoto, 

Copenhagen and Paris). This portion of the dissertation is informed by theories of 

polycentric governance around climate change (Ostrom 1998, 2010, 2012). Ostrom 

argues that a multi-level approach to climate change governance is preferred to avoid 

problems such as the tragedy of the commons. For this reason, alliance-based 

organizations became an important unit of analysis in that they can function as a conduit 

of information that informs and inspires other ENGO to act.  

 Specifically, I set out to examine the organizational prestige and reach, and also 

network fragmentation at each time point. Findings indicate that alliance-based 

organizations help to connect and link with many other ENGOs that would otherwise be 

disconnected and fragmented from the larger network. This finding held up at all three-

time points. At the Kyoto time point, World Wide Fund for Nature had the highest in-

degree scores (meaning the most reported linkages from other organizations), indicating 

one measure of power and prestige. ELC International, and EarthAction Network, two 

primary alliance-based organizations also had high in-degree scores, indicating they also 

had power and prestige among the large network. Other measures, including out-degree 

(a measure of reach) and fragmentation scores (a measure of connection/disconnection 

that is a nodal level measurement of the importance of a node in shaping the overall 
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structure of a network), (Borgatti 2006) also indicate that ELC International and 

EarthAction Network had high levels of authority in the Kyoto network.  

 Copenhagen, the same pattern held up, with Word Wide Fund for Nature, ELC 

International and EarthAction Network being the top three ENGOs with the highest in-

degree and out-degree scores. Paris, a slightly different picture emerges.  While Earth 

Action Network and ELC International maintain the top two organizations with the 

highest in-degree and out-degree scores, the European Environmental Bureau, a policy-

based organization, emerges as the organization with the third highest in-degree score 

and the International Union of Geological Sciences, a science-based organization, 

emerges as the organization with the third highest out-degree scores. In short, this 

analysis reveals that while alliance, policy, and science-based organizations are all 

important to maintain and shape a multi-faceted environmental movement, alliance-based 

organizations have a relatively high level of authority based on their unique positions 

within the structure of the environmental movement. 

 

Chapter 4 Summary: Limited Interconnectedness Between the Environmental and 

Human-Centric NGOs 

In Chapter 4, I examine how ENGOs network with human-centric NGOs 

including organizations focused on human rights, development, women’s rights and 

children and youth-based organizations. This study is informed, in part by Keck and 

Sikkink’s (1998) Boomerang Model. In the Boomerang Model, it is posited that NGOs 

can have indirect effects on a state (State A) through transnational linkages to other 
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NGOs based in other states (State B and State C). Then, other states can influence the 

original state (State A) directly or through intergovernmental organizations. While the 

scope of my analysis is outside the notion of state actors, the Boomerang model shows 

the importance of indirect and transnational links to effect change. Second, this study is 

informed by Hadden’s (2015) work on environmental organizations using network 

analyses as well. Hadden discusses the role of social networks between ENGOs and other 

NGOs as being pivotal to reframing the environmental movement from one that centers 

around climate change to one that centers around climate justice. As such, human-centric 

organizations may have a large role to play in climate policy changes, either directly or 

indirectly. 

In this chapter, I look at (1) the extent of total ENGO/human-centric networking 

across the three points, and then, within that (2) the percentage breakdown of the types of 

human-centric NGOS with which ENGOs network. Findings indicate that there has been 

an increase in the raw number of connections between ENGOs and human-centric 

organizations over time. The types of human-centric organizations that ENGOs are 

connected to has changed over time, with some dropping over time as overall networks 

have grown. For example, out of all of the human-centric organizations that ENGOs were 

connected 48% at Kyoto, 28% at Copenhagen and 22% at Paris were focused on 

development. In Kyoto, ENGOs were most connected to development organizations 

among their connections to human-centric organizations. Develop organizations include a 

focus on economic and other infrastructure and sustainable development issues. 

Copenhagen and Paris, groups focused on humanitarian aid make up the highest 
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percentage of connections between ENGOs and human centric NGOs (31% and 30% 

respectively). In short, ENGOs increased linkages with (1) human rights, (2) health, (3) 

humanitarian aid, (4) indigenous rights, (5) peace centered, (6) refugee centered, (7) 

water focused, (8) women’s rights percentage-wise from Kyoto to Paris time points.  

Only linkages to development and youth and children decreased over time. This shows a 

shift over time away from a development focus and toward a concentration on 

humanitarian aid. 

This mirrors how changes in climate change policy have shifted from being 

viewed as a scientific issue that was feared to impact the economy to issues that are 

community-centric and policies that address how local communities/individuals are at 

risk for experiencing the negative impacts of climate change, and to larger discussions 

about climate justice (Hadden 2015). 

 

Chapter 5 Summary: Discussion and Conclusion 

In Chapter 5, I review the major findings and discuss their contributions to the 

existing literature. Important findings that I underscore include (1) an increasingly 

bifurcated movement over time, (2) the importance of alliance-based organizations to 

strengthen connections between ENGO activities, and (3) the opportunity for links with 

human-centric organizations to address the myriad issues that climate change poses. 

Also, I highlight the importance of watershed events to galvanize our understanding of 

the policy-driven landscape of climate change efforts. I return to the current literature to 

explore the extent to which my research supported or challenged some of the researchers 
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in the field. When discussing the results from her analysis of Copenhagen networks 

Hadden (2015) posits:  

The “power in movement” comes from the strength of its internal 
networks. Investigating these networks should be a central enterprise for 
those who seek to understand why they succeed or fail – and investing in 
these networks should be a central goal for activists seeking to influence 
climate policy in the years to come. (176)  
 

Drawing on her work, this study was designed to illustrate how social network analysis 

can play a role in international relations by illuminating systems of power and influence. 

In short, this dissertation examines emerging forms of international governance in order 

to build a foundation for an increasingly responsive international system. 
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Definition of Terms (listed alphabetically) 

 

Closeness centrality: A nodal level measurement that aggregates a node’s links and their 

relative centrality within the network, measured on a scale from 0-1 (Wasserman and 

Faust 1994: 184).  

Cluster: Any group, or subset, of nodes that are linked with each other, which can be 

illustrated by the nodes being close to one another within the network structure 

visualization. 

Clustering coefficient: A nodal level statistic that measures a node’s relative level of 

connections with other organizations closely positioned to them within the network 

structure. Allows for comparison between nodes within the same network to see which 

node has the higher level of grouping with other nodes. “Suppose that a vertex v has kv 

neighbours; then at most kv kv 1=2 edges can exist between them (this occurs when every 

neighbour of v is connected to every other neighbour of v). Let Cv denote the fraction of 

these allowable edges that actually exist. Define C as the average of Cv over all v. For 

friendship networks, these statistics have intuitive meanings: L is the average number of 

friendships in the shortest chain connecting two people; Cv reflects the extent to which 

friends of v are also friends of each other; and thus C measures the cliquishness of a 

typical friendship circle.” (Watts and Strogatz 1998: 441).  

Degree: In a bidirectional network (capturing if links are reciprocated between nodes), 

degree is a node’s total number of incoming links (in-degree) and outgoing links (out-

degree. In a unidirectional network, degree is the total number of links a node has. 
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Dyads: Any two nodes that have a link between them, “at the most basic level, a linkage 

or relationship establishes a tie between two actors… a dyad consists of a par of actors 

and the (possible) ties(s) between them. Dyadic analyses focus on the properties of 

pairwise relationships, such as whether ties are reciprocated or not, or whether specific 

types of relationships tend to occur together” (Wasserman and Faust 1994: 18). 

Edge Count: The number of links between two nodes within the entire network, captures 

the number of relationships between actors in the network. 

Eigenvector centrality: A nodal level measurement that captures how close an 

actor/node is, via their links, to highly central or important actors. Results are from 0-1, 

with the node with the highest eigenvector centrality in the network having a score of 1. 

Actors with high eigenvector centralities are connected to actors/nodes that are more 

likely to also have high eigenvector centrality scores. In the real world, the way in which 

Google calculates Page Rankings is nearly identical to an eigenvector centrality score, 

where more popular websites appear earlier on in the list of search results.     

Fragmentation Scores: A nodal level measurement of how important a node is in 

shaping the overall structure of a network. Measured on a scale of 0-1, nodes with 

relatively high fragmentation scores occupy structural positions that are connecting 

disparate clusters together. In other words, by removing a node with a high fragmentation 

score, the network structure would become more fragmented, with disconnected clusters. 

A similar measure to fragmentation scores is classifying nodes in terms of occupying cut-

point positions within the network. For example, within research on the best ways to 

disrupt a terrorist network, actors that are classified as cut-points are actors that if 
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eliminated from the network would result in the most overall disruption to the overall 

network structure. (Borgatti 2006). 

In-Degree: The number of incoming links (i.e relationship ties) a node has, can be used 

as a proxy measure for prestige, or popularity, within the network, since other 

actors/nodes have to indicate these relationship ties (Wasserman and Faust 1994: 169-

170).  

Network density: A network level measurement that captures the extent to the which the 

network is fully connected versus an empty network with no links between nodes, 

measured on a scale of 0-1. A completely full network would be one in which every node 

is connected to every other node within the network and would have a network density of 

1. A completely empty network would be a selection of actors that have no links between 

them and would have a network density of 0.  

Network diameter: The diameter of the network is the number of steps/links between 

the two furthest disparate nodes within the network. Higher network diameters tend to be 

associated with either very large networks or very fragmented/segmented networks.  

Node: In a network, a node is the actor/event that is being studied. The number of nodes 

a network has, is the number of actors being analyzed (Wasserman and Faust 1994: 94-

95).   

Out-Degree: The number of outgoing links (i.e. relationship ties) a node has can be used 

as a proxy measure for a node’s reach through the network. 

Path length: The number of steps (i.e. relationship ties) between any two nodes within 

the network. 
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CHAPTER 2 
 

ENGO NETWORKS: PARTICIPATION AND CHANGE AT KYOTO, 

COPENHAGEN AND PARIS COPS 

 
Abstract: The structure of the environmental movement has undergone significant change 
over the development and evolution of the United Nations Framework Convention on 
Climate Change (UNFCCC). Using social network analysis and an original dataset of 
relationship ties between environmental non-governmental organizations (ENGOs), this 
paper, part of my larger dissertation project, examines the ENGO network structures prior 
to three important historical time points in the history of the UNFCCC, the Kyoto, 
Copenhagen, and Paris Conference of the Parties (COPs). Additionally, this study 
examined participation at COPs at these three distinct time points. Based on social 
network theory, an ENGO’s structural position can be viewed as a reflection of an 
ENGO’s perceived authority and influence. The results are two-pronged. At first glance, 
this research did not find direct relationships between an ENGO’s structural position and 
its involvement with the UNFCCC. However, with a refined definition of participation, 
this research found that ENGOs with the highest centrality measures are serving on state 
delegations, suggesting that network centrality is a proxy measure for influence. This 
study also found that the structure of the environmental movement has changed over time 
in conjunction with the perceived success and failures of the UNFCCC process, leading 
to a bifurcated environmental movement. These findings have far reaching implications 
for the prospects of the UNFCCC developing, and states adopting, effective climate 
change policy that has the support of the environmental movement. 
 
 
Introduction  

Sound international policies are necessary to mitigate the effects of widespread 

climate disruptions. Non-state actors, in particular non-governmental organizations 

(NGOs), can play a crucial role in helping to shape and implement effective international 

policy (Green 2013; Mitchell and Schmitz 2014; Smith and Wiest 2012; Wapner 1995). 

Additional studies have focused on how particular organizations or actors, can exert 

influence on international negotiations (Bouteligier 2013; Stevenson and Dryzek 2014; 

Scholte 2011), incite change in public opinion and pressure (Keck and Sikkink 1998; 
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Wapner 1995), or construct and shape the creation or modification of norms (e.g. Hafner-

Burton 2008). These studies have grappled with the myriad ways that civil society, either 

as a whole or by focusing on singular actors, is influencing the development of 

international policy. However, many questions remain about how the structure of civil 

society networks influences policy development.  

This paper uses social network analysis to look at the network structure of the 

environmental movement prior to the three pivotal time periods in climate change policy 

development within in the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 

(UNFCCC), Kyoto, Copenhagen, and Paris. Locations of power and authority within the 

environmental movement are identified through a positional analysis based on which 

ENGOs are occupying central/powerful positions within the social network of 

relationships between ENGOs. This research seeks to answer the following questions: 

Which organizations have the most authority in the environmental movement based on 

their structural network position? How has that authority changed over time? And what is 

the connection between the authority of these organizations and their participation at the 

UNFCCC? In short, I make the assumption that connections between ENGOs and the 

relationship between structural positions and participation levels provide a measure of 

influence and authority. 

I define ENGO authority as a dynamic attribute of an organization that can be 

measured by both their position within the network of ENGOs vis-à-vis measures of 

centrality and occupying strategically important positions within the network, as well as 

an ENGO’s level of participation with the UNFCCC negotiations at Conference of 
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Parties (COPs). In short, ENGO authority is measured by network position and 

participation levels. It is through these two different measures of NGO authority that a 

more complete, and accurate, identification of which ENGOs have high levels of 

authority. In order to gain additional traction on measuring ENGO power I also analyze 

ENGO influence. NGO influence is more than a causal relationship between an NGO’s 

preference and a policy outcome (or public opinion shift), but also includes the potential 

for an ENGO to influence policy development by the transmission of sharing unique or 

specialized information. In addition to analyzing an ENGO’s network position as a metric 

for influence, I also look at what level of participation an ENGO has at the UNFCCC’s 

COPs. A more nuanced discussion on NGO influence can be had by analyzing ENGO 

potential to fundamentally alter the direction of policy negotiations by having novel 

information or expertise, as well as looking at EGNO participation levels. 

This paper looks at the extent of ENGO participation with the UNFCCC at three 

pivotal time points (Kyoto, Copenhagen, and Paris). For this paper, participation at the 

UNFCCC’s COPs has four components: (1) the number of individuals serving on an 

ENGO’s own delegation to COP, (2) the number of individuals from an ENGO serving 

on another non-governmental organization’s (NGO’s) delegation, (3) the number of 

individuals from an ENGO serving on an international organization’s delegation, and (4) 

the number of individuals from an ENGO serving on a state’s delegation. I ask whether 

ENGO patterns of participation are a reflection of the network structure of relationships 

between ENGOs, or are there disparities between ENGOs’ network position and their 

extent of participation. My findings suggest that the ENGOs that participate at the 
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UNFCCC COPs are not necessarily representative of powerful organizations within the 

environmental network. However, I find that the most central ENGOs that are policy-

focused have the highest level of participation on state delegations at each time point. 

This finding suggests that for the most direct type of influencing policy direction, through 

ENGOs serving on state delegations, network position, specifically organizations with 

high centrality have the most influence.  

 

The Creation of the IPCC and the UNFCCC  

The International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) was established in 1988 as a 

collaborative effort between the World Meteorological Organization (WMO) and the 

United Nations Environment Program (UNEP) that signaled an international commitment 

to addressing climate change at a global level (Gupta 2014: 44). The first IPCC report 

directly contributed to the Rio Conference on Environment and Development in 1992, 

hosted, organized, and funded by the United Nations (UN) and open to all states, the 

scientific community, NGOs, industry and trade groups, and other international 

organizations.  

The creation of the UNFCCC occurred in conjunction with the Rio Conference of 

1992 with its first convention in 1994. There were several key principles underpinning 

the creation of the UNFCCC. First, a focus on maintaining state sovereignty was 

enshrined in the Preamble to the UNFCCC. The focus on sovereignty stemmed from 

concerns by some states that any agreement that came out of the UNFCCC would 

impinge on a state’s governments ability to control domestic environmental and 
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economic policy. Some of the other main principles established with the UNFCCC were 

a focus on sustainable development, upholding the precautionary approach, giving 

priority to states that were vulnerable to the effects of climate change, and the creation a 

system of differentiated responsibilities based on respective capabilities. The notion of 

different responsibilities based on capacity and historic emissions became a point of 

contention, particularly surrounding the Kyoto Protocol, the Copenhagen agreements and 

the recent agreements signed in Paris.   

 

Historical Change Points in Climate Change Negotiations 

Conference of the Parties (COPs). The UNFCCC’s yearly COPs began in 1994 

in Berlin and have occurred each year since. COPs serve as a forum for negotiations and 

formal decision-making. The yearly COPs are increasingly viewed as “environmental 

mega-conferences” that are more than just a forum for states to negotiate solutions to 

climate change (Schroeder and Lovell 2012: 25). COPs help set the global agenda on 

climate change, provide leadership for national, local, and non-state actors, and 

increasingly help facilitate the broadening network of environmental actors, helping 

disperse information (Schroeder and Lovell 2012; Seyfang 2003). Non-state formal 

participation within COPs can be assessed in a number of ways. First, members of NGOs 

(environmental or not) are increasingly being included as part of states’ official 

delegations to COPs (Böhmelt et al. 2013; Bernauer 2013). Second, NGOs are asked by 

the UNFCCC Secretariat or states to directly participate as experts on a particular topic. 

Third, a handful of organizations are selected (typically 8–12) to issue statements at the 
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High-Level meetings, which are the most visible. And fourth, non-state actors can also 

issue written statements into the official record. While each COP has been important in 

its own right, three historical time points have been particularly instrumental regarding 

environmental policy development. These include Kyoto in 1997, Copenhagen in 2009 

and Paris in 2015. 

Kyoto: In 1997 at COP 3, the Kyoto Protocol was developed as the first legally 

binding protocol on reducing emissions linked to climate change. One of the main 

architectural structures of the Kyoto Protocol established Annex I and Annex II countries, 

following the principle of differentiated responsibilities, which later became the source of 

much of the political contention among state and non-state actors over ratification. The 

protocol also sought to create mechanisms for monitoring and reducing emissions, 

creating a system for financial and technical aid transfers from developed to developing 

countries, and created targets and timetables for emission reductions (Kyoto 1997). In 

order to go into force, which did not happen until 2004, the Kyoto Protocol needed to be 

ratified based on two criteria, (1) by at least 55 countries, and (2) by countries that 

contributed at least 55% of total global emissions in 1990. Ratification was fraught with 

conflict, particularly surrounding the United States’ decision to withdraw from the Kyoto 

Protocol in 2001. During the process of ratifying the Kyoto Protocol ENGOs became 

increasingly active in campaigning for public support of climate change policies (Betsill 

2002). Not only did this create increased public awareness of climate change, it also 

became one of the primary organizing issues of many ENGOs, as well as spurring the 
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formation of new NGOs focused specifically on climate change and the UNFCCC 

process.   

Copenhagen: In 2009, COP 15 was slated to be a watershed moment. 

Expectations were extremely high for a renewed and deeper commitment post-Kyoto 

Protocol. The Kyoto Protocol was a first step agreement, set to expire in 2012. Because 

of this widespread attention, there were an unprecedented number of organizations 

seeking to participate at both the COP meetings and the Side Events. Beginning in 2003, 

Side Events have been organized in conjunction with the yearly COPs, occurring at the 

same time but at different venues, which is often flagged as restricting cross attendance. 

Because Side Events were organized to be offsite from the main meetings of the 

UNFCCC (in the case of Copenhagen, across town), it was logistically difficult for 

people to go between the two events. The main purpose of the Side Events is to have a 

venue for non-state actors to be heard, and to have members of official state delegations, 

and UNFCCC Secretariat staff members, gain information and contacts from non-state 

actor participants. Hjerpe and Linnér (2010) find that Side Events served six main 

functions: (1) capacity building, (2) introducing negotiation topics, (3) connecting 

people/organizations and policy areas, (4) disseminating information, (5) providing non-

state actors a forum to participate, and (6) legitimizing the larger global governance 

project of the UNFCCC. All of these functions can be loosely categorized as an attempt 

to increase the capacity and legitimization of the UNFCCC. 

The organizers (UNFCCC staff members) at Copenhagen allowed 27,300 people 

to register attend the Side Events in a facility that could only accommodate 15,000. As a 
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result, far fewer organizations participated (some days 6,000 and some days 300), and 

most of the meetings of the Side Events were canceled. The overwhelming chaos caused 

many non-state actors to claim that the mishandling of the Side Events was a concerted 

effort by the UNFCCC to sideline divergent opinions, and sparked widespread protests 

aimed at the UNFCCC process (Hadden 2015). 

Despite the resulting Copenhagen Agreement being largely deemed ineffective 

and disappointing by both state and non-state actors (Böhmelt and Betzold 2013), the 

Copenhagen COP did signal a shift in climate change policy in several ways. First, with 

the lack of meaningful progress made on an international agreement to replace/expand 

the Kyoto Protocol, the COP schedule for Paris in 2015, was set as the next watershed 

moment. But also, the tensions that erupted in Copenhagen highlighted the shortcomings 

of traditional ENGOs to advocate for people (Böhmelt and Betzold 2013). With the rise 

in visibility of and participation by climate justice, indigenous rights, sustainable 

development, and humanitarian relief groups, there was a sharp divide in civil society 

activity around climate change, pitting nature against humans.  

Paris: In 2015, at COP 21, the most comprehensive international climate change 

agreement was signed. This landmark moment at the Paris climate summit was the result 

of large-scale involvement of both state and non-state actors (Bäckstrand et. al. 2017). 

There was an unprecedented level of non-state actors present, including 1079 individual 

NGOs. However, the actual number of individuals granted access to the secured areas 

was strictly curtailed. 
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The extensive presence of civil society at the negotiations was heralded as either a 

democratizing force or an obstacle to the negotiating process, by delegates, the press, and 

from civil society groups themselves (Bäckstrand et. al. 2017). Some organizations were 

openly proud of their potential or aspirations to disrupt the process, advocating for a 

stronger, more environmentally strident or socially just agreement. Meanwhile other 

environmental organizations were advertising their deep level of integration with the 

state-centric negotiations, as an indication of the organization’s powerful position within 

the process. This disparate trend, with one group of organizations seeking deeper 

integration with state delegations, and the other faction seeking to publicly distance itself 

and disrupt the process highlight a tension point within the larger environmental 

movement. This tension is centered on what is viewed as the most legitimate and 

effective way to influence policy, within the system, or outside the system. For 

organizations that view the system as corrupt and flawed, any agreement that emerges 

from that system will be suspect. However, for organizations that view the UNFCCC 

process as legitimate (or at the very least the most viable forum for meaningful climate 

action), any agreement that emerges is one that should be praised and championed. There 

is a visible tension within the environmental movement over this contrast in strategies. 

 Although the full effects of the actual agreement remain to be seen, COP 21 is 

largely regarded as being an international policy negotiating success story. However, 

reservations about the overall effectiveness and legitimacy of the agreement persist 

among civil society groups.  
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The Role of Non-State Actors in International Relations 

There is a growing body of research analyzing how ENGOs have attempted to 

steer the debates around global climate change but unlike the human rights organizations’ 

success, the ENGOs are faced with mounting disappointment, if not outright failure. Why 

is it that an increasingly large group of motivated, organized, well-funded, organizations 

have been unable to mirror the successes of the human rights campaigns? Murdie and 

Davis (2012) find an interesting difference in the structure of the human rights movement 

and the environmental movement. Using network analysis for one year, they depict a 

dense, tightly interwoven network of ties between human rights NGOs, whereas the 

environmental NGO network is bifurcated into two distinct loosely connected clusters 

(Murdie and Davis 2012: 181). Murdie and Davis are unable to support any conjectures 

as to what accounts for the difference between these two networks, but their finding does 

suggest that the structure of the ENGO movement may play an integral role in the overall 

effectiveness of the movement in shaping international policy development. 

The research on the role of non-state actors in international relations has taken 

several paths. One strand is focused on how non-state actors (in particular NGOs) can 

influence state behavior transnationally (e.g. Keck and Sikkink 1998; Andonova et al. 

2009). Keck and Sikkink’s (1998) boomerang model illustrates how actions taken by 

non-state actors in one state can have a direct (or indirect) effect on state actions 

domestically and/or internationally. A second strand is focused on the role of non-state 

actors in norm creation, in particular the importance of “naming and shaming” states (e.g. 

Hafner-Burton 2008). This body of research highlights the role that non-state actors play 
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in influencing state preference and actions, particularly surrounding issues of social 

justice and human rights. These two strands are still intrinsically state-centric theories 

despite their focus on non-state actions. A third strand of research on non-state actors is 

focused on how they operate outside formal state-centric international processes. Several 

scholars look at how some groups get pulled toward contentious politics, typically 

conceived as being in opposition to formal international processes (e.g. Hadden 2014; 

Tarrow 2005). A fourth interconnected branch of scholarship examines how non-state 

actor participation with both the formal and informal contentious processes of 

international negotiations can act as catalyst for a larger democratizing movement of the 

international system (Bouteligier 2013; Scholte 2011; Stevenson and Dryzek 2014). This 

group of literature tends to focus on how non-state actor participation allows for a greater 

diversity in voices heard, particularly from historically marginalized groups. Through a 

focus on information sharing and norm creation, these scholars posit that a more inclusive 

international process can allow for more responsive and socially just international policy 

development.     

 A fifth focus in the literature is on how the organizational structure of an 

individual organization influences the effectiveness, access, and preferences of NGOs 

(e.g. Dany 2013). Unpacking the “black box” of NGOs has furthered a nuanced 

understanding of how NGOs operate domestically, transnationally, and internationally. 

This research has shed light on some of the internal divisions within the diverse sphere of 

non-state actors. For example, highlighting divisions between organizations along North-

South debates has shown how in certain issue areas, there is reinforcement of power 
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structures seen in international relations echoed in civil society, where Western 

organizations with greater access to money and resources are therefore in a position of 

relative power compared to groups based in the global south.  

 

Power and Participation 

International institutions are the source of a variety of international policies on 

climate change. The UNFCCC and its yearly COPs are the center of the international 

climate change regime and as such, illustrates the distribution of power within the 

environmental movement. By studying ENGO networks structural positions of power 

(i.e., an organization’s centrality), an analysis of the distribution of power within the 

environmental movement can be ascertained. The three, arguably four, faces of power 

illuminate different manifestations of power. The first face of power (Dahl 1969) focuses 

on how an actor can have “power over” another actor. The second face of power 

(Bachrach and Baratz’s 1962) is focused on agenda setting and participation. The third 

face of power (Lukes 1974) is focused on ways to shape ideas and norms. Isaac (1987) 

challenged the notion of “power over” that is inherent in all three faces of power, and 

instead posited that the “power to” shape outcomes is the result of who participates in 

decision making. The notion that an actor’s position is an indicator of the actor’s power 

underpins the theories in social network analysis. By examining the network structure of 

ENGOs and ENGO’s participation at UNFCCC, a more nuanced understanding of the 

impact of power on policy decisions can emerge. 
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ENGO participation at the yearly COPs has the potential to impact the 

effectiveness of climate policy decisions. Additionally, understanding how ENGOs and 

NGOs participate with international policy negotiations leads to deeper knowledge of 

how civil society influences state-centric policy making. Böhmelt and Betzold (2012) 

found that higher commitments from governments could result from an ENGO’s ability 

to share information with international environmental negotiations (140). Identifying 

central organizations that participate and occupy various roles at yearly COPs allows for 

a broader understanding of different levels of influence.  

ENGO authority and influence. Mitchell and Stroup (2017) posit that ENGO 

authority is closely aligned with the ENGO’s reputation among other NGOs. They find 

that larger, older, and more visible organizations, not based in DC, had higher levels of 

reputation in terms of their organizational effectiveness. To Mitchell and Stroup (2017) 

authority is a byproduct of an organization’s reputation and not necessarily a reflection of 

their relative strength in terms of expertise or access to formal state led negotiations. In 

other words, authority is something that is a characteristic that is innate to relationships 

among NGOs. Similarly, Green (2013) specifically only analyzes authority within global 

environmental governance in the context of organizational activity outside of any formal 

political process. She examines how private actors, including NGOs, firms, and 

transnational networks, exercised authority in world politics. She focuses on how private 

actors are taking the role of regulators in environmental governances. To Green private 

authority is solely when non-state actors are creating “actual rules, standards, guidelines, 

or practices that other actors adopt” (6).  
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Yet, organizational authority can manifest itself as something more than just 

reputation or influence over other NGOs. Arguably, the ability for NGOs to influence 

state action is one of the main manifestations of NGO authority in international relations. 

Authority and influence are interrelated. Ideally, an NGO with the greatest level of 

influence would also be the organization that has the highest level of authority. 

Participation with international negotiations, such as the UNFCCC, is a real-world 

manifestation of influence, or at very least the potential for influencing policy decisions.  

Yet, ENGO authority is not necessarily a clear-cut issue. Balboa (2016) 

specifically examines ENGOs and argues that ENGOs face an “accountability paradox” 

for several reasons: (1) ENGOs have an increased governance role which increases 

competition for funding leading to opposing opinions and (2) ENGOs cannot satisfy all 

demands and preferences because of the types of policy they are pursuing. These factors 

can lead to a paradox where an ENGO’s need for accountability intersects with their 

ability to pursue their goals. This is similar to Stroup and Wong’s (2017) “authority trap” 

where organizations will self-censor themselves from pursuing more radical or 

controversial policies because of a fear of losing funding, power, access, and ultimately 

authority.  

 
Overview of Network Analysis 

 Social network analysis is designed to examine patterns of social relationships. At 

the most basic level, any set of interconnected nodes can define a network. These nodes 

can refer to “individuals, groups organizations, or states” (Kahler 2009: 4). Further, 

within the social sciences, network analysis positions each node within a certain 
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proximity to other nodes in three-dimensional space. The proximity of any two nodes 

represents the strength of that relationship. These are known as connections, links, or ties 

(Kahler 2009, Wasserman and Faust 1994). The patterns of these connections can be 

understood to have influence both within and outside of it network. By revealing 

regularities in the relationships among social and political entities, network analysis has 

the potential to reveal important aspects of international relations.  

Using Network Analysis to Examine Non-State Actors. Network analysis is used 

to map complex social structures. To this end, several methodological survey articles 

(Cao et al. 2014; Hafner-Burton et al. 2009; Ward et al. 2011) signal out network analysis 

as being able to provide a broader look at the change in governance networks. As one 

example, Böhmelt et al. (2014) use network analysis to study civil society inclusion in 

state delegations, arguing that the more central a state is (assuming other states they are 

networked with value civil society inclusion) the more likely they are to include civil 

society based on the perceived desirability of legitimacy. Their use of network analysis 

allows them to achieve a richness of complexity when analyzing change in levels of non-

state actor inclusion in state delegations to the UNFCCC.  

 

This Study 

To examine non-state actor inclusion in the environmental movement, this study 

first describes social networks at three historical junctures, (1) Kyoto, 1997, (2) 

Copenhagen 2009 and (3) Paris, 2015. Second, this research explores participation at 
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these historic COPs by the most densely connected ENGOs. Finally, this study examines 

change over time in both network structure and participation. 

 

Methods and Results 

ENGO Networks: Kyoto, Copenhagen, and Paris  

The data I used to construct the ENGO networks were from the Union of 

International Associations’ (UIA) Yearbook of International Organizations. The 

Yearbook of International Organizations is comprised of entries for international 

organizations (governmental, non-governmental, and any combination of the two). These 

entries include bibliographical information, which could include information such as, full 

name, date created, location of headquarters, staff size, budget, activities with 

international or intergovernmental organizations, and most notably for this study 

connections with other NGOs. This data is all self-reported and updated every year when 

UIA sends out surveys to registered international organizations.   

From these data, I created a data set that encompassed the three time-periods, 

Kyoto (1997), Copenhagen (2009), and Paris (2015). For the Kyoto and Copenhagen 

periods, data was collected from the print version of the Yearbook of International 

Organizations that was printed in in the corresponding year. For example, the 1997 

edition was used for the Kyoto period that includes the most up-to-date data (as of 1997) 

for every organization. For the Paris time period, I collected data from the online version 

(that is continuously updated) during the summer of 2015.   
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First, I searched the online version for the key term environment, earth, and 

climate which captures all organizations that list these three keywords as a topic area of 

focus.1 This resulted in a total of 1822 organizations that were identified as being 

ENGOs. In addition to the full name of each organization, I also recorded; (1) the 

organization’s acronym, (2) country of organizational headquarters, (3) year the 

organization was founded, (4) year of organizational dissolution (if applicable), (5) all 

NGOs networked with, and (6) the year of the most recent updates in the Yearbook. At 

the end of data collection, I had relationships between a total of 3832 NGOs that were 

either ENGOs (n=1822) or other issue area focused NGOs (n =2010), encompassing all 

three time-points. For the purpose of this study, only relationships between ENGOs were 

analyzed.  

Second, in order to make sure I was modeling the network effects of only 

relationship ties between ENGOs that acted as individual actors, I removed all 

organizations whose only function was to act as a network or a conduit between other 

organizations and did not operate as an independent actor. In other words, since I am 

interested in the relationship between network position and participation, only 

organizations that act/participate in the world in some manner should be included in the 

networks. The organizations that function as networks, or alliance-based organizations, 

do not act in any way other than to facilitate the development of relationships between 

                                                        
1 These key term searches also capture other common translations (French, German, and Spanish) and other 
forms of the word (e.g. searching for “climate” would yield results containing “climatology”).  
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organizations. Therefore, I deemed these alliance-based organizations exogenous to this 

study and removed them from the analyses.2  

To accomplish this, I reviewed all ENGOs with the word network in their names 

by conducting a brief online search for the aims and activities for any network 

organization. While virtually all ENGO’s that identified as networks were removed, a 

few organizations, such as Climate Action Network (CAN) remained because they 

frequently participate and organize events at various levels of policy making. Table 2.1 

shows the number of nodes (i.e., individual ENGOs) and the number of relationships for 

each of the three time-periods.  

Table 2.1: Number of ENGOs and Dyadic Relationships Between ENGOs by Time 
Period  

# of ENGOs # of Dyadic 
Relationships 

Kyoto 217 318 

Copenhagen 369 480 
Paris 247 510 

 

 From this, I created an edge list, which is a two-column list that details every 

relationship link between two organizations for each time period in R, a statistical 

analysis program. Each row represents a link between two organizations. Each cell 

includes one organizational name, so each two-celled row represents a dyadic 

                                                        
2 The overall network structure, for each three points, is altered in some noteworthy ways by the removal of 
these alliance-based organizations. Chapter 3 specifically brings these alliance-based organizations back 
into the networks to analyze their relative positions in the networks. The main difference in findings 
between the set of networks that include and do not include alliance-based organizations is the 
identification of key actors (ENGOs) in the network. In short, the exclusion of the alliance-based 
organizations in this chapter does not change the main findings of the structural descriptions of the 
networks, such as the overall bifurcation in the network or the low-density found in the networks 
discussed later in this chapter. 
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relationship between two ENGOs. Before the edge list was finished, I cleaned the data 

further by removing all of the isolates (e.g., organizations without linkages). Once the 

edge list (dyadic database) was complete, I constructed network visualizations for each 

time period. Figures 2.1 – 2.3 show the three networks for Kyoto, Copenhagen, and Paris 

(searchable and zoom-able versions are available upon request). Network images were 

rendered using the program Gephi. All ENGO nodes are sized based on their eigenvector 

centrality. Eigenvector centrality is a measure of centrality that captures an actor’s overall 

level of connectedness to the other highly interconnected parts of the network. Therefore, 

a node’s eigenvector centrality score is not only dependent upon whom they are 

networked with, but whom their connections are also linked with. Within network 

analysis theory, high levels of eigenvector centrality tend to be viewed as the leaders of 

the group (Wasserman and Faust 1994: 180). 

 Eigenvector centrality scores are at the nodal level, so each organization has an 

eigenvector centrality result. In order to analyze the overall network structure and 

compare it to other networks, network-level measures are needed. The network measures 

that I report are network diameter, average path length, average number of edges, average 

clustering coefficient, and network density. Network diameter measures the distance, or 

the number of steps, between the two most disconnected nodes (organizations) in the 

network. In other words, network diameter counts the number of relationship ties 

connecting the two most disconnected ENGOs in the network. Network diameter sheds 

some light on the overall disbursement of the network, in networks of the same size (i.e. 

number of nodes) higher network diameters suggest a more disconnected network, while 
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lower network diameters suggest a more closely interconnected network. Similar to 

network diameter, average path length is indicative of the overall interconnectedness in 

the network. Average path lengths are the averages of the shortest number of relationship 

ties between each dyad combination in a network. Average number of edges, is the 

overall average of the number of relationship ties each organization has in the network. 

The number of relationship ties is related to average clustering coefficient, which takes 

the average of all nodes’ relative number of connections with others in the network (i.e. 

clustering coefficients). The average clustering coefficient is indicative of the overall 

clustering, or interconnectedness, of the network. Network density is the proportion of 

observed relationship ties in the network out of the total possible ties, if every 

organization was connected to every other organization. This captures the extent to the 

which the network is fully connected versus an empty network with no links between 

nodes, measured on a scale of 0-1. A completely full network would be one in which 

every node is connected to every other node within the network and would have a 

network density of 1. A completely empty network would be a selection of actors that 

have no links between them and would have a network density of 0. Network density is a 

measurement of network cohesion that takes on a value between 0-1, and “is the average 

of the standardized actor degree indices…as well as the fraction of possible ties present in 

the network” (Wasserman and Faust 1994: 181).  In addition to providing specific 

descriptive characteristics of a network, these network-level measures allow comparisons 

between different networks to be made.  
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Network Level Results: Kyoto. The Kyoto network of ENGO relationships has 

216 individual ENGOs (number of nodes) and 318 dyadic relationships (edge count), 

Table 2.2 reports network parameters for all three time-points.3 The overall network 

diameter is 7, this indicates that between any two nodes there is a maximum distance 

(number of links) of 7, while the average path length is 2.76. The average number of 

edges or relationships captured in this network is 2.93, so on average an ENGO has 

nearly 3 links to other ENGOs. Overall, the Kyoto network has a low density of 0.007, 

this is indicative that the number of relationships between ENGOs is fewer than would be 

expected by a completely random network with the same number of nodes. Network 

density is measured on a 0-1 scale, therefore since 0.007 is on the very low end of the 

range, this is a low-density result.  

Table 2.2: Network Parameters for Kyoto, Copenhagen, and Paris 

  Kyoto Copenhagen Paris  

Number of ENGOs 216 369 247 

Number of Relationship Ties 317 480 510 

Network Diameter 7 14 18 

Average Path Length 2.76 3.99 6.98 

Average Number of Relationship Ties 2.93 2.60 4.13 

Average Clustering Coefficient 0.09 0.05 0.08 

Network Density 0.007 0.004 0.008 

 

                                                        
3 Wasserman and Faust’s (1994) seminal book on network analysis has detailed descriptions and 
calculations of all measures discussed in this section. 
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The network in Figure 2.1 illustrates the ENGO network for the Kyoto time 

period. Each organization is represented by a circle, which is sized by their eigenvector 

centrality score. An organization with a high eigenvector centrality will have a larger 

circle, while less central ENGOs have smaller circles. The most central organizations are 

World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) and the International Union of Geological Sciences 

(IUGS).4 These two organizations make up the central of two distinct clusters, the larger 

cluster, dominated by WWF is comprised of organizations focused on policy advocacy 

work. While the second cluster is made up of science focused organizations centered 

around IUGS.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                        
4 IUGS is not considered an alliance-based organization because they do act independently, according to 
their website (www.iugs.org) they work on international projects, organization symposia, work in 
educational settings, and produce publications. 
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Figure 2.1: Kyoto Network, Node Size by Eigenvector Centrality 
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Network Level Results: Copenhagen. The Copenhagen network is larger than the 

Kyoto network both in terms of the number in ENGOs captured and the number of 

relationships, with 369 ENGOs and 480 dyadic relationships. Yet, in comparison to the 

Kyoto network, the Copenhagen network is sparser (less dense, with a network density of 

0.004) indicating that there are overall fewer relationships between ENGOs in the 

Copenhagen network. Besides fewer relationship ties, the Copenhagen network has a 

greater network diameter and average path length from the Kyoto network, indicative of 

fewer interconnections between ENGOs. 

 Figure 2.2 shows the ENGO network for the Copenhagen time point. As in the 

previous figure, each organization is represented by a circle that is sized based on their 

eigenvector centrality score. In the Copenhagen network there are no longer two highly 

visible distinct clusters as there were in the Kyoto network. Although the two clusters, 

policy focused, and science focused, are still present in the Copenhagen network, the 

policy focused cluster recedes based on its organizations’ relatively lower eigenvector 

centrality scores in comparison to the science-based cluster centered around IUGS.    
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Figure 2.2: Copenhagen Network, Node Size by Eigenvector Centrality 
 
 

 
  



 90 
 

 Network Level Results: Paris. The Kyoto, Copenhagen, and Paris structural 

networks have a similar size and share some similar characteristics such as having low 

levels of network density. The Paris network has fewer ENGOs (247) than then 

Copenhagen network, but more relationship ties (510) than either Kyoto or Copenhagen. 

Despite still having a low network density of 0.008, the Paris network has the highest 

average number of edges, indicating that ENGOs have more ties in the Paris network 

than at other time points. However, network diameter and the average path length are 

higher for the Paris network which suggests that although there are more relationship ties, 

there are distinct subgroups, specifically two, within the larger network that are not 

heavily interconnected. Figure 2.3, the Paris ENGO network, clearly illustrates that there 

are two subgroups, one comprised of traditional environmental policy focused groups and 

the other made up of scientific focused groups. These clusters have become more distinct 

in the Paris network, compared to Kyoto and Copenhagen networks, with very few 

indirect ties linking these two clusters together. While the overall loose structure appears 

to not have change all that much between Kyoto and Paris, in the Paris network these 

clusters have become much more tightly clustered than they were at Kyoto or at 

Copenhagen. 

  



 91 
 

Figure 2.3: Paris Network, Node Size by Eigenvector Centrality 
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The implications of the overall lack in density over twenty years of the 

environmental movement, is that the environmental movement is a loosely connected set 

of disparate actors and not a collective actor as it is usually portrayed in the literature, 

media and by the UNFCCC.  

Network Nodal Level Results. Table 2.3 displays the top ten most central (by 

eigenvector centrality) ENGOs for each time period’s network. As discussed above, 

eigenvector centrality is a measure that factors in the centrality of connected nodes and is 

therefore considered an indicator of structural power it is scored from 0-1 with 1 being 

the most eigenvector central node in that particular network. The clustering coefficient 

reflects how interconnected that node is to other clusters. On the whole, the scores 

represented in Table 2.3 are small, indicating that the actors that are occupying central 

roles in the network are not part of a dense interconnected web of organizations. The few 

organizations that do have a relatively high clustering coefficient, such as Society for 

Economic Geologists in the Copenhagen network, tend to be scientific organizations that 

are connected to both scientific focused ENGOs and traditional environmentally focused 

ENGOs. Closeness centrality measures how close a node is to all other nodes in the 

network, a higher closeness centrality score is indicative of a central position within the 

network. To explain the differences between these measures of centrality, International 

Institute for Environment and Development has a high eigenvector centrality and a low 

closeness centrality score, which is a reflection of the fact that the International Institute 

for Environment and Development has only connections that other ENGOs reported. This 

indicates that the International Institute for Environmental and Development’s 
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eigenvector score is more a reflection of its connections’ network position rather than its 

own. In-Degree refers to the number of links indicated by other ENGOs, Out-Degree is 

the number of outward links reported by an ENGO, and Total Degree is the sum of both 

in and out degrees.  

Table 2.3: Node Level Statistics for the Top 10 Most Central ENGOs for Kyoto, 
Copenhagen and Paris, Ordered by Eigenvector Centrality 
 

 
 

Eigenvector 
Centrality 

Clustering 
Coefficient 

Closeness 
Centrality In-Degree Out-Degree Total 

Degree 
Kyoto 

 
      

 
World Wide 
Fund for Nature 1.000 0.007 0.569 20 30 50 

 
Greenpeace 
International 0.625 0.018 0.369 8 10 18 

 
International 
Union of 
Geological 
Sciences 

0.583 0.017 0.784 14 30 44 

 
Friends of the 
Earth Europe 0.517 0.417 0.379 4 4 8 

 
Local 
Authorities 
International 
Environmental 
Organization 

0.459 0.667 0.377 3 3 6 

 
Foundation for 
International 
Environmental 
Law and 
Development 

0.434 0.000 0.457 4 7 11 

 
Forest 
Stewardship 
Council 

0.413 0.000 0.430 3 5 8 
 

International 
Esperanto 
Society for 
Nature 
Conservation 

0.413 0.000 0.417 3 3 6 

 
International 
Institute for 
Environment 
and 
Development 

0.357 0.071 0.000 7 0 7 

 
International 
Society of 
Doctors for the 
Environment 

0.351 0.000 0.384 2 3 5 
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Table 2.3, continued: Node Level Statistics for the Top 10 Most Central ENGOs for 
Kyoto, Copenhagen and Paris, Ordered by Eigenvector Centrality 
 

  
 
 

Eigenvector 
Centrality 

Clustering 
Coefficient 

Closeness 
Centrality In-Degree Out-Degree Total 

Degree 

Copenhagen       
 

International 
Union of 
Geological 
Sciences 

1.000 0.026 0.789 21 24 45 

 
International 
Geosphere-
Biosphere 
Programme 

0.846 0.098 0.536 11 7 18 

 
International 
Union for 
Quaternary 
Research 

0.556 0.268 0.361 7 3 10 

 
Scientific 
Committee on 
Problems of the 
Environment 

0.507 0.500 0.484 4 2 6 

 
Scientific 
Committee on 
Antarctic 
Research 

0.492 0.833 0.492 3 3 6 

 
International 
Association of 
Engineering 
Geology and 
the 
Environment 

0.285 0.200 0.484 4 4 8 

 
International 
Society for 
Rock 
Mechanics 

0.273 0.100 0.476 4 3 7 

 
Climate Action 
Network 0.272 0.022 0.423 11 12 23 

 
Friends of the 
Earth 
International 

0.255 0.013 0.376 14 7 21 
 

Society of 
Economic 
Geologists 

0.252 1.000 0.448 2 1 3 
  

      
Paris 

 
      

 
International 
Union of 
Geological 
Sciences 

1.000 0.016 0.167 22 25 47 

 
World Wide 
Fund for Nature 0.991 0.041 0.154 29 2 31 

 
Water and 
Climate 
Coalition 

0.471 0.150 0.172 5 5 10 
 

Freshwater 
Action Network 0.470 0.013 0.186 12 10 22 
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Table 2.3, continued: Node Level Statistics for the Top 10 Most Central ENGOs for 
Kyoto, Copenhagen and Paris, Ordered by Eigenvector Centrality 
  

Climate Action 
Network Eigenvector 

Centrality 
Clustering 
Coefficient 

Closeness 
Centrality In-Degree Out-Degree Total 

Degree 
 

Scientific 
Committee on 
Problems of the 
Environment 

0.434 0.167 0.124 6 1 7 

 
International 
Association of 
Engineering 
Geology and 
the 
Environment 

0.432 0.250 0.145 5 4 9 

 
International 
Institute for 
Environment 
and 
Development 

0.418 0.061 0.180 11 9 20 

 
Forest 
Stewardship 
Council 

0.407 0.200 0.160 4 5 9 
 

Greenpeace 
International 0.397 0.082 0.175 11 9 20 

 

The only organization that is in the top ten most eigenvector central throughout 

the three time-periods is the International Union of Geological Sciences. This observation 

underscores one of the themes that emerged when comparing across the three networks is 

the emergence of scientifically focused ENGOs in the environmental movement. The 

Kyoto network is dominated by policy-oriented ENGOs (World Wide Fund for Nature5, 

Friends of the Earth, Greenpeace, etc.) however with the Copenhagen network, scientific 

groups emerge as the central ENGOs. While the Paris network shows that two distinct 

clusters of ENGOs develop, one made up of scientific organizations and the other 

comprised of traditional environmental organizations.   

 

                                                        
5 Word Wide Fund for Nature is also known as World Wildlife Fund (WWF) in the United States. 
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ENGO Participation: Kyoto, Copenhagen, and Paris COPs 

In order to measure the extent of ENGOs’ participation at UNFCCC’s COPs at 

the three pivotal time points, Kyoto (COP 3), Copenhagen (COP 15), and Paris (COP 21), 

I collected participation/attendance data for the all ENGOs represented in the networks 

for each time point. The entire list of individuals who plan on attending are recorded in 

the UNFCCC’s List of Participants that is published for each yearly COP. These lists 

include all individual members and their professional affiliations for state, 

intergovernmental organization, and non-governmental organizations delegations to 

COPs. Searching each document for both an ENGO’s name and their official acronym, I 

recorded the number of individuals from each ENGO that served on a state delegation, 

another ENGO’s delegations, or their affiliated ENGO. Table 2.4 shows ENGO 

participation on at the Kyoto, Copenhagen, and Paris COPs. ENGO official participation 

is measured as a raw count of the number of individuals professionally affiliated with an 

ENGO listed as part of a state, international organization (IO) or NGO delegation. There 

are four types of formal ENGO participation at COPs measured: (1) an employee of an 

ENGO can serve as a member of a state delegation, as five individuals did at the Kyoto 

COP; (2) an ENGO can have representatives on an IO’s delegation as nine individuals 

were at the Copenhagen COP; (3) an ENGO can have representation on a different 

NGO’s delegation to the COP, as 11 individuals did at Kyoto; and (4) an ENGO can send 

their own delegation to the COP, at Kyoto 177 individuals were representing their own 

ENGO. 
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Table 2.4: ENGO Participation at Kyoto, Copenhagen, and Paris COPs 

 Kyoto Copenhagen Paris 

No. of ENGOs at COP 13 (5.99%) 43 (11.65%) 49 (19.84%) 

Total No. of ENGOs in Network 217 369 247 

    

No. of ENGOs on State Delegations 5 (2.59%) 56 (5.07%) 27 (3.72%) 

No. of ENGOs on IO Delegation 0 (0.00%) 9 (0.82%) 7 (0.97%) 

No. of ENGOs on other NGO Delegations 11 (5.70%) 46 (4.17%) 46 (6.34%) 

No. of ENGOs on own ENGO Delegation 177 (91.71%) 993 (89.95%) 645 (88.97%) 

    

Total Size of ENGO Delegation 193 1104 725 
 

Table 2.5 breaks down these four types of participation by ENGO, showing participation 

levels for each of the three time-periods for the most central ENGOs, within the 

corresponding network. 
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Table 2.5: Participation for Top 20 Most Central ENGOs for Kyoto, Copenhagen, 
and Paris, Ordered by Eigenvector Centrality 
  

Organization Name # on state 
delegations 

# on other 
NGOs 

# on own 
NGO 

Total # of 
delegates 

Kyoto 
 

    
 

World Wide Fund for Nature 0 0 38 38  
Greenpeace International 1 1 14 16  
International Union of Geological 
Sciences 0 0 0 0 

 
Friends of the Earth Europe 0 0 0 0  
Local Authorities International 
Environmental Organization 0 0 0 0 

 
Foundation for International 
Environmental Law and Development 3 1 0 4 

 
Forest Stewardship Council 0 0 0 0  
International Esperanto Society for 
Nature Conservation 0 0 0 0 

 
International Institute for Environment 
and Development 0 0 0 0 

 
International Society of Doctors for the 
Environment 0 1 3 4 

 
South Pacific Action Committee for 
Human Ecology and Environment 0 0 0 0 

 
Office de protection de l'environnement 
antarctique 0 0 0 0 

 
Tethys Research Institute 0 0 0 0  
European Federation for Transport and 
Environment 0 0 0 0 

 
Advisory Committee on Protection of 
the Sea 0 0 0 0 

 
Committee of International 
Development Institutions on the 
Environment 

0 0 0 0 
 

Stockholm Environment Institute 0 0 7 7  
World Travel and Tourism 
Environment Research Centre 0 0 0 0 

 
Friends of the Earth International 2 0 40 42  
Earth Share 0 0 0 0 

       
% of Total Participation by Central 

ENGOs at Kyoto 5.41% 2.70% 91.89%  

Copenhagen 
 

    
 

International Union of Geological 
Sciences 0 0 0 0 

 
International Geosphere-Biosphere 
Programme 0 2 0 2 

 
International Union for Quaternary 
Research 0 0 0 0 

 
Scientific Committee on Problems of 
the Environment 0 0 6 6 

 
Scientific Committee on Antarctic 
Research 0 0 1 1 

 
International Association of 
Engineering Geology and the 
Environment 

0 0 0 0 
 

International Society for Rock 
Mechanics 0 0 0 0 

 
Climate Action Network 4 6 202 212 
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Table 2.5, continued: Participation for Top 20 Most Central ENGOs for Kyoto, 
Copenhagen, and Paris, Ordered by Eigenvector Centrality 
  

Organization Name # on state 
delegations 

# on other 
NGOs 

# on own 
NGO 

Total # of 
delegates 

 
Society of Economic Geologists 0 0 0 0  
Meteoritical Society 0 0 0 0  
World Wide Fund for Nature 22 8 95 125  
International Association of 
Geomorphologists 0 0 0 0 

 
Geological Society of America 0 0 0 0  
Geological Society of Africa 0 0 0 0  
Commission for the Geological Map of 
the World 0 0 0 0 

 
Arab Geologists' Association 0 0 0 0  
International Association of 
Sedimentologists 0 0 0 0 

 
Society for Geology Applied to Mineral 
Deposits 0 0 0 0 

 
American Association of Petroleum 
Geologists 0 0 0 0 

       
% of Total Participation by Central 

ENGOs at Copenhagen 9.73% 7.03% 83.24%  

Paris 
 

    
 

International Union of Geological 
Sciences 0 0 0 0 

 
World Wide Fund for Nature 12 9 44 65  
Water and Climate Coalition 0 0 0 0  
Freshwater Action Network 0 0 0 0  
Climate Action Network 3 5 170 178  
Scientific Committee on Problems of 
the Environment 0 0 0 0 

 
International Association of 
Engineering Geology and the 
Environment 

0 0 0 0 
 

International Institute for Environment 
and Development 4 0 8 12 

 
Forest Stewardship Council 0 0 9 9  
Greenpeace International 2 1 49 52  
International Union for Quaternary 
Research 0 0 0 0 

 
IUGS Commission on Geoscience for 
Environmental Management 0 0 0 0 

 
Scientific Committee for the 
International Geosphere-Biosphere 
Programme 

0 0 0 0 
 

Friends of the Earth International 0 9 80 89  
Foundation for International 
Environmental Law and Development 0 0 0 0 

 
Scientific Committee on Antarctic 
Research 0 0 0 0 

 
International Society for Rock 
Mechanics 0 0 0 0 

 
International Association of 
Geomorphologists 0 0 0 0 
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Table 2.5, continued: Participation for Top 20 Most Central ENGOs for Kyoto, 
Copenhagen, and Paris, Ordered by Eigenvector Centrality 
 

 Organization Name 
# on state 

delegations 
# on other 

NGOs 
# on own 

NGO 
Total # of 
delegates 

  
    

      
 % of Total Participation by Central 

ENGOs at Paris 5.19% 5.93% 88.89%  

 

ENGO Participation Results. The results displayed in Table 2.5 show the extent 

of individual level participation at the UNFCCC’s yearly COPs the twenty most central 

ENGOs have for each pivotal time point. Three levels of participation were captured, 

including (1) member of a state delegation, (2) member of another NGO’s delegation, 

and (3) being on the ENGO’s delegation. For example, at Kyoto, Greenpeace 

International had one person on a state delegation, one person on another NGO’s 

delegation and 14 people on Greenpeace’s delegation to COP 3 at Kyoto. One of the 

interesting trends that emerge from looking at ENGO participation is that ENGOs have 

been serving on state delegations to some extent since as far back as the Kyoto COP, if 

not farther. While Kyoto only had 6 central ENGO representatives serving on state 

delegations, Copenhagen had 36 and Paris had 21. This trend is mirrored in overall levels 

of participation peaking in raw individual participants at Copenhagen. However, these 

results are influenced by restrictions/quotas placed by the UNFCCC on ENGOs on how 

many people they could bring as part of their official delegations.  
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Discussion 

 In this study, a complex story of non-state actors in the environmental movement 

emerged. At each distinct period, a unique network composition illustrates changes in 

both network density and types of organizations that were most central. Perhaps most 

surprising, due to the lack of participation of science-based organizations in general, was 

that the International Union of Geological Sciences occupied a central position across all 

three time-periods, while World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) was only a top ten central 

organization across in two time-periods, Kyoto and Paris. Another noteworthy finding 

was that ENGO participation at the pivotal COPs was not predicted by their network 

position. This challenges the notion that the UNFCCC’s climate change negotiations are 

representative, calling into question whether there is an increasing democratization of 

global environmental governance processes.  

ENGO Networks. The evolution of the environmental movement’s web of 

relationships as modeled by the Kyoto, Copenhagen, and Paris networks shows three 

main findings: (1) the relatively centralized network during the Kyoto period, (2) the 

emergence of scientific groups Copenhagen and the receding of traditional ENGOs from 

positions of centrality in the lead up to Copenhagen, and (3) a bifurcated movement that 

emerged in the Paris network illustrated by a split between scientific groups and 

traditional ENGOs. As the Kyoto network illustrates (see Figure 2.1), the main cluster of 

relationships is dominated by traditional ENGOs, such as WWF, Greenpeace 

International, and Friends of the Earth. This cluster of ENGOs is relatively tightly 

interconnected, with some connections to the International Union of Geological Sciences 
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(IUGS), a science-focused ENGO. In the lead up the Kyoto COP in 1997, the 

environmental movement was fairly centralized, in contrast to the lead to the Copenhagen 

COP in 2009, where it became more bifurcated. The results from the Copenhagen 

network echo Murdie and Davis’ (2012) finding of an ENGO network in 2001 that was 

clearly divided into two distinct clusters.  

In the lead up to Copenhagen in 2009, traditional ENGOs withdrew from central 

positions within the larger network to be replaced by scientific focused organizations. 

There was a significant cluster of scientific ENGOs that dominated central positions in 

the Copenhagen network (see Figure 2.2). And while the traditional ENGOs (i.e. WWF, 

Friends of the Earth, Climate Action Network) still had relatively high number of 

connections, they comprised a sparsely interconnected network of traditional ENGOs. 

This result is interesting in light of the atmosphere prior to and during Copenhagen and 

hints at tensions among traditional ENGOs during this period. The Copenhagen COP was 

billed as a watershed moment where a scientifically sound and politically feasible 

agreement was going to reached, so it follows that scientific organizations would emerge 

as central to environmental movement during this period. Yet, in the immediate lead-up 

to Copenhagen it became doubtful that a meaningful international climate agreement 

would be reached and traditional ENGOs would either suffer reputation costs associated 

with being affiliated with the UNFCCC or there would be a reshuffling of inter-

movement power dynamics. This is underscored by Hadden’s (2015) finding that certain 

ENGOs were pulled toward contentious politics protesting the UNFCCC. 
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In light of the widely agreed upon failures of the Copenhagen COP, the recent 

Paris Climate Summit in 2015 was presented as the next watershed moment, where the 

UNFCCC had learned from its past failures and would steer successful international 

climate negotiations, in particular better managing of non-state actor participation. In 

2014, during the lead up to, and during COP 20 in Lima, Peru, the UNFCCC made an 

intensifying commitment to non-state actor participation in the yearly COPs as one of 

their main objectives (Leach and Evrenos 2014). This was in large part the result of the 

lessons learned from the widely considered debacle at Copenhagen’s COP in 2009. 

Additionally, the stated goal of being more inclusive to civil society groups was arguably 

a deliberate effort by the UNFCCC to curtail potential criticism of any international 

agreement by outside actors. It was widely acknowledged that COP 20’s main objective 

in Lima was to lay the diplomatic groundwork to support the development and adoption 

of an international agreement the following year at the Paris COP. Therefore, curtailing 

any critiques of the emerging agreement was seen by the UNFCCC as a way to 

encourage the eventual adoption of an agreement in Paris (COP 20 2014). 

To help aid the inclusion of civil society in the development of climate change 

policy, the UN Climate Summit in New York was organized by the United Nations in 

2014 (UN Climate Summit Website). This signaled an acknowledgement that actors 

outside the current UNFCCC process should be incorporated into formal (and informal) 

forums in order to spur productive policy development in Lima with the ultimate goal of 

reaching a meaningful agreement in Paris 2015 (UN Climate Summit Website). Yet, 

despite the call for a more inclusive form of participation, the Climate Summit was only 
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open to groups that received an invitation to participate by the UN. This blatant gate-

keeping sparked several different responses from the NGO community. On one hand, 

groups formally participating with the Summit embraced the UN’s heightened attention 

to climate change. On the other hand, groups used the Climate Summit as an organizing 

event to voice opposition with the UNFCCC process (HUB Coordinator Tool Kit 2014). 

For example, the People’s Climate March was organized by civil society as a response 

the UN Climate Summit (People’s Climate March 2014). 

What the Paris network (see Figure 2.3) illustrates is that the larger environmental 

movement is split between two clusters, one cluster of traditional ENGOs with WWF at 

its center, and one cluster of scientific focused organizations with IUGS at its center. 

Despite widespread criticism levied against the UNFCCC and ENGOs that have heavily 

participated with the UNFCCC, ENGOs that have been consistently participating with the 

UNFCCC have not necessarily suffered reputation costs with the larger environmental 

movement. This finding is supported my results that show the organizations that had high 

levels of participation at COPs still maintained relatively high in-degrees (number of 

other organizations say they networked with the participating ENGO) in the following 

time-period network. So, for example, World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) had 22 

individuals serving on state delegations, which was the highest out of the most central 

organizations, and by the Paris network was 29, which was the highest for that time point. 

This finding shows that WWF had the highest prestige (measured by in-degree) in the 

period following the time when they also had the deepest level of participation at a 

contentious COP.  
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ENGO Participation. Central ENGOs’ participation has fluctuated in terms of the 

extent and type of participation with the UNFCCC but seems to be independent of an 

ENGO’s network position. This indicates that the organizations that are granted access or 

asked to serve as experts are not necessarily representative of the ENGOs in the larger 

environmental movement that have structural power. One of the main sources of power 

that NGOs have at the international level is their ability to act as conduits of information 

between the local, domestic, and international levels. Yet, there is a mismatch between an 

ENGO’s network position and their level of participation at pivotal COPs. This finding 

has two potential implications: (1) despite being one of the main underpinnings of social 

network analysis, network position is not indicative of participatory influence, or (2) an 

ENGO’s standing with the larger environmental movement is not a precursor to the 

extent of access granted to an ENGO. This second implication has the potential to 

undermine the ability of any international climate agreement to gain the support of 

environmental groups whose voices are not being heard in UNFCCC negotiations. 

There is not a complete mismatch between network position and participation 

levels, for example, WWF is both a central node within the policy cluster in all three 

time-points and is a consistent participant. This finding suggests that for organizations 

that are deeply embedded within the negotiating process of the UNFCCC, there is little 

backlash from other organizations for participating with what some ENGOs consider a 

flawed institution. And in fact, despite the many highlighted shortcomings of the 

UNFCCC process, ENGOs are increasingly participating in negotiations. In some regards 

this trend in the expansion of NGOs attending can be seen as being indicative of the 
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potential for an overall democratization of global environmental governance (Bouteligier 

2013; Scholte 2011; Stevenson and Dryzek 2014). Yet, this increase in the number of 

organizations attending is not mirrored in the corresponding network for the Paris 

timeframe. In other words, the expansion in NGOs that participated found by other 

researchers (Bouteligier 2013; Scholte 2011; Stevenson and Dryzek 2014)) at the Paris 

COP includes NGOs that are not environmentally focused. This implies that as the 

negotiations over climate change have expanded in scope the NGOs seeking to 

participate has also expanded beyond the environmental movement.    

The limited level of participation by central scientific ENGOs is especially stark 

given the increased diversification of the NGOs attending COPs. On one hand this might 

be a reflection of the objectives of these organizations being more academic and less 

advocacy focused, or this finding could also indicate that these scientific groups are 

participating at a different step in the policy development process. In this paper, I was 

only looking at participation at the UNFCCC’s yearly COPs at the three most pivotal 

points. However, the negotiating process in the lead up to the COP occurs throughout the 

year through varying degree of specialized sessions. The negotiations that occur at the 

COPs tend to be more politically centered (what is politically attainable) rather than what 

is scientifically attainable or needed. Therefore, it is possible that these central scientific 

ENGOs are actually participating but just in the earlier stages of policy development. A 

deeper dive into the full extent of participation by ENGOs at all meetings of the 

UNFCCC (and other climate change forums such as the IPCC) would be needed to fully 

answer this question.   



 107 
 

Direct participation on international negotiations on climate change by ENGOs, 

particularly through serving on a state delegation, blur the distinction between state and 

non-state actors. The ENGOs that are serving on state delegations fulfill many roles, but 

their presence and voice as both a representative from an ENGO and a state delegation 

illustrates the increasing importance of non-state actors at the international level. As 

Böhmelt et al. (2014) argue, states are likely to include NGOs on their delegations to the 

UNFCCC if the state is pivotal in the decision-making process since NGOs aid in a 

state’s ability to transfer information transnationally and gain legitimacy both 

domestically and internationally. However, the findings in this paper tentatively suggest 

that despite the UNFCCC and member states deliberately seeking the support of ENGOs 

in the lead up to the Paris COP, there was not an increase in the ENGOs serving on state 

delegations. The fact that there was a comparative decrease in the percentage (see Table 

2.2) of ENGO delegates serving on state delegations between Copenhagen and Paris 

indicate that either, states recruited non-central organizations to be on their delegations, 

or that ENGOs were reluctant to serve on state delegations in Paris. A deeper look at the 

role of ENGOs on state delegations would be needed to fully answer this question.  

ENGO Authority and Influence. What the lack of a clearly causal relationship 

between network position and participation say about ENGO influence over climate 

negotiations hints at a complex story. On the one hand it would seem that if influence is 

conceptualized as being able to directly impact the direction of policy outcomes, my 

findings would suggest that an ENGO’s level of participation is not indicative of the 

ENGO’s network position. This would not only call into question the idea that network 
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centrality is a measure of an organization’s influence but also the responsiveness of the 

international system to non-state actors.  

However, ENGO influence is arguably at its highest when organizations are 

serving on state delegations, because this is the clearest example of when ENGOs have 

direct input into the actions of states. And in this instance policy advocacy focused 

organizations (in other words not the science-based organizations that as a group have no 

participation at the COPs) that have high centrality scores are the organizations with the 

largest number of individuals serving on state delegations. So, for example, WWF, that 

has some of the highest centrality score in all three-time points for a policy-advocacy 

organization also has the highest number of individuals serving on state delegations at the 

Copenhagen and Paris COPs (only a couple of organizations had members serving on 

state delegation at the Kyoto COP). This finding suggests that ENGO influence in the 

most direct sense, serving on a state’s delegation to the COP, is reflected by an ENGO’s 

position of centrality within the larger network. So not only are the organizations with 

high centrality, structurally powerful in the network, they arguably have a high degree of 

power, relative to other ENGOs, in climate negotiations.   

But what does the level of ENGO influence suggest about the organization’s level 

of authority? This is a two-pronged question that varies based on which audience is 

considered the arbitrator of authority. From the perspectives of the UNFCCC and states, 

the ENGOs that are serving on state delegations are exhibiting a unique form of authority 

because they are the representatives of the larger environmental movement. Therefore, 

these ENGOs can be seen as having a high degree of environmental authority. Yet, as 
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Stroup and Wong (2017) argue with their concept of the “authority trap”, these 

organizations that are granted the highest level of access to state negotiations, are stuck in 

a position where they need to maintain their level of access by not being too radical or 

contentious. This may lead ENGOs that are outside of the formal negotiations, to view 

the organizations serving on state delegations as not being the best representatives of the 

environmental movement due to their perceived lack of environmental accountability. In 

this way ENGO authority is both a function of their reputation among their peers and also 

an organization’s level of influence over policy negotiations. 

 

Conclusion 

 Despite the environmental movement being frequently treated as a collective actor 

with shared objectives by academics, policy makers, and the media, the three networks 

discussed in this paper present a far more complex picture. In particular, this study 

illustrates that after the Kyoto COP in 1997, there have been significant divides in the 

environmental movement. These shifts in ENGOs network position throughout the two 

decades studied is also not reflected in all participation levels by ENGOs at the 

UNFCCC’s COPs. The organizations that potentially have the most direct influence on 

policy negotiations, by serving on state delegations, are the policy-focused ENGOs that 

have the highest structural power (i.e. centrality) in the environmental network. This 

suggests that organizational influence is related to an ENGO’s structural position within 

the network.  



 110 
 

However, the other aspect of this finding indicates that the ENGOs that are 

seeking access to UNFCCC negotiations are not necessarily representative of the larger 

environmental movement. Considering the failures of Copenhagen to reach an 

international agreement, and the UNFCCC’s stated objective of having the environmental 

movement’s support for the Paris Climate Agreement, it is disconcerting that more of the 

ENGOs present and participating in the final rounds of climate negotiations at the Paris 

COP were not strongly representative of the ENGOs that were occupying positions of 

power within the environmental movement. This finding highlights a significant hurdle; 

in order for the Paris Climate Agreement to succeed it needs the support of environmental 

groups who will act as its champion at the local, domestic, and international level. 
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CHAPTER 3 

THE ROLE OF ALLIANCE, POLICY AND SCIENCE-BASED 

ORGANIZATIONS IN THE ENVIRONMENTAL NETWORK: CHANGE OVER 

TIME 

 
Abstract: Non-state actors at all levels are increasingly participating with the United 
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). However, not all actors 
or viewpoints are logistically able to have a “seat at the table”, underscoring the need for 
organizations to share information across different levels of governance. Organizations 
that are uniquely positioned to share information both to and from other organizations 
have an often-neglected type of authority. This study examines links between alliance, 
policy and science-based environmental non-governmental organizations (ENGOs) that 
can provide opportunities for information sharing and help fill knowledge gaps. Using 
social network analysis and an original dataset of relationship ties between over 3800 
NGOs, this paper examines how the ENGO network structure between alliance, policy 
and science-based organizations has changed over the history of the UNFCCC. The 
results suggest that alliance-based organizations, that do not act independently, occupy 
pivotal positions within the network, showing the potential for these organizations to help 
facilitate the representation of diverse viewpoints at international negotiations.  
 
 
 

Introduction 

Over the evolution of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate 

Change (UNFCCC) there has been an increased focus on issues that are influenced by 

events experienced at different levels of governance (Background on the UNFCCC 

2017). This increased focus, at the international level, on what is happening in local 

communities has enabled environmental non-governmental organizations (ENGOs) to 

help shape climate action by sharing information between different levels of governance. 

These ENGOs include a wide array of different organizational foci, from alliance-based, 

to policy-based, and to science-based organizations. Each of these different subsets of 
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ENGOs has different objectives and strengths. Alliance-based organizations act as a 

clearinghouse or repository for information that is shared among other organizations. 

While they do not act to influence climate change policy directly, they may have 

influence based on their relationships with other organizations. This is in contrast to 

policy-based organizations that have historically been the face of political activism 

around climate change and some of these policy-based organizations have had a seat at 

the table at UNFCCC negotiations, while science-based organizations are focused on 

conducting and synthesizing research on environmental sciences but have largely been 

absent at UNFCCC’s Conference of the Parties (COP) meetings (see Chapter 2). As 

climate change policy has expanded and been reframed to be explicitly concerned with 

the causes and consequences of climate change at the different levels, there is still an 

open-ended question as to which organizations have the most authority and influence on 

climate policy development and implementation. It also leads to the question as to 

whether alliance-based organizations have any authority by way of connecting smaller, 

often local-based ENGOs to larger international ENGOs with more access to formal 

negotiating power. 

The effects of climate change range from local water quality issues to country-

wide droughts, as well as global temperature rises. All of these have driven policy 

developments at all levels of governance from the local to the global. And these policies 

often interact with each other, as is illustrated by U.S states and cities pledging to uphold 

the Paris Agreement, despite the current Trump Administration’s intentions to withdraw 

from the Paris Agreement in 2020 (Statement by President Trump on the Paris Climate 
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Accord 2017). As sub-national actors, such as cities and states, emerge as leading climate 

policy actors, ENGOs’ range of activities also react to these changes. Additionally, 

transboundary issues are often centered on cases where a policy being developed at the 

national, or international level, can have direct implications for a local community, 

spurring locally based organizations to interact with policy development at the national 

and international levels. In this regard, ENGOs can provide crucial information to policy 

makers on the causes, consequences, and/or solutions to issues, particularly when 

environmental issues have localized impacts. This flow of information, from the local to 

the international (bottom-up), coupled with the direct impact of international policy on 

local communities (top-down), suggests that organizations that are not directly connected 

to the international level can nonetheless play an essential role in shaping and 

implementing international governance. In short, nothing is purely local or national, or 

international. All climate policies are embedded within a polycentric form of climate 

governance (Ostrom, 2010) that spans many different loci of policy development. 

This expansion on what climate policy is focused on is predicated on there being 

information flows between different levels of governance (i.e. local, national, and 

international), both for policy implementation and policy development. In order to make 

policy that addresses a need, policymakers need to first know what a community’s needs 

are, which requires a flow of information from the bottom-up. And once a policy is 

adopted, that policy (and any resources needed to implement that policy) needs to be 

communicated from the top to the local level. This two-way flow of information is 

arguably the essence of democratic and responsive policy development. But within the 
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development of international climate policy within the UNFCCC, the inputs of policy 

need have been almost exclusively controlled by national governments and international 

organizations, yet the immediate effects of climate change are often experienced at the 

personal or local level.  

This gap in governance is in part met by the inclusion of civil society groups in 

policy negotiations. Civil society groups can span both worlds, they can have on-the-

ground knowledge at the local level and be heard at the international level at high-ranking 

meetings (Admitted Non-Governmental Organizations 2017). This underpins many 

organizations’ ethos, such as Friends of the Earth International and Greenpeace 

International, that have national and local chapters that feed information to international 

offices that often have access to international policy discussions (Friends of the Earth 

International Website; Greenpeace International Website).  

However, the need for diverse perspectives in policy negotiations can lead to 

some potential problems. First, if only a handful of organizations are granted seats at the 

table at the international level, those organizations have a powerful gatekeeping role in 

what information is being shared, increasing this risk of exclusion. Similarly, not all 

organizations are equipped to be able to have both local and international expertise, 

leading to organizations with more money and entrenchment within the political 

establishment to have greater access to international policy development. Taken together 

these factors lead to a lack of diversity of voices being heard within negotiations, as well 

as a lack of on-the-ground information on what communities want prioritized. These 

potential pitfalls all underscore the need for organizations to network with each other to 
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help bridge information and expertise gaps.  For example, information could be shared 

between science-based ENGOs that rarely participate at UNFCCC COPs, as discussed in 

chapter two, and policy-based ENGOs that attend COPs more often. Or, alliance-based 

ENGOs could act as connectors between less influential and more influential ENGOs that 

can participate in formal negotiating processes. 

 

ENGO Authority and Influence  

Using network analysis to study the structure of the network of connections 

among ENGOs, I argue that by occupying certain positions within the network ENGOs 

can have increased authority regarding access to different sources of information. These 

organizations have the potential to play a pivotal role in the transfer of information 

between different levels of governance by being situated in pivotal positions within the 

structural network of the environmental movement. These network positions are the ones 

that help connect disparate parts of the network together.   

 Over time, international climate policy has broadened to include conversations 

about domestic concerns, which has arguably been driven by increased connections 

between ENGOs that are highly active at the international level and smaller more 

regional organizations. These connections between organizations focused on different 

levels of governance, have the potential to help share information between area of foci to 

hopefully lead to more effective climate policy. The increased need for connections 

across different levels of governance is also predicated on the realization that the effects 

of climate change are increasingly experienced by smaller communities that are often the 
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most vulnerable and ill-equipped to be able to adapt to a changing climate. Additionally, 

as there are increased efforts made to connect the regional and domestic to the global, 

there will also be an increased importance of the organizations that are acting as 

structural bridges.  

 The organizations that are functioning as structural bridges in the environmental 

network have an increased ability to share information between different levels of 

governance granting them an increased level of authority and influence. This authority 

and influence is different than an organization’s relative reputation among other ENGOs 

and is different than that organization’s ability to directly impact policy negotiations, 

rather it is based upon the ability to share information. Within network analysis theory 

(Wasserman and Faust 1994) this authority emanates from the structural position an 

organization is occupying within the larger network. This conception of authority is 

different than how authority has been treated in the existing literature of the nature of 

authority in the international system and that is specifically wielded by NGOs. For 

example, Lake (2010) posit that authority may be illustrated by (1) hierarchy among 

states, where one has more power than the other, (2) public authority of international 

organizations, in particular the World Trade Organization that has power over member 

states, and (3) private authority, particularly credit agencies scores of sovereign 

borrowers (590). Lake’s conception of authority is based upon the idea that authority 

manifests itself by influencing or constraining the actions of another actor (individual, 

state, NGOs). In a similar vein, Green (2013) analyzes authority within global 

environmental governance with a singular focus on how private actors can exert authority 
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over other private actors. Green makes a clear distinction that private authority is 

substantively different from other efforts or activities pursued by non-state actors to 

influence states. To Green private authority is solely when non-state actors are creating 

“actual rules, standards, guidelines, or practices that other actors adopt” (6). Green (2013) 

further states, “Instead of arguing, as many have, about the locus of authority in world 

politics (i.e., states), I show that there are multiple loci of authority and influence in the 

international system—some of which include private actors. These private actors (which I 

also refer to as non-state actors) include NGOs, firms, and transnational networks” (5).  

 I argue that ENGO authority and influence can be less directly observable than 

the ability to influence behavior or set rules and standards. By loosening up these narrow 

conceptualizations of authority and influence, a more nuanced understanding of the 

potential sources of authority can be ascertained, arguing specifically that the ability to 

act as a conduit of information across different levels of governance gives ENGOs a 

unique form of authority and influence. 

 

Governance of the Commons 

 One of the emerging trends in scholarship on environmental issues are discussions 

on the different forms of governance structures can both hinder or alleviate 

environmental problems. Hardin’s (1968) “Tragedy of the Commons” illustrates one of 

the popularly held beliefs about the challenges in forming effective environmental policy, 

that to a large extent the negative externalities of environmental problems are not 

experienced by the actors responsible for the environmental degradation. One of the 
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takeaway messages for policy makers was there were solutions to be had, that the right 

mix of economic (the costs associated with environmental externalities) or political 

(limits on the amount of environmental damage can be done) efforts could lead to a less 

polluted environment. This central tenet still underscores much of the public discourse 

over policy change on environmental issues, but largely fails to capture the complexities 

of the global challenges of climate change, where causes and effects are manifold, and 

solutions are often contested. Dietz et. al’s (2003) article “The Struggle to Govern the 

Commons” spearheaded the more recent round of political science scholarship on the 

governance struggles surrounding environmental concerns, where they argue that an 

adaptive form of governance, based on analytic deliberation between scientists, industry, 

and governments, is possible and effective in meeting the challenges posed by climate 

change (Dietz et. al, 2003: 1910). The understanding that there is a need for diverse 

perspectives to be heard in order to effectively address climate change underscores the 

potential for ENGOs to help bridge information gaps between different levels of 

governance. 

Governance and Civil Society. NGOs and other civil society actors play an 

integral role in creating the links between different levels of governance, different issue 

areas, and policy forums. This can be seen through the different foci of the organizations 

networking with each other, as well as the scope of the organizations’ work. As I discuss 

in Chapter 4, due to the expansive nature of climate change, ENGOs are not simply 

connecting to other similar ENGOs, but are increasingly connecting to a diverse range of 

NGOs. Because of the numerous constraints on an ENGO’s resources, and the logistical 
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constraints on the extent of civil society participation allowed, there are a limited number 

of ENGOs that can participate with international climate governance discussions. This 

limitation creates a need for ENGOs to connect with each other to share information on 

the causes, consequences, and potential solutions to climate change. These connections 

can act as a way to transfer information and sharing technology, and also help ENGOs 

that are not participating in formal negotiations to have their voices and expertise heard.  

This begs the question, to what extent are ENGOs connecting and sharing information? 

 Polycentric Governance: Ostrom’s extensive work on polycentric governance 

(e.g. 1998, 2010, 2012) posits that by having a multi-level approach to governance on 

environmental and climate change issues, can lead to forming more effective policy than 

global solutions. In her polycentric approach, Ostrom argues that the collective action 

problem, and to some extent the free-riding problem inherent in many economic (and 

political) discussions surrounding the regulation of environmental concerns, can be 

solved (or lessened) by having overlapping governance structures that are relatively 

independent from each other. Ostrom’s approach is predominantly high-level theoretical 

modeling with a heavy nod to its real-world policy implications. The scholarship centered 

on environmental and climate change problems that has emerged from her work, as well 

as Dietz et. al (2003), has taken several directions (1) a focus on what form of governance 

is the most sustainable/adaptable in light of changing environmental conditions (e.g. 

Morrison 2017), (2) what form of governance can address a geographically isolated issue, 

such as over-fishing or ocean desalination (e.g. Galaz et. al 2011), (3) how 

information/technology can be shared between different governance structures or 



 120 
 

locations (e.g. Andonova et. al 2009), (4) analyzing the role of public-private partnerships 

in solving local environmental issues (e.g. Bushley 2014, Goldthau 2014), and (5) 

addressing issues of climate/environmental vulnerability or social justice issues (e.g. 

Jordan et. al 2015).  

One of the over-arching themes shared by many of the scholarly works inspired 

by Ostrom’s polycentric governance approach, is an inherent focus on the decoupling of 

solutions to a global problem from the global level. The underlying assumption is that if 

solutions can be found at a small-scale level to problems caused by this behemoth of a 

global problem, such as climate change, the policy ineffectiveness at the international 

levels of climate policy development can be circumvented. However, this explicit focus 

on local governance structures, localized environmental problems, and/or individual 

communities’ struggles with adaptation and resilience, belies one of the key elements of 

Ostrom’s and Dietz et. al’s work, that in order for solutions to be successful, effective 

governance structures must be nested and have institutional variety, including an 

international or transnational component.  

The scholarship that looks at how linkages between localized governance 

structures have been successfully fostered, and how information and technological 

advances can be shared, misses or oversimplifies three key things (1) the role of non-

governmental and civil society actors in creating or facilitating these linkages, (2) how 

these linkages are often not localized but transnational in scope, and (3) how global 

forums for shaping climate policy (such as the UNFCCC) can act as venues for policy 

orchestration at all levels of governance, not just global governance. One of the strengths 
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of a polycentric governance approach to climate change is its ability to contextualize the 

impacts of climate change at regional and domestic levels to various types of governance, 

through these linkages. However, undertheorizing or not empirically demonstrating these 

linkages can result in disconnected scholarship and policy. Even though much of the 

scholarship on poly-centric governance has highlighted the relative importance of local 

action on climate change, this over simplifies how these local actions are nested within 

activities at both the transnational and international level. In other words, even local 

action is part of a larger web of climate governance that includes everything from the 

local to the international. ENGOs, in particular alliance-based organizations, have a 

unique ability to connect these different levels of governance.     

 Transnational Linkages: NGOs shape transnational relations, both formal (e.g. 

through participation in different state-sponsored governance efforts), or through 

informal connections and partnerships (e.g. forming links between NGOs and businesses 

or other NGOs) (Keck and Sikkink 1997). These links help shape the structure of global 

governance, particularly on issues that have a heavy civil society presence, as is the case 

for climate change. Transnational linkages can also play an important role in helping to 

circumvent policy blockages at a local or national level (Keck and Sikkink 1997). 

ENGOs can help connect regions that may be absent from the global discussion to the 

actual policy discussions.  

 Civil Society as Conduits of Policy Orchestration: Civil society groups, such as 

NGOs, can play a vital role in linking together disparate parts of governance, across both 

issue area and geographic focus. These links help influence the content, direction, and 
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focus of policy development. Through connecting different policy venues, civil society 

actors have the potential to aid in organizing and orchestrating policy. This orchestration 

can either lead to the formation of more effective policy interaction between different 

levels of governance, or it can lead to a more fragmented form of governance.  

 

Network Analysis 

Social network analysis studies how relationships (i.e. linkages) between actors 

are structured (Wasserman and Faust 1994). The structure of a network shows who is 

occupying a position of power within the network. Reputation of an organization is a 

combination of factors, such as the visibility, attributes, and favorability of an 

organization. These factors contribute to the theoretical underpinnings of network 

analysis, particularly discussions surrounding the identification of positions of power, 

prestige, and influence. One way of conceptualizing prestige is to look at how many ties 

an organization receives, or the in-degree. An organization’s in-degree is the number of 

organizations that indicated that they link with that organization. For example, if 

organization A has 20 in-degrees that signifies that 20 different ENGOs listed 

organization A as a connection in the network. If organization A had the highest score for 

in-degree in the network, that would indicate that organization A occupied a position of 

relative prestige. Similarly, out-degree is a way of measuring influence and/or reach. 

Out-degree is the extent to which an organization has out going connections with other 

organizations within the network. For example, if organization B has 35 out-degrees that 

signifies that organization B indicated that they have relationships with 35 other 
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organizations. If 35 is the highest out-degree in the network, that organization B has the 

highest out-degree, and therefore arguably the greatest reach in the network. Out-degree 

measures how much reach and/or influence an organization purports to have.  

 In addition to using the relative number of relationship ties as a measure of the 

strength of an organization’s network position, identifying structural cut-points can be 

used to determine which organizations are occupying pivotal positions. Network cut-

points are nodes that connect other nodes to the main network. A node is whatever type 

of actor that is being studied though network analysis, so for this study every node in the 

network is an ENGO. In other words, by removing an organization that is functioning as 

a structural cut-point from the network, several organizations, or small clusters of 

organizations would become disconnected to the larger network. Another way of thinking 

of cut-points is as nodes that are filling a structural hole. A completely filled network is 

one in which all nodes are connected to every single other node within the network. In 

other words, it would be impossible to have any structural holes within this completely 

dense network. A structural hole is technically any place in the network where there is a 

lack of links between nodes. However, a structural hole only becomes a defining 

characteristic of a network when it creates distinct clusters of nodes/actors that are 

unconnected to each other. An organization that is fills a structural hole by acting as a cut 

point, plays a critical role within the network because of their potential to share 

information and to act as a gatekeeper of which type of information is shared (Burt 2004). 

Structurally, the organizations that are acting as cut-points are helping the overall 

network become less fragmented. Within network analysis theory, fragmentation within a 
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network makes information sharing and coordination harder, if not impossible (Berardo 

et al. 2016).     

 Through the identification of the ENGOs that have relatively high number of 

degrees (number of relationship ties an ENGO has) and the organizations that are 

occupying structural cut-points a clearer look at where positions of power and influence 

lie within the network of ENGOs and how they have changed over time emerges. In 

particular, these analyses will illustrate how ENGOs focused on different levels of 

governance are interconnected. So, in contrast to Chapter 2 where I was focused on 

measuring ENGO centralization as one type of proxy measure for authority and 

influence, in this chapter I am focusing on analyzing ENGO prestige, reach, and 

fragmentation as different proxy measures for authority and influence.            

 

This Study 

 This research examines the social network structure of alliance, policy and 

science-based organizations at three-time points (Kyoto, Copenhagen, and Paris) to 

examine prestige, reach and fragmentation of the most central ENGOs at each time point. 

This research also examines change over time. Data on relationship ties between ENGOs 

were collected from the Yearbook of International Organizations, that is published by the 

Union of International Associations (UIA). Every year, the UIA sends out a survey to 

collect descriptive information from all registered international organizations. One of the 

questions that the UIA asks on this survey is what NGOs an organization is connected 
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to.6 The results of these surveys were published yearly in a print edition by the UIA, and 

in recent years in an online version. I created a list of all ENGOs in the Yearbook of 

International Organizations by searching the online version for any organization that 

classified themselves as being focused on “environment”, “climate”, and/or “earth”. This 

search included any variation (e.g. “environmental”, or “climatology”) and translation (in 

English, Spanish, French, and German) of those terms. 7 This search resulted in 1822 

ENGOs.  

From this list of all ENGOs captured by the Yearbook of International 

Organizations, I went through each Yearbook for the relevant years at each time point, 

and collected all NGOs that an ENGO reported to have a link or relationship with any of 

the 1822 ENGOS for each of the three pivotal points in international climate change 

policy development through the UNFCCC, Kyoto (1997), Copenhagen (2009), and Paris 

(2015). This allows for a discussion of the change in network connections over the course 

of climate change policy development.  

 

Results 

The network structure of the environmental movement has changed over the 

years. This change is notable in two ways (1) the overall size of the network, and (2) 

                                                        
6 These surveys are all self-reported and non-compulsory. Despite the inherent limitations voluntary survey 
completion has in regard to having complete data, self-reported data does add validity to the relationships 
that an organization report and implies a level of implied importance in a relationship tie. 

 
7 This data was collected during the summer of 2015 prior to the Paris Climate Summit that December. The 
online version of the Yearbook of International Organizations is periodically updated to reflect new 
information that is submitted to the UIA. To collect historic data prior to 2015, I consulted the print 
editions of the Yearbook (1997 and 2009) that were published yearly. 
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changes in how distinct clusters are connected to each other. As the results in Table 3.1 

show, over the three time points the network of ENGOs and their connections has grown 

and receded. The largest network in terms of the number of ENGOs is the Copenhagen 

network with 500 nodes. Yet, the largest network in terms of the number of relationships 

(edge count) is the Paris network with 825 relationship ties between ENGOs. This finding 

indicates that despite having fewer ENGOs captured in the Paris network, on average 

each ENGO has more relationship ties than ENGOs have in the Copenhagen network. 

This is also illustrated by the results for the average number of relationship ties each 

ENGO has within the network, where the Copenhagen network has the lowest average 

number of relationships at 3.284 and the Paris network has the highest at 3.84. However, 

the Kyoto network has the highest overall network density at 0.006. Network density is 

measured from 0-1, with 0 being a completely empty network with zero connections 

between any node within the network, and 1 being a completely full network, with every 

single node being directly linked to every other node in the network. All three networks 

in this study have relatively sparsely connected networks. 

Table 3.1: Network Statistics 
 

 Kyoto Copenhagen Paris 
Number of ENGOs 293 500 430 
Number of Relationship Links 498 821 825 
Network Diameter 6 13 18 
Average Path Length 2.863 4.09 6.06 
Average Number of Relationship Links 3.399 3.284 3.84 
Average Clustering Coefficient 0.092 0.069 0.08 
Network Density 0.006 0.003 0.004 
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Kyoto 

The Kyoto network is sparsely connected with a network density of 0.006, and is 

characterized by four distinct clusters, that are best illustrated in Figure 3.1, Kyoto in-

degree. In-Degree is a measure of how many ties, or relationships, other organizations 

reported having with a particular organization. For example, World Wide Fund for 

Nature has the highest in-degree of 24, indicating that 24 different organizations 

responded saying that they linked with World Wide Fund for Nature. Within network 

analysis, in-degree is one measure of power because it measures how much prestige 

and/or popularity and organization has. ELC International, EarthAction Network, and 

International Union of Geological Sciences (IUGS) also score high on in-degree, and 

along with EarthAction Network make up the four distinct hubs of relationships. Both 

EarthAction Network and ELC International are network organizations, World Wide 

Fund for Nature is policy focused organization, and IUGS is a science-based 

organization.  

Figure 3.2 shows the Kyoto network, but instead of node size being based on an 

organization’s in-degree, node size is a reflection of an organization’s out-degree. Out-

degree is the number of ties an organization reported having with other NGOs, which is a 

measure of reach. Both ELC International and EarthAction Network have an out-degree 

of 44, which is the highest in the network, followed by World Wide Fund for Nature at an 

out-degree of 35. In the Kyoto network, there is only a slight difference between 

organizations’ in-degrees and out-degrees suggesting that these measures of prestige and 

influence are capturing similar connotations of power within the network.  
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Figure 3.1: Kyoto Network, Node Size by In-Degree 
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Figure 3.2: Kyoto Network, Node Size by Out-Degree 
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Table 3.2 shows the top ten ENGOs with the highest in-degree and out-degree 

scores. World Wide Fund for Nature has the highest in-degree at 24, meaning that 24 

other ENGOs replied that they have a relationship ties with WWF. ELC International and 

EarthAction Network, closely follow with an in-degree of 22 and 21, respectively. These 

are the three organizations with the highest prestige, or popularity, in the network. These 

three organizations also have the top three highest out-degree scores, ELC International 

and EarthAction Network are tied with 44 out-degrees, followed by WWF at 35. Out-

degrees measure the potential relative influence, or reach, an ENGO has within the 

network.  

Table 3.2: Kyoto, Top 10 ENGOs by In-Degree and Out-Degree 
 

ENGO  
 In-Degree 
World Wide Fund for Nature 24 
ELC International 22 
EarthAction Network 21 
International Union of Geological Sciences 14 
European Environmental Bureau 13 
Greenpeace International 12 
International Institute for Environment and Development 8 
International Geosphere-Biosphere Programme 8 
Friends of the Earth International 7 
Mediterranean Information Office for Environment, Culture and Sustainable 
Development 6 

 Out-Degree 
ELC International 44 
EarthAction Network 44 
World Wide Fund for Nature 35 
International Union of Geological Sciences 30 
Greenpeace International 15 
Friends of the Earth International 15 
Environmental Development Action in the Third World 8 
Earth Council 7 
Foundation for International Environmental Law and Development 7 
International Youth Federation for Environmental Studies and Conservation 7 
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Copenhagen 

Figures 3.2 and 3.3 show the Copenhagen network, with node size by in-degree 

and out-degree, respectively. Like the Kyoto network, the Copenhagen network is 

sparsely connected with a network density of 0.003. However, the Copenhagen network 

has three main areas of activity. The center of the network, that is dominated by 

EarthAction Network (N=53) is populated by policy oriented ENGOs. The organization 

with the second highest in-degree (N=33) is ELC International, followed by European 

Environmental Bureau (N=22). This is a slight shift from the Kyoto network, that had 

relatively similar in-degree scores between a policy oriented ENGO (World Wide Fund 

for Nature) and network-based organizations (EarthAction Network and ELC 

International). Now in the Copenhagen network, there are several alliance-based ENGOs 

that occupy that center of the network, with relatively high in-degrees, suggesting that 

there was a growing plurality in organizations that were viewed as being prestigious. 

Additionally, when looking at the Copenhagen network in Figure 3.4, where node size is 

based on an organization’s out-degree, EarthAction Network also has the highest out-

degree of 62, distantly followed by ELC International at 32. This begins to illustrate how 

alliance-based organizations are occupying pivotal cut points within the network that help 

bridge different levels of governance.    
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Figure 3.3: Copenhagen Network, Node Size by In-Degree 
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Figure 3.4: Copenhagen Network, Node Size by Out-Degree 
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Commonwealth Environmental Journalists Association

Asian Energy Institute

Centre for International Climate and Environmental Research, Oslo

Global Climate Change Institute, Tsinghua University

Stockholm Environment Institute

World Resources Institute

Asian Environmental Society

Asian Society for Environmental Geotechnology

International Society for Rock Mechanics

Association femmes et jeunesse dans l'environnement maghr_bin

Association for Environmental Education

Global Association of Environmental Education

International Social Environmental Union

North American Association for Environmental Education

Association for International Cooperation

Climate Action Network Latin America

Association for the Promotion of Environmental Impact Assessment

Association for Women's Rights in Development

Society for International Development

Association of European Geological Societies

International Union of Geological Sciences

Association of Institutions of Tropical Veterinary Medicine

Tropical Science Research Institute

Association of University Departments of Environmental Sciences in Europe

ESSENCE Thematic Network of Environmental Sciences

Association pour la coop_ration des Eglises, l'environnement et le d_veloppement de l'Afrique centrale

Association pour le rayonnement de l'art pari_tal europ_en

International Federation of Rock Art Organizations

Association pour une Europe de l'environnement

Institute for European Environmental Policy

AWARE International

Balkan Institute for Environmental Research, Greece

Balkan Environmental Association

Balkan Science and Education Centre of Ecology and Environment

Central European Environmental Data Request Facility

Ecoforum for Peace

Baltic Farmers Forum on Environment

Baltic Marine Environment Protection Commission - Helsinki Commission

Baltic Sea Project

World Wide Fund for Nature

Bellagio Forum for Sustainable Development

Regional Environmental Centre for Central and Eastern Europe

TVE International

Bellerive Foundation

International Centre for Conservation Education

Tethys Research Institute

Biodiversity Conservation Information System

IUCN Environmental Law Centre

Capacity Development and Linkages for Environmental Assessment in Africa

Community Based Impact Assessment Network for Eastern Africa

Secretariat for Environmental Assessment in Central Africa

Southern African Institute for Environmental Assessment

Tunis International Centre for Environmental Technologies

West African Association for Environmental Assessment

Caribbean Environmental Health Institute

Consortium of Caribbean Universities for Natural Resource Management

Global Health and Environment Library Network

International Network for Environmental Compliance and Enforcement

Caribbean Landslide Working Group

International Landslide Research Group

Carpathian Balkan Geological Association

Center for Global Environmental Education

GREENWAY - Central and East European Environmental NGOs Network

Centre africain de recherche et de promotion environnementale pour le d_veloppement durable

Climate Action Network

Centre for African Settlement Studies and Development

Centre for Documentation, Research and Training on the Islands of the South West Indian Ocean

Centre for Environment and Development in Africa

Centre for Environment and Sustainable Development

Leadership for Environment and Development

Centre for Environmental Management and Planning

Mediterranean Environmental Management and Training Programme

Centre for International Trade, Economics and Environment

Centre for Social and Economic Research on the Global Environment

European Forum on Integrated Environmental Assessment

Centre of Euro-Mediterranean Regions for the Environment

CEPIFINE Coated

CEPIFINE Uncoated

Children's Alliance for the Protection of the Environment

Circum-Pacific Council

Clean World International

Clean Up the World

Center for International Environmental Law

EcoNews Africa

Environmental Development Action in the Third World

Foundation for International Environmental Law and Development

Friends of the Earth Europe

Institute for the Evaluation of Energy and Environment Strategies in Europe

International Society of Doctors for the Environment

Pacific Institute

Climate Network Africa

Climate Action Network Europe

Coalition Clean Baltic

European Seas Environmental Cooperation

Coalition for Green and Social Procurement

Commission for the Geological Map of the World

Committee of International Development Institutions on the Environment

International Commission for Environmental Assessment

International Environmental Bureau

Sierra Club International Program

Committee on Earth Observation Satellites

EIS-AFRICA

Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission

International Geosphere-Biosphere Programme

Community Financial Instrument for the Environment

Environmental Centres for Administration and Technology 

Compton Foundation

Academy for Educational Development

Confederation of Environmental and Development NGOs of Central Africa

Conference of African Ministers Responsible for Sustainable Development and the Environment

Consumers International

Cooperative Programme in Europe for Research on Nature and Industry through Coordinated University Studies

Global Organization of Students for Environmental Action

Council of Arab Ministers Responsible for the Environment

Earth Share

Earthjustice

Environmental Defense Fund

AID/WATCH

Arab Society of Environmental Health and Safety

Asian Society for Environmental Protection

Caucasus Environmental NGO Network

Commonweal

EarthCare Africa

Earthlife Africa

EarthVoice

Eastern Africa Environmental Network

Energy and Environment Group

European ECO Forum

European Environmental Centre, Warsaw

Green Cross International

Green Earth Foundation

Green Earth Organization

Green Help International, Kiev

Institute for Development, Environment and Peace

International Centre for Environmental Social and Policy Studies

International Institute for Human Rights, Environment and Development

International Institute for the Urban Environment

International Juridical Organization for Environment and Development

La main tendue

Latin American Center of Social Ecology

NOAH International

Partners for Peace and the Protection of the Environment

Peace House

Planetary Citizens' Council for Peace, Development and the Environment

Powerful Information

PROTERRA

Rodale Institute

Third World Institute, Montevideo

Youth and Environment Europe

EarthRights International

Third World Network

Global Environmental Alliance

WorldWIDE - World Women in Defense of the Environment

Earthwatch

International Environment House

Earthwatch, Ireland

East African Rock Art Research Association

ICOMOS International Committee on Rock Art

East-West Environment and Policy Institute

Pacific Basin Consortium for Environment and Health

Eastern Caribbean Coalition for Environmental Awareness

Museums Association of the Caribbean

ECOBALTIC Foundation, Gdansk

European Academy of the Urban Environment, Berlin

European Working Group for the Restoration of Rural Cultural Environment, Vienna

EcoMediterrania

African Association of Remote Sensing of the Environment

African Pest and Environment Management Foundation

Association for Research and Environmental Aid
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Earth Island Institute

European Partners for the Environment

Green Belt Movement

International Society of Naturalists

International Working Group of the Green Committees of Correspondence

International Youth Conference on the Human Environment

Islamic Relief Agency

Probe International

Southeast Asia Centre for Environment and Development

World Congress Alternatives and Environment
World Education Fellowship for Environmental Education

World Environment and Resources Council

Environic Foundation International

SYLVA-WORLD for Development and the Protection of Forests and the Environment

Environment and Development Resource Centre

Institute for Environmental Security

International Centre for Trade and Sustainable Development, Geneva

Environment Institute
European Network of Environmental Research Organizations

Environmental Action Programme for Central and Eastern Europe

Environmental Education Association of Southern AfricaWESSA Share-Net

Environmental Mutagen Society

International Association of Environmental Mutagenesis and Genomics Societies

Environmental Programme for the Danube River Basin

Danube Environmental Forum

Environmental Training Network for Latin America and the Caribbean

Latin American Forum of Environmental Sciences

European Network of Environmental Professionals

EUROMED Environment

European Academy for Environmental Medicine

Health and Environment Alliance

European Boards for Marine and Polar Science

Standing Committee on Life and Environmental Sciences

European Centre for Rural and Environmental Interest

Naturefriends International

Rurality - Environment - Development

European Committee of Environmental Technology Suppliers Associations

European Council on Environmental Law

International Council of Environmental Law

European Environment Library Network

European Environment Agency

European Environmental Citizens' Organisation for Standardisation

European Federation for Transport and Environment

Green 10

European Environmental Management Association

European Association for Environmental Management Education

European Environmental Network

European Federation of Clean Air and Environmental Protection Associations

International Union of Air Pollution Prevention and Environmental Protection Associations

International Research Centre on Environment and Development

European Geothermal Energy Council

International Geothermal Association

Water Environment Federation

World Environment Center

European NGO on Agriculture, Trade, Environment and Development

Greening of Industry Network

Wuppertal Institute for Climate, Environment and Energy

European Quaternary Mammal Research Association

International Union for Quaternary Research

European Research and Training Centre on Environmental Education

European Clearinghouse on Environmental Education

European Society for Environmental History

International Consortium of Environmental History Organizations

European Topic Centre on Catalogue of Data Sources

International Society for Environmental Protection

European Union Network for the Implementation and Enforcement of Environmental Law

European Union of Environmental Journalists

European Union of Geosciences

Society for Geology Applied to Mineral Deposits

European University on Environment

European Water Alliance

Federation of Green Ecologist Parties of Africa

Federation of Green Parties of the Americas

Global Greens

African Greens Federation

Asia-Pacific Greens Federation

Federation of Young European Greens

Fondation ensemble

Food Irradiation Network

For Mother Earth

Forest Stewardship Council

Forum maghr_bin pour l'environnement et le d_veloppement

Forum of European Geological Surveys

International Consortium of Geological Surveys

Foundation for Environmental Conservation

Asia-Pacific People's Environment Network

Global Forest Coalition

Seas at Risk

Geochemical Society
Meteoritical Society

Global 2000 Environmental Organization

Asian and Pacific Energy-Environment Planning Network 

Global Environmental Information Exchange Network

Inter-American Water Resources Network

Global Environmental Management Initiative

World Business Council for Sustainable Development - Latin America

Oilwatch

Pan American Center for Sanitary Engineering and Environmental Sciences

Global Resource Information Database

Cities Environment Report on the Internet

International Science Initiative in the Russian Arctic

Globetree Foundation

IRC - International Water and Sanitation Centre

Climate Action Network Eastern Europe, Caucasus and Central Asia

Group of the Greens - European Free Alliance

International Network on Children's Health, Environment and Safety

International School on Environment, Health and Sustainable Development

Women in Europe for a Common Future

IAHS International Commission on Continental Erosion

International Association for Sediment Water Science

International Research and Training Centre on Erosion and Sedimentation

IAVCEI Commission on Explosive Volcanism

IAVCEI Commission on Large Igneous Provinces

ICC Commission on Environment

International Petroleum Industry Environmental Conservation Association

ICSU Advisory Committee on the Environment

IGU Commission on Climatic Change and Periglacial Environments

International Association of Geomorphologists

Information Unit for Conventions /Environmental

Green Economy Coalition

Institute of Environmental Sciences and Technology

Confederation of European Environmental Engineering Societies

Center for International Earth Science Information Network

International Academy of Environmental Safety

International Society of Ecotoxicology and Environmental Safety

International Academy of the Environment - Geneva

International Office for Water

International Association of Engineering Geology and the Environment

IUGS Commission on Geoscience for Environmental Management

European Environmental Mutagen Society

Latin American Association of Environmental Mutagens, Carcinogens and Teratogens

Pan African Environmental Mutagen Society

International Association of Hydrological Sciences

Scientific Committee for the International Geosphere-Biosphere Programme

International Association of Sedimentologists

International Association of Structural / Tectonic Geologists

International Broadcasting Trust

International Bureau of Strata Mechanics

International Centre for Environment and Development

International Centre for Environmental Education and Ethics

South Asia Watch on Trade, Economics and Environment

International Centre for Training and Exchanges in the Geosciences

Pan African Network for a Geological Information System

Southeast Asian Network for a Geological Information System

International Centre of Comparative Environmental Law

International Commission for Protection Against Environmental Mutagens and Carcinogens

International Commission for the Earth Sciences in Africa

Geological Society of Africa

International Lithosphere Program

International Commission on Bioindicators

International Society of Environmental Indicators

International Commission on Stratigraphy

International Committee for Coal and Organic Petrology

International Congress of Carboniferous and Permian Stratigraphy and Geology

Society for Organic Petrology

International Geological Congress

Inter-American Commission for Environmental Law and Administration

International Council on Metals and the Environment
Nickel Institute

International Cover Crop Clearinghouse

International Crops Research Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropics

International Fertilizer Development Center

International Potato Center

International Environmental and Natural Resource Assessment Information Service

International Esperanto Society for Nature Conservation

International Federation of Environmental Journalists

Foundation for Environmental Education

International Federation of Green Regions Associations

International Network for Environmental Management

International Human Dimensions Programme on Global Environmental Change

Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research
Scientific Committee on Problems of the Environment

Solar Influences Data Analysis Centre

Global Environmental Change and Food Systems

International Institute for Geo-Information Science and Earth Observation

Open Geospatial Consortium

International Institute for Geothermal Research

International Institute for Industrial Environmental Economics

European Network for Sustainable Tourism Development

International Lake Environment Committee Foundation

Global Environment Centre

International Livestock Research Institute

International Mycological Institute

EuroLOOP

Asia-Pacific Centre for Environmental Law, Singapore

Central American Commission on Environment and Development

Commission for Environmental Cooperation

Environmental Investigation Agency

Environmental Law Network International

Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment Programme
South Asia Cooperative Environment Programme

International Ocean Drilling Program

European Consortium for Ocean Drilling

Regional Institute of Environmental Technology

International Organization of Information Specialists

Oil Companies' European Association for Environment, Health and Safety in Refining and Distribution

World Association for Sedimentation and Erosion Research

International Rice Research Institute

International Secretariat for Water

International Society for Human Rights and Environmental Law

International Tunnelling and Underground Space Association

International Court of the Environment Foundation

Society of Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry

Society of Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry Europe

International Society of Tropical Foresters

Inter-American Institute for Cooperation on Agriculture

International Space Environment Service

URSI Commission on Electromagnetic Environment and Interference

International Steering Committee for Global Mapping

Joint Board of the Geospatial Information Societies

International Tanker Owners Pollution Federation

American Association of Petroleum Geologists

Geological Society of America

International Consortium on Landslides

Society for Sedimentary Geology

Society of Economic Geologists

International Youth Federation for Environmental Studies and Conservation

IUGS Commission on Global Sedimentary Geology

IUGS Commission on Systematics in Petrology

IUGS Commission on Tectonics

Latin American Network on Environmental Conflicts

Latin American Environmental NGOs Network

Latin American Information System on Trade and Environment

Latin American Observatory of Environmental Conflict, Chile 

Leadership for Environment and Development - Europe

Local Authorities International Environmental Organization

Luso-American Development Foundation

Managing the Environment Locally in Sub-Saharan Africa

Mandate for Life on Earth

MAREVIVO Associazione Ambientalista

MEDIAS Network

Mediterranean Centre for the Environment

European Environment Campuses

Mediterranean Commission for Sustainable Development

Mediterranean Environmental Technical Assistance Programme

MEDCITIES Network

Mediterranean Protected Areas Network

Mediterranean Scientific Association of Environmental Protection

Metropolitan Environment Improvement Programme

Urban Management Programme for Asia and the Pacific

Middle East - Mediterranean Travel and Tourism Association

International Institute for Peace through Tourism

Network for Environment and Sustainable Development in Africa 

Niger Delta Environmental Survey Steering Committee

The Conservation Foundation, UK

Nordic Environmental Mutagen Society

North American Center for Environmental Information and Communication

North Sea Conference

Gaia Foundation

Pan-African Alliance for Environment and Development

Permanent Commission for the South Pacific

Regional Centre for Mapping of Resources for Development

Regional Energy Resources Information Center

Climate and Clean Air Coalition

Global Environment and Technology Foundation

Milieukontakt International

Euro-Asian Municipal Environment Cooperation Programme

Regional Organization for the Conservation of the Environment of the Red Sea and Gulf of Aden

Royal Tropical Institute

Sahara and Sahel Observatory

Institut of the Arid Regions, Tunisia

Sahel d_fis - d_veloppement et environnement, formation et insertion sociale

Earthcare Network

South Pacific Action Committee for Human Ecology and Environment

Global Scenario Group

Sustainable Cities Project

Healthy Cities Project

Sustainable Urban Development Network

The Access Initiative

Trans-Baltic Network

Tropical Agriculture Research and Higher Education Center

Tropical Soil Biology and Fertility Institute

Global Environment Facility

Urban Environment Forum

Exnora International

Water Center for the Humid Tropics of Latin America and the Caribbean

Inter-American Institute for Global Change Research

Wildlife and Environment Society of South Africa

International Environment Forum

World Geologists

European Federation of Geologists

Young Mediterranean Greens Network
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Table 3.3 shows the ENGOs with the top ten highest in-degrees and out-degrees. 

EarthAction Network and ELC International have the highest in-degree and out-degree 

scores in the Copenhagen network. Showing that these two organizations maintained a 

relative similar position within the network between the Kyoto and Copenhagen network. 

The European Environmental Bureau has the third highest in-degree of 22. International 

Union of Geological Sciences is the third highest out-degree of 24. In comparison to the 

Kyoto network, the World Wide Fund for Nature has dropped in their relative prestige 

and reach in the network.  

Table 3.3: Copenhagen, Top 10 ENGOs by In-Degree and Out-Degree 
 

ENGO   
 In-Degree 
EarthAction Network 53 
ELC International 33 
European Environmental Bureau 22 
World Wide Fund for Nature 22 
International Union of Geological Sciences 21 
Friends of the Earth International 18 
Mediterranean Information Office for Environment, Culture and Sustainable 
Development 14 
Climate Action Network 13 
Greenpeace International 12 
World Resources Institute 12 

  
 Out-Degree 
EarthAction Network 62 
ELC International 32 
International Union of Geological Sciences 24 
Climate Action Network 15 
Abolition 2000 - Global Network to Eliminate Nuclear Weapons 14 
Friends of the Earth International 13 
International Network for Environmental Compliance and Enforcement 13 
European Environmental Bureau 10 
Mediterranean Information Office for Environment, Culture and Sustainable 
Development 9 
Regional Environmental Centre for Central and Eastern Europe 9 
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Paris 
The Paris network in Figures 3.5 and 3.6 show a slightly smaller network than the 

Copenhagen network (430 organizations versus 500 organizations in the Copenhagen 

network) that is also sparsely connected (network density is 0.004). The Paris network is 

structurally similar to both the Kyoto and Copenhagen networks, in that there are three 

main clusters. World Wide Fund for Nature has the highest in-degree (N=30). Climate 

Action Network has the second highest in-degree and is also within the policy-oriented 

cluster. EarthAction Network has the third highest in-degree (N=24). Yet, EarthAction 

Network has the highest out-degree (N=61). These central actors have not changed over 

the three time-points, but their relative position has. In the Paris network the network-

based organizations are no longer connected with the science organizations cluster, as 

they were in the Copenhagen network, suggesting a growing disconnect between science 

researchers and the policy cluster.  
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Figure 3.5: Paris Network, Node size by In-Degree 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Abolition 2000 - Global Network to Eliminate Nuclear WeaponsEarthAction Network

Academy for Educational Development

Society for International Development

Action Plan for Protection, Development and Management of the Marine Environment of the Northwest Pacific Region

Global Environment Facility

Partnerships in Environmental Management for the Seas of East Asia

African Association of Remote Sensing of the Environment

Confederation of Environmental and Development NGOs of Central Africa

EIS-AFRICA

African Greens Federation

Asia-Pacific Greens Federation

European Green Party

Federation of Green Parties of the Americas

Global Greens

Aleut International Association

Arctic Council Indigenous Peoples' Secretariat

Circumpolar Biodiversity Monitoring Program

Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa

International Fertilizer Development Center

Alliance for Beverage Cartons and the Environment

European Organization for Packaging and the Environment

World Wide Fund for Nature
Alliance of Religions and Conservation

American Association of Petroleum Geologists

International Union of Geological Sciences

Arab Geologists' Association

Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Programme

Asia-Pacific Centre for Environmental Law, Singapore

Institute for Global Environmental Strategies

International Network for Environmental Compliance and Enforcement

World Commission on Environmental Law

Asia-Pacific Forum for Environment and Development

Asian Environmental Compliance and Enforcement Network 

Australasian Environmental Law Enforcement and Regulators Network

Asian Society for Environmental Protection

Asociacion Regional Centroamericana par el Agua el Ambiente

Freshwater Action Network

Aspen Global Change Institute

Center for International Earth Science Information Network

Associated Research Centres for the Urban Underground Space

International Tunnelling and Underground Space Association

Association for Women's Rights in Development

Women's Environment and Development Organization

Association of Environmental and Resource Economists

European Association of Environmental and Resource Economists

Association of Esperantist Greens

Association of European Geological Societies

Association of Institutions of Tropical Veterinary Medicine

Tropical Science Research Institute

Association of University Leaders for a Sustainable Future

ESSENCE Thematic Network of Environmental Sciences

Association pour le rayonnement de l'art pariatal europaen

ICOMOS International Committee on Rock Art

International Federation of Rock Art Organizations

Balkan Environmental Association

Balkan Science and Education Centre of Ecology and Environment

Balkan Speleological Union

International Union of Speleology

Speleological Federation of the European Union

Bellagio Forum for Sustainable Development

Fondation ensemble
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ELC International

Caribbean Environmental Health Institute

Consortium of Caribbean Universities for Natural Resource Management

Global Health and Environment Library Network

Carpathian Balkan Geological Association

Caucasus Environmental NGO Network

Climate and Clean Air Coalition

Center for Human Rights and Environment

Interamerican Association for Environmental Defense

NGO Committee on Environment

Climate Institute

Inter-American Water Resources Network

MEDIAS Network

Population Environment Research Network

Center for International Environmental Law

Climate Action Network

International Centre for Trade and Sustainable Development, Geneva

Central American Association for Economy, Health and Environment

Central American Commission on Environment and Development

Central American Fund for Environment and Development

Central and Southeast Europe LCA Network

Life Cycle Initiative

Centre for Environment and Development for the Arab Region and Europe

International Institute for Environment and Development

Centre for International Climate and Environmental Research, Oslo

Asian Energy Institute

DAMOCLES Consortium

Chartered Institution of Water and Environmental Management

Water and Climate Coalition

Water Environment Federation

Circum-Pacific Council

Inuit Circumpolar Council

Clean Up the World

GREENWAY - Central and East European Environmental NGOs Network

Friends of the Earth International

Pacific Institute

World Wide Fund for Nature 

Earthjustice

Environmental Defense Fund

Environmental Investigation Agency

Ev-K2-CNR Committee

Inter-American Institute for Cooperation on Agriculture

International Union of Air Pollution Prevention and Environmental Protection Associations

Nordic Environment Finance Corporation

Regional Environmental Centre for Central and Eastern Europe

Stockholm Environment Institute

Commission for Environmental Cooperation

Society of Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry

Commission for the Geological Map of the World

International Commission on Stratigraphy

Committee on Environmental Policy

European ECO Forum

International Council of Environmental Law

Commonweal

Commonwealth Environmental Journalists Association

Asia-Pacific Forum of Environmental Journalists

Environmental Development Action in the Third World

Confederation of European Environmental Engineering Societies

Institute of Environmental Sciences and Technology

Consumers International

Green Economy Coalition

ISEAL Alliance

Pan-African Alliance for Environment and Development

South Asia Watch on Trade, Economics and Environment

Crisis Action

Global Witness

Greenpeace International

Institute for Public Policy Research

Medical Action for Global Security

Drilling, Observation and Sampling of the Earth's Continental Crust

Earth Island Institute

Global Greengrants Fund

International Centre for Environmental Education and Ethics

Sierra Club International Program

Earth Science Matters Foundation

Geological Society of Africa

International Lithosphere Program

Promoting Earth Science for Society

Action for Solidarity, Equality, Environment and Diversity

Advisory Committee on Protection of the Sea

African Centre for Environmental Studies

African Timber Organization

AID/WATCH

Andean Institute of Ecology and Development

Arab Office for Youth and Environment

Arab Society of Environmental Health and Safety

AWARE International

Center for Global Environmental Education

Centre for Environment and Development in Africa

Centre for International Trade, Economics and Environment

Children's Alliance for the Protection of the Environment

EarthCare Africa

Earthlife Africa

EarthVoice

Eastern Africa Environmental Network

Energy and Environment Group

European Environmental Centre, Warsaw

Global Resource Action Center for the Environment

Green Cross International

Green Earth Foundation

Green Earth Organization

Green Help International, Kiev

Indian Institute for Peace, Disarmament and Environmental Protection

Institute for Development, Environment and Peace

International Centre for Environmental Social and Policy Studies

International Cover Crop Clearinghouse

International Institute for Human Rights, Environment and Development

International Institute for the Urban Environment

International Juridical Organization for Environment and Development

International Society of Doctors for the Environment

La main tendue

Latin American Center of Social Ecology

Naturefriends International

NOAH International

Pacific Concerns Resource Centre

Partners for Peace and the Protection of the Environment

Peace Farm

Peace House

Planetary Citizens' Council for Peace, Development and the Environment

Powerful Information

PROTERRA

Rodale Institute

Third World Institute, Montevideo

TVE International

Earth Share

Earthwatch

International Environment House

Scientific Committee on Problems of the Environment

Earthwatch Institute
Tethys Research Institute

Eastern Caribbean Coalition for Environmental Awareness

Museums Association of the Caribbean

Committee on Earth Observation Satellites

African Association for the Environment and Community Development

African NGOs Environment Network

African Pest and Environment Management Foundation

Asian Environmental Society

Association for Research and Environmental Aid

Centre for African Settlement Studies and Development

Green Belt Movement

International Secretariat for Water

International Society of Naturalists

International Working Group of the Green Committees of Correspondence

International Youth Conference on the Human Environment

Islamic Relief Agency

Middle East Centre for the Transfer of Appropriate Technology

Probe International

South Pacific Action Committee for Human Ecology and Environment

Southeast Asia Centre for Environment and Development
Women, Environment and Development Network

Women's Environmental Network

World Congress Alternatives and Environment

World Education Fellowship for Environmental Education

World Environment and Resources Council

Environmental Ambassadors for Sustainable Development

Environmental Design Research Association

International Association for People-Environment Studies

Man-Environment Research Association

International Water Tribunal

Leadership for Environment and Development

Environmental Education Association of Southern Africa

WESSA Share-Net

Wildlife and Environment Society of South Africa

Euro Chlor

Network of Reference Laboratories for Monitoring of Emerging Environmental Pollutants

EuroGeoSurveys

Iberoamerican Association of Geological and Mining Surveys

European Association for Rural Development Institutions

Rurality - Environment - Development

European Association for the Conservation of the Geological Heritage 

European Association of Mining Industries, Metal Ores and Industrial Minerals

European Centre on Geomorphological Hazards

International Association of Geomorphologists

International Environmental Association of River Keepers Women in Europe for a Common Future

European Environmental Communication Networks

Green Spider Network

European Federation for Transport and Environment

European Environmental Citizens' Organisation for Standardisation

Green 10

European Federation of Clean Air and Environmental Protection Associations

European Federation of Geologists

World Geologists

European Geothermal Energy Council

International Geothermal Association

Group of the Greens - European Free Alliance

European Greenways Association

European Network of Environmental Research Organizations

European University on Environment

International Office for Water

European NGO on Agriculture, Trade, Environment and Development

African Network on Agri-Food, Trade, Environment and Development

European Partners for the Environment

European Committee of Environmental Technology Suppliers Associations

European Quaternary Mammal Research Association

International Union for Quaternary Research

European Sediment Network

International Sediment Initiative

European Society for Environmental History

International Consortium of Environmental History Organizations

European Union Network for the Implementation and Enforcement of Environmental Law

EuropeanEnvironmental Mutagen Society

International Association of Environmental Mutagenesis and Genomics Societies

Forest Stewardship Council

Foundation for Environmental Education

International Institute for Industrial Environmental Economics

Foundation for International Environmental Law and Development

Gaia Foundation

Action for World Solidarity

Global Nature Fund

Pan African Vision for the Environment

Society for Conservation and Protection of Environment

Friends of the Earth Europe

Asia-Pacific People's Environment Network

Coalition Clean Baltic

Global Forest Coalition

International Broadcasting Trust

International Esperanto Society for Nature Conservation

Mediterranean Information Office for Environment, Culture and Sustainable Development

Milieukontakt International

Seas at Risk

Third World Network

Oilwatch

International Commission for the Earth Sciences in Africa

Pan African Network for a Geological Information System

Geological Society of America

IUGS Commission on Geoscience for Environmental Management

Global Environment and Technology Foundation

Global Environment Centre

International Lake Environment Committee Foundation

Overseas Environment Cooperation Centre

Global Green Growth Forum

Global Green Growth Institute

European Network for Sustainable Tourism Development

Global Programme of Action for the Protection of the Marine Environment from Land-Based Activities

Global Resource Information Database

Central European Environmental Data Request Facility

Centre for Global Environmental Research, Ibaraki

Cities Environment Report on the Internet International Science Initiative in the Russian Arctic

Golf Environment Organisation

Health and Environment Alliance

Local Authorities International Environmental Organization

European Academy for Environmental Medicine

International Network on Children's Health, Environment and Safety

Healthy Cities Project

Heinrich Boll Foundation

Helvetas

Institut national de recherche en sciences et technologies pour l'environnement et l'agriculture

Partnership for European Environmental Research

Institute for Environment and Sustainability

Institute for European Environmental Policy

European Council on Environmental Law

European Forum on Integrated Environmental Assessment

Inter-American Association of Sanitary and Environmental Engineering

Andean Association of Water Supply Institutions

Inter-American Institute for Global Change Research

Interchurch Organization for Development Cooperation

ACT Alliance

International Antarctic Institute

Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research

International Association for Sediment Water Science

IAHS International Commission on Continental Erosion

International Association of Engineering Geology and the Environment

International Society for Rock Mechanics

Environmental Mutagen Society

European Environmental Mutagen Society

Latin American Association of Environmental Mutagens, Carcinogens and Teratogens

International Association of Hydrological Sciences

International Association for Hydro-Environment Engineering and Research

Scientific Committee for the International Geosphere-Biosphere Programme

International Association of Sedimentologists

International Centre for Environmental and Nuclear Sciences

Network of International Science and Technology Centers

Environment and Development Resource Centre

International Centre for Training and Exchanges in the Geosciences

Southeast Asian Network for a Geological Information System

International Centre of Climate and Environmental Sciences

International Research Institute for Climate and Society

International Centre of Comparative Environmental Law

International Court of the Environment Foundation

International Committee for Coal and Organic Petrology

International Congress of Carboniferous and Permian Stratigraphy and Geology

Society for Organic Petrology

International Consortium on Landslides

International Coordinating Committee on Reservoir Sedimentation

Inter-American Commission for Environmental Law and Administration

International Association of Lawyers for Environmental Protection

International Federation of Environmental Health

Stakeholder Forum for a Sustainable Future

International Geological Congress

International Commission on the History of Geological Sciences

International Consortium of Geological Surveys

International Heat Flow Commission

International Institute for Geothermal Research

International Glaciological Society

Scott Polar Research Institute

International Human Dimensions Programme on Global Environmental Change

International Institute for Geo-Information Science and Earth Observation

Open Geospatial Consortium

International Society for Human Rights and Environmental Law

International Livestock Research Institute

International Potato Center

Mediterranean Action Plan

Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment Programme

South Asia Cooperative Environment Programme

International Ocean Institute

Regional Institute of Environmental Technology

International Petroleum Industry Environmental Conservation Association

International Tanker Owners Pollution Federation

International Research and Training Centre on Erosion and Sedimentation

World Association for Sedimentation and Erosion Research

International Rice Research Institute

IRC - International Water and Sanitation Centre

International School on Environment, Health and Sustainable Development

International Society of Environmental Epidemiology

International Society of Exposure Science

International Society of Tropical Foresters

International Steering Committee for Global Mapping
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Figure 3.6: Paris Network, Node Size by Out-Degree 
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Table 3.4 shows the ENGOs with the highest in-degree and out-degrees in the 

Paris network. World Wide Fund for Nature has the highest prestige (in-degree = 30) but 

is not in the top ten highest out-degree scores. Climate Action Network and EarthAction 

Network round up the top three highest in-degree scores for the Paris network. 

EarthAction Network has the highest reach with an out-degree score of 61, followed by 

ELC International and the International Union of Geological Sciences with out-degree 

scores of 38 and 28, respectively.  

Table 3.4: Paris, Top 10 ENGOs by In-Degree and Out-Degree 
  

ENGO   
 In-Degree 
World Wide Fund for Nature 30 
Climate Action Network 25 
EarthAction Network 24 
International Union of Geological Sciences 22 
Friends of the Earth International 21 
ELC International 15 
Freshwater Action Network 13 
International Network for Environmental Compliance and Enforcement 11 
International Institute for Environment and Development 11 
Greenpeace International 11 

  
 Out-Degree 

EarthAction Network 61 
ELC International 38 
International Union of Geological Sciences 28 
Friends of the Earth International 20 
Greenpeace International 16 
Freshwater Action Network 13 
International Institute for Environment and Development 13 
International Network for Environmental Compliance and Enforcement 12 
Climate and Clean Air Coalition 12 
Mediterranean Information Office for Environment, Culture and Sustainable Development 12 

  
As Figures 3.1-3.6 illustrate, the overall structure of the network has stayed 

somewhat consistent. There is a constant split between organizations focused on policy 

advocacy and organizations focused on scientific research, that have relatively few links 
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connecting both clusters. All of the ENGOs in the science cluster are clearly science 

organizations based on their names that often include the word “science” or refer to a 

specific scientific discipline, such as geology. For example, the science cluster is centered 

around that International Union of Geological Sciences in all three points. Whereas the 

centralizing organization(s) in the policy cluster switches between alliance-based 

organizations (ELC International and EarthAction Network) and policy advocacy 

organizations (World Wide Fund for Nature and Climate Action Network). Despite these 

shifts in the ENGOs with the highest in/out degrees, the policy advocacy-based 

organizations consistently have relatively high levels of prestige and influence though all 

three points, which illustrates the persisting importance of alliance organizations in 

linking disparate organizations to the international level. 

 

Key Actors Based on Fragmentation 

 There have only been a few shifts in the organizations that are occupying central 

positions within the network over the three time-points. Table 3.5 shows the 

organizations with the top ten highest fragmentation scores. Fragmentation scores are 

calculated by looking at how an organization links to other organizations, in particular 

looking at how clusters of actors are connected to the large network. Fragmentation 

scores measure to what extent removing an organization would disconnect other 

organizations/clusters from the larger network (Berardo et al. 2016). In other words, the 

higher an organization’s fragmentation score, the more that organization is operating as a 

structural cut-point, or bridge connecting disparate ENGOs to the main network. For 



 140 
 

example, in the Kyoto network, ELC International and EarthAction Network both have 

the highest fragmentation within the network at 0.97, signifying that those two actors are 

connecting to the highest number of organizations, that would otherwise be disconnected 

(i.e. isolates) to the network. If ELC International and EarthAction were removed from 

the Kyoto network, there would be numerous organizations that would become 

disconnected and the overall network structure would be significantly altered. Referring 

back to Figures 3.1 and 3.2 (pgs. 14 – 15) also help visualize these results. There are 

numerous organizations that are only connected to the network through their one link to 

ELC International and EarthAction Network.    
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Table 3.5: Top 10 Organizations with the Highest Fragmentation Scores for 
Networks 
 

Kyoto Copenhagen Paris 

ELC International (0.970) EarthAction Network (0.979) EarthAction Network (0.981) 

EarthAction Network (0.970) ELC International (0.974) ELC International (0.976) 

World Wide Fund for Nature 
(0.967) 

European Environmental Bureau 
(0.973) 

Friends of the Earth 
International (0.975) 

International Union of 
Geological Sciences (0.960) 

International Union of 
Geological Sciences (0.972) 

International Union of 
Geological Sciences (0.974) 

Environmental Development 
Action in the Third World 
(0.957) 

Friends of the Earth 
International (0.971) 

International Institute for 
Environment and Development 
(0.973) 

Greenpeace International (0.957) 

International Institute for 
Environment and Development 
(0.971) Greenpeace International (0.973) 

Friends of the Earth 
International (0.957) Greenpeace International (0.971) 

Freshwater Action Network 
(0.973) 

Consumers International (0.957) 
Freshwater Action Network 
(0.970) 

Environmental Development 
Action in the Third World 
(0.973) 

International Geosphere-
Biosphere Programme (0.957) 

Environmental Development 
Action in the Third World 
(0.970) 

Climate and Clean Air Coalition 
(0.973) 

Mediterranean Information 
Office for Environment, Culture 
and Sustainable Development 
(0.957) 

Climate and Clean Air Coalition 
(0.970) 

International Network for 
Environmental Compliance and 
Enforcement (0.972) 

 
 

There are not many changes over time to the makeup of the top ten organizations 

with the highest fragmentation scores. The organizations listed in Table 3.5 occupy 

positions within the network that are pivotal to keeping certain organizations connected 

to the network. These ties to relatively isolated organizations, give the organizations with 

high fragmentation scores the potential to be conduits of information between different 

areas of governance and implementation (Berardo et al. 2016). The organizations that 
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make up the top ten are a mix of policy-focused organizations and alliance-based 

organizations. Both ELC International and EarthAction Network are alliance-based 

organizations with a primary function to disseminate information and to help orchestrate 

numerous organizations. Because of their primary objective, it is not necessarily 

surprising that these two organizations have the highest fragmentation scores in all three 

networks. But this is in contrast to what network theory would have predicted.  

Within network analysis theory, the idea is that as networks evolve there is an 

increased propensity for links to form between nodes that share common ties through the 

process of triadic closure (Goodreau et al. 2009). The metaphor underpinning triadic 

closure is that over time there is an increased likelihood of becoming friends with a 

friend’s friend. This new relationship formation closes the triangle between three nodes. 

This can be in part the result of several motivations such as increased trust, opportunity, 

or simply repeated contact. World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) captures this concept, 

in the Kyoto network they were the organizations with the third highest fragmentation 

score, signifying that the organizations WWF were connecting with were not also 

interconnected to each other. However, in both the Copenhagen and Paris networks, 

WWF is no longer in the top ten in fragmentation scores, but number 19 and 17 

respectively. This is not necessarily indicative of WWF’s diminishing importance within 

the network, but rather suggests that as the network of ENGOs evolved, WWF’s links 

became increasingly connected to other ENGOs within the network, in a process of 

triadic closure. And in fact, in all three networks WWF has significant structural power 

through their central position (as measured by centrality scores). Whereas ELC 
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International and EarthAction Network both have consistent structurally important 

positions vis-à-vis their fragmentation scores, indicating that these alliance-based 

organizations have maintained their structural importance. The fact that Greenpeace 

International and Friends of the Earth International have maintained similarly high 

fragmentation scores suggest that it is not just alliance-based organizations that are 

functioning as structural cut-points within the network. This suggests that for policy-

based ENGOs, connecting to more dispersed organizations is a strategic decision that not 

all ENGOs chose to make. This is illustrated by WWF’s decrease in fragmentation scores 

between Kyoto and Paris. This indicates that WWF’s links have become more embedded 

within the larger network. The change in WWF’s fragmentation score along with their 

relatively consistent central position within all three networks highlights the distinction 

between focusing on prestige/popularity (measured through a high in-degree) and an 

organization being focused on reach/influence (measured through a high out-degree).   

The International Union of Geological Scientists (IUGS) consistently had the 

fourth highest fragmentation score across all three networks, the highest for any science-

based organization. This underscores the relatively stable bifurcation in the network 

between science-based organizations and policy-based organizations. IUGS is actually 

not directly connected to the policy cluster in any of the three networks, but instead is 

acting as the main hub of science-focused organizations working on environmental 

issues, and a handful of bridge organizations that are connecting the science cluster to the 

policy cluster. 
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Discussion 

In recent years, one of the on-going debates surrounding international climate 

change policy has centered around issues of climate justice and the inclusions of a 

diversity of voices in the negotiations over policy development. Including diverse 

viewpoints is logistically difficult at the international level. The UNFCCC’s yearly COPs 

are already unwieldly chaotic events, with a cacophony of different states, groups, and 

organizations participating at various levels of decision-making. It would be unrealistic to 

expect that every community directly impacted by climate change could have a 

proverbial seat at the negotiating table. However, it is not unrealistic to demand a more 

responsive international system that allows for a diversity of voices to be represented. 

Non-state actors, in particular ENGOs, are uniquely equipped to be able to act on behalf 

of the larger environmental movement or as clearinghouses of diverse representation. 

Through ENGOs’ ability to act transnationally, bridging different types and levels of 

organizations, ENGOs are positioned to be able to make international climate 

negotiations more responsive to communities that may not be well-positioned in 

traditional state-centric negotiations. But not all ENGOs are focused acting as helping 

bridge disparate parts of environmental policy advocacy. 

The potential for ENGOs to act as representatives of diverse viewpoints can be 

highlighted through the identification of the ENGOs that are occupying specific network 

positions over time. These structural positions are a source of authority for ENGOs 

because they enable certain organizations to act as conduits of information. One way of 

conceptualizing a network-based position of power, or authority, is to look at an 
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organization’s relative prestige. Prestige is the number of in-coming ties from other 

organizations an organization has, or their relative popularity. The higher an 

organization’s in-degree, the higher that organization’s relative prestige is in that network 

of organizations. One of the main findings in this research are that World Wide Fund for 

Nature (WWF), a policy advocacy-based organization, and two alliance-based 

organizations, ELC International and EarthAction Network, consistently have high levels 

of prestige throughout the three-time points. As, these organizations have the highest 

potential for collecting information from a wide array of voices. In other words, these 

organizations help facilitate the bottom-up sharing of information. It is important to note 

that ELC and EarthAction Network would not be considered to have authority in most 

other analyses because they do not act on their own and cannot have direct influence on 

policy-making. However, based on their reported connections to other ENGOs, as well as 

other ENGO’s reported connections to them, these two alliance-based organizations 

provide multiple bridges of information between different levels of governance, thereby 

exhibiting authority in the structure of the environmental network.  

An additional way of explaining an organization’s potential for being a 

clearinghouse of information is look at their relative reach. Reach is measured by the 

number of out-going ties an organization has to other organizations. The higher an 

organization’s out-degree, the more reach they have in the network according network 

analysis theory. Across the Kyoto, Copenhagen, and Paris networks, ELC International, 

EarthAction Network, and the International Union of Geological Sciences (IUGS) all 

consistently have high measures of out-degree, indicating that these three organizations 



 146 
 

have extensive reach in the network. These three organizations in particular are helping 

make the overall environmental network more diverse. Both ELC International and 

EarthAction Network help connect organizations at different levels of governance, 

potentially linking smaller, more localized organizations to the larger international 

network. Similarly, IUGS is helping to connect science-based organizations to the policy-

based cluster of organizations. The nature of these relationships is inherently top-down, 

helping to share information from the international level. However, the organizations that 

have high levels of reach within the network are uniquely situated to be able to 

request/collect information from a wider array of organizations, than organizations with 

low levels of reach.  

One of the potential strengths of alliance-based organizations, such as ELC 

International and EarthAction Network, is their ability to link together a wide array of 

different actors. This is illustrated by the networks across all three-time points, where 

alliance-based organizations, in addition to having high levels of prestige and reach, are 

occupying dramatic network cut-points as measured by having high fragmentation scores. 

Within network analysis, structural cut-points are nodes (i.e. ENGOs) that if eliminated 

from the network would lead to a significant number of other nodes becoming 

disconnected from the network, measured by an organization’s fragmentation score. The 

higher an organization’s fragmentation score, the more that organization is acting as a 

structural cut-point. Alliance-based organizations have the top two highest fragmentation 

scores across all three networks. These alliance-based organizations’ main, if not only, 

function is to operate as a clearinghouse for information between a diverse set of actors. 
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Because of their high fragmentation scores, EarthAction Network an ELC International 

create the backbone of the environmental network.  

Across several metrics (prestige, influence, and fragmentation) alliance-based 

organizations occupied network positions with high structural importance across three 

pivotal time points. These organizations, in particular ELC International and EarthAction 

Network, are not organizations that are very visible to the outside world (i.e. to people 

not working within an ENGO), however they have maintained a central position within 

the network of ENGOs for almost two decades. This indicates that these organizations are 

potentially well-equipped to share information both from the top-down (international to 

local) and from the bottom-up (local to international). These organizations are uniquely 

positioned to help bring a more diverse set of voices to international negotiations, directly 

or indirectly. This ability to share unique information from the different levels of 

governance, give ELC International and EarthAction Network a unique form of authority 

within the environmental network.  But as I discuss in Chapter 2, these particular 

alliance-based organizations are not directly participating with international negotiations. 

Alliance-based organizations are occupying important positions that are helping to act as 

bridges to facilitate the transfer of information between organizations that have 

historically been marginalized from directly participating with international climate 

change policy development and the organizations that are helping shape climate change 

policy. In this way, alliance-based organization can also help reduce a potential tragedy 

of the commons that can result by restricted and limited participation in formal 
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negotiating processes, by allowing ENGOs with less authority to indirectly influence 

climate policy via their connections to more centrally positioned ENGOs. 

Theories of polycentric governance would suggest that actors that help connect 

with different levels of governance, policy making, and/or policy implementation, are key 

to making effective policy. What the results of this study suggest is that in addition to 

identifying the actors who are visible at the international level, through their direct 

participation at the UNFCCC, it is important to look at actors that are helping bridge 

disparate geographic regions and levels of governance. A multi-layered and multi-

dimensional approach to developing international climate change policy necessities 

voices from multiple levels (local, national, and international) to be heard. Since it is not 

possible for every community and group to be directly heard at policy negotiations, it 

becomes vitally important that there are actors that can help act as clearinghouse of 

perspectives. In other words, the networks studied in this chapter and the relative 

structural importance of alliance-based organizations, and their authority as conduits of 

information, helps facilitate the creation and continuation of polycentric climate 

governance. 

 
 
Limitations 
  

There are a few limitations to this study. The first is an inherent lack of specificity 

in what type of relationships comprise the links captured in these networks. This is one of 

the over-arching limitations of using large-N network analysis data. However, what is 

gained is a macro-level approach to looking at the entirety of a social movement. Second, 
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these networks are only as good as the self-reported data, in that all relationship ties were 

collected from surveys that ENGOs submitted to the Union of International Associations. 

It is impossible to fully know if, and to what extent, there may be missing data. Third, 

this study does not actually analyze organizations’ main objectives or activities, but 

instead focuses on what social network analysis theory predicts what their behavior 

would be based on their structural position. Doing a deeper dive into what the 

organizations identified in this study are actually doing in the “real-world” would be an 

interesting avenue for future research.   

  

Conclusion 

Scholars and policy makers have tended to discredit or overlook alliance-based 

organizations largely because these organizations tend to not “act” directly in the world. 

With the exception of Climate Action Network, that is both an alliance-based 

organization with extensive ENGO membership, and participates in on-the-ground 

activities, alliance-based organizations largely do not act in the world beyond being 

conduits of information between other organizations. Contrary to what network theory 

would predict in terms of triadic closure, over time these alliance-based organizations 

have not prompted other ENGOs to become connected on their own. Instead, they have 

remained the central, and often only, connection to organizations in the periphery of the 

network. This is in contrast to some of the larger and more internationalized ENGOs that 

have seen an increase in connections with other similarly situated organizations in the 

network and not directly with organizations on the periphery. This finding underscores 
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the importance of alliance-based organizations because they are occupying structural 

positions that are helping bridge and connect all levels of climate policy action and 

development. As scholarship on climate policy has evolved to address the polycentric 

nature of climate governance, the role of alliance-based organizations in shaping policy 

needs to be fully theorized.  

Additionally, these alliance-based organizations are exhibiting a unique form of 

authority in the international system. Because they are occupying structural cut-points 

within the network, they are distinctively qualified to act as conduits of information 

across different levels of governance. These positions give alliance-based organizations 

access to information from a diverse set of actors experiencing the effects of climate 

change in different ways. As international climate change policy development has sought 

to be more responsive to those facing the immediate effects of climate change, the ability 

to share information between disparate actors, position alliance-based organizations in a 

uniquely to be an authority through the sharing of information from the bottom-up to the 

top-down in climate governance.  
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CHAPTER 4 

WHO WILL SPEAK FOR THE PEOPLE? AN ANALYSIS OF THE LIMITED 

INTERCONNECTEDNESS BETWEEN THE ENVIRONMENTAL AND HUMAN 

RIGHTS MOVEMENTS IN THE FACE OF CLIMATE CHANGE 

 
Abstract: Since the inception of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate 
Change (UNFCCC) there has been significant engagement by environmental non-
governmental organizations (ENGOs) with the yearly Conference of the Parties (COPs). 
Despite UNFCCC policy changes to include human-centric considerations (e.g. 
adaptation, climate justice, sustainable development) ENGOs have had limited 
connections with organizations focused on the protection of people (e.g. human rights 
groups or humanitarian organizations). Using social network analysis and an original 
dataset of over 3800 NGOs, this paper examines the relationships between environmental 
and human focused groups in the lead up to three important COPs in the history of the 
UNFCCC (Kyoto, Copenhagen, and Paris). I also study regions with the most 
ENGO/human-centric organizational connections and find Eurocentric dominance. In 
general, this is discussed as a missed opportunity. Despite sharing many of the same 
ultimate objectives, there has been very little interconnectedness between these two 
movements. While there has been an increased presence of ENGOs connected to human 
groups at the yearly COPs, this participation is still limited suggesting that the overall 
influence of human groups at the UNFCCC is also limited. 
 
 
 
Introduction 
 

Civil society has been involved in advocating and shaping climate change policy 

since its emergence as a political issue. Environmental non-governmental organizations 

(ENGOs) have dominated the discourse on civil society engagement with formal climate 

change policy negotiations. Their prominence was in large part the result of international 

climate change policy initially being grounded with an explicit focus on issues such as 

mitigation, conservation, and biodiversity. This was rooted in viewing climate change as 

impacting the environment first, with only an implicit understanding that threatening the 
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environment would have a negative impact on people. More recently with the expansion 

in the discussion over climate change to include topics such as adaptation, sustainable 

development, and climate justice, international policy development has been expanded to 

include an explicit focus on the negative externalities of climate disruption on people and 

communities (The Paris Agreement 2015). These policy developments have been 

matched, and arguably also influenced by, changes in the type of civil society actors 

organizing around climate change negotiations. Policy has shifted as non-governmental 

organizations (NGOs) with an explicit focus on protecting people have become more 

heavily involved with climate negotiations, which is illustrated by inclusion of climate 

justice language in the Paris Climate Agreement signed in December 2015 (The Paris 

Agreement 2015). This success by climate justice groups appeared to signal a drastic shift 

in official policy.  

ENGOs tend to be viewed as organizations that focus on issues facing the 

environment. But the environment can encompass everything from air pollution, to 

biodiversity, to soil erosion, and almost anything in between. However, in this very 

expansive view on environmental issues, ENGOs do not tend to directly focus on issues 

that people or communities are facing. For example, ENGOs may build campaigns 

around protecting drinking water from pollution that is based on an implicit motivation of 

protecting people, but ENGOs typically do not build campaigns on issues of providing 

clean drinking water to communities that are already experiencing the effects of polluted 

water. Instead it is other NGOs, focused on humanitarian aid, or organizations focused on 

economic/sustainable development that may help facilitate bringing in clean drinking 
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water, or the building of a water treatment plant. On one hand this is the result of 

organizations specializing in one area. No one organization is ever able to solve all the 

problems a community faces. However, on the other hand, this split underscores the 

notion that ENGOs tend to approach their campaigns as viewing the environment as 

something that people impact, at the exclusion of an explicit focus on how the 

environment is impacting people and how to help people and communities.8 

Classifying organizations based on their area of focus is rife with complications 

and ambiguities. There are ENGOs that have an explicit focus on helping people adapt to 

a changing climate, but those organizations are not the norm or central to the larger 

environmental movement (see results discussed below). This is not unique to ENGOs, 

classifying organizations focused on human rights is also problematic. As Bush and 

Stroup (2017) posit, the distinction between organizations focused on human rights 

organizations versus democracy promotion results in substantive differences in funding 

and activities, despite human rights and democracy promotion being normatively 

intertwined. To allow for as expansive a definition as possible, I am using the term 

human-centric organizations to classify any organization that is explicitly focused on 

activities that are aimed at helping people and/or communities in the immediate future 

(e.g. the Red Cross or Médecins sans Frontières), or organizations that are advocating for 

                                                        
8 I am bracketing aside all discussions of motivations for protecting the environment that underpins a lot of 
ENGO activity. At the heart of many (but not all) of campaigns that ENGOs undertake is the idea of 
protecting the environment so that humanity can survive. But this focus is almost exclusively forward 
looking, caring about future generations and not about human suffering that is happening today. In fact, 
there have been several critiques by human rights organizations that some environmental organizations 
privilege protecting animals and other wildlife over indigenous populations, even bringing up legal 
charges in some cases (Barkham 2017).  
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equality and justice (e.g. Amnesty International), or organizations that are focused on 

economic/sustainable development projects (e.g. Action Aid).    

 

International Climate Change Policy 

The development of climate change policies has evolved from a relatively narrow 

focus on environmental/climate impacts to a broader focus on the ways that climate 

change can and will impact people and the communities where they live. Based on this 

expansion in policy, it seems logical that there has been a corresponding increase in the 

human-centric groups that are networked with ENGOs. This perceived lack of connection 

between the environmental movement and more humanitarian relief or human-centric 

efforts is particularly noteworthy considering both the effects of climate change, and 

changes in the international climate change policy. 

At its inception, the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 

(UNFCCC) was designed, in part, to emulate the relatively successful Montreal Protocol 

that originated with the United Nations Environment Program. The Montreal Protocol’s 

objective was very precise; to reduce the world’s output of chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) 

to prevent the deterioration of the ozone layer was highly successful and was seen as a 

model of how to successfully structure international environmental agreements (The 1987 

Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer 1987). However, the 

Kyoto Protocol that was adopted in 1997 by the UNFCCC never had the same level of 

either political or practical success that the Montreal Protocol had. There have been 

numerous explanations given for the disparities in success between both protocols, such 
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as the comparatively more complex nature of climate change over the relatively narrower 

issues of the ozone layer, there was an already available (and affordable) substitution for 

CFCs when the Montreal Protocol came into force that made compliance simpler, which 

is not the case for climate change, the difference between the complete elimination of 

CFCs emissions versus the proscribed complex gradual reduction in carbon emissions 

under the Kyoto Protocol.   

The original focus of climate change policy was on mitigation, i.e., reducing 

emissions (predominantly carbon) to restrict the main culprits of climate change. The 

issue was framed as an environmental problem, with the solution being centered on 

mitigation. As a result, the corresponding civil society participation overwhelmingly (if 

not nearly exclusively) involved ENGOs. These ENGOs were already primed to focus on 

the externalities of pollution from previous efforts such as the fight for clean water, the 

protection of the rainforest, and protecting endangered species. Therefore, these ENGOs 

mostly approached climate change as an extension of already existing campaigns. This 

predominantly environment/ecosystem focus of ENGO activity on climate change has 

had the legacy of creating a divide between civil society focused on the environment (e.g. 

ecosystem, waterways, and animals) and organizations working on more human-focused 

issues (e.g. humanitarian relief, climate justice, and sustainable development).     

As the extent of the consequence of climate change have become better 

understood, the scope of climate change policy has expanded to include humanitarian 

issues, such as adaptation, sustainable development, and climate justice (Understanding 

Climate Resilience 2018). These policy developments have broadened the focus of 
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climate change negotiations in areas that have not been historically the focus of 

traditional ENGOs to include issue areas like public health, economic development, 

social justice and issues of environmental racism, as well as emergency humanitarian 

relief from things like famine and conflict. This lack of focus and/or expertise provides 

an opportunity for ENGOs to reach out to other organizations to help fill knowledge 

gaps. Therefore, it could be expected that as policy expands to include more human-

centric considerations a corresponding shift in the ENGO networks to link up with NGOs 

focused on humans.  

The impact of the non-state actors on international policy development has been 

researched from numerous angles, however little attention has been given to connections 

or interlinkages between different social movements. Most studies have focused on how 

particular organizations or actors, often singular, can exert influence on international 

negotiations (Bouteligier 2013; Stevenson and Dryzek 2014; Scholte 2011), or incite 

change in public opinion and pressure (e.g. Keck and Sikkink 1998), or construct and 

shape the creation or modification of norms (Hafner-Burton 2008). These studies have 

provided a necessary foothold on grappling with the myriad ways that civil society works 

on various policy issues, however they tend to focus on civil society activities 

surrounding on one political issue, such as “human rights” or the “environment”. And by 

and large most NGOs do tend to be predominantly focused on one broad policy area, 

which tends to be reflected in the types of campaigns (both international and domestic) 

NGOs participate in.  
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The impact of NGO participation on the negotiating process of the yearly COPs 

has the potential to shape the direction of policy development, as well as impact the 

resulting effectiveness of policy decisions. Böhmelt and Betzold (2012) find that as a 

result of ENGOs’ ability to convey crucial information to international environmental 

negotiations, ENGO participation tends to push “governments toward higher 

environmental commitments” (140). They further state “a larger number of ‘potentially 

influential’ ENGOs are more likely to create leverage over states in bargaining 

processes” (140). It is not simply a raw count of ENGOs that are present at climate 

negotiations that are most important. Identifying specific organizations, as well as the 

breadth and depth of their participation is more important when considering level of 

influence. These findings have substantial implications for the effectiveness of 

agreements coming out of the climate regime. In sum, understanding the ways in which 

non-state actors participate with state-centric international policy negotiations can allow 

for a more nuanced understanding of the ways in which civil society influences policy 

development around environmental and other important social concerns. 

ENGO Authority and Influence. As I discuss in the previous chapters, an 

organization’s network position is indicative of an organization’s relative authority and 

influence. The source of this type of NGO authority and influence is the connections that 

organizations have to other organizations. These connections, at the aggregate, make up 

the structure of the ENGO network. As I show in Chapter 3, ENGOs that are acting as 

structural bridges enabling them to be conduits of novel information. Similarly, in this 

chapter I am arguing that being connected to human-centric organizations grants ENGOs 
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the potential to act as conduits of information on the human-felt consequences of climate 

change. This access to novel information gives these ENGOs a unique form of authority 

and influence within the environmental movement. Mitchell and Stroup (2017) posit that 

authority is a byproduct of an organization’s reputation and not necessarily a reflection of 

their relative strength in terms of expertise or access to formal state-led negotiations. In 

other words, authority is something that is a characteristic that is innate to relationships 

among NGOs. Yet, ENGO authority is not necessarily a clear-cut issue. Balboa (2016) 

specifically examined ENGOs and argued that ENGOs face an “accountability paradox” 

for several reasons: (1) ENGOs have an increased governance role which increases 

competition for funding leading to opposing opinions and (2) ENGOs cannot satisfy all 

demands and preferences because of the types of policy they are pursuing. These factors 

can lead to a paradox where an ENGO’s need for accountability intersects with their 

ability to pursue their goals. This is similar to Stroup and Wong’s (2017) “authority trap” 

where organizations will self-censor themselves from pursuing ultimately authority. I am 

adding an additional element to existing conceptions of NGO influence as causal 

relationships between an NGO’s preferences and a policy outcome (or public opinion 

shift) to include the potential for an ENGO to influence policy development by the 

transmission of sharing unique or specialized information.  

 In the particular case of climate change, there is an added potential conflict 

between ENGOs focused on protecting the environment at the expense of local 

communities. Chapin (2004) argues that three of the largest organizations focused on 

conservation (WWF, Conservation International, and The Nature Conservatory) were at 
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odds with indigenous and traditional peoples. He traces this in large part to the 

organizations’ funding sources, that have shifted from a grassroots effort to being 

sponsored by corporations and governments. Following Chapin’s (2004) work, Dowie 

(2009) argues that conservation efforts have been in conflict with indigenous peoples. 

Conservationists’ efforts to designate land as protected areas has often had a direct 

impact on native people living on the land, creating a conflict between conservations 

groups like the WWF, The Nature Conservancy, and Conservation International, and 

indigenous rights groups. 

 This potential conflict between ENGOs and human-centric organizations, leads to 

the question, why might it actually be useful for ENGOs to connect with human-centric 

organizations? In her study of humanitarian NGOs, Deloffre (2016) posited that when 

NGOs form “Global Accountability Communities” collaborative accountability efforts 

emerge, enabling more effective governance practices. In addition, these communities 

have the potential to lead to shifts in organizational social identity. As such, one can 

assume that ENGOs that connect to human-centric NGOs will broaden their identity to 

encompass humanitarian efforts. In other words, the information they are able to gather 

through their connections to human-centric organizations enables ENGOs to expand their 

advocacy efforts to include human-centric concerns. Also, ENGOs that connect to 

human-centric NGOs will be more likely to consider both environmental and human-

centric problems when they participate in formal UNFCCC process. 
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This Study 

 This research looks at how ENGOs are connected with human focused 

organizations over three pivotal time-periods in the history of the UNFCCC, (1) Kyoto 

(1997), (2) Copenhagen (2009), and (3) Paris (2015). In addition to looking the 

relationships ENGOs have with human-centric organizations, I also look at how these 

ENGOs participated at the Kyoto, Copenhagen and Paris COPs.  

 

Data & Methods 

 Data on relationship ties between ENGOs (and other issue area focused NGOs) 

were collected from the Yearbook of International Organizations, which is published by 

the Union of International Associations (UIA). The data published in the Yearbook of 

International Organizations is based on surveys that the UIA sends out to all registered 

international organizations, therefore all relationship ties are self-reported. Any link that 

an ENGO indicates suggest that the ENGO places some sort of value on that relationship 

with the other organization.   

First, I created a complete list of all ENGOs that the Yearbook of International 

Organizations had ever collected data on, by searching for all organizations that 

classified themselves as either focused on “environment”, “climate”, and/or “earth”, or 

any variations/translations of those topics, on the online database of the Yearbook.9 This 

                                                        
9 I collected this data in the summer of 2015 prior to the Paris Climate Summit that December. The online 
version of the Yearbook of International Organizations is periodically updated to reflect new information 
that is submitted to the UIA. To collect historic data prior to 2015, I consulted the print editions of the 
Yearbook (1997 and 2009) that were published yearly. 
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search resulted in 1822 number of ENGOs. From this list, I went to every organization’s 

entry in the Yearbook and collected all NGOs that an ENGO reported having a link or 

relationship. I did this for three pivotal points in international climate change policy 

development through the UNFCCC, Pre –Kyoto (1997), Copenhagen (2009), and Paris 

(2015). This allows for a discussion on the change in network connections over the 

course of climate change policy development.  

From my complete list of 1822 ENGOs, there are a total of 3800 (1822 ENGOs 

and 1978 other NGOs) organizations that are captured over the course of the three 

networks. From the list of non-ENGOs, I identified the organizations that were human-

centric. This classification is intentionally broad, to capture organizations that are focused 

not only on human rights, but also development, humanitarian relief efforts, public 

health, essentially to identify any organization that is focused on preventing or alleviating 

some hardship expressly experienced by individuals or communities. This resulted in the 

identification of 168 human-centric organizations that had at least one connection to an 

ENGO over the three time-periods in my study.    

This research project is the final part in a larger project that looks at changes in 

the relationships among ENGOs in light of climate change policy developments. In the 

first paper, ENGO Networks: A Reaction of UNFCCC Participation and Climate Policy 

Development, I analyze the network of relationships between ENGOs in light of 

organizations’ participation with the UNFCCC. The population of ENGOs was restricted 

to only ENGOs that “act”, in other words I excluded organizations whose primary 

function was to help facilitate the network, or alliance-building between ENGOs. In 
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Chapter 3, I looked at all the ENGOs in my dataset, including alliance-based 

organizations, to see the breadth of the environmental network’s reach, with a specific 

focus on how ENGOs are connecting to the local level. Finally, in this paper I am looking 

at the network of relationships among ENGOs and any other type of NGO an ENGO is 

networked with. This explicitly looks at linkages between the environmental movement 

and other social movements. One note of caution, because data were only collected from 

the outgoing ties of an ENGO, ties to the larger environmental network from other social 

movements are not captured in this study. I am only capturing and analyzing the actions 

of environmental organizations.  

 

ENGO Participation: Kyoto, Copenhagen, and Paris COPs 

To measure the extent of ENGOs participation at UNFCCC’s COPs at the three 

pivotal time points, Kyoto (COP 3), Copenhagen (COP 15), and Paris (COP 21), I 

collected participation data for the ENGOs that were connected to human-centric 

organizations for each time point. The entire list of individuals who plan on attending are 

recorded in the UNFCCC’s List of Participants that are published for each yearly COP. 

These Lists of Participants include all individual members and their professional 

affiliations for state, intergovernmental organization, and non-governmental 

organizations delegations to COPs. Searching each document for both an ENGO’s name 

and their official acronym, I recorded the number of individuals from each ENGO that 

served on a state delegation, another ENGO’s delegations, or their affiliated ENGO. 
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Network Analysis 

 Social network analysis allows for the study of pattern or structure of 

relationships between a set of actors, as well as the identification of powerful or 

influential actors in the network (Wasserman and Faust 1994). At its heart network 

analysis analyzes how dyads, or ties between any two actors relate to each other to build 

a web, or structure, of the entirety of relationships among a set of actors. In this way 

network analysis can show how a social movement (a collection of actors) changes over 

time.    

For this study, I use network analysis to illustrate where human-centric 

organizations are located within the larger network of ENGOs and their connections. In 

particular, the network images illustrate the dispersion of (or lack of) human-centric 

organizations throughout the network. Discussions of the extent of dispersion versus the 

extent of clustering highlights level of embeddedness or prevalence of the human 

organizations within the larger environmental movement. In other words, dispersion can 

show whether human NGOs are occupying central positions with a lot of 

interconnections to different ENGOs or if human NGOs are occupying positions on the 

periphery of the ENGO network. 

 

Results 

 Over time the networks of ENGOs and their connections have gotten larger as 

shown in the network statistics in Table 4.1. In the Kyoto network, there were 936 NGOs 

(nodes) in the network, by the Paris network there were over one thousand more 



 164 
 

organizations. This dramatic increase is also mirrored by an increase in the number of 

links between organizations (edge count). As the network has grown to account for an 

increase in the number of NGOs, the number of relationships has grown at about the 

same rate. The average number of edges, or the overall average of number of relationship 

ties an organization has in the network has stayed relatively constant over each three 

time-periods indicating that despite there being more organizations and more 

relationships captured, on average the relative interconnectedness between organizations 

has stayed constant.  

Table 4.1: Network Change Over Time 
 

  Kyoto Copenhagen Paris 

Number of Nodes 936 1086 1960 

Edge Count 1202 1434 2792 

Network Diameter 7 14 19 

Average Path Length 3.03 5.35 7.03 

Average Number of Edges 2.57 2.61 2.85 

Average Clustering Coefficient 0.05 0.03 0.03 

Network Density 0.001 0.001 0.001 

 

The change in the connections between ENGOs and human-centric organizations 

is most notable at the network level. However, there is still a relatively small number of 

human-centric organizations that ENGOs networked with over the twenty years studied. 

Out of 3800 total NGOs captured in the three networks, only 168 of them were human-

centric, 1822 were ENGOs and the remaining 1810 organizations are organizations 

unclassified in this study. Table 4.2 shows that between the Kyoto and Paris network 

there was an additional 147 human NGOs that ENGOs had connections with, and an 
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additional 191 relationship ties (more than one tie to an organization is possible). This 

increase in the overall raw number of human organizations also led to a large increase in 

the relative percentage of organizations and relationship ties within the larger network. 

By the Paris network, slightly over 8.3% of all organizations captured in the network 

were human NGOs, compared to 2.2% in the Kyoto network. There was also a similar 

increase in the number of links, with 7.8% of the relationship ties in the Paris network 

being between an ENGO and human NGO, compared to only 2.2% in the Kyoto network. 

Table 4.2: Connections Between ENGOs Human-Centric NGOs 
  

Kyoto Copenhagen Paris 

Total Number of Links with Human NGOs 27 87 217 

Total Number of Links in Network 1202 1434 2791 

% of Overall Number of Links in Network 2.25% 6.21% 7.77% 
    

Number of Human NGOs 21 61 162 

Total Number of Nodes in Network 936 1086 1960 

% of Nodes that are Human NGOs 2.24% 5.62% 8.27% 

 

Tables 4.3 and 4.4 break-down the broad category of human-centric organizations 

into ten different areas of foci (development, health, human rights, humanitarian aid, 

indigenous rights, peace, refugees, water, women’s rights, and youth/children). 

Organizations were categorized based upon their primary area of focus listed in the 

organization’s description in the Yearbook of Organizations. Table 4.3 shows the 

percentage of relationship ties within each area of focus out of the total number of ties 

between ENGOs and human-centric organizations. In the Kyoto network, 48% of all ties 

to human-centric NGOs were to organizations that were focused on development issues. 
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In the Copenhagen network, the highest percentage of ties were with organizations 

focused on humanitarian aid, while development focused organizations had dropped to 

28% of ties. By the Paris network, ties with organizations focused on development, 

human rights, and/or humanitarian aid all have similar percentages. Over time there was 

an increase in the presence of human rights organizations in the network, from 7% of 

relationships to 21%. This was matched by a decline in the presence of development 

focused organizations in the network from 48% to 22%.  

Table 4.3: Percentage of Relationships by Human-Centric Organizations’ Area of 
Focus 
 

Human-Centric Organizations' Focus Kyoto  Copenhagen Paris 

Development 48.15% 27.59% 22.12% 

Health 3.70% 8.05% 6.45% 

Human Rights 7.41% 14.94% 21.20% 

Humanitarian Aid 25.93% 31.04% 29.49% 

Indigenous Rights 0.00% 1.15% 1.38% 

Peace 0.00% 0.00% 0.46% 

Refugees 0.00% 1.15% 0.92% 

Water 0.00% 0.00% 0.92% 

Women's Rights 7.41% 14.94% 12.44% 

Youth/Children 7.41% 1.15% 4.61% 

    

Total # of Links with HNGOs 27 86 217 

 

The percentages shown in Table 4.4 tell a slightly different story than in Table 4.3 

above. Here the percentages are in relation to the number of overall relationships 

captured in the network, as opposed to just human-centric ties. These results show that 

the relative percentage of development focused organizations stayed relatively stable, and 
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in fact increased slightly which contrasts with the findings in Table 4.3. This is because 

the total percentage of relationships with human-centric organizations went up from 

2.25% in the Kyoto network to 7.77% in the Paris network, so even though development 

organizations constituted a smaller percentage of the human-centric organizations, they 

still accounted for more relationship overall in the network. Human rights organizations 

and humanitarian aid organizations both had an increased presence in the network. In the 

Paris network, 1.7% and 2.2% of all links in the network were between an ENGO and a 

human rights organization of humanitarian organization, respectively.  

Table 4.4: Percentage of Overall Relationships by Human-Centric Organizations’ 
Area of Focus 
 

Human-Centric Organizations' Focus Kyoto  Copenhagen Paris 

Development 1.08% 1.77% 1.72% 

Health 0.08% 0.51% 0.50% 

Human Rights 0.17% 0.96% 1.65% 

Humanitarian Aid 0.58% 1.91% 2.22% 

Indigenous Rights 0.00% 0.07% 0.11% 

Peace 0.00% 0.00% 0.04% 

Refugees 0.00% 0.07% 0.07% 

Water 0.00% 0.00% 0.07% 

Women's Rights 0.00% 0.96% 0.97% 

Youth/Children 0.17% 0.07% 0.36% 

    

Total # of Links in Network 1202 1434 2791 

 

Overall, there is a relatively small percentage of relationships between ENGOs 

and human-centric organizations. However, the almost complete absence of organizations 

focused on indigenous rights, peace, refugees, and water are stark. These results are 
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especially surprising given the impacts of climate change on these issues. One caveat in 

regard to organizations focused on indigenous rights; many of the organizations actually 

working on issues pertaining to indigenous communities are classified as climate justice 

groups and may have been categorized as an ENGO. The indigenous rights groups listed 

as human-centric organizations have their main focus be solely on indigenous 

communities and classified themselves as such.  

 

Kyoto, Copenhagen, and Paris Networks 

In the Kyoto network (Figure 4.1) the relatively small number of human centric 

organizations are noted by colored nodes. Each dot, or node, represents a different NGO. 

The size of each node is based upon an organization’s in-degree. In-degree is the number 

of ties, or relationships, an organization has that were indicated by another organization, 

in other words it is the sum of all incoming links. In-degree is a good proxy for 

measuring popularity, as the higher the in-degree score the more popular (or powerful, or 

important) that organization is considered in network analysis. All the most central 

organizations in the Kyoto network are traditional ENGOs, with World Wide Fund for 

Nature being the most central. The Ford Foundation is the human-centric organization 

that has the most ties with ENGOs. All human NGOs are connected to ENGOs focused 

on policy and/or activism versus ENGOs that are focused on science and research.     
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Figure 4.1: Kyoto Network, Node size by In-Degree. Human-Centric Organizations 
in Color 
 

 

 
Color HNGO Focus 
Green Development 
Blue Health 

Light Blue Human Rights 
Red Humanitarian Aid 

Dark Purple Indigenous Rights 
Lilac Religious 

Light Pink Peace 
Light Red Refugees 

Dark Green Water 
Pink Women 

Yellow Youth 
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The Copenhagen network image (Figure 4.2) shows a growing network of 

ENGOs and their connections with human-centric organizations. The increase in the raw 

number of human-centric organizations in the Copenhagen network does not indicate that 

there is one human-centric NGOs that emerges as being the more central of the human-

centric NGOs. Each human-centric NGO has either one or two connections to an ENGO, 

which is slightly below the network average of 2.61 average number of links. This shows 

that despite an increase in the number of human-centric NGOs in the Copenhagen 

network over the Kyoto network, there is not an increase in the relative number of links 

shared between ENGOs and human-centric NGOs. However, the increase in the number 

of human organizations does lead to an increased dispersion of human-centric NGOs 

throughout the network. 

Despite an increase in the diversity of types of human-centric NGOs in the 

Copenhagen network, this increase is not uniform throughout the network. For example, 

the vast majority of women-focused NGOs captured in the network, are connected to one 

ENGO, the Association for Women’s Rights in Development. Therefore, despite the 

network-level results suggest that the Copenhagen ENGO network became more 

interconnected with organizations focused on women’s issues, in reality it was the 

inclusion of one ENGO to the larger network that drove this change. 
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Figure 4.2: Copenhagen Network, Node size by In-Degree. Human-Centric 
Organizations in Color 
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There is a significant increase in network size in the Paris network (Figure 4.3) 

over both the Kyoto and Copenhagen networks. This increase in overall network size is 

also matched by an increase in the diversification of the human-centric NGOs in the 

network. But as with the Copenhagen network, an increase in the overall number of 

human-centric NGOs does not indicate an increase in the number of connections an 

ENGO has with a human NGO, rather it indicates that the dispersion of the human-

centric NGOs in the network has increased. In other words, more ENGOs are indicating 

relationship ties with human-centric organizations in the Paris network than in either of 

the previous two networks. Additionally, despite the increased dispersion of human-

centric NGOs throughout the network, they continue to be connected only to the policy-

focused ENGOs and not the science-focused ENGOs. 
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Figure 4.3: Paris Network, Node size by In-Degree. Human-Centric Organizations 
in Color 
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Another finding is that 21 out of the 80 ENGOs (26%) that are connected to 

human centric organizations are based in the global south or in the middle east. This is a 

significantly higher percentage than in the overall 1822 ENGOs (16%) in this study, 

suggesting that organizations from the geographic regions that have populations who are 

experiencing the worst effects of climate change are more likely to be networked with 

human-centric organizations. This finding also underscores that the organizations that are 

connected to human NGOs are not the most central organizations within the larger 

ENGO network. Human-centric organizations have stayed relatively on the periphery of 

the network over the three time-points studied.  

Table 4.5 shows the breakdown of the country headquarters for the ENGOs that 

are connected to a human-centric NGO for the three time-periods studied. 

Table 4.5: Location of ENGOs Connected to HNGOs 
 

Kyoto Copenhagen Paris 
Africa 13.33% 17.95% 7.02% 
Asia 0.00% 5.13% 8.77% 
Australia/Pacific 6.67% 2.56% 1.75% 
Europe 46.67% 38.46% 52.63% 
Middle East 0.00% 2.56% 5.26% 
North America 13.33% 12.82% 14.04% 
South America 6.67% 5.13% 8.77%     

Missing 13.33% 15.38% 1.75% 
Total # of ENGOs 15 39 57 

 

There has been relatively little change in where ENGOs are based that are connected to 

human-centric organizations. The largest change is the drop in ENGOs based in Africa 

between the Copenhagen and Paris networks. This shift also corresponds to an increase in 

organizations from the global north being connected to human-centric organizations. 
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These changes could be due, in part, to an increased understanding and effort, albeit 

limited, on the part of global north ENGOs to connect to organizations focused on 

alleviating the human-felt consequence of climate change. 

 

Participation at UNFCCC COPs 

 One of the most direct ways for NGOs to influence the direction of international 

climate policy is to participate at the UNFCCC’s yearly COPs. NGOs are able to provide 

unique perspectives at various stages of policy development. However, no human-centric 

organizations that were connected to the ENGOs in this study, participated in the Kyoto, 

Copenhagen, or Paris COPs. Therefore, ENGOs that are connecting to human-centric 

organizations have the potential to share vital information at policy negotiations about the 

confluence of climate change and concerns facing people and local communities. 

However, as Table 4.6 shows there is surprisingly low participation at COPs by ENGOs 

that are connected to human-centric organizations. At the COP in Kyoto only 4 ENGOs 

connected to human-centric organizations attended. Participation by ENGOs that are 

connected to human-centric organizations increased by the Paris COP where 21, or over 

36% of ENGOs connected to human-centric NGOs attended the Paris COP.  

Table 4.6: UNFCCC COP Participation by ENGOs Connected to Human-centric 
NGOs 
  

Attended COP Total number of ENGOs 
connected to HNGO 

Kyoto 26.67% (4) 15 

Copenhagen 25.00%(10) 39 

Paris 36.84%(21) 57 
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Table 4.7 further breaks down ENGO participation into what level of access 

ENGOs had at the negotiations. In all three time-points, ENGOs that were connected to 

human-centric NGOs were overwhelming represented by delegates from their own 

organization. This suggest a relatively low depth of participation by these organizations. 

However, in terms of the raw numbers present at each COP, there was a marked increase 

between the Kyoto and Copenhagen COPs. The lack of a similar increased between the 

Copenhagen and Paris COPs may be more of a function of the overall reduced number of 

delegates each NGO was allowed to send to the Paris Climate Summit.   

Table 4.7: Type of UNFCCC COP Participation by ENGOs Connected to Human-
centric NGOs 
 

 # on state 
delegations 

# on IO 
delegations 

# on other 
NGO 

delegations 

# on own 
NGO 

delegation 

Total 
delegates 

Kyoto 1.16% (2) 0.00% (0) 3.23% (4) 95.16% (118) 124 

Copenhagen 4.54% (22) 0.41% (2) 4.12% (20) 90.93% (441) 485 

Paris 1.82% (9) 0.60% (3) 2.82% (14) 94.74% (469) 495 

 

One of the underlying assumptions of looking at ENGOs connections with 

human-centric organizations, is that there are peoples and communities that are currently, 

and increasingly, feeling the effects of climate change. Human-centric organizations are 

often uniquely positioned to be able to either inform the public about these events, or to 

provide services to alleviate the effects. For example, humanitarian aid groups can help 

communities facing famine as a consequence of climate change. Following this logic, 

regions of the world that are currently feeling the worse effects of climate change would 

be behooved to try to be connected with climate change negotiations. What Table 4.8 

shows is that, overwhelmingly the ENGOs that are connected to human-centric 



 177 
 

organizations are based in Europe. While over time, there has been an increased 

diversification of the regions represented by ENGO participation, there is still very little, 

if any, participation from some of the world’s regions that are currently feeling the worse 

effects of climate change.    

Table 4.8: Location of ENGOs Connected to Human-Centric NGOs: Participation 
at UNFCCC COPs  
  

Kyoto Copenhagen Paris 
Africa 25.00%(1) 20.00% (2) 4.76% (1) 
Asia 0.00% (0) 0.00% (0) 9.52% (2) 
Australia/Pacific 0.00% (0) 0.00% (0) 0.00% (0) 
Europe 75.00% (3) 60.00% (6) 61.90% (13) 
Middle East 0.00% (0) 0.00%(0) 0.00% (0) 
North America 0.00% (0) 10.00% (1) 9.52% (2) 
South America 0.00% (0) 10.00% (1) 14.29% (3)     

Total # of ENGOs connected to HNGOs at COP 4 10 21 

 
 

The previous table (4.8) shows that the overwhelming number of ENGOs 

connected to human-centric organizations that also participated at a COP were based in 

Europe. Diving into this data a bit more, Table 4.9 shows that nearly all of the ENGOs 

that are connected to human-centric organizations that had members on a state delegation 

were also based in Europe, across all three time-points. As was discussed in Chapter 

Two, serving on a state delegation is indicative that these organizations have the highest 

level of influence. Not only are these ENGOs occupying key positions within the network 

by virtue of their connections to human-centric organizations, these ENGOs have the 

potential to have the relative greatest influence over state action, by directly serving on 

state delegations to the UNFCCC COPs.  
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Table 4.9 Location of ENGOs Connected to Human-Centric NGOs: Number of 
Individuals from an ENGO on State Delegations at UNFCCC COPs 
 

 Kyoto Copenhagen Paris 

Africa 0%(0) 0%(0) 0%(0) 

Asia 0%(0) 0%(0) 11.11% (1) 

Australia 0%(0) 0%(0) 0%(0) 

Europe 100% (2) 100% (22) 88.89% (8) 

Middle East 0%(0) 0%(0) 0%(0) 

North America 0%(0) 0%(0) 0%(0) 

South America 0%(0) 0%(0) 0%(0) 

    
Total # of individuals from ENGOs 
serving on state delegations 2 22 9 

 

All of the individuals, with the exception of one, who are serving on state 

delegations from ENGOs that are connected to human-centric organizations, are based in 

Europe. This concentration of influence by ENGOs based in Europe is potentially 

problematic in two ways: (1) Europe, and the people who live there, are arguably not 

going to be the most impacted by climate change first or the least equipped to be able to 

adapt to a changing climate, and (2) there are ENGOs, that are connected to human-

centric organizations, based in regions around the world that are not being asked to serve 

on state delegations. These potential conflicts echo the observed conflict between certain 

conservation groups and indigenous groups (Chapin 2004; Dowie 2009). Since the 

human-centric connected ENGOs that are serving on state delegations have the highest 

potential influence on state action, they have an increased risk for perpetrating the 

conflict between parts of the environmental movement and human-centric organizations, 
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if the ENGOs are not advocating for people. To that end, this shows that while authority 

and influence are two types of power that ENGOs can have, there is a potential for 

ENGOs to lose authority if their level of influence becomes a point of contention with 

other organizations.    

 
Summary of Findings and Discussion 

 
The emergence of climate justice as an organizing principle  has brought 

conversations on human rights to the center of environmental policy development. This 

has had an impact on which organizations ENGOs identify as having relationships with. 

There was a marked increase in relationships between ENGOs and human rights 

organizations from the Kyoto network to the Paris network. It is unclear from these 

results, if this increase in ENGO and human rights linkages are the result of policy shifts 

that have incorporated a focus on human rights. Or if ENGOs, through their increased 

connections with human rights groups, are better situated to advocate for consideration of 

human rights in climate policy discussions.  

As climate policy has been expanded to encompass concepts such as climate 

justice, sustainable development, and adaptation, which all place people and communities 

as the center of policy, connections between ENGOs and human-centric organizations 

have also expanded. However, on the surface the fact that only 168 organizations out a 

potential 3800 were human-centric with at least one connection to an environmental 

organization over the 20-year period studied is extremely limited. This lack of 

interconnectedness between these two social movements is further highlighted by the fact 

that only 80 ENGOs (4% of all ENGOs in the study) had at least one connection to a 
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human-centric organization over all three points. Additionally, most of those 80 ENGOs 

with connections to human organizations are broad organizations that are explicitly 

focused beyond the environment (such as the International Institute for Environment and 

Development or the Center for Health and Global Environment). This finding illustrates 

that the development of “hybrid” organizations (NGOs that intentionally cover more than 

one policy area/social movement) led to an increase in the connections between ENGOs 

and human-centric organizations. In other words, the increased interconnectedness found 

over the course of the three time-periods in this study is not predominantly the result of 

longstanding ENGOs changing their connections, but the result of the creation of new 

NGOs that classify themselves as being environmental.  

ENGOs connected to human-centric organizations have limited participation at 

the UNFCCC’s COPs. While this relatively low participation mirrors the overall low 

level of participation by ENGOs that I found in Chapter 2, the overwhelming lack of 

participation by ENGOs connected to human-centric organizations signals a real missed 

opportunity. ENGOs connected to human-centric organizations would be uniquely 

positioned to help influence policy discussions to be focused on current concerns facing 

people feeling the effects of climate change, however these ENGOs have limited 

participation. While there has been an overall increase in the level of participation by 

these ENGOs and an overall diversification in the geographic region these ENGOs are 

from, participation is dominated by ENGOs based in Europe suggesting that these 

ENGOs that are connected to human-centric organizations are not necessarily speaking 

for peoples and communities facing the current realities of climate change.  
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Study Limitations 

 First, the study relies on self-reported data through the surveys collected by the 

Yearbook of International Organizations. Self-reported data has some limitations, 

however in the context of this study I am interests in the relationships that are important 

to an ENGO. Any link that an ENGO indicates suggest that the ENGO places some level 

of value on that relationship with the other organization. Second, the design of the study 

has the network structure preceding a major policy development, seemingly indicating a 

test of a causality claiming that shifts in policy are the result of changes within the ENGO 

network. It was outside of the scope of this paper to test the impact of the structure of the 

network on international climate change policy development. However, neither 

occurrence, change in the composition of the network or the expansion in climate policy, 

happen in a vacuum. These trends are interrelated and arguably impossible to ever fully 

untangle. Civil society organizes itself around policy movement and desired policy 

outcomes (or in opposition to policy), so as official policy negotiations evolve the 

structure of civil society, vis-à-vis the network of relationships among NGOs, will also 

shift. This is demonstrated by the increase in the number of human NGOs and the 

increase in relationship ties between ENGOs and human NGOs over the three time-points 

analyzed. As the UNFCCC’s focus expanded to include more people-oriented concerns, 

ENGOs, in general, began networking with an increase in human focused NGOs.  
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Conclusion 

ENGOs are not simply reacting to policy changes. They are also helping shape the 

direction of the UNFCCC’s policy. As the connections between ENGOs and human 

NGOs have increased there was also a corresponding increase in the pressure civil 

society placed on the UNFCCC to broaden the scope of climate change policy. And civil 

society has had significant success in shaping policy, most dramatically illustrated by the 

Paris Agreement. There was significant pressure by human centric NGOs to include 

language pertaining to climate justice in the final agreement, in particular the inclusion of 

the 1.5°C target to keep global warming below was the direct result of pressure placed on 

negotiators by climate justice groups and more traditional ENGOs such as Climate 

Action Network. The organizations working in consort, bridging the environmental 

movement and human-focused concerns arguably had the most success and impact on the 

resulting policy direction in Paris. 

The boundaries between social movements are increasingly blurred making civil 

society participation with policy negotiations inherently more complex. At the heart of 

issues such as, climate justice, demands for climate retribution, and differential 

responsibilities is a debate over what policy should privilege, or protect, or promote more 

fully. Traditional ENGOs have historically focused on protecting the environment, 

largely viewing humans as an impediment to a protected environment. Yet as climate 

change policy has grown to encompass concerns over how it is impacting people and 

communities, ENGOs have largely failed to adjust to include a focus on people, as 

evidenced by the relatively few ENGOs that indicated networking with human-centric 
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organizations. As we consider the consequences of climate change, the question of “who 

will speak for the people”? emerges as a central question. ENGOs, at the center of civil 

society engagement with climate change policy development, have an opportunity to 

make meaningful contributions in shaping policy toward being more responsive to issues 

facing individuals and communities on the front lines of climate change. 

Contradictory narratives emerge from an analysis on the change over time in the 

connections between ENGOs and human-centric organizations. The first narrative that 

looks at change over each three separate networks/time-points show an expansion in both 

the number of and dispersion of human organizations in the ENGO network. This 

increase in connections between the environmental movement and human centric 

organizations illustrates how civil society is shaped by and helps shape the direction of 

policy. As the focus of climate policy was expanded to include considerations on the 

effects on people and communities, the organizations within (or connected to) the 

environmental movement reflected that trend. Analyzing changes at the network level 

seemingly indicate that as the network of connections between ENGOs and human-

centric organizations evolved over time, ENGOs actively sought to increasingly have 

relationship ties with human-centric NGOs. However, looking at the change in the 

network composition over time at the nodal (organizational) level tells a competing 

narrative. There is an increased presence of human-centric NGOs connected to the 

environmental movement in terms of raw numbers, but this is the result in the 

diversification or creation of organizations that classify themselves as environmental. In 

other words, the creation of organizations with broader foci, encompassing both 
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environmental and human concerns, led to the increased presence of human-centric 

organizations in the network of ENGO relationship ties. The older and more traditional 

ENGOs (e.g. the organizations present in the Kyoto network), who also happen to occupy 

the positions of power within the ENGO network (in terms of centrality, influence, and 

prestige) have not altered their connections to mirror changes in the climate change 

policy development, and in fact some of the most central ENGOs have a reduction in the 

number of links with human-centric organizations.   
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

  

In this three-part study, my aim was to shed light on organizational power, 

authority, and influence in climate change policy that transcends state boundaries. At the 

core of this dissertation, I asked who has the potential to be the most influential in climate 

negotiations. To answer that question, I constructed a series of social networks of ENGOs 

and NGOs at important junctures in time to highlight shifts in organizational relationships 

over time, positions of power, authority, and influence, as well as reach and 

fragmentation of social networks. I focused on organizations that were connected to 

ENGOs in the lead up to COPs at Kyoto, Copenhagen and Paris. I also zeroed in on 

ENGOs and individuals who represented ENGOs that participated in these pivotal COPs.  

This dissertation offers a few unique contributions to the literature. This is the 

first study to examine the structure of the networks of the environmental movement over 

multiple points over a period of decades. While Hadden (2015) also studies the 

environmental movement over time, she limited her analyses to three years. Murdie and 

Davis (2012) create networks across multiple issue areas, including environmental and 

human rights, but only at one-time point. By examining the entire network at three-time 

points, I offer a larger data set of ENGOs’ relationships among themselves and links to 

NGOs outside of the environmental movement.  

Also, this research is the first to analyze the connections between network 

position and participation at the UNFCCC. While my research mirrors Stroup and Wong 
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(2017) in that we both examined network position and participation, only my research 

examined participation at UNFCCC. 

In this research, I am also the first researcher to make the distinction between 

alliance, policy and science-based ENGOs, telling a more complex story of 

environmental actors than previous researchers. In a similar vein, Hadden (2015) 

examined coalition-based ENGOs, but she specifically focused on the actions of these 

coalitions. I, on the other hand, parcel out organizations that do not act on their own, but 

only exist as a conduit of information or a channel between other NGOs. As such, I 

illuminate the role of organizations that do not act directly.  

Additionally, in this research I examine connections between ENGOs and human-

centric NGOs. Due to the changing nature of climate change, humans are facing 

increasingly challenging consequences and this line of inquiry allows for an 

understanding of intra- and inter-movement linkages. While this research is in line with 

the work of Murdie and Davis (2012) who look at network structure across four issue 

areas, they did not examine the ways in which these two movements are connected. 

In this concluding chapter, I will first give an overview of my main findings from 

each previous chapter. Then I will outline my contributions this research makes to the 

field of international relations. I will also summarize the limitations of this study and 

provide suggestions for future research. 
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Participation and Network Data 

Another noteworthy finding involved the connection between the networks 

generated via data obtained from the Yearbook and the participation data obtained from 

lists of participants at the UNFCCC. This study revealed that the ENGOs in the networks 

at each time point only represented a fraction of the organizations that participated in the 

yearly COPs. What is noteworthy about this finding is that it leads to questions as to who 

is getting access to formal negotiations, who is being left out and why. 

Also, a consequence of this finding is that this also reveals that many ENGOs that 

are participating in COPs were not captured in the networks created from the Yearbook 

data. As such, we might speculate that this popular source for data collection may be 

incomplete and potentially misleading. While scholars can use the Yearbook for a myriad 

of research opportunities and this discovery is only limited to data on the environmental 

movement, it is nonetheless a point of caution for researchers moving forward. 

 

Changes Leading to a Bifurcated Movement 

In Chapter 2, I found three noteworthy points about the change in the structure of 

the environmental movement over time. First, there was a relatively centralized network 

during the Kyoto period compared with subsequent periods. Second, scientific groups did 

not emerge as central actors until the Copenhagen period. Third, the movement became 

bifurcated between scientific and traditional policy-oriented ENGOs during the Paris 

period. The fact that the environmental movement became less cohesive in the lead up to 

Copenhagen and Paris opens the doors for more contentious politics to emerge. While 
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scientific groups came to occupy central positions within the larger network, I did not 

find corresponding participation at UNFCCC COPs, suggesting their influence is limited, 

at least in terms of the end of the negotiation period.  Perhaps they had more presence in 

the smaller, more technical meetings in the lead up to the yearly COPs. Future research 

could bear this out. By the lead up to Paris, the finding of a bifurcated movement echoes 

Murdie and Davis (2012) and Hadden (2015) in that they both find that the environmental 

movement is splintering in two directions. The implications of this are many. If the 

movement had remained more cohesive, it could have more power and speak with one 

voice. However, a cohesive movement would not provide opportunities for multiple 

policy issues to be considered. While the bifurcated movement appears disjointed, it does 

allow a dual focus on science and policy related matters. Perhaps it is unreasonable to 

favor a cohesive movement since the number of ENGOs has grown extremely large and 

works on a myriad of different environmental issues. If this trend continues, competing 

policy agendas and preferences may emerge. This will lead to questions as to which 

organizations and/or policy preference has the most environmental legitimacy. 

Additionally, this opens the doors for increased contentious politics. In short, this could 

thwart the development and adoption of meaningful climate policy. 

There does not seem to be a direct relationship between ENGOs occupying 

central positions in the structural networks at each time point and their participation in the 

corresponding COPs, despite participation being regarded as a key aspect of adopting 

environmentally sound policy (Böhmelt and Betzhold 2012, Dany 2013). This is contrary 

to what might be expected at first glance when considering network theory. One might 
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expect that actors in central positions that exhibit the most power would act upon that 

power and, in this case, participate at COPs. We might also expect that the ENGOs with 

the most structural power would be granted access to state-controlled negotiations. 

However, a more complex analysis reveals that there are multiple conceptions of power 

(Bachrach and Baratz 1962, Dahl 1969, Lukes 1974). In this case, the most central 

ENGOs were expected to be the most active. I found that some were active in terms of 

their participation at UNFCCC COPs. However, I also discovered that other central 

ENGOs within the network structures did not participate at all, based on UNFCCC lists. 

These findings can change our conceptions about climate governance. Perhaps some 

ENGOs are acting outside the constraints of the UNFCCC. Perhaps they are denied 

access, especially regarding participation on state delegations. Perhaps, with the 

exception of WWF, the ENGOs that occupy the most central positions within the 

environmental movement do not necessarily have the most influence in the formal 

negotiation processes. If we consider power in these more complex ways, we can expect 

that the most central ENGOs engage in more nuanced and varied actions that were not 

captured in this research, such as influencing agendas, shaping the messages of the 

movement, etc.  

 

The Role of Alliance-Based Organizations 

A main finding in Chapter 3 of this dissertation is that alliance-based 

organizations play a large role in bridging connections to other ENGOs. These alliance-

based organizations can act as a clearinghouse for information and promote coordinated 
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actions and efforts between smaller, potentially local actors and larger, more powerful 

ENGOs. They can also encourage climate action at both regional and international levels. 

EarthAction Network and ELC International were among the policy-based organizations 

that acted as cut points in the larger network. This indicates that numerous organizations 

were only connected to the larger environmental network through their singular link to 

EarthAction Network or ELC International. This illustrates that these cut-point 

organizations have a unique form of network power, allowing them to be conduits of 

information from the international level to the local level and vice versa. While they may 

not act directly or participate in any formal negotiating processes, they nonetheless have a 

great deal of influence on the shape and trajectory of the environmental movement. 

Another indication that alliance-based organizations have an important role in the 

environmental movement is the relative reach that they have, as indicated by outgoing 

ties in the network. EarthAction Network, ELC International and the International Union 

of Geological Scientists all have high measures of out-degrees at all three time-points, 

indicating that these three organizations have broad reach in the network. This reach 

shows that they have extensive connections throughout the network. As such, these three 

organizations in particular, are helping to make the network more diverse. It should be 

noted that the reach of EarthAction Network and ELC International is limited to policy 

based ENGOs and the reach of International Union of Geological Scientists is limited to 

science-based ENGOs, providing another way to look at the bifurcated movement in 

general. 
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Echoing Keck and Sikkink’s (1997) work, I find that alliance-based organizations 

were playing a pivotal role in helping to shape transnational activity. Additionally, my 

findings are in accordance with Ostrom (1998, 2010, 2012) in that I argue that different 

levels of governance are important to create meaningful solutions. The unique roles of 

alliance-based organizations lie in their ability to straddle multiple levels of polycentric 

governance effectively and to act as a conduit of information across multiple levels. In 

short, a takeaway message from this chapter is that organizations should not be 

discounted or overlooked even if they do not act directly. Evaluating their positions 

within a larger network with specific attention to their reach and their ability to connect 

otherwise disconnected ENGOs gives them a unique power to influence the 

environmental movement. 

 

Linking with Human-Centric Organizations to Combat Climate Change 

In Chapter 4, I examined the ways that ENGOs are networked with human-centric 

NGOs and found that, contrary to expectations, there were very few connections. While 

connections between ENGOs and human centric NGOs have increase over time in terms 

of numbers and percentages, there are still relatively few linkages. Among those that 

were connected, I observed a substantial decrease in development-focused human-centric 

organizations over time. On the other hand, groups focused on both human rights and 

women’s rights have seen an increase in connections to the environmental network over 

the three time-points. These changes mirror similar changes in climate policy 
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development that have become much more concerned with the effects of climate change 

on humans and climate justice in general. 

Participation by ENGOs that were connected to human-centric NGOs increased 

slightly at the Paris COP compared to the previous two COPs that I studied. However, 

participation was limited in general. When there was participation at COPs, it was 

dominated by ENGOs based in Europe. In fact, Australia/Pacific and the Middle East had 

no ENGO/human-centric connections at all across all three time-points. This illuminates 

a larger Euro-centrism within the environmental movement. At its core, this research 

highlights a missed opportunity and speaks to the larger environmental movement’s 

failure to consider the human implications of climate change as it is unfolding now. For 

climate policy to be effective, the human costs should become more central to the goals 

and objectives of the movement. 

 

Theoretical Contributions to the Field of International Relations 

NGO Network Research. Contrary to Lake and Wong (2009) and Stroup and 

Wong (2017) who find that organizations occupying central network positions had 

power, authority, and influence, I find that there was not a clear relationship between 

network positions and participation at COPs. My findings are mixed in that some ENGOs 

holding central positions within the network did not participate in any of the COPs that I 

examined, while a few, such as World Wide Fund for Nature participated consistently 

across all three time-points. This illustrates that the relationship between authority and 

participation is not as straightforward as previously understood. However, I do not assess 
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agenda setting power as Lake and Wong do. Rather, I focused specifically on 

participation. Analyzing different forms of power, in particular authority and influence, 

could further deepen our understanding of the complex relationships between network 

positional power and the power to influence policy. 

I expand Hadden’s (2014, 2015) work to consider network development and 

change over a longer span of time. In particular, I investigate change over time at three 

pivotal time points rather than focusing on only Copenhagen as Hadden did. I look at 

times when the UNFCCC was relatively successful versus only in Copenhagen, when it 

was chaotic. My research allows us to see how network structure shifts around changes in 

policy direction. My research also provides further evidence of an increasing bifurcated 

movement. However, our universe of organizations is different. For example, I include 

science-based organizations in my analyses. As a result, we observe the splintering of the 

environmental movement differently. Hadden (2014, 2015) focuses on the split between 

formal and informal participation that was leading to ENGOs adopting contentious 

strategies. I found a clear split between policy and science-based organizations, 

indicating that groups working on policy advocacy are not collaborating with science-

based organizations. 

I also expand on Hadden’s (2014, 2015) work to consider the connections 

between ENGOs and other social movements. Specifically, I examine the links to human-

centric organizations because climate change has direct effects on people and has human 

rights implications. I also expand Hadden’s (2015) research that examined coalitions. 

Hadden (2015) examine the network structure of a selection of coalitions to see whether 
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network structure influenced its effectiveness. While Hadden (2015) limits her analyses 

to coalitions that act and sometimes compete against each other, I instead consider the 

role of alliance-based organizations that exist primarily as clearinghouses and do not 

participate directly in the public sphere. I also examine networks across three pivotal time 

points rather than the lead up to Copenhagen alone. Unlike Hadden (2015), my research 

did not look at competition, or competing strategies, but instead shed light on the 

potential power that alliance-based organizations can have on the larger movement. In 

general, while Hadden (2014, 2015) could rely on interviews in addition to other 

quantitative analyses to focus on a current political climate, it is impossible to look at a 

longer historical time period accurately in this way because historical memory is 

decidedly unreliable. I, on the other hand, take a more macro approach to research in this 

area. This approach offers a more inclusive analysis of relationship ties over a much 

longer period of time. By relying on a contemporaneously published database, I was able 

to create accurate snapshots of historic behavior in the lead ups to the Kyoto, 

Copenhagen and Paris COPs. 

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, this dissertation also dovetails the work of 

Murdie and Davis (2012). Murdie and Davis (2012) construct networks of NGOs using 

data from the Yearbook in much the same way that I do. They focus on four different 

issue areas, including the environment, human rights, health and development. They 

restrict their analyses to one-time point. They find that organizations in the global South 

were at a distinct disadvantage due to their relative lack of connections to organizations 

in the global North that had more access to resources and policy makers. I, on the other 
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hand, expand my analyses to multiple time points, but restrict my analyses to only two 

issue areas. My primary focus was on the environmental movement, but I also consider 

how human-centric organizations connect to ENGOs. Along the same lines as Murdie 

and Davis (2012), I look at ENGO/human-centric connections based on country of origin 

and found that most ENGOs with connections to human-centric organizations were based 

in Europe. I also find that ENGO/human-centric connections in Africa steadily decreased 

from Kyoto to Copenhagen to Paris, supporting Murdie and Davis’ (2012) earlier finding. 

On Power, Authority, and Influence. At its core, this dissertation looks beyond 

the state to examine the role of NGOs in climate governance. As such, it builds upon 

existing work on power, authority, and influence in international politics (e.g, Barnett and 

Duvall 2005, Barnett and Finnemore 1999; 2004, Betsill and Corell 2001, Bush 2017, 

Keck and Sikkink 1998, Stroup and Wong 2018). By examining patterns of relationships 

between ENGOs over time in this dissertation research, I am also revealing patterns and 

shifts in authority and power (Finnemore 2014, Lake 2010). My work is also in 

accordance with Green (2013), who analyzes private actors and private authority within 

global environmental governance, arguing that many loci of authority drive effective 

forms of climate governance. I also highlight that there are multiple locations of authority 

by looking at different positions within the structural networks, such as considering 

eigenvector centrality, in-degree and out-degree and structural cut-points. For example, 

central positions within a network are indicators of power and authority. In-degree and 

out-degrees are measures of prestige and reach. Structural cut points reveal pivotal actors 

in a network that help give that network structure.  
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In line with Carpenter’s (2014) book that focuses on the hierarchical structure of 

global advocacy networks, this research centers on three types of structural relationships 

that she outlines, including (1) relations between ENGOs, (2) relations among issues 

(policy, alliance and science), and (3) relations among networks (links between ENGOs 

and human centric NGOs). Each of these relations is an additional way to consider 

authority and power. In this dissertation, I also examine participation in global 

governance. Ruhlman (2015) discusses the ways in which non-state actors were granted 

or denied access to international organizations and discovered that participation had not 

increased over time. In contrast, I find a more complex pattern of participation in that it 

did increase between Kyoto and Paris COPs by that participation declined by the Paris 

COP. As such, I reveal a more nuanced pattern of shifting authority and power over time. 

In this dissertation research, I argue that ENGOs are able to influence climate 

policy through involvement at the UNFCCC. The UNFCCC is one of many forums in the 

environmental regime complex as described by Keohane and Victor (2011), whose model 

includes both international and domestic forums that include state and non-state actors, 

including ENGOs and demonstrates how these overlapping forums include participation 

with the UNFCCC can influence climate change. I also extend the work of Sikkink and 

Smith (2002) as well as Hughes et. al. (in press) to consider change over time as a 

measure of influence. Both Sikkink and Smith (2002) and Hughes et al. (in press) use 

Yearbook data to construct networks in much the same way that I do in this research. 

Sikkink and Smith focus on an earlier time period than I do (1953-1993 versus 1997-

2015) and find that there had been an increase in international NGO networks during that 
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interim that had also expanded geographically. Hughes et al. (in press) examine women’s 

international NGOs between 1978 and 2008 and find a similar pattern, that there was an 

overall increase in numbers but not connections. Similarly, I discover an overall increase 

in the number of ENGOs over time. However, I do not find an increase in network 

density over time, providing one measure that influence might have remained relatively 

stable. As such, examining change over time is an important measure of influence. 

Network position is a measure of influence as well as a measure of authority. In 

Murdie’s (2014) study of networks of human rights organizations, she presents 

eigenvector centrality as a measure of influence, arguing that increased eigenvector 

centrality would lead to greater international advocacy outputs over time. Murdie (2014) 

also illustrates networks with low levels of density among human rights NGOs. In this 

dissertation, I examine an organization’s eigenvector value in relationship to participation 

and found that the actors with the highest eigenvector centrality are not necessarily the 

organizations with the most participation. Similarly, I find that the networks of ENGOs 

across all three-time points had low density, providing an increasingly complex picture of 

ENGO influence and its relationships to authority. 

In addition, I examine participation of science-based ENGOs. I find that the 

science-based that are occupying pivotal structural positions afford these organizations 

with authority and influence are not participating at UNFCCC COPs. In a similar manner, 

ENGOs that are acting as structural cut-points (in particular alliance-based organizations) 

are not directly participating in policy negotiations. Likewise, ENGOs that are connected 

to human-centric organizations, and therefore have access to unique information (i.e. 
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potential influence) are not participating at higher levels. In all three instances, ENGOs 

that have network authority and potential influence do not have actual direct policy 

influence. Conversely, some of the ENGOs that have the deepest level of participation at 

the UNFCCC are not occupying pivotal positions within the network. This has potentially 

far reaching policy and normative implications for the overall quality and perceived 

legitimacy of any climate policy that emerges out of the UNFCCC. If the actors that have 

the most authority, from the perspective of the larger environmental movement, measured 

by occupying key network positions, are not viewed as authorities by policymakers, there 

is a very real possibility of increased tension between state-centric negotiations and 

environmental civil society.  

 

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

The main limitation of this research is that it relies on self-reported data. Inherent 

in this limitation is that the network ties that are reported by NGOs had substantively 

different meanings to different organizations. While this is, without question, a major 

limitation, it also was a strength in a certain way. Because all of the data are self-

reported, the relationship ties can be assumed to have a level of importance to that 

organization. While there are some case where in-degree and out-degrees are different, 

there are many cases where ENGOs’ in-degree and out-degree scores are corresponding, 

meaning that they are similar in each direction. This suggests that out-degree reporting 

may not be self-serving or exaggerated, but rather an accurate representation of their 

network position. 
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Therefore, I could not inadvertently inject bias into the research by swaying how 

organizations reported their connections to other organizations. However, because the 

data are self-reported over many years, there was no way to recapture data that may have 

been inadvertently omitted from the Yearbook or documented incorrectly. 

Another limitation involves the use of the Yearbook data itself. As my dissertation 

points out, the Yearbook identified alliance-based organizations such as ELC 

International and EarthAction Network as central actors, when in practice they do not act 

at all, but instead exist as a conduit of information between organizations that do act. This 

finding calls into question what other limitations and distortions that data obtained from 

the Yearbook may be present. Since the Yearbook is a common source for data collection 

regarding research on NGOs (e.g., Hughes et. al, in press, Murdie and Davis 2012, 

Murdie 2014, Sikkink and Smith 2002), this deserves attention. While I want to 

underscore that the Yearbook provides a way to analyze historic data in a systematic and 

reliable way, and that the Yearbook also allows for the capturing of the larger 

environmental movement both within and outside the boundaries of the UNFCCC, it is 

important to consider the findings in light of the limitations of the data. Future research 

might entail a systematic review of the literature that relies on Yearbook data to examine 

ways in which the Yearbook might skew results and make speculations about those 

results less credible and valid. 

The participation data is also limited in that it only focused on participation at 

COPs. I only examined whether NGOs attended and in what role they attended (as a 

representative of a state delegation, etc.). I did not consider whether they staged protests, 
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organized panel discussions, had booths at Side Events, or participated in other venues. I 

also did not evaluate their level of participation, notwithstanding what roles they served 

in. If this biased my findings at all, they are biased in favor of identifying the ENGOs 

aligned with the UNFCCC range of activities rather than those acting on the periphery. 

A fourth limitation was related to the relatively large amount of data that was 

generated by this research. With such a large data set and with a commitment to examine 

network structures at three time-points, it became important to examine network 

structures with a broad brush for these initial analyses. Because the scope of the research 

was so large, I focused on description rather than inference and I did not run extensive 

tests of significance or predictive models to further assess change over time. This will be 

a project of future research. 

Future research could also follow up with the most central ENGOs in the most 

current network structure with qualitative analyses to provide more depth and descriptive 

richness to our understanding of ENGO relationships and action. In the future, research 

could also be expanded to examine participation in the technical meetings that occur in 

the UNFCCC in the lead up to the yearly COPs. Based on network centrality across three 

time points, WWF, the International Union of Geological Sciences and Friends of the 

Earth International would be promising candidates for future empirical research. 

Another future research project could use data obtained from lists of participants 

at the UNFCCC COPs as the foundation for creating social networks rather than data 

from the Yearbook. While that line of inquiry would result in much smaller networks and 
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would be limited to participants at the UNFCCC, it would provide another illustration of 

the environmental movement. 

With regard to social network analysis, future research could test the applicability 

of different measures of centrality as proxies for power. In essence, this research could 

test the boundaries of network theories of power and illuminate the potential and limits of 

different measures of power. Since this research highlighted the emergence of science 

based ENGOs in the environmental movement, further research could focus more on 

their behavior with the movement.  

Finally, future research could investigate other historical trends that could 

potentially influence changes in the environmental movement. For example, over time 

there has been increasing scientific consensus that climate change is real, with 

increasingly dire consequences, yet this research did not analyze changes over time in 

light of the scientific debates. Another historic change has been the proliferation of the 

Internet. One could argue that the advent of the digital age, and the Internet in particular, 

could have influenced changes in the environmental movement. However, this research 

did not find substantial changes in network density over time, indicating the advent of 

digital technologies did not seem to influence the larger environmental movement. 

However, this research did not specifically examine historical changes in scientific 

consensus, NGOs’ use of digital technologies, or the increasing political salience of the 

issue of climate change in ways that could bear meaningful results in future research. 
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Conclusion 

For climate change policy to be meaningful, effective and supported at the 

domestic level, it must have buy-in from the environmental movement. If the most 

powerful actors (ENGOs occupying the most central structural positions) are not 

influential in formal negotiating processes, it calls into question the overall legitimacy of 

climate policies. The fact that the ENGOs that participated at COPs were not necessarily 

the organizations that held the most powerful structural network positions is troubling. 

This is especially troubling when considering the recent Paris COP where the Paris 

Climate Agreement was signed. It is essential that support from ENGOs at local, 

domestic and international levels be implemented for the agreement to be successful.  

For a more responsive international system, we should not overlook the 

importance of alliance-based organizations in their potential to connect disparate NGOs 

and their multiple areas of focus. Relatedly, there is room for expansion in how ENGOs 

are connecting to other issue areas. Due to a lack of focus on the human suffering related 

to climate change, ENGOs risk facing animosity from communities that are currently 

suffering from the direct effects of climate change. In short, there is untapped potential 

for the environmental movement to expand and to be more effective than it currently is. 

At the beginning of this research I asked who has the potential to be influential in climate 

negotiations. By including links to alliance-based organizations and human-centric 

organizations, ENGOs are well-situated to act as conduits of change as they participate in 

emerging forms of international climate governance. As power to create change is 

shifting, there are opportunities that should not be wasted. In sum, ENGOs have the 
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potential to influence climate policy and participate in the democratization of the 

international system.  
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