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Abstract 

 

The architecture of global climate governance consists of norms that are intended to shape state 

actions on mitigation and adaption of climate change. A key norm is justice. Climate justice 

norms determine the fairness and equity of the outcomes of multilateral agreements, as well as 

their effectiveness, legitimacy and acceptability. Yet, climate justice can be defined on the basis 

of different philosophical traditions, that invite different courses of action in practice. For 

example, defining climate justice from a liberal egalitarian perspective would invite transferring 

resources to the poorest segments of the human population in order to address climate change 

concerns. In contrast, defining climate justice from a libertarian perspective would invite 

entrepreneurial activities in order to address climate change through the market. This thesis 

analyses how justice norms have been institutionalised in intergovernmental and transnational 

institutions for climate change over time. Specifically, the thesis aims to identify which norms 

have gained centrality, how this has changed over time and which are the implications for 

climate governance. To do so the thesis employs an analytical framework which delineates 

different conceptualisations of justice, including cosmopolitanism, critical perspectives, liberal 

egalitarianism, libertarianism and the capabilities approach. Methodologically, the thesis 

conducts a dynamic discourse network analysis of climate justice norms in the global climate 

architecture. Specifically, the thesis identifies interlinkages between different climate justice 

norms and intergovernmental and transnational institutions between 1991-2015. Based such 

interlinkages the thesis constructs dynamic networks which shows the connection between 

intergovernmental and transnational institutions and specific climate justice norms. The thesis 

also examines the relations among the institutions, as a function of their reference to the same 

norm. On the basis of network analysis values, such centrality, the thesis then measures the 

degree of institutionalisation of particular justice norms over others, revealing which norms 

have gained traction and which have become marginalised. The overall findings provide crucial 

insights for the evolution of climate justice norms in intergovernmental and transnational 

institutions concerning climate change and carry important implications for the overall 

performance of the global climate architecture. 

 

 

 

Key concepts: Climate change, climate justice, international norms, global climate change governance 

architecture, intergovernmental and transnational institutions, network analysis 
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Introduction 

1.1 Problem definition 

Global governance architectures can be defined as "the overarching system of public and private 

institutions that are valid or active in a given issue area of world politics” (Biermann et al., 

2009, p. 15). The architecture of global climate change governance consists of a collection 

norms and intergovernmental and transnational institutions, which can be understood as 

“collections of rights, rules, and decision-making procedures that give rise to social practices, 

assign roles to the participants in these practices, and guide interactions among the participants” 

(Young, 2013, p. 89; Biermann et al., 2009, 2010; Widerberg et al., 2016). Norms are standards 

of behaviour that exist within the global climate governance architecture as they are adopted by 

intergovernmental and transnational institutions, which again frames climate change issues and 

justice, and set standards for action globally. Within the global climate architecture, norms 

shape state actions on mitigation and adaption of climate change (Biermann et al., 2009, 2010; 

Sandholtz, 2008; Widerberg et al., 2016; Zelli, 2011). Key norms are linked to justice. Climate 

justice norms determine the fairness and equity as well as the effectiveness, legitimacy and 

acceptability of the outcomes of intergovernmental and transnational institutions, but also the 

global climate architecture as whole (Ikeme, 2003; Tritschoks, 2018).  Yet, climate justice can 

be defined based on different philosophical traditions, that invite different courses of action in 

practice (Biermann & Kalfagianni, 2020). For example, defining climate justice from a 

cosmopolitan perspective would invite redistribution of resources to the poorest segments of 

the human population in order to address climate change concerns (Biermann & Kalfagianni, 

2020).  In contrast, defining climate justice from a libertarian perspective would invite 

entrepreneurial activities in order to address climate change through the market (Biermann & 

Kalfagianni, 2020; Nozick, 1974).  As a consequence, this has led to the existence of several 

different climate justice norms, both in research and practice.  

Due to the increasing density of the climate governance architecture, there is a need to 

improve the understanding of the climate justice norms which are adopted by either all or a 

large number of institutions within the architecture (Biermann et al., 2010; Widerberg et al., 

2016). This is important as such understanding is a crucial step to “assess what kind of changes 

institutions are actually promoting and their potential impacts on particular policies and 

outcomes” (Bernstein, 2002a, p. 13). The importance of studying norms is that they structure 

intergovernmental and transnational institutions, as norms prescribe behaviour, promote values 

and frame domestic policy discourses, and therefore, have important effects on the barriers and 
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opportunities to solve the climate change crisis (Bernstein, 2000, 2002b; Finnemore & Sikkink, 

1998). Moreover, the lack of clarity and explicitness in global policy formulation on climate 

justice and a diversity in usage of climate justice norms among intergovernmental and 

transnational institutions can increase the risk of conflicting policy objectives, which could 

potentially negatively affect the effectiveness of the global climate architecture (Ikeme, 2003; 

Kooiman & Jentoft, 2009; Tritschoks, 2018). Furthermore, lack of clarity could also make 

global climate policies and programs less transparent, which could limit the opportunity for the 

society to intervene and react on how these decisions will affect climate justice issues 

(McDermott et al., 2013). Thus, analysing the institutionalisation of norms, which is the 

adoption of specific norms among intergovernmental and transnational institutions, can help us 

“reveal the underlying pattern of values and goals that guide and define international behavior” 

(Bernstein, 2000, p. 468). Analysing which are the climate justice norms that are promoted and 

marginalised by intergovernmental and transnational institutions can create an understanding 

of how the global climate architecture deals with issues of climate justice, and which normative 

goals actors promote (Bernstein, 2002b). It is, therefore, important to understand the degree to 

which climate justice norms are institutionalised in the climate governance architecture, by 

intergovernmental and transnational institutions, as it can reveal the extent to which specific 

norms are capable of affecting the political and moral outcome of the architecture (Bernstein, 

2000). 

 

1.2 Current scientific debate 

The concept of global climate governance architecture is commonly used in scientific literature 

to describe the overarching governance structures in the international policy domain of climate 

change that “comprises organizations, regimes, and other forms of principles, norms, 

regulations, and decision-making procedures" (Biermann et al., 2009, p. 15), hence the meta-

level of governance (Biermann et al., 2009; Widerberg et al., 2016; Zelli, 2011). The term 

thereby covers a broader spectrum than what the often-used concept of regime complexes does. 

The focus on global governance architectures allows us to analyse the relationship between 

different regimes or other forms of institutions (Biermann et al., 2010). Moreover, the concept 

enables us to study the “synergy and conflict between the overarching norms and principles that 

govern these interactions, and to analyze overarching norms and principles that run through 

distinct regime” (Biermann et al., 2009, p. 16). Global governance architectures have often been 

studied and evaluated by their structural qualities, which has been assessed by measuring the 
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degree of fragmentation of a governance architecture1 (Biermann et al., 2009; Pattberg et al., 

2014). Fragmentation can be analysed based on the global architectures’ constellation of 

institutions, norms, actors and discourses (Pattberg et al., 2014). Despite this, in depth studies 

of constellations of climate justice norms has still not been done in literature on global 

governance architectures.  

Regarding climate justice, there is a growing body of scientific literature approaching the 

concept at local and international levels. According to Biermann & Kalfagianni (2020) a 

“justice turn” have taken place the recent years when it comes to global environmental change 

research. The concept have emerged as a distinct branch out of the concept of environmental 

justice and it has been subject to changes in regards of usage and conceptual coverage (Okereke, 

2010; Schlosberg, 2013; Schlosberg & Collins, 2014). Scientific literature has been assigning 

climate justice different definitions and focusing on different aspects of the concept (Biermann 

& Kalfagianni, 2020; Tritschoks, 2018). Thus, the scientific literature on climate justice is 

affected by inconsistent use the concept, which makes an overarching understanding of the field 

difficult and an overview of internationally adopted climate justice norms absent (Ikeme, 2003; 

Okereke, 2010).   

 

1.3 Knowledge gap 

Currently, a comprehensive and overarching analysis of climate justice norms in the 

architecture of global climate governance and the degree to which they are institutionalised 

over time is lacking. There is a lack of knowledge on how intergovernmental and transnational 

institutions in the global climate architecture adopts climate justice norms, and how this shapes 

the actions of the global climate architecture on climate change mitigation and adaptation, 

which have a direct impact on how climate justice is exercised in practice (Okereke & Coventry, 

2016). Fulfilling this knowledge gap can reveal which norms that have gained traction, and 

which have become marginalised in the global climate architecture, which is important in order 

to understand what types of climate justice changes the global climate governance architecture 

is promoting and undermining, and how climate justice norms are expected impact on policies 

and outcomes (Bernstein, 2002a).   

 

 
1 Whether fragmentation in global governance architectures is positive or negative is a contested debate.  
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1.4 Research objective and question 

The objective of this research is to identify how climate justice norms are institutionalised in 

the global climate governance architecture over time and to evaluate the consequent 

implications by conducting a dynamic network analysis of intergovernmental and transnational 

institutions conceptualisations of climate justice norms.  

 

The main research question is formulated followingly:  

 

How have climate justice norms been institutionalised in the global climate governance 

architecture through intergovernmental and transnational institutions over time, and what are 

the implications for the climate architecture’s overall performance? 

 

In order to answer the main research questions, 5 sub-questions are developed:  

 

SQ 1: How can climate justice norms be conceptualised? 

 

SQ 2: How can institutionalisation of norms be conceptualised? 

 

SQ 3: Which conceptualisations of climate justice norms are present in intergovernmental and 

transnational institutions related to climate change? 

 

SQ 4: To which degree are various climate justice norms institutionalised in the global climate 

architecture over time?  

 

SQ 5: What implications does the institutionalisation of climate justice norms have for the 

overall performance of the global climate architecture?  

 

1.5 Theoretical and social contribution 

Regarding theoretical contributions, as existing research have not yet done, this study provides 

a comprehensive analysis of existing climate justice norms in the global climate architecture, 

the degree to which they are institutionalised in the architecture and how this have changed 

over time. This study improves the understanding of which are the climate justice norms that 

are more dominant among intergovernmental and transnational institutions, and which that are 
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marginalised. This provides a fundamental basis for the further study of how climate justice is 

affecting the activities and outcomes of the global climate architecture. As existing empirical 

studies of climate justice norms are rather topic specific and excluding in the use of 

philosophical theories, this study will cover this lack by providing a more overarching and 

inclusive (in terms of philosophical theories) analysis of existing climate justice norms in global 

climate governance. More generally, this study will contribute to enrich the limited literature 

addressing global governance architecture in relation to justice and norms.  

 As for the social contribution of this thesis, an increasing understanding of what types 

of climate justice norms intergovernmental and transnational institutions are promoting can 

improve the clarity of policy formulations and goals, thereby reducing the risk of conflicting 

policy objectives in the global governance architecture, and perhaps lead to more effective 

climate change mitigation and adaptation efforts. Furthermore, the findings of this study can 

also increase the transparency of international climate change governance, which can improve 

opportunities for the civil society to intervene and react on how these decisions will affect 

climate justice issues and themselves (McDermott et al., 2013). 

 

1.6 Research framework 

The different steps that has been taken in order to reach the research objective are illustrated in 

Figure 1. First, a literature review resulted in conceptualisations of climate justice norms and 

institutionalisation of norms. A conceptual and analytical framework was derived from this 

literature review. Second, an empirical dynamic discourse network analysis of climate justice 

norms in intergovernmental and transnational institutions, concerning climate change, was 

conducted. Here, a text analysis of central documents and webpages of such institutions was 

done by the use of the analytical framework and resulted in the identification how 

intergovernmental and transnational institutions referred to specific types of climate justice 

norm. By identifying references from intergovernmental and transnational institutions to 

climate justice norms, it was possible to identify interlinkages between such institutions and 

norms. Based on such interlinkages, the degree of institutionalisation of relevant climate justice 

norms in the global climate architecture was determined through the creation of networks and 

calculation of network metrics. Third, the established networks and the degree of 

institutionalisation of climate justice norms was used to assess the implications this result has 

for the overall performance of the global climate architecture. Finally, concluding remarks was 
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made. It should be noted that no normative position to preferences of specific climate justice 

norms has been taken. 

 

 

Figure 1. Research framework 

 

This thesis will first address the conceptual and theoretical framework, followed by methods. 

The result will be presented in two chapters, in which a discussion of result and limitation will 

follow. Concluding remarks will be made.  

 

2 Conceptual and theoretical framework 

2.1 Climate justice as international norms  

Norms are defined as “a standard of appropriate behaviour for actors within a given identity”  

(p. 891), and are claims of legitimate behaviour (Finnemore & Sikkink, 1998). They are 

embedded in all types of governance networks as governance itself is about steering societies 

towards specific goals and values (Bernstein, 2002b). International norms2 shape the political 

behaviour of states and international actors as they “define, regulate, and legitimate state (and 

 

2 A distinction is often made between domestic and international norms (Finnemore & Sikkink, 1998). 

However, international norms most often start as domestic norms and they are therefore very much interlinked 

(Finnemore & Sikkink, 1998). 
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other key actors’) identities, interests and behavior” (Bernstein, 2002b, p. 2) (p. 2). Norms, 

therefore, structures intergovernmental and transnational institutions and their outcomes 

(Biermann et al., 2010).  Norms becomes a part of the global climate governance architecture 

when intergovernmental and transnational institutions adopt them. This makes norms a crucial 

part of the underlying structure of such architecture (Biermann et al., 2010; Kooiman & Jentoft, 

2009). Moreover, the prevailing norms in the global climate governance architecture change 

over time, as they get challenged by emerging opposing norms that get established in the 

architecture through intergovernmental and transnational institutions (Gach, 2019; Sandholtz, 

2008).  

Climate justice can be contemplated as a set of international norms, and it is growing both 

in usage and attention in the global sphere, especially in climate change negotiations (Biermann 

et al., 2010; Gach, 2019; Okereke, 2008). The concept of climate justice emerged out of the 

broader notion of environmental justice as a distinct area of concern and it is seen as a horizontal 

expansion of the environmental justice term (Gach, 2019; Schlosberg & Collins, 2014; Nelson 

& Grubesic, 2018). In general, debates on climate justice have mostly considered two different 

dichotomies: one between distributive (allocation of burdens and benefits) and procedural (fair 

and inclusive decision-making process) justice; another covering intra-generational justice 

(equality among present generations) and inter-generational justice (rights of future 

generations) (Forsyth, 2014). Several scholars argues that climate justice has mainly been 

linked to distributive fairness, historical responsibility and restorative justice, the per-capita 

equity approach, emission allowances and development, human, and environmental rights-

based arguments (Gach, 2019; Schlosberg, 2013; Schlosberg & Collins, 2014) Overall, this 

relates to what is conceptualised as the “triple inequality of responsibility, vulnerability, and 

mitigation” (Gach, 2019, p.1). This is central to the climate debate and it concerns both the 

issues of responsibility for the climate change crisis, the victims of its damaging effects, and 

the duty to address and mitigate climate change.   

  Climate justice norms are socially constructed and are a concern of ethics (Gach, 2019). 

The social construction of climate justice norms differs, as they can be defined in many different 

ways, depending on which philosophical foundation that the term is conceptualised upon or the 

type of actor and context that the concept is used by and in (Ikeme, 2003; Gach, 2019; Okereke, 

2008; Schlosberg & Collins, 2014). Consequently, a high diversity of different climate justice 

norms exists in the global climate governance arena (Okereke & Coventry, 2016; Okereke, 

2010; Brazys et al., 2017).  
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2.2 Framework for conceptualising climate justice norms 

Biermann & Kalfagianni (2020) have created a comprehensive framework that can be used to 

systematically “distinguish different conceptualizations of justice in political discourses, 

programmes, and outcomes” (p. 2) in the field of global climate governance and research. 

Biermann & Kalfagianni (2020) use the following definition of justice: “the maintenance or 

administration of what is just especially by the impartial adjustment of conflicting claims or the 

assignment of merited rewards or punishments” (p. 4). This definition is also adopted in this 

study. As it is recognised that environmental justice and climate justice can be conceptualised 

in many different ways, the framework of Biermann & Kalfagianni (2020) include several types 

of philosophical traditions that are relevant to climate change. It is important to mention that 

there is not always a clear theoretical line that distinguish the different philosophical traditions 

and that the traditions have a tendency to conceptually overlap.  

The framework by Biermann & Kalfagianni (2020)  is not taking any normative position 

to preferences of specific justice conceptualisations. 

 

2.2.1 The philosophical traditions  

The conceptual framework includes five philosophical traditions that are relevant to 

fundamental “ethical contestations” in the area of global environmental change. The term 

“planetary justice”3 is used to explain this specific area of justice. The five philosophical 

perspectives include liberal egalitarianism, cosmopolitanism, libertarianism, the capabilities 

approach and the critical approach. These traditions can be understood as different climate 

justice norms and constitute the framework that can be used to empirically distinguish different 

conceptualisations of justice. The philosophical traditions are addressed in relation to three 

main aspects of the planetary justice debate, which include the subjects of justice, metrics and 

principles of justice, and mechanisms to promote justice. Figure 2 provides a conceptual 

overview of the different climate justice traditions.  
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Figure 2. Theoretical framework of climate justice norms based on five philosophical 

traditions. 

 

Before describing the philosophical traditions in relation to climate change and the three 

main aspects of the planetary justice debate, some general stances on each philosophical 

perspective are mentioned.  

First, as a deontological (rights-based) philosophical perspective, the core of liberal 

egalitarianism is equal rights, individual liberty and equal opportunities to members of a society 

(Biermann & Kalfagianni, 2020; McDermott et al., 2013). Values such as “equality, personal 

freedom and personal responsibility” (p. 4-5) are highlighted by this perspective (Biermann & 

Kalfagianni, 2020). The applied version of liberal egalitarianism is based on Rawls (1971) 

theory of justice, which explains that the basic structures of society “are to govern the 

assignment of rights and duties and to regulate the distribution of social and economic 

advantages” (p. 61).  

 The second philosophical orientation is cosmopolitanism, which adopts the thought that 

all of Earth’s human beings are a part of a big community and thereby make universal moral 

claims (Biermann & Kalfagianni, 2020). The philosophical tradition can be divided into two 

perspectives, namely relational and non-relational. Relational cosmopolitanism expands the 

ideas of liberal egalitarianism to a global level, in which distribution of benefits and burdens 

becomes global and should be fair (Biermann & Kalfagianni, 2020). For cosmopolitans, The 
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result of social interactions, in terms of distribution of benefits and burdens can affect all human 

beings worldwide, unconditional to national borders, is justification of why global perspective 

of justice is important (Biermann & Kalfagianni, 2020). Thus, due to its neglection of national 

borders, it does not apply the Rawlsian version of liberal egalitarianism. Further, Biermann & 

Kalfagianni (2020) explain that the non-relational perspective of cosmopolitanism “emphasize 

that humans are entitled to justice in virtue of being humans rather than because they are related 

with each other through global institutions” (p. 5). This is similar to the third philosophical 

tradition, namely the capabilities approach, which falls under a consequential philosophical 

perspective.  

The capabilities approach evaluate justice based upon individuals capabilities and 

opportunities to act in a way in which they can realise the desired outcome (Holland, 2008; 

Schlosberg, 2012). As a key author within the approach, Martha Nussbaum (2000) defines 

human capabilities as “what people are actually able to do and to be in a way informed by an 

intuitive idea of a life that is worthy of the dignity of the human being” (p. 5). As humans have 

different capabilities, the approach, therefore, "pays attention to the interpersonal differences 

among people and emphasizes the multiple dimensions of human life" (Biermann & 

Kalfagianni, 2020, p. 5). Just as with cosmopolitanism, the capabilities approach can be 

universally applied (Nussbaum, 2000).  

The fourth philosophical tradition is libertarianism, which holds a strong deontological 

position towards justice. As a branch of liberalism, libertarianism emphasizes the individual 

right to liberty, property and a free market (Biermann & Kalfagianni, 2020; Nozick, 1974). 

According to the “founder” of libertarianism, Robert Nozick (1974), the state should have 

minimal interference in people's lives, as state interference threatens individual liberty and 

rights. Libertarianism disregards positive freedom (e.g. the ability of self-development) and 

gives attention to mainly negative freedom (e.g. rights to property and security), in which the 

role of the state is to just to protect such negative freedom (Nozick, 1974). The current 

distribution of wealth is understood as just (if done rightfully), which is why forced 

redistribution of wealth is not considered as legitimate (Biermann & Kalfagianni, 2020).  

 The fifth philosophical orientation, critical perspectives, are based upon ideas from 

feminism and Marxism (Biermann & Kalfagianni, 2020; Fraser, 2008). According to Biermann 

& Kalfagianni (2020), the critical perspective is concerned with matters of  “misrecognition 

due to social status and identity, misrepresentation of political voice, and maldistribution of 

economic benefits and burdens” (p. 6). Schlosberg (2012) explains that “we can quite easily 

see the lack of recognition of harmed individuals and cultural ways of life that will come with 
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climate change” (p. 451). Two examples of misrecognized groups vulnerable to climate change 

are small island states and indigenous communities (Schlosberg, 2012).  

 

 

2.2.2 The three aspects of the philosophical traditions   

2.2.2.1 Subjects of justice 

The philosophical perspectives differ in whom they consider as the subject of justice. This is 

especially the case in how the traditions frame “normative relations among people” (Biermann 

& Kalfagianni, 2020, p. 6). Specifically, the philosophical perspectives vary in their inclusion 

of either individuals, communities or states as subjects of justice, and whether national borders 

constrain such inclusion. Regarding liberal egalitarianism, the moral scope is limited to 

individuals as members of a nation, especially those vulnerable to the effects of climate change 

(Biermann & Kalfagianni, 2020). Contrary, for cosmopolitanism, national borders do not 

matter when defining subject of justice. Instead, cosmopolitanism applies the thought of global 

interdependence and pays attention to how individuals, communities or states are affected by 

global structures and interactions (Biermann & Kalfagianni, 2020). Therefore, those vulnerable 

to the effects of climate change, such as small island states (sea-level rise) and developing 

countries (lack of ability to cover the costs of climate change) are emphasised as subjects of 

justice (Caney, 2006) On the other hand, the capabilities approach places mostly individuals in 

the centre as subjects of justice. Similarly, the capabilities approach focuses on individuals and 

communities. Subjects of justice can be distinguished based on their capability to well-being, 

which can be applied to all human beings, despite national borders (Biermann & Kalfagianni, 

2020; Robeyns, 2005). Those well-being that have which have been harmed or threaten by 

climate change, such as future generations (a future healthy environment is threatened), 

indigenous and forest communities (close dependence of the environment and resources) and 

individuals from small-island states, are identified as subjects of justice (Schlosberg, 2012). As 

for libertarianism, subjects of justice are determined based on individuals and their “self-

ownership” (Biermann & Kalfagianni, 2020). In this view, subjects of justice can be seen as 

individuals having their rights violated to protect themselves, their properties and their rights 

to environmental conditions, from damaging effect from climate change (Shahar, 2009). 

National borders are found irrelevant in the case of libertarianism, for example concerning the 

support for global free trade. Regarding the critical perspective, national borders are also 

irrelevant. Subjects of justice can within this perspective be understood individuals, 

communities and classes, which are victims of “subjugation based on either gender or class that 
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runs across nations in terms of transnational class and gender conflicts” (Biermann & 

Kalfagianni, 2020, p. 7). Examples of such victims are: poor and marginalised communities 

who lack infrastructure to handle devastating climate change effects or are unable to participate 

in green transformation; climate refugees; poor and vulnerable women which have higher risks 

and burdens in relation to climate change (especially women in developing countries) (Terry, 

2009).  

 

2.2.2.2 Metrics and principles 

The conceptualisation of justice among each philosophical tradition can be defined upon 

different metrics and principles. These metrics and principles describe what is considered as 

“just”. According to liberal egalitarianism, benefits, such as in terms of liberty, equality, 

opportunities and wealth, and also climate change related burdens should get equally distributed 

to members of a society (Biermann & Kalfagianni, 2020). However, an exception of this claim 

is if an unequal distribution is advantageous for the least well-off people of the society 

(Rawls,1971). This is called the difference principle (Biermann & Kalfagianni, 2020). 

Moreover, also the principle that polluters should pay for their carbon emissions4, for example 

through national carbon taxes is relevant (Pedersen, 2010).  

Cosmopolitanism expands liberal egalitarianism to the global arena, a claim a for global 

difference principle is made (Biermann & Kalfagianni, 2020). This implies that people around 

the world have the same opportunities to reach a certain standard of living. These standards of 

justice can be discovered through a thought experiment based on John Rawls social contract 

theory, in which an impartial moral and political judgement of preferred global distribution of 

wealth and burdens is performed. According to cosmopolitans, people would choose an unequal 

distribution that would support the well-being of people that are globally worst-off. An often-

applied principle in relation to climate change is the common but differentiated responsibility 

principle. This principle demands that the responsibility and contribution of countries to combat 

climate change should be based on the country’s capacity to deal with climate change (global 

difference principle), as well as inequalities in countries historical emissions (historical 

responsibility principle5) (Caney, 2010; Friman & Hjerpe, 2015; Ikeme, 2003; Pedersen, 2010). 

Furthermore, the climate change impact on the universal human rights is relevant to this 

perspective (Schapper & Lederer, 2014). Another common principle within cosmopolitan 

 
4 This so called “polluter pay principle” can be identified within several of the philosophical traditions. This is 

because the principle is heavily context dependent and have different meanings in different settings.  

5 Closely linked to the polluter pay principle. 
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thoughts is polluter pays (e.g. global carbon tax) (Pedersen, 2010). Besides, as the philosophical 

perspective expands liberal egalitarianism, it also supports a per capita equity approach, which 

implies to assign an “equal share of the capacity of the atmospheric sink” (p. 447) to each 

individual in the world (Schlosberg, 2012). Also, the “need-based minimum floor principle” (p. 

8) exist within cosmopolitanism thoughts (Biermann & Kalfagianni, 2020; Brock, 2005). This 

principle is based on the notion that justice is when all human beings “are enabled to meet their 

basic needs; people's basic liberties are protected; there are fair terms of cooperation in global 

institutions; and (global) social and political arrangements are in place that supports these 

goals" (Biermann & Kalfagianni, 2020, p. 8), despite the effects of climate change. Basic needs 

are mentioned by Brock (2005a) as “a certain amount of: (1) physical and mental health, (2) 

sufficient security to be able to act, (3) a sufficient level of understanding of what one is 

choosing between, (4) a certain amount of autonomy” (p. 63) and (5) “decent social relations 

with at least some others” (p. 63). 

The capabilities approach disagrees with the procedural approach to justice and instead 

focuses on facilitating people in a way which makes them capable of developing their well-

being and human flourishing despite the damaging effects of climate change. Just outcomes 

would be determined based on “the fulfilment of a list of basic requirements for individuals as 

defined by them or by general standards” (Biermann & Kalfagianni, 2020, p. 10). Such basic 

capabilities could be life, health, education, political participation, affiliation, emotions, 

economic access and security, environmental conditions etc. (Biermann & Kalfagianni, 2020). 

Environmental factors, such as climate, are important in enabling individuals to obtain 

capabilities (Robeyns, 2005). The capabilities approach recognises the instrumental value the 

environment has for future human generation's capabilities and considers unjust to degrade the 

environment for future use (Schlosberg, 2012). Furthermore, the recognition of people and 

places as well as public participation in matters of climate change are understood as principles 

enhancing justice (Schlosberg, 2012; Biermann & Kalfagianni, 2020). 

As libertarians most central individual right is an equal right to liberty, unequal 

outcomes are accepted on the condition of just initial procedure (Nozick, 1974). The following 

points have to be fulfilled if something is to be considered just: “civil liberties are protected, 

markets function as main exchange mechanism, and the role of government is minimized” 

(Biermann & Kalfagianni, 2020, p. 9).In addition, climate change actions should, therefore, 

satisfy these requirements. As consequence, redistribution of wealth is not considered as just, 

if it is not based on voluntary aid transfers from private actors.    
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Besides, for critical perspectives, the principle of participatory parity in “economic, 

cultural and political dimensions of life” (p. 9) is central in defining justice (Biermann & 

Kalfagianni, 2020). The approach blames economic structures (maldistribution of resources to 

tackle climate change), discrimination of cultural values (marginalisation of groups through 

climate action), political misrepresentation (exclusion and mis-framing of issues in climate 

change decision-making) for creating barriers for some people to fully participate in the society 

(Biermann & Kalfagianni, 2020). 

 

2.2.2.3 Justice mechanisms 

The philosophical traditions have different mechanisms to enhance justice. For instance, liberal 

egalitarianism considers a national welfare state as a mechanism to make a society more just. 

The government would then have the role of supporting their citizens with economic and social 

well-being, in areas that for example is compromised by climate change. This is achieved 

through substantial taxation, for example, through national tax on carbon emissions or through 

strong national regulation on emission allowance of companies and heavy polluters.  

Cosmopolitanism finds global redistribution as a way to promote global justice, since it 

would “support the needs of the poorest within and among countries” (Biermann & Kalfagianni, 

2020, p. 11) and also of those who are most vulnerable to the effects of climate change. The 

philosophical tradition supports redistribution  through a global tax system, such as global 

carbon dioxide taxation and global financial transaction taxes, in which climate change 

polluters pay for their emissions (Pedersen, 2010). To manage such tax mechanisms, 

cosmopolitans support the idea of an international taxation organisation (Biermann & 

Kalfagianni, 2020). In addition, transparency and accountability of global financial activities, 

such as for activities that heavily contribute to climate change, are also highlighted by the 

philosophical tradition (Biermann & Kalfagianni, 2020).  

Similarly to liberal egalitarianism, the capabilities approach also assign governments a 

central responsibility, here in relation to enhancing the capabilities of climate change vulnerable 

individuals and communities to improve their lives, through proper institutional structures 

(Nussbaum, 2011). For example, poor individuals, forest as well as indigenous communities 

and small island states inhabitants are considered as vulnerable to climate change (Schlosberg, 

2012). On an international scale, networks of international treaties on climate change are 

perceived as a mechanism to facilitate goals of capabilities (Biermann & Kalfagianni, 2020) 

Moreover, followers of the capabilities approach also argue for the responsibility of richer 

countries to help poorer countries in mitigating and adapting to climate change, as climate 
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change negatively affects individuals “capability of a safe and hospitable environment” 

(Schlosberg, 2012, p. 454;  Biermann & Kalfagianni, 2020; Nussbaum, 2011). Further, the 

“expansion of the human rights framework for climate justice”  is closely related to the 

capabilities approach (Schlosberg, 2012, p. 449). Basic human rights, right to development and 

specific environmental rights are linked to this expansion (Schlosberg, 2012).  In addition, 

democracy is considered an important mechanism to advance justice, as it allows political and 

public participation in which demands of climate justice can be pursued (Biermann & 

Kalfagianni, 2020).   

Libertarianism opposes the idea of governments as a mechanism to promote justice, 

Libertarians disagree with a “global redistributive funding mechanism” (p. 12), and instead 

finds free markets with limited governmental inference as the main mechanism to promote 

climate justice (Biermann & Kalfagianni, 2020). A marked-based mechanism that internalises 

climate risks in the market, which is the social costs that economic activities have on climate 

change, is seen as a way to mitigate the effects of climate change and promote climate justice. 

Examples are greenhouse gas emission trading schemes and carbon pricing (Page, 2012).  

Lastly, the strategy of the critical approach to enhance climate just societies is by 

“dismantling institutionalized obstacles that prevent some people from participating as peers in 

social life” (p. 12), both nationally and globally, in relation to climate change (Biermann & 

Kalfagianni, 2017). The perspective rejects strong institutions and states to decide upon matters 

of justice and rather argues for inclusive dialogues between formal institutions and civil society 

on matters of climate change. Such dialogue should follow values such as recognition and 

representation of indivuduals and would require us to “rethink the public sphere” (p. 9) of 

political decision making (Fraser, 2008).  

 

2.3 Analytical framework 

Based on the conceptual framework by Biermann & Kalfagianni (2020) and additional 

literature on climate justice norms discussed in more detail in chapter 2.2,  an analytical 

framework has been developed (see Table 1). By focusing on core justice statements, the 

analytical framework includes indicators for each of the philosophical approaches. This 

framework has been used to identify the conceptualisations of climate justice among 

intergovernmental and transnational institutions.  
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Table 1. Analytical framework for identifying conceptualisations of climate justice. Adapted from 

Biermann & Kalfagianni (2020, p. 20) and Dirth et al., (2020, p. 3) as well as and other sources from 

chapter 2.2.   

Philosophical 
traditions 

Subjects of justice Metrics and principles Mechanisms of justice Proxies 

 
Liberal 
egalitarianism  

National borders 
relevant.  
Focus on individuals 
as members of a 
nation, especially 
those vulnerable to 
climate change in 
the nation. 

The least advantaged members of 
society benefit most from national 
policies and institutions. 
 
Difference principle.   
 
National polluter pay principle (e.g. 
national carbon tax).  

National welfare state 
(national redistributive 
governance, such as 
distribution of climate 
change burdens) 
  

Equal rights, personal freedom, 
liberty, liberal, equal distribution, 
redistribution, equal 
opportunities, the difference 
principle, welfare state, national 
citizens, national taxation 

Cosmopolitanism  National borders 
irrelevant.  
 
Global 
interdependence 
among all 
individuals, 
communities and 
states (a form of a 
global community).  
 
Concerns those most 
vulnerable to 
climate change 
globally, such as 
developing countries 
and small island 
states.  

  

All individuals worldwide can 
satisfy basic human needs necessary 
for human survival: 
 
Need-based minimum floor 
principle:  
1. basic needs 
2. basic liberties 
3. fair global cooperation (e.g. 
recognising of the special 
circumstances of developing and 
small island states countries)  
4.supportive social and political 
arrangements) 
(Brock, 2009).  
 
Global difference principle; 
Common but differentiated 
responsibility principle.  
 
 Global polluter pay principle.  
 
Per capita equity principle.  
  

Global redistributive 
governance to support those 
poorest and vulnerable to the 
effects of climate change, 
through a global tax 
mechanisms (e.g. global 
carbon tax).  

Increasing transparency and 
accountability of climate 
change contributing global 
financial transactions.  

 

 

 

 

Equal distribution, redistribution, 
global difference principle, per 
capita equity, global community, 
human rights, fair international 
cooperation, global tax 
mechanisms, polluter pay 
principle (historical responsibility 
principle), common but 
differentiated responsibility 
principle 
 
Human needs, need-based 
minimum floor principle, living 
standard, basic liberties.  

Capabilities 
approach  

National borders 
irrelevant.  
 
Concerns 
individuals and 
communities 
distinguished based 
on their capabilities 
to enhance well-
being.   
 
Focus on those that 
have their well-
being harmed or 
threaten by climate 
change, such as 
future generations, 
indigenous and 
forest communities, 
individuals from 
small-island states. 

  

All individuals can live a life ‘worth 
living’, despite the effects of 
climate change, based on a number 
of basic requirements that fit their 
capabilities.  
 
Environmental factors have an 
instrumental value to the 
capabilities of humans.  
 
Recognition of people and places 
and enabling public participation.  

Decentralized support 
systems to advance the 
dignity and the ability of 
climate change vulnerable 
individuals and communities 
to fully develop their 
capabilities.  

Richer countries supporting 
poorer countries in mitigation 
and adapting to climate 
change.  

Supporting human rights in 
relation to climate justice.  

Democratic processes in 
which climate justice can be 
pursued.   

 

Capabilities, human development, 
human needs, human dignity, 
well-being, human flourishing, 
environmental rights, 
communities, democracy, 
political and public participation, 
recognition, deliberation, future 
generations (capabilities) 

Libertarianism  National borders 
irrelevant.  
 
Individuals having 
violated their rights 
to protect 
themselves, their 
properties and their 
rights to 
environmental 
conditions, from 
damaging effect 
from climate change  

Securing freedom of choice for all 
(with limited governmental 
interference), in relation to climate 
change action.  
 
Free market exchange.  
 
Equal right to liberty.  
 
Polluter pay principle.  

Global free markets; market-
based mechanisms, such as 
carbon emission trading 
schemes and carbon pricing.   

Liberty, equal right, (free) 
market, market exchange, 
marked-based mechanism, 
property right, self-ownership, 
greenhouse gas/carbon emission 
trading, polluter pay principle, 
limited state interference, global 
free trade, non-redistribution 
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Critical 
perspectives 

National borders 
irrelevant.  
 
Individuals, 
communities and 
classes victims of 
subjugation related 
to gender, social 
status and identity, 
in relation to climate 
change. 
  

Breaking down oppressive 
structures so that all individuals are 
recognized and able to participate 
as equals in public life:  
 
Participatory parity in economic, 
cultural and political dimensions of 
life related to climate change 
actions.  

National and global 
destruction of oppressive 
institutionalised structures of 
subjugation in relation to 
climate change 
(maldistribution, 
marginalisation, political 
exclusion). 
 
Inclusive dialogues between 
formal institutions and civil 
society on climate change 
issues.  

Representation, recognition, 
inclusiveness, participation, 
participatory parity, deliberation, 
democracy, redistribution, ethnic 
minorities, culture, gender, social 
class, social status, social identity, 
civil society dialogue, 
transnational class and gender 
conflicts 

 

 

2.4 The institutionalisation of climate justice norms in global climate 

governance architecture 

Intergovernmental and transnational institutions can be understood as complexes of norms and 

rules (Finnemore & Sikkink, 1998; Keohane, 1988). Thus, norms exist within such institutions, 

as institutions adopt specific types of norms (Finnemore & Sikkink, 1998; Sandholtz, 2008). 

As mentioned, intergovernmental and transnational institutions are a part of the global climate 

architecture. Hence, Widerberg et al. (2016) 6  have proposed a global climate governance 

triangle showing which institutions operate within the governance domain of climate change. 

This governance triangle was originally created by Abbott (2012), and it focuses on 

transnational initiatives in the regime complex on climate change. Starting from the Abbott's 

triangle, Widerberg et al. (2016) developed an updated version that incorporates both 

transnational and intergovernmental initiatives, within the climate governance architecture. The 

intergovernmental part stems from the work on international institutions in the climate regime 

complex carried out by Keohane & Victor (2011). The governance triangle is presented in 

Figure 3.  

The governance triangle of Widerberg et al. (2016) consists of totally 89 institutions. 

Based on the type of governance involvement, they are grouped into three “tires” or groups, 

which include public, hybrid and private institutions. Hybrid institutions are government units 

that share governance with businesses and/or civil society organisations in a public-private 

partnership, while private institutions are mainly firms and civil society organisations 

(Widerberg et al. 2016).  

 
6 For more detailed information about the climate change governance triangle please refer to Widerberg, O., 

Pattberg, P., & Kristensen, K. (2016). Mapping the Institutional Architecture of Global Climate Change 

Governance (Technical Report No. 2). IVM Institute for Environmental Studies. 
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Figure 3. Global climate change governance triangle. Adapted from Widerberg et al. (2016, p. 15). 

 

According to Bernstein (2000), norms become important when they are institutionalised by 

intergovernmental and transnational institutions. The concept of institutionalisation has 

different meanings across different disciplines and according to the contexts it is used. 

However, it has been often used to describe the emergence of institutions, and the interactions 

between them.  (March & Olsen, 1998; Tolbert & Zucker, 1999; van Tatenhove & Leroy, 2000). 

In environmental politics, it is often used to describe the “permanent process of construction 

and reconstruction of both content and organisation of environmental politics” (van Tatenhove 

& Leroy, 2000, p. 29). For the purpose of this study, institutionalisation in relation to norms is 

understood as a process, in which norms become “collective or a part of social structure” 

(Bernstein 2000, p. 467). The global climate governance architecture can be understood as a 

social structure, since it constitutes a system of intergovernmental and transnational institutions 

(Hafner-Burton et al., 2009; Kim, 2019). Therefore, climate justice norms are institutionalised 

when they are adopted by intergovernmental and transnational institutions within the climate 

architecture. Climate justice norms are adopted by institutions when they are perceived as 
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legitimate by the institutions and they operate with such norms in their policy goals, interests, 

and activities, and eventually outcomes (Bernstein, 2000; Sandholtz, 2008).  

Climate justice norms can be institutionalised to different degrees, and highly 

institutionalised norm have broad acceptance from international actors (Finnemore & Sikkink, 

1998). The question that follows is how can the degree to which a climate justice norm is 

institutionalised in global climate architecture be understood? According to Bernstein (2000), 

the degree a norm is institutionalised can be understood from “the norm's frequency or "density" 

in social structure, that is, the range of the instrument, statements and so on that invoke the 

norm” (p. 467). Based on this, a norm’s frequency or density is the number of times institutions 

refers to the norm in official communication. This shows the normative weight institutions 

assign to a climate justice norm. Also Gach (2019) uses the approach of focusing on the 

language or mechanisms in institutions that support a specific climate justice norm. A climate 

justice norm can, therefore, be understood to be highly institutionalised when it has a central 

position or is highly prevalent in the social structure of the climate architecture, since many 

institutions would refer to it (Florini, 1996). A climate justice norm acquires a central position 

or high prevalence in the global climate architecture when a high number of references from 

institutions to the norm is made, relatively to other existing climate justice norms, meaning that 

a high number of total institutions within the global climate architecture not only have adopted 

the norm, but also emphasising it in official communication. As clarification, the main 

relationships between climate justice norms, intergovernmental and transnational institutions 

and the global climate architecture are illustrated in Figure 4.  

Another important debate related to the institutionalisation of climate justice norms is how 

institutionalisation takes place. Accordingly, the power and legitimacy an institutions have in 

promoting and defining a norm, plays an important role in understanding how climate justice 

norms get institutionalised (Bernstein, 2000; Finnemore & Sikkink, 1998; Florini, 1996; Stiles 

& Sandholtz, 2008). The present study does not focus on how norms get institutionalised in the 

climate architecture, but rather on what is institutionalised and to which extent, the how-debate 

falls outside the scope of this study. However, it is acknowledged that the institutions that adopt 

norms are not considered as equal in terms of power and legitimacy, but this is not assessed due 

to thesis feasibility reasons.  
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Figure 4. Conceptual framework of the relation between climate justice norms, intergovernmental and 

transnational institutions and the global climate governance architecture7.  

 

3 Methodology 

3.1 Research strategy 

This study assesses empirically the adoption of climate justice norms among selected 

intergovernmental and transnational institutions (units of observation) as well as the degree of 

insitutionlisation of such norms in the overall governance architecture. The research strategy 

combines both qualitative and quantitative research methods (Verschuren & Doorewaard, 

2010). A qualitative literature review is conducted as well as a discourse network analysis. The 

latter includes both a qualitative text analysis and a quantitative statistical approach to create 

and analyse networks. (Verschuren & Doorewaard, 2010) This chapter describes the selection 

process for intergovernmental and transnational institutions, the process of the literature review, 
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the different steps in the discourse network analysis and the research materials that have been 

used.   

 

3.1.1 Literature review 

The first step consisted of conducting a literature reviews on the topic of climate justice, 

international norms and institutionalisation of norms. The findings of this review have resulted 

in the conceptual and analytical framework. 

 

3.1.2 Selection of intergovernmental and transnational institutions 

To cover the diversity of the climate governance architecture, the selection of 

intergovernmental and transnational institutions was based upon the global climate governance 

triangle proposed by Widerberg et al. (2016) (see chapter 2.4).  The intergovernmental and 

transnational institutions were selected based upon the following functions: (i) 

intergovernmental and transnational institutions with  (ii) not only the manifested intention to 

steer policy and the behaviour of their members or a broader community but which also (iii) 

explicitly address the common climate governance goal, which can be accomplished by (iv) 

significant governance functions (Widerberg et al., 2016). Specifically, intergovernmental and 

transnational institutions that address matters of climate justice were selected out of the 89 

institutions listed in the governance triangle available on the online database Connect-It 

(http://connect-it-climate.eu/).  

To reduce the complexity of the analysis, without compromising accuracy, the number of 

institutions was limited to 30. The representativeness of the different types of institutions 

(public, hybrid and private) was taken into account, according to their weight in the overall 89 

institutions. Accordingly, the public, hybrid and private groups included respectively 11, 10 

and 9 institutions, which were randomly picked from each group. The random selection was 

coupled to a screening, to ensure the connection to climate justice. This was done by carrying 

a specific terms search in documents and webpages of the institutions. The search terms related 

to climate justice were: (climate) justice; just; fair/fairness; (climate) equality; equity, while the 

proxies presented in Table 1 were used as search terms for the philosophical traditions. Until 

the complete fulfilment of the 30 slots, the randomly selected institutions were substituted with 

other randomly picked institutions when the following points were not respected: 

 

1. Did not address matters of climate justice. 

2. Unable to obtain sufficient information or data.  

http://connect-it-climate.eu/
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3. If the operational time was exceeded, institution inactive. 

 

The selection process resulted in the selection of the institutions listed in table 2.  

 

Table 2. List of selected and analysed intergovernmental and transnational institutions, and data 

material.  

Institutions Abbreviation Year Type Data material References 

Clean Energy Ministerial CEM 2009 Public Webpage, 

organisation 

brochure 

(Clean Energy 

Ministerial, n.d., 

2019)  

Carbon Neutral Cities Alliance CNCA 2014 Public Webpage, 

annual report, 

report 

(CNCA, n.d., 

2019) 

Covenant of Mayors  CoM 2008 Public Webpage, 

annual report, 

statute 

(CoM, n.d.; 

Convenant of 

Mayors, n.d., 

2018) 

Kyoto Protocol  KP 1997 Public Webpage, 

treaty 

 (UNFCCC, 

n.d.b; United 

Nations, 1998) 

Partnership for Market Readiness  PMR 2010 Public Webpage, 

governance 

framework 

(PMR, 2017, 

2019) 

R20 R20 2010 Public Webpage, 

annual report 

(R20, 2018, 

2019) 

Union of Baltic Cities  UBC 1991 Public Webpage, 

statute, 

strategy paper 

(UBC, n.d.a, 

n.d.b; Union of 

the Baltic 

Cities, 2019) 

International Renewable Energy 

Agency  

IRENA 2009 Public Webpage, 

statute 

(IRENA, n.d., 

2009) 

United Nations Framework 

Convention on Climate Change 

UNFCCC 1992 Public Webpage,  

statute 

(UNFCCC, 

n.d.a; United 

Nations, 1992) 

UN Global Compact Caring for 

Climate  

C4C 2007 Public Webpage,  

Progress 

report 

(Caring for 

Climate, 2016; 

United Nations 

Global 

Compact, n.d.) 

Forest Carbon Partnership Facility  FCPF 2008 Public Webpage,  

charter 

(FCPF, 2015, 

2018) 

The Consumer Goods Forum  CGF 2009 Private Webpage, 

statute, 

organisation 

brochure 

(CGF, 2016, 

2019, 2020) 

International Emissions Trading 

Association  

IETA 1999 Private Webpage, 

report 

(IETA, n.d., 

2019) 

Verified Carbon Standard   VCS 2007 Private Webpage, 

program guide 

(VCS, n.d.; 

Verra, n.d.) 

Climate, Community and 

Biodiversity Alliance (CCB 

Standard)  

CCBA 2003 Private Webpage,  

report 

(CCBS, n.d., 

2017) 

The Gold Standard  GS 2004 Private Webpage, 

annual report 

(Gold Standard, 

n.d., 2018) 
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Plan Vivo  PlanVivo 2008 Private Webpage, 

standard 

(Plan Vivo, 

n.d.b, n.d.a) 

SocialCarbon SC 2008 Private Webpage, 

standard, 

policy 

document 

(Social Carbon, 

n.d.b, n.d.a, 

2013) 

Greenhouse Gas Protocol  GHGP 1998 Private Webpage, 

standard, 

policy 

document 

(GHGP, n.d.b, 

n.d.a, n.d.c) 

Science Based Targets  SBT 2014 Private Webpage, 

progress 

report 

(SBT, n.d., 

2019) 

Climate Disclosure Standards 

Board  

CDSB 2007 Private Webpage, 

framework 

document 

(CDSB, n.d., 

2019) 

BioCarbon Fund  BCF 2004 Hybrid Webpage, 

annual report 

(BCF, n.d., 

2019) 

Climate and Clean Air Coalition  CCAC 2012 Hybrid Webpage, 

vision 

statement, 

report 

(CCAC, n.d., 

2014, 2019) 

Global States and Regions Annual 

Disclosure  

GSRAD 2015 Hybrid Webpage, 

annual report 

(Climate Group, 

n.d.; GSRAD, 

2019) 

Divest-Invest  DI 2014 Hybrid Webpage, 

strategy paper 

(Divest-Invest, 

n.d., 2017) 

Global Alliance for ClimateSmart 

Agriculture  

GACSA 2014 Hybrid Webpage, 

framework 

document 

(FAO, n.d.; 

GACSA, 2014) 

Global Bioenergy Partnership  GBEP 2007 Hybrid Webpage, 

strategy paper, 

statute 

(GBEP, 2012, 

2016) 

Portfolio Decarbonisation Coalition  PDC 2014 Hybrid Webpage, 

brochure, 

annual report 

(PDC, n.d., 

2015, 2017) 

The Renewable Energy Policy 

Network for the 21st Century  

REN21 2005 Hybrid Webpage, 

annual report 

(REN21, n.d., 

2019) 

Sustainable Energy for All  SEforALL 2011 Hybrid Webpage, 

annual report, 

statute 

(SE4ALL, n.d., 

2018, 2019) 

 

 

 

3.1.3 Discourse network analysis 

A discourse network analysis was used in order to discover the degree to which norms are 

institutionalised within the global climate governance, which can be understood by analysing 

the underlying structure of global governance architectures. This can be done by creating 

networks of intergovernmental and transnational institutions and climate justice norms within 

the architecture, based on their institutional interlinkages, which in this case is institutions 

references to climate justice norms (Kim, 2019; Widerberg, 2016). Such networks are what call 

a social network, which functions as a group of socially relevant nodes (network members) 

which are connected by one or more relations. Based on this definition, dynamic networks 
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consisting of intergovernmental and transnational institutions as one type of node, and climate 

justice norms as another were created. By calculating centrality values of climate justice norm 

nodes in the network, the degree to which the norm is institutionalised in the global climate 

architeture was determined.  

This type of global governance network analysis has been recently emerging . It has 

been moslty used to study interaction among actors, as well the relation between actors and 

their use of thematic concepts or discourses (Chen, 2018; Fisher et al., 2013; Leifeld, 2017; 

Sanderink, 2020). 

The software NVivo was used to analyse data material and the software Gephi 0.9.2 to 

create networks and calculate network metrices8. The next sub-chapters describe the different 

steps of the discourse network analysis.  

 

3.1.3.1 Identifying climate justice norms  

Based on the conceptual framework, climate justice norms are institutionalised if adopted by 

intergovernmental and transnational institutions within the climate architecture. In order to 

understand which climate justice norms are institutionalised, the first part of the analysis 

identified, through a text analysis, the specific climate justice norms that intergovernmental and 

transnational institutions adopt. 

Networks were made by analysing the discourses of climate justice that institutions adopt9. 

A discourse can be defined as “an ensemble of ideas, concepts and categories through which 

meaning is given to social and physical phenomena, and which is produced and reproduced 

through an identifiable set of practices” (Hajer & Versteeg, 2005, p. 175). The method of 

analysing discourses is therefore relevant for the case of norms, as it makes us able to analyse 

meanings, understandings and concepts of climate justice norms in text (Hajer & Versteeg, 

2005). Norms can be identified among institutions as norms express a certain  “quality of 

"oughtness" and shared moral assessment, norms prompt justifications for action and leave an 

extensive trail of communication among actors that we can study” (Finnemore & Sikkink, 1998, 

p. 892). Climate justice norms are mostly explicitly stated by intergovernmental and 

 

8 Although the scholar Philip Leifeld has developed a software specifically for this purpose, called Discourse 

Network Analysis (DNA), it is not used in this thesis due its deficiencies. Instead, the softwares NVivo and Gephi 

0.9.2 are used as they provide more flexibility and simplicity in usage.  

 

9 Discourses and norms are related, but different in the way that “norms can be specified with greater analytic 

rigor” (Bernstein, 2000, p. 468). Following this definition, the discourse network analysis is therefore not used to 

identify discourses on climate justice, but to identify specific climate justice norms references in 

intergovernmental and transnational institutions, in central offical documents. 
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transnational institutions, and when they are operated by institutions in their policy goals, 

interests, and activities as well as referred to in treaties, resolutions, declarations, rules, 

standards and strategies, and they can hence be identified thereby (Bernstein, 2000). 

In the software NVivo, central documents and webpage information (presented in 

chapter 3.2) of intergovernmental and transnational institutions were uploaded, and textual 

analysis was conducted by using the analytical framework developed in chapter 2.3. In the text 

analysis, “statements” from relevant documents and webpages were coded as references to the 

specific climate justice norms presented in the analytical framework. "Statements" were 

understood as a sentence that reveal information on the institutions' discourse or 

conceptualisation of climate justice, thereby indicating a specific climate justice norm.  

Once a statement was assumed to represent the perspective of one of the philosophical 

categories, a “node” was created in NVivo. To be able to identify the philosophical traditions, 

the analysis aimed at identifying specific subjects, mechanism, metrics and principles of justice. 

This resulted in 24 specific norms or sub-nodes. This was also done to ensure a detailed picture 

of existing climate justice norms and to have enough nodes for creating informative networks. 

The five main philosophical perspectives functioned instead as overarching norms. 

After coding references (statements) to climate justice norms in the selected data material, 

a dataset of interlinkages between intergovernmental and transnational institutions and specific 

climate justice norms was extracted from NVivo as a matrix. The interlinkages of the network 

structure were hence analysed by the produced dataset Moreover, it was inferred to which 

degree identified climate justice norms are institutionalised in the overall network structure.   

 

3.1.3.2 Analysing the degree of institutionalisation of climate justice norms 

Taking basis in the conceptual framework, a climate justice norm is highly institutionalised 

when a high number of total institutions within the global climate architecture have adopted 

the norm. This means that a high number of references from institutions to the norm is made, 

relatively to other existing climate justice norms. In order to understand the degree to which 

climate justice norms are institutionalised in the global climate architecture over time, 

networks were created in order to visualise and quantitatively measure the centrality of certain 

climate justice norms (number of references to the norm).  

The networks were created based on interlinkages between climate justice norms and 

intergovernmental and transnational institutions developed in the previous step. By importing 

the dataset from NVivo, networks were created by using a software called Gephi 0.9.2.  
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Affiliation network 

Affiliations network is useful to study and visualise institutions references to climate justice 

norms over time, as well as to create the congruence network, and to calculate network metrices. 

A affiliation network (bipartite network) is a network that shows the binary relationship 

between the “members” of two types of node groups, which in this case is the institutions and 

the climate justice norms, hence the name “two-mode network” (Scott & Carrington, 2011). 

Affiliation networks shows how the intergovernmental and transnational institutions (nodes) 

are connected to specific climate justice norms (nodes), by referring to the norm (link or edge) 

(Leifeld, 2017; Scott & Carrington, 2011). The link between the institutions and climate justice 

norms have weighted values, which represent the number of times an institution have referred 

to the same norm (the strenght of the link). When an insitution refers to many different norms, 

the weighted degree of the link expresses how much an institution prefers a specific the norm. 

This provides a more accurate picture of references to norms. Moreover, the links are also 

undirected, which means that there is no direction of the link as relationship is recipropcital.  

 Three different affiliation networks were created for overall timeframe which ranges 

from the date of the creation of the earliest institution (1991) to the most recent institution 

(2015) in the selection. This overall timeframe was divided into three equal smaller timeframes, 

so to assess the time evolution of the climate justice norms’ conceptualisations in the global 

climate architecture. The timeframes were: 1991-1998, 1991-2006 and 1991-2015.  

In network analysis, attributes can be assigned to each node (Scott & Carrington, 2011). 

Attributes such as the type of institution, public, hybrid and private, and year of establishment, 

were assigned to the institution nodes. Similarly, philosophical tradition affiliation and first 

year of appearance were attributed to the climate justice norm nodes. 

 

Congruence network 

Congruence networks, often referred as one-mode, were created in order to investigate the 

affiliation networks and central climate justice norms in further details. Specifically, such 

networks were useful to figure out how central climate justice norms are connected to other 

norms, and how institutions are connected to each other based, both based on co-referencing. 

Congruence networks can be derived from the affiliation network by extracting binary relations 

between same the types of nodes based on their co-reference to the other types of nodes in the 

network (Scott & Carrington, 2011). The links were undirected and weighted (representing the 

strength of the connection between nodes) and attributes were assigned to the nodes. 
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One congruence network of institutions is created. The first, a congruence networks of 

the institutions, was used to infer the relations between each analysed intergovernmental and 

transnational institutions as a function of their reference to the same climate justice norms 

(Leifeld, 2017). The institution congruence network allows us to identify cohesive subgroups, 

which can be understood as what Hajer (1993) defines as discourse coalitions, actors in a group 

with common social construct (Leifeld, 2017).  

A congruence network of climate justice norms was not attempted as it would not 

provide sufficient additional information to the affiliation network.  

 

Centrality metrics 

In network theory, centrality is one of the most used approaches in understanding how 

influential a node is in a network, based on its advantageous structural position (Scott & 

Carrington, 2011). Moreover, Scott & Carrington (2011) categorise three main different ways 

of calculating centrality, namely degree, closeness and betweenness.  As the degree centrality 

measures the number of edges (links) a node has with members of the other node group, and 

the edges representing a reference to a norm, is therefore matched the study’s conceptualisation 

of degree of institutionalisation, thus being the most relevant approach.  

The use of centrality metrics permits to measure the degree of institutionalisation of 

particular justice norms over others and to reveal which norms have gained traction, and which 

have become marginalised. According to the conceptual framework, the central position a 

climate justice norm has in the global architecture, measured by number of references to the 

norm from the institutions, determines the degree of institutionalisation in the architecture. In 

order to measure the centrality of climate justice norms, the degree centrality metric, both 

weighted and unweighted was calculated for each norm of the affiliation network in Gephi 

0.9.2. Weighted degree centrality was chosen because it takes into account the weights of the 

edges (links) in the network (Scott & Carrington, 2011). For the climate justice norms nodes, 

the weighted degree equals to its total number of references from the institutions, while for the 

institutions, the value is equal to the number of references made by the institutions. It is the 

main measurement for the degree of institutionalisation of climate justice norms. As 

consequence, the most institutionalised norm is the one with the highest weighted degree 

centrality. On the other hand, the unweighted degree centrality indicates the number links 

(edges) a climate justice norm node has with the institution nodes, and shows the number of 

institutions that have referred to the climate justice norm (Scott & Carrington, 2011; Borgatti, 
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2005). Differently, in congruence network the weighted degree of an institution indicated the 

sum of similar norm references per institution.  

 

3.2 Research materials 

Scientific literature was used to define the research problem and to develop the conceptual and 

analytical framework (Verschuren & Doorewaard, 2010). Additionally, related to the discourse 

network analysis, evidence of norms were drawn from “legal texts, in policy documents, 

reports, communications, strategy papers, and other possible (non-legal) relevant texts” (p. 20) 

of intergovernmental and transnational institutions (Pattberg et al., 2014). Therefore, for each 

of the selected institution, webpages and published official documents were analysed. The 

webpages of institutions are relevant as the mission, approach and strategy of the institutions is 

often clearly stated. Moreover, due to time limitation, one or two official documents was chosen 

from each institution, depending on the quality of information. The selection of the official 

documents varied in document type, due to differences in availability. The first choice was to 

select an institutions’ legal agreement or statute. If this was not available, recent annual reports, 

strategy papers or similar documents were selected. These documents were chosen as they 

usually contain core information related to institution’s goals and activities. Also, the official 

documents needed to be accessible for the public online. An overview of the selected data 

material per institution can be found in Table 2.  

 

3.3 Limitation of methodology  

Despite the related potentiality, the methodology presented limitations. First, the climate 

governance triangle of Widerberg et al. (2016), which the institutions were chosen from, only 

contains institutions up to 2016. Institutions established afterward were hence not included. 

However, due to the time constraints, the update of the triangle by the inclusion of more recent 

institutions would have compromised the feasibility of the thesis. Second, regarding the 

analytical framework, in case of overlapping conceptualisations between philosophical 

traditions identical statements extrapolated from institutions were coded on several climate 

justice norms. An example is the topic health, which can be seen as a basic need for 

cosmopolitanism, and as a capability for the capabilities approach. Third, in some cases, the 

variations in size and the type of documents analysed per institutions might have affected the 

weighted edge value in the affiliation network. However, excluding weighted edges would have 

been even more misleading: for example, an institution references to one type of climate justice 
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norm thirty times would then have been considered as equal to a norm only referred to one time 

by another institution.  

 

4 Identified climate justice norms 

 

In total, 30 intergovernmental and transnational institutions have been selected and analysed, 

which includes 11 public, 9 private and 10 hybrid institutions (see table 2). Throughout the 

analysis, all of the five philosophical traditions were referred to by one or more institution. For 

each philosophical tradition, sub-categories of clime justice norms have been identified, based 

different aspects of justice (subjects, metric and principles, and mechanisms). In total 24 sub-

categories have been referred to by one or more institutions. A list of identified main and sub-

categories of climate justice norms can be seen in Table 3.  

 

Table 3. List of all the established main and sub-categories of climate justice norms (main categories 

ordered after number of references).  

 

Climate justice norm Aspects of climate justice 

Capabilities approach   

 
Advance capabilities of individuals and 

communities 
Metrics and principles, mechanisms10 

 Central role of governments (capabilities) Mechanisms 

 Decentralised support system Mechanisms 

 Responsibility of corporations and civil society Mechanisms 

 Richer countries assisting poorer countries Mechanisms 

Cosmopolitanism   

 Common but differentiated responsibility principle Metrics and principles 

 Equal rights and opportunities (globally) Metrics and principles 

 Global community and interdependencies Subjects of justice 

 Global redistribution (considering vulnerable) Mechanisms 

 Need-based minimum floor principle Metrics and principles 

Critical perspectives   

 Destruction of disparities Mechanisms 

 
Inclusive dialogues between formal institutions 

and civil society 

Mechanisms 

 Participatory parity Metrics and principles 

 Recognition of victims of subjugation Subjects of justice 

Liberal egalitarianism   

 
10 The established category “advance capabilities of individuals and communities” represent two aspects of 

climate justice as metrics and principles and mechanisms often overlapped and was hard to distinguish in the text 

analysis  
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Central role of governments (liberal 

egalitarianism) 

Mechanisms 

 Difference principle (national) Metrics and principles 

 Equal rights and opportunities (national) Metrics and principles 

 Fair redistribution (national) Mechanisms 

 
National borders relevant (cooperation across 

borders) 

Subjects of justice 

Libertarianism   

 Market-based mechanisms Mechanisms 

 Ownership Metrics and principles 

 Polluter pay principle Metrics and principles  

  Self-ownership Subjects of justice 

 

 

In sum, 1259 number of references from the institutions have been coded on the different 

climate justice norms. The distribution of the references for every institution and norm can be 

seen in Table 4. This table can be used to understand the how many references an institution 

made in total, which climate justice norm it referred to the most, and which norms it neglected. 

Also, the table serves as input for the creation of networks in the software Gephi 0.9.2.  

The following chapter will address each intergovernmental and transnational 

institutions and the climate justice norms they make a reference to, explained around the topic 

of subjects, metrics and principles and mechanisms, followed by a short conclusion. A short 

description of each institution can be found in the appendix. 
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Table 4. Analysed intergovernmental and transnational institutions, and number of references coded at 

specific climate justice norms. Yellow colour = capabilities approach; green colour = 

cosmopolitanism, pink colour = Critical perspectives; orange colour = liberal egalitarianism; blue 

colour = libertarianism.  

 

 

 

 

4.1 Clean Energy Ministerial 

The way the CEM mention subjects of justice based on two conflicting philosophical traditions. 

CEM mainly refers liberal egalitarianism, as it recognises the importance of national borders as 

collaboration is only to occur between specific nations and ministries (Clean Energy 

Ministerial, 2019). However, it also makes references to the cosmopolitan thought of 

individuals as a part of a global community having global interdependence, as it acknowledges 

that greenhouse gasses are a global issue, that needs to be solved through “global action” (Clean 

Energy Ministerial, 2019, p. 2), in “all regions of the world” (Clean Energy Ministerial, n.d.). 
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BioCarbon Fund 28 0 0 4 4 3 0 9 0 10 0 8 11 10 7 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 0 0

Carbon Neutral Cities Alliance 46 3 3 0 0 0 1 0 1 3 0 6 16 14 4 5 3 3 9 6 4 0 0 0

Clean Energy Ministrial 11 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 2 7 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0

Climate and Clean Air Coalition 33 0 0 0 1 1 0 9 0 37 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Climate Disclosure Standards 

Board 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Climate, Community and 

Biodiversity Alliance (CCB 

Standard) 21 1 0 0 1 6 0 4 0 2 0 4 5 10 3 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 0

Covenant of Mayors 11 2 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 2 1 4 1 2 1 0 0 7 0 0 0 0

Divest-Invest Global Movement 9 0 0 2 0 0 0 4 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Forest Carbon Partnership Facility 7 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 6 0 1 5 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

Global Alliance for ClimateSmart 

Agriculture 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 10 0 4 10 7 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Global Bioenergy Partnership 2 0 0 0 0 5 0 2 0 8 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Global States and Regions Annual 

Disclosure 3 2 1 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Greenhouse Gas Protocol 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 11 0 10 0

International Emissions Trading 

Association 1 0 0 0 3 4 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 28 0 0 0

International Renewable Energy 

Agency 9 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0

Kyoto Protocol 0 0 0 0 12 11 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 0

Partnership for Market Readiness 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 5 10 9 0 0 0

Plan Vivo 26 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 18 0 2 3 14 8 0 0 0 0 0 7 3 2 0

Portfolio Decarbonisation Coalition 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

R20 13 1 1 0 4 3 2 1 0 4 0 7 2 7 2 5 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0

Science Based Targets 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 9 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0

SOCIALCARBON 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 8 0 0 3 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 7 0

Sustainable Energy for All 18 0 0 0 2 7 1 10 0 6 0 7 3 8 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

The Consumer Goods Forum 21 0 1 0 0 0 2 12 0 18 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 5

The Gold Standard 5 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 5 0

The Renewable Energy Policy 

Network for the 21st Century 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 8 0 7 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

UN Global Compact Caring for 

Climate 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 4 0

UNFCCC 10 0 0 0 16 24 0 2 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Union of Baltic Cities 11 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 3 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0

Verified Carbon Standard 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 2 0



 32 

The dominant metrics and principles of justice in the CEM is represented by the 

capabilities approach, as their activities are conducted in order to meet “growing global energy 

needs” and “improving energy security” (Clean Energy Ministerial, 2019, p. 3, )as means to 

improve human capabilities. Furthermore, the principle of participatory parity of the critical 

perspective is also mentioned by the CEM, as one of the goals of the organization is to “increase 

gender diversity in the energy sector”  (p. 34) and to “close the gender gap in the energy sector” 

(Clean Energy Ministerial, 2019, p. 34). Besides, the least dominant principle mentioned is the 

cosmopolitan need-based minimum floor principle, by emphasising fair global cooperation.   

Regarding mechanisms to achieve justice, the idea of the capabilities approach of 

advancing capabilities in terms of meeting global energy needs, health, economic security and 

political control over one’s environment is the most dominant in the CEM. Moreover, 

decentralised support systems (capabilities approach) is also referred to, by claiming that 

“global action and increased cooperation between national and local governments is essential, 

as is identifying collaboration opportunities with global organisations”(Clean Energy 

Ministerial, 2019, p. 24). The least prominent mechanism for justice is a call for dialogue 

between civil society and formal institutions, representing the critical perspective.  

Overall, the CEM is using a rather mixed language in conceptualising climate justice. 

A total of 34 references coded on different climate justice norm categories, from the statements 

of the CEM. The capabilities approach holds the majority of coded statements (14), followed 

by the critical perspective (9), cosmopolitanism (6) and liberal egalitarianism (5). The most 

dominant sub-norm is the “advance capabilities of individuals and communities” (capabilities 

approach), with 11 references.  

 

4.2 Carbon Neutral Cities Alliance 

Regarding subjects of justice, a liberal egalitarianism language is dominant in the CNCA. When 

only a selective number of cities of 12 are members11, the institution recognizes the relevance 

of national borders and only includes individuals within those borders. Moreover, territorial 

relevance also becomes clear as the scope of emission reduction for each city is either directly 

or indirectly linked to the specific city’s boundaries. Although less emphasised, a critical 

perspective is also present in the CNCA, as marginalised individuals and communities of “color 

and low-income” are mentioned as subjects of justice. 

 
11 Although other cities might have the possibility to join if they aim for achieving carbon neutrality in 2050, the 

initiative is still globally excluding as their activities is mostly focused around only their members.  
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 The most dominant metrics and principles of justice used by the CNCA is from the 

capabilities approach. For people and communities living in the member cities currently or in 

the future, the CNCA aims protect the capabilities: public health, job creation and opportunities, 

political participation, environmental protection (climate resilience), economic security and 

prosperity, energy security, empowerment and community well-being (CNCA, n.d., 2019). 

Followed, the CNCA also refers to the critical perspective several times, respectively 

participatory parity. Moreover, although less emphasised, the cosmopolitan principles of global 

equal opportunities and the need-based minimum floor principle and the liberal egalitarian 

difference principle and principle of equal rights and opportunities is identified in CNCA’s 

statements.  

 Regarding mechanisms of justice, the CNCA makes most references to the capabilities 

approach, in terms of advancing people’s capabilities through a thin and decentralised support 

system, in which the responsibility of governments to improve people’s lives is central (CNCA 

report). The institution also makes several references the critical perspective, related to reduce 

and remove sources of disparities based on class and identity (CNCA, 2019, p.188) and 

inclusive dialogues between the members of the CNCA and civil society. Moreover, some 

references are also made to the liberal egalitarian mechanisms: governments having a central 

role, fair redistribution within cities and carbon taxes. In addition, also the libertarian market-

based mechanism regarding carbon-pricing and carbon trade is referred to a few times. Lastly, 

the cosmopolitan global per capita emissions approach is mentioned once. 

Concluding, the CNCA is adopting highly diverse conceptualisations of climate justice. 

In total, 127 references have been coded, on all the philosophical traditions, which makes the 

CNCA the institution with the highest number of references. 53 of these are coded on the most 

dominant norm, the capabilities approach, 40 at the critical perspective, 20 at liberal 

egalitarianism, and 5 at both cosmopolitanism and libertarianism. The most dominant sub-norm 

is the “advance capabilities of individuals and communities” (capabilities approach), with 46 

references.  

 

4.3 Covenant of Mayors (Europe) 

When defining subject of justice, liberal egalitarianism is the most dominant norm, as national 

borders seem to matter to the CoM since subjects of justice is limited to citizens living within 

the European Union and within the borders of the members cities. In addition, also the 



 34 

cosmopolitan idea of global interdependencies among individuals and the critical perspective 

focus on victims of subjugation are expressed once.  

 The principle of justice that CoM emphasise the most is participatory parity (critical 

perspectives). It is reflected in CoM’s action to reduce the energy expenses in households in 

deprived neighbourhoods and in the institution’s “engagement of all relevant stakeholders” 

(CoM, n.d, p. 2). This principle is followed by the cosmopolitan need-based minimum floor 

principle, identified through CoM activities in protecting citizens from extreme heat, floods and 

droughts. Marginally represented in the CoM, is the liberal egalitarian version of the difference 

principle.  

As a mechanism of justice, the CoM mostly refers to the capabilities approach, as it 

facilitates the capabilities of “present and future generations” (STATUTE, p. 1), by “enhancing 

the quality of life” (CoM, n.d, p. 1), “boosting the local economy and creating jobs, reinforcing 

stakeholder engagement and cooperation” (CoM, n.d, p. 1), and meeting energy needs. Aslo, 

the CoM adopt the idea of a decentralised support system as their approach is based on regional 

and local governments as actors of action. A few references are made to the critical perspective, 

which is reducing disparities between individuals through inclusive dialogues between CoM 

and the civil society. Lastly, the CoM also refers to central role of governments (limited to 

national borders) in taking climate action, which represent liberal egalitarianism.  

 Summarizing, the most dominant philosophical traditions for each aspect varies. The 

CoM makes 15 references to the most dominant tradition, the capabilities approach, 10 to liberal 

egalitarianism, 8 to the critical perspective and 3 to the marginally represented 

cosmopolitanism. In total 36 references are made, in which 11 is assigned to the most prominent 

sub-norm “advance capabilities of individuals and communities” (capabilities approach). 

 

4.4 Kyoto Protocol 

The KP mainly defines subjects of justice on the basis of cosmopolitanism, since 

interdependence between all individuals is expressed in terms of global emissions. Moreover, 

acknowledging historical emission of developed countries and their responsibility towards 

developing countries supports the idea of interdependence between states. However, it once 

mentions the conflicting idea that national borders are relevant in terms of cooperation across 

borders.  

The KP is also using a strong cosmopolitan language when describing principles of 

justice, as the protocol claims to “binds developed countries, and places a heavier burden on 
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them under the principle of “common but differentiated responsibility and respective 

capabilities” (United Nations, 1998) 

The mechanism of justice that the KP refers to the most is the responsibility of 

developed countries in assisting and supporting developing countries, either through financial 

initiatives or transfer of knowledge and technology, in reaching their capabilities (the 

capabilities approach). Followed by this the KP seem to support the idea of market-based 

mechanisms based on the trade of emissions permits, which represent a libertarian view.  

Overall, 30 references are codes based on KP’s statements. The capabilities approach 

and cosmopolitanism share the place as the most dominant climate justice norm, both having 

12 references. 5 references are assigned to liberaltarianism, while liberal egalitarianism is the 

most marginal norm with 1 reference. The most dominant sub-norm is the common but 

differentiated responsibility principle (12 references).  

 

4.5 Partnership for Market Readiness  

To the PMR, national borders are relevant, and it thereby defines subjects of justice on the basis 

of citizens of nations (liberal egalitarianism). This is based on that PMR-related activities are 

to be “developed on a country-specific basis and will build on the country’s existing initiatives 

to meet nationally defined priorities” (PMR, 2017, p. 1) while the institution only functions as 

platform to share lessons between countries.  

No statements of the PMR clearly revealed specific metrics and principles of justice. 

However, regarding mechanisms of justice, libertarianism is the most dominant norm, as PMR 

focuses on carbon pricing, namely the market-mechanism emission trading. Another 

mechanism of justice, less prominent, is the liberal egalitarianism, and the concept of national 

redistribution of wealth through carbon taxes, enforced by governments. This concept conflicts 

with the libertarian perspective.    

In sum, 25 references are coded and distributed among liberal egalitarianism (16) and 

libertarianism (9). This represent a low diversity of climate justice norms.  The most dominant 

sub-norm is the liberal egalitarian “national borders relevant (cooperation across borders)” (10 

references).  

 

4.6 R20 

When the R20 is defining subjects of justice, liberal egalitarianism is the most dominant norm. 

National borders are found relevant and justice seem to apply to citizens within the borders of 
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sub-national governments around the world (R20, 2018, 2019). In addition, the R20 is also 

defining subjects based on victims of subjugation, representing the critical perspectives. 

Marginally represented, the cosmopolitan view of subjects of justice is used once, in which R20 

view individuals as a part of a global community.  

Regarding metrics and principles, the R20 find the most dominant norm the capabilities 

approach. The R20 recognize the importance of enhancing capabilities of individuals and 

communities in a way in which improve public health, employment opportunities, affordable 

energy, empowerment of women, engagement of local citizens and wellbeing. Furthermore, 

several references are also made to the principle participatory parity (critical perspective). 

Followed, is the cosmopolitan view, in which statements reflecting the common but 

differentiated responsibility principle, the difference principle, principle of global equal rights 

and opportunities and the need-based minimum floor principle has been identified.   

Belonging to the capabilities approach, the mechanism of justice that the R20 emphasise 

the most is the need of sub-governments to enhance capabilities of individuals and communities 

by fighting climate change and seem to stand for a decentralised support system to advance 

capabilities (R20, 2018).  The idea of the fundamental role of governments is shared with the 

liberal egalitarianism. Moreover, funds from richer countries are used to support (funds and 

technology transfer) developing countries in Africa, is also referred to and an example of a 

capabilities approach mechanism (R20, 2018). In addition, the R20 also refers to the critical 

perspective, by focusing on destruction of disparities through inclusive dialogues between R20 

and civil society is mentioned (R20, 2018).  

A total of 57 references are coded based on R20’s conceptualisation of climate justice. 

The most dominant norm identified in R20 is the capabilities approach (19 references), closely 

followed by the critical perspective (18 references). Also, cosmopolitanism is moderately 

represented (10 references), while liberal egalitarian (5 references) is more marginally 

represented in the R20. The most prominent sub-norm is “advance capabilities of individuals 

and communities” (capabilities approach), having 13 references.  

 

4.7 Union of Baltic Cities 

Subjects of justice is conceptualised in a liberal egalitarian way. Subjects are limited to those 

citizens within the cities that are member of the UBC, which is restricted to cities within the 

Baltic Sea Region.  
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In terms of metrics and principles, the capabilities approach is the most dominating 

norm. A list of capabilities is referred to and includes employment, “protecting natural 

environment” empower citizens, facilitation of culture, art, creativity and innovation. Further, 

democratic and participatory values are emphasised (UBC, n.d.b; Union of the Baltic Cities, 

2019). More marginally represented is the principle of participatory parity (critical perspective).  

Regarding mechanisms of justice, the most dominant approach to increase prosperity 

and quality of life of its citizens, by advancing their capabilities (capabilities approach). This is 

done through a decentralised support system mainly led by local authorities. The central role 

the UBC assign governments also belong to the view of liberal egalitarianism. Moreover, the 

critical perspective is also represented as UBC aims to remove disparities related to gender and 

to promote a dialogue channel between UBC and civil society. 

Overall, UBC makes 30 references to norms, distributed between the most dominant 

norm capabilities approach (15 references), liberal egalitarianism (8) and critical perspectives 

(7). The most prominent sub-norm is “advance capabilities of individuals and communities” 

(capabilities approach), with 11 references. 

 

4.8 International Renewable Energy Agency 

As its members are sovereign states, IRENA seem to define subjects of justice based on 

nationality (liberal egalitarianism). 

Several times, the IRENA mentions different metrics linked to the capabilities 

approach: energy need, public participation, economic security and employment, health, 

environmental protection, peace (IRENA, n.d., 2009). This is also considered in relation to 

“inter-generational responsibility” (IRENA, 2009, p. 4). Less referred to is the cosmopolitan 

common but differentiated responsibility principle.  

As a mechanism of justice, IRENA mainly emphasises the important role of 

governments around the world to provide “clean, sustainable energy for the world’s growing 

population” (IRENA, n.d.) which matches the capabilities approach. Moreover, a mechanism 

of justice belonging to the critical perspectives is also mentioned several times. As IRENA 

claims to initiate discussion between formal institutions and civil society. In addition, 

consideration to richer countries need to support poorer ones are also mad, although marginally 

represented (IRENA, 2009). 

In sum, IRENA makes 22 references to mainly the capabilities approach (11 references), 

as the most dominant norm, as well as liberal egalitarianism (7), the critical perspective (3) and 
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cosmopolitanism (1), the most marginal norm. “Advance capabilities of individuals and 

communities” (capabilities approach) is the most prominent sub-norm is with 9 references. 

  

4.9 United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change  

Subjects of justice seem to be defined upon interdependencies between all nations, especially 

in the case of global emissions, as historical emission of developed countries and their 

responsibility towards developing countries are mentioned. Especially considered as subjects 

are developing countries and other climate change vulnerable countries, for example “low-lying 

and other small island countries” (United Nations, 1992, p. 2).  

In terms of metrics and principles, the UNFCCC place the strongest emphasise on the 

cosmopolitan principle of common but differentiated responsibility. The principle is mentioned 

several times and justified with that developed Parties of UNFCCC should meet needs 

developing country Parties and that “the largest share of historical and current global emissions 

of greenhouse gases has originated in developed countries” (United Nations, 1992, p. 1). In 

addition, the UNFCCC several times refers to certain capabilities for individuals and 

communities (capabilities approach). Moreover, the cosmopolitan need-based minimum floor 

principle, in terms of fair global cooperation and health as a basic need is also referred to.  

The most dominant mechanisms of justice are richer countries supporting poorer ones, 

through transfer of funds, technology and knowledge (capabilities approach). However, also 

the mechanism of advancing capabilities of individuals and communities is also mentioned by 

the UNFCCC several times.  

 Overall, the UNFCCC makes 59 references to justice. Of these, the cosmopolitanism is 

the most dominant norm (33 references), followed by the capabilities approach (26). The 

diversity of climate justice norms is low in the UNFCCC. The sub-norm with the most 

references is the “common but differentiated responsibility principle and difference principle” 

(24 references).  

 

4.10 UN Global Compact Caring for Climate 

No clear references to subjects of justice by the C4C has been identified. However, regarding 

metrics and principles of justice, the libertarian polluter pays principle is the most dominant 

one, followed by the cosmopolitan need-based minimum floor principle, in terms of fair global 

cooperation.  In addition, also equal global rights through the support of the international human 

rights is mentioned once.   
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 Regarding mechanisms of justice, the C4C is mostly emphasising the libertarian 

marked-based mechanism: “pricing the cost of carbon emissions as a necessary and effective 

measure to tackle climate change” (Caring for Climate, 2016, p. 17). In addition, the 

responsibility of corporation to facilitate capabilities in areas they operate is mentioned 

(capabilities approach). Moreover, also mechanism from the critical perspective is identified, 

as claim of removing discrimination of employment, forces labour, and child labour is made. 

Within the same perspective, the C4C also seem to support inclusive dialogues between 

themselves and civil society in their work. 

 Totally, 16 references are made, in which 9 is made to the dominant norm libertarianism, 

4 to cosmopolitanism, 3 to the critical perspective and 1 to the marginalised capabilities 

approach. The “market-based mechanisms” is the most dominant sub-norm.  

 

4.11 Forest Carbon Partnership Facility 

Global interdependencies (cosmopolitanism) is acknowledged through global forests as they 

“play a vital role in almost every facet of life on our planet” (FCPF, 2018).Therefore, 

individuals worldwide seem to be understood as a part of a global community, in which 

developing countries are especially in focus as subjects of justice. However, one reference is 

also made to liberal egalitarianism, as national borders are found relevant, which conflicts with 

the previous idea.  

In terms of metrics and principles of justice, the most emphasized norm is the 

capabilities approach, as the FCPF is identifying several capabilities that can enhance the 

wellbeing and livelihoods of individuals and communities. These include public participation, 

poverty reduction, preservation of cultures and traditions, economic growth, income 

opportunity and environmental protection. Also, the cosmopolitan need-based minimum floor 

principle (basic needs), the common but differentiated responsibility principle and the critical 

perspective principle of participatory parity (for indigenous people, forest dwellers and women) 

is referred to several times.  

As for mechanisms of justice, advancing capabilities of individuals and communities 

living in forests by ensuring sustainable forest management, is the most dominant mechanism. 

Furthermore, related to critical perspectives, dialogues between the institution and civil society 

(NGOs, indigenous people and forest dwellers) is mentioned several times, while destruction 

of oppressive institutionalised structures is mentioned once.  
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Overall, 28 references are made. The most dominant norms are the critical perspectives 

and cosmopolitanism with 10 references each, followed by the capabilities approach (7) and 

the marginalised liberal egalitarian norm (1). “Advance capabilities of individuals and 

communities” (capabilities approach) is the most prominent sub-norm is with 7 references. 

 

4.12 The Consumer Goods Forum  

The CGF strongly acknowledge global interdependencies between all individuals and the need 

of acting collectively: “we only do things that need to be driven globally” (CGF, 2019, p. 2). 

As the institution’s scope is global, it aims to “creating positive change in communities around 

the world” (CGF, 2019, p. 12). However, the CGF also define subjects of justice in an 

libertarian language, in terms of indivuduals self-ownership, when covering the topic of forced 

or unrewarded work. Additionally, a few references are also made to victims of subjugation as 

subjects of justice.  

Regarding metrics and principles, the CGF refer to the idea of enabling individuals to 

improve their “well being”, through certain capabilities the most. These include health and 

wellness, environmental protection, public participation and “decent working conditions. In 

addition, the need-based minimum floor principle is often referred to, in terms of fair global 

cooperation and basic needs. Less represented, is the cosmopolitan version of equal rights.  

Regarding mechanism of justice, the responsibility of corporations to facilitate 

capabilities, in a decentralised way, is the most dominating norm (the capabilities approach) 

(brocure). Besides, several references are also made to the libertarian marked-based 

mechanisms, concerning carbon pricing and food safety certification programmes. In addition, 

the CGF also seem to promote inclusive dialogues between civil society by “working closely” 

with civil society (critical perspective).   

Concluding, 70 references are made by the CGF. The most dominant climate justice 

norm is cosmopolitanism (32 refences), followed by the capabilities approach (22), 

libertarianism (10) and the marginalised critical perspective (6). The most prominent sub-norm 

is “advance capabilities of individuals and communities” (capabilities approach), with 21 

references.  

 

4.13 International Emissions Trading Association 

The IETA is not clear in how it defined subjects of justice. However, when it comes to metrics 

and principles, the dominating principle is the common but differentiated responsibility 
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principle (cosmopolitanism). Several times, the IETA makes reference to the need of supporting 

developing countries, as least advantaged societies, in reducing emissions, and mention 

developing countries and Asian Development Bank as providers of support. This is followed 

by the cosmopolitan need-based minimum floor principle (fair global cooperation), and the 

capabilities approach, as the IETA is mentioning energy needs as a way of individuals to 

advance their own lives.  

The most prominent mechanism of justice used by the IETA is a libertarian marked-

based mechanism in terms of carbon markets and pricing. The institution’s mission is to 

“establish effective market-based trading systems for greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions” 

(IETA, n.d). As more marginalised mechanisms, developed countries supporting developing 

countries (capabilities approach), advancing capabilities of individuals and communities 

(capabilities approach) and national redistributive governance, in terms of carbon taxes (liberal 

egalitarianism), are all referred to. 

To conclude, the IETA makes 40 references, distributed between the dominating 

libertarianism (28), cosmopolitanism (7), capabilities approach (4) and the marginalised liberal 

egalitarianism. The sub-node with most references (28) is “marked-based mechanism”.  

 

4.14 Verified Carbon Standard 

In the case of the VCS, no conceptualisation of subjects of justice was revealed in the selected 

data material. However, for metrics and principles of justice, two references are made to the 

libertarian polluter pay principle as individuals and corporations can “pay” for or “offset their 

own emissions” (Verra, n.d.) trough greenhouse gas credits that can be traded. In addition, one 

reference is also made to the capabilities approach, in terms of human capabilities.  

The VCS main mechanism to achieve climate justice, is to use a market-based 

mechanism trough a carbon market. The institution underlines this with stating that “entities 

can neutralize, or offset, their emissions by retiring carbon credits generated by projects that 

are reducing GHG emissions elsewhere” (Verra, n.d.). Furthermore, the VCS also makes one 

reference to the capabilities approach, regarding facilitating the capability of being able to, and 

having the right to participate in political decisions, as well as to the critical perspective, 

concerning inclusive dialogues between formal institutions and civil society.  

Overall, the VCS makes 12 references to climate justice norms, mainly to libertarianism 

(10 references), but also the more marginally represented norms: capabilities approach and the 
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critical perspective, both receiving one reference. The libertarian “marked-based mechanism” 

is the most dominant sub-norm.  

 

4.15 Climate, Community and Biodiversity Alliance (CCB Standard) 

A cosmopolitan way of defining subjects of justice is strongly present in the way the CCBA is 

acknowledging global interdependencies through the global impact of land use change and 

emphasise on the world’s most vulnerable people (to climate change) as subjects, including 

local communities and indigenous people. However, also the critical perspective is presented 

as the CCBA recognize victims of subjugation.  

As for metrics and principles of justice, the CCBA’s strongest focus is on the 

capabilities approach,  as it aims to promote several human capabilities, such as “improve 

livelihoods, create employment, protect traditional cultures and endangered species, help secure 

tenure to lands and resources” (CCBS, n.d.), protection against discrimination and sexual 

harassment, and “full and effective participation” (CCBS, 2017, p. 18) of all stakeholders. 

Besides, the CCBA also heavily adopts the principle of participatory parity (critical 

perspectives), the need-based minimum floor principle, related to basic needs 

(cosmopolitanism). More marginally represented is the global difference principle 

(cosmopolitanism) and the libertarian polluter pays principle.  

As the most dominant mechanism of justice, the CCBA is advancing certain capabilities 

of individuals and communities by “improve the well-being and reduce the poverty of local 

communities, and conserve biodiversity” (CCBS, n.d.). This is followed by the mechanisms of 

inclusive dialogues between CCBA and local communities and NGOs, and the removal of 

disparities for marginalised communities (critical perspective). Moreover, the capabilities 

approach idea of richer governments supporting those in need of support and the libertarian 

marked-based mechanism is also referred to a few times. More marginally presented is the 

focus on the role of governments to, within their borders, improve the lives of individuals and 

communities, emphasised both by the capabilities approach and liberal egalitarianism.  

In total, 64 references are made, in which the capabilities approach is the most 

dominating one (23 references), followed by the critical perspective (22 references), 

libertarianism (13 references) and cosmopolitanism (12 references). The “advance capabilities 

of individuals and communities” (capabilities approach) is the most dominant sub-norm (26 

references). 
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4.16 Gold standard 

The GS’s conceptualisation of subjects of justice seem to have a cosmopolitan language, as 

they related projects can be seen as solidary efforts to benefit “vulnerable communities 

everywhere” (Gold Standard, 2018, p. 13), despite national borders.  

In terms of metrics and principles of justice, the capabilities approach is one the most 

prominent norm. This is reflected in the GS engagement in projects that are “creating value for 

people around the world” (Gold Standard, n.d.) by facilitating capabilities such as energy needs, 

good health and creating job opportunities. The other prominent norm is the libertarian polluter 

pays principle, and evidently promoted as one of the intentions with the GS is to allow 

“individuals or corporates to ‘offset’ their greenhouse gas emissions” ” (Gold Standard, 2018, 

p. 32). In addition, more marginally represented is the cosmopolitan difference principle and 

need-based minimum floor principle and the critical perspective participatory parity in relation 

to gender equity. 

The most dominant mechanism of justice is the libertarian marked-based mechanisms. 

The GS is certifying and issuing carbon credits to be traded in global voluntary and compliance 

carbon markets. Differently, more marginally represented is the capabilities approach, as the 

GS aims to advance capabilities of individuals and communities, and the critical perspective in 

terms of facilitating dialogues between the GS and civil society.  

Concluding, the GS makes 32 references to climate justice, in which the most dominant 

perspective is libertarianism (21 references), followed by the capabilities approach (5), 

cosmopolitanism (3) and the critical perspective (3). The “marked-based mechanism” sub-node 

is the most dominant one (16 references). The most dominant sub-norm is the “advance 

capabilities of individuals and communities” (capabilities approach), with 26 references. 

 

4.17 Plan Vivo 

In terms of subjects of justice, Plan Vivo claim that their projects can be implemented at any 

location, however, they are aimed victims of subjugation, mainly resource-poor rural 

communities and developing countries, which fits with the critical perspectives view of 

subjects.  

Regarding metrics and principles of justice, Plan Vivo refers the most to the capabilities 

approach, specifically on facilitating individuals and communities’ capabilities. This include: 

“truly benefit people’s livelihoods” (webpage, our approach), environmental protection, “full 

participation of local communities” (webpage, our approach), poverty alleviation, and “decent 

work and economic growth” (Plan Vivo, n.d.a). Also, the need-based minimum floor principle 
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(cosmopolitanism) and the principle of participatory parity (critical perspective is referred to 

several times. More marginally represented in Plan Vivo is the cosmopolitan difference 

principle, the libertarian polluter pays principle and right of ownership (ownership over projects 

are assigned to communities). 

The capabilities approach is the norm most referred to in terms of mechanism of justice. 

This is reflected in that Plan Vivo aims to improve the livelihood of individuals and 

communities, which encompasses “people’s capabilities, assets, income and activities required 

to secure the necessities of life and improve wellbeing” (Plan Vivo, n.d.b, p. 27). Besides, 

destruction of disparities (critical perspectives) by providing equal opportunities to women and 

members of marginalised groups to participate in Plan Vivo projects is emphasised, as well as 

inclusive dialogues with civil society. Moreover, the libertarian marked based mechanisms are 

is promoted, mainly order to achieve funding for Plan Vivo projects.  

In total, 87 references are made by the Plan Vivo, mainly to the critical perspective (27), 

capabilities approach (26) and cosmopolitanism (22), but also to libertarianism (12).   

 

4.18 Social Carbon 

When it comes to subjects of justice, the SC seem to be using a cosmopolitan language, by 

acknowledging global interdependence between individuals and communities through global 

issues, such as climate change. 

Regarding metrics and principles of justice, the capabilities approach is the most 

prominent norm. The SC aims to strengthen welfare and several capabilities of individuals and 

communities, including active participation, working condition and employment, 

environmental protection, health, and “social relationships, affiliations, and associations” 

(Social Carbon, 2013, p. 3). Moreover, the cosmopolitan perspective, the need-based minimum 

floor principle, the libertarian polluter pays principle, and the participatory parity principle 

(critical perspectives) is also referred to.  

The most dominant norm regarding mechanisms of justice is the libertarian marked-

based mechanism, as the SC standard is supposed to be applied to carbon offset projects and 

combined with carbon accounting standards, to create carbon credit to be traded in the voluntary 

carbon market. Also, the capabilities approach mechanism of advance capabilities of 

individuals and communities through social development activities is referred several times. 

More marginally represented is the critical perspective related mechanism of inclusive 

dialogues between the SC and civil society.  
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In sum, 45 references are coded, in which 20 references are made to libertarianism (most 

dominant norm), 11 references to the capabilities approach, 9 reference to cosmopolitanism and 

5 to the critical perspective. The libertarian “marked-based mechanism” is sub-norm with the 

highest number of references.  

 

4.19 Greenhouse Gas Protocol 

Regarding subjects of justice, the GHGP seems to find national borders meaningless, and an 

understanding of a global community is referred to twice.  

 The GHGP defined defines principles of justice mainly on the basis of the critical 

perspective, specifically, the polluter pay principle. This is reflected in that the GHGP states 

that carbon emission credits can be bought by corporations to offset emissions to “meeting 

mandatory emission targets, obtaining recognition for GHG reductions under voluntary 

programs” or “meet internal company targets for public recognition or other internal strategies”. 

Moreover, also the cosmopolitan need-based minimum floor principle is represented, in terms 

of fair global cooperation.  

GHGP’s main mechanisms of justice is through a libertarian marked-based mechanism. The 

institution provides an international standard on how to measure, manage and report emissions, 

in which “offset credits” can be created and emissions can be traded. Also, more marginally 

represented, the GHGP is promoting redistribution nationally (liberal egalitarianism), through 

the use of carbon and energy taxes.  

 To conclude, the GHGP is making 27 references to climate justice norms, in which 

libertarianism is clearly the most dominant one with 20 references, while cosmopolitanism and 

the liberal egalitarianism received 3. The most dominant sub-norm is the libertarian “market-

based mechanisms” (11 references).  

 

4.20 Science Based Targets 

The SBT seems to define subjects of justice mainly upon global interdependencies, where 

everyone is connected through global issues such as global warming, and collaboration on 

global climate action and global carbon budget.  

As for metrics and principle, the SBT make several references to the cosmopolitan need-

based minimum floor principle in terms of basic needs. Besides, the SBT also make one 

reference to the specific human capabilities which represent the capabilities approach.  

The most dominant climate justice norm regarding mechanism of justice is the 

libertarian marked-based mechanism of carbon pricing. References are also made to the 
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capabilities approach, specifically related to advancing certain human capabilities and placing 

responsibility of corporations in facilitating capabilities.  

In total, SBT makes 23 references to climate justice, in which the majority is made to 

cosmopolitanism (19 references) while 2 references are made both to the more marginal norms: 

the capabilities approach and libertarianism. The most dominant sub-norm is the cosmopolitan 

“need-based minimum floor principle” (10 references). 

 

4.21 Climate Disclosure Standards Board 

Concerning subjects of justice, the CDSB seem to be recognising global interdependencies, as 

it aims at creating a global corporate reporting model to incorporate use of natural capital. 

Furthermore, no metrics or principles of justice are identified. However, in terms of mechanism 

of justice, the CDSB focuses on increasing the transparency and accountability of corporations 

worldwide. By providing a framework for corporations to incorporate “climate change and 

natural capital-related information in mainstream financial reports” (CDSB, n.d.), the CDSB 

hopes to work towards “transparent and resilient markets against climate change disruption” 

(CDSB, n.d.). 

Overall, the CDSB is one of the institutions with the lowest number (8) of references, 

only coded at one type of climate justice norm, namely cosmopolitanism. The most dominant 

sub-norm is “transparency and accountability global finance” (6 references).  

 

4.22 BioCarbon Fund 

In terms of subjects of justice, the BCF is strongly emphasising global interdependencies 

through global issues such as climate change and deforestation, “global wellbeing”, and have 

the understanding of a “global community”. Developing countries are seen as subjects 

negatively affected by such interdependencies, which is line with cosmopolitanism. In addition, 

also the critical perspective is representative in the BCF. Subjects are defined based on 

international subjugation based on gender, identity and status. Women, indigenous 

communities, forest-dwelling communities, poor household, disabled, and youth are 

emphasised as subjects of justice.  

 Concerning metrics and principles of justice, the capabilities approach is the most 

dominant norm. The BCF focusses on “improving livelihoods and local environments” (BCF, 

2019, p. 49) of individuals and communities, through environmental protection, reducing 

poverty, public participation, community wellbeing, income opportunities, and enabling 
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individuals to hold property. On the other hand, the BCF makes several references to the 

cosmopolitan need-based minimum floor principle and the critical perspective participatory 

parity, and a few to the cosmopolitan difference principle.   

The capabilities approach is also the most prominent norm concerning mechanisms of 

justice. Several references are made to advancing human capabilities, since the BCF engage the 

private sector in “contributing to livelihood improvement for forest-dependent communities” 

(BCF, 2019, p. 3). The BCF also focusses on the responsibility of corporations in facilitating 

capabilities in places they operate and the idea of richer countries supporting poorer ones. 

Moreover, a libertarian marked-based mechanism is also often referred to.  Lastly, the BCF also 

refers to removing gender disparities and facilitate inclusive dialogues between the BCF and 

civil society.  

Summarizing, the BCF is the institutions making the second most references to climate 

justice norms. A high diversity of norms is represented, in which both the capabilities approach 

and the critical perspective represent the most dominating norms (36 references each). This is 

followed by cosmopolitanism (22 references) and libertarianism (13 references). The most 

dominant sub-norm is “advance capabilities of individuals and communities”, with 28 

references. 

 

4.23 Climate and Clean Air Coalition  

Regarding subjects of justice, the CCAC acknowledges global interdependence and subject of 

justice seem to be considered as “large populations throughout the world” and “sensitive 

regions of the world” (CCAC, 2014, p. 7), which makes the conceptualisation closest linked to 

cosmopolitanism.  

In relation to metrics and principles of justice, CCAC place strong emphasis on the 

cosmopolitan need-based minimum floor principle, in terms of fair global cooperation and basic 

human needs (health, food and water security). In addition, the global difference principle is 

referred to once (cosmopolitanism). Furthermore, some references are also made to the 

capabilities approach.  

As mechanism of justice, the CCAC is strongly emphasising the capabilities approach. 

Through its activities, the CCAC aims at advancing individuals capabilities worldwide, in 

addition promoting support for developing countries is also mentioned. Moreover, marginally 

present is the critical perspective regarding inclusive dialogues between CCAC and civil society 

(FRAMEWORK).  
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In total, 82 references are made to climate justice norm. These are mostly distributed 

between the cosmopolitanism, as the most dominant norm (47 references), and the capabilities 

approach (34 references). This reflects a low diversity in climate change norm representation. 

The most dominant sub-norm is the cosmopolitan “need-based minimum floor principle” (37 

references).  

 

4.24 Global States and Regions Annual Disclosure 

The GSRAD defines subjects of justice as individuals worldwide are connected through global 

interdependence (cosmopolitanism), in terms of global climate impact, progress and action. The 

GSRAD especially focuses on those vulnerable to change change worldwide (e.g. forest-based 

communities, indigenous people, and smallholders).  

Regarding metrics and principles of justice the capabilities approach is the most 

dominant norm, as GSRAD identified health and public participation is as capabilities that can 

improve the lives of individuals and communities. Moreover, the cosmopolitanism the common 

differentiated responsibility principle mentioned once by GSRAD.  

In regard to mechanisms of justice, the capabilities are also the leading norm. The 

GSRAD is advancing individuals capabilities by inviting civil society to participate in decision 

making and providing education on health risks of heatwaves. This is done through something 

that can be understood as a decentralised support system, as state and regional governments are 

the ones conducting climate action. Besides, the critical perspective mechanism of inclusive 

dialogues between formal institutions and civil society is also represented. 

Overall, 12 references to climate justice norms are made by the GSRAD, in which the 

dominating norm is the capabilities approach (6 references), followed by cosmopolitanism (4 

references) and critical perspectives (2 references). With both 3 references, the most prominent 

sub-norms are “advance capabilities of individuals and communities” (capabilities approach) 

and “global community and interdependencies” (cosmopolitanism). 

 

4.25 Divest-Invest  

The DI is defining subjects of justice as a part of a global community, collectively engaged in 

disinvesting in fossil fuels, thereby disregarding national affiliation. Globally, those 

“communities most impacted by climate change, and with the fewest resources to cope” 

(Divest-Invest, 2017, p. 24) are emphasised as subjects.  
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The capabilities approach is the most dominant norm in terms of metrics and principles 

of justice. The DI aims to improve “human potential to prosper and thrive” (Divest-Invest, 

2017, p. 8) by advancing capabilities such as energy need, job creation, community ownership 

and improved air quality, both for present generations, but also to “ensure future generations 

inherit a clean environment and sustainable global economic system” (Divest-Invest, 2017, p. 

31). On the other hand, also the cosmopolitan need-based minimum floor principle is 

represented by the DI, as it emphasises the satisfaction of basic human needs.  

The capabilities approach is also the most emphasised in terms of mechanisms of justice, 

the DI aims at facilitating several human capabilities linked to the transition to greener energy 

(see above). Also, in line with the capabilities approach, is the focus on investors (organisations) 

to take responsibility of their resources and to disinvest in companies posing a threat to 

sustainable development. Moreover, cosmopolitanism is also marginally represented by the DI, 

as it mentions global carbon tax.  

In total, 20 references to climate justice norms are made by the DI. The majority of these 

is held by the capabilities approach (11), while the cosmopolitan view holds the rest (9). The 

diversity of climate justice norms is very low. Lastly, the sub-norm most often referred to is 

“advance capabilities of individuals and communities” (9), linked to the capabilities approach.  

 

4.26 Global Alliance for Climate Smart Agriculture 

The GACSA is mostly referring the critical perspective when defining subjects of justice. 

GACSA place special attention victims of subjugations, including “smallholder farmers, 

including livestock keepers, fishers and foresters, especially women and indigenous peoples” 

GACSA, 2014, p. 1) that are most vulnerable to climate change. However, the GCSA also once 

mentions cosmopolitanism, as it seems to acknowledge global interdependencies by addressing 

the interlinkages between global population, natural resources and climate change.  

Concerning metrics and principles of justice, the most dominant norm is the need-based 

minimum floor principle (cosmopolitanism) is the most dominant sub-norm. This is represented 

by GACSA’s work for improved livelihood and basic needs to be met globally, in terms of food 

security, health and resilience against extreme weather.  Followed by this is the capabilities 

approach, which also have received a high number of references, and is reflected in GACSA’s 

focus on facilitating the capabilities health, public participation, empowerment, reduced 

poverty, economic security for smallholder farmers worldwide. Moreover, also the critical 

perspectives, specifically participatory parity, is referred to several times.  
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Through their work, the mechanisms of justice most prominent is inclusive dialogues 

between GACSA and civil society (smallholder farmers, women, youth and indigenous people) 

(framework), representing the critical perspective. Representing the same perspective, GACSA 

aims at removing disparities among people, especially regarding global maldistribution of food. 

Moreover, also statements representing capabilities approach is identified several times, in 

which the focus on the improvements of the ability of smallholder farmers to develop certain 

capabilities.  

Summing up, 45 references from the GACSA are coded on different climate justice 

norms. The critical perspective is the overall most dominant norm (25 references), followed by 

cosmopolitanism (11) and the critical perspective (9). The most dominant sub-norms are both 

the “need-based minimum floor principle” (10) and “inclusive dialogues between formal 

institutions and civil society” (10). 

 

4.27 Global Bioenergy Partnership 

The GBEP uses a cosmopolitan language when defining subjects of justice. Through 

international collaboration (exchange of experience and technologies) between “not only 

North-South, but also South-South, South-North, and North-North” (GBEP, 2016 p. 4), an 

understanding of a global community seems to be present. Those worst-off in this global 

community, developing countries and “countries with economies in transition” (GBEP, 2012, 

p. 1), receive special attention as subjects of justice.  

Regarding metrics and principles of justice, the GBEP place most emphasis on 

cosmopolitanism. The need-based minimum floor principle is referred to several times. Fair 

global cooperation and basic need such as food security is mentioned by GBEP Moreover, the 

cosmopolitan difference principle also referred to, as the purpose of GBEP’s activities is 

especially conducted through focusing on developing countries. The reference to the most 

vulnerable globally is made several times. In addition, also the capabilities approach is 

represented in the GBEP as it focuses on the capability energy need for improving the lives 

individuals globally. 

 In terms of mechanisms of justice, a cosmopolitan representation is absent. Instead, 

GBEP makes two references to the capabilities approach. Through its activities on bioenergy, 

GBEP aims at facilitating energy need for individuals. In addition, one statement also reflects 

the critical perspective, as inclusive dialogues between GBEP and civil society seem to be 

promoted. 
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 Overall, a total of 18 references has been coded to climate justice norms. The most 

dominant norm is the cosmopolitanism (15), followed by the more marginally represented 

capabilities approach (2) and critical perspectives (1).  

 

 

4.28 Portfolio Decarbonisation Coalition 

The PDC is defining subjects of justice based on cosmopolitanism, more specifically on global 

interdependencies, as it aims to “protecting the global commons, including the world’s 

atmosphere” (PDC, 2017, p. 4) by encouraging the “world’s corporations” to work toward the 

global sustainable development goals.  

Regarding metrics and principles of justice, the cosmopolitanism is also dominant, since 

the need-based minimum floor principle is identified, in terms of fair global cooperation 

between investors and corporations through the PDC.  

In terms of mechanisms of justice, the PDC once mentions the responsibility of 

corporations worldwide to contribute to reach the sustainable development goals (capabilities 

approach) (annual report), as well as a marked-based mechanism in form of trading “green 

bonds” (libertarianism).   

Concluding, only 8 references to climate justice norms have been coded on the PDC, 

which makes it one of the institutions with the lowest reference number.  Cosmopolitanism is 

most dominant norm (6), followed by both the critical perspectives (1) and libertarianism (1). 

The sub-norms “Global community and interdependencies” and “Need-based minimum floor 

principle” share the place as the most dominant sub-norms.  

 

4.29 The Renewable Energy Policy Network for the 21st Century 

Statements of the REN21 seem to represent a definition of subjects of justice close to the 

cosmopolitan perspective. REN21 focuses on global interdependencies, as it is forming a 

worldwide community working to promote renewable energy and emphasise the “engagement 

of people around the world” (REN21, 2019, p. 22).   

 REN21 approach to metrics and principles is a bit more diverse. It makes the most 

references to the cosmopolitan need-based minimum floor principle, as REN21 supports fair 

global cooperation and sufficient health as a basics need. However, it also refers to the 

capabilities approach, as REN21 recognise certain capabilities that can improve the lives of 

individuals globally (e.g. life, health, energy needs etc). Lastly, the principle of participatory 
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parity (critical perspective) is referred to once, in relation to increase gender inclusiveness in 

the energy transition. 

The mechanisms of justice most often referred to is to facilitate specific capabilities of 

individuals worldwide, through a decentralised support system (capabilities approach). 

Furthermore, the REN21 also makes two references to the critical perspective, since it claims 

to reduce gender disparities as well as facilitating inclusive dialogues between formal 

institutions and civil society.  

In total, 24 references are coded for the REN21, in which 15 were made to 

cosmopolitanism, 6 to the capabilities approach, and 3 to the critical perspective. The climate 

justice sub-norm referred to the most is the cosmopolitan “need-based minimum floor 

principle”.  

 

4.30 Sustainable Energy for All 

When SEforALL defines subjects of justice, cosmopolitanism is the most dominant climate 

justice norm. The institution aims at achieving energy access for all and to “ensure no one is 

left behind” (SE4ALL, n.d.), thereby supporting the idea of a global community. In addition, 

several references are also made to the critical perspective, as victims of subjection is also 

mentioned as subjects of justice, such as women and girls, displaces populations, and those 

poorest in the society.  

 The SEforALL strongly emphasise the capabilities approach when mentioning metrics 

and principles of justice. To improve lives of people globally, the SEforALL focuses on the 

improvements of certain capabilities, such as public participation, energy needs, protection 

against discrimination and health. Following this, is the principle participatory parity (critical 

perspective) for women, “the poorest people in society” (SE4ALL, 2018, p. 14), and 

marginalised communities is referred to many times. Moreover, regarding cosmopolitanism, 

the global difference principle, need-based minimum floor principle (basic needs and fair global 

cooperation) and the principle of global equal rights and opportunities is applied by SEforALL. 

The most dominant norm related to mechanisms of justice is the advancement of 

human capabilities and support human development, linked to the capabilities approach. 

Within the same approach, SEforALL refer to the idea of richer countries supporting poorer 

ones a few times. Moreover, several times, the SEforALL refer to the critical perspective, by 

focusing on removing disparities in energy access, especially for women, displaced 
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populations and refugees, and societies’ poorest and facilitating inclusive dialogues between 

formal institutions and civil society.  

 Concluding, for SEforALL, a total of 71 references are coded relatively equally on 

three different climate justice norms. The critical perspective perspective holds the majority 

of coded statements (27), followed by cosmopolitanism (24) and the capabilities approach 

(20). The most dominant sub-norm is the “advance capabilities of individuals and 

communities” (capabilities approach), with 18 references. 

 

5 Degree of institutionalisation of climate justice norms 
 

With the aim to analyse the degree of insitutionalisation, climate justice sub-norms were 

institutionalised in the global climate architecture, three different affiliation networks and one 

congruence network of institutions were created, and related centrality metrics were computed.  

 

5.1 Affiliation networks  

An affiliation network (bipartite network), consisting of intergovernmental and transnational 

institutions and climate justice norms, was created. It is shown with two different layouts in 

Figure 5 and 6, respectively. Figure 5 is useful to clearly distinguish the edges/links between 

the two groups of nodes, i.e. institutions and norms. Figure 6 highlights the central nodes in the 

network. 

For both layouts, the edge between institutions and climate justice norms represents an 

institution’s reference to a specific norm. The thickness of the edges expresses the “edge 

weight”: the thicker the edge, the higher the number of times the institution has referred to a 

specific climate justice norm. 

 Moreover, the size of the nodes represents the weighted centrality degree of the node. 

When norm nodes are considered, this implies that the larger the node, the more central it is in 

the network, implying that the references, made by the institutions, are mostly linked to that 

norm. The network centrality of a norm is strictly associated to its institutionalisation in the 

overall climate governance architecture.  Instead, regarding the institutions, the larger an 

institution’s node size, the higher the number of references associated to norms. 

Overall, regardless of the type of layout, the affiliation network clearly shows which climate 

justice norms are referred to and by which institution. Specifically, the network shows which 

climate justice norms are dominant and which are marginalised.  
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Figure 5. Affiliation network (two-mode) of all intergovernmental and transnational institutions 

(positioned at the left side) and all climate justice norms (positioned at the right side) for all years: 

1991-2015. Node sizes reflect the weighted degree centrality (larger nodes = higher weighted degree 

centrality). Node colour represents the group of affiliation, while the percentage values presented in 

the legend indicate the proportional number of nodes.  

 

 



 55 

 

 

 

Figure 6. Affiliation network (two-mode) of all intergovernmental and transnational institutions and 

all climate justice norms for all years: 1991-2015. Node sizes reflect the weighted degree centrality 

(larger nodes = higher weighted degree centrality). Node colour represents the group of affiliation, 

while the percentage values presented in the legend indicates the proportional number of nodes.  

 

 

In total, the networks in Figure 5 and 6 consist of 54 nodes (30 institutions and 24 climate 

justice norms) and 223 edges. Observing both figures, the most central climate justice norm can 

be identified. It is evident that the capabilities approach norm “advance capabilities of 

individuals and communities” is the most central node in the network. As presented in Table 5, 

this node has the highest weighted degree (312), and the highest degree value (24), which 

implies that the 80% of the network institutions have referred to that norm. The references to 
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the mentioned norm are distributed between the types of institutions quite homogeneously: 

public institutions stand for 38%, private for 28%, and hybrid for 34%. Since the weighted 

degree is an index for the degree of how institutionalised a norm is in the climate governance 

architecture, it can be inferred that the climate justice norm “advance capabilities of individuals 

and communities” happens to be the most institutionalised norm in the considered timeframe. 

The cosmopolitan “need-based minimum floor principle” is the second most institutionalised 

climate justice norm. It has a weighted degree of 174, which is significantly lower than the most 

central node, and a degree of 23, which implies that 77% of all institutions have referred to the 

norm. In this case, hybrid institutions represent the majority of the weighted references to this 

norm (50%). On the other hand, the libertarian “marked-based mechanism” norm is the third 

most central norm, with a weighted degree of 130 and a degree of 15 (50% of all institutions). 

In this case, private institutions are evidently dominant in adopting the norm (87%). The 

“participatory parity” norm, belonging to critical perspectives, has a weighted degree of 91 and 

a degree of 14 (47% of all institutions, of which 53% represent public institutions) Therefore, 

it is the fourth most institutionalised norm. The fifth most central climate justice norm isthe 

cosmopolitan “global community and interdependencies”. It has a weighted degree of 89, and 

a degree of 22 (73% of all institutions). In this case, hybrid institutions hold the majority (62%) 

of references to the norm. It is worth to mention that, although the two previous central norms 

are characterized by a higher weighted degree, this norm has been referred to by a higher 

number of institutions.  

 
Table 5. Five of the most central climate justice norms, affiliated to the respective philosophical 

tradition, and related values of weighted degree and degree for all years: 1991-2015. For each norm, 

the weighted percentage of type of institution is presented 

 
 

Public Private Hybrid

Advance capabilities of 

individuals and communities

Capabilities 

approach
312 24 38 % 28 % 34 %

Need-based minimum floor 

principle
Cosmopolitanism 174 23 14 % 36 % 50 %

Market-based mechanisms Libertarianism 130 15 10 % 87 % 3 %

Participatory parity
Critical 

perspectives
91 14 53 % 24 % 24 %

Global community and 

interdependencies
Cosmopolitanism 89 22 8 % 30 % 62 %

Weighted procentage of type of institution

Most central climate justice 

norms

Philosophical 

tradition

Weighted 

degree 

(centrality)

Degree 

(centrality)
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The least central and marginalised climate justice norms can be instead identified at the outer 

periphery of the affiliation network. They are characterised by a small node size as well as thin 

edge weights (see Figure 6 as example). As appreciable in Table 6, the least central norm is the 

cosmopolitan “global redistribution (considering vulnerable)”, which has the lowest weighted 

degree of 2, and a degree of 2, which implies that only two institutions (one public and one 

hybrid) have referred to the norm one time each. This is the most marginalised climate justice 

norm. The liberal egalitarian principle of “equal rights and opportunities (national or local)” 

has a weighted degree of 3, and a degree of 1, which means that only one institution (hybrid) 

referred to it three times. The libertarian idea of “ownership” has the identical values of the 

aforementioned norm, with the only difference that it is a private institution that has adopted 

the norm. Moreover, the fourth least central norm is the liberal egalitarian “difference principle 

(national)”, with a weighted degree of 4, and a degree of 2 (both institutions are public). Lastly, 

the fifth least central norm is the libertarian principle of “self-ownership”, which has a weighted 

degree of five and a degree of 1, as it was only mentioned by a private institution. 

 

Table 6. Five of the least central climate justice norms and related values.  

 
 

 

5.2 Affiliation networks over time 

Affiliation networks were created over three different time periods. While the networks 

presented in the previous sub-chapter were considering the entire timeframe (1991-2015), 

affiliation networks for the time periods 1991-1998 and 1991-2006 were also made. As shown 

in Figure 7 and 8, the affiliation network has grown in numbers of institutions and climate 

justice norms over time. An overview over the most central climate justice norms over time is 

presented in Table 7. Many of the most central norms have maintained a stable position among 

Public Private Hybrid

Global redistribution (considering 

vulnerable)
Cosmopolitanism 2 2 50 % 0 % 50 %

Equal rights and opportunities 

(national or local)

Liberal 

egalitarianism
3 1 0 % 0 % 100 %

Ownership Libertarianism 3 1 0 % 100 % 0 %

Difference principle (national)
Liberal 

egalitarianism
4 2 100 % 0 % 0 %

Self-ownership Libertarianism 5 1 0 % 100 % 0 %

Least central climate justice 

norms

Philosophical 

tradition

Weighted 

degree 

(centrality)

Weighted procentage of type of institution

Degree 

(centrality)
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the top five throughout the different time periods, while some have been replaced. In the period 

1991-1998, the most central norms (based on weighted degree), were, in descending order, the 

“CDRP principle and difference principle”, “richer countries assisting poorer countries”, 

“advance capabilities of individuals and communities”, “need-based minimum floor principle” 

and “market-based mechanism”. These norms were hence the most institutionalised ones, in 

the global climate architecture. In the period 1991-2006, the norm “advance capabilities of 

individuals and communities” became the most central norm, therefore the most 

institutionalised. Based on the weighted degree, the other central norms were “marked-based 

mechanism”, “CDRP principle and difference principle”, “richer countries assisting poorer 

countries” and the “need-based minimum floor principle”. Compared to the previous year 

period (1991-1998), the norms “advance capabilities of individuals and communities” and 

“market-based mechanism” gained a higher weighted degree, therefore centrality, while the 

other central norms  became less central. As previously explained, the norm “advance 

capabilities of individuals and communities”  has maintained its position of most central and 

institutionalised norm until the last considered timeframe (1991-2015)  This norm has been 

increasing drastically,  in weighted degree in relation to the other climate justice norms in the 

network. Moreover, compared to the previous time period (1991-2006), the norm “need-based 

minimum floor principle” has increased in centrality and has become the second most central 

norm. Also, two norms not among the five most central norms in the previous years have 

become more predominant: the “participatory parity” and “global community and 

interdependencies”.    
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Figure 7. Affiliation network (two-mode) of all intergovernmental and transnational institutions and 

climate justice norms for years: 1991-1998. Node sizes reflect the weighted degree centrality (larger 

nodes = higher weighted degree centrality). Node colour represents the group of affiliation.  
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Figure 8. Affiliation network (two-mode) of all intergovernmental and transnational institutions and 

climate justice norms for years: 1991-2006. Node sizes reflect the weighted degree centrality (larger 

nodes = higher weighted degree centrality). Node colour represent group of affiliation. 
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Table 7. Five of the most central climate justice norms over time and related centrality values. 

 

  
 

In opposition of the most central norms, the least central climate justice norms over time have 

been more heavily replaced by new norms period after period (see Table 8). In the years 1991-

1998, the least central and most marginalised norm was the critical perspectives idea of 

“destruction of disparities”. Also, the norms “central role of governments (capabilities)”, 

“decentralised support system”, “global community and interdependencies” and “inclusive 

dialogues between formal institutions and civil society” were among the least central and 

marginalised climate justice norms for this time period. In the time period after, 1991-2006, the 

least central and most marginalised norm was “central role of governments (capabilities)”. For 

the same period, other least central norms were: “decentralised support system”, “responsibility 

of corporations and civil society”, “fair redistribution (national or local)”, “central role of 

governments (liberal egalitarianism)”.  Compared to the two previous year periods, in the year 

period 1991-2015 all the least central norms have been replaced with new ones (see previous 

chapter), and the cosmopolitan “global redistribution (considering vulnerable)” has become the 

most marginalised.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CDRP principle 

and difference 

principle

Cosmopolitanism 35

Advance capabilities 

of individuals and 

communities

Capabilties 

approach
81

Advance 

capabilities of 

individuals and 

communities

Capabilities 

approach
312

Richer countries 

assisting poorer 

countries

Capabilties 

approach
28

Market-based 

mechanisms
Libertarianism 76

Need-based 

minimum floor 

principle

Cosmopolitanism 174

Advance 

capabilities of 

individuals and 

communities

Capabilties 

approach
21

CDRP principle and 

difference principle
Cosmopolitanism 49

Market-based 

mechanisms
Libertarianism 130

Need-based 

minimum floor 

principle

Cosmopolitanism 7

Richer countries 

assisting poorer 

countries

Capabilties 

approach
36

Participatory 

parity

Critical 

perspectives
91

Market-based 

mechanisms
Libertarianism 5

Need-based 

minimum floor 

principle

Cosmopolitanism 31

Global community 

and 

interdependencies

Cosmopolitanism 89

Most central 

climate justice 

norms

Philosophical 

tradition

Weighted 

degree 

(centrality)

Year 1991-1998 Year 1991-2006 Year 1991-2015

Most central 

climate justice 

norms

Philosophical 

tradition

Weighted 

degree 

(centrality)

Most central climate 

justice norms

Philosophical 

tradition

Weighted 

degree 

(centrality)
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Table 8. Five of the least central climate justice norms over time and related centrality values.  

 
 

 

5.3 Congruence networks  

A congruence network of intergovernmental and transnational institutions for all years 1991-

2015 was also made. It is shown in Figure 9. This network is useful to visualise the relations 

between institutions, based on the references to the same climate justice norms. Such 

connection indicates similarities in the adoption of climate justice norm among the institutions. 

As visible in the figure, the institutions of the same type (e.g. private, public and hybrid) tend 

to be closely connected, which means that they share similarities in which climate justice norms 

they adopt. The node size reflects the weighted degree centrality (the sum of similar norm 

references per institution), which in this case indicates the diversity in which sub-norms the 

institutions adopt. In Table 9, the five most central institutions in the network are listed, together 

with the centrality values. The most central institution is the Climate, Community and 

Biodiversity Alliance, which has the highest number of similarities in institutionalised norms 

with other institutions, with a weighted degree on 171. In addition, the institution has a similar 

norm with 29 of the 30 institutions in the network.  

 The five most central institutions fairly represent all type of institution. It can therefore 

be assumed that the trend of having a highly diverse set of climate justice norms is a trend that 

applies to both public, private and hybrid intergovernmental as well as transnational 

institutions. This assumption is also accurate when the least central institutions are considered. 

However, this diversity can be seen as an obstacle to identify certain patterns that can be used 

Destruction of 

disparities

Critical 

perspectives
1

Central role of 

governments 

(capabilities)

Capabilties 

approach
3

Global 

redistribution 

(considering 

vulnerable)

Cosmopolitanism 2

Central role of 

governments 

(capabilities)

Capabilties 

approach
2

Decentralised 

support system

Capabilties 

approach
3

Equal rights and 

opportunities 

(national or local)

Liberal 

egalitarianism
3

Decentralised 

support system

Capabilties 

approach
2

Responsibility of 

corporations and 

civil society

Capabilties 

approach
4 Ownership Libertarianism 3

Global community 

and 

interdependencies

Cosmopolitanism 3
Fair redistribution 

(national or local)

Liberal 

egalitarianism
4

Difference 

principle 

(national)

Liberal 

egalitarianism
4

Inclusive 

dialogues between 

formal institutions 

and civil society

Critical 

perspectives
3

Central role of 

governments (liberal 

egalitarianism)

Liberal 

egalitarianism
5 Self-ownership Libertarianism 5

Philosophical 

tradition

Weighted 

degree 

(centrality)

Year 1991-1998 Year 1991-2006 Year 1991-2015

Least central 

climate justice 

norms

Philosophical 

tradition

Weighted 

degree 

(centrality)

Least central 

climate justice 

norms

Philosophical 

tradition

Weighted 

degree 

(centrality)

Least central 

climate justice 

norms
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to indicate what one may can expect, in terms of climate justice norm, when, for example, a 

private institution enters the global climate architecture.  

   

 

 

 
 

Figure 9. Congruence (one-mode) network of intergovernmental and transnational institutions, for all 

years: 1991-2015. Node sizes reflect the weighted degree centrality (larger nodes = higher weighted 

degree centrality). Node colour represent group of affiliation.  
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Table 9. Five of the most central intergovernmental and transnational institutions in a institution 

congruence network. 

 
 

 

 

5.4 Degree of institutionalisation of the philosophical traditions 

By summing up the weighted degree centrality of respective sub-norms, an overview over the 

most institutionalised philosophical tradition can be made. Based on the value of the weighted 

degree centrality in Table 10, the capabilities approach has got the highest number of references 

from institutions, equal to 382, Therefore, it is the most dominant and institutionalised 

philosophical tradition in the global climate architecture. The second position is occupied by 

cosmopolitanism, with 302 references. The critical perspectives is associated to 160 references, 

while libertarianism 142. Lastly, liberal egalitarianism is characterised by the lowest amount of 

references(78).It is therefore the most marginalised philosophical tradition. Over time, the 

capabilities approach has remained the most dominant tradition. 

 

Table 10. The weighted degree centrality of the philosophical traditions for all years: 1991-2015. 

  

Philosophical tradition 
Weighted degree 

centrality 

Capabilities approach 382 

Cosmopolitanism 302 

Critical perspectives 160 

Libertarianism 142 

Liberal egalitarianism 78 

 

Climate, Community and Biodiversity Alliance Private 171 29

R20 Public 170 29

BioCarbon Fund Hybrid 158 29

Carbon Neutral Cities Alliance Public 147 28

Covenant of Mayors Public 146 29

Institution type
Weighted degree 

(centrality)

Degree 

(centrality)
Most central institution
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6 Discussion  

 

Based on the result, some remarks can be made on the implications of the institutionalisation 

of climate justice norms on the overall performance of the global climate architecture. Based 

on the selection of institutions studied for the years 1991-2015, the global climate architecture 

seems to promote the climate justice norm of “advancing capabilities of individuals and 

communities”, as it is the climate justice norm with the highest degree of institutionalisation in 

the climate architecture. Overall, this means that the global climate architecture strongly fosters 

metrics, principles and mechanisms of justice based on the philosophical tradition capabilities 

approach, because references to the norms indicate the policy preferences of actors (Leifeld, 

2013). This implies that in the climate architecture, climate justice is strongly being defined 

based on what capabilities people have to do and be what they wish for (Nussbaum, 2000). 

Some specific capabilities that are often emphasised are health, energy needs, economic 

security and public participation, both in terms of current and future generations. Furthermore, 

the diversity of issue areas that the norm encompass might also increase its dominance, as it 

can be applied in many cases.  

The governance outcomes and policies of the global climate architecture can, therefore, 

be expected to strongly promote normative values of the capabilities approach. Moreover, in 

practice the specific capabilities mentioned above clearly reflects several of the United Nations 

Sustainable Development Goals (SDG’s), such as Goals 3 on health, goal 7 on energy and goal 

8 on decent work. Since the SDG’s is the world’s leading agenda also on climate action, this 

could explain the dominance of the capabilities approach in the governance architecture. In 

addition, the fact that the capabilities approach norm of advancing individuals and 

communities’ capabilities is the most institutionalised norm in the architecture, could increase 

the effectiveness in reaching the SDGs as the architecture would promote similar normative 

goals and activities to the SDGs.  

 The climate justice norm that is the least institutionalised in climate architecture, or 

other words, the most marginalised norm, is the cosmopolitan global redistributive mechanism 

of justice (e.g. a global tax mechanism). Interestingly, the cosmopolitan understanding of 

metrics, principles and subjects of justice is highly institutionalised in the climate architecture, 

while for the cosmopolitan approach of mechanisms of justice the case is the complete opposite. 

To explain this, it could be assumed that the norm does not have an “ideological fit” to other 

dominant norms in the climate architecture (Bernstein, 2000; Okereke, 2008). Another 

assumption could be the practical difficulty around implementing a global tax mechanism, as it 
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would demand the involvement and acceptance of all nations (Roberts, 2009). Moreover, 

policies and programs founded on liberal egalitarian metrics, principles, mechanisms or 

conceptualisation of subjects could be expected to struggle to get a foothold in the climate 

architecture, as well as to be acknowledged as legitimate by actors. 

 Since the UNFCCC is the most encompassing climate initiatives, it deserves special 

attention. The fact that the most dominant norm of the UNFCCC (cosmopolitanism) is different 

than the one most central in the network (capabilities approach) could act as a barrier in reaching 

the goals of the UNFCCC, as the global climate architecture could promote conflicting policy 

objectives and normative goals.  

Lastly, based on the high degree of institutionalisation of one specific norm (“advance 

capabilities of individuals and communities”), there seem to be a certain agreement or 

integration among the institutions on the use of climate justice norm. Based on its relative 

growth in degree of institutionalisation, it can be expected that the norm continues to stay the 

most dominant climate justice norms in the architecture. Although the majority of institutions 

(80%) mentions and put weights on the norm “advancing capabilities of individuals and 

communities”, the network is still characterised from a high diversity of climate justice norms, 

since institutions promote additional norms to the most central one. A high variation of climate 

justice norms opens up for more diversity in policy approaches to climate change in the climate 

architecture, which can increase the inclusiveness of actors and problem areas (more 

conceptualisations of subjects of justice gets included), in comparison to low diversity of 

climate justice norms (Biermann et al., 2009). However, it also leads to conflicting policy 

objectives, which might negatively affect the effectiveness of the global climate architecture 

(Ikeme, 2003; Kooiman & Jentoft, 2009; Tritschoks, 2018). 

 

6.1 Main findings in relation to existing scientific research  

The findings of this research consolidate, from a different perspective, the claims of previous 

scientific research on the high diversity of climate justice norms, existing in international 

climate politics, and caused  by the many philosophical traditions which the norms can be 

conceptualised upon (Ikeme, 2003). Furthermore, although diversity in norms exist, previous 

research have claimed that global climate governance “cannot operate without a reasoned and 

coherent set of meta-governance norms and principles” (p. 824), as the world’s diverse societies 

and actors at different operational levels and areas constitute a complexity that needs to be 

guided by some common ground in other to be able to govern together (Kooiman & Jentoft, 

2009). The results in this study confirm this claim, since some climate justice norms have been 
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found to be more institutionalised than others as well asmore frequently used by institutions in 

the global climate architecture. The identified climate justice norms with the highest degree of 

institutionalisation, could, therefore, be understood as a leading set of global climate 

governance norms.   

There is not enough information in the networks and network metrices to explain why some 

of the identified climate justice norms are more or less institutionalised with certainty, which is 

a central subject for future research. However, by looking into existing research on international 

relations on power and interest, it is possible to make some assumptions. First, norms held by 

powerful actors with rich communication resources might have an increasing chance of 

becoming central, as the actors have more opportunities to promote the norm to others 

(Finnemore & Sikkink, 1998; Florini, 1996). For example, with almost universal country 

membership, the UNFCCC strongly promoting the cosmopolitan common but differentiated 

responsibility principle as well as the idea of a global community, could be one explanation of 

why the norms has gained popularity in the global climate architecture. Moreover, also the 

legitimacy of norms, how well the norms fits with existing ones, and the intrinsic characteristic 

of the norms (e.g. how clear it is and what issue it addresses) are explanatory factors of why 

some norms are found to be more prominent or marginalised than others (Finnemore & Sikkink, 

1998; Florini, 1996).  

Moreover, the findings provide a novel insight to the existing research. First, they give a 

comprehensive and overarching analysis of climate justice norms in the architecture of global 

climate governance, the degree to which they are institutionalised over time, as well as which 

norms that are prominent and which that are marginalised. In addition, this work may be useful 

to better understand how a network analysis can be applied in relation to climate justice and 

similar topics.   

 

6.2 Critical reflection and limitations 

The outcome of this study has been challenged by several limitations. For instance, the 

relationship between climate justice norms and institutions is very complex and is in this study 

it has been simplified, due to practical and feasibility reasons. However, the simplification of 

the complex relationship between climate justice norms and institutions permitted to better 

understand this complex relation, which is normally hard to grasp. It is therefore encouraged to 

further study both the interactions and the power relations of the institutions covered in this 

research, in terms of how they adopt climate justice norms, how they influence others to adopt 
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certain norms or impose norms on others. In addition, also the way that highly institutionalised 

climate justice norms influence the behaviour of institutions in the climate architecture has not 

been addressed.  

 Other scholars which deals with the term climate justice have conceptualised it 

differently than what has been done in this study. While the conceptual framework of this thesis 

(mainly based on Biermann & Kalfagianni (2020) only addresses justice for current and future 

generations of humans, other scholars argues for the inclusion of justice for non-human beings, 

such as animals and non-living beings (e.g. plants and ecosystems) (Dryzek & Pickering, 2020). 

Due to time constraint, the applied conceptual framework has not been extended to include this 

aspect, which may nevertheless, for future research, provide a different perspective and, 

therefore, a more exhaustive picture 

The interpretation of climate justice conceptualisation in institutions is naturally 

affected by the subjectivity of the researcher, as underlying ethical and moral foundation forms 

understandings of climate justice. However, through consultancy and feedback from supervisor 

and peers, this bias has been hopefully minimized.  

7 Conclusion 

This thesis found a high diversity of climate justice norms in the global climate architecture, 

which changes and grow in number over time. The degree to which climate justice norms is 

institutionalised in the governance architecture was analysed, finding the capabilities approach 

as the most institutionalised philosophical tradition. As for specific norms, the mechanism of 

advancing capabilities of individuals and communities (capabilities approach) was found highly 

institutionalised in comparison to other norms. This finding reflected a certain integration in 

climate justice norm adoption among institutions. The cosmopolitan mechanism of 

redistributing burdens and benefits globally (mainly through a tax mechanism) was found to be 

the least institutionalised norm. The effect this has on the global climate architecture was 

addressed, as well as several possible explanations for why specific climate justice norms is 

either dominant or marginalised in the architecture. The result of this study will hopefully 

facilitate debates, both within research and in practice, on how climate justice should be 

addressed at the international governance sphere.  
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Appendix I – Short description of analysed intergovernmental and 

transnational institutions 
 

 

 
Institutions Description 

Clean Energy Ministerial The Clean Energy Ministerial (CEM) is a global forum to promote clean energy. Its 

members consist of major economies and front-running clean energy countries. The 

members collaborate with the private sector (industry and non-profit organisations) in 

order to facilitate a global clean energy transition, through policy development, 

technology, sharing best practices and engaging stakeholders.   

 

Carbon Neutral Cities 

Alliance 

CNCA is a global network of cities which are dedicated to becoming carbon neutral within 

2050. The members focus area is to remove carbon emissions from energy supply, 

buildings, transport and waste systems. The institution is engaged in developing planning 

and implementation standards, supporting innovations and initiatives, and in sharing 

information on carbon neutrality.  

 

Covenant of Mayors  The Eurpoean Convenant of Mayors (CoM) is a voluntary movement of local and regional 

governments that aims to accelerate the efforts on sustainable energy and in mitigating and 

adapting to climate change.  

 

Kyoto Protocol  The Kyoto protocol is an international agreement based on the United Nations Framework 

of Convention (UNFCCC), in which its members commits to set targets to reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions.  

 

Partnership for Market 

Readiness  

Focused on the up scaling of climate change mitigation efforts, the Partnership for Market 

Readiness provides a forum for countries, international organisations and experts to 

increase and develop mitigation efforts mainly through market-based mechanisms. The 

institution is focused on increasing climate change mitigation by building country-

capacity, assisting countries, exchanging knowledge, affecting policy discussions on topics 

related to carbon pricing.  

 

R20 As a non-profit organisation, R20 concentrates on sub-national governments globally and 

their role in the transition to a “green economy”. The organisation both support and 

finance infrastructure projects which are carbon-low and climate resilient. The areas of 

concern include renewable energy, LED lightning and waste.  

 

Union of Baltic Cities  The union of Baltic cities (UBC) is a network that aims to strengthen collaborative efforts 

between cities in the Baltic Sea Region. It promotes common interests of the member cities 

and works towards sustainable development in the regions, and do so through knowledge 
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exchange, supporting and assisting member on matters of development and knowledge 

production, strengthen cooperation and linkages between members or external actors, etc.  

 

International Renewable 

Energy Agency  

International Renewable Energy Agency (IRENA) is an intergovernmental organisation 

that functions as a platform for global cooperation on stimulating growth in renewable 

energy. The organisation assists countries in transitioning to a more sustainable energy 

scenario. The institution’s aim covers “sustainable development, energy access, energy 

security and low-carbon economic growth and prosperity”  

United Nations 

Framework Convention 

on Climate Change 

The UNFCCC is a unit at the United Nations that deals with global action to mitigate and 

adapt to climate change. It is one of the most encompassing climate initiatives in the world 

as its membership is close to including all the countries in the world.  

 

UN Global Compact 

Caring for Climate  

An initiative to encourage the role of businesses in taking climate action. The initiative 

assists businesses in coming up with solutions to climate change.  

Forest Carbon 

Partnership Facility  

A multi stakeholder initiative on emission reduction from deforestation and forest 

degradation, as well as forest carbon stock conservation and sustainable forest 

management.  

 

The Consumer Goods 

Forum  

The Consumer Goods Forum (CGF) is an organisation that facilitated collaboration between 

consumer goods manufacturers and retailers to obtain consumer trust and to bring about 

positive change within the following fields: food and non-food safety, environmental & 

social sustainability, health and wellness, etc.   

 

International Emissions 

Trading Association  

The International Emissions Trading Association (IETA) is a non-profit organization with 

companies and businesses as members, aiming to develop and promote marked-based 

solutions (carbon markets and pricing) to climate challenges.   

 

Verified Carbon 

Standard   

The Verified Carbon Standard is a program for greenhouse gas removal through voluntary 

carbon markets. It enables tradable greenhouse gas credits to be traded in the open market. 

Formerly the Voluntary Carbon Standard.  

 

Climate, Community and 

Biodiversity Alliance 

(CCB Standard)  

The CCBA is a partnership of international NGOs that works for identifying land 

management projects that results in net positive effects on climate change, local 

communities and biodiversity. A standard for such projects is developed through the 

inclusion of several different types of stakeholders.  

 

The Gold Standard  The Gold Standard (GS) was established by World Wildlife fund and other international 

NGOs as a “best practice standard for climate and sustainable development interventions” 

(webpage). The institution’s focus areas are environmental markets, corporate sustainability, 

and climate and development finance   

 

Plan Vivo  Plan Vivo is a certification framework for paying communities for ecosystem services 

projects. The initiative focuses on achieving benefits in relation to community livelihood, 

climate and ecosystems.  
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SocialCarbon Social Carbon (SC) is a standard, established by the NGO the Ecologica Institute, that aims 

at improving co-benefits to sustainable development of projects involving carbon offset.  

 

Greenhouse Gas Protocol  Provides a global standard to measure, manage and report emissions from greenhouse gas 

emissions.  

Science Based Targets  Supports corporations in adopting scientific research in regard to decisions on emission 

reduction in order to reach global climate goals.  

Climate Disclosure 

Standards Board  

CDSB 

BioCarbon Fund  The BioCarbon Fund (BCF) is a public-private initiative that provides funding for emission 

reduction from the land-use management, sustainable agriculture, deforestation and forest 

degradation in developing countries.  

 

Climate and Clean Air 

Coalition  

Climate and Clean Air Coalition to Reduce Short Lived Climate Pollutants consist of 

businesses and environmental organisations which focuses on integrating information on 

climate change into corporate reporting.  

 

Global States and 

Regions Annual 

Disclosure  

A reporting mechanism for states and regions worldwide, to yearly evaluate efforts that 

have been taken on climate action.  

Divest-Invest  Divest-Invest Global Movement is an initiative encouraging to disinvest in heavy polluting 

corporations, and instead invest in more sustainable corporations.  

 

Global Alliance for 

ClimateSmart 

Agriculture  

A voluntary initiative dealing with issues concerned with food security and agriculture, 

through the cooperation of its members.  

Global Bioenergy 

Partnership  

Multi-stakeholder initiative focused on promoting bioenergy.  

Portfolio 

Decarbonisation 

Coalition  

An initiative that encourages investors to decarbonize their investments.  

The Renewable Energy 

Policy Network for the 

21st Century  

A multi-stakeholder initiative leading in producing and sharing knowledge on renewable 

energy.  

Sustainable Energy for 

All  

Is an initiative that promotes energy access and renewable energy globally.  
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