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Executive Summary

Over the past two decades, world politics has beedergoing a tremendous
transformation. Governments and international aggdions are confronting new and
more complex challenges such as climate changerder to provide solid policy-
solutions new actors such as civil society orgditiea, private businesses, epistemic
communities and international organisations haveoime increasingly involved in
the global and transnational policy-making procddss increased involvement of
private actors has formed a foundation for theoshiction of new governance
mechanisms at the international level. An exampllie new governance mechanism
is the concept of multistakeholder partnershipsiestainable development, introduced
at the World Summit for Sustainable Developmen2@®2 in Johannesburg. These
multistakeholder partnerships were intended to dpee the implementation of
Agenda 21. However, besides being an implementatoechanism several
multistakeholder partnerships can be considereddatd-setting mechanisms. By
being standard-setting mechanisms their potemtiphct on contemporary global and
regional environmental policy-making reaches beytimel original implementation
mandate and larger questions of legitimacy andwadedbility are raised. This project
arrives at the conclusion that the multistakeholgartnerships for sustainable
development generally have failed to meet the r@itéor democratic legitimacy.
Crucial aspects such as the inadequate involveofgrivate business actors and the
lack of partnership websites, accountability me@ras and effective communication
channels constitute barriers for the achievemermteohocratic legitimacy. However,
if these aspects are properly addressed in thgrdegi of upcoming multistakeholder
partnerships there are grounds for optimism witijaré to their opportunities for

achieving democratic legitimacy. This Master Thesistains 33,505 words.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Introduction

At the beginning of the Z1century, global politics is facing profound chasge
Concepts such as transformation of the state dragjlchange are used to portray the
dynamic nature of the past decades (Dingwerth, 2@1jJ. The importance of
geography has decreased in the organisation oéls@tations and nation-states are
confronted with global environmental issues such chsate change, resource
depletion, loss of biodiversity and deforestati@angwerth, 2007, p1; IPCC, 2007,
p31). The globalization of environmental issuesr®mew interdependencies among
nation-states that require new regulatory insbdi and organisations at the global
level. These institutions do not remain isolatesirfrinterlinking with nation-states,
hence a governance architecture has been estahligléch stretches from local
environmental politics to global negotiations arath (Biermann & Pattberg, 2008,
p279).

Climate change and global environmental problenes recognised as threats to
humanity that can only be addressed effectivetiiafactivities are coordinated at the
global level. To respond to these challenges, sev@mmentators call for global
solutions and agreements - a broad agreement ewigtsn several political circles
that more global governance is required to copé glibbal environmental problems
(Biermann & Pattberg, 2008, p279).

1.2 Global Governance

The concept of global governance is a highly disedsand contested concept within
the sphere of international relations. Commentatmes divided into two camps,

taking opposite stands in the debate on whetheodexay, nature, and inhabitants of
the globe will benefit from more global governan(®tiglitz, 2006, p8). James

Rosenau provides a preliminary understanding ofotitelogy of global governance

in his definition of the concept:

“Global governance is conceived to include systerhsule at all levels of human

activity—from the family to the international orgaation—in which the pursuit of



goals through the exercise of control has transmal repercussions.(Rosenau,
2006, p121)

Global governance portrays world politics as afiothat is no longer exclusively for
nation states, but also characterized by incregseticipation of actors that were
previously only active at the national level (Dingwh, 2007, p2). Apart from
governments, global governance includes privateoractsuch as epistemic
communities, civil society organisations, privatgsimesses, governmental agencies,
intergovernmental organizations and internationakts (Biermann & Pattberg, 2008,
p278). Second, the increased participation withiorlev politics has caused the
emergence of new mechanisms for cooperation beydhd traditional
intergovernmental negotiations. World politics tpda often organized in networks
or via new mechanisms of public-private and priyaigate collaboration. An
increasing number of private actors such becomuadtly part of standard-setting and
standard-implementing institutions and mechanismighinv global governance
(Biermann & Pattberg, 2008, p280). Third, the eiraivglobal governance system is
characterized by a segmentation of various standaking and standard-
implementing levels and clusters, divided vertigalbetween supranational,
international, national and local layers of auttyoand horizontally between several
parallel standard-making institutions, which ardeid by different groups of actors
(Biermann & Pattberg, 2008, p282).

Within global governance, four different forms advgrnance can be identified, each
with its own advantages and disadvantages. Supoaaatgovernance focuses on
decision-making within global political communitjeshere power is transferred to a
supranational institution by the national governtaeifhe supranational institutions
can thus (via a legal procedure) implement a s@hi@mal rule above (supra) the
national legal system (Risse, 2004, p14). For exemp supranational organizations
such as the European Union, European Communityclastitutes the ‘law of the

land’, thus having supremacy over national law. &bmer, within the European

Union, supranational governance involves some el&nef hierarchy between the
European Community and the member states ofEtlmepean Union (Risse, 2004,
p5). Second, within intergovernmental governancation-states work together

through governments. Nation-states negotiate iatemal agreements such as the



Montreal Protocol on Substances That Deplete then®z ayer or cooperate in
international organisations such as the World Tr@dganisation. Intergovernmental
governance is often criticised for its democratierfprmance due to lack of
transparency and participation of non-governmeatdbrs (Biermann & Pattberg,
2008, p285). Third, within transgovernmental gowaswce, members of national
ministries and agencies, judiciaries and parliasiertllaborate across borders to
address core policy issues. The Basel CommittedBamking Supervision is an
example of transgovernmental governance with a magolitical influence.
Transgovernmental governance and networks havepdiential to achieve good
global governance; however, the frequent closed-golicies at meetings and lack of
transparency are core points in the criticism oéirthdemocratic performance
(Dingwerth, 2007, p2)Finally, transnational governance refers to theegoance
arrangements beyond the nation-state, wherein tpria@tors such as epistemic
communities, civil society organisations and prvdiusinesses are systematically
involved and have a say in the decision-making ggedVoreover, one should
distinguish between lobbying or influence-seekiogvities of private actors on one
hand, and their direct participation in standartitsg, standard implementation and
service providing activities on the other (Rissep4£, p3). Traditionally, non-state
actors such as religious institutions and privatgsitesses have focused on
influencing standard-making initiatives of govermtge or intergovernmental
organisations. More recently, these private acpadicipate and contribute in the
shaping and implementation of their own standardsinv transnational networks
(Dingwerth, 2007, p3). Transnational governancéesffrom the more hierarchical
control models, characterised by traditional relasi between governments and
private actors. Transnational governance focusesinstitutional arrangements
beyond the nation-state that have two specific adtaristics (Risse, 2004, p4): the
participation of private actors in governance ageaments; and an emphasis on non-
hierarchical types of steering.

Transnational governance is often criticised faklaf legitimacy and a democratic
deficit when compared to intergovernmentalism. \Witmation-states, the social order
is considered legitimate, because the decision-mak® accountable to the citizens
who can participate in decision-making through espntation. Here a direct link

exists between the decisions-makers and citizemsugh the mechanisms of



representation. These mechanisms are mostly abdhirt transnational governance.
Hence, several commentators claim that out of dle global governance forms, only
intergovernmental governance can overcome the eigdl of combining
effectiveness with legitimacy (Dingwerth, 2007, p3jJowever, currently both
national governments and intergovernmental orgéorsa are under fire because of

their alleged failures to achieve both effectivenasd legitimacy (Dingwerth, 2007,
p3).

1.3 Transnational Multistakeholder Partnerships

With the increasing role of transnational govermaone witnesses the emergence of
new forms of cooperation between public and pria®rs. An example is the so-
called transnational multistakeholder partnershybgch include both public-private
and private-private partnerships (Biermann & Papb2008, p289). The concept of
multistakeholder partnerships is not a new goveregshenomenon at the national
scene within developed countries. However, onhhinithe last decades, the concept
has been transferred to the international level,efcample first being used in the
United Nations context in the year 2000 (Borzel &9, 2002, pl1l). According to
Backstrand (2006b, p488), multistakeholder partnpssare voluntary, non-binding
and often targeting implementation and collabogapwoblem solving. They represent
soft and non-hierarchical modes of steering, anenoinvolve deliberation and
persuasion in the standard-making process. Backktas developed the following

definition of multistakeholder partnerships:

“Voluntary cooperative arrangements between actoosn the public, business and
civil society that display minimal degree of ingdiibnalization, have common non-
hierarchical decision-making structures and addregsiblic policy issues”
(Backstrand, 2005, p4)

Multiple commentators perceive transnational midkeholder partnerships as a
plausible solution to several global issues sucHu#sling responsibilities under
international agreements and minimising the dentimcoeficit within international
organisations (Biermann, Pattberg, Mert & Chan, 2001; Haas, 2004, p2).
Proponents states that transnational multistakehngddrtnerships will generate more

result-based governance due to their decentraktedttures and expertise from a

10



diverse group of stakeholders (Backstrand, 200883 Moreover, they are claimed
to increase the legitimacy of global governancéenms of democratic participation
and accountability (Borzel & Risse, 2002, p2). e ther hand, commentators
accuse the transnational multistakeholder partigssbf being new neo-liberal

regulatory mechanisms dressed in the languagertipation that benefits powerful

developed countries and actors, and preservesesguecapitalist and present power
structures (Biermann, Pattberg, Mert & Chan, 2@®j, Especially within the context

of United Nations, the concept of transnational trietalkeholder partnerships is the
new mantra forming the current United Nations disse on global development and
environmental politics. The term now covers thearigj of the interactions between
governments and private actors within the Unitedtidta system (Biermann,

Pattberg, Mert & Chan, 2007, p2).

Within the literature on transnational and globalvernance, an ongoing debate
concerns the requirement of a transnational derapsdhieving legitimacy within
global governance. Sceptics argue that democragitirnacy can only be achieved
within the framework of a demos, however most comia®rs claim that a
transnational demos or demoi does not exist. Seeenamentators (Risse 2002, p269
& Zurn, 2002, p245) argue that a strong moral comitguand collective identify
beyond the state must be developed before a troeslean emerge. However,
currently there exists no such transnational cbltecidentify or moral community
(Risse 2002, p269).

In the view of BoOrzel and Risse, the concept ohdrational multistakeholder
partnerships offers a way out to tackle to tackle tegitimacy issue of global
governance by networks, since they do not requiraresnational demos in terms of a
strong supranational collective identity. Hence,rz&b and Risse claim that
governance beyond the nation state does not netessed a transnational demos in
order to be legitimate (Borzel & Risse, 2002, pIBjansnational multistakeholder
partnerships can specifically help to democratik#ba governance through; the
increased participation of private actors in glolpalicy-making; reducing the
geographical, functional cultural and human comstsafor transnational activity;
improving the correspondence between the ‘ruleng tine ‘ruled’; and contributing

to the emergence of an actual transnational dembsalidarity.
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Transnational actors potentially involved in tras$onal multistakeholder

partnerships are denoted as the broad range oicparid private actors that organize
and operate across state borders, including gowwarhmagencies, international
organisations, regional and local governments, gmrernmental organizations,
advocacy networks, social movements, party assoogt research networks,
philanthropic foundations, indigenous groups, wonaem youth groups, industry
organisations and multinational corporations. Oftipalar interest are transnational
civil society actors, whose participation in intational policy-making increasingly is
seen as holding the promise of a democratizatiorglobal governance (Bexell,

Tellberg & Uhlin, 2008, p2).

1.4 Multistakeholder Partnerships on Sustainable Deelopment

The United Nations Conference on Environment andelzpment (UNCED) in Rio

de Janeiro in 1992 was the beginning of a moreusioé approach to global
(environmental) governance. The participation ofamgroups from the civil society

emerged as a cornerstone in Agendd &id in multiple other Rio agreemehts
(Biermann, Pattberg, Mert & Chan, 2007, pl). Thepomsibility for monitoring the

implementation-progress of Agenda 21 and the disdogith private actors was given
to the United Nations Commission for Sustainablevddgpment (UNCSD). The

UNCSD was formed after UNCED as an administratimamission under the United
Nations Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC). Thal dor increased

participation was repeated ten years later at th&rldVSummit on Sustainable
Development (WSSD) in Johannesburg in 2002. Howe¥ehannesburg made a
significant distinction with regard to how implentation of Agenda 21 should be
accomplished. Government and United Nation (UN)caffs acknowledged that
increased participation alone was insufficient &whieving the required progress
towards sustainable development. New mechanismsnfplementation should be
structured to encourage deliberation and cooperdieiween actors with a stake in

Agenda 21. The outcome of the WSSD intergovernnhemegotiations was the

! Agenda 21 is a programme run by the United Nat{bid) related to sustainable development. It is@g@hensive blueprint
of action to be taken globally, nationally and lchay organizations of the UN, governments, andangroups in every area in
which humans directly affect the environment.

Additional agreements reached at the UNCED: Ridd@ation on Environment and Development, ConventiorBiological
Diversity and Forest Principles.
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concept of multistakeholder partnerships or ‘Typepartnerships® as they were
branded (Biermann, Pattberg, Mert & Chan, 2007, @})e Il partnerships or
multistakeholder partnerships aim to complement egament efforts in
accomplishing the objectives and milestones agoeeat UNCED and are defined by

the United Nations as:

“voluntary and collaborative relationships betwegarious parties, both State and
non-State, in which all participants agree to wddgether to achieve a common
purpose or undertake a specific task and to shasksy responsibilities, resources,

competencies and benefitgUN, 2003a, p4)

The United Nations invited all partnership-initiegdo register the projects within the
secretariat of the Commission for Sustainable Dmprekent. Eight years after the
launching at WSSD, 348 partnerships were registaiedded into 35 sub-groups
such as air-pollution and agricultdreThe multistakeholder partnerships include a
diverse set of thematic focuses, ranging from imadmmking to energy efficiency and
they differ in terms of the planned duration andnber and types of actors involved
(Biermann, Pattberg, Mert & Chan, 2007, pl). Sdvenaltistakeholder partnerships
already existed before the WSSD summit in 2002; ¢hg Global Water Partnerships
was established in 1995. As mentioned above, theceps of multistakeholder
partnerships is considered a cornerstone in acigethie objectives of Agenda 21.
Later, multistakeholder partnerships were expected also focus on the
implementation of the Millennium Development G3ak major objective for UN at
the WSSD was to move beyond a sole focus on paation and include new forms
of governance and deliberation between governmamdsprivate actors (Biermann,
Pattberg, Mert & Chan, 2007, pl). The United Natiemphasized with regard to the
multistakeholder partnerships that:

3 Intergovernmental agreements are usually refeoed fType 1 outcomes. At the WSSD, the intergoverriat negotiations
did not lead to any international agreements atigs.

United Nations Commission for Sustainable DevelopnfRartnership Database,
http://webapps01.un.org/dsd/partnerships/publicfarele.do accessed on 13 May 2010.
5 The Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) are eigials to be achieved by 2015 that respond to tbedis main
development challenges. They are drawn from therescaind targets contained in the Millennium Deatian that was adopted
by 189 nations-and signed by 147 heads of statgawnernments during the UN Millennium Summit in N&ark in September
2000. The eight MDGs break down into 21 quantiBatairgets that are measured by 60 indicatBsal 1: Eradicate extreme
poverty and hunger; Goal 2: Achieve universal primeducation; Goal 3: Promote gender equality angaver women; Goal
4: Reduce child mortality; Goal 5: Improve materhehlth; Goal 6: Combat HIV/AIDS, malaria and otléseases; Goal 7:
Ensure environmental sustainability; and Goal 8:éd@p a Global Partnershipr Development.
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‘the implementation should involve all relevanttas through partnerships,
especially between Governments of the North andhSan the one hand, and
between Governments and major groups, on the otbeachieve the widely shared
goals of sustainable development. As reflectechén NMonterrey Consensyssuch
partnerships are key to pursuing sustainable deweknt in a globalizing world'.
(UN, 2003b, p2)

According to the United Nations, a multistakeholgartnership is successful if all
participants contribute and gain something. Heatiegctors must have a stake in the
process and the outcome despite the variationeim thdividual inputs and interests.
Agreements between participants may be formal @wramal, or combining both,
however they must also contain an obvious undedstgnof the objective, the role
and the responsibilities of each participant (UBQ2b, p2). In order to structure the
partnership-process and registration, the UnitetioNs and its member states agreed
on a set of basic guidelines named the Bali Guidtnigiciples (See Appendix I).
These guidelines constitute a set of minimum resoénts a multistakeholder
partnership must fulfil in order to register withiime United Nations Commission on

Sustainable Development.

1.5 Problem Statement

The overall success of multistakeholder partnessmpelation to the implementation
of Agenda 21 depends on both their effectivenesiscemocratic legitimacy — both
aspects are having a significant impact on eackrdfBiermann, Pattberg, Mert &
Chan, 2007, p6). However, critical commentatorsuaecthe multistakeholder
partnerships of only being effective and fully demradic within a western capitalistic
context, since only Northern governments and atiety organisations have the
financial and human resources required for inst@lliproper participation,

transparency and accountability mechanisms. Hemeatistakeholder partnerships
are claimed not to be suitable for global environtakproblems that occur in both
the developed and developing world (Biermann, RagtbMert & Chan, 2007, p6).

% The Monterrey Consensus was the outcome of th2 RRihterrey Conference, the United Nations Intéomal Conference on
Financing for Development. Governments were joibgdhe Heads of the United Nations, the Internatidonetary Fund, the
World Bank and the World Trade Organization, prosninbusiness and civil society leaders and otladebblders. Countries
also reached agreements on other issues, inclagibgrelief, fighting corruption, and policy cohece. Since its adoption the
Monterrey Consensus has become the major refepicefor international development cooperation.

14



Multistakeholder partnerships received democragitimacy to a large extent from
the intergovernmental negotiations at the WSSD siinrnmJohannesburg, in 2002
from which they emerged. However, besides impleatemt of Agenda 21 and the
Millennium Development Goals, the objectives of e multistakeholder
partnerships also include explicit and implicitnigsaational rule- and standard-setting.
These transnational rules and standards can patgntiave an influence on
communities and policy-discourses, which is beyovitht was intended with the
original implementation mandate of Agenda 21 resgiat the WSSD meeting in
2002. Because their potential impact on contempgorglobal and regional
environmental policy-making reaches beyond theagioal implementation mandate,
larger questions of legitimacy, effectiveness andoantability are raised. Several
commentators (cf. Backstrand and Dingwerth) clainat tthe multistakeholder
partnerships are required to live up to certain @matic standards, focusing on
participation, transparency, accountability andibdhtion. In this context, it is
important to mention that fulfilling these standaifdr democratic legitimacy might
not coincide with the objectives of the involvedtams in the multistakeholder
partnerships for sustainable development. The wegblctors may not be interested
in democratic legitimacy or may perceive it as azaword to get the partnership
going, however aiming for other goals. This cousdtigularly be the case for those
actors that solely have a professional interesthen multistakeholder partnerships
such as consultancies. However, in the view of fngject’s author, achieving
democratic legitimacy is a fundamental requirenfentnultistakeholder partnerships
since they reach beyond the original implementatrmndate. Therefore, the actual
opinions or objectives of the involved actors caonoeg the democratic performance
will not influence the requirements for achievingnibcratic legitimacy, the
multistakeholder partnerships must fulfil. The albijees of involved actors and their
level of interest in democratic legitimacy will wably influence the democratic
performance of the multistakeholder partnershipeemlly with regard to the scope
of public deliberation. However, due to time ano@®@phical constraints, the opinion
of each involved actors concerning the need for ateatic legitimacy, cannot be
investigated in this project. Instead, this projemtuses on under which conditions
related to governance and institutional structupesple have good reasons to accept

the decision-making process in multistakeholdetmgaships as rightful.
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This project aims to contribute to the debate amngnational multistakeholder
partnerships and their potential for reaching demtor legitimacy. Understanding
this potential is important for the current debate whether multistakeholder
partnerships within transnational governance cancbesidered successful and
democratic mechanisms for implementing internatioagreements such as the
Agenda 21 and the Millennium Development Goalsthie view of this project’s
author, fulfilling the criteria for democratic legnacy by the multistakeholder
partnerships will lead to improved and more infodnggobal policy-making processes
and decisions. These improvements in the globatyahaking process will in the
end result in better implementation of internatioagreements and broader public
support.

An evaluation of five multistakeholder partnershipgll provide a deeper
understanding of the strengths and weaknesseseof dbneric governance design
regarding issues such as the allocation of respibit\gi communication channels and
membership rules. Based on the outcome of thisuatiah, the potential of the
transnational multistakeholder partnerships foch@ay democratic legitimacy will be
assessed. Moreover, the intention is to providet afsconcrete and operationalizable
recommendations for policy-makers and partnershipators on the proper design
for current and future multistakeholder partnershifthin transnational governance.
The evaluation will be based on five multistakeleol@artnerships, which explicitly
are involved in the development and implementadibglobal and regional standards.
The cases chosen include the Cement Sustainabitiyative; Asia Forest
Partnership; Collaborative Labelling and Appliai&tandards Program; Global Water
Partnership and the Renewable Energy and Energgidfity Partnership. These
cases represent the diversity in actor involvemesrganisational structures,
geographical scopes, durations, and a share déshe areas within the universe of

WSSD multistakeholder partnerships for sustaindbleslopment.

An extensive literature review showed that therditere on democracy within
transnational governance is burgeoning. Among séubeories of democracy that
attempt to address transnationalism, three distmetpproaches have been identified,
namely: cosmopolitan democracy, deliberative deamcrand pluralist democracy.
David Held (1995 & 2006) has made major contritngioto the literature on

cosmopolitan democracy focusing on globalizationjobgl governance,
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democratization and cosmopolitanism. Within dekbibee democracy, James
Bohman and John Dryzek (1999, 2006a & 2006b) aee dbre proponents for
deliberative global governance and transnationahadeatization translated into
deliberative terms. Robert Dahl (1989 & 1998) isxsidered the main academic
advocate for pluralistic democracy, especially doiehis work on democracy and
polyarchies which means that a state is ruled byentlban one person. However,
these theories are often regarded as being tog igpacally for providing a realistic
guiding light for democracy within transnationalvgonance. This project intends to
develop an analytical framework for democracy withransnational governance,
which attempts to overcome the ideal typical characf these theories. This is done
through the development of a set of highly concrtteria for the achievement of
democratic legitimacy within transnational multistaolder partnerships.

Only a few aspects of transnational multistakeholgartnerships, as a new
phenomenon of global governance, are addressdw ihitérature. A significant lack
of information exists with regard to democratic itegacy and new forms of
cooperation within global governance. Since the ceph of multistakeholder
partnerships is a relatively new phenomenon atrttegnational level, the debate has
lacked studies involving larger comparisons of mstdkeholder partnerships with
regard to issues such as organisational structeffectiveness and democratic
legitimacy. Only few scholars have systematicallyalgsed the importance of
multistakeholder partnerships within global sushihty politics (cf. Klaus
Dingwerth, 2007; Andonova & Levy, 2003). A revieWtbe literature shows that the
study of transnational multistakeholder partnershgpcomplicated due to a number
of problems: initially there exists no consensustioa definition or label of this
object. Several definitions and labels exist; glgbal public policy, interactive or
cooperative environmental management, voluntargsseectoral collaborations, or
green alliances (Biermann, Pattberg, Mert & Ch&®72 p3). All of these terms have
been developed for different analytical aims and ased in different empirical
manifestations. This project aims to contribute tte debate on transnational

multistakeholder partnerships and their potentakéaching democratic legitimacy.
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1.6 Research Question

The project aims; first, to establish an analytitaimework for understanding the
democratic legitimacy of multistakeholder partngssh An evaluation of the
democratic performance of the five multistakeholgartnerships constitutes the
foundation for the second aim, which is to underdtahe overall potential for
democratic legitimacy within the multistakeholdartimerships. Based on these goals,

the following research question is developed:

To what extent have the United Nations Multistakddro Partnerships for
Sustainable Development reached their potential ftdfilling the criteria for

democratic legitimacy?

In order to provide a solid answer to this reseanabstion, the following sub-research
guestions have been developed:

a) What criteria for democratic legitimacy must a rstiétkeholder partnership
for sustainable development meet?

b) To what extent are the individual criteria for deradic legitimacy met by the
evaluated multistakeholder partnerships for suatdendevelopment?

1.7 Project Structure

The report will proceed in five steps. Chapter 2 piesent the methodology chosen
for answering the sub-research and research quosstiGhapter 3 presents the
analytical framework for democracy within transpatill governance and will provide
an answer to the first sub-research question. Atuation of each case based on the
analytical framework will be conducted in chaptemdich will also provide an
answer to the second sub-research question. Tleepoimts from the evaluation will
constitute the foundation for the discussion inptba 5, providing an in-depth and
concrete understanding of the democratic performammf multistakeholder
partnerships. In addition to the core points, thgcussion will rely on literature
addressing the democratic legitimacy of the entimverse of multistakeholder
partnerships for sustainable development. Combimrdepth and concrete findings

from the evaluation, with more general perspeabivavhole the universe will provide
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a solid foundation for understanding the potenfiial democratic legitimacy within
the multistakeholder partnerships. Finally, sectowill provide conclusions to the
overall research question as well as policy-reconttagons for future policy-makers
and partnership-initiators.
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2. Methodology

The ensuing sections will provide an in-depth pméston of the methodological
reflections made, in order to present an adequaseer to the research- and sub-
research questions. The first section containseudsion of the project’'s approach to
legitimacy and creation of knowledge. The followingapters will present the
reflections made regarding the strength and wealksesf the theoretical choices,

methods of inquiry, selection of cases and fintily data-collection.

2.1 The Approach to Legitimacy

The core topic of the project concerns legitimaxyoncept that has been used in a
variety of ways throughout historan important difference within social sciences is
the difference between the sociological and noweatinderstanding of legitimacy.
The sociological understanding is primarily conegrnwith social acceptance of the
authority, whereas the normative version focusesenoo the social acceptability of
the authority (Dingwerth, 2007, p14). In the nonveatperspective, legitimacy
includes social validity, which has a certain dguyalthus, it must be normatively
justified. The idea of normatively justified valigifocuses on both the material and
the procedural acceptability of social order. Hent®e concept contains two
complementary elements: fundamental norms and ideemsaking procedures.
Together these two components cover the sourcésgidimacy (Dingwerth, 2007,
pl4). Within this project, the chosen criteria &whieving the normative version of
legitimacy are considered ideal typical; thus, theyresent suitable measures for the
design and critique of the multistakeholder paghgrs for sustainable development.
Since democratic legitimacy is applied as a noweatoncept in this project, the aim
is to evaluate conditions under which people hawvedgreasons to accept the
decision-making process in multistakeholder pastnigs as rightful.

In this project, the chosen approach to legitimeiguses on input and throughput
legitimacy, rather than assessing the output legitly or the quality of the outcome
of the multistakeholder partnerships. The chosemageh to legitimacy is supported
by the United Nations, who in the WSSD-contextvstlli for the development of
multistakeholder partnerships that are structuredebncourage deliberation and
cooperation between actors with a stake in AgeridaTRe United Nations and its

member states developed in 2003 a set of guidelfoesthe development of
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multistakeholder partnerships, named the Bali GugjdPrinciples (See Appendix I).
These guidelines emphasize an input and througtmeented approach to legitimacy
by focusing on concepts such as participationsfparency and accountability. Since
the multistakeholder partnerships for sustainableetbpment are voluntary initiatives
undertaken by governments and relevant actors, @neynot obliged to follow the
requirements set out in the Bali Guiding Principldswever, these principles are by
the United Nations perceived to constitute minimstandards for good democratic
performance, which the involved actors are hightgaeiraged to adhere to in the
designing and implementation of multistakeholdetrmships (UN, 2003a, p4).

The chosen approach to legitimacy will in this patjhelp to determine and guide the
structure of the analytical framework applied foeasuring the extent of democratic
legitimacy within five multistakeholder partnershigor sustainable development
(Dingwerth, 2007, pl14). Generally, it is importaatbear in mind that the ideal of
democratic legitimacy and its actual realisationas a one-dimensional affair. There
exist several normatively justified concepts of demacy and of democratic
legitimacy. Theories of democracy differ in whateyhsingle out as the core
characteristics of the democratic process and itfrefisance attached to them. For
example, is voting the core characteristic of demadc decision-making or is it only

one out of several important characteristics (P@@08, p56-57).

2.2 Creation of Knowledge

Regarding the creation of knowledge, it is belietteat knowledge as such, and the
eye of the beholder will always influence the aeatof knowledge. For example,
when looking at a problem and drawing from an asialythe perspective of the
beholder will affect the conclusions he or she wilw. This not only true in the
drawing of conclusions and understanding of thestjole answered, but also in what
guestions presented and why they are interpretéloessare. This can be avoided and

will be the case in any investigation of this kind.

In relation to the considerations on the creatiérkmowledge, it is important to
explain how conclusions are drawn. In this projéleg theoretical framework will
first be outlined and then applied on the subjeGtse project attempts to draw

conclusions from a specific situation from some egah considerations. This will
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mainly be on the basis of case-studies using piiyngualitative data gathered at the
multistakeholder partnership’s own web domainsprmiation from questionnaires
forwarded to contact persons for all five cases sewbndary data. It is apparent that
the project takes a problem-oriented perspectiveti@ concept of democratic
legitimacy within the multistakeholder partnershipsich will affect the direction of
the analysis. By assuming that an evaluation camdme of democratic legitimacy, or
the possible lack there of, certain aspects ofptieeedures will be highlighted and
others neglected. Moreover, reality in this projeciperceived to consist of layers
upon layers that have a mutual impact on each attn@mwill influence the outcome of
the analysis, e.g. underlying strong institutiomghe society will have an impact on

the actual behaviour of individuals.

2.3 Analytical Framework

After discussing the project’'s approach to the tomeaof knowledge, an adequate
theoretical framework for the evaluation of the tisthkeholder partnerships must be
developed. The multistakeholder partnerships hagiexging character, some work
as information dissemination projects; others foaus the development and
implementation of new standards and guidelines. él@n since public-private and
private-private partnerships as mechanisms couletldp rules and standards that
would have an impact beyond its political mand#te, multistakeholder partnerships

must fulfil specific requirements for democratigiténacy.

The current discourse on legitimacy emphasizes rilatmaking bodies must act
according to specific democratic principles andsbbject to the will of the affected
actors in society (Dingwerth, 2007, p15). Interoa#l rule-making bodies often state
that they have a popular mandate to exercise padweevever, how this mandate is
achieved and carried out differs tremendously fregime to regime. For instance, a
classical nation-state democracy receives its itegity primarily from elections,
whereas in supra and transnational rule-making dsodiuch as the European
Commission and the Forest Stewardship Council titegcy is obtained when
specific democratic standards and rules such asuatability and transparency are
followed (Held, 2006, p305).
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The aim with the analytical framework is to takee thurrent debate further, by
developing a set of criteria for democracy and dmatec legitimacy within
transnational governance. The point of departuréhés pre-existing literature on
democracy, from which fitting criteria for demodcategitimacy are identified with
the help of context-adequacy criteria. The critéoiacontext-adequacy are perceived
as being minimum requirements; a model for demgcraast follow in order to be
applicable for describing democratic legitimacyhattransnational governance (see
the chapter three for a further discussion onifisige).

Through an extensive review of the literature omimderacy a set of relevant
approaches to democracy have been identified aaydhe core input and throughput
aspects within the current debate on democraticitifegry; participation,
transparency, accountability and deliberative dqualDingwerth, 2005, p17). The
chosen approaches to be applied in this project @msmopolitan Democracy,
Deliberative Democracy and Pluralistic Democracyhe§e approaches do not
necessarily contradict each other; instead, they ammplementary, focusing on
different important aspects of democracy (DingweB05, pl7). Moreover, the
approaches are chosen because they are regardeviag good opportunities for
fulfilling the criteria for context-adequacy (Dingwth, 2007, pl16). However, as
mentioned above the ideal of democratic legitimaeg its actual realisation is not a
one-dimensional affair. There exist different notively justified concepts of
democracy and of democratic legitimacy, which caubdentially have provided this
project with a different outcome of the evaluatioAn example is liberal-
internationalism, which is considered highly antagbc towards the concept of
global governance and transnational democracy adwvaginstead for a world of
liberalisation and unfettered global markets (HER@D6, p268-269).

Cosmopolitan democracy is categorised as a cotigtial approach, which focuses
on the possibility for a legal-political organizati of the society, based on individual
rights (Held, 2006, p305). The academic propone&ft€osmopolitan democracy
include Immanuel Kant, David Held and Daniele Abelgi. Within the Cosmopolitan
Democracy approach, decisions are made by theggithat are influenced by them,
hence avoiding a single hierarchical structure aotharity. According to the

proponents, any attempt to solve global issues glodalizing world, would be
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considered undemocratic unless involving cosmaogmolilemocracy (Held, 1995,
p228). The concept of pluralism has created thedation for multiple theoretical
approaches that focus on a democratic society.ikValpluralistic democracy, power
must be decentralised and dispersed between arlargkers of actors. Moreover, the
decision-making processes must be based on intaraeither between interest
groups or between interest groups and governmeahl(D1989, p220). Finally,
deliberative democracy is a system of politicalisiea-making processes focusing on
popular consultation and deliberation to develoficgs. Deliberative democracy
theorists emphasize that legitimate rule- and statithaking only can arise through
public deliberation (Held, 2006, p237).

These three approaches to democracy are ofteniyeicas being too ideal typical
for constituting a proper and widely accepted quadiight for the development of
democracy within global and transnational goverea(®ackstrand, 2006b, p293).
The cosmopolitan quest to transfer models of damésimocracy to the global level
is by several commentators perceived as utopiantaube lack of a transnational
demos, a global parliament and clear principle e tinternational sphere.
Deliberative democracy is considered unrealistincesi free deliberation could
potentially generate a bureaucratic overload aguifszantly reduce the effectiveness
of decision-making processes. A precondition farrglistic democracy is the equal
distribution of financial and human resources betwstakeholders, an aspect that is
nearly impossible to achieve in reality (BackstraB806b, p293). Moreover, the
critigue focuses on the inevitable tradeoffs withdemocratic decision-making
between efficiency and deliberation. This projetends to overcome these obstacles
through an adaptation of the chosen criteria fonal@atic legitimacy, to the context
of democracy within transnational governance. Tleetapted criteria are termed; the
criteria for context adequacy (Dingwerth, 2007, yplBased on these criteria for
context adequacy, core aspects from all three rsaafelemocracy will be extracted
and constitute the foundation for a new analytfcamework for democracy within
transnational governance. The final sections ofptdra3 will present a thorough

discussion and adaptation of the chosen criteriddmocratic legitimacy.

24



2.4 Method of Inquiry — Evaluation

For answering the research and sub-research gogstiee chosen method of inquiry
is an evaluation of democratic legitimacy. An ewdilon is chosen because it provides
a structured understanding of the strengths and kmwesges of the five
multistakeholder partnerships for sustainable dwmekent. The criteria for the
evaluation of the democratic legitimacy have bedgniified through an extensive
review of democracy literature in chapter 3. Fohalding the validity of the
evaluation, the criteria must comprehend all rakvperspectives of input and
throughput legitimacy. Identifying the relevantteria for evaluation is a complex
task; since there exist an infinite number of reasttizens could perceive a decision
to be rightful. For this project, the most impottaniteria for democratic legitimacy
have been selected and divided into three majoendsmons; participation, democratic
control and finally discursive quality. For achiegi democratic legitimacy, each
criterion for democratic legitimacy presented ie #malytical framework (chapter 3)
must be sufficiently addressed by each of the idda multistakeholder partnerships.
Finally, understanding how the different groupscoferia for democratic legitimacy
impact each other is an important, however comptagllenge. Hence, due to time-
constraints this issue will not be addressed s poject.

All five evaluated multistakeholder partnershipe atill ongoing, meaning that some
case-evaluations have the character of being mtesvaluations. An interim

evaluation assesses an ongoing multistakeholdengrahip, disregarding whether
this is an activity of limited duration or carriea for an indefinite period. This could
potentially affect the availability of importantfarmation and the outcome of the
evaluation, since the inclusion of actors and ttadparency might improve or

worsen over time.

2.5 Empirical Considerations - Case-studies

The case-selection of the multistakeholder partnpessis guided by an aim to obtain
a profound understanding of the democratic legitynaf transnational rule-
making/standard-setting processes within multidtalder partnerships and to
evaluate whether and how these particular orgaorzat designs influence the
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democratic performance. Moreover, a second aim thiéhcase studies is to obtain
profound knowledge on the characteristics of muakisholder partnerships that

determine the potential for democratic legitimacy.

Some multistakeholder partnerships are perceivedetanechanisms for rule- and
standard setting and other multistakeholder pastnps focus on service provision
and information dissemination. In this project, tfexus is on standard-setting
multistakeholder partnerships. The concept of stehdetting is in this context
considered broader than just rule-making. The forak&o include soft-rules such as
norms and guidelines and whether involved actotench to fulfill them remains

voluntary.

For this project, the choice of cases has fallerfiva multistakeholder partnerships
for sustainable development which are focusing ssue-areas such as climate
change, energy, energy-labelling, water and foyesiihe chosen cases are the
Cement Sustainability Initiative (CSIl), Collaboxeti Labelling and Appliance
Standards Program (CLASP), Asia Forest Network (ABEPobal Water Partnerships
(GWP) and the Renewable Energy and Energy Effigigtartnership (REEEP). The
chosen multistakeholder partnerships vary largelth wegard to time-duration,
location, scope of participation, lead-partnersnding and objectives. Some
multistakeholder partnerships are merely privateape sector initiatives with a few
actors, whereas others involve hundreds of actoosn fall major groups of
transnational actors. The high diversity betweea hultistakeholder partnerships
complicates the development of a proper evaluaareme, since only a minority of
them can be directly compared.

A range of criteria has been developed for selecid the five partnerships:
geographical scope, standard-setting partnershims]ability of information and a
diverse set of issue-areas. Since the project skesudemocracy within transnational
governance, the first priority was to find multistholder partnerships with a
transnational (global or regional) scope. Of thé 3dultistakeholder partnerships
registered within the United Nations Commission $wstainable Development, 179
had a global scope, 69 had a regional scope amad@ sub-regional scope. The rest
of the multistakeholder partnerships were workinthvocal or national scopes. By

focusing on the global and regional scope, theeagiment of democratic legitimacy
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becomes more challenging due to increased demasrdgefographically diverse
participation, transparency and efficient chanrfels communication. The second
criteria concerned the objectives of the multiskettder partnerships, whether they
explicitly had objectives focusing on transnatiostEndard-setting. As stated above,
multistakeholder partnerships can have several tifume such as information
dissemination combined with standard-setting. Hemog all 348 multistakeholder
partnerships have an explicit or implicit focus siandard-setting. A standard-setting
multistakeholder partnership is described in tgggqet as a private-private or public-
private partnership that explicitly tries to estslbla general norm or a set of
transnational standards within a specific sectorissue-area. Standard-setting is
considered a broader concept than mere rule makmeg is also includes norms and
guidelines. The third priority concerned the auaillty of relevant information on
aspects such as participation, the organizatiomattsire and meeting-details from
annual meetings, governing board meetings or paAmeetings. All five
multistakeholder partnerships have establishedndependent webdomain for the
project, which provides extensive information onnmbers, activities, implementation
progress and stakeholder dialogues. The availabteah and financial capital for the
multistakeholder partnerships, the lead partnedstha public attention towards the
topics evidently influence the availability of imfoation. Some issues areas such as
climate change and energy have been under sigmifycenore public scrutiny than
the water sector, for example. Finally, a priorihas also been to pick
multistakeholder partnerships from a diverse satsiie-areas, in order to make the
evaluation of democratic legitimacy as represevedatis possible. Each of the five
multistakeholder partnerships comes from a differgsue areas, involving the water,

energy, energy labeling, forestry and climate cleaargas.

Since the number of suitable cases have been dirbgefocusing on standard-setting
processes within multistakeholder partnerships,ofy@ortunities for generalising the
findings are constrained. For instance, transnatistandard-setting within the
financial sector may take on a very different shidqag standard-setting within global
environmental governance. As mentioned above, itfte degree of diversity between
the multistakeholder partnerships complicates auetion, since only a minority can
be directly compared. To ensure comparability, ¢hee studies follow a common

structure, guided by the three dimensions of thaydical framework: participation,

27



democratic control and discursive quality. Moreoube evaluation of the decision-
making processes is to a large extent based osatie type of information. All five
case studies are based on an evaluation of thegyridocuments available at the time
of writing and on questionnaires forwarded to contgpersons within the
multistakeholder partnerships. Moreover, the evaunaalso involves available

secondary sources such as journals and workinggape

2.6 Reflections on Data Collection

The process of data-collection can be divided tato phases. First, identifying the
needed information; and second, the gathering fofnmation. The aim of the data-
collection is to identify ‘how’ decision-making iscarried out within the
multistakeholder partnerships for sustainable dgmeent and not just ‘what’,
‘where’ and ‘when’. This qualitative research aggmio focuses on data divided into
two categories; primary and secondary empiricalrsesi Moreover, the data-
collection has been shaped by the analytical fraonkewwvhich was divided into three
dimensions; participation, democratic control anscarsive quality. The required
information for discursive quality is considerea imost demanding to collect, since
understanding, the deliberative process requirexisp information on meeting-
details, the agendas and the opinions raised lmhias actors.

The data used in this project was collected prilpat the independent webdomains
of five multistakeholder partnerships and througesjionnaires forwarded to contact
persons within the five initiatives. The informatioetrieved from the webdomains
consisted mostly of annual reports, information members, membership rules,
meeting-details and various publications. Backgdowlocuments were available,
describing the multistakeholder partnerships aed #mnual progress. With regard to
policy documents, e.g. strategic documents, thermmétion disclosure within the

multistakeholder partnerships was poor. Most mialkisholder partnerships provided
extensive information online, however only a few tbé published reports were

authored by external and independent parties.
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A questionnaire was forwarded to each of the fivalwated multistakeholder
partnerships, which resulted in three replies fr@8l, AFP and REEEP The
guestionnaires aimed to complement the alreadyadlaiand retrievable information
on the webdomains of the multistakeholder partnpssh Moreover, the
guestionnaires contributed to the filling of théoimation gaps identified during the
preliminary analysis of the democratic legitimadyhe questions were mostly kept
open-ended, striving to receive more elaborate iardkpth answers, which could
potentially provide a deeper understanding of teenacratic performance of the
multistakeholder partnerships. On the other hapeéneended questions also contain
the risk of receiving inconcrete and less relevamgwers, since the contact persons
are provided with a significant freedom with regodheir answers.

The questionnaires were personalized and structwecbrding to the three
dimensions of democratic legitimacy; participatidemocratic control (transparency
and accountability) and discursive quality (deacisinaking procedures). The
intention was to create a questionnaire that wadawextensive. Contact persons or
communication managers are often not keen on lar@stpnnaires; they prefer to
respond to a very short list of questions that $oon the most important issues, which
shows them that the researcher understands wbainig on. Therefore, to trigger the
contact persons to respond seriously and thorough& number of questions was
limited to a maximum of four and the text limitesl dne page maximum. When the
contact person did not respond to the questionnaireminder was sent out with the
guestionnaire enclosed. The questionnaires wergafdied to core contact points
within the multistakeholder partnerships that ined communication consultants,
project programme assistants, and secretariat c@bods (see Appendix Il for further

details).

Alternatively, personal and phone interviews coulave been conducted. These
methods of data-collection could have contributedrt in-depth understanding of the
democratic performance of the multistakeholderraghips. Interviews could help to
investigate the motives and feelings that have esthdbe development and decision-

making processes within the multistakeholder pastnp. However, due to financial,

" See Appendix Il for an overview of all 5 questiaites
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time and geographical constraints, interviews asethod was not applied in this

project.

With regard to primary data, there exists a risk & bias in favour of the

multistakeholder partnersips, since their webdomaame the core providers of
information. This potential bias might influenceettvalidity of the evaluation,

providing a picture of the multistakeholder parsi@ps that does not hold true in
reality. Especially with regard to the deliberat®cesses, the risk for a bias is high,
since each multistakeholder partnership tendsdegnt itself as highly inclusive and
willing to listen to external and affected actdighen conducting the evaluation of the
five multistakeholder partnerships, the authorhid project is aware of this potential

bias and intends to use secondary data as a hajahacitor.

The secondary data was collected through an extermiline review, primarily

retrieved from the United Nations, NGOs and acadefine aim with the secondary
data is to balance out a potential bias within pgrenary data. Moreover, the
secondary data will contribute to develop perspestion the primary data and
democratic performance of the multistakeholder rasghips. In addition, United
Nations documents have been utilized for understgndhe background and
emergence of the multistakeholder partnershipsdstianable development.

2.7 Project Constraints & Validity

The project is confronted with significant congttai with regard to both the object
under investigation and data availability. Dueitoet-constraints, the topic had to be
narrowed down to a sole focus on the multistakedrofghrtnerships for sustainable
development. A second constraint concerns the acalyframework, in which this
project aims to assess the democratic legitimaqyubfic-private and private-private
partnerships as mechanisms. Hence, the focus isréowon the actual function,
outcome and effectiveness of the multistakeholdetnerships. Theoretically, this
means that the focus will be primarily on the inpand throughput dimension of
legitimacy and to a less extent on output legitiynak significant constraint for the
project concerns the data availability. As mentorabove, the reliability of the

information provided by the multistakeholder parsidgp’s own websites might be
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contested. Especially with regard to the delibeeatiprocesses within a
multistakeholder partnership, information on megiitetails, agendas and opinions
raised is scarce. A final issue, which will notdsdressed in depth in this project, are
the involved actors’ perceptions on the necesstydemocratic legitimacy for the
proper functioning of the multistakeholder partigps. Fulfilling the criteria might
not coincide with the objectives of the involvedaas or they may perceive it as a
buzzword to get the action going, however aimingdther goals. However, in the
view of this project’s author, the opinions of ihgolved actors will not influence the
requirements for democratic legitimacy, which thaelttakeholder partnerships must
fulfil. The objectives of involved actors and théavel of interest in democratic
legitimacy will undeniably influence the democratiperformance of the
multistakeholder partnership. However, due to tamd geographical constraints, the
opinion of each involved actors about the needdfEmocratic legitimacy, cannot be

investigated in this project.

The validity of the project relies largely on theadability of information on the

multistakeholder partnerships. For most multistakdér partnerships, important
information is lacking. This can potentially haveegative impact on the quality and
validity of the evaluation of the multistakeholgertnerships. The validity of the first
two dimensions of the evaluations (participatiord atemocratic control) can be
considered high, since extensive and up-to-daternmdtion is disclosed on these
topics. However, the validity of the evaluation afscursive quality is more

ambiguous. The disclosure of information on disearpractices is relatively scarce;
hence, this part of the evaluation primarily disassthe potential for a deliberative
process rather than the actual deliberative achiemés in reality. Overall, the
validity of the evaluation and conclusions can basidered medium. The level of
transparency and information disclosure on impartespects is considered limited
and constitutes a major obstacle for providing lmlske and in-depth analysis of all
three dimensions of democratic legitimacy withine tHive multistakeholder

partnerships.
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3. Analytical Framework — Democratic Legitimacy &

Transnational Governance

The following chapter aims to establish the anefftiframework used for the
evaluation in chapter 4. The first section will ceptualise democratic legitimacy and
highlight which approach to legitimacy this projeakes. The second section links
transnational governance with a set of criteriacimmtext adequacy. The third section
presents three models of democracy: cosmopolitalihetative and pluralist. With
the assistance of the criteria for context adequibeyaspects within the three models
fitting the idea of democracy within transnatiogalvernance will be identified. These
aspects will constitute the foundation of the depelent of a new analytical
framework in the final section, which will also pide an answer on the first sub-

guestion for this project.

3.1 Democratic Legitimacy

The concept of legitimacy means rightfulness amavigdes an order or commands
with an authoritative or binding character, hen@ndforming power into authority
(Heywood, 2002, p210). Three aspects are at thee aothe concept of legitimacy —
input, output and throughput (Dingwerth, 2007, p14)

The input dimension focuses on which actors makesams and which actors should
be represented in the decision-making process. ,Hdre equal and active
participation of all actors in the deliberative pesses of decision-making must be
secured. A direct mechanism effectively transpgrtine demands and preferences
must be established for actors potentially affedtedhe decisions (Dingwerth, 2007,
pl4). The throughput-dimension focuses on the phaee level, i.e. the manner in
which decisions are formed and how far decisionemalcan be held accountable
(Dingwerth, 2007, p15). Output-legitimacy is framasd the fulfilment of a set of
goals such as the observable solution of problévtseover, output-legitimacy is
also the opportunity for institutional arrangememnts cause acceptance and to
motivate actors to comply with rules (BackstrandQ@a, p296). This differentiation
between the three aspects of legitimacy followsraterstanding of legitimacy, which
differs between first; the recognition of politicatders and the decision-making
processes due to normative reasons (legitimacy)saeond; their recognition as
being rightful (acceptance). Whereas both input #imoughput-legitimacy are based
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on the normative conception of legitimacy, the atHegitimacy focuses on the
factual, societal approval of rules as problem-adés} rightful and fair (Dingwerth,
2007, p15). Only the concepts of input- and thrgughegitimacy will be applied in
this research project. The project aims to asskesdemocratic legitimacy of
multistakeholder partnerships as a mechanism angracess, focusing on
participation, transparency, accountability andibtshtion. Thereby, the focus is

lowered on the actual outcome and efficiency ofrthdtistakeholder partnerships.

3.2 Transnational Governance & Criteria for Context Adequacy

An emerging dimension within the current debategtobal governance focuses on
the potential for democracy within transnationad@mance, meaning democracy that
transcends national borders. Several attempts bese carried out on developing a
framework for democracy within transnational goarce. However, none of these
attempts has been successful in presenting a dgheady that can comprehend the
increasing complexity of participants, networks amgstitutions within global
governance (Dingwerth, 2004, pll). The conditiorm fdemocracy within
transnational governance differ significantly frahe classic ideas of democracies
since world politics is moving away from a sole dscon nation-states. With
economic, social and environmental globalizatioeyw ractors such as multinational
corporations, international research networks atal civil society organisations
are influencing the political agenda to a largeteek within issue-areas such as

international trade and global environmental poditi

For understanding, democracy within the contextarisnational governance a set of
criteria for context adequacy must be establisidukse criteria will structure the
subsequent discussion on the three approachesntocdscy and help identifying
relevant aspects for the analytical framework usedevaluate the democratic
performance of multistakeholder partnershigslaus Dingwerth (2004, pll)
emphasizes that the context adequacy must be cilmepaith the concrete settings
of governance beyond the state. Moreover, Dingwemiphasizes that rules are only
legitimate if they comply with broadly accepted ammatic principles, appropriately

adapted for the context of transnational governafioengwerth, 2004, pl2).
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Dingwerth presents three criteria to assess thdexbradequacy of theoretical

approaches to democracy (Dingwerth, 2004, p12).

* The analytical framework must include both inputadaoutput focused
reasoning for legitimation.

* The analytical framework must be applicable to fiomal instead of territorial
separation as the core organising principle ofrirdad transnational politics.

* The analytical framework must take into account thet that inter- and
transnational governance is dominated by a horatanstead of a hierarchical

style of interaction.

The following sections will apply these criteria fmontext adequacy as a baseline for
evaluating the usefulness of the cosmopolitan, atikir and the deliberative
approaches to democracy. The presentation of e thpproaches will show that
they do not necessarily contradict each other;eratlhey are complementing,
emphasizing different aspects of democracy (Dingwet007, p17). Altogether, the
three approaches are covering a significant shhteeospectrum of contemporary

definitions of democratic governance beyond theesta

3.3 Three Approaches to Democracy

The following sections will introduce three appribas to democracy - cosmopolitan,
deliberative and pluralist democracy. Based on @spgeom these approaches a new
analytical framework for democracy and democratgitimacy within transnational

governance will be established in the final section

3.3.1 Cosmopolitanism

Immanuel Kant introduced the concept of cosmopabta within politics in his 1795
essay perpetual peace.Kant outlines in this essay the guiding princigles
cosmopoliticumwhich focuses on cosmopolitan laws and rights totqmt people
from war (Kleingeld, 1998, p74). The concept ofroopolitanism emphasizes that all
humans belong to a single moral community and rbasprotected by international

law.
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The cosmopolitan approach is moving beyond todsols focus on nation-states and
argues that a truly cosmopolitan identity or denobsglobal actors will emerge,
reducing the importance of national identities. Tioeming of a global actor’s
movement would possibly lead to a reform of theenir global governance structure,
creating the foundation for more democratic globwdtitutions. The new global
governance will balance the concepts of irreduitybiland subsidiarity when
addressing global issues, establishing the fouowlatdbr a cosmopolitan political
order (Dingwerth, 2007, p17).

3.3.1.1 Cosmopolitan Democracy

Instead of decreasing the scale of the state, goslitem democracy seeks to preserve
and develop democratic institutions at regional gtubal levels as complement to
those at the national level. This approach recagnibe continuing importance of
nation-states, while arguing for a (global) laydr governance to constitute a
limitation on national sovereignty (Held, 2006, p30These new political institutions
will take over rule-making from nations-states Iaarly defined spheres of activity
where those activities have clear transnational iatetnational consequences, e.g.
climate change or international trade. Within copoitan democracy, the focus is
not only on the formal construction of new demdcranhstitutions, but also on
providing broad avenues for civic participation atadiberation in decision-making at
the regional and global levels (Held, 2006, p3@)smopolitan democracy must be
linked to an expanding framework of democratic gloistitutions and two distinct
requirements must be addressed. First, the tealittwoundaries of systems of
accountability must be reformed so issues thatpestae control of the nation state
(e.g. financial crisis and climate change) can cameer improved democratic
control. Second, the role and location of regiaral global regulatory and functional
organisations must be rethought in a way that theyide a more coherent and
effective focal point within world politics (Hel@006, p308).

3.3.1.2 Principle of Autonomy

David Held states in his theory on cosmopolitaniimat a sound account of
democracy must acknowledge the significance of domehtal liberal democratic
views. Held addresses this issue in his theory agmopolitan democracy by

introducing the principle of autonomy, which states
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“Persons should enjoy equal rights and, accordinggqual obligations in the
specification of the political framework which gestes and limits the opportunities
available to them™ (Held, 1995, p147).

The principle of autonomy can be considered thedation on which public power
can be justified and must therefore be thoughtsad @rinciple of political legitimacy
(Held, 1995, p228). According to David Held, thesad of democracy gets its
attractiveness, primarily due to the concept of-determination. Self-determination
means that the members of a political communityfoaely choose the conditions of
their own association and that their choices amistms form the legitimation of the
way the community pursues its needs (Held, 19928p2Members of a political
community must be able to decide about their liteasion under conditions of
freedom and equality. Moreover, members must be tbparticipate in a process of
deliberation about public issues open to all ome® fand equal basis (Held, 1995,
p155). In order to realize this latter conditioime theory of cosmopolitan democracy

focuses on a number of legal guarantees.

3.3.1.3 Public Law

The institution of public law forms the foundatidor citizens’ opportunity to
participate as free and equal humans in the palitigll-creation process. Within
cosmopolitan democracy, the individual citizen, ribe community, forms the
subject.Hence, the principle of autonomy can best be unstibalised in the form of
rights for each citizen. According to Held, a petfdemocracy is achieved only when
the citizens have the actual power to be activeitizens, i.e. citizens having the
rights that allow them to demand democratic pauéiton (Held, 1995, p227).
Cosmopolitan democratic law will help to create theguired conditions for
preserving the legitimate political pow@deld, 1995, p227). However, appropriate
forms and constraints of nation-state action agelired to be defined, together with
implicit and explicit constraints on nation-statectsion-making (Held, 1995, p228).
Based on this perception, democracy is concepaghless the sum of individual
democratic rights. Cosmopolitan democracy includagenchment of a range of
clusters of rights that include obligations suclciad, political, economic and social

rights obligations. These clusters of rights areded by the principle of autonomy
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and will assist in forming and constraining demdtcraecision-making. Moreover,
these rights must be incorporated into nationalstitartions. With Cosmopolitan
democracy, the influence of international courtdl wicrease within and beyond
political associations. Therefore, groups and actaill have an effective legal
organisation, which will support the enactment amforcement of the clusters of
rights (Held, 2006, p309). Moreover, a global l&gise institution must be
considered supreme and perceived as a framewdnkgsigstitution of laws and rules
(Held, 2006, p309)

3.3.1.4 Principle of Subsidiarity

Concerning collective self-determination, the gnogviinterdependence between
various political communities will result in incongence between those participating
in decision-making and those affected by the dewssiDue to the increasing density
of links between societies, the idea of collected-determination is encountering the
issue of how to determine the relevant communityc@mmunities) for a specific
decision. Other issues concern how to define thmdaries of a political community,
the meaning of representation and the proper fofnpaoticipation (Held, 1995,
p235). According to the theory of cosmopolitan deraoy, a democracy within a
particular community is characterised by democregiations among communities,
which are interwoven and indivisible. Hence, negamizational binding mechanisms
are required if democracy is to develop. There texas clear risk that political
authority and decision-making power automaticallyfl wnove upwards in new
transnational democratic institutions. In order remluce this risk, the principles
governing appropriate levels of decision-making mibie defined and constantly
assessed (Held, 1995, p232). The solution propésedosmopolitan democracy
includes primarily the principle of subsidiarityhd& principle of subsidiarity, in this
context means that the nation-state is maintairec @entral point of reference.
Decision-making centres within transnational goeece are regarded as adequate
only if national governance levels of decision-nmakinsufficiently address political
issues (Held, 1995, p236).

3.3.1.5 Cosmopolitan Democracy & Criteria of ContetxAdequacy
The cosmopolitan approach to democracy is linkettasnational politics and thus

assumed to match with the criteria of context adeguHowever, the approach has
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too much emphasis on ideas from traditional natiolenocratic practices such as
majoritarian democracy (Dingwerth, 2007, p20). Du¢he emphasis on government
rather than governance, the cosmopolitan approactemocracy is not regarded as
especially context-suitabléDingwerth, 2007, p21). Second, hierarchical tyés

decision-making processes are important within desmopolitan approach to
democracy, thus violating the criteria of contestéguacy. However, a focus on self-
determination, participation and the need for oigmoh transnational actors, a
multiplicity of governance levels, the principle sdibsidiarity and sites for common
democratic activity are elements that fit the crtefor context adequacy and

democracy within transnational governance (Dingine2007, p21).

3.3.2 Deliberative Democracy

Within international politics, the theory of delia¢éive democracy has received
increasing interest in the past decades. The thigsryith the current focus on the
international level at ‘governance without govermtelt proposes ways in which
such forms of governance can be more accountalleuwti requiring new political

structures (Hoskyns, 2000, p13).

3.3.2.1 Deliberation

The prime objective for deliberative democracyadsestablish the conditions under
which political decisions will be seen as legitima&xpressions of the collective will
of the people. Current societies are characteriagdcontaining a plurality of
philosophical, moral and religious groups (Dingwe&007, p23). Within deliberative
democracy, democratic legitimacy in complex soegtnhust be achieved through free
and unrestricted public deliberation processesullipissues. The democratic aspect
of deliberative democracy means in this contextective decision-making where all
actors affected by the decision or their represimeim can participate (Dingwerth,
2007, p24). The deliberation of actors in the deninaking process is fundamental
if decisions should not merely be imposed upon théaonsent or the perception that
a decision is rightful is a core characteristicdeinocracy. Because actors provide
themselves with their own laws, the law becomegifegte and provides actors with

reasons for obeying them. James Bohman defindsedation as:
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“A dialogical process of exchanging reasons for phugpose of resolving problematic
situations that cannot be settled without interpeid coordination and cooperation”
- (Bohman, 1996, p27)

The core of deliberative democracy can be sumnthareee a law, which is only
legitimate when it is based on the public reasdaemmiing from an open and fair
deliberation process in which all citizens can ipgrate and in which they can
continue to collaborate freely (Bohman, 1996, p184)

3.3.2.2 Deliberative Procedure

Collective decisions obtain democratic legitimacyord the decision-making
procedures. Deliberative democracy focuses on @heapt of an ideal procedure for
deliberation and decision-making. The ideal procedintends to establish a
counterfactual thought experiment against which atatic procedures can be
assessed in reality (Dingwerth, 2004, p24). Thabdrdtive procedure achieves
legitimacy and a discursive nature since citizeeseive the opportunity to
communicate information and reasons unrestrictedthe political will-creation
process. Deliberations must be without coercionsrall strive for an argumentative
state of communication. Involved actors must previeasons for their statements and
critically judge other actors propositions. Secamheljberations must be inclusive and
public, meaning that all actors potentially affectey a decision must have equal
opportunities to access and freely participate e tdeliberations. Finally,
deliberations must focus on reaching consensushimgdhat all actors are required
to deliberate openly and aim to reach an agreeaw@pted by all (Dingwerth, 2004,
p27).

3.3.2.3 Ideal Deliberative Procedure

Within the ideal deliberative procedure, actors tast their interests and reasons in
a public forum before a decision is taken. Actaes farced to justify their decisions
and opinions by appealing to common interests,gusgasons that all actors can
accept in public debate (Bohman 1996, p5-6). Thealiddeliberative procedure
emphasizes the importance of arguing and idealbelgiive quality above
representation of interests, bargaining and vopiracedures (Bohman, 1996, p4-5).

According to Bohman, reasons given must primarigetrthe conditions of publicity
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in order to make decisions more rational. Deliberaimproves outcomes when it
assists actors in constructing an interpretatiomhef decision and its consequences
(Bohman, 1996, p6).

Bohman has established a formal conception of a@alideliberative democracy,
which contains the following main characteristifist, all members of an association
share the opinion that the appropriate terms afaagon will form a framework for
the results of their deliberation: all membersvstio coordinate the will-formation or
activities within the institutions that make deliagon possible. For these members,
free deliberation among equals must be the basiegfimacy. In reality, some
elements of ideal deliberative democracy must beleémented into existing
institutional arrangements within international ipo$, without having to involve
large-scale constitutional reforms (Hoskyns, 280, Second, an ideal deliberative
democracy is a pluralistic association, in whichmbers have different preferences,
beliefs and ideals regarding public concerns (Bahm897, p72-73). Third, the ideal
deliberative procedure must focus on neutrality amedpect in the deliberative
process. Because actors must frame their reas@uina way that other participants
will accept them, even self-interested actors areefd to present their positions in
terms of the public interest. Moreover, the proaeflsswutual reason-giving is linked
to the essential democratic norm that citizens mespect each other as actors with
equal fundamental rights and liberties (Bohman,71992-73). Fourth, participants in
democratic association must consider ideal delibveraprocedures as the prime
generator of democratic legitimacy. Therefore, sitimportant for members that
decisions are not merely a result of their delibera but also be marked to them as
such. The ideal procedure is linked to the epistamportance of deliberation and in

this context Dingwerth states:

“Deliberative politics acquires its legitimating fice from the discursive structure of
an opinion- and will formation that can fulfil itsocially integrative function only
because citizens expect its results to have a nedde quality” —(Dingwerth, 2004,
p20)

Fifth, ideal deliberations must be free from tinestraints and must cover all issues

that are required to be regulated in the interéstlloIn the ‘ideal speech situation’,
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citizens must be able to communicate without hindes due to discrepancies in
resources, power or capabilities. Consequentlygrachust expect that deliberations,
based on ‘the force of the better argument’ arelifgato the epistemically most
optimal agreement. Evidently, in reality, it willebimpossible for deliberation
processes to meet these extraordinary requirenoéntstionality. The potential for
rationality based on mutual reason giving is anetassr deliberative democracy
because it combines components of both input- amgL-legitimacy — a requirement
for democracy within transnational governance (Riegh, 2004, p21). Moreover,
the ideal deliberative procedure guides the institalisation of discursive designs.
For an institutionalisation of deliberative procegk public arenas are fundamental.
In these arenas, citizens have the opportunitydpgse issues for the political agenda
and participate in deliberation about public conseiThe aim of public arenas within
deliberative democracy is to form an institutiorr fioee and public deliberation
(Bohman, 1996, p5-6).

3.3.2.4 Deliberative Democracy & Criteria for Contet Adequacy

Concerning the criteria for context adequacy, thkbdrative approach to democracy
is attractive for transnational governance bec#uszluces the issue of geographical
borders. Moreover, the absence of an overarchatg st a state analogy is perceived
as one less obstacle to deliberative democracy.appeoach is not dependent on the
existence of a strong feeling of community or ax$reational demos, however the
deliberative procedures themselves have a potasftiedntributing to the generation
of community and solidarity. Finally, the epistenigality of deliberative democratic
decision-making is attractive to democracy in treat®nal governance filled by
complexities (and complex issues such as climangd) and lacking a strong
solidarity among citizens. The type of communicatiz used to evaluate the
deliberative quality of the decision-making proces$ereas the evaluation of its
deliberative democratiquality must also involve aspects such as publicityversal
access, and the linking of collective decisionpublic discourseg¢Dingwerth, 2004,
p20). Deliberative democracy sets high standardgésticipation, which concerns
the inclusion of the demos in the decision-makimgcpss. The responsibility for
upholding standards is placed at the democratittutisns. When involving all

actors, the outcome of the deliberation procesisb&ienerally accepted.
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A recurrent issue for deliberative equality is thators enter into deliberation with
unequal resources, capacities, and social positibmgjor enough, these inequalities
could potentially affect the decision-making pracesn-democratically, even with a
formal guaranty of one person, one vote. Accordm@ohman, a core characteristic
of the deliberative process includes appropriateditons for deliberative equality.
For example, the opportunities and access to pudnlenas for the demos are
expanded and the threshold conditions requirecffective exchange of reasons are
established (Bohman, 1996, p36). The participadiothe demos would contribute to
a wide diffusion of power in the society. If delilbdon is going on within
representative bodies, it must still include thebaeation of the demos. These bodies
remain democratic only if the demos can elect thepresentatives through
participation in public deliberation of public caras. Moreover, Bohman promotes
the educative affect of participation and its calggbto transform interests and
preferences in order to achieve a shared ideaeotdmmon good (Bohman, 1996,
p29). Several commentators claim that the partionyaideals of deliberative
democracy confront difficulties when applied to dg$ complex societies: conflicts
occur between equality and efficiency, and betwastitutionalized decision-making
processes and informal public opinion. With regaodthe criteria for context
adequacy, the ideal deliberative quality can prevah essential contribution to
democracy within transnational governance. The idebased on a set of relevant
values and rules that contain equal opportunitegdtional argumentation based on
information, transparency and an open inclusiothefaffected actors. Moreover, as
mentioned above, the mutual reason-giving is aetdss democracy for transnational

governance since it combines components of botitirgnd output-legitimacy.

3.3.3 Pluralistic Democracy

Pluralistic democracy does not provide the statehwa central role within
international politics. Instead, the approach fesuon a balanced relationship
between societal forces (organised in civil societganisations, political parties,
governmental actors and business associations}hendiffusion of power between
social actors as the core element of democracynidst influential modern advocate
of pluralist democracy is the American scholar, &b#lan Dahl. According to Dahl,

pluralist democracy must give interest or pressgreups the opportunities to
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formulate their opinions freely, and establish twgsthy links between the governors
and the governed, and finally channels of commuioicabetween the two. These
requirements will establish an adequate level aoantability in the democracy,
which is a pre-requirement for being democraticyid@od, 2002, p274).

The term pluralism is often applied in two ways,eonarrow and one broad.
Narrowly, pluralism can be perceived as an apprdachdistribution of political
power. Within pluralism, political power is widegnd equally diffused in the society
instead of being concentrated in elite or rulingssl clusters. Pluralistic democracy is
perceived as an approach of group politics, whewividuals are represented
primarily through their membership of organized ups. The majority of these
groups will have access to public decision-makingcesses (Heywood, 2002, p79).
More broadly, pluralism is considered a normatigacept, claiming that diversity is
healthy and desirable for the democracy becausmstires individual liberty and
encourages dialogue, reasoning and understandiegn®bd, 2002, p79). Pluralistic
democracy focuses on associations which are volurdeganizations formed by
private citizens, pursuing a shared interest oivigt Associations are required
features of democratic political systems since tlaeg crucial for the optimal
functioning of the democratic process itself angattical liberty (Dahl, 1989, p221).
Normative pluralism considers modern societiesnaslving a significant extent of
social differentiation and a plurality of preferescand interests. In these societies
independent associations organisations work asebroistitutions through which

interests can be formulated and presented.

The role of the state within pluralist democracyn@® central in comparison with
other approaches to democracy. However, statecyation in social and economic
affairs should not be ruled out completely. Instepdblic law and institutional
controls on executive power are considered comneis of a democratic political
system. The pluralistic approach to democracy esipba that all interests and
preferences can be articulated and organised, dralaace between these interests
must be obtained. Moreover, the organisation ofepemces and interests requires
resources and it is expected that all interestcisons have roughly same resources.
Since this requirement is hardly ever fulfilled today’s societies, the state must
establish and secure an equality of resources ketwderest associations (Dahl,

1989, p332-333). In the pluralistic view, not everzens aims to have a say in the
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decision-making process, instead special interestupg will represent their
preferences and interests. Interest associationsrgéy have more knowledge and
experience about the procedures of the policy-ntakiocess than ordinary citizens
do. Therefore, these associations are better stotetiannel democratic opinions to
the politicians in power. Since pluralistic polgioeed a foundation of social diversity
in order to succeed, a special interest associatiast exist for almost every different
opinion held by the citizens. Policy-makers mugh a@o satisfy special interest
associations, assuming that this will lead to mimgitimacy from the citizens.
Therefore, public policies will be a complex mbeaurof ideas promoted by
associations with various preferences and inte{@sahl, 1989, p220). According to
Heywood, under the ideal conditions pluralist deraog includes the following
characteristics (Heywood, 2002, p274):

» There is a wide diffusion of political power betweeompeting interest
associations, and, specifically elite groups aseab

« There is a high extent of accountability, where ugroleaders of interest
associations are accountable to members.

* A neutral governmental system is adequately frageterio provide interest

associations a number of points of access to theypmaking process.

The central idea of pluralistic democracy is thihtgagoups and interests have the
potential to organize and gain access to the paotiaking process. The political
impact of interest associations should be approwdipaequal to their size and the
intensity of their support. For example, politipawers must be fragmented in a way
that no group or interest can achieve dominancargrperiod. Group politics within

pluralistic democracy is characterised by a rougjarce of power.

3.3.3.1 Pluralistic Democracy & Criteria for Contex Adequacy

Concerning the criteria for context adequacy, thegtistic approach to democracy
intends to address the concern of identifying ratévconstituent groups by
connecting the democratic performance to the ppatiion of self-selected interest
associations. Moreover, pluralistic democracy fesusn a horizontal style of policy-
making, thus does not require a strong governmegtsiem. Power is diffused in the
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inter- and transnational arenas and today’s trdmsraization of private actors
proves the importance of bargaining between sdcietaces in world politics
(Dingwerth, 2004, p17). Based on these assumptmuorslistic democracy addresses
most core conditions for democracy within transyradl governance (Dingwerth,
2007, p22).

However, pluralistic democracy has two flaws inateln to the criteria of context
adequacy. First, pluralistic democracy emphasikes dll interests will be organised
to a similar degree. However, in reality some asgions are better organised than
others are and will hence be better representethendecision-making process.
Pluralism does not provide protection of weakernadaterests, neglecting issues of
equality and participation. Therefore, the approaetomes to a large extent identical
with power politics (Dahl, 1989, p332-333). Secotiwt procedures within pluralism
do not reward the pursuit of moral orientationsy movilising by generating a
development of solidarity and mutual trust betwtslow citizens (Dingwerth, 2007,
p23). Concerning democracy within transnationalegoance, the diffusion of power,
democratic control and accountability are the nuesttral and relevant ideas in this

context.

3.4 Analytical Framework — Democracy within Transndional

Governance

In the above presentation of the three approaahe®rocracy a range of elements
suiting the criteria for context adequacy were tdierd. The following sections intend
to develop a set of concrete criteria or institaéiborequirements for democracy within
transnational governance based on the abovemedteleenents. These criteria will
be applied in the evaluation of the multistakehplol@tnerships in chapter 4. Three
major dimensions of democratic legitimacy can beentdied; participation,
democratic control and discursive quality. Thesmatisions will be addressed in
detail in the subsequent sections, aiming to astalphore operationalizable criteria
for the evaluation of the democratic legitimacynadltistakeholder partnerships and
provide concrete answers to the first sub-questiothis project:what criteria for
democratic legitimacy must a multistakeholder parship for sustainable

development meet?
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3.4.1 Legitimacy through Participation

The first core criteria identified focuses on dematic legitimacy through
participation in the decision-making processes. ddwecept of participation is a core
component within all approaches to democrd¥gmocratic legitimacy can barely be
achieved without the involvement of any actors @fd by the decision in the
decision-making process. Every decision-making @secrequires at least some
degree of participation. However, for democracyhwittransnational governance the
focus is broader than mere participation. In tloatext, democratic legitimacy also
depends on the extent to which those actors whaféeeted by a decision have been
involved in the decision-making process (DingwerB®07, p28). According to
Dingwerth (2007, p28), the concept of participatias two major aspects; tkeope
and thequality of participation. The scope of participation refessthe requirement
that the actors that are significantly affectedabgollective decision must be equal to
the actors who make the decision. The scope oicgation also address the issue of
identifying the relevant actors that must involvedthe decision-making process
(Dingwerth, 2004, p23). A set of questions for tlealuation of the scope of
participation within decision-making processes bariormulated as follows: How are
relevant actors defined and identified, and how #ese actors selected? What
alternative actors are available? Generally, thigr@on means that the broader the
scope of participation, the more legitimate is th#écome of the decision-making

process (Dingwerth, 2007, p28).

The quality of participation focuses on understagdhow those actors who are
involved in the decision-making process actuallyrtipgate. The degree of

participation can be categorised, ranging from grilm passive participants such as
receiving information via radio and television tamm active participants such as
engaging in the public debate, voting at electiarsrepresenting an interest in a
negotiation process (Dingwerth, 2004, p23). Defjnanclear criterion for what kind

of participation would be optimal is complicated filne decision-making process
(Dingwerth, 2004, p23). Each of the three approsat¢belemocracy can contribute to
the establishment of criteria for the quality oftmapation. For example, deliberative
democracy emphasizes that those actors who per¢beraselves as potentially

affected by a collective decision must be ableddigpate in public deliberation on
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the issue. Hence, the quality of participationingéd to the equality of opportunities
for actors to participate in the decision-makinggarss. Based on these aspects, a set
of questions for quality of participation can béiadated (Dingwerth, 2007, p29);
how do those actors who are involved in the decisiaking process participate? Are
there different qualities of participation and,sib, to what extent do the relevant

actors have access to different forms of particyot

3.4.2 Legitimacy through Democratic Control

The second dimension of democratic legitimacy fesusn the concept of democratic
control. According to all three approaches to damog the decisions of the
governors must to a certain extent be subject ® dbntrol of the governed.
Generally, the concept of democratic control oveslawith the concept of
participation. Certain forms of democratic contcah be perceived as passive types
of participation. Democratic control can be furtlterscribed by using the concepts
responsiveness, accountability and transparencgpdRsiveness focuses on the idea
that decision-makers must act in accordance wehrtterests and preferences of their
constituencies. This congruence between decisidterisa actions and the
preferences of the various groups of actors isrdsghas the core goal of democratic
control (Dingwerth, 2007, p30). Accountability igten perceived as a means to
achieve increased responsiveness, and transpasadyndamental requirement for
the achievement of increased accountability. Thacept of accountability is
institutionalized, when the requirement to repad #he right to sanction are mutually
understood and recognised. Accountability oftenlestg the issue of who can exert
control over decision-makers as long as checks lzeldnces are in place and
considered sufficient. In this context, democratatrol and accountability focus on
the existence of monitoring mechanisms and equedsacto control mechanisms
among actors or groups that have a legitimate clmntontrol decision-makers
(Dingwerth, 2007, p30). The third set of questitorsdemocracy within transnational
governance focus yields the following question: chhieffective mechanisms of

accountability are in place in a given decision-mglstructure?

The degree of transparency is the third aspect evhattratic control. This is
conceptualised as the extent to which citizensifsogmtly affected by a decision can

be informed about the decision-making process. Tigtudes information on the
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existence of the decision-making process, addresssebs, structure and status
(Dingwerth, 2004, p25). Transparency focuses ondahality and accessibility of
information that is provided internally by the dg@on-making bodies themselves, or
externally via media, academia and so forth. Alfaspect of transparency is the
resources of those whom the information aimed &chieDo these citizens or groups
have the required technical and intellectual cdjgscas well as financial resources to
collect and use the information? The fourth set qufestions is formulated:
(Dingwerth, 2007, p31): What information is aval@lto the public about the
existence, procedure, content and current statu¢hefdecision-making? Which
hindrances exist for the public to access, collaat distribute information about the

decision-making process?

3.4.3 Legitimacy through Discursive Quality

Generally, an important characteristic of delibe@mtlemocratic quality within
transnational governance is the extent to whicbraatommunicate through arguing
instead of negotiating. The practical demands & treliberative approach to
democracy emphasize the needs for universalityiorraity, and reciprocity
(Dingwerth, 2007, p31). The concept of universalgguires that no hindrances exist
which systematically exclude actors or groups faehiberations. The scope of actual
participation and the scale of political interestamg potentially affected actors or
groups can also be used as indicators for univgrsdlhe concept of rationality
focuses on the importance of power and on how ecmuseis achieved within the
deliberative decision-making procedure. Whetheragreement is being based on
independent decisions or not can only be answeyethé participants themselves.
Hence, for assessing the discursive quality of @sden-making process, one must
assess whether distortions in the communication disdourses have occurred
(Dingwerth, 2007, p32). The concept of reciprodiiguses on the degree to which
neutrality and respect is an element of the dismuand the extent to which
participants have a consensus-seeking approadibzihtions. The coherence of the
participants’ reasoning and the recognition of thwral status of opposing
perspectives constitute the indicators for recipya®ingwerth, 2004, p28). The fifth
set of questions for discursive quality is artiteth as: To what extent does the

decision-making process involve deliberative congmis?
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3.4.4 Operationalization - Criteria for Democratic Legitimacy within
Transnational Multistakeholder Partnerships

The previous sections identified three dimensidm®ugh which the democratic
legitimacy of transnational governance can be assesparticipation, democratic
control (transparency and accountability), and ulisiwe quality. A set of criteria
were developed aiming to differentiate between nard less democratic forms of
decision-making. In reality, not all decision-makiprocesses need to contain the
same high standards of participation, control, elibération. Therefore, one must
understand what contextual factors can justify #exince in the extent of
participation, control and discursiveness of tratigmal decision-making processes,
which is still adequate for democratic legitimadyhe intention of the following
sections is to adapt the identified criteria to twntext of the multistakeholder

partnerships for sustainable development.

3.4.4.1 Participation
In the previous section a range of criteria weenitdied for the scope and quality of

participation.

Scope of participation:
« How are relevant actors defined and identified, lao are these actors selected?

« What alternative actors are available?

Quiality of participation:
* How do those actors who are involved in the denisitaking process participate?
* Are there different qualities of participation aritl,so, to what extent do the

relevant actors have access to different formsadi@pation?

The Bali Guiding Principles, developed by the Udit¢ations and its member states
provide extensive background information and guigaron the concept of
multistakeholder partnerships and how they musteltablished. The guiding
principles are in line with this project's focus qmarticipation, transparency,
accountability and deliberation, arguing that nstiétkeholder partnerships should be

structured to encourage deliberation and cooperdieiween actors with a stake in
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Agenda 21 (UN, 2003a, p4). Since the multistakedofzhrtnerships for sustainable
development are voluntary initiatives undertakergbyernments and relevant actors,
they are not obliged to follow the requirements @et in Bali Guiding Principles.
However, these principles are considered to canstininimum standards for good
democratic performance which actors are highly eraged to adhere to in the design
and implementation of multistakeholder partnersiid, 2003a, p4).

Concerning the scope of participation in multistallder partnerships, the Bali
Guiding Principles are corresponding to the citdéar democratic legitimacy within

transnational governance stating that:

“Partnerships should have a multi-stakeholder apgoio and preferably involve a
range of significant actors in a given area of wofkey can be arranged among any
combination of partners, including governments,ioagl groups, local authorities,
non-governmental actors, international institutioasd private sector partners. All
partners should be involved in the development pdrénership from an early stage,
so that it is genuinely participatory in approactiet as partnerships evolve, there
should be an opportunity for additional partnersjtn on an equal basis (Bali
Guiding Principles, 2000, p10)

The Bali Guiding Principles encourage the initiatof multistakeholder partnerships
to take an inclusive scope when deciding on whoindude. The need for an active
involvement of local communities and civil sociaigganisations in the design and
implementation of multistakeholder partnershipgnsphasized and the participation
must have a sectoral and geographical balance.h&nomportant aspect, which
decides whether a multistakeholder partnership ddsoad scope, concerns the
(intended or actual) scope of the decision’s apgibn, that is, whether the decision
applies only to the parties who have negotiated whether it also has consequences
beyond this circle. The more significant the impaicthe decision is, the greater the
need for democratic legitimation of the decisiomsl &he broader the participation
must be (Dingweth, 2007, p30). Within each indigbuoase study in chapter 4, the
relevant transnational actors for participation|witoadly be identified, thereby
providing a foundation for assessing whether advant actors have been involved in

the respective multistakeholder partnership. Bnalldeciding indicator for the scope
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of participation is the extent, which the multisthklder partnership is open to new

actors or whether it is only open to a restrictealig of actors.

The quality of participation focuses on how thos&es or groups involved in the
decision-making process actually participate. Astioeed earlier, different modes of
participation exist, ranging from largely passivartgipants (recipients of
information), to more active participants (engaginghe debate or influencing the
agenda of a multistakeholder partnership). Withardgto the multistakeholder
partnerships for sustainable development, the tyuafliparticipation is determined by
actors’ opportunities for participation. These atpean be evaluated on the basis of

meeting documents and agendas.

3.4.4.2 Democratic Control
The second dimension concerns the democratic doonfrdhe multistakeholder
partnerships, where a range of criteria were ifledti for responsiveness,

accountability and transparency:

Accountability:
* What effective mechanisms of accountability arepiace in a given decision-

making structure?

Transparency:

* What information is available to the public abchwe &xistence, procedure, content
and current statue of the decision-making?

* Which hindrances exist for the public to acces#iect and distribute information

about the decision-making process?

Within multistakeholder partnerships, mechanismsaafountability are difficult to

determine due to their voluntary character. Thisamse that often no direct
accountability structure is implemented. All mubilseholder partnerships have
appointed a lead partner, which to some extenglisgived as the responsible actor of
the initiative. Some lead actors or multistakeholgertnerships are directly

accountable to their core donors, primarily govezntal agencies. However, there
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exists no clear evidence on accountability mechasisn which multistakeholder
partnerships or the involved actors are penalipechdt achieving its objectives. On

accountability the Bali Guiding Principles state:

“Partnerships should be developed and implementedn open and transparent
manner and in good faith, so that ownership of gagtnership process and its
outcomes is shared among all partners, and all pens are equally accountable.
They should specify arrangements to monitor anéevevheir performance against
the objectives and targets they set and reportegular intervals (‘self-reporting’).”
(Bali Guiding Principles, 2000, p9)

The lead actor of a multistakeholder partnershigtinmform the national focal point
for sustainable development of the involved coestrabout the initiation and
progress of the initiative. All actor should bearmind the guidance provided by
governments and must exchange relevant informatiitm governments and other

relevant stakeholders.

The second aspect of democratic control, the degrketransparency was

conceptualised as the degree to which actors lyeaffdcted by a decision are able to
be informed about the decision-making process,udioly its existence, subject
matter, structure and current status. With regarttansparency the Bali Guidance
Principles state:

“Partnerships should submit a regular report, prefbly at least on a biennial basis.
These reports should be made accessible to thacgul§Bali Guiding Principles,
2000, p9)

The concept of transparency refers to the quality accessibility of information that
is provided internally by the multistakeholder parships themselves, or externally
through mass media, internet and academic repdiagyerth, 2007, p31).
Information provided by external parties will hdtpincrease the quality and validity
of the total information available. Concerning tmelltistakeholder partnerships for
sustainable development, they must provide infolemaand reports on the project,
meetings, objectives and progress. Regarding abdégsa minimum requirement is
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a specific webdomain dedicated to the multistakadrolpartnership, providing all
necessary information, overview of members, anrebrts, minutes of the meetings

and so forth.

3.4.4.3 Discursive Quality
The final of the three dimensions for democratmitimacy is discursive quality. In

the previous section, the following criterion wdsertified:

» To what extent does the decision-making procesolwev deliberative

components and what is the role of arguments imlé&ogsion-making process?

For achieving democratic legitimacy with regard deliberation, actors must
communicate in the mode of arguing rather than ti@goy. The communication
must emphasize universality, justification and atipent (Dingwerth, 2007, p32).
The concept of universality requires that no hindes exist which systematically
exclude citizens or groups from deliberations. Hesve most multistakeholder
partnerships have developed multileveled orgamisati structures consisting of a
governing board and a general assembly. Theselevelied organisational structures
can be considered a hindrance for the fulfilmerthefuniversality requirement, since
equal access to the core deliberation and decmigking forum — the governing
board — in most cases do not exist. On the othed,hen equal access for actors to the
core deliberation forum might potentially cause arelaucratic overload. The
multistakeholder partnerships are therefore notetgul to include all affected parties
in the core deliberation and policy-making foruno\grning boards). Instead, the
focus in this report will be on the existence oficgént communication channels
between the governed (members, partners or affeatdors) and the governing
boards.

Justification in the context of multistakeholder rtparships for sustainable
development means providing reasons for positiceert or proposals made.
Adjustment means that involved actors must adogaraents raised by stakeholders
in a forum, either in part or as a whole. Altermaly, there is the adjustment of the
agenda, which is when new issues raised by citizzasexplicitly designated for
future deliberation. Concerns or opinions raisedabsticipants must be incorporated
into the multistakeholder partnership’s decisiobecome part of the meeting-agenda.
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When evaluating the discursive quality of the nstitkeholder partnerships, the
primary source will be meeting-documents. Theseidwmnts generally cluster around
core documents such as the agenda under debate.th€orevaluation of
multistakeholder partnerships, relevant documemgs likely to include (Nanz &
Steffek, 2005, p378), inter alia: minutes of megsindraft texts of the final decisions;
official motions by the involved participants; npapers and background documents
provided by participants; background informatioroypded by the Secretariat or
Bureau; newsletters and other forms of media conication (including websites of

the multistakeholder partnerships).

When evaluating the deliberative quality of muilstholder partnerships, one must
be aware of the various types of participation. ®pportunities for non-state actors
to occasionally participate in symposia or semindiffering significantly from

regular participation in deliberation in the govieghbodies of the multistakeholder
partnerships (Nanz & Steffek, 2005, p376). Threelk of deliberation have been
identified; 1) concerns and positions of by invalvactors are not discussed at all
within the governing bodies; 2) governing bodiestijy their proposals with

reference to concerns raised by involved actorgh@)involved actors concerns are

incorporated into governing bodies’ positions otdrae part of the meeting-agenda.

54



4. Evaluation of the Democratic Legitimacy

The following section presents the evaluation ef democratic legitimacy within the
five individual multistakeholder partnerships, lsen the analytical framework

outlined in chapter 3. The analytical frameworkaduced three major dimensions of
democratic legitimacy within transnational govercennamely participation and
inclusiveness, democratic control and discursivaligu These dimensions will

structure the individual evaluation of the multistholder partnerships. The final
section contains a summary of the outcomes of tldévidual evaluations and an

answer to the second sub-research question ipithject.
4.1 The Cement Sustainability Initiative

4.1.1 Introduction

The Cement Sustainability Initiative (CSI) was b#thed in 1999 by eleven major
cement companies under the supervision of the Waisiness Council for
Sustainable Development (WBCSD). The overall objestof the partnership were:
to explore what sustainable development meanshi®rcement industry, facilitate
actions that companies can initiate as a groupiraghididually to accelerate the move
toward more sustainable practices, and finally égetbp a set of general guidelines
for sustainable practices for six issue areas. ds=ie are include: G@nd Climate
Protection; Responsible Use of Fuels and Raw MasgefiEmployee Health and Safety,
Emissions Monitoring and Reduction, Local Impactd.and and Concrete Recycling.
Within the context of global governance, the CSpé&sceived as a standard-setting
partnership since it provides uniform standardsafaignificant share of the cement
producing industry. The guidelines for all six issareas were published in July 2002
in the policy paper; "Agenda for Actioh" The run-up to this publication lasted three
years including scoping, research and stakeholdaesuitation The "Agenda for
Action" was presented at the World Summit on Sosftsle Development in
Johannesburg in August 2002, which recognized GS4 &ype Il Partnership. The
actors involved in the partnership have committedntselves to implement the

guidelines for the six issue areas into their campersducing facilities.

8 WBCSD Websitehttp://www.wbcsdcement.orgaccessed on 9 February 2010
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Within the partnership six task forces are formeath chaired by one or more of the
CSI member cement companies. These task forcedopewsaterial such as good
practice guidelines, tools, and procedures, whiehapplied by all CSI companies at
their operating facilities. The involved actors negent more than half the world's
cement production outside China, hence one asstiraethe guidelines have become
de facto standardsA de facto standard is a custom, convention, yeocbr system
that has achieved a dominant position by publiccptance or market forces. The

website of the multistakeholder partnership conditims assumption:

“The CSI member companies do not speak for theeeoément industry. However,
given that we account for more than half of the estmmanufacturing capacity
outside of China, we are representative of the stiguand can therefore hope to
affect its thinking and performance by sharing wision for the future and examples

of good practicé®

Globally, there exists a global gap of regulatiamaing to steer the cement sector on
issues such as CO2 emissions and ground polluspecially in developing
countries. The guidelines developed within the @&ittnership are perceived as an

industry contribution aiming to reduce this glolbbagulation gap (WBCSD, 2002a,
p7).

4.1.2 Participation

The patrticipation of the CSI consists primarily tbe World Business Council for

Sustainable Development and twenty-one cement-piodiwcompanies - eleven core
members and ten participating members. The corepanticipating members are
highly diverse, representing fifteen different ctiies and four continents. The CSI
senior advisory group consists of six internatignadcognized experts representing
key stakeholder groups and geographic regions, [@rg.Mostafa Tolba, former

director of the United Nations Environment ProgrddNEP), which chairs the

advisory group. The secretariat is hosted is by \Werld Business Council on

Sustainable Development in Geneva, Switzerland.

® WBCSD Websitehttp://www.wbcsdcement.orgaccessed on 9 February 2010
1 WBCSD Websitehttp://www.wbcsdcement.orgdccessed on 9 February 2010
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In order to influence the policy development of 8l, one must be a core member.
The core members involve only cement producing @mgs, who are also members
of the World Business Council for Sustainable Depetent; hence, CSI is
considered a private-private partnership. The coemnbers manage the initiative,
maintain the CSI Charter (which identifies compamgommitments and
responsibilities), help funding the work programmesd invite new members
(WBCSD, 2002a, p18).

Only cement producing firms may become membersSif New members or the so-
called participating members must, according torntteenbership requirements, agree
to follow the terms of the CSI Charter, implemegtidentified good practices at their
operating facilitie§". Participating members make a modest contributiothe CSI
budget and may (but are not obliged to) participateindividual task forces
responsible for elements of the work program. Bigdting Members are invited to
join the CSI by the Core Members. After a prelinmnévo year period, which is
intended for new members to familiarize themselivil the CSI work programmes,
participating members then have the opportunitypemwome a core member or

continuing as a participating membrer

The CSI is characterised by having established dti-feuelled structure for
participation. At the upper level, only core andtg#gating members have access to
the main governing forum for strategic decision-mglkwithin CSI. The lower level
focuses on core partners’ engagement with relevdmitd parties in the
implementation process of the guidelines. Accordmghe publication ‘Agenda for
Action’ the implementation projects must engagehviitterested external actors, such
as Trade Associations, NGOs and government repedsass through stakeholder
dialogues. The intention behind the workshops igteive input for the development

of industry-wide guidelines and protocols.

“Understanding the expectations of our stakeholdeend then responding
appropriately, is crucial to the industry's abilitg do business. Only by earning the

1 WBCSD Websitehttp://www.wbcsdcement.orgdccessed on 9 February 2010
12\WBCSD Websitehttp://www.wbcsdcement.orgaccessed on 9 February 2010
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trust and respect of our stakeholders will we maimtour ‘license to operate’ in
communities across the world. Through construotingagement we can understand
the wider context and implications of our actionske better business decisions as
individual companies, and identify areas where e work with our stakeholders to
achieve common goals("WBCSD, 2002a, p7)

The CSI's Agenda for Action was formulated in 2082d based on stakeholder
dialogues held around the world. In 2000 and 2@bdlogues were held in Brazil,
Portugal, Thailand, Egypt, Belgium, the USA andr@hi

“These aimed to ensure that the Agenda for Actias as well informed as possible
and contained perspectives from a broad variety stdkeholders (suppliers,
employees, end-users, NGOs, governments etc), asd wealistic response to any
concerns raised by stakeholders. The commitmeat€81 member companies have
taken in the CSI Charter are based on this Agend#é&tion™

Two sessions held in Washington DC and Brussetsjsied on the involvement of
global environmental interest groups, politicalangations and multilateral financial
and development organizations. Workshops were ime{dhina with representatives
from the Chinese cement industry, local governmants civil society organisations
(WBCSD, 2002a, p22). In 2006, CSI commissioned icdpgions Survey, to better
understand the perceptions external stakeholdef®haSI's work, in relation to its
own goals set out in the 2002 Agenda for Actionwedl as in relation to other
industry organizations working on sustainabilitguss. One consequence was to
extend the focus of the CSI's work and to take l@nissue of concrete recycling. In
2007, CSI commissioned a stakeholder meeting toudss options to increase the
effectiveness of the CSI and explore potential ret@ps or future priority areas for
the CSI. Organizations such as WWF Internationake@peace International and
Transparency International were represefhtedFurthermore, the CSI consulted
relevant stakeholders from governments, NGOs, aw&deother industries, during
the process of elaborating specific guidelines atemals, or to work on individual

projects.

13 Questionnaire: Roland Hunziker, Assistant Projéahager, received 13 April 2010
14 Questionnaire: Roland Hunziker, Assistant Projéahager, received 13 April 2010
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The scope and quality of participation is consideieadequate for achieving
democratic legitimacy. The membership rules arenlgigexcluding; only letting
cement producing companies become core or patticgpanembers. The potential
social and environmental impact of the CSl is cedbsHence, a significantly broader
range of transnational actors (global civil sociemganisations and international
research networks) should have been involved inctdre policy-making process in
order to achieve democratic legitimacy. The mudlksholder partnership has
organised stakeholder consultations and workshop®ldwide, giving key
stakeholders the opportunity to present their corecand expectations on how the
cement industry can establish sustainable productiacilities. However,
consultations with external stakeholders do notraptae that the concerns raised by
affected parties are influencing the outcome of ¢tbee decision-making process
within the CSI.

4.1.3 Democratic Control

With regard to transparency, a specific webdomainhe WBCSD website has been
dedicated to the CSI partnership. This webdomaaviges information on the CSI
objectives, publications by the partnership, netiesile and an overview of core and
participating members. Moreover, the webdomain ioles all interested actors with
information on meetings, workshops and stakehatdents organised by the C3I
The multistakeholder partnership provides backgdodocuments on all six issue-
areas as well as policy documents providing infdimmaon strategic decisions within
the CSI. The availability of policy documents fdl iaterested actors is unique in
comparison to the rest of the multistakeholder ersg and is positive for the
evaluation of democratic legitimacy. Civil societgrganisations’ access to
background documents is less critical for the pehtaking bodies than access to
policy documents. At the CSI webdomain, the Ageridia Action is published
together with the CSI Charter, which includes therec principles of the

multistakeholder partnership. A formal interim pregs report was published in 2005

15 WBCSD Websitehttp://www.wbcsdcement.orgaccessed on 9 February 2010
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and a final progress report was published in 2@@nding on the first five years of

implementation activiti€§.

Concerning accountability, the multistakeholdertpenrship is coordinated by the core
participants who are managing the initiative, maimng the CSI Charter (which
identifies member commitments and responsibilitigsglping funding the work
programmes, and inviting new members (WBCSD, 2002E8). The internal
organisation consists of six task forces (eachretlaby one or more of the CSI
member cement companies); a CSI office hosted byC®8MB and an independent
senior advisory group (see figure 1). The indepenhdenior advisory group acts as
advisors and reviewers of the initiative’s work gmamme and progress. The Group
works as a monitoring mechanism, ensuring thatG@Bé has the appropriate focus
and processes, and critically reviews the qualityd @alance of the work
programmé’. Core and participating members are expected porraegularly on
their sustainable development activities. On actathility, the Assistant Project

Manager, Roland Hunziker states in his responsieetguestionnaire that:

“Companies have four years to implement their commants, and they report on CSI
performance indicators as part of their annual sirsability reporting. Individual
companies have their data assured by independesurasce providers. The CSI
secretariat supports companies to understand ampdement the commitments, and it
collects the information regarding implementatioroni the companies’ public

reporting as well as directly*®

Concerning situations where individual companies dot report or fulfil

implementation their obligations, sanctioning methkias are implemented. Hunziker
states that eventual non-compliance by a membenoif corrected after being
reminded of the obligations, could potentially le¢adthe company’s withdrawal, or

even its exclusion from the CSI. Any such decissuld be taken jointly by the CSI

18 WBCSD Websitehttp://www.wbcsdcement.orghccessed on 9 February 2010
" WBCSD Websitehttp://www.wbcsdcement.orgaccessed on 9 February 2010
18 Questionnaire: Roland Hunziker, Assistant Projéahager, received 13 April 2010
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member companies (not by the secretariat). AccgrtbrHunziker, there has been no
such case so far

Within recent years, the CSI has been criticizedbfging non-transparent about core
members’ actual implementation of the guidelingssiastainable cement production.
The consultancy, SGS SA, was commissioned by theCBIB to carry out an
independent assurance of the data supporting @e®@memembers of the CSI for use
in the CSI Progress Report 2007. The scope of #serance, based on the SGS
Sustainability Report Assurance methodology, ingdlthe evaluation of the methods
for data collection and manipulation methods, maérand external verification, and
the final accumulation and reporting of resultdlte CSI.The information and data
provided by the core member companies was verdiedl considered accurate and
reliable by SG¥.

Figure 1 — Organisational Structure - Cement Sustaability

Initiative

/ Steering Group \

e 21 Core and participating members — all cement
producing companies

e Six task forces established, each chaired by one
or more of the CSI member cement companies.,
developing good practice guidelines, tools, ang
procedures to be used by all CSI companies

e A member-led programme of the World

k Business Council for Sustainable Develop@

/ Secretariat \ / Senior Advisory Group \

* Hosted and supervised by the «  Anindependent senior
World Business Council for advisory group
Sustainable Development o ShrerEEl e s

a Orgaqizing events, workshops «  Advising and reviewing
and dialogues CSl's work program and

\ / progress.

» Ensuring that CSI has
appropriate focus and
processes.

e  Critically reviews the
quality and balance of the

\ work programme. /

9 Questionnaire: Roland Hunziker, Assistant Projéahager, received 13 April 2010
2 WBCSD Websitehttp://www.wbcsdcement.orgaccessed on 9 February 2010
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The multistakeholder partnership has fulfilled tbeteria for responsiveness or
democratic legitimacy. The accessibility of infotina via the CSI webdomain is
extensive, providing progress reports and newstetia a regular basis. Concerning
quality, both background information and stratggiicy documents are available for
external actors. Both the accessibility and qualdf information increases
transparency, providing external actors with anoopmity to stay updated about
progress and direction of the CSI.

Proper accountability mechanisms have been impleademvhere a senior advisory
group is responsible for monitoring of the implertadion-progress. Non-compliance
by a member, if not corrected after being remindédthe obligations, could
potentially lead to the company’s withdrawal, oee\vts exclusion from the CSI.

4.1.4 Discursive Quality

The CSI webdomain provides evidence of deliberagl@ments in the decision-
making process. However, the aforementioned meNglled participation structure is
considered a hindrance for universality and demmclegitimacy since only core and
participating members can access the core deamsaking forum. On the lower level
organisational levels, several issues have requactiye stakeholder consultations
and dialogues with external actors. The CSI haslighdd the document

‘Communication and Stakeholder Involvement: Guidsbtor Cement Facilities’ for

cement plant managers, plant operators, facilitgnpérs, and communications
directors and staff. This guidebook emphasizes ithportance of stakeholder

involvement as a critical component of communiaatio

“Through constructive engagement we can understémel wider context and
implications of our actions, make better businessigions as individual companies,
and identify areas where we can work with our dtakders to achieve common
goals.” (WBCSD, 2002a, p7)

The purpose of the guidebook is to assist core penticipating members with
developing and conducting effective communicatiod atakeholder dialogues. The
guidebook emphasizes deliberative aspects such watsiamlearning, common

information base, deliberation and equal accefisgtalebate and states that:
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“Establishing a common ground can facilitate thesokition of difficult issues.”
(WBSCD, 2002b, p8)

Multiple civil society organisations have providexpertise to specific task forces on
an invitation basis and additional companies weeeruited to join in the
implementation phase. Moreover, non-industry acteriso could contribute with
specific expertise on one of the six issue arease wncouraged to make their interest
known (WBSCD, 2002b, p8). The CSI also establisbeithe debate forums, when
reviewing and discussing current developments endissign of the guidelines. These
online fora create the opportunity for a broaded anore inclusive deliberation
process, since interested and affected actoramoteeareas and with scarce financial

resources can participate.

Several CSI publications have dedicated chaptetsising on how to meet the

expectations of external stakeholders concernisgaswable cement production. The
multistakeholder partnership has, in the AgendaAotion, summarised the core

points highlighted by external stakeholders at wbhdps and consultations. CSI have
translated these core points into a set of objestfer the further development of the
multistakeholder partnership:

“A proactive approach to sustainable developmeihier€ is a widespread perception
that business is part of the problem of 'unsustaimalevelopment’. We believe that
we can and must be part of the solutiop/BSCD, 2002a, p7)

“Greater transparency. Stakeholders want to be dblpidge our performance for
themselves.(WBCSD, 2002a, p7)

“Evidence of significant actions, leading to realjstained changes. This is driving

demand for new and stronger regulation in many gaftthe world.”(WBCSD, 2002,
p7)

By highlighting the views of the external stakelesk] CSI addresses the deliberative

concept of adjustment and shows that it takes theed concerns serious. The
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multistakeholder partnership uses the stakehololecerns and expectations to justify
its own policy proposals. Hence, some externalestakler aspects, at least on the

surface, have been incorporated into the CSI agenda

Some deliberative elements are implemented at doleerl organisational levels,

focusing on mutual learning, deliberation, openrass equal access to information.
Especially the use of online debate forums willr@ase the discursive quality of the
multistakeholder partnership since they removeaubss for the participation of less
resourceful actors. By highlighting and presenting views of the stakeholders, the
CSI partnership indicates that deliberating ancix@eg input from external actors

are important and appreciated aspects in its pdéselopment process. However,
since only core and participating members can acttes core governing body, the

CSI has not fulfilled the criteria for universaléynd democratic legitimacy
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4.2 Asia Forest Partnership

4.2.1 Introduction

The Asia Forest Partnership (AFP) was establishgdhke Japanese Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and the Indonesian Ministry of Fstrg and launched publicly as a
Type |l Partnership at the World Summit on Sustali@aDevelopment in

Johannesburg in 2002 (Sizer, 2007, pl). AFP aimprtonote sustainable forest
management in Asia through addressing issues sugjo@ governance, control of
illegal logging, control of forest fires and rehightion and reforestation of degraded
lands. The AFP can be considered a standard-sepamtmership since a core
objective is the establishment and implementatibriransnational standards for

controlling illegal logging (Glasbergen & Visserelamakers, 2007, p409).

4.2.2 Participation

The AFP includes 45 partners ranging from goverrinagencies to civil society
organisations. In total, the multistakeholder parship is composed of twenty states
from four continents (48%), research institutes %)8 intergovernmental
organisations (15%) and civil society organisati@8%). A similar representational
tendency is observed for partner attendance at MEEtings. The representation of
state actors is somewhat stronger than the avemagastakeholder partnership,
however the representation of the business sedsroonsistently low (Glasbergen,
2007, p410). AFP’s only business sector partnespbio Carbon Exchange, attended
the fourth partners meeting of AFP but was notvacthereafter. However, the AFP

secretariat coordinator Dr. Efransjah stated inrégponse to the questionnaire that:

“During the last 3-year period, the AFP annual fonuvhich focused on “good forest
governance” including “combating illegal logging dntimber trade” had been

attracted business sector. No less than five pgivadmpanies dealing with wood
industry and instruments to detect wood chain astxpressed their interest joining
AFP. Forest concessionaires association and woodepassociation are always
attending our forum although they do not declamitimembership 2

2 Questionnaire: Dr. Efransjah, AFP Secretariat Cioatdr, 10 April 2010.
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Concerning the membership of the AFP, all inteckgt@rties who support AFP’s goal,
including governments, inter-governmental orgamize, international organizations,
business, civil society organizations, indigenond Bbcal communities, and research
institutions, are eligible to join the partnersfiifEligible actors are invited to become
partners by expressing interest and providing eslewnformation to the Secretariat.
By joining AFP, the actor must commit to activelgrficipate in achieving AFP’s
goal and circulate relevant information from theltistakeholder partnership within
their organization. Partners are expected to prem&tP in their country, sector, or
networks and strive to secure wider participatign dther organizations. Finally,

partners must contribute to the cost of work of Adfid the Secretariat.

Partners must contribute intellectually by attegdand actively participating in the
AFP annual meetings. Each annual meeting gathemoximately 100 participants
and, on average, close to half are non-partnergs-péotners that often participate
were, among others, the ASEAN Secretariat, Laogn8s of the Earth Japan, the
Japanese Global Environmental Forum, Russia, WBaldk, the Indonesian Forest
Industry Revitalisation Body and the Forestry amdeBt Products Research Institute
from Japan. AFP annual meetings are often heldlpbhoa in continuation of other
international forest related meetings (e.g. Inteonal Tropical Timber Council
sessions) to secure a higher participation of pastand non-partnérs Moreover,
the AFP broadens its exposure to new audiencesganizing back-to-back meetings
so that costs and travel time will be reduced. [Bation of the AFP annual meetings
seems to influence the participation of partneis raon-partners. Indonesia and Japan
have been represented with the most participamd$-Bt meetings (both partners and
non-partners), not only because they establishd®, Akt also because most previous
meetings have been organised in these two counffies location is especially

important for civil society organisations, whictedacking financial resourcés

Concerning the quality of participation, the AFRamizes annual or biannual general
meetings for partners. The general meeting congistspartner’s forum, which is the
core decision-making mechanism of AFP and wherepattners can attend. The

2 Asia Forest Partnership Website, www.asiaforesjsaccessed on 21 February 2010
2 Asia Forest Partnership Website, www.asiaforesisaccessed on 21 February 2010
2 psia Forest Partnership Website, www.asiaforesisaccessed on 21 February 2010
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partners’ forum makes decisions on the operatiolABP’s goals and activities
including development, review and adoption of wogkplans proposed by partners
and the Secretariat. Lead partners assist in t&@oig and coordinating the activities
of AFP, but do not have any further authority ie fmartnership. At the AFP general
meetings partners can present their work relatéd=® focal issues and can submit or
collaborate in other partners’ work plans. To iase the transparency of AFP,
partners agreed that non-partner observers miggnicatAt the fitth AFP meeting in
Yokohama in 2005, the so-called public forum wadeadto the general meetings.
The Public Forum is open to all interested actos@ms to promote the AFP’s goals
and activities through presentations by partners reon-partners on working panels
and their activities (Sizer, 2007, p3). AFP hag @stablished a Steering Committee,
which consists of members nominated by each pararet the Coordinator of the
Secretariat. Currently, the Steering Committee awsep five states, two
intergovernmental organisations, two civil societyganisations, four research
institutes and one partnersfiipThe chair and co-chair of the Steering Committee
elected during the Steering Committee meeting, \hin co-chair taking over the

position as chair after one year.

The AFP is a true public-private partnership inwaygovernments from producing
and importing countries, civil society organisatoand international organizations.
The multistakeholder partnership has fulfilled theticipation criteria for achieving

democratic legitimacy, however compared to partfiens other groups, the private
sector is underrepresented. The multistakeholdéngrahip does not need to involve
each group in equal numbers; however, the roleethestitutions play and the

expertise they contribute must be evaluated witlhamds to AFP’s mission and
objectives (Sizer, 2007, p15). Membership of AFPpen for all interested parties
who adhere to the goals, and the multistakehol@etmership moreover seeks to
locate workshops, seminars and conferences inidosafavourable for local NGO’s

and businesses. Finally, with regard to the qualftparticipation, each partner has
equal access to the core policy-making forum and maminate members of the
Steering Committee. The AFP general meetings aem dpr non-partners, a rather
unique characteristic within the universe of mutdieholder partnerships for

sustainable development.

25 psia Forest Partnership Website, www.asiaforeggsaccessed on 21 February 2010
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4.2.3 Democratic Control

Concerning transparency, the AFP provides a patinerwebdomain containing a
database and systematically organised retrievaiftennation. Information is made

available through an online database and publicdisb with online retrievable links.

The multistakeholder partnership provides informatbn conferences and workshop
participation, newsletters and training seminars.2007, a number of evaluation
reports were published, e.g. ‘AFP Final Report ARluation Working Group: Asia

Forest Partnership Phase 1, Assessment and Recaatioes for Phase 2 and
the ’Announcement on Renewal and Revision of thedd#e, Focus and Operational
Modalities of the Asia Forest Partnership for 2@085'?°. For each partners’

meeting since 2002, AFP provides extensive infolonabn presentations, research
papers and the various debates. 600 subscribess/eenewsletters from the AFP

Secretariat and are encouraged to participateeifhBP general meetings

The governments of Japan and Indonesia, Centéntiennational Forestry Research,
and The Nature Conservancy were collectively resjoda for launching AFP and

are referred to as the lead partners. As lead grarttheir responsibility is to assist in
facilitating and coordinating AFP activities and opess. However, the

multistakeholder partnership states that, with réga accountability:

“All partners are equally accountable, but with feifent views interests and
resources. The four leading partners had no speaiathority and others were
welcome to join to help lead the partnersHip”

The AFP has a multi-levelled organisational streetigsee Figure 2) consisting of the
partners’ forum and the Steering Committee. Theparsibility of the Partners’
Forum is to make decisions on the operation ofARE’s goals and future activities.
The Steering Committee tasks include guiding thecr&ariat, facilitating
communication and ensuring that partners’ interesés represented. (Sizer, 2007,

p20). The roles of the AFP Secretariat and the dinator of the Secretariat include

26 asia Forest Partnership Website, www.asiaforeggsaccessed on 21 February 2010
27 psia Forest Partnership Website, www.asiaforeggsarcessed on 21 February 2010
28 psia Forest Partnership Website, www.asiaforeggsaccessed on 21 February 2010
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assisting and advising parties who are interestegoining the multistakeholder
partnership and to facilitate information-sharingtidties >. The Centre for

International Forest Research serves as host t&éhbecstariat for AFP. Besides the
review of proposed working plans by the partnerstreg general meeting, no
monitoring mechanism of the implementation progisss place. According to Sizer,
the AFP lacks the financial and human resourcesined) for monitoring the

implementation of all working plans. Instead, thEFAshould identify a small enough
number of priority activities that have a realistitance of being implemented and
monitored (Sizer, 2007, p20). The AFP provides nformation on mechanisms

aiming to cope with situations where the partnarstking plans are not sufficiently
implemented.

Figure 2 — Organizational Structure — Asia Forest Brtnership

Steering Committee
. Nominated by each interested partner and the Cuatali of the
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2 asia Forest Partnership Website, www.asiaforeggsaccessed on 21 February 2010

69



Concerning democratic legitimacy, the multistakeleolpartnership has not addressed
all requirements for responsiveness sufficientlye RFP has a transparent structure,
providing access to extensive information on evepasticipation, publications and
meetings via its website. With regard to accoutitsghthe AFP states that all partners
are equally accountable for the success of theistakeholder partnership. However,
a concrete responsibility-description or structulacks in cases where the
implementation of working plans is considered ifisignt. Other accountability
mechanisms such as a monitoring system and a saimgii mechanism are also

absent.

4.2.4 Discursive Quality

The AFP provides considerable evidence of the sictuof deliberative elements into
the decision-making process. The website of the p&fhership provides all partners
and non-partners with equal access to informationneeetings, work plans and
summaries of opinions raised at the annual meetigseover, Dr. Efransjah states
that:

“In this context AFP reports to all members in thetwork. The deliberations of its
regular/annual forum are being disseminated toiaternational organizations and

relevant bodies through correspondence and the iteeb®

Two forums have been established within the makisholder partnership; the
partner's forum and the public forum. Since no majondrances exist for
participation in the core policy-making forum, thartners’ forum, the AFP fulfils the
requirements for universality. Concerning the ggstition in the partners’ forum, the

multistakeholder partnership states:

“Diversity of partners adds width and depth to ABRcope —more partners should

be encouraged to join, particularly from civil sety, e.g. business sectot"”

Moreover, a steering committee has been establisiedug a rather open-ended body.

The committee oversees the work of the AFP sedattaand its financial

% Questionnaire: Dr. Efransjah, AFP Secretariat Cioatdr, 10 April 2010.
%1 Asia Forest Partnership Website, www.asiaforesisaccessed on 21 February 2010
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management. It also gives directives on the theandsdialogues to be considered by

partner members and according to Efransjah, tleisgecommittee is:

“a mini representation of the Partners Forum, arbtefore reflects the interests of
partners including donors in decision making. Sirtbe set up of the steering
committee is “open ended” any partner represent&atan influence the decision of

the committee. The decision is always taken byermsus.”?

The AFP addresses the geographical constraintactore participation by partners,
through the establishment of sub-groups based ogragphic or topic-related interests
(Sizer, 2007, p8). Partners can propose new AFRegrby submitting working
plans to the Secretariat. Partners must informetiitee partnership about the work
plan for a new project. Other partners are encagdag cooperate in the development

and implementation of the new work plahs

The multistakeholder partnership emphasizes theitapce of forums in which like-
minded actors at the level of both policy-makingl amplementation on the ground

exchange ided$ Concerning these forums, the AFP states:

“The AFP itself is unique as a regional forum omefsts in Asia which treats all
partners as having equal decision making authofiig they governments or from
civil society). Assuming partners who are involiediecision making on the SC and
at the annual meetings report to their constituead@and there are no restrictions on
them doing so) it is a highly transparent proceéSizer, 2007, p12)

The Partner and Public Fora involve public predesria by partners and experts,
followed by informal debates on the topics. In thdsbates, each partner has an equal
opportunity for presenting opinions and concerrexjde fulfilling the requirements
for justification in the deliberation process. Aodimg to the partnership, the benefits

are that:

32 Questionnaire: Dr. Efransjah, AFP Secretariat Cioatdr, 10 April 2010.
33 Asia Forest Partnership Website, www.asiaforesisaccessed on 21 February 2010
% Asia Forest Partnership Website, www.asiaforesisaccessed on 21 February 2010
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“Sensitivities are such that an informal, unofficiarum, such as AFP, allowing open
discussion of the issue without the weight of férdiplomatic proceedings, is of

potentially great value (Sizer, 2007, p11)

The comments and questions from the floor are sumsethand presented at the
partnership’s website. These summaries of opingives the impression that all actors

have an equal access to the debate:

“Discussions from the floor following the presembais emphasised the need to build

on initiatives with real actions to curtail illegébgging.”®

Concerning the democratic legitimacy, the AFP paghip has managed to create
adequate conditions and deliberative dialoguestlhatby increased the democratic
legitimacy. The requirements for justification dnéfilled, since all partners and non-
partners have equal access to information on ngsetthe topics discussed and the
opinions of various actors. Concerning justificafiothe AFP emphasizes the
importance of solid reasoning for positions takgnagtors, mutual recognition of
actor’s opinions and decisions taken by consenstisel steering committee. Finally,
the dialogues or deliberation process within theltistakeholder partnership is
characterised by an informal atmosphere, where ledge of formal diplomatic

proceedings remains irrelevant.

35 Asia Forest Partnership Website, www.asiaforeggsarcessed on 21 February 2010
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4.3 Collaborative Labelling and Appliance Standard€’rogram

4.3.1 Introduction

The Collaborative Labelling and Appliance StandaRtegramme (CLASP) was
launched in 1999 by the International Institute Earergy Conservation, Lawrence
Berkeley National Laboratory, and the Alliance &v8& Energy. The multistakeholder
partnership was registered by the United Nationsn@wsion for Sustainable
Development in August 2002 and is expected to bapteted in December 2010.
CLASP is considered a standard-setting body siteg@rime aim is to establish a
unified set of transnational guidelines and statisldor energy efficiency standards
and labelling for residential, commercial and irtdas equipment and lighting
systems worldwide (S&L). The multistakeholder parghip designs and promotes a
global and unified approach to cost-effective amoptof standards and labelling
(S&L) %®. In 2005, CLASP transformed itself into an inteimmal sustainable
development organisation that includes governmganheies, funders, implementing

partners, and affiliates from around the gfbe

4.3.2. Participation

The implementation of CLASP’s objectives will haaesignificant worldwide impact

on a range of actors such as policy-makers, enargympanies, consumer
organisations and research organisationke CLASP partnership provides no
information on the total number of actors involvelbwever, the online presentations
of the projects indicate that major actor groupshsas civil society organisations,
epistemic communities, governmental agencies asthéss actors have participated.
The CLASP has a multi-levelled organisational dtieee that also defines the
opportunities and qualities of participation. Tlevgrning board involves members of
the Board of Directors and experts, which steerawerall direction of CLASP and

supervise national S&L projects. Each S&L projemtuses specifically on a single
country and the work plan is developed by CLASPcaoperation with the host

country. Within the national labelling projectsjrparily national actors are involved

(Wiel & Mchonan, 2005, p68).

38 Collaborative Labelling and Appliance StandardsgPam Websitewww.clasponline.orgaccessed on 21 February 2010
37 Collaborative Labelling and Appliance StandardsgPam Websitewww.clasponline.orgaccessed on 21 February 2010
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The Board of Directors manages the overall diracibCLASP and the ten directors
are primarily Americans, with a single Japanesen€de and Mexican. The CLASP
partnership has established a secretariat baséshington DC, which is concerned
with the daily operations. Finally, the multistakéder partnership has a worldwide
assembly of Sponsoring Partners who fund CLASPvities (Wiel & Mchonan,

2005, p109). Two committees are established, ainorassist the implementation of
the national labeling projects. CLASP's Technicalvidory Committee (TAC)

consists of fifteen international experts on enegfficiency standards and labeling.
The CLASP TAC provides guidance to CLASP on thénméxal parts of its work.

The Programme Advisory Committee (PAC) consistsrefresentatives for the
primary CLASP partners (including country partnensl funders). The CLASP PAC
provides support in the articulation, implementatiand evaluation of country

programme and regional initiativ&s

The participation in the national labelling progdhcludes national lead agencies,
sponsoring partners, country partners and implemgmartners. A national lead
agency is appointed by CLASP in the initial phade tlee national project
development. This agency is responsible for batanthe specific interests of the
stakeholders. Moreover, the lead agency is recordatento liaise with key
government partners, civil society organisationgd aepistemic communities (Wiel &
Mchonan, 2005, p68). CLASP sponsoring partners igeothe financial resources
funding that allows the multistakeholder partngusthd develop S&L tools and
support energy efficiency standards and labelstificaeers worldwide. The country
partners consist of 31 governmental practitiondrS&L who use CLASP's S&L
tools and with whom CLASP's implementing partnedlaborate. Finally, the
implementation partners develop the actual starsdarthin (Wiel & Mchonan, 2005,
p67). The implementation partners are selectedugira procedure focusing on the
quality of service, expertise and adherence t@2b&SP's principles.

Concerning the quality of participation, only memsoef the Board of Directors and
the core sponsoring partners can participate incthre strategic decision-making
process. However, within the national projects, GPAopens for participation in

38 Collaborative Labelling and Appliance StandardsgPam Websitewww.clasponline.orgaccessed on 21 February 2010
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every stage of the project development and empéssire importance of giving all

relevant stakeholders a say in the process (Wikickonan, 2005, p47).

The national lead agency gathers input for projdetvelopment through a
combination of individual meetings with key stakiless and a structured
consultation process with stakeholder committeasthke interaction between the
national S&L projects and the partners, CLASP fesusn South-South and South-
North interactions involving stakeholders such asegnments, business, inter-
governmental organizations, and epistemic commasifihese groups assist in the
design and implementation phase of new standarteimdividual countri€.

CLASP has organised two workshops in Asia and Latinerica on the topic of
standards and labels and has participated in dewdnars. All workshops have
provided room for discussing the overall policy-dieypment of the multistakeholder
partnership (Wiel & Mchonan, 2005, p58).

With regard to scope and quality of participati@hASP has not sufficiently fulfilled

the requirements for democratic legitimacy. The tistakeholder partnership has
taken a broad approach to participation, involvelf stakeholders interested in
supporting CLASP's mission and willing to abide G{ASP's published Guiding
Principles. However, the multistakeholder partngrsithas a multi-levelled

organisational structure, in which only the membafrshe Board of Directors and
core sponsoring partners can participate in tregeggic decision-making. This lack of
equal access for all relevant stakeholders to e decision-making forum is
considered a major hindrance for achieving demmciagitimacy. At the lower

organisational (national) level, CLASP has takenmare open approach to

participation, where all interested actors canipigete.

4.3.3 Democratic Control

Regarding transparency, an online CLASP webdonsamaintained, through which
information is available on the mission, the orgation and events. Moreover, the
webdomain presents general information on standardk labelling tool¥. The
multistakeholder partnership also provides a dalwd 613 national projects; both

39 Collaborative Labelling and Appliance StandardsgPam Websitewww.clasponline.orgaccessed on 21 February 2010
40 |nternational Energy Agenciittp://www.iea.org/work/workshopdetail.asp?WS _1D81&ccessed on 22 February 2010
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those completed and in progress. The databasedeéxtensive information on
objectives, participants, funding and label designsorder to increase transparency,
CLASP has published two editions of an S&L Guiddboa the website, all of them
translated into Chinese, Korean, and Spanish. ThRSE’s publication; ‘Energy
Efficiency Labels and Standards: A Guidebook forpkgnces, Equipment and
Lighting’ describes in detail each of the process stepseimdivelopment of national
labelling projects (Wiel & Mchonan, 2005, p47). $iBuidebooks readily available
and downloadable from CLASP’s website.

Regarding accountability, the Board of Directorgasponsible for all aspects of the
operation of CLASP. The organisational structurgfe 3) contains a secretariat,
which is comprised of an Executive Director andipp®rt staff. The secretariat is the
leading partner within this multistakeholder partigp and the full-time Executive
Director is responsible for managing the daily apens (Wiel & Mchonan, 2005,
p47). Moreover, the secretariat monitors the wdrKbASP's implementing partners
and tracks the implementation and progress of dulelteral national project and
regional initiative. The CLASP Technical Advisorpo@mittee (TAC) will conduct
peer-reviews of all CLASP activities. (Wiel & Mcham, 2005, p48). CLASP does not
provide information on a sanctioning mechanismc@ses where the implementation

of national projects fails or is considered inadequ

The multistakeholder partnership has not fulfiltkeé criteria for responsiveness and
democratic legitimacy sufficiently. Publications wmorking tools and guidelines for
project development are published, however tramsgyr is lacking in significant
aspects such as reporting on the progress of @ét@bpelling projects. The disclosure
of information from stakeholder consultations oojpct meetings is also regarded as
insufficient. Concerning accountability, the Boaad Directors has the overall
responsibility for the outcome of CLASP. The Searet is responsible for reviewing
and monitoring the implementation progress of matidabelling projects. However,
no information is provided on a sanctioning mechkanifor cases where the

implementation of national projects fails.
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Figure 3 — Organisational Structure - CollaborativeLabelling and Appliance

Standards Program
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4.3.4 Discursive Quality

The CLASP publication ‘Energy Efficiency Labels aSthndards: A Guidebook for
Appliances, Equipment and Lightingfovides recommendations on how to develop a
dialogue with relevant stakeholders. The guidebooktains deliberative elements
and focuses on universality through equal oppatiesifor partners to present their
positions. The multistakeholder partnership empessihat the initial development
phase of a label design for any consumer produst tmegin with a process of public

review and deliberation. Furthermore, CLASP empessihe need for an open and
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transparent process for the programme déig€LASP’s online database with
national projects contains evidence that the coaisoths have been organised with
relevant stakeholders. On equal access to the edaetibn process the
multistakeholder partnerships states that:

“Experience to date shows that the more manufacsi@nsumer organizations, and
other interested stakeholders are involved earlytha label-design or standards-

setting process, the more effective the resulabgls and standards (i.e., they lead to
greater economic efficiency, more product modeliomgt and more appropriate

applications of technology) and the greater theeraif compliance by affected
manufacturers.”(Wiel & Mchonan, 2005, p54)

Government officials responsible for diffusing IHdivg requirements and standards
must find a suitable balance between consensudibgibind unilateral government
action. The officials must be open and transpasbdut balancing the different
opinions presented about which labelling and stahdagime to adopt (Wiel &
Mchonan, 2005, p55). This emphasizes the focuasitification in the deliberation
process within the national projects, since stakite must provide reasons for
positions taken. The multistakeholder partnersisp dlustrates its awareness about
the issue of lacking participation in the delibematprocess:

“In many developing countries, there is little expace with providing public notice,
conducting focus groups and public hearings, intetipg public comments and
reviewing and weighing their relevance, and malapgropriate changes to balance
the expressed interests of many stakeholders. Xjperience of other countries that
are practiced in collecting, acknowledging, andigesly considering public input is
sometimes transferable, depending on the demodraitilition and governance style
of each country. Assistance is often availabletfmse efforts."(Wiel & Mchonan,
2005, p54)

“1 Collaborative Labelling and Appliance StandardsgPam Websitewww.clasponline.orgaccessed on 21 February 2010
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Moreover, CLASP stresses that the government's ead-partner’s role is to
determine the optimal public good by using inforimatthat is often incompleté
Thus, the more input the government officials @adipartner receive from relevant
stakeholders; the more informed the decisions whgldThe subsequent statement

emphasizes this commitment:

“A beginning standards level is best set based aompilation and examination of
the results of various analyses, tempered by teahmind political judgment, which
leads to a recommendation that maximizes the leng-tpublic good.” (Wiel &
Mchonan, 2005, p54)

Interviews and consultations are used to formudaie test the mechanics of how the
programme will operate and to address the prograndesgn issue (Wiel &
Mchonan, 2005, p119). The lead agency can obtaut ithrough individual meetings
with key stakeholders or a structured consultatiomocess with stakeholder
committees. For example, a project launched by tevironmental Protection
Department of Hong Kong states in a descriptiortierproject ‘A mandatory Energy

Efficiency Labelling Scheme'’:

“We welcome your views on the proposed mandatorySEBNe will consider all

responses before deciding on the way forwdrd.”

With regard to discursive quality, the multistakkeles partnership has not fulfilled
the requirements for democratic legitimacy. CLASBpUblication ‘Energy Efficiency
Labels and Standards: A Guidebook for Appliancequiiment and Lighting’
contains several deliberative elements, althoudi fon the development of national
labelling projects. Only members of the Board ofrebtors and the sponsoring
partners can participate within the core policy-mgka feature that is considered a
major barrier for obtaining democratic legitimatythe project development phase at
the national levelconsultations and public hearings are carried guthle national

lead agencies. The aim of the consultations isditea inputs from all relevant

42 Collaborative Labelling and Appliance StandardsgPam Websitewww.clasponline.orgaccessed on 21 February 2010

“3Environmental Protection Department of Hong Kong,
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stakeholders, thereby creating better-informed simes. Moreover, CLASP
emphasizes the importance of justification in tledilbebration process through equal

access and opportunities for stakeholders to ptéisein opinions.
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4.4 Global Water Partnership

4.4.1 Introduction

The Global Water Partnership (GWP) was establishe#@sponse to the worsening
water scarcity in the developing world and to thexcpived lack of international
leadership in water. The GWP was formally create8tockholm in December 1995,
at a meeting of 56 organizations, including govesnts, development banks,
international organisations, civil society orgatimas, and the business secfBana

& Kelly, 2004, p5). GWP works with numerous key actors to establistetaof
transnational standards for sustainable water nemegt and support action that
follows these standards; hence, it can be conslderestandard-setting body
(Holmberg, 1998, p41). Ten core countries and threernational organizations
support the initiative financially; and the secrethis hosted by the Swedish

International Development Agency in Stockholm.

4.4.2 Participation

Membership of GWP is open to all stakeholders imedl in sustainable water
management: e.g. developed and developing coumvergment officials, United

Nations agencies, multilateral development banksjl cociety organsiations,

epistemic communities and private businesses. Thdistakeholder partnership
currently comprises 13 regional water partnershipd 73 country water partnerships,
and includes 2,069 consulting partners located 48 tountries. Moreover, 10
governmental agencies and 3 international orgdoisatare involvetf. The GWP

does not present an overview of the amount of pestper individual group of actors.

The GWP has established a network of 13 Regiondh@&ahips on five continents.
These regional partnerships bring together multgeletors and actors to identify and
discuss common water issues and to develop aclams pased on the principles for
sustainable water management. The consulting parare the members of GWP,
which meet annually to review reports from the 8tepand Technical Committees,
and appoint the Chair of the Partnership. The BigeCommittee consists of 22

representatives from the five major constituentugeo within GWP: developing

4 Global Water Partnership Websiteyw.gwpforum.org accessed on 25 February 2010
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country government officials, humanitarian agendiet®rnational organisations, civil
society organisations, epistemic communities angape business. The Steering
Committee acts as the Board of Directors and mbitsnually. The committee
members are elected by the Sponsoring Partners\t? @nd are appointed for a term
of three yearS. The Sponsoring Partners constitute the coungieb international
organisations that signed the Memorandum of Undedsnhg establishing the GWP.
The Sponsoring Partners appoint the Chair, memifettse Steering Committee and
the Auditors (Rana & Kelly, 2004, p16)he Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
consists of 12 independent and international exdenim various disciplines related
to water resource management. The TAC is percasgdtie intellectual spearhead of
GWP ensuring the scientific and professional gyaiit its work®. The Secretariat
supports the Executive Secretary, the Technical i@ittee, and the GWP regional
and country partnerships in areas such as finam®munication and operational
management of GWP programmes and administrdtidthe Swedish International
Development Cooperation Agency host the GWP Seaktia Stockholm. Relevant
external support agencies are brought togethembally by the GWP to provide a

forum for information exchange and debate on weggsources management.

Concerning the quality of participation, the GWPrtRarship is open to relevant
organizations interested in sustainable developnmeahagement and use of water
resources. The GWP provides each partner with gortymity to contribute to the
development of the concept of sustainable wateragement. In return, partners must
co-ordinate its activities with relevant or affeti@ctors. The registered partners of the
GWP are represented at the annual Consulting Rsrtieeting. Within these
meetings, partners can recommend actions to be takethe Steering Committee
based on the adopted strategic directions and igeli@he meetings are open to
observers for information exchange and discussi@¥/P, 2008b, p22). Each
Regional Water Partnership has a Regional Councihsisting of partner
representatives (from different countries) from treggion. The Regional Chair
presides over the Regional Council. The extensat@vork of regional and national

partnerships allows GWP to better support and amitie national and regional policy-

> Global Water Partnership Websiteyw.gwpforum.org accessed on 25 February 2010
“® Global Water Partnership Websiteyw.gwpforum.org accessed on 25 February 2010
" Global Water Partnership Websiteyw.gwpforum.org accessed on 25 February 2010
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making. Moreover, the flexible network structuréoads partners to focus on local
priorities and to empower communities to take thmncerns and issues to the
national, regional and global policy-making levlSWP, 2008b, p22). Several
external consultations and workshops have beemiserh e.g. the Southern Africa
Development Community multistakeholder dialoguenater in South Africa and the

China-YRWP stakeholder dialogue on the Loess Rlateatershed (Rana & Kelly,

2004, p12)

The Consulting Partners of GWP have a broad andgrgphically diverse

composition from multiple groups of actors; devéhgpcountry governments, aid
agencies, international organisations, civil sgciebrganisations, epistemic
communities and private business. Moreover, regdiand country partnerships are
established, helping less resourceful stakehold@rparticipate in the debate on
sustainable water management. Membership of GWipes to all interested parties
and active participation is highly encouraged. Hesve participation in the steering
committee, the core governing body, is restrictedrly twelve participants and this
constitutes a major burden for the quality of m#vhation. Hence, the GWP
partnership does not sufficiently fulfil the crii@rfor democratic legitimacy with

regard to scope and quality of participation.

4.4.3 Democratic Control

Concerning transparency, the GWP provides an onliaebsite with systematically
organised and retrievable information. The wehsitvides extensive information on
staff members, policy briefings and background pafrem the technical committee,
as well as handbooks in several languages on sabtaiwater management. Annual
reports are published since 2000 providing insightis the implementation progress
made annuall{?. Furthermore, since 2008, reports from the CommsulPartners
meetings have been published. An online librargaseloped, providing information
to stakeholders on best water management practoes case studiés. The
transparency of GWP is lacking significantly witligard to information on steering
committee meetings held, since no information @vjaled on agendas, discussions or
outcomes of these meetings. A financial overvieyuslished in the annual report,

“8 Global Water Partnership Websiteyw.gwpforum.org accessed on 25 February 2010
“9 Global Water Partnership Websiteyw.gwpforum.org accessed on 25 February 2010
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providing extensive information on expenditures aodors. The donor information
is broken down into the scale of donations (coudtrgations or funds raised locally),
in-kind contributions and programme funding. A g@gian is made between core,
programme and regional donors (GWP, 2008a, p352008, the GWP published a
Global Water Partnership Strategy 2009-2013, autiirthe partnership’s ambitions
with regard to future projects, progress and refoohthe governance structure. The
strategy pursues a more decentralised organisatistraicture with higher
responsibility placed on regional and country paiships(GWP, 2008b, p6).

Concerning accountability, the organisational dtriee of GWP (see Figure 4) is
characterized by flexibility and a minimum of buneeacy. The Steering Committee
is the highest governing body within the GWP, andages in policy oversight and
approving of the annual work plans and budget. §g@nsoring partners, comprising
the ten founding members of the GWP, appoint thenbses and chair of the Steering
Committe€®. Letitia A. Obeng, who was appointed in Januar@&0chairs the
Steering Committee. The Steering Committee alsuiges management oversight of
the GWP, holding the Secretariat, the Technical @dtee and the partners
accountable for the progress of the multistakehgbdetnership (GWP, 2008b, p20).
A nomination committee is responsible for nomingtthe members of the Steering
Committee. Moreover, in the appointment procesStekering Committee members,
the nomination committee is essential in estabigha consensus between the
Sponsoring Partners (who must support the nomimgtio the Steering Committee),
the Regions (who assist in the nomination procésSteering Committee members)
and the consulting partners (GWP, 2008b, p22). Séwretariat is the executive body
and functions as the ‘network hub’ for GWP. It telwith the exchange of
knowledge, communication and preservation of theecence across the GWP (GWP,

2008b, p11). The GWP secretariat has a staff eésixemployees.

In the Global Water Partnership Strategy 2009-2@W3/P states that it intends to
establish stronger links within the regional antiareal partnerships, hence improving
the functioning of all GWP governance bodies anslieng accountability to protect
the GWP brand. (GWP, 2008b, p20). The multistakegropartnership is currently in

*0 Core Sponsoring Partners; Canada, Denmark, Finfragice, Germany, Netherlands, Norway,
Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom and éthitates.
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the process of implementing the Outcome Mappingaggh, which is a method to
monitor and evaluate the success of the annual plarks. (GWP, 2008a, p21). This
approach will help to implement a set of indicatfms monitoring and reporting on
the progress of GWP projects at various levels (G@®8b, pll). Moreover, the
Technical Committee published in 2006 a technieakiground report on Monitoring

and Evaluation Indicators for sustainable water agament strategies and plans.

Figure 4 —Organisational Structure — Global Water Rrtnership

/ Steering Committee \
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Concerning the responsiveness and democratic ¢potlieo GWP has addressed the
criteria for democratic legitimacy sufficiently. @hmultistakeholder partnership is
highly transparent providing extensive informatiom topics such as the staff
members, financial details, publications, eventd each regional partnership has its
own webdomain. Moreover, for the annual consulpagners meetings, information

is provided on the agendas, meeting presentatiissyssions and opinions raised.
Concerning accountability, the steering committes the overall responsibility for

management and direction of the multistakeholdetnpeship and is accountable to
the sponsoring partners. GWP is currently in thecess of implementing a

monitoring and reporting system, however, the matakeholder partnership provides
no information on accountability mechanisms foresashere the implementation of

projects fails.

4.4.4 Discursive Quality

The GWP has a multileveled and decentralised osg#onal structure and a
philosophy of shared responsibilities throughoue tentire partnership. The
involvement of deliberative elements differs fromvel to level. The Steering
Committee is the core decision-making body, in Wwhitecisions are taken by
consensus to prevent the political posturing thatemtially would result from a
formal voting systertt. Decisions taken within the Steering Committedased on
scientific excellence. The participation opportigst are fulfilling the criteria for
universality in the deliberation process, sinceedfffe communication channels
between governing and the governed have been isstadl Through the annual
Consulting Partners Meetings, partners may prowideommendations for the
direction of the GWP; however it is not guarantéeat the steering committee will
follow these recommendations. The partnership pleiinformation on stakeholder
consultations illustrating that the opinions of fretners have influenced the overall
policy-direction of the multistakeholder partneshAn example for the potential of
justification and adjustment in the deliberatioroqgass concerns the stakeholder

consultations on the future strategic goals of GWP:

*1 Global Water Partnership Websiteyw.gwpforum.org accessed on 25 February 2010
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“A network-wide consultation in 2008 generated fairategic goals that will be
pursued by the Partnership during 2009-2018WP, 2008b, p8)

At the regional and local levels of GWP, the deldtwe elements and values are
more explicit. TheGWP emphasizes the aim of empowering, convening and
connecting stakeholders and encourages everyonerotogether more effectively

to manage water resources (GWP, 2008a, p25). Meredlhie multistakeholder
partnership presents a number of core values thlagwide the future dialogues and

project development:

“GWP Partners, and all GWP regional entities, agree strive for inclusiveness,
openness, transparency, accountability, respechdge sensitivity and solidarity.
These are our core values. GWP expects all Partieeapply them, bringing together,
as needed, as wide a group of stakeholders as lpessn fulfilment of our

mission.”(GWP, 2008b, p7)

The GWP emphasizes that in countries that haveyeioprepared and implemented
policies and plans to develop water more effecsiveGWP will facilitate
multistakeholder participation and dialogues. GWP share best practices between
regions and countries assisting in managing wataurces to increase water security
(GWP, 2008a, p4).

Regarding the discursive quality of the partnershipe criteria for democratic
legitimacy have been fulfilled. The Steering Contadt contains deliberative
elements such as consensus voting, representdtialh major groups and decision-
making based on scientific excellence. Moreovere tbxistence of effective
communication channels between the governing aedgthverned constitutes an
advantage with regard to obtaining democratic ik@gity. The regional and country
partnerships have taken a strong deliberative a@gpraengaging in deliberation
processes with all relevant stakeholders in tha afesustainable water management.
These regional and national deliberation procefidékthe criteria for justification
and adjustment.
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4.5 Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Partnebhsp

4.5.1 Introduction

The United Kingdom established the Renewable Enemgg Energy Efficiency
Partnership (REEEP) in 2002. REEEP aims to be atareand catalyser of
institutional change and is considered a standeittthig body since it focuses on the
development of transnational standards for renesvabérgy and energy efficiency in
at least three regiors The United Kingdom, Indonesia and the United otai
Industrial Development Organization made the ihiterrangements for the
establishment of the multistakeholder partnershipd02 (Pattberg, Szulecki, Chan &
Mert, 2009, p3). The initial phase was finalisedrimy the World Summit on
Sustainable Development in Johannesburg in 2008renine Type Il Partnership was
officially presented. The founding members of REEBRSist of the governments of
Australia, Austria, Brazil, China, Netherlands, @any, Ireland, Italy, Spain, the
United Kingdom and three other unnamed governm@uttberg, Szulecki, Chan &
Mert, 2009, p7). The first General Meeting of Partnwas organised in Bonn in 2004
and the partners approved a long-term programm&ook and on the governance
structure. Moreover, a set of documents and swtuere developed comprising the
REEEP constitution. Finally, in Bonn a GoverningaBib was formed, scheduled for
bi-annual meetings (Pattberg, Szulecki, Chan & M&009, p7).

4.5.2 Participation

The implementation of REEEP’s objectives will havsignificant global impact on a
range of actors such as energy companies, civiégoarganisations and government
officials. REEEP recognises the importance of waghwith a diverse group of actors

by stating:

“As a leading international sustainable energy pestship catalyzing change across
the developing world, REEEP is working with a wideety of stakeholders to ensure
coordination and engagement among policymakersula¢grs, financiers and
NGOs.”?*

52 Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Partnergfébsite http://www.reeep.orgaccessed on 26 February 2010
%3 Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Partnergfébsite http://www.reeep.orgaccessed on 26 February 2010
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REEEP consists of more than 3,500 members, ande2fi§tered partners. Among its
partners, REEEP includes 42 governments, represprit#é percent of the total
partners. All the G7 countries and several cousitiiem the developing world have
joined REEEP. Civil society organizations accounts35 percent of all partners, 35
percent are private businesses, 3 percent are |abenddl-organizations and
programmes, 5 percent are regional government &gn8 percent are research
institutes and central government ministries andnags account for 5 percent
(REEEP, 2009, p51).

One third of the governmental partners are Europamercent are from Asia, 21
percent are American states, 14 percent from Afaca two governmental partners
(Australia and New Zealand) represent Australia @uoeania (REEEP, 2009, p51).
Partners are organisations who signed and adheteet®REEEP Mission Statement
and who will provide the partnership with knowledged tools to make change
possible. The 42 governments who are partners &H®Eare cooperating with the
partnership to implement international market ssadd for the increased use of
energy efficiency and renewable energy technolodiesrder to become a regular
partner of REEEP, the candidates must go throughmale application procedure.
They must fill in a short application form, whereey describe their institutional
status, areas of expertise and interest. The caredidnust be formally accepted by
the REEEP Secretariat and subsequently approvéageb@overning Board (Pattberg,
Szulecki, Chan & Mert, 2009, p10). The national govments are seen as strategic
partners, and their role differs from that of regupartners in term of power since
they are core funders. The REEEP also welcome'$-tlend of REEEP’, which is for
individuals with an interest in renewable energgt anergy efficiency. The ‘friends’
enjoy access to REEEP’s community area and somearsidered experts in a
particular area of interest. These experts agreactoas consultants and perform
specific assignments for REEEP. In the Vienna headqrs, REEEP has eight full-
time staff members including Binu Parthan the Dgpbirector for Programme
Coordination. REEEP has established seven regiseatetariats, which aim to

achieve REEEPs objectives in the particular regions

54 Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Partnergfébsite http://www.reeep.orgaccessed on 26 February 2010
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Concerning the quality of participation, each parthas equal access to the highest
governing authority in REEEP; the Meeting of Parsn@ he Meeting of Partners is
held biannually and constitutes a general assembill partners and where each
partner can participate and has one vote. The teskes of the meeting of partners
involve the adoption of the agenda of the meetihg;appointing of the members of
the Governing Board and the appointing of two audit. The core governing body
of the Partnership is the Governing Board, whichststs of between six and nineteen
delegates from all major groups of actors and pablg from all regions (Szulecki,
Pattberg & Biermann, 2009, p20). Although, partnease no direct access to the
governing board, they can set the agenda and apih@mmembers of the governing
board. Hence, partners have opportunities to steesgme extent, the policy-direction
of REEEP.

Generally, REEEP intends to involve as wide a rasfgeajor groups — governments,
research institutes, NGOs — as possible in theepralevelopment phase, in order to
collect valuable input from experts. The regionatrstariats have a core role in
organizing local consultations and dialogues withrtiers and stakeholders.

According to the Communication Consultant of REE¥hce Reardon:

“Organising stakeholder consultations and awarenessing events is an integral
part of REEEP’s outreach, and happens continuouslyhe financial year 2009-10
(ending on 31 March 2010), REEEP organised or ganssentations at total of 120
events with a total direct audience of 25.000 peopDur own events are organised
by the Partnership’s International Secretariat inieNnha, or by the Regional

Secretariats around the world>®

Vince Reardon provides furthermore two specificregbes on events with a high
quality of participation. First, the annual REEERHAlevel conference at Wilton
Park, which was a private, invitation-only evenattbrrought together 80-100 senior
policy-makers, academics and international orgaizaepresentatives from around
the globe to discuss energy efficiency and renesvablergy sources. In September

2009, the topic was “Practical strategies for mgk@openhagen a success” which

%5 Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Partnergfébsite http://www.reeep.orgaccessed on 26 February 2010
%6 Answer from Questionnaire: Vince Reardon, CommuiooaConsultant of REEEP, received 30 March, 2010
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specifically concentrated on discussions about hoviinance technology transfer
between developed and developing countries. Thensleevent was linked to the 15.
Conference of the Parties (COP15) meeting in Coggein in December 20009.
COP15 represented a unique opportunity for prorgofREEEP, since all key
environment ministers and representatives of aly kievelopment institutions

worldwide were present. Here, REEEP held an offiga&de event entitled

‘Accelerating low carbon energy development: REEcesses in South/South &
North/South cooperation’. The event was co-hostgd®outhSouthNorth, a partner
NGO that handles access to energy projects in SoutAfrica. The event brought
private sector players (Scatec from Norway), iraéional development actors (DFID
from the UK), and other NGOs together to preserangdes of clean energy
development to an audience of 200 stakeholdensdittg COP15'.

With regard to scope and quality of particpationEHEP has fulfilled the
requirements for democratic legitimacy. The mudtstholder partnership has a broad
and geographically diverse participation from salenajor actor groups such as
developing country governments, humanitarian olg#mNs, international
organisations, civil society organisations, epistencommunities and private
businesses. Membership is open to all interestetiepavho agree to follow the
principles of REEEP. The Governing Board, the cgogerning body, consists of
sixteen delegates, who are elected at the annualingeof the partners. Although
access to the governing board is restricted fortnpes, the delegates can be

considered representatives for all major actor gsauithin REEEP.

4.5.3 Democratic Control

REEEP has a high extent of transparency and pravidebsite with systematically
organised and retrievable information. Informatmmpolicies and regulation reviews,
case studies and project reports are made avatfatlegh an online databd&eThe
multistakeholder partnership provides informatiom gublications, campaign
material, newsletters and stakeholder consultiremtsy The REEEP toolkit system is
downloadable via the website and aims to assish@arin project-development. The

online resources range from policy papers and saghes to presentations that are

57 Answer from Questionnaire: Vince Reardon, CommuiooaConsultant of REEEP, received 30 March, 2010
%8 Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Partnergfébsite http://www.reeep.orgaccessed on 26 February 2010
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produced by REEEP-funded projects. Annual reports @ublished since 2005,
providing an overview of the annual progress ofignts, new partners and decisions
taken throughout the year. Moreover, the annualrtegprovides an overview of core
donors, showing that REEEP is financially suppogédarily by governments (e.g.
Australia, New Zealand, Norway, Spain, the Unite¢até&s and the United Kingdom),
and by some donations from the private sé&tdrhe multistakeholder partnership’s
transparency is lacking significantly with regaadibformation on annual meetings
and workshops held. REEEP provides no informatianagendas, discussions or

outcomes of the annual partner meetings or thergowgeboard meetings.

With regard to accountability, REEEP has a robust &ransparent organisational
structure with an emphasis on regionalization (Hgare 5). The structure consists of
three acting bodies: the Governing Board, the Rwogne Board and the Finance
Committee. The heart of the Partnership is thehational Secretariab Vienna. The
functions of the international secretariat incluoiganising and reporting on the
meetings of the Governing Board and the MeetinthefPartners, and implementing
the decisions of the Governing Board. The sevenoned) secretariats represent
REEEP locally and are independent institutions, cwhact on the base of an
established contract. The functions of the regim®retariats include representing
REEEP in key meetings and the organization of regioconsultations. The
performance of the regional secretariats is evatuan an annual basis (REEEP,
2009, p56). Regional steering committees are eshadul consisting of partners,
relevant regional players and other stakeholdeh&s@& committees engage in the
process of project evaluation, short-listing andparing regional priority lists for
funding.

Within REEEP, the highest governing authority is theeting of partners, a general
assembly of all the partners that is held biangu&lach partner has equal access to
the decision-making process and has one vote. Thetibns of the Meeting of
Partners include approving the agenda of the mgefimesentation of financial

accounts, annual reports and auditors' report;cajpy programme activities for the

%9 Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Partnergfébsite http://www.reeep.orgaccessed on 26 February 2010
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next working period; appointing the members of @averning Board and appointing
two auditor§’.

The Governing Board is the core governing body,clwiionsists of between six and
nineteen participants from all the actor groups preferably also from all regions
(Szulecki, Pattberg & Biermann, 2009, p20). The &aing Board has the
responsibility for that the conduct of REEEP islime with the Statutes. Moreover,
the Governing Board develops and oversees the kdégyplirection of REEEP
(Szulecki, Pattberg & Biermann, 2009, p20), whickcludes targets, timeframes;
funding priorities; communication activities anddncial status.

The Finance Committee monitors the finances ofpidwenership and consists of all
donors with an annual contribution to REEEP ofeatst 70,000 Euros. Moreover, the
committee aims to provide financial recommendatidosthe Governing Board
regarding the governing structure and work progras(®attberg, Szulecki, Chan &
Mert, 2009, p20). The governing structure is subjecregular audits conducted by
two external and independent auditors selectethdyteeting of Partners.

The regional steering committees consist of pgicis from epistemic communities,
civil society organisations, governmental represtvegs and private businesses. Their
core function is to assist in the development giaeal REEEP action plans and in
the short-listing of regional projects for fundinghey offer guidance to the
international secretariat based on the feedback ttee monitoring and evaluation of
project implementation (REEEP, 2009, p15).

All projects are closely monitored by REEEP’s regib secretariats through a
combination of both financial and physical repagtmethods, which are forwarded to
the International Secretariat for final approvatcarding to Vince Reardon, one of

REEEP’s strongest points is its robust monitoriggfesms and he states that:

“The progress of all projects is managed via a vi@lsed Project Management
Information System (PMIS), which is the day-to-d@nagement tool for the project
leaders, and the mechanism for oversight for therirational Secretariat. Up front,
each project is contracted to deliver specific autgpto a specific timing. Via PMIS,

REEEP has a continuously updated overview of eagjedd, its performance against

60 Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Partnergfébsite http://www.reeep.orgaccessed on 26 February 2010
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its objectives. After its conclusion, each projscevaluated by a third-party expert.
In cases where a project does not deliver a speafitput, REEEP asks for
clarification why and makes a judgment on what me=s to take, and more
importantly, what learning should be drawn from tfelure.”

REEEP regularly has external assessments of ijsgbractivities. An example is the
‘Analytical and Synthesis Study of the REEEP Progre’ from March 2009, which
evaluated how REEEP manages projects and identifiestrengths and weaknesses.
Generally, partners must contribute to the fundatignof REEEP, however the
engagement is voluntary, and penalties are notlatgd. The Statutes describe the
possibility of expelling a partner in case of aeevviolation of the responsibilities;
however, a two-thirds majority of the Meeting ofrfhars must support the expulsion
(Pattberg, Szulecki, Chan & Mert, 2009, p19).

Concerning responsiveness and democratic contEfEHR has sufficiently addressed
the criteria for democratic legitimacy. The mubistholder partnership is highly
transparent providing extensive information on ¢spsuch as donors, publications,
members and governance structures. However, afisgnti lack of information
appears when it comes to information on annuahpestmeetings or meetings within
the steering committee. REEEP provides no inforomatin agendas, discussions or
opinions raised by steering board member.

The accountability structure is clearly describgd REEEP, where the Governing
Board has the overall responsibility for the mamaget and direction of the
multistakeholder partnership. All projects are niored and evaluated by REEEP’s
regional secretariats, who report to the intermatiosecretariatVia a web-based
Project Management Information System, REEEP hasomtinuously updated
overview of each project and its performance agatasobjectives. Partners can be
expelled from REEEP in cases where they severallata their duties; however a

two-thirds majority of the Meeting of Partners msgpport the expulsion.

1 Answer from Questionnaire: Vince Reardon, Commatiin Consultant of REEEP, received 30
March, 2010
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Figure 5 — Organizational Structure - Renewable Engy and Energy Efficiency
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4.5.4 Discursive Quality

REEEP has a multileveled and decentralised org@émmsd structure with a
philosophy of shared responsibilities throughoue teystem. Concerning the
deliberative character of REEEP, the multistakedofzhrtnership states that:

“We have tried to structure a community in whichrmbers can contribute and
exchange their experiences, to encourage and englatal best practice in the
renewable and energy efficiency fielf.”

The multistakeholder partnership organizes annualllREEEP Project Managers
meeting with a two-fold objective. The first objeet is to provide a forum for
deliberation between REEEP project managers, tteznational secretariat and the
REEEP programme donors. The second objective asésss the progress towards
REEEP’s strategic goals and create ideas for howd®ase the strategic impact of
future work programmes (Szulecki, Pattberg, MertChan, 2009, p20). At the
meeting of project managers, approximately thingjgxts coordinators will present
their respective energy projects. The presentatamasfollowed by discussions and

sharing of experiences, thereyby creating a forommfutual learning for partners.

REEEP staff members emphasise that the decisiommakocess concerning project
implementation contain effective communication aiea available for all partners
(Szulecki, Pattberg, Mert & Chan, 2009, p22). Salvgrartners indicate that the
decision-making procedure within reach is a bottgnprocess, which is perceived as
one of REEEP’s most valuable assets (Florini & $008 2009, p5246). Regarding

the access to the policy-making process, the nakiholder partnership states that:

“Organisations that are particularly proactive with REEEP will also have the

opportunity to develop guidance and contribute he strategic direction of the

partnership.”®*

52 Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Partnergfébsite http://www.reeep.orgaccessed on 26 February 2010
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Moreover, Vince Reardon emphasizes in his respdoséhe questionnaire that
partners and stakeholders are directly involveBRHEEP’s governance structure and

decision-making:

“All key donor countries sit on the REEEP Governigard, which also includes
representatives from other major institutions (elgzRI, IETA) private industry
(Climate Change Capital) and other NGOs (eg Greaopg The Governing Board
meets twice yearly and discusses and approves a@lbrnidecisions regarding the
Partnership. REEEP’s Programme Board which ovessakproject-related matters

has a similar mix, and also has representation ftbsWorld Bank.”®*

The project-development process begins with regiooasultations between REEEP
and the major stakeholders. With regard to theigypation Florini and Sovacool

states that:

“Partners have a direct opportunity to influence BEP activities through meetings
and consultations, and REEEP also prefers to lestnpartner’'s micromanage the
projects.” (Florini & Sovacool, 2009, p5246)

Regarding the discursive quality, REEEP has felfillthe criteria for democratic
legitimacy. Concerning the universality, each partmas equal access to the meeting
of partners and has one vote. The meeting of parteenstitutes a forum for
deliberation, where partners are approving the d@eri the meeting, approving the
working plans for the next period; appointing themters of the Governing Board
and appointing two auditors. Although REEEP lacgaat access to the Governing
Board, the delegates elected can be represent&bivall partners hence fulfilling the
requirements for universality. The regional projéevelopment process takes a more
deliberative approach beginning with regional stepcommittee meetings involving
stakeholders from all major actor groups. The mestiof the regional Steering
Committees provide a forum, where partners musgifyuand adjust their project
preferences through objective reasoning, therebfjllihg the requirements for
justification and adjustment. The project developtma&nd selection process can be

54 Answer from Questionnaire: Vince Reardon, CommuiooaConsultant of REEEP, received 30 March, 2010
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considered a bottom-up approach, providing partméts a direct opportunity to

influence the policy-direction of REEEP.
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4.6 Summary

In the previous sections, five multistakeholder tperships for sustainable
development have been evaluated based on the iaablyamework for democratic
legitimacy developed in chapter 3. Table 1 presant®verview of the core points
identified in the evaluation of the five multistddatder partnerships with regard to the
three dimensions of democratic legitimacy; paratipn, democratic control and
discursive quality. The following subsection willopide a more elaborate summary

of the core points from table 1 and answer the rs¢sub-research question of this

project: To what extent are the individual criteria for detratic legitimacy met by

the evaluated multistakeholder partnerships fort@nsble developmentPhe core

findings identified in this summary will lead toettiinal discussion in chapter five on

multistakeholder partnerships and their potentaké&aching democratic legitimacy.

Table 1 - Overview of Partnership assessment (- edsanegative performance/ + equals positive

performance
Participation Democratic control Discursive quality
Cement - Unfulfilled + Fulfilled requirements for - Unfulfilled
Sustainability | requirements for democratic legitimacy requirements for
Initiative democratic legitimacy sufficiently. democratic legitimacy
sufficiently. sufficiently.
+ High extent of transparency
- Restricted within the partnership, + Some deliberative
membership is comprehensive website, components in the
problem due to the | information on several policy-development,
CSI's significant meetings/publication/guidelines/awhich focuses on
influence worldwide. | nnual reports. mutual learning,
deliberation, openness
+ High degree of + Proper accountability and equal access to
geographic diversity | mechanisms in place. A senior | information.
among the members.| advisory group is responsible fo
monitoring. With the consent of | + Use of online debate
+ Consultations all CSI members, a company capforums will increase
whereconcerned be expelled from the CSI. the discursive quality
parties can present of the partnership.
their positions on
sustainable cement
production.
Asia Forest + Fulfilled - Unfulfilled requirements for + Fulfilled
Network requirements for democratic legitimacy requirements for
democratic legitimacy sufficiently. democratic legitimacy
sufficiently. sufficiently.
+ The AFP has a transparent
+ Broad range of structure, providing access to + All partners and
participants, only extensive information on events, non-partners have
business is participation, publications and | equal access to
underrepresented. meetings via its website. information on
meetings, the topics
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+ Open membership
rules.

+ Non-partners can
attend and actively
participate in
partnership meetings

- No accountability mechanism
such as monitoring or reportin
are evident.

sdiscussed and the
gopinions of various
actors.

+ The decision-
making process is
based on consensus
and the partnership
emphasises the
importance of mutual
recognition of actor’s
opinions.

+ Deliberation proces
characterised by an
informal atmosphere,
where knowledge of
formal diplomatic
proceedings remains
irrelevant.

D

D

CLASP - Unfulfilled - Unfulfilled requirements for - Unfulfilled
requirements for democratic legitimacy requirements for
democratic legitimacy sufficiently. democratic legitimacy
sufficiently. sufficiently.

- Concerning transparency, no

+ Open to all information is available on + CLASP contains

organizations and meetings or workshops organisgdseveral elements of

individuals, who have deliberative

the ability and interest * Regarding accountability, the | democracy, e.g. equa

to serve CLASP's Secretariat is responsible for access and equal

mission and are reviewing and monitoring the opportunities to

willing to abide by implementation progress of the | present a statement.

CLASP's published | national labelling projects. The importance of an

Guiding Principles. informed national
policy-making process$

+ At the national is also acknowledged

level, the partnership by the partnership.

has an open approach

and everyone can join - Overall policy-

if qualified. making process lacks
deliberative elements

- Only members of

the Board of

Directors and core

sponsoring partners

are involved in

deciding the overall

policy-direction.

Global Water | - Unfulfilled + Fulfilled requirements for + Fulfilled

Partnership

requirements for
democratic legitimacy
sufficiently.

+ Consulting Partnerg
of GWP have a broad
and geographically
diverse participation
from fives sectors;
developing country

democratic legitimacy
sufficiently.

+ Concerning transparency
extensive is provided on the
annual meetings, donors, policie
and events.

+ The steering committee has th

requirements for
democratic legitimacy
sufficiently.

+ The Steering
sCommittee contains
some deliberative
elements such as
consensus voting,

[¢)

representation of all
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governments, aid
agencies,
international
organisations, NGOs
research institutes an
private companies.

+ Membership is
open to all interested
parties and active
participation is highly
encouraged.

- Lack of equal acces
to the core decision-
making body; the
steering committee.

overall responsibility for
management and direction of thg
partnership and is accountable t
sponsoring partners.

+/- GWP is currently in the
process of implementing a
monitoring system.

- No sanctioning mechanism is i
place for situations, where
involved actor is severely
violating its tasks.

(2]

major groups and
e decision-making
pbased on scientific

excellence.

+ Effective
communication
channels between the
governing body and

nthe governed.

+ The regional and
local partnerships
have strong
deliberative

governance structures

D.

(£

|

t

REEEP + Fulfilled + Fulfilled requirements for + Fulfilled
requirements for democratic legitimacy requirements for
democratic legitimacy sufficiently. democratic legitimacy
sufficiently. sufficiently.

+ The partnership is highly
+ The Partnership has transparent providing extensive | + Concerning the
a broad and information on topics such as universality, each
geographically donors, publications, members | partner has equal
diverse participation | and governance structure. access to the meeting
from fives sectors; of partners and has

- Lack of information annual one vote.
+ Membership is partners meetings or meetings
open to all interested| within the Governing Board. + The regional
parties who declare to project-development
follow the principles | + The Governing Board has the | process takes a more
of the partnership. overall responsibility for deliberative approach

management and direction of the beginning with
+ Although access to| partnership. regional consultations
the governing board organized between th
is restricted for + All projects are monitored and| major stakeholder ang
partners, the delegatesvaluated by REEEP’s regional | players.
can be considered secretariats, who reports to the
representatives for theinternational secretariat + The meetings
major constituent regional Steering
groups and have + REEEP presents a sanction | Committees provide g
therefore obtained procedure, where partners can hforum where partners
democratic expelled in cases where duties arenust justify and adjus|
legitimacy. severely violated. their project

preferences through
objective reasoning.

Total Two of five (40%) Three of five (60%) have fulfilled Three of five (60%)

performance | has fulfilled criteria | criteria for democratic legitimacy have fulfilled criteria

for democratic
legitimacy with
regard to
participation.

with regard to democratic contrg

|.for democratic
legitimacy with regard
to discursive quality.

Following Table 1, only a minority of the multisttholder partnerships have fulfilled

the criteria for democratic legitimacy with regatd scope and quality of
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participation. Since multistakeholder partnershgme considered more than mere
implementations mechanisms, a broad and diversgrggbical participation in the
decision-making process is expected. The multisialkier partnerships vary to a
great with regard to membership rules, which havexlicit impact on the scope of
participation. All evaluated multistakeholder parships, except the Cement
Sustainability Initiative, are open to all inteex$tparties as long as they adhere to the
respective charters and missions. The evaluatedistalieholder partnerships often
involve hundreds of partners from all major actopups such as government
agencies, international organisations, epistemicmnoanities, civil society
organisations and to a lesser extent private bssin€he Cement Sustainability
Initiative is primarily a private-private partnerghconsisting of cement producing
companies, with different membership categorieshsas Core and Participating
members.

Concerning the quality of participation, a sigrait discrepancy can be detected
between the various multistakeholder partnershigsart from strict membership
rules, the multileveled character of several pasimes is often a burden with regard
to equal influence of all affected actors. A mu#tieeholder partnership often includes
a general assembly consisting of all partners agdverning. Only in the cases of
REEEP, GWP and Asia Forest Network does the geassaimbly of partners have a
direct influence on the steering committee and dkierall policy-direction of the
multistakeholder partnership. The sponsoring pastappoint all the members of the
Board of Directors within CLASP. Several multisthkéder partnerships have also
established regional and local partnerships, wireggonal secretariats organise
dialogues and open consultations in order to receiput from local stakeholders.

With regard to democratic control, a majority hdwiélled the criteria for democratic
legitimacy. The transparency within most multistaddeler partnerships is considered
extensive, all having a specific webdomain. Viastheomains, all multistakeholder
partnerships provide retrievable information ondglines, members, annual and
progress reports, events organised and attendebljcgtions, newsletters and
membership rules. A major obstacle for the achiear@nof democratic legitimacy is
the extensive lack of information available on nt@®) meeting agendas and opinions
raised at annual partners meetings and at the mgsetif the governing boards. A

reason for this specific lack of information isesftdue to the lack of financial as well
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as human resources. The multistakeholder partpersthd generally not have the
same financial means as government bodies or atierral organisations; hence, the
same extent of transparency cannot always be ee¢ghe®n the other hand, the least
resourceful of the five multistakeholder partngpshievaluated, the Asia Forest
Network, was alone with providing extensive infotioa from its annual partners
meetings. A common reason for the lack of meetiatpits is due to the fact that
(strategic) meeting-details or policy documents aomsidered too sensitive to
disclose by core or sponsoring partners.

Concerning accountability, the organisational gtrree of all  evaluated
multistakeholder partnerships is well described anolvides a clear overview of
responsibilities. The majority of the multistakedhed partnerships have established a
Board of Directors or a Steering Committee resgmadior the overall performance
and policy decisions. Within these multistakeholgartnerships, regular partners
only have responsibilities for the project-devel@mnand implementation phase. The
organisational and accountability structures vagyificantly between the evaluated
multistakeholder partnerships. For example, theb@ldvater Partnership and REEEP
have a highly decentralised structure, where thepamsibility for project
implementation often lays at regional secretari@s. the other side, the Cement
Sustainability Initiative has a centralised orgatianal structure consisting of six
taskforces. A majority of the multistakeholder parships have implemented a
monitoring and reporting system, which tracks thegpess of projects and initiatives.
Within the Cement Sustainability Initiative, a semadvisory group is responsible for
monitoring implementation progress, whereas for thenitoring responsibilities
within CLASP and REEEP are placed within the secrats. Via a web-based Project
Management Information System, REEEP has a conisilyaupdated overview of
each project and its performance against its albgst The GWP is currently in the
process of implementing a monitoring system andnmanitoring mechanism is
evident within AFP.

The role of core donating partners often remairdaam; although within the Global
Water Partnership core sponsoring partners ardvesgtan the appointing of members
to the governing body. The Core participants of @@ment Sustainability Initiative
are all considered major sponsors, since finaroatributions are a prerequisite for

membership. Due to financial constraints within tnosiltistakeholder partnerships,
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sponsoring partners will have a significantly biggdgluence on the policy-direction

than regular partners.

Concerning the discursive quality, three out ofefinultistakeholder partnerships
have fulfilled the criteria for democratic legitimya Within the multistakeholder
partnerships with a multileveled structure, thepscof deliberative elements often
varies from level to level. At the regional anddbtevel, dialogues and consultations
with partners include deliberative elements sucle@sal access to the debate and
mutual recognition of arguments. However, the dghlive performance within the
main governing boards is often considered poor. ddre Governing Boards within
REEEP and the Asia Forest Initiative take decisibgsconsensus and focus on
scientific excellence. Moreover, REEEP, GWP andABm Forest Network are the
only multistakeholder partnerships, where the ganassembly of partners has a
direct influence on the governing body and the aNepolicy-direction. Several
multistakeholder partnerships have created genasabmblies or forums where
partners have the opportunity to exchange opingmasinformation.

The information available on meeting-details sushmanutes, agendas and opinions
raised is often considered inadequate for an inkdapsessment of the deliberative
performance of the multistakeholder partnerships.nfentioned above, a reason for
the lack of meeting details is that (strategic) imgedetails are often considered too

political sensitive for core and sponsoring pasrterdisclose.
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5. Discussion — Multistakeholder Partnerships & Deracratic
Legitimacy

The following chapter will provide an in-depth dission of multistakeholder
partnerships’ general potential for achieving deratc legitimacy. The three
dimensions of democratic legitimacy: participatidemocratic control and discursive
quality will be addressed individually and will tk#o the conclusion on the research
guestion in chapter 6. The core points from thduaten in chapter 4 will constitute
the foundation for the discussion, providing ard@pth and concrete understanding of
the democratic performance of multistakeholderrgasghips. In addition to the core
points, the discussion will rely on literature, wii addresses the democratic
legitimacy of the entire universe of multistakeheldpartnerships for sustainable
development. Combining in-depth and concrete figslifrom the evaluation, with
more general perspectives on the entire WSSD pahipeuniverse will provide a
solid foundation for understanding the potentialdemocratic legitimacy within the

multistakeholder partnerships.

5.1 Participation

Chapter 3 outlined a range of criteria for demacrkdgitimacy with regard to the
scope of participation. These criteria focused ow helevant participants are defined,
identified, and selected and what alternatives available. Concerning the
identification of relevant actors for participationthe multistakeholder partnerships,
the evaluation in chapter 4 highlighted the impactaof membership rules for this
issue. According to Aysem, Chan, Biermann and Beitii2007a, p11), membership
rules or procedures can be either inclusive orusket. The majority of the evaluated
multistakeholder partnerships have a relativelylusige approach as long as new
members adhere to the Charters, Missions or PtexipVith inclusive membership
rules, more actors will be involved. An increasetime membership base could
potentially lead to enhanced influence of the rstdkeholder partnership in national
and international policy-making forums. Howeverthwmore actors there is also a
significant risk for more complicated decision-makiprocesses which could reduce
the efficiency of the multistakeholder partnerstisysem, Chan, Biermann &
Pattberg, 2007a, pl11). The Asia Forest PartneisiibGlobal Water Partnership are
some of the few examples of multistakeholder pastrips whose meetings are open
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to non-partners. Other multistakeholder partnesshigke a tougher and more
exclusive approach requiring new members to hageraiine involvement in the
issue-area or belong to a certain (industry) sedioe Cement Sustainability Initiative
is primarily a private-private partnership for cerhgroducing companies, with
different membership categories such as Core antitipating members. Exclusive
membership rules and procedures could potentialiggbplayers that are more
ambitious together, who formulate and implement enambitious policies and
programmes. One could expect multistakeholder peships with exclusive
membership rules to perform better in terms of dampe than more inclusive
initiatives. On the other hand, more groups woukbmbetter representation, which
then again could increase the democratic legitimggysem, Chan, Bierman &
Pattberg, 2007a, pll). For the multistakeholdertnpaships for sustainable
development, inclusive membership rules are a regquent for fulfilling the
participation criteria for democratic legitimacy.hi$ requirement is sufficiently
satisfied by the majority of the multistakeholdeartperships for sustainable
development.

Within the literature on multistakeholder partn@psh the scope of involvement of
major actor groups has often received strong ceti¢for a further discussion cf.

Aysem, Chan, Bierman & Pattberg, 2007a; Backstra®@d()8). According to

Andonova and Levy (2003, p20), multistakeholdetrmeships have the potential to
connect local norms and global standards via tHean and decentralized
organisational structures. At the World Summit arstdinable Development in 2002
in Johannesburg, several developed countries, tpribasinesses, and some civil
society organisations adopted the idea of multedtalder partnerships. However,
sceptic commentators continued to accuse the nalékolder partnerships for
paving the road to corporate environmentalism (Baekd, 2006a, p298). From the
evaluation in chapter 4, it was evident that alllaated multistakeholder partnerships
except CSI and AFP were considered to have a bedaineolvement of stakeholders
from all major actor groups. Only within CSI, busas actors were the dominant
group of actors. Generally, the representation iwitthe 348 multistakeholder

partnerships is deviating slightly from the evaiomat Within the 348 partnerships
registered in 2007, governments were representéld ¥878 actors, civil society

organisations with 1956, United Nations and otlmernational organisations with
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1163, private businesses with 593 actors and lagtidorities and governments with
263 actors (Aysem, Chan, Bierman & Pattberg, 20078). It is noteworthy that the
participation of private businesses is marginalegithe repeated argument that the
multistakeholder partnerships pave the road forrenmental corporatism. Private
businesses lead only two percent of the multistakieln partnerships, and are
involved in 20 percent. According the Backstrand0@a, p299), the participation of
private businesses is less than expected; becaisseebs actors formed their own
partnerships with less formalized reporting requeats. Andonova and Levy claim
that up to 95 business-lead partnerships annouaictte WSSD summit in 2002 in
Johannesburg were not registered within the Unikations Commission for

Sustainable Development (Andonova & Levy, 2003,)p30

With regard to the quality of participation, theteria for democratic legitimacy
addressed such issues as the encouragement afigzdioin in the decision-making
process and examined different modes and qualiwiesparticipation. Ciritical
commentators have argued that resourceful and paweactors dominate the
multistakeholder partnerships (Backstrand, 200889 This critique is based on the
perception that due to power differentials, mudtkgtholder partnerships are not
equitable enterprises. Although participants inoaperative enterprise are formally
equal, they are not really equal (Backstrand, 2@08). Generally, Northern actors
have a core role in the establishment, funding matdagement of multistakeholder
partnerships with the consequence that Southerergments and private actors are
systematically underrepresented in the governirdjeso Even when Southern actors
are represented in the governing bodies, decisiakislg power will stay with more
powerful Northern actors. In most multistakeholgartnerships, no real decision-
making power is given to governments or civil socierganizations from the South
(Aysem, Chan, Biermann & Pattberg, 2007c, p2523)nfthe evaluation, a significant
discrepancy could be detected between the varialtstakeholder partnerships with
regard to the quality of participation. All evaladt multistakeholder partnerships
except CSI, were lead or co-lead by Northern gawemtal agencies or Northern
NGOs. The multileveled organisational structure hwmit several of the
multistakeholder partnerships caused a lack of leqgoeess and influence for all
participants in the strategic policy-making procesbis lack of equal access and

influence is considered a major hindrance for adhge a high quality of
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participation. All the evaluated multistakeholdertperships, except CSI, include a
general steering committee consisting of nine tenty members, and a general
assembly consisting of all partners. The genersgrably only has a direct influence
on the steering committee and the overall policgation within REEEP, GWP and

the Asia Forest Network. The sponsoring partnegsoip all the members of the

Board of Directors within CLASP.

The financial resources available often determingequality of participation within a
multistakeholder partnership. Governmental actaysfthe developed countries and
private businesses confront no obstacles for attgndiscussions, preparing material,
bringing forward ‘experts’ and so forth. On the tary, civil society organisations
are poorly funded, and they lack the human ressurequired to participate on an
equal footing. Similar disparities exist betweergamisations based in different
regions - with civil society organisations from eééped states being wealthier than
those from Southern countries (Meadowcraft, 20aB7p. Several multistakeholder
partnerships have established regional or localetatats to minimise the finance
related barriers for representation. The aim withdexentralised organisational
structure is to increase the involvement of poéutyded organisations and to improve
the implementation of projects. Moreover, the regicsecretariats are responsible for
the organisation of dialogues and open consultatieith regional stakeholders.
Within a majority of the evaluated multistakeholdertnerships, members solely
participating at the regional or local levels carlyoexpect to influence the project-

development and implementation, not the overalcgeadirection.

5.2 Democratic Control

In chapter 3, the criteria for democratic legitimawith regard to transparency
focused on what information about the existencecguiure, content and status of the
decision-making process is available to the pudatid which hindrances exist for the
public to access, collect, and distribute informatiabout the decision-making

process. Transparency and accountability are c¢losiaked, as accountability

depends on the availability of information focusiag the status and progress of
multistakeholder partnerships (Backstrand, 200&®0p According to Backstrand

(2006b, p490), three factors can describe the peaescy of the multistakeholder
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partnerships: a webdomain for public informatioarsfg, a reporting system to share
information about the performance and progreshefmultistakeholder partnership,
and a monitoring mechanism to identify indicatand aneasures for goal achievement
of multistakeholder partnerships (Backstrand, 20@&80). Since a vast majority of
the multistakeholder partnerships are considergibmal and global in scope, the
transparency expectations are higher than thodedal and national partnerships are.
A high degree of transparency is vital in order r@intain cohesion within
transnational multistakeholder partnerships. A higktent of transparency is
especially important when several regional sedatarhave been established,
stretching out the organisational structure. Transpcy within the five evaluated
multistakeholder partnerships is considered extensall having a specific and
independent webdomain. However, since a criteria ¢boosing these five
multistakeholder partnerships, was the availabilty a homepage, a solid
transparency performance was expected. On the wmdide, retrievable and
systematic information is provided on Charters dfigdsions, members, annual and
progress, events organized and attended, publsadod issue reports, newsletters
and information on membership procedures. A majobstaxle for obtaining
democratic legitimacy is the extensive lack of sfzarency with regard to minutes,
meeting agendas and opinions raised from variousuAnPartner Meetings, Steering
Committee Meetings and so forth. In 2006, Backstrstated that less than a third of
the multistakeholder partnerships have fulfillebtlatee aspects of transparency, i.e. a
webdomain and reporting and monitoring mechanidrass than fifty percent of the
multistakeholder partnerships have implemented ahar@sm for monitoring
performance and progress. The relatively weak pamsicy mechanisms are largely
the result of ambiguous guidelines and lack of colsgry reporting requirements
within multistakeholder partnerships (Backstrama@a, p300).

Concerning accountability, the criterion for denadir legitimacy focused on which
effective mechanisms of accountability are impletadnnto a given decision-making
structure. Accountability within the multistakehetd partnerships becomes
increasingly complex since locations of governamce dispersed globally, e.g.
through regional partnerships. There are two k@gets of accountability: first, what
mechanisms are implemented to monitor represeetab¥ actors groups and second,

how are these representatives accountable to #wor groups in terms of a
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transparency or responsibility for actions (Backstt, 2008, p81). Moreover,
accountability is linked to the principles of prdceal fairness, which focus on
balanced participation of diverse stakeholders, -merarchical organisational
structures, transparency, exchange of informatemg monitoring and reporting
systems (Backstrand, 2008, p82). Relevant issuexecning multistakeholder
partnerships include how decisions are made, whabkshed the rules, whom
provides funds for the multistakeholder partnershi@ what extent the
multistakeholder partnership has been formalizegl, leave partners accepted to sign
a written agreement; has a secretariat been edtallli and do the multistakeholder
partnerships control for progress (Witte et albQ2, p80). For addressing these issues,
Backstrand (2008, p82) suggests a pluralistic aystef accountability for
multistakeholder partnerships. First, reputatioaatountability (e.g. naming and
shaming) is considered an effective mechanism gnbéc credibility and reputation
are critical for several of the actors within msiéikeholder partnerships. Second,
market accountability can potentially be an impottaechanism for partners of the
multistakeholder partnerships to reward or penalthe lead actors. Market
accountability is important for multistakeholderrip@rships that mostly consist of
private actors, such as private businesses or sngdlety organisations, since their
directors are not elected, but appointed or sédfesed (Backstrand, 2008, p81).

The evaluation in chapter 4 showed that the orgéinisal structure of all
multistakeholder partnerships were sufficiently atied and provided a clear
placement of responsibility. The majority of the Itimtakeholder partnerships have
established a Board of Directors or a Steering Cateenresponsible for the overall
performance and policy-direction. Within these nstdikeholder partnerships, regular
partners primarily have responsibilities in the jpob-development and
implementation phase. The variation in the orgdmeal and accountability
structures differs significantly between the mu#keholder partnerships. For
example, the Global Water Partnership and REEERe lehighly decentralised
organisational structure, where the responsibility project implementation often
lays at regional partnerships and secretariats. tlén other side, the Cement
Sustainability Initiative has a rather central engational structure consisting of six
taskforces, which are closely supervised by the ldvddusiness Council for

Sustainable Development.
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Monitoring and evaluation mechanisms have not begrortant items on the agenda
since the establishment of the multistakeholdertnpaships for sustainable
development in 2002 (Witte, et al., 2002, p78). yOal minority of the evaluated
multistakeholder partnerships have implemented aitmang system, which tracks
the progress of projects and initiatives. Withie tbement Sustainability Initiative, a
senior advisory group is responsible for monitorthg implementation progress,
whereas the monitoring responsibility within CLASGRd REEEP is placed within the
secretariats. Via a web-based Project Manageméation System, REEEP has a
continuously updated overview of each project. Antioned above, less than 50% of
all 348 multistakeholder partnerships have a mdashanfor monitoring the
performance and progress of their activities. O@%l and REEEP provide
information on sanctioning mechanisms, which tamgatners that severely violate
their duties. Within REEEP, two third of the parsmenust support the expulsion. The
need for the implementation of systematic monigrimechanisms within
multistakeholder partnerships has been emphasizédeaannual meetings of the
Commission on Sustainable Development (Backstraddéa, p300). However, most
of the multistakeholder partnerships only contamft,snon-binding and voluntary
targets, which complicate the monitoring of progrg8ackstrand, 2008, p94).
According to Backstrand, the performance of mudisholder partnerships is
generally considered weak with regard to transgafesccountability and monitoring
mechanisms (Backstrand, 2008, p96). Backstrandogespthat, in order to realize
their full potential, multistakeholder partnershipsist improve the links to existing
institutions and multilateral agreements, and im@at more systematic reporting
and monitoring procedures (Backstrand, 2006b, p492)

5.3 Discursive Quality

Concerning discursive quality, the criterion fomaratic legitimacy focuses on the
extent to which the decision-making processes efrtultistakeholder partnerships
involve deliberative components. During the Worldun®nit on Sustainable
Development in 2002, multistakeholder partnersinpse introduced as a mechanism
for operationalizing the principle of participatioand to enhance legitimacy and
ownership of decisions made through internatiomal deliberative decision-making

processes (Backstrand, 2006, p298). According tdofinva and Levy, an advantage
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of the multistakeholder partnerships compared tditional intergovernmental
governance is their ability to facilitate consensuslding and agreement through
flexible and direct participation of a diverse gpooof actors located at different
governance levels (Andonova & Levy, 2003, p24). ébser, multistakeholder
partnerships can provide opportunities for expapdieliberative processes such as
representation of all affected actors. Often miaksholder partnerships provide a
deliberation forum characterised by relative edyabetween the participants,
objective reasoning, and equal rights to be hdartisten and to debate on the path
forward (Meadowcraft, 2007, p200). Commentatorsehenticized multistakeholder
partnerships for moving public decision-making imtxtended technocratic spheres,
where participation is limited to unelected bureate and technocrats who are not
directly accountable to the general public (Brimicgf, 2007, p74). Within a
deliberative procedure, collective decision-makangd implementation (instead of
just recommending solutions) force participantdake more responsibility for the
decisions made through deliberation (Meadowcr&®,72 p200).

The evaluation in chapter 4 showed that a majoafy the multistakeholder
partnerships fulfilled the criteria for discursigeality. Within the multistakeholder
partnerships with a multileveled organizationaustare, the scale of deliberative
elements often differs from level to level. At thegional and local level dialogues
and consultations with partners involved delibeeaglements such as equal access to
the debate, forums for deliberation and mutual gadmn of arguments. However,
the deliberative performance of the core GoverrBogrds within multistakeholder
partnerships is considered poor. Several multistalkier partnerships have
established general assemblies or forums wheragrartan exchange opinions and
information. Within REEEP, GWP and the Asia For@strtnership, the general
assemblies have a direct influence on the policgetion of the partnerships. The
evaluation showed that the multileveled organiseticstructure of multistakeholder
partnerships constitute a major burden for thelfuént of the criteria for democratic
legitimacy. The Asia Forest Partnerships was tHg onultistakeholder partnership,
containing an open and equal access to the corergog forum. In order to obtain
democratic legitimacy, multistakeholder partnershipust be based on a voluntary
agreement between major and affected stakeholleneover, the multistakeholder
partnership must represent a bottom-up and seli#enp deliberative process

between private and government actors (Backstiz0bb, p482).
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6. Conclusion

This final chapter will summarise the core researobsults concerning
multistakeholder partnerships and democratic kegity. Based on these research

results, conclusions will be drawn to answer therall research question:

To what extent have the United Nations multistakirgartnerships for sustainable
development reached their potential for fulfillindpe criteria for democratic

legitimacy?

Over the last decades, world politics has confr@tgprofound transformation due to
increased economic and political globalisation at development of new
information technologies (Biermann & Pattberg, 200279). At the same time,
governments and policy-makers are encounteringhjhigbmplex issues such as
climate change. To provide solid public-policy gamos to complex issues,
governments are reaching out to private businesggstemic communities and civil
society organisations for the required expertiséese transformations within
internatiomal politics have caused the emergencé&asisnational governance and
new mechanisms for cooperation such as publicqeivand private-private
partnerships. These multistakeholder partnershigpsat new phenomenon within the
national political scene, however only within tlestl couple of decades has the idea
been transferred to the level of international tprsi (Borzel & Risse, 2002, pll).
Proponents of the multistakeholder partnershipssfmtainable development argue
that this new global governance mechanism promisee mesult-based governance
due to their decentralized, flexible organisatiostalicture and diverse expertise from
all major constituent groups. In sum, multistakeleolpartnerships are perceived as a
response to functional demands for better govemarnic issue areas where
governments and international organisations fail.

During the World Summit on Sustainable Developmiantiohannesburg in 2002,
Type Il or multistakeholder partnerships were pnésg@ as an implementation
mechanism of Agenda 21 and the Millennium Developm@oals and a way to
operationalize the principle of inclusion, increalsgitimacy and create broad
ownership of decisions in international decisiorkmg and deliberation (Backstrand,
20064, p298). To date 348 multistakeholder partmgsshave been registered within
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the United Nations Commission for Sustainable Dawalent. These
multistakeholder partnerships often include stadidattings objectives which go
beyond the original implementation mandate receatethe WSSD summit. Hence,
the multistakeholder partnerships must fulfil a s#t minimum standards for
democratic legitimacy in order to be considereditfig in their activities.

The diversity of the 348 multistakeholder partngrshfor sustainable development
stresses the fact that there are no one-sizelfitsedutions to successful and
democratic partnership management. Critical denticcrassues like ensuring
transparency and accountability of a multistaketoldartnership, and engaging in
systematic monitoring, reporting and evaluatioraciivities and outcomes cannot be

achieved by applying a single recipe (Witte, eR@h2, p69).

The discussion in chapter 5 showed that inclusiembership procedures within
multistakeholder partnerships are a requirement fidfilling the criteria for
democratic legitimacy. The majority of the multistholder partnerships fulfil this
criterion by having an open approach, where alerggted actors can become
members as long as they adhere to core principtesharters. Sceptics have
challenged the concept of multistakeholder parmpss for paving the road to
corporate environmentalism (Backstrand, 2006a, p288wever the discussion
showed that the participation of private businessasrs is marginal. The private
sector leads only two percent of the multistakebofshrtnerships, and is involved in
only 20 percent. In the discussion, Backstrand 82@@0) argued that private sector
participation is less than expected, since busimnesers decided to establish
multistakeholder partnerships with fewer formalizegorting requirements outside
the realm of the United Nations Commission on Snatde Development. Due to the
general lack of business actors, a balanced repetg®1 has not been achieved;
hence the multistakeholder partnerships have ribtigmtly addressed the criteria for
democratic legitimacy with regard to participation.

Critical voices claim that resourceful and powerfthkeholders dominate the
multistakeholder partnerships (Backstrand, 200&@89p The discussion confirms
this claim, showing that all evaluated multistakeleo partnerships except CSI, were
lead or co-lead by Northern governmental agencieSlathern NGOs. Due to the
constant lack of financial and human resourcesiwgbuthern governments and civil

society organisations, the Northern domination Wwél upheld. However, with rapid
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economic growth in countries such as Brazil, Indiad China these power
relationships within global sustainability politicould potentially be altered in the

coming decades.

The evaluation showed that the scope of transpgresfcthe five evaluated
multistakeholder partnerships was considered eixtens However, these
multistakeholder partnerships were considered iee he transparency performance
above the average of the entire multistakeholdemeeship universe. Backstrand
indicated that, generally, less than a third of t@tistakeholder partnerships have
fulfilled the threefold aspect of transparency,. i website and reporting and
monitoring mechanisms. The relatively weak transpey mechanisms of
multistakeholder partnerships are claimed to betdwmbiguous guidelines and lack
of compulsory reporting requirements of the mukstholder partnerships
(Backstrand, 2006a, p300). An important aspectafdparency is the availability of
background information, policy documents, and nmgetietails (minutes of meetings,
overview of opinions raised, agendas etc.). Espgcmith regard to policy
documents and meeting details the general infoomatdisclosure within
multistakeholder partnerships is considered poench becoming a major hindrance
for achieving democratic legitimacy. For this patjethe lack of information
disclosure also constitute a major obstacle for #waluation of the five
multistakeholder partnerships. This could potelytiabve a negative impact on the
validity of the evaluation and conclusions in tpisject.

Concerning accountability, the performance of nstdkeholder partnerships is
considered poor. The majority of the multistakekoldpartnerships address
answerability and responsibility for the overallrfjpemance and policy-direction.
Only CSI and REEEP present a sanction procedurerentartners can be expelled in
cases where responsibilities are severely violakexherally, less than fifty percent of
all multistakeholder partnerships have implemergadonitoring mechanism, which
tracks the progress of projects and initiativese Do the general lack of specific
partnership websites, monitoring systems and gamoy mechanisms, the
multistakeholder partnerships have not sufficientigdressed the criteria for
democratic legitimacy with regard to democratic tcoln To improve democratic
performance, the multistakeholder partnerships nuasicretize their targets and

implement more systematic reporting, monitoring asanctioning procedures
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(Backstrand, 2006b, p492). However, the processardsv better accountability
mechanisms will require significant financial angntan resources, something most

multistakeholder partnerships are lacking.

In the discussion, Andonova and Levy (2003, p24)est that an advantage for
multistakeholder partnerships is their ability tacifitate consensus building and
agreement via flexible and direct participation ragjor actor groups located at
various governance levels. The majority of mulksteolder partnerships have a
multileveled organizational structure, consistinf ao governing board, a general
assembly and often regional partnerships or se@tta These multileveled
organizational structures determine largely thebeehtive performance with regard
to universality, adjustment and justification. Tliescussion showed that most
multistakeholder partnerships lacked or only corgdifew deliberative elements in
the policy-making process within the governing lisar Due to this lack of
deliberative elements, the multistakeholder pastnips have not sufficiently
addressed the criteria for democratic legitimacyhwegard to discursive quality.

In order to improve the democratic performance,tistakeholder partnerships must
establish more open and efficient communicationnobés. This will secure an
improved deliberation process with mutual exchasiggrguments between governing
bodies and the governed. However, stricter requerem for deliberation and
exchange or reasons could potentially reduce ttexible and less bureaucratic
character. Hence, the prime benefits for the ntakisholder partnerships in

comparison to intergovernmental arrangements coadsh.

To answer the overall research question, this ptojeoncludes that the
multistakeholder partnerships for sustainable dgrakent have generally failed to
meet the criteria for democratic legitimacy. Theltstakeholder partnerships have
not reached their full potential for democraticitegacy within a single of the three
dimensions - participation, democratic control amtursive quality. Crucial aspects
such as the inadequate involvement of private legsinactors and the lack of
partnership websites, accountability mechanisms afféctive communication

channels constitute major barriers for the achiear@nof democratic legitimacy.

However, the multistakeholder partnerships for @unsble development hold some

promise for future success. In order to realizerthal potential for democratic
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legitimacy, multistakeholder partnerships must iower their links to already existing
international and national institutions, providencrete targets and time schedules,
increase involvement of private corporations, inwer@accountability mechanisms,
create unambiguous guidelines for reporting and itoong, and create more
effective channels for communication between theegred and the governing bodies.
If these aspects are properly incorporated into diesign of multistakeholder
partnerships, there are grounds for cautioned agtimwith regard to their
opportunities for achieving democratic legitimad¥ith an improved democratic
performance, the potential of multistakeholder menghips will increase concerning
changing things on the ground and addressing tipéemrentation deficit of Agenda
21.

6.1 Research Outlook

The subsequent sections will provide a brief oeptal future research agendas with

regard to transnational multistakeholder partn@sshind democratic legitimacy.

Outlook 1 - Large-scale research study on Multistakholder Partnerships

A research programme on multistakeholder partngesstur sustainable development
must apply a research framework, which involvegyaiicant number of cases. The
Global Governance Project has established a da&atmdaining information of all
348 multistakeholder partnerships for sustainabletbpment; however, the primary
focus of the project is an assessment of the csgtianal structure and effectiveness.
The concept of multistakeholder partnership isantémporary phenomenon; instead
it will continue to shape the future global goveroa architecture and transnational
standard-setting. An in-depth understanding ofntludtistakeholder partnerships with
regard to organisational structure, democratidilegicy and effectiveness is essential
in order to identify the partnership design mostadle for contributing to global

sustainable development.

Outlook 2 — Comparison between Multistakeholder Panerships Regimes

A future research agenda should include a compariso different partnership
regimes, for instance between the trade, healthsasthinable development regimes.
A comparison could provide a deeper understandihghe drivers behind the
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emergence of multistakeholder partnerships, théactveness and their democratic

performance.

6.2 Policy Recommendations
The following section aims to provide a set of aete recommendations for policy-
makers and partnership-initiators concerning thesigie of transnational

multistakeholder partnerships.

Recommendation 1 — Transparency: Partnership Websat

Increased focus on transparency is crucial for foéure success of the

multistakeholder partnerships for sustainable dgwakent. As a minimum, a specific

partnership must be developed, aiming to createeaweas about the project, attract
new funding and increase the number of membersedM@r, a website is crucial for

the distribution of publications and disclosure ioformation on meetings and

activities.

Recommendation 2 — Effective Communication Channel©nline Forum

Current and future transnational multistakehold@ntrerships should emphasize the
need for effective communication channels. The gfef these communication

channels must ensure an equal access for all réleaaors and an unconstrained
exchange of information and opinions between theegong board and the governed.
Effective communication channels will under optintéicumstances lead to more
informed decisions and improved outcomes withinrthdtistakeholder partnerships.

An example on effective communication channel withéveral partnerships is online
forums, which constitute effective media for debateearings, meetings. An online
forum has moreover the advantage that it removesgdographical constraints for

participation, giving actors with little financialeans an opportunity to be involved.

Recommendation 3 — Accountability: Sanctioning Mecanisms
Future transnational multistakeholder partnershmost focus on the implementation
of proper accountability measures such as mongorireporting and sanction

mechanisms. Unambiguous sanctioning mechanismspamcedures will help to
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discipline the members and leadership and hold therountable for the progress of

the multistakeholder partnership.

Recommendation 4 — Make Multistakeholder Partnerstps attractive for Private
Business

For the future success of multistakeholder partripss more business actors must be
involved. The multistakeholder partnership wouladf@ from increased participation
of the business actors in terms access to impokiamwledge and knowledge, new
funding and organisational experience. Multistakeébiomust improve their efforts in
highlighting the long-term benefits participatioromdd generate for business actors,

e.g. new knowledge, access to emerging markets aandmproved reputation.
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Appendix | — Bali Guiding Principles

Bali Guiding Principles and CSD-11 Decision on Parterships

The CSD partnerships shall be developed and impitedein accordance with the
following criteria and guideliné

a. Partnerships are voluntary initiatives undertakgméwernments and relevant

stakeholders, e.g. major groups and institutiotedeholders;

b. Partnerships should contribute to the implementaidd Agenda 21, the
Programme for the Further Implementation of Agendad and the
Johannesburg Plan of Implementation, and should divert from

commitments contained in those agreements;

c. Partnerships are not intended to substitute comemtsn made by
Governments but to supplement the implementationAgénda 21, the
Programme for the Further Implementation of Agendad and the

Johannesburg Plan of Implementation;

d. Partnerships should have concrete value additiortheo implementation

process and should be new - that is not merelgaeéxisting arrangements;

e. Partnerships should bear in mind the economic,abamd environmental
dimensions of sustainable development in theirgteand implementation;

f. Partnerships should be based on predictable arndirsed resources for their
implementation, include mobilising new resourced,amhere relevant, result

in transfer of technology to, and capacity buildingdeveloping countries;
g. ltis desirable that partnerships have a secto@digeographical balance;

h. Partnerships should be designed and implementea imansparent and
accountable manner. In this regard, they shoulth@axge relevant information
with Governments and other relevant stakeholders;

i. Partnerships should be publicly announced withitiention of sharing the
specific contribution that they make to the implema¢ion of Agenda 21, the
Programme for the Further Implementation of Agenda and the

Johannesburg Plan of Implementation;

% Sourcehttp://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/partnerships/csd1neeships_decision.ht®fCCESSED
ON 4 April 2010.
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j. Partnerships should be consistent with nationas |aational strategies for the
implementation of Agenda 21, the Programme forRtwher Implementation
of Agenda 21 and the Johannesburg Plan of Impleatient as well as the

priorities of countries where their implementattakes place;

k. The leading partner of a partnership initiativelddanform the national focal
point for sustainable development of the involvedrdry/countries about the
initiation and progress of the partnership, ancgattners should bear in mind

the guidance provided by Governments; and

. The involvement of international institutions anchitdd Nations funds,
programmes and agencies in partnerships shouldorgonto the inter-
governmentally agreed mandates and should not teatthe diversion to
partnerships of resources otherwise allocatedyer mandated programmes.

Providing information and reporting by partnershipgistered with the Commission
should be transparent, participatory and credibleng into account the following

elements:

a. Registration of partnerships should be voluntard &e based on written
reporting to the Commission, taking into accouné tprovisions above.
Reporting by partnerships should focus on their trdoution to the
implementation of goals, objectives and targetdgdénda 21, the Programme
for the Further Implementation of Agenda 21 and ibbannesburg Plan of

Implementation;

b. Partnerships should submit a regular report, pabfgrat least on a biennial
basis;

c. The Secretariat is requested to make informaticailae on partnerships,
including their reports, through a database acbkessd all interested parties,
including through the Commission website and otheans;

d. The Secretariat is requested to produce a summepprtr containing
synthesized information on partnerships for consiglen by the Commission
in accordance with its programme and organizatibrwork, noting the

particular relevance of such reports in the rewear;
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e. The Commission, during the review year, should uliscthe contribution of
partnerships towards supporting implementation oferdda 21, the
Programme for the Further Implementation of Agendd and the
Johannesburg Plan of Implementation with a viewgltaring lessons learned
and best practice, to identifying and addressingblpms, gaps and
constraints, and providing further guidance, inagigdon reporting, during the

policy year as necessary.
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Appendix Il — Questionnaires

Questionnaire — Cement Sustainability Initiative

Name: Roland Hunziker
Position: Assistant Project Manager

Participation

In the Agenda for Action (2002), the Cement Susthility Initiative states that “understanding the
expectations of our stakeholders, and then respgrefipropriately, is crucial to the industry's il

to do business. Only by earning the trust and spfeour stakeholders will we maintain our ‘licens
to operate’ in communities across the world”. Hditeo do you organise consultations/dialogues with
stakeholders? How are these consultations/dialoguganised? Do you strive to ensure a wide
participation involving all major groups (governn&n actors, academia and civil society
organisations), if yes how?

The CSI's Agenda for Action, formulated in 2002,si@ased on stakeholder dialogues held around the
world. In 2000 and 2001, dialogues were held initihiar, Bangkok, Lisbon, Cairo, Washington,
Brussels, and Beijing. These aimed to ensure llgafgenda for Action was as well informed as
possible and contained perspectives from a broadtyaf stakeholders (suppliers, employees, end
users, NGOs, governments etc), and was a reakstponse to any concerns raised by stakeholders.
The commitments the CSI member companies have fakée CS| Charter are based on this Agenfa
for Action.

In 2006, CSI commissioned a Perceptions Survelgetter understand the perceptions external
stakeholders had on CSI's work, in relation toitg1 goals set out in the 2002 Agenda for Action, ds
well as in relation to other industry organizatiensrking on sustainability issues. One consequenc
was to extend the focus of the CSI's work and ke @n the issue of concrete recycling. In 2007, C
commissioned a stakeholder meeting to discussmptimincrease the effectiveness of the CSI and
explore potential next steps or future priorityeéor the CSI. Organizations such as WWF

International, Greenpeace International and Trameseg International were represented. Also in 2007,
the CSI published a progress report, which wastedaixternally fww.csiprogress2007.0yg

Since the beginning of its activities, the CSI basstituted an advisory group of external expdrss
group provides the CSI with independent advicefaedback on its work program. Current membe
include former directors of the International Enefggency (IEA), WWF International, UNEP, amon
others. The group meets once or twice a year alit negular conference calls.

Q n

Furthermore, the CSI consults relevant stakeholilens governments, NGOs, academia, other
industries, during the process of elaborating djpeguidelines or materials, or to work on indivalu
projects. Examples:

- Guidelines: Environmental and Social Impact Assesgr(ESIA) Guidelines, the Guidelines
for the Selection of Fuels and Raw Materials, dedrmore recent report on Concrete
Recycling

- Partnerships for individual projects: Cement Tedbgp Roadmap 2009 with the IEA, which
was circulated with stakeholders of both the IEA #me CSI prior to completion.

More information on further CSI stakeholder dialegwwan be found here:
www.wbcsdcement.org/index.php?option=com_contergRtaiew&id=93&Itemid=183

Accountability

Concerning the accountability within the Cementt&unsbility Initiative, the individual company is
supposed to report regularly on their sustainaklelbpment activities. Besides the companies own
reporting, how does the Cement Sustainability atite monitor the implementation-progress of each
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company? In cases where companies do not fuléil thbligations, what are then the consequences for
the company/what are the measures taken?

The commitments taken by the CSI member compamneprascribed in the CSI Charter. Companigs
have four years to implement their commitments, thieg report on CSI performance indicators as part
of their annual sustainability reporting. Individwampanies have their data assured by independent
assurance providers. The CSI secretariat suppomganies to understand and implement the
commitments, and it collects the information regagdmplementation from the companies’ public
reporting as well as directly. Eventual non-compdia by a member, if not corrected after being
reminded of the obligations, could potentially leadhe company’s withdrawal, or even its exclusion
from the CSI. Any such decision would be takentjgiby the CSI member companies (not by the
secretariat). There has been no such case so far.

Decision-making procedures

In the Agenda for Action (2002), the Cement Susthility Initiative states, concerning stakeholder
involvement that “through constructive engagemesm can understand the wider context and
implications of our actions, make better busine=msisions as individual companies, and identify area
where we can work with our stakeholders to achimwamon goals”. To what extent are the opinions
raised by external stakeholders (government orgtaiss, academia and civil society organisations)
influencing (strategic) decision-making within CemheSustainability Initiative.? If possible, please

provide concrete examples on how external stakenslidfluence (strategic) decision-making.

See first question above.
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Questionnaire — Asia Forest Partnership

Name: Dr. Efransjah
Position: AFP Secretariat Coordinator

Participation
The Asia Forest Initiative includes a wide variefyactors ranging from government agencies to civil
society organisations; however it is notable thadifiess sector representation has been consistently

low. Does your partnership take measures to atpaticipants from the business sector, if yes how?

During the last 3-year period, the AFP annual forumwhich focused on “good forest governance”
including “combating illegal logging and timber trade” had been attracted business sector. No

less than five private companies dealing with wooithdustry and instrument to detect wood chain
custody expressed their interest joining AFP. Forg concessionaires association and wood pane
association are always attending our forum althoughhey do not declare their membership.

Transparency

The Asia Forest Initiative has established a Stge@iommittee, which currently comprises five states
two intergovernmental organisations, two civil gtgiorganisations, four research institutes and one
partnership. What are the responsibilities of tteeng Committee? What is the division of (strateg
decision-making power between the Steering Comeittend the Partners Forum? Can
partners/members directly influence the agendaddat of the Steering Committee?

The steering committee is rather open ended bodyt $erves as the governing body of the AFP ag
a regional network. The committee oversees the wortf the AFP small secretariat and its
financial management. It also gives directives orhe themes and dialogues to be considered by
partner members. The committee is a mini representan of the Partners Forum, and therefore
reflects the interests of partners including donorsn decision making. Since the set up of the
steering committee is “open ended” any partner repesentative can influence the decision of the
committee. The decision is always taken by conserssu

Accountability

The Asia Forest Initiative states that “all parsare equally accountable, but with different views
interests and resources. The four leading partmeisno special authority and others were welcome to
join to help lead the partnership”. Concerning aetability how is the progress of Asia Forest
Initiative related activities/projects monitoredAkia Forest Partnership related activities/prtgdail

to achieve their activities, what are the consegesfwhat measures are taken by your partnership?

AFP is not an organization in institutional senselt is a network of various types of organizations.
AFP Partners implement its programs and activitis based on their respective mandates. In thig
context AFP reports to all members in the networkThe deliberations of its regular/annual

forum are being disseminated to all international eganizations and relevant bodies through
correspondence and the website.
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Questionnaire — Collaborative Labelling and Appliarce Standards Program

Name:
Position:

Participation

The Collaborative Labelling and Appliance Standdtdsgram (CLASP) is open to all organizations
and individuals who have the ability and interessérve CLASP's mission and are willing to abide by
CLASP's Guiding Principles. How many partners/mersbdoes CLASP have? If possible, please
divide the partners/members into group (governmeitd society organisations, business sector).

CLASP has organised and co-organised several ralgimorkshops on the topics of standards and
labels. How often do you organise consultationsddiaes with partners/external stakeholders? How
are these consultations/dialogues organised? Dcslyiue to ensure a wide participation involving al
major groups (governmental actors, academia arnldsoigiety organisations), if yes how?

Accountability

Concerning accountability, the CLASP Secretariahitoos the work of CLASP's many implementing
partners and tracks the implementation and progodssach bilateral partnership and regional
initiative. However, in case where CLASP relatedjgets do not fulfill their obligations, what ateen
the consequences for the involved partners/whasunea are taken?

Decision-making procedures

The Board of Directors manages the overall directod strategic decisions of your partnership and
has a worldwide assembly of Sponsoring Partnersfud CLASP activities. Concerning stakeholder
involvement, how can partners/external stakehoiad#mence the overall direction/strategic decisions
of your partnership? To what extent are the opimiogaised by partners/external stakeholders
(government organisations, academia and civil $p@eganisations) influencing (strategic) decision-
making within CLASP? If possible, please providenomte examples on how partners/external
stakeholders influence (strategic) decision-making.
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Questionnaire — Global Water Partnership

Name:
Position:

Participation

Membership of the Global Water Partnership is ofgeall organisations involved in water resources
management. The partnership currently comprisefRd@onal Water Partnerships and 73 Country
Water Partnerships, and includes 2,069 ConsultiagnBrs located in 149 countries. What is the
allocation of consulting partners with regard tgonagroups (private business, governmental agencies
academia and civil society organisations)?

The Global Water Partnership has organised andrgantsed several regional workshops on
sustainable water management. How often does thebal Water Partnership organise
consultations/dialogues with partners/external eftalders? How are these consultations/dialogues
organised? Do you strive to ensure a wide partiicipainvolving all major groups (governmental
actors, academia and civil society organisatiahggs how?

Accountability

Concerning the accountability, how does the Gldhalter Partnership monitor the implementation-
progress of each project? In cases where GlobatMRartnership related projects do not fulfill thei
obligations, what are then the consequences/whasunes are taken by your partnership?

Decision-making procedures

The highest decision-making body within the Gloléhter Partnership is the Steering Committee,
which engages in policy oversight and approvesatbek programme and budget of the organisation.
Concerning stakeholder involvement, how can pasfe&ternal stakeholder influence the overall
direction/strategic decisions of your partnership® what extent are the opinions raised by
partners/external stakeholders (government orgémnsa academia and civil society organisations)
influencing (strategic) decision-making within GbWVater Partnership? If possible, please provide
concrete examples on how partners/external stattetoinfluence (strategic) decision-making.
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Questionnaire — Renewable Energy and Energy Efficrey Partnership

Name: Vince Reardon
Position: Communications Consultant to REEEP

Participation

The Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Partigrias organised and co-organised several
regional workshops on renewable energy and endfigieacy. How often does the Renewable Energy
and Energy Efficiency Partnership organise consatia/dialogues with partners/external stakehoflers
How are these consultations/dialogues organised?y@o strive to ensure a wide participation
involving all major groups (governmental actorsa@demia and civil society organisations), if yes low

Organising stakeholder consultations and awarenegsising events is an integral part of
REEEP’s outreach, and happens continuously. In thénancial year 2009-10 (ending on 31
March 2010), REEEP organised or gave presentatiorat total of 120 events with a total direct
audience of 25.000 people. Our own events are orgsed by the Partnership’s International
Secretariat in Vienna, or by the Regional Secretaats around the world. There is always the
intent to include as wide a range of major groups governments, academia, other NGOs — as
possible.

To take two specific examples:

1. The annual REEEP high-level conference at WiltoPark is a private, invitation-only event
that brings together 80-100 senior policy-makers,@demics and international organisation
representatives from around the globe to discuss @amportant issue. In September 2009, the
topic was “Practical strategies for making Copenhagn a success” which specifically
concentrated on discussions about how to financedenology transfer between developed and
developing countries.

2. CoP 15 in Copenhagen represented a unique opportity for REEEP, as all key environment
ministers and representatives of all key developmeinstitutions in the world were present in one
place at one time. Here, REEEP held an official selevent entitled “Accelerating low carbon
energy development: REEEP successes in South/So@éthiNorth/South cooperation.” The event
was co-hosted by SouthSouthNorth, a partner NGO thiehandles access to energy projects in
Southern Africa. The event brought private sector fayers (Scatec from Norway), international
development actors (DFID from the UK), and other N®s together to present examples of clean
energy development to an audience of 200 stakehotdattending CoP15.

Accountability

Concerning the accountability, how do the Renewdbhergy and Energy Efficiency Partnership
monitor the implementation-progress of each pr@jéntcases where Renewable Energy and Energy
Efficiency Partnership related projects do not ifiultheir obligations, what are then the
consequences/what measures are taken by your rsuipfe

One of REEEP’s strongest points is its robust systes.

The progress of all projects is managed via a webaed Project Management Information
System (PMIS), which is the day-to-day managemenool for the project leaders, and the
mechanism for oversight for the International Secréariat.

Up front, each project is contracted to deliver speific outputs to a specific timing. Via PMIS,
REEEP has a continuously updated overview of eachrqiect, its performance against its
objectives. After its conclusion, each project isvaluated by a third-party expert.

In cases where a project does not deliver a specifoutput, REEEP asks for clarification why and
makes a judgement on what measures to take, and moimportantly, what learning should be
drawn from the “failure.” In most cases, where prgects do not deliver the contracted outputs, it
is due to factors beyond the implementer’s directantrol, such as a change in local government
or lack of local stakeholder buy-in.

REEEP regularly has external assessments of its gext activities. An excellent example of this is|
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the Analytical and Synthesis Study of the REEEP Programme from March 2009, which evaluated
how REEEP manages projects and what its strengthsnd weaknesses are. This is available for
download from the publications section ofwww.reeep.org— and describes in great detail why
REEEP projects are successful and accountable.

Decision-making procedures

The highest decision-making body within the Rendw&nergy and Energy Efficiency Partnership is
the Governing Board, which engages in policy oghtsiand strategic decision-making. Concerning
stakeholder involvement, how can partners/extestadeholder influence the overall direction/strateg
decisions of your partnership? To what extent eedpinions raised by partners/external stakehslder
(government organisations, academia and civil $p@eganisations) influencing (strategic) decision-
making within the Renewable Energy and Energy [kfficy Partnership? If possible, please provide
concrete examples on how partners/external staétetwinfluence (strategic) decision-making.

Partners and stakeholders are directly involved irREEEP’s governance structure. All key donor
countries sit on the REEEP Governing Board, which lso includes representatives from other
major institutions (e.g. TERI, IETA) private indu stry (Climate Change Capital) and other
NGOs (eg Greenpeace). The Governing Board meets teiyearly and discusses and approves al
major decisions regarding the Partnership.

REEEP’s Programme Board which oversees all projeatelated matters has a similar mix, and
also has representation from the World Bank.
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