
CHARLES UNIVERSITY

FACULTY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES

Institute of Political Studies, Department of International Relations

 

 

 

 

Diplomová práce
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2017                         Morgan Henley

1



CHARLES UNIVERSITY

FACULTY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES

Institute of Political Studies, Department of International Relations

 

 

 

Morgan Henley

 

 

Differences and similarities between business 

and environmental constituencies within UN 

climate negotiations

 

 

Master’s Thesis

 

 Prague 2017

 

 
2



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Author: Morgan Henley

Supervisor: Prof. Michal Parízek, Ph.D.

 

Year of Defence: 2017

3



Bibliographic record

 

HENLEY,  Morgan.  Differences  and  similarities  between  business  and  

environmental constituencies within UN climate negotiations. Prague, 2017. 71 

p.  Master’s  thesis.  (Mgr.)  Charles  University  in  Prague,  Faculty  of  Social 

Sciences, Institute of Political Studies. Department of International Relations. 

Supervisor Michal Parízek, Ph.D.

 

Abstrakt

Klíčovým stavebním kamenem klimatické politiky je Rámcová úmluva OSN o změně 

klimatu (UNFCCC), na jejímž základě každoročně probíhají jednání konference smluvních 

stran (COP). Vedle oficiálních smluvních stran UNFCCC se jich v pozici pozorovatelů 

účastní také podniky a environmentální sdružení, které jsou sdruženy do zastřešujících 

skupin. Tento výzkum se bude zabývat dvěma největšími a původními skupinami BINGO a 

ENGO, které reprezentují obchodní a environmentální sdružení. Obě skupiny mají při 

sekretariátu UNFCCC své tzv. focal pointy. Pro skupinu BINGO je to Mezinárodní obchodní 

komora (ICC) a pro ENGO jde o Climate Action Network (CAN). Tato práce konkrétně 

porovnává ICC a CAN a nachází podobnosti a rozdíly mezi jejich fungováním v rámci 

UNFCCC, pokud jde o schopnost vytvářet mezi svými členy koherentní politiky a 

transparentnost jejich činnosti. Tento výzkum potvrdil hypotézu, že sdružení podnikatelů 

spolupracují hůře a méně transparentně než environmentální skupiny. V jeho rámci proběhla 

řada rozhovorů s různými aktéry zapojených do klimatických jednání, kteří měli zkušenosti s 

ENGO a BINGO, s cílem získat kvalitativní data. Závěry tohoto výzkumu jsou porovnávány 

s několika teoriemi o globálním vládnutí, zejména o deliberativní demokracii a  

demokratickém polycentrismu, s cílem na příkladu UNFCCC zkoumat, zda jsou nadnárodní 

aktéři v globálním vládnutí prostředkem ke zlepšení nebo zmírnění demokratických deficitů v 

mezinárodních institucích. Práce tyto teorie na základě výzkumných rozhovorů dále 

rozpracovává a vyvozuje závěry o demokratickém fungování zastřešujících skupin.
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Abstract

The leader of the climate change regime is the United Nations Framework Convention on 

Climate Change (UNFCCC) which hosts the international climate change negotiations at the 

annual Conference of Parties (COP). In addition to official parties which represent nations in 

the UNFCCC, businesses and environmental groups are also playing a role in the negotiations 

as observers, which are grouped together in constituencies. This research will look at the two 

largest and original constituencies, the BINGOs and ENGOs which represent business and 

environmental groups respectively. Both constituencies have a focal point for their members 

with the UNFCCC Secretariat, which for BINGOs is the International Chamber of Commerce 

(ICC) and the Climate Action Network (CAN) for ENGOs. Specifically, this paper compares 

the ICC and CAN and finds similarities and differences between their functioning within the 

UNFCCC in regards to their ability to build coherent policies between their members and 

how transparent they are in their activities. It was predicted that businesses groups have a 

harder time working together and are less transparent than the environmental groups which 

the research indeed confirmed. A series of interviews with various actors in the climate 

negotiations who had experience with ENGOs and BINGOs were conducted to gather 

qualitative data for the thesis. The findings of this research are compared with several 

theories on global governance, particularly on deliberative democracy and democratic 

polycentrism, with the goal to examine if transnational actors in global governance are a 

means to ameliorate or mitigate democratic deficits in international institutions by using the  

UNFCCC as an example. The thesis further extends on these theories given the responses of 

the interviews and makes conclusions on whether or not the constituencies are functioning in 

democratic means.
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Introduction

Brief introduction to UNFCCC and its constituencies 

Broad international scientific consensus has established that climate change will have wide 

implications across the world. Therefore, the solutions against it must be just as far reaching. 

Given this global nature, climate change has been entrusted to international institutions,  

eventually creating an international climate regime. The nucleus of this regime has been the  

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) which hosts the 

international climate change negotiations at the annual Conference of Parties (COP).

The COPs are yearly meetings which bring together delegations from United Nations 

member states, which deliberate on various issues but most importantly, the creation and 

implementation of international climate agreements such as the 1997 Kyoto Protocol and the 

more recent 2015 Paris Agreement. Once an agreement is reached, which historically take 

years of deliberation to come to, it is then adopted through consensus by the parties and then 

must be ratified by the signatories to go into effect.  

Only parties to the UNFCCC can take part in the actual negotiations, but in order to get input 

from interested stakeholders, the UNFCCC Secretariat has created means for civil society to 

participate as observers. These observers are grouped into constituencies based on their 

interests such as business, environmental groups, research, youth, women, indigenous 

peoples, and trade unions. All of these constituencies must have an organization which acts as 

their focal point to liaise with the UNFCCC Secretariat. Beyond this function, each focal 

point takes on varying levels of organizational responsibilities of the constituency and tasks. 

This research aims to look at the two original and currently largest constituencies, the 

business (BINGO) and environmental (ENGO) nongovernmental organization groupings. 

Further, it will look specifically at their respective focal points, the International Chamber of  

Commerce (ICC) and Climate Action Network (CAN) and assess to what degree these groups 

are similar in their functionality and cohesion. The goal of the research is to determine

whether or not these constituencies, via their respective focal points, are acting in a way that 
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satisfies the established democratic criteria of including non-state actors in global 

governance. Including non-state actors has become an increasing norm in global governance, 

and there are several theories that exist on the qualifications that need to be present in order 

for their inclusion to be democratic and justified. 

These theories will be reviewed in the Literature Review that will be the first section of the 

paper. In the Literature Review, it will examine theories such as deliberative theory of politics  

and democratic polycentrism as well as an overview of previous research on the UNFCCC 

constituencies and their internal cohesion and lobbying efforts, which will be the main focus 

of the research. Next, the paper will present a synthesis of the research findings from 

interviews that were conducted with those active in the climate negotiations. The interviews 

were conducted with observers to the UNFCCC, either within the ENGOs, BINGOs, as 

academics, on behalf of other international institutions, or within the delegations themselves.  

The interviews will be examined qualitatively to identify trends about the focal points,  

internal cohesion and lobbying efforts of the constituencies and how these contrast to the 

hypotheses. These results will be analyzed to determine what these differences mean for the 

constituency groups both as a whole and as it relates to their functionality within the climate 

negotiations. The paper will conclude with summaries of the findings and conclusions about 

what broader implications they mean for the UNFCCC and global governance. 

The research predicts that there will be notable differences between BINGOs and ENGOs in 

their internal cohesion and lobbying efforts. The first hypothesis (H1) is that differences 

between the ability of the ICC and CAN to coalesce their members respectively to have 

common positions will be significant, with BINGOs and the ICC having a much harder time 

to find common positions among themselves. The chief reason for this being that their 

interests are inherently in competition. The second hypothesis (H2) is that the ENGOs 

through CAN are better able to work together and create common positions, as their interests 

are more complementary. It is also predicted that the differences in size, scope and nature of 

some different ENGOs will create some significant internal debates and tensions. The third 

hypothesis (H3) is that there will be significant discrepancies in the transparency of their 

lobbying activities, as the businesses will have a higher interest in keeping their activities  

unexposed. Finally, the last hypothesis (H4) anticipates that the environmental groups will be 
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quite transparent with their lobbying activities as a means to show their efficacy. 

The research mostly confirmed the hypotheses as it was found that the business groups were 

much less internally cohesive and transparent with their activities than the environmental  

groups. There were some unexpected findings as well, such as that the businesses do 

converge on some issues as a whole, quite varying levels of influence between ENGO 

members, and the existence of different alliances within both of the constituencies. These 

findings will be compared with the theoretical considerations and conclusions on the 

constituencies will conclude the paper.
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Case selection, research questions & hypothesis

Why UNFCCC?

Climate change is one of the most serious and sweeping issues humanity has ever seen. 

Therefore the solutions and necessary level of international cooperation to deal with such a 

crisis are also of unprecedented nature. This makes the foremost important body that works 

on climate change governance, the UNFCCC, interesting in several aspects. Firstly, given that 

fighting climate change will take serious changes in the world, the number of actors that are 

interested in the work of the UNFCCC is vast. This research aims to get a better 

understanding of how they work together, particularly as their interests are very different, in 

fact many of them are inherently opposed to each other. Secondly, it has been one of the first 

organizations within global governance to incorporate civil society into their negotiations,  

making them one of the forerunners of this growing norm in international relations. Lastly, in 

the past decades, in between the failure of the US to ratify the Kyoto Protocol and the 

acceptance of the Paris Climate Agreement, many have questioned the efficacy of the 

UNFCCC and it has often been an example to challenge the abilities of the UN in general. 

Therefore, comprehending the challenges of the UNFCCC can help us better understand the 

UN overall, as the UNFCCC certainly does not exist in a vacuum from the rest of the 

organization. 

Research questions

This research hopes to expand on the knowledge of BINGOs and ENGOs and how they are 

currently working within the UNFCCC. While it will not focus so much on the amount and 

results of their influence, on which there is already research (Betsil and Corel, 2008; Keck 

and Sikkink, 1999; Newell, 2000), but instead how these groups work within the formalized 

structures themselves. This will give important information on the state of affairs of the 

negotiations and its accessibility to non-state actors, as well as the general nature of for-profit 

and nonprofit actors in international governance. Ultimately the research would like to 
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determine whether or not for-profit actors in international governance can be objective and 

productive in the negotiations or whether their profit motives interfere. Additionally, it would 

like to put more scrutiny on nonprofit actors in the degree to which they behave in democratic 

and transparent manners. 

Specifically, this research would like to compare the ICC and CAN and try finding 

similarities and differences between their functioning within the UNFCCC. Earlier research 

(Pulver, 2007) has shown that these groups vary significantly in their ability to share policy 

positions. It was argued by Pulver that CAN and its members can coalesce their positions 

better together than the ICC because amongst the business community, viewpoints and 

responses towards climate change vary greatly. For example, the ICC represents both oil and 

renewable multinational corporations that have significantly different viewpoints on climate 

change legislation. This research hopes to examine these groups today and examine whether 

these patterns of behavior persist.

Further, it can be assumed that these groups would have different approaches to how they 

want to appear to be influencing the negotiations. The global scientific consensus has made 

the conclusion that to combat climate change, significant transformations of the world’s 

energy sector must be made. Therefore, if sufficient climate action is required by a UN 

agreement, the industries that are contributing the most to climate change will inevitably  

either have to make significant changes to their business models or will be replaced by more 

climate-friendly options. This inherently means that business interests have a tangible stake 

in the outcomes of the negotiations and yet to be openly influencing them would appear as an 

intrusion on the ability of the UN to deliver a fair outcome. 

Therefore it could be assumed that businesses would not want to be perceived as openly 

influencing policies. This was confirmed by research from Pulver (2007) who found that 

within the UNFCCC context, they primarily lobby through the BINGO umbrella 

organization, the ICC, and try to appear as if they are only in a consolatory position, 

providing expertise from the business world to the negotiators and draw attention away from 

that they are there out of financial interest. 
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In contrast, members of CAN while also there to provide their expertise, aim to be more 

transparent in their interests, by showing who are the groups they represent and seek to 

represent the public generally. This research wants to delve into this presupposed difference, 

and examine if business and environmental NGOs vary in their approach to transparency of 

their activities within the negotiations in order to show if there is a cleavage into how 

different types of NGOs work within the framework of influence in both global and 

transnational governance.

The research will start by looking at how the UNFCCC was constructed and how they’ve 

worked since their creation. Then the paper will answer why do these constituencies exist 

based on two main theories, deliberative democracy and democratic polycentrism.  It will  

examine the perceived benefits and advantages (MacDonald, 2008; Koening, Archibugi, 

2012; Risse, 2007) as well as its limitations and shortcomings, (Tallberg, 2008; Levy and 

Newell, 2002). Next, it will examine the understandings of how non-state actors are being 

incorporated into global governance. Further it will look at theoretical considerations of 

internal cohesion and lobbying efforts within the constituencies. Finally, using personal 

research from interviews with several actors who are currently active within the UNFCCC, 

the paper will examine how the current reality of NGOs in the climate negotiations matches 

up to the theoretical forecasting.   
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1. Literature review

The following chapter will review a sample of available literature referring to the topics of 

this research. First, it will look at the basic structure of the UNFCCC system of constituencies 

and previous research about their functioning. Second, it will go over various concepts to 

explain why these constituencies exist and how they are becoming a greater norm in global 

governance. Finally it will examine the theoretical predictions of how these constituencies 

will function in coherency and lobbying efforts. 

1. 1 Theoretical considerations

Why do the constituencies exist

The UNFCCC is not unique in its inclusion of NGOs, rather it reflects a broader trend in 

global governance overall to more broadly include different non-state actors (NSAs). There is 

a swelling amount of research that accompanies this growing practice within global 

governance. This research will not present an exhaustive overview of all the existing theories 

that touch on this topic as it is beyond the scope of this research, but instead will focus on the 

deliberative theory of politics and democratic polycentrism.

1. 1. 1 Deliberative theory of politics

The deliberative theory of politics, or deliberative democracy, looks at democratic  

legitimization and it claims that this can be created through deliberation between various  

actors whether it be from the state, NGOs, or outside experts. It is then after a deliberative 

process where these actor’s different positions are put forward, a political decision can be 

made that is in the best interests of the given constituency. 

The argument for the deliberative theory of politics according to Bäckstrand, Khan, Kronsell, 

and Lövbrand is that it can “deepen or ‘democratize’ democracy,” if the public is “engaged on 
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equal terms in collective decision-making” (p.5) As international organizations reputedly 

suffer from democratic deficits and legitimacy, they claim that more deliberative models of  

democracy are a viable solution. Additionally, if decision-making is more inclusive and 

participatory, this will strengthen public acceptance for policy decisions and by bringing in 

more people, the knowledge base for implementation grows. 

(Bäckstrand, Khan, Kronsell, & Lövbrand, 2010) 

Another piece of scholarship of deliberative democracy by Nanz and Steffek, writes that it 

could  “serve for enhancing broader transnational public debates” (p.322). By making the 

arena for debate participatorier, it can allow the public to “scrutinize and monitor policy  

choices of international organizations,” which then puts a “deliberative element to the public  

level, while protecting the autonomy and internal complexity of the administrative realm 

(e.g., outreach meetings could be understood as such publics)” (p.322). Organized civil 

society thus becomes a “transmission belt” between the public and negotiators. This is done 

through civil society carrying the public’s concerns to the negotiating sphere of international 

organizations. Further, civil society can reinterpret the ongoing of the negotiations to a 

language accessible to the general public, improving transparency. (Nanz & Steffek, 2004)

According to Nanz and Steffek, in order for this process to have democratic legitimacy on 

global governance and to the point that it is normative, there must be an appropriate public 

sphere that facilitates the interactions of actors beyond national constraints. This is in order to 

ensure that citizens’ concerns are represented in the negotiations of international 

organizations and should be done on an institutional level. Criteria for this includes 

international organizations being transparent and offering access to their documents and 

having access points for civil society to influence the agenda. In turn, civil society 

organizations must also truly be accessible to citizens, particularly to those groups who are 

typically marginalized in society, and their issues incorporated. This means that civil society 

must remain truly representative of entire populations, and not only represented by elite 

groups of professional activists or special interest groups. Through this criterion, civil society 

groups can gain legitimacy. (Nanz & Steffek, 2004)

Dryzek, Norgaard and Scholsberg also put forward specific criteria for a deliberative system 
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to properly function. These include public space where a diversity of viewpoints and 

discourses can interact, empowered space where authoritative collective decisions actually 

get produced, transmission between the public and empowered spaces, accountability, meta-

deliberation which allows for self reflection of the process itself, and decisiveness which is 

consequential. This criterion will facilitate the possibility of having multiple voices  

represented which they argue it is important to prevent “discursive hegemony.” (Dryzek, 

Norgaard, & Schlosberg, 2011)

There are several critiques of deliberative democracy that question the ability of actors to  

deliberate outside of the influence of hegemonies and the structural inequalities that lend 

themselves to favoring the viewpoints of dominant groups. A non-exhaustive review of some 

critiques that are relevant to the UNFCCC and the constituencies will be presented. 

Mouffe dismisses deliberative democracy as it does not take into account the amount of 

conflict and antagonism in politics and claims that attempts of participation and deliberation  

on equal grounds is impossible. This is because consensus is a result of existing hegemonies, 

which inevitably mean there was some type of exclusion. She rejects the idea that through 

rational debate, power could be dissolved and legitimacy would only come from rationality 

and claims that this can endanger democratic institutions. (Mouffe, 2000)

Young echoes the fears of those who are skeptical of deliberative democracy because “in the 

real world of politics, where structural inequalities influence both procedures and outcomes, 

democratic processes that appear to conform to norms of deliberation are usually biased 

toward more powerful agents” (Young, 2001, p.671). In this view, many of the goals of 

deliberative democracies are undermined by structural inequalities that are inherent to the  

process. 

Backstrand et al. (2010) elaborates on that issue to write that, 

If we accept the claim that politics is entrenched by conflicting ideological and material  

perspectives, the promise of new modes of environmental governance suddenly appears 

less promising. Some environmental issue areas, such as the spread of genetically 

modified food or climate change, may indeed harbour such deep-seated value conflicts 
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that they simply cannot be resolved through deliberative procedures (p.18). 

If climate change remains such a deep-seated value conflict, then the UNFCCC will 

inevitably have serious issues to overcome in order to make its own form of deliberative 

democracy a worthwhile effort for the parties involved, particularly if a major break from the 

business status quo is necessary. (Bäckstrand, Khan, Kronsell, & Lövbrand, 2010)

1. 1. 2 Democratic polycentrism

A related concept to deliberative democracy, which is also at the logic of incorporating NGOs 

into the UNFCCC, is democratic polycentrism. Democratic polycentrism advocates that 

power be extended beyond states to include NGOs through coupling mechanisms of 

authorization and accountability with those who are directly affected by outcomes. This is 

done outside of the realm of democratic mechanisms such as elections, but it is founded on 

the idea that the stakeholders be efficient and reliable. (Archibugi et al, 2011)

A similar concept came from MacDonald’s theory of global stakeholder democracy, which 

suggests granting power to various NGOs by giving them means to deliberate and access to 

decision making. Global stakeholder democracy is an attempt to respond to the modern 

power and evolution of NGOs. By acknowledging that NGOs have their own power, global 

stakeholder democracy tries to productively harness that onto the international sphere. 

Additionally, it accommodates evolving forms of democracy and terms of self-identification 

that are less state-centric and based on other characteristics such as gender, belief systems, 

trade unions, or business communities. (MacDonald, 2008) 

Backstrand et al. refers to a ‘participatory norm’ in how actors perceive the appropriateness of 

including NSAs in the UN structures. The more that countries and delegates are accustomed 

to seeing NSAs in the UN, the less likely they are to challenge their presence and legitimacy 

overall. (Backstrand, 2015)

Specifically in regards to the UNFCCC, including the NGOs in this negotiations was done as 

the magnitude of climate change is so vast, it was recognized that national governments alone 
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could not solve the issue, which is why they sought to have “stakeholder engagement,” in 

order to “to bring in different perspectives and recognize roles and responsibilities within this 

complex policy area.” (Surminski, Eldridge 2013)

Tallberg, Uhlin, and Archibugi weigh in how well it is working. They find that “one of the 

most profound trends in global governance in recent decades is the expansion of 

opportunities for civil society actors to participate and hold decision-makers accountable,” 

while also it “remains unbalanced and circumscribed, which compromises the potential of its 

expansion as a democratizing process in global governance.” (Tallberg, Uhlin & Archibugi, 

2011, p.11) MacDonald highlights that even if NGOs are included in negotiations, it is still 

only “a voice and not a vote” and their ability to play an active role in decision-making 

process is limited (MacDonald, 2008).

It has also been found that in global governance, when environmental groups are given means 

to access, it inevitably broadens the space of all non-state actors involved in the process. This 

can then open the door to also include for-profit actors as well, which could mitigate the 

benefits of incorporating environmental organizations at all (Falkner, 2003; Pattberg, 2005). 

Elaborating on this, is the work of Levy and Newell who also are wary that the expansion of 

space for NSAs is ultimately beneficial as it inevitably also gives way to for-profit interests, 

negating the benefits of opening up to NSAs at all. Taking a neo-Gramscian approach, they 

found that the trends such as the ones examined in the UNFCCC represent a shift from 

traditional governance by states to non-state actors and it inevitably favors corporate 

interests. (Levy & Newell, 2002)

Whether or not these factors represent an inherent weakness of the broadening of global 

governance or are a sign that it global democracy is simply not yet maturely developed 

(Tallberg, 2008) is something that needs to be continuously studied. 
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1. 1. 3 Increasing norm of non-state/transnational actors in global governance

These forms falls into a broader field of new governance arrangements which are less 

hierarchical and more collaborative. It has gained momentum in academia and governing 

structures as they have “attached much hope to new governance arrangements that increase 

the participation and deliberation across market, government and civil society sectors.” (p.4) 

Their hope of broadening governance has manifested itself in various structures of 

environmental governances and other fields as well. (Bäckstrand, Khan, Kronsell, & 

Lövbrand, 2010).

 

Tallberg, Sommerer, Squatrito, and Jönsson (2014) document the expansion of transnational 

actors (TNA) into international organizations. Beginning in 1990, TNAs gained access to 

international organizations progressively, which after the Cold War greatly expanded. Since 

the end of the Cold War revitalized the paralyzed international organizations, this meant that  

states found a new interest in international organizations that was coupled along with the 

increased cooperation between states. From this point, access to international organizations 

for transnational actors only expanded. (Tallberg, Sommerer, Squatrito, & Jönsson, 2014)

The incorporation of TNAs in global governance structures have become a normative model. 

This can be seen widely within the UN, as with the “the participatory arrangements of 

ECOSOC, based on Article 71 of the UN Charter, are claimed to have established a powerful 

pro-NGO norm and ‘set a benchmark for other U.N. agencies.” (Tallberg, Sommerer, 

Squatrito, & Jönsson, 2014, p. 13) Both former UN Secretary Generals Boutros-Boutros 

Ghali and Kofi Annan have advocated for increased civil society participation in the UN. 

(MacDonald, 2008)

Tallberg et al. attribute this new norm to a “constructivist notion that institutions reflect ideas  

and norms about what constitute appropriate and legitimate modes of governance.” This leads 

to institutional designs that put legitimacy over efficiency and helps alleviate democratic  

deficiencies by “strengthening participation, accountability, and transparency.” (p.12) It is  
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through legitimacy that international organizations can have authority and reasonably expect  

compliance (Tallberg, Sommerer, Squatrito, & Jönsson, 2014). 

It is also to be noted that the amount of access for transnational actors into international 

organizations is not universal. Whereas it is rather open in both the UN and European Union 

and on the fields of human rights, development and the environment, it remains quite closed 

in others such as the World Trade Union, NATO and on topics such as security and finance. 

Further, it is much more likely that TNAs are rarely active in the actual decision making 

processes of international organizations but rather aspects such as monitoring and 

compliance. (Tallberg, Sommerer, Squatrito, & Jönsson, 2014)
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1. 2. UNFCCC constituencies

First, a general overview of how the UNFCCC constituencies work, including how they were 

created and how they are functioning in reality. 

1. 2. 1 How they were created

Within the UNFCCC, in addition to parties that represent nations, there are observers, which 

are nongovernmental groups that are also playing a role in the negotiations. In the UNFCCC 

structure, nongovernmental organizations have formalized means of accessing the 

negotiations through being part of broader groupings called constituencies. There are several 

constituencies for different interests such as researchers, youth, women, indigenous groups, 

trade unions, local governments, etc. The business and environmental interests constituencies 

are called BINGOs and ENGOs, respectively. These are the two original constituencies and 

remain the largest. (UNFCCC)

In general, if NGOs want to access the UN, it is done under the UN Economic and Social 

Council (ECOSOC) regulations, but the UNFCCC has a specific criterion that was specified 

in Article 6, Paragraph 7 of the UNFCCC itself. There it states to become an observer there is 

a criteria laid out by the Secretariat which include “‘being qualified in matters covered by the  

convention,’ submitting proof of nonprofit, tax-exempt status, and the approval of at least 

two-thirds of the Parties to the convention” (Joachim & Locher, 2008).

Constituencies have several privileges within the negotiations that include access to 

UNFCCC official documents, secretariat communication, meeting sessions, workshops, 

meetings with the executive, a secretary and officials, and interventions on the plenary floor.  

Additionally they can distribute their own materials, organize exhibits and side events, submit 

views upon request which are published online, receipt of informal advance information from 

the UNFCCC Secretariat, constituency briefings at major meetings, occasional invitations to 

Ministerial receptions, access to bilateral meetings with UNFCCC officials and invitations by 

UNFCCC Secretariat to limited-access workshops. Overall, being a member of a 
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constituency and inside the negotiations gives you a substantial increase to access of the 

Secretariat and negotiators. In particular, the ability to organize events at the negotiations 

themselves, distribute material and work with the other civil society actors, are significant 

incentives for organizations to go through the cumbersome process of accreditation to be 

Observers. (Fernandes & Girard, 2011) 

All constituencies have focal points for their members with the UNFCCC Secretariat, which 

for BINGOs are the International Chamber of Commerce (ICC) and the Climate Action 

Network (CAN) for ENGOs. Both CAN and ICC are transnational groups that represent 

hundreds of members and act as an umbrella organization to express their members’ positions 

within the UNFCCC. This is done to help make the NGOs more manageable within the 

structure of the UNFCCC. 

According the UNFCCC Secretariat:

The interaction between the secretariat and the constituencies is through the focal points 

who: provide a conduit for the exchange of official information between their 

constituents and the secretariat; assist the secretariat in ensuring an effective 

participation appropriate to an intergovernmental meeting; coordinate observer 

interaction at sessions including convening constituency meetings, organizing meetings 

with officials, providing names for the speakers list and representation at official 

functions; provide logistical support to their constituents during sessions; assist the 

secretariat in realizing representative observer participation at workshops and other 

limited-access meetings.  (UNFCCC) 

Constituencies also participate in various bodies within in the COPs such as in expert groups 

that advise the Subsidiary Body on Implementation (SBI) and the Subsidiary Body on 

Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTA). These groups are two permanent bodies of the 

Convention that are established by the COP with the role to access and review the 

implementation of the Convention and Kyoto Protocol. (Fernandes & Girard, 2011) 
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1. 2. 2 How they’ve worked so far

NGOs in general

Nasiritousi, Hjerpe and Linner conducted research that examined the functioning of non-state 

actors within the UNFCCC, in both their perceived and actual functioning. Generally, they 

found that non-state actors “play diverse roles across the whole policy spectrum—from 

influencing policy makers to taking action independent of states,” (p.3) It was found that the 

BINGOs’ self perception of themselves was that they offer “technical support and sectoral 

expertise in the negotiation and implementation phases.” Whereas ENGOs believed that they 

brought the voice of the public and “promote public support for climate action,” (p.13). They 

attribute this divergence in functioning to “their comparative advantages in different 

governance activities,” which comes from “different combinations of power sources and 

ultimately to their agency.” (Nasiritousi, Hjerpe, & Linner, 2014, p. 15) This previous 

research was the basis for the third and fourth hypotheses of the research, which predicted 

that the business groups will be much less transparent in their lobbying activity compared to 

the environmentalists.   

Betsill and Corell looked that at how the NGOs use their specialized knowledge on the often 

complex aspects of the UNFCCC. The science of climate change is not simple to understand 

and the range of responses to mitigation to adaptation are even more complicated and 

wrapped up in jargon. Therefore it was found that NGO’s specialized knowledge about 

various topics within the UNFCCC is used as a form of legitimacy that gives them access to 

the negotiators that they leverage for influence. (Betsill & Corell, 2001)

BINGOs

The businesses in the climate negotiations in the BINGO constituency, consists of a wide 

array of private actors, which include associations of businesses and corporations themselves 

from various energy industries such as the major fossil fuels (coal, oil, natural gas) and 

renewables (hydroelectric, solar, wind). (Raustiala, 2001) There are others such as 

automobile producers, insurers, financial institutions, and consumer product producers, just to 

name a few. They have grown over the years as more businesses realize that they have stakes 

in the negotiations and unexpected actors such as Ben and Jerry’s, the ice cream brand, was 

one of the most prominent brands visible at the COP21 in Paris. (Nicostrate, 2016)
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Surminski and Eldridge find that private sector engagement has changed over the years, 

whereas initially they focused only in the mitigation aspect of climate change in the 

UNFCCC and aiming at reducing their own emissions, they are increasingly interested in 

adaptation in areas such as financial input or technical expertise. Their participation in 

climate change governance was and is seen as a way to “increase efficiency, a response to 

budgetary constraints, and a way to unleash private sector investment and financial flows,” 

(p. 5) which are welcomed by many policymakers and segments of the public. There are also 

critics of the private sector in climate change governance, which remark that their  

involvement leads to a reliance of market solutions that are too risky and won’t work in the 

context of many vulnerable countries. (Surminksi & Eldridge, 2013)

Despite representing very different interests, all of the private sector are lumped into the 

BINGO category. One of these subgroups, the oil industry, gives a telling example of the 

divergence in views of various BINGOs. Research done by Pulver (2007) gives an in-depth 

look into a split within the oil industry that created fission within the BINGOs. In 1998 there 

was a fissure in the oil industry over climate action between those who supported domestic 

and international climate legislation, typically the European based oil corporations like Royal  

Dutch/ Shell and British Petroleum and those who opposed it, such as the US based Exxon 

Mobil and Chevron. The fact that the European subsidiary of Shell broke from the Global 

Climate Coalition (GCC), an anti-climate legislation industry association, while Shell U.S.  

remained, shows that there was a clear divergence across the Atlantic. The divide proved to 

be so disruptive that by 2001, the GCC had disbanded as most corporations had defected 

from the organization. 

Pulver looked at the reasons for this divergence in strategy from a sociological point of view. 

She found that even firms with similar market, regular and stakeholder pressures had 

diverging strategies, which she attributes to divergent understandings in their “economic, 

political, and socio-ideological networks in which individual firm managers are embedded.” 

Other factors Pulver found were the  “a company’s position along the fossil fuel commodity 

chain, the coal, oil, and natural gas mix of a company’s fossil fuel portfolio, its regional 

distribution of assets and sale, and its vulnerability to NGO climate campaigns,” (p.57). 

26



(Pulver, 2007) Pulver’s research on the fossil fuel industry in the negotiations was influential 

in building hypothesis one and two, which state that the businesses will have much less 

internal cohesion than the environmental groups. 

Another explanation for the split between European and US based oil companies came from 

Levy and Kolk (2002) who found that the divergence in strategies between corporations was 

a result of  “historical and home country experiences” which were “not necessarily relevant to 

future global market conditions.” This points out that domestic pressures and concerns were 

strong enough to translate themselves onto the international stage and superseded 

international concerns.

Levy and Egan found that the result of the failure of the GCC, was a reshuffling of 

corporations in which in “a strategy of accommodation,” they began to join different business 

associations that better aligned with their climate strategies. Thus, corporations were able to 

reform their coalitions to those whose “interest were sufficiently articulated” and non-

opposing. Ultimately this increased coherence between members of coalitions gave them the 

ability to show a “moral and intellectual leadership,” thus making them more effective (Levy 

& Egan, 2003). This persistence of this trend will also be explored further in the research.

Another development that Levy and Egan point out is the low carbon technology business 

sector has grown economically and has “increasingly exerted their collective voice.” 

Examples include the Business Council for Sustainable Energy, a coalition of renewable 

energy companies, but have also “attracted larger companies engaged in natural gas and 

electronic controls, including Honeywell, Enron, and Maytag,” (p.822). They found that the 

widening of these alliances between businesses could in part be attributed to NGOs who have 

facilitated the connections (Levy & Egan, 2003).

Carbon trading associations also play an important role in the BINGOs. As the result of the 

UNFCCC negotiations has make-or-break consequences for this industry, they are active 

players in the lobbying work of BINGOs. The carbon trade associations typically represent 

several companies from energy providers to those from the financial industry. By grouping 

themselves into an association with a common goal, corporations are able to pursue their 
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goals but under a different name, appearing as a less innocuous NGO. (Fernandes & Girard, 

2011) The research findings will also look at the role that support for carbon markets plays 

between businesses in the negotiations. 

Beyond just through businesses being able to influence the negotiations as constituents, they 

are also able to donate money to the UN via the UN Foundation that can give them some 

influence. This practice began in 1997 when Ted Turner gave a $1 billion donation, which 

was an unprecedented move of private money being given to the UN. As financing of the UN 

is often a contentious point amongst member states, private donations are likely to be 

welcomed by the UN, despite possibly being a conflict of interests. (Fernandes & Girard, 

2011) 

ENGOs

The ENGOs also consist of a wide variety of organizations. They are quite diverse in their 

“membership; policy positions; focus on advocacy, research, or grassroots operation; 

geographic orientation (global, national, Southern, local); and resource base.” (Raustiala, 

2001) Some ENGOs are global and well known such as Greenpeace, Friends of the Earth 

(FOE), World Wildlife Federation (WWF), Oxfam, and Action Aid as well as unknown and 

smaller organizations that only work on a national level or focus on a specific aspects of 

climate change such as nature preservation, health, architecture, and energy. Development 

and poverty NGOs are also important players within the ENGO constituencies. (UNFCCC)

Beyond the differences in the makeup of the ENGOs, there are also differences in opinions, 

one of the most contentious being over acceptance of market approaches to mitigate climate 

change. One of the biggest divides came in the discussions over joint implementation and the 

Clean Development Mechanism, which allows developed countries to “partially implement 

their agreed emissions reductions via projects in other countries at much lower costs,” 

(p.101). This proved to be divisive as NGOs approached the idea of market based 

mechanisms towards mitigating climate change at varying levels of intrepidness, with some 

being vehemently against and others very positive. (Raustiala, 2001) It is predicted that this 

phenomena exists today and was the basis of hypothesis two and it will be explored in the 

research findings about the ENGOs. 
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Strategies amongst ENGOs within the negotiations are also mixed. There is a range of 

attitudes from “insider strategies (aimed at careful conciliation with state power)” to “outsider  

strategies (aimed at more dramatic and fundamental critiques).” It should be noted that this is  

not unique to environmental NGOs, it is an often divergence that is present in interest groups 

of different issues. (Raustiala, 2001)

Pulver found similar tensions between European and American based organizations, in 

addition to those between organizations that worked in the Global South compared to those in 

the North. Yet easing these tensions has been one of the major achievements of CAN, which 

Pulver found enabled the environmental community to “create a ‘single, dominant 

environmental voice in the climate debates’” (Pulver, 2005, p. 28). Hypothesis two that the 

ENGOs will be much more internally coherent is also based off this research done by Pulver. 

Alcock (2008) highlights two primary sets of divisions within ENGOs, their values and 

methods. The first division in values is either to take a sustainability-economic efficiency or 

sustainability-distributive equity approach. While some are more prone to support initiatives 

that have both sustainable and economic concerns in mind, there are others that oppose any 

measures that do not put equality and environmental sustainability over economic interests.  

The second is in their preferred approaches to governance. Alcock writes that “the most 

salient fault line” is that one segment believes through cooperation, they can transform 

existing structures whereas the others believe in a more confrontational approach as they 

regard adaptive measures are not sufficient to adequately fight climate change. 

These divisions manifested itself within CAN, as there emerged a group of NGOs who 

banded together to create the Climate Justice Network. These were the NGOs who use more 

direct action compared to some of the more pragmatic members of CAN. Typically members 

of the Climate Justice movement came from the Global South and include such groups as the 

“US-based network known as CorpWatch, an Ecuador-based network called Oilwatch, the 

Rainforest Action Network and the Third World Network.” Despite this divide between the 

Climate Justice Network and other members of CAN, the relationships between these two 

“tend to be congenial if not supportive,” one of the reasons being that “two of the leading 
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organizational leaders of CAN (Greenpeace and FOE) have informal ties to climate justice 

groups.” (Alcock, 2008, p.17) This research was also influential in building both hypotheses 

two and four about the ENGO’s level of transparency and cohesion. 

One of the historical episodes that illustrate these tensions was within CAN over the large 

US-based environmental NGO, the Environmental Defense Fund (EDF). Other CAN 

members shunned the EDF, who advocated strongly for more market-based mechanisms, in 

particular an emissions trading regime. This was heightened by 1997, when EDF partnered 

with British Petroleum (BP) to establish an internal emissions trading system for the 

company. This inevitably led to the creation of the Partnership for Climate Action, which was 

“a consortium of ten major corporations who have all pledged to reduce carbon dioxide 

emissions.” Such a close relationship with fossil fuel companies, those who are driving 

climate change, was uncomfortable if not unforgivable to many of the ENGOs. (Alcock, 

2008) 

1. 2. 3 Internal cohesion

There exist some theory that would help one to predict how the different constituencies 

would function and the internal cohesion within them. This includes theories about the NGOs 

as a whole as well as in particular about business and environmental groups. 

NGOs in General

Khagram, Sikkink, and Riker (2002) identify three configurations of transnational 

collective action that include transnational networks, transnational coalitions, and 

transnational movements. The most informal, transnational networks “are sets of actors 

linked across country boundaries, bound together by shared values, dense exchanges of 

information and services, and common discourses.” More formalized are transnational 

coalitions that “are sets of actors linked across country boundaries who coordinate shared 

strategies or sets of tactics to publicly influence social change.” Lastly are transnational 

movements that “mobilize their (transnational) constituencies for collective action, often 

through the use of protest or disruptive action.” (Sikkink, Riker, & Khagram, 2002, p.7)

Using this typification, one can find various configurations within the UNFCCC 
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constituencies. Both CAN and the ICC are transnational coalitions at some points, but can 

also be closer to transnational networks if there is a high level of diverging strategies amongst 

themselves. Further, plenty of ENGOs fit into the last classification of transnational 

movements, in their public mobilizations around the COPs.   

Keck and Sikkink elaborate on the idea of transnational advocacy networks which they find 

are most prevalent in areas that have a “high value content and informational uncertainty,” 

because “at the core of the relationship is information exchange” (p.89) Further, these groups 

“frame issues to make them comprehensible to target audiences, to attract attention and 

encourage action, and to ‘fit’ with favorable institutional venues” (p.90) (Keck & Sikkink, 

1999). Considering the complexity and conflicting values within debates over climate 

change, those involved are most always transnational advocacy networks. 

They also elaborate on some critical aspects of transnational advocacy networks. They 

highlight the most important tactics that these networks use which are information, 

symbolism, leverage for weaker members, and accountability of more powerful actors. In 

using information politics that is the “ability to move politically usable information quickly  

and credibly,” they found to be one of the biggest assets for networks, the “ability to call 

upon symbols, actions or stories that make sense of situation” (p.95). (Keck & Sikkink, 1999)

Levy and Egan (2003) build on the idea of how crucial it is for different actors to be a part of 

broader coalitions and networks. They write the following: 

Large firms are generally unable to dominate a field purely by virtue of brute 

economic power or governmental connections; rather, control over a field rests on 

consent from a broader group of actors. Field stabilization, or hegemony, depends on 

an alignment of forces capable of reproducing the field. One force is the economic 

system of production, taxation, and sales, with its associated distribution of costs and 

benefits to various groups. The second is the organizational capacity, individually and 

in association, of the companies, government agencies, industry associations, and 

elements of civil society. The third is the discursive structure of culture, ideology, and 

symbolism that guides behavior and lends legitimacy to particular organizations, 

31



practices, and distributions of resources.

The international nature of the UNFCCC presents a unique set of circumstances that can be a 

benefit and disadvantage to the respective constituency groups. As they are international this 

has a twofold effect, the number of allies and supporters is increased, but the potential 

enemies and opposition is as well. Further, there are several practical challenges to overcome 

in regards to distance, language, and cultural differences. This would apply to both business 

and environmental groups. (Klandermans, 1997) Both groups and those NGOs within the 

groups all have different levels of agency, which “is understood as a function of unequal 

knowledge of rules, access to resources, and differing levels of transnational connectivity and 

geopolitical status”  (Nasiritousi, Hjerpe, Linner, 2014) These theoretical considerations were 

also a part of building the research hypotheses. 

BINGOs

In terms of the ability for corporate interests to coalesce and have coherent messages, Levy 

and Egan highlight two different aspects that play an important role. On one hand there are 

the “sectoral divisions [which] prevent business from acting in a unified way,” which in effect 

allows for the state to “maintain neutrality and independence in mediating conflicting 

claims,” (p. 341). This would lead one to believe that despite the vast financial resources of 

business interests, the state can still look at them objectively and there needs to be little  

concern for business interests being too dominant because business interests are inherently 

unable to work together because of their competing interests and therefore are weaker than 

the state. 

On the other hand, there is the “power-elite or instrumentalist” perspective which gives a 

more optimistic perspective on the ability of businesses to work cohesively and pays credit to 

how business actors, despite having competing interest, still look out for the overall interest 

of businesses in such a field as international governance. This is “accomplished through a 

dense network of relationship between business and the states,” which includes “the 

‘revolving door’ of decision-making personnel between business and the state…and business-

organized and -supported think tanks and policy organizations” (p. 342). This would imply 

that the interwoven connections between business and states are a significant advantage for 
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keeping pro-business policies in legislation. (Levy & Egan, 1996)

ENGOs

In regards to environmental NGOs, Levy and Newell highlight that it is essential for them to 

coordinate their efforts. It is through this that they are “able to compensate for the lack of 

resources,” as well as benefit from “exploiting tensions among states and industry sectors 

with various interests,” (p.96). This in effect gives them much more incentive to avoid 

internal fights and competition. (Levy & Newell, 2002) This theory was also incorporated 

into hypothesis two which believes that ENGOs will be much more unified. 

Calhoun highlights an often-overlooked aspect about civil society groups, particularly 

environmental NGOs. She finds that civil society groups are not inherently democratic and 

highlights the lack of accountability they have to the general public, and rather they remain 

accountable to their donors. Often times they are not very transparent and are not very 

accessible to the public, the very people they represent. (Calhoun, 2014) This would imply 

that there could erupt tensions between groups based on the source of their funding and 

democratic structures.  

1. 2. 4 Lobbying efforts

There also are theoretical considerations that can give us some insight into how the NGOs 

would lobby within the climate negotiations, both on a general sense and specifically for the 

business and environmental groups. 

NGOs in general

In terms of lobbying, Khagram, Sikkink, and Riker (2002) find that much of the efforts by 

NGOs are “directed at changing understandings and interpretations of actors” in order to 

facilitate, “the creation, institutionalization, and monitoring of norms,” (p.12). The creation of 

norms surrounding climate change imply that the different lobby groups would be focused on 

not only trying to push for technical aspects in climate change legislation, but the 

understanding and approach to it as well.
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Further Khagram et al, write:

Emergent international norms are often signaled by international declarations or programs 

of action from international conferences. The entry of a treaty into force or the adoption 

of new policies by intergovernmental organizations can often be used as an indicator of a 

norm reaching a threshold or tipping point (Khagram, Sikkink, & Riker, 2002, p.15).

BINGOs

For the lobbying done by business groups in the climate negotiations, Levy and Newell find 

that they are concerned with retaining their legitimacy within the negotiations, this is why the 

employ ‘a strategy of accommodation,’ in the terms of Gramsci. Despite that they often have 

contradictory interests than those being pursued by the UNFCCC, they maintain relevant by 

“combining material and discursive efforts to preserve corporate legitimacy and autonomy in 

the face of growing public environmental concern.” We could then infer that business groups 

in their lobbying take efforts to appear as legitimate partners in the fight against climate 

change, even if it isn’t in their self interest, as it is still better than being outside of the norm 

that action on climate change is necessary. (Levy & Newell, 2002, p.9)

ENGOs

Khagram, Sikkink, and Riker look at why environmental groups find it in their interest to 

work on the transnational level instead of only on the national level, to which they find the 

boomerang model that infers actors take their efforts to the international level for domestic 

policies because domestically they are repressed and have little hope to achieve reform there.  

Therefore, if actors feel that they have better chances to achieve their goals in an international  

arena, they will pursue that path. Feminist groups and indigenous peoples are two groups they 

cite as having benefited from this approach. This would imply that the environmental groups 

in the UNFCCC would not take safe stances that they are certain will get approved by the 

negotiators, as for many, one of the purposes of the UNFCCC is to get past less progressive 

national governments. (Khagram, Sikkink, Riker, 2002)

It can also be expected that the environmental NGOs will pursue the media in their lobbying. 

For example, often environmental NGOs partake in an action called “the mobilization of 

shame,” in which they expose the actions of corporations in order to gain international 

condemnation and show that they are breaking international norms of behavior. To do this, 
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the activist groups often rely on media to perpetuate this message and they focus much of 

their activity in gaining their attention. (Khagram, Sikkink & Riker, 2002) This activity is 

also the basis for the hypothesis that ENGOs will be more transparent about their lobbying 

activity. 
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2. Methodology & Methods

The research questions primarily looked at the inter workings of the two constituencies of the 

UNFCCC, the BINGOs and ENGOs. This made using qualitative methods of research the 

most suitable and apt for the given subject matter as in depth insight and understanding what 

was necessary to determine what was happening beyond only the institutional framework or 

through a quantitative survey. Therefore the research was undertaken by doing semi-

structured interviews with various informants who have first hand experience working within 

the UNFCCC, primarily as members of ENGOs, BINGOs, as well as some others who have 

been active in the UNFCCC from academia, government delegations, or international 

institutions. The interviews were based off a standard set of questions which looked at the 

main topics of interest of the research: cohesion between members of both constituencies, 

how individual members of the constituencies function within their respective groups, and the 

level of transparency over their level of influence in the climate negotiations to the public.   

In total, sixteen interviews were conducted, out of forty-two contacted persons. Seven of the 

interviewees came from a primarily ENGO background, three from a BINGO background, 

two with experience in both an ENGO and a BINGO, two came from academia, one came 

from an international organization, and one had been part of an official government 

delegation. All but one was based in Europe, and seven of those interviewed were female. A 

table of the interview participants is below, with reference numbers that will be referred to 

when examining the research results. All interview subjects agreed to have their names 

published in connection to their statements apart from one.  
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Name Organization Reference Number
ENGO Representatives

Aarnio, Ulriikka CAN-Europe E1
Arjoune, Audrey Peoples Solidaires, Action 

Aid France
E2

Bondi, Giulia CIDSE E3
Gautier, Celia CAN-France E4
Jerabek, Jiri Greenpeace E5
Nicostrate, Bruno Act Alliance E6
Sabido, Pascoe Corporate Europe 

Observatory
E7

BINGO Representatives

Anonymous Michelin Challenge 
Bibendium

B1

Johansson, Christine Business Sweden B2
Meggelaars, Joel European Wind Energy 

Association
B3

BINGO & ENGO Representatives

Gonthier, Antoine CliMates & World Business 
Council for Sustainable 
Development

BE1

Harris, Samantha CAN & Business for Social 
Responsibility 

BE2

Other Representatives

Gemenne, Francois Sciences Po O1
Grozard, Joan Spanish Government O2
Landes, Henri Sciences Po O3
Ramstein, Celine World Bank O4

The interviews took place either in person or via Skype lasting either between thirty minutes 

to an hour, over the course of year, including some in person interviews during the COP22 in 

Marrakech, Morocco. They followed a standard set of interview questions apart from 

exceptional cases when time did not allow for all of the questions to be asked or clarification 

questions were necessary. The sets of questions for either BINGO, ENGO, or outside 

observers were the same, except adapted for language depending on who was being 

interviewed. The questions were as follows:
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1. Explain what role you have played within in the COPs.

2. Do you see that there is a high level of cohesion amongst CAN members in their policy 

proposals?

3. Do you know if there is a similar level of cohesion amongst ICC members in their policy 

proposals?

4. How does your organization function within CAN or the ICC?

5. How do you see that the members of CAN work together? Do some organizations have more 

influence than others?

6. Do you know if it’s similar within the ICC?

7. Do you see members of ENGO being explicit in trying to influence policy at the COPs?

8. Do you see members of BINGO being explicit in trying to influence policy at the COPs?

Several challenges present themselves while researching the constituencies. The biggest 

obstacle came in looking at the ICC due to its lack of transparency in the way it functions or 

cooperates with its members or other BINGOs in the UNFCCC. Their website is sparse for 

information on how they function within the COPs and outside literature is also difficult to 

find. The ICC declined repeated requests for interviews, therefore all of the understanding 

was taken from those who worked with or observed them within the negotiations. 

Additionally, it was very challenging to find representatives from BINGOs who were willing 

to give interviews for the research and most requests went unanswered. It was due to the lack 

of response from BINGOs that representatives from outside of BINGOs and ENGOs were 

also included in the research as they had much more experience with BINGOs than their 

ENGOs counterparts did. 

Researching CAN on the other hand, was quite straightforward. Their website explicitly 

explains their structure and their role at COPs, which matched the interviews from CAN staff 

and members. Many CAN members were willing to participate in interviews and all could 

talk in length about how CAN worked, as well as how its members worked together or on 

their own. They seemed far more knowledgeable about the activities of their contemporaries 

in CAN and were open to point out both strengths and weaknesses of CAN or ENGOs as a 

38



whole. 

Neither ENGOs nor BINGOs typically had much insight into how the other functioned. 

ENGOs particularly did not differentiate between the ICC and any other business group at the 

COPs. This lack of knowledge on the part of the interviewees about the role of the ICC as a 

focal point was a sharp contrast to the recognition of CAN as the nucleus of ENGOs. Outside 

observers typically had much greater insight into CAN and ENGOs as a whole than BINGOs 

as a whole; rather they could speak about specific BINGOs and their work. 

 It is noteworthy that the interviews with members of BINGOs that did respond usually only 

spoke about their specific activities at the COPs and did not venture into explaining how 

other businesses functioned within the COPs. This shows either a lack of transparency in 

their activities or disinterest from businesses to follow their fellow BINGO members, which 

helps to confirm the hypotheses one and three. They typically only cited examples from their 

own experiences, which often did not include the ICC and they only explained their 

relationship to the ICC when explicitly asked.
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3. Research Results
The findings that came from the research both proved and contradicted the initial hypotheses 

about the ENGOs and BINGOs. The research findings will be presented about the focal 

points and then the cohesion of the constituencies, including about the competing groups 

within the constituencies, the level of influence between members and then it will examine 

the findings on the transparency of their lobbying efforts. 

3. 1 Focal points

In this section, we will examine the role and functioning of the focal points in their respective 

constituencies. It was found that the ICC and CAN play a very different role from each other, 

whereas CAN was a central aspect of the ENGOs functioning, there was no evidence that the 

ICC played a similar role. It was clear that the BINGOs act much more independently of each 

other than the ENGOs, which is much a result of CAN bringing them together. To better 

understand this, this section will examine the findings on both focal points specifically. 

During the COPs, all focal points host a daily meeting for the members of their respective 

constituency members. The research found that the functioning of the two meetings were also 

noticeably different in structure and function. While both the ICC and CAN regularly hosted 

meetings during the COPs, it was clear from the research that the CAN meetings were much 

more instrumental for the ENGOs than the ICC meetings for the BINGOs. Whereas CAN 

used their daily meeting to “make sure everyone is on the same page, that every opinion is 

heard and taken into account etc.,” (Interview E4) the ICC meetings were “more about 

information sharing.” (Interview BE2). Further, in addition to the daily CAN meeting with all  

of the CAN members, they also had several other meetings throughout the day such as for 

their political coordination group, regional groups, and working groups. If the ICC has a 

similar structure, it was not clear from the interviews as none of the BINGO interviewees 

seemed to be a part of them. This would mean that the while ENGOS are in near constant 

contact with each together throughout the COPs, BINGOs interact together a formalized way 

only once a day and in a much less cooperative manner. 

Several features of CAN were attributed to the ability for them to act in a coherent way, such 

as their working groups, Eco newsletter and ‘Fossil of the Day’ award. It was notable that 
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when discussing CAN, their working groups were frequently mentioned as an effective 

means in building a common position between CAN members. By working together 

throughout the year, this allowed them to both reach consensus on policy before the 

negotiations and develop cooperative working relations amongst each other. This was 

confirmed by 6 of the 16 interviews (Interviews E3, E4, E5, E6, BE1, BE2). This proved to 

be a very instrumental, not only in helping with cohesion amongst each other, but also in 

maximizing the efficacy of the ENGOs. As one ENGO representative explained, “many 

working groups are focusing on different aspects of the negotiations and so you don’t need to 

cover everything. This allows you to really contribute to something, so at the end you are able 

to write some text that you are giving to the negotiators.” (Interview E5)

The ICC also has working groups that work on the UNFCCC process, although they don’t 

seem to be as large and influential for the BINGOs as the CAN working groups are for the 

ENGOs. Only one of the interviewees, from the Michelin Challenge Bibendium, mentioned 

that they were a part of the ICC working groups. None of the other BINGO interviewees 

mentioned being a part of them or that they even existed.    

Within the COPs themselves, CAN has other tools that also proved to help with building 

coherence between the ENGOs. Two often cited examples was the CAN newsletter, ‘Eco,’ 

which is distributed every day during the COPs and is written by various representatives from 

different CAN members. The newsletter that is in written in a tongue-in-cheek tone, has 

various calls for policy to negotiators that are being discussed that day in the negotiations. In 

daily CAN meetings during the COPs, they ask for suggestions for articles from the members 

and then a group of volunteers to edit the articles before they are printed. 4 of the 16 

interviewees mentioned this newsletter as a useful tool for CAN (Interviews E1, E4, E5, 

BE1). On the contrary, the ICC does not produce either a physical or digital newsletter that is 

distributed throughout the negotiations or to the public. 

Another tool that CAN used is giving a daily, ‘Fossil of the Day,’ award to countries that they 

wanted to highlight as being obstructive in the negotiations. It is also an inclusive process, as 

any CAN member could propose a country to receive it and then it is debated by CAN 

members who it should go to. 3 of the 16 interviewees mentioned this practice (Interviews 

41



E5, E6, O1). One interviewee explained its efficacy as,

Giving a Fossil of the Day award, that has resonance throughout the COP. I’ve 

listened to negotiators who have said they obviously were disappointed in receiving 

that because we tried to make our case for the ambition of our country. I’ve heard 

negotiators react in side events and in the press a little bit, to receiving Fossil of the 

Day award. (Interview O3)

No research found that BINGOs and ICC have a similar process or award system.  

When it came to looking at the ICC specifically as the BINGO focal point there were not 

many accounts from interviewees where they could explicitly point out to instances of either 

unity or divergence between ICC members on specific policy points. In addition the dealings 

of the ICC were not very transparent and the actual interworking between member 

organizations was never clarified. What was found was that the BINGOs usually only came 

together on very general terms. The positions that the ICC took were usually the “lowest 

common denominator,” commented one ENGO representative. (Interview E7) Since the 

positions had to please the wide variety of interests within the BINGOs, they often stuck to 

very general messages and avoided particulars that could cause controversy amongst each 

other. As one BINGO representative explained, “of course we are talking to associations 

which are presented in BINGO, but not with the goal to influence the BINGO constituency as 

such. The policy lines are so general that it would be hard to get a specific line.” (Interview 

B3) This shows that there is a level of apprehension of BINGOs to influence the outputs of 

the constituency group or the ICC. 

The research found that the businesses present in the COP did not see much benefit of going 

through the ICC to try to influence the negotiations. Rather, they would prefer to contact the 

negotiators or UNFCCC secretariat independently, which they already had access to. One 

interviewee explained, “the important business bodies have direct access to the secretariat  

and to delegations they are interested in, they don’t need to go through the ICC, so they are 

kind of independent.” (Interview BE1) This does not confirm the earlier work by Pulver 

(2007) who found that business interests primarily lobby through the ICC as consultants and 
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avoid appearing as they are there to blatantly influence the negotiations. 

In regards to CAN, interview subjects nearly unanimously recognized the work of CAN and 

it’s utility of being able to build common policy positions between the various environmental  

groups. As CAN is transparent in its external and internal functioning, both observers within 

and outside of it were able to comment on the organization and how it functioned. 13 of the 

16 interview subjects could give a substantial insight into how CAN worked (Interviews E1, 

E2, E3, E4, E5, E6, E7, BE1, BE2, O1, O2, O3, O4). 

In general it seems that CAN has a much more coherent structure that enables common 

positions to be found. As one interviewee who had worked internally in both CAN and a 

BINGO explained, “whether you wanted a really strong or weak position, either way you’re 

gonna have someone who is upset or that it didn’t make somebody happy in CAN. But they 

had a way to do it, they had a process. That was the difference with the BINGOs, we had no 

process to do it.” (Interview BE2) The lack of means for BINGOs to reach a democratic 

consensus would fail many of the theories on what is necessary to create a functional 

deliberative democratic system. This would enable problematic features such as Dryzek, 

Norgaard and Schlosberg’s “discursive hegemony,” (2011) and confirms Mouffe’s theory that 

a democratic process is impossible if existing hegemonies persist within negotiations. 

In general, the research findings on the focal points prove that there is indeed a difference in 

how these two work in relations to the constituencies they should represent. This was one of 

the clearest findings of the research. CAN was found to be much more democratic and 

instrumental for the ENGOs it represented. The ICC on the other hand appeared to be the 

focal point by default, but did not engage in nearly as much consensus building or collective 

lobbying. In the next sections, the research will look at what this, in addition to the actions of 

the observers outside of the focal points, implies for the cohesion and transparency of the 

constituent groups in the negotiations. 
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3. 2 Cohesion

The hypotheses one and two of this research predicted that there would be differences 

between the ability of the ICC and CAN to coalesce their members respectively to have 

common positions. Hypothesis one forecasted that BINGOs and through the ICC particular, 

would not be able to conclude on shared policy proposals because of their inherently 

competing interests. For the ENGOs, in hypothesis two, it was anticipated that via CAN they 

would be able to coalesce on common positions easier as their interests were closer. With this 

in mind, it was understood that even though ENGOs might differ in size, scope and nature 

that would result in some internal debates, it wouldn’t significantly hinder their ability to find 

common positions. These hypotheses were based off of the earlier research done by Pulver 

(2007) that found the constituency groups did vary in their levels of cohesion, with ENGOs 

having an easier time to find common ground and create positions together, compared to 

BINGOs due to their variance in how they would like to respond to climate change. 

In this section, firstly we will examine the cohesion of the two groups respectively and how 

the findings from the interviews compare to the hypotheses. Next we will examine the 

existence of different internal coalitions within both the ENGO and BINGO groupings. Then 

we will examine how different members of the constituencies have varying levels of 

influence within their respective groupings. Finally, we will conclude with an overview of the 

findings on the cohesion within the organizations. 

Hypothesis one of the research stated that there would be a split between businesses as a 

natural result of some industries that work in the climate change mitigation and adaptation are 

in the BINGOs, alongside others whose business model could be harmed by stricter climate 

change regulations. This was affirmed by the interviews, as one interviewee explained, “some 

companies find it far easier to adapt to climate change than others because that’s what their  

business model is based on.” (Interview E7) With the renewable energy industries being 

represented at the COPs, this is to be expected. Another interviewee explained, 
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You’re going to have a lot of businesses that are for a much faster energy transition 

because they have technologies that are going to accelerate renewable energy 

development and storing of electricity and energy efficient demand management 

technology. You’re going to have much more dissension within the business 

community on how fast climate objectives should be reached and how high they 

should be set. So that makes it difficult for a strong collaboration on all issues. 

(Interview O3)

As a result of the divergence in interests in the negotiations from BINGOs, the BINGO 

common position would end up being very broad. Rather, businesses find it more in their 

interest to focus on their negotiations with policy makers instead of trying to negotiate 

between themselves.  For businesses who were interested in formulating more detailed and 

progressive policy asks, they would do it through “coalitions of the willing,” such as We 

Mean Business coalition or its members. (Interview E7) 

As members of CAN and generally ENGOs had means to reach common positions between 

themselves, the divergence on policy proposals were not very explicit within the UNFCCC 

structure. This supports the second hypothesis about ENGOs. While some ENGOs had 

diverging opinions on aspects of climate mitigation techniques such as market mechanisms, 

they generally found consensus. The greatest point of difference between the ENGOs came 

from strategy. As one interviewee from an official delegation explained, “on policy, there’s a 

high degree of cohesion, but how to bring that about, there are different strategies.” 

(Interview O2) This fits Alcock’s theory of cooperation and confrontation between ENGOs, 

that their biggest division is over how they want to influence the negotiations, not over the 

policies themselves. 

The fact that ENGOs find consensus amongst themselves affirms Levy and Newell (2002) 

theory that believed that the ENGOs will have to coordinate their positions as a way to 

compensate for their lack of resources. One interviewee explained, “the most important thing 

is that we try to find one single voice. Especially governments, if they see civil society is 

scattered and fighting among each other, it’s hindering our credibility.” (Interview E3) 

Especially for ENGOs who have little resources, they could feel more inclined to stick to the 
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general ENGO or CAN consensus and not challenge it as a way to preserve their limited 

capacities and try to build the credibility within the constituency itself. 

Yet the belief from Levy and Newell that they would also in turn avoid internal conflicts, was 

not confirmed by the interviewees. As was seen earlier, the ENGOs, particularly through 

CAN, try to reach consensus amongst each other on positions. This inevitably would lead to 

disagreements between the groups over policies. As one interviewee explained, 

[The ENGOs] are spending more time arguing behind closed doors about what the 

position should be or this and that as opposed to getting out there and getting with 

people, really getting your voice out there… Because they had so many processes in 

line, it almost hurt them because it would take so long to get something done because 

they had to follow a certain procedure. (Interview BE2)

Other interviewees agreed that infighting between the ENGOs did exist, but did not feel that 

it significantly impaired their ability to be effective. 4 out of the 16 interviewees expressed 

this belief (Interviews E2, E3, E7, BE2).

Regardless that the BINGOs did not very often work in sync or have similar positions, the 

research found that there were some common elements that did find consensus within the 

BINGOs. One of the clearest points of convergence between BINGOs found from the 

interview subjects was in their agreement over the legitimacy of businesses to be within the 

negotiations. This can be explained by Backstrand’s theory on ‘participatory norms,’ which 

states that as NSAs are included in global governances, their participation becomes normative 

and their participation is increasingly legitimized. As one interviewee remarked, “they share 

the fact that they want to protect business interests.” (Interview O2) One interviewee 

remarked that the ICC was more concerned “that [they] are still able to come [to the COPs] 

as opposed to the actual substance of the negotiations.” (Interview BE2) Another interviewee 

explained about the positions of the ICC,  “We don’t see anything that is going to take any 

power from business, so it’s in the interest of business as a whole, although it won’t represent 

all businesses.” (Interview E7) This affirms Levy and Egan’s (1996) “power-elite or 

instrumentalist” perspective that businesses are interested in preserving the general interest of 
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a business-friendly approach to climate governance. This could explain why even though the 

businesses are in competition with each other, they do still see the utility of having a means 

of accessing the negotiations, even if that means other businesses have access as well. As the 

ability for businesses and all NGOs can always be revoked by the UNFCCC, they do use 

their space in the UNFCCC to insure that they can still have their observer status within the 

COPs. 

Although it was never mentioned during the interviews, it can be inferred that ENGOs also 

share the desire to maintain access to the COPs. Despite that many of them question the 

utility of the UNFCCC to properly fight against climate change, they still follow the process.  

Additionally, the legitimacy of environmental NGOs within the negotiations is not very 

controversial, unlike businesses whose presence in the negotiations is not universally 

welcomed. For instance, a campaign exists amongst some ENGOs to ban the fossil fuel 

industry from the negotiations, emulating the World Health Organization who banned the 

tobacco industry from their negotiations. This is an attempt from some ENGO members to 

forbid the fossil fuel industry from the negotiations, as they are believed to be undermining 

progress on climate legislation, which questions their legitimacy and would break their 

participatory norm. 

Beyond maintaining their access to the negotiators, there were two other points that found 

broad appeal amongst BINGOs. The first being carbon markets which was found to be 

widely supported by BINGO members. Carbon markets and carbon trading generally create 

opportunities for several types of industries, which can explain its broad appeal amongst 

businesses. For instance, the Business and Climate Summit in Paris in 2015 was mentioned 

specifically by two interview subjects. This event brought together business leaders from 

across the world to discuss corporate climate action including a call for climate pricing.  

(Interviews B1, O4) As one put it there was a “plea by the Secretary General Guterres of the 

OECD, put a big fat price on carbon. That’s when everyone started saying, ok, yes we’ve got 

to do that.” (Interview B1) 

The second common point that businesses converged on was the need for clarity on the future 

of climate legislation. Businesses explained that getting a better idea of what to expect in the  
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way of regulations and national energy plans is crucial for them to adapt their business 

models.  The long-term perspective is also shared by ENGOs but it is just one of their many 

demands. Having just these two asks in some ways makes the BINGOs very different from 

ENGOs, who often have a position on nearly all aspects of the negotiations.  One 

representative from a BINGO explained, 

With business, they really focus on one or two particular things. First a deal and 

investment clarity, plus carbon markets. With the NGOs, it’s a lot more. Right now, I 

couldn’t say that the NGOs wanted this or that, but with the business constituencies I 

would say yes, that was carbon markets. (Interview B3)

Especially as for ENGOs, when they acted independently of each other, it was not necessarily 

more effective than if they had done so together. One interviewee explained, outside of the 

ENGOs themselves, few people distinguish between the different organizations. 

Very often when two or three [ENGOs] team up, [negotiators] say ‘the NGOs.’ Which 

is to show the dispersed quality of the influence that NGOs have. There are so many 

of them and different sizes, different positions that they are recognized as a group to 

certain extent. (Interview O3)

Most interviewees felt that most of the BINGO influence was not done within the context of 

the UNFCCC. Therefore as businesses typically acted independently, this allowed them to 

avoid internal conflicts and general power struggles within the BINGO structure or ICC 

itself. This is a technique for them as a way to preserve their individual interests. One 

interviewee remarked,

The lack of solidarity between different stakeholders within the framework of the 

climate talks and the ICC is going to help companies protect themselves and be 

influential behind closed doors with politicians. The more you centralize that, the 

more the individual influence might be difficult and protecting their activities might  

be difficult as well. (Interview O3)
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3. 2. 1 Groups within the Constituencies

Within both of the constituency groups, there exist alternative alliances in addition to the 

focal points, CAN and the ICC. For both the ENGOs and BINGOs, the creation of other 

coalitions was a result of the focal points were too conservative for some observers as these 

alternatives were created to satisfy their need for a more progressive coalition. While for the 

ENGOs, most are members of CAN, there is a second organization called the Climate Justice 

Network. The BINGOs on the other hand, there are not such clear factions, but the most 

prominent subgroup within the BINGOs that has emerged recently is the We Mean Business 

Coalition (WMB). This section will examine both of these divisions within the constituencies 

and the theoretical considerations that could explain this phenomenon. 

Within the BINGOs, while many are members of the ICC and rely on them to perform the 

function of the focal point by organizing the daily meetings, they also find it more 

advantageous to create smaller groups with other businesses that share their same interest. 

The clearest example of this that would found was with the development of the We Mean 

Business coalition. The coalition was created in 2013 and brings together seven similar 

organizations that are coalitions of progressive businesses themselves that had existed 

previously and had worked independently. These organizations work with businesses on 

sustainable development or climate change initiatives and together advocate for ambitious  

climate policies. 

The research found that the WMB acted in a much more cohesive way than the ICC. This is a 

result of several factors. First of all, the WMB coalition was founded more recently in the 

context of the UNFCCC, whereas the ICC has lasted long before and their primary activities 

are outside of the climate negotiations. As a result of WMB being solely focused on the 

climate negotiations, their staff and communications can be more specialized on the 

UNFCCC. Further, WMB is explicit that they are oriented towards more progressive policies 

therefore they attract the businesses who are intent on that aim, whereas the ICC is a catchall 

of all businesses and develop the direction of their policies based on their members’ 

positions. 

For ENGOs, the division is simpler as the two groups are rather factions within the 

49



constituency. The divergence between ENGOs that happened with the creation of the Climate 

Justice Network was already explained in the literature review previously. The existence of 

both groups existing today was mentioned several times by interviewees who also affirmed 

that it did not appear to be as divisive as it once was. (Interviews E2, E3, E4, E7, BE1, BE2, 

O1) The reason seeming to be that because of the failures of Copenhagen, ENGOs found a 

need to coalesce before the COP21 in Paris.

Climate Justice Network and CAN have worked separately for a while, at the time of 

Copenhagen. But ahead of COP21 because the assessment was shared that we had to 

fight against fossil fuels and finance was still missing for developing countries, 

especially adaptation for developing countries. This was shared between these two 

networks and they started working in a more coordinated manner. (Interview E4)

Research findings show that many BINGOs do not rely very closely on the ICC to lead their 

work in the COPs. This verifies a strategy of accommodation continuing, which was the 

theory from Levy and Egan (2002) which predicted businesses would continuously join 

different business associations that better align with their own climate strategies. This would 

fit in with the findings that even though WMB was rather young to the negotiations, it still 

was successful in gaining prominence and credibility, even more so than the ICC. Another 

facet of Levy and Egan’s theory of strategy of accommodation is that businesses will 

increasingly want to be seen as tackling climate issues as it becomes a norm within industry. 

The rise in business leaders that openly supported WMB as opposed to the ICC, shows that 

corporate climate responsibility is becoming increasingly common.  

3. 2. 2 Level of Influence 

Another observation that several interviewees mentioned was the discrepancy in the level of 

influence between different NGOs. As according to Dryzek, Norgaard and Schlosberg’s 

(2011) theory on deliberative democracy states, there must be a level playing field between 

actors, an empowered space, for it to be truly functional and democratic. This is in order to 

avoid discursive hegemony within the groups and prevent the more powerful agents from 

controlling the space (Young, 2001). 
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For ENGOs, the research found that there is definitely a discrepancy between the level of 

influence of each actor. The most influential organizations were the large international NGOs 

such as Greenpeace, WWF, Friends of the Earth, Oxfam, and ActionAid. Colloquially, CAN 

staff refer to them as ‘the logos’ (Interviews E1, E4).  The ability of them to influence the 

decisions disproportionately was affirmed by the majority of those who were familiar with 

CAN, 8 of 16 interviewees confirmed this (Interviews E1, E2, E3, E4, E7, BE2, O1, O2). 

Whether or not this disqualifies ENGOs from creating an empowered space is not conclusive. 

Despite that there were power differences between organizations within CAN, the structure of 

the organization allowed smaller organizations to play a role. This does not disrupt that the 

larger organizations do exercise a form of hegemony within the ENGO space, there are 

structural attempts within CAN to address these power imbalances such as through the 

working groups. As one interviewee explained,   

It would be an understatement to say that some organizations have more influence 

because big organizations such as WWF, Greenpeace, always play a big role and 

that’s a matter of fact. At the same time, within CAN you have different 

constituencies, so according to which sort of group and entities to which the 

organizations belong, they have more or less different influences. (Interview E3)

This confirms that there do in fact exist different levels of agency as predicted by 

Klandermans (1997) and Nasiritousi, Hjerpe and Linner (2014). Smaller, more national 

NGOs, particularly those based in the Global South, do not have the resources to dedicate to 

the negotiations. As one employee of CAN explained,  

Representation in CAN, although there are a lot of organizations that are southern 

organizations and a lot of effort into strengthening capacities of southern 

organizations, but they don’t come to the COP or Intercessionals. So you need to be 

there to influence and that’s why although the membership is very balanced, 

participation and means to influence is more on the side of the northern organizations, 

the big logos themselves have more resources. (Interview E4)
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Further, despite that some of the smaller organizations from the Global South have less 

capacities, they are still able to be influential because the nature of their relationship with their  

government can be different compared to North American or European NGOs, as many 

countries from the Global South would be much more sympathetic to or share the demands of 

the ENGOs. One interviewee explained, 

  

We have a lot of partner organizations in the south, in Africa, Asia, Latin America. 

From there a lot of people came and even though they are not as expert as other 

people from think tanks, they have greater access to decision makers and their 

governments, to the official negotiators of their countries. This can allow us to get 

better intelligence and influence better. (Interview E6)

For some, the divergence in power and influence within CAN was a natural democratic 

result. Bigger organizations with bigger budgets are a result that they represent more people 

and therefore should have more say. As one interviewee said, “CAN is also a democracy, if 

you have smaller groups that represent less people, then you have a larger organizations with 

ten or a hundred times more supporters, it’s normal there is this different dynamics in this 

organization in the shared space.” (Interview E2) This view challenges the belief that for the 

negotiation space to truly be an ‘empowered space,’ attempts to prevent any hegemonic 

control by more powerful groups are more valuable for the end result than proportional 

representation.  

Within the BINGOs and the ICC, it was not conclusive if a similar pattern existed as very few 

interview subjects could explain the power dynamics between the different organizations. 

One interviewee said “the ICC definitely has influence,” (Interview BE2). Another explained, 

“If the US is still the most influential global player in climate negotiations, the US also has a 

tremendous influence from its business and industry organizations and companies within the 

delegation.” (Interview O3). 

The research also found that for both ENGOs and BINGOs, that the level of expertise by 

those speaking is what actually welds more power. One BINGO representative explained, “it 

doesn’t really matter whether you’re from Shell or a smaller US business association, your 
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experience counts and the way you can explain what is happening those negotiations, you can 

have influence in that day or in a couple days following that.” (Interview B3) A similar 

sentiment was voiced about the ENGOs from an interviewee, who explained, “I do think that 

WWF, Greenpeace, Action Aid, Union of Concerned Scientists, those are the organizations 

[with more influence], but it’s because of the people they hire. It is probably a bit of both, if 

you have a lot of money, you can hire good people.” (BE2)

3. 2. 3. Cohesion conclusions 

Hypothesis one of the research was that BINGOs would have difficulty finding common 

positions was confirmed. The research found that there was little evidence of BINGOs 

working together, particularly facilitated by the ICC. It was found that BINGOs did work 

together to keep the UNFCCC pro-business in general. Additionally, they coalesced on the 

message that they wanted clarity on the future of climate change legislation and how it would 

affect business as well as broad support for carbon markets. Furthermore, one of the 

interesting findings was in the variety of different business groups and their efficacy, which 

help accommodate the range of businesses interests and positions towards climate action and 

show that there is indeed divergence between BINGO members. 

The research found that the prediction of BINGOs not having a high level of cohesion to be 

affirmed as most of the interview subjects could not give any explicit examples of 

cooperation between the BINGOs, even those who came from BINGOs themselves. The 

majority of them believed that there was almost no cohesion at all between the BINGOs 

(Interviews E6, BE1, BE2, O3). Others believed there was some cohesion, but only on 

keeping the negotiations friendly to businesses (Interviews E2, E7) or for wanting clarity 

from negotiators or in support of carbon markets (Interviews B1, B3, O2, O4). 5 of the 16 

interviewees could not answer because they didn’t have sufficient experience with them or 

proper insight into their functioning. (Interviews E1, E3, E4, E7, O1)

When looking at the ENGOs, the responses from interviews about the cohesion of 

environmental lobby groups was quite different than the business groups. Hypothesis two, on 

the level of cohesion amongst ENGOs was that they would be able to better work together 
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and find common positions given that their interests are closer. It was anticipated that there 

would be differences between the NGOs given their different sizes, scopes and natures. This 

hypothesis was confirmed, as interviewees consistently testified on the cohesion between 

ENGO members. The reasons for this was largely attributed to two factors, the fact that 

ENGOs generally had the same interests and that CAN was very instrumental in building 

common positions. Further, it was shown that indeed there was a discrepancy in the amount 

of influence that some organizations had compared to others, nearly all interviewed subjects 

agreed on this point. 

Most of the interview subjects believed that the level of cooperation between the ENGOs was 

very high, both from interviewees who came from within and outside of the ENGOs. The 

majority of them, 12 out of 16, believed that there was a high level of cohesion between the 

ENGOs (Interviews E1, E3, E4, E5, E6, B3, BE1, BE2, O1, O2, O3, O4). Two of the 

interviewees believed there was cohesion yet substantial differences between them also 

existed (Interviews E2, E7)

Further, one the clearest finding from the research was the difference between how CAN 

worked compared to the ICC as focal points. Whereas CAN was viewed by all as the clear 

nucleus of environmental NGOs both technically and practically and more than just a focal 

point, the ICC was seen very much as the focal point technically, but did not necessarily in 

practice act on behalf of all businesses at the COPs. This was verified from nearly every 

interview and when trying to make comparisons between them it was challenging for 

interviewees, as they were not considered as real equivalents to each other.  

This research verifies the hypotheses and that some of the trends that were covered in the 

literature review persist today generally although the reality is slightly more complex given 

there has been an evolution of the two groups and the different roles played by their focal 

points. Throughout the interviews, it was apparent that the positions of the NGOs, both 

business and environmental, have changed throughout the years. There are several factors 

that could have lead to this, firstly being that there was such a high level of pressure to reach 

an agreement at the COP21 in Paris after the failure of the COP15 in Copenhagen, this could 

have changed dynamics as organizations felt the need to break the schisms that had been 
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paralyzing the groups in the UNFCCC. Additionally, as time has progressed, the economics 

surrounding climate change mitigation and adaptation have changed independently of the 

UNFCCC.  
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3. 3 Lobbying efforts

In this section, we will examine the level of transparency of the respective constituencies’ 

lobbying efforts. As NGOs, both ENGOs and BINGOs are the voice of the public for those 

who cannot attend the negotiations themselves, this is the ‘transmission belt’ theory from 

Nanz and Steffek (2004), which states that NGOs are the in between the negotiators and the 

public. Additionally, that it's the role of the NGOs to translate to the public in layman’s terms 

what is happening within the negotiations. Therefore, given that one of the functions of 

NGOs presence in the negotiations is to enhance transparency, one could expect that they 

would be transparent themselves. 

In comparison to the hypothesis on cohesion, the results in regards to the level of 

transparency were mixed. The BINGOs were much less transparent in their internal 

procedures, but in varying degrees were explicit to the public that they were in the 

negotiations, which only partially confirms hypothesis three. Generally it was found that the 

ENGOs were quite transparent in how they worked internally and to the public they were 

very transparent that they were actively playing a role in the negotiations., confirming 

hypothesis four.

Many of the interview subjects, 6 out of 16, remarked that most of the work done by BINGOs 

was done behind closed doors, independent of one another (Interviews E1, E3, E4, E6, BE1, 

O3). This was already briefly explored before, when looking at how it is in the strategic 

interest for BINGOs to work outside of their focal points and to focus more on approaching 

negotiators themselves than finding consensus amongst each other. The exception to this are 

the progressive business alliances such as the members of the We Mean Business Coalition 

who find common positions between themselves and present that in as a unified whole to 

negotiators. 

The previous section’s research findings about the cohesion of the two constituency groups 

gave some insight into their transparency, as the more transparent the groups were, the easier 
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it was to understand their level of cohesion. The general dealings of BINGOs were not very 

transparent and it was harder to get a real picture of how they work than it is with the 

ENGOs. Generally, the more progressive businesses were more transparent about how they 

work and open to give interviews, which made the research on the BINGOs less in depth than 

that for the ENGOs and is indicative of their levels of transparency generally. 

Further, a few interviewees believed that BINGOs used the COPs more for an opportunity to 

network rather than as a place to influence the negotiations. Given that they are not as 

consumed as finding consensus on policy during the negotiations as are the ENGOs, this 

enables them to focus on their relationships with government officials and select businesses. 

One interviewee explained, “the business sector has a clear function, they come to build a 

strong partnership and relationship between both business, governments, development banks, 

NGOs, local authorities….but they don’t really follow the negotiations.” (Interview BE1) 

Another explained, “They will just say they are here for networking and they are more for 

side events, lobbying opportunities are afterwards. It's to make sure that the businesses have a 

good image.” (Interview E7)

The research found that the BINGOs varied in how open they were that they participated in 

the negotiations. 5 out of 16 interviewees believed that it depended on whether they were a 

progressive or conservative business, with progressive businesses being quite open that they 

are in the negotiations and conservative ones being less transparent about their activity 

(Interviews E1, E4, E5, BE1, O2).  9 of the 16 interviewees believed that all BINGOs were 

explicit that they were in the negotiations, albeit in different and usually subtler ways than the 

ENGOs (Interviews E2, E3, E6, E7, B3, BE2, O1, O3, O4). 

For ENGOs on the other hand, while they also benefit from the opportunities to network 

between each other, it appears that their primarily goal is to influence the negotiators. All  

interviewees who had experience with the ENGOs, 12 out of 16, agreed that they were there 

to lobby the negotiators and that they were transparent in this goal (Interviews E1, E2, E3, 

E5, E6, E7, B3, BE2, O1, O2, O3, O4). As one interviewee explained, the reason why 

ENGOs are in the COPs is “first to influence, then to raise awareness outside of here on 

what’s happening- but this is also to influence and maybe share some knowledge and bring 
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some solutions, innovative ideas. But the main goal is to influence decisions.” (Interview 

BE1) 

There is also a difference in how the NGOs want to express how influential they are.  One 

interviewee commented that, “I don’t think NGOs try to be very explicit in that they have 

influence. Even more for BINGOs, definitely. ENGOs will talk about their influence when 

they discuss victories that they’ve achieved towards their membership and show that it's 

effective.” (Interview O3) This follows the hypothesis three and four, that the ENGOs would 

explicit that they were in the negotiations and want to appear as very influential, whereas 

BINGOs would not want to look as if they were openly influencing policies and to avoid that 

the negotiators look corrupt. 

As many of the interviewees commented, there is a difference in how transparent different 

types of businesses are that they are in the negotiations and lobbying. The conservative 

businesses, such as the fossil fuel industry, are notably non transparent about their activities 

within the COP. While it is clear that they are there, how they function within the COPs either 

within the BINGO structure or outside of it, is not explicit. One interviewee from an official 

delegation explained that, 

Businesses that are or say they are advocating for strong and ambitious climate policy 

are very clear about it, they go all the way to sign memorandums and manifestos, you 

can see the businesses that are going in that direction. There are ones that go in the 

opposite direction, who are more conservative; those tend not to be public or very 

discreet. (Interview O2) 

As climate change legislation would very seriously affect conservative businesses such as the 

fossil fuel industry, the research findings would imply that they are putting resources into 

lobbying outside of the UNFCCC structure. This would mean that they are spending effort 

into lobbying governments before the COPs and not only using the formal opportunities 

provided by the UNFCCC. As one interviewee explained, “the fossil fuel industry is also very 

well coordinated, but it's not so much about how they work in the UNFCCC but they 

influence any capital in the world before any UNFCCC decision, so the UNFCCC is just one 
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layer of their action.” (Interview E4)

Research found that the ENGOs also had increasingly been putting efforts into lobbying 

outside of the official UNFCCC structure. One CAN staff member explained, “now CAN is 

trying to influence national policies on the ground, in capitals and reverse process” (Interview 

E4). This was a shift after the failure of the COP in Copenhagen when ENGOs realized that 

focusing on the UNFCCC structures itself is not sufficient to reach policies. 

While it was found that the ENGOs are quite transparent that they are in the negotiations, it  

was also found that like with their ability to find consensus on policy proposals, the 

differences in their transparency come primarily out of their different opinions on strategy. 

Some ENGOs who take more of the approach of cooperation than confrontation, can be less 

explicit with their policy demands if they fear that it could harm their ability to work with  

negotiators or business partners. As one interviewee explained, 

You might have some [ENGOs] that are more progressive and asking for stronger 

commitment and more progressive policies. Others somehow maintain relations with 

some parties as well. It might appear that they are not so vocal, not so outspoken on 

certain topics. Maybe their relations with a certain party could be jeopardized. 

(Interview E3). 

Lack of transparency on behalf of ENGOs in their lobbying work echoes the concern of 

Calhoun who believed that some NGOs are not very transparent, therefore not making them 

as accountable to the public as they ought to be. This concern was not mentioned by any of 

the interviewees and does not seem to be a topic that creates a lot of controversy within the 

ENGOs.  

3. 3. 1 Lobbying Conclusions

The research findings largely confirm the hypotheses three and four that businesses would try 

to keep their activities unexposed and the environmental groups would be very clear that they 

were in the negotiations and lobbying with the goal to have an influence on the outcomes. 

The interviews did expose that there is a difference between businesses, with the progressive 
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companies being active and promoting their activities within the COP to the public while the 

conservative companies remain more in the background. It was also found that the ENGOs, 

while being quite transparent that they are in the negotiations, sometimes are less transparent 

on what they are lobbying for as a strategy to work closer with negotiators. 
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Conclusion

The objective of this paper was to test if the two largest constituency groups of observers in 

the international climate relations worked in a similar way and to generally get a better  

understanding of how they worked respectively. The reason being that understanding these 

constituencies can serve as an indication of how non-state actors are functioning within 

global governances, overall. Given the international scope needed for combating climate 

change, it is one of the most visible and critical bodies of the UN. Additionally, as the 

UNFCCC was a vanguard in incorporating non-state actors into their negotiations, 

understanding their evolving presence is useful for spotting trends of this increasing norm in 

global governance. As global governance including NSAs increases, for it to gain relevance 

and legitimacy, some standards of democracy should be upheld if it is to be a viable 

alternative to a more state-centric, self-interested international relations. Therefore, in the  

next section, conclusions based on the research about UNFCCC constituencies will be made 

and about to what degree they fulfill the criteria needed to insure they are functioning in a 

democratic and transparent way. 

The research found that indeed the two observer groups, businesses and environmentalists, do 

function in significantly different ways. Hypothesis one, which predicted that the business 

organizations and its focal point, the ICC, would have a much harder time to find common 

positions among themselves, was confirmed. It was found that the ICC does not put in much 

effort to coalesce their members around common policy positions, nor do BINGOs try to 

work together as a whole in any other means outside of the ICC, which results in businesses 

being very different in their messages and approaches to negotiators. 

It was predicted that one of the explanations for hypothesis one would be because businesses 

are in competition with each other. This was not necessarily proven, as the interviews implied 

that it was more of a strategic maneuver to be more efficient than as a natural result of their  
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competing interests. While the competitive nature between businesses working in the same 

industry cannot be ignored, it did not prove itself to be the divisive factor in what made the 

cohesion between businesses weak, rather just a factor. When it did seem to be a more 

effective way to push their agenda, businesses were able to come together in specific 

coalitions, despite that they might be allied with their competitors in the marketplace. 

The second hypothesis believed that on the contrary, ENGOs through CAN would be able to 

better work together and create common positions as their interests are more complementary.  

This was confirmed by the research, as there was a strong consensus from interviewers that 

CAN and the ENGOs were consistent amongst themselves on their positions. There was a 

difference in their strategies, but the content of their demands towards negotiators were 

typically compatible, which was a result of democratic processes that they had to reach by 

consensus. 

While these deliberative processes did produce a more democratic consensus between ENGO 

members, it was believed by some interviewees to harm their efficiency in advocating for 

what some individual members would like to call for. Yet the consideration over lost 

efficiency was not more than the benefits they gained by pooling together their resources, 

which are often quite limited for some ENGOs. Further, it was found that ENGOs are often 

viewed by the outside as being monolithic, even if they do have varying policy proposals. 

This would imply that environmental groups have little incentive to compete with each other  

on message and find it more effective to work as a whole. 

It was also confirmed that the differences in size, scope and nature of some different ENGOs 

did create some significant internal debates and tensions. The degree that this plays into the 

dynamics of the ENGOs was perhaps underestimated before the research. It was universally 

acknowledged by the interviews that there are significant discrepancies in the power of 

different ENGOs, which favors the richer, high profile international environmental groups. 

There are some caveats to this that balance the power dynamics between the bigger and 

smaller ENGOs such as structural attempts by CAN and its inclusive processes like working 

groups. Additionally, the fact that southern ENGOs have better access to their negotiators 

than North American or European ENGOs have with theirs, gives smaller southern ENGOs a 
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significant tool for leverage, the ability to get the very sought after attention of the 

negotiators. 

The third hypothesis, that there will be significant discrepancies in the transparency of their 

lobbying activities, as the businesses will have a higher interest in keeping their activities  

unexposed, was confirmed but it proved to be a bit more nuanced. While the BINGOs are not 

transparent in their activities in general, they are relatively transparent that they are present in  

the negotiations and their preference for some policy points, such as carbon markets and the 

need to have a long term perspective from the negotiations. It was also clear that there was a 

difference between BINGOs in their transparency about being in the negotiations, with fossil 

fuel companies being notably unclear about what they are doing within the UNFCCC events 

and structure. This duality of their approach in transparency in the negotiations is a 

significant finding of the research and speaks the most about how democratic they and 

observers in general, are in the negotiations. Ameliorating the level of transparency of all 

observers, but business groups in particular, will be necessary if the UNFCCC aims to hold 

its observers to the democratic criteria that should be expected of international organizations,  

particularly the United Nations which is a flagship of global governance. 

Finally, the last hypothesis anticipated that the environmental groups will be quite transparent  

with their lobbying activities as a means to show their efficacy, was confirmed. Similarly to 

the findings about their cohesion between each other, varying levels of transparency in the 

negotiations was a strategic decision by some ENGOs. The fact that ENGOs are transparent 

about their presence in the negotiations is not very surprising, and shows that transparency is 

still an important and respected trait of civil society. 

These findings challenge much of the criteria laid out in the literature review that was stated 

to be necessary to make the inclusion of non-state actors in global governance democratic. 

The lack of transparency on behalf of how the business groups work makes it difficult if not 

impossible to determine what exactly their activities are within the UNFCCC and if they are 

acting in any democratic manner amongst themselves. For the international climate 

negotiations to be ultimately transparent and democratic, than it would require all observers,  

including business observers, to be explicit in their activities and that their personal interests,  
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for businesses being a profit motive, does not supersede their ability to be democratic with 

their counterparts or within the structure in general. 

One way that the lack of transparency and democratic procedures on behalf of BINGOs could 

be addressed would be the creation of an organization that is created solely for the purpose of 

being a conductor to a democratic structure within the BINGOs and would act as their focal 

point, in a manner similar to how CAN works for the ENGOs. As the ICC is an organization 

that has many other focuses outside of the UNFCCC, creating a UNFCCC specific business 

organization that facilitates transparent dialogues between businesses could be necessary to 

ameliorate the levels of democracy in the negotiations. 

Another aim of this organization could be to insure that as businesses are very relevant 

stakeholders in the negotiations, and as no significant action against climate change can be 

done that does not incorporate industry, that they are actually constructive within the 

negotiations. For the negotiations to be truly productive and incorporate businesses, it is 

necessary that businesses are not only working in their self interest, but rather use the 

negotiation space to find an agreement that is ultimately beneficial to the aim of the  

UNFCCC, to find a global solution against climate change. Therefore, more scrutiny should 

be put on businesses that are not transparent about their activities in the negotiations and 

could be obstructive towards the ultimate aims of the UNFCCC. 

Further, in regards to environmental NGOs, if there are such discrepancies between members 

that exist today, further steps to level the playing field between each other could be valuable 

in order to avoid ‘hegemony’ within the constituency. ENGOs’ legitimacy in the negotiations 

are that they are the voice of the ‘people’ which is why avoiding large discrepancies in power 

dynamics is more important than other interest groups in the negotiations. If the publics trust 

in NGOs wanes, then their legitimacy should also be questioned. It is essential that NGOs be 

held to standards that insure that they are democratic and accountable to the public they 

intend to represent. 

One of the other significant findings of the research was that business groups do not use 

UNFCCC space in the same ways that the environmental groups do. For many businesses, 
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they do not need the negotiation space to have access to decision makers, they are able to 

meet and influence them outside of the COPs. While the same is true for some environmental 

groups, they clearly see that the COPs provide them a worthwhile and beneficial opportunity 

that they do not risk to squander by using the COPs only as networking occasion, as was 

found with businesses. To what degree businesses would be willing to possibly reduce their 

autonomy in the negotiations if it put their access to the negotiations as a whole in jeopardy, 

is something that could challenge any attempts at meaningful change within the constituent  

structure. 

Despite that climate change is a very particular subject of governance given the level of 

gravity it has towards the future of human life on Earth, many of the takeaways from the 

research could easily be applied to other NSAs in global governance. For instance, 

considering that addressing climate change will mean significant changes into the current 

economic systems on a both micro and macroeconomic level, businesses are prone to act in 

ways of their self interest. In other prominent topic areas covered by global governance such 

as health, trade, or security, the results of international governances also could have major 

implications for businesses. Therefore, it could be assumed that businesses will always do 

everything in their power to influence the negotiations for their benefit, even at the expense 

of being democratic. With this in mind, if changes could be made in the UNFCCC that would 

make businesses act in more democratic way together, this could also be applied elsewhere. 

For ENGOs, while the environmental groups are willing to put a lot of their resources into the 

climate negotiations, the same could likely be applied for other areas which NGOs work on 

where there is an aspect of global governance involved. In nearly all parts of global 

governances, there will be a significant portion of NGOs who are involved in the negotiations 

and their sole purpose is to work on that said topic. So just as many environmental groups 

consider climate as a very crucial part of their mission, the same logic would apply for NGOs 

that work on topics such as development, gender, trade, or human rights. 

With these considerations in mind, it can be concluded that there are currently aspects that  

exist within the UNFCCC which challenge that enough has been done on the part of 

observers to insure that their participation is completely democratic. While the research has  
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proven that they have naturally evolved since their initial incorporation in the negotiations,  

without the interference of the UNFCCC Secretariat, it is reasonable to believe that further 

natural development of the constituencies could be expected. 

Research Considerations

While the research was able to answer the main hypotheses, there are still aspects of the 

research that are left unanswered. The lack of transparency on part of the business groups 

means that some of the findings about the businesses could in fact be incomplete or 

inaccurate, as they do not represent the majority of the organizations. It was particularly hard 

to make conclusions about the ICC without having an interview with someone from the 

organization themselves. Additionally, as the interviewees that did participate on behalf of the 

BINGOs primarily came from progressive businesses, their opinions and views on the 

participation of businesses in the negotiations might be skewed towards that part of the 

constituency. 

In regards to the interviewees who were part of the ENGOs, only two of them came from the 

Climate Justice Network. This may have disproportionately put the emphasis of the research 

on CAN and underplayed the significance on CJN. Yet while CAN is the focal point and the 

more powerful and significant group of the two, understanding the dynamics within it is 

perhaps sufficient to get an understanding of the ENGOs as a whole. 

Further, as all of the interview subjects came from either Europe or the US, the perspective of 

businesses or environmental groups from the Global South was not incorporated. The lack of 

interview subjects from outside of the Global North could have missed important aspects of 

the negotiations, such as how do businesses or environmental groups from less wealthy 

countries act in the negotiations, if they are as well incorporated into CAN or independent as 

other BINGOs are.   

There are still several questions that remain unanswered that further research could be done 

on in regards to BINGOs, ENGOs, and the constituency groups as a whole in the 

negotiations. It would be useful to monitor the evolution of business coalitions groups and if 
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the BINGO focal point at any point will no longer be the ICC, as well as for the ENGOs, if it 

will remain CAN. Additionally, it would be interesting to compare the cohesion and 

transparency of all the constituencies, not just the business and environmental groups. It 

would also be helpful to compare these results to research on business and civil society 

groups that are incorporated in other fields of global governance and to see if these trends 

persist there as well. 

67



Bibliography

Archibugi, D., Koenig-Archibugi, M., & Marchetti, R. (Eds.). (2011). Global democracy:  
Normative and empirical perspectives. Cambridge University Press.

Bernstein, S. (2004). Legitimacy in global environmental governance. J. Int'l L & Int'l Rel., 1, 
139.

Betsill, M. M., & Corell, E. (2008). NGO diplomacy: the influence of nongovernmental  
organizations in international environmental negotiations. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

Biermann, F., Pattberg, P., Van Asselt, H., & Zelli, F. (2009). The fragmentation of global 
governance architectures: A framework for analysis. Global Environmental Politics, 9(4), 14-
40.

Calhoun, C. (2011). Civil society and the public sphere (pp. 311-323). Oxford University 
Press.

Dryzek, J. S., Norgaard, R. B., & Schlosberg, D. (2011). The Oxford handbook of climate 
change and society. Oxford University Press.

Dryzek, J. S., & Stevenson, H. (2011). Global democracy and earth system governance. 
Ecological economics, 70(11), 1865-1874.

Fernandes, S., & Girard, R. (2011). Corporations, Climate and the United Nations.

Jacobs, M. (2016). High pressure for low emissions: How civil society created the Paris 
climate agreement. Juncture, 22(4), 314-323.

Joachim, J., & Locher, B. (Eds.). (2008). Transnational Activism in the UN and the EU: A  
Comparative Study. Routledge.

Keck, M. E., & Sikkink, K. (1999). Transnational advocacy networks in international and 
regional politics. International Social Science Journal, 51(159), 89-101.

Khagram, S., Riker, J. V., & Sikkink, K. (2002). Restructuring world politics: transnational  
social movements, networks, and norms (Vol. 14). U of Minnesota Press.

Koenig-Archibugi, M. (2012). Global democracy and domestic analogies. Global  
Democracy: Normative and Empirical Perspectives, 160-182.

Klandermans, Bert. 1997. The Social Psychology of Protest. Oxford: Blackwell Publishers.

68



Levy, D. L., & Egan, D. (2003). A Neo‐Gramscian Approach to Corporate Political 
Strategy: Conflict and Accommodation in the Climate Change Negotiations. Journal of  
Management Studies, 40(4), 803-829.

Levy, D. L., & Egan, D. (1998). Capital contests: National and transnational channels of 
corporate influence on the climate change negotiations. Politics and Society, 26(3), 337-61.

Levy, D. L., & Kolk, A. (2002). Strategic responses to global climate change: Conflicting 
pressures on multinationals in the oil industry. Business and Politics, 4(3), 275-300.

Levy, D. L., & Newell, P. J. (2002). Business strategy and international environmental 
governance: Toward a neo-Gramscian synthesis. Global Environmental Politics, 2(4), 84-
101.

Levy, D. L., & Newell, P. J. (2005). The business of global environmental governance. MIT 
press.

Lipschutz, R., & McKendry, C. (2011). Social movements and global civil society. The 
Oxford handbook of climate change and society, 369.

Lövbrand, E., Bäckstrand, K., Khan, J., & Kronsell, A. (2010). Environmental politics and 
deliberative democracy.: Examining the promise of new modes of environmental governance.

Lund, E. (2013). Environmental diplomacy: comparing the influence of business and 
environmental NGOs in negotiations on reform of the clean development mechanism. 
Environmental Politics, 22(5), 739-759.

MacDonald, T. (2008). Global stakeholder democracy: Power and representation beyond  
liberal states. Oxford University Press on Demand.

Mercer, C. (2002). NGOs, civil society and democratization: a critical review of the 
literature. Progress in development studies, 2(1), 5-22.

Mouffe, C. (1999). Deliberative democracy or agonistic pluralism?. Social research, 745-758.

Nanz, P., & Steffek, J. (2004). Global governance, participation and the public sphere. 
Government and opposition, 39(2), 314-335.

Nasiritousi, N., Hjerpe, M., & Bäckstrand, K. (2015). Normative arguments for non-state 
actor participation in international policymaking processes: Functionalism, neocorporatism or 
democratic pluralism?. European Journal of International Relations. 

Newell, P. (2000). Climate for change: Non-state actors and the global politics of the 
greenhouse. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Pulver, S. (2005, December). A public sphere in international environmental politics: The 
case of the Kyoto Protocol negotiations. In Berlin Conference on the Human Dimensions of  

69



Global Environmental Change: International Organizations and Global Environmental  
Governance.

Pulver, S. (2007). Making sense of corporate environmentalism an environmental 
contestation approach to analyzing the causes and consequences of the climate change policy 
split in the oil industry. Organization & Environment, 20(1), 44-83.

Pulver, S. (2002). Organising business. Greener management international, 39, 55-67.

Ramsay, Adam. "'Dispirited' Oil Companies Contradict Their Own Spin at COP21." 
OpenDemocracy. N.p., 9 Dec. 2015. Web. 10 June 2016. 
<https://www.opendemocracy.net/uk/adam-ramsay/dispirited-oil-companies>. 

Raustiala, K. (2001). Nonstate actors in the global climate regime. International relations and 
global climate change, 117.

Rietig, K. (2011). Public pressure versus lobbying–how do Environmental NGOs matter most 
in climate negotiations?. Center for Climate Change Economics and Policy.

Risse, T. (2007). Transnational actors and world politics. In Corporate ethics and corporate  
governance (pp. 251-286). Springer Berlin Heidelberg.

Sikkink, K., Riker, J. V., & Khagram, S. (2002). Restructuring World Politics: Transnational  
Social Movements, Networks, and Norms. University of Minnesota Press.

Surminski, S., & Eldridge, J. (2015). Observations on the role of the private sector in the 
UNFCCC's loss and damage of climate change work program. International Journal of Global 
Warming, 8(2), 213-230.

Tallberg, J., Sommerer, T., Squatrito, T., & Jönsson, C. (2014). Explaining the transnational 
design of international organizations. International Organization, 68(04), 741-774.

Tallberg, J., & Uhlin, A. (2011). Civil society and global democracy: An assessment. Global  
democracy: Normative and empirical perspectives, 210-32.

UNFCCC. Non-governmental Organization Constituencies. UNFCCC, n.d. Web. 7 June 
2016. 
<https://unfccc.int/files/parties_and_observers/ngo/application/pdf/constituency_2011_englis
h.pdf>. 

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change. "SBI." SBI. UNFCCC, n.d. Web. 
06 Nov. 2016. 

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change. "SBSTA." SBSTA. UNFCCC, 
70



n.d. Web. 06 Nov. 2016. 

Young, Marion Iris (1996), ‘Communication and the other: beyond deliberative democracy’ 
in Seyla Benhabib (ed.), Democracy and Difference: Contesting the Boundaries of the 
Political, Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, pp. 120–35.

71



Appendix

Abbreviations

BINGOs Business and industry non-governmental organizations

CAN Climate Action Network

COPs Conference of the Parties

EDF Environmental Defense League

ENGOs Environmental non-governmental organizations

EU European Union

FOE Friends of the Earth

GGC Global Climate Coalition

IGOs Intergovernmental organizations

ICC International Chamber of Commerce

OECD Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development

NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organization

NSAs Non-state actors

SBI Subsidiary Body for Implementation

SBSTA Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice

UN United Nations

UNFCCC United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change

YOUNGOs Youth non-governmental organizations

WMB We Mean Business

WWF World Wildlife Foundation
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Interview Transcripts 

Interview E1
Conducted 23/3/2016 by Skype
Ulriikka Aarnio
CAN Europe

Explain what role you have played within in the COPs? 

At the COPs of course, all CAN members and CAN secretariats work as one under the CAN 
International under one umbrella. As you know, CAN initially started with NGOs meeting at 
the UN negotiations and now we’ve gone big and to other areas, beyond the negotiations 
now. But this is where we started. We are well incorporated, CAN Europe and its members 
are well incorporated in joint work in CAN International with all the regional and national 
nodes. So it’s one CAN but in addition to this we have regional meetings daily to check on 
EU issues but I think European NGOs are the most active meeting outside or separately. I 
think there are lots of  smaller nodes that don’t really do much regional work, other than a 
couple of some bilaterals with their country. But its EU and then we have lots of coordination 
between the countries. We have lots of members also. We do one meeting everyday. 

We have in the morning, we have CAN’s political coordination group, that’s at 9 o’clock. 
There we have representatives of every regional mode and all the CAN working groups- 
mitigation, adaptation, tech, etc. Then we have representation from the biggest logos, 
networks like WWF, Greenpeace etc. Then we also have a few old, big picture experts 
who’ve been around since the beginning. That’s the most informative meeting nowadays, of 
the day. That’s where everyone gives their latest intel, but that’s not the idea of the meeting,  
we try to avoid that. The PCG is supposed to be strategic planning but of course you need a 
bit of background to do that. That is a good meeting nowadays. We try to incorporate the 
whole of CAN in this PCG meeting, if its not a very big session. So if its the June session and 
we have lots of CAN members, then we can’t of course have a PCG meeting open to 
everyone, but if its the small intercessionals in between and we have 50 or 60 CAN member 
there, then the meeting is open for everyone. But its mainly the PCG people who talk at those 
meetings. For European, then we have at 10 o’clock, we have a CAN Europe meeting, we 
have someone, that’s usually me, who’s been to the PCG meeting and can bring the latest 
updates from there. We’ll usually run through key issues at stake that week, our lobby work, 
look at if we should write some EU Eco articles, or which countries are problematic. The 
usual. Then there’s usually CAN International Working Groups meet they are usually at 12 or 
at 1. Then there’s of course all sorts of meetings. Then at 2 there is the CAN daily but its been 
a bit boring lately. I think lots of the interesting information is shared by email and then lots  
of the strategic and intel is given at the 9 o’clock meeting. We’re trying currently to see how 
we can make the 2 o’clock meeting more meaningful. I think it was working ok in Paris, this 
is of course where we do the nominations and voting for Fossils and decide on Eco articles. 
We’re trying to find ways to make the 2 o’clock meeting more interesting for people and 
worthwhile. Its not currently working perfectly. We’ve had some thematic discussions at 2 
o’clock. That’s about the end of regular meetings. Then we have evening discussions on a 
urgent topic. Then we have the weekend, full day, preparatory and stock take meetings. 
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This is during the COPs, but I guess for the CAN group you are doing more than just 
the meetings? Is CAN itself discussing with negotiators? 

All the rest of the time that I did not outline as CAN meetings. Its meetings with all the 
working groups, they have meetings with negotiators. Most of the NGOs from a country have 
meetings, some even have daily meetings, such as Danish or Swedish, have a daily catch up 
meeting with their negotiators. All delegations do regular meetings. Then we meet with the 
Commission and our Ministers. Now in Paris we had daily meetings with Canete and he was 
there himself almost every time, he wasn’t there the first week but the second week. So yes, 
lots of meetings. The thematic groups also discuss with the experts, technology experts of 
CAN international with the technology experts of the EU. 

Do you see that there is a high level of cohesion amongst CAN members in their policy 
proposals?

Yes, we have been able to do a lot of positions and there’s a by-line option but it’s very 
seldom used with CAN International. There’s a couple of NGOs who have a different view 
on say offsetting, like REDD or offsetting, then these NGOs would by-line it. On big picture, 
mitigation, burden sharing, climate finance, on legal issues, there’s lots of discussions and 
lengthy work done but usually we have very coherent, cohesive positions. Its the same with 
CAN Europe. There are some issues that take time and are difficult. I think now in the 
upcoming discussions on 1.5 and what this means, for negative emissions, this are likely not 
very easy. 

Do you know if there is a similar level of cohesion amongst ICC members in their policy 
proposals?

I’m sorry but I have absolutely no idea what they do at the negotiations or position papers. I 
don’t think I’ve followed their work at all. 

Or about BINGOs, more generally? 

My feeling is that they don’t even try to do any joint position papers. At least I’m not aware 
of. I think their meeting are less intense, way less trust in their sharing and doing things 
together than with CAN. I know very little about their doings, just my feeling. 

How does the CAN Secretariat function within CAN itself, do you act as a resource?

The CAN Secretariat insures that there is coordination and that people share information and 
people do things together. There are big logos that have big delegations which might forget 
the rest of the CAN if they’re not really pushed to do that and not just do things on their own. 
This doesn’t really happen, there are individuals in the delegations who are very committed 
to CAN, the work that NGOs work together needs to be done actively. So we organize the 
meetings, we do the logistics, we write the agendas, we put some proposals on table. In the 
sessions, there is very active participation from the members so there’s not so much need 
from the CAN Secretariat to drive the process forward. Sometimes it is, that we really need to 
come up with things, often there is enough engagement from the members that we aren’t 
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lacking analysis or ideas. But this is rather when it gets a bit slower, in between the session. 
Then this is our role to find positions, propose actions, draft letters, etc. The EU because it 
negotiates as one block, so lots of the EU positions are written in Brussels, the Commission is 
key. Then we also act as an interpreter between what is going on in Brussels and the member 
states. For CAN International secretariat, they have more logistic things and makes things 
run, but also policy coordinators who are involved in the content. My role is to do less with 
logistics. CAN Europe is a big organization already, so we do have network coordinators and 
people who work on logistics. That is also time consuming. 

How do you see that the members of CAN work together? Do some organizations have 
more influence than others? 

Of course some organizations have more influence than others. Say, Greenpeace, WWF, 
Christian Aid, they have a strong position on an issue, it’s very difficult to change that. 
Usually when these big logos, they of course do their own internal work and internal thinking 
but they are doing it parallel to CAN’s work. They do influence CAN’s work already and vice 
versa and bring the input from other CAN members into their internal debates. Of course 
those with big delegations, have many people involved in CAN working group discussions 
for example and are more influential. I don’t see that it would be a problem because there is 
no specific agenda that an organization would be driving. Oxfam is very into climate finance 
and issues for poor people, so those are more visible because Oxfam is an active in CAN. But 
I think that other CAN members are grateful that they are covering lots of these issues. Big 
organization have more power on making CAN positions I would say, but I don’t think its a 
problem. Developing country colleagues might sometimes feel that because they are much 
less numerous in the meetings but recently I haven’t heard any problems. If they have 
concerns, they are always taken along.  Currently I feel CAN works very nicely and lots of 
trust. 

Do you know if its similar within the ICC or BINGOs, if there are some groups who are 
more dominant than others?

No.

Do you see members of ENGO being explicit in trying to influence policy at the COPs? 
Would they write in a newsletter that they were in Paris and that they were able to get 
1.5 in the negotiations and that they are open with success, that they want to show to the 
public that they are in the negotiations. 

Yes, I think so, surely. Since Copenhagen, the UN negotiations haven’t been a very sexy topic 
until Paris. So I think there has even been pressure to even keep up the funding to take part in 
the negotiations. Public messaging from most the meetings is very difficult to just say 
negotiators discussed for another two weeks and it was a success because nothing happened. 
So the communications in the past years has been very difficult. But now in the run up to 
Paris and in Paris, there were huge media efforts by NGOs and also we did 2, 3 years of 
preparations for our media lines and strategies on Paris. We were really prepared and had 
zillion working meetings and documents to discuss the communications, so that is an 
important part of a COP like that. I think they are explicit but it’s not always very interesting 
to media what happens there. We have the daily press conferences at the COP but its 

75



sometimes very specialized media who reports.

And for the supporters of the NGOs?

I assume that the public assumes that we are there and we have a lot of the ‘moral’ judgement 
of the outcome and our assessment is considered important. I think NGOs would be willing to 
communicate as much as possible with everyone but there’s a lack of interest from public, 
media side and funders. Now after the success in Paris but maybe Marrakesh and the coming 
will be more interest from media and people. But I think the commitments in Paris are huge 
tools for all the work that we are doing. So I think all NGOs will keep referencing Paris for 
years to come and the things they will do. Say if you sign on to 1.5 and net zero, so then these 
need to impact your policy making back home. Everything will need to be brought into 
consistency with the Paris Agreement and nothing currently is. 

Do you see members of BINGO being explicit in trying to influence policy at the COPs?

I guess less explicit, of course from my biased point of view. Their cause is a bit different to 
NGOs, they have their own business models in mind when they are doing their advocacy 
work I don’t know if its so interesting for public. I don’t know if they are trying to hide it, but 
its also just not so interest. I think there is more interest lately with the French ‘Paris Lima 
Action Agenda and Agenda for Solutions’ where they figured out a format to bring in 
businesses. During the first week in Paris the French really did an amazing job so that 
businesses came everyday with a new announcement everyday, pretty much. That Virgin and 
Unilever etc said just give us zero emissions by 2050, that’s a goal we can do, that’s not a big 
deal but we just have to have the guts to do it. Then there were these thousand cities 
committing to 100% renewables by 2050 and that sort of stuff and finances here and there, 
divestment etc. That was very well done. The pro active businesses have now found an 
appropriate forum and been given a voice to talk about the UN process. I have no problem 
with those being there but then of course fossil fuels companies and some of them sponsoring 
the COPs and that is of course more questionable. 
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Interview E2
Conducted 24/3/2016 in person
Audrey Arjoune, 
Populaire Solidaire, Action Aid France

Explain what role you have played within in the COPs?

My name is Audrey Arjoune, I worked on the climate justice campaign with Populaire 
Solidaire, Action Aid France. My role during the COP was to carry Action Aid International 
demands on climate justice issues and COP issues on French advocacy space as well as 
within the UNFCCC spaces in 2015. I was also with Action Aid France very involved with 
Coalition Climat 21, which was organizing, coordinating civil society around the COP in 
France, and linking with our affiliates in Action Aid International on the climate mobilization.  

Were you working with CAN at all?

Action Aid France is not a member of CAN France, but Action Aid International is a key 
member of CAN International. I was working closely with CAN-France on the French level, 
even if were not officially a member because of the close link of Action Aid International 
with CAN International. For year it was important for us to be very involved with the CAN 
France advocacy activities and link with CAN members. Alix who was working on the 
international politics of CAN-France early in 2015 convinced Action Aid International and 
supported the idea of funding a climate campaign in France by Action Aid International to 
make sure our, to support our positioning within CAN-France. As part of CAN we are a 
smaller family of NGOs called Climate Justice Now, CJA. Within CAN International 
network, which is very wide, there are some infinity groups between organizations. Action 
Aid International is part of CJN affinity group which is an ENGO family of more ‘radical’ 
organizations on climate. They are more radical and have closer link to grassroots groups 
with impacted communities group. In this Climate Justice Now, there is also Friends of the 
Earth International, Greenpeace and Attac, that’s French, and some other smaller groups, like 
Ecologists in Action and linking with Climate Justice Action group, not doing advocacy work 
but doing actions and campaigning stuff, and also have similar radical positions. Peup 
Solidarie decided not to join CAN France even if we knew we were working with them in 
2015 because we are not just sure how long we will work on climate in France from the Peup 
Solidaire office in Paris. This climate justice campaign in France, as I said was paid by 
Action Aid International and we didn’t know if we could find the resources to continue the 
climate work in France. We thought if we officially joined CAN France network and can’t 
continue in 2016, it would be not good. So the work with CAN France was organized, we 
were working mainly together on international politics issues, so on COP issues. We were not 
involved on domestic nuclear policy etc. So to say the work we were doing together, our aim 
to push our demands for the need for adaptation. For example, we are not working on energy 
but on more like the climate justice fund, funding climate finance and the need for adaptation.  
We as part of CAN, joined some French meetings, also some French advocacy meetings, so 
with the COP Presidency in Paris in July. We together with the UNFCCC Intersessionals in 
Bonn, so I was there in June, not in the October session. During the actual COP it was more 
more Action Aid International working within the COP space closely with CAN International, 
doing lobbying and direct advocacy. My role had more of a mobilization in the activities I  
was undertaking. I had more advocacy at the start of my contract, making sure our demands 
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within CAN France space, but then most of my energy was on the mobilization and Coalition 
Climat activities. While my climate colleagues within Action Aid international were  
continuing working on advocacy. 

Do you see that there is a high level of cohesion amongst CAN members in their policy 
proposals?

We share the common understanding of the importance of the COP and the 2015 advocacy 
moment for CAN. I think most of the organizations that we worked with had extra resources 
and were very active and involved in different climate advocacy space, especially in CAN. 
But cohesion, we come from different political backgrounds between the organizations, we 
have different strategies and different theories of changes that we believe we can make 
change with. The cohesion might have been higher at the start when we were preparing and 
trying to see our common demands and trying to have fairly common demands and trying to 
agree on who would represent CAN in the high level advocacy, policy spaces. What make 
CAN cohesion work together, is also respect and good understanding of the differences of 
political backgrounds and demands, which separate us and makes us different and accept this 
diversity and trying to make sure not to have a domination of certain infinity groups of 
certain organizations upon others. Even if it is really hard in such a large network, to not have 
the biggest number of those with larger political resources and influences. For us within CJN, 
I think there were preparations of CAN meetings and Coalition Climat meetings amongst 
CJN members, to know what we would present in the CAN space, what were our red lines 
and how we can make sure that our demands were heard and supported by CAN as such. Also 
make sure we have a presence and CJN members represented in the advocacy meetings with 
CAN. 

Do you know if there is a similar level of cohesion amongst ICC members in their policy 
proposals or the BINGOs in general?

Often say within us whenever there is too much divergence or differences and we have a 
conversation with NGOs that are taking too long and we see that we are never going to arrive 
at a consensus. Then we say ‘come on and look at BINGOs, they know how to push for their 
similar interests which is money and our similar interest is public good’. The cohesion might 
be higher between the BINGOs, even if they have different branding or sizes and different 
resources, if they have one common goal which is to make more profit. My understanding is 
that its easier to make cohesion amongst BINGOs than amongst NGOs. Cohesion is one of 
the biggest issues of NGO networks, trying to find cohesion, end domination, find common 
ground and respect each other’s diversity. Definitely one of the weaknesses on the NGO 
level.

How does your organization function within CAN?

I wasn’t representing Action Aid International in the CAN International space, it was my boss 
who is coordinating the international campaign on climate. I know he's very active in CAN 
Asia Pacific space, they are holding events and producing position and advocacy papers, 
pushing demands from the Asia Pacific topics in the CAN International space. I know he’s 
very involved in CAN International Strategy meetings, the last one in February in Berlin. 

78



Action Aid International is one of the most active and present member from CJN family in 
this space, which is different than the CJN International. So they are representing the CJN 
affinity group and making sure they are heard in the CAN International space. During the 
COP, even in Bonn, CAN International organized regular update meetings at different times 
of the day, but on a regular basis, update meetings. Either updates on the negotiations, 
meetings that different members have been on, updates on the common strategy, or on the 
international/national mobilization, the push need from CAN on certain issues, call for 
supports by CAN members. Different staff from CAN France team, participating in CAN 
International meetings, giving updates on domestic level and how CAN International can 
push domestic issues and policies. We had our CAN International stickers and only CAN 
members could access certain space, it wasn’t public, and that was every day. 

How do you see that the members of CAN work together? Do some organizations have 
more influence than others, significantly? 

Officially they have one voice, but in the meeting when you have a member that has more 
resources, or a larger audience or a larger access to media, then they would definitely 
influence and make decisions and be taken into consideration. I haven’t been involved 
historically in the CAN meetings and seeing the dynamic. Alix would have more to say about 
it because she was coordinating CAN France. CAN members who have more resources and 
staff, can follow CAN issues or meetings on a regular basis. For smaller organizations, it can 
be very time consuming and resource intensive to follow closely the position papers, strategic 
meetings and events. Larger influence is based on what legitimacy. CAN is also democracy, if 
you have smaller groups that represent less people, then you have a larger organizations with 
ten or a hundred times more supporters, its normal there is this different dynamics in this 
organization in the shared space. 

Do you know if its similar within the ICC? Are there some organizations that really 
dominate?

I haven’t seen much of the BINGO space. I would think they have some different business 
coalitions and networks, ‘business affinity groups.’ The cooperations with the larger budgets, 
larger countries, or biggest profit interest, or closest link with political institutions or decision 
makers, I would guess that they also have larger influence and easier for them to push for 
their demands, positions. 

Do you see members of ENGO being explicit in trying to influence policy at the COPs? 

There were different approaches from different organizations. Some were live tweeting from 
Bonn Intercessionals saying ‘hey this is our team in the UNFCCC and we are here trying to 
influence.’ From the CJN perspective, we are a bit in between wanting to influence but also 
knowing its a bit crap, knowing that business has a large space and have more influence than 
us. What’s going to make change happen is taking the streets, reclaiming the power and 
making the issues public, pushing through citizen pressure our demands and that’s why we 
are putting that much energy in mobilization. We are trying to have complimentary, but we 
are also working with grassroots movements and they don’t believe at all in this political 
space, they don’t believe in it, they say we want to change the system, we don’t want to work 
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with them, we should ask for something different and we don’t want to legitimize the space. 
We think there are opportunities to get our demands heard at least, while also having the last 
word saying the government isn’t going to save the climate and COP21 is not the end. That 
has been one of the biggest difference between organizations. Some only put energy on 
advocacy in the inside, and trying to push inside and say outside doesn’t work. They take 
small steps for victories. More organizations working on the outside, have a more systemic 
approach saying we are not going to take words as victories. This is not enough for what’s 
need. At the end of the COP it was easy to see from each organization’s communication, to 
see what they wanted to emphasize. If they wanted emphasize the wins from the inside and 
legitimize to their supporters and all the extra work they’ve done that’s very slow and painful.  
While we were having a much more mixed approach, saying we may have something on loss 
and damage and now we have this frame that they at least a little bit heard what were saying. 
But we will continue to keep putting our eggs in the two baskets, inside & outside. 

Do you see members of BINGO being explicit in trying to influence policy at the COPs?

They were definitely visible within the negotiations, in the different official UN space. I think 
for me that was my biggest surprise when I was in the UN for the first time. I was like, wait a 
second, we say we are not talking about agriculture but why are all these climate corporations 
and doing all of these side events and putting in all these money into these conferences, 
debates, and workshops that cost a lot and having all these logos and large agro businesses 
label themselves as being part of the solution. I think for them, a good lobbying space, space 
where they definitely have an influence. I wasn’t going after them, but I know my colleague 
Teresa who works on agriculture was speaking at events with representatives of agro 
business, also trying to influence decision makers, members of delegations and trying to push 
at the same time. Also saw more in the communication on the advertising part, the 
corporations involved were a big greenwashing opportunities as well. That’s why 
organizations in Coalition Climat we targeted the Grand Palais, the False Solutions area. It  
was the obvious show by corporations that they were putting themselves as part of the 
solutions and using the COP space to put forward their practices and to maybe get funding 
from the UN and Green Climate Fund. So at the same time were were inside space to get our 
meetings and screw some side events that were organized by corporations. My colleagues 
would be asking some embarrassing questions at side events or trying to put representatives 
of corporations in difficult situations, which was not very public, there is some media but I 
wouldn't say it’s from the external communication point of view. In the outside, with the 
Grand Palais, that was more of a direct action with a lot of media and trying to get public 
interesting to show how the corporations were greenwashing and taking the COP as an 
opportunity for their corporate activities. 

Is there anything else you want to say about the COP or working with ENGOs or 
BINGOs?

Another point of weakness of the cohesion, what we take as victory, the link with BINGOs is 
a big point of divergence. There were ENGOs in this space but it was mainly corporations 
and they were very annoyed that we were targeting the Grand Palais, not happy we were 
making this noise around the corporation practices because they didn’t want to be next to it. I  
remember during the COP, I went to talk to one of my colleagues who works on agriculture 
and hunger issues within the advocacy space, there is a platform in France called Coalition 
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Sud and that we were also CAN members and trying to get our own advocacy opportunities 
for this platform, and I talked to her and said ‘you know there is this direct action at the 
Grand Palais and I saw you were having a stall there so just to let you know.’ And they asked 
‘but why?’ This is one of the big conflicts, different approaches and thinkers for CJN groups 
what are our main targets and for others they can be partners. 
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Interview E3
Interview conducted 14/6/16 by Skype
Giulia Bondi
CIDSE

Can you explain what role you have played within in the COPs and then UNFCCC? 

I work for CIDSE, and umbrella of development organizations and one of main priorities is 
climate justice. We as the secretariat, follow the UNFCCC negotiations. So overtime I attend 
COPs, I coordinate the work of CIDSE members which is comprised of several 
organizations. Each organization has a policy and advocacy officer, with expertise on 
different topics related to the negotiations. CIDSE is also a member of CAN-I. So we work in 
coalition with these groups in COPs, try to influence the position of different parties and try 
to bring in our voices. 

How long have you been following the UNFCCC process?

The first COP I attended was 2013, in Warsaw COP 19 and after that I attended different 
intercessional in Bonn, and the last COP21 in Paris. 

My next questions are about the cohesion. My research is specifically looking at the 
ENGOs and BINGOs, specifically CAN and the International Chamber of Commerce. 
Do you see that there is a high level of cohesion amongst CAN members in their policy 
proposals?

Usually CAN which is a climate network represent 100 member organizations in more than 
100 countries, and they always issue working papers before COPs. So CAN is also having 
working groups working on different thematics, you have CAN finance, CAN agriculture, 
CAN technology transfers, CAN adaptation and mitigation and so on. Each working group 
develops a position before the COP and those positions are published in a policy paper. In one 
hand, you have cohesion because among different organizations because the main purpose of 
CAN is to speak as one voice, so the voice of civil society can be stronger toward the parties. 

Do you know if there is a similar level of cohesion amongst ICC members in their policy 
proposals? Or BINGOs in general?

I have to say I’m not familiar with ICC work. But I know that BINGOs work in a similar way 
although they have more of these corridor, lobby work. We know that they organize a lot of 
dinners, a lot of external meetings with different parties, with different corporations, and 
other groups. So its slightly different in modus operandi. But they also probably speak with 
one voice. 

How does your organization function within CAN?

We’ve been a member of CAN before COP19, so since 2012, and we get involved with them 
through different working groups according to the priorities that we follow. We follow 
Climate Finance and Climate Agriculture issues. So we try to get our positions shared among 
CAN members, so we attend different meetings with them and calls. Try to provide our 
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different comments in the different position papers that they develop. Of course its not always 
easy as CAN represents more than 900 different organizations and different organizations 
have different positions depending on the topics. Sometimes we have differences but a lot of 
compromises. But also what we do in CAN is bring our own narrative. Try to push CAN for 
different approaches in the negotiations. 

How do you see that the members of CAN work together? Do some organizations have 
more influence than others? 

It would be an understatement to say that some organizations have more influence because 
big organizations such as WWF, Greenpeace, always play a big role and thats a matter of fact. 
At the same time, within CAN you have different constituencies, so according to which sort 
of group and entities to which the organizations belong, they have more or less different 
influences. For us being a development organization, we’re also a faith based group, we also 
have some entry points compared to get to other groups. There are big organizations and the 
most famous ones play a bigger role, that’s clear. 

Do you know if its similar with the BINGOs? Are there some group that are more 
influential than others?

I don’t know, but here in Europe, you have Business Europe which is a strong lobbyist and 
those kind of groups big influence in the BINGOs as well. 

Do you see members of ENGO being explicit that they are trying to influence policy at 
the COPs? So that with the public, funders, that they are making press releases and 
saying ‘oh we pushed for 1.5 and it made it into the agreement’.

CAN or with all the environmental NGOs?

Just generally. Are they public that they are the COPs and being impactful. 

Definitely the work at the COP is very public, visible. It doesn’t just start at the COPs, but 
also much before and during the Intercessionals which always happens in Bonn. So every 
time groups publish a paper, press releases, and the lobby work is done ahead of the but also 
during the COP, meeting with different parties, trying to get the positions on certain topics, 
lobby those who are blockers. This is definitely public, a lot of stands that take place during 
COPs. In Paris, there were a lot of stands asking for the 1.5 threshold. This is done in a very 
transparent way. A lot of side events that happen inside the COPs. 

Do you see it within their press releases to the general public or in their marketing to 
funder or anything like that?

It depends on different organizations and also depends on the organizations with funders. I 
can imagine that groups who have a big share of funding coming from foundations, that 
maybe they somehow have to show to them what they’re doing, also about improving the 
activities. But I wouldn’t say that this is a general pattern for each organization. It really 
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depends. Sometimes, you have different positions also among organizations within CAN. You 
might have some organizations that are more progressive, and asking for stronger 
commitment and more progressive policies. Others somehow maintain relations also with 
some parties as well. It might appear that they are not so vocal, not so outspoken on certain 
topics. Maybe their relation with a certain party could be jeopardized. Its a really sensitive 
issue. 

Do you see members of BINGO being explicit in trying to influence policy at the COPs?

They are also very public in their way of working and in their way of interacting with 
governments. They organize a lot of dinners during the COP, a lot of closed doors meetings, 
and also they send letters. Also within the COP itself you see the sponsors and logos 
everywhere. A bit of corporate capture in those negotiations. 
Is there anything else you’d like to say about ENGOs, BINGOs, Can or the ICC?

I can stress again, the way that CAN was born, it was set up of the negotiations. So the nature 
of CAN is very peculiar compared to other organizations. They are really tied into how the 
UNFCCC works. Indeed, you might have some organization who they want to ask for more 
inside the UNFCCC, but because of the constraints of the process and because of so many 
years they have been involved, sometimes CAN is not so pushy in terms of different policies. 
It can create more diversity within the network. At the same time, is the key player among the 
civil society within the negotiations. The expertise that each member of CAN member is 
really appreciated. Different contacts that people have with different parties is very valuable 
for the work we do. Maybe you know, that together with CAN, there is also Climate Justice 
Now, which is another group that represents more southern organizations. You also have 
groups such as Friends of the Earth and Action Aid involved with this. So its a different 
constituency, they interact with CAN, but their positions are stronger. So you have this 
duality but at the same time, the most important thing is that we try to find one single voice.  
Especially governments, if they see civil society is scattered and fighting among each other,  
its hindering our credibility as well. 
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Interview E4
Interview conducted 25/3/2016 by Skype
Cecile Gautier
CAN-France

Can you explain what role you have played within in the COPs? 

I am a policy advisor for CAN France, the representative of CAN International in France, 
been involved with COPs for CAN for four years, all on international negotiations. My roles 
is to work with organizations on the climate negotiations, influencing countries’ positions, 
pointing fingers when countries behave in a bad way or in a good way also, suggesting ways 
out when there is a difficult situation in the negotiations. More specifically I work on 
mitigation, policies to reduce emissions in Western countries in the North and big emitting 
countries like the emerging economies. I work on INDCs, fossil fuels etc. 

We influence countries, we talk to other members of CAN, we coordinate our positions and 
once we have a position we influence countries. We talk to the media, also trying to influence 
countries and their positions. The idea is to shape the UN negotiations so that their decisions 
that are taken by the COP, in the past years, the agreement that was being negotiated would 
be ambitious and actually reduce emissions down to zero by 2050. To help develop renewable 
energy, and fund international solidarity for the poorest countries and most vulnerable 
countries. So that fairness, equity are taken into account and human rights are respected when 
implementing climate policies countries actually comply with international human rights law,  
etc. Set expectation on the side of civil society and the poorest people on earth and the 
communities that don’t have a voice in these negotiations and we carry their voices in the 
UN. 

Do you see that there is a high level of cohesion amongst CAN members in their policy 
proposals?

Yes, CAN is a very well functioning organization. Its very structured, it works within 
working groups. I was leading the CAN working group on mitigation but then I did 
something else because I was doing COP21 and as French NGO representative, it was too 
much work. But I am still involved in the CAN mitigation working group. In each WG there 
is coordination happening on specific positions, then there are being supported by the entire 
network. It is very well coordinated, there is a big secretariat of people who are helping 
member organizations coordinate, write down position papers etc. Of course, in the run up to 
COP21 which was a big moment for CAN, resources are increased, human resources have 
increased, we were more structured in terms of communications, more effort was put into 
coordinating mitigation work of member organizations. Its very rare you have diverging 
views being openly mentioned to the media from CAN member organizations. What 
happened in the past was that organizations that didn’t felt their view weren’t represented in 
CAN, created their own NGO network focused on social and climate justice, that’s the other 
NGO network in UN and beyond which is called the Climate Justice Now. So Climate Justice 
Network and CAN have worked separately for a while, at the time of Copenhagen but ahead 
of COP21 because that assessment was shared that we had to fight against fossil fuels and 
finance was still missing for developing country, especially for adaptation for developing, this 
was shared between these two networks. They started working in a more coordinated manner. 

85



Some organizations are members of both networks such as ActionAid. ActionAid is first a 
very big organization and is a very influential in both networks.

Do you know if there is a similar level of cohesion amongst ICC members in their policy 
proposals?

I don’t know how they work and I’m not sure if anyone in CAN understands or knows how 
they work within the COP. I know they coordinate with business organizations before the 
COPs, so you get MEDEF in France coordinating and they influence the Business Europe 
position and then Business Europe they influence the different business organizations within 
the UNFCCC. But there are different networks of business organizations within the 
UNFCCC, a bit like CAN or CJN. In essence the NGO world and civil society within the 
UNFCCC is well coordinated, so you have one network or two. With businesses, you get the 
progressive businesses and the bad guys. Within the bad guys, there are different 
organizations as well. If you take Climate Accord and BSR and these guys, they are very well 
coordinated and very present in the media. It depends on what they are advocating for. Fossil 
fuel industry is also very well coordinated, but its not so much about how they work in the 
UNFCCC but they influence any capital in the world before any UNFCCC decision, so the 
UNFCCC is just one layer of their action. Its quite different from CAN which has been 
created for the UN and in the UN. The UN is still the place where CAN organizations meet 
and discuss issues. Now CAN is trying to influence national policies on the ground, in 
capitals and reverse process. Its very important because its been very clear for us that 
preparing COP21, including with the more radical networks and identifying the main 
enemies, the targets, the fossil fuel industry mainly, it was very clear that we have to continue 
to influence national politics so that the Paris agreement would be implemented. So now we 
need to take it to the national level also. 

The way we work within CAN, its very well structured, we have a Political Coordination 
meeting every morning from 9-10 for the policy people within CAN, then working meetings, 
then broader CAN meeting with everyone at 2 PM. So the day during the during COPs and 
Intercessional, for CAN people is very structured, with frequent meeting times to make sure 
everyone is on the same page. That every opinion is heard and taken into account etc. There 
is also the Eco newsletter that is published everyday, its a space where CAN members can 
express their views. The way its written is coordinated by an editorial board, check to see if 
everything is written is consistent with CAN International’s policies. 

How does your organization function within CAN? How does CAN France function 
within the broader CAN framework?

CAN is growing and changing, it was not a very vertical organization. It doesn’t necessarily 
have a hierarchy from an international dimension or board and implementing organization 
between countries. Its really horizontal organization of national organizations and 
international secretariats, that’s what it is currently. We are one of CAN International’s nodes. 
The nodes are the regional and national representative organizations within CAN but because 
we are a node doesn’t mean we have to apply orders from CAN International. But more like 
we represent them and input their policies and share their policies. We are a member 
organization per say, it’s not a direct link. If we want to explore topics that CAN isn’t 
working on, we can or we if we want to be more radical than CAN, we can, although we need 
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to be consistent on these things. We work on many issues CAN that doesn’t work on, 
especially on the national level, for example shared agriculture or transport or international  
trade policy. We’re smaller than CAN but also broader, we don’t just work on the UN. That 
works for most CAN nodes, some nodes are more local representative of CAN International. 
The structures are more similar to CAN International level. Our member organizations are the 
same for the big logos, as we say as CAN, i.e. Oxfam, WWF, Greenpeace etc. but their 
organization in France, so Greenpeace France, Oxfam France, WWF France etc. So we 
produce the same structure as CAN in France but we’re also much smaller because we have 
only 16 member organizations whereas CAN has more, its changing fast.

How do you see that the members of CAN work together? Do some organizations have 
more influence than others? 

Obviously the big logos have the most influence in CAN because they represent a lot of 
people and have big membership, and they have a lot of resources. Greenpeace, WWF, 
Action Aid, Oxfam, these guys influence what CAN does. Some regional organizations have 
a lot of impact not because they come from a big country or whatever but because they are 
very active. Not all national, regional nodes are very active in CAN, sometimes they only 
have one person and this person is don’t multiple things and doesn’t have enough time to 
influence what CAN does. I would say CAN France is one of the most active and influential 
also because there was COP21 in France but also before that. My personal opinion, CAN is 
more influenced by Northern organizations because Southern organizations lack a lot of 
resources. Representation in CAN, although there a lot of organizations that are southern 
organizations and a lot of effort into strengthening capacities of southern organizations, they 
don’t come to the COP or Intercessionals. So you need to be there to influence and that’s why 
although the membership is very balanced, participation and means to influence is more on 
the side of the northern organizations, the big logos themselves have more resources. WWF, 
Greenpeace etc are changing, they are re-centering where the power is, trying to distribute 
and decentralize the power in their own networks and that also influences CAN. So in recent 
years, the most active persons in CAN have been the international climate heads from the big 
logos, some are southern natives, from the Global South. So because these organizations have 
been changing their own structures. 

Do you know if its similar within the ICC or within BINGOs themselves?

No, I would say that big northern business organization have more influence. Even for the 
progressive businesses, its still difficult. Thats why they have their own organizations and 
own way of dealing with the media. Influencing the established organizations is difficult, so 
they found a way to be vocal even without being heard in their own business because they 
don’t necessarily agree with what other business organizations are doing. I don’t know 
exactly how they work.  

Do you see members of BINGO being explicit in trying to influence policy at the COPs?

It depends who we are talking about. Those who are trying to block the negotiations are 
trying to block, often don’t do it openly. That’s when we as NGOs act to denounce and point 
fingers at them because they do these things and influence behind the doors. Those who are 
more progressive, they do it in a more open manner. So they would have press releases, 
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public statements, round tables with negotiators etc. Sometimes even the fossil fuel industry 
is visible and does it openly. That happened in Warsaw, that was two years ago, it was very 
clear that the industry had influenced the Polish Presidency. Especially the coal industry, 
there was a coal summit at the same time as COP in the city. Sometimes the oil industry does 
it openly and try to present what we call “false solutions” to climate change. What they call  
as technologies that they own that they’re trying to sell to countries and that they are trying to 
present as solutions. That includes CCS, carbon capture and storage, other industries as well, 
like clean coal. These things they do more openly, side events etc. When that happens, we try 
to counter this in the media and point fingers. 

Do you see members of ENGO being explicit in trying to influence policy at the COPs? 

Environmental movement doesn’t have anything to hide, where here to fight for public 
interest and the interest of the people. CAN does press conferences almost every day during 
the negotiating sessions to present what we fight for. There are actions being done openly in 
the negotiating centers to attract attention, media, negotiators’ attention. Everything we ask  
for is being published in an annual policy document which is put on the internet.

Is there anything else you want to say about ENGOs, BINGOs, CAN, and the 
International Chamber of Commerce? 

One thing that is interesting is the amount of people who participate in the negotiating 
sessions, especially in a big COP, like COP21. I don’t know the exact balance, but in the UN 
statistics its the same number. They just call it NGOs, both ENGOs and BINGOs, if you find 
out who exactly is behind these numbers in general, the business organizations are twice as 
many people as CAN. Not all of them get their accreditations in the end. Someone from the 
French presidency last year told me about 5000 had a badge. I’m assuming that not all of 
them work in a coordinating manner, sometimes you would get a country that tries to 
represent itself and talk to the media. I don’t see how can you coordinate 5000 people in a 
COP. So you get a core organizations that have been involved in the negotiations for a long 
time, these are the ones who are coordinated. Then the more who come to present a product 
or a technology for the media, so for comms basically. Also have less resources as NGOs, to 
send someone to a COP is costly, resources by NGOs are business organizations, are not very 
equal. Not just participating in COPs but influencing climate policies, imbalance that is  
inherent to the climate debate. Some people when it comes to some very symbolic battles like 
Keystone, is because climate action needs so much more effort, energy, creativity that they 
win against very powerful and rich economic interests. 
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Interview E5
Interview conducted 
Jiri Jerabek 2/2/16 by Skype
Czech Climate Coalition, Greenpeace

Explain what role you have played within in the COPs?

I’ve been going to the climate negotiations since 2007, in Bali, Indonesia. At the time I was 
with the Czech Climate Coalition, most of the time I’ve been there with the Czech Climate  
Coalition then I’ve been there also twice or three times with Greenpeace. In general, always 
been following different topics, you need to specialize there. I’ve always been a member of 
CAN Europe big delegation and we are always coordinating with each other. Once I was 
following technology transfer, once mitigation, once finance. Once working with a special 
focus on CEE, Poland and trying to talk to delegates, gather some intelligence. Writing 
articles for Eco magazine.

Do you see that there is a high level of cohesion amongst CAN members in their policy 
proposals? Was it easy that everyone could find an agreement on what they wanted to 
support?

Yes, I think that was quite there. It’s also partially because the kind of more ideologically 
debates or policy debates are held somewhere else. They are held online or in the working 
groups before the COP. In the UNFCCC meetings, there’s no time for deep discussions, you 
need to work, lobby, work with media. We are trying to fix our positions before the meeting 
so we can focus our meetings on other work. Obviously there are some discussions and 
disputes, mainly dealt by the steering group. CAN International is always having a steering 
group of people. So there is a higher level group of people from CAN, which is 
representational of the big groups, plus representatives of sub groups like CAN Europe and 
others. They are meeting every morning to discuss the most important topics, the strategy and 
the main policy demands we have. They are also checking the most important articles in the 
magazine Eco that goes out everyday. It’s being written throughout the afternoon, its being 
edited in the evening and throughout the night and published in the mornings the next day. If 
there are very important articles on most important things within the negotiations, then 
representatives of this group check to make sure that its inline with what was agreed. 
Obviously CAN Europe is just one part of the NGOs. There are many other observers and 
NGOs at the UNFCCC. Some are not a member of CAN and it might be because they have 
other opinions, or minority opinions so they don’t want to be together with CAN because 
they could not agree. They have their own network or organizations without a network 
because they have two different opinions from CAN International. 

Do you know if there is a similar level of cohesion amongst members of the BINGOs, 
particularly in the ICC when they are trying to come up with policy proposals?

I have no insight. 

What is your experience working with the BINGOs?

I’ve never been in touch with them really, I’ve heard that in the beginnings that they were 
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much more active, the business industrial lobbyists. They are more low profile in the 
conferences these days. At the conferences where I’ve been, I’ve never had any discussions 
or exchanges with them. Sometimes you visit some of their side events, where they present 
some of their videos and positions and ideas. There are are also some representatives of the 
renewable industry but were weren’t really in touch with them, in my roles there I haven’t 
really been doing anything with them. 

How does your organization function within CAN?

If I speak about the small organization, the Czech Climate Coalition, there you are more part  
of CAN Europe, CAN that means more dependent on their analysis and their inputs, you are 
more part of the working groups that are there. You are in closer cooperation. For 
Greenpeace, you are 25 people at the conference. We having more internal distribution of 
tasks and also internal intelligence sharing, that means we don’t need so much input from 
CAN and also we contribute less to CAN because we have our internal things we need to do, 
separately. As Greenpeace, I can’t say for the other big organizations, we were less connected 
to CAN, because we had more capacities inside. While as a small NGO, I was more grateful 
for CAN because it allowed me to participate better.

How do you see that the members of CAN work together? Do some organizations have 
more influence than others? 

I think that some of the big organizations don’t put enough effort into working together with 
CAN or helping CAN and they focus on their strategy. Then you also have some very 
experienced and well connected, very good NGO people who do the activities, the lobbying 
etc, by their own and don’t spend too much time on CAN because sometimes its slowing 
them down. They see better their powers in actively talking to negotiators and not dealing 
with the CAN issues like writing the articles or organizing big meetings with other 
stakeholders. So at the end, CAN is big, its lacking some good or experienced people who 
work directly without CAN or they do as a part of the other big NGOs, the big brands, but 
don’t put full power in CAN. CAN is doing lots of good things, the division of people into 
working groups is good. Many working groups that are focusing on different aspects of the 
negotiations and so you don’t need to cover everything, allows you to really contribute to 
something so at the end you are able to write some text that you are giving to the negotiators 
or organizing some small meetings with the negotiators. The working groups work fine and 
the ECO magazine and Fossil of the Day are quite powerful tools, they allow anybody to 
participate. Everyday there is always a call for everybody to be on the board of those who are 
doing the final editing, so its easy to get in on the board. Also there is an option to write an 
article and submit it to Eco, similarly to Fossil of the Day. Its an open process where people 
can propose any country that did something bad to get the anti-award, Fossil of the Day, 
which is announced for media. Many countries don’t like to be Fossil of the Day. Its quite an 
interesting process, even from the small NGOs. 

Do you know if its similar within the BINGOs, are there some more dominant members 
of the ICC?
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What would be interesting would be the association for carbon trading, the lobby for carbon 
trading. They used to be very big at a certain point but when the bubble of carbon trading 
busted, then they were smaller. But at some point this association was like 60 people around, 
so they were quite big. Also the renewable industry and wind industry used to have some 
separate activities, but I don’t know how they operate specifically.

Do you see members of ENGO trying being explicit with the media or public that they 
were trying to influence policy at the COPs? For instance, if a certain NGO was able to 
get a piece of text, some wording, would they be openly talking about it and showing it 
as a success in the media or to their own supporters?

Not really, I don’t see us like hiding it or how we do it, that would be too complicated and not 
so interesting for media and the public. They are more interested on the outcomes obviously 
and the reasons why countries are do this and that and not doing. Also more interested in 
some spectacular activities like Greenpeace activities or smaller happenings that produce nice  
pictures. I never got really some in depth questions about how we do it, what have we 
changed etc. It’s difficult to measure those things also. Sometimes you can be successful and 
many time its not the NGO thats being seen there, but sometimes you push one country that is 
pushing one thing that you convince them to promote. But you are not really communicating 
it actively and no one is really asking which part of the text we have been promoting. In 
general, especially before the negotiations, NGOs are pretty open for what we want. Position 
papers are published online, all the demands we have in our texts in ECO or elsewhere. So if 
there is something we were pushing for that in the end is in the text, then obviously it was our 
contribution. Usually but it is something that in between, so we are pushing for something 
that would be the ideal solution. But in the end its a compromise between our push for more 
progressive countries and the laggards on the otherwise. So in the end its some kind of 
compromise. We are trying not to seal the compromise. We are the ones pushing the hardline, 
formally or less formally, and we agree that we are fine with the compromise, but we are the 
hardliners in the sense that we should look for the most ideal climate friendly solutions and 
then the compromises should be left for others. 

Do you see members of BINGO being explicit in trying to influence policy at the COPs?

I have the suspicion that many times BINGOs, especially the bad guys, are using very nice 
language that sounds great, but the reality is that they are trying to slow things down. I could 
expect in some situations the difference between what they are publicly claiming and what 
they might actively lobbying for would be different. 

Anything else?

I mentioned ECO, the Fossil of the Day, meetings, cooperation. I think what’s interesting that 
we are still having a CAN International which consists of groups all over the globe, so its 
interesting that we are able to unite on a joint position while lets say the countries are so 
divided between developed and developing etc. Obviously there are some tensions within 
Greenpeace and more Global South approach, more development approach against Western 
world environmentalism. But at the end we have a joint platform and joint solutions globally.  
Obviously there are some more radical green groups, that are not apart of CAN-International 
but we are still having countries from all over the globe, and lots from the Global South in 
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CAN-International. So that’s interesting.
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Interview E6
Conducted 28/1/2016 on Skype
Bruno Nicostrate
Act Alliance EU

Explain what role you have played within in the COPs

My titles is Climate Change policy officer for ACT Alliance EU. ACT Alliance EU is a 
network of different NGOs which is a part of global alliance called ACT Alliance. I’m in 
touch with CAN Europe mostly because I’m in charge of doing EU policies and I also work 
in CAN International mostly in one of the thematic working groups, the one on adaptation 
and loss and damage. This is my experience with them. 

Within the CAN structure, were you attending the meetings regularly in the COPs, the 
daily meetings? Were you doing lots of work outside of the COPs themselves?

During the COP, what happens is that basically you have when CAN International, its a big 
network, so you have different layers. What I’ve done, is that I follow the daily meeting of 
CAN Europe, which happens every day at 10 o’clock or 11, it depends. This meeting is to 
debrief the day before and coordinate collective actions and lobby meetings and sharing 
information among EU members of CAN. It’s quite important because there is a need of 
coordination to address EU and to lobby them. CAN Europe, one of their roles is to request 
meetings with either the Commissioner or the Commission, some technical experts from the 
Commission or the European Parliament. Sometimes a group of experts from member states, 
but only at the EU level. So that’s the first meeting with CAN and thats CAN Europe. Then at 
1 o’clock I always had the daily meeting with working group of CAN International on 
adaptation and loss and damage. So I was following this working group because within ACT 
Alliance we had three main themes to follow, one of them was loss and damage, which is 
why I was following the discussions within CAN. Basically with each working group, we 
were sharing information, the same as with CAN Europe. Sharing intel, preparing common 
lobby points or arguments or proposal of amendments to the draft papers that were circulating 
during the two weeks. We were also sometimes coordinating common lobby meetings with 
certain countries, such as AOSIS, sometimes the EU. Mostly about it. At 2 o’clock there was 
also a CAN International daily meeting one to all CAN members, but only CAN members, 
there was always a screening at the entrance of the room to make sure no one else would 
enter the room. These specific meeting was to again, share information, share updates, but 
also to get an overview of other issues that they were working on. Also to decide on the 
Fossils of the Day, which country, which government would get it. There was some voting 
procedure. This kind of meeting was lasting for an hour. So basically three meetings. Then 
there is also the mailing list. We are sharing information there as well, especially for urgent 
updates. Or to debunk rumors as well. Another thing that is not really official, but the inner 
circle that you have within CAN International. By focusing on loss and damage for the past 
year, me and my organization were able to get into some kind of inner circle which is an 
informal circle of lobbyists, policy officers who really follow deeply the specific issue. Then 
you can better intelligence but sometimes it’s difficult to share this information with 
everyone. Not only to keep some kind of comparative advantage with other organizations but 
also because its difficult to share and make some piece of intelligence known to everyone for 
the sake of the critical game. Also sometimes these inner circles allow you to prepare 
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collective actions with other NGOs, secretly before you propose them to others in a public 
way. That was how I was involved with CAN International at the COPs. 

Do you see that there is a high level of cohesion amongst CAN members in their policy 
proposals? Do you see that its easy for CAN members on what policies they want to 
push and coalesce around some kind of specific numbers? 
Generally speaking, I would say yes it is relatively speaking easy, maybe sometimes its not 
that easy because you need a lot of cohesion to understand the position of some individuals or 
some organizations. I would say its less easy to agree on a strategy. That’s maybe the most 
troubling aspect in CAN International. For instance, let me talk about loss and damage during 
COP21. On loss and damage, we were all agreeing on 95% of the content but we were not 
agreeing on some kind of messaging/strategy. Some organizations wanted to be a little bit 
more radical to criticize harshly some governments, some specific states. Some others didn’t 
want to criticize them officially because it was a part of a bigger political game. For instance,  
there was at some point there was the discussion whether to criticize harshly the US. They 
came up with a proposal to include a clause that would including liability and compensation 
for loss and damage. Everybody was pissed off at this, so we all agreed very easily but how 
to respond and what to propose constructively. Whether to completely kill this clause or to 
put this clause in a COP decision instead of the Paris agreement because then it would have 
less weight or to even propose some modification of the proposal because at some point it 
was leaked and then we knew it and we could work on it. We could propose other countries to 
tell the US, look if you want to have this and its going to be critical then you could jeopardize 
the entire agreement because of that. Then maybe let’s find a compromise and then we were 
suggesting a compromise. Generally speaking, people wanted to act on every level but some 
organizations absolutely refused to compromise on such clause. The reaction as well whether 
we should criticize, at some point there was some big fight because what to do towards the 
EU over this specific clause on loss and damage. The EU did not say publicly, officially that 
the agreed or disagreed with this clause. We knew that it was a battle within the EU within 
some negotiators of the EU whether to accept it or not. The question is, if you make it public 
and you start attacking publicly the EU on that, then we were wondering if it would help or 
not our case. So it was difficult. Some people really wanted to criticize harshly the EU. The 
EU organization thought differently, but that was mostly the only problem that we had. 

Another issue that was raised at some point was the question of migration or relocation, 
displacement related to climate change. This is part of the loss and damage pillar. What we 
found out is that not a lot of organizations have been thinking of this, there was no official 
position, except for maybe a random political stance saying that we support developing 
solutions for migration related to climate change. Something completely irrelevant, very 
general. How to respond because then there was a proposal to include something on 
migration in the agreement, but what to include. We faced the problem that we didn’t have a 
position, we didn’t take the time during the year to discuss this and we didn’t know how to 
react properly. It wasn’t very conflictual but you could see that it was refraining us from to 
engage the entire network to push some option or the other. 

Do you know if there is a similar level of cohesion amongst ICC members in their policy 
proposals?

No I don’t know anything about the International Chamber of Commerce except that they are 
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not nice, to be polite. 

Do you know about BINGOs in general? The ICC is the equivalent of CAN for the 
BINGOs, for instance do you see that they are giving out materials within the COPs? 
Does it seem very disjointed or they present anything together as a whole?

Unfortunately I don’t know. I haven’t checked the ICC positions and activities so I’m not 
sure. Specifically with the ICC, I don’t know. What I’ve followed is Business Europe which 
is another coalition of private companies in Europe, its a big union of companies and CEOs. 
They are split, a lot of big corporations have left Business Europe because of their critical 
stance towards climate change. The fact that they didn’t want to do anything about it they 
didn’t want to call for greater mitigation targets or even calling for a strong, binding 
agreement. For instance, Phillips or Unilever, IKEA, they left Business Europe. You can 
definitely see within the private sector that there is a division, there is a conflictual division 
between those who wish to have an agreement, better climate policies, and others who want 
to continue with the status quo and not doing anything. But I don’t know about the ICC. I 
don’t know if they are facing the same conflictual situation within their members or not. 

How does your organization function within CAN? Would you say that your 
organization is influential within CAN or has a good standing?

I think we are. ACT Alliance is a network of NGOs and we are depending a lot on our 
member organizations and some of our member organizations are very powerful, like 
ChristianAid in the UK or Bread for the World in Germany. Both of them have a lot of money 
and employees and they’ve been in the UNFCCC negotiations for a very long time, so they 
have good access to decision makers and have a lot of good legitimacy. Therefore they have a 
lot of human power. Concretely speaking, there is influence because some of our member 
organizations are funding CAN International or CAN Europe or some of their initiatives. 
First of all, there is a question of funding there. Obviously within CAN International and civil 
society, the fact that someone is paying for initiatives shouldn’t give more importance to this  
organization, but this is fact and human reality. It’s probably not as bad as in some 
organizations, maybe like the ICC. At least it is a fact and you can definitely see that. If one 
of my colleagues from Bread for the World is asking CAN International to include something 
in their press release, you can be sure that it will be included. Compared to if its me and 
asking them to include something, they will discuss it with me but they might not consider it.  
The other big influence that we have is that the top climate lobbyist of Christian Aid, he’s 
chairing the CAN International group following the UN negotiations. Definitely he’s in this 
inner circle, steering a little bit the network. It was less relevant this year, but it was very 
relevant for the past few years, that we have some kind of informal group called the C7 or the 
C8, depends and its the seven or eight most influential organizations within CAN 
International or climate debate. Then you have the usual suspects like Greenpeace, WWF, 
Friends of the Earth, this kind of organizations and then you used to have Christian Aid, so 
not my organization Act Alliance, but one of our members. This year it didn’t really work 
well because there were too many conflicts. It wasn’t possible for them to adopt common 
positions to solve large, collective lobby actions. It was a little bit less relevant. By being in 
these informal circles then you also have access to top lobbyists, top actors of the biggest 
NGOs who also have very good contacts with some important people in the administrations 
or among decision makers themselves. That’s a good way to get the most accurate 
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intelligence in the negotiations. 

Another thing that made an organization quite influential is participation in the working 
groups of CAN. So we are not only in the working group on adaptation and loss and damage 
but also we are present in the equity working group, climate finance working group and the in 
some other working group like agriculture or forestry and food, there is one that is more or 
less dealing with those issues. 

During the COP we are even more influential because a lot of members are coming, so for 
instance if we compare ourselves to another think tank organization like GermanWatch or 
E3G, those organizations and think tanks have a lot of influence because they have a lot of 
expertise, very expert people working for them. They have this specialization in conducting 
research, so they are a very good source of expertise. Therefore they have a lot of influence. 
We have more influence because we have more people, actually and more people from many, 
many countries actually. That’s another thing that can be influential in the network and can 
benefit the network. Because ACT Alliance is a network of development NGOs, we have a 
lot of partner organizations in the south. In Africa, Asia, Latin America. From there a lot of 
people came and even though they are not as expert from other people from think tanks, they 
have greater access to decision makers and their governments, to the official negotiators of 
their countries. This can allow us to get better intelligence and make an influence better. The 
network know that and uses that as well. 

Do you know if its similar with in ICC or BINGOs? Are there players who are much 
more powerful and can dominate the positions, have more influence?

I would love to know. I guess so but I haven’t seen it myself so I cannot assure that this is the 
case. I can definitely tell you that I think so. In the business lobbying sector, its a different 
story, its about money. Who has more means to have an army of lawyers and PR people and 
run a campaign for everyone. Some companies have specific strategy. Like Ben & Jerry’s. It’s 
funny, they managed to get some kind of privileged access to the UNFCCC because they 
engaged, they are one of these companies that is the most progressive among the private 
sector and they are allowed to give away free ice creams during one or two days during the 
COP, during the negotiating sessions between the COPs. It’s quite outrageous in terms of 
privileged access, that’s concerning. But then you can see if they have this kind of access, 
they can definitely have a reception where they can invite top negotiators or very important 
people. Of course they can relay their message much better than anyone else. But then you 
don’t only have that. You have all of these informal, secret meetings, receptions that happen 
in Paris. A lot of these receptions were organized in hotels, restaurants all over the city during 
the negotiations in the evening. You also have the NGOs and civil society who were left 
outside of the negotiation center, but also the business. Both of them had some kind of area 
where they could display things and organize activities. That’s also another way for the 
business sector to promote their products and to promote their wishes. I don’t know exactly 
which company was the most influential, I can tell you that its definitely the case when you 
notice sometime, like we do, you contact a decision maker and tell them look, that would be a 
good compromise proposal on that issue. Sometimes we see it coming up, how we don’t 
know, we just propose it. Whoever can manage to use it directly or indirectly, so we could 
influence that way, its the same for the private sector. When you do this kind of lobbying, you 
tend not to be too public, you try not to show it to everyone. One additional thing, there is a 
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coalition of corporations that is We Mean Business, they are the most progressive within the 
private sector in terms of climate policies. At some point there was a joint initiative from 
CAN Europe and this group of businesses to call for the EU unblock the opposition on 
climate finance, meaning providing more financial support to the poorest countries as a way 
for the EU to unlock situations and counteract the power play of China, the US. But apart 
from that, I don’t know more about the private sector. 

Do you see members of ENGO or CAN being explicit in trying to influence policy, in 
their communication to the public, do they publish if they had success in getting what 
they wanted into a compromise or an agreement? 

Everybody does that. I don’t know about the private sector but I guess so. For CAN and 
NGOs, definitely. NGOs don’t report back publicly on how they do it or exactly what 
happened or who they managed to influence, it must be kept secret. I will keeping using the 
example of loss and damage, at some point we were a little bit worried about Africa because 
we saw that a lot of countries who are very vulnerable on what impact climate change, were 
not super active on loss and damage, so we were wondering what the hell is going on. 
Obviously you always have to be careful because governments even if they are coming from 
a poor country, they don’t care about the poorest of their population. So that was a little bit 
the case, so we had to focus a lot on Gambia because their minister was really a good guy, a 
guy who pushed for loss and damage and didn’t want to compromise at all. So he was one of 
these stronger voices to push for it and the only one from Africa who was pushing for it a lot. 
So we had a good relation with him for the past two years so we organized an informal dinner 
with negotiators working on this specific issue with him, but that was not known and we 
would never tell to the public that we did that because we don’t want to the others, the 
opponents, to know that we were organizing these kinds of events with him. Sometimes also 
publicly during side events, this minister was very harsh and very radical on loss and damage 
although our positions were less radical, or at least more compromising. Trying to find a 
realistic solution. But we could see that the way he was speaking was because it was more of 
a public, political game. He had to remain very harsh. 

Every organization, every NGO, they do promote the fact that they are lobbying, even 
Friends of the Earth. They are always criticizing the political reality of our democracy that  
everything is expertized and everything is about lobbying and not about general public 
debate. But even if they are criticizing it a lot and the fact that lobbyists are like penguins in  
their suit and so on, themselves have people working for Friends of the Earth wearing a suit 
and looking like penguins and doing this kind of public debate, whatever. They always relay 
that in the media, social media taking pictures saying ‘look these guys are from Friends of the 
Earth was telling this to this little guy in a side event at the COP in Paris.’ So even if some 
organizations had a double discourse, all of them they are showing it to the public. 

Do you see that the businesses are doing similar things, like trying to show that they 
were speaking to negotiators or that they were able to influence the final text?

Yes, but more in an indirect way. They would not tell in their reports publicly or in a blog 
post or articles that are managed to win these arguments or get this minister to their meeting,  
but they do still influence. They do it via collective, through other platforms. For them and 
their image, its a little bit too difficult to handle, publicly speaking. If IKEA organizes a side 
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event on I don’t know, forestry management for carbon sequestering, they will probably get a 
lot of ministers from Germany, from the US, from Japan or Brazil, big shots. But they will 
show that there is a discussion but they would preferably do it as a collective like We Mean 
Business instead of Tweeting with the official IKEA Twitter account saying, look, we are 
doing this. They tend to report less publicly about their lobbying activities, they are targeting 
a lot. Their advantage is not telling the entire Earth that they were doing this. Their advantage 
is to tell specific people, specific community of people. They will publish a big open letter or 
article in a European newspaper, something that is read only be the EU bubble freaks because 
they know they have to influence these people. They do not try to influence their consumers. 
While lets say NGOs, will definitely be proud of saying to everyone that they managed to 
achieve something in these negotiations. 
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Interview E7
Interview conducted 2/2/16 by Skype
Pascoe Sabido
Corporate Europe Observatory

Explain what role you have played within in the COPs?

Originally with Friends of the Earth in London, working on international climate. More a part 
of the Friends of the Earth international network, focusing on energy, negotiations, on climate 
justice and climate justice now network, meetings and mission group, producing briefings. 
Now I’m with Corporate Europe Observatory about of Corporate Accountability 
International. Since being with CEO, my role has been more exposing the role of dirty 
industry over the talks beginning with COP19 in Poland and then COP21. 

At first with FoE, I was doing a bit of lobbying countries, something a bit outside of the 
UNFCCC which was the big energy access mechanism, global feed in tariffs. With CEO, 
more like a fly on the wall, doing research, trying to show the link between fossil fuel 
industries, governments and UNFCCC. Doing some observing, exposing it, prep work, and 
also organizing actions, working with youth groups and other to organize actions to highlight 
corporate influence in the talks. So we did do lobbying, I was also working with other NGOs. 
I was in part of coalitions there and during Warsaw and in Lima, inside focused as well. 
Organizing public stunts with Friends of the Earth Nigeria about the role of Shell, the fact 
that it was sponsoring the business trading association events that, pushing CCS and fossil 
fuels, and then we went and occupied the event itself, got a lot of media with that. Also in 
Lima, organized a bunch of wild cat demonstrations with local groups through the middle of 
Lima to the Hilton Hotel where you had the Climate Summit, that was with movements,  
mostly youth. In Paris was involved in organizing the outside the action and disruption of the 
False Solutions COP21 that was happening in the Grand Palace. It was a big sponsored event 
that was trying to claim the likes of Engie, Veolia etc were part of the climate solutions, when 
they were just pushing greenwashing and still carrying on with business as usual. On the 
inside, mainly doing media stuff, talking to journalists, taking part in actions, side events. 
Doing a lot of fly on the wall stuff, having a lot of reports coming out etc. In Paris, playing 
more of an mobilizing, action role than a policy role. But always very involved on strategy 
sessions on the sidelines, trying to make the connection between trade and climate. For the 
lobby, wonky stuff we are working with Corporate Accountability International and some of 
the groups on the inside to try to show how corporations were getting what they wanted out 
of COP21. Unfortunately in the end we didn’t have a sort of shared document, between the 
groups to show how the deal was what corporations had been looking for. We were working 
on the inside in the groups on a particular with Corporate Accountability International,  
pushing for whilst in Paris and we’ve been doing the work for the past two years,on an 
Article 5.3 for the climate. Article 5.3 is from World Health Organization on Convention on 
Tobacco Control. They realized, the World Health Organization, the WHO, that they were not 
managing to pass meaningful health policy because of the influence of the tobacco lobby, so 
they created a firewall between tobacco lobbyists and public health officials. We were calling 
for something similar at the UNFCCC and to make sure we recognize the damaging influence 
of the fossil fuel industry and dirty industries in undermining decent progress on climate 
change. So this was pushed by Corporate Accountability International and ourselves, taking 
place in press release and actions etc. We issued a petition that was signed by hundreds of 
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thousands of people which was handed over the UN to Christiana Figuras' office. Previous 
years we’ve got ministers to sign on letters, lots of organization to sign on send to Figures, 
but on terms of lobbying, that’s our main thing. But even then, in Paris its mainly done by 
Corporate Accountability International as they’d worked very much at the WHO level doing 
this. Very interested doing it here in these places at the UNFCCC. 

Do you see that there is a high level of cohesion amongst CAN members in their policy 
proposals?

There is a difference between members of CAN who actively participate and members who 
don’t, this is what we saw in Durban in 2011. There were members of CAN who are not 
really participating and you ended up having a huge split between groups in the outcome of 
Durban. Some agreed it was a really bad thing, how did we end up in a situation where CAN 
decided as a strategy it would cheerlead the EU, so then the EU allowed it to be cheered at 
and led on all of CAN to believe that it would do what it wanted, in the end the EU did what 
the EU wanted. We shouldn’t kid ourselves to think that we have huge lobbying power in the 
countries, we’re talking about the economy, not a bunch of NGOs. So in CAN groups that 
then changed, there’s many different CANs. There’s the UK level CAN, EU level CAN, CAN 
international, CAN Southeast Asia, CAN Africa. All of these have their own dynamics, but 
then on the international level, you have a far bigger influence from US groups like World 
Resources Institute, IDDC, ETF etc, who are what I’d call, far less progressive than some 
groups in Europe. In the UNFCCC space, those who follow those, you’ve got the daily CAN 
meetings and these things, they will try to have a joint message and lobbying strategy among 
CAN groups. At FoE UK, we were a member of CAN but we didn’t really participate and 
agree with because they were pretty right wing. After Durban, we made a bit more of an 
effort, particularly around energy what I worked on to get CAN groups more on our side and 
try to influence the agenda. To what degree to groups take part in trying to influence things, 
theres all these things where those big NGOs will try to shape the agenda because they’ve got 
the time, effort and resources to put the effort in. So smaller groups don’t have much of say in 
a look in, which is a bit sad. Is there complete unity, no, but they try to talk with one voice. 
But CAN International has become less relevant during Warsaw because you had a bit of a 
split. You had something created called the C Seven, or the Climate Seven which was the big 
NGOs like Greenpeace, WWF, FoE Europe, rather than Friend of the Earth International, 
Oxfam, Christian Aid, Action Aid, then you had the ITUC, and they tried to bridge the gap 
between CAN groups and some of the climate justice positions, and tried to have more 
common positions based on climate justice. It came out of Doha negotiations, COP18 when 
they had a joint press conference together. They found in Warsaw that shift it’s voice in 
gravity towards climate justice position, rather than Climate Action position which CAN 
represents. I didn’t see much of it in Lima or Paris. Warsaw was the high water mark for that 
sort of coalition, being able to do stuff. FoE International took a strong position against Paris, 
and then you Avaaz and Greenpeace etc saying it was great. I don’t think you’ve got 
unanimity within CAN but its as always the big NGOs that make their voice the loudest. 

Do you know if there is a similar level of cohesion amongst ICC members in their policy 
proposals?

The ICC is interesting. The thing about lots of the lobbyist groups is that the choose the 
lowest common denominator. So the ICC’s position is pretty regressive in most things, many 
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of its members do not share its views, but they realize that the ICC is useful for them, because 
what the ICC is against is regulation in general. We’ve been going through 30, 35 years of 
deregulation and that’s really what the ICC is about insuring. We see market mechanism, 
business led initiatives, voluntary things etc. We don’t see anything that are going to take any 
power from business, so its in the interest of businesses as a whole, although it won’t 
represent all businesses. Some companies find it far easier to adapt to climate change than 
others because thats what their business model is based on. Lots of ICC members would not 
share the complete positions. Those who have the most money, same with Business Europe, 
they are able to influence the agenda and in those association as the most common 
denominator. Unilever pulled of Business Europe, I don’t think it pulled out of the ICC 
because their policy on forests was too extreme. What you see is this lowest common 
denominator, I might be really good in everything except for, I might be a coal company, 
therefore I might need low emission standards for coal plant, but I might be good at 
emissions trading or something, but some things I am good at and somethings I’m bad at. I’ll 
accept the things that I’m good we will not be ambitious on because the ICC will support me 
in the things I’m bad at. You bring together what everything is good and bad and ultimately 
you end up in compromises on what everything is bad at. You’ll accept even where you are 
good, the ICC is bad because it will support you were you are bad. Race to the bottom in 
these trade associations. Often set by biggest polluters themselves, so oil companies who 
have a big say in the ICC. 

How does your organization function within CAN? Are you a member?

No, not at all.

Do you work with them at all?

As a part of the 5.3 coalition that we’re trying to pull together, so at a few Intercessionals, I 
was organizing meetings and brining different allies together, trying to get a really broad 
spectrum of groups. CAN International and CAN members, like Friends of the Earth but also 
Climate Justive groups from the Global South and some US groups, trade unions etc. So we 
had a much broader coalition. But working with CAN, here in Europe we share a building 
with CAN Europe but we don’t really agree on much because we have different policy 
position on things like carbon trading, CCS and other things. That’s Brussels for you.

How do you see that the members of CAN work together? Do some organizations have 
more influence than others? 

Big name NGOs have a lot more influence. CAN have their staff which are policy wonks, at 
least here in Brussels. But also all the big NGOs have specific staff who work on these issues. 
Then you have working groups, at least here in Brussels everyone shares similar ideas, 
they’re all living in the bubble and they all want access to the policy makers so they are 
towing the European line and having a common front. Outside of Europe, the US is far closer 
to the US government. That’s the difference between the EU and the US governments. The 
EU is supposedly more progressive, or at least a bit more subtle in being unprogressive. You 
will always have a difference in opinions in different CAN groups around the world. This is 
always a problem, those with money can participate. The thing that drives it, is people and 
expertise. If you can send people to all of those meetings, that’s expensive, so you get big 
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NGOs that do it. There’s a real exclusion in some voices, but that’s always been the case. On 
the European level, there’s a lot of collaboration and position sharing.  

Do you know if its similar within the ICC?

I wouldn’t be able to say, I don’t know how their internal workings are. They’ll have working 
groups where they will work on positions. In CAN you have much more of a strategic 
alliance, and ideological alliance. Groups sign up to many of the same policies and can agree 
on them, that this is the approach they will take on the EU or UNFCCC. But within business, 
you have strategic alliances, you work together on some things and not on other things. 
Depending on who within the ICC, those within the ICC who have an interest in the topic 
will take the lead on it. More coalitions of the willing, rather than getting behind something.  
ICC serves also a platform to organize events and provide its members with place to get their 
points across. ICC about creating opportunities for its members.

Do you see members of ENGO being explicit in trying to influence policy at the COPs?

Completely, that’s why they are there, that’s why they’ve been working for years on various 
levels. They try to shape whats happening, they produce daily briefings and talk to 
negotiators. Whether they have influence is another question, but they definitely aim to have 
lots of influence. 

Do you see that they are promoting this and using this as PR or being explicit to their 
financial supporters?

Lobbying is one of their key things, they’re all insiders and policy works who should be 
tracking this and try to influence it. That’s what you do, that’s what they are going to Paris 
for. If you talk to most of them, they will say all the lobbying and work has to be done before 
Paris, a lot of it is monitoring and trying to work out, this bad thing is happening, so how do 
we put pressure on countries to change this. You do change some things, but how much. We 
can be overestimate our ability to change things during COPs themselves because the 
positions, the INDCs. But they are explicit that they are the experts and put pressure on 
countries and others. They’ve got Adopt a Negotiator type thing, got a campaigning arm, they 
are quite explicit that their aim is to influence negotiations as members of CAN.

Do you see members of BINGO being explicit in trying to influence policy at the COPs?

You talk to some and they will just they are here for networking and they are more for side 
events, lobbying opportunities are afterwards to make sure that the businesses have a good 
image. They’ve got a good PR staff. At the COP21, a huge amount of PR going on. Definitely 
when you see the Lima to Paris Action agenda, just trying to make sure business was seen as 
one of the key driver of COP21 of the Paris Deal. Always going to be one of the key delivers 
too of COP21. For them, about getting that dimension and building partnerships amongst 
each other and governments. COP21 was a big trade fair. 

Anything else?
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Its a bit ridiculous that BINGOs exist. You have all of these other avenues that have been 
created for them to exist. You have the Corporate cookbook, that goes into the history of the 
corporate influence, into the different processes to bring business closer and closer. Its 
ridiculous how many avenues exist and they still complain they aren’t close enough and more 
involved in the talks. That they should be at the table, calling to have co-party status, i.e. the 
same status as member states and countries. So there is this huge thing that business wants 
more and more. Whereas it should actually be happening less, less and less. ENGOs, from 
my personal point of view, I think they are kidding themselves, the power they think that 
have, by doing what they are doing they are also legitimizing. If you have BINGOs and 
ENGOs, then we will always be in a weaker position because we will never be as strong as 
the BINGOs. We really have to clean up the process, but doing it has to be done not just on 
the international, but happen on the national level. Which is one of the key things about 
Article 5.3 is that every country signed up to it has to do in on a national level to keep 
tobacco companies away from health legislation. Really, influence happens on the national 
level. At the EU 2030 positions come up with, in February 2014 and signed off in October 
2014 by the Council, so really done and dusted long before it gets to Paris. So we need to be 
dealing with this problem at the national level because that’s where the real influence it  
happens.  We’re pretty much just rearranging the deck chairs on the Titanic by the time we 
get to COP. But there are good things that come out of it, Loss and Damage came out of 
Warsaw for example. 

103



Interview B1
Interview conducted 12/11/16 in person
Anonymous
Michelin Challenge Bibendium

In what way do you work with other businesses, either in the BINGO group or outside 
of the BINGO group?

With other businesses we already actually brought them together under our umbrella of the 
Michelin Challenge Bibendum. The Michelin Challenge Bibendum is a think and do tank we 
set up close to twenty years ago in 1998. They’re already involved and a part of it. So its not 
Michelin speaking, its all our members, from the automotive world from the academic world. 
They are already engaged there and we are an outlet within the Blue Zones, in the 
negotiations, where we are representing the whole transport sector. It’s not as much meeting 
other companies within the Blue Zone as much as it is reuniting them outside and taking them 
to the table. Be it with Hakima El Haite or Laurence Tubiana, who are two climate change 
champions who were there and really both on board. Actually the Paris Process on Mobility 
and Climate, which brings together Michelin Challenge Bibendum and the transport 
department of the all the UN agencies, both Hakima El Haite and Laurence Tubiana were 
there and were strongly promoting the outcome of the Paris Process on Mobility and Climate, 
which is essentially saying the only pathway to zero net emissions by 2060, is to road map 
sector by sector, region by region. What the level of emissions are today and what do we have 
to get to. There are three components- the first component are what are the best available 
technologies and what is our technological road map? For instance, Michelin, we are a tire 
manufacturer but the automotive sector can say this is what we are going to do in terms of 
power trains or regular vehicles, hybrid vehicles, fuel saving vehicles. Why not solar 
vehicles? So that’s part one, the technological roadmap. The second part is the policy 
roadmap, what are we doing in terms of congestion charging? What are we doing in terms of 
modality? What are we doing in terms of public transport? Carbon pricing, that’s the third 
part. The economic instruments, the explicit pricing of the negative externalities of mobility  
and that of course is carbon dioxide and others, and which can be challenged by carbon 
pricing. That carbon pricing backed by the IPO, explicitly puts a direct price on the carbon 
which is related to your transportation or we can do it implicitly. For instance, through 
congestion charging or your fuel taxes. Those will include a carbon component which isn’t 
mentioned. So the question is trying to insure that there is no policy overlap between those 
public policies and carbon pricing. That’s one message that we think is key. If you say, if you 
give a compulsory target of 90% of emissions, you’re not going to add the carbon price. It’s 
going to be one or the other. You’ve got to have one cornerstone and after that 
complementary policies. So what we can bring and what we can bring you with all those 
companies who are with us, is to say. We understand where you want to get to, but we’ve had 
those INCDs which are now NDCs, but at the end of the day its not governments who are 
going enable and enact to the climate change. Its ourselves as citizens, private citizens and 
also companies who going to be doing it. In a way we are responsible for the largest part of 
the emissions as industry. We can do it through agriculture, so we’re also the ones who are 
going to have to bring the solutions. So we can say, this is what we need as far as incentives 
and this is what we’d need in terms of stick. Saying this is where we’d have to a clear of idea 
of what governments are going to expect from us, how to prepare for that. You need 
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transparency, consistency and stability. That’s all that business can ask for. 

Do you have any relationship with the International Chamber of Commerce?

Michelin of course, we are a member of the ICC. We take part in their working groups in 
Paris actually. Especially they came up with a statement on climate change at COP22. Its of  
course all the efforts of the federations and trade bodies that are represented at the COP22, 
both French and international.

As far as the businesses working together, in your experience, have you found that they 
are able to come with the same message? That they are able to be consistent in what 
they are demanding?

There has been an incredible change in the way that climate change has been tackled by 
companies since early 2015. Early 2015 before COP21, there was an event called Business 
and Climate Summit which took place in Paris 2015. Next year its going to be in Delhi. That 
brought together an incredible amount of CEOs from companies and companies from very 
different sectors, automotive, agriculture, machinery, oil and gas companies. They are all  
saying ok, we realize that we’ve got to do something and there is this plea by the Secretary 
General, Guterez of OECD, put a big fat price on carbon. That’s when everyone started 
saying ok, yes, we’ve got to do that. It was the first time that companies realized that 
attacking climate change and growth, they are not mutually incompatible. We can actually get  
them to work hand in hand. That was a huge change. Before, I wouldn’t say they were 
skepticism, but they are companies that are there, private companies and its nothing to be 
ashamed of, they are there to make money. They are there to return funds to their 
shareholders who actually own the company. We’ve actually got those shareholders, big 
pension funds, institutional shareholders and they’ve come to companies and said, if we’re a 
pension fund and we’re taking money from our investors today and we’ve got to return funds 
to our shareholders in 40, 50, 60, 70 years time, with a net return, what does that mean? It 
means that we’ve got to be sure that the companies we’re investing in for today are still 
around in 40, 50, 60 years time and that they are delivering net positive returns. If those 
companies and that’s what a major pension fund company told myself, if we don’t have the 
guarantees that companies aren’t taking climate change seriously, we’re not going to invest in 
them because we believe that they are unsustainable. That’s why we’ve got all this task force 
which has been set up on climate related financial disclosure. That is something we are 
watching very closely because the expectations of regarding companies, its that different a 
mindset of all those companies that you’re going to be seeing. They know if they don't 
change something soon, they’re going to be caught up by the impact of climate change or the 
shareholders, stakeholders, NGOs, governments, competitors who are doing things different 
and doing it in a more sustainable matter. Its just a matter of good business sense. That’s 
what’s really key today, making sure that all our incentives are aligned. What is good for the 
planet is good for business. It can’t be the other way around. All the companies here really do 
share that mindset. 
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Interview B2
Interview conducted 12/11/16
Christine Johansson
Business Sweden

Could you explain what does Business Sweden here in the climate negotiations or 
outside of them, in regards to the UNFCCC? 

The reason that we want to be here is that the Swedish companies would like to have a 
platform to showcase their solutions that can contribute to a better climate. So what we have 
done is that we started a collaboration with State of Green which is a Danish organization and 
also FinPro and we also tried to reach out to Innovation Norway that didn’t want to be a part 
of the consortium. We also collaborated very closely with the four embassies for the 
countries. We created this platform for the companies, the reason why they want to be here is 
that they have solutions. They are commercially viable and can contribute to a better climate. 

In your experience, how have you seen that the businesses work together? Within the 
BINGO structure or the UNFCCC? Can they come together and have common 
positions?

In all Nordic countries we have quite a strong triple helix perspective. So businesses, 
academia and the public sector and that’s how different innovations and being scalable in our 
countries. We also see a lot of private-private cooperation between companies such as 
between Erikkson and Scania, Scania and Vattenfall. They work closely and partly because its 
good for the climate but mostly because its a benefit for their businesses. 

Do you have guys have any relationship with the International Chamber of Commerce?

Well, we’re not a Chamber of Commerce. Business Sweden is a half governmental 
organization, or share holders, its 50/50 percent of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs and 50/50 
the business community. We’re more of a consultancy organization. We do consultancy for 
companies, so they pay us to provide different services like market analysis. Also to work 
proactively with Business Development. It can be on a very strategic level. On the other 
hand, we also do business promotion, trade promotion and that’s what we see today. We 
provide them this platform to reach out and also to make sure that political representatives are  
aware of which companies here, what solutions do they provide.

Within the COP as far as your approach to the negotiators, are you here to speak to the 
negotiators themselves and try to bring the businesses together and they can speak to 
the negotiators? 

We don’t have a specific message to pass on as Business Sweden, we let the companies speak 
for themselves.

Have you seen that they are able to come to common positions, saying that they would 
like to a see this in the final agreement?

It depends on how they work. But some of them are quite new and it might be their first and 
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others have an observer status and they’ve been here a long time and they follow politics very 
closely and with negotiations very closely. They are of course better positioned to influence 
the negotiators. 

Anything else you would like to say about Business Sweden or the UNFCCC?

We are a trade promotion organization and we don’t have a position on the climate ourselves. 
We’re here to facilitate businesses and if it would help for us to have a better climate, of 
course that’s good, that’s a plus and a bonus. 
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Interview B3
Interview conducted 2/2/16
Joël Meggelaars
European Wind Energy Association

Explain what role you have played within in the COPs

An association that represents the entire European wind energy value chain, representing 
some 600 members ranging from turbine manufactures such as Siemens, General Electric, 
Vestas to large developers of wind projects such as facilities like Eon, Vatenfal, Hypotrola. 
Also represent everything else in the value chain as resources, chutes companies that build 
vessels or turbine for off shore winds. AWEA is representing all its branches as a BINGO at 
the COPs. I’ve been representing AWEA twice, in Lima and COP21 in Paris. We have rather 
small delegations, COP20 basically me and COP21, three persons including our 
spokesperson and CEO. From the outset we’ve been fairly realistic about making noise and 
what we can achieve. For COP20, it was  learning exercise about what it was all about, with 
one specific goal in mind which was to communicate on the benefits, the solutions that wind 
power offers both undeveloped and developed. To do that we developed a program, a side 
event with the Global Wind Energy Council, as well the Chinese Renewable Energy Council, 
and French Wind Energy Council. To make people aware of how many countries are 
deploying, not just a Northwestern European story, the costs have fallen dramatically and not 
only makes enviromental but business sense to use wind going forward. Lima, it was about a 
week I spent there and it was very important to learn what’s the buzz around an event like 
that, what events are taking place, which are the relevant persons you can speak to onsite. 
Then moving to COP21, we didn’t have a single goal, but already looking at solutions in 
terms of policies. Ahead of the COP we identified 70 countries that indicated wind in their 
INDCs as their preferred or potential mitigation tool. Our spokesperson spoke at events in the 
OECD, IEA, but also had our own events to really highlight that and more political figure did 
that in Paris, its time for implementation and how they can actually implement their INCDs 
and deployment RES of renewables and wind in particular. That was our goal and identity at 
the COPs. Of course we have the Bonn sessions in between, we attended the one in June. 
There to network with the international organizations that are working on capacity building in 
countries that want to focus on the implementation of the INDCs. Organized some sessions 
with delegates to tell them this is what you need to do before to get the investments in place 
in renewables and wind power. Its about the grids,  feed in tariffs, purchase agreements etc. 
Very much the promotion of wind and policies you need to put in place to attract investment 
and decarbonize your power systems.  

Did you ever attend any meetings or work with the International Chamber of 
Commerce?

I did in Lima and in Bonn. Unfortunately in Paris we were just too busy to make it at 9 to the 
BINGO meetings. In Lima, I’ve done so, mostly for information to learn more about what 
was going in the negotiations. People from ICC and also from IETA who are also very active 
in following the carbon markets issue, providing a lot of information to the delegates in the 
BINGOs. In Bonn offered some interesting meetings, particular with the organizers of the 
COP government French government. About the practicalities, how can the business 
delegates get into the COP, what kind of events do they have foreseen, how can we insure the 
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position of the progressive businesses, the renewable industries, be present in the events that 
the French government was hosting in and around Paris. Its been fairly limited, our 
participation in BINGOs. Sometimes we’ve been giving inputs in the statements that 
BINGOs give in plenaries. However it’s not one of our key focuses and actions when we’re at 
the climate negotiations. Its rather a way to stay informed, make use of interesting meetings 
with the business constituencies and network and to reach out to other business 
representatives. 

Do you see that there is a high level of cohesion amongst ICC members in their policy 
proposals?

Yes, all about clarity and strong direction from governance. When we talk about Europe, 
clarity and strong investment signals can mean anything. In terms of whether all or not would 
agree to deploying 40% renewables by 2030, I doubt there is strong a coherence. When it 
comes to carbon markets, an issue that is particular this is being raised by the business 
communities, by BINGOs and by the ICC, IETA. There is a bit more coherence from 
members on that. We also support carbon markets, but we do not believe it is the main tool to 
decarbonize our systems, at least not in the next ten to fifteen years given that carbon prices 
are way too low to make a shift from fossil fuels to renewable energy. So in that sense, on 
broad lines we agree that we need a climate agreement, we need strong investment signals 
and we need carbon markets, ideally a global one, but when it comes to the specifics, of 
having a carbon price tomorrow or a carbon tax or on renewables target, there is a lot less 
coherence. Given that there are business associations there which do not always represent the 
most progressive industry out there, the steel sector, aluminum sector, cements, basically the 
energy intensives. It is less obvious in Europe, if you enter negotiations with energy intensive 
industries you can say after one minute, they are not friendly towards emissions reduction 
policies. Whereas there, you are discussing things at such a macro level that it becomes less 
evident in a minute, that they are a little bit try to make things go forward, but not as quick as 
perhaps we would like. I’ve never seen clear evidence that they are trying to slow down the 
process. We all know the stories that the fossil fuel companies were represented at the COP, 
in Lima and Shell was holding an event. I’m sure other oil and gas companies have been 
present at the COP21 in Paris, but I didn’t attend the BINGOs there. I don’t think they’d be 
trying through the BINGOs to water it down, if they wanted to water down things they would 
do it through national governments. Traditional oil and gas companies have the networks in 
governments.  

Do you know if there is a similar level of cohesion amongst CAN members in their 
policy proposals?

I am not a part of it, they have a network for climate talks, you have to be recommended by 
one or two local CANs, from country X and Z and then are admitted into it. I know CAN 
Europe mostly from the European side and European policies, they seem to be pretty well 
organized in working together with its partners. We participated in one of their events, spoken 
at one of their events about phasing out fossil fuel subsidies. Our cooperation with them is 
good, they seem pretty well organized. I cannot have a judgement on how they are working 
with their national members, but overall the NGO side looks pretty well organized ahead of 
and at COP21.  
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How does your organization function within the ICC?

Our influence is rather limited, as our main focus for our associations is issuing policies. We 
dedicate one person to follow these climate negotiations, this is not my key task. My key task 
is still European policies. Although we have 70 countries which are focusing on wind power, 
while implementing their INDCs while implementing their INDCs, our climate negotiation 
work might get more important if our members want us to focus on that. Overall given that 
we have a fairly limited representation at climate talks and in the BINGO constituency, I’d 
weigh our contribution and influence as fairly modest. We haven’t spent a lot of time on it. 
We try to get on with the BINGOs to change countries positions, we’d rather do it from 
association to government directly. Of course we are talking to associations which are 
represented in BINGO, but not with the goal to influence the BINGO constituency as such. 
The policy lines are so general that it would be hard to get a specific line on wind power or 
how countries support wind power deployment through power purchase agreements. It goes 
beyond BINGO, rather discuss that with organizations that are more active in those countries, 
to do capacity buildings. 

How do you see that the members of ICC work together? Do some organizations have 
more influence than others?

Expertise. What you see, people in that room have been there COP1, at least since COP10. It 
doesn’t really matter whether you’re from Shell or a smaller US business association, your 
experience counts and the way you can explain what is happening in those negotiations, you 
can have influence in that day or in a couple days following that. That’s been my experience 
from the few business meetings that I’ve been attending, most experienced persons were 
taking the floor all the time, rather than the only the ones who represented big associations, 
big business. Experience definitely counts.

Do you know if its similar within CAN?

You have the constituency of the youngsters and they are certainly visible with their actions 
at the COP. YOUNGO are very visible actions around the negotiation rooms, they are able to 
attract, set up good meetings with high level figures. Hard to say which constituency is the 
most influential. If you look at some events organized by international organizations, such 
like Arena, IEA, OECD, some of those events, round tables have been very effective in 
influencing the negotiations but particularly in what needs to happen after the negotiations,  
working with energy ministers on the policies that they need to implement when they get 
back home and what they need to tell their partners and implement their climate pledges. 

Do you see members of BINGO being explicit in trying to influence policy at the COPs? 

On carbon markets, they have been extremely clear. For years which has been driven by the 
ICC and IETA, carbon markets was their key ask for COP21, to deliver a carbon agreement 
through carbon markets, globally preferably for them. I think they’ve been pretty clear 
through statements, events, flyers, or business letters. Also work together with WBSD that 
actually produced a little flyer with specific text proposals at COP21. So you actually saw 
these business representatives, walking around giving out these flyers to delegates with their 
specific recommendations on carbon markets for the Paris agreement. It was not in-
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transparent and in the briefings they put on website, they made it pretty clear what they were 
demanding. Of course for them, they could work pretty closely with some blocks, the EU is 
keen on including carbon markets, the same for the US as long as it wasn’t binding. Of 
course it was a little bit harder with countries that don’t look at market based solutions such 
as Venezuela and the likes. They’ve been pretty clear and rather transparent, not that 
transparency was their particular goal but it was pretty easy to see what they were aiming for. 

Do you see members of ENGO being explicit in trying to influence policy at the COPs?

They have a lot of demands, from forestry to degrees targets. Whereas with business, they 
really focus on one or two particular things. First a deal and investment clarity, plus carbon 
markets. With the NGOs a lot more. Right now, I couldn’t say that the NGOs wanted this or 
that, but with the business constituencies I would say yes, that was carbon markets. Of 
NGOs, we could see 1.5 degrees, together with the Coalition for Ambition that was led by the 
EU and many others. I think that’s a clear legacy they take from Paris. They have a lot of 
clear demands, full transparent, all on the website, they publish the letters what they’re asking 
for, its clear, but they have a lot of key asks and demands, so I couldn’t tell you one in 
particular.

Any other information?

Mostly we really try to make the best of our presence by not only working with other 
businesses, business representatives or NGOs but with government representatives and 
international organizations like OECD, IEA, Arena, and others. Those are the most 
interesting for us to meet as we really focus on the implementation of INDCs, increasing the 
market share for wind power. Whereas other businesses and NGOs, we work with almost on 
a daily basis here in Brussels on EU policy and that has a strong climate dimension as well. 
For us, its the cooperation with other entities that is the more relevant than working with the 
others. 
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Interview BE1
Conducted 
Antoine Gonthier 17/11/2016 in person
Assistant to Philippe Joubert, WBCSD, CliMates

Explain what role you have played within in the COPs?

It’s two different things. I’m involved with Climates with YOUNGO, the youth constituency. 
What I’m doing is inside the finance working group with other young people following the 
negotiations and exchanging information on the negotiations and we do communication and 
trying to spread outside the people in the COP what we learn here, through media we do with 
CliMates by tweeting and writing articles about what we see. We have people raise awareness 
about the COP. I’ve also been participating in side events, especially in the Green zone, come 
here and talk to people who aren’t maybe that interested in climate change that are here and 
give the idea that youth should mobilize and there are things we can do as youth to raise our 
voice and put some political pressure on governments to act more. Basically what its about. 
Also I’ve been networking a lot and exchanging cards to get both contacts that I know they 
have knowledge that we need for some project that we do for CliMates or professional. Also 
on the contrary, people who are interested in CliMates. 

For the part with Philippe Joubert, he is also intervening in side events as a speaker. For us 
with Philippe Joubert the idea is really that we need to be known in that area and give our 
voice that we hope is different than what other people are saying. We want to strengthen the 
fact that Philippe Joubert is identified as someone with an interesting voice, within the private 
sector a lot of meetings with businesses or ministers that are here, its a good opportunity that 
they are here to meet them or on bilateral events. With Philippe Joubert we don’t attend that 
much side events,  we mostly do our round table and that kind of stuff and have meetings 
with other people with who we do projects with all year. 

Do you see that there is a high level of cohesion amongst business members or BINGOs 
in their policy proposals?

I haven’t seen any proposals, I haven’t seen the proposal of the ICC. I haven’t heard neither 
the intervention of the BINGOs during the plenaries. So I cannot really answer to that. But 
what I’ve seen from the business sector is there are two parts with the Global Action Agenda, 
they are very active. They have different thematics about pollution, solar energy, and so they 
have all these agencies. Usually those businesses with governments and NGOs supporting it 
and sometimes local authorities. They have those events when they say we agree to do great 
things on solar energy, see everything we already have achieved. They have local agreements 
from local communities to develop projects from the private sector and to keep on going to 
build an enterprise, find, innovate, develop it. The business sector has a clear function, they 
come to build a strong partnership and relationship between both business, governments, 
development banks, NGOs, local authorities. More globally, around the UNFCCC process in 
the negotiations, more strictly the negotiations, I really have seen very few business people 
that seem to be here more for the side event and direct meetings, but they don’t really follow 
the negotiations. I think they have some meetings with delegations from countries, sometimes 
delegations come with people from the Chamber of Commerce or Ministry of Commerce, so 
they meet the companies at the time. Some companies go to countries to offer them 
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infrastructure projects, that kind of stuff. It’s a time for them  to talk about those projects. 
Then the ICC, its mostly a name attached to a lot of side events. They re usually partner on 
side events on almost all thematics you can think of, speakers from the ICC and speakers that 
come from other businesses. They come together for a side event but it doesn’t look to me 
that continues throughout the year, showcasing event and interesting discussions they 
organize for the businesses. I can’t really know because Joubert is really not taking part in 
BINGO and most people we meet with are not active inside of BINGO. The WBSD 
President, when he comes here he already has a full schedule of meeting with climate 
champions and other business coalitions, some businesses that are a part of the WBCSD. It’s 
really a networking event for him. They organize the Sustainable Innovation Forum. I don’t 
know who organizes the Sustainable Innovation Forum, probably ICC and WBCSD are a part 
of that but I don’t really know their involvements. It just seems like they are partners and they 
bring some speakers, do opening speeches. They don't seem to be really working and building 
something. More about that you are talking and being together and then you schedule other 
meetings. 

Do you know if there is a similar level of cohesion amongst CAN members in their 
policy proposals?

I know better how CAN is functioning. With CAN they also work on different thematics, 
they have working groups. Those working groups are very active on following the 
negotiations and going directly to delegations to have insight to what’s happening in the 
negotiations that they can have insight to because they usually have Observers badges. Based 
on that, they try to have lobbying position and lobbying strategy in the COP. For the finance, 
Germany said that and Belgium said that, but we think that Finland or Sweden should do 
more, so we will go to the delegate there and say that, hey, Germany is doing that so why 
don’t you do the same? They also write the Eco, every morning which is distributed. Its one 
of the few media is that very well presented inside of the COP conference center. They talk a 
lot to delegates about about their position. They also do some actions. They have a good 
following of the negotiation process and lobbying strategy that they put in common and they 
try to do press conferences and outside communication that is more technical and calling for 
like the adaptation fund. Saying we need 80 million but there’s only 67 million, so countries 
should bring those 13 additional millions. At the same time, if we compare to that report, we 
see the other reports that say the adaptation fund is not enough. They are able to target a 
lobbying position for the negotiation process. They would argue on whether it is better to 
welcoming the road map or acknowledging the road map or not acknowledging to the final 
decision, they would try to go to negotiators and have a different COP decision in the end. 

I don’t  think the BINGO does that. BINGO is looking more for relationship and 
opportunities, the global view and atmosphere and CAN really advocating on precise goals 
and ideas in the final COP decision. 

Whereas BINGO, its really different. There are really more interests inside of BINGO than 
inside the CAN. The CAN is basically all associations who want to work on climate change 
so they will be very similar. Even if there are differences, they have a wide range of things 
they agree on and they work very well together. Whereas the business sector is much more 
complicated and even more since a lot of business have huge opportunities if there are more 
funds for renewable energy of infrastructure so they able to build. Some businesses would see 
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the COP as a threat for their activities because that could lead to more regulations and other 
as see it as an opportunity, they think they are part of the new world. You don’t see that in 
CAN because everyone has ambition and agree that more ambition is needed, this is why. 
You can have some discussions but they agree, brings much more cohesion. I didn’t go to 
BINGO meetings but more environmental organizations follow and have someone to go and 
follow what’s happening in the CAN here whereas there are a lot of that enterprises that come 
with an agenda that isn’t connected to BINGO at all. In Bonn, there were like six people in 
the the BINGO meeting in the morning. 

How does your organization function within the ICC? Do they have any role with the 
ICC with Philippe Joubert?

No. He knows people in the ICC. But Philippe Joubert is working with the WBCSD, he some 
cooperation with them. I don’t remember a common position with WBCSD and ICC in the 
past year. WBCSD sometimes work with the B team or We Mean Business Coalition. 

The ICC should exist just like CAN as the BINGO focal point. 
The ICC is not just linked to the UNFCCC. What I’ve heard that ICC is more concerned 
towards French businesses since it’s in France and created by French people. The head of 
WBCSD aren’t friends with the ICC executive body, so they don’t work that much together. 
WBCSD have a lot of call to action and business events where the ICC is not present. The 
focal point for the UNFCCC is by the constituency, so I don’t know if its just the ICC for 
BINGOs, I don’t think so. I think for the BINGO, they have multiple contacts, not only the 
ICC. For the environmental groups, theres CAN but there’s also Climate Justice. Each one 
has the information needed because focal points are individual usually for the secretariat.  
They know they will have the information they need and the secretariat wants to meet 
business people. They have direct meetings with WBCSD and such coalitions, they are not 
dependent on the ICC, WBCSD. They don’t have to be there to get information about what’s 
happening, they are just already invited or they just ask for it and obtain it. I know during the 
business and climate summit in July, it was organized by the Climate Group and other 
associations, so WBCSD was there and they met the climate champions and because normal 
for the champions to meet WBCSD, not through the ICC. The important business bodies have 
direct access to the secretariat and to delegations they are interested in, they don’t need to go 
through the ICC, so they are kind of independent. I don’t know really whose involved in the 
ICC, mostly Chamber of Commerce from countries, maybe not business directly, but the 
Chamber of Commerce that come here and then they go back and give some feed back to 
companies. In France there are lots of businesses that participate in Coalition21, its coalition 
of French business actors, participate in that without participating in the ICC. I never really 
studied how the ICC worked, but I remember that I asked and basically the answer was that 
we don’t need them and we aren’t connecting. They have enough power with the WBCSD.

How do you see that the members of ICC work together? Do some organizations have 
more influence than others? 

I don’t know. I don't know anyone from the ICC. 

Do you know if its similar within CAN?
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Yeah, for instance some organizations that are used to follow national policies throughout the 
year and have contacts with delegates because they go to them as Minister of the 
Environment all year long. Those organisations which are focused on lobbying all throughout 
the year are more at ease and have a lot of contacts so they are more leading what happens 
and giving knowledge and better means to lobby. Usually you can’t really share the means 
you have for lobbying, you can do a common lobbying strategy but you can’t say oh yeah, I 
have a friend and you can go talk to him. Its usually people you already know that you go 
see, its the ones that are lobbying throughout the year. If you look at CAN International, the 
big environmental organizations have more means, more people able to participate in 
working groups all throughout the year because they have more employees, they have more 
importance. 

Do you see members of BINGO being explicit in trying to influence policy at the COPs?

Some businesses are. I haven’t seen BINGO talking as BINGO, I have just seen the two 
minutes that they have at the end of the plenary to say we are BINGO and we think you 
should do that and that. It’s not rally a policy they are asking for, but they say we want carbon 
pricing because its a good solution, and they are not trying to do that in the corridors. They 
are saying, ‘we think, as businesses that carbon pricing is a good solution’ and they are doing 
side events, they are going to delegations talking about that. But I think there are ones I don’t 
see the ‘big polluters’ and companies that aren’t vocal about what they do and what they do is 
go to delegation of Poland and say yea, you shouldn’t do that because the price of electricity 
will go up. I’m sure there are energy companies or cement companies who go to countries 
and trying to offer that we’ll work with you, we’ll do projects with you if you say there 
shouldn’t be a mention of coal. I haven’t seen it but I think it exists. There are some aspects 
where they are open and we are here to show that we support them and asking for more 
policy and this is very public. Or they ask for more incentives. Usually they ask for incentives 
but after a while if there is a fiscal policy in place, they would go in a less public way to go 
talk to the countries and say ‘oh you shouldn’t do that or fix that policy because you’re going 
to lose business.’ I think it exists, I don't know if it exists during the COP or they do it in the 
year. The people from the countries during the COP aren’t the ones who take much decisions 
on fiscal policies. The COP is like basic agreements and everything else happens after that 
when countries think about how to implement national policies. I think thats where 
companies are much more actives. For the European its in Brussels. In Brussels you have 
major companies and they don’t talk a lot about what they are doing. They say they are 
lobbying but here, I don’t know. I think its a waste of time for them to come here because its 
risky if they get ‘caught’ by media it can risk the more longer term work they do. The 
companies you have here are mostly the ones interested in change, showcase the solutions 
they have and that they are doing something. Its more for the image than the ones that don’t 
want things to get done. 

Do you see members of ENGO being explicit in trying to influence policy at the COPs?

Yeah, thats one of their first goals. They say, we come here to influence both UNFCCC, like 
COPs but they want to be her because there are many countries in the same place to go name 
and shame. To denounce what countries are doing bad and because there are a lot of people 
here and media, it helps us to influence. Basically its why a bunch of NGOs are here. Its first 
to influence then to raise awareness outside of here on whats happening but this is to 
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influence and maybe also share some knowledge and bring some solutions, innovative ideas. 
The main goal is to influence decisions. 

Do you have anything else you want to say about ENGOs or BINGOs or CAN or the 
ICC? 

The ENGOs you have to, it would be interested to see when the separated as CAN and 
Climate Justice, if there is difference, if it works differently in the two bodies. 

It has evolved a lot, companies that were here to block the policies, didn’t want more 
ambitious policies, less of them nowadays. This is something you globally hear in the 
delegations, in the past 5, 6, 7 years you don't have climate skeptic people who are really here 
just to block. People say we don’t have pressure from companies anymore. Maybe it has 
evolved. If you look at Shell, the climate advisor of Shell is very present in market 
mechanisms because he is an expert. He is invited to side events, probably talking a lot with 
delegates, delegations on market mechanisms. It’s clear that they try to influence the decision 
on that. They still exist. Some experts are here that are a part of businesses, but obviously 
related to lobbying position of the business, but they do it quite openly. They do press 
conferences and if someone asks, they will say the same. Less public, but not hidden. They 
use that opportunity to bring their expertise to influence. Businesses focus on action agenda 
thematics, focus on the sector they are involved in, can have contacts in it and try to attract 
funding. Try to influence policies of various countries that are a part of the coalition and are 
trying to get excited about the agenda. 
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Interview BE2
Interview conducted 23/3/16
Samantha Harris
BSR

Could you give me a brief explanation of what role you’ve played within the COPs, 
an idea of your background. 

So I’ve been involved in the COPs and UNFCCC negotiations for about five years. My 
first role I was working from the outside, working for the country of Nauru when they 
took over for the chair of OASIS. So I was working as a climate advisor for them, but I 
didn’t actually go to the COP. So my role in the actual COP and sort of knowing the 
dynamics of the constituencies and groups was pretty limited. So I did that for about a 
year. My second and longest role was through Climate Action Network, I worked for the 
Secretariat on their policy team. So from when I started I went to every single 
negotiation, whether it was an intersessional or a COP at my time at CAN. So I attended 
all of them, I was there for every single day for every single negotiation for 3 years. The 
way that CAN works is one of the groups within the ENGO constituency. There is CAN 
and Climate Justice Network and so I was with CAN. CAN tends to group together the 
bigger NGOs at the negotiations, the WWFs, Greenpeaces. I think they have over 950 
members in their network. I did that for three years and I left last April and I joined an 
organization called Business for Social Responsibly. Which is one of the founding 
partners of the We Mean Business Coalition. We Mean Business Coalition was found a 
couple of years on on the basis of looking at how business was engaging in the 
negotiations. They looked at the negotiations and saw there was a huge gap here. We see 
the typical organizations like ICC etc and some countries engaging but not engaging 
productively, they are definitely not progressive and they are not pushing for a strong 
agreement. So that’s why the We Mean Business Coalition formed, knowing that Paris 
was coming up. I was hired having had the policy experience and negotiation experience 
with a couple of other people to lead that work, lead the policy engagement work, which 
last year was pretty much revolving around the Paris Negotiations. So I went to all the 
negotiations last year, for pretty much the entirety of the negotiations, almost every day 
again, but engaging as a BINGO instead of an ENGO.

Do you see that there is a high level of cohesion amongst BINGOS members in their 
policy proposals?

Absolutely not, no cohesion. The only cohesion I saw was the We Mean Business 
Coalition. It’s made up of seven BINGOS essentially, seven business organizations that 
work with companies on climate. We operated very closely, we came together on policy 
positions. I didn't really see any of that from the other BINGOs, what I saw was that they 
have their daily BINGO meeting. It was more about information sharing. You could come 
to the meeting if you wanted to know what was happening in the negotiations, for 
instance if your organization or company was following the negotiations and you missed 
or day or something, it was really good for that. So you could ask questions, there were 
people who sat in all of the negotiations and knew what was happening and would report 
out, exactly how the negotiations stood. They definitely took a biased opinion, even the 
information you were getting was very biased and negative towards the negotiations, 
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from the few meetings that I went to. You were getting a biased opinion from those giving 
out the information. There were few that that were the big talkers, the people who had 
been involved in the negotiations for a long time and they were very vocal. But otherwise 
it was a lot of people sitting there, listening or going because had to go because someone 
said ‘oh you have to go to the BINGO meeting’. At the end of every BINGO meeting 
there was kind of a show and tell, share what your business or organization is doing. For 
instance if you were having an event that day, you could stand up and say, oh, PSR is 
holding an event at 12, we’d love for you to come, we found this. It was a little bit of self 
promote yourself. There is cohesion in that the ICC does a good job making sure there is 
a daily meeting. But no one really comes together on positions, except for the We Mean 
Business Coalition. We had policy positions on what we thought were the important 
issues for business as well as the important issues to get a good agreement. Those were 
for instance on the long term emissions reduction goal, climate finance, climate 
adaptation, transparency, and carbon pricing and carbon markets for business is big. We 
had seven different issues that we came together on and we did the development of the 
policy positions, much like CAN does. So we wrote it out and send it around for 
comments. We’d take it back and put the comments in and make the changes and then 
send it out again. So it was a very cohesive and constructive process. There were a couple 
of times throughout last year that we did work with the ICC and some of the other 
business organizations that aren’t apart of We Mean Business. We did work with them on 
a couple of the other things. We did a full page ad in the Financial Times and we got them 
to sign on to that, but it was very top level and vague. We had extremely hard time with 
them getting on board with what we wanted to say. We didn’t want to put something out 
there that wasn’t progressive and calling for a good agreement. It was hard to get them on 
board with that and they didn’t want to use a lot of our language. We ended up doing it 
but it took a lot of persuasion and then also negotiations with them to get something on 
that that they would approve. The couple times we did try to do that, it was really 
difficult. They are traditionally a more conservative group. It’s not to say that some of the 
companies we work with are progressive, some of them are and some are progressive and 
we were able to convince them why a climate agreement was good. But we didn’t have to 
speak on behalf of our companies, we didn’t really need to get their approval, we just run 
it by them. Essentially the companies we working with like Nike, Ikea, and Unilever, they 
wanted to be more progressive. They pretty much just said, you know what you’re talking 
about, if you’re saying we need a good climate agreement, then we need a good climate 
agreement and we wont stand in your way and we will help you. So by nature, we’re just 
more progressive, with me coming from CAN and the other people leading We Mean 
Business policy work that we did and the communications work, they are climate 
activists. So there is a difference in this as well. The people are in the ICC not climate 
activists, they weren’t coming from a climate activist background, or having coming from 
helping developing countries, like many of us did. We had been advisors for developing 
countries and I think that made a difference. The We Mean Business coalition knew that 
and said that we need to get people in here who are activists and know what’s going on, 
so that’s also different. 

Do you have any insight into how it works within the ICC? Are you guys as We 
Mean Business able to join in on their meetings or is it just the daily BINGO 
meetings? 
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We were definitely never invited to join any ICC meetings at all. The daily BINGO 
meetings are open for any BINGO, so anyone can come who is registered as a BINGO. 
We as We Mean Business also had coalition meetings that no one else was invited to. We 
didn’t find that we could, if we had found that we could work constructively with them, 
we absolutely would work with them. But we just felt that they watered down our 
positions and made what we were calling for less strong. Because of the people we had 
and the positions it wasn’t helping us to have the ICC on board because they we’d have to 
water down everything. We were able to get our voices out there anyway, so we didn’t 
really need them, to but it bluntly. It would’ve been great, but we felt we were better off 
having a stronger message without them. Except for the few times like I said that we 
worked with them, like that Financial Times ad. I think we did two ads with them, one 
during the year and then one during the COP, or maybe two during COP. It was on very 
high level messaging, messaging to the world.

How would you compare this to what you saw in CAN? If ICC and CAN are the 
focal points of their respective groups, how would you compare the relationship that 
the ENGOs had with CAN to the relationship that BINGOs had with the ICC?

So the ICC was the focal point, but it kind of fell into their lap like ten, twelve years ago 
and they took it on and its never been anyone different. The difference between ENGOs is 
that within the ENGOs, it changes. I can’t remember exactly. Theoretically, in ENGOs 
there is CAN and CJN, so there are two big groups. Essentially if you want to come to the 
negotiations as an ENGO, you need to a part of CAN or Climate Justice Network. With 
BINGOS its different. We don’t have to be a part of the ICC, we can come and operate 
however we want. However, the things that are the same, as CAN, CJN, ICC are the focal 
points, they are in charge of interventions or any formal events. I guess the difference is 
that it changes within the ENGOs. The difference is that it makes sense because CAN is 
established as an umbrella organization and its understood if you want to be an 
environmental organization, you have to be under CAN and CJN. Even that, it was 
always CAN. Then right before Copenhagen, it split between CAN and CJN. Because 
CJN, the climate justice people were worried that CAN wasn’t taking a very progressive 
viewpoint, and they weren’t advocating enough for the rights of people, the justice aspect. 
So that’s why there are two under ENGO, and they are the only group that has that. They 
are the only constituencies with two formalized bodies, but it never changes, its always 
CAN and CJN and everyone is a part of both. But the ICC is different, it has companies 
but they are independent and all the other BINGOs, no body operates under the ICC, like 
they do in CAN. So WWF is in the negotiations but anything they have to do formally has 
to go through CAN and that’s accepted and they are fine with that. So the difference is 
that we are not under ICC at all. We act as the same, if just happens that they are the focal 
point for ICC. So Andrea from the ICC would receive the emails and alerted people to the 
opportunities that were out there. They took it upon themselves to do that and they take it 
upon themselves to continue doing that. There’s been a little bit of conversation if it  
should rotate within the BINGOs? I think they also rotate focal points in other 
constituencies, so within the trade unions, its been the same person for a while but 
essentially it could be anyone else in the trade unions. It doesn’t have to be the person 
doing it right now. So theres been some conversation, could it be We Mean Business? 
Could ASR be the focal point for a while? This is one difference between what I saw at 
CAN and here is that CAN has very specific procedure on how they do everything. So if 
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they get an opportunity to speak at something, they send it out right away and it goes out 
to the network and you know as a member of CAN you need to be on that email network, 
or you’re not going to know what’s happening. All of those opportunities are announced 
on the email, its on their website, they have guidelines. It took them years to establish 
these guidelines and processes. ICC doesn’t have that. ICC doesn’t have any process. It’s 
in good faith that they will send out a call for speakers or certain seats at an event. Let’s 
say they have three seats to sit at a table at some meeting, technically they should send it  
to everyone with enough notice so if we see that and we want to be at that meeting, we 
can put out name in the hat. But its really a first come first serve basis. I’m pretty sure, I 
don’t have specific evidence, but I’m pretty sure that they picked who they wanted and 
sometimes we weren’t picked because we were far more progressive. A lot of people felt 
that we were too progressive, so I think there were times where we wanted to be at a 
meeting and we weren’t told about it, for sure and weren’t given the opportunity. So 
because there is no formal process or formal guidelines on how to do something a certain 
way, we would have really had to fight that battle to try to say, ok ICC, anytime you get a 
notification, you need to send it to us right away with enough time and you need to come 
up with a process of how you are going to pick the people who are going to go to that 
event. You can’t just cherry pick who you want at the event based on what you believe 
and what your organization wants. That’s one huge way that they operate differently. 
There are no process in place about who they pick for events for the certain slots that the 
BINGOs get. If we really wanted it, we could challenge to have the seat to be the focal 
point, I’m not sure if we really want it. But there’s nobody who says ok the ICC has been 
sitting in this focal point position for a really long time and therefore gets a lot of the 
opportunities. They get all the emails about meetings with delegations. For instance if it  
was with the African Group or OASIS group, if they ever reached out to the UNFCCC 
secretariat and said that they would like a meeting with business, it would always go 
straight to Andrea at the ICC or whoever is on the email, it would always go to the ICC 
essentially and they would always take a slot. They would always make sure they were in 
those meetings. That was the one big difference, it operated very ad hoc. 

There are cons to how the ENGOs work as well. First of all, there are two of them and 
they tend to have a lot of fights and arguments between the two of them as well. So CAN 
and CJN fight all the time and a lot of differences and they surely make that known. Often 
to what I think hurts the climate movement when I was there, they are spending more 
time arguing behind closed doors about what the position should be or this and that as 
opposed to getting out there and getting with people really getting your voice out there. 
It’s almost as if they would spend more time talking to each other or arguing with each 
other. Sometimes, not all the time. Because they had so many processes in line, it almost 
hurt them because it would take so long to get something done because they had to follow 
a certain procedure. At the negotiations, you really need to be light on their feet and react  
quickly to things. Often because CAN was so big, they had troubles because doing that. 
They couldn’t just send out a press release based on what happened, they had to run it by 
the entire network and get approval and this and that. That often took a long time. There 
are pros and cons of both. At the end of day, we as We Mean Business could do whatever 
we wanted because we didn’t have to report to anyone, we didn’t have to report to the 
ICC. Obviously we couldn’t just walk to any meeting and raise our flag and talk, but we 
didn’t always need to. So having the freedom to do whatever we want is good. 
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Do you know if there is a similar level of cohesion amongst CAN members in their 
policy proposals vs with BINGOs or ICC? 

Definitely, I think there was more cohesion because there was a network in place to make 
that happen. Essentially, like I said We Mean Business was a very small version of CAN 
because it was seven organizations coming together on certain policy issues, but it was 
really small. The seven of our organizations were able to come to common positions very 
easily but we are also a very new coalition. We didn’t have tons of policy procedures and 
history to bog that bogged us down because that’s what bogged CAN down. They got 
very big so you have a bunch of different view points, little, tiny organizations from the 
middle of nowhere in Uganda and they are members of CAN and negotiations, and then 
you have WWF. They’re going to have very different viewpoints on things, so coming to 
a common position was extremely difficult, so it often watered it down or changed it. 
Whether you wanted a really strong or weak position, either way you’re gonna have 
someone who is pissed off or that it didn’t make somebody happy in CAN. But they had a 
way to do it, they had a process. That was the difference with the BINGOs, we had no 
process to do it beside the We Mean Business coalitions. It was kind of like, you guys 
know what you are doing and you decide whats best and we will comment on it and make 
sure we’re ok with it. So it was pretty easy for us. It was only seven organization that 
have pretty common, doing pretty similar things, we are all working with companies on 
climate. We all understand what’s going to help a business in the Paris Agreement, or 
what the Paris Agreement should have in it to help the business community. We do differ 
in some things, but its mostly that some of the organizations like CERES focus more on 
the US more because they are a US organization. Then there is the World Business 
Council for Sustainable Development, they’re global, so they have different perspectives 
on different things. They tend to be slightly more conservative but they are just bigger, so 
they have more viewpoints and companies that they are working with. Then BSR we 
never speak on behalf of our companies, we just work with companies, so we can say 
what we want, we don’t have to go back to our companies for approval. We aren not 
going to say anything that they will freak out about. We do push companies to be better 
too. Essentially all of us wanted the same thing, so it wasn’t hard for us to come together 
and work together. Sometimes on press releases, someone would want to focus on one 
thing more so than others because some of the organizations, their focus was on carbon 
pricing, whereas our purpose was on the long term goal. It didn’t mean that we don’t 
agree with carbon pricing but it wasn’t our priority at the moment. Our priorities were 
different but substance wouldn’t differ. Whereas with CAN it was kind of all of it would 
differ, all the time. Especially between the two different networks in the ENGOs, within 
CAN it was very different and within the ENGOs it was like a world of difference. 

Do you see that some organizations within the BINGOS have more influence than 
others? 

Definitely. The ICC definitely has influence, I was never in meetings with them with 
delegations really, so I really can’t say how much influence they have in delegations vs 
We Mean Business. I know that We Mean Business had a lot of influence, we met with 
delegations, we worked very closely with the UNFCCC secretariat as well. So Christiana 
Figures, but I think a lot of that has to do with personalities and the people that are 
coming from We Mean Business. We were coming from a very different place than the 
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ICC. The one meeting I did go to with the ICC, whereas I read an intervention on our 
behalf, it was very focused on the substance. We were asking with head of G77, asking 
them to make sure there were strong opportunities for business in the agreement and 
business as the implementer of the agreement, making sure there were things like policy 
certainty etc, more about the substance. The ICC intervention was all about making sure 
non state actors, so constituencies, the ENGOs the BINGOs, the whatevers, had the 
opportunity to participate at the negotiations. So NGO participation was the focus of their 
intervention. Which I agree is very important because if we didn’t have that, we wouldn’t 
be there but at the same time we were in the heart of the negotiations, in the Paris 
Agreement. It seems that they want to make sure that we are still able to come here as 
opposed to the actual substance of the negotiations. In that sense, people listen to We 
Mean Business more because we knew what we were talking about. I don’t mean to toot 
our own horn, but this also goes for our CEO. Our CEO is very influential but he also 
knows the substance. He’s not going to go a negotiator and say to them, make sure we’re 
allowed here next year. He’s going to say make sure this in the agreement because this is 
how its going to affect the world. In that sense, we were far more influential than some of 
the other actors there and that goes for the seven organizations. For the other people that 
go, it’s almost that they've been there so long, they tend to talk to themselves. The 
BINGOs will have a lot of meetings together and talk to themselves about things as 
opposed to talking straight to with the negotiators and trying to make change. So I didn’t 
really see a lot of influence from their side. I also saw a lot of pessimism, pessimistic 
about the whole UNFCCC process, trying to figure out if its really doing anything. What 
are we doing here, the negotiators are fighting about this or that, very pessimistic, instead 
of trying to make change, which I felt that’s not influential at all. You’re sitting in a room 
and just talking about how bad it is instead of trying to make it better. That’s actually 
something we found across the board in the negotiations, especially with those who’ve 
been around a long time. They tend to be very pessimistic about it and I think not very 
helpful at all when it comes to being there at the negotiations. 

From your experience with CAN, are there some organizations that are more 
influential?

My immediate answer would be yes. But I want to say its almost because of the 
individuals within the organizations. I don’t want to say that just because WWF is there, 
they would say I want to sit down with them. They would say oh, Tasneem Essop, I know 
her, she’s a genius, she knows what she is talking about. If Tasneem for example, she’s 
been around a while and is extremely smart, she is very influential and she knows a lot of 
the negotiators. But if she were to go over to a small nonprofit, she’s from South Africa, 
so if she were to join a very local nonprofit in South Africa and come on behalf of that 
nonprofit, I think she would just as influential. I want to be careful in saying, it’s the 
organization itself thats influential. I believe that its the people and that’s for countries  
too. The US will always be powerful, the EU will always be powerful just because of 
what they are and that they can bring a massive them. But if they didn’t have really good 
people working for them, they wouldn't be as influential as others, so it really does 
depend on the people. I do think that WWF, Greenpeace, Action Aid, Union of Concerned 
Scientists, those are the organizations, but its because of the people they hire. It probably 
a bit of both, if you have a lot of money, you can hire good people. Those are probably 
the bigs ones. CAN itself and the people within, even the Secretariat, Wael the Executive 
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Director is extremely influential. But he was also very influential when he was the 
President of IndyAct, he started the Arab climate movement essentially, so he was very 
influential then. 

Do you see members of BINGO being explicit, whether it be in the media or to their 
customers that they in the negotiations, trying to influence policy, sending out press 
releases things like this? 

With We Mean Business, it was really the first time that business had come and done 
exactly that. We know that as a fact, from the governments they told us that businesses 
never come with very concrete policy asks to the governments and said, this is what we 
want. I don’t think it was something that had happened in the past. I think We Mean 
Business was one of the first to really do that. There are some companies that we’ve 
heard, I don’t know the specifics, but we know that some of them, I assume that some of 
them are fossil fuel companies, will pay governments to have people in their delegations. 
In that way they are not a BINGO, but they try participate in different ways and 
essentially make sure that things are blocked on certain things. Obviously companies like 
Exxon, I’ve never heard done it by Exxon, but a company like Exxon wouldn’t want a 
really strict agreement for obvious reasons. I know that they’ve come in the past like that. 
There are some companies that comes to the negotiations and say things like, as a 
BINGO, and say things like, making the IP argument. Essentially they didn’t want to lose 
their intellectual property rights, so they didn’t want a strong agreement on that so they 
would try to block the negotiations on that. But that was such a small part of the 
negotiations, that I don’t think anyone ever noticed. In terms of the organizations, I do 
think the ICC does a bit of it, but I think they’d be the only other organization who goes 
back to their members and companies and say we’re going to negotiations and this is 
what we do there. But I can’t really tell you to what degree they put out press releases, 
I’m sure they do, but its not in the same manner. They are definitely not there to advocate 
for a strong agreement like we were doing, or strong climate action. We were the first to 
advocate strongly, put out press releases, write blogs, meet with negotiators and with 
reports in our hands and say we have a report. When we would hand it out to 
governments, they would say to us, why hasn’t business been doing this for years? I think 
was a very new thing, I don’t think negotiators or companies were used to it at all. 

Do you see members of ENGO being explicit in trying to influence policy at the 
COPs? Through media work and communications with their supporters, the public? 

Definitely, thats what they’re doing, for sure. They do it in various ways, through means 
with negotiators, they write reports, they have positions, they make submissions, they 
speak, they use every opportunity they have. I know CAN does, I can’t speak for Climate 
Justice Network. CAN used every single opportunity they had in terms of every meeting, 
they went to every meeting, they made sure they were represented everywhere they could 
be. They do lots of actions outside of the negotiations and inside. So actions like holding 
up signs, I don’t want to say protesting because its not really protesting, you’re not really 
allowed to do that. It’s scheduled actions, but they definitely did things like that and in so 
many different ways. They are definitely heard and you know they are there. 

Is there anything else you say about your experience with ENGOs or BINGOs, CAN 
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or ICC?

I do feel that there is a lot of bad blood throughout all the constituencies. For sure through 
the BINGOs and ENGOs, people get very territorial. I don’t know if that’s just the nature 
of what it is, it’s UN negotiations so it makes people like that. I think with CAN, because 
its been around for so long, its bound to have people try usurp you and take over because 
every organization has their beliefs and their viewpoints and they want to make sure they 
are heard and they believe that they are right. So theres a lot of bad blood that goes on. 
There’s definitely that within BINGOS too, but we didn't have to work together that 
much, we were able to avoid it and do what we wanted. 
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Interview O1
Interview conducted 15/6/16 in person 
Francois Gemenne
Sciences Po

Could you give me an overview of what have been your interactions with the COPs and 
the UNFCCC?

I’ve long been interested in the climate negotiations and I’ve attended a few sessions of the 
COP. My expertise is primarily with the human dimensions of climate change. So refugees, 
migration and security. I was also interested in the negotiation model itself from a political  
science point of view. I’ve attended a few COPs, I think five or six and most recently the 
COP21, I was apart of the delegation of the with UNHCR with a blue badge. I took part in a 
few side events, human dimensions of climate change, that was the reason for my being at 
COP21, besides a personal interested for event and negotiations. 

What has been your interaction with the Climate Action Network?

I knew quite a lot of their people, especially from the French branch of CAN, which is 
Reseau Action Climate France. I know quite a lot of their people and I’m quite good friend 
with some of them, so I’ve attend a few of the events they do. Of course the Fossil of the Day 
ceremony, the annual party that they have at the COPs, so I would say mostly informal 
interactions. We were also, given that I'm a frequent commentator of these issues in the 
media, I was with some members of the CAN in radio and TV shows. 

How do you see that the members of CAN work together? Do some organizations have 
more influence than others? 

I guess given the COP21 was happening in Paris, the French branch had a bigger importance 
and within the network itself, with NGOs, there are certainly some that are more important 
than others. What is probably interesting is that the importance that the organization can have 
within the network may not always relate to the actual importance they have outside the 
network. For instance I’m thinking of smaller organizations like Friends of the Earth might 
have a large importance in the network compared to an organization like Greenpeace, even 
though Greenpeace is much more powerful outside of the network. Also, I’m talking from the 
French perspective, an organization like Attac. Which is a kind of very left wing organization, 
anti-Capitalistic, very close to the view of Naomi Klein, has a strong influence in the network 
in France. I’m not in a network myself and this isn’t a subject I’ve discussed with them 
myself, so this might be my biased observations because I know some organizations better 
than others.  

What has been your interaction with the ICC?

Extremely limited. Virtually none. 

Would you say the same for the French?

Yes, very limited. I know they exist but I’ve had very little interactions with them.
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And with the BINGOs in general?

I’ve had more interactions with some companies represented in BINGO. Some networks of 
companies that are represented in BINGOs. Like for example, EPE, Enterprise pour 
l’environment, networks like these. But really much more limited interactions. 

Have you seen the activities of BINGO change at all in your experience?

I’ve seen the activities of some companies change quite significantly over the past five or ten 
years. A company like AXA, the large insurance group, which wasn't so interested in climate 
change ten years ago, is now trying to be at the forefront. They’ve launched a foundation and 
they’ve funded a lot of research and action projects on climate change. I felt that they were 
quite open in discussing it, and why it took them some time to perceive the importance of 
climate change. 

What about some of the newer business coalitions that arose for the COP21, such as We 
Mean Business?

I attended the exhibition or show, Solutions COP21. So I've attended some of their events but 
mostly as an observer, I couldn’t really be considered a partner of these organizations. I can 
see from COP to COP that they are increasingly involved and present. But I haven’t had real 
interactions with them besides exchanging a few words at a cocktail party, but not more than 
that. For instance today I was at the Royal Palace for the official ratification of the Paris 
Agreement and there were some business representatives and we didn’t exchange a word. 

Do you see that their approach to it has changed at all?

I think so. I think they do a lot of lobbying against climate governance but under cover. But 
that was more open lobbying a few years ago. I’ve also seen that almost all companies now 
needed to have to have some green card to play and needed some initiatives that they could 
showcase in such events. More companies, including ones that you wouldn't expect in the 
first place. Also the companies doing renewable energy which still look like small, 
experimental players a few years ago but are now key, top players. 

How do you see that the members of the ICC work together? Do some organizations 
have more influence than others?

No idea.

Do you see that there is a high level of cohesion amongst CAN members in their policy 
proposals?

Yes, to the point that most people would assume that CAN is an NGO in of itself, instead of a 
network. CAN appears relatively and I would even say extremely consistent. I assume there 
might be differences between their members, but they don't appear openly. 

Did you see the riff between CAN and the Climate Justice Network?
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To me the seem to be really aligned with each other. I didn't see any major difference between 
them. One of the problems we have with NGOS, is that we often assume that all NGOs have 
the same perspective. I would say that a key turning point in that was in Copenhagen when 
development NGOs associated themselves with environmental NGOs. 

Would you say that this has increased, this kind of view?

There are more NGOs, development NGOs, even trade unions are now part of the same 
movement. Its not only about environmental NGOs but its a much broader outlook. 

Do you see that there is a high level of cohesion amongst ICC members in their policy 
proposals?

They seem but I haven't looked at all their proposals in details. They seem to be consistent 
and organized through the World Business Council for Sustainable Development, 
organizations and consortiums like that. My initial impression is that they have some kind of 
consistency in their organization, but I don’t know their positions so well that I could judge 
and assess their consistency. 

Do you see members of ENGO being explicit in trying to influence policy at the COPs? 
In the communications with others, that they are there? 

They are very explicit, they wouldn't hide it. Not only because they exchange with a lot with 
negotiators but because the proposal that they make are directly trying to influence the 
negotiations. 

Do you see members of BINGO being explicit in trying to influence policy at the COPs?

Yes but less openly and less explicitly. The whole goal of these umbrella organizations is to 
influence the negotiation process. These organizations, WBSCD is a kind of Trojan horse for 
corporations. There is a reason why the WBSD is often nicknamed the World Sustainable 
Consortium for Business Development.
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Interview O2
Interview conducted 21/1/16 by Skype
Joan Groizard
Spanish delegation

Explain what role you have played within in the COPs? 

In the last COP in Paris, I was there as a part of the Spanish delegation. The Spanish 
delegation, the way works is that the Spanish office for climate change, which is run by the 
central government, but then regional governments are also invited, so we get to sit in a lot of 
meetings, in some the negotiations. There’s meant to be a fluid, bidirectional conversations.  
The Spanish position is meant to be made up of the central government’s opinion and the 
connection opinions of the regions. But that works through varying degrees, sometimes 
where there is more consultations. If there are more sensitive issues, that consultation doesn’t 
happen. So one of my roles, as the delegate from the Balaeric region, and fairly important 
roles was as an inside reporters. So one of my big jobs was to report back to my region, what 
was being discussed at the COP and how that was relevant to us, as a European island region, 
what that means in terms of energy future or transport links to the mainland. 

When you saw the environmental NGOs, particularly those who were members of CAN, 
did you see that there was a high level of cohesion in their policy proposals?

The basics are there, there is a high degree of consensus on the importance of climate change, 
the urgency of it, and the need to act. The actual policy proposals are fairly aligned. The 
biggest difference was the way around it, the way to kind of push for those policy proposals. 
Some NGOs way forward is sitting with big business and governments and making them feel 
comfortable and creating alliances, even if that means pushing less strongly for them, but 
taking it slowly and holding their hand, and making them not feel not threatened if you take it  
down to a personal level. Where as some are happy to say things as they are, how they feel 
them, make noise and take it to the media if necessary. On the policy, high degree of 
cohesion, but how to bring that about, there are very different strategies. From a personal 
perspective, I think its good to have that range of strategies. 

Would you say the same for the business community, do they have a similar level of 
cohesion in their policy proposals?

There are two sides, you have to break businesses by sector, the transport people and the 
fossil fuel industry and broader utility type companies, and other certain companies, and each 
of them are defending their sectors interests. Even within those, there are early adopters, the 
first movers, who are maybe for marketing or investor reasons trying to lead, compared to the 
rest of the sector. They’re already investing money in changing their business strategy or 
direction, through some other pressure, they’re more interested in political decisions that 
address climate change because it will benefit them in the market anyways. Whereas others 
who are less included, the ones that haven’t moved yet, are the ones dispelling climate 
science, trying to defend how important good old industry is. They share that the fact that 
they want to protect business interests and are highly divergent by sector. Some companies 
want to push or be seen as wanting to push for climate measures, whereas others want to push 
against it. I can’t say what happens behind the scenes as far as what they actually advocate 
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for.

How do you work with business and environmental NGOs?

In my experience in the Baleric and Spanish context, businesses a lot more comfortable in 
coming up to political representatives and talking to them about their concerns or their  
opinions and their way of seeing things, which makes sense because what they’re just trying 
to do is protect their interest, so making other people aware of why that is important for them 
is working for them. I’ve struggled and had a harder time getting ahold of NGO perspectives, 
getting them to talk to me about their concerns and their viewpoint on a way of lets sit down 
and discuss this and work it out. NGOs would rather just send their messages straight out 
through social media. That is one compliant in regards to prepping for the COP. Some NGOs 
are trying to push for bold climate action but are not necessarily getting into the details, or a 
more generic aiming at raising ambition. During the COP itself there were representatives 
from Spanish NGOs, we had regular contact trying to figure out from various drafts of the 
Paris agreement that were coming out, what that meant and if it was good enough or not. 
With the business it was more one directional. They would come and present something, tell 
what their opinion was but less of an exchanging ideas at my level, might have been more on 
the level of the Spanish central government. 

How do you see that the members of CAN work together? Do some organizations have 
more influence than others?

They do work together to an extent, there is a framework for that. Each NGO or organization 
becomes its own little universe, with its own aims, own dynamics and ways of working. 
Sometimes its difficult to set those a side or pause those for a more coordinated, wider 
approach. Members of each organization tend to view things as, the working unit seems to be 
their own organization and trying to step aside and work together because they’re busy 
sorting out the details in their own organization. Especially the ones that are volunteer run, 
find very active people in lots of things but coordination takes lots of effort and time, keeping 
track of different people and networking and that takes time. If you don’t devote time and 
energy to that, it makes it difficult to sustain coordination and to make it long term. They do 
work together, not as much as they should, probably due to what I just said. The bigger 
organizations that have more capacities that can dedicate more people specifically to the  
broader network, these are the ones that are more influential, or they have a bigger power on 
the media. 

Do you know if its similar within the ICC?

I guess its fairly similar, the business groups that devote money, people and hours to the 
networking, messaging and the lobbying are having the bigger impact. In that case, because 
its business run, there’s a more direct link how much a company prioritizes networking and 
messaging side, compared to the ones. The message is similar, but there’s a more direct link. 

Did you have any interaction with the International Chamber of Commerce?

No, not with the ICC but with the Spanish CC. In our experience, they were there as a very 
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generic and diverse body, but they didn’t have any specific message or specific work, or 
specific strategy. Just there to see what was being discussed, they were there more as 
spectators, didn’t have a specific agenda in terms of drafting the agreement. 

Do you see members of ENGOs are explicit in trying to influence policy at the COPs? 
They they share in media, with their supports that they pushed for something and they 
got it.

The NGOs are very clear in both with their messaging to the politicians and negotiators as 
well as the media and outside world, to show that this is what we are trying to achieve and 
trying to influence and pressure politicians in a certain direction.

Do you see members of BINGO being explicit in trying to influence policy at the COPs

Businesses that are or say they are advocating for strong and ambitious climate policy are 
very clear about it, they go all the way to sign memorandums and manifestos, you can see the 
businesses that are going in that direction. There are ones that go in the opposite direction, 
who are more conservative, those tend not be public or be very discreet or in a very 
roundabout way. Do more advertising about how important they are, rather than say what 
their message is.

Any other comments?

General thing is that during the COP, is that at least from a European perspective. Some of 
the more ambitious points weren’t worth fighting because some of the other parties bigger 
countries which are more dependent on fossil fuels are less keen to move, or combat radically 
climate change. NGOs tend to be very European or Western based, Northern American and 
Western European, whereas the actors who tend to be blocking things tend not be from the 
same regions. When you talk about global negotiations,  the pressure groups should also be 
from the same constituencies. There is no use for a European NGO or an NGO consisted 
mostly of European people to pressure countries in the Middle East or Latin America in a 
particular direction because those pressure groups don’t have influence. Either because they 
are not democratic regimes or public opinion isn’t very relevant or the public opinion 
mobilized isn’t the public opinion of their electorate. Maybe we should be focusing on why 
politicians move and what will get them reelected and that mean NGOs group should focus 
on the grassroots of those countries that are being blockers, not specifically on the 
negotiators, but look at the grassroots Saudi movements, or grassroots Venezuela movements, 
China movements. I’m sure in Saudi, Venezuela, China there are people who are worried 
about pollution, climate change or inequality and who maybe haven’t found the area to 
express that. Its those people who are going influence those countries instead of the European 
NGOs. Focus on grassroots, the blockers vs the climate activist scenario. 
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Interview O3
Interview conducted 23/6/16
Henri Landes
Sciences Po

Can you briefly explain to me what has been your involvement with the UNFCCC, 
COPs in general? 

I was in the middle of my Masters in Environmental and Sustainable Development here at 
SciencesPO School of International Affairs. I cofounded CliMates with one other student. I 
was the first President and the two of us were the official co founders and then there was a 
group of 15 students that were founding members of the organization. We grew relatively 
fast, we started getting people in the summer 2011 and about six months later there were a 
good 40 members who were active. We had then a large network, 80-100 students worldwide, 
that were more or less involved, obviously not as much as 30 to 40 people that were here in 
Paris. The materializations of the way we work together, doing collaborative research, a 
bunch of emailing basically, collective documents, allowed us to create this international  
student think tank on climate change. That was one of the ways I got involved in COPs. 
Before creating CliMates, I went to Rio+20, it obviously wasn’t a COP but it was my first 
experience of an international environmental negotiation and conference. I represented 
CliMates there with two other CliMates and we participated in a working group on climate 
change, so specifically on climate change. Rio+20 was larger than that obviously, this was a 
working group not in the framework of Rio+20 but it was directed and organized by a 
Brazilian Congressman named Alfredo Sirkus of the Green Party. He had gathered several 
negotiators on climate issues, the former Executive Secretary, Evo DeBower and a few other 
experts from NGOs. He gathered them together, about 25 of us for week of negotiations in 
order to come up with a document of recommendations for Rio+20. Specifically on climate 
issues, so that was an informal negotiation on climate change that we are involved in. We 
came out with recommendations on Green economy and climate governance, they weren’t 
really taken or adopted not taken by Rio20 in the text but they were definitely in the stream of 
influence on climate change recommendations. There was one recommendation on having a 
Green Bretton Woods agreement, transforming the big bank and financial institutions of the 
world, namely the IMF and World Bank into actors of not only Green investment and Green 
development, but a real economic transition on a global level. So we negotiated on these 
things and that was Rio+20

I also participated in the UN Youth Children group at Rio+20. There was a good French 
presence there actually. There were several NGOs that were from France that were 
participating. I was also the Vice President of the French network for sustainable 
development, so I was representing them at the time. Obviously representing them is an 
interesting word, it gives us credibility to participate in several conferences. The other 
cofounder of CliMates, participated in a conference at Rio+20 and discussed the role of youth 
in raising public awareness on climate change and environmental degradation. Several other 
CliMates and members of the French student network for sustainable development 
participated in working groups within the UN Major Groups on Youth and Children and the 
Conference of Youth. I just don’t remember if it was called a Conference of Youth as well, 
but I know that for two or three days, there were conferences held by the UN big major 
groups. There were a lot of workshops within the Rio+20 structure, there were led by youth 
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and also several side events we participated in or followed. It wasn’t easy to get into the 
official negotiations, and we didn’t. Not only because it was such a big event and there wasn’t 
space but our accreditation was as observers, you’re accredited bu the Institute of Sustainable 
Development and National Relations, IDDRI. Which is a partner of CliMates and had a nice 
support for us ever since we were created. Letting us use rooms to discuss and have meetings. 
By giving us advice on how to develop and what to focus on. One of the members of the 
IDDRI is still active in CliMates in the Committee that we created. So IDDRI helped us 
participate in these conferences on an international level. They also helped us to participate in  
the COP18, which was the second event I participated in. I went to COP18 with two other 
CliMates, which was two months after we held our own student climate summit. So at the 
Climate Summit we talked about recommendations we could have at COP18. It was a little 
early in our development for us to be precise and strong on how we were gonna propose and 
carry these recommendations. But we had a document called the CliMates Call for Action 
which we had so we could show people what we were working on. Discovering the difficulty 
of lobbying for proposals at COP, was part of the process. It wasn’t a rude awakening because 
we knew that youth trying to weigh in on climate negotiations is very difficult. But I got to 
see first hand with my two other CliMates how difficult that is. I say there were three of us 
because three of us from Paris really participated from CliMates and went there. There were 
other CliMates that were also at COP18 in other delegations. We had someone in the Filipino 
and Columbian delegations. We participated in several side events, didn't have our own, we 
participated in YOUNGO meetings, met with experts and negotiators. One of our CliMates, a 
4th was an official delegate of the French delegation, as a youth delegate. So CliMates had a 
member in the delegation to learn about negotiation process from the inside, were we were 
more on the outside. Potentially have an impact on the negotiations. His name was Sebastian 
Burgess, we knew that he and we were skeptical on our ability to weigh in on the 
negotiations. So it was a pedagogical experience, and a networking experience and a 
credibility experiences, to be in that delegation. What we tried to do was create some 
legitimacy as well for his representation in the delegation. He was one of two official youth 
delegates from France. We teamed up with two other NGOs, that have a lot of youth in their 
membership, including the Network for Sustainable Development and an organization called 
Youth Diplomacy. These three organizations worked together so they would have two people 
represented in the delegation. The Youth Diplomacy delegate didn’t really show up, it didn’t 
work out well. We still work together. Coordination was poor and it wasn’t that fruitful. We 
set a precedence and we had a youth delegate at COP19 in Warsaw and same thing in Lima 
and COP21 and its been going relatively well. We’ve readjusted our expectations on what a 
youth delegate for France is supposed to do. I always insisted, it should be viewed as a 
learning experience and one of mutual confidence. We believe in being activists but activism 
more form the outside. From the inside we work with them because we recognize that we are 
a  knowledge and research oriented NGO. We are not going to put pressure on the inside by 
being confrontational. That’s not really how any lobbying is done. Something I’ve learned 
while working in politics and environmental issues in general. The lobbying that is effective 
is discussions, proposals of measures and saying what if we try that, what if we try this. The 
lobbying is not very confrontational, and when it becomes confrontational it's not very 
effective. That doesn’t take away from the activism and actions that CliMates associates itself  
with YOUNGO. When I was at COP18 I participated in a protest were we called out the 
slowness of the negotiations and the lack of ambition, we stood by developing countries and 
we were actually yelling. But I didn’t feel that was our main purpose, it was one of them. To 
come back to this issue of lobbying from within, its more about looking at different proposals 
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and trying to construct expertise together. 

What I do today is not very linked to climate negotiations. I worked for a year and a half with 
the Socialist Party and then I worked for a year and a half with the President of the National 
Assembly. In both cases I was in charge of environmental issues policy and these two 
structures were not very focused on international climate negotiations. Even though COP21 
was hosted in France and they did start preparing for it, launch processes is that would work 
with some executive positions within the government. I worked on COP21 particularly with 
the President of National Assembly and his cabinet because we organized debates on 
environmental issues for a year that were indirectly linked to climate. The goal was to get 
Parliamentarians working on these issues way in advance and the reason why that was 
important was because in the year and half I worked there, the adoption of several key laws 
on environmental issues directly or indirectly on climate. The first being on agriculture, the 
second on energy transition, and the third one was on biodiversity protection. I also perceive 
the laws on economy that went through while I was there was even more relevant for how to 
fight climate change. On the National Assembly I worked on these debates, we also held a 
summit of Parliamentarians from around the world, a summit during COP specifically on 
COP21. This was done with the association GLOBE,  it was a coalition of legislators 
worldwide that work on climate change and the goal was to exchange best practices on 
climate legislation. The goal in that is to get climate legislation to help countries prepare for  
international negotiations and implementing climate agreements. 

I now teach sustainability at SciencePo. I have been teaching at the School of 
Communication for four years and the Paris School for International Affairs for three years. 
COP21 was the subject of one of my seminars. The two other courses I teach obviously have 
a lot to do with other climate policy, even though its not main focal point. One course is 
called Mainstream Sustainability and Communication, and I look at how climate and 
sustainability issues becomes an issue for NGOs, companies and public organizations. The 
other class at the Paris School of International Affairs is on how environmental issues go 
from local to global. Its called Local to Global: Decision Making on Environment. The 
climate change seminar also in school of communications. 

I am still involved with CliMates and REFRED, I also launched other initiatives in civil  
society. One on creating a local currency in the department of the Haute Seine and trying to 
create a local currency to stimulate the local economy which is more virtuous on social and 
environmental aspects. I also trying to launch an initiative on environment and sustainable 
development but not in the formal structures of education, in the more popular forms. I’m try 
to launch that association and gathered with people to work on it with. My formal job is 
working at an organization called Forecast at SciencePo, works with other schools and 
universities. My job is to research on how environment comes and affects politics and how 
environmental politics will evolve in the next few years and put together simulations on 
climate but also other issues in different schools to teach students and do research. 

I wrote a book on climate issues last year called Climate Denial. It doesn’t have to do with 
climate skepticism but the idea that we are not collectively that we are not dealing with  
climate change sufficiently in other areas, outside of COPs and climate change negotiations. 
Such as at the G20, in trade agreements, or economic indicators, we are not taking into 
account climate change, which is what I call climate denial. Then right now about elections in  
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the US and what that reflects on the US society and there’s two chapters on climate change. 

What has been your specific interaction with CAN?

With CAN, I have had only had interaction on the national level with its French chapter and 
worked very much on making policy recommendations with politicians, particularly the ones 
that I worked for, but also other parliamentarians at the National Assembly. This has been 
recommendations on climate, energy, agriculture, they worked on agriculture and climate 
issues. I did work with them on the international level but only at COPs. So I worked with the 
French CAN, RAC at the COP,  we networked and discussed things. We didn’t have any joint 
projects or proposals from what I remember. I was also with RAC in the environmental fiscal 
committee that was a government initiative here in France. The goal in that committee to  
make recommendation for the government on how to green the fiscal system in France. CAN 
was very active in that, they proposed a carbon tax and how it could evolve. I supported their 
recommendations almost every time. It helped me to understand how to best make my own 
opinions on environmental fiscal policy. That would be the main ways I worked with them. 

How do you see that the members of CAN work together? Do some organizations have 
more influence than others? 

The NGOs that are influential in the negotiations process, are first of all most influential 
much before the COPs. Once you get to the COP, it is late to very influential. That doesn’t 
mean the action during the COPs don’t have an influence on public opinion but the margin 
for maneuver for the negotiators is very small once you get to those two weeks of 
negotiations. How are they influential beforehand and which ones are the most influential? 
Some successfully launch and do campaigns against certain economic stakeholders and in 
favor of certain causes, such as on  palm oil in Southeast Asia, the use of pesticides in France, 
the coal power plants in Australia for Engie, EDF Suez, which was denounced by CAN, 
Greenpeace. These campaigns have a strong influence on how public opinion understands 
COPs and understands these climate negotiations, even if the link from a technical standpoint 
is not direct. That means it could be talking about biodiversity protection, but that will still  
have a an affect of public opinion at the COPs. Why is public opinion important on the 
negotiation process? Well, politicians are going to recognize the opportunity to make 
ambitious proposals for these COPs for their country and measures in directly the climate 
agreement depending on public opinion. Its this cycle that NGOs have a very important role 
in influencing public opinion then having politicians be influenced.  Politicians then work 
specifically with NGOs on specific measures and NGOS bring an expertise to the table that is 
new from the last two decades. That is NGOs became more and more professionalized. It is 
definitely the case of CAN. CAN produces many reports, studies, policy recommendations 
that are scientifically strong, technically sound, where they’ve worked with others, small 
consultancy firms, small think tanks. They’ve very much worked on becoming 
professionalized, very expertise oriented, in addition to their more activist, confrontations that 
they do outside. Before the COPs is when CAN, Greenpeace, WWF, Friends of the Earth, is 
when they have their most influence. During the COPs, they do actions that as much show 
creativity as they show volume in trying to have a loud voice. Giving a Fossil of the Day 
award, that has resonance throughout the COP. I’ve listened to negotiators who have said they 
obviously were disappointed in receiving that because we tried to make our case for the 
ambition of our country. I’ve heard negotiators react in side events and in the press a little bit,  
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to receiving Fossil of the Day award. That’s an example. 

With regards to how they work, they do team up. The team up very often to make a 
statement. They don't always have all the environmental NGOs on board, but they very often 
have several and they team up and work together recognizing the opportunity of more 
legitimacy when you have several NGOs. From a politicians point of view, because I worked 
with them, they say “ what the NGOs say,” which is somewhat of a testimony that the fact 
that you don’t need all of them to be as influential as you want. Very often when 2 or 3 team 
up, they say ‘the NGOs.’ Which is to shows the dispersed quality of the influence that NGOs 
have. There are so many of them and different sizes, different positions, that they are 
recognized as a group to certain extent. Which helps them organize themselves and helps 
them have more of an impact. You see them teaming up in press conferences, daily meetings 
at the COP. They participate in meetings that are led by negotiators as well. I participated as a  
CliMate in a daily meeting that the EU negotiators had, they had several spots for NGOs. The 
NGOs gave their point of view on the European Union position and so there was this 
discussion. This makes for constructive position making process during the COPs and before 
them at the Intercessionals as well. Does that mean the positions shift drastically once they 
face NGOs during these negotiations? I don’t think so, I think it means that the process of 
creating a more ambitious position, which is the NGOs goal, is enriched thanks to NGOs’ 
constant presence. 

It can also in some cases, but I think you need a case by case analysis for this. In some cases 
can weaken the NGOs influence in their confrontational actions because there was such a 
good collaboration as well. Some countries are going to be more or less attacked by different 
NGOs etc. I think Poland’s reputation with NGOs is poor, particularly with CAN and I’m not 
sure if there’s very constructive discussions between the two. The awareness between these 
different ways of collaborations between the NGOs and the decision makers at the 
negotiations is very important. NGOS sometimes within the delegations themselves and they 
have a different accreditation. You have some high level NGO activists that are sometimes 
within the delegations. I think that was the case for Pierre Radanne who was the founder of 
Association 4D, which is an NGO which has accredited as non negotiator observers at the 
COPs, but he himself was in the delegation at COP18. It is as much a capacity building effect 
as a credibility effect, it could be a green washing effect, it could be all three. My experience 
is that these NGOs benefited from these different ways of collaboration and in general have 
moved the public opinion and politicians opinion towards what the want. Its just that are they 
sufficient amount of impact, is this whole kind of complex system moving companies the 
way they need to. In my opinion, its not yet. The transition for companies is not strong. 
Whether NGOs have a larger influence than the BINGOs, I think the answer to that is still 
very easy. Companies in my opinion still have more of an influence on politicians both at 
national and international levels on these issues, if I want to generalize brutally. You break 
down negotiation outcomes to the ones at COPs to which countries have the most influence 
and look within those countries, who has the most influence. If US is still the most influential 
global player in climate negotiations, the United States also has tremendous influence from 
its business and industry organizations and companies within the delegation. The fact that the 
US delegation is one of the biggest and has a lot of companies within it, I think that is telling. 
I remember discussing the preparation for COP21 with representatives from a big French 
energy company that said ‘we are impressed with the United States’ ability to just have 
companies within its delegation, whereas in France, that’s just not the case.’ It could be 

135



interesting, I immediately felt, well I think that’s reflective of the US’s position on climate  
negotiations for the past 25 years. The fact that they are not as willing to think critically of 
the business model and the way of life of Americans, which is reflected of their market based 
solutions, nothing that is economically constraining for the country, even the COP21 
agreement still reflects that. I think BINGOs have a very significant influence behind closed 
doors as I don’t really know how they work themselves, how they coordinate different 
positions between companies, I think they have a similar strategy of teaming up, but not as 
formal and visible when they team up.  

There has been a lot of research about the amount of research the NGOs give and this is 
one of the biggest assets as why you see more NGOs being included in the international 
organizations. Do you think that specifically with climate, the NGOs play less of a role 
because of the strong role of the IPCC? Whereas in other international negotiations or 
organizations, this expertise might have more of an added benefit because they already 
have the IPCC. 

NGOs quote and reference the IPCC constantly. HI think that helps their scientific credibility, 
so in that sense, its helpful for their work. In terms of their legitimacy to influence 
negotiators.… it could in some cases prevent them from being the scientific authority on an 
issue. I believe that hinderance come more from that they are an NGO. So they are seen as an 
organization that is biased, for them, the credibility in bringing forth the expertise, is more 
going to be affected by how militant they are, how activist they are, what is their reputation 
on a certain issue. Then their methodology, who have the worked with and who are they 
referencing. I think the IPCC has helped NGOs influence public opinion and decision makers 
in general. Because they can reference a scientific process that's not irreproachable. The fact 
is that the interface between science and politicians, I include negotiators, is very difficult. I  
don’t think it will ever be simple to come up with a formula of guaranteed credibility,  
whether its the IPCC or NGOs. There is just a constant questioning of how the science is 
elaborated. Is the science on climate change specifically credibly? I think in the long run, the 
fact that there is the IPCC gives science on climate change the best chance to help NGOs 
influence decision makers. When I mean that they have gotten more professionalized and 
more expertise, I also mean that they have been very attentive to the specifics of the science. 
They help the science be understood by the general public and politicians. The IPCC is still  
not an expert on making their findings the most intelligible to politicians. You can still see 
that reading their reports. 

I have found that the ICC and CAN are very different things. They are both technically 
the focal points for their respective constituencies, whereas every ENGO works with 
CAN and they are very influential in shaping how the ENGOs interact with negotiators. 
Whereas the International Chamber of Commerce is completely different. It definitely 
plays a role and unites some businesses but they’re not comparable. What do you think 
could be the reason for this?

It has to do with nature of their interests. NGOs are active in supporting causes that don't 
have a link to economic interest and profitability and that's the opposite case for economic 
stakeholders that work with the ICC. I feel that is a fundamental obstacle for more formalized 
interactions and collaboration and companies that work with the ICC. It is going to be more 
of an individualist approach because of the nature of their interest. I see positions that are 
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common within the business community that are expressed in different papers in the press, 
they have a few spokespersons. But there is more division on climate issues in the business 
community than in the NGO community. You’re going to have a lot of businesses that are for 
a much faster energy transition because they have technologies that are going to accelerate 
renewable energy development and storing of electricity and energy efficient demand 
management technology. You’re going to have much more dissension within the business 
community on how fast climate objectives should be reached and how high they should be 
set. So that makes it difficult for a strong collaboration on all issues. I think there is a much 
more of a culture in the business community to work behind closed doors with politicians and 
decision makers. Unfortunately because there are probably some cases, there obviously are 
cases, of favors of deals made. When a president of a company, a CEO talks to a politician 
who is going to have influence on negotiators because politicians make the general 
framework for negotiators to work in, he or she might have much more influence if they say 
that is how many jobs this is going to have here, how many projects I can launch here, this is 
how much money I am willing to invest here. Then an NGOs that is how public opinion is 
going to react if you don’t do this. That’s the nature of the world we live in. That makes it 
difficult to expect a very centralized decision making process with the ICC, so that there’s 
one interlocular to which you can say, alright now its time to do the energy transition, all get  
in line. The lack of solidarity between different stakeholders within the framework of the 
climate talks and the ICC is going to help companies protect themselves and be influential  
behind closed doors with politicians. The more you centralize that, the more the individual 
influence might be difficult and protecting their activities might be difficult as well. This is  
not empirical evidence, this is my research and experience in the political and economic 
community, this is a lot of theory. I have examples of what I’ve seen companies influence 
policy makers and stuff and so I imagine the interaction with the ICC an analyze why it’s 
different than how ENGOs work. I don’t know exactly how the ICC works.

Chambers of Commerce in general on the national level, they are there to help businesses. 
Whose pulling the strings, I think it does have a case by case situation there, it is not in the 
make up of the economy and the Chambers of Commerce within that economy to be a very 
centralized, and very democratic, or transparent process for all the stakeholders to interact 
with it and seek their interest. Its a competitive world compared to NGO world, which is not 
competitive in their individual interest. Sure NGOs like to be the one to signal something that  
is important, that raises awareness on something. But at the end of the day, historically and 
probably will continue will team up and be solidaric to make the cause much more reachable.  

What have you seen that ENGOs or BINGOs, are they trying to be explicit in trying to 
have influence at the COPs? 

No, I don’t think they try to be very explicit in that they have influence. Even more for 
BINGOs, definitely. NGOs will talk about their influence when they discuss victories that 
they’ve achieved towards their membership and show that it's effective. They talk about the 
challenge of reaching the targets and getting negotiators to be ambitious, so they do to try to 
mobilize their membership by explaining this is the victory we just had. Look we blocked 
KXL pipeline, we got the COP21 agreement. When the agreement was signed, you saw a lot 
of spokepersons, the heads of NGOS, express their approval. They are explicit in that and 
they are explicit in that they need to keep pressure on them. They are not explicit on the 
specific measures and where they came in to influence which politician. In off record 
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meetings and appointments they do it all the time, both sides and they exaggerate. Very often 
here, ‘this is what I told the guy, I told them you can’t do this.’ They all like to say they are 
close to power and have influence on “power”. There’s a very strong will to show that you 
are in the decision making process and that you’ve had an influence. It gets more generalized 
when public. But NGOs are much more explicit than the business community, which I would 
say unfortunately. Public opinion demands more transparency on why decisions are being 
taken, meaning what economic interest are behind them. 

Do you see that because these two groups are functioning in such different ways and 
that there is such a different power structure within them, do you see that they are as 
democratic and transparent as the UN intends them to be? Picking up on this point that 
you were making, given that its probably not going to change and the idea is to include 
different stakeholders and broadening the process, are we just duplicating the process 
that already exists or is it making it more democratic? 

If BINGOs are working in the same way that they would outside of the UN structure, 
not very transparent and its done behind closed doors, is it having them in the 
negotiations changing anything? Same for ENGOs.

The climate negotiations are more of a reflection of the changes in the business community 
than a stimulus or catalyst. Just as climate negotiations are a reflection of the world’s move 
towards sobriety in carbon that it is a stimulus. I think it’s there and necessary to keep the 
attention high but it is not where the change is made. 

I’m not sure we will see a true democratization of BINGO, ICC functioning. But I think we 
will see more and more transparency on how companies take into account climate change and 
environmental degradation and act accordingly to preserve them. I’m not saying how fast 
they will do this and how ambitious they will be, but I think the external forces to the 
business community that will make that happen. Meaning the work of NGOs, public opinion, 
technology, the science community. I don’t think that businesses will necessarily decide at 
climate negotiations, change the way they act. I don’t think that matters to them. What 
matters to them is how much they show their willingness to move forward that might result in 
being more transparent and interact with negotiators but I think what is more important to 
them, is before the COPs, what kind of announcements are they making. What kind of 
transparency are they giving to the general public on their own activity. We will still remain 
in a competitive sphere on society, so yes they will work together for technology transfer or 
deals etc., for joint investments. But I still think it will stay parceled because of the nature of 
the economic world. They remain competitive stakeholders who will focus more on how 
transparent they are with their own activity and benefit from the sincerity of the greening of 
our activity. Thanks to getting access to new markets, selling our products, having a good 
reputation, license to operate, to lead projects thanks to consumer acceptability, thanks to 
local community acceptability of our projects. I don't think what is at stake for them is to be 
more democratic and transparent in their participation in COPs. Its more about the 
announcements they make in the content. I don’t think there will be much of a change here. 

138



Interview O4
Interview conducted 10/6/16
Celine Ramstein
World Bank

Can you explain to me what has been your role with the UNFCCC?

Working with IDDRI, which is a think tank based in Paris closely working with the French 
negotiating team and a lot of stakeholders for COP21. At IDDRI, I was coordinating our 
COP21 activities, so typically I would attend the negotiations, discuss with stake holders, we 
would have meetings, would have regular activities, producing papers, organizing dialogues 
with negotiators and other things like that. 

Today what is your function?

Right now I don’t have any function, I’m just part of the climate change team of the World 
Bank, but I don’t work closely at all. I do collaborate with them but on a different basis, like 
we have a project with them on carbon pricing, but its a totally different role. I transitioned 
after COP21, to a different role where I deal with other issues that are not specifically related 
to COP21.  

What has been your interaction with CAN?

I don’t know if i was interacting with the focal points, but I was interacting with their team in 
Paris, during the negotiations, they had NGO meetings or press conferences. In the COP or 
Intercessionals, you just hangout with people outside of the negotiations, in the corridors or 
between sessions, so you just talk to each other quite a lot. Also as IDDRI, because COP21 
was in France, we had mandate from French government to help with COP21 negotiations, 
talking with NGOs quite a lot to get a feeling where they stood, what their main issues were, 
how we could help and how get a better understanding of the campaign and their messaging. 
It was really an open discussion. Ourselves as IDDRI, cause we’re a think tank, were also a 
part of civil society around the negotiations, between negotiators and NGOs, and other major 
groups. We did interact a lot with them. 

How do you see that the members of CAN or ENGOs work together? Do some 
organizations have more influence than others? 

We were meeting with CAN but also with others. So we met with CAN as CAN, but also 
WWF, Oxfam. Typically when we would have formal meetings, we would invite all the 
major NGOs that were active either in France or internationally, but typically the ones we 
knew in France. We would have a meeting in Paris or a side of the negotiations. From what I 
saw, they were working pretty well together. CAN was the group with the most capacity, in 
terms of following the negotiations closely. The7 actually have people who really knew what 
was going on and following really closely. For some other organizations, its someone who 
can come to the negotiations but a lot of other things in their portfolio, so other organizations 
were really less specialized, from the ones we were working with. But CAN was working 
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with them pretty intensively. Also in France the created Coalition COP21, or Coalition 21 
where they were all working together. 

What has been your interaction with the ICC?

That a little bit less, we talked with some companies, like in France or business organizations. 
I remember conversations with the UN Global Compact, all the people involved in the 
Business Climate Summit. But we did not discuss with BINGO as BINGO or ICC, not in this 
capacity as such. We would discuss with companies who were involved in activities at 
COP21 or discuss with companies involved with the Business Climate summit that happened 
in May last year. But not really BINGO as BINGO. 

How do you see that the members of BINGOs work together? Do some organizations 
have more influence than others?

They are definitely less visible than the NGOs, during the negotiation sessions due  to less 
visible actions. They would not typically do a protest in the middle. In this sense, they are 
less visible. Then you always see the same usual suspects, they also have the same 
coordination meeting in the morning. But they are more discreet in terms of they do a lot  
around the negotiations, you just see it a little less, its less visible, or less demonstration style.  
You see it less, its less obvious. They probably do a lot but I wouldn’t be able to comment on 
that. 

Do you see that there is a high level of cohesion amongst ENGOs in their policy 
proposals?

For COP21, there was a big effort for these NGOs to be together and have powerful, coherent 
messaging, maybe more than before. I think it was extremely helpful and one of the reasons 
why it worked pretty well at the end. Its because they made a really consistent and coherent 
effort to have common messaging, really clear thing that they were pushing for. Of course 
each organization had its own agenda, but  they mad quite an effort to have common thing, at 
one or two things, they were advocating for.

Do you see that there is a high level of cohesion amongst ICC members in their policy 
proposals?

Its honestly harder for me to say, I would be biased and think mostly about the French 
companies or French organizations. Overall, that I’m not sure. But I’m not sure if it happened 
in BINGO outside. The companies and private sector organizations were extremely vocal and 
organized for COP21. They were not necessarily speaking as BINGO but as big companies, 
big CEOs, big coalitions of CEOs, CEOs launching a call for carbon pricing. A lot of these 
types of things that were pretty new and extremely helpful. 

Any examples? 

The main one was the call for carbon pricing that they launched in September 2014 and the 
overall high level participation in the UN Sec General Climate Summit in September 2014.  
Again, not per say BINGO or UNFCCC, but this was the main gathering of all these 

140



organizations or companies ahead of the COP. This and the big Business Summit that 
happened in May in Paris. These were two big moments for the companies and private sector 
organizations. 

Do you see members of ENGO being explicit in trying to influence policy at the COPs? 
Either in the communications with the public or with you? 

For sure. The would publish ahead before each negotiation session some press materials, 
communication, really highlighting what their demands were. When they would do press 
conferences during the sessions, they would clearly say so. They would say, this is what we 
are fighting for, this is what we are asking. Sometimes they would have a position as CAN a 
coordinated position, what they could support as CAN. And sometimes member of the 
coalition, would have their own thing that thy were pushing for. But clearly yeah, they were 
trying to influence the negotiations. 

Do you see members of BINGO being explicit in trying to influence policy at the COPs?

As long as you’re in the process, one of the major groups, and you are organizing in press 
conferences, and you’re around the negotiations, that’s what you are there for. 

Did you see that the BINGOs were explicitly saying that ‘oh today we were at the COP 
and we saw some progress..’

If you look at the communication they made, what they published or the press conferences 
they were doing. I know for sure that member of the private sector or companies that I met 
during these sessions, were following these negotiation sessions, you know what was going 
on things that were important to them. Like carbon pricing and markets. For sure, they had 
position and were advocating, whether they did it publicly or not, I don’t know, but they were 
pushing for that. As BINGO, I don’t know if they had common communications, or things 
they were asking for publicly. Or I’m not sure how they coordinate it, but I know private 
companies were certainly doing it. 

Anything else?

How well this constituency thing is working? How even, if you ask the companies, do the 
companies feel represented by the BINGO group, how is the BINGO group is working. What 
do they feel and are they using BINGO to make their case or are they using external ways? 
My feeling, just a feeling from what I’ve seen, is I heard much more outside than through 
BINGO. I never really heard anyone say, except when they get their two minutes to make a 
statement, thats when you hear BINGO saying something. But outside of that, you rarely hear 
someone say Hi, I’m a BINGO representative, and I want to present to you what the BINGO 
demands are. Whereas you would hear CAN saying that, not necessarily as ENGO but as 
CAN because they’re super well organized. They are organized to do just that. 

This is what I’ve found in my research, that whereas the ENGOs are very well 
organized and CAN is quite useful for them. For the ICC, which is CAN’s equivalent for 
BINGOs, they play a completely different role and many businesses don’t interact with 
them at all or have diverging opinions from them. 
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It would be interesting to understand why, because ICC hasn’t put enough resources to 
spend? CAN, that’s the thing they do. The get people together to discuss environmental 
issues. I guess the ICC does a lot of other things. I would be curious to see how many people 
are actually doing that. I would also be curious to know, do companies choose other 
communication ways because they think its more efficient or because of competing agendas. 
It would be interesting to understand why. And then what does this tell us about 
constituencies. Maybe it doesn’t work for everyone. Maybe its a good thing for NGOs, but 
for companies, its not what they need? 

That’s basically what I’m trying to explore. Your input was really interesting because 
one of the big questions is how transparent and much are they interacting with groups 
such as yours, third parties. Its very easy for people to be in the bubble and only know 
what they are doing. ENGOs know what ENGOs are doing, BINGOs know what 
BINGOs are doing.
In the outside world, a lot of people were at COP21 and if you ask them what BINGO or 
ENGOs, they wouldn’t even know. This BINGO, ENGO thing is a really insider thing, really 
a procedural way, UNFCCC way of making you heard. If you think of all the people who 
came to COP21, you heard a lot of businesses at COP21. I don’t think they even bothered to 
know about BINGO whatever because BINGO is important if you want to make a statement 
at one of the sions, but  its, not what necessarily what gives you the most exposure. A lot of 
people were having side events, having booths, they wanted communication, a lot of things. 
If you asked a random person or someone who was really visible at the COP if they were 
ENGO, BINGO or none of the other. To attend, you need to register, its super complicated 
process that you need to do in advance, you had to register as BINGO, ENGO. But apart from 
procedural reason, I would ask some of the people who were at the COP, if they even know 
what it is and what its there for. You would find different between NGOs  who all know what 
CAN is and then the companies know what ICC is but not know they have this coordination 
role. 
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