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Abstract: Since non-state actors participated in the international environmental 

decision-making, owing to their unique expertise and technological superiority, they 

have thrived and tried to gain the authority over the formulation of the environmental 

regulation and norms, particularly in the circumstances of the stalemate between the 

developed and developing countries. This article is to explore the interaction pattern of 

the private actors and developing countries when they engage themselves in the 

Multilateral Environmental Agreements and try to answer the question: Can developing 

countries share the authority with NGOs to better adapt to the changing global 

environment and address the potential environmental threat? When and how will the 

authority sharing happen? By analyzing the case of climate change, the author defines 

the concept of authority sharing, and categorizes it into four types alongside the axis of 

public declaration and behavioral consent as well as the interaction in specialized and 

integrated approach. In close relation to it, I argue the realization of authority sharing 

is in relevance to the categories and propose three hypotheses, accordingly with “Loss 

and Damage” illustrated. In the final section, there is a number of research implications. 
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1. Introduction 

 

The global environmental degradation has been beyond state boundary and needs to be 

overcome by means of the collaboration of various actors. As such, the managing 

authority usually turns to the private or networked governance confronted despite the 

dissonance between sovereignty (Bernstein, Coleman 2009). While the state authority 

is limiting the power to preserve their legitimacy and social, more exactly to say, non-

state actors are contending and acquiring the private and supranational authority, little 

is known about, but in urgent need, which is the balanced point at the axis of authority 

if we limit the global environmental governance to a variety of authority relationships 

as David Lake (Lake 2007, Lake 2010b, Lake 2010a). 

I use the concept of authority sharing, namely the interaction of actors in making 

rules which are accepted and applied by other actors, to explore how to operate and 

manage the authority relation between actors on the ground of diversified politics. The 

literature on non-state actors focuses predominantly on the activities at the 

intergovernmental level or on the networked governance side of the policy spectrum 

(Nasiritousi et al. 2014). The studies visualize the global environmental governance in 

the frame of delegation (Nielson and Tierney 2003, Green and Colgan 2013, Couzigou 

2015) and orchestration (Abbott et al. 2015, Bäckstrand et al. 2017), thereafter 

inadequate participation and less optimal policy produced, and has not served to 

examine the interaction between developing countries and non-state actors, particularly 

in the context of loss and damage. 

This paper looks at the authority of the disregardful actors in global environmental 

governance, the developing countries whose role are usually eclipsed by those more 

controversial, vigorous and effect-oriented in managing the human habitat, as well as 

non-state actors emergently assuming the authority to make rules for the environmental 

governance participants. While focusing on their interaction and discussing the possible 

authority sharing between them, the goal of this paper is to provide the necessary 

explanation and explore a new path for better integrating the stakeholders into global 

environmental governance. In the analysis of both of their roles in the case of climate 

change, I primarily use secondary sources as the references. 

Section two briefly tells the evolving performance of developing countries and non-

state actors on the stage of global environmental governance and clarifies their different 

functions in five aspects (agenda setting, negotiated settlement, implementation, 

compliance and resilience) within the MEAs. Section three exemplifies the dynamics 

between developing countries and non-state actors in the case of climate change. 

Section four then generalizes the coordination and cooperation of them in the theory of 

authority sharing and elaborates the causal mechanism necessary to the study. Before 

concluding, some research implications for future global environmental governance are 

complemented. 

 

2. “Unmatched Dance Steps” in Global Environmental Governance 



 

Although the global environment changes have raised the concern across the world, 

they are not equally valued among various groups. For a long time the developed 

countries have been the major dancers on the stage of global environmental governance, 

where they have discovered the damage to the environment, initiated and decided the 

environmental rules with the leading ecological awareness and the dominant economic 

power. While the developing countries, mostly post-colonial after World War II, have 

focused more on the economic growth and living standards improvement, strongly 

resisted against those environmental initiatives at the expense of the development, and 

firmly defended the sovereignty over their own affairs. In the state-centric structure of 

environmental governance, the non-state actors were pushed aside in the arena in most 

circumstances. 

Then the 1992 United Nations Conference on Environment and Development 

(UNCED) laid the foundation for the participation of multilateral stakeholders in the 

governance in response to global environmental change, integrating environment and 

development and claiming “one of the fundamental prerequisites for the achievement 

of sustainable development is broad public participation in decision-making.”1 With 

the increasing environmental awareness and interdependence with the rest of the world 

ever than before, the developing countries then actively pursue concrete environmental 

goals such as utilizing their natural resource more efficiently through technology 

transfer and implementation aid in MEAs at the implementation level (Cullet 2003). 

Within this group, as stated by Adil Najam (Najam 2005), they persist to form their 

policy and voice out in the banner of G77, including 134 members, no matter how 

divergent they are about specific issues. 

Meanwhile, including international organizations, environmental non-governmental 

organizations (ENGOs), industry actors and scientists, the non-state actors have been 

not only growing in number, but also expanding the action boundary across both the 

developed and developing countries. Moreover, they challenge the traditional view of 

non-state actors’ limited influence international environmental policy making. The 

state-based international system was complemented by the “bottom-up” approach, the 

key elements of which being “the direct participation of local people in the planning 

and implementation of action programs; measures to improve environmental awareness 

and capacity for action on the part of these said local actors; assurance that the 

importation of technology and ideas is driven by local demands; a leading role for 

NGOs both as experts and as links to the local people; and the development of 

coordination and financial mechanisms that ensure access to financial resources 

sufficient to allow the local actors and NGOs to implement their programs of 

action.”(Danish 1995) 

  Till now, no one will deny the significance of the developing countries and non-state 

actors in contributing to redressing the global environmental decimation. In MEAs their 

respective functions are shown in the following Table 1, the depiction of which was 

summarized from the documentation and research on regime design, actors, factors and 

negotiation process analysis. Furthermore, it is noteworthy that the mission the 

                                                             
1 See at Agenda 21, Chapter 23 “Strengthen the Role of Major Groups”, 23.2.5. 



developing countries and non-state actors shoulder in this respect is beyond the 

environment itself. As a result, both of them are called upon by the need of the 

interdisciplinary approach to international environmental policy making concerning 

that the environmental problems are interconnected with the population growth, poverty, 

development, industrialization and technology. 

 

Table 1. Functions of Developing Countries and Non-state Actors in MEAs 

 Developing Countries Non-state Actors 

Agenda setting 
Limited role in contrast to lead 

states 

Institutionalized, science & 

technology based networks play 

important role 

Negotiation 

Divergence among them and 

opposition to developed 

countries complicate the 

negotiation 

IOs link scientific networks to 

multilateral negotiation process; 

NGOs network with States 

optimizes negotiation 

Compliance 
Conditioning on developed 

countries’ compliance 

Partnership between NGOs and 

MNCs; 

MNCs develop and market new 

technologies; 

IO coordinating 

Implementation 
Slower pace owing to less 

capital and technical capacity 

Capacity building to local 

governments; 

Scientific report of ENGOs 

Resilience 

Position environment and 

development together, 

prioritizing the latter 

Broad network of scientific, NGOs 

and corporate stakeholders with 

the recognition of mutual 

legitimacy works best. 

 

  Accordingly, scholars have been interested in the changing roles and the relations of 

different participants in the IEG. Started in 2008, Earth System Governance is a 

research project designed to explore the effective governance regime and different 

configuration of actors improving the ecological system management.2 According to 

Eleni Dellas, the agency in earth system governance is the accepted capacity, formally 

or informally, to prescribe behavior, thus contributing to the problem solving and 

performing authority among the stakeholders (Dellas et al. 2011). Therefore, agency 

“is neither fully located in the public sphere of governments and intergovernmental 

organizations nor in the private sphere of non-governmental organizations and business 

actors. It rather emerges in different geographies and at different times as a crucial mix 

of public and private resources, roles and responsibilities” (Pattberg and Stripple 2008). 

  In light of studies conducted in the project, it is concluded that problem structure can 

be altered when configuration of actors is effectively in place (Norichika Kanie 2014). 

Illustrated in the table above, the functions in various components of IEG are tractable 

                                                             
2 More information to see at www.earthsystemgovernance.org. 

http://www.earthsystemgovernance.org/


to reflect the need contemplating a new configuration of actors, the coalition of 

developing countries and non-state actors, for escaping the gridlock on, specifically, 

climate governance. 

 

3. Developing Countries and Non-state Actors in Climate Regime 

 

Global warming is now the most eyes-catching environmental issue at all levels, 

expressly reflecting the capacity and need in the realm of sustainable development. In 

this section the performance and interaction between developing countries and non-

state actors in global climate architecture are examined, through which the dynamics 

and patterns of governing global climate change are to be traced in detail. 

 

3.1 UNFCCC 

 

Dating back to 1980s, the realization of anthropogenic emission of greenhouse gases as 

the main trigger increasing the surface temperature on earth and the scientific evidence 

found pushed the international community toward the prompt action globally. The 

World Climate Conferences and the first IPCC report laid the foundation for the agenda 

setting of the establishment of United Nations Framework Convention on Climate 

Change. By then, the green NGOs had entered the scene with full force, further 

sharpening the finds by the scientific community (Steinar E. Andresen 2011). NGOs 

also contributed to the preparation of draft texts long before the beginning of INC. In 

contrast to their influence in the early phase, they lost most of their direct influence 

when negotiations started (Norichika Kanie 2014). 

“To achieve a consensus that could be supported by a broad majority, rather than 

drafting a treaty that dealt with specific policies that might limit participation”3, the 

Intergovernmental Negotiation Committee for a Framework Convention on Climate 

Change under the authorization of the United Nations General Assembly clearly 

identified the “common but differentiated responsibilities” regarding the development 

levels and the amount of greenhouse gases emission of the developed and developing 

countries, partly for the purpose of attracting the latter into the humankind-affected 

governance structure. 

  During the INC, the negotiation was divided into two working groups to prepare the 

commitments and mechanisms respectively. Nevertheless, the ambiguity of the tasks 

defined brought about the debate between developed and developing countries. When 

the sessions came to the end but substantive agreement on the text was still unachieved, 

an “extended bureau”, a group consisting of the bureaus of the INC and of its two 

working groups and selected key delegations, was quietly organized to make progress 

in the negotiating text. At the final session, three groups were set up, one considering 

the core articles on commitments, financial mechanism and reporting, another one 

examining the preamble and the objective and principles articles, and the third one 

inspecting the articles on institutions, dispute settlement, and final clauses. 

                                                             
3 ENB, Earth Negotiation Bulletin (ENB), Volume. 12 No. 1. 



With strong reluctance and suspicion, developing countries participated in the 

lengthy negotiation and debated fiercely with developed countries in a variety of 

substances throughout the whole process. At the core was the financial support to 

developing countries for the implementation, the conundrum confronting the 

negotiators as “new and additional resources” required to transfer to those negatively 

affected by global warming. They made a credible threat to reject the FCCC if the GEF 

were not at least restructured to give them more influence over its activities (DeSombre 

2000) with the consequence of restructuring the GEF like in the Multilateral Fund. 

Others were the approach of the convention, principles, commitments, institutions and 

mechanism for implementation. As the voice of developing countries, G77 and China 

since then have played the role of coordinating and consolidating their positions despite 

the internal difference. And their influence has probably been enhanced due to their 

ability to get the UN as the appropriate all-inclusive negotiation forum (Norichika 

Kanie 2014). Given that the Climate Change Convention imposes no sanctions for non-

compliance and calls on the parties merely to consider establishing an alternative 

dispute resolution mechanism, there was no substantive work developing countries 

could undertake. 

  Admittedly, UNFCCC was the compromise among the parties like all other 

environmental agreements. Truly speaking, however, in the Convention, Western 

countries were able to define the principles more narrowly than in the parallel 

negotiations on the Rio Declaration, possibly because the INC was a less politicized, 

less public forum than the UNCED Preparatory Committee (Bodansky 1993). 

 

3.2 Kyoto Protocol 

 

On an ever-larger scale the third Conferences of the Parties (COP3) was held in 1997 

and Kyoto Protocol was adopted after the intense negotiation, under the guidance of 

“Berlin Mandate” passed in COP1, bravely quantitating the commitment of emission 

reduction and novelly creating the flexible mechanisms for implementation. 

Given the “passive participation” of developing countries in the UNFCCC, they were 

called upon to be clearer for more quantitative commitment. Even until The final 

session of the AGBM, US president Clinton included a call for “meaningful 

participation” by developing countries. In this respect, the developing countries insisted 

as a whole to show their opposition. “G-77/China used every opportunity to distance 

itself from any attempts to draw developing countries into agreeing to anything that 

could be interpreted as new commitments.” (ENB) One example is that 

 

“China and India led off a debate on emission trading and succeeded in delaying the pace at 

which trading will come into effect. In doing so in the closing hours of the negotiations, they 

signaled decisive opposition to the article on voluntary commitments and exhausted all 

proponents. As a result, the article on voluntary commitments was dropped. ” (ENB) 

 

The developing countries were then more concerned about the equity and 

development issues and their interest were more concrete in aggregation such as the 



creation of an implementable and equitable architecture, enhancement of adaptive 

capacity and pursuit of sustainable development. 

The issue of funding for developing countries “to meet the agreed full costs Incurred” 

and “the agreed full incremental costs of advancing the implementation of existing 

commitments” is increasingly urging. In the Article 11 of Kyoto Protocol, the 

developed parties left an elastic opening on finance, with the statement of “and 

developing country Parties avail themselves of” to redistribute the duty to developing 

parties themselves. Then Least Developed Countries Fund (LDCF) and Special Climate 

Change Fund (SCCF) were both established in 2001, the former “designed to address 

the special needs of the Least Developed Countries (LDCs) under the UNFCCC” and 

to “prepare and implement National Adaptation Programs of Action (NAPAs)” and the 

latter “open to all vulnerable developing countries”. Both were adaptation oriented and 

administered by GEF which was not wanted by developing countries. 

Although the voice of the countries like those from Alliance of Small Island States 

are muted in the developing group, they acted with great effort to defend their high 

vulnerability to the malign climate change. At the 11th session of INC, delegates from 

AOSIS submitted a draft protocol to the Interim Secretariat before the COP, calling for 

a reduction of emissions of greenhouse gases by at least 20% by the year 2005. Then in 

the corridor, the Climate Action Network (CAN) were actively lobbying G-77 countries 

to endorse the AOSIS draft protocol. 

Overall, developing countries always being marginal to the thrust of the UNFCCC, 

have become even more marginalized in recent COPs as energy has had to be diverted 

to get reluctant northern countries to accede to the Kyoto Protocol (Najam 2003). 

Contrastingly, during the negotiation, the ENGO claimed their objectives as follow. 

First, CAN argued the Protocol should include commitments for industrialized 

countries to reduce their GHG emissions twenty percent below 1990 level by 2005. 

Second, they argued for strong review and compliance mechanisms to enhance the 

implementation of the commitments contained in the Protocol. Third, ENGOs objected 

to proposals to allow industrialized Parties to meet their commitments through emission 

trading. Finally, they also opposed proposals to allow Parties to get credit for emissions 

absorbed by “sinks” (Betsill 2002). Their proposals were pivotal to those receptive 

delegations. 

With such a position, developing countries and ENGOs found in common that 

criticism and pressure were given to United States to replace its calling for stabilization 

of GHG emission with reduction. Fortunately, US changed mind to accept Kyoto 

Protocol at the final moment. 

 

3.3 Paris Agreements 

 

The way to another legally binding regulation to alleviate climate problem was long 

and the process from Bali Road Map, Copenhagen Accord, Cancun Agreement, Durban 

Platform, Doha Climate Gateway, to the final adoption of Paris Agreement, which are 

all attempts provided by various stakeholders, reflected the difficulty in and the highly 

demanding quality of the climate negotiation. These years have also witnessed the 



tremendous changes in the roles of developing countries and non-state actors. 

  Goals 

The “Double Track” pattern of climate change negotiation created in COP 11, 

including Ad Hoc Working Group on Further Commitments from Annex I Parties under 

the Kyoto Protocol (AWGKP) and Ad Hoc Working Group on Long-term Cooperative 

Action under the Convention (AWGLCA), has come to the termination in 2012. A new 

Ad Hoc Working Group on Durban Platform was launched with a mandate “to develop 

a protocol, another legal instrument or an agreed outcome with legal force under the 

Convention applicable to all Parties” (ENB). Under the relentless work of ADP, the 

excellent coordinative tactic of the presidency, and agreed by parties of convention, the 

conclusive outcome called “Paris Agreement” was adopted in 2015, with the aim of 

“holding the increase in the global average temperature to well below 2°C above pre-

industrial levels and pursuing efforts to limit the temperature increase to 1.5°C above 

pre-industrial levels, recognizing that this would significantly reduce the risks and 

impacts of climate change” (Paris Agreement 2015). 

Nationally Determined Contribution 

Noteworthy is that Paris Agreement takes up the quite different structure from that 

of Kyoto Protocol. One of the innovations is the Intended Nationally Determined 

Contribution (INDC) for the reduction of GHG emission, of which is conditional 

(commitments contingent on financial assistance and/or technology transfer) for 

developing countries. In this sense, Paris Agreement is the first global accord on climate 

change that contains policy obligations for all countries (Dimitrov 2016), even though 

the legally binding nature is weakened attributed to it. 

Funding Mechanisms 

Green Climate Fund (GCF) was first proposed at COP15 and established by the 

parties to UNFCCC in 2010. It was designed as a unique operating entity of the 

Convention’s financial and receives guidance from the Conference of the Parties to the 

Convention (COP). With equal membership in the board between the north and the 

south, GCF ensures the equity and balance to meet the need of most vulnerable 

countries, including LDCs, SIDs, and African states. What’s more, it is intended to 

direct private sector engagement in transformational climate-sensitive investments 

through the Private Sector Facility (PSF), where it brings investment to the urban areas 

and the rural areas and supports distinctive programs respectively (Green Climate Fund 

2015).  

Damage and Loss in Vulnerable Countries Initiatives 

  COP19 declared the founding up of Warsaw International Mechanism (WIM) on 

Loss and Damage under the joint effort of AOSIS, Least Developed Countries and 

African countries who are the most vulnerable parties to the UNFCCC and most 

incentivized to push this initiative on (de Águeda Corneloup and Mol 2013, Roger and 

Belliethathan 2014). The overall vision of the arrangement is to address loss and 

damage associated with climate change impacts in developing countries that are 

particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change. (unfccc.int). The Paris 

Agreement recognized the importance of “averting, minimizing and addressing loss and 

damage” (Article 8) and made the WIM permanent by incorporating it “into the long-



term cooperative structure of the climate regime” (Taub et al. 2016). 

There are relatively generous rules and procedures for NGOs concerning access to 

documentation, making statements, submission of written input, and consultations with 

the presiding officers and the Executive Secretary (Depledge 2005). According to the 

data, the degree of the openness in the official meetings remains growing (Nasiritousi 

and Linnér 2014). It is concluded that those non-states actors have placed themselves 

closer and closer to the center of the regime, except the size and scope are growing. 

Governments and IOs seeking to include as much as possible non-state action and 

commitment into treaty strategy, recognizing “Action Agenda” as official event of 

COP21, and optimizing the negotiation text by absorbing the submission of the non-

party stakeholders, see non-state actors not as an alternative to the UNFCCC process, 

or as merely a helpful addition, but as a core element of its logic of spurring rising 

action on climate over time (Hale 2016). 

 

4. Analysis Framework: Sharing Authority between the Developing 

Countries and Non-state Actors 

 

As demonstrated in the previous sections, the MEAs ought to be legitimate and 

authoritative so as to achieve the resilience of global environmental governance. The 

demanding task in turn raises the question: How do the developing countries and non-

state actors form and perform their authority in MEAs? Will their authority be shared 

for better governance? And in what circumstances the authority sharing happen? Given 

that developing countries and non-state actors belong to different domain of authority, 

public and private, we analyze the authority formation independently from each other 

in the first place. 

 

4.1 Authority 

 

From the perspective of legal theory, Roughan (Roughan 2013) defines the plurality of 

authority and relative authority in international law. Specifically speaking, there are 

“same-domain” and “interactive-domain”, “integrated” and “disjunctive” plurality. In 

terms of “same-domain”, it refers to the situation that two or more authorities in the 

same domain are completely overlapping or identical. As for “interactive-domain”, it 

comes into being through the interaction of their respective subjects or the 

interconnectedness of the activities they seek to regulate. While integrated authorities 

are arranged or organized by common rules and principles applying to their relationship, 

the disjunctive ones are separate, their relationships are not governed by organizing 

rules or principles. 

  The relativity of one authority to the other thus can help answer the question whether 

there is the justification for inter-authority treatment and assumption of obligation in 

international environmental regime on the consent or non-consent basis. For example, 

the international law might be in conflict with the national environmental law in the 



exploitation and protection of the forestry, in case of which the interactive authorities 

thus retreat back to the security zone with the dispute unresolved, or else determine the 

action scope of the subjects via dialogical engagement. Nonetheless, this framework 

still leaves space to drawing a standardized line in order to ascertain the categorization 

and characterization of the authority relationship. 

  The concept of authority in political theory has long and commonly discussed. 

Among all of them, Yves Simon tells us that the substitutional functions and essential 

function of authority can guide people and their community to pursue the autonomy 

and welfare through associated actions (Simon 2011). Compared to the domestic society, 

the different nature of which determines the principal school of authority, the structure 

of authority in the international society is of plurality and overlapping. The prevalently 

recognized concept of authority, namely the state one which traditionally stands at the 

mainstream of political science theory, refers to the relationship in which the states have 

the recognized right to command other actors to take actions, distinct from coercion, 

when it is applied to the international arena. The state authority comes possibly but not 

necessarily from sovereignty. 

On the other hand, state is not the sole source of authority in global environmental 

governance. The private sphere can also enable itself to build up the relationship of 

authority with the strength of market, morality, religion and expertise. In this term, 

private authority is defined as the situation in which non-states actors make rules or set 

standards that other relevant actors in world politics adopt (Green 2014). They are not 

absolutely contradictory, but overlapping and complementary to each other. In a world 

of global governance, states have no special authoritative status. Like all authorities, 

they negotiate their rights. Other authorities, in turn, actively constrain the authority of 

states and limit their reach (Lake 2010b). 

 

4.2 Authority Sharing 

 

In our observation to the scenarios in MEAs, non-state actors do motivate themselves 

to setting the agenda relying on the advanced awareness and research far preceding the 

developing countries, take advantage of every opportunity to exposing their standing in 

the open and formal occasion throughout the negotiation despite stricter constraint since 

Copenhagen, and undertake the delegated tasks in joint effort with states in the 

implementation and compliance queried by developing countries on conditionality and 

neutrality. It appears that there is wide gap blocking their getting closer even if both of 

them are aware of the significance of interaction. Apparently, to fill the gap doesn’t 

mean to talk and communicate as they used to, but to share their authority in a 

constructive manner. 

  To define the conception of authority sharing, we need to attach attention to 

refraining from those apt to bringing about confusion in understanding and application 

of authority sharing. Sovereignty constitutes the identity of citizens and symbol of 

interests in the traditional sense. The endowment nature of sovereignty justifies a state 

delimiting its actions and controlling the resources and activities within the jurisdiction. 

Globalization and interdependence have ever aroused the fear that the sovereignty has 



been eroded since the states’ power to control over the flow of people, resources and 

finance is weakening. Hence, it is reasonable to suspect if sharing the authority 

formulates another kind of loss of sovereignty. To this concern, I argue the fact that 

authority itself is essentially the social relation between the governors and the governed 

makes possible integrating it with another relationship so as to adjust and promote the 

functions of theirs. On the contrary, sovereignty doesn’t belong to this domain and there 

is no justification to follow such a path. 

  It is also inevitable to discuss the impact on legitimacy when the authority is shared. 

Taking climate diplomacy as an example, given that there is a wide participation gap 

for developing countries in climate action both in terms of inclusion and leadership 

(Chan et al. 2016), and that non-state actors constantly fall short of representation and 

accountability, authority sharing creates another channel for the former to promote their 

interest and the latter to be scrutinized to see whether they adhere to their stated values 

of empowerment of and partnership with developing countries (Hudson 2001). 

  The latest development in climate agreement negotiation has demonstrated that the 

public and private authority is more and more deeply intertwined in the new landscape 

of international climate cooperation (Bäckstrand et al. 2017). Learning from that, I 

argue authority sharing refers to the interaction of actors in making rules which are 

accepted and applied by other actors, no matter whether those actors are recognized as 

authority before. In the definition, it can be extracted as a mode of action that draws on 

each other’s merit and close the gap, without the exclusion of the competition in some 

aspects, opening the door to embrace the variety of stakeholders as the acclaimed 

“Hybrid Multilateralism” in global climate governance. 

To differentiate authority sharing from that, however, the restructuring of the inter-

authority relation contains dual meaning: as a process and as an outcome. On the one 

hand, the actors firstly form their own expectation toward the general tendency of 

rulemaking before the advent of the interaction in multilateral environmental 

negotiation. Then they choose different strategies to maintain and achieve their desired 

interest likely embedded in the governing rules in ways of balancing and weighing 

within certain issue scope. 

For instance, the process of establishing climate treaty has told us that both actors 

are more and more complex insides and in-between. For developing countries and non-

state actors, both of them are the rule makers and the rule executors simultaneously, 

which in turn prompts them to setting rules taking into account the capacity and will at 

each side. After all, in specific cases some actors and particular combinations of power 

sources are seen to be most authoritative at different point along the policy spectrum 

(Nasiritousi et al. 2014), and in others just the opposite. 

When connoting the authority sharing as an outcome, on the other hand, it is expected 

to observe the changes of the reputation which means that actors can be honored as the 

sharer or criticized as the coward, and of the architecture in global environmental 

governance. 

 

4.3 Categorization and Realization of Authority Sharing 

 



Although the authority previously stands at only one side with states and the private 

authority are in competition with state authority at times, there is the possibility that 

authority sharing can happen between actors or actor groups. Considering the 

distribution of powers within inter-authority relationships, and their effects upon the 

action constraints to the actors, I categorize the process into four types and to my view, 

the realization of authority sharing is in relevance to the categories. 

 

Table 2. Typologies of Authority Sharing 

 
Specialized Integrated 

Public 

Declaration 
 Loss and Damage 

Behavioral 

Consent 
  

 

As such, my hypotheses are thus as follows: 

Hypothesis One – The higher pressure of finding out effective scheme to tackle 

environmental degradation more likely boost to share the authority. 

Hypothesis Two - If the authority sharing is publicly declared at the formal occasion, 

other than only behavioral consent, it is more likely to become reality. 

Hypothesis Three - The specialized debate and communication surrounding an issue 

are of higher possibility leading to authority sharing. To the opposite, the integrated 

approach can only raise the bar of the achievement of authority sharing. 

Loss and damage here is to be analyzed. 

Accompanying the controversy of whether to integrate loss and damage into the 

constituency of UNFCCC, the to-be-answered question if the extreme weather events 

can be attributed to climate change is the consensus basis on which the stakeholders 

could stand firmly promoting L&D as the evidence of legal principle. Substantial 

evidence exists relating slow-onset events, such as sea-level rise and glacial retreat, to 

climate change. Link between climate change and specific extreme weather events, 

such as heatwaves, and particularly flood and droughts, are more uncertain due to the 

greater role of natural variability (Parker et al. 2016). Research conducted by German 

watch examining the data 1996-2015 shows that the developing countries were hit hard 

by the climate risk during last two decades, and the poorer, the harder (Sönke Kreft 

2016). 

Given the concern that developing countries, particularly the LDCs and AOSIS, are 

most driven to motion the loss and damage to the floor in the negotiation arena. On the 

agenda setting, leaders of developing countries and civil society groups have been long 

called for a need to recognize and remedy climate-related loss and damage within the 

UNFCCC (Vanhala and Hestbaek 2016). Motivated by the need to understand more 

about this emergent issue, the government of Bangladesh requested assistance from the 



Climate and Development Knowledge Network (CDKN) to help building a common 

understanding around loss and damage and provide insight into what it entails for 

vulnerable countries. Then four NGOs were appointed to help Supporting LDCs in the 

Loss and Damage Negotiations, conceptual framing, providing scientific insights of the 

on the ground realities of loss and damage in vulnerable countries, and driving national 

policy responses to Loss and Damage. (Germanwatch 2012) 

Leading up to Paris, various NGOs, shifting its legalistic frame to justice that makes 

it be “loss and damage” instead of the “liability and compensation” previously used, 

further broadened the coalition of actors supporting action on loss and damage, as well 

as gave NGOs the opportunity to strengthen alliances with state partners (Allan and 

Hadden 2017). CAN’s position paper expresses that “it is important that the Paris 

Agreement also include provisions on loss and damage and human rights, in order to 

ensure the interests of the most vulnerable are taken into account” (CAN 2015) and 

places it in the core agreement. Seen from the text provided by the draft agreement, 

developing parties tend to initiate a new mechanism “subject to the authority and 

guidance of the CMA”, and “supported through the Financial Mechanism of the 

Convention” (ADP 2015). At COP21, both developing countries and non-state actors 

claimed the L&D be an independent article as stated in draft agreement proposed by 

ADP. In this term, the realization of separating it from adaptation was a “win” for many 

small island developing states (SIDS) (IISD 2015). Whereas the pursuit of liability and 

compensation needs more endeavor in future negotiations. 

The content of loss and damage is broad, economic and non-economic. It is difficult 

to estimate the global economic impact from climate change. However, high agreement 

has been achieved on “for most economic sectors, the impacts of drivers such as 

changes in population, age structure, income, technology, relative prices, lifestyle, 

regulation, and governance are projected to be large relative to the impacts of climate 

change” (IPCC 2014). Further impact also includes human health, human security, 

livelihoods and poverty and varies regionally. For both developing countries and non-

state actors, they need more time to commonly frame a comprehensive plan to address 

the sensitive issue after the common and full understanding on L&D is established. 

  In summary, it is joyful to see developing countries and non-state actors willing to 

listen to and understand each other’s policy need in the field of loss and damage. The 

Authority-Sharing location hence tells us that there is a long way to go if loss and 

damage is to be prioritized in the global climate process and international 

environmental law. 

 

4.4 Research Implications for Conducive Interplays 

 

A. What about the role of other actors in climate negotiations practicing the argument 

of authority sharing? 

The sections above focuses on the interaction between developing countries and non-

state actors and its theoretical implications. As such, I argue the fact that global climate 

governance are multi-stakeholder involved requires us to study the experience of 

various actors or actor groups although there are variant degrees of participation and 



effectiveness. For the framework of authority sharing, aiming to describe and explain 

the reality and tendency in climate diplomacy practices, it can only be more illuminative 

by including developed countries, countries with special interest pursuit, developing 

countries and the distinctive combination of non-state actors into the research frame. 

  B. How is the variation of authority sharing between certain actors within different 

time period? 

  Since over two decades of the climate negotiations has witnessed the birth and 

growth of numerous governance rules building the climate-carved skyscraper and 

leaving us with cherished experience on multilateral environmental negotiation and 

international environmental law. In light of it, it is imperative to examine the dynamics 

with the framework of authority sharing, looking into the deeper involvement of 

developing countries and other international bodies and the acquisition of authority by 

private actors, generalizing the long-term tendency for rulemaking in Multilateral 

Environmental Agreements. 

  C. What is the value and the meaningful analytic keynotes to the authority sharing in 

the sense of comparative study? 

  We can infer the width of a theory based on the applicability to comparative cases. 

As a quantity of themes included in environmental politics, e.g. the sea, forest, 

transboundary waste, wetland, biodiversity, desertification, climate, provides the 

abundant resources for further research, it is reasonable to comparatively explore the 

feasibility of authority sharing in the context of multilateral environmental negotiation 

and the growing plural authority. 

 

5. Conclusion 

 

The paper has discussed the roles of developing countries and non-state actors in 

climate negotiations for the last 25 years. I argue that it is necessary to build a 

framework to fully analyze how they interact with each other in the way of breaking 

the divide of the public and the private and integrating them in a complete picture 

(Pattberg and Stripple 2008). And following the theory of plurality of authority, I 

categorize the authority sharing in MEAs, locate the relationship between developing 

countries and non-state actors and hypothesize the condition upon the occurrence of 

authority sharing. Here none is referred to about what the effect of authority sharing 

between the non-state actors and developing countries is, the question of which is to be 

solved in the future, so are for those issues beyond climate change. 
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