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Abstract

This positi on paper provides an initi al overview of the role of triparti te partnerships for climate change in the broader 
framework of policy opti ons available to address the issue. First, we will positi on partnerships in relati on to other policy 
modes for climate change, including emissions trading schemes, voluntary agreements and individual corporate self-
regulati on. Next, partnerships for climate change will be explored empirically, taking two existi ng databases for their 
triparti te initi ati ves into account and the extent to which they focus on development. Suggesti ons for further work on 
triparti te partnerships for climate change and development will be indicated.
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Policy modes for climate change

Considerable att enti on has been paid recently to climate change, most notably when linked to ongoing att empts to re-
alise a successor to the 1997 Kyoto Protocol. While policy-making eff orts are sti ll underway, the past decade has  seen a 
wave of voluntary initi ati ves at the local, nati onal and internati onal levels in an att empt to start addressing the issue and 
build knowledge about possible soluti ons. This applies not only to those countries that supported the Kyoto Protocol 
from the beginning, but also, and in some respects even more (if we consider state-level acti ons), to countries whose 
governments have traditi onally been less enthusiasti c about internati onal climate change policy such as the US and, 
unti l recently, Australia. In the conti nuum between regulati on and self-regulati on, a variety of policy instruments and 
voluntary initi ati ves that address climate change can be observed.

One approach looked at so-called policy modes that were categorised as (I) command and control; (II) market based; 
(III) mandatory informati on disclosures for companies; (IV) business-government partnerships; and (V) private volun-
tary codes (“private regulati on”) (Prakash & Kollman, 2004). Although this disti ncti on was made in an att empt to list 
(perceived) costs and benefi ts for companies, it is interesti ng to note that triparti te partnerships, i.e. those with other 
partners than government and business, are missing from this classifi cati on. The categorisati on also seems to be a litt le 
more intertwined than a clean disti ncti on like this suggests. Voluntary initi ati ves by companies, such as corporate emis-
sions reducti on programmes and internal emissions trading, have oft en been important in helping shape government 
policies, such as nati onal/regional emissions trading schemes, and in infl uencing public opinion on the desirability and/
or feasibility of government acti on other than command and control. This applies more generally to corporate politi cal 
acti viti es for climate change, including informati on-based strategies and various forms of self-regulati on (Kolk & Pinkse, 
2007). A fi nal aspect relevant to the fi eld of climate change is that mandatory/voluntary disclosures oft en do not origi-
nate from environmental policy considerati ons but rather from investor demands.

Taking these additi onal factors into account, the current range of policy modes for climate change seem to be market-
based policies on the one hand (as command and control is not really prevalent) and individual corporate initi ati ves on 
the other. In between there are voluntary agreements between business and government, and partnerships involving 
business, NGOs and government (Mazurkiewicz, 2005; OECD, 1999). The main diff erence between these two is that in 
voluntary agreements, responsibility for implementati on of climate change measures mainly rests with the companies 
involved under the aegis of the government, while in partnerships it is assumed that this responsibility is shared equally 
between parti cipants (Mazurkiewicz, 2005). We will fi rst outline the market-based approaches; in parti cular emissions 
trading as this is the policy opti on that has received most att enti on (Kolk & Pinkse, 2008; Pinkse & Kolk, 2007, 2009). The 
others will be dealt with later in the paper. 

Market-based approaches for climate change: emissions trading

Although the Kyoto Protocol established the possibility for emissions trading between countries, it does not require the 
parti cipati ng countries to implement a domesti c emissions trading scheme applicable to companies. Aft er rati fying the 
Protocol, countries had to draw up a plan specifying how they intended to meet their Kyoto target. This plan could con-
tain a domesti c emissions trading scheme as one of the opti ons. In recent years this has emerged as the most frequently 
menti oned road taken, as is refl ected in the wide range of initi ati ves and plans put forward. However, it is important to 
recognise that several non-European industrialised countries that rati fi ed the Kyoto Protocol, like Japan and Canada, 
have not yet implemented trading schemes. Companies from these countries can use the other Kyoto market mecha-
nisms – Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) and Joint Implementati on (JI) – to off set their emissions via reducti on 
projects in developing countries or economies in transiti on.

Despite the fact that the US and, unti l recently, Australia, rejected the Kyoto Protocol, some trading schemes have 
emerged in both countries over the years, parti cularly at state level. These can be seen as a clear sign of divergence be-
tween the various levels of government. A considerable number of US states are preparing to begin emissions trading. 
These include the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initi ati ve (RGGI) of the North-eastern states, the Western Regional Climate 
Acti on Initi ati ve (WCI) and the Midwestern Greenhouse Gas Reducti on Accord (MGGRA). A private trading scheme, the 
Chicago Climate Exchange (CCX) was created in 2003, in which internati onal and local companies, governments and 
NGOs parti cipated.  In Australia in early 2003, the New South Wales state government launched the New South Wales 
Greenhouse Gas Abatement Scheme and 2007 saw the launch of the Australia Climate Exchange (ACX), the fi rst emis-
sions trading platf orm in the country. Emissions trading as a viable route to meeti ng the Kyoto targets has received in-
creased support at the federal level, and the previous prime minister announced his intenti on to move to a nati on-wide 
system by 2012. This will be implemented with New Zealand. Although Australia rati fi ed the Kyoto Protocol in December 
2007, further progress has been limited by the domesti c politi cal situati on. Moreover, internati onal negoti ati ons on the 
successor to the Kyoto Protocol have not, as yet, been successful, and the future of emissions trading and the JI and 
CDM seems uncertain. All this will have serious implicati ons for developing countries if progress is not achieved soon.
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Voluntary agreements

Before emissions trading became an accepted route to meeti ng the Kyoto targets, governments in a number of countries 
set up voluntary agreements targeted at climate-related issues.  As these voluntary agreements were relati vely fl exible, 
they formed an ideal platf orm from which governments could develop policy on climate change. There were two types 
of voluntary agreements: negoti ated agreements and public voluntary programmes (OECD, 1999).

A negoti ated agreement (or covenant) is a contract between the government and an industry or individual company, 
which usually involves a target and a ti metable for meeti ng the target (Thalmann & Baranzini, 2004). Failure to meet the 
conditi ons laid down in the agreement usually means that stricter policies will be implemented later. Negoti ated agree-
ments come in two forms. They are either an alternati ve to a (more binding) regulati on or a supplement to an existi ng 
one. The former type is usually negoti ated as a collecti ve agreement with an industry associati on, as it is usually benefi -
cial to the enti re industry. The supplementary negoti ated agreements on the other hand, are created to give companies 
more fl exibility in complying with already existi ng regulati ons. They make it easier for companies to reach their targets 
and on more favourable terms. This type is therefore usually negoti ated with individual companies instead of industry 
associati ons because the increased fl exibility is benefi cial to each company individually. (Delmas & Terlaak, 2002).

Public voluntary programmes are set up by the government and companies take part in them on a voluntary basis. Par-
ti cipati ng companies agree to maintain certain standards, to implement certain technologies or reduce emissions to a 
parti cular level. In return for this, they receive benefi ts such as technical assistance or subsidies (OECD, 1999).

Both forms of voluntary agreements, although undertaken with the government, also imply some form of cooperati on 
between the various parti cipati ng companies. This is usually no more than a shared basic ‘best practi ce’ on how best to 
reduce emissions. Real cooperati ve eff orts to reduce environmental impact do not generally develop as part of an agree-
ment as companies tend to keep their competi ti ve positi on in mind (Thalmann & Baranzini, 2004).

The role played by voluntary agreements in the overall climate policy mix has been very diff erent across the world; so 
have the moti ves and means used by governments to introduce them. Whether voluntary initi ati ves were launched to 
gain experience with this ‘new’ environmental issue or used as an alternati ve aft er (or possible future) failure to launch 
stricter climate policies (Morgenstern & Pizer, 2007), has depended to a considerable extent on the way in which the 
nati onal public debate on climate change unfolded. This has led to the implementati on of diff erent kinds of agreements 
which vary in their objecti ves as well as in the benefi ts companies can gain from them. In some countries, voluntary 
agreements play an important role in the climate policy mix (Thalmann & Baranzini, 2004) and essenti ally operate as a 
substi tute to mandatory climate change regulati ons (Khanna & Ramirez, 2004). In these situati ons, they appear to have 
been introduced because there was simply too much resistance to stricter policy instruments such as a carbon tax (Lyon 
& Maxwell, 2004) and not merely to pre-empt stricter regulati ons. Voluntary agreements were the primary component 
of nati onal climate policy in the countries that either did not rati fy the Kyoto Protocol (the US), were very late in rati fying 
(Australia) or where there was substanti al internal resistance to the target set under Kyoto (Canada). These countries 
appear to have used public programmes that were enti rely voluntary and non parti cipati on had litt le or no real conse-
quences for a company (Price, 2005), except perhaps in public image. 

In other countries, voluntary agreements have been implemented as part of a broader climate policy mix. They contain 
mandatory policy instruments like a tax or emissions trading scheme (Price, 2005). In all EU Member States, voluntary 
agreements currently operate along with the European emissions trading scheme (EU ETS). The EU ETS only started 
in 2005 and many voluntary agreements were already in place years before that. The situati on in Europe was initi ally 
similar to the current situati on in the US and Australia where voluntary agreements were launched in the mid-1990s in 
response to a failure to implement an EU-wide carbon tax (Khanna & Ramirez, 2004) and not in an att empt to pre-empt 
it. Nevertheless, one important diff erence is that most (although not all) European voluntary agreements on climate 
change are negoti ated agreements and not public voluntary agreements. Parti cipati on in these agreements is less volun-
tary because the agreements are usually negoti ated with business associati ons representi ng whole industries and once 
negoti ated the terms are binding. In other words, it appears that European governments have more politi cal will to come 
up with a climate policy mix that puts substanti al pressure on companies to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and 
voluntary agreements are one means to achieve this. Another important aspect of voluntary agreements is that they 
are very dynamic and tend to be of a temporary nature. They are eventually replaced by other forms of regulati on or 
become partnerships.
It should be noted that there is no evidence to prove their eff ecti veness as an instrument. This is clear from a recent 
state-of-the-art overview of existi ng literature and a broad-scale empirical study (Dijkgraaf et al., 2009). There are some 
indicati ons that the promise of a reward like a subsidy or the threat of a fi ne or tax, if targets were or were not met, 
might prove eff ecti ve. The report recommends clear, integral targets be set to avoid substi tuti on eff ects, that free-riders 
are kept out by formulati ng and measuring objecti ves at the individual level, and that explicit reporti ng requirements 
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are imposed on parti cipants. Interesti ngly, the researchers also clearly indicate that it would be more eff ecti ve to leave 
the initi ati ve for voluntary agreements to non-state actors. This type of arrangement would, in some respects, resemble 
a partnership. 

The existi ng policy instruments in which the government has an acti ve facilitati ng role and the prevalent market-based 
approach (emissions trading) do not appear to have been suffi  cient to address the issue of climate change so far. An-
other aspect worth considering is that some people appear to see voluntary agreements as a variant form of business-
government partnerships (like Prakash & Kollman, 2004), although the agreements frequently lack the non-hierarchical 
nature, shared responsibility and partner regulati on found in the partnership concept (Mazurkiewicz, 2005; Van Huijstee 
et al., 2007). For this reason, we do not include existi ng voluntary agreements under the partnership heading.

Individual corporate initi ati ves

Another deviati on from the ideas set out by Prakash and Kollman (2004) can be seen in the matt er of (mandatory) in-
formati on disclosure. This is applicable to climate change regulati on not as an environmental policy instrument but for 
fi nancial regulati on with an eye to risk reducti on or for reputati onal purposes.

The US Securiti es and Exchange Commission sti pulates that public listed companies report all informati on that could af-
fect the fi nancial conditi on or operati onal results of their company. It could be argued that climate change is something 
that should be included under this heading. Although some companies do include reports on climate change, a recent 
study that systemati cally analysed over 6,000 fi lings by S&P 500 companies since 1995, found “an alarming patt ern of 
non-disclosure by corporati ons regarding climate risk” (Doran et al., 2009, p. 1). Moreover, more than 75% of the 2008 
annual reports of the same companies did not refer to climate change at all, with only 5% having a strategy for manag-
ing climate-related risks.  There was very limited disclosure in the reports of 100 global companies in fi ve sectors who 
are thought to play a key role in a low-carbon economy (Young et al., 2009). The limited disclosure of material related 
to climate change risks over the years (Pinkse & Kolk, 2009) has given rise to consistent requests for stricter regulati ons. 
This has led to the establishment of new SEC guidelines which were issued in January 2010. These sti pulate that public 
traded companies disclose all climate related material that has an eff ect on their business. This is likely to have an impact 
in the coming years, although it remains to be seen to what extent companies will use diff erent interpretati ons of risks 
and opportuniti es, as they have done before.

Pressure from investors has been most prominent in the Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP). From 2003 onwards, it sent 
out questi onnaires to a large number of companies – initi ally only to the Financial Times 500, but currently to other lists 
including around 6,500 additi onal companies. The questi ons cover aspects like the perceived opportuniti es and risks of 
climate change, the amount of greenhouse gas emitt ed, the emissions reducti on targets and programmes, and their ap-
proach to emissions trading. The questi onnaire has changed considerably over ti me. For example, while the fi rst three 
versions only asked about opportuniti es and risks in general, from the fourth questi onnaire onwards a clear disti ncti on 
was made between regulatory and physical risks of climate change. From the second questi onnaire onwards, a recur-
ring topic became the issue of how responsibility for climate change was allocated within the company. At its core, 
CDP represents an eff ort to develop standardised reporti ng procedures for companies concerning their climate-related 
acti viti es. It is put in a form intended to complement annual fi nancial accounts and provide informati on relevant to in-
vestors on the business risks and opportuniti es from climate change. Growing response rates (for example, 82% of the 
FT500 fi lled in the questi onnaire in 2009) show that companies have become more aware of the need to disclose climate 
change issues, and also that they have started to collect informati on on this matt er.

While there are many questi ons about the quality and comparability of the data, and thus also its value to investors 
(Kolk, Levy & Pinkse, 2008), the very trend towards carbon disclosure has also had implicati ons for the other individual 
corporate acti viti es that in a sense underlie it, i.e. emissions measurement, emissions inventories and target setti  ng. 
Although a range of diffi  culti es and managerial choices about the types and levels of targets, the scope of emissions, the 
organisati onal boundaries and methodology (Pinkse & Kolk, 2009), an emissions inventory has become rather common 
nowadays (Cogan, 2006). In the case of European Union Member States, this is because compliance with the EU emis-
sions trading scheme is mandatory, whereas in most other situati ons it is of a voluntary nature, In these cases it covers 
acti viti es that may frequently be linked to (or form a preconditi on for) all types of policy modes in which companies have 
chosen to parti cipate, which we outlined above, except for partnerships, to which we will now turn.
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Partnerships

Partnerships represent what Austi n (2000) called the “collaborati on paradigm of the 21st century” needed to solve 
“increasingly complex challenges” that “exceed the capabiliti es of any single sector”. Partnerships have become increas-
ingly interesti ng implementati on mechanism for sustainable development since they were listed as the eighth of the 
Millennium Development Goals at the 2002 World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD). They were recognised 
one of the most feasible suggesti ons to have risen from the many ideas launched a decade earlier at the Rio conference 
that had failed to be translated into concrete measures. Partnerships in a sense aim to address diff erent forms of ‘gov-
ernance’ failure in a situati on where governments, companies and NGOs are unable to unilaterally achieve the desired 
public objecti ves, especially when dealing with complex global problems such as the protecti on of the environment 
(Bäckstrand, 2008; Biermann et al., 2007; Kolk, Van Tulder & Kostwinder, 2008; Van Tulder & Fortanier, 2009). They can 
also be seen as sources for new global rule setti  ng involving non-state actors where ‘old’ public governance has failed 
and regulatory voids need to be fi lled (Braithwaite & Drahos, 2000; Fransen & Kolk, 2007).

One of the more recent defi niti ons of partnerships is “collaborati ve arrangements in which actors from two or more 
spheres of society (state, market and civil society) are involved in a non-hierarchical process, and through which these 
actors strive for a sustainability goal” (Van Huijstee et al., 2007, p. 77). The idea behind this is older though. In the 1990s, 
partnerships were more broadly conceptualized as “the voluntary collaborati ve eff orts of actors from organizati ons in 
two or more economic sectors in a forum in which they cooperati vely att empt to solve a problem or issue of mutual 
concern that is in some way identi fi ed with a public policy agenda item” (Waddock, 1991, pp. 481-482). Both defi niti ons 
highlight the fact that partnerships cut across sectors and involve non-hierarchical processes, which means that partner-
ships are based on the idea of shared responsibility (Mazurkiewicz, 2005) in which no single actor – for example, the 
government – regulates the behaviour of the others. Mutual cooperati on is necessary as one actor cannot operate on his 
own. (Selsky & Parker, 2005; Witt e et al., 2003). Another characteristi c of this kind of partnership is that it aims to pro-
vide a collecti ve good and is linked to a public-policy agenda item e.g. climate change and/or development (Schäferhoff , 
Campe & Kaan, 2009; Waddock, 1991). It is interesti ng to note that the policy modes discussed in the previous secti on 
on climate change have mostly covered developed countries whereas there seems ample opportunity for partnerships 
to (potenti ally) play a role in helping developing countries address climate change issues.

While there are also public/private and private/non-profi t partnerships, our main focus is on triparti te partnerships that 
involve business, government and non-profi t partners. These are oft en characterised as the best way to tackle the nu-
merous multi faceted problems at present.  Complex issues like these, including the ones dealt with in this paper, require 
cooperati on across sectors (and countries) in which all partners are equally dedicated as they share a common goal.  
Multi -stakeholder approaches are said to have specifi c advantages as all parti es relevant to a specifi c issue have a say 
in the matt er (Bäckstrand & Lövbrand, 2006; Boström, 2006; Forsyth, 2007; Schäferhoff  et al., 2009). This also ensures 
that criti cism to choices and approach are heard and can be taken into account, which increases credibility and quality 
(Fransen & Kolk, 2007).

The involvement of groups from various backgrounds enables parti es to learn from one another (Zadek, 2001) as they 
bring in diff erent knowledge and experti se which can be benefi cial for all. Although reality is oft en more complex, as can 
be seen in multi -stakeholder standard-setti  ng initi ati ves (Fransen & Kolk, 2007), triparti te partnerships for development 
have demonstrated a clear division of roles between the partners. The diff erent companies provide specifi c knowledge 
and experti se, the NGOs provide local embeddedness, contacts and support like training and capacity building, and 
governments supply funding, usually to reduce risks, and facilitate the acti viti es (Kolk, Van Tulder & Kostwinder, 2008).
Although the advantages of triparti te partnerships for solving complex problems such as climate change have been 
proven, they have not been studied in relati on to developing countries. Below we will explore triparti te partnerships 
for climate change empirically, considering two existi ng databases; one introduced alongside the WSSD,  and one we 
developed ourselves, focused on the Global 500 companies (Kolk et al., 2010), to see to what extent they relate to de-
veloping countries.

WSSD

The WSSD database of 348 partnerships shows that overall, most partnerships are either led by intergovernmental 
organisati ons (oft en UN-related), internati onal NGOs based in Western countries, or OECD-country governments (Bäck-
strand, 2006). Before they can be registered, the partnerships are asked to identi fy linkages with one or several of 35 
themes which they list as primary or secondary. These include issues like biodiversity, climate change, deserti fi cati on, 
drought and energy for sustainable development. Although 38 WSSD partnerships registered climate change as their 
primary theme and 65 as their secondary, there is limited corporate involvement in these climate-specifi c projects. Only 
two of the WSSD partnerships that list climate change as a primary theme indicate that one of their lead partners is a 
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company. These are the Competence Platf orm on Energy Crop and Agroforestry Systems for Arid and Semi-arid Ecosys-
tems – Africa with WIP Renewable Energies as a lead partner and Refrigerants Naturally Initi ati ve with the Coca-Cola 
Company, McDonald’s, and Unilever as lead partners (see Box I). 

Box I.  WSSD partnerships with companies as lead partners

Competence Platf orm on Energy Crop and Agroforestry Systems for Arid and Semi-arid Ecosystems – Africa
This partnership is led by Germany-based WIP Renewable Energies, a company specialised in renewable energy technol-
ogy. The main goal of the partnership is to sti mulate bio-energy implementati on in Africa. It forms a platf orm through 
which policy dialogue and capacity building is sti mulated.

The Refrigerants Naturally Initi ati ve 
This partnership is led by Coca Cola, McDonalds and Unilever. The main goal is to replace F-gases, such as CFCs, HCFCs 
and HFCs, by natural refrigerants that are used to cool products at the point where they are sold to the end customer. 
Since major climate policy instruments, including the EU emissions trading scheme, do not take care of reducing GHG 
emissions other than CO2, it can be argued that these initi ati ves that focus on methane and F-gases do fi ll a regulatory 
gap and thus have added value as a complement to existi ng climate policy. However, the focus of this partnership is not 
exclusively on developing countries.

In additi on to these two, the Methane to Markets partnership is the only other one with a broad company representa-
ti on. Of the 65 WSSD partnerships that list climate change as a secondary theme, not one has an individual company 
as lead partner. There are, however, three partnerships in this category that have clear company representati on, i.e. 
The Cement Sustainability Initi ati ve, the Global Gas Flaring Reducti on Partnership, and the U.S. Energy Associati on/U.S. 
Agency for Internati onal Development Energy Partnership Program, where the offi  cial lead partners include the World 
Business Council for Sustainable Development, the World Bank and the U.S. Energy Associati on.  

Companies do not appear to see the need to become involved in the climate change arena and cooperate in partner-
ships that have a relati on with the WSSD or the UN. In other words, this route towards ‘private governance’ (Patt berg, 
2005) does not work the way it was supposed to. It is sti ll dominated by the powerful actors that were already involved 
in the intergovernmental arena, namely internati onal organisati ons, governments, and large internati onal NGOs (Bier-
mann et al., 2007).  It is interesti ng to note that the Asia-Pacifi c Partnership on Clean Development and Climate used to 
be included in the WSSD database and although one of its goals is to sti mulate private sector technology development, 
its lead partners merely consist of nati onal governments, not companies. On the other hand, it is also not that surprising 
because the WSSD focuses specifi cally on sustainability in a developing-country context. Although there is a develop-
mental component to climate change acti viti es (see for example, the Clean Development Mechanism) many multi na-
ti onals regard the reducti on of GHG emissions as an acti vity primarily to be conducted in western countries where they 
are located and are subject to pressure from governments and NGOs.

Global 500

In view of the lack of triparti te partnerships for climate change present in the WSSD database, we decided to have a 
look at those undertaken by the Global 500. We analysed the partnership acti viti es of Global 500 companies which had 
reported their climate change acti viti es to the Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP). We took the fourth CDP survey which 
was released in September 2006, as our starti ng point. Although informati on about parti cipati on in partnerships had not 
been explicitly requested by CDP, we noti ced that an overwhelming number of companies indicated they had entered 
into partnerships of this kind. We obtained and verifi ed informati on about the responding companies from annual and 
sustainability reports, websites, press coverage and other independent publicati ons in the period July-November 2007. 
In this way, we were able to identi fy 183 companies (81 US, 81 European and 21 Asian-Pacifi c companies; covering a 
range of industries) that were involved in a total of 222 diff erent climate change partnerships (Kolk et al., 2010).

Table 1 lists the partnerships in terms of their parti cipants: business, government, NGOs and universiti es. The latt er cat-
egory was included as universiti es turned out to be important in a considerable number of cases. In our initi al selecti on, 
we also considered companies if business-business partnerships were very diff erent from the more traditi onal strategic 
alliances (i.e. linked to a public-policy goal). Whether these acti viti es can be accurately classifi ed as ‘partnerships’ in the 
original meaning of the defi niti on is worthy of discussion. Egels-Zandén and Wahhlqvist (2007) label them as ‘post-part-
nerships’ based on the observati on that companies tend to prefer cooperati ng with other business partners aft er similar 
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eff orts in conjuncti on with NGOs had failed. Nevertheless, we thought it worthwhile to list them separately initi ally, 
because partnerships between companies account for a substanti al amount of acti vity and may represent a new trend. 
When companies work with other companies as partners in this way, this is oft en mediated by a business associati on, 
such as the World Business Council for Sustainable Development, to prevent potenti al allegati ons of collusive behaviour.

Table 1. Types of partners and focus of partnerships

Type of partners Number %

Business 28 12.6
Business, government 65 29.3
Business, government, NGO 17 7.7
Business, government, NGO, university 16 7.2
Business, government, university 15 6.8
Business, NGO 35 15.8
Business, NGO, university 8 3.6
Business, university 38 17.1

Total 222 100.1

*Percentages do not add up to 100.0 due to rounding

This paper focuses on triparti te partnerships and we 
see that 47 of the 222 partnerships in this study could 
be classifi ed as such (see Table 2 for an overview). 
These triparti te partnerships refl ect diff erent part-
ner combinati ons, i.e. business-government-NGO, 
business-government-university, and business-gov-
ernment-university-NGO partnerships. Universiti es 
are considered as part of the non-profi t category, as 
their main objecti ve is neither profi tability (as in the 
case of companies) nor regulati on, the predominant 
functi on of government targeted in the partnership 
literature. The partnerships aim at diff erent acti viti es. 
These include research, where governments and busi-
ness cooperate with universiti es, (mostly to develop 
climate friendly technologies); policy development 
and raising awareness of the issue; measures to re-
duce GHG emissions and joint eff orts to set emissions 
targets and launching new products. In one of the 
partnerships that forms part of the UN Global Com-
pact, business and civil society organizati ons have 
launched the “Caring for Climate, The Business Lead-

ership Platf orm” which strives to set targets and transfer best practi ces. The World Economic Forum has initi ated a GHG 
registry to sti mulate business to voluntarily disclose emissions; and the UNEP set up the Partnership for Clean Fuels and 
Vehicles (PCFV).
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Table 2. Triparti te climate partnerships: an overview

 Types of actors

Focus, number and illustrati ve Business-government-NGO Business-government-NGO Business-govern
example   ment-NGO-university
    
Emission reducti on # 6 2 2
Example World Economic Forum Refrigerants Naturally Methane to Markets
 GHG Registry Initi ati ve Partnership

Policy infl uence # 6 2 6
Example The Climate Group UK Corporate Leaders Global Roundtable on
  Group on Climate Change Climate Change

Research # 0 11 7
Example  Carbon Sequestrati on CO2 Capture Project
  Leadership Forum

Product launch # 2 0 1
Example United Nati ons Partnership  Chicago Climate
 for Clean Fuels and Vehicles  Exchange

Public Educati on # 2 0 0
Example Nati onal Energy Educati on
 Development Project

Total # 16 15 16

On the whole, however, it is diffi  cult to defi ne the exact role played by each of the various partners in these triparti te 
partnerships and to what extent they are explicitly aimed at tackling climate change (Kolk et al., 2010). But more im-
portantly in the context of this positi on paper, only a few actually claim to include development as one the aims of the 
partnership. While there are some triparti te partnerships in the database which hint at development or poverty reduc-
ti on as one of the co-benefi ts, e.g. the Global Gas Flaring Reducti on Partnership, Methane to Markets Partnership, PCFV, 
Clinton Climate Initi ati ve, and the HSBC Climate Partnerships, only very few indicate that development can be seen as 
one of their goals besides climate change.

Concluding remarks
 
A wide array of policy modes has been investi gated to tackle climate changes. Of these, market-based instruments 
and voluntary agreements have received a large amount of att enti on. However, none has proved very eff ecti ve so far. 
This has created space for the development of new approaches, most notably partnerships and voluntary agreements. 
However, if we consider the most visible sets of partnerships currently in existence, we see that the number of triparti te 
partnerships for climate change is limited, as is the linkage with development in this setti  ng. This can be concluded from 
both the WSSD and Global 500 partnership databases that we studied. On the whole, the large eye-catching triparti te 
climate partnerships have not (yet) targeted the specifi c problems of developing countries in the climate change arena. 
Many multi nati onals sti ll concentrate their acti viti es for the reducti on of GHG emissions in the western countries where 
they are predominantly located and subject to governmental and societal pressure.

Nevertheless, there is unmistakably a developmental component to climate change acti viti es. This has been brought to 
the fore in the internati onal climate change negoti ati ons, and laid down in instruments such as the Clean Development 
Mechanism and the eff orts to reduce emissions from tropical deforestati on and forest degradati on (REDD). While an 
internati onal agreement to succeed the Kyoto Protocol is not yet in sight, one thing that has become increasingly obvi-
ous is the necessity to include emissions reducti ons targets for developing/emerging countries, coupled with the further 
transfer of funds and technology to less-developed countries in parti cular. These seem most promising for follow-up 
studies on triparti te partnerships for climate change and development as does the considerati on of linkages (synergies 
and trade-off s) between these issues.
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Notes

1For the complete WSSD database on partnerships, see 
<htt p://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/partnerships/partnerships.htm>
2In the set of partnerships with climate change as primary or secondary theme, actors that occur most frequently are: 
Government of Italy (8 ti mes), United Nati ons Development Programme (6 ti mes), Government of Japan (5 ti mes), Inter-
nati onal Union for Conservati on of Nature (5 ti mes), United Nati ons Environment Programme (4 ti mes), United Nati ons 
Educati onal, Scienti fi c and Cultural Organizati on (4 ti mes), Government of Australia (3 ti mes) and Internati onal Atomic 
Energy Agency (2 ti mes).
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1For the complete WSSD database on partnerships, see 
<htt p://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/partnerships/partnerships.htm>
2In the set of partnerships with climate change as primary or secondary theme, actors that occur most frequently are: 
Government of Italy (8 ti mes), United Nati ons Development Programme (6 ti mes), Government of Japan (5 ti mes), Inter-
nati onal Union for Conservati on of Nature (5 ti mes), United Nati ons Environment Programme (4 ti mes), United Nati ons 
Educati onal, Scienti fi c and Cultural Organizati on (4 ti mes), Government of Australia (3 ti mes) and Internati onal Atomic 
Energy Agency (2 ti mes).


