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Why should we pay attention to environmental diplomacy in International Relations? And how should we seek to
understand and explain environmental diplomacy? In the following chapter, I begin by outlining some of the
challenges facing diplomacy and diplomatic studies together with some recent theoretical responses to these
challenges. Focusing on two examples of important changes in global environmental governance, this chapter argues
that environmental diplomacy plays a significant role and that practice theory and narrative theory offer better models
of analysis than more mainstream institutionalist, regime theory, multilevel governance or discourse theory
approaches.

Narratives are seen as discursive constructs but also as constructed by and constructive of the practices through
which environmental governance is pursued. The two chosen phenomena of the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) negotiations and green growth governance are central today and will
likely continue to be so as the world negotiates the transition to an environment- and climate-friendly economy. Some
are optimistic in relation to the impact of renewable energy, finding that ‘the question is no longer if the world will
transition to cleaner energy, but how long it will take’ (Randall, 2015). Others might be more realistic when describing
the political challenges, stating that ‘it is clear that if the world is to move towards a significantly more carbon-efficient
and climate-resilient pathway of economic growth, a much more compelling economic case for action has to be
made’ (The New Climate Economy, 2015). Whichever of the above routes is subscribed to, the world clearly appears
to be in a transitional phase. In practice, environmental diplomacy offers considerable insight for International
Relations to understand and explain this transformation.

Diplomacy: Challenges and New Approaches

Diplomacy is hardly a new topic in IR, and several works have been written in relation to different aspects of
diplomacy, such as the dialogue between states and how Western-style diplomacy has come to dominate world
politics (Watson, 1982; Bull and Watson, 1984), the United Nations (UN) conference diplomacy (Kaufmann, 1988) or
environmental diplomacy (Benedick, 1998; Chasek, 2001; Susskind et al., 2014). Nor is it new that diplomacy and
diplomatic studies are seen as irrelevant, criticised as dangerous (Wiseman, 2011: 710) or characterised as the poor
child of IR (Pouliot and Cornut, 2015: 297). While they may have been written off in the face of globalisation and
increased nationalism, diplomacy and diplomatic studies are alive and kicking, as exemplified by the recentOxford
Handbook of Modern Diplomacy (Cooper et al., 2013), the four-volume set International Diplomacy (Neumann and
Leira, 2013) and Diplomacy and the Making of World Politics (Sending et al., 2015). The classic understanding of
diplomacy is that of negotiation, persuasion and dialogue between equal and sovereign states performed by a highly
educated corps of Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) civil servants/diplomats (see Kaufmann, 1988). This image is
being challenged in many ways. Here, I highlight just three: 1) diplomacy is also practiced by non-MFA civil servants
and non-state actors (e.g. Neumann, 2002; Cooper et al., 2013); 2) diplomacy as practice takes place according to
an international pecking order or social field, in which some states and diplomats are higher up the hierarchy than
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others – power in practice is relational (Adler-Nissen and Pouliot, 2014); and 3) there is an ontological discrepancy
between the world of diplomats and mainstream IR scholarship (Adler-Nissen, 2015) to the effect that, for example,
‘American IR theory now lags behind American diplomatic practice’ (Wiseman, 2011: 711). The classic image of
diplomacy has been replaced by an image of hybrid diplomacy with multiple actors, multiple issues and multiple
practices.

Before pointing out the recent theoretical responses, this chapter will outline two specific examples of how global
environmental governance and diplomacy have been challenged. These two examples spring from the general
understanding that the United Nations (UN) system seems incapable of reaching effective solutions to environmental
and climate change issues, especially following the breakdown of climate negotiations at the Conference of the
Parties (COP)-15 in Copenhagen, Denmark, 2009. ‘The general view […] was that there was something inherently
dysfunctional about climate diplomacy under the UNFCCC in particular and under the UN in general’ (Elliot, 2013:
848). A diplomat and scholar further noticed that:

The current situation in the UN multilateral process is worse than before Copenhagen. Failure to adopt the lightest
possible nonbinding declaration underscores the bleak prospects of the consensus-based UN process for
responding to climate change. […] Whereas previously we held out hope that omnipotent heads of state could resolve
outstanding political differences in one fell swoop, we have now lost even that hope. If the highest-level leaders
cannot settle differences, who can? (Dimitrov, 2010: 22)

Leading up to COP-16, ‘key players [said] a further breakdown in fresh discussions […] could spell the end of the UN
multilateral negotiating process’ (Willis, 2010), leading to climate minilateralism in fora such as G8, G20 or maybe
only the G2 (the United States and China) (Casey-Lefkoeitz, 2010).

The COP-15 setback should be understood in relation to concurrent trends relating to the increasing institutional
fragmentation of global environmental governance (Zelli and Van Asselt, 2013), climate experimentation (Hoffmann,
2011) and transnational climate change governance arrangements (Bulkeley et al., 2014). Despite these tendencies
and new spaces of climate governance, UNFCCC negotiations got back on track. Both within and outside the
UNFCCC, we see new diplomatic communities and global partnerships being formed to address the challenges of a
needed transition to a new economic system. These two general fields of global environmental governance also
overlap.

The UNFCCC Response

COP-16 reached a consensus understanding, adopted the Cancun Agreements and re-established some trust and
legitimacy in the UNFCCC. COP-17 in Durban, South Africa, delivered a text known as the Durban Platform. COP-21
in Paris, France, has delivered a new global agreement in 2015. COP-18 in Doha, Qatar, managed to finish the old
negotiations from COP-13 (the Bali Action Plan) and set a more detailed timetable for the Durban Platform (Christoff
and Eckersley, 2013: 118; UNFCCC, 2014a; 2014b). COP-18 also formally adopted a second commitment period
under the Kyoto Protocol. In a recent analysis based on a large number of interviews with negotiators, it is argued
that the diplomatic efforts of the Mexican COP presidency, which was anchored in the MFA, and informal dialogues
such as the Cartagena Dialogue for Progressive Action made the difference in getting negotiations back on track
(Monheim, 2015: 29–62). Blaxekjær and Nielsen (2014) have further demonstrated that new political groups such as
the Cartagena Dialogue have changed the narrative landscape of negotiations, thus creating a new possible space of
constructive negotiations.

Green Growth Networks

Korea and Denmark, together with COP-16 host Mexico, began promoting green growth in connection with UNFCCC
events as a supplementary process to the UNFCCC negotiations, and they established the Green Growth Alliance in
2010. This alliance was joined by China, Kenya and Qatar in 2012, Ethiopia in 2014 and Vietnam in 2015. Korea and
Denmark have been shaping green growth to encompass public–private partnerships through investments in the
green sector and market-driven principles but have still actively connected green growth in order to contribute to
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global sustainable development and poverty eradication. One purpose besides fighting climate change seems to be
to position Korea, Denmark and Mexico as responsible members of the global community – with the bridging of the
North–South divide as a central goal of the Green Growth Alliance.

In 2010, with Danish financial support, Korea established the Global Green Growth Institute (GGGI), and Denmark
initiated the Global Green Growth Forum (3GF). Since 2012, GGGI has been a full-fledged international organisation,
operating as a forum for partners and as the secretariat of the Green Growth Alliance placed in Denmark’s Ministry of
Foreign Affairs. Both 3GF and GGGI have actively promoted green growth at their own summits and to other
platforms, such as the UNFCCC, G20 and Rio+20 summits.

The IR Responses to Changes in Global Environmental Governance

The Cartagena Dialogue and 3GF exemplify important changes in global environmental governance in which
diplomacy plays a critical role. These examples could be analysed with the dominant global environmental
governance approaches, regime theory or multi-level governance theory (Okereke and Bulkeley, 2007). The choice
of one over the other will skew the analysis, however, as some theoretical/empirical problems are yet to be resolved.
Regime theory is skewed towards states and material interests at the international level, missing the importance and
independent role of non-state actors, ideas and governance on multiple levels. Multi-level governance theory takes
the opposite stance. Both seem to miss the critical role played by state and non-state diplomats. The climate
negotiations literature generally falls within the rationalist, constructivist and descriptive approaches (Dimitrov, 2013:
340). The first two are often theoretical, whereas the latter is often policy-oriented. The rationalist or interest-based
approaches often take the shape of hypotheses, which shape our understanding of negotiations as dichotomous:
‘agreement/no agreement, action/no action, or cooperation/conflict’ as the only options (Bernstein, 2001: 10).

Much published work offers recycled information that can be derived without negotiations actually having been
observed. […] The dynamics around the negotiation table often remain hidden. What is the verbal exchange? What
are the offers and responses made during informal consultations? Relevant literature tends to avoid these questions
and gravitate toward related topics such as theorizing about the creation of institutions and their impact on state
behavior. (Dimitrov, 2013: 346–347)

IR has recognised the gap between meso-level institutions and micro-level practices to some extent, especially in
relation to issues of trust and cooperation (Farrell, 2009; Walker and Ostrom, 2009). Further, Holmes (2013: 829)
argues that personal relationships in negotiations can promote cooperation, because ‘[f]ace-to-face meetings allow
individuals to transmit information and empathize with each other, thereby reducing uncertainty, even when they
have strong incentives to distrust the other’. The IR literature is on its way to be both theoretically informed and
empirically strong and thus to pay closer attention to the diplomats and governance practices (Eckersley, 2012;
Audet, 2013; Bauer, 2013: 332; Dimitrov, 2013: 346).

The International Practices Approach

A new approach receiving much attention within IR is that of international practices. Wiseman (2011; 2015), Brown
(2012) and Adler-Nissen (2013) point to Adler and Pouliot (2011) as the central work of influence, although the roots
of the practice can be traced further back. The broader (Bourdieusian) research agenda focusing on international
practices such as diplomacy has proved very useful and innovative in bridging dichotomies and explaining social
change (Neumann, 2002; Bigo, 2005; Adler, 2008; Pouliot, 2008; Adler and Pouliot, 2011; Bigo and Madsen, 2011;
Adler-Nissen, 2013; Adler-Nissen and Pouliot, 2014). According to Adler and Pouliot:

[W]hile we agree that practices have an epistemic or discursive dimension, we broaden practices’ ontology and thus
do not limit the scope of our study to text and meaning. Rather, practice forces us to engage with the relationship
between agency and the social and natural environments, with both material and discursive factors, and with the
simultaneous processes of stability and change. In fact, the concept of practice is valuable precisely because it also
takes us ‘outside of the text. (Adler and Pouliot, 2011: 2–3)
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Practices are socially meaningful actions that reify background knowledge and discourse in and on the material
world. Practices are the dynamic material and ideational processes that enable structures to be stable or to evolve,
and agents to reproduce or transform structures. (Adler and Pouliot, 2011: 6)

Research and researchers must engage in and interpret the field. It builds on what Wagenaar calls dialogic meaning
in action, where ‘[i]t doesn’t make sense to try to locate meaning ontologically in the mind or in some reified cultural or
institutional pattern’ (Wagenaar, 2011: 21). Researchers should approach meaning through the study of social action
as something that is both particular to the specific actor and moment and also generally meaningful, because it
signifies something larger. As such, this understanding of international practices fits well with the new hybrid image of
diplomacy. It is also argued that diplomatic studies and practice theory can learn a lot from each other (Pouliot and
Cornut, 2015). Furthermore, this approach can benefit from insights from a narrative approach as a way of including
and analysing strategic rhetoric, language and discourse to take us outside the text but still keep texts as important
sources and as examples of practices, especially in negotiations and diplomacy (Blaxekjær and Nielsen, 2014).

[Meaning] is more a shared set of understandings that are linguistically and actionably inscribed in the world, and that
are invoked, and, in an ongoing dialectical movement, sustained, whenever actors engage in a particular behavior,
and whenever we ‘read’ the symbolic meaning of that particular behavior. (Wagenaar, 2011: 21).

Gaining access to practices is the first task to be overcome by the researcher. This is not always possible due to
practical barriers and the secret nature of diplomacy (although the hybrid version is less secret). However, ‘even
when practices cannot be “seen”, they may be “talked about” through interviews or “read” thanks to textual analysis’
(Pouliot, 2013: 49). In the following, I turn to a brief analysis of the Cartagena Dialogue and the 3GF as sites of
environmental diplomacy.

The Cartagena Dialogue for Progressive Action as a Diplomatic Community of Practice

Diplomacy in the form of dialogue is hardly a new phenomenon in UNFCCC negotiations. Examples include the
Greenland Dialogue on Climate Change, which existed from 2005 to 2009 and was launched by the Danish COP-15
presidency (Meilstrup, 2010: 120); the Petersberg Dialogue, co-hosted by Germany and Mexico in 2009; the Geneva
Dialogue on Climate Finance, co-hosted by Mexico and Switzerland in 2009 (Monheim, 2015: 50–51); and the more
recent Toward 2015 Dialogue, convened by the Centre for Climate and Energy Solutions (C2ES, 2015). These
discussions can best be described as high-level meetings preparing for a specific COP. Yet, the Cartagena Dialogue
is different and better described as a political group or community that works in and between COPs (Blaxekjær and
Nielsen, 2014).

The Cartagena Dialogue was officially formed in March 2010 in Cartagena, Colombia, by UNFCCC negotiators and
experts from around 30 parties representing all regions. It did not suddenly emerge; many experienced negotiators
from the European Union (EU), the Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS), the Least Developed Countries (LDCs)
and Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC) had cultivated an informal community for many years, but it was the
common experience of failure at COP-15 and the feeling of being excluded from influence when USA and BASIC (i.e.
Brazil, South Africa, India and China) negotiated the Copenhagen Accord that brought negotiators together more
formally. The founding meeting resulted in an understanding of the community as ‘an informal space, open to
countries working towards an ambitious, comprehensive and legally binding regime in the UNFCCC, and committed
domestically to becoming or remaining low-carbon economies’ (as reported by Lynas, 2011, who worked for the
Maldives at the time; corresponding to UNFCCC webpage; confirmed by own interviews). Participants agreed to be
explicit about the Cartagena Dialogue not being described as a political group but rather as a dialogue with
participants instead of members (as pointed out by all of the interviewees).

Following the international practices approach and paying attention to new narratives, I have previously analysed the
Cartagena Dialogue as a community of practice or diplomatic community under the UNFCCC (Blaxekjær, 2015; see
also Blaxekjær and Nielsen, 2014). A community of (diplomatic) practice is broadly defined as ‘groups of people who
share a concern, a set of problems, or a passion about a topic, and who deepen their knowledge and expertise in this
area by interacting on an ongoing basis’ (Wenger et al., 2002: 4). The community of practice concept is further
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developed in IR:

The community of practice concept encompasses not only the conscious and discursive dimensions, and the actual
doing of social change, but also the social space where structure and agency overlap and where knowledge, power,
and community intersect. Communities of practice are intersubjective social structures that constitute the normative
and epistemic ground for action, but they also are agents, made up of real people, who – working via network
channels, across national borders, across organizational divides, and in the halls of government – affect political,
economic, and social events. (Adler and Pouliot, 2011: 17–18)

Common to communities of practice is that they consist of a basic structure defined as 1) a community of people who
care about an issue, 2) a domain of knowledge, which defines a set of issues, and 3) the shared practices that they
are developing to be effective in their domain. To identify a community of practice, one must go beyond the abstract
and desk-based studies: ‘You have to look at how the group functions and how it combines all three elements of
domain, community, and practice’ (Wenger et al., 2002: 44).

The Cartagena Dialogue illustrates a major change in global environmental governance, because it is a new kind of
diplomatic community bridging North and South positions by redefining the longstanding, dividing principle of
Common But Differentiated Responsibility (CBDR). Through collaborative and dialogic work beginning with the
common interest in understanding the views of other parties, building further trust at the personal level and then
working together to explore possible common ground on specific negotiation issues, the Cartagena Dialogue played
an important role in getting climate negotiations back on track after the breakdown at COP-15 (Blaxekjær, 2015).
The Cartagena Dialogue is a community that thrives on boundary spanning as a defining practice whereby necessary
face-to-face dialogue between North and South and between political groups actually takes place; necessary,
because it creates the basis for trust, learning and new ideas, which contribute to negotiations moving forward.
Participants in the Cartagena Dialogue have changed their normal negotiation practices. They now find it easier and
are more comfortable communicating with one another if/when they need something clarified. This increased level of
frank communication across the North–South divide is an important change.

Text is central to climate negotiations. And although the Cartagena Dialogue does not produce official statements
and submissions, their new diplomatic practices include taking notes of common ground on various issues. This
common language finds its way into the submissions and statements of the respective delegations. Both the Mexican
and South African COP presidencies were able to use the Cartagena Dialogue as a sounding board for difficult
issues. After the failure of COP-15, where especially the EU, AOSIS and LDC felt they were excluded from influence,
the Cartagena Dialogue has become a community of practice, where parties supporting a global, action-oriented
approach can engage with one another and develop compromises based on in-depth knowledge of the other parties’
positions and reasoning. Such compromises have the potential to be strong and long-lasting and put pressure on
laggards. These practices and their organisation in a community are part of a new narrative in UNFCCC negotiations,
where CBDR is reinterpreted to also mean that developing and developed countries alike should take as ambitious
action as possible, including mitigation (for full analysis, see Blaxekjær, 2015).

Green Growth Governance and Hybrid Diplomacy

Previous research by the author (Blaxekjær, 2015) has highlighted how green growth is being carved out as a new
global environmental governance subfield, which confirms three trends in global environmental governance: a) the
increasing institutional fragmentation of global environmental governance (Zelli and Van Asselt, 2013); b) that
activities, initiatives and networks fit under a broad neoliberal discourse (Bernstein, 2001; Bulkeley et al., 2014); and
c) that all regions of the world experience the emergence of new partnerships that cross North and South and link
public and private actors (Bulkeley et al., 2014; Blaxekjær, 2015). I also observe that orchestration – or
governmentality as the conduct of conduct in governance and discursive terms – is an important part of this hybrid
diplomacy. It is important to study and understand the orchestrating role played by diplomacy in these new,
overlapping environmental governance fields if we want to be able to explain how global politics unfolds. The concept
of hybrid diplomacy is receiving increasing attention; however, a Google Scholar search reveals that IR has not
developed a theory of hybrid diplomacy as such. As Sending et al. (2015: 1) note, ‘as we enter the twenty-first
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century, everybody seems to agree that diplomacy is changing, yet few people can specify exactly how – and with
what effects on world politics’.

From a practice perspective, I understand hybrid diplomacy as a category of practice which, on the one hand,
includes and mixes not just different issues (e.g. political, economic, environmental) and different actors (professional
diplomats, other civil servants, and non-state actors) but also different practices; that is, expanding our
understanding of what diplomacy is in practice. On the other hand, I understand hybrid diplomacy as a category of
analysis with three dimensions: ‘first, diplomacy is a process (of claiming authority and jurisdiction); second, it is
relational (it operates at the interface between one’s polity and that of others); and third, it is political (involving both
representation and governing)’ (Sending et al., 2015: 6). In this sense, it is advisable to analyse political and
governing processes and relations as constituent of ‘how diplomacy is involved in generating agents (e.g. states),
objects (e.g. treaties, embassies), and structures (sovereignty)’ (Sending et al., 2015: 7). Thus, the term hybrid refers
to both the first category of practice and the category of analysis, the latter being a mix of especially practice theory
approaches (Pouliot and Cornut, 2015), and also the fact of being analysed by diplomats, scholars and scholar-
diplomats.

Green growth governance as an empirical phenomenon lives up to the above definitions, because when there is
contact between polities, there is diplomacy at work. In Table 1 below, I have listed most of these new specific green
growth networks established in the period 2005–2013. All networks have international participants. These networks
are the new spaces and places where global environmental governance – governing and governmentality – is forged
through diplomacy.

Table 1: Examples of International Green Growth Networks
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Source: Adapted from Blaxekjær (2015).

Through GGA and 3GF we can observe how diplomacy has become hybrid in relation to issues, participating actors,
and their practices. The GGA is an unusual international alliance between sovereign states; countries that we would
expect to cooperate bilaterally but not in a minilateral alliance, because they are very diverse and belong to very
different groups in political, economic, cultural and climate terms. These are not countries one would expect to work
together in the UNFCCC, but the GGA works for the same kinds of goals as the UNFCCC. The 3GF secretariat is
hosted by Denmark under the auspices of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and run by career diplomats. The GGA
seeks to foster and develop global public–private partnerships capable of contributing to the transformation to a
global green economy. This work is strategically connected with global and regional processes such as the
UNFCCC, SDGs or different water and energy programmes. There is a growing literature on green growth (for a
review, see Blaxekjær, 2015), but it has primarily overlooked the new hybrid diplomacy at play and has not asked
why, for example, actors who are in different UNFCCC groupings and oftentimes in opposition are suddenly working
together in the GGA. The 3GF annual conference was first held in 2011, and the first three conferences were
attended by heads of state, UN secretary-general Ban Ki-moon, royalty, CEOs, directors from OECD, the World
Bank and UN agencies, as well as financial institutions, and a few researchers and NGOs. Although these first-tier
leaders participated with engagement and resolution, the mode has shifted since 2014 towards getting the second-
tier leaders together to get closer to the implementation of new partnerships and work plans. 3GF is also being
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repositioned to support and facilitate the implementation of COP-21 and SDGs.

On a personal note: as a participant observer, I attended the annual meetings in 2011 and 2014 and some
preparatory meetings in 2014 and 2015. I have interviewed the secretariat and several participants. My findings in
relation to the role of hybrid diplomacy are that, first, there is a division of labour between the GGA’s MFA diplomats
and other participants. Although there are a multitude of actors participating, the MFA diplomats assume the role as
facilitators and orchestrators. As such, they are closer to setting the rules of the game than others – although these
rules must be broadly accepted by participants and recognised as competent performances, which they are. Non-
MFA diplomats also play important roles by helping to prepare the meetings and develop and utilise personal
networks, competencies and experiences from, for example, being part of the top management of a global energy or
beverage company, global consultancy firm, international organisation or international non-governmental
organisation. This all leads to getting the new partnerships to the operating stage and, thus, assist in the
implementation of a new governance structure for an environmental political economy. As stated on the 3GF
homepage:

Collaborative partnerships are the cornerstone of 3GF’s work. They are considered a key enabler to accelerate the
transition to an inclusive green economy. [Twenty-three] partnerships are currently working fully under the 3GF
umbrella, while several more participate in the 3GF process but may not have evolved past an initial
conversation. (3GF, 2015)

Issues are also multiple, ranging from mitigation, adaptation, water management, information, urban planning and
development, agriculture, energy, transport, and more. The practices are multiple: the traditional practices in
international politics, such as conferences, meetings in own and other countries (e.g. 3GF has held other meetings in
Chile, Colombia, China and Kenya), MOUs, strategic communication, networking, displaying technological solutions,
and cultural packaging with dinners and concerts. The non-traditional practices include a strong focus on bridge-
building between North and South partners, public and private partners, and bringing in a range of diverse actors
who would not normally meet at workshops to actually develop partnerships (not just talk about good ideas). Non-
traditional for an MFA-organised conference is the use of popular practices mimicking TV; e.g. with an expert panel
of devil’s advocates evaluating new partnership proposals, or broadcasting storytellers from the future. The
interviewees agree that the combination of meeting interesting people and actually getting down to work makes
attendance worthwhile despite an overbooked calendar.

Conclusion

Why should we pay attention to environmental diplomacy in International Relations? And how should we seek to
understand and explain environmental diplomacy? In general, new IR scholarship is challenging the hitherto weak
position of diplomacy and diplomatic studies in IR. We see that the classic image of diplomacy has been replaced by
an image of hybrid diplomacy with multiple actors, multiple issues and multiple practices. There are good reasons to
highlight environmental diplomacy as emblematic, since this area of global governance will have a strong impact on
the reorganisation of the global political economy facing climate change and other environmental threats. The
orchestrating role that diplomacy plays in these new, overlapping environmental governance fields is important to
study and understand if we want to be able to explain how global politics unfolds. Second, as argued in this chapter
and in the international practices literature, international practices and narratives are central to better understanding
and explaining the important role of hybrid diplomacy in global environmental governance.

What the cases of the Cartagena Dialogue in UNFCCC negotiations and the Global Green Growth Forum (3GF) and
other green growth networks illustrate is that (new) communities in which the representatives of polities meet can be
studied according to their practices, but more, we begin to notice how environmental diplomacy is shaped by and
shaping the existing neoliberal world order. It is worth noting, too, that many networks assume the form of
partnerships, which suggests that we should also focus on partnerships in practice as a central element in new
narratives of global environmental governance.

Postscript Following COP-21
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This chapter was written prior to COP-21 in Paris, 30 November to 12 December 2015. The truly global Paris
Agreement between 196 states warrants a postscript. A main conclusion by participants and observers is that French
diplomacy made the agreement possible.

Even as delegates celebrated at the conference’s end, there was a palpable sense of relief from the exhausted
French hosts. At many points in this fortnight of marathon negotiating sessions, it looked as if a deal might be beyond
reach. That it ended in success was a tribute in part to their diligence and efficiency and the efforts of the
UN. (Harvey, 2015)

Other observations fit the above conclusion. First, new partnerships as part of the diplomatic practices were
instrumental. The US-China climate partnership launched in 2014 helped solve longstanding disagreements between
these countries through e.g. a new ‘enhanced policy dialogue’ (NDRC, 2014: 8). And, in the last week of COP-21, a
new partnership known as ‘The High Ambition Coalition’ was launched by a group of parties crossing the
North–South divide. There is still some confusion as to establishment, participation and purposes; however, it
became clear in the last two days of negotiations that the diplomatic efforts of leading countries and groups in this
High Ambition Coalition (the Marshall Islands, Colombia, Mexico, the Gambia, the EU, the US, Norway, Canada,
LDCs and AILAC) embodied the last push for the Paris Agreement. Second, central green growth actors were
present at COP-21, and I would like to highlight GGGI’s high-level event and launch of the Inclusive Green Growth
Partnership which – because of its regional and financial anchoring – is likely to play a key role in the implementation
of the Paris Agreement. The partners are the Asian Development Bank, the African Development Bank, the Inter-
American Development Bank, and United Nations Regional Economic and Social Commissions – the Economic and
Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific, the Economic Commission for Africa, the Economic Commission for
Latin America and the Caribbean, and the Economic and Social Commission for Western Asia (GGGI, 2015).

*This chapter largely builds on my PhD dissertation (Blaxekjær, 2015) and engagement with the global
environmental governance field.
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