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‘Is it morally acceptable for academics to reap benefits directly from their knowledge of 

injustice and not to orient their work towards addressing these injustices directly or indirectly? 

Personally I think it is not, particularly in light of all of the other privileges that I as a white, 

middle-class, well-educated woman in North America already benefit from.’ 

– Sonja Klinsky  



3 
 

Abstract 

 

International climate finance (ICF) is part of a broader climate justice movement, which is 

concerned with the tension that while the developed states in the Global North pollute the most, 

the developing states in the Global South have to bear the consequences. ICF not only aims at 

reducing emissions, but mostly focuses on reducing the vulnerability of populations in 

developing states, through financial transfers from the Global North to the Global South. 

Climate justice movements insist on bottom-up policymaking, whereby power is handed back 

to non-state actors (NSAs) from the Global South. While the role of NSAs in international 

climate policies has been researched, their role in the specific finance programmes has been 

largely overlooked up until now. This paper therefore tries to contribute to the field through 

researching what role NSAs play in the design, implementation and evaluation of ICF 

programmes. This is done on the basis of content analysis of four of the United Nation’s climate 

financing programmes as part of its Green Climate Fund (GCF). This research concludes that 

the role of communities is only limited in the design and implementation stage, but much more 

present in the evaluation stage. The projects still have a very top-down focus and the 

involvement of the communities is hampered because of cultural and practical reasons. Strict 

objectives help to formalise the involvement of communities. While models of democratic 

pluralism and functionalism are already in place, a neocorporatist model could help the GCF to 

overcome difficulties in involving NSAs and to make their policies more effective and 

legitimate. 

 

Key words: climate justice, international climate finance, non-state actors, Green Climate Fund, 

communities, democratic pluralism, neocorporatism, functionalism  
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Introduction 

 

Climate change is increasingly seen as one of the most urgent global crises of our time. Most 

scholars agree that human activities are the major drivers of climate change in the last two 

centuries, resulting in long-term shifts in temperature and weather patterns (UN, 2022). 

Especially in the so-called developed Global North – consisting of Western Europe, North 

America, Australia and Japan (Hollington et al., 2015) – the burning of fossil fuels, needed for 

the industrial revolutions that led to great prosperity, caused this climate change. The effects 

consist of an increase in floods, food shortages, drought, water shortages, forest fires and 

deserts, and a decrease of biodiversity and reefs (IPCC, 2021). Through these effects, climate 

change indirectly leads to an increase in conflict and migration. It is estimated that 50 to 200 

million people will be forced from their homes as a result of climate change by 2050 (ZOA, 

2012, pp. 7-8; Stern, 2007).  

Another problem arising from climate change, is that its effects are disproportionately 

felt in developing states in the Global South, due to geographical and structural causes (ZOA, 

2012, p. 2; Ezrow, Frantz & Kendall-Taylor, 2016; Alcántara-Ayala, 2002). As opposed to the 

Global North, the Global South consists of developing states in Latin America, Africa and Asia, 

including the Middle East (Hollington et al., 2015). There thus exists a tension that while the 

developed states in the Global North pollute the most, the developing states in the Global South 

have to bear the consequences. This tension is captured in the term climate justice, meaning the 

idea ‘that we all share a responsibility to combat the effects of a changing climate that is 

disproportionately affecting those who have done the least to cause it’ (Aczel, 2022, p. 253). 

Climate justice movements insist on bottom-up policymaking, whereby power is handed back 

to non-state actors (NSAs) from the Global South (Tokar, 2014; Tokar, 2019). These civil 

society movements, private enterprises and research institutes, stemming from the local 

communities, themselves know best what the effects of climate change are and how they can 

be solved in their regions (Schlosberg & Collins, 2014; Streck, 2021). They are not only 

affected, but also have shown to come up with innovative solutions and extensive policy-

proposals; bottom-up strategies to reduce natural disasters, mitigate their effects, and adapt to 

new climate circumstances (Tokar, 2014; Tokar, 2019). Research showed that the 

implementation of NSAs in international policymaking, especially on climate issues, makes the 

policies more effective, legitimate, and just (Streck, 2021; Kuyper, Linnér & Schroeder, 2018; 

Van Asselt, 2016).  
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One sub-area of climate justice in which the linkage between developed and developing 

states becomes especially prominent is international climate finance (ICF). ICF not only aims 

at reducing emissions, but mostly focuses on reducing the vulnerability of populations in 

developing states, through financial transfers from the Global North to the Global South 

(Gajevic Sayegh, 2019, p. 153). Developed states have promised 100 billion dollar to 

developing states, as part of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 

(UNFCCC) and the Paris Agreement (PA) of 2015 (Nhamo & Nhamo, 2016). The role of NSAs 

in international climate policies, such as the UNFCCC and PA, has been researched, and 

supportive and obstructive factors have been identified. Nevertheless, this role of NSAs has 

never been researched in the specific context of finance programmes. These programmes 

largely miss effectivity up until now and the funding gap remains huge (Nhamo & Nhamo, 

2016). In attempts to improve this, the role of NSAs can be of importance, just as it is in general 

international climate policies. Three different models – democratic pluralism, neocorporatism 

and functionalism – help us to manage and assess the involvement of NSAs in three different 

stages of the programmes’ processes – design, implementation and evaluation. This paper tries 

to contribute to this field by answering the question: ‘What role do non-state actors play in the 

design, implementation and evaluation of international climate finance programmes?’ 

What follows is an overview of existing research on climate justice, international 

climate finance, and the role of NSAs in international climate policy. The research design 

explains why we select the Green Climate Fund (GCF) of the United Nations, and more 

specifically four funding programmes in Peru, Malawi, Bangladesh and Paraguay, as our cases. 

Using in-depth content analysis with a combination of open and closed coding, we find that the 

role of communities is only limited in the design and implementation stage, but much more 

present in the evaluation stage. The projects still have a very top-down focus and the 

involvement of the communities is hampered because of cultural and practical reasons. Strict 

objectives help to formalise the involvement of communities. While models of democratic 

pluralism and functionalism are already in place, a neocorporatist model could help the GCF to 

overcome difficulties in involving NSAs and to make their policies more effective and 

legitimate. The discussion and concluding section will further elaborate on this and give 

recommendations for further research and policy implementation, in order to increase the 

effectiveness of ICF programmes and strive for climate justice.  
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Theoretical framework 

 

Climate justice and international climate finance 

Climate justice is inherently about inequalities. Already in the 1990s, when the fossil fuel 

industry developed rapidly, NSAs lobbied for more equality in socio-environmental policy 

(Schlosberg & Collins, 2014). The often bottom-up movements focused on the relationship 

between race and the dumping of toxic waste in some states in the United States, with civil 

rights at its core. From their creation onwards, these advocators thus fought against structural 

inequalities in the distribution of environmental risks and governmental protection (Schlosberg 

& Collins, 2014, pp. 360-361; Bullard & Johnson, 2000, p. 556). After the turn of the 

millennium, at the sixth Conference of the Parties (COP) meeting in 2001, the environmentalists 

broadened their discourse to the effects of global climate change, and to the concept of climate 

justice (Schlosberg & Collins, 2014, p. 362). By climate justice we mean the ambition that 

policymaking at the international level is concerned with and takes responsibility for the 

negative effects of climate change in developing states in the Global South. Fighting 

discrimination and racism remained at the heart of these movements. At the same time, global 

climate change and the increase in natural disasters lays bare other structural inequalities. 

Geographically, we see that developing states are located in zones that are more likely to be hit 

by natural disasters, such as volcanic activity, seismicity and flooding (Ezrow, Frantz & 

Kendall-Taylor, 2016, p. 209). Next to that, the infrastructure in developing states often lacks 

protective measures and thus citizens are more vulnerable to the impacts of natural disasters 

(Alcántara-Ayala, 2002, p. 108). States in the Global South generally lack the financial 

resources needed to mitigate these effects. The climate justice movement is thus inherently 

about inequalities: those within states – discrimination and racism, as well as those between 

states – geographically and financially.  

This last point is addressed through international climate finance (ICF). ICF not only 

aims at reducing emissions, but mostly focuses on reducing the vulnerability of populations in 

developing states, through financial transfers from the Global North to the Global South 

(Gajevic Sayegh, 2019, p. 153). Actors from the Global North are largely responsible for 

climate change and its effects in the Global South due to its polluting industrialisation (UN, 

2022; IPCC, 2021; ZOA, 2021), are the ones largely in charge at the international policymaking 

level through the EU and UN (Murphy, 2019), and are the ones with the possibilities and 

resources to support the Global South and mitigate the effects of climate change (Murphy, 
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2019). In recent years, they have started to pick up this responsibility vis-à-vis the Global South. 

Normatively, they thus follow the dictum that the allocation of responsibilities should reflect 

the different outcomes of collective actions (Murphy, 2019, p. 71). Next to that, high numbers 

of migrants are expected to come to the Global North and conflicts are expected to arise, which 

are a destabilising threat to the security and welfare of the developed states (ZOA, 2021). It is 

thus also in the own interest of the Global North and their policymakers at the international 

level to work on climate justice through ICF. This leads us to the question how this can best be 

achieved.  

 

International policymaking on ICF 

Within international policymaking on climate issues, ICF is an important instrument of climate 

justice and a signal for effective climate action, as stated above (Gajevic Sayegh, 2019, p. 153). 

ICF policies are mostly created by international organisations, for example as part of the EU’s 

Global Climate Change Agenda (GCCA) and the UN’s Green Climate Fund (GCF). The latter 

is the most far-stretching and financially loaded institute worldwide to take care of ICF 

programmes. The idea of the GCF was born at COP15 in 2009, launched at COP17 in 2011 and 

has been updated ever since, with the current promise of states to invest 100 billion dollars in 

countering climate change in the developing world (Bracking, 2015, p. 282). This is mostly 

public funding, while the private sector is increasingly encouraged to jump in on this investment 

opportunity (p. 283). The GCF is country-driven, meaning that the developing states are in the 

lead. The funds are equally divided between mitigation and adaptation and are invested in more 

than 100 states.  

 Current research on ICF mostly focuses on the normative and moral grounds for ICF 

and the allocation of its funds, and the unwillingness of developed states in the Global North to 

stick to the promise of 100 billion dollar of ICF in 2050 (Nhamo & Nhamo, 2016; Pittel & 

Rübbelke, 2013). This paper instead focuses on power structures in ICF. While the section 

above already showed that the financial and political support of the Global North is needed to 

effectively fight for climate justice, the section below will elaborate on why NSAs from the 

Global South should be included in the process. This paper advocates rethinking power 

structures and altering them into a more dynamic relationship between state actors from the 

Global North on the one hand, and NSAs from the Global South on the other.  

Importantly, the GCF already makes use of its network of over a 200 partners, including 

‘international and national commercial banks, multilateral, regional and national development 

finance institutions, equity funds institutions, United Nations agencies, and civil society 
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organizations’ (GCF, 2022b). Next to that, the projects are engaged with local and indigenous 

communities to conduct ‘free, prior and informed consent, meaningful consultation, 

information disclosure, stakeholder engagement and grievance redress in these communities’ 

(GCF, 2022a, p. 1). This paper is concerned with the role of these communities in ICF 

programmes. The following section will elaborate on why this matters and how it can be 

investigated. 

 

Non-state actors in international climate policy 

Zooming out from ICF to international policymaking on climate issues in general, this paper 

argues that global inequalities arising from climate change are best understood and widely 

addressed by non-state actors (NSAs), and that therefore their proposals should be implemented 

at the international policymaking level. In this research, NSAs are bottom-up initiatives, 

ranging from local communities from the Global South to international non-governmental 

organisations (NGOs) and from private banks to public research institutes, that try to impact 

policymaking on climate issues – including climate justice – at the international level.  

While referring to the involvement of NSAs in international policymaking, scholars 

often speak of multilevel governance or ‘transnational partnership governance’ (Streck, 2021, 

p. 493). The most prominent example of this in climate policy, can be found within the United 

Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). The UNFCCC is responsible 

for the different COP meetings that deal with climate policies, resulting most importantly in the 

Paris Agreement (PA) in 2015. Streck (2021) reiterates that NSAs have been ‘eager to fill the 

space opened by the inadequacies of existing intergovernmental cooperation’ (p. 494). Others 

refer to it as ‘hybrid multilateralism’, focusing on the mutual efforts of states on the one hand, 

and NSAs on the other to routinely cooperate in international policymaking on climate issues 

(Kuyper, Linnér & Schroeder, 2018, pp. 2-3). This led COP17 in 2011 to have 70% of 

delegations including at least one NSA representative. In total, 18% of delegations consisted of 

non-state representatives (p. 3). One example is the ‘Climate Justice Now!’ movement, which 

is a network of 750 organisations, mostly grassroots movements from the Global South (Tokar, 

2019, p. 13; Tokar, 2014). They propose, among others things, to radically reduce consumption, 

first and foremost in the Global North, to repay climate debts through financial transfers from 

North to South and to conserve resources that enforce indigenous rights and sovereignty (Tokar, 

2019, pp. 16-17). The strength of those organisations lies in their networks that are historically 

linked to overcoming inequalities and decreasing emissions (Martinez-Alier, 2015, p. 385). The 

interrelatedness of the concepts they fight for, namely inclusion, autonomy, transparency, 
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compensation and sustainability, makes that their implementation in international policymaking 

on climate issues increases the policies’ effectiveness and legitimacy (Schlosberg & Collins, 

2014, p. 368).  

Different models can be applied to manage and assess the involvement of NSAs in 

international policymaking. A democratic pluralist model focuses on increased input legitimacy 

through procedural values, while a neocorporatist model emphasises the inclusion of affected 

interests, and a functionalist model focuses on output legitimacy in terms of expertise 

(Nasiritousi, Hjerpe & Bäckstrand, 2016, pp. 920, 925-926; Willetts, 2006). Research into the 

preferences of COP attendants – either states or NSAs – for reasons to involve NSAs showed 

that half of the respondents feel they should be included because they represent important 

stakes, supporting the neocorporatist rationale (Nasiritousi, Hjerpe & Bäckstrand, 2016, pp. 

930-931). One-third of the respondents select NSAs’ ability to provide information and 

expertise as the main reason to include them, following functionalism. Only one-sixth thinks 

they should be included because they represent marginalised voices and perspectives, as is in 

line with a democratic pluralist model (pp. 930-931).  

These three models could also have a chronological indication, reflecting the three 

standard stages for policy creation: design, implementation and evaluation (Peters, 2015). In 

the design stage of an ICF programme, the involvement of NSAs for example significantly 

increases the input legitimacy of the process, following the democratic pluralist model. As Mary 

Robinson, former UN Secretary General's Special Envoy for Climate Change, stated, we need 

‘a shift from a discourse on greenhouse gases and melting ice caps into a civil rights movement 

with the people and communities most vulnerable to climate impacts at its heart’ (UN, 2019). 

We see this becoming reality at the COP meetings, where almost 3000 NSAs have an official 

observing member status (Tokar, 2019). In the implementation stage, the involvement of NSAs 

helps to include all affected interests, which follows a model of neocorporatism. These have 

significant effects, such as the goal to limit global warming to 1.5 degrees Celsius in the PA as 

was fought for effectively by NSAs (Kuyper, Linnér & Schroeder, 2018, p. 10). However, 

overall we see that the proposals of NSAs, addressed at policymakers in the EU and UN, have 

proven to be largely unheard in climate policies. For example, even though those 3000 NSAs 

are present at the COP meetings, their proposals were largely side-lined at COP15 in 

Copenhagen in 2009 (Tokar, 2019, p. 19). States, mostly Western-European ones, were 

unreceptive to the solutions as formulated for example by the ‘Climate Justice Now!’ 

movement, and the North-South polarisation grew. At COP19 in Warsaw in 2013, African 

delegates even walked out of the conference due to structural marginalisation of their states 



12 
 

during meetings. The neocorporatist model could help to let their voices be heard, through 

formalising all these different interests. In the evaluation stage, the involvement of NSAs 

increases the output legitimacy through using their expertise, hereby using a functionalist 

model. The interim evaluations of the PA suggest that NSAs contribute to economic 

effectiveness, cost effectiveness and environmental effectiveness, but research on this still 

needs to increase and improve (Kuyper, Linnér & Schroeder, 2018, p. 13).  

 Reflecting on all this, we see that NSAs can improve the legitimacy and effectiveness 

of international climate policies. Three different models and three chronological stages are 

identified that help to manage and assess NSA involvement. These mostly show that NSAs are 

still largely side-lined in general climate policy. The models will be used to assess these 

dynamics further in the specific cases of ICF programmes. To investigate this in more detail, 

specific factors that have proven to support or obstruct the involvement of NSAs in international 

policymaking will be used. The following section will elaborate on this. 

 

Supportive and obstructive factors in the involvement of NSAs 

In international policymaking, institutional arrangements that lead to cooperation between 

states and NSAs largely miss, especially on climate issues. It remains unclear ‘what NSAs are 

expected to contribute to the achievement of the objectives of the PA, how they are encouraged 

to do so, whether and how they should be held accountable and, maybe most importantly, how 

their efforts can complement and strengthen government actions’ (Streck, 2021, p. 495). 

Regarding the COPs, the most important obstacle is the fact that states hold the right to 

close their meetings for NSAs. Their long-term habits of doing precisely so, hamper the NSAs 

from really impacting policymaking (Kuyper, Linnér & Schroeder, 2018, p. 3). This is an 

example of the poor execution of the democratic pluralist model in the design stage of the 

process. Another constraining factor is that the formal avenues for NSA participation in review 

processes, for example of the PA, remain limited (Van Asselt, 2016, p. 91). These processes 

consist of the review of implementation, compliance, and effectiveness of climate agreements, 

and are important to future policymaking processes. This indicates a lack of applying a 

functionalist rationale in the evaluation stage of the process. Again, the habit of excluding NSAs 

is self-sustaining and proliferating.  

Next to these obstacles, there are also some factors that stimulate and empower NSAs 

in the international policymaking process on climate issues. First and foremost, states have 

proven to include NSAs in their formal policymaking structures when they acknowledge that 

they largely lack means to meet the climate goals. In these cases, they specifically seek to 
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mobilise and catalyse the efforts of civil society, businesses and research institutes in attributing 

to those goals, as for example carbon reduction (Kuyper, Linnér & Schroeder, 2018, p. 7). At 

the UN level, this is consolidated in the Non-State Actor Zone for Climate Action and the 

Global Climate Action Agenda. This is coherent with the rationales of the functionalist model, 

namely providing for output legitimacy in terms of expertise. Second, linking NSA 

participation, accountability and transparency to clear objectives, again at the UN level, 

encourages states to implementing them (Streck, 2021, p. 504). This is already done in the 

Global Framework for Climate Action, and can still be enriched and elaborated on (p. 505). 

This aligns with the neocorporatist model, thereby emphasising the inclusion of affected 

interests in the implementation stage. Third, when NSAs proactively check the compliance of 

states to the climate goals, and publish these analyses, their views have proven to be 

implemented in the follow-up stages of climate agreements (Van Asselt, 2016, p. 105). While 

this happens initially on an informal basis, their analyses are eventually formalised in review 

processes and strengthen further agreements, also following neocorporatist thought. When 

turning this into common practice, it can become self-sustaining and proliferating as well. 

Summarising, this paper aims to assess the role of NSAs in ICF programmes. The 

involvement of NSAs has proven to lack in current international policymaking structures, but 

has also proven to make international climate policy more effective, legitimate and just. 

Especially in ICF, their involvement is needed in order to effectively reach climate justice. The 

three models, the three chronological stages, and the different supportive and obstructive 

factors, provide us with the tools to identify what role NSAs play in the ICF programmes. The 

following section will further elaborate on how this research will be executed.  
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Research design 

 

This research thus seeks to investigate what role NSAs play in the design, implementation and 

evaluation of ICF programmes. To this aim, we will carry out a comparative case study of 

several financing programmes within the UN. The greatest advantage of a relatively small-N 

comparative research is that it allows for in-depth analysis of the cases and greater scope for 

contextualisation at the same time (Halperin & Heath, 2017, p. 218). The former is needed since 

we are interested in three different stages of ICF; therefore it is crucial to analyse the cases 

thoroughly. As the theoretical framework showed, the latter matters since the context in which 

these programmes are rolled out, such as institutional features and UN objectives, matters as 

well for the role NSAs get to play. Since it is explorative research, we need to compare multiple 

cases to be able to generalise findings. 

 

Case and data selection 

As stated, the GCF is the UN’s most important institute in this regard. They coordinate and 

execute ICF programmes in eight different result areas, such as transport or energy generation 

and access. Following a Most Different Systems Design, we will select four cases from four 

different result areas and four different continents. The only characteristic the cases share is that 

they receive ICF through the UN. Since the programs differ in content, goal and geography, but 

resemble each other in receiving ICF funding, we are able to generalise the findings from this 

study as much as possible to other ICF programmes worldwide (Halperin & Heath, 2017, p. 

221). Since the programmes that have only been initiated in the past one, two or three years 

lack good coverage in documentation, programmes with a current duration of at least three years 

have been selected. The cases that fit these criteria are: 

- Peru (Forests and land use). This project, which was approved in 2015, aims to enhance 

the climate resilience and livelihoods of the indigenous wetlands communities of Datem 

del Marañón in the Amazon basin, while reducing greenhouse gas emissions from 

deforestation. There have been 2.6 million tonnes of emissions avoided up until now. 

The project is worth 7.3 million dollars, has a lifespan of 10 years and has 20.413 direct 

beneficiaries.  

- Malawi (Livelihoods of people and communities). This second project, also approved 

in 2015, strives to protect lives and livelihoods in Malawi from climate-related disasters 

by providing early warning weather and climate information systems and improving the 

resilience of vulnerable communities. The project is supposed to be completed in 2023, 
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has a total value of 16.3 million dollars, and has 2.1 million beneficiaries, of whom 1.4 

million direct and 700.000 indirect ones.  

- Bangladesh (Infrastructure and built environment). This project, again active since 

2015, aims to provide cyclone shelters and safeguard critical road access to protect lives 

in a rural coastal region of Bangladesh, develop urban infrastructure and safeguard 

vulnerable city-dwellers from climate risk, and establish a national centre of excellence 

for climate resilience infrastructure, to inform and guide future infrastructure 

development throughout the country. It has a total project value of 81.0 million dollars, 

making it the biggest project within our cases, and 10.5 million beneficiaries, of whom 

134.350 direct beneficiaries.  

- Paraguay (Buildings, cities, industries, and appliances). This project was approved in 

2018 and has a lifespan of 10 years. It aims at reducing reliance on fuelwood and other 

fossil fuel energy sources by Paraguayan SMEs, increasing their energy efficiency and 

shifting energy use to renewable hydropower. There have been 4.0 million tonnes of 

emissions avoided up until now and the total project value is 43.0 million dollars.  

 

ICF programmes within the GCF are well documented. In the Funding Proposal and the Annual 

Performance Reports an abundance of information can be found on the design, implementation 

and (interim) evaluation of the programmes. Therefore, these documents are the primary source 

of data. The four cases together consist of seventeen documents: four Funding Proposals and 

thirteen Annual Performance Reports. The four Funding Proposals are the source of data to 

assess the design stage, since these provide us with information on the run-up to the projects’ 

commencement. The Annual Performance Reports provide us with information on the 

implementation as well as the (interim) evaluation stage, whereby the feedback from these 

reports is used in the projects’ subsequent years. The different supportive and obstructive 

factors will help us to evaluate those effectively, as will be elaborated on below.  

 

Method 

Building on the theoretical framework, we have seen that NSAs differ in their effectiveness in 

affecting international policymaking on climate issues, including ICF. Some factors strengthen 

their position, being states’ incompetence to meet climate goals, UN objectives on NSA 

involvement, and NSAs’ own proactive stance in checking states’ compliance with the climate 

goals. Other factors hamper their impact, most importantly the lack of institutional and formal 

structures for NSA implementation. This paper searches to identify these factors in the three 
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different stages of the ICF programmes – design, implementation and evaluation. The 

combination of these factors and stages shows us to what extent the three different models 

mentioned before – democratic pluralism, neocorporatism and functionalism – are applied, and 

how their use can be enhanced in order to involve NSAs more effectively.  

 To do this in a valid and reliable way, this research uses content analysis through  

computer-assisted qualitative data analysis software (CAQDAS), using ATLAS.ti. This allows 

us to assess a larger amount of data on the four highly different cases, while reducing subjective 

biases (Halperin & Heath, 2017, p. 346). The coding protocol is a combination of open and 

closed coding (pp. 349-350). The pre-formulated codes consist of the four above-mentioned 

factors. Next to that, codes will be created during the research process. This is consistent with 

the explorative nature of this study. Since the role of NSAs in ICF programmes has never been 

researched, and it most likely will not fully resemble their role in general climate policy, the 

data will likely shed light on elements we could not have distinguished beforehand. Therefore 

codes will be added and re-grouped along the way. After the coding process, the results will be 

extracted from the coding protocol through identifying frequent themes and relationships, and 

linking this back to the research question.  

 

Code (+ abbreviation) Meaning  

Con: culture and accessibility (C: CA) Issues such as geographical remoteness 

Con: lack of structure (C: LS) Absence of formalised NSA involvement 

Con: top-down (C: T) The GCF’s tendency to sense Western 

superiority 

Pro: climate goals (P: CG) Need to involve NSAs in order to reach targets 

and empowering them for the future 

Pro: NSA objective (P: NO) Official NSA targets and empowering them for 

the future in other areas than climate 

Pro: proactive (P: P) NSA’s own initiatives to be in charge 

Undecided (UDC) E.g. facts on names and numbers 

Table 1: Meaning of seven categories 

 

During the process, it showed that there are two other factors that affect the role of 

NSAs. These are the very top-down focus of the GCF in designing, implementing and 

evaluating their programmes, and culture and accessibility issues that hamper the communities 
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from being involved. The obstructive factors were coded ‘con: culture and accessibility’, ‘con: 

lack of structure’ and ‘con: top-down’. The supportive factors were coded ‘pro: climate goals’, 

‘pro: NSA objective’ and ‘pro: proactive’. The hits that did not fit in any of the six categories 

were left under the code ‘undecided’, which leaves us with seven categories in total (see Table 

1). 

To effectively discuss the results, we divide them in the three stages mentioned before: 

design, implementation and evaluation of the ICF programmes. Those stages will be reviewed 

using the three models for NSA involvement: democratic pluralism, neocorporatism and 

functionalism. Some codes explicitly link to one of these models. For example, states’ habits 

of closing the COP meetings for NSAs, which hampers the latter’s impact (code: con: lack of 

structure), aligns with a poor execution of the democratic pluralist model in the design stage. 

On the other hand, clear objectives on NSA involvement (code: pro: NSA objective) in order 

to include all affected interests, aligns with a neocorporatist model in the implementation stage. 

When states recognise that they are incapable to reach the climate goals themselves and need 

NSAs to that aim (code: pro: climate goals), this follows the functionalist model. The following 

sections will use all this in presenting and discussing the results. 
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Results 

 

The GCF’s guidelines on NSA involvement make clear that in their projects, they inherently 

include ‘a focus on private sector, sub-national governments, civil society organisations and 

indigenous peoples organizations’ (GCF, 2022a, p. 1). A first search into the term ‘non-state 

actors’ did not lead to any hits, while the seventeen documents together contained the word 

‘stakeholder(s)’ 325 times, ‘partner(s)’ 164 times and ‘private (actors/companies)’ 201 times. 

The guidelines on NSA involvement also make clear that ‘integrating the voices of communities 

and individuals into project and subproject design and implementation is an essential 

component of internationally recognised safeguard policies, norms and practices’ (GCF, 2022a, 

p. 1). It makes clear that they are mostly concerned with ‘marginalised populations, groups, and 

individuals, with a particular focus on women and girls; indigenous peoples; local communities’ 

(p. 1). After scanning the documents on the differences between these codes – populations, 

individuals, indigenous groups, communities –  ‘community’ turned out to be the most common 

one; mentioned up to 1333 times. The paragraphs about the role of communities focus on a 

broad range of different aspects and most essentially explain how power is given to the people 

in these ICF programmes. This code stands central to the data analysis and is our focus within 

the broad range of different NSAs. The seven categories (see Table 1) are placed as subcodes 

under the central code ‘community’.  

After analysing all seventeen documents with its 1333 hits on ‘community’, a quite clear 

distribution of the subcodes showed up, which can be found in Table 2. The hits are divided by 

document type, either the total found in the four Funding Proposals (FP) or thirteen Annual 

Performance Reports (APR). The first number is the total number of hits found in that category. 

The second number (in italics) implies the percentage, whereby the total of 1333 hits is taken 

as 100%. 

Although the Annual Performance Reports outnumber the Funding Proposals in 

document quantity, they do not consistently outnumber them in code quantity. For example, 

while the subcode ‘pro: NSA objective’ showed up 140 times in the four Funding Proposals, it 

showed up only 110 times in the thirteen Annual Performance Reports. Nevertheless, the code 

‘con: top-down’ showed up 133 times in the Funding Proposals and up to 227 times in the 

Annual Performance Reports, indeed reflecting the document quantity. The percentages differ 

from 1% – ‘con: lack of structure’ in the FPs as well as APRs, to 17% – ‘con: top-down’ in the 

ARPs. The totals show us that the ‘pro’ codes outnumber the ‘con’ codes, while 20% is 

undecided.  
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To analyse these differences in more detail, we split the distribution of the codes per 

case and document, hereby creating a timeline on the involvement of communities in the GCF 

financing processes. This will in turn help us to make statements on the different roles the 

communities play in the design, implementation and evaluation stages. 

The first case of Peru (Table 3) gives us some important insights. The first one is that 

the code ‘pro: NSA objective’ – with 29% the most frequently occurring code – has 108 hits in 

the Funding Proposals, then less hits in the following years, and again up to 50 hits in the last 

Annual Performance Report of 2021. The other two ‘pro’ codes also have the most hits in the 

Funding Proposal, and later are largely absent. The code ‘con: top-down’ is nevertheless more 

evenly distributed, with the most hits in the latest Annual Performance Report. 

 

 FP APR 

2017 

APR 

2018 

APR 

2019 

APR 

2020 

APR 

2021 

Totals Totals % 

C: CA 29 - 3 - 8 5 45 7 

C: LS 11 1 - 2 3 10 27 4 

C: T 34 3 11 35 19 52 154 23 

P: CG 41 5 2 19 31 23 121 18 

P: NO 108 9 9 8 7 50 191 29 

P: P 34 4 4 4 3 6 55 8 

UDC 16 - 4 6 4 45 75 11 

Table 3: Case 1 (Peru) code distribution 

Subcodes of code ‘community’ FP FP % APR APR % Totals  Totals % 

Con: culture and accessibility 42 3 25 2 67 5 

Con: lack of structure 12 1 18 1 30 2 

Con: top-down 133 10 227 17 360 27 

Pro: climate goals 84 6 201 15 285 21 

Pro: NSA objective 140 11 110 8 250 19 

Pro: proactive 53 4 31 2 84 6 

Undecided  141 11 116 9 257 20 

Total 605 45 728 55 1333 100 

       
Table 2: Subcodes 'community' distributed by document type 
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In the case of Malawi (Table 4), we see that both ‘pro: NSA objective’ and ‘pro: 

proactive’ are mostly used in the Funding Proposals. The codes ‘con: top-down’ and ‘pro: 

climate goals’ are more evenly divided, with the most hits in the middle Annual Performance 

Reports of 2018 and 2019 – whereby the totals consist of respectively 31% and 25%. The code 

‘con: lack of structure’ is almost absent, having only two hits in the latest report of 2020.  

 

 FP APR 

2017 

APR 

2018 

APR 

2019 

APR 

2020 

Totals Totals % 

C: CA 11 - 1 1 7 20 3 

C: LS - - - - 2 2 - 

C: T 87 10 48 43 6 194 31 

P: CG 38 8 33 51 29 159 25 

P: NO 25 5 3 9 8 50 8 

P: P 17 1 2 3 4 27 4 

UDC 120 9 16 12 18 175 28 

Table 4: Case 2 (Malawi) code distribution 

The other two cases of Bangladesh and Paraguay (Tables 5 and 6) provide us with 

significantly different results. In these cases, communities only play a very limited role, as 

showed by the total amount of respectively 12 and 26 hits. In the case of Bangladesh, 

communities are not mentioned at all in the Annual Performance Reports, and are evenly 

distributed in the Funding Proposal. In the case of Paraguay, the code ‘con: top-down’ is most 

common, but it also limited to only 10 hits.  

 

 FP APR 

2019 

APR 

2020 

Totals Totals % 

C: CA 2 - - 2 17 

C: LS 1 - - 1 8 

C: T 2 - - 2 17 

P: CG 3 - - 3 25 

P: NO 2 - - 2 17 

P: P - - - - - 

UDC 2 - - 2 17 

Table 5: Case 3 (Bangladesh) code distribution 
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 FP APR 

2019 

APR 

2020 

Totals Totals % 

C: CA - - - - - 

C: LS - - - - - 

C: T 10 - - 10 38 

P: CG 2 - - 2 8 

P: NO 5 1 1 7 27 

P: P 2 - - 2 8 

UDC 3 1 1 5 19 

Table 6: Case 4 (Paraguay) code distribution 

 

To interpret these results, we need quotations from the different codes to give context. 

This also provides us with the details needed to make an analysis, apply our theory and answer 

the central research question. The following section will elaborate hereon.  
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Discussion 

 

As shown above, the code distribution strongly differs per case and document type. The 

following section will discuss these results per stage – design, implementation and evaluation 

– thereby applying and assessing the three different models for NSA involvement – democratic 

pluralism, neocorporatism and functionalism. While referring to the different documents, in-

text reference names are used. Their meanings can be found in the Appendix.  

 

Design 

The Funding Proposals show us the role of communities in the design stage of the GCF’s 

financing programmes. As shown in the above paragraph, the codes ‘con: top-down’ and ‘pro: 

NSA objective’ were most commonly used. The top-down focus becomes immediately 

apparent in the projects’ goal to achieve ‘increased resilience and enhance livelihoods of the 

most vulnerable people, communities and regions’ (C1D1, p. 60). In the case of Malawi, scaling 

up the use of modernised early warning systems and climate information is intended to ‘enhance 

lives and livelihoods in vulnerable communities’ (C2D1, pp. 12-13). Communities are not only 

perceived as vulnerable, but also as needy, longing to ‘receive training, technical assistance, 

and logistical and financial support’ (C1D1, p. 15). Communities are not in the lead, but are 

rather described as the ‘target’ of the project (C2D1, pp. 5, 9, 16). The projects ensure that 

‘health and safety conditions will apply to communities’ (C1D1, p. 88), but ‘the main risk for 

the community’ (C3D1, p. 40) will also occur during construction. The fact that indigenous 

communities ‘will most likely lose their natural and cultural heritage’ (C4D1, p. 45) as a result 

of the project, is only briefly mentioned. None of the three models for NSA involvement can 

be applied to this type of project leading by the GCF. They seem to be reluctant to ideas of 

increasing input or output legitimacy, or including all affected interests.  

While these policy measures are top-down and the ownership of the communities 

themselves is neglected, the aim is of course to indeed improve the lives of the indigenous 

peoples. The projects also seek to invest in ‘empowering the communities in preparedness and 

response to climate related disasters’ (C2D1, p. 5). The need to involve communities in the 

process becomes apparent in simple statements such as ‘all the proposed activities are 

community-based’ (C1D1, p. 2). Consultations are an important part of the design stage of these 

projects. In the case of Paraguay, ‘inclusive roundtable discussions’ are organised with ‘local 

stakeholders from national authorities, private sector actors and the relevant NGO community 

working on fuel wood markets’ (C4D1, p. 61). As regards Peru, during consultations ‘more 
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than 80 communities, represented by nearly 500 people and 21 organisations participated’ 

(C1D1, p. 37). The involvement of local peoples ranges from budget for visits outside the 

country by delegations of community representatives (C1D1, p. 3), to communicating through 

local radio, tv and papers (C1D1, p. 67) and structural dialogues with ‘farmers, communities, 

schools, women, and church groups’ (C2D1, p. 16). In the case of Malawi, it is even stated that 

‘local stakeholders and community members have a key role in the implementation and 

monitoring of the project’ (C2D1, p. 24). Opposed to the patronising statement that ‘local 

communities and stakeholders may be involved in simple supervision tasks’ (C3D1, p. 28) in 

the case of Bangladesh, the Proposal to the project in Malawi states that ‘where available, local 

people will be employed to undertake maintenance, thereby providing a social benefit to the 

community’ (C2D1, p. 49). This most overtly follows a model of democratic pluralism, 

whereby NSAs are included in the designing processes, more because of procedural precautions 

than that their content-related interests matters to the GCF, as would be the case in a 

neocorporatist model.  

The Proposals suggest that a lack of community participation mostly happens because 

of community hesitation. It for example states that ‘it is hoped that after several similar 

participatory processes, community leaders, public officials and leaders from the private sector 

will learn that such an approach is valid and worth the additional initial transaction costs, and 

that reaching agreements is an effective means of managing relationships with other societal 

actors’ (C1D1, p. 29). This shines a different light on the above-mentioned top-down policy 

proposals. Several reasons are given in the Proposals itself for this hesitation. One of them is 

that there exists a ‘long history of unbalanced agreements between communities and settlers’ 

which has created an environment of mistrust (C1D1, p. 13). Other reasons include language 

barriers, mostly for women who only speak the native language (C1D1, p. 52), sensitivity within 

communities to share data on socioeconomic status (C1D1, pp. 26, 68; C4D1, p. 43), the 

geographical remoteness of targeted areas (C1D1, p. 13), or limited organisation structures at 

local level (C2D1, p. 39).  

 Lastly, the Proposal of Malawi states that ‘the first response to a disaster always comes 

from the community itself’ (C2D1, p. 19). Nevertheless, there is not much space for 

communities to proactively participate. Their observations are used to ‘confirm conclusions 

reached by scientists’ (C1D1, p. 12), demand for ‘money to participate in economic 

transactions’ (C1D1, p. 24) or ask for assemblies to be held once the project is approved ‘in 

order to inform the community’ (C1D1, p. 37), but these are all indirect means rather than direct 

ones. This is a marginalised version of the functionalist model, whereby the GCF provides for 
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more output legitimacy through implementing the communities’ observations, but only in a 

very limited way. 

 Concluding, we see that the design stage of the GCF’s ICF programmes is still largely 

a top-down process, whereby the role the communities get to play is very limited. This is not 

only because of cultural or practical reasons, but also because local communities and 

indigenous peoples are still perceived as vulnerable and needy. When communities do get the 

opportunity to participate, this is mostly because of protocols of the GCF on involving NSAs. 

The communities are not included because of their own proactive stance in climate policy. 

The inherent value and local knowledge communities can bring to the table is only partly 

recognised. While the GCF slightly follows the democratic pluralist and functionalist models, 

they could apply neocorporatism a lot more. Reflecting all NSAs’ interests would help to 

make the programmes more legitimate and effective.  

Implementation 

Other than the Funding Proposals, the Annual Performance Reports provide us with insights 

about the implementation of the different GCF projects. The top-down focus in the stage of 

implementation resembles the process in the design stage. The projects for example undertake 

training of ‘community members, extension workers and relevant stakeholders’ (C2D2, p. 5) 

such as ‘farmers and fishers and flood prone communities (C2D2, p. 8). The code ‘con: top-

down’ again had the most hits, followed by ‘pro: climate goals’, that had only a limited amount 

of hits in the Funding Proposals. The latter entails to what extend communities are needed in 

order to reach climate targets, and how they are empowered for the future in the area of climate 

objectives. A simple example of this is seen in the first Annual Performance Report on Peru, 

stating the goal to organise ‘community-level groups to collect information on indigenous 

knowledge about climate observations’ (C1D2, p. 6), which is remarkably different than the 

Funding Proposal. This reflects functionalist thought, whereby local expertise is used to reach 

the climate goals, thereby providing for output legitimacy. Two Reports later, they write that 

‘the implementation of community climate monitoring systems with community participation 

will be carried out respecting the organizational and communication systems of each of the 

seven indigenous peoples involved in the project’ (C1D4, p. 8). In the case of Malawi, the 

second Report mentions that ‘weather/climate needs assessment for small-holder farmers, 

fishermen and flood prone communities have been completed’ (C2D3, p. 4). Next to that, lead 

farmers are appointed that disseminate the information to over 160.000 small-holder farmers in 

their communities ‘for making farm decisions based on the projected seasonal weather forecast 
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for their area’ (C2D4, p. 13). This reflects a democratic pluralist model, whereby the ideas, 

habits and systems of local communities are included in the procedure. 

 In the implementation stage, the projects encountered the same issues as the design stage 

in the area of cultural differences, geographical remoteness and a lack of structured 

policymaking in the indigenous communities. One Annual Performance Report in the case of 

Peru for example mentions challenges ‘associated with the ability to attend to communities with 

the speed that the interaction process demands’ (C1D2, p. 3). ‘High transport costs or the lack 

of electricity’ prevent an orderly and beneficial use for the communities and the conservation 

of ecosystems (C1D6, p. 48) and visiting the communities is only an option ‘as far as access to 

the territory is possible’ (C1D5, p. 37). The Covid-19 pandemic created extra difficulties, 

because of isolation and a low vaccination rate ‘due to the mistrust of vaccines by the 

indigenous communities’ (C1D6, p. 3). It nevertheless also created some incentives to hand 

power back to the people, since the permission to enter the indigenous territory again after 

Covid-19 was given by the indigenous leaders and local authorities (C1D5, p. 62). Evaluating 

these programmes on the basis of the neocorporatist model could help the GCF to see the added 

value of involving communities in the implementation stage of their programmes. When the 

inclusion of all affected interests pays off in terms of effectiveness and legitimacy, this creates 

incentives for the GCF to work on overcoming cultural, geographical or structural difficulties. 

 As stated in the Results section, the role of communities in the Annual Performance 

Reports of Bangladesh and Paraguay is almost absent. In the case of Bangladesh, ‘stakeholders’ 

are mentioned rather than communities, which is a broader term which also encompasses 

private companies or educational institutions. Everything that has been written about these 

stakeholders is with a very top-down focus. In the case of Paraguay, private investments are 

analysed and the sole focus is on these private institutions. Local communities and indigenous 

peoples are left out of the process, again creating a very top-down implementation process. 

Again, applying the neocorporatist model would be helpful in practices of NSA involvement. 

 Concluding, we see that while there is more focus on the involvement of communities 

in the implementation stage as opposed to the design stage – as showed in the projects’ attempts 

to partly give project ownership to the local peoples – it still remains a top-down process. All 

four cases sketch this same picture. It seems as though the will to involve them is there, more 

than in the design stage, but cultural and practical considerations still prohibit an inclusive and 

bottom-up process. Neocorporatist and democratic pluralist thought could help the GCF to 

include NSAs in the process and to make their policies more effective and legitimate. 
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Evaluation 

The Annual Performance Reports also give insights into the (interim) evaluation of the different 

projects. There are multiple ways in which the communities give input to or even completely 

take care of these evaluation processes. Consolidating information ‘based on communities’ 

observations’ (C1D2, p. 5) is always a goal in the projects. One specific example in the case of 

Peru entails that ‘information gathering sheets were designed to collect the communities' 

perceptions of forest loss and climate change, productive activities, as well as socio-economic 

and demographic information’ (C1D4, p. 8). Next to that, each project has a ‘grievance redress 

mechanism’, in which communities can voice their thoughts and complaints. Also in the case 

of Peru, a situation is brought up in which the local community considered that only the local 

leader and his immediate family were benefiting from the project. The local community ‘feels 

left out of the project and has commented on the possibility of closing the doors until we deliver 

an amount of money or give them some kind of benefit’ (C1D6, p. 89). The Report then 

mentions what benefit is given to the community. Communities also request extra reviews 

(C1D6, p. 35) and express their concerns with incapable project leaders (C1D5, p. 76). It is 

described that ‘there is a lot of interest from the indigenous communities in participating in the 

activities of the projects’ and that they ‘demand greater speed and action’ in the execution of 

the activities (C1D2, p. 24). We also see an increase in ownership, since ‘conservation 

mechanisms and strategies managed by the indigenous communities’ were analysed in the 

fourth Annual Performance Report on Peru (C1D5, p. 11). Similarly, in the case of Malawi, 

lead farmers have reported ‘enhanced social standing’ in their communities for being able to 

‘provide weather advisories to fellow farmers in their communities’ (C2D4, p. 8). This is partly 

due to the projects’ ongoing efforts in structuring and professionalising local governance. In 

the case of Peru, in 2021, the project has formalised more than ten boards of directors of 

community associations that allow access to local markets, ‘as well as a better negotiation and 

placement of Amazonian products’ (C1D6, p. 10). These review mechanisms are an excellent 

example of the functionalist model, whereby output legitimacy is increased through the use of 

local expertise.  

 The obstructive factors are more limited in this stage, but still exist. One example of 

top-down management concerns the projects’ intent to ‘conduct studies to analyse changes in 

communities due to project activities’ (C1D2, p. 21). In this regard, communities are a research 

topic, rather than an empowered actor. Next to that, the accessibility conditions and lack of 

knowledge of the different cultural patters of indigenous communities ‘have been key elements 

for the low participation of consultants in the calls and some cancellations’ (C1D3, p. 3). 
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Communication issues also arose, because since ‘their main form of communication is oral’, 

the recording of information by these populations is hard (C1D3, p. 9). Lastly, their occurred 

social problems in the communities ‘inherent in their social dynamics that delayed activities’ 

(C1D3, p. 11).  

 Concluding, we see that the role of communities in the evaluation process is much more 

omnipresent than in the design and implementation stage. The feedback mechanisms are 

designed to put the communities in the lead and their comments and complaints are effectively 

processed – in the cases of Peru and Malawi. Again, communities largely lack in the Annual 

Performance Reports of Bangladesh and Paraguay, because of the abovementioned reasons. 

Cultural and practical issues still arose, but were more limited than in the two earlier stages. 

The functionalist model is very well applied in this last stage of the GCF’s ICF programmes.  
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Conclusion 

 

This research tried to contribute to academia and society through answering the question: ‘What 

role do non-state actors play in the design, implementation and evaluation of international 

climate finance programmes?’ Involving NSAs in international policymaking on climate issues 

helps to make policies more effective, legitimate and just. Nevertheless, they have shown to be 

largely side-lined in these international policymaking procedures. Three different models help 

to manage and assess the involvement of NSAs herein: democratic pluralism, with its focus on 

increased input legitimacy through procedural values, neocorporatism, which emphasises the 

inclusion of affected interests, and functionalism, that focuses on output legitimacy in terms of 

expertise. We carried out a qualitative content analysis of four ICF programmes as part of the 

UN’s Green Climate Fund using these models to see what the role of NSAs looks like in the 

design, implementation and evaluation stages of the programmes. Based on literature, we also 

distinguished some factors that could support NSA involvement, namely states’ incompetence 

to meet climate goals, formal objectives on NSA implementation and NSAs’ own proactive 

stance in checking states’ compliance with the climate goals. We also distinguished an 

obstructive factor, being the lack of institutional and formal structures for NSA implementation.  

The analysis showed that the role local communities play in these programmes differs 

from stage to stage. While the design stage is still largely a top-down process, in the 

implementation stage it is already a more inclusive process. In the evaluation stage, the 

communities play an important role since their comments and complaints are leading the 

subsequent undertakings of the programme. The first two supportive factors – states’ 

incompetence to meet climate goals and formalised objectives – were indeed the most important 

reasons for the GCF to include communities in their programmes. The latter one turned out to 

have only a very limited impact. The obstructive factor – lack of institutional and formal 

structures – did show up in the analysis, but two other factors turned out to be much more 

obstructive: the top-down focus of the GCF on the one hand, and cultural and practical obstacles 

on the other. Where communities are included, their role mostly reflects a model of democratic 

pluralism, in order to increase input legitimacy through procedural values. In the evaluation 

stage, the functionalist model is almost perfectly reflected in the different feedback and 

grievance redress mechanisms. The neocorporatist model only barely showed up in the analysis 

of the four cases. This model could help the GCF to see the added value of including all affected 

interests and providing incentives to overcome other difficulties in involving NSAs – such as 

cultural, geographical or structural obstacles – in order to increase their policies’ effectiveness 
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and legitimacy. Generalising, this study suggests that combining the democratic pluralist, 

functionalist and neocorporatist model, with a particular focus on the latter, could help the 

Global North and Global South to effectively work together on climate justice and international 

climate policy. 

This research’s limitations lie in the limited scope of the analysis. Since it is explorative 

research, a broader range of cases needs to be analysed to be able to make a strong claim about 

the involvement of NSAs. These should also include funding programmes outside of the UN, 

for example as part of the EU. Next to that, not only local communities and indigenous peoples, 

but other NSAs, such as private actors or educational institutions, should be assessed as well to 

be able to make a more general claim. Also, the newly found factors that play a role, namely a 

top-down focus and cultural and practical obstacles, still need further research. Cultural context 

should also be taken into account more, since that affects the behaviour of local communities. 

After completing the picture of NSA involvement in ICF programmes, we will be able to 

research their effect on reaching the climate targets, and thus to what extent and in what ways 

they increase the effectiveness of ICF programmes. This way, we can inclusively and 

effectively fight for climate justice and reduce unnecessary global inequalities.   
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Appendix: Overview of primary data 

 

 

 

 

In-text  

reference 

Document type Case Title and result area 

C1D1 Funding Proposal Peru Building the Resilience of 

Wetlands in the Province of 

Datem del Maranón 

(Forests and land use) 

 

C1D2 Annual Performance Report 2017 

C1D3 Annual Performance Report 2018 

C1D4 Annual Performance Report 2019 

C1D5 Annual Performance Report 2020 

C1D6 Annual Performance Report 2021 

C2D1 Funding Proposal Malawi Scaling up the use of 

Modernized Climate 

information and Early Warning 

Systems (Livelihoods of people 

and communities) 

C2D2 Annual Performance Report 2017 

C2D3 Annual Performance Report 2018 

C2D4 Annual Performance Report 2019 

C2D5 Annual Performance Report 2020 

C3D1 Funding Proposal Bangladesh Climate Resilient Infrastructure 

Mainstreaming (Infrastructure 

and built environment) 

C3D2 Annual Performance Report 2019 

C3D3 Annual Performance Report 2020 

C4D1 Funding Proposal Paraguay Promoting private sector 

investments in energy 

efficiency in the industrial 

sector (Buildings, cities, 

industries, and appliances) 

C4D2 Annual Performance Report 2019 

C4D3 Annual Performance Report 2020 


