Democratic inclusiveness, climate policy outputs,

and climate policy outcomes

In an ideal inclusive political system, all citizens are equally able to influence and challenge
policies. We focus on how inclusiveness affects climate policies and outcomes. We argue that
more inclusive systems should produce more policies in response to environmental threats
and should have better outcomes. We test these hypotheses using panel and cross-sectional
data relating to climate policy outputs and outcomes. The results suggest that inclusiveness is
positively associated with policy outputs, but probably not with lower emissions of
greenhouse gases. This pattern may relate to a lack of deliberation in systems, which are

relatively inclusive in the narrower sense of pluralist theory.
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Introduction
It is widely believed that the empowerment of environmentally concerned citizens is a
necessary condition for achieving sustainability, and that further democratization is therefore
a key to achieving better environmental policies and outcomes. Concern for democratic
inclusiveness is built into important international statements on sustainability, such as
Principle 10 of the 1992 Rio Declaration on Environment and Development, which states that
environmental issues are “best handled with the participation of all concerned citizens, at the
relevant level.”! Here, we focus on whether an inclusive form of democracy, in which all
citizens can participate in environmental decision-making, is important for environmental
sustainability.

Robert Dahl distinguished between two main dimensions of democracy — inclusiveness
and contestation:? inclusiveness varies with “the proportion of the population entitled to
participate on a more or less equal plane in controlling and contesting the conduct of the

3 contestation requires that citizens “have unimpaired opportunities (1) to

government;
formulate their preferences, (2) to signify their preferences to their fellow citizens and the
government by individual and collective action, [and] (3) to have their preferences weighed

"4 Contestation and inclusiveness are positively

equally in the conduct of the government.
correlated, but there is considerable variation on the inclusiveness dimension among countries
with similar contestation scores.> We test the proposition that higher levels of democratic
inclusiveness are associated with greater environmental policy outputs and better performance
as measured by environmental outcomes. We focus on climate change because of its
significance as an issue in environmental politics.

In the academic literature, the belief that democracies have a better environmental
performance than autocracies often rests on ideas about inclusiveness. Liberal democracies

allow environmentally aware citizens to channel their demands more effectively than in non-

democratic systems, because of higher levels of inclusiveness.® Unlike autocrats who can



survive in power by paying off supporters from a relatively small “selectorate,” democratic
leaders must be more inclusive in the provision of benefits, which results in supplying public
goods that benefit the electoral majority.” This argument should also apply to environmental
public goods.? Some scholars argue that environmental sustainability necessarily presupposes
democracy, because it demands widespread societal debate and engagement.® In building our
theoretical argument about inclusiveness, we draw on the work of green democratic theorists
who believe that new, deeper forms of democratic participation play a role in eliciting
environmental awareness and, thus, increasing relevant policy output as well as improving
environmental outcomes. ™

Using a single-dimensional, aggregate measure of liberal democracy such as the polity2

1 there is an extensive statistical literature on whether democracies have better

scale,
environmental performance, ceteris paribus, than autocracies.’® Democracies seem to be
willing to take on more international environmental commitments,*® but in relation to other
aspects of performance, conclusions depend on the sample of countries, the time period
examined, and the aspect of environmental performance considered.** So far, this literature is
largely silent on the question of what dimension or dimensions of democracy matter most.
Some theorists have long advocated participatory, community-based alternatives to liberal
democracy,™ and some empirical studies in the environmental literature focus on themes
related to inclusiveness such as civil society or stakeholder participation.’® However, there is
a need to look more broadly at inclusiveness as a wider societal phenomenon advocated by
normative theories of democracy.

It is not our position that other aspects of democracy are irrelevant to sustainability. Rather,
we focus on inclusiveness because a reasonable prima-facie case can be made for its
importance, and because democratic theorists highlight it as a key aspect. However, we

currently know little about its actual effects. First, we sketch the re-emergence of

inclusiveness as a prominent theme in democratic theory. We establish the theoretical link



between inclusiveness and environmental outputs and outcomes. We then discuss aspects of
inclusiveness, corresponding to inclusiveness in the pluralist sense that we think are
significant and can be captured in a cross-national study. We find that inclusiveness in the
pluralist sense leads to greater output of policy related to climate change, but this does not
seem to translate into better policy outcomes at present.

In the conclusion, we suggest that one possible explanation of this is the failure to meet
deliberative norms in systems that are inclusive in the narrower pluralist sense. We thus
perceive this research as an important step forward in the research agenda on inclusiveness,

deliberation, pluralism, and environmental policies and outcomes.

The re-emergence of inclusiveness
Post-World War Il democratic theory emphasized Weber’s and Schumpeter’s elitist models of
democracy, in which participation was — if anything — seen as heightening conflict, disruption,
and fanaticism.'” However, more recent democratic theory has revived the norms of
inclusiveness and participation as part of the study of democracy as a normative ideal of
government oriented to the common good, where “the normative legitimacy of a democratic
decision depends on the degree to which those affected by it have been included in the
decision-making processes and have had the opportunity to influence the outcomes.”*® This
concern for inclusiveness as part of the core of democracy is evident in the institutionally
focused, empirically based theories of pluralism.’® It has also been a key tenet of the
resurgence of normative theory through the emergence of participatory 2° and deliberative
democratic theory.?

Dahl’s pluralist theory of democracy® emerged as a direct critique of the Schumpeterian®
model of democracy as competent leadership. According to Dahl, it is only through the free
competition of a diverse multitude of views and beliefs that a “democratic equilibrium” could

arise and result in positive political outcomes for the society. For this, it is insufficient to have



the right leaders in place; instead, citizens and social groups must be able to exert a “relatively
high degree of control over leaders.”** Rather than establishing sovereignty of a “majority,”
democracy, for Dahl,? requires the existence of multiple “minorities” in the form of social
groups. Thus, Dahl and other pluralists counteract earlier elitist theories of democracy with a
deep concern for, and recognition of, social inclusiveness in and participatory influence on the
political process.

Yet, more recent democratic theory has moved beyond these concerns, and Dahl himself
was criticised for being elitist and neglecting earlier participatory and emancipatory ideals
found in the more strongly normative strands of democratic theory.?® While pluralist theories
largely focus on interest groups as key actors, participatory theories emphasize the
significance of participation, even by individuals, in the wider political process, highlighting
inclusive participation as the core of the emancipatory momentum inherent in ideals of

democracy.?’ For Pateman,® «

participatory democracy is built round the central assertion that
individuals and their institutions cannot be considered in isolation from each other. The
existence of representative institutions at national level is not sufficient for democracy.”
Similarly, deliberative democracy is first and foremost a normative theory of democratic
legitimacy,?® defining democratic legitimacy not by a specific set of representative institutions
or electoral processes, but by all affected citizens’ “participation in authentic deliberation”
about the political decisions they are subject t0.%° As such, it goes beyond the earlier
participatory theories by not only stipulating participation as such, but a demanding normative
ideal of even deeper inclusiveness.

As pointed out above, the literature already highlights a range of reasons to link

inclusiveness with sustainability. However, on the basis of these developments in democratic

theory, we offer some further considerations.



Democratic inclusiveness and environmental sustainability

Most green theorists reject the existing liberal democratic model for its close connection with
capitalism, its short-term orientation, and its distance from community engagement. While
democratic theory has recently produced some new, largely small-scale alternatives,® we
argue that a key variable to overcoming these limitations, and hence a key variable capturing
the environmental significance of democratic participation, is inclusiveness. First, only on a
larger scale will a sufficiently wide range of citizens, organizations, and institutions be
encouraged to take a more pro-social, longer-term perspective through participation.
Moreover, only in conceptions of broad, system-wide inclusiveness as opposed to singular
participatory innovations is there room for a range of ways of giving voice, because of the
diversity of institutions or institutions allowing protest and other antagonistic voices.*® Thus,
we argue, the widely theorized promise of democratic participation for sustainability is most
likely to be realized when democratic engagement is inclusive in a system-wide sense — which
could therefore plausibly be one of the core features at work in the link between
democratization and environmental policy-making.

The strongest case for excluding some citizens from environmental decision-making might
be that their perceived interests would lead them to wish to block necessary changes. Yet, if
people are excluded from the political process, they are less likely to see it as legitimate and
to accept its output or outcomes. What is more, social capital is known to be particularly
important to solving environmental problems, because it encourages reciprocity and pro-
social behaviour.** Citizens who are excluded may come to distrust those who make
decisions; and exclusion also prevents network relations between all members of the
community from being built. Thus, exclusion is liable to reduce the amount of social capital,
as it isolates some citizens. This would make it harder to motivate community- or society-

wide change.



Dealing with climate change in particular requires considerable changes in everyday
behaviour that are hard for any state to monitor and to control (coercively) — if this should
even be seen as desirable. Hence, the legitimacy that stems from inclusiveness is particularly
important for dealing with this issue. Although less progress might be possible in the short
term if an inclusive process brings in those opposed to change, in the long run, this seems
necessary as processes regarded as illegitimate are likely only to bring about limited change.

For instance, while it is by no means the case that all sections of the business community
oppose moderate forms of ecological modernisation,® some industries decisively oppose
fundamental and necessary changes such as the rapid move to a low or no-carbon energy
economy. This is true of some powerful oil, gas, and coal companies, for example. Wide
participation counteracts the domination of powerful economic interests typical of liberal
democracies by opening up room for a wider set of values and concerns, including other-
regarding, generalizable interests and values to come to the fore.*® Companies and sectors
whose immediate interests lead them to wish to block change may be induced by concern for
profitability to accept it if they see that most citizens are now persuaded, and participation
might also induce changes in corporate norms and business ethics.

Similarly, some have made the case for environmental guardianship where citizens are
excluded from key decisions made by scientific and technical elites who know what is best for
the rest of society.®” However, while scientific and technological expertise is important for
dealing with environmental issues, they are far from being the only relevant forms of
knowledge. Skills required to adapt everyday behaviour, to work together in local
communities, to find ways of financing small investments, and to persuade others of the
seriousness of the problem, are widely distributed in society. It is by no means the case that
political or economic elites monopolize them. Citizen engagement and participation focus the
political debate, bring together information, and provide opportunities for social learning, all

of which can make environmental politics more effective and long-term in orientation.®



Yet, what is often neglected is that only if these political processes are inclusive, so that
citizens and stakeholders feel they can have a meaningful say, will it become worthwhile for
them to develop relevant skills.*® There is potential for a virtuous circle whereby
inclusiveness generates better-quality debate while at the same time tying citizens together as
members of a political community. This can be crucial in relation to typical problems of
implementation between environmental policy outputs and outcomes. Policies may fail to
have an impact because they are not implemented, perhaps because they were purely
symbolic and meant to reassure the public.®° If policy is arrived at after an inclusive debate
that engages not only the wider public, but also organs of the state that have to develop
detailed policies and to implement them, it is less likely that the state can just ignore what has
gone on,* because the debate will create a public attentive to implementation failure of an
extent not reached at a smaller scale or less deep forms of engagement.

Thus, we argue that it is not just democratic politics as such, but democratic inclusiveness
that is centrally important to sustainability. Inasmuch as successful sustainability politics
demands, as we have highlighted, deep, proactive citizen debate that includes critical voices
and fosters social learning, the relevant form of inclusiveness goes beyond the sheer
numerical weight of participation. Whilst pluralism is far from being a homogenous view of
politics,* it tends to ignore the processes that lead citizens to hold the views they do, and to
ask questions about how such processes should be seen from a normative perspective.* In
this respect, we can contrast a “pluralist” focus on the numerical weight of participation with
our idea that it is deeper, system-wide inclusive debate that holds the greatest promise for

sustainability. We return to this point, in combination with deliberation, in the conclusion.

Comparing inclusiveness across countries
An important question about inclusiveness is who does and does not belong to the demos.

Arguably, all competent adults affected by decisions should be included.** Beyond this,



however, our theory contributes the idea that a deep democratic form of inclusiveness is
important. For the purpose of our study and in light of its role in recent democratic theory, we
thus seek to capture the following aspects of inclusiveness. First, inclusiveness increases to
the extent to which citizens have equal opportunity to express their views, if they so desire.
Standard individual citizenship rights to freedom of speech, freedom of assembly, association,
and protection of the person from undue use of state power must exist. Unless this is the case,
individuals may be deterred from expressing their viewpoint. Hence, we should consider
cross-nationally comparable measures of political freedoms.

Second, our understanding of expression of viewpoint goes beyond the mere uttering of
opinions. This may be possible, yet the views expressed may get no entry into processes
where decisions are made, because such views are excluded in some way. If effective
expression of views is to be possible, the political system must be open and competitive, not
monopolized. A system is monopolized to the extent that certain individuals, groups or parties
are able to exclude viewpoints from forums in which they are involved. For example, such
exclusion could occur because some group, in combination with state agencies and
politicians, excludes viewpoints, as highlighted in the literatures on agency capture.*> We see
competition as necessary for inclusiveness and, hence, we should consider cross-nationally
comparable competition measures.

Third, individuals may be deterred from expressing opinions, because the probability that
they will make a difference is rather small and there are costs for doing so.*® If citizens do not
express views because in effect they see this is pointless, we argue that they are excluded.
Ideally, a flourishing civil society includes mechanisms that make individual expression seem
meaningful, as well as providing selective incentives to participate that offset costs.*” Hence,
we should capture how the strength of civil society varies cross-nationally.

We expect these three aspects of inclusiveness we have highlighted to be positively

associated with policy outputs and with improved environmental outcomes.



Research design

Climate policy output — Dataset and variables

It may take a considerable time for policy outputs to translate into changes in outcomes, so we
focus on both aspects. Climate policy output is a cross-sectional measure comparing 149
countries’ average values over 1990-2010. It is an additive index capturing ratification
behaviour (whether and how fast countries have committed to the UNFCCC and the Kyoto
Protocol), financial contributions (how often has a state made its financial contributions to the
UNFCCC secretariat between 1995 and 2010), and reporting behaviour (whether a state
submitted national climate reports to the UNFCCC and whether it has done so on time).*® We
recoded this variable to range from 0 to 1, with higher values standing for more cooperative
climate policy outputs. Ignoring temporal variance is justified, because climate policy output
IS constructed so as to capture international commitment over the life of the climate change
regime.

Our first measure relating to inclusiveness is PARCOMP, which captures on a five-point
scale “the degree to which political participation is free from government control.”* In
countries obtaining the highest score of 5, “[t]here are relatively stable and enduring, secular
political groups which regularly compete for political influence at the national level; ruling
groups and coalitions regularly, voluntarily transfer central power to competing groups.
Competition among groups seldom involves coercion or disruption.”*® This measure, which
we term inclusiveness—P, captures the importance of a competitive political process to
inclusiveness.

1.°! who start

Our second measure pertaining to inclusiveness comes from Coppedge et a
with more than a dozen indicators of democracy and, in total, up to 19 sub-dimensions of
democracy, and then carry out a principal components analysis. The first component relates to
inclusiveness because it captures political freedoms, the sub-dimensions of democracy that

load most heavily on it being adult suffrage, the size of the “selectorate” that is important to
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maintaining regime stability,®* elections, legislative and executive selection, women’s
political rights, Vanhanen’s index of participation, and openness of executive recruitment.>®
We term this variable inclusiveness—C. It correlates highly and positively with
inclusiveness—P (Pearson’s r=0.626; p<0.01).

We use the average number of established ENGOs with an organizational structure
registered in a country with the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN)
between 1990 and 2006 to capture a flourishing civil society. The data for this variable,
ENGO leverage, are taken from Bernauer et al.>* We expect the direct effect of this variable
to be positive, as environmentally concerned citizens are more likely to participate.®® We also
expect a positive, synergistic interaction between ENGO leverage and either of the two
inclusiveness variables as higher scores on these should allow organised environmental
groups to express themselves in debate.®® We capture this using multiplicative interaction
terms.

We additionally consider variables that have been identified by the previous literature as
crucial determinants of environmental outputs.”” We control for the number of
intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) a state is a member of,*® because states more strongly
involved in the IGO network are also more likely to cooperate on issues such as climate
change.*® Data are not available for years after 2005, so we use the average annual count
between 1990 and 2005. Second, we control for trade openness (In) — the logged ratio of the
sum of exports and imports to GDP,%® and foreign direct investment (FDI) net inflows as a
percentage of GDP. These could relate to pressure for environmental de-regulation, but might
also capture openness to cleaner technology; so correlations with the dependent variables
could run in either direction.®® Environmental degradation may be the result of high rates
GDP growth.®” Moreover, higher population density may cause stress.”® The literature
frequently argues that the environment is a relatively low priority for states in the early stages

of development, but it becomes a higher priority with further development;®* hence, we
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include the logged GDP per capita (GDP per capita (In)) and its square term (square of GDP
per capita (In)) measured in constant 2005 US Dollars. Countries that are large producers of
fossil fuels might be less likely to pursue policies, which improve climate policy outputs, as
mitigation costs are higher;® so we control for a country’s oil, gas, and coal production per
capita. Finally, we employ the climate change index (CCI) as a measure of climate change

risk exposure.®®

Climate policy outcome — Dataset and variables
Our outcome measure is CO, emission levels in metric tons per capita (log-transformed). The
data for this variable vary over time and, thus, we use a time-series cross-sectional dataset.
After taking into account missing values of the explanatory variables, the panel data comprise
201 countries over the time period 1974 to 2000. ®’Given the longitudinal nature of these data,
we include a temporally lagged dependent variable that captures a country’s CO, emission
level in the previous year, country fixed effects, and year fixed effects. The lagged dependent
variable captures general time dependencies, while year fixed effects control for common
temporal shocks. Finally, country fixed effects control for idiosyncratic path dependencies
and other forms of cross-sectional heterogeneity.

The controls we include are annual observations of the same ones we include in models of
climate output, but we exclude the CCI and oil, gas, and coal production as these are time-
invariant and, hence, incompatible with country fixed effects. We lag all controls by one year

to address endogeneity concerns.

Results
Table 1 summarizes our empirical results for climate policy output based on OLS regression.
We report four models. The first model considers inclusiveness—P, ENGO leverage, and the

control variables. Model 2 is similar to the first one, but we replace inclusiveness—P by
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inclusiveness—C. Model 3 and Model 4 are similar to Models 1 and 2, respectively, with the
addition of the multiplicative term between the ENGO item and the inclusiveness measure.
The table’s entries are non-standardized coefficients and we present robust standard errors in

parentheses.

Table 1

In Models 1-4, the coefficients on either inclusiveness—P or inclusiveness—C
(respectively) are statistically significant at least at the 5 percent level with positive
coefficients, so we find support for our theoretical argument that inclusiveness increases
policy output. ® In Model 1 a one-unit increase of inclusiveness—P is associated with a
0.039-point increase in climate policy output, while in Model 2 a 0.047 increase is associated
with a one-unit increase of inclusiveness—C. Given that climate policy output ranges between

0 and 1, the impact of either inclusiveness variable is very substantial.

Figure 1

In Models 1 and 2 the assumption is that the effect of ENGO-leverage is not conditioned
by inclusiveness. Here we see no significant effect from ENGO-leverage on policy output. In
Models 3-4, where we assume an interactive effect, we find that the interaction terms are
significant at the 10 percent level, but we note that their coefficients are negative; so
inclusiveness actually decreases the impact of ENGO-leverage on output. The multiplicative
specification is easier to appreciate in the graphical form depicted in Figure 1, showing how
the coefficient of ENGO leverage changes with the relevant inclusiveness variable. According
to Model 3 and the top left-hand panel of Figure 1, the significant and positive impact of

ENGO leverage on environmental output declines as inclusiveness—P increases, becoming
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insignificant if inclusiveness—P is greater than about 3.5. The same qualitative pattern
emerges in relation to inclusiveness—C in Model 4, as seen in the top right-hand panel of
Figure 1. These results suggest that civil-society organization increases policy output unless
inclusiveness is relatively high; but they are inconsistent with the idea of positive synergy

with the inclusiveness.

Table 2

Table 2 presents our results for the climate policy outcome measure, CO, emissions per
capita (In), specifications being similar to those in Table 1. First, neither inclusiveness
measure is significant in Models 5-8 and, hence, inclusiveness is unlikely to affect climate
policy outcomes. “° In Models 5 and 6 the assumption is that the impact of ENGO-leverage is
not conditioned by inclusiveness. Here ENGO-leverage has a negative and significant impact
on CO, emissions per capita (In). A one-unit increase (i.e., one additional ENGO) is
associated with 0.1 percent reduction in CO, emissions per capita. In Models 7 and 8 we
assume, in contrast, that there is an interactive effect. The bottom panels in Figure 1,
refereeing to Model 7 and 8 respectively, suggest that the negative impact of ENGO-leverage
may only be significant for moderate to high levels of inclusiveness.

While none of the controls in Table 1 reaches conventional levels of statistical
significance; most of them do so in Table 2. For instance, we find a (largely) significant U-
shaped relationship between GDP per capita (In) and CO, emissions per capita (In): after a
turning point has been reached, countries emit less carbon as they become richer, other things
equal. Membership of more IGOs is significantly associated with lower CO, emissions per
capita. Substantively, a one-unit increase (i.e., one additional IGO membership) is associated
with 0.2 percent reduction in CO, emissions per capita. Another strong predictor of the

climate policy outcome measure is GDP growth. For example, a one-unit increase of this
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variable in Model 5 leads to an increase of exp(0.001)=1.001, i.e., a 0.1 percent increase in
CO, emissions per capita. Consistently, larger values of trade intensity or openness are
associated with higher levels of carbon emissions. The results for GDP growth and trade
openness (In) are robust across model specifications, and they are also in line with our
expectations, as economic growth and a higher engagement in the global trade market are
usually thought of as being associated with worse environmental outcomes.

Our statistical models address associations between variables, not causation. Moreover, the
models in Table 1 rely on purely cross-section data, which does not allow for exploiting
temporal variance. Nevertheless, we can reach some summary conclusions. It appears that
inclusiveness, as measured by our indicators of liberal freedoms and a competitive political
process, is associated with increased policy outputs, but does not significantly improve
outcome performance. It could be argued that between the broad international commitments
that enter our measure of policy output and reduced emissions of greenhouse gasses must
come detailed legislation at the domestic level, for instance to encourage change in patterns of
energy demand and supply. Initial exploration suggests that inclusiveness may positively
influence domestic policy output, too. In the online appendix, we show that the output of
renewable energy policy at this level is positively correlated with ENGO leverage and, in this
case, there is a synergistic interaction between ENGO leverage and inclusiveness. As
discussed above, our indicators capture systemic inclusiveness only from a pluralist
perspective. We return to this point in the conclusion, as it may help explain why we get
different results for output and outcomes.

ENGO leverage appears to increase policy output unless inclusiveness is high. In this case
rather than a positive synergy between civil-society organization and our measures of
inclusiveness, we actually observe a negative interaction, however. This apparently
paradoxical patterns confirm what has been termed the democracy-civil society paradox: ' the

marginal impact of an organized environmental movement decreases with higher levels of
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democracy (in our case inclusiveness) as, for one thing, democratic systems tend to pursue
better environmental policies anyway. We also find that ENGO-leverage may decrease
emissions, but only at moderate to high levels of inclusiveness. Thus, the evidence for the

impact of this aspect of inclusiveness is quite limited.

Conclusion

Our purpose in this paper has been two-fold. First, we developed the argument that
inclusiveness plays a key role in the widely theorized importance of democracy for
environmental sustainability. We contended that new forms of participatory democracy are
indeed promising for better environmental policy, but that it is important that these processes
are inclusive in a broader sense, so that citizens feel they can have their critical views taken
into account when climate change policy is made, and are driven to adopt more pro-social
outlooks. Second, we tested whether inclusiveness impacts on climate change policy outputs
and outcomes. Understood in a pluralist sense, inclusiveness is associated with more policy
output, but it does not necessarily appear to be associated with lower emissions.

One explanation of our findings is that the impact of inclusiveness of policy output has not
yet had time to show up in reductions in emissions. Although we cannot ignore this
possibility, we do not find it fully convincing. It certainly takes time to implement policies,
but there was considerable domestic action to initiate policies in some developed democracies
even before the Kyoto Protocol was signed in 1997, going back to policy debates in the late
1980s and the signing of the Framework Convention on Climate Change in 1992."2

Recall, however, that our inclusiveness measures are based on, and in the more limited
sense associated with, pluralist theory. Currently, it is not possible in a cross-national
comparative study to capture whether an inclusive system also has processes that respect key
features of deliberation, as conceived in normative theory. We recognize that this is a

limitation of our study, but there are still good reasons to assess the impact of inclusiveness:
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as we saw, several arguments in the literature link it to sustainability; and if it is also true that
the promise of deliberation is limited without inclusiveness, inclusiveness stands as a key
focus.

Still, it follows that we simply could not capture deliberative inclusiveness at this point.
Deliberation is a particularly demanding process of public reasoning, in which the fair and
equal setting induces citizens to look beyond their immediate self-interest to justify their
preferences in terms that all can in principle accept. While self-interest may enjoin citizens to
free-ride on the environmental commons,” after deliberation, they should be more orientated
towards the public good of sustainability. Recent developments within democratic theory
have motivated a large body of literature on the role played specifically by deliberative
engagement in environmental governance,™ and empirical studies of innovations such as
deliberative polls and citizens’ juries have provided some evidence for a positive effect of
deliberation on environmentally relevant attitudes.”® While much of this literature has focused

on experimentation with small-scale artificial events known as “mini-publics,””® more

recently, the focus in the theory has shifted towards the concept of “deliberative systems,”’’
stressing larger-scale interactions between multiple deliberative as well as non-deliberative
social actors, sites, and processes. Systemic deliberation can be thought of as dynamic sets of
interacting processes, institutions, actors, and venues at various scales that may not be fully
deliberative in themselves, but nonetheless contribute to inclusive deliberative engagement at
the level of the society as a whole.”® For instance, a deliberative system might include meso-
level deliberative forums linking organised groups and the state,” but it could also
incorporate oppositional movements and forums. Thus, the recent shift in interest towards
systemic deliberation is in line with the centrality of inclusiveness, of a type going beyond
mere formal pluralism, that we have stressed in this paper. That being said, given its abstract

normative nature, its full demandingness cannot at this point be captured in a quantitative

empirical study.
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And yet, it is instructive to keep this normative-theoretical context in mind, as the degree
of “deliberativeness” of a society’s democratic inclusiveness could play a part in explaining
the discrepancy between policy outputs and outcomes we have observed through our analysis.
If inclusiveness is high in the pluralist sense, but there is little critical, attitude-changing
deliberation among citizens, it is possible that climate change policy output will not translate
into a significant reduction of emissions. It is deliberative engagement in particular that
should create a public attentive to, and critical of, policies that are largely of symbolic
significance, having little or no impact — even if implemented. Many developed countries
were able to meet their commitments under the Kyoto Protocol as a result of de-
industrialization and changes in the fuel mix brought about purely because of market forces,
rather than climate change policy leading to changed social practices. In any case, the direct
impact of Kyoto on global average temperature is probably miniscule, although some see the
agreement as opening up economic, technological, and political possibilities for more
thoroughgoing action. It is quite unlikely that commitments entered into force under the
Copenhagen Climate Accord of 2009 will prevent dangerous global average temperature
increase.® Participation by ENGOs in negotiating the Kyoto Protocol had some influence on
process and framing, but little influence on outcomes.®® It hardly met deliberative norms,
and was hardly accompanied by a ferment of deliberation at domestic level. If, so far, there is
a considerable element of political symbolism rather than substance in policy outputs on
climate change, it may be because inclusiveness on its own is insufficient, whether at the
international or domestic level, without deliberation. Until cross-nationally comparable
measures of the degree to which politics is deliberative as well as inclusive are developed, it is
not possible to tell whether this explanation is supported by evidence. However, by
developing the theory of inclusiveness to include deliberation, we have opened up a potential

explanation, which we feel is well-worth pursuing in future research.
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We conclude by stressing our contribution to the discourse on environmental policies and
inclusiveness. We hope that this research constitutes a first step towards a research agenda on

inclusiveness, deliberation, pluralism, and environmental policies and outcomes.

References

Aasen, M., and Vatn, A. “Deliberation on GMOs: A study of how a citizens’ jury affects the
citizens’ attitudes.” Environmental Values 22 (2013): 461-481.

Achterberg, W. “Sustainability, community, and democracy.” In: B. Doherty and M. de Geus,
eds. Democracy and green political thought. Sustainability, rights, and citizenship, 170-
187. London: Routledge, 1996.

Arias-Maldonado, M. “The democratisation of sustainability: The search for a green
democratic model.” Environmental Politics 9 (2000): 43-58.

Ayres, |. and Braithwaite, J. Responsive Regulation: Transcending the Deregulation Debate.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997.

Baber, W. and Bartlett, R. Deliberative environmental politics. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press,
2005.

Barber, B. Strong Democracy: Participatory politics for a new age. Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1984.

Barry, J. Rethinking green politics. London: Sage, 1999.

Battig M., and Bernauer T. “National institutions and global public goods: Are democracies
more cooperative in climate change policy?” International Organization 63 (2009): 281-
308.

Battig, M., Brander, S. and Imboden, D. “Measuring countries’ cooperation within the
international climate change regime.” Environmental Science & Policy 11 (2008): 478-

4809.

19



Battig, M., Wild, M. and Imboden, D. “A climate change index: Where climate change may
be most prominent in the 21st century.” Geophysical Research Letters 34 (2007): 1-6.

Benhabib, S. “Toward a deliberative model of democratic legitimacy.” In: S. Benhabib, ed.
Democracy and difference. Contesting the boundaries of the political, 67-94. Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press, 1996.

Bernauer, T. and Bohmelt, T. “National climate policies in international comparison: The
climate change cooperation index.” Environmental Science & Policy 25 (2013): 196-206.
Bernauer, T., Bohmelt, T. and Koubi, V. “Is there a democracy-civil society paradox in global

environmental governance?” Global Environmental Politics 13 (2013): 88-107.

Bernauer, T., Kalbhenn, A., Koubi, V. and Spilker, G. “A comparison of international and
domestic sources of global governance dynamics.” British Journal of Political Science 40
(2010): 509-538.

Betsill, M.M. “Transnational actors in international environmental politics.” In: M.M. Betsill,
K. Hochstetler and D. Stevis, eds. Palgrave advances in international environmental
politics, 172-202. Houndsmill and New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006.

Betsill, M.M. “Environmental NGOs and the Kyoto Protocol Negotiations 1995-1997.” In:
M.M. Betsill and E. Corell eds. NGO Diplomacy: The Influence of Non-Governmental
Organizations in International Environmental Negotiations, 43-66. Cambridge, Mass:
MIT Press, 2008.

Betsill, M.M. and Corell, E., eds. NGO diplomacy: The influence of nongovernmental
organizations in international environmental negotiations. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press,
2008.

Blokland, H. Pluralism, Democracy and Political Knowledge: Robert A. Dahl and his Critics
on Modern Politics. Farnham: Ashgate, 2011.

Bohman, J. “Survey article: The coming of age of deliberative democracy.” Journal of

Political Philosophy 6 (1998): 400-425.

20



Bohman, J. and Rehg, W., eds. Deliberative democracy. Essays on reason and politics.
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1997.

Bohmelt, T. “Civil society lobbying and countries’ climate change policies — A matching
approach.” Climate Policy 13 (2013): 698-717.

Bohmelt, T. and Betzold, C. “The impact of environmental interest groups in international
environmental negotiations: Do ENGOs induce stronger environmental commitments?”
International Environmental Agreements 13 (2013): 127-151.

Bueno de Mesquita, B., Smith, A., Siverson, R.M. and Morrow, J.D. The logic of political
survival. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2003.

Cao, Xun and Ward, H. “Winning coalition size, state capacity, and time horizons: An
application of modified selectorate theory to environmental public goods provision.”
International Studies Quarterly 59 (2015): 264-279.

Chayes, A. and Chayes, A. “On compliance.” International Organization 47 (1993): 175-205.

Coenen, F.H.J.M., Huitema, D., O’Toole, L.J., eds. Participation and the quality of
environmental decision-making. Dordrecht: Kluwer, 1998.

Cohen, J. “Deliberation and democratic legitimacy.” In: A. Hamlin, and P. Pettit, eds. The
good polity. Normative analysis of the state, 17-34. New York: Blackwell, 1989.

Congleton, R.D. “Political institutions and pollution control.” Review of Economics and
Statistics 74 (1992): 412-421.

Coppedge, M., Alvarez, A. and Maldonado, C. “Two Persistent Dimensions of Democracy:
Contestation and Inclusiveness.” Journal of Politics 70 (2008): 632-647.

Dahl, R. A Preface to Democratic Theory. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 1956.

Dahl, R. Who Governs? Democracy and Power in an American City. New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press, 1961.

Dahl, R. Polyarchy: Participation and Opposition. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press,

1971.

21



Dahl, R. Democracy and its Critics. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1987.

Dietz, T., Ostrom, E. and Stern, P. “The Struggle to Govern the Commons.” Science 302
(2003): 1907-1912.

Dobson, A. “Democratising green theory: preconditions and principles.” In: B. Doherty and
Marius de Geus, eds. Democracy and green political thought. Sustainability, rights, and
citizenship, 132-150. London: Routledge, 1996.

Downs, G.W. and Jones, M.A. “Reputation, compliance, and international law.” Journal of
Legal Studies 33 (2002): 95-114.

Dryzek, J.S. Discursive democracy. Politics, policy, and political science. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1990.

Dryzek, J.S. “Strategies of ecological democratization.” In: W.M. Lafferty and J.
Meadowcroft, eds. Democracy and the environment. Problems and prospects, 108-123.
Cheltenham: Edward Elgar, 1996.

Dryzek, J.S. Deliberative democracy and beyond. Liberals, critics, contestations. Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2000.

Dryzek, J.S. Foundations and frontiers of deliberative governance. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2010.

Dryzek, J.S and Dunleavy, P. Theories of the Democratic State. Basingstoke: Palgrave-
Macmillan, 2009.

Dryzek, J.S., and Stevenson, H. “Global democracy and earth system governance.”
Ecological Economics 70 (2011): 1865-1874.

Dryzek, J.S., Goodin, R.E., Tucker, A., and Reber, B. “Promethean Elites Encounter
Precautionary Publics: The Case of GM Foods.” Science, Technology & Human Values 34

(2009): 263-288.

22



Eckersley, R. “Deliberative democracy, ecological representation, and risk: Towards a
democracy of the affected.” In: M. Saward, ed. Democratic innovation: Deliberation,
representation, and association, 117-132. London: Routledge, 2000.

Edelman, M. The Symbolic Uses of Politics. Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1964
(reprinted 1985).

Elster, J., ed. Deliberative democracy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998.

Fiorino, D.J. “Explaining national environmental performance: Approaches, evidence, and
implications.” Policy Sciences 44 (2011): 367-389.

Frankel, J. and Rose, A.K. “Is trade good or bad for the environment? Sorting out the
causality.” Review of Economics and Statistics 87 (2005): 85-91.

Fredriksson, P. and Gaston, N. “Ratification of the 1992 climate change convention: What
determines legislative delay?” Public Choice 104 (2000): 345-368.

Fredriksson, P., Neumayer, E. and Ujhelyi, G. “Kyoto protocol cooperation: Does
government corruption facilitate environmental lobbying?” Public Choice 133 (2007):
231-251.

Fredriksson, P., Neumayer, E., Damania, R. and Gates, S. “Environmentalism, democracy,
and pollution control.” Journal of Environmental Economics and Management 49 (2005):
343-365.

Fredriksson, P. and Ujhelyi, G. Political Institutions, Interest Groups, and the Ratification of
International Environmental Agreements. University of Louisville, KY: Typescript, 2005.
Fung, A. “Recipes for public spheres: Eight institutional choices and their consequences.”

Journal of Political Philosophy 11 (2003): 338-367.

Fung, A. and Wright, E. “Deepening Democracy: Innovations in Empowered Participatory
Governance.” Politics and Society 29 (2001): 5-41.

Gates, S., Gleditsch, N.P. and Neumayer, E. Environmental commitment, democracy, and

inequality. World Development Report 2003 Background paper, 2002.

23



Gleditsch, K.S. “Expanded trade and GDP data.” Journal of Conflict Resolution 46 (2002):
712-724.

Goodin, R.E. Green political theory. Cambridge: Polity, 1992.

Goodin, R.E. “Enfranchising the earth and its alternatives.” Political Studies 44 (1996): 835-
8409.

Goodin, R.E. Innovating democracy. Democratic theory and practice after the deliberative
turn. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008.

Goodin, R.E. and Dryzek, J.S. “Deliberative impacts: The macro-political uptake of mini-
publics.” Politics & Society 34 (2006): 219-244.

Gronlund, K., Setéla, M., and Herne, K. “Deliberation and civic virtue: lessons from a citizen
deliberation experiment.” European Political Science Review 2 (2010): 95-117.

Grossman, G.M. and Krueger, A.B. “Economic growth and the environment.” Quarterly
Journal of Economics 110 (1995): 353-377.

Habermas, J. Between facts and norms. Contributions to a discourse theory of law and
democracy. Cambridge: Polity, 1996.

Hardin, G. “The Tragedy of the Commons.” Science 162 (1968): 1243-1248.

Held, D. Models of Democracy, 2" ed. Cambridge: Polity Press, 1996.

Hendriks, C. “Integrated deliberation: Reconciling civil society’s dual role in deliberative
democracy.” Political Studies 54 (2006): 486-508.

Hendrix, C. “Measuring state capacity: Theoretical and empirical implications for the study of
civil conflict.” Journal of Peace Research 47 (2010): 273-285.

Henisz, W.J. “The institutional environment for infrastructure investment.” Industrial and
Corporate Change 11 (2002): 355-389.

Huber, J. “Pioneer countries and the global diffusion of environmental innovations: Theses
from the viewpoint of ecological modernisation theory.” Global Environmental Change 18

(2008): 360-367.

24



Humphrey, M. Ecological politics and democratic theory: The challenge to the deliberative
ideal. London: Routledge, 2007.

Jordan, G. and Maloney, W. “How Bumble Bees Fly: Accounting for Public Interest
Participation.” Political Studies 44 (1996): 668-685.

Kneuer, M. “Who is greener? Climate action and political regimes: Trade-offs for national
and international actors.” Democratization 19 (2012): 865-888.

Lachapelle, E. and Paterson, M. “Drivers of national climate policy.” Climate Policy 13
(2013): 547-571.

Li, Q. and Reuveny, R. “Democracy and environmental degradation.” International Studies
Quarterly 50 (2006): 935-956.

Lovbrand, E. and Khan, J. “The deliberative turn in green political theory.” In: K. Backstrand,
J. Khan, A. Kronsell and E. Lévbrand, eds. Environmental politics and deliberative
democracy, 47-64. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar, 2010.

Mansbridge, J., Bohman, J., Chambers, S., Christiano, T., Fung, A., Parkinson, J., Thompson,
D.F. and Warren, M.E. “A systemic approach to deliberative democracy.” In: J. Parkinson
and J. Mansbridge, eds. Deliberative systems. Deliberative democracy at the large scale,
1-26. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012.

Marshall, M., Gurr, T. and Jaggers, K. Polity IV project: Political regime characteristics and
transitions 1800-2012, dataset users’ manual. Boulder, CO: Colorado State University
Center for Global Policy School of Public Policy, 2012,

Mathews, F. “Community and the ecological self.” Environmental Politics 4 (1995): 66-100.

Meadowcroft, J. “Deliberative democracy.” In: R.F. Durant, D.J. Fiorino and R. O’Leary, eds.
Environmental governance reconsidered: Challenges, choices and opportunities, 183-218.
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2004.

Midlarsky, M.l. “Democracy and the environment: An empirical assessment.” Journal of

Peace Research 35 (1998): 341-361.

25



Mouffe, C. The democratic paradox. London: Verso, 2000.

Neumayer, E. “Do democracies exhibit stronger international environmental commitment? A
cross-country analysis.” Journal of Peace Research 39 (2002): 139-164.

Niemeyer, S. “Deliberation in the wilderness: Displacing symbolic politics.” Environmental
Politics 13 (2004): 347-372.

Niemeyer, S. “The emancipatory effect of deliberation: Empirical lessons from mini-publics.”
Politics & Society 39 (2011): 103-140.

Olson, M. The Logic of Collective Action: Public Goods and the Theory of Groups
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1965.

Ophuls, W. Ecology and the Politics of Scarcity, San Francisco, CA: W.H. Freeman, 1977.

Parkinson, J. Deliberating in the real world: Problems of legitimacy in deliberative
democracy. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006.

Parkinson, J. and Mansbridge, J., eds. Deliberative systems. Deliberative democracy at the
large scale. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012.

Pateman, C. Participation and Democratic Theory. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1970.

Pevehouse, J.C., Nordstrom, T. and Warnke, K. “The COW-2 international organizations
dataset version 2.0.” Conflict Management and Peace Science 21 (2004): 101-1109.

Pretty, J. and Ward, H. “Social Capital and the Environment.” World Development 29 (2001):
209-227.

Roberts, T., Parks, B. and Vésquez, A. “Who ratifies environmental treaties and why?
Institutionalism, structuralism, and participation by 192 nations in 22 treaties.” Global
Environmental Politics 4 (2004): 22-64.

Rogelj, J., Nabel, J., Chen, C., Hare, W., Markmann, K., Meinshausen, M., Schaeffer, M.,

Macey, K. and Hohne, A. “Copenhagen Accord pledges are paltry.” Nature 464 (2010):

1126-1128.

26



Rootes, C. “Mobilising for the environment: parties, NGOs, and movements.” Environmental
Politics 22 (2013): 701-705.

Rosenberg, S.W. “An introduction: Theoretical perspectives and empirical research on
deliberative democracy.” In: S.W. Rosenberg, ed. Deliberation, participation, and
democracy. Can the people govern?, 1-22. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007,

Sanders, D. “The effects of deliberative polling in an EU-wide experiment: Five mechanisms
in search of an explanation.” British Journal of Political Science 42 (2012): 627-640.

Sanders, L.M. “Against deliberation.” Political Theory 25 (1997): 347-376.

Schumpeter, J. Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy. London: Unwin, 1954,

Seleden, T. and Song, D. “Environmental quality and development: Is there a Kuznets curve
for air pollution emissions?” Journal of Environmental Economics and Management 27
(1994): 147-162.

Shearman, D. and Smith, J.W. The Climate Change Challenge and the Failure of Democracy.
Westport: Praeger Publishers, 2007.

Smith, G. “Taking deliberation seriously: Institutional design and green politics.”
Environmental Politics 10 (2001): 72-93.

Smith, G. Deliberative democracy and the environment. London: Routledge, 2003.

Spilker, G. “Helpful organizations: Membership in intergovernmental organizations and
environmental quality in developing countries.” British Journal of Political Science 42
(2012): 345-370.

Stevenson, H. and Dryzek, J.S. “The discursive democratisation of global climate
governance.” Environmental Politics 21 (2012): 189-210.

Stevenson, H. and Dryzek, J.S. Democratizing global climate governance. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2014.

Torgerson, D. The promise of green politics: Environmentalism and the public sphere.

Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1999.

27



UNEP. Rio Declaration on Environment and Development. Downloaded at:

http://www.unep.org/Documents. Multilingual/Default.asp?Document|D=78&Article|ID=1

163, 04/08/2015, 1992.

Ward, H. “International linkages and environmental sustainability: The effectiveness of the
regime network.” Journal of Peace Research 43 (2006): 149-166.

Ward, H. “Liberal democracy and sustainability.” Environmental Politics 17 (2008): 386-409.

Ward, H., Norval, A., Landman, T. and Pretty, J. “Open citizens’ juries and the politics of
sustainability.” Political Studies 51 (2003): 282-299.

Young, I.M. Inclusion and democracy. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000.

Zwart, . “A greener alternative? Deliberative democracy meets local government.

Environmental Politics: 12 (2003): 23-48.

28


http://www.unep.org/Documents.Multilingual/Default.asp?DocumentID=78&ArticleID=1163
http://www.unep.org/Documents.Multilingual/Default.asp?DocumentID=78&ArticleID=1163

NGO~ wWNE

10.

11.
12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.

UNEP, Rio Declaration.

Dahl, Polyarchy; Dahl, Democracy and its Critics.

(1971,p. 4

Dahl, Polyarchy, 2.

Coppedge et al., “Two Persistent Dimensions of Democracy,” 639.

Ward, “Liberal democracy and sustainability,” 387; Kneuer, “Who is greener?,” 867.

Bueno de Mesquita et al., The logic of political survival.

Bernauer et al., “Sources of global governance dynamics;” Cao and Ward, “Environmental
public goods provision.”

Barry, Rethinking green politics, 215; Arias-Maldonado, “The democratisation of
sustainability.”

Dobson, “Democratising green theory;” Dryzek, Deliberative democracy and beyond;
Eckersley, “Deliberative democracy, ecological representation, and risk;” Smith, “Taking
deliberation seriously;” Dryzek and Stevenson, “Global democracy and earth system
governance.”

Marshall et al., Polity IV project.

Congleton, “Pollution control;” Midlarsky, “Democracy and the environment;” Neumayer,
“Democratic environmental commitment;” Fredriksson et al. “Environmentalism, democracy,
and pollution control;” Li and Reuveny, “Democracy and environmental degradation;” Ward,
“Liberal democracy and sustainability;” Lachapelle and Paterson, “Drivers of national climate
policy.”

Neumayer, “Democratic environmental commitment;” Gates et al., Environmental
commitment, democracy, and inequality; Roberts et al., “Who ratifies environmental treaties;”
Bernauer et al., “Sources of global governance dynamics.”

Ward, “Liberal democracy and sustainability;” Fiorino, “National environmental
performance,” 388 Cao and Ward, “Environmental public goods provision.”

Mathews, “Community and the ecological self;” Achterberg, “Sustainability, community, and
democracy;” Coenen et al., Participation and environmental decision-making.

Betsill, “International environmental politics;” Betsill and Corell, NGO diplomacy; Bernauer
et al., “Democracy-civil society paradox;” Bohmelt, “Civil society lobbying;” Bohmelt and
Betzold, “ENGOs environmental commitments;” Fredriksson and Gaston, “climate change
convention;” Fredriksson et al., “Kyoto protocol cooperation;” Roberts et al., “Who ratifies
environmental treaties;” Rootes, “Mobilising for the environment.”

Held, Models of Democracy, 204.

Young, Inclusion and democracy, 5-6.

Dahl, Democracy and its Critics.

Pateman, Participation and Democratic Theory; Barber, Strong Democracy.

Habermas, Between facts and norms; Cohen, “Deliberation and democratic legitimacy.”

Dahl, A Preface to Democratic Theory; Dahl, Who Governs?; Dahl, Polyarchy.

Schumpeter, Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy.

Dahl, A Preface to Democratic Theory, 3.

Dahl, A Preface to Democratic Theory; Dahl, Who Governs?; Dahl, Polyarchy.

Blokland, Pluralism, Democracy and Political Knowledge, 199.

Pateman, Participation and Democratic Theory; Young, Inclusion and democracy.

Pateman, Participation and Democratic Theory, 42.

Parkinson, Deliberating in the real world, 4.

Dryzek, Deliberative governance, 23.

E.g. Zwart, “A greener alternative?,” 25; Lovbrand and Khan, “The deliberative turn in green
political theory.”

29



32.
33.
34.

35.
36.

37.

38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.

44,

45.
46.
47.
48.

49.
50.
5l.
52.
53.
54.
55.

56.
S7.

58.
59.
60.
61.
62.

63.
64.

65.

Hendriks, “Integrated deliberation;” Parkinson, Deliberating in the real world.

Mansbridge et al., “Deliberative systems,” 17-109.

Dietz et al., “The Struggle to Govern the Commons;” Pretty and Ward, “Social Capital and
the Environment.”

Huber, “Ecological modernisation theory.”

Dryzek, Deliberative democracy and beyond; Smith, Deliberative democracy and the
environment.

Ophuls, Ecology and the Politics of Scarcity; Shearman and Smith, Climate Change
Challenge.

Ward et al., “Politics of sustainability;” Niemeyer, “Deliberation in the wilderness.”

See Dahl, A Preface to Democratic Theory; Dahl, Who Governs?; Dahl, Polyarchy.

Edelman, The Symbolic Uses of Politics.

Meadowcroft, “Deliberative democracy.”

Dryzek and Dunleavy, Theories of the Democratic State, 35-57.

Dahl (Polyarchy, 2), for one, was a pluralist who was well aware of the importance to
democracy of citizens being able to formulate (and reformulate) preferences under fair
conditions.

Dahl, Democracy and its Critics, 119-135. Because climate change and other significant
environmental problems are global, capturing whether this is the case for them is particularly
challenging.

Ayres and Braithwaite, Responsive Regulation.

Olson, Logic of Collective Action.

Jordan and Maloney, “Public Interest Participation.”

Bernauer and Bohmelt, “Climate change cooperation index;” also Béttig et al., “Measuring
countries’ cooperation,” 478; Battig et al., “A climate change index;” Béttig and Bernauer,
“Institutions and public goods,” 294.

Marshall et al., Polity IV project, 67.

Ibid., 27.

Coppedge et al., “Two Persistent Dimensions of Democracy.”

Bueno de Mesquita et al., The logic of political survival.

Coppedge et al., “Two Persistent Dimensions of Democracy,” 637-638.

Bernauer et al., “Democracy-civil society paradox.”

Fredriksson and Ujhelyi “Political Institutions” suggest that in some cases fewer groups might
mean that the environmental lobby is better organized and, hence, better able to exert political
pressure. However, we find that the “main effect” of our ENGO variable on environmental
outputs is positive (see also Bernauer et al., “Democracy-civil society paradox”).

Bernauer et al., “Democracy-civil society paradox.”

Data are taken from the World Bank Development Indicators unless a source is mentioned in
the text.

Pevehouse et al., “International organizations dataset.”

Ward, “Regime network;” Bernauer et al., “Sources of global governance dynamics.”
Gleditsch, “Expanded trade and GDP data.”

Spilker, “Helpful organizations,” 357f; Frankel and Rose, “Trade and Environment.”

Seleden and Song, “Environmental quality and development;” Grossman and Krueger,
“Economic growth and the environment.”

Spilker, “Helpful organizations.”

Seleden and Song, “Environmental quality and development;” Grossman and Krueger,
“Economic growth and the environment.”

Battig and Bernauer, “Institutions and public goods,” 296.

30



66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.
72.

73.
74.

75.

76.

77.
78.
79.
80.

81.

82

Battig et al., “A climate change index.” Descriptive statistics for the cross-sectional and panel
samples are given in Tables Al and A2 in the online appendix. We also replaced our variable
for mitigation costs by a simpler indicator — the level of CO2 emissions per capita in 1990
(Battig and Bernauer, “Institutions and public goods,” 296).

Availability of inclusiveness-C limits reported results to the period up to 2000. In the online
appendix Table A3 reports results to 2005, based on inclusiveness-P.

In models 3 and 4 these coefficients refer to the impact of inclusiveness when ENGO-leverage
is (hypothetically) zero.

We also considered Henisz’s (“Institutional environment for infrastructure investment”)
measure of veto players and the presence of green parties in a country’s government as
controls. Neither variable substantively affects our results when it is included.

In Models 7 and 8 these coefficients refer to the impact of inclusiveness when ENGO-leverage
is (hypothetically) zero.

Bernauer et al., “Democracy-civil society paradox.”

The compliance literature (see Downs and Jones, “Reputation, compliance, and international
law;” Chayes and Chayes, “On compliance”) suggest that while some states are willing to act,
they lack the ability. Proxying state-capacity using GDP per capita (Hendrix, “Measuring
state capacity”) we found no evidence for an interaction with policy output in a model for
CO2 emissions per capita.

Hardin, “Tragedy of the Commons;” Olson, Logic of Collective Action.

Dobson, “Democratising green theory;” Torgerson, The promise of green politics; Dryzek,
Deliberative democracy and beyond; Eckersley, “Deliberative democracy, ecological
representation, and risk;” Arias-Maldonado, “The democratisation of sustainability;” Smith,
“Taking deliberation seriously;” Smith, Deliberative democracy and the environment; Ward et
al., “Politics of sustainability;” Meadowcroft, “Deliberative democracy;” Baber and Bartlett,
Deliberative environmental politics; Humphrey, Ecological politics and democratic theory;
Dryzek and Stevenson, “Global democracy;” Stevenson and Dryzek, “democratisation of
global climate governance;” Stevenson and Dryzek, Democratizing global climate
governance.

Niemeyer, “The emancipatory effect of deliberation;” Dryzek et al., “Promethean Elites
Encounter Precautionary Publics;” Gronlund et al., “Deliberation and civic virtue;” Sanders,
“The effects of deliberative polling in an EU-wide experiment;” Aasen and Vatn,
“Deliberation on GMOs.”

Goodin and Dryzek, “Deliberative impacts;” Fung, “Recipes for public spheres;” Fung and
Wright, “Deepening Democracy.”

Parkinson and Mansbridge, Deliberative systems.

Mansbridge et al., “Deliberative democracy.”

Meadowcroft, “Deliberative democracy.”

Many scientists are pessimistic about whether Copenhagen amounts to the cuts required cuts
to prevent the 2° Celsius limit being broken (Rogelj et al., “Copenhagen Accord pledges are
paltry™).

Betsill, “Environmental NGOs.”

Stevenson and Dryzek, Democratizing global climate governance.

31



	Seleden, T. and Song, D. “Environmental quality and development: Is there a Kuznets curve for air pollution emissions?” Journal of Environmental Economics and Management 27 (1994): 147-162.

