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Abstract 

The objective of this study is to explore the visions, problems and solutions of non-state actors 

regarding the reform of UNEP and Global Environmental Governance (GEG). An empirical 

approach is integrated throughout the thesis, i.e. online forum, interview, qualitative analysis of data, 

and comparative content analysis. Lack of participation, engagement and compliance of global civil 

society, power struggles between state governments, non-state actors and international organizations 

and among states for domination, lack of democratic participation, transparency and accountability, 

fragmentation, overlaps, duplications, etc. are identified as problems confronting the reform of 

UNEP and GEG. It was discovered that these problems are actually the necessary by-products 

during the natural evolution process of global governance system in the macro-context of parallel 

regionalization and globalization, a process that the current global governance system with 

governments as major players would gradually decentralize while a new centralized global 

governance system would well emerge based on the foundations of universal values for humanity. 

The lack of applications of existing universal values, norms and standards on a global scale is 

perceived as a fundamental problem by non-state actors. Thus, a world-wide green harmony, 

democracy, equity and justice movement to push forward a restructuring and redistribution of world 

power and a creation of new world order with global equality, justice, equity, harmony and 

democracy with the universal human rights are respected is perceived as a required fundamental 

approach in the realization of the fundamental reform objective of UNEP, GEG, and the UN system 

at large.  

Keywords:  

UNEP, Fundamental problems, GEG, Non-state actors, Global Civil Society, Global Movement 
 

Abbreviations:   

GEG – Global Environment Governance;  

EMG – Environmental Management Group;  

GCS – Global Civil Society;  

GC/GMEF – Governing Council/Global Ministerial Environment Forum;  
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International Organizations – IOs;  

IMF – Global Monetary Fund;  

MEAs – Multilateral Environmental Agreements;  

ROs – Regional Organizations;  

SCO – Shanghai Cooperation Organization;  

UNEP – UN Environment Programme;  

UNCSD – UN Commission for Sustainable Development;  

UNSDC – UN Council for Sustainable Development;  

WEO – World Environment Organization; 
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Chapter 1 – Introduction  

The Earth has no effective council of trustees, no effective executive committee and chief executive 

officer. There is no entity charged with governance of extracting resources or with responsibility for 

maintaining the living producers [or ecosystem services] – forests, fertile lands, oceans, sea-beds, 

grasslands, and rivers – that underlie our wealth. There is no world macro long-term plan that can 

hold all nation-states and corporations accountable for the sustainable future of the planet. 

1.1 Background 

We are living in an era of unprecedented global environmental threats: climate change, biodiversity 

losses, water scarcity, energy scarcity, a global food crisis, etc. The world is beset by increasingly 

intense and frequent storms and other catastrophic natural disasters. In some parts of the world, 

people experience extensive flooding, while other parts of the world endure intense droughts. 

Species extinctions are occurring at rates that have never been witnessed before. Safe water supplies 

are becoming increasingly scarce and natural resources are readily being depleted, the energy 

security issues are posing threat to the security of economic growth. Nonetheless, land degradation 

endangers the lives of millions of people. The cumulative impact of these challenges makes the 

situation that mankind faces, both now and in the future, quite dire indeed (UNEP 2007).  

 

However, optimists may see these problems as great opportunities for transitioning the international 

society to green economy and sustainable development. So far, the reform of the GEG, e.g. issues 

such as climate adaptation and mitigation, has been given significant attention by scholars, NGOs, 

and decision-makers world-wide as no states can single-handedly address the climate change issue, 

the largest threat ever confronted mankind. Politicians are seeking to take advantage of these crises 

by making the transition to a green economy and creating numerous ‘‘green jobs’’ as a result 

(World Resources 2002-2004; UNEP 2009). 

 

Moreover, as what has been noted by scholars is that governments alone are no longer most 

effective in responding to the dire situation of global environmental/climate, social, and economic 

challenges (Biermann et al. 2009, 2010; Betsill, Pattberg and Dellas 2011). The Major Groups and 
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Stakeholders Advisory Group on IEG indicates that repeated failures of commitments of 

governments have made them lose weight in the trust of the GCS [Note: GCS is understood as a 

third balancing force that is interdependent to states and global market, organizations within which 

are working for causes, e.g. environmental, climate, human rights, democracy, justice, etc.; GCS can 

be seen as an aspiration to reach and include active citizens around the world to take part in 

addressing global challenging issues; insights drawn from (Anheier et al. 2001)]. Moreover, 

significant power and influence has shifted to worldwide NGOs and GCS and their performance 

often transcends sovereignty boundaries. The top-down regimes have evolved into more 

decentralized forms of governance driven by new information technologies and civil rights 

movements. Thus, forces of NGOs and GCS are becoming more and more a balancing power in the 

world political arena.
1
  

1.2 Reforming of UNEP 

The most intense debate on the reform of UNEP started at the ‘1992 UN Conference on 

Environment and Development’, which actually determined the creation of several new GEG 

structures and treaties. Inspired by the institutional frameworks of WHO and WTO (also of ILO), 

scholars have thought about creating a ‘‘World Environment Organization’’ (WEO) in order to 

realize greater efficacy in combating world environment challenges (Esty 1994, Biermann 2000, 

Charnovitz 2005, Biermann 2005). For example, Biermann (2002) proposed the idea that a WEO 

should be financially and politically independent from the UN. Moreover, as UNEP is designed as a 

UN programme instead of a Specialized Agency; thus, decisions made by its Governing Council 

(GC) must be referred to the UN General Assembly. Also, not all countries are being represented in 

the GC (Governing Council) of UNEP (Golmohammad 2012).  

 

Other supporters of this idea include Renato Ruggiero (the former head of the WTO), Supachai 

Panitchpakdi (the newly designated WTO director), as well as Gustave Speth (Former Head of the 

UNDP) (Biermann 2002). Furthermore, in 1998, President Jacques Chirac of France in 2003 

officially proposed an upgrade of UNEP to UNEO. In addition to France, other supporting 

governments include Brazil, Germany, New Zealand, Singapore, and South Africa (Biermann 2002). 

                                                           
1
 See Appendix 3.6.1 
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In 2007, there were 46 countries supporting an upgrade of the UNEP to UNEO (Ivanova 2007). 

There are more and more voices among UN Member States demanding an upgraded UN 

Environment Authority that could streamline the needs of state-governments (UNGA 1972). The 

mindset of these actors are based on the assumption that Upgrading UNEP to a Specialized Agency 

-- namely a Global Environmental Organization with universal membership, increased budgetary 

autonomy, and decision making authority comparable to the WTO or the World Health 

Organization, could close the gap between ambition and reality. (Golmohammad 2012) 

 

On the other hand, there are researchers that are against the creation of a WEO from institutional 

and political perspectives. For example, Najam (2003) claims that the lack of willingness to create 

solutions, caused by the Global North and South conflicts, is one of the main problems that weakens 

the GEG cooperation. Next, in addition to proposals for WEO, UNEO, and UNWEO, there are also 

other proposals that suggest a UN Environment Security Council, e.g., a Global Environmental 

Council, a UN Environmental Protection Council, or an Global Environment Court emulating the 

Global Criminal Court (ICC) (Palmer 1992, Müller 2006). This large change is almost impossible in 

short term, as such kind of changes would require amendment of the UN Charter, which requires a 

consensus of two-thirds of the members of UN including all the permanent five members of the 

Security Council
2
. Sadly, perhaps only more catastrophic environmental events could create the 

urgency that is needed to stimulate the creation of such an entity (Biermann 2006; Müller 2006; and 

Swanström 2011).   

 

Conca (1996) criticized that the mandate of UNEP as a system-wide coordinator on environmental 

issues is hopeless; Palmer (1992), Biermann (2002, 2005, 2011), Najam (2003), Esty et al. (2004), 

Andresen (2005:213), Ivanova (2007), and works of many other researchers in this field also note 

that ineffectiveness (e.g. overlaps, fragmentation, duplications, etc.) of UNEP in GEG is one of the 

major obstacles that stand in the way of further achievement of UNEP as an effective global 

institution. Thus, we wonder how the non-state actors perceive of that how this reform process will 

evolve ahead. 

                                                           
2
 According to article 108 ratification of the UN Charter. 
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1.3 Aim Formulation and Research Questions 

The objective of this research project is to examine views of non-state actors on how they envision 

UNEP’s role in the future GEG structure, on fundamental problems confronting the UNEP and 

GEG reform and how they would propose for the issues resolution. 

 

To fulfill this objective, the following questions will be addressed:  

 

1. How do non-state actors envision the objectives of the UNEP reform?  

2. What problems have been identified by non-state actors as barriers for achieving UNEP’s set 

objectives? 

3. What actions do non-state actors propose to reform UNEP’s objectives? 

 

Moreover, understanding how international political system works requires understanding how 

different organizations, regimes, actors and levels of the system interact. In fact, understanding how 

the international political system works is also critical to figure out what are the fundamental causes 

to problems confronting the reform of UNEP and GEG. Thus, understanding the dynamics of the 

world political system and finding out what are the fundamental causes of ineffectiveness of GEG is 

non-separable, which is also the reason why the following concepts in chapter 2 are presented. 
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Chapter 2 - Theoretical Framework  

2.1 Global Governance 

UNEP is just one programme among numerous environmental organizations around the world, 

UNEP reform is just part of the GEG reform at large. Only if we understand GEG holistically can 

we understand the relations between the reform of UNEP and its impact to GEG.  

 

The term ‘governance’ is originally derived from the Greek word for navigating (Biermann 2010) 

and has been defined in diverse ways according to the variance of the scope and locus of decision-

making power (UNEP 2010b). Traditionally, state-governments are the major players in global 

governance. However, the existence of a government doesn’t mean it can sufficiently perform the 

governance effectively (Young 2011). Therefore, global governance is more than merely the 

performance of state-governments. The UN Commission on global governance (1995:2-3) defines 

the term global governance as ‘‘the sum of the many ways individuals and institutions, public and 

private, managing their common affairs’’. This conceptual shift has radical and liberating 

implications on how we think about human-environment interactions and how we think about other 

matters, which also breaks down common distinctions (e.g. public/private sectors) and encourages 

cross-level (e.g. local//national/regional/global) comparisons (Young 2011). 

 

Biermann et al. (2008) concluded that there are three main schools in terms of their respective 

understandings of the concept ‘global governance’. Firstly, many scholars use the term global 

governance analytically to make sense of the current global socio-political transformations. Their 

analysis often covers a variety of phenomena, e.g. GCS movements, civil society, agendas of IOs 

(IOs), the evolving governance capacity of states, private corporations and organizations, public-

private networks, transnational norms and rules making and new forms of private authority 

(Dingwerth and Pattberg 2006).  

 

In this regard, some researchers use the term global governance to encompass the increasing 

intensity of interactions between world political and civil society communities. For example, 

Rosenau (2002) considers global governance as the sum of the formal and informal rule-systems at 

all levels of the world communities. In this regard, the UN system agencies and state governments 
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are central players to the exercise of global governance, but they are merely part of the landscape.  

Rosenau (2002) interprets the term global governance as ‘‘systems of rules at all levels of human 

activity - from private families to the IOs (including local, sub-national, national, global, and 

transnational control mechanisms). In fact, mankind’s pursuits of goals through the exercise of 

influence and the implications of which often transcends the sovereignties of nation-states (Rosenau 

1995). The understanding of the term in this regard can be understood as an answer to the failures of 

those already existing theories of international relations to interpret the empirical transformations 

(Dingwerth and Pattberg 2006).  

 

A second understanding of the term is more political, which stems from a perceived inadequacy of 

political solutions for addressing global issues. Scholars in this school of thought consider the term 

global governance as first and foremost a political program to revitalize the necessary steering 

capacity for problem-solving in the postmodern age, which is widely used as a popular term within 

the EU framework (Biermann et al. 2008). As the world becomes increasingly globalized (with the 

economic activities grow beyond national regulatory frameworks), it is necessary to politically 

shape economic, social and environmental processes on a global scale. How the global challenges 

can be democratically managed has recently being discussed under the heading of “global 

governance” (Bundestag 2002). 

 

The third school interprets global governance as a strategy of the UN and other IOs that are 

attempting to use multilateral approach to address the global issues rather than unilateral approaches 

of some powerful states. Thinkers in this school of thought view that global governance as an 

instrument of ruling elites attempting to more effectively address economic and political issues that 

result from Post-Fordist neoliberal social transformations (Biermann et al. 2008). The processes are 

influenced by transnational movements of business corporations, NGOs, non-state actors include 

public and private actors and civil society that aim at pressuring governments for human rights 

improvement, for joint environmental standards setting, for promoting environmental justice and 

global sustainable development (Biermann et al. 2008). The concept captures the intention of the 

UN and its agencies that horizontally uniting and steering activities of non-state actors and civil 

society due to the reason of central authorities are largely absent at the global and transnational level 

conferences (Dingwerth and Pattberg 2006:193). 
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In fact, The UN Commission on Global Governance (1995) summarizes that reform proposals can 

be cited as an example on how practitioners view the term when they call for actions. Thus, the term 

global governance in this regard is seen as a resolution approach, an instrument that IOs employ to 

address issues evolved out of the regionalization and globalization. In accordance with this 

definition of global governance, the study commission comes to the conclusion that what the world 

truly need is to shorten the gap between ‘‘call for more global governance” and “implementing 

global governance”. The worldwide process of politically managing globalization — global 

governance — is thus still in its early stages. Obstacles to global governance still exist, including 

power imbalances/struggle, national and international democracy and legitimization issues, and the 

lack of an ethical-normative consensus (“global ethos” or universal values), are still interfering with 

the creation of a stronger and more effective system of global governance (Bundestag 2002). 

 

Above mentioned are the three schools of thought concluded by Bierman et al. (2008). The fourth 

school that is less well-known. Wapner (1997) considers global governance as ‘‘one of the most 

perennial and daunting challenges in world history’’. Guided by the ideas of global common welfare 

(Weltgemeinwohl), Messner and Nuscheler (1998) assertively declared that a global rule of law and 

normative ethics as fundamental prerequisites for any functioning system of global governance. 

They conceptualize the system as ‘‘a creation of networks, from local to the global level, based on a 

shared problem-solving vision, a fair balance of interests and a workable canon of shared norms and 

values as a basis for institutional structures for handling problems and conflicts’’.  

 

However, one won’t be able to create anything unless one’s prepared to let everything go, to accept 

the fact that all that has been created up to now – and indeed, all that one may create in the future – 

must be destroyed to pave the way for more creation. (Goethe’s Faust in Hedren, Linner, 2009) The 

nation state provided the shared common culture necessary for industrialism’s demand for a flexible 

social order. The development of fordism demanded not only larger market but larger cultural units. 

Economic and culture globalization can be seen as the inevitable development of the logic of 

capitalism; after this development phase is complete, the world runs into an era of globalism. 

(Hedrén and Linnér, 2009:213)  
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Therefore, the term ‘global governance’ used in this paper is understood as the combined efforts of 

global and transnational regimes, worldwide state and non-state actors, and GCS in addressing 

current urgent and future emergent global issues to facilitate the present and future global social 

and political transformations with an ultimate objective to achieve global perpetual peace and 

sustainable development. 

2.2 Global Environmental Governance 

With the understanding of the above concepts on global governance in general and GEG in 

particular, in this paper GEG is understood as the combined efforts of global and transnational or 

regional regimes, state-governments, worldwide non-state actors and GCS in all levels in 

addressing emergent and urgent global environmental and climate change issues to facilitate the 

present and future global social and political transformations to a green and more equitable 

economy and sustainable development, where non-state actors and GCS have fundamental and 

transformative movement potential.  

2.3 Global Environmental Architecture  

When we study effectiveness of regimes e.g. UNEP or GEG, the term reform will encounter us at a 

frequent basis. Reform is hereby defined as a purposeful act of modifying the structure, composition, 

decision-making procedures, working methods, funding, or talents mission and strategy of an 

institution, in order to enhance its effectiveness in advancing its core goals and principles (Luck 

2004 in Diehl 2005). To construct a universal global environmental governance regime, it certainly 

need guidelines and principles to follow, therefore global environmental architecture needs to be 

well understood here.  

 

There are no strict standards in defining the term ‘global environmental architecture’. The term 

‘architecture’ is originally derived from a Greek word. It means that the art and science of designing 

and erecting buildings and other physical structures. Later on, this word evolved into institutions in 

private or public organizations. Biermann (2010) interprets the term architecture as ‘‘principles, 

norms, regulations and decision-making procedures in institutions, organizations, and regimes’’. 

Betsill (2011) defines architecture as that what is related to the emergence, designing, and 
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effectiveness of governance arrangements. If architecture in the field of construction is the art of 

construction and scientific theories of design, then the term global environment architecture can be 

understood as principles, norms, regulations and decision-making procedures in constructing the 

global environmental governance regime in order to achieve GEG with greater effectiveness under 

the context of globalization with the evolution and formation process of a stronger GCS.  

 

In terms of an architectural metaphor, one might ask, how should the construction process of a 

building be accomplished? Step 1, architects need guiding architecture to design the entire structure 

of the ‘‘regime house’’ in a holistic and integrative manner. Step 2, architects need to design 

individual ‘room structure’ that fit best in the whole ‘house structure’. Step 3, the ‘‘construction 

workers’’ need to do the ‘‘construction work’’ with the guiding support of the instructions and 

design works of the architects and engineers. Bearing in mind of this metaphor, we can deduce that 

mankind does need visionary ‘architects’ to creatively use the architecture of global governance to 

ensure that the structure designs of each national regime fits best in the regional governance regime 

and regional governance regime fits best in the universal global governance architecture. Therefore, 

first and foremost, a clear vision on how the integrated and holistic global governance structure 

would look like is needed.  

 

Specifically, there are respective architectures of national, regional, and global governance regimes. 

However, national governance architecture must fit in regional governance architecture that must fit 

in global governance architecture. Thus, both regional and global governance architecture need also 

to fit in national governance architecture. Therefore, communications between nation-states, 

regional and global organizations such as the UN, UNEP, EU, and Shanghai Cooperation 

Organization (SCO) and other multi-level non-state actors at national, regional and global level are 

essential. Therefore, designing and building a universal global governance architecture that can suit 

all other regional and national governance architecture requires a holistic and integrative approach. 

If the global environmental architecture is not artful and scientific, even the best architects won’t be 

able to design a universal governance structure that suits the needs of all.  
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Chapter 3 - Research Design, Methods and Materials  

3.1 Research Design 

A forum approach will be used to collect data from researchers, other actors within the civil society 

in order to explore views of non-state actors on GEG reform. An interview approach will be used to 

explore views of those authoritative figures in the field of GEG, or those others who have practical 

working experiences within the UN system. To avoid any biased views in regard to the research 

questions of this study, empirical data will be examined e.g. those statements by major groups 

within GEG, other statements by UN conferences, those data presented by the media, etc. In fact, 

data collected through these 3 approaches will be used to facilitate the comparative analysis.  

3.2 Methods 

3.2.1 Online Forum Approach 

For addressing the research questions of this study, the author initiated questions through an online 

forum called ‘GEG’ group in LinkedIn which was created and managed by GEG Project (directed 

by Ivanova) to collect answers and then analyzed them in the discussion section. The reason why 

the author chose this online forum approach is because of the nature of the forum, most members of 
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it are non-state actors, e.g. researchers, staff of NGOs, members from major groups, environmental 

consultants and climate activists; Most members of it are interested in the GEG issues and have 

been involved in GEG for many years; some of them have participated actively in the conferences 

and forums that are parts of UNEP reform and GEG reform processes; some of them are familiar 

with agendas of UNEP, MEAs, etc.  

 

Considering the fact that the views of the forum members can directly reflect their demands for 

change and their interests as non-state actors within the GCS, their views about the reform 

objectives thus are taken into consideration. All arguments presented in the forum are open for 

discussions, free to debate and every member can freely express their own point of views, which 

made it an interactive forum. There are no specific criteria in selecting whose views would be 

examined; most of the respondents are active question initiators or active in responding questions 

initiated by the author of this paper. 

 

Online forum approach is used to obtain certain types of information or when it is difficult to use 

other methods to collect data at certain circumstances (Beverley 2002). With enough members 

following the discussions, many members of the forum provide their true insights based on their 

practical experiences, which also makes the forum a good focus group to collect data for this 

research.
3
  

 

For more information about details of respondents and question initiators, please see the following 

table: 

Table 1 List of Participants (Listed in alphabetical order) 

 
Aaron 

Leopold 

Research Associate at Free University of Berlin; Director, Environment and Sustainable 

Development at Global Governance Institute; Expert on Transport and Energy/Team Leader 

at Global Institute for Sustainable Development; 

Cologne Area, Germany; 

D.H. 

Strongheart 

Committee Member at Santa Fe Water Conservation Committee; 

New Mexico; 

Jeffrey 

Barber 

National Coordinator at Citizens Network for Sustainable Development; Executive Director 

at Integrative Strategies Forum; 

                                                           
3
 Also, the strengths and weaknesses of focus groups as a qualitative methodology are well documented (Kidd and 

Parshall 2000; Webb and Kevern 2001; Bloor et al. 2000). 

 

http://www.linkedin.com/company/163897?trk=pro_other_cmpy
http://www.linkedin.com/company/42452?trk=pro_other_cmpy
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Washington D.C, US;       

  Jim Barton Owner at Smith Mill Creek Permaculture School; 

North Carolina Area; 

Margi 

Prideaux 

Policy and Negotiations Director at Migratory Wildlife Network; 

South Australia; 

Maria 

Ivanova 

Co-Director at Center for Governance and Sustainability; Assistant Professor of Global 

Governance at University of Massachusetts Boston; Director, GEG Project at Yale Center for 

Environmental Law and Policy; 

Greater Boston Area, US; 

Sara 

Svensson 

Global Environment Outlook GEO-5 Fellow at UNEP, Alternate member, Civil Society 

Advisory Group on Global Environmental Governance at UNEP. Associate at GEG Project 

at Yale Center for Environmental Law and Policy; 

Göteborg Area, Sweden; 

Walker 

Young 

Former Regional Coordinator of Monitoring & Evaluation at WWF; 

Vietnam and USA; 

Pierre 

Portas   

President WE 2C (Waste Environment Cooperation Centre); 

Nîmes Area, France. 

3.2.2 Interviews 

The aim of an interview is to collect empirical data based upon people’s experiences and 

perceptions (Holstein & Gubrium 2004). However, carrying a large number of interviews in this 

study is not realistic, time consuming is one issue and too much text will only make it harder to 

examine, e.g. political rhetoric might confuse the readers, data might be repetitive, etc. The 

interview data was collected during the year 2011, 2012 and 2013, for the concern of time and cost 

saving, quite a few interviews was carried out on email, Skype call, even on LinkedIn. In addition, 

lack of funding support is also another reason why this approach has been adopted.  

 

Interviewees are cautiously selected, and were listed in the table below, e.g. Hans Corell had worked 

for 10 years as Under-Secretary-General for Legal Affairs and the Legal Counsel of the UN, three 

years with Boutros Boutros-Ghali and seven years with Kofi Annan. Thus, his views can reflect 

authoritarian views towards the UN reform, which should be considered and incorporated into the 

empirical data of the paper. Jim Barton is a civil society actor who believes that a more powerful 

UN would be helpful in solving the global challenging issues. Ruben Zondervan is the executive 

director at Earth System Governance Project which is a leading research framework in the field of 

GEG. Views from Niklas Swanstrom are also good samples, as they can represent views on regional 

organizations, e.g. SCO. 

 

http://www.linkedin.com/company/2014872?goback=.gmp_3072650&trk=pro_other_cmpy
http://www.linkedin.com/company/166578?goback=.gmp_3072650&trk=pro_other_cmpy
http://www.linkedin.com/company/10451?goback=%2Eanp_3072650_1320733727680_1&trk=pro_other_cmpy
http://www.linkedin.com/company/10451?goback=%2Eanp_3072650_1320733727680_1&trk=pro_other_cmpy
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Table 2 List of Interviewees 

 
Hans Corell Under-Secretary-General for Legal Affairs and the Legal Counsel of the UN; 

Jim Barton As a green movement activist; Owner at Smith Mill Creek Permaculture School; 

North Carolina Area; 

Ruben Zondervan As a representative of scientific community; Executive Director of Earth System 

Governance Project; Lund Area, Sweden; 

Alaa Khourdajie An Climate Activist and Ph.D candidate of Climate Economy at University of Bath 

in UK; 

Felix Dodds Former Executive Director at UN Stakeholder Forum; 

Shailendra Singh CEO at CES (I) Private Limited. Previously, IRG SSA and UNEP. Kazakstan; 

Niklas Swanström An Expert of Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO); Sweden; 

 

In addition to this, views from the civil society collected by staff at UNEP, e.g. Svensson
4
, were also 

used by the author of this paper as references.  

3.2.3 Statements of Major Groups at UNEP  

An effective engagement of major groups at all levels of governance and programs is critical in 

strengthening the environmental pillar of sustainable development, and fostering actions to 

concretely implement policies and plans stated in Agenda 21. The Major Groups and Stakeholders 

Branch focuses its activities on major groups at large, the 9 major groups defined in the Agenda 21, 

that is farmers, women, the scientific and technological community, children and youth, indigenous 

people and their communities, workers and trade unions, business and industry, non-governmental 

organizations as well as local authorities, as well as other relevant stakeholders.
5
 

 

As local authorities may also work with local governments and this research mainly focus on views 

of non-state actors, thus their views will not be investigated. However, there are cases that some of 

these groups share similar views, thus to avoid overlaps, we will only take views from joint 

statement of these 9 major groups. Although, currently there are still debates regarding how these 9 

                                                           
4
 Svensson Sara works for UNEP Civil Society Advisory Group by representing the global youth; she has a contact list 

of her group which she can send group mails to collect data. 
5
 http://www.unep.org/civil_society/About/print_ver.asp?fname=i_index.asp&folder=About 
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major groups can represent all people within the GCS and how can they represent non-state actors 

with the GCS at large, and if not what could be the best model of engaging the Major Groups with 

the GCS. These questions could lead to another research, due to the reason of time limits of this 

research, the author will not argue much about it in the paper. More information about the Major 

Groups, please see Appendix 2. 

3.2.4 Comparative Content Analysis 

Views of those informants from the forum, views of the interviewees, statements of major groups 

can be compared to each other or be put to go against each other so as to visualize differences and 

similarities. There will be citations from literature in GEG to strengthen the arguments of each side. 

3.3 Limitations of the Methods 

An interview approach and a forum group approach have been applied in this research. However, 

interview approach and forum group approach are often criticized as some times that the number of 

respondents is too few to make generalized assumption about a topic or draw reliable conclusions. 

To minimize the limitation of this research, analyzing statements of Major Groups as major 

stakeholders of GEG and UNEP reform will be used as a complementing approach in order to make 

the results of this research more authoritative and trustworthy. In addition, literature review will be 

used an additional complementing approach, e.g. works of Biermann, etc. will be used as analytical 

support for qualitative analysis and content and comparative analysis.  

3.4 Materials 

As mentioned above, the collections of responses from the online forum will be used as primary 

empirical materials. In order to investigate views of Major Groups, statements of Major Groups, 

relevant documents include reports of forums and other background papers will be examined. These 

statements are important, because they represent non-state actors within global civil society at large 

and they also represent the majority of stakeholders of the reform of UNEP; thus, their interests and 

demands can help us grasp directions of the UNEP reform, which is the reason why their statements 

are being presented in the Results Chapter. Background papers are listed in Appendix 3. 



23 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chapter 4 - Empirical Results 

The following table is the summary of what has been discussed at the UNEP relevant conferences in 

regard to the vision of the institutional reform of UNEP (please see Appendix 4 for more details 

there). 

Table 3 Options of Reforming UNEP
6
  

 
A) Creating a strong, 

credible and 

accessible science 

base and policy 

interface; 

B) developing a 

global 

authoritative 

and responsive 

voice for 

environmental 

sustainability; 

C) Achieving 

effectiveness, efficiency 

and coherence within the 

UN system; 

 

D) Securing 

sufficient, 

predictable and 

coherent funding; 

E) Ensuring a 

responsive and 

cohesive approach to 

meet needs of state 

governments. 

1.Create a multi-

scaled and multi-

thematic 

global information 

network of national, 

global and 

independent 

scientific expertise 

1. Establish a 

global policy 

organization 

with universal 

membership to 

set, coordinate, 

and monitor the 

global 

1. Clustering secretariat 

functions and common 

service---establish a 

mechanism for 

global,  overall 

coordination among 

existing MEAs, with one 

mechanism having 

1. Widen the donor 

base, e.g. establish 

mechanism for 

receipt of private 

/philanthropic 

donations. 

2. Establish a 

joint  management 

1. Establish 

environment-

development 

country teams and/or 

desk in existing 

intergovernmental 

offices in developing 

countries 

                                                           
6
In the below document the co-Chairs of the first meeting of the Consultative Group on global environmental 

governance held in Nairobi from 7-9 July 2010, with the advice of the Executive Director of UNEP, therefore elaborate 

the nine indicative options taken from the original 24 options contained in the Executive Director’s paper entitled 

‘Ideas for broader reform of global environmental governance’ that was presented by the co-Chairs at the conclusion of 

the meeting.  More details see Appendix 4. 
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for keeping the 

impact of 

environmental 

change on human 

wellbeing under 

review and issue 

early warnings. The 

network would be 

facilitated by a web-

based facility for 

sharing  “live” 

information with the 

support from an 

interagency 

cooperation 

arrangement. 

environmental 

agenda. 

innovative tasks that are 

not performed by MEA 

Secretariats individually, 

and without prejudice to 

their decision-making and 

budgetary independence. 

This would include joint 

MEA institutional 

structures, including: 

1.Secretariats, 2. Legal, 

financial and conference 

services, 3. Reporting, 4. 

Scientific structures, 5. 

Programmatic structures 

6. 

Knowledge management 

and IT. 2. Establish a UN 

system-wide medium-

term 

strategy for the 

environment, coordinating 

all environmental 

activities for the UN. 

mechanism 

for all major trust 

funds for the 

environment with 

equal roles for 

project  selection, 

appraisal and 

supervision of 

environment-related 

activities, in 

accordance 

with the respective 

spheres of expertise. 

3. Link global 

environmental policy 

making with global 

environmental 

financing 

(originally b) 4). 

around the world. 

2. Develop an 

overarching 

framework for 

capacity building 

and technical 

assistance for the 

operational activities 

of MEAs, UN 

agencies and IFIs. 

 

4.1 Visions of Reform of UNEP by Non-state Actors 

4.1.1 Visions of Civil Society Actors at GEG Online Forum 

Text in Section 1.2 indicates that most of the respondents of the forum (see Table 3) supports 

enhancing the status quo of UNEP, and to strengthen UNEP by upgrading it to a WEO, UNEO, UN 

Environment Council, or a UN Environment Security Court. Strongheart
7

 considers that a 

specialized agency could at least guarantee minimum base line budget funding to it, although this 

idea was opposed by Ivanova and Portas
8
.  

 

Portas
9
 questions that ‘‘the UN, as presently functioning, is not capable of organizing a global 

collective action that is commensurate with the environmental, social and development needs of its 

member states. Thus, UN needs to find a way to bring balance in the way its member states allocate 

their priorities and investments’’. Portas
10

 further asserts that ‘‘talking about such a UNEP reform is 

                                                           
7 Archived data, please request from the author if you have interest to read it. 
8
 Same as note 9. 

9
 Same as note 9. 

10
 Same as note 9. 
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like watering the plants on your balcony while your house is on fire’’. Ivanova
11

 adds that the 

rationale against creation of a specialized agency for the environment was articulated as follows: 

 

a) A new specialized agency would need to assume a wide range of functions already 

performed by those existing agencies such as UNESCO with its man and biosphere program, 

WHO with agenda on health and environment already, and FAO with its Codex 

Alimentarius. Thus, it would be difficult to define and execute the scope of the work agenda 

for a new specialized agency.  

b) A new specialized agency for the environment would join the ranks as only one of those 

already existing and more established organizations with the activities in the same field. 

Thus, it would not have the explicit authority over the rest of the system and also it would 

not be able to play a catalytic and coordinative role without getting embroiled in 

jurisdictional disputes. 

c) UN specialized agencies were not seen as highly effective global bodies. Governments 

considered them as unnecessarily hierarchical and bureaucratic, slow to respond, and a 

multi-year process for completion of a new charter. 

d) The fluctuations in governments’ priorities and attention can be particularly influential 

especially when the financial status of state-governments is at a downturn, e.g. the 2008 

global financial crisis. 

 

Ivanova
12

 asserts that ‘‘a new specialized agency doesn’t necessarily overcome the overlaps of work 

of different programs or agencies in the UN system, and it is still hard to delineate a mandate in an 

all-inclusive manner. Such a reform will also face legislative and jurisdictional disputes and such 

specialized agency without independence from the UN system will merely create another 

hierarchical and bureaucratic governance regime’’. Ivanova
13

 further indicates that ‘‘without 

specific actions to improve the culture, credibility, working methods and capacity of UNEP, merely 

changing the name of UNEP is simply insufficient to fulfill its core objectives and functions’’.  

 

                                                           
11

 Same as note 9. 
12

 Same as note 9. 
13

 Same as note 9. 
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Regarding the UNEP architecture, Strongheart
14

 adds that ‘‘besides the funding support to a WEO, 

it is also important to have a renewed and expanded architecture for UNEP that could benefit the 

GEG at large. The updating of the architecture of UNEP has to be connected to the UN system 

reform at large as well.’’ Portas
15

 adds that ‘‘A WEO idea might be inspired by the WTO model. 

However, there is still a gap between the UN policy making and the engagement of the GCS.’’ 

Moreover, both Strongheart and Portas
16

 consider that the reason why the WTO model is effective is 

because such a model only reflects the current dominating market economy value determined by the 

current world dominating economic base as stated above without considering much moral ethics. 

Pierre
17

 also indicates that the WTO only focuses on the current rules of trade without considering 

other social and moral value issues, but a WEO will have to absorb social and development issues. 

Pierre further indicates that ‘‘without such an available super national governance architecture, how 

can we effectively manage environmental issues, how can we ensure those reporting, monitoring, 

funding, assessments and indicator mechanisms are functioning’’.  

 

In addition, Shailendra
18

 considers that Earth needs a world environmental organization as 

collective body of government-corporate-people while UNWEO is bounded to be more of a body of 

collective Governments. Earth needs, in his view, a flexible institutional framework in the formation 

process of such a WEO, where corporations and people (both in formal and informal mode) can 

volunteer their contribution and do not feel themselves out of box. 

4.1.2 Visions of Interviewees 

Zondervan
19

 indicates that ‘‘a reform of UNEP should be part of a general reform of the institutional 

framework for sustainable development which needs to be strengthened and strongly integrated in 

the entire UN System. The CSD, established to do just that, failed and its future needs to be re-

considered.’’ Zondervan further indicates that ‘‘various proposals exist for a UN Sustainable 

Development Council. Such a council could be an interesting alternative to the UNCSD, in 

particular, if it would have strong relations with the Bretton Woods institutions. In parallel, the 

                                                           
14

 Same as note 9. 
15

 Same as note 9. 
16

 Same as note 9. 
17

 Same as note 9. 
18

 Same as note 9. 
19

 Ruben Zondervan 2011. An email interview conducted by Fen Wang on Oct. 14
th

, 2011. 
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environmental pillar of sustainable development needs strengthening, and here upgrading UNEP to 

a specialized agency seems to be an effective, reasonable and a feasible option.’’  

 

Rather than bringing out a clear structure of a potential specialized environmental agency, global 

youth representatives claim that nothing is impossible if you dare to dream. Indeed, Barton
20

 

envisions that such a specialized agency for GEG and its institutional framework which should be 

structured under the auspices of future world democratic government.  

 

Khourdajie
21

 agrees upon the vision stated in Annotated Table of Broader IEG Reform in 

Standardized Format
22

, i.e. the updated UNEP should be able to offer a strong, credible and 

accessible science-based policy-interface that could demonstrate a global authoritarian and 

responsive voice for the environmental sustainability. It should be able to contribute to the UN 

system in achieving effectiveness, efficiency, coherence, transparency and accountability of states. 

It should also be able to ensure that sufficient, predictable and coherent funding and a responsive 

and cohesive approach to streamline the needs of environmental commissions and ministries of 

regional organizations and state governments. In addition to this, such an agency will also be able to 

incorporate the most urgent climate change issues into its agenda and promote progressive and 

legally binding global climate agreements, and enforce more support for energy efficiency and 

micro-generation mechanisms such as CDMs.  

 

Pierre
23

 is kind of pessimistic about future UN reforms, he envisions that ‘‘a critical element of 

global governance is to recognize that whatever kind of UN reform it would go through will simply 

not deliver results. It is necessary to build a conscience outside the UN that would both accompany 

and guide UN agencies’ work. It means that a conscience that goes beyond egotistic national 

interests while responding to domestic needs and demands for a decent life, a conscience that truly 

care the entire humanity, nature and mother Earth.’’ 

 

                                                           
20

 Jim Barton 2011. A Skype interview conducted by Fen Wang during 2011. 
21

 Alaa Khourdajie 2011. An email interview conducted by Fen Wang on Jan. 12th, 2011. 
22

 See Background materials at Appendix 3, 2. 
23

 Discussion at GEG Forum 2012; for more information please contact the author for archived data. 
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Dodds
24

 envisions that UNEP should be upgraded to a WEO based on the WTO model of 

committees clustering the conventions. Dodds agrees upon that universal membership should be 

applied to the new WEO, the membership of which should be expanded from the current 58 states to 

all member states of the UN
25

.  

 

Shailendra
26

 considers ‘‘unless people (vast resources) are integrated and engaged into the earth 

governance system, global organization efforts will not yield results to the extent that we believe 

due to inherent system constraints and limitations of i) Nation-states and ii) Transnational business 

system. Shailendrea further indicates that ‘‘creating synergy among the three key actors 

(UN/Governments-Corporations-People) is difficult but possible in web era. I am optimistic about 

evolution of humanity and taming future challenges to preserve the glorious resources of our planet 

Earth’’. Shailendra
27

 also envisions that ‘‘the reform may take advantage of anarchy, reflective law 

and adoptive governance and collaborative framework of 4 P (Public-Private-People-Centered 

Partnership)’’. 

4.1.3 Visions of Major Groups
28

  

Women’s Major Group
29

 is more inclined for a fundamental reform of GEG with the construction of 

a legal binding framework rather than a voluntary partnership. They further assert that UNEP needs 

to engage women in the decision-making process. Also, they consider that it is necessary to build a 

compliance and accountability mechanism to ensure the rights of women within the GCS in 

reporting and monitoring the UNEP and GEG reform process.  

 

In regard to the fragmentation aspect of the GEG, the Business Major Group
30

 envisions a system-

wide approach to address the fragmentation. In regard to the funding aspect of the GEG, the 

                                                           
24

 Felix Dodds (Former Executive Director at Stakeholder Forum), data comes from a LinkedIn interview, conducted by 

Fen Wang on March 7, 2013. 
25 

Felix Dodds 2013. Interview of Felix Dodds in FORBES by Terry Waghorn from Katerva, 

http://greenearthcitizen.org/?p=1407 [accessed March 12, 2013]. 
26

 Same as note 24. 
27

 Dr. Shailendra Singn (Ex-staff at UNDP Kazakstan), data comes from an email interview conducted by Fen Wang on 

March 13th, 2013. 
28

 All statements mentioned here can be tracked by looking into documents listed in Appendix 3. 
29

 Same as note 30. 
30

 Same as note 30. 

http://www.forbes.com/sites/terrywaghorn/
http://katerva.org/
http://greenearthcitizen.org/?p=1407
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Business Major Group envisions UNEP and GEG reform should seek to combine respective 

competencies of policies, markets and institutions that are critical to implementations; the Joint 

Statement of 9 Major Groups
31

 of UNEP even envisions offering incentives and funding for states 

with respect to their compliance to commitments.  

 

Based on those statements of the Business Major Group, Farmers Major Group, an NGO 

representative Marashi
32

, Pew Environment Group and the Joint Statement of all 9 Major Group, all 

have noted the significance of incorporating green economy issues into the UNEP and GEG 

reforming processes. In this regard, Marashi
33

 envisions that a new umbrella organization for 

sustainable development would be a sound approach to strengthen social, economic and 

environmental pillars of sustainable development.  

 

4.2 Problems Hindering UNEP Reform – Perceived by Non-state Actors 

4.2.1 Problems Identified by respondents at GEG Online Forum 

Strongheart
34

 considers that the lack of democratic participation of the GCS is a fundamental barrier 

hindering the UNEP in achieving its reform objectives. Strongheart also considers that the lack of 

technological innovations to ensure civil society participation is one of the causes for the inefficacy 

of UNEP.   

 

Walker Young
35

 considers the lack of the UN's engagement with NGOs and the private sector in 

contributing towards GEG as another critical problem. Young indicates that the lack of a holistic 

vision will continue working as a barrier for UNEP in achieving its reform objectives. Young 

further notes that the political frictions between the US and UNEP is also a hindering factor for the 

UNEP to further grow: 

                                                           
31

 Same as note 30. 
32 Habiba Al Marashi, Chairperson, Emirates Environment Group. 
33 Input from Major Groups and Stakeholders Comments on “Options for Broader Reform of Global Environmental 

Governance: Background Paper by the Executive Director,” UNEP, 17 May 2010. Compiled and submitted by Dr. 

Maria Ivanova, North American Civil Society Representative, on 17 June 2010. Available at, 

http://environmentalgovernance.org/cms/wp-content/uploads/2010/06/Major-Groups-and-Stakeholders-Input-

Summary.pdf, [Accessed on 9
th

 Oct. 2013]. 
34

 Same as note 9 and all references of the year are the same as note 9, i.e. 2011. 
35

 Same as note 9. 
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If we look at the historical record of US foreign policy positions, particularly with 

respect to multilateral environmental agreements, there is a significant resistance 

within the Congress/House/Senate to rectify such agreements. This can be seen with 

the UNFCCC/Kyoto Protocol, the CBD, the Law of the Seas and several others. If a 

WEO or GEO led to further regulation and perceived loss of sovereignty for nation-

states -- or at the least, higher levels of mandatory compliance -- then the most likely 

conclusion is to expect that the US congressional position would be at odds with such 

conditions. 

 

Moreover, Portas
36

 considers that the lack of the applications based on the fundamental values is 

one of the fundamental problems. Barton and Strongheart
37

 argue that ‘‘global injustice, inequality, 

and development gaps between developing and developed states are other fundamental issues that 

need to be addressed’’. Except Prideaux
38

 most other respondents consider that the incremental 

reform is not effective and won’t be effective either in the future.  

4.2.2 Problems Perceived by Interviewees 

Corell (2010) consider that ‘‘UN is such a large and complex system, therefore it may easily get 

criticisms from the world public, but most of them should target directly at the Member States’’. 

 

Khourdajie
39

 considers that incremental reform will miss out the scope; it will keep on building 

blocks, and more and more fragmentation and segmentation. Thus, incremental reform approach is 

no longer an effective approach. Fundamentally, Khourdajie asserts that strengthening the GCS is 

critical and even better if the GCS could engage in the environmental policy making processes at 

global level.
40

  

 

                                                           
36

 Same as note 9. 
37

 Same as note 9. 
38

 Same as note 9. 
39

 Same as note 21. 
40

 Same as note 11.  
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Zondervan
41

 notes that ‘the objectives of UNEP do not fit the mandate, organizational status (as a 

UN Programme) and the resulting unpredictable budget, non-universal membership, etc. But also, 

the expectations of objectives of UNEP (by GCS, governmental and intergovernmental bodies) do 

not match the actual objectives of UNEP. Zondervan further indicates that UNEP is not very well 

organized and administered, and it also suffers from its headquarters’ location that is far remote 

from the UN power centers.’’ 

 

Swanström
42

 claims that centralized and authoritarian governance of the environment as problems 

hindering achieving the effectiveness of the national environmental governance (NEG). Since NEO 

is also part of GEG, it is the actual implementation of GEG on the national level. Thus, the lack of it 

would result in ineffectiveness in GEG. Swanström
43

 further indicates that authoritarian/dictatorship 

regimes will still have long way to go to come up their respective soft power status. 

 

Dodds
44

 indicates that ‘‘one of the major problems with UNEP is that it doesn’t have the regulatory 

role that WHO or UNESCO has and it has spun off most of the major areas of environment work 

into conventions that it has little or no influence.’’ 

 

Shailendra
45

 considers that ‘‘the lack of collaborative and inclusive approach of the past 4 decades 

of operation provides that UNEP has less competency to adopt linear and dynamic sets of 

governance models to reduce the cost and reach the global issues to local levels’’. 

4.2.3 Problems Perceived by Major Groups 

Pew Environmental Group (PEG)
46

 considers that legal gaps in current GEG and lack of 

engagement of GCS are the problems. Greenpeace Global indicates that a lack of urgency in 

mindset of GEG community and also a lack of enforceable proposals are the problems.  

 

                                                           
41

 Same as note 19.  
42

 A Skype interview conducted by Fen Wang, 2011. 
43

 Same as note 24. 
44

 Same as note 23.  
45

 Same as note 15. 
46

 See Appendix 3, 6.1. 
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Green Environment Coalition (GEC)
47

 considers that ‘‘rather than blaming the business for profits, 

it might be more effective to find measures to drive investment towards the people and the planet; 

thus, to achieve a more green and equitable economy’’.  

 

Third World Network (TWN)
48

 considers that ‘‘the UN is strong in making documents but weak in 

implementations while NGOs are more interested in that UNEP could provide more legal platforms 

that can ensure rights of NGOs and engage them not only in implementations but also the decision-

making processes’’. 

 

Both Women Major Group and Business sector consider that there should be more available 

platforms accessible to them in order to streamline needs of them and have their perspectives 

incorporated into the UN decision-making processes.  

 

Moreover, Local Authority Major Group considers that it is critical to strengthen their capacity in 

good governance of environmental issues.
49

The background paper
50

 for the ministerial 

consultations-IEG in ‘The Future We Want’
51

 states that:   

 

In consideration of previous efforts made consisting of incremental reforms that did not 

result in real improvement, the aforementioned UNEP-related options are interpreted as 

being strong enough to bring about transformative changes and address the existing gaps 

in the current GEG system, including the: a) A lack of an authoritative voice to guide 

environmental policy effectively at the global level, b) A lack of coherence among global 

environmental policies and programmes, c) High degree of financial fragmentations, d) 

A lack of coherence in MEA governance and administration, e) A lack of a central 

monitoring, review and accountability system to guarantee commitments made under 

multilateral environmental agreements (MEAs), f) A lack of sufficient, secure and 

                                                           
47

 Same as note 48. 
48

 Same as note 48. 
49

 Same as note 48. 
50

 The paper is drafted mostly by civil society members, e.g. researchers, etc. 
51

 See Appendix 3. Line 1. 



33 

 

predictable funding and g) The existence of the implementation gap experienced at 

national levels. 

4.3 Solution Proposals by Non-state Actors to facilitate UNEP Reform 

4.3.1 Solution Proposals by respondents at GEG Online Forum 

In an era of globalization, NGOs, corporations and GCS at large are ready to engage in global 

governance. They have advantages to act, organize, and mobilize beyond national political 

sovereignties.  

 

Barton
52

 considers that such a reform is a long term process; it is essential and strategic to train the 

young generations to have the mindset of environmental crises.  

 

Young
53

 is more into a fundamental approach, i.e. to define roles and mandate UNEP to fully 

engage the civil society stakeholders, setting up an overarching strategy to solve issues such as 

overlaps, duplications and inefficiencies, e.g. with a long-term strategic plan with clear objectives 

and compliance mechanisms in place.  

 

Regarding questions initiated by Ivanova
54

 on approaches of engaging civil society in the GEG 

reforming processes, Young
55

 suggests that ‘‘those representatives of Major Groups and 

Stakeholders within the GCS should be directly elected by the GCS rather than being appointed by 

the UN, which is a necessary approach to strengthen long-term collaborative partnerships between 

UN system and GCS, as the current approach seems to be inadequate to engage any interest groups 

and parties’’.  

 

In addition, Ivanova
56

 asserts that ‘‘what is truly needed for reforming the UNEP and GEG is that 

GCS must be able to pressurize the local or state governments to implement sound environmental 

policies, as the environmental security concerns the survival of humanity especially when local or 
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state governments have poor performance in implementations’’. Prideaux
57

 indicates that ‘‘the 

fundamentals of reform should include a re-definition at a higher level of those basic assumptions 

around the environment issues and rights of use of resources. It should also include the evolution of 

adaptive, inter-dependent and nested governance’’. Nonetheless, Prideaux
58

 notes that a greater role 

for GCS is needed in decision-making as well as in provision of information.  

 

Prideaux
59

 proposes a global law approach to mainstream the environmental protection issues into 

the decision-making frameworks of global governance. Nonetheless, Prideaux
60

 notes that:  

 

Although many other respondents claim that it is important to consider the three 

aspects of sustainable development, yes, it would be helpful. But it would also be 

helpful to separate the environment and development as issues. Otherwise, if the 

environment and development issues are always intertwined, it would make the 

negotiation and decision-making processes always complicated. 

 

Different from Zondervan and many other supporters of an upgrade of UNEP to a specialized 

agency, Prideaux
61

 considers that ‘‘simply upgrading UNEP or changing its name does not 

necessarily strengthen UNEP’s capacity to act; on contrary, it would create even more bureaucracy, 

overlaps, duplications and fragmentation and a waste of more human and financial resources’’.  

 

Leopold
62

 argues that ‘‘one of the major issues that GEG has to deal with is that the extreme 

fragmentation of GEG through the UN system in order to realize wider acceptance of the inclusive 

goals of a truly three pillared version of sustainable development’’.  

4.3.2 Solution Proposals by Interviewees 

Upgrading the UNEP into a specialized agency, Zondervan
63

 proposes that: 
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On short term, I would propose a real effort turning UNEP into a highly efficient 

organization in terms of management, administration, and communication. This 

would increase its efficiency, enable it to make even better use of limited funds, and 

strengthen its capacity to better promote and negotiate for medium-term reforms, e.g. 

towards upgrading UNEP into a specialized agency. Another proposal would be to 

strengthen the role of UNEP in synthesizing, communicating and coordinating 

research on global environmental change as it is an area where UNEP already has a 

mandate and potential to occupy a very important niche in the system in case an 

upgrade wouldn’t occur. However, first and foremost, I would propose the UNEP 

GC need to develop a convincing and strong blueprint of how an upgraded UNEP 

would look like and of the process on how to get there. 

 

The idea to integrate environmental agencies of state-governments was opposed by Zondervan
64

, as 

he points out that ‘‘we cannot simply talk about integration here because it concerns entities of 

sovereign states, which cannot be integrated within a UN entity’’. Zondervan
65

 further indicates that 

these entities can only be given a ‘home’, a ‘focal point’, or a ‘platform’ within the UN.  

 

Dodds’proposal 
66

 is to accelerate the clustering of conventions as a process towards a strong WEO 

model between 2015 and 2020. 

 

Shailendra’s proposal for the UNEP reform as follows
67

: 

 

a) Collaborating with formal and non-formal organizations, groups and individuals 

within the GCS. 

b) Set and promote reflexive laws for GEG. 

c) Allow sovereign spiritual person to contribute to the formulation (policy, law, plans, 

etc.) and realization (implementation and impact seeking) of them in collaboration 

with state-governments, corporations and other civil society groups. 
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d) Collaborative recognition and actualization framework for past, present and future 

global governance and growth agent (saint, king, government, corporate and 

sovereign person). 

4.3.3 Solution Proposals by Major Groups 

The Major Groups and Stakeholders Branch for IEG offers a whole package of solutions, a 

combined top-down and bottom-up approach, which are also shared and agreed upon by a NGO 

representative Magraw
68

. For example, principles of transparency, public participation and 

accountability; greater responsiveness to special needs of the poor and disadvantaged states and 

peoples; streamline the needs of state-governments; achieve coherence between institutions or 

regimes at global, regional and national levels.
69

 Magraw also proposes that effective regional 

organizations need to be strengthened so that they can work as the intermediary platform to 

streamline the needs of both IOs and state-governments.
70

 

 

The Stakeholder Forum suggests that nine principles should be adopted to facilitate a systematic 

structural transformation of the UN, namely, the Earth Integrity Principle, the Planetary Boundaries 

Principle, the Dignity Principle, the Justice principle, the Resilience Principle, the Governance 

Principle, the Beyond GDP Principle.
71

  

 

Referring to a discussion with representatives from the business community where the point was 

made that we need a global legal framework that sets common standards as without which there will 

be no fair competition, Corell (2008) also stresses that governments must realize that they need to 

put an even greater focus than before on the need for the rule of law both nationally and globally on 

addressing global environmental issues. 

 

Nonetheless, Friends of the Earth (UK) considers that green economy is a part of the solutions. 

“This is critically important given attempts by someone to define a “one size fits all” model of the 
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so called “green economy” which promotes unsustainable business as usual. It is also welcome that 

policies should be “guided by and in accordance with all Rio principles, Agenda 21, and 

Johannesburg Plan of Implementation” (paragraph 57).
72

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chapter 5 - Analysis and Discussion  

5.1 Analysis and Discussion of Visions of Reform of UNEP by Non-state Actors 

5.1.1 Analysis and Discussion of Visions of respondents at GEG Online Forum 

Views of Ivanova in Section 4.1.1 indicate that a fundamental reform is necessary. In fact, most of 

the respondents of the forum are inclined towards a fundamental reform of UNEP. For example, 

Prideaux considers that incremental reform has been considered counter-productive, e.g. these issue-

specific MEAs have dealt with problems on a symptom-by-symptom basis that often create more 

problems elsewhere (Golmohammadi 2012). Although, the Options Background Paper and Draft 

Resolution proposes an ambitious incremental approach by making the best use of existing 

structures to meet current needs and making incremental adjustments to existing structures with the 

intention to better address current demands in conjunction with future needs for sustainable 

development (UNEP 2012). This position is opposed by Biermann et al. (2011) that 

‘‘incrementalism, the main approach since the 1972 Stockholm Conference, will not be sufficient to 
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bring about societal change at the level and speed needed to mitigate and adapt to current earth 

system transformation’’.  

 

Arguments of Pierre and Ivanova at Section 4.1.1 indicate that nation-states have their domestic 

issues that are listed higher on their priority agenda, e.g. survival of their regimes. In fact, many 

visions in this section have brought out the engagement of GCS to pressure state-governments (e.g. 

Ivanova, Young, etc.) to ensure of their compliance on environment conventions and their 

implementations on policies made at the UN level. However, IOs could enhance their own 

performance through engaging with non-state actors, but it could be a complementary approach as 

there are no genuine enforcement mechanisms in the global system (Abbott 2010). 

 

Indeed, power is often closely connected to implementation and problem-solving capability to 

mobilize resources (Nilsson 2003). Perhaps, UNEP should focus on achieving more results with 

greater efficiency and effectiveness and building and upgrading itself to an organization with more 

resources, funds and more talented and competitive staff, and most important of all is to create a 

great institution that can put these resources at the right palace to sustain its effectiveness in the long 

run. Otherwise only more resources cannot guarantee its effectiveness.  

5.1.2 Analysis and Discussion of Visions of Interviewees 

It seems that the already existing UN CSD has failed its mandate when it was set up according to 

Zondervan
73

 and Dodds
74

 above, with Zondervan
75

 notes that it would be interesting to have an 

alternative council that has stronger relations with the Bretton Woods institutions to carry out such a 

mandate. As the first step of all, an upgrade of UNEP to a specialized agency would be a feasible 

option.
76

 A new Environmental Protection Council would become a focal point in the UN system 

which could link the streams of economic and environmental pillars (Palmer 1989). 

 

It is important that governments would take serious actions to support overall integrative 

mechanisms within the UN system that can better integrate the social, economic and environmental 
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pillars of sustainable development (Biermann et al. 2011). However, as stated above in Section 5.1.1 

that there are no such enforceable global mechanisms that can ensure the compliance of nation-

states in tangible implementations.  

 

This suggestion of Barton
77

 brings us into an even broader context, which also made it hard for the 

author of this paper to deny such a possibility. Also, it is supported by the arguments drawn from 

global democracy by Tännsjö (2008) that a world democratic government would eventually be able 

to effectively address challenging issues confronting the planet earth in 21 century. Tännsjö (2008) 

also argues that a world democratic government can be established without resorting to the use of 

violence.   

5.1.3 Analysis and Discussion of Visions of Major Groups 

The position of Women Major Group, Business Major Group and NGOs Major Group reflects that 

the legal aspects and fragmentation of the GEA in Section 2.3, Chapter 4. For example, Women’s 

Major Group didn’t mention the question on how to create such a legally binding framework and 

how to guarantee the compliance and accountability mechanism functioning. So perhaps the most 

effective way to achieve this is to first include a new Chapter in UN Charter dealing with the 

environment (Palmer 1992:279).  

 

Compared to those other visions in Section 4.1.1 and 4.1.2, this vision perceived by Marashi is more 

holistic and integrative
78

. In Section 4.1.3 Marashi and the Business Major Group brings out that 

UNEP should be given more legitimacy and political influence at both regional and national levels 

regarding its capacity building. However, whether it should be given more legitimacy or political 

influence to regional organizations was not being mentioned much in Section 4.1.3. Though 

Marashi
79

 did point out that ‘‘a creation of effective sustainable development councils at regional 

and national levels is also necessary’’. Biermann (2011:14) considers that ‘‘strengthening UNEP’s 

regional offices would enhance the role of UNEP as intermediary platform in initiating and 

executing South-South cooperation. Understanding the needs and bringing together the expertise of 

                                                           
77

 Same as note 22. 

78
 See Methods Chapter. 

79
 Same as note 34. 



40 

 

one region would allow it to match potential partners for South-South cooperation thereby opening 

up an additional avenue for support’’. Governance beyond nation-states can supplement resolving 

problems especially when they could jump out the containment by national interests. Yet even for 

this, it requires support and oversight of state-governments. (Biermann et al. 2011:14)   

 

The vision of the Joint Statement of nine Major Groups in Section 4.1.3 is in line with what is stated 

in paragraph 50-51 of the Zero Draft that ‘‘we agree to strengthen the capacity of UNEP to fulfill its 

mandate by establishing universal membership in its Governing Council and calling for significant 

increase in its financial base to deepen policy coordination and to enhance means of 

implementations.’’ 

 

Even though the Business Group, Farmers Major Group, an NGO representative Marashi and NGO 

PEG and Joint Statement of 9 Major Groups all agree upon incorporating the green economy issues 

into the reforming process of UNEP and GEG in Section 4.1.3, the mandate of UNEP is more 

focused on environmental issues rather than economy issues which won’t change in the short run. 

Perhaps this can be seen as an opportunity to open up a new ‘architecture’ for an upgraded UNEP 

governance structure. However, such a vision is not shared by other Major Groups in their 

statements yet.  

5.2 Analysis and Discussion of Problems Hindering UNEP Reform – Perceived 

by Non-state Actors 

5.2.1 Analysis and Discussion of Problems Identified by respondents of the GEG Online 

Forum 

Section 2.2 indicates that the relevant parties include state-governments and non-state actors (e.g. 

NGOs, major groups, civil society, corporations, etc.). However, these groups have different 

mandates and different interests. The mandates of state governments might contradict with each 

other and the interests of non-state actors, e.g. NGOs, particularly the interests of those global 

NGOs which are not always in line with state governments. Thus, the issue how to balance the 

interests of all the different groups among GEG stakeholders will continue to be a major challenge 

for future UNEP and GEG reforms.  
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Section 2.3 indicates that incremental reforms have created lots of problems, e.g. jurisdictional 

overlaps, eroding responsibilities, duplications of work, bureaucracy, lack of transparency and 

increased demanding and criticisms from governments especially governments of developing states, 

which together have made the reforming process of UNEP and GEG challenging. For example, 

there are overlaps of environmental agendas between different UN systems, e.g. UNFAO and 

UNESCO, and the lack of coordination between these different organizations and policies. The 

World Bank, WTO, and other IOs also have their agendas related to environmental protection 

(Biermann 2000). Therefore, duplication and overlaps make the coordination work of UNEP rather 

challenging.  

 

Biermann even thinks that the current global situation might have come close to abolishing national 

environment ministries and transferring their programs and policies to the ministries of agriculture, 

industry, energy, economics, or trade. Indeed, greater transparency and information disclosure can 

empower GCS to hold governments and other non-state actors (e.g. business corporations, etc.) 

accountable as well as providing incentives for better environment with better performance of 

sustainable development. On the other hand, transparency does not always deliver concrete changes 

and disclosed information is also often inaccessible, inconsistent or incomprehensible. Governments 

and private actors must ensure that transparency and disclosure obligations must go beyond 

‘business as usual’ approach to stimulate transformation in existing unsustainable practices. 

(Biermann et al. 2011) 

 

Although incremental approach has been proved not being effective, abolishing it will immediately 

have destructive impacts on the entire UNEP system, as genuine and effective measures require time 

to test and prove. For example, India argues that an incremental approach would be more 

constructive while drastic-engineering of the existing apparatus would be counter-productive (IISD 

2011). This point of view is actually practical and realistic, as the application of the theory of 

creative destruction
80

 almost means revolution. Creative destruction approach was applied by Mao 

in his leadership during the Chinese revolution in the last century; it means in order to create a new 

world, it is necessary to destroy the old world. Consider the possible mess and tumult created by 

such an approach would require decades for everything to be back in order and control. The 
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approach should not be encouraged and the combined incremental and fundamental approach of the 

Executive Director Steiner (2009) is both a cautious and relatively safe approach in this regard. 

 

The arguments of Barton and Strongheart in Section 4.2.1 are reasonable, which is also supported 

by the Rio+20 Earth Summit that ‘‘we acknowledge, however, that there have also been setbacks 

because of multiple interrelated crises – financial, economic and volatile energy and food prices. 

Food insecurity, climate change and biodiversity loss have adversely affected development gains
81

’’.  

 

In addition, Section 4.2.1 indicates that many developing states still consider that ‘for the moment 

UNEP is still the “organization of the US and the West” and its problematic destiny of working as 

the instrument of the US and the West won’t change in a short term, no matter whether it is UNEO 

or WEO or whatever kind of reform it would go through. Thus, fundamental change of UNEP is 

perhaps still waiting for the approval of the US which is still the dominating superpower of the 

world’. In the global arena, the US still holds strong influence of the majority of IOs, for example, 

the US holds the most voting rights (15.85%) in World Bank, IMF, etc.82 and the US politicians are 

particularly skilled in exercising power and control (Foot et al. 2003). It is no wonder that the World 

Bank is a UN agency, at separately sometimes at odds-with the UN (Crippa 2010 in Herbertson 

2012:5). Indeed, states influenced by those traditional realist and neoliberal institutionalist scholars 

still consider that creation of IOs are to maximize their own national interests (Abbott 2010:10). On 

the other hand, Earth system transformation is too urgent to be left to the veto power of single states 

(Biermann et al. 2011). 

 

Moreover, Section 4.2.1 brings out little information in regard to the relations between UNEP and 

financial institutions. Strongheart (2011) considers that ‘‘it is really a pity that the US which the 

success of the reform to a large extent still depend on so subjectively rejects the notion of a WEO.” 

While Walker’s statement in Section 4.2.1 indicates that if such a WEO means that the US has to 

sacrifice its power and global influence, it will be destined to face strong resistance from the US 

Congress at a political level. As global leader, the US is particularly good at exercising its power 

and influence, it certainly has means. For example, the US could also use G- mechanism (e.g. G7, 
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G8, G20, etc.), NATO, and Bretton Woods institutions, e.g. World Bank, IMF, etc. to marginalize, 

weaken and off-balance the UN; such strategies also go to other IOs in the field of environment, e.g. 

US could use Global Environment Facility to ‘counter-balance’ UNEP till UNEP ‘enjoys’ working 

with the US
83

. This is logical, as the US used to be an almost sole funder of UNEP. So If the UNEP 

is going to be beyond the influence of the US, obviously any such moves will face lots of political 

frictions. 

 

With very strong financial leverage, US can always find a way to balance the UNEP when it sees 

the UNEP is no longer representing its voice. For example, if we compare the amount of finance the 

US supports the GEF and UNEP respectively
84

 we can easily see that which one of them the US 

favors.
85

 With the concrete financial support of the US government, the GEF has been much more 

effective than the UNEP since it was substantially reformed in 1994 (Biermann 2007:110). In fact, 

the US considers UNEP merely as an implementing agency of GEF and GEF can always withdraw 

its financial support when the US wants to, as after all GEF is a US based agency (UNEP 2010c). It 

is no wonder China + G77 claims that things will not change much no matter what kind of reforms 

would be carried out as long as there is no equity, equality and democracy in the global system 

(Andresen 2007).  

 

The US has the strongest voting power over large financial institutions like World Bank, IMF, GEF, 

etc. Therefore the relations between UNEP and these institutions will have to depend on the US-UN 

relationship in a larger context. As the UN-US relationship is constantly in a repercussion; thus, it 

makes the working partnership of UNEP with private actors particularly valuable and necessary, as 

the practical activities of UNEP are severely constrained by the UN Secretariat’s budgetary realities 
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(Bauer 2009:183). Positive news for UNEP, its relations with other smaller financial institutions 

have been progressive in recent years
86

.  

5.2.2 Analysis and Discussion of Problems Identified and Perceived by Interviewees 

As it is showed at Section 4.2.2, both Khourdajie and Zondervan oppose the incremental approach. 

Khourdajie considers the lack of the engagement of GCS is a critical issue, while Zondervan 

considers the objectives of UNEP reforms by UNEP itself and the GCS don’t match. Zondervan 

also notes that capacity construction of UNEP as an institution should be strengthened in aspects of 

staff competency, location, and administration.  In regard to mandate of UNEP, both Zondervan and 

Dodds suggest it should be upgraded. Contrary than Zondervan and Dodds, Shailendra consider the 

inertia of UNEP due to decades of operation with the conventional approach and for UNEP to 

achieve efficiency and effectiveness, UNEP needs to jump out of its comfort zone, e.g. try to adopt 

new governance models. Swanström brought us into an even larger context, he considers NEG is 

part of GEG; NEG is the actual implementation of environmental governance at national level. 

However, due to the internal issues of the authoritarian regimes, the environmental governance 

issues were poorly managed. 

 

Section 4.2.2 also indicates that state-governments are not always willing to actively engage 

themselves in dealing with their domestic environmental issues; thus, it makes GCS to pressure 

them in order to realize effectiveness of GEG essential. For example, when it comes to practice, 

developing countries are important implementation carriers of policies of UNEP, and many 

ministers have participated in environmental policy-making procedures of UNEP. However, when it 

comes to concrete implementations, there are always lots of concerns of other prioritized domestic 

issues of their respective states. Perhaps what strategy that is truly needed for UNEP or the UN is to 

find ways to stimulate a competition among states in terms of performances of their respective NEG.  

5.2.3 Analysis and Discussion of Problems Identified by Major Groups 

Issues reflected in Section 4.2.3 by Major Groups, are in line with statements of UNEP. For 

example, in recent years, many sound policies have been made through ministerial conferences, 
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forums, MEAs, etc., but the speed of the global degradation of the environment has got sped up 

rather than slowing down. So, one might begin to wonder: if all these sound policies are not 

implemented smoothly, when the effectiveness of UNEP and its aim to become a global authority in 

leading GEG can be realized.  

 

Greenpeace International’s concern of the lack of urgency in the mindset of GEG community and 

the lack of enforceable and practical proposal as problem can be well grounded as Greenpeace has 

the go and do the job working approach. Contrary than UNEP, strong in documentations but weak 

in tangible actions, Greenpeace is strong in taking concrete actions. So it is reasonable for 

Greenpeace to have such views. GEC’s approach is also very interesting, rather than drive or force 

the business to reluctantly do the work, it would be more productive if they were persuaded that 

they can make more profits if they would invest in people and environment. 

 

TWN, Women Major Group and Business Major Group all share the same position that the lack of 

platforms that are accessible to them in environmental decision-making is the issue. On the ground 

level, the Local Authority Major Group considers that a lack of such training that can strengthen 

their environmental problem-solving capacity is the issue. It was concluded by the background 

paper ‘‘The Future We Want
87

’’ that there are 7 major issues confronting UNEP reform, many of 

them were shared by respondents of the GEG Online Forum and interviewees at this research. One 

issue brought out by this paper worth mentioning here is that a lack of central monitoring, review 

and accountability system for commitments made under MEAs.  

 

UNEP acknowledges that addressing the gap is not about the need for or the absence of a global 

authority for the environment, but rather the need for UNEP to have the capacity to fulfill and 

implement its mandate in practice and reality (UNEP 2010e). Also, for the UNEP to have the 

capacity to fulfill and implement its mandate, it is critical if all major groups within the GCS would 

be willing to provide concrete support to the UNEP and effectively implement its policies and 

agenda on the ground. Thus, it would still be strategic for the newly upgraded UNEP to engage the 

NGOs and GCS into its mandate and work agenda. However, to facilitate this process, it would also 
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be important for UNEP to legalize more platforms that can ensure the rights of NGOs and their 

participations of UN global conferences, in order to foster more implementations on the ground 

level. 

5.3 Analysis and Discussion of Solution Proposals by Non-state Actors  

5.3.1 Analysis and Discussion of Solution Proposals by respondents of the GEG Online Forum 

More respondents preferred a fundamental approach than an incremental approach in reforming and 

restructuring the institution of UNEP. As mentioned above, Achim Steiner (UNEP’s Executive 

Director) suggested a combined approach of both incremental and fundamental reform
88

 in a plan 

for systematic structural change
89

 (Steiner 2009).  

 

In Section 4.3.1 both Leopold and Prideaux agrees upon strengthening the environmental pillar in 

the global governance of sustainable development. The only difference is that Prideaux considers 

that separating the environmental issues from the development issues while Leopold prefers a merge 

of them. Perhaps, there is a need to re-categorize the environmental and development issues, while 

strengthening the environmental pillar of the sustainable development by incorporating all 

environmental issues into other ministries, energy, economy, agriculture, etc.  

 

Compared to the views of Biermann above in 5.2.1 that the possibility of abolishing the 

environmental ministries of state-governments and integrating the environmental issues to other 

ministries, such an issue of separating the environmental issues from the development issues should 

be well discussed and analyzed. Prideaux considers that if the environmental and development 

issues are always intertwined, it will only create more overlaps and duplications in GEG. However, 

if environmental issues and development should be separated, how should they be separated? Are 

there any clear boundaries between the environmental issues and development issues? For example, 

chemical pollutions are environmental issues, but aren’t they created by the social development? 
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Isn’t it also a development issue? If all the environmental ministries at national level and 

environmental commissions at regional level are all removed, all the environmental should be 

further governed?  

5.3.2 Analysis and Discussion of Proposed Solutions by Interviewees 

Zondervan has pointed out the issue of sovereignty of states
90

. Indeed, it is a focal problem 

hindering the UN or UNEP in achieving its reform objectives. Just as stated by Palmer (1992) that if 

state sovereignty is the foundation of global law, the Hague Declaration would be the first nail in its 

coffin. On the other hand, if state sovereignty is the foundation of national law, then global or global 

sovereignty should be the foundation of global/global law. Connecting it with the thought of Hans 

Corell in Results Section 4.2.2 that ‘the reform of the UN is all about the reform of nation-states’ 

and the only law governs the global relations is the global law and the concept of ‘‘rule of law 

among nations’’ may have richer associations, it may have also included harmonious interaction of 

internal/national law and global law, in which the global law has supremacy (Corell 2004).  

 

On the other hand, Corell (2004) also notes that there have not been adequate institutional 

mechanisms aimed at ensuring the compliance of nation-states with their global obligations. 

However, the positive side is that elaboration of new norms of global law continues and the focus is 

shifting towards the building of mechanisms aimed at enhancing the effectiveness of the existing 

global law. Corell further noted with prudence that the UN must remain in the centre of this new 

effort. Just as what Hague Declaration (1989) states that ‘‘development of new principles of global 

law including new and more effective decision-making enforcement mechanisms’’ is much needed. 

In fact, soft but inclusive agreements may evolve into hard law, for example, through framework-

plus-protocol approaches, tacit-acceptance procedures for amendments, and formalized mechanisms 

that help turn soft law agreements into hard law (Abbott 2004).  

 

Some researchers consider that a soft approach, global values, norms and actions promoted by IOs, 

can help shape the cognitive context of regulatory standard setting by influencing the information, 

                                                           
90

 Through his actual commenting on this paper. 



48 

 

priority and values of diversity of public and private actors (Biermann et al. 2009, p47-48; 

Biermann & Siebenhüner 2009, p319-324).  

 

Taking all proposals of the interviewees at Section 4.3.2 into consideration, an alternative council 

might be a sound solution. In fact, earlier in 1989, Palmer (1989) proposes that a new 

Environmental Protection Council would become a focal point in the UN system which could link 

the streams of economic and environmental pillars. It would have responsibility to engage decisions 

on sustainable policies for global environmental issues. It would be empowered to take binding 

decisions that are enforceable to all member states of the UN to act but not just talk. 

 

It has been many years since this idea was proposed, however, there is still no such a council 

existing yet. The reason might because it is hard for this council to exercise executive leadership to 

other two pillars, i.e. economic pillar and the development pillar. So why not upgrade the current 

UN Social and Economic Council to UN Sustainable Development Council, and then put such an 

environmental, development and economic and social affairs councils as three pillars under it? Then, 

put all other agencies, programmes, funds and commissions under these three categories according 

to their mandates. Just as stated in the UN Report 2006 - ‘Delivering as one’ that UNEP should be 

upgraded to have a genuine authority as the environmental policy pillar of the UN system
91

.  

5.3.3 Analysis and Discussion of Solution Proposals by the Major Groups 

In section 4.1, there are proposals of establishing regional environmental governance platforms. 

However, conditions for such middle mechanisms to function effectively are not yet ripe, which is 

another core issue. As mentioned above transformative structural change in global governance is 

needed. It seems that all these proposals are focused on engaging civil societies, but there is no 

single proposal that has yet mentioned which would be the best model or platform that could engage 

non-state actors within the civil society in all different levels. Though, Magraw did mention that 

regional organizations should be strengthened in Section 4.3.3. In fact, in this regard, for the first 

time the Rio+20 texts placed as real commitment for regional organizations to play a more 

significant role to follow up the implementations. 
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The proposals mentioned in Section 4.3.2 are all good solutions, but can be hardly achieved through 

an incremental reform approach. Thus, without achieving global democracy and justice, achieving 

these above mentioned visions would be utopian. This view is shared by the Workers and Trade 

Unions Major Group that there will be no truly good governance without strong participation of 

civil society and world citizens at national, regional and global levels. Achieving global democracy 

and justice would first of all need to promote these universal values to all. Moreover, values and 

norms impact innovations, and more innovations is possible in a free environment. Thus, norms, 

values and thoughts that can sustain democracy and freedom should be widely applied.  

 

The lack of innovations to some extent indicates the lack of practice of universal norms and values 

in GEG which is another fundamental issue hindering the reforming process of UNEP and GEG at 

large. For example, NEG
92

, REG
93

, GEG, etc. are still not comprehended by the GCS at large. To 

prevent those worst scenarios from happening, values, norms, institutions that could stimulate or 

encourage innovations, in green technology, in designing models of engaging non-state actors and 

GCS, in institutional structural reform, etc. are strongly needed. For example, the issue that 

emerging technology that might pose potential risks for sustainable development (e.g. it is predicted 

that numerous jobs will be lost due to the adoption of companies with new more productive 

technologies) would require an global institutional framework to regulate. (Biermann et al. 2011) 

 

Nonetheless, there are quite a few proposals mentioned in Section 4.3.3, some of which are trying to 

make a clear blueprint and road map for GEG reform. However, the continual incremental approach 

without a clear vision and objective will only continually build blocks as considered by Khourdajie. 

Zondervan has chosen a more balanced approach, which is to set the reform objective into two 

phases, a medium term objective and a long-term objective. A medium-term objective is to upgrade 

UNEP into a specialized agency. This proposal seems closer to what Achim Steiner noted a 

combined incremental and fundamental approach in Steiner (2009). Although Najam (2003) 

considers that WEO, GEO or UNEO do not necessarily guarantee that the above mentioned 

problems can be addressed. However, an effective global organization does play a powerful role in 
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catalyzing and steering novel and more effective forms of private and public-private governance 

(Abbott 2009, 2010).  

 

Friends of Earth in Section 4.3.3 indicates that green economy issues should be incorporated into 

GEG reforming processes, which is an interesting proposal as economy is also a major pillar of 

sustainable development. The economic base of a society determines its superstructure
94

. The 

economic base and its superstructure (politics, ideology, etc.), and these contradictions inevitably 

lead to different kinds of social movement/revolution in different kinds of societies. (Mao 1965) As 

the historical context has changed, the forms of revolution and movement approaches have also 

evolved. Logically, the heavy carbon economy determines that the superstructure of the society is 

negative factors affecting the climate while green economy determines that the superstructure of a 

society would also become green. In fact, there are already quite a few green parties existing in 

Europe and other parties of governments are also transitioning into new practice of green politics.  

 

On the other hand, the green superstructure would also have positive impacts to transitioning the 

society into green economy. Thus, the transformation of superstructure of nation-states is of high 

significance to the effectiveness of GEG. For example, global trade, investment and insurance 

regimes, must be urged to reflect and embed social, developmental, and environmental values 

(Bernstein 2008). Global sustainability cannot be achieved without fundamental reforms in the 

global economic system (Biermann et al. 2011:7). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
94

 Marx Karl in Das Kapital 1867. 



51 

 

Chapter 6 – Conclusion 

The objective of this research work is to study views of non-state actors on how they envision 

UNEP’s role in the future GEG structure, and the problems confronting the UNEP and GEG reform 

and how they would propose for resolving the issues. 

6.1 Visions of respondents of the GEG Online Forum 

The visions of the UNEP and GEG reform must be built upon the GEG architecture. Based on all 

the results presented at Section 4.1, we can also say that the importance of GEG has been widely 

debated in the field, but not yet among the ordinary people within the GCS. A few visions regarding 

environmental governance at the regional, sub-regional, levels are being mentioned. It indicates that 

there is still not a mature or widely accepted global institutional structure on environmental that 

could streamline environmental governance at regional, sub-regional and national levels among 

nation-states.  

 

Based on statements and analysis of Section 4.1.1 and 4.1.2, a marginal number of civil society 

representatives indicate that a creation and strengthening of regional organizations as medium 

supranational mechanisms between national level and global level is essential to streamline the 

reporting system and meet the needs of an effective UN system and the needs of regional and 

national governments to resolve the problems caused by increasing fragmentation and segmentation 

within GEG. Such medium platforms are already under formation, e.g. EU, SCO, African Union, 

etc. 

6.2 Problems Hindering UNEP Reform – Perceived by Non-state Actors 

Because of the lack of participation and engagement of GCS, the gap between the people of the 

world and UN itself, a lack of compliance of state-governments’ commitment to enforcement 

mechanisms (e.g. global environmental law) in policy implementations (e.g. MEAs), power 

struggles between state-governments and non-state actors and among states for domination, lack of 

transparency, fragmentations, overlaps, etc. are perceived as fundamental problems confronting the 

reform of UNEP and GEG. They are actually created by the evolution process of global governance 

system in the macro-context of the globalization, which are the by-products of theorizing and the 
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practical evolution process of the formation of an effective and coherent global governance 

mechanism. Thus, neither UNEP nor any state-governments should be blamed for the reasons of 

ineffectiveness of the GEG, but a process that UNEP must go through before it would realize its 

effectiveness. 

 

The lack of clear mandate, clear roadmap, clear vision and the methods of reform itself also are the 

problems. In addition, the structure of the entire UN institution is also a problem, though it is not a 

fundamental problem. The structure itself is designed according to the old paradigms of values, 

norms and standards set by the western world since the Second World War that is no longer suiting 

the needs of state-governments, non-state actors and GCS, which thus account as one of the 

fundamental problems. Such a system would be hardly possible to incorporate the will of 

developing states into account as the division between the North and the South is still another focal 

problem, the fundamental cause of which is the different values, norms and ruling systems.  

 

According to analysis in Section 5.3.1, we can deduce that contradictions between the need to build 

a future green-economic-base and the current conventional superstructure (politics, ideology, etc.) 

are another fundamental problem. There is still a wide gap between the current economic 

development without taking into account of natural resources and a cyclic and green economy. 

Section 4.2.1 indicates that the lack of universal norms and values is not the fundamental problem, 

but the lack of practice of them is.  

6.3 Proposals for UNEP reform by Non-state Actors  

Strengthening regional organizations is required to ensure the accountability of nation-states, and to 

streamline the needs of both state-governments and UN agencies. For example, regional 

organizations such as EU, SCO, AU, etc. need to be strengthened. Fundamental problems need to be 

considered by all proposals for the reform of UNEP and GEG, and that should always include the 

issue on how to take into account the interests of all the groups and parties that are involved in the 

negotiations and the decision-making processes of UNEP and GEG reform. Unless approaches 

could be found and created that could balance the interests of all the groups and parties, achieving 

the reform objectives of UNEP and IEG would be utopian.  

 



53 

 

Based on analysis of Section 4.3.2, we can deduce that the fundamental reform of UN requires the 

fundamental reform of nation-states. If these claims are all correct, then we can deduce that any 

states that over-power the UN should be weakened, otherwise it would be impossible for the UN to 

exercise its global leadership with power and influence to ensure the accountability of nation-states. 

Moreover, sovereignty-of-states issues that hindering IOs’ problems-solving capacity should 

eventually be resolved. Otherwise, for the UN to achieve its global power status that is able to take 

up full accountability for global affairs and take up the global leadership role over the nation-states 

would be utopian. 

Based on the analysis of Section 5.3.1, for civil society to be engaged into GEG requires conditions, 

i.e. civil society actors have to be empowered to act through explicit participation provisions such as 

access to information and procedures for justice. Moreover, without GCS’s being fully supportive 

and monitoring of the compliance of commitments of nation-states it would be utopian for the 

global law to be enforceable to all nation-states.  

Moreover, concrete measures need to be taken to strengthen the cognitive, normative and executive 

influence (e.g. new cognitive values, norms need to be created and pushed forward by institutions, 

while strengthening executive influence of UNEP requires wider support from non-state actors and 

GCS) of UNEP to nation-states, non-state actors and GCS. Without a creative destruction of old 

systems can a construction of new systems be realized. Such a new WEO should be capable of 

delivering results, it can demonstrate flexibility to adapt and adjust to changes, and can effectively 

function to address such complex environmental, climate change issues. Bearing in mind that 

economic base determines the superstructure. Thus, creating such a WEO, or whatever-EO that is 

effective, it requires a solid world-wide green movement to push forward such a green economy 

base. 

 

Section 4.3.1 indicates that UNEP has strengthened its efforts in engaging the NGOs and GCS at 

large, which is a positive sign. To transform GCS to become ‘‘we are the people of UN and UNEP’’ 

requires a fundamental approach, which is to educate the GCS with universal norms and new 

cognitive values. In addition, Section 5.3.3 also indicates without the global society transition to 

green economy, effectiveness of GEG and global sustainability cannot be achieved without 
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fundamental reforms in the global economic system. This process would require much longer time, 

but to prevent those worst scenarios from happening, a fundamental approach is both essential and 

fundamental.  

 

6.4 Reflections 

 

Strengthening UNEP is essential, and it is more important that an upgraded UNEP can motivate and 

mobilize effective and decisive governmental actions, both at the national, regional and global level. 

While the broader reform options offer certain advantages and disadvantages, but none of the 

reforms will be able to create effectiveness if they are not being carried out in conjunction with 

reforms of environmental governance at the national and regional levels. The various crises that 

have resulted from human activities are no longer compartmentalized in nations or sectors as the 

global crises, environmental crisis, development crisis and energy crisis are actually one crisis, none 

of them can be separated one from the others; there can be no compartmentalization of the politics 

fostering sustainable development, neither globally or nationally (Hedrén and Linnér, 2009:216).  

 

On regional level, we have seen many multinational institutions have been created, EU, SCO, AU, 

etc. In fact, these multilateral institutions and organizations can influence the interests and behaviors 

of states through international cooperation to meet political as well as economic needs, not only 

through agreements, but also with instruments to ensure compliance, e.g. lots of multinational 

environmental treaties have been signed, World Conservation Strategy and the World Charter for 

Nature (Hedrén and Linnér, 2009:214). On national level, no single blueprint will be found, as 

economic and social systems and economic conditions differ widely among countries. Each nation 

will have to work out its own concrete policy implications. (Hedrén and Linnér, 2009:216) 

 

In fact, without the solid financial, political support from the US, the West and the developing states, 

UNEP can hardly become an effective organization in the short term. The fundamental causes for all 

of these problems are the current old paradigm of values, norms and standards set by the western 

world since the Second World War. Thus, a restructuring a new world order and world power 

distribution towards equality is a critical, necessary and a fundamental approach. In this regard, 
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universal views have been expressed predominantly by northern industrial countries, stressing the 

need for all countries irrespective f level of industrial development to address environmental issues 

that beyond national boundaries (Hedrén and Linnér, 2009:214).   

 

NGOs and other non-state actors within the GCS are important players in the GEG, which have 

transformative potential in advancing the global environmental norms. Therefore, they are also the 

core architects for a creation of new GEG framework. Additionally, GCS can work both as an 

important partner to governments in many aspects, e.g. information provision, capacity-building, 

monitoring their implementation, enforcement, etc. On the other hand, GCS can also work as an 

important counterweight to governments, e.g. criticizing the governments in holding back taking 

sound environmental initiatives, etc. 

 

The fundamental objective of the reform UNEP and GEG should be able to achieve harmony 

between nature and mankind. The trans-boundary character of global environmental issues and the 

social and economic consequences of ecological degradation connect ecosystems and social systems 

(Hedrén and Linnér, 2009:214). Without harmony democracy has deficit and without democracy 

harmony cannot be secured either. The benefits of globalization and its related trends are unevenly 

distributed across countries, societies and groups of people differ in the extent to which they 

embrace and support many of the dominant material and non-material trends of harmonization and 

globalization (Hedrén and Linnér, 2009:214). As the state-governments are peripherally supporting 

the UN, thus to fundamentally strengthen the power of the UN, e.g. UNEP, requires solid support of 

GCS on the ground level.  

 

For the national environmental law to be enforceable there is in need of a well-functioning of 

national government. For regional environmental law to be enforceable to state members, a well-

functioning of a regional government is needed. Thus, for the global environmental law to be 

enforceable to all nation-states, corporations and the GCS, perhaps a well-functioning world 

government is needed. Globalization involves an intensification of the awareness of the world as a 

single entity in which there are no real isolated spaces, the process of which have catalyzed notions 

of fixed territoriality, in relation not only to capitalism but also to the struggles for ecological 
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adaptation and resource conservation. The theme of Stockholm Conference was fittingly Only One 

Earth and was called Earth Summit (Hedrén and Linnér, 2009:214).  

 

So perhaps, to further strengthen the power and influence of UN in order to balance the power of 

state governments, UN will need to vertically unite the global civil society as strategic partners. 

There are voices supporting this view, though whether this vision is achievable or not still has no 

conclusive answer. Will the current UN in an era of global democracy be sufficient to maintain 

global peace and eventually achieve the ultimate objective of global governance to achieve global 

perpetual peace and sustainable development?  

 

Problems confronting the reform of UNEP or the UN system at large are the byproducts of the 

world order and power transition process i.e. the world is stepping from a uni-polar world into a 

multi-polar world. However, Nation-states are not yet ready to submit enough power and 

enforcement capacity to the UN and the UN is neither allowed to take full accountability for global 

affairs nor powerful enough to subject all nation-states under its wings. Therefore, power-struggles 

between nation-states and the UN are necessary parts of the evolving process of global governance, 

a process of either the UN borrows the power and strengths of the states in transforming itself into a 

more powerful UN or the states will hold the UN in hand acting with its name in pursing their 

national interests. In the end, a few most power states would dominate the global governance issues, 

it seems it pretty suit the current world scenarios, e.g. G7, G8, G20, etc. Just as indicated at Hedrén 

and Linnér (2009:214) that alliances of countries, e.g. G7, EU, etc. can work together to enforce the 

notion of fixed territoriality or challenge it. 

 

For the fundamental problems to be addressed and for the final realization of effectiveness and 

efficiency of GEG, a fiercer world-wide green ‘revolution’ (movement, technological innovation 

revolution, governance institution innovation, etc.) should be initiated by world states, NGOs and 

other civil society actors to push forward a world power order restructure towards global justice, 

global democracy and harmony based on the principle of equality and equity to speed up the process 

of transitioning the world society into green economy and sustainable development, which is a 

required fundamental approach.  
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The ‘revolution’ itself is also an approach of creative destruction of old norms, values and rules and 

a creation of new cognitive values, norms and new regulatory rules, a fundamental approach of 

transforming these new norms, values and rules into practical issues resolution. Non-state actors 

would be a crucial ‘revolution’ force in bridging the North-South division, in strengthening the 

power, influence and problem-solving capacity of the UN. The sustainable development agenda 

posits fundamental questions in regard the current world system; planetary equity is one element in 

the utopian thinking of sustainable development, which was inherent in the UN charter (Hedrén and 

Linnér (2009:215). The UN Charter from 1945 stipulates that governments have a responsibility to 

co-operate to achieve peace, freedom, human rights and social and economic progress for all people, 

e.g. article 22 stipulates: ‘‘everyone, as a member of society, has the right to social security and is 

entitled to realization, through national effort and international co-operation and in accordance with 

the organization and resources of each state, of the economic, social and cultural rights 

indispensable for his dignity and the free development of his personality’’. (Hedrén and Linnér 

(2009:215) 

 

The law of contradiction and unification is inherent in all social transformations. Secondary 

contradiction should always be subordinate to the primary contradiction. When the primary 

contradiction are contradiction between colonizer states and other colonized states, then the 

cooperation and solidarity of weaker or colonized states to combat the colonizer states is the 

primary resolution approach. (Mao 1965) However, in the current world, the primary contradiction 

is no longer the contradiction between nation-states but the contradiction between climate change 

threat and mankind. Yet irrespective of the differences between nation-states, sustainable 

development should be seen as a global common objective (Hedrén and Linnér, 2009:216). Then the 

primary resolution approach should be to unite all people of the world including state governments 

and non-state actors and GCS with unity to address these global common challenges, then the 

climate change will no longer a greatest threat but a greatest opportunity to draw the world people 

closer and foster the international society to green economy and sustainable development. Just as in 

the remark of UN Chief U Thant in 1970 that ‘‘never in the 25 year history of the UN has been a 

problem of more relevance to all nations than the present environmental crisis, the time has come 
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for the UN, in the spirit and letter of the charter, to be a center for harmonizing the actions of 

nations in solving the problems of the human environment’’. 

6.5 Recommendations for future research in GEG 

Future researchers on the GEG research landscape should explore the subject under the context of 

increasingly influential NGOs and GCS, on-going global climate movement, together with other 

major forces, state-governments, corporations, and the general world public, and the inter-relations 

among them. 

 

For those who are interested to study UNEP institutional and structural reform, a holistic and 

integrative approach is always necessary, so as not to get lost in the complex global system. UNEP 

reform research must be put under the context of GEG, as UNEP is one of the numerous other 

environmental organizations in the field. When studying the UNEP Reform, it should also be put the 

context of the broader UN Reform, while when studying the UN Reform, it should also be put under 

the broader global governance reform. If you are willing to design a new UNEP structure, you must 

check with the current UN system, bearing in mind of the question, e.g. does the current UN system 

structure has issues. The interrelations between GEG and Global Governance should also need to be 

further explored.  

 

Global governance issues are such important and complex, it would be necessary for us to resort to 

solutions by exploring perspectives of global law in relation to GEG in the future research of GEG. 

It would be also necessary to systematically study the UN charter, and upgrade the charter would be 

needed, in order to streamline the institutional structure of the UN. 
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Appendix 

Appendix 1: Table 5 List of questionnaires (initiated by participating members) discussed in the 

GEG online forum 

Global Governance: Start New or Replicate? (Walker Young) 

Merging the Rio Conventions into a single MEA. Good or bad? 

How can member parties encourage greater compliance with multilateral environmental agreements (MEAs) / 

conventions? 

The IEG reform process will continue but in another fora. How do we move forward from here? (Sara Svensson) 

The following questions are initiated by Maria Ivanova 

Why is incremental reform not enough? Why is fundamental reform of global governance necessary?) 

Why strengthen the UN Environment Programme when environment should be everyone’s responsibility and 

integrated into all other UN programmes and agencies? 

Why should global environmental governance reform be of interest to developing countries? What are the 

relevant outcomes? 

 What are some effective and/or promising models for engaging civil society in the work of the UN on the 

environment? 

Why should global environmental governance reform be of interest to developing countries? What are the 

relevant outcomes? 

 What are some effective and/or promising models for engaging civil society in the work of the UN on the 

environment? 

Why should the world believe in and support the UN, when multilateralism is not delivering results? 

Are you convinced by the reasoning why a Global Environmental Organization is needed, an article by UN 

Association leaders? 

Can fundamental change of UNEP be achieved so as to more effectively govern the global environment? (Fen 

Wang) 

What solution approach could fundamentally address the problems confronting the reform process of UNEP and 

Governance of Global Environment? (Fen Wang) 

Why not merger UNEP and UNDP into World Environment, Development and Climate change Organization? 

Who needs reforming the most? UNEP or its Member States? 

 

http://www.linkedin.com/groupItem?view=&gid=3072650&type=member&item=37674567&qid=4248f07f-992a-4779-ba45-d545ac10c764
http://www.linkedin.com/groupItem?view=&gid=3072650&type=member&item=45243497&qid=e5938da5-b3db-4c50-896c-bae02fa9bf18&goback=%2Egmp_3072650%2Egde_3072650_member_40436131%2Egmp_3072650%2Egde_3072650_member_48721404%2Egmp_3072650%2Egde_3072650_member_39211492%2Egmp_3072650
http://www.linkedin.com/groupItem?view=&gid=3072650&type=member&item=46693539&qid=e5938da5-b3db-4c50-896c-bae02fa9bf18&goback=%2Egmp_3072650%2Egde_3072650_member_40436131%2Egmp_3072650%2Egde_3072650_member_48721404%2Egmp_3072650%2Egde_3072650_member_39211492%2Egmp_3072650
http://www.linkedin.com/groupItem?view=&gid=3072650&type=member&item=46693539&qid=e5938da5-b3db-4c50-896c-bae02fa9bf18&goback=%2Egmp_3072650%2Egde_3072650_member_40436131%2Egmp_3072650%2Egde_3072650_member_48721404%2Egmp_3072650%2Egde_3072650_member_39211492%2Egmp_3072650
http://www.linkedin.com/groupItem?view=&gid=3072650&type=member&item=30374041&qid=871a00f3-4d04-40fb-80ce-68053c2fca43
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Appendix 2: Major Groups of UNEP  

Women: mainstreaming gender perspectives into UN programming (making policies and 

programmes gender responsive); Youth empowerment: Creating space and opportunity to 

participate actively in a range of sustainable development issues; Indigenous Peoples and their 

communities: Lifestyles and culture linked to nature Wealth of knowledge managing the 

environment in sustainable ways; NGOs: nonprofit group that is organized on a local, national, 

regional or global level, possess well-established and diverse experience, expertise and capacity in 

the implementation and review of environmentally sound and socially responsible sustainable 

development.; Local Authorities: Local authorities construct, operate and maintain economic, social 

and environmental infrastructure, oversee planning processes, establish local environmental policies 

and regulations, and assist in implementing national and sub-national environmental policies; 

Workers and Trade Unions:  Enlist the active participation and support of workers & trade unions in 

decisions on the design, implementation and evaluation of national and global policies and programs 

on environment and development. Greening the economy, Creating green jobs and changing the 

process of development, health& Safety; Business and Industry: Ensure environment protection and 

equitable development concerns integrated into trade and economy policies; The Scientific and 

Technological Community, and Need for enhanced capacity for scientific assessment, monitoring, 

and education for sustainable development; Farmers: Sustainable forms of agriculture etc. Available 

at: (Source: http://www.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/timber/meetings/04-unep.pdf) 

Appendix 3: Background Materials 

 
1, Background paper for the ministerial consultations IEG in ‘The Future We Want’ (2012). 

2, Helsinki 2010:  “Annotated Table of Broader IEG Reform in Standardized Format— Information Note from 

the Executive Director of UNEP”. 

3, Nairobi-Helsinki 2010: “Consultative Group of Ministers or High-level Representatives— Nairobi-Helsinki 

Outcome”. 

4, Commentary on background documents “Draft Elaboration of Ideas for Broader Reform of Global 

Environmental Governance” and Comments received from Civil Society on the two papers: 

1) “Elaboration of Ideas for Broader Reform of IEG”; 

2) “Annotated table of broader IEG reform in a standardized format". 

5, ‘Delivering as one’ (UN 2006);  
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6, 1) ‘Inputs from Major groups and Stakeholders on IEG’ (2011); 2) ‘Guidelines for Participation of Major 

Groups and Stakeholders in Policy Design at UNEP; 3) ‘Input to the Consultative Group on Global 

Environmental Governance’. 

7, Resolution adopted by the General Assembly 2997 (XXVII). 

8, Policy Brief on IFSD by ESG for the Planet under Pressure Conference. 

9, “Towards a Charter Moment: Hakone Vision on Governance for Sustainability in the 21st Century”. 

10, Other sorts of proposals from NGOs or messages from Major Groups to UNEP GC/GMEF. 

11, Joint Inspection Unit Report, 2008: “Management Review of Environmental Governance Within the UN 

System”. 

12, Belgrade-Rome, 2009: “Set of Options for Improving Global Environmental Governance”. 

 

Appendix 4: Tables of Reform Options of UNEP95 

Table 6 Enhanced UNEP 

 

Brief Description UNEP would be enhanced to fulfill its global mandate by giving the GC/GMEF: 

Universal membership through a UNGA resolution; A mandate to lead the 

development of a UN wide environmental strategy; The role and mandate of GEF 

Assembly; A permanent science--‐policy interface based on GEO; A multi--‐scaled 

policy review mechanism. In addition, UNEP’s capacity to assist in science and 

implementation of MEAs will be enhanced by: reinforced regional offices, desk 

officers, or/in national offices with more financing for capacity--‐building and 

technology transfer activities. 

Objective and Function Objective: Improve implementation of environmental policies; Function: Empower 

UNEP to fulfill its current mandate by providing it more legitimacy, & enhanced 

operational capacity at the regional & national levels. 

Mandate/Legal Personality No change to UNEP mandate; GC/GMEF would become a universal body, with 

membership open to all governments. 

Funding 

Arrangement/Financial 

Implications 

Reforms to enhance UNEP’s mandate have few financial implications; 

Reforms to enhance UNEP's operational capacity would require an increase of 

roughly $250 million a year--‐achieved through the combination of assessed 

                                                           
95

 Please see page 21. 
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contributions & voluntary & non--‐core donor funding. 

Organizational Structure Minimal changes; Built on existing structures; GC/GMEF to have adoption & 

recommendatory powers; The CPR would act as the inter-sessional body preparing 

the agenda for GC/GMEF; GC/GMEF would create a permanent science--‐policy 

interface based on the GEO; Create a committee to review implementation of 

national environmental policies & identify areas needing assistance; Every 2--‐3 

years the GC/GMEF would meet in special session to fulfill the role of the GEF 

Assembly providing strategic and overarching guidance to the GEF Council. 

Relationships with 

MEAs  & UN Bodies 

Respect the autonomy of the MEAs & existing UN bodies while providing 

strategic, proactive advice on global environmental sustainability, cross cutting 

issues, linkages & synergies; Review the performance of the implementation of 

policy on all levels and set the scientific agenda for the environment. 

Added value compared to 

GEG 

Avoid further institutional fragmentation, redundancies, and overlap; Help govern 

a sprawled and diffused system; Achieved by building on existing structures and 

realigning current institutions. 

Relation to objectives, 

functions and gaps 

Fulfill most of the objectives & functions identified by the Consultative Group; 

Securing sufficient & predictable funding & ensuring a responsive approach to 

meeting a country's needs still dependent on level of financing. 

 

Table 7 A Specialized Agency of World Environment Organization (WEO) 

 

Brief Description Under Article 57 of the UN Charter a World Environment Organization (WEO) 

would be established as the global body for the environment; It would be based on 

the models of existing UN specialized agencies such as the WHO, FAO which are 

a hybrid between normative and operational. Article 63 would provide the basis to 

define the relationship of the specialized agency with the UNGA, the UN system, 

and overarching coordinating bodies such as ECOSOC; The article could be used 

to establish the relationship and role of providing policy guidance with other UN 

and specialized agencies working on environmental issues or with MEAs. 

Objective and Function Objective & Function: 



71 

 

A world authority for the environment. 

Mandate/Legal Personality Autonomous with full legal personality as an global organization; Mandated to 

direct & coordinate environmental issues within UN system; Provide leadership on 

global environmental matters; Shape environmental science agenda ; Provide 

institutional framework for implementing & monitoring environmental 

agreements; Set norms, standards, & rules; Articulate evidence based policy 

options; Provide technical support to countries; Monitor and assess trends. 

Funding 

Arrangement/Financial 

Implications 

Assessed contributions based on UN scale & system will contribute to core funds; 

Activities could be funded through a trust fund, such as a Global Fund, or technical 

assistance fund. 

Organizational Structure A General Council would be the supreme decision making body, comprised of all 

members to meet annually; Regionally balanced executive body of 40 ‐50 

members to meet inter-sessionally & prepare decisions for General Council; 

General Council will develop subsidiary committees to undertake specialized 

work; For example, on MEAs inter-linkages, policy and implementation review, 

and science and technology advice; Additional option of a Ministerial Conference 

to meet every 3 years to ensure political buy--‐in, and set medium strategy and 

direction of WEO. 

Relationships with 

MEAs  & UN Bodies 

The General Council would have legal authority over the MEAs & provide 

direction & guidance for COPs; Common secretariat for all of its agreements; 

Govern all of its agreements through subsidiary committees of the General 

Council; Each of the MEAs could be brought under and common institutional 

framework set by a General Agreement; Membership differentiated based on 

existing membership in each MEA, eventually harmonized over the medium term; 

Relations of WEO to other UN bodies customized through agreement with UN, in 

accordance with Article 63 of the UN Charter. 

Added value compared to 

GEG 

Consolidate existing bodies into a central authoritative body for the environment; 

Reduce fragmentation and provide legal institutional umbrella on top of existing 

institutions and MEAs; Counter---balance existing institutions under the umbrella 

of sustainable development. 
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Relation to objectives, 

functions and gaps 

Fulfill most of the objectives & functions identified by the Consultative Group; 

Securing sufficient & predictable funding & ensuring a responsive approach to 

meeting a country's needs still dependent on level of financing. 

 

Table 7 Reform of ECOSOC and CSD  

 

Brief Description ECOSOC could be merged with CSD into a council on sustainable development; 

UNEP’s GMEF could be replaced by a functional commission on environment 

under ECOSOC; Alternative reforms considered have been to transform CSD into 

a Council to replace the Trusteeship Council or to make CSD an organ of the 

General Assembly like the Human Rights Council. 

Objective and Function Objective: Enhance human well-being; Function: Work through a consortium of 

existing organizations to keep under review the state of human well-being; give 

broad policy guidance on sustainable development & the convergence of the three 

pillars; promote capacity development; & review effectiveness of sustainable 

development policies. 

Mandate/Legal Personality Mandated by a UN General Assembly resolution based on prior consultations with 

member states, which considers revisions to the mandates of ECOSOC and UNEP. 

Arrangements and implications of transforming CSD into a Council could also be 

explored. 

Funding 

Arrangement/Financial 

Implications 

Reforms could be funded through an arrangement based on existing financial 

elements of the organizational structures involved in the reform. 

Organizational Structure Reforms could result in different organizational structures based on whether or not 

sustainable development was anchored in a reformed ECOSOC, or through a new 

commission under the General Assembly; A reformed ECOSOC encapsulating 

CSD could be supported by a consortium arrangement, such as an umbrella 

organization; The commission on environment could be supported by a structure 

based on UNEP and possibly a consortium arrangement, such as a streamlining of 

existing structures. 
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Relationships with 

MEAs  & UN Bodies 

Reform would elevate both sustainable Development and environment in the UN 

system, which may enhance human well-being; Environmental considerations may 

be mainstreamed into other policy sectors; May facilitate the implementation of the 

MEAs 

Added value compared to 

GEG 

The reform would help promote sustainable development and anchor it in all its 

three pillars. 

Relation to objectives, 

functions and gaps 

Create an overall framework for pursuing the goals, implementing the functions, 

and addressing the gaps considered by the Consultative Group. 

 

Table 8 Nine Reform Options for Consideration 

 

1.  Governments should renew their commitment to multilateralism and the principles of the UN as the 

foundation for GEG. It is necessary to rebuild trust among nations through respecting agreements and 

commitments and responsible enforcement mechanisms. 

2. GEG should reflect the common global interest in environmental protection and sustainable and equitable 

resource use as an expression of our collective trusteeship of all humanity and the planetary environment. This is 

especially the case in responding to developing country priorities, protecting them from environmental causes of 

poverty, and ensuring resources for their future development. 

3. The UN should undertake a high-level evaluation of the efficiency and effectiveness of existing GEG 

mechanisms. The leadership role of UNEP should be strengthened through scientific assessment, mediation, 

coordination and performance monitoring in support of UN system-wide strategic planning. Increased integration 

and coordination should aim to reduce the burden of national participation. 

4. GEG proposals should combine a vision of systematic structural reform with incremental steps to its 

achievement, including: external review, a UN system-wide strategic plan, collaboration, restructured funding, 

and accountability mechanisms. The ideal would be a tripartite mechanism of governments, science, and civil 

society. 

5. Scientific assessments and reporting should be more transparent, objective, with established global standards, 

supported by global research networks, and with capacity-building for developing countries. 
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6. A multilevel approach should be taken to environmental governance, from the global to the local levels. 

Increased multi-stakeholder collaboration should strengthen the inter-linkage of policy, science, and field actions. 

It should also catalyze innovative approaches to policy development, technological application, social 

mobilization, and partnership building. Global environmental objectives should be built into national sustainable 

development and poverty eradication strategies. 

7. An global framework for business is needed to encourage responsible corporate citizenship and more 

effectively regulate activities damaging to the environment on a global scale. 

8. Civil society participation should be included systematically in GEG, especially in regards to scientific advice, 

deliberations, accountability, access to dispute settlement and legal remedies, definition of ethical and moral 

principles, education, and building public support. Transparency, public participation, and accountability are 

foundational and essential elements of sound environmental governance, both at global and domestic levels, and 

must be fully incorporated and realized in environmental governance systems. 

9. An information and education campaign should be launched in support of GEG. Training and capacity-

building in GEG should be provided to various groups so that they can contribute to the GEG reform debate. 

 

Table 9 Structural Reform Elements for Consideration 

 

1. An independent external review of (1) the system of global environmental governance, (2) the role and 

performance of UNEP and the other institutions within the system; (3) mandates and relationships of other 

UN agencies and programmes, the Multilateral Environmental Agreements, and global financing 

institutions. Such a review will reveal comparative advantages and provide vision for reduced competition and a 

productive division of labor. It should be undertaken by an independent commission established for this purpose 

by the UN Secretary-General and performed regularly thereafter by a commission of experts from governments 

and civil society. 

2. An integrated framework for prioritization and coordination of activities relating to environment and 

sustainability within the UN, with objectives and monitoring plans. Such plans would improve inter-agency 

coordination at the global level (reconsidering coordination bodies such as the CSD, UN-Water, UN Oceans, UN-

Energy) and at the national level (evaluation of the UNDP-UNEP Poverty and Environment Initiative, UN-

Development Assistance framework [UNDAF] among others). 

3. Establishment of UNEG (UN Environment Group) by the Chief Executives Board along the lines of the UN 
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Development Group, to be chaired by the Executive Director of UNEP. UNEG could be a substitute to the 

current Environment Management Group. It could provide a common platform for a number of agencies with 

environmental mandates, since in an era in which all agencies must evolve to accommodate all three pillars of 

sustainability, a strong joint “environmental” voice will be an important component of sustainability governance. 

4. Mechanisms for systematic engagement of GCS in decision-making within IOs in the environmental 

field. The governance structure of the Global Labor Organization, considered innovative almost 100 years after 

the organization’s creation in 1919, allows for governments, labor, and businesses to participate in decision-

making and could be used as a model for deeper participation of major groups and stakeholders in UNEP and the 

conventions. Such engagement would enable more adaptive nested governance responsible to local needs and 

with a global reach. UNEP’s Executive Director should thus follow the spirit of UNESCO’s Director-General, 

Irina Bokova, who committed to "open UNESCO’s doors to intellectuals, scientists and artists so that viable 

solutions are found here to the great challenges of our time". 

5. A restructured funding mechanism for the environment (with a focus on UNEP and the conventions). New 

and additional financing is clearly necessary for UNEP to fulfill its mandate. Several countries have demonstrated 

their willingness to support the work of the UNEP in voluntarily contributing to its budget beyond their usual 

share in the UN system. While this approach should be commended, it also highlights that there is significant 

scope for both widening and deepening contributions to UNEP. The Green Economy initiative that UNEP is 

currently pursuing could also be harnessed to propose innovative financial mechanisms, without sacrificing the 

mandate and principles that guide UNEP’s operations. 

6. Accountability mechanisms. Other global bodies in the UN system and in regional agreements have instituted 

various accountability and mediation procedures such as a complaint procedure in the Human Rights Council and 

the North American Free Trade Agreement and a dispute resolution mechanism in the World Trade Organization. 

The UN Human Rights Council complaint procedure was established to “address consistent patterns of gross and 

reliably attested violations of all human rights and all fundamental freedoms occurring in any part of the world 

and under any circumstances.” Since the Council has set a clear precedent for the UN body to have this type of 

authority over member states, it is appropriate to consider a similar mechanism for environmental issues. The 

“protect, respect, and remedy”[110] framework proposed by the UN Secretary-General’s Special Representative 

on business and human rights and accepted by the UN Human Rights Council could be a model. 

 

Table 10 Proposals for Reform Options of UNEP  

 



76 

 

1. UNEP’s High-level Consultative Group should adopt the following as a fundamental principle of GEG: 

“Transparency, public participation, and accountability are foundational and essential elements of sound 

environmental governance, both at global and domestic levels, and must be fully incorporated and realized in 

environmental governance systems.” This principle should be stated clearly in all relevant documents of the 

Consultative Group. 

2. UNEP’s Executive Director should follow the example of UNESCO’s Director-General, Irina Bokova, who 

committed to "open UNESCO’s doors to intellectuals, scientists and artists so that viable solutions are found here 

to the great challenges of our time". It should also include individuals and groups in a more systematic manner in 

UNEP’s work and in the deliberations of the Consultative Group on Global Environmental Governance. 

3. Create a new unit in the UNEP Secretariat: an Environmental Mediation Program. The unit would consist of 

experts on call to respond to governmental requests for environmental mediation to help with conflicts within and 

between nation-states. 

4. Facilitate the provision of training and capacity-building on GEG for various groups and in particular, children 

and youth. This could be offered as online training courses and interactive meetings with experts that would 

increase the ability to contribute in thought and action to the GEG reform debate. This could happen through the 

UNEP Tunza Strategy for the engagement and involvement of young people in environmental issues. For 

example, the Tunza Strategy has established that UNEP will involve young people in the Governing 

Council/Global Ministerial Environment Forum, and that a Tunza Youth Gathering will be organized in 

conjunction with each session of the GC/GMEF to ensure coordinated and specific inputs from young people. 

The Tunza Youth Gathering in February 2011 would be a perfect opportunity for GEG training to happen. 

5. Use the ‘Eye on Earth’ Summit to solicit concrete proposals and ideas regarding the architecture and 

governance of the proposed global environment network from government and civil society alike. A substantial 

part of the discussions during the summit could be devoted to the establishment of a global network. The 

outcome of the summit possibly could include a mandate to establish the network. This network would evolve as 

it moves forward and could be presented to the global community during the 2012 Rio conference and accepted 

as the ‘Network for environment’. 

6. Initiate a project, under the auspice of UNESCO and UNEP on ‘UN Women: Education and Action for an 

Equitable and Sustainable Future’. 

 

 


