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10.1 The Context

Policies are crucial in determining and improving the state

of our environment. A simple way to think about policy and
policy instruments is that a policy is a statement of intent

to change behaviour in a positive way, while an instrument

is the means or a specific measure to translate that intent
into action (Mees et al. 2014). Therefore, discussion of
effectiveness of environmental policies means addressing
both aspects. Goal setting (including targets, indicators and
time frames) is an important step towards legitimization of
environmental policies. Execution of the policy instruments

is through effective governance. Governance is “the process
whereby societies or organizations make important decisions,
determine whom they involve and how they render account”
(United Nations Economic and Social Council 2006). The
recently adopted Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)
give a new impetus to ‘governing through goals’ (Yoshida and
Zusman 2015).

Strong environmental policies form an integral component of
UN Environment'’s theory of change, which posits alternative
pathways to global sustainable development. UN Environment
defines a theory of change as when “an intervention depicts
the causal pathways from outputs through outcomes

via intermediate states towards impact” (United Nations
Environment Programme [UNEP] 2017). The theory of change
further defines the external factors that influence change
along the major pathways - that is factors that affect whether
one result can lead to the next. These contributing factors are
called drivers and assumptions.

The theory of change for the fifth Global Environment Outlook
(GEO-5) showed an expectation that GEO should be policy
relevant and draw from a good understanding of global and
regional policy issues (UNEP 2012). In GEO-6, however, policy
effectiveness is seen to be more central in the theory of
change, as shown in Annex 1-3. Reflecting on the mandate
of UN Environment's High Level Intergovernmental and
Stakeholder Advisory Group, it is no longer sufficient to be
merely policy relevant. Member governments want to know
which policies are most effective in dealing with seemingly
intransigent and insurmountable environmental problems.
Using the Drivers, Pressures, State, Impact, Response (DPSIR)
framework (see Figure 1.2, Chapter 1), current responses

to environmental problems are discussed in the thematic
chapters in Part A of this report, while Part B addresses

the question of when these policies are effective, and Part

C incorporates the most promising policy approaches

into the pathways of transformation. While GEO-6 is not
policy prescriptive, it offers guidance to governments and
policymakers who would like to know which policies have
worked best in which circumstances, under what governance
arrangements and whether that experience is transferable to
other contexts.

10.2 Environmental policy and governance

Environmental policies are pursued through a multitude of
modes of governance and are designed to promote desirable
behaviours by a defined set of actors and to overcome a
range of challenges that impede effective environmental

management. Policy objectives are to be achieved via policy
measures or instruments — structured activities targeted

at changing other activities in society towards achieving
environmental goals. Not all effective policy instruments
are for environmental policy alone, other instruments (e.g.

in energy and transport policy) may include environmental
policy goals, often as secondary goals to the prime non-
environmental goal (e.g. reducing congestion). This is the
usual case now in most integrated policies (as discussed in
Chapter 11). Accordingly, environmental governance extends
well beyond environmental ministries.

Governments are often thought of as the primary domain
for development and implementation of policies. While
governments are often the most important actors in
formulating, implementing and enforcing policy instruments,
they do not act alone, and various governance arrangements
are needed. Effective policies usually involve a wide range of
stakeholder inputs throughout the policy cycle. Governments
at all levels are active in policy formulation and
implementation, as are private sector and civil society actors.
Roles and responsibilities are spread not only between
governmental and non-governmental institutions, but also
across all levels vof governance.

Politicians, policy think tanks, education and research
institutions, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), civil
society organizations (CSOs), lobbyists, communities

and companies all have roles to play in influencing policy
outcomes in different contexts. At the regional and global
levels, policy instruments are created and implemented

by global, regional or national institutions in multilayered
governance arrangements. There is also a growing number

of ‘public-private partnerships’ and ‘corporate sustainability
initiatives’, including the emergence of ‘business-NGO
interactions’ aimed at stimulating responsible and sustainable
behaviour in specific sectors (Forsyth 2005; van Tulder et al.
2016). Such partnerships (e.g. UN Environment’s Clean Seas
Initiative) emerged in the design and production of goods, risk
assessments, due diligence, training, monitoring, reporting and
mediation, transparency in supply chains and more. In many
countries, citizens and communities are also contributing to
the realization of collective environmental goals. These are
often framed as ‘citizen co-production” and/or ‘community-
based initiatives’ (Mees, Crabbé and Driessen 2017).

The challenge is for all these actors, layers and levels to mesh
together and provide a coherent mix of policies appropriate
for the scale and period of application and consistent with
the national social, cultural, historical and political context
(European Environment Agency [EEA] 2001a; EEA 2001b;
European Commission [EC] 2012; Niles and Lubell 2012;

EEA 2017).

Polycentric governance is a source of innovation and

by enabling the competition of ideas, collaboration and
alignment, it creates momentum for environmental policies
(Jordan and Huitema 2014). However, dispersion of
responsibility may lead to fragmented policies, poorly defined
roles and responsibilities, weak follow-up and monitoring
mechanisms, lack of accountability for results or a stalemate
in decision-making.
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10.3 Policy instruments

Policy instruments come in multiple forms and can be
implemented by multiple actors (not only governments) at
multiple levels of governance (Mees et al. 2014; Keskitalo
etal. 2016). Policy instruments can be aimed at various
mechanisms:

i. available alternatives can be amended;

ii. impacts of alternatives can be changed; and

ii. evaluation of outcomes can be influenced (Boersema and
Reijnders eds. 2009).

These forms vary between traditional top-down steering by
governments to self-regulation of business organizations.
Some forms are more, and others less, successful in fulfilling
their policy objectives. It is often stated that collaborative
modes of governance, which rely on stakeholder participation,
are needed to address the complex, multi-scalar and cross-
sectoral dimensions of environmental problems (Challies et
al. 2017; Kochskdmper et al. eds. 2018). Moreover, increasing
understanding of environmental challenges have changed
policy approaches and instruments from targeted policies
and single-use instruments to policy integration and raising
of public awareness to policy coherence and systematic
approaches (e.g. green economy) (EEA 2017).

One policy tool to address transboundary environmental
problems and maintain ‘the commons’ is robust and legally
binding international agreements. However, given the structure
and legal basis of international law-making, such agreements
often fall short in meeting the ambitions of the front-running or
most affected countries (Sandler 2017). Therefore, coalitions
or clubs of countries may step in and develop more ambitious
environmental policies (Hovi et al. 2016).

An often-stated understanding of environmental policy
instruments is that they can be ‘carrots, sticks or sermons,
although this is only a partial characterization of the full

range (Niles and Lubell 2012). Some common types of policy
instrument include legislation and regulatory policies, financial
incentives/disincentives, voluntary approaches, treaties and
agreements, and international soft law (Hildén, Jordan and
Rayner 2014). GEO-4 used the following traditional structure:
regulations and standards, market-based instruments, voluntary
agreements, research and development, and information
instruments (UNEP 2007). In GEO-5, common threads were
traced between and across different world regions, emphasizing
particular policy approaches that had proven successful in a
number of cases. Successful policy responses in several regions
were assumed to be more likely to accelerate achievement

of internationally agreed goals. Within the DPSIR framework,
policies that address ‘drivers’ tend to be preferred, as they intend
to address the roots of environmental problems rather than
treating the symptoms (UNEP 2012). For GEO-6, the typology in
Table 10.1 has been used to provide guidance on the selection
of types of policies instruments and governance approaches
and associated case studies. Note, however, that the typology

is not intended to be an exhaustive coverage of all possible
environmental policies or policy instruments.

Environmental policies ultimately aim to preserve a state
of the environment that protects habitats, safeguards
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ecosystem services and minimizes risks for human health
from pollution. Therefore, environmental policies have been
typically developed to protect different environmental media
(air, water, land), to influence the state of the environment
outlined in Part A of this report, and usually under the control
of an environment ministry. However, effective environmental
policies not only address the state of the environment, but also
the drivers and pressures originating from social and economic
activities (outlined in Chapter 2). Accordingly, governments
across the world have developed institutions and policies that
address the most important polluting sectors, such as energy,
mobility, industry and agriculture (Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development [OECD] 2016).

In Part B of this report, a selection of the most commonly
adopted policies, cutting-edge policies and policy clusters

that show real promise in each thematic area and cross-
cutting issues are analysed, recognizing that there are literally
thousands of policies and policy instruments and it is not
possible to cover them all. The selected policies represent

a sample from different types of policy instruments and
governance approaches (see Table 10.1) from different regions
of the world.

10.4 Policy mixes and coherence

Given the multiple actors and factors causing environmental
deterioration and the various types of barriers to environmental
innovation, a single policy instrument is rather unlikely to

be sufficient for achieving the desired goals. Against this
background and the multiple challenges to address when
developing effective environmental policies, adopting policy
mixes rather than a single policy is claimed to be more effective
(Janicke et al. 2000; Mees et al. 2014; Kivimaa and Kern 2016).

However, different policies may not always complement each
other, but could impair each other (e.g. economic incentives
may undercut intrinsic motivation). A policy package, portfolio,
mix or cluster is a collection of policy instruments all designed
to achieve a common goal or set of intentions (Lay et al. 2017).
When developing policy mixes, their coherence has to be
ensured in order to achieve optimal results (Howlett and Rayner
2007; Huttunen, Kivimaa and Virkamaki 2014).

Policy coherence is the systematic promotion of mutually
reinforcing policies that can accumulate synergies in
attempting to achieve agreed objectives (OECD 2016). Policy
coherence can be sectoral, transnational, across governance
regimes, multi-level (from global to local) and/or from policy
objective through to instrument design and implementation
practice (Hood 2011). Policy coherence occurs when the
balance of policies is aligned with that common goal or set of
intentions.

In addition to policy coherence, policy synergy is also
necessary. In order to realize environmental objectives,
environmental concerns need to be incorporated in other
policy sectors. This is often referred to as policy synergy or
environmental policy integration and contributes to policy
coherence (Hood 2011; Lay et al. 2017). Policy synergy occurs
when successive policy instruments have a cumulative

or reinforcing impact in achieving the common goal or
overarching policy aspiration (OECD et al. 2015).
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Policy conflict, on the other hand, sees the impact of one

set of policies, often in unrelated sectors or from an external
actor, undermining the intended outcomes of the desired
environmental policies. For example, providing a subsidy to
first car buyers may conflict with policies to reduce air pollution
from transportation. Accordingly, any analysis of environmental
policy effectiveness also needs to address the influence of
economic and social policies in other domains (Perrels 2007;
Interwies, Gorrlach and Newcombe 2007; Lambin et al. 2014).

10.5 Methodology adopted to assess policy
effectiveness

The assessment of policy effectiveness in the remaining
chapters of Part B serves three main purposes:

1. To showcase policies and governance approaches at all
levels that have demonstrated an impact and that can
potentially be applied elsewhere.

2. Toidentify needs for further action by improving the
effectiveness of policies. The analysis builds as much as
possible on quantification of policy effectiveness
(i.e. indication of how much/how often policies do have an
effect, not only how and why).

3. To establish methods and best available knowledge for
assessing policy effectiveness that can be used beyond
GEO-6 for improving the evidence base of policymaking
and thereby strengthen environmental policies.

The gold standard to evaluate and quantify the effectiveness
of policies is the comparison of empirical observations

with a control group in an experimental design or with

a counterfactual scenario. However, constructing such

experiments or scenarios is in many cases costly if not
impossible as the objects of policy interventions are complex
social systems. For example, it is not possible to predict the
reactions of markets with or without policy interventions.
Furthermore, in many cases control groups cannot be identified
and it may be unethical to deliberately withhold the benefits of
a policy.

Evaluating policy effectiveness is still possible based on
theoretical assumptions and empirical observations of policy
impact. Theory-based evaluation uses an explicit theory of
change throughout the causal chain from policy outputs to
outcomes and final impacts (Blamey and Mackenzie 2007;
Rogers and Weiss 2007).

Attributing causality to policies in often extensive and complex
causal chains from policy, through its implementation, to
behavioural changes and processes that are triggered, to
impacts, indirect and induced impacts, is a particular challenge
for policy evaluation (Forss, Marra and Schwartz eds. 2011).

A conceptual approach was adopted in Part B of this report
which aims to minimize the problem of attribution by combining
a top-down and a bottom-up perspective (Sabatier 1986). The
top-down perspective shown in Figure 10.1 starts with the
policy and traces the causal chains that are expected from

the implementation of the policy. The bottom-up perspective
starts from the observed outcomes and uses policy-

relevant indicators to trace the causalities back to the policy
interventions. This helps analysts to evaluate the effects of
policy mixes. Both perspectives have their shortcomings — the
top-down perspective tends to overemphasize the impacts of
policies compared to other factors, the bottom-up perspective
tends to overemphasize the impacts of contextual factors.

Figure 10.1: Methodological approach for assessing policy effectiveness: top-down and bottom-up approach

Environmental problem

DPSIR
(including typical responses)
indicators

Top-down methodology

PART A

Bottom-up methodology

Which criteria What was the
contributed to national policy
this case’s approach in
effectiveness? which the case
study was
embedded?

Effectiveness
analysis

What was the Which indicators

policy type that are most useful

was selected for for monitoring

the specific case the effectiveness

study, and why? of policy PART B
implementation?

Table 10.1

Case National policy : Policy relevant
description approach Policy typology indicators

POLICY DOMAIN

CASES
t t

DPSIR: Drivers, Pressures, State, Impact, Response.
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The conceptual approach taken in relation to policy
effectiveness in this section follows this dual perspective,
combining a theory-based top-down evaluation and a
bottom-up, observed outcomes-based evaluation. Despite
the recognized shortcomings, this dual approach is the best
available option for assessing policy effectiveness.

The top-down approach is particularly suitable for identifying
policies that may serve as examples of good practice that can
be applied elsewhere (the primary goal of such evaluations).
Chapters 12-17 provide a narrative description of the most
commonly implemented or most important policy instruments
in the five thematic areas, as well as the cross-cutting policies
that have positive or negative impacts on the themes. In
addition, they have identified policy instruments at the cutting
edge that appear to have considerable potential but have not
been widely adopted to date, through a series of case studies,
evaluated against the criteria listed in Section 10.6. However,
a quantification of aggregate effects of this mix of policies will
not be possible due to a lack of representative sampling and
the limited number of policies reviewed.

The bottom-up evaluation, based on policy-relevant indicators,
complements the analysis and contributes in particular to the
quantification and the identification of needs for further action
(goal 2 of the evaluation). The methods for each approach

are further elaborated in the following sections. Figure 10.1
graphically summarizes how to assess policy effectiveness
through these top-down and bottom-up evaluations.

10.6 Top-down evaluation methodology

The top-down evaluation of policy effectiveness in GEO-

6 starts with the selection of policies and governance
arrangements and associated cases. For each thematic area,
up to five promising policy types or governance arrangements
are selected by considering the coverage of the variety of
policy types and governance arrangements, geographical
diversity and the availability of data.

These policy types and governance arrangements are then
evaluated using the available knowledge based on peer-
reviewed publications, official reports and statistics.

Next, for each policy type or governance arrangement selected
and evaluated, a case exemplifying the implementation of the
policy is chosen and assessed in terms of policy effectiveness
according to a common research protocol covering the
achievement of stated objectives or improvement of relevant
indicators, the quality criteria of policy formulation and
implementation (e.g. level of participation), ex ante or ex

post assessments and the contextual requirements for the
effectiveness.

Note that ‘policy effectiveness’ is not merely a matter of
achieving the policy goals at any cost. For example, an
island nation may decide on a policy of carbon neutrality and
attempt to achieve it by banning import of gasoline and fuel
oil. If the local fishers are unable, however, to power their
boats then there could be widespread malnutrition as fish

disappears from the diet. Crime might also increase in order to
meet the unsatisfied demand for fuel.

The criteria for assessing the cases are derived from the
literature on policy design and effectiveness. They are not
prescriptive in terms of methods, data, policy instruments

or causal chains, but on each aspect the relevant knowledge
from the literature is presented. As all case studies are based
on secondary data analysis, the research protocol necessarily
leaves discretion to be adapted. For example, evaluation
studies may be based on measuring effectiveness against
the stated goal of policymakers, against an indicator, against
a control group or against a counterfactual scenario. The
research protocol does not prescribe one or the other method
for assessment, but provides transparency on the underlying
methods, theories and data sources of the individual

case study.

The evaluation criteria and associated guiding questions for the
case studies are the following:

1. Effectiveness/goal achievement — What effects did the
policy have on the targeted problem?

2. Unintended effects — What were the unintended effects of
this policy?

3. Baseline — Was the baseline defined at the policy design
stage?

4. Coherence/convergence/synergy — How does the policy
intersect with other related policies?

5. Co-benefits — Did the policy design provide for co-benefits?

6. Equity/winners and losers — What are the effects of this
policy on different population groups?

7. Enabling/constraining factors — What external factors are
likely to influence the intended policy effects?

8. Cost/cost-effectiveness — What were the financial/
economic costs and benefits of this policy? Is it the most
cost-effective or the least-cost approach?

9. Time frame — Was the policy implemented within the
expected time frame?

10. Feasibility/implementability — Is the policy technically
feasible in the institutional context?

11. Acceptability — Do the relevant policy stakeholders view the
policy as generally acceptable?

12. Stakeholder involvement — To what extent were affected
stakeholders actively involved in implementation?

13. Any other factors — such as transformative potential,
intergenerational effects, transboundary impacts,
sociocultural concerns, political interference, enforcement
issues, compliance with legal standards (e.g. national/
international human rights).

As a caveat, there is abundant evidence from the environmental
policy and governance literature that policy effectiveness

is highly context dependent (Jordan and Huitema 2014).
Therefore, effective policies from one region or country cannot
simply be transferred to another context. Social, cultural,
historical and political differences do matter.

This top-down evaluation is complemented by a bottom-up
evaluation described in the next section.
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10.7 Bottom-up evaluation methodology

An indicator-based assessment of policy-sensitive/policy-
relevant indicators for each thematic area and cross-cutting
issue complements the top-down evaluation and provides
evidence on the quantification of policy effectiveness (Hezri
and Dovers 2006; Bauler 2012; Moldan, Janouskova and

Hak 2012). Indicators are constructed to measure the state

of complex systems which may not be observed directly or
comprehensively. They measure certain aspects and based

on theoretical considerations and/or evidence, conclusions
can be drawn regarding the state of the overall system. For the
purpose of measuring policy effectiveness, it is necessary to be
explicit on the theory regarding how policies and the selected
indicator interact.

Indicators that provide insights to the state of ecological or
economic systems and their environmental performance are
in many cases not directly influenced by policies. Instead,
cultural, structural, political, geographical and other factors may
intervene. Measuring the policy outputs (e.g. adoption of policy
instruments) would not adequately capture the preferences of
different countries for one or another instrument. For example,
for mitigating greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, one country
may regulate emissions, another imposes taxes or emission
trading schemes, a third implements information campaigns
or subsidizes climate-friendly technologies. In each of these
cases, the expected impact will be reducing emissions of
GHGs. The indicator is influenced, however, by the industrial
structure, natural conditions, level of income and other factors
that are not, or not directly, impacted by (environmental)
policies.

Therefore, an indicator-based assessment must have a
transparent underlying theory on how policies would impact on
the selected indicator and what other factors may also have
an influence. Figure 10.2 shows the underlying rationale for
developing the theory on the relationship between policies and
relevant indicators.

Figure 10.2: Approach of assessing policy

effectiveness from the bottom-up

Alternative
THTEIeal System (e.g. State of the Environment in a country)

- Process Indicator Process Indicator Process Indicator

ing ing ing ing  Intervening Intervening
Variable Variable Variable Variable Variable Variable

SoE: State of Environment
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The analysis of data for the selected indicators has multiple
objectives:

« To analyse progress on achieving internationally agreed
goals since GEO-5 (including the SDGs);

“ To identify countries or groups of countries that
demonstrate — with their policy approaches and
implementation experience — a high level of effectiveness;
and

< To quantify policy impacts and thus identify where further

action may be needed.

The selection of indicators is based on the following rationale:

“ There is a causal relationship determining the variation
of the indicator to policy instrument (preferably, different
types of policy instruments) and their implementation can
be demonstrated;

“ The indicator has a relationship to a multilateral
environmental agreement (MEA) and/or SDGs to guarantee
the alignment of the analysis with the future global agenda;

< Data need to be available (at least at country level, and
possibly at global scale, and also in a time series);

“ The indicator should be relevant for the thematic area, i.e.

it would provide insights into the state of the environment

for the respective thematic area; the indicator should

ideally consider the policy responses discussed in Part A of
this report.

For each indicator, the following aspects are considered, based
on peer-reviewed literature.

1. Scope and measurement: the indicator should provide
insight into the state of the environment for the respective
thematic area. The argument behind selecting each
indicator in a thematic area is made transparent.

2. Policy relevance: the causal relationship between policy
measures and instruments and the indicator is specified.
Not all indicators are policy sensitive but the following
questions can be asked of the indicators. Through which
mechanisms would policies impact on the indicator? What
triggers (e.g. prices, command and control, persuasion)
are used by policy instruments that would impact on the
respective indicator? Which actors change their behaviour
as a result of these policies and how does this impact on
the indicator? How does this indicator relate to the state
of the environment (ideally at the country level)? What
processes are triggered by changes in the indicator and
what are the impacts on the environment?

3. Causal relations/causal chain(s): policy-sensitive indicators
are those for which a causal relationship to policies
and their implementation can be demonstrated. While
attribution of causality is challenging, indicators can be
selected for their responsiveness to policies as compared
to other intervening factors such as sociodemographic
factors, infrastructures, natural conditions and culture.
Is there any evidence showing that indicators can be
associated with these causal output-outcome-impact
chains? ‘Outputs’ and ‘outcomes’ are processes that are
triggered by the policy and ‘impacts’ are the ultimate
effects of a policy. Initial impact may again trigger other
processes and have indirect or secondary impacts as well.
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4. The analysis must consider other factors impacting on the
indicator.
Is there any evidence showing that other factors not
directly or immediately affected by policies (natural
conditions, infrastructure, cultural, natural disasters)
have demonstrated any impact on the indicator? Are
there uncertainties on causal relationships that affect the
indicator?

5. Graphic representation and visualization: for each indicator,
data are presented on progress towards achieving the
relevant international goals as well as the development of
each indicator at the country level (cross-longitudinal and
cross-sectional analysis).

Are there outstanding countries in terms of best performer
or poor performer? Based on the previous steps a

critical reflection should be undertaken: Is it possible to
attribute this to policies and other factors? What are the
uncertainties?

6. Possible alternative indicators: in case there are
suggestions in the literature for other indicators to measure
policy effectiveness for the given thematic area, these are
discussed.

Is the suitability or relevance of the indicator disputed? Are
there other, alternative indicators proposed to measure

policy effectiveness? Why were these not considered in the
analysis?

The indicator-based assessment of policy-sensitive
indicators described above does not aim for
comprehensiveness: it is certainly not possible to cover

all indicators and all aspects for all the thematic areas

and cross-cutting issues. This very partial coverage is
acknowledged, and further efforts are needed in future
GEOs to improve the coverage.

10.8 Content of Part B

The remainder of Part B reflects these top-down and
bottom-up approaches, with Chapter 11, based on literature,
focusing on issues of policy design, spatial and temporal policy
diffusion and evolution, and the effectiveness of international
and multi-level governance. Chapters 12-17 cover the key
policy approaches mentioned in Part A of the report, under the
‘responses’ section of the DPSIR framework. For each of these
key policy approaches, a case study is used to exemplify the
application of the policy approach in a specific context.
Policy-sensitive indicators for each thematic area and cross-
cutting issue are also included in these six chapters. Chapter
18 draws conclusions and key messages for Part B and
provides guidance for policymakers and the link to Part C

of the report.

Policies, Goals, Objectives and Environmental Governance: An Assessment of their effectivess

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108627146.016 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108627146.016

References

Bauler, T. (2012). An analytical framework to discuss the usability of (environmental) indicators for
policy. Ecological Indicators 17, 38-45. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2011.05.013.

Blamey, A. and Mackenzie, M. (2007). Theories of change and realistic evaluation: Peas in a pod or
apples and oranges? Evaluation 13(4), 439-455. https://doi.org/10.1177/1356389007082129.

Boersema, J. and Reijnders, L. (eds.) (2009). Principles of Environmental Sciences. Dordrecht:

Springer. https://link springer.com/book/10.1007/978-1-4020-9158-2#about

Challies, E., Newig, J., Kochskamper, E. and Jager, N.W. (2017). Governance change and governance
learning in Europe: Stakeholder participation in environmental policy implementation. Policy and

Society 36(2), 288-303. https:/doi.org/10.1080/14494035.2017.1320854.

European Commision (2012). Assessing and Strengthening the Science and EU Environment Policy
Interface. European Commision https:/publications.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication,
a7123d5f-52ee-4f12-9d82-a59eb7d93a26 (Downloaded: 30 October 2017).

European Environment Agency (2001a). Reporting on Environmental Measures: Are We Being
Effective? Environmental Issue Report. Copenhagen. h

European Environment Agency (2001b). Paper 1: Defining Criteria for Evaluating the Effectiveness of
EU Environmental Measures. Towards a New EU Framework for Reporting on Environmental Policies

and Measures. Copenhagen. https://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/rem/defining.pdf.

European Environment Agency (2017). Perspectives on Transitions to Sustainability. Copenhagen.
https://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/perspectives-on-transitions-to-sustainability/at_download/

file.

Forss, K., Marra, M. and Schwartz, R. (eds.) (2011). Evaluating the Complex: Attribution, Contribution,
and Beyond. 1% edn Comparative Policy Evaluation. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Publishers.
https://www.routledge.com/Evaluating-the-Complex-Attribution-Contribution-and-Beyond/Marra/p/
book/9781138509832.

Forsyth, T. (2005). Building deliberative public—private partnerships for waste management in Asia

Geoforum 36(4), 429-439. https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2004.07.007.

Hezri, AA. and Dovers, S.R. (2006). Sustainability indicators, policy and governance: Issues
for ecological economics. Ecological Economics 60(1), 86-99. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.
ECOLECON.2005.11.019.

Hildén, M., Jordan, A. and Rayner, T. (2014). Climate policy innovation: Developing an evaluation
perspective. Environmental Politics 23(5), 884-905. https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2014.924205.

Hood, C. (2011). Summing up the Parts: Combining Policy Instruments for Least-Cost Climate
Mitigation Strategies. Paris: International Energy Agency. h WWW.j I
fr lication: lication/Summini f.

Hovi, J., Sprinz, D.F, Seelen, H. and Underdal, A. (2016). Climate change mitigation: A role for climate
clubs? Palgrave Communications 2(16020). https:/doi.org/10.1057/palcomms.2016.20.

Howlett, M. and Rayner, J. (2007). Design principles for policy mixes: Cohesion and coherence in
‘new governance arrangements’. Policy and Society 26(4), 1-18. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1449-
4035(07)70118-2.

Huttunen, S., Kivimaa, P. and Virkamaki, V. (2014). The need for policy coherence to trigger a transition
to biogas production. Environmental Innovation and Societal Transitions 12, 14-30.
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.EIST.2014.04.002.

Interwies, E., Gorlach, B. and Newcomb, J. (2007). Evaluating the cost-effectiveness of environmental
policies: Theoretical aspirations and lessons from european practice for global governance
Amsterdam Conference on the Human Dimensions of Global Environmental Change: Earth System
Governance: Theories and Strategies for Sustainability. Amsterdam, 24-26 May 2007.
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.664.6369&rep=rep1&type=pdf.

Janicke, M., Blazejczak, J., Edler, D. and Hemmelskamp, J. (2000). Environmental policy and
innovation: An international comparison of policy frameworks and innovation effects. In Innovation-
Oriented Environmental Regulation. Hemmelskamp, J., Rennings, K. and Leone, F. (eds.). Heidelberg

Springer. 125-152. https:/link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-662-12069-9_7

Jordan, A. and Huitema, D. (2014). Innovations in climate policy: The politics of invention, diffusion,
and evaluation. Environmental Politics 23(5), 715-734. https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2014.923
614.

Keskitalo, E.C.H., Juhola, S., Baron, N., Fyhn, H. and Klein, J. (2016). Implementing local climate
change adaptation and mitigation actions: The role of various policy instruments in a multi-level

governance context. Climate 4(1), 7. https://doi.org/1 1i4010007.

Kivimaa, P. and Kern, F. (2016). Creative destruction or mere niche support? Innovation policy
mixes for sustainability transitions. Research Policy 45(1), 205-217. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
respol.2015.09.008.

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108627146.016 Published online by Cambridge University Press

Kochskémper, E., Challies, E., Jager, N.W. and Newig, J. (eds.) (2018). Participation for Effective
Environmental Governance: Evidence from European Water Framework Directive Implementation.
London: Routledge. https://www.routledge.com/Participation-for-Effective-Environmental-

Governance-Evidence-from-European/Kochskamper-Challies-Jager-Newig/p/book/9781138713291.

Lambin, E.F, Meyfroidt, P, Rueda, X., Blackman, A., Borner, J., Cerutti, PO. et al. (2014). Effectiveness
and synergies of policy instruments for land use governance in tropical regions. Global Environmental
Change 28, 129-140. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2014.06.007.

Lay, J., Brandi, C., Upendra Das, R, Klein, R, Thiele, R., Alexander, N. et al. (2017). Coherent G20
Policies Towards the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. G20 Insights. http:/www.g20-
insights.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/TF_2030_Agenda_PolicyCoherence.pdf

Mees, H., Crabbé, A. and Driessen, PPJ. (2017). Conditions for citizen co-production in a resilient,
efficient and legitimate flood risk governance arrangement. A tentative framework. Journal of

Environmental Policy & Planning 19(6), 827-842. https://doi.org/10.1080/1523908X.2017.1299623

Mees, H., Dijk, J., van Soest, D., Driessen, P, van Rijswick, M. and Runhaar, H. (2014). A method for
the deliberate and deliberative selection of policy instrument mixes for climate change adaptation.
Ecology and Society 19(2). http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-06639-190258.

Moldan, B., Janouskové, S. and Hak, T. (2012). How to understand and measure environmental
sustainability: Indicators and targets. Ecological Indicators 17,4-13. h LOr¢
ecolind.2011.04.033.

Niles, M.T. and Lubell, M. (2012). Integrative frontiers in environmental policy theory and research.

Policy Studies Journal 40, 41-64. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0072.2012.00445 x.

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (2016). Better Policies for Sustainable
Development 2016: A New Framework for Policy Coherence. Paris.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264256996-en.

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, International Energy Agency, International
Transport Forum and Nuclear Energy Agency (2015). Aligning Policies for a Low-Carbon Economy.
Paris. https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/aligning-policies-for-a-low-carbon-economy_5js4lch2tsji.pdf?item
Id=%2Fcontent%2Fpublication%2F9789264233294-en&mimeType=pdf.

Perrels, A. (2001). Efficiency and effectiveness of policy instruments: Concepts and practice.
Workshop on Good Practices in Policies and Measures. Copenhagen, 8-10 October 2001. 10

https://unfccc.int/files/meetings/workshops/other_meetings/application/pdf/perrels.pdf

Rogers, PJ. and Weiss, C.H. (2007). Theory-based evaluation: Reflections ten years on: Theory-based
evaluation: Past, present, and future. New directions for evaluation (114), 63-81

https://doi.org/10.1002/ev.225

Sabatier, PA. (1986). Top-down and bottom-up approaches to implementation research: A critical
analysis and suggested synthesis. Journal of Public Policy 6(1), 21-48. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0143814X00003846.

Sandler, T. (2017). Environmental cooperation: Contrasting international environmental agreements.
Oxford Economic Papers 69(2), 345-364. https://doi.org/10.1093/0ep/gpw062

United Nations Economic and Social Council (2006). Definition of Basic Concepts and Terminologies in
Governance and Public Administration. Note by the Secretariat*. E/C.16/2006/4. http://unpani.un.org/
intradoc/groups/public/documents/un/unpan022332.pdf

United Nations Environment Programme (2007). Global Environment Outlook-4: Environment for

Development. Nairobi. https://wedocs.unep.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.11822/7646/-Global%20
Environment%200utlook%20%204%20(GEQ-4)-2007768.pdf?isAllowed=y&sequence=3

United Nations Environment Programme (2012). Global Environment Outlook-5: Environment for

the Future We Want. Nairobi. http://wedocs.unep.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.11822/8021/GEQS.
report_full_en.pdf?sequence=5&isAllowed=y.

United Nations Environment Programme (2017). Use of Theory of Change in Project Evaluations.
Introduction. Nairobi. http://wedocs.unep.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.11822/7116/11_Use_of.
Theory_of Change_in_Project Evaluation_26.10.17.pdf?sequence=6&isAllowed=y.

van Tulder, R., Seitanidi, M.M., Crane, A. and Brammer, S. (2016). Enhancing the impact of cross-sector
partnerships. Journal of Business Ethics 135(1), 1-17. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2756-4.

Yoshida, T. and Zusman, E. (2015). Can the Sustainable Development Goals Strengthen Existing Legal
Instruments? The Case of Biodiversity and Forests. Global Environmental Researchlnstitute for Global
Environmental Strategies. http:/www.airies.or jp/attach.php/6a6f75726e616c5f476c6f62616c456e7
669726f6e6d656€74616¢52657365617263685f6736737748764eba/save/0/0/19_2-13.pdf

Introduction-Conceptual Approach

@



https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108627146.016

