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Abstract  
 

Multi-stakeholder cooperation, with particular presence of private business entities, is 

receiving increasing attention in the global governance literature. Private-public partnerships 

and global policy networks especially has been emphasized as new governance mechanisms. 

Recently, the world is also witnessing the consequences of global warming; large areas in the 

Arctic are becoming ice-free, opening for oil and gas activities. As a consequence, various 

environmental issues, have arisen on how we should govern these activities in the 

vulnerable Arctic environment. Especially within trans-boundary environmental issues it is 

advocated that these new governance structures with cooperation between public and the 

private sectors are particularly pronounced. Therefore, taken the case of the environmental 

aspects of oil and gas activities in the Arctic, is it possible to observe such governance 

arrangements in the Arctic or has global governance theory exaggerated the extent of multi-

stakeholder cooperation and partnerships between private sector business entities and the 

public sector? 

Multi-stakeholder theory has mainly relied on institutionalized relationships between private 

and public actors. Consequently, I expected to witness a formal cooperative arrangement 

between the oil and gas industry and the Arctic Council, as a representative for the public 

authorities, on environmental aspects of oil and gas activities. Through qualitative interviews 

with main actors involved in the cross-border cooperation, I have obtained the following 

results: Firstly, there is a small degree of formal cooperation among the actors. Secondly, 

there is a high presence of informal cooperation, especially through voluntary standards. 

Thus, no institutionalized cooperation was found between the actors. On this background, 

my main conclusions has been that learning from the case of the Arctic, there has been a too 

narrow focus on the different forms of collaborative action, prioritizing formal partnerships 

and underestimating the informal cooperation on issues such as voluntary guidelines and 

standards. Consequently, global governance has in the case of the Arctic exaggerated the 

extent of formal public-private cooperation; as such collaborative arrangements are 

presented in multi-stakeholder theory today. 
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Ch ap te r 1  In tro d u ctio n  

1.0  Introduction to Global Governance in the Arctic 

In the last decades there has evolved a trend in broadening the perspective on how to look 

upon governance of world affairs. The global governance theoretical path is taken by many 

scholars and emphasizes both aspects of the proliferation of actors involved and greater 

cooperation between the actors in forming the global governance agenda. Within the broad 

global governance literature, certain recent trends and aspects have become increasingly 

advocated by global governance scholars. There has been an increased theoretical emphasis 

on new forms of governance beyond the state, with proliferation of non-state actors. 

Especially private sector actors such as Multinational Corporations (MNCs) are gaining 

authority and power (Haufler 2001). The scholars of global governance believe that these 

private sector actors are engaging in cross-border cooperation between private sector actors 

and public national or international bodies, becoming a defining feature of global 

governance and part of the global governance-business nexus. This cooperation between 

businesses, other non-state actors, and public institutions is seen as a solution to many 

problems (Ougaard & Leander 2010). Global governance researchers highlights that MNCs 

have become partners for solving collective action problems. Especially through multi-

stakeholder cooperation, these private actors can cooperate with public institutions (Wigell 

2008; Bäckstrand 2006; Djelic & Sahlin-Andersson 2006). Within multi-stakeholder theory, 

public-private partnerships and global policy networks are the most common governance 

structures (Pattberg 2005). Additionally, especially in dealing with global environmental 

challenges which are transboundary in scope, governance mechanisms, rule-making and 

regulatory practices seem to occur by interactions and interdependencies between both 

public and private actors (Lindskog et.al 2010). 

 

Simultaneously, the Arctic region has recently attracted a great deal of interest. The 

consequences of global warming are being experienced particularly strongly in the Arctic, 

where average temperature has risen almost twice the rate of the rest of the world in the 

last decades causing massive sea ice melting. This has opened up for increased human 
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activities the region, including oil and gas activities. However, the fragile environment, 

together with extreme conditions facing the oil and gas industry, has led to demands for 

increased environmental protection for oil and gas activities in the Arctic. The strategic 

significance of oil and gas resources has led to reluctance among the Arctic coastal states to 

place binding environmental regulation on the matter. 

1.1 Research Question 

We are both witnessing an increase of oil and gas activities, bringing large petroleum 

companies into the region, as well as increased theoretical interests in the private sector, 

MNCs, and their role as partners in creating governance. Based on both the challenging 

situation in the Arctic and the belief in global governance and multi-stakeholder 

arrangements as the future in governing our common affairs, it is likely to believe that these 

governance arrangements also can be found in the Arctic region. However, be briefly looking 

at the governance situation in the Arctic, my initial impression was that there were few signs 

of public-private cooperation in governing the environmental aspects of oil and gas activities 

in the Arctic. On this background, I pose the following question: 

Has global governance theory exaggerated the extent of multi-stakeholder 
cooperation and partnerships between the public sector and private sector business 
entities? Applied to the case of the environmental aspects of oil and gas activities in 
the Arctic. 

To holistically answer such a question, I have based my expectations from multi-stakeholder 

theory. Even through multi-stakeholder cooperation can consist of a myriad of different 

forms and functions of existing collaborative and transnational relationships between public 

and private actors, private-public partnerships and global policy networks are often 

highlighted as the most common of these new governance structures (Bäckstrand 2008; 

Streck 200;, Wigell 2008). Simultaneously, business has got an increasingly important role as 

a partner for governments and international institutions (Bull 2010). This cross-border 

public-private cooperation is therefore viewed upon as an institutionalized cooperative 

relationship between the public actors and the private actors (Börzel & Risse 2001). 

Consequently, based on global governance theory, I anticipate to observe an 

institutionalized public-private cooperation between international institutions and business 

entities. If the theoretically based expectation is supported by my empirical evidence, global 
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governance has not exaggerated the extent of multi-stakeholder theory. However, if my 

theoretical expectation is not supported; it might open up for a discussion whether the 

extent of this cross-border cooperation has been exaggerated.  

In the interesting case of the Arctic, I have decided to apply the Arctic Council as the 

representative of the public authorities and on the oil and gas industry as representative of 

the private business entities. The Arctic Council, an inter-governmental forum established to 

work with issues of sustainable development and environmental protection, has become an 

important public actor in governing the environmental aspects of oil and gas activities in the 

region. In the last decade the Arctic Council has developed reports addressing environmental 

aspects of offshore oil and gas activities. The Council main role is to provide means for 

cooperation and interaction between the Arctic States. In addition, the expected petroleum 

resources in the Arctic are enormous, leading to a presence of international oil and gas 

companies in the region, which also are have getting involved in the aspects of 

environmental governance. The International Association of Oil and Gas Producers (OGP) has 

developed their own environmental guidelines for offshore oil and gas activities in the Arctic, 

acknowledging the challenges met in the region and the need for additional environmental 

concerns. On this background of common interest, as well as the mentioned theoretical 

contributions, I expect to observe an institutionalized cooperation between the Arctic 

Council and the oil and gas industry operating in the Arctic. 

I will acquire my data on this unexplored area of cooperation mainly through qualitative, 

semi-structured interviews with representatives from both representatives from the oil and 

gas industry that operates in the Arctic and representatives from the Arctic Council working 

groups, as well as external practitioners and researchers. In addition, to get a holistic view 

over the cooperation taking place I will also use documents and reports from the two actors, 

as well as other directly relevant secondary data. 

1.2 Structure of Thesis         

Firstly, I will give a background in the Arctic and relevant issues which will contribute to 

answer my research question coherently. In chapter 2, I define the Arctic, and present the 

concern around climate change, the extent of petroleum activities and the challenges 

associated with these activities. In addition, I will also explore the public governance systems 

already in place and the roles of both the Arctic Council and international law. 
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I will continue with chapter 3 concerning my methodological approach. Here I will present 

my research design and methods, as well as my selection and of empirical data and the 

process connected with this data gathering. 

Subsequently, in chapter 4 I will present the theoretical foundation of this thesis. I will 

present how traditional governance theories have looked upon aspects of cooperation and 

non-state actors, which today are perceived as important aspects of global governance. I will 

also present what is included in contemporary global governance theory. I will follow up 

with my theoretical framework in chapter 5. Here I will present multi-stakeholder 

cooperation as an important part of global governance theory. Within the theory of multi-

stakeholder cooperation, I will also focus on the main governance structures of public-

private partnerships and global policy networks. Subsequently, I will present global 

environmental governance as an especially important and difficult sphere to govern, before I 

end the chapter with reflection for the way ahead. 

In chapter 6, I present my analytical framework. I based an expectation from multi-

stakeholder theory, anticipating an institutionalized cooperation between private and public 

actors. To evaluate the extent of the cooperation, I operationalize public-private cooperation 

through a policy dialogue model and the level of reference. 

In chapter 7, on the basis of this framework, I analyze whether we can observe an 

institutionalized cooperation between the Arctic Council and the oil and gas industry, by 

both looking at the formal and informal mechanisms for cooperation through the policy 

dialogue model and the level of reference. 

In chapter 8, I link my main findings to the theoretical framework. What does it mean that 

we cannot find an institutionalized cooperation between the Arctic Council and the oil and 

gas industry? What is the importance of informal cooperation between the actors? Is there a 

general lack in global governance theory, multi-stakeholder theory and the importance of 

business dealing with informal cooperation? And lastly, what can the Arctic case say about 

other cases and how we govern out common affair? Lastly, in chapter 9, I will conclude, with 

my major finding and describe potential new research. 
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Ch ap te r 2  Th e  Arctic  
 

2.0  Arctic as a Setting 

There are various factors that have to be taken into consideration when looking upon the 

Arctic as a case of global governance. There is continuous change in the region, leading to 

radical consequences for the governing structure of the region. The Arctic marine 

environment is one of the world`s largest and most valuable natural regions (Koivurova & 

Molenaar 2009). In this chapter, I will firstly define the Arctic as a region, before I will deal 

with the impact of global warming. Secondly, I will present the current and prospective oil 

and gas activities and the risks and challenges that the oil and gas industry face in the region. 

Thirdly, I will continue with an extensive description concerning the governance structures 

managing the environmental concerns in the Arctic region. 

2.1 The Arctic Region 

There are countless ways of defining the Arctic areas. In this thesis I apply a formal 

definition, stating that the Arctic is the geographical entity north of the Polar Circle (66°N) 

(Geopolitics of the High North), including all territories and Ocean Sea above this boundary. 

There exist also definitions based on climatic boundaries, based on the northern boundary 

tree line or low temperatures, or sea-ice extent on the ocean (ACIA 2004). No matter how 

you define it, the region is massive, covering approximately up to 30 million square 

kilometers, with about half as ocean surface (Jensen 2007: 11). The Arctic has more than 7 

million square kilometers of the sea on the continental shelves, making it the largest 

geographically “unexplored” prospective area for petroleum remaining on the Earth 

(Geological Survey Fact Sheet 2008). 

The land areas are territories of Canada, the United States (Alaska), Norway, Sweden, 

Finland, Denmark (Greenland), Island and the Russian Federation. However, only Canada, 

Denmark/Greenland, Norway, Russia and the US are Arctic coastal states, presenting 

themselves through the 2008 Ilulissat Declaration as occupying a unique situation to address 

issues in the Arctic Ocean, thereby separating them slightly from the Arctic 8 (Young 2009: 

428). 
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Figure 2.1 Map and definitions over the Arctic 

 

Source: Grid/Arendal, http://maps.grida.no/go/graphic/definitions_of_the_arctic 

The territorial limits on land have been determined and are generally not disputed. Several 

sea boundaries however remain un-clarified, causing questions around the utilization of 

natural resources in these areas. Territorial limits concerning the seabed has now become a 

hot issue, as Russia plants their flag in the seabed below the North Pole (Jensen 2008: 1), 

claiming the seabed under the provision of United Nations Law of the Sea (UNCLOS). This 

geo-political struggle between the Arctic Countries about the Arctic seabed will most likely 

continue for a long time. Even though this geopolitical tension is not the focus of my thesis, 

http://maps.grida.no/library/files/storage/boundaries_of_the_arctic_large.j
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it is still important to remember as oil and gas activities play a central role in this geopolitical 

situation. 

Even though the Arctic has lately gotten much attention, both due to its vast resources and 

unexplored characteristics, the Arctic is in itself only a “a Mediterranean sea covered by ice 

and surrounded by land occupied by people falling under the sovereign jurisdiction of a 

state” (Osherenko & Young 1989 in Strandsbjerg 2010: 8). In referring to the Arctic in such 

manner, the Arctic is can be seen as similar to all other issues under “regional ocean 

governance”, addressing cross-jurisdictional ocean use, resource usage and related problems 

(Hershman & Russell 2006). The Arctic has some unique characteristics that need to be 

governed, mentioned in the following sections. However, even though no area is one 

hundred percent similar, Arctic is not unique in the way it is governed, compared to other 

ocean regions or coastal zones. 

2.1.1 Climate Change in the Arctic 

Over the last decade, the consequences of climate change have gotten increased attention. 

Based on the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC: 2007) and the Arctic 

Climate Impact Assessment (ACIA 2004), there is strong evidence that the Arctic is expected 

to go from a perpetually ice-covered region to a seasonally ice-free sea within a few decades 

and that this process is faster than originally assumed (IPCC 2007: 353). The climate changes 

are being particularly experienced in the Arctic, where the temperature has risen twice the 

rate of the rest of the world (ACIA 2004). Satellite data from 1978 to 2007 illustrate that the 

sea ice has decreased 2,7 percent per decade (Rottem & Moe 2007: 7). This acceleration will 

bring a wide range of environmental changes in the Arctic, as well as impact the climatic 

balance of the planet as a whole (ACIA 2004). The retreating summer ice and observable 

facts such as the melting of the ice sheet on Greenland, has lead to increased availability for 

human activity (Arctic Oil and Gas 2007). This includes not only oil and gas activities related 

to oil and gas, but also shipping1, fishing and tourism. 

The rapid changes in environmental conditions in the Arctic are increasing the vulnerability 

of the marine environment as the “majority of the arctic life forms are dependent on 

                                                           
1
 See more – Arctic Marine Shipping Assessment 2009 Report – Arctic Council/PAME  
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productivity from the sea, which is highly climate-dependent” (ACIA 2004: 58). The Change 

in temperature and the reduction of sea-ice can influence the whole food chain, affecting 

both the Arctic population and the whole economy (ACIA 2004). 

Even though Arctic offshore oil and gas activities “gold rush” still haven’t become reality2, 

reduction in sea-ice opens many opportunities. However, also other developments, such as 

energy deficit, higher oil and gas prices, and improved technology has all contributed to the 

escalation in likelihood for oil and gas activities in the Arctic. 

2.1.2 Extent of Petroleum Activities and Prospective Developments  

Currently, the Arctic supplies about 16 percent of all oil and gas to the global economy, 

mainly taking place in Alaska and Northern Russia (Glomsrød & Aslaksen 2006). The majority 

of these current activities are onshore, due to the extreme climatic conditions and the 

associated cost3 for Arctic offshore activities. British Petroleum`s Northstar, was the first 

offshore oil project in the Arctic (Offerdal 2007). The Snøhvit gas project by Statoil was the 

first European offshore gas project. The gigantic gas field, Shtockman is the largest gas 

reserve found, estimated to start production in 20164. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.2 Oil and gas production areas in the Arctic 

                                                           
2
 Gold rush term often used – see http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/business/4354036.stm 

3
 Shtockman is  good examples of the time and cost associated with Arctic offshore petroleum exploration 

4
 For more correct time schedule and challenges associated with the Shtockman field, see 

http://uk.reuters.com/article/idUSLDE6141PU20100205?sp=true 
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Source: Arctic Oil and Gas 2007, AMAP 

Besides the proven petroleum reserves, there probably exists large endowments of 

undiscovered petroleum resources that will add to the already discovered reserves. The US 

Geological Survey has completed an assessment of undiscovered oil and gas resources in the 

Arctic region and estimates indicate that about 24 percent of the world`s remaining 

undiscovered oil and gas resources can be found in the Arctic (Offerdal 2007). 84 % of these 

undiscovered resources are estimated to be found offshore. 

2.1.3 Risks and Challenges in Arctic Offshore Activities 

Consequently, future oil and gas activities in the Arctic are likely to increasingly involve 

offshore production (Glomsrød & Aslaksen 2006) Glomsrød & Aslaksen (2006) emphasizes 

that offshore activities in the northern waters has not been on the agenda of the petroleum 

industry for more than a decade. Melting of sea ice will open more areas for petroleum 
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exploration, but simultaneously increase the frequency of icebergs, which can damage 

petroleum facilities (Glomsrød & Aslaksen 2006), leading to devastating consequences for 

the Arctic environment. Several other aspects about challenges in Arctic offshore oil and gas 

activities are also noteworthy. 

Firstly, we have the long distance to shores, making transport potentially environmentally 

dangerous. Secondly, oil and gas operations must manage the swings in temperature, light 

and accessibility (Arctic Oil and Gas 2007), causing seasonal activity. Thirdly, oil spills are 

seen as especially devastating in the Arctic region and both extreme weather conditions, 

long distance to civilization and icy environment makes response and rescue difficult (Arctic 

Oil and Gas 2007: 29). Both the ACIA report (2004) and the Arctic Oil and Gas Assessment 

(2007) highlight that oil spills under ice or in ice-covered waters are challenging, because 

there exist no effective response strategies or technology where these can be contained or 

recovered efficiently. The director of AMAP, Mr. Reiersen, also emphasizes this by 

highlighting that there exists no oil spill response that can deal with oil in ice and even 

though the industry or representative of the government claim that they have the best, it is 

still not sufficient to deal with areas that are covered in ice in wintertime (Interview Lars 

Otto Reiersen 2010). Mr. Reiersen also links these challenges to the oil and gas exploration 

on the west side of Greenland. Enormous icebergs are falling in the ocean and it is clear that 

there can be devastating consequences if an iceberg come drifting towards a petroleum 

platform. 

Fifthly and lastly, these challenges are associated with high costs. The International Energy 

Agency has projected that the costs of petroleum exploration in the Arctic are three times 

higher than in other “petroleum provinces”(Glomsrød & Aslaksen 2006: 86). Furthermore, 

the recent “Deepwater Horizon” oil spill illustrates the tremendous cost associated with a 

potential oil spill. 

2.1.4 Environmental Effects and Influences 

The environmental concerns arising from these risks and challenges are enormous. In the 

vulnerable Arctic environment, the effects of oil pollution are likely to be more severe and 

persistent than elsewhere (Offerdal 2007: 141). Particularly, the Arctic environment is 

particularly sensitive to pollution. Factors such as the low biological diversity and long-lived 
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organisms contribute to this sensitivity. The 2007 Oil and Gas Assessment concluded that oil 

spills are the largest threat to marine environments in the Arctic. If oil and gas activities in 

the Arctic reach the levels that are projected, this development will contribute to a 

significant increase in the proportion of “petroleum hydrocarbons” which may have 

devastating consequences for the environment in the Arctic (Arctic Oil and Gas 2007). 

Experience from the Exxon Valdez oil spill and the recent Deepwater Horizon blowout5 has 

shown the severe consequences of oil spills (Arctic Oil and Gas 2007). 

Taken these risks into consideration, a perception has evolved that the new human activities 

in the region, require particularly strict environmental regulation (Offerdal 2007). However, 

on the background of these risks and challenges, together with the expected increase in oil 

and gas activities in the Arctic, policy actors are taking steps to face these challenges. 

Presence of governance structures that manage the activities and to take precautions that 

are needed for a sustainable future in the Arctic region is crucial. In the next section, I will 

therefore present the public governance systems that manage these challenges. 

2.2 Governance of the Arctic Oil and Gas 

Even though the boundaries between domestic and international law has begun to blur and 

international law has become increasingly important in international environmental issues 

(Hall et.al 2002), it is important to acknowledge that national legislation is still the primary 

legal instrument in governing the Arctic environment (Nowlan 2001; Offerdal 2007). Due to 

little attention around oil and gas activities in international waters, governing the 

environmental aspects of oil and gas activities is more about bridging the current gaps in the 

level of domestic environmental legislation6. Each Arctic Country has its own domestic 

legislation to protect the marine environment and resources under its jurisdiction (OGP 

Guidelines 2002). Also international legislation could govern the issue, however the strategic 

significance of oil and gas resources has led to reluctance among Arctic petroleum states to 

place binding regulation of such matters (Offerdal 2007). 

                                                           
5
 Also referred to as the BP oil spill and the Gulf of Mexico oil spill 

6 These different national policies created in these areas are described in “A Summary of Legal Instruments and National 

Frameworks for Arctic Marine Conservation”, published by the CAFF and the Arctic Council. 
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The Arctic coastal states are consequently both collectively and individually governing the 

rights and responsibilities in the Arctic sea. The Arctic Sea is as a result covered by numerous 

governance systems (Koivurova & Molenaar 2009). The existing governance arrangements 

covering the Arctic marine environments in regards to petroleum exploration range from 

global frameworks, like the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) to 

other more regional arrangements, such as the Arctic Council7.  These two institutions taken 

together provide a significant framework to address the challenges and opportunities in 

protecting and governing the environment in the Arctic (Corell et. al 2010; Stokke 2007). 

2.2.1 United Nations Convention of Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) 

The UNCLOS is an international convention governing the marine environment of the entire 

globe, including the division of ocean space, rights and responsibilities over ocean resources 

and the activities over and under the ocean. The UNCLOS entered into force in 1994 and is 

legally binding on the 160 states that have ratified the convention (UNCLOS website). All the 

Arctic States are signatories, except the United States. Nevertheless, the United States do 

accept all relevant provisions of the UNCLOS as customary international law (Berkman & 

Young 2009). 

UNCLOS covers parts that are important in managing the offshore oil and gas activities in the 

Arctic. This Article 76 refers to the boundaries of states jurisdiction over the seabed beyond 

their limits of the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) (Berkman & Young 2009). All coastal states 

have a jurisdiction of 200 nautical miles from their coastline. Since some countries have 

continental shelves extending longer than 200 nautical miles, countries can claim extended 

exclusive economic management authority over resources by submitting a claim to the 

Commission on the Limits of the Continental Shelf (UNCLOS website). Beyond the EEZ and 

the continental shelf, a coastal state has generally few rights and obligations (Stokke 2007). 

Another important aspect of the UNCLOS is that it acknowledges and encourages the need 

for regional approaches in protecting the marine environment. The UNCLOS, Article 197 

emphasizes that states should formulate and elaborate “international rules, standards and 

recommended practices and procedures consistent with this Convention, for the protection 

                                                           
7 I acknowledge the presence of the regional agreement in Barents Euro-Arctic Council; however this organization is regional 

to the Barents region, and not within the scope of this thesis. 
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and preservation of the marine environment, taking into account characteristic regional 

features” (UNCLOS website). The UNCLOS Article 208 underlines that the regionally 

recommended practices “shall be no less effective (…) than the global rules and standards 

(UNCLOS; Stokke 2007). 

Even though the UNCLOS is binding international law, the responsibility and obligations to 

protect the marine environment is the national authorities. Article 192 states that “States 

have the obligation to protect and preserve the marine environment” and Article 193 states 

that “States have the sovereign right to exploit their natural resources pursuant to their 

environmental policies and in accordance with their duty to protect and preserve the marine 

environment”. However generally, the provisions provided concerning oil and gas activities 

are not very specific and quite general (Offerdal 2007). Still, the Ilulissat Declaration, signed 

by the five circumpolar states, refers to the UNCLOS as an “extensive legal framework”, and 

clearly emphasizes that the UNCLOS; 

Provides rights and obligations rights and obligations concerning the delineation of 
the outer limits of the continental shelf, the protection of the marine environment, 
including ice-covered areas, freedom of navigation, marine scientific research, and 
other uses of the sea (Ilulissat Declaration 2008) 

However, there are several voices that advocate that UNCLOS cannot be seamlessly applied 

to the Arctic region. Borgerson (2008) argues that the unique geographic situation of the 

region does not give room for a perfect application of the legal system either when it comes 

to security or environmental protection.  Also Koivurova & Molenaar (2009) underline some 

inadequacies and significant gaps in protecting the Arctic marine environment. 

2.2.2 The Arctic Council 

Institutional Characteristics 

The Arctic Council is a high-level intergovernmental forum formed by the 1996 Ottawa 

Declaration8 to provide a mechanism to address the common concerns and challenges in the 

Arctic (ACIA 2004). The forum was established by the eight Arctic States with sovereignty 

over territory in the region; Canada, Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, Russia, Sweden and 

the United States. The Arctic Council is therefore the only major intergovernmental initiative 

                                                           
8
 The Ottawa Declaration – For declaration see http://arctic-

council.org/filearchive/Declaration%20on%20the%20Establishment%20of%20the%20Arctic%20Council-1..pdf 
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involving all eight Arctic states (Bloom 1999). In addition, six Arctic indigenous organizations 

are permanent participants. The Arctic Council is also open to observers, which are often 

non-Arctic states, global or regional inter-governmental organizations and NGOs. The 

primary objective of the Arctic Council is to “promote environmental protection and to 

oversee and coordinate the programs and working groups established by the Arctic 

Environmental Protection Strategy”, an effort that began by the eight Arctic states in 1991 to 

address environmental issues affecting the entire region (Bloom 199: 712; Arctic Council 

webpage).These working groups are still operational, dealing with different aspects of the 

Arctic Environment. However, it is mainly the Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Program 

(AMAP) and Protection of the Arctic Marine Environment (PAME), which concentrates on 

pollution and the protection and sustainable use of the Arctic marine environment, which 

are the working groups that are most relevant to oil and gas activities (AMAP webpage; 

PAME webpage; OGP Guidelines 2002). 

The Arctic Council differentiates itself significantly from UNCLOS by having no binding legal 

regulatory authority. The Arctic Council has no permanent secretariat and is often regarded 

as an organization with a relatively low degree of formalization (Offerdal 2007). However, 

there are formalized rules for when the Council is to meet and the different mandates of the 

different actors, such as member states, permanent members and observers (Offerdal 2007: 

141). Offerdal (2007) underlines that despite some formalized rules, there are no clear 

regulations on decision-making in the Arctic Council and when decisions are made. 

Furthermore there are no clear enforcement mechanisms. Offerdal (2007) also emphasizes 

that the Arctic Council only encourages the member states to follow the recommendations 

by the Council and that these decisions are not to take precedence over national legislation. 

Still, Offerdal (2007) underlines that the Arctic Council may have a certain power towards its 

member states: 

(…) it is reasonable to expect that through the deliberate process within the forum 
and as a result of the value of preserving the Arctic environment, as well as the effort 
to achieve esteem among other states, member states will adopt, or at least put their 
names behind, policies that they would not have approached in the same way in the 
absence of the Arctic Council” (Offerdal 2007: 142). 

Anyway, the Arctic Council has gained legitimacy and has made an impact through extensive 

scientific research and publications of reports, achieving considerable success in generating 
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knowledge about the Arctic. In addition, the Arctic Council has worked as a forum and 

stakeholder meeting point, bringing different interests in the Arctic together (Koivurova & 

Molenaar 2009). 

Oil and Gas Activities 

Even though the Arctic environment yet not have been heavily affected by oil gas activities, 

the Arctic Council has noted that environmental problems will increase as offshore oil and 

gas activities are expected to increase in the future (Offerdal 2007; Arctic Oil and Gas 2007). 

In light of the rapid climate change and sea-ice melting, the Arctic Council has focused on the 

the environmental consequences of oil and gas activities. Acknowledging the oil and gas 

activities will continue to be an important economic driver, the Arctic Council emphasizes 

that it is important to approach this issue profoundly (Arctic Oil and Gas 2007). 

Consequently, a strategy in this area is related to the broader goal of the Council to improve 

how the Arctic marine environment is managed (Offerdal 2007). 

Multiple reports recognize this approach. The focus on oil and gas started in the late 1990s, 

when the Arctic Council partly addressed these issues in reports on Arctic pollution issues. 

However it was first in the 2007 Oil and Gas Assessment that the Arctic Council holistically 

assessed the environmental of the current oil and gas activities and evaluated the potential 

impacts of future activities. However, since 19979, the Council has recognized the 

importance of minimum standards in relation to offshore oil and gas activities for 

successfully protecting the Arctic marine environment. This concern is represented through 

the “Arctic Oil and Gas Guidelines,” which was newly revised in 2009. These guidelines are 

the most serious measures taken by the Arctic Council to address the challenges of oil and 

gas in the Arctic. These measures through are mainly in form of non-binding guidelines, 

which is primarily intended to encourage specific policy directions and improve behavior of 

different national authorities and industrial actors (Offerdal 2007). The main goal of these 

guidelines is to assist regulators in developing a set of standards, “which are applied and 

enforced consistently for all offshore Arctic Oil and gas operators” (Offerdal 2007; Oil and 

Gas Guidelines 2009).The guidelines are meant to “contribute to the public`s understanding 

of environmental concerns and practices of Arctic offshore oil and gas activities” (Offerdal 

                                                           
9
 The Fourth Ministerial Conference of the Protection of the Arctic Environment – the Guidelines were adopted 
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2007: 144). The Guidelines contain recommended practices and regulation for all elements 

of offshore oil and gas activities10. In addition to specifying goals, the Guidelines also 

“recommend offshore hydrocarbon activities to be based on the precautionary approach, 

the polluter-pays principle and the best available technology (Arctic Offshore Oil and Gas 

Guidelines 2009: 6). These standards originate from the 1992 Convention for the Protection 

of the Marine Environment of the North East Atlantic (OSPAR) (Stokke 2007). OSPAR is a 

regional pollution regime which consists of sixteen governments that together cooperate to 

protect the marine environment of the North-East Atlantic, thereby also governing parts of 

the Arctic region (Koivurova & Molenaar 2009). The OSPAR convention is unique in relation 

to environmental protection, as it is a binding convention which makes protection of the 

marine environment the most dominant in its goals (Klick 2009). In Article 5 and the Annex 

III, the convention considers pollution from offshore sources, including in offshore oil and 

gas industry strategy. These recommendations cover issues like discharge, use of different 

fluids and emissions standards (Klick 2009). However, the OSPAR convention is limited in 

reach as it is only covering segments of the circumpolar Arctic. Still the Arctic Council refers 

to the OSPAR convention as “currently one of the most applicable international agreements 

addressing Arctic marine pollution from various sources” (AMAP 1998 in Offerdal 2007: 149). 

2.2.3 Governance issues and importance of Arctic Council 

Koivurova & Molenaar (2009) emphasizes that the legal regime in the Arctic is blurred in 

governing the offshore oil and gas activities and that there is a general lack of both global 

and regional rules in offshore petroleum activities, as no institution have full coverage over 

the issue. Firstly, the UNCLOS position and linkage between the coastal state obligations to 

global rules is weak as there are no global rules, standards and recommended practices. 

Secondly, the Arctic Oil and Gas Guidelines and other Arctic Council policies on the issue are 

legally non-binding. Additionally, there exists no systematic evaluation whether these 

guidelines are applied by the authorities and operators. Thirdly, the OSPAR convention only 

applies to parts of the Arctic marine area. On this background, Koivurova & Molenaar (2009) 

advocate a more coherent framework in governing the Arctic. 

                                                           
10

 Transportation of oil and gas are excluded in the guidelines, and also here in this thesis. 
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Several scholars have raised the question whether there should be established a single 

comprehensive Arctic legal regime for environmental protection. Even though comparisons 

have been made with the Antarctica and the comprehensive treaties governing the 

environment around the other polar region, these regimes are very different. Whereas the 

Antarctica is land, as well as a continent, the ocean is the focus in the Arctic (Nowlan 2001). 

Even though such a treaty could play a role in promoting sustainability in the Arctic (Nowlan 

2001), Stokke (2007) emphasizes that such a legally binding Arctic environmental regime 

would not strengthen environmental governance significantly. Firstly, there are clear 

political barriers associated with issues in the Arctic, and there is notably differing interests 

in how the Arctic states approach oil and gas activities.  Secondly, many of the issues of 

concern are already regulated in global or regional treaties. Stokke (2007) argue that the 

best governance approach is a flexible approach to norm-building, relying on already existing 

institutions and players in the Arctic. Both Stokke (2007) and Nowlan (2001) points to the 

Arctic Council as an important institution in strengthening the environmental governance in 

the region. The Council has already contributed in several manners such as improving the 

knowledge around environmental issues in the region and by “preparing guidelines on how 

to reduce risk associated with activities that involve threats to the Arctic environment” 

(Stokke 2007: 10). Nowlan (2001) advocate that the Arctic Council should be in a position to 

promote and strengthen the Arctic regime and continue to work to preserve the unique 

feature of the Arctic region. 
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Ch ap te r 3  Me th o d o lo gy  

3.0 Introduction to my Methodology 

In this chapter my goal is to present the research design as well as the data collection 

methods I have applied in this thesis. The purpose of this chapter is to clarify how I have 

conducted my research on the cooperation between public and private actors.  

3.1 Research Design and Method 

A research design is according to Ringdal (2001) procedures and techniques to answer 

scientific questions and research questions. I am approaching my problem and research 

question with a qualitative approach. The term qualitative research is used to describe non-

statistical techniques and processes used to gather data about social phenomena (McNabb 

2010). Qualitative research design, ranging from participant observation to interviews to 

discourse analysis, has since the 1980s become key methods of social research according to 

Kvale (2009).  

Qualitative research is often said to follow an inductive reasoning, which involve highlighting 

the importance of generating and developing an empirically grounded theory through 

interviews and observations (Thagaard 2003: 180; Kvale & Brinkmann 2009: 106). Even 

though Kvale & Brinkmann (2009) stress that interviews are primarily descriptive, there is a 

consensus that qualitative studies not necessarily are inductive (Thagaard 2003: 181; 

Silverman 2010: 86) and that interviews can be used to tested hypotheses (Kvale & 

Brinkmann 2009: 106).  Therefore, in this thesis I mainly employ a hypothetical deductive 

research strategy. In this hypothetical deductive method, a hypothesis is created on the 

background of theory. Furthermore, my expectation is tested and through an examination 

and it can be concluded whether the expectation is supported by the empirical evidence. 

However, I also employ elements of an inductive research strategy, as I do have a discussion 

concerning the theoretical disciple and possible supplements that I can be included in the 

overall theory to improve its explanatory effects. An inductive approach was also applied 

briefly in the initial stages of my research process. The deductive research strategy is 
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founded in my theoretical presentation in chapter 5 and 6. Deducted from this theory, in 

chapter 6 I pose an expectation as well I framework to analyze my expectation. In chapter 7 I 

analyze my data according to my expectation, before I in chapter 8 connect my observations 

to my theoretical framework.  

In one of the most important works on case studies, it is defined as “a method of choice 

when the phenomenon under study is not readily distinguishable from its context”, including 

the use of various data sources (Yin 2003; Ringdal 2001). A case study can be seen as an 

empirical inquiry, in which the focus is on a contemporary phenomenon within a real-life 

context and when boundaries between phenomenon and its context are not clearly evident, 

causing it to be suitable to studying complex social phenomenon (Yin 2003).  Ringdal (2001) 

emphasizes that a case is a phenomenon with one or few units of analysis which is subject 

for rigorous examination as well that a case is a limited system, more like an object – than a 

process. The case study method is used when it is important to answer questions like “how” 

or “why” (Yin 2003). It is clearly that the case on cooperation between the public and the 

private in the governing oil and gas activities in Arctic falls under such definitions. It is both a 

real-life context and a contemporary phenomenon and involves interaction between social 

actors, where the boundaries are clearly not evident. According to Yin (2003) case designs 

can be single or multiple –case studies. 

 

Yin (2003) also emphasizes that “the selected case or cases should reflect the characteristic 

and problems identified in the underlying theoretical propositions”. I started with an interest 

is the Arctic, especially oil and gas activities related to the environment. When researching 

the topic, I did not witness much cooperation between the private sector business entities 

and the public authorities. On this background I discovered a theoretical framework on 

global environmental governance and multi-stakeholder theory that advocated that such 

cooperation should be present. 

 

3.2 Selection and Application of Empirical Data 

Case studies can according to Yin (2003) use multiple sources and methods of data 

collection. Various sources of data can be utilized as sources of evidence and through 
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methods triangulation converging findings can increase the quality of the data. In order to 

explore the relationship and cooperation between the public and the private institutions in 

the Arctic, I have both conducted four in-depth semi-structured interviews with 

representatives from the public institutions, the private sector entities and the research 

community. In addition, I have acquired data and evidence through policy documents from 

the involved actors. 

3.2.1 Interviews 

An interview is an advantageous approach to attempt to attain data where the questions are 

either complex or open-ended (Saunders et. al 2009: 320). In qualitative interviews, the 

objective is to understand something from a subject’s point of view and to try to uncover 

their experiences (Kvale & Brinkmann 2009). Even though qualitative interviews may not 

always generate objective data, it can give us meaningful information about relations that 

can be interpreted (Kvale & Brinkmann 2009).  Depending on what information a researcher 

wants to elicit, social science researchers chooses the interviews in terms of structure. 

Researchers can use structured, semi-structured, or unstructured interviews (Roulston 2010: 

16). Saunders et.al (2009) emphasizes that semi-structured interviews is fruitful to apply for 

the many reasons. Firstly, it can be important to understand the attitudes, experiences and 

understandings of the interviewee. Secondly, is also useful to use with complex questions. 

Thirdly, the flexibility to order the questions can be necessary. By asking open-ended 

question, the interviewee selected its own terms to formulate answers to the questions. 

Furthermore, it opens for “probes” or additional questions in response to the interviewee`s 

descriptions and accounts (Roulston 2010: 14). Semi-structured interviews can therefore be 

used to explore and explain themes (Saunders et.al 2009). On this background and taken the 

information I wanted to attain was new and undiscovered, I applied this semi-structured 

approach. 
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Seven stages of Interviewing 
 

Kvale & Brinkmann (2009) divide the process of qualitative interviews into seven different 

stages. I choose to use this framework to explain my own interview process. 

 

Table 3.1 Seven stages of interviewing 

Thematizing: Kvale & Brinkmann (2009) argue that it is important to formulate the 
purpose of the investigation and the theme to be investigated in the interview before 
the interview start. Consequently it is important to clarify why these particular 
interviews are relevant to the research question and to acquire knowledge about the 
case as well as determining what to ask the interviewees. I carried out my interviews 
with the goals of getting increased knowledge of the private-public cooperation in the 
Arctic. Since this topic had not been explored before, only these actors had knowledge of 
this cooperation. However, my main research purpose was to test my hypothesis. 
Consequently, I needed some structure and standardized questions. 

Designing: “Designing an interview study involves planning the procedures and 
techniques”, the question of how the research is to be carried out (Kvale & Brinkmann 
2009: 109). By four qualitative, semi-structured interviews, with experts from different 
fields in the Arctic governance nexus, I obtained new usable knowledge. 

Interviewing: I employed a semi-structured guideline in all my interviews. However, I did 
not strictly keep to this framework as small adjustments were needed after discovering 
difference in knowledge and understanding of my questions.  This was mainly done to 
obtain further information from the interviewee`s answers. I interviewed prominent 
people both in the Arctic Council and the oil and gas industry, as well as the research 
community. One interview was conducted face-to –face, two were conducted by 
telephone and one was answered written. The interviews had duration between 40 and 
110 minutes. 

Transcribing: Three of my four interviews were transcribed, making it easier to quote my 
interviews. The interview with Oran Young was lost due to problems with my digital 
voice recorder. Consequently I have not quoted his statements, and averagely used him 
less than the other interviewees. However, although he is a renowned scholar within 
international environmental governance and the Arctic, much of his knowledge was not 
as relevant to my research question. 

Analyzing: Which method is most appropriate to analyze the material I have collected 
from my interviews? Kvale & Brinkman (2009) suggest five forms of analyzing the 
interviews, depending on purpose and topic of the investigation. These five methods 
include; (1) meaning condensation, (2) meaning categorization, (3) narrative structuring, 
(4) meaning interpretation, and (5) generating meaning through ad hoc methods. I have 
chosen to analyze my interviews through the ad hoc interview analysis method, a 
common method interview analysis (Kvale & Brinkman 2009). This approach combines a 
variety of commonsense approaches and a combination of different analytical 
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techniques to the interview. This ad hoc method was applied in combination with the 
meaning condensation approach. Through this approach I have been able to express the 
meanings by my interviewees into shorter formulations and been reduce large interview 
texts into shorter formulations (Kvale & Brinkmann 2009). 

Verifying: I see the data gathered through my research as both relevant and valid. 
Reliability is often treated in relation to whether a finding is reproducible at other times 
by other researcher (Kvale & Brinkmann 2009). By asking the interviewees different 
question around the same topic, I clearly got reliable data. Validity entails that an 
interview investigates what is was intended to study.  Since my interviews were open, I 
touched upon many topics which were relevant for my research, however by guiding my 
interviewees; I ended up with valid data as well as a more comprehensive knowledge. 

Reporting: Kvale & Brinkmann (2009) emphasize the importance of communicating the 
findings in the study and methods in a good manner, taking issues such as structure and 
ethical considerations into question. By using the different stages, I have explained how 
my interview process has proceeded. The ethical concerns go through the entire process 
of an interview process (Kvale 2009). Many of the questions arise when reporting the 
data from the interviews. I have taken issues such as of informed consent and 
confidentiality into account. Especially, I emphasized that my research shouldn’t harm 
the research participants and that the transcribed text is loyal to the interviewee`s oral 
statements. In addition the interview subjects must be fully informed about the purpose 
of my study and intended possible used of the research (Kvale 2009: 63, Silverman 2010: 
155). 

 

 

Choice of Respondents and Interviewees 
 

The process to find relevant interviewees was extensive. There were difficulties in getting in 

contact with the involved actors, especially the oil and gas companies. I contacted over 20 

different people and institutions which I considered that were the most important actors, 

with a request for an informal talk. There was little response. However, through my network 

I got in contact with the director of the AMAP working group. Through this contact, I got an 

interview with a representative in the Arctic Council that had firsthand knowledge of the oil 

and gas policies of the Council. Furthermore, he also recommended me and gave me further 

contact with oil and gas representatives, which was fruitful for my research. Despite that the 

Arctic Council representative gave me many names of various actors, when contacting some 

actors, they had little knowledge on the subject. 
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3.2.2 Qualitative Research – Document Analysis 

Secondary data is regarded as a fruitful supplement to data gathered through interviews 

(Ringdal 2001). Therefore, as a supplement to my interviews with the relevant actors, I have 

also applied secondary data from documents and reports. The majority of data is reports and 

guidelines published by the Arctic Council or the oil and gas industry. Through their reports, 

guidelines and assessments, I got valid information concerning my research question. Since 

these documents are the main policy reports on the environmental aspects of oil and gas in 

the Arctic, these were fruitful to explore to see the extent of cooperation. 

3.3 Reliability and Validity of Data  

Reliability and validity are central issues in social research, as both ideas help to establish the 

truthfulness, credibility and believability of findings (Neuman 2006). Reliability means that 

the data that is collected are dependable and consistent. Reliability is concerned with 

whether the findings are reproducible at other times by other researchers (Kvale & 

Brinkmann 2009). The importance of reliability is questioned in qualitative research though 

(Ringdal 2001, Johannessen et.al 2010). Firstly, there is no structured selection of empirical 

data, as it is often a conversation that leads to the selection of data.  Secondly, it is difficult 

for a researcher to copy a qualitative research design. Thirdly, the researcher has a central 

position in gathering the research, and as no one has the exact same background and 

experience as the researcher, the data is not interpreted is the same manner (Johannessen 

et.al 2010). Much of the information I have attained through the various interviews has been 

challenging to crosscheck with other secondary data, as this is limited. However, when the 

interviewees confirm the findings in the other interviews, this is a sign of high reliability. A 

common way to overcome the mentioned problems is through utilizing method 

triangulation (Johannessen et.al 2001). Since I did as well supplement with secondary data, I 

consider my data to be reliable. 

A normal definition of validity in qualitative research methods is through the question “Are 

we measuring what we believe we are measuring” (Johannessen et.al 2010)?  I consider the 

validity of my research to be strong, as I have through my interviews with key stakeholders 

and secondary data explored the relationship which I intended. However, validity is also 

concerned about ability to generalize the research. By only studying one case, it limits the 
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possibilities for generalizing. However, as previously mentioned, the Arctic region is a region 

in similar terms as other regional oceans and regions, the finding can be useful in governing 

other similar regions. 

3.4 Limitations and Reflections 

There are some limitations to my research design. As just mentioned, by only studying one 

case of private-public cooperation, I cannot make clear generalizations about such 

cooperation. However, by concentrating on one case, I have been able to in-depth explore 

the governance situation between the public and the private in the Arctic. 

The limited number of interviewees could make a risk of the quality of the research. The 

validity of the research could clearly have been improved by increasing the number of 

stakeholders. However, both difficulties with obtaining interested interviewees, as well as 

finding stakeholders with relevant knowledge on the issue have were difficult. The major 

petroleum companies and institutions working in the realm of oil and gas activities in the 

Arctic have been contacted. The responses I have gotten were mainly through the contacts 

of the Arctic Council Representative. This can have some limitations; however I still have the 

impression that I have interviewed the important people closest to the establishing 

cooperation and with highest knowledge on the subject. 

There are also difficulties involved in conducting the interview. Since my interviewees were 

located in Great Britain, the United States, and the Netherlands, two of my interviews were 

conducted per telephone. My interview with the International Association of Oil and Gas 

Producers (OGP), through my contact in ExxonMobil, was answered in writing. I originally 

requested an interview per telephone; however the OGP preferred to answer my interview- 

guide in writing. There are several limitations to such forms of interviewing. When only 

getting written answers to my question, follow-ups and more unstructured questions are 

impossible. No relationship between the interviewer and interviewee was established, and I 

was not able to ask additional questions to the given information. However, since I was 

aware of this problem, the interview “guide” given to the OGP was systematic and included 

all important aspects. The answers received were also clear and thorough. Through the 

telephone I was able to reach interviewees in a broad geographical area at a reasonable 

economic cost. However, I was maybe not able to reach the same level of contact and have a 
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free floating conversation. My last interview was conducted face to face, and such problems 

did not occur. 

An important reflection I have made during this process, was the little disclosure and 

amount of public information available from both the Arctic Council and the oil and gas 

industry. Both the Arctic Council and the oil and gas industry should be interested in 

publishing there environmental policies in the petroleum sector. The representatives I 

interviewed viewed the environmental aspects of the oil and gas activities in the Arctic as an 

essential issue both in the Arctic region per se and as an important issue in the oil and gas 

industry 
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Ch ap te r 4  Th e o re tical Fo u n d atio n  
 

4.0 Introduction to Global Governance 

Discussions of global governance often start with the understanding of a changing world, 

under the forces of globalization. The contemporary debate on global governance 

emphasizes that globalization and rising interdependencies between the members of the 

international society are generating an increasing demand for governance of our common 

world affairs (Young 1997). It is becoming increasingly difficult for both public and private 

actors to isolate themselves from global issues and events, however much they would wish 

to do so (Young 1997). 

Critics argue that globalization is shifting the patterns of authority and governance in the 

international system (Haufler 2003). Even though much focus has been on how economic 

globalization opens the borders of international trade, effecting the global monetary system 

and financial crisis, globalization has also had a substantial impact on the environment. The 

emission of greenhouse gasses or other environmental hazardous substances can have 

consequences for the global climate system and environment anywhere (Young 1997). 

The million-dollar question is how to manage and govern our common affairs and problems 

that has arisen in the wake of globalization. While some scholars have been concentrated on 

the issue of international cooperation through international institutions, others have 

focused on the proliferation of non-state actors and their increasing role as political players. 

In the view of many observers, business, represented by multinational corporations (MNCs) 

has acquired significantly influence in on global politics. The majority of scholars focusing on 

business as an important actor highlight the increasing power of MNCs with the unique 

financial position and their access to technology (Fuchs 2007; Cutler et.al 2001; Haufler 

2001). Today we find over 60,000 multinational corporations (MNCs), with nearly 820,000 

foreign subsidiaries and sell goods and services worth $15,680 billion across the globe (Held 

& McGrew 2002). 
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4.1 The Foundations of Global Governance Theory 

Throughout the recent decades there has been a varying perception on of how we should 

govern our common affairs. The traditional perspectives conflicts in International Relations 

(IR) theory are fruitful in contextualizing the issues concerning how and who governs our 

common affairs. It is also rewarding to observe the differences to more contemporary global 

governance theory and how this broad perception on how we govern our world affairs is 

founded.  

4.1.1 The Traditional International Relations Perspective 
 

For most theory, new and contemporary theoretical contributions are often built on prior 

assumptions or as reactions to these theories, challenging both previous assumptions and 

explanations. This is also the case for IR theory. IR theory, consisting of broad variety of 

theory, attempts to provide a conceptual model of how the international society can be 

described and analyzed.  

Regime theory Approach to International Governance 
 

Regime theory is interesting in a governance-perspective, since it was the first perspective to 

successfully explain the puzzles of international cooperation and institutions-building in 

world politics. It assumes that cooperation is possible in the anarchic system of states, and 

regimes and international institutions may make this international cooperation possible. The 

contributions of Robert O. Keohane (1982) and Stephen Krasner (1983) were the first 

scholarship to use regime theory to explain the international order and cooperation. 

Keohane and Nye`s work, Power and Interdependence (1977) was among the first theoretical 

frameworks emphasizing that cooperation was possible through the formation of regimes. 

One of the most quoted definitions of a regime remains that of Stephen Krasner; 

Regimes can be defined as sets of implicit or explicit principles, norms, rules, and 
decision-making procedures around which actors‘ expectations converge in a given 
area of international relations. Principles are beliefs or facts, causation, and rectitude. 
Norms are standards of behavior defined in terms or fights and obligations. Rules are 
specific prescriptions or proscriptions for action. Decision-making procedures are 
prevailing practices for making and implementing collective choice (Krasner 1983: 2) 
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Rosenau (1992) and Young (1989) specifies the term by stressing that regimes are 

“principles, norms, rules, and procedures of any regime are defined as converging in a given 

area of international relations, or in an issue area” (Rosenau 1992: 8; Krasner 1983: 2), and 

limited to “well-defined activities, resources, or geographical areas which only involve a 

subset of the members of international society” (Young 1989: 13). These international 

regimes are seen as the solution to overcome the obstacles of self-interested actors to 

achieve mutually advantageous international cooperation (Keohane 1984). 

Young (1997) offer non-state actors an important role in transnational regimes, whose 

operations are within issues that arise in global civil society. In contrast, international 

regimes, focus on institutionalized arrangements where the crucial actors are states. 

Although these pure regime types are interesting for analytical purposes, real-world regimes 

are often mixed types (Young 1997). Although both Keohane and Young, emphasizes the 

importance of non-state actors (Baylis & Smith 2001; Young 1997), these actors are generally 

contributed a small role in regime theory. 

Constructivist Approach to International Governance 
 

Even though regime theorist has no difficulty accommodating the contributions of 

constructivists (Breitmeier et.al 2006; Young 1999), constructivist thought is often left out of 

classical regime theory. Constructivists have criticized both regime theorist and realist, which 

rely on a rationalist assumption, for basing their arguments on invalid assumptions when 

they believe that states rationally can define their interests and that these interests don’t 

change over time (Ruggie 1998). Ougaard & Leander (2010) points out that the 

“constructivist challenge can be seen as a sound reaction against overly simplistic rationalist 

accounts”. 

When institutionalist argue that states only can cooperate when they pursue a common or 

at least compatible goal, the leave out the question regarding how these goals are set, 

according to constructivists (Ougaard  & Leander 2010). Constructivism, in Ruggie‘s version, 

is about questioning the creation of values, intentions, aspirations and purposes (Ougaard & 

Leander 2010). Ougaard &Leander (2010: 18) emphasizes; 

This does not mean that all considerations of material structures and rationality must be 
discarded, it rather means that rationality must be seen in relation to goals and interests 
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that are constructed by agents in historically specific situations and contexts where pre-
existing material structures, political institutions and dominant ideas have roles to play  

 

IR contribution to international governance 

The foundations from regime theory on international cooperation, the opening for non-state 

actors, and the existence of principles and norms, can be said to contribute to aspects of 

what today is considered global governance. However, the anarchic assumption of Keohane 

and his fellow rationalist scholars have been criticized to give no room for governance, since 

there is no room for governance in anarchy (Holsti in Rosenau & Czempiel 1992: 30), 

supporting a more constructivist approach. Kehohane stresses that that the rationalist- 

constructivist debate is out of date and that the study of global governance and 

international cooperation needs a more coherent approach to explain international 

cooperation. He emphasizes that world needs to be studied through multiple approaches, 

and not only rationalist and institutionalist approaches need to be taken into account, but 

also incorporate constructivist insights. Focusing on these different ways at looking at the 

international system makes up a more coherent picture of the world system (Keohane in 

Schouten 2008 in Ougaard &Leander 2010). 

4.1.2 Contemporary Global Governance Theory 

Lately, there has emerged a more nuanced picture and much scholarly literature on new 

actors that actively participate in governing the international system. In addition, as a world 

government never evolved, considerable other international governance structures have 

developed contributing to the governing of world affairs (Rosenau & Czempiel 1992). The 

term global governance, like that of globalization, is subject to a variety of meanings.  In 

1995, the publication “Governance without government” (Rosenau & Czempiel 1992) was 

made known, the Commission on Global Governance was established, and the journal 

“Global Governance” was published. Dingwerth & Pattberg (2006: 185) have observed that 

“Global governance appear to be virtually anything”, leading to a confusion of what is 

included in the term. 
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 Defining Global Governance 
 

There is a variety of forms of defining global governance theory, pointing out different 

aspects important to the theoretical direction. The Commission on Global Governance 

defined governance as “the sum of the many ways individuals and institutions, public and 

private, manage their common affairs” (Karns & Mingst 2004: 4). Cutler, Haufler & Porter 

(1999) point to the development of new forms of problem-solving structures and the growth 

of regulatory initiatives controlled by sub-state, supra-state and non-state actors.  Many 

scholars have identified significant changes in governance of world affairs, theorizing around 

“governance without government” and emphasizing that governance functions are located 

at multiple arenas, involving local, national, regional and international institutions as well as 

private sector arenas (Kobrin 1998, Rosenau 1992, May 2006) 

However, much of the term of “global governance” and “governance”11, has its foundation 

in Rosenau`s view on the changing pattern of global order (Dingwerth & Pattberg 2002). 

Rosenau (1992:4) differentiates governance from government in the following manner; 

Both refer to purposive behavior, to goal-oriented activities, to systems of rule; but 
government suggest activities that are backed by formal authorities, by police powers 
to insure the implementation of duly constituted policies, whereas governance refers 
to activities backed by shared goals that may or may not derive from legal and 
formally prescribed responsibilities and that do not necessarily rely on police powers 
to overcome defiance and attain compliance. Governance, in other words, is a more 
encompassing phenomenon than government. It embraces governmental 
institutions, but it also subsumes informal, nongovernmental mechanisms whereby 
those persons and organizations within its purview move ahead, satisfy their needs, 
and fulfill their wants. 

Rosenau (1995) also emphasizes the multiple actors and cooperation between these actors 

in the governance arrangements; 

It is important to stress that whether they are nascent or institutionalized, the control 
mechanisms of all regimes are sustained by the joint efforts of governmental and 
nongovernmental actors. This shared responsibility is all too often overlooked in the 
regime literature” (Rosenau 2005: 57). 

                                                           
11

 There is a scholarly agreement that the term “governance” is directly related to the term “global governance”11 (Dingwerth 

and Pattberg 2006) 
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 Frameworks of Global Governance Theory 
 

Karns & Mingst (2004) presents four different concrete elements of global governance. 

Firstly, they emphasize the importance international law and treaties. Secondly, soft law 

initiatives and norm establishment are also considered a central element in global 

governance.  According to Karns & Mingst (2004) issues around sustainable development 

and the concept of the global commons are all good examples of soft law initiatives. Thirdly, 

the combination of formal and informal structures and actors are an essential part of global 

governance arrangements, including international institutions, either global or regional, 

international courts, ad hoc arrangements, NGOs and private business actors. Fourthly and 

lastly, “international regimes” are included as a piece of global governance. Consequently, 

sets of principles, norms, rules and decision-making procedures in a given area or specific 

policy area is a vital part on how we manage our common affairs. 

Held & McGrew (2002) argue that the analytical essence of global governance is to 

understand and explain the political significance of global, regional and transnational 

authority arrangements. Therefore we must focus on “political coordination between 

various levels of governance- from public authorities, through states and international 

institutions and private actors which together resolve common collective problems” (Held & 

McGrew 2002: 9). They present a similar framework concerning the institutional architecture 

of global governance. Firstly, they emphasize that global governance is multilayered through 

several principal infrastructures of governance- through suprastate, regional, transnational 

(civil society, business networks) and substate (community associations). Secondly, global 

governance is portrayed as pluralistic since there is no single locus of authority. Thirdly, it 

has a variable geometry, highlighting that the political significance and regulatory capacities 

of these arrangements may vary considerably from issue- and geographical area. Fourthly, 

the global governance system is structurally complex, by consisting of diverse players and 

networks with overlapping jurisdictions and different power resources. Fifthly and lastly, 

even though national governments is far from being sidelined in the system, they have 

become increasingly important as strategic sites for gathering together the different 

governance arrangements and legitimizing regulation beyond the state. 
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Both the frameworks clearly show that global governance theory is a wide and complex 

approach. Additionally, both frameworks clearly emphasize the importance on governance 

structures of various levels which includes both public and private actors that together can 

solve common collective problems. 
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Ch ap te r 5  –  Th e o re tical Fram e wo rk 

5.0 Introduction to Theoretical Framework 

Within global governance theory there has evolved a direction that focuses much on the 

different actors contributing to governing our common affairs. International institutions has 

for a long time played an important role in international cooperation (Held & McGrew 2002). 

At the same time the global governance literature has emphasized how the variety of non-

state actors influences our governance arrangements, such as NGOs and business interests 

mainly through Multinational Corporations (MNCs). MNCs are among the primary 

beneficiaries of globalization (Cutler et al. 2003) and it is today important to look at the 

horizontal shift in authority to from state actors to non-state actors (Haufler 2003). 

Sometimes this private authority can conducted outside the public spheres (Cutler et.al 

1999), however, private sector policies which frequently interacts and cooperates with 

governments and international institutions, has greater possibilities to global governance 

effects (Woods 2002). 

5.1 Multi –Stakeholder Cooperation 

Alongside this proliferation of actors contributing to govern our world affairs, a theoretical 

direction within global governance theory that emphasizes the spread and importance of 

cooperation between public and private sector actors in governing arrangements has 

evolved. There has been many ways to describe this phenomenon, however labels such as 

“transnational rule-making”, “multi-stakeholder cooperation”, and “plurilateral coalitions”, 

are all definitions of arrangements which bring together public and private stakeholders in 

“common forums to engage in consensus-oriented problem solving” (Wigell 2008). Dubash 

(2009) highlights that in recent years global deliberative processes has brought together 

public actors, through governments and institutions, and the private sectors. This interaction 

is also becoming increasingly common on the global stage (Dubash 2009). Such cooperative 

agreements can be found with a broad range of policy issues. Wigell (2008) emphasizes that 

today such multi-stakeholder cooperation can be identified in a variety of issue-areas in 
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global, regional and local levels and involving a broad area set of actors. These initiatives are 

often developed as responses to general challenges or gaps in governance arrangements 

which has evolved in an era of globalization (Wigell 2008). Also in the field of sustainability 

and global environmental governance, the emergence of governance structures based on 

private policies and a mix of public and private actors is particularly pronounced (Bäckstrand 

2006). 

5.1.1 Business as partner in Global Governance 

The recently large and growing literature concerning the role of business in global 

governance has emerged and influenced the general literature about how international 

affairs are governed. Though this literature is theoretically diverse and focuses on different 

aspects of the role of business interest, it gives a clear emphasis to the importance of 

business in governing the world. Especially noteworthy in the recent global governance 

trends is how business has become partners in governing our world affairs. 

Ougaard & Leander (2010) highlight the increasing role of business in global governance and 

their relationship with public entities; 

Transnational business associations are increasingly visible in international policy 
debates and intergovernmental institutions, and there is a heightened attention to 
global policy making in national and international business communities. 

It is important not to remember the many roles, special position and following power 

resources of business actors as well as its central position in creating economic growth 

(Falkner 2010, Fuchs 2007). Consequently, business becomes a crucial actor in the general 

wealth of nations and thereby a source of considerable economic power (Fuchs 2007). 

One important role emphasized by the business and global governance literature is private 

governance trough industry self-regulation and private standard-setting (Haufler 2006; 

Mattli & Büthe 2003). Included are private voluntary standards and rules which “dictate 

what is acceptable and required behavior, putting limits on what is permissible” (Haufler 

2001: 8). In the past decade, most major MNCs have rushed to develop new codes of 

conduct that set standards for their behavior on issues that are represented on the top level 

of the international agenda (Haufler 2001). The all-inclusive term of self-regulation is often 
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determined when the industry itself develops its own technical standards, best practices, 

and codes of conduct (Haufler 2006). The rules that govern their behavior are voluntary, 

however they can either be of the nature that they go beyond the current regulations or by 

establishing new standards (Haufler 2001). Such self-regulation often exists when 

international rules are absent, ineffective or impartial (Braithwaite & Drahos 2000). The 

extent of this self-regulation may vary extensively in scope, the number of parties and 

degree of specificity (Haufler 2001). 

Haufler (2001) also emphasizes even though private policies are valuable, public authorities 

must take action as well, trough legislation and establishing values and norms. Haufler 

(2001:22) underlines; “International industry self-regulation has the potential to encourage 

significant improvements but only in concert with traditional political processes”. 

5.1.2 Public- Private Partnerships 

Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs) is by far the most common structure in which multi-

stakeholder and business in global governance theory applies to describe cooperation 

between the public and the private sector. Public-private partnerships have by some been 

pointed out as a new tool of global governance, which can supply both effective and 

legitimate governance (Bäckstrand 2008). 

Bull (2010) emphasizes that one of the increasingly important roles of business in global 

governance is that of being partner to governments and international organizations and 

highlighting the importance of public-private partnerships. Public-private partnerships can 

be defined as; 

Voluntary and collaborative relationships between various parties, both state and 
non-state, in which all participants agree to work together to achieve a common 
purpose or undertake a specific task and to share responsibilities, resources and 
benefits (UN General Assembly 2005in Bull 2010: 353). 

Partnership networks have lately been branched as a new form of global governance with its 

potential to bridge multilateral norms by incorporating actors from government, business 

and civil society (Bäckstrand 2006). Public–private partnership has also been seen as 

innovative forms of governance that effectively can address the deficits of global 

environmental politics (Haas 2004). 
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The most famous kind of public-private partnerships, are the partnerships which evolved 

around the 2002 World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) in Johannesburg. 

According to Bäckstrand (2006) and Bull (2010), there exist between 300 and 400 public- 

private partnerships only under UN auspices. Bäckstrand argues that these multi-sectoral 

partnerships can be conceived as ‘post-sovereign’, ‘networked’ and ‘hybrid’ governance. 

These partnerships can have different goals. Some are advocacy partnerships, which primary 

aims to raise awareness regarding the issue in question. Others are policy partnerships, 

which are created to establish both formal and informal dialogue as well as knowledge- 

sharing between the public and private sector with the aim of changing policies (Bull 2010). 

5.1.3 Global Policy Networks 

Also trough global policy networks we can witness the importance of multi-stakeholder 

public-private cooperation. Global Policy Networks has over the last decade emerged as a 

new governance structure with innovative elements of “networked governance”; bringing 

together public sectors – national, state and local governments, as well as international 

bodies – and two other sectors in our society – the business community and  civil society 

organizations (Brenner et.al 2000; Streck 2002). Brenner et.al (2000) argue that; 

Today’s global environment demands creative institutional arrangements that will 
allow governments, other organizations, and individuals to agree upon and solve
 emerging global problems, whose number and intensity will only continue to grow 

 

and that; 

Global policy networks are a means of responding to the uncertain and rapidly 
changing conditions of our relentlessly liberalizing and technologizing global 
environment. 
 

These networks are categorized as open, flexible and transparent structures that have been 

formed around an issue of common interest of the involved actors. Streck (2002) underline 

the traditional and institutional arrangements we have witnessed the last decades have not 

given the wanted result within global environmental protection. Consequently, Streck (2002) 

argues the models of global policy networks, such as the World Commission on Dams (WCD), 

the Global Environment Facility and the flexible mechanisms of the Kyoto Protocol are 

examples of networks that have been influential in achieving successful results. Through 
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coordination by international organizations, global policy networks might contribute to close 

the governance gap in global environmental policy. The World Commission on Dams (WCD) 

offers, according to Wigell (2008), a rich example of how multi-stakeholder cooperation can 

help to foster cooperative solutions to complex issues. The WCD often have been praised by 

scholars and practitioners for setting precedence with new governance mechanisms for 

dealing with controversial global policy issues (Wigell 2008). 

5.2 Global Environmental Governance 

There are clear governance challenges in dealing with the global environment. Ivanova 

(2002) argues; “Cooperation is difficult to obtain when the impact is unidirectional, i.e., 

when activities in one country cause damage only in another jurisdiction”. Global 

environmental issues are complex and hard to govern as it raises several policy problems: 

Firstly, it raises issues on management of the global common and provision of  “global public 

goods”. Secondly, it raises difficulties in questions around transboundary pollution or 

externalities, and thirdly it raises questions in the ubiquitous environmental problems with 

worldwide implications (Haas 1991 in Ivanova 2002). Lidskog et.al (2010) highlight; 

Environmental problems are increasingly understood as transboundary matters, 

transcending borders of nation state, as well as borders between experts and 

citizens, the public and the private sectors, and formal regulation and informal rule-

making. 

Consequently, especially with the challenging circumstances of global environmental 

governance, new forms of governance structures have arisen. Cooperation and partnerships 

between public and private actors in global environmental partnerships can be crucial if 

normal governance structures are unable to deal with environmental issues. Bäckstrand 

(2006) argue that especially in the field of sustainability and global environmental 

governance, the emergence of governance structures based on private authority, private 

regimes and a mix of public and private actors is particularly pronounced. 

In April 2010, the Deepwater Horizon offshore drilling rig exploded, causing the rig to sink 

and leading to a major oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico, not far from the coast of Louisiana. The 

spill is expected to exceed the 1989 Exxon Valdez oil spill and become the largest oil disaster 
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ever. Such catastrophes demonstrate when transboundary environmental tragedies take 

place, it leads to the degradation of our global commons as well as these environmental 

hazards and consequences may move to other nations and territories (Held and McGrew 

2002:4). Lidskog et al (2010) have a clear vision on how global environmental challenges 

must be governed; 

Regulation and rule-making are not restricted to the ways in which governments 
manage activities; they are not necessarily activities governed by the nation state. 
Rather, regulations are frequently made by both private and public actors at different 
level of society. Rule-making and regulatory practices are shaped in social 
interactions and interdependencies among a number of actors and are not simply 
something created through centrally controlled bureaucracies of the nation states. 

 

5.3 Reflections on the Way Forward 

There are certain difficulties in challenging the foundations of global governance theory. 

Since it includes a wide variety of phenomena is included in global governance theory. In 

addition to public-private networks, questions around the changing regulative capacity of 

states, global social movements and private forms of authority has got attention (Dingwerth 

& Pattberg 2006). And as Rosenau emphasizes; 

There is no single organizing principle on which global governance rests, no emergent 

order around which communities and nations are likely to converge. Global 

governance is the sum of myriad—literally millions of—control mechanisms driven by 

different histories, goals, structures, and processes (Rosenau in Dingwerth & Pattberg 

2006: 192). 

However, by focusing on the proliferation of non-state actors, the importance of business, as 

well as multi-stakeholder cooperation, and a clear emphasis on the cooperation between 

the public and private actors, I may be possible to evaluate whether this important part of 

global governance exists. New multi-stakeholder structures are advocated as innovative and 

efficient in solving our governance gaps. Especially in governing the environment, 

cooperation between the public and private is seen as crucial. 

As these new governance mechanisms has evolved in theory, we will also be able to evaluate 

whether such cooperation and partnership exists in the governance of the oil and gas 
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activities in the Arctic. However, how can we observe cooperation or partnership between 

the public and the private? What can be considered as formal cooperation? Such questions 

will be answered in the following section. 
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Ch ap te r 6  An aly tical Fram e wo rk 
 

6. 0 Expectations from Global Governance Theory 

On the background of global governance theory certain expectations can be drawn. Global 

governance theory advocates the importance of multi-stakeholder cooperation between 

public actors and private actors, especially the private business entities. These business 

entities are increasingly becoming close partners, having an important role, in this 

relationship with public authorities, either governments or international institutions (Bull 

2010). Although though there exists a myriad of different forms of cooperation, in these 

multi-stakeholder public- private relationships, joint partnerships or global policy networks is 

seen as the most common of these new governance mechanisms (Bäckstrand 2008; Streck 

2002; Wigell 2008). 

Since these cooperative arrangements are based on the formation of cooperative 

relationships between the public and the private, multi-stakeholder relationships are 

categorized as institutionalized cooperative arrangements between public actors and private 

actors beyond the nation-state for governance purposes (Börzel & Risse 2001). 

Consequently, I find it reasonable to expect to find an institutionalized cooperation between 

business entities and the public sphere. Since my focus is on global issues, international 

institutions are the most natural entity to focus on as public actor. Therefore; 

Expectation : Based on global governance theory, I anticipate to observe a institutionalized 

public -private cooperation between international institutions and business entities. 

However, to be able to test this expectation, there is need to clarify what is meant by public-

private cooperation between these two entities and how such cooperation operationalized. 

6. 1 Assumptions in Analytical Framework 

To be able to concentrate on only public-private cooperation, two issues are interlinked to 

this cooperation and governance mechanism, which must be taken for granted.  Firstly, I 

take it for granted that private actors can create governance effects. This is been primarily 

shown through private regimes, signifying institutionalized co-operation among private 
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actors, where states do not participate in formulating the principles, norms, rules and 

procedures (Haufler 1995: 100). Especially linked to such private regimes are private-setting 

organizations, such as International Organization for Standardization (ISO). 

Secondly, soft law initiatives such as norms, principles and codes of conduct are also 

important. Soft law refers to non-binding norms, operating in the twilight between law and 

politics, often found in resolutions by international institutions and international codes of 

conduct (Skjærseth et al. 2006). Soft law regimes often rely primarily on the participation of 

private actors in developing governance arrangements (Kirton & Trebilcock 2004). These 

new modes of governance are often seen trough standards and guidelines (Djelic & Sahlin-

Andersson 2006). Without such assumptions, it would be difficult to evaluate the policies of 

the both the private and the public sector that can be foundation of cooperation. 

6.2 Operationalizing Global Governance and Public – Private Cooperation 

To evaluate the different level of cooperation between international institutions and the 

private business entities, different types of cooperation must be distinguished, as well as 

what is meant by formal and informal cooperation. No existing framework has been 

developed which only focuses on the extent of cooperation between public and private 

actors. Consequently, I base my analysis on two models which will contribute to evaluate the 

extent of institutionalized cooperation. I will firstly present the policy dialogue model before 

I subsequently present the level of reference. 

6.2.1 Policy Dialogue  

The United Nations General Assembly presents and distinguishes between  different types of 

cooperation with the private sector from their report “Towards Global Partnerships: 

Cooperation Between the United Nations and All Relevant Partners, in Particular the Private 

Sector”12. However, one model, the policy dialogue, is particularly useful to get a 

comprehensive understanding of the level of private- public cooperation. 

                                                           
12

 It is important to keep in mind that this framework was not developed to analyze the extent of cooperation, but 

merely as a descriptive framework. Additionally, this framework was specifically designed for the UN, in some 

ways an unique organization. 
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It includes formal or informal participation of the private sector in intergovernmental 

deliberations. This cooperation varies in the involvement, scope and formality and the 

different measures range from full participation in the multilateral governing body, to 

participation in committees and working groups (Bull et al. 2004). Within formal 

cooperation, “accreditation on conferences and events”, “observer status or ad hoc 

participation” is also included. Informal mechanisms can be parallel events to the 

multilateral institution and informal consultations, dialogues and workshops between the 

multilateral institution and non-state actors on a specific issue (United Nations General 

Assembly 2001). 

 

Besides from the formal and informal partnerships for policy dialogue we find global policy 

networks and voluntary standards initiatives. In the former cooperation is primarily 

conducted through multi-stakeholder, partnership-based governance networks and policy 

dialogues. These networks often concentrate on a specific global issue outside the 

intergovernmental process and have a wide membership of governments, international 

institutions, civil society organizations and the private business actors (Bull et.al 2004, 

United Nations General Assembly 2001). Despite the informal characteristics, there is a clear 

formation of cooperative relationships between the actors, through features of participation 

and membership.  Through membership, all actors are included in the non-hierarchical 

decision-making process (Streck 2002). Consequently, I have categorized it as a feature of 

formal cooperation. 

 

The voluntary standards initiatives I categorize as informal cooperation. Such initiatives are 

often privately driven by industry associations, trade unions or individual companies (United 

Nations General Assembly 2001). By these initiatives, the private sector has an opportunity 

to contribute in corporate social, environmental and ethical standards. These standards 

normally include codes of conduct, guidelines, social and environmental labeling as well as 

framework agreements on environmental standards between environmental organizations, 

companies and sometimes governments (United Nations General Assembly 2001). Even 

though public institutions also may develop voluntary standards initiatives, the interaction 

between the initiatives are purely informal. 
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Table 6.1 Forms of Policy Dialogue 

Formal Institutional Mechanisms for 

Participation in Policy Dialogue 

Informal Mechanisms for 

Participation in Policy Dialogue 

-Full participation in the multilateral governing 
body 
 
-Formal consultative status with the multilateral 
institution 
 
-Participation in committees and working groups 
on specific issues 
 
-Accreditation for specific conferences and 
events 
 
-Members of national delegations at multilateral 
conferences in issue area 
 
-Observer status /ad hoc participation at 
meetings 

-Parallel events to the multilateral 
institutions‘ conferences 
 
-Informal consultations, dialogues 
and workshops between multilateral 
institutions entities and non-state 
actors on specific policy issues 

Global Policy Networks Voluntary Standards Initiatives 

-Multi-stakeholder, partnership-based 

governance networks and policy dialogues 

- Focus on a specific global issue 

-  Different forms of hierarchy 

- Broad membership 

-Existence of voluntary standard 

initiatives 

-Either public or privately driven 

-Include codes of conduct, guidelines 

or similar 

Source: United Nations General Assembly 2001 including own placement of global policy networks and 
voluntary standards initiatives 

6.2.2 Level of Reference 

By not having a general framework to rely on in evaluating the level of cooperation, I have 

also chosen to include the level of reference. The level of reference describes the number of 

references to the other actor in the main policy documents. This is based on the assumption 

that a level of cooperation between the private and public actors is reflected in the most 

important reports. I will mainly use this model as a controlling devise for drawing wrong 

conclusions for the policy dialogue model. As the relationship may be relatively new, the 

level of cooperation can be exaggerated or understated. There may be instances where 

there are signs of formal cooperation from the policy dialogue model, but low level of 
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reference may indicate that the relationship is not as close as anticipated. It may also occur 

in instances where there is no apparent formal cooperation, and where the level of 

reference may indicate a more extensive form of cooperation. 

Therefore it is necessary to ask: How frequent must the references appear to show signs of 

formal, informal or non-existent cooperation? Through creating a model, it is possible to 

create limits for what can be defined as different levels of cooperation. By looking at various 

issues in the main policy documents I have been able to differentiate three different levels of 

cooperation. Firstly, if an actor refers to the other actor over 20 times, it can be categorized 

as a formal level of reference. Secondly, if the level of reference is between 5 and 19 

references it is informal. Thirdly, if the level of reference is between 0 and 4 references, it 

can be categorized as a non-existent level of cooperation. 

Table 6.2 Degree of reference to each other 

Formal Referring 20 times or more to the other actor 

Informal Between 5 -19 references to the other actor 

No 
Cooperation 

Between 0 – 4 references to other actor 

 

The different levels are based on the length, comprehensiveness, overlapping issues and 

sections describing governance structures in the main policy documents of the two actors. 

Since the main policy document all describes the central actors in the Arctic environmental 

governance, a number below four will only make room to briefly describe the other actor. If 

the number of references increases, it may indicate that references are included in other 

section of the policy documents, indicating cooperation. Taken the length of the main policy 

documents into consideration, higher number would indicate quite frequent reference. The 

reports are averagely 74 pages (OGP Guidelines; Arctic Council Guidelines & Arctic Council 

Assessment). In a formal cooperation we should witness clear signs of cooperation through 

reference to each others initiatives, therefore high level of reference to the actor in the 

governance section as well as possibly also in other sections. With fewer than twenty 

references there is little room for descriptions of formal partnerships, indicating an informal 

cooperation. If the frequency of references is over twenty references, the other actor will be 

referred to every fourth page or more, indicating that the actors have a formal relationship. 
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6.2.3 Institutionalized Public-Private Cooperation 

On the background of these two models it will be possible to describe the level of 

cooperation between the international institution and the private actor. The models are also 

the essence when I operationalize an institutional cooperative relationship. The term 

“institutionalized cooperation” has been used in many settings, also in the global 

governance theory. What can be defined as institutionalized is often difficult to define. Oran 

Young has uses institutionalized cooperation as an indicator in explaining inter-actor 

relations. When differentiating between institutionalized and non-institutionalized 

cooperation, Young distinguishes between governance systems that grow up as social 

practices based on informal/unwritten rules and norms on the one hand and systems that 

rest on formal constitutive arrangements (e.g. constitutions or treaties) and other regulatory 

measures (Interview with Oran Young 2010). I build on this definition, and differentiate 

between formal and informal cooperation when distinguishing a institutionalized from a 

non-institutionalized cooperation. Consequently, a formal cooperative arrangement can be 

categorized as institutionalized. 

Although Young`s definition is based on larger governance systems, where constitutions and 

treaties are illustrations of formal documents indicating the relationship, the definition is 

also fruitful to define and operationalize institutionalized relationships between public and 

private actors. Since constitutions rarely are present in such cross-border arrangements, I 

build on other forms of formal constitutive arrangements. Therefore, I apply the formal 

institutional mechanisms from my two models to define “institutionalized cooperation”. 

However, it is important to employ some discretion, especially on the level of reference, as 

the collaborative agreements may be emerging, consequently not represented in the main 

policy documents. 
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Figure 6.1 Degree of Cooperation between International Institutions and Business Entities  

                                      Institutionalized/Formal Cooperation 

- Formal Institutional Mechanisms 

- Global Policy Networks 

- Formal Level of Reference 

  Non-Institutionalized /Informal Cooperation 

- Informal Institutional Mechanisms 

- Voluntary Standard Initiatives 

- Informal Level of Reference 

 

My operationalization of non-institutionalized also build on Young`s definition. He 

emphasizes the importance of informal, unwritten rules and norms as part on non-

institutionalized cooperation. Consequently, I define non-institutionalized cooperation as 

consisting of informal and unwritten rules and practices, including the informal mechanisms 

from my policy dialogue model and the informal level of reference. On this basis, my 

analytical framework can evaluate whether or not we can witness an institutionalized 

cooperative arrangement between an international institution and a business entity. 

Glo
bal 
Gov
ern
anc
e 



  47 

Ch ap te r 7  An aly sis  o f th e  Pu blic – 

Private  Co o p e ratio n  –  Th e  Case  o f th e  

Arctic  

7.0 Introduction to Evaluating Cooperation 

What are the extent, degree and level of cooperation between the private sector and 

international institutions? Based on global governance theory, I have anticipated to observe 

an institutionalized public -private cooperation between international institutions and 

business entities. Transferred to my case concerning the Arctic region, I expect to find an 

institutional relationship between the Arctic Council and the petroleum industry on relations 

concerning the environmental aspects of oil and gas activities. 

In this chapter, I will analyze on the basis on my data from my interviews and from the main 

policy documents, to what extent we can find institutionalized public-private cooperation 

between the Arctic Council and the oil and gas industry. With the background of my 

analytical framework, I will assess whether we can find such an institutionalized cooperation. 

Of practical reasons, I will start my analysis with the level of reference and continue with the 

level of policy dialogue. This is due to that the level of reference introduces the policy 

platforms of the actors, which is an important foundation in the policy dialogue model. 

7.1 Level of Reference 

As explained in my analytical framework, I will use the frequency of references between the 

Arctic Council and the oil and gas industry to evaluate whether or not we can observe 

indicators of a formal and institutionalized relationship. Firstly, I will look upon how frequent 

the Arctic Council refers to the oil and gas industry. Secondly, I will examine the frequency 

on how the industry refers to the Arctic Council. Since the International Association of Oil 

and Gas Producers (OGP) refer quite differently to the council than the individual oil and gas 

companies, I have separated them in my analysis. 
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7.1.1 Arctic Council Reference to the Oil and Gas Industry  

The Arctic Council`s work on protecting the marine Arctic in light of the oil and gas activities 

in the region is mainly found in the 2007 Arctic Oil and Gas Assessment and the Oil and Gas 

Guidelines (2009 edition) . The goals of the latter are clearly stated; 

The Guidelines should be used to help secure common policy and practices. The 
target group for the Guidelines is thus primarily the authorities, but the Guidelines 
may also be of help to the industry when planning for oil and gas activities and to the 
public in understanding environmental concerns and practices of Arctic offshore oil 
and gas activities. While recognizing the nonbinding nature of these Guidelines, they 
are intended to encourage the highest standards currently available. They are not 
intended to prevent States from setting equivalent or stricter standards, where 
appropriate (Oil and Gas Guidelines 2009: 10) 

 

It is clear that these guidelines are primarily created to guide the public actors, when 

considering different measures to protect the Arctic environment in oil and gas related 

cases. My interviewees also clearly emphasizes that these guidelines were directed towards 

authorities and not the private sector (Interview with OGP, Mr.Parker and Mr. Reiersen 

2010). Despite these stated goals and opinions, the guidelines highlights; 

For institutional strengthening in the region context, management of the Arctic oil 
and gas activities and their effects on the Arctic and near shore areas requires 
participation from governments, the public, NGOs and operators (Oil and Gas 
Guidelines 2009). 

The 2007 Oil and Gas Assessment emphasizes that the environmental effects of oil and gas 

activities in the Arctic can only be reduced if existing regulation is implemented and new 

regulations addressing current gaps and weaknesses are developed. In the relevant 

recommendations from the Assessment, it highlights both the importance of governments 

and the oil and gas industry. The recommendations states that “Governments and industry 

should develop better reporting procedures”, “governments and industry should be 

encouraged to provide better information and infrastructure related to oil and gas  

activities” and that; 

Governments and industry should provide the Arctic Council with improved access to 
relevant and appropriate data to enable the Arctic Council to establish an inventory 
of facilities and infrastructure with potential for releases or spills associated with oil 
and gas and compile and maintain an updated inventory of accidental releases from 
oil and gas activities in the Arctic as a basis for conducting periodic risk assessments. 
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The Assessment also makes clear reference to what they expect of the oil and gas industry. It 

states;  

Oil and gas companies should be responsible for the cost associated with risk 
reduction, spill response, (…), and be prepared to share the costs for studies for 
monitoring of effects on the environment and on society associated with oil and gas 
development (2007 Oil and Gas: 9). 

and; 

Oil and gas industry should adapt the best available Arctic technology and practices 
currently  available in all phases of oil and gas activity when undertaking activities in 
the Arctic (2007 Oil and Gas: 10). 

Both the 2009 Oil and Gas Guidelines and the 2007 Oil and Gas Assessment frequently refer 

to “industry” and “operators”. The 2009 Guidelines and 2007 Assessment refer respectively 

twenty-five and three times to “operators” and twenty and fifty times to “industry”. This 

frequency of reference, indicate that this can be considered an indicator of formal 

cooperation. However, based on certain aspects, the relationship cannot be categorized as 

formal. Firstly, much of the reference to “industry” or “operators” is related to 

recommendations on how the industry should operate and cooperate with various actors 

leading to more sustainable management.  Secondly, the OGP or other individual oil and gas 

companies are not referred to in the same manner. The OGP is referred to nine times in the 

2009 Guidelines and none in the 2007 Assessment. Representatives of individual oil and gas 

companies are referred to two times in the 2009 Guidelines and once in the 2007 

Assessment. Consequently, even though there is a frequent level of reference, by referring 

to “industry” and “operators”, only a small level of reference is done to direct industry 

actors. Therefore no apparent cooperation is revealed. Thirdly, the 2009 Guidelines only 

refers to the OGP in relation with management systems. The guidelines emphasizes that the 

OGP has a role, together with other private and public organizations, to developed various 

types of management systems documents which includes key elements which the Guidelines 

recommend (Oil and Gas Guidelines 2009: 26). However, the remaining references to the 

OGP are direct references to their published reports. On this background, it is possible to 

conclude that the Arctic Council only refers to the industry actors at an informal level. 
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7.1.2 Industry Reference to Arctic Council 

However, as cooperation is a mutual phenomenon, the degree of industry reference to the 

Arctic Council must be examined as well. Through the documents concerning the 

environment and oil and gas activities in the Arctic region, it is possible to get an overview 

over the situations where industry actors refer to the Council. 

 Individual Oil and Gas Companies 
 

In the sustainability reports or specific Arctic platforms by Statoil and Shell the two 

companies have both developed environmental and social strategies to be prepared for the 

challenges in the Arctic region. Even though Statoil focus on the Arctic region and have 

extensive research programs, as well as recognizes the importance of including relevant 

stakeholder and cooperates with many environmental organizations (Statoil Sustainability 

Report 2009), Statoil still only refers to the Arctic Council once in its 2009 Sustainability 

Report. And this reference to the Arctic Council is through Statoil`s information of the OGP; 

The OGP represents the industry in such UN bodies as the International Maritime 
Organization and the Commission for Sustainable Development. OGP also works with 
the World Bank and with the International Organization for Standardization (ISO). It is 
also accredited to a range of regional bodies that include OSPAR (..) and the Arctic 
Council (Statoil Sustainability report 2009). 

 

Also Shell have extensive reports publically available in relation to oil and gas activities in the 

Arctic and point out that their Arctic development program includes thorough 

environmental assessments. The Arctic Council is not referred to in their 2009 Sustainability 

Report, even though issues in the Arctic are discussed. However, in the report “Shell in the 

Arctic”, Shell emphasize that Shell works extensively with key Arctic stakeholders. It 

mentions governments, institutes, industry associations, NGOs and social and environmental 

partners, though not any of these actors in specific, including the Arctic Council (Shell in the 

Arctic 2010). 
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 International Association of Oil and Gas Producers (OGP)  

 
However, Shell also refers directly to the OPG, which is an association that includes the 

world`s leading oil and gas companies, both private and state-owned. The OGP has 

established a Arctic Coordination Task Force, which role is to “act as the upstream industry`s 

focal point for technical and advocacy matters related to sustainable development of 

activities in the Arctic and Sub-Arctic environments” (Shell in the Arctic 2010: 4). The 

essential goal of the OPG is to represent the interests of the industry before international 

regulators and legislators. The OGP has multiple goals to coordinate the industry on 

environmental issues. One goal is to monitor environmental issues and provide input on 

relevant developments to international bodies, authorities and regulators, identify strategic 

and emerging environmental issues. In addition, it includes addressing common concerns 

and sharing and developing of knowledge of the environmental impact of the industry and 

improving operational practices based on that knowledge. To fulfill these goals though, the 

OPG refers to the Arctic Council as one actor. 

Most important policy document concerning environmental issues related to oil and gas 

activities in the Arctic is found in the “Oil and gas exploration in arctic offshore regions - 

Guidelines for environmental protection” (2002). These guidelines state; 

 

The primary audience is the oil and gas industry and, in particular, on-site operators 
in Arctic marine and coastal area. The Guidelines may also be useful as information 
for government authorities and other with an interest in oil and gas activity in the 
Arctic (OGP environmental guidelines 2002). 

 
The guidelines refer in total to the Arctic Council sixteen times. The first evidence of 

reference to the Arctic Council is through their references in models and statistic the 

guidelines apply. Another reference is in relation to the environmental governance of oil and 

gas activities. The OGP recognizes (2002) that there exist several Arctic groups, which are 

relevant to oil and gas industry in the Arctic. In this relation the Arctic Council is referred to. 

The guidelines also point out the five different working groups in the Arctic Council and their 

main issue areas and various Arctic Council initiatives which are relevant for the oil and gas 

industry.  For example, the Guidelines refers to the “Field Guide for Oil Spill Response in 

Arctic Waters”, published by the Arctic Council, describing the operational difficulties 



  52 

particular to oil operations in the Arctic marine environment. The Guidelines states that the 

oil and gas operators are urged to consult this Field Guide, indicating the importance of the 

Arctic Council. The OGP also refers to the Arctic Offshore Oil and Gas Guidelines. Even 

though the OGP highlights that these guidelines are aimed at the regulatory authorities, they 

emphasizes that these guidelines also can be useful for operators to broadly improve their 

environmental policies (OGP Guidelines 2002). The OGP emphasizes how the Arctic Council 

Guidelines stress the importance of policies such as the “precautionary approach” and 

“polluter pays” principles. In addition, the OGP Guidelines also refer to four other Arctic 

Council initiatives, such as the “Guidelines for Environmental Impact Assessment”. The OGP 

Guidelines also refers directly to “A Summary of Legal Instruments and National Frameworks 

for Arctic Marine Conservation”, a report developed by the Arctic Council to give an 

overview of the different domestic legislation in the area. By refereeing to these reports, 

indicates that the OGP relies on the Council for trustworthy information. 

 

Also in other published documents the OGP clearly states cooperation with the Arctic 

Council; 

As a key stakeholder in global Arctic development, the oil and gas industry – 
individually and through OGP- works closely with governments and their agencies, 
communities and other local, national and international stakeholders including the 
Arctic Council (OGP Fact Sheet 2010) 

 

So despite the thorough description of policies of the Arctic Council and the importance of 

the Arctic Council initiatives in some of these references, it does not refer frequently enough 

to the Council that it can be categorized as formal cooperation.  The sixteen references only 

indicate an informal interaction between the actors. Nevertheless, on behalf of the whole 

industry, it is important to remember that individual oil and gas companies even more rarely 

referred to Arctic Council.  

Based on the level reference in the main policy documents of the Arctic Council, the OGP 

and the sustainability reports of the individual petroleum companies, I conclude that the 

actors acknowledge each other in governing the environment in the Arctic, however that 

that the level of cooperation is on an informal level. However, when analyzing the 

information obtained through my interviews, new aspects of cooperation were revealed. 



  53 

7.2 Policy Dialogue  

The policy dialogue model includes both the formal and informal cooperation between the 

private sector and international institutions, as well as normative and standard-setting 

structures (United Nations General Assembly 2001). By analyzing whether formal, informal, 

global public policy networks or voluntary environmental standards exists in governing the 

Arctic, it will say much whether we actually find public-private cooperation in the issue and 

region. 

 

7.2.1 Formal Cooperative Arrangements  

The industry actors have clearly no presence in some of the formal institutional mechanisms. 

Full participation or formal consultative status in the Arctic Council is not present. Only the 

permanent participants have full participation in the Arctic Council and only the working 

groups have formal consultative status. In the remaining formal institutional mechanisms, 

“Participation in commissions, committees, task forces and working groups on specific 

issues”, “accreditation for specific conferences and events”, “membership of national 

delegations at multilateral conferences in issue area” and “observer status or ad hoc 

participation at meetings” there is various level of activity. 

Formal Cooperation - Accreditation on specific conferences and events  
 

One of the first contacts between the Arctic Council and oil and gas industry was through the 

OGP. Mr. Reiersen, director of the AMAP, highlight that it was through the OGP the 

cooperation started. In the OGP, the Arctic Council was known and when the Arctic Council 

made the 2007 Oil and Gas Assessment, contact was made with James Parker, at that time 

Shell representative and former colleague of Mr. Reiersen (Interview Mr. Reiersen & Mr. 

Parker 2010). 

This contact evolved into a large conference. In the 2008 Arctic Frontiers Conference, the oil 

and gas industry and the Arctic Councils working groups were invited. Both the industry and 

the Arctic Council presented their objectives, goals and visions (Interview Mr. Reiersen 

2010). The annual conference was created to support open and independent dialogue, build 

partnerships and contribute to the discussions concerning Arctic political strategies for 
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sustainable development (Arctic Frontiers Conference webpage).  However, it was only the 

Arctic Frontiers Conference of 2008 which Mr. Reiersen (2010) and Mr. Parker (2010) 

underlines as important for the cooperative arrangements between the Arctic Council and 

the oil and gas industry. 

According to Mr. Parker (2010), contact with the Arctic Council was part of a strategy by 

OGP, and both oil and gas companies such as Shell and British Petroleum (BP) had Arctic 

interests. This contact was mainly through the 2008 Arctic Frontiers Conference, where a 

group of oil and gas representatives got together with representatives from the Arctic 

Council and had what Mr. Parker calls a round table discussion. This is also clear in the policy 

program from the conference. The overall topic for the conference was “Challenges for oil 

and gas development in the Arctic”, and headings such as the “Social, Economic, and Cultural 

Perspectives of Arctic Oil and Gas Development” and “Environmental Challenges of Oil and 

Gas Development – Risk Management and Technological Solutions” were discussed. 

Representatives from both the oil and gas companies (Eni, Statoil, and ConocoPhillips) and 

representatives from the Arctic Council, through AMAP were present. In addition, 

representatives from Arctic states` governments, indigenous people groups, NGOs and other 

from private and public research centers and consultancies. 

This conference is a clear indicator of cooperation between the two actors. However, it is 

important to point to that there has been little contact after this 2008 Arctic Frontiers 

Conference. Normally, this conference would be categorized as a formal institutional 

mechanism for participation in policy dialogue. However, based on the one-time interaction 

as well as that no formal agreement or common statement were made; this 2008 Arctic 

Frontiers Conference is more an indicator of informal cooperation than formal interaction. If 

the conference continues to emphasize the importance of private sector actors and includes 

industry actors in this conference, such conferences may develop into various forms of 

formal contact. It may also be the beginning of global policy networks where industry, 

governments, research communities and other non-state actors are present. 

Formal Cooperation - Observer status and ad hoc participation on meetings  
 

If the industry, represented by either the OGP or an individual corporation, would have 

formal observer status in the Arctic Council, this would be a clear indicator for a formal 
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relationship. Even though this cannot be compared to full permanent participation or formal 

consultative status, it is still a highest position reachable for industry actors in the Arctic 

Council. As observers they would be equivalent to actors such as non-arctic states, other 

regional and international institutions, as well as a handful of NGOs. The OGP emphasizes;  

“The OGP has an Arctic Council ‘Observer Status’ application pending. The role of ‘Observer 

Status’ is being reviewed and redefined, hence the delay”. However at the 2009 Ministerial 

meeting, the OGP states that “it was apparent that the Arctic Council and Permanent 

Participants could see benefit in O&G industry involvement” (Interview with OGP 2010). Mr. 

Parker also highlights that bad timing of the observer status application, as it corresponded 

with the applications of many non-arctic states. 

However, despite the belief of the OGP of their importance, the OGP has got little attention 

in the formal documents from the Ministerial meeting. The declaration supports the existing 

Arctic Council Offshore Oil and Gas Guidelines and urges member-states to apply these 

guidelines. The declaration emphasizes aspects of cooperation, however does not mention 

industry actors, even though other groups are mentioned (Arctic Council Ministerial Meeting 

2009). The only statement related to industry actors is that the declaration states that the 

Arctic Council has decided to continue discussing the role of observers. 

This trend is also reflected in the Danish chairmanship programme, published at the 2009 

Ministerial Meeting. The chairmanship states that it adheres to the importance of “high 

environmental standards and that the exploitation of natural resources is sustainable and 

ecosystem based manner” and making sure that “the Arctic Oil and Gas Guidelines become 

more specific and can be used more effectively”. The programme indicates some importance 

of the private sector as observers by stating the following; 

The increased international focus on Arctic issues has also inspired many other non-
Arctic states and organisations to seek closer ties with the Council. Observers and ad 
hoc observers are assets, and the Arctic Council should look for ways to further 
involve those that are ready to cooperate under the premise that the primary role of 
the Arctic Council is to promote sustainable development (…). 

This implies that the application of the OGP will be evaluated seriously. The Arctic Council 

values all actors that will cooperate to promote sustainable development in the Arctic. 

However, on the background that the OGP clearly emphasizes the application and that the 
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Arctic Council barely mentions the application can imply that the OGP values the observer 

status and cooperation more than the Arctic Council. 

No matter how you evaluate or analyze the current situation on the observer status 

application, it is clear that the industry is represented through ad hoc participation on 

meetings in the Arctic Council, through the accepted invitation to attend the April 2009 

Ministerial meeting. Even though the petroleum industry is not mentioned in the policy 

documents, both the OGP and the participants list from the Ministerial meeting demonstrate 

industry attendance. The OGP was represented through one invited member, which was 

James Parker. 

Formal Cooperation- Participation in commissions and working groups on specific 
issues 

 

As the Arctic Council is divided into multiple working groups, contact between the actors can 

take place through these arenas. The OGP clearly state that such interaction has taken place; 

OGP has enjoyed a close working relationship with other technical groups set up 
under the Arctic Council, including the Working Group on the Protection of the Arctic 
Marine Environment (PAME) (Interview with the OGP 2010). 
 

Already in the 2009 Oil and Gas Guidelines, which is developed by PAME, industry actors are 

mentioned, as they have contributed in commenting the guidelines to provide a set of 

agreed guidelines for offshore oil and gas activities in the Arctic (Oil and Gas Guidelines 

2009: 8). Also in the process of 2007 Oil and Gas Assessment industry actors were also 

invited. However, neither the OGP nor the individual petroleum industries were mentioned 

as representatives. The industry had to nominate experts who could contribute with their 

knowledge on how they operated in the Arctic. This “labeling” can possibly be explained by 

the wish for the Arctic Council to stay independent in their work. This is the picture drawn by 

Mr. Reiersen in relation to the development of the 2007 Oil and Gas Assessment; 

AMAP has always been careful in including the oil and gas industry. If we accept any 

support from the industry, we can potentially be destroyed as a legitimate research 

body and our Assessment would not be seen as independent. 
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There are also documents that indicate reverse interaction. In the late 1990s, the OGP 

cooperatied with the IUCN – The World Conservation Union, brought together different 

public and private actors and prepared environmental standards through a “Oil and Gas 

Exploration and Production in Arctic and Sub-Arctic Offshore Regions”. This is a predecessor 

for today’s OGP Guidelines. During the process of developing these early guidelines, both 

Denmark and Norway, permanent member-states of the Arctic Council, presented their 

comments on the draft of the guidelines, emphasizing that they should be more focused and 

be of better value if by incorporating elements like Best Available Technology (BAT) and Best 

Environmental Practice (BEP). 

Despite the informal contact between the OGP and the Arctic Council working groups, there 

are no signs of a formal cooperation. They industry mainly interact with the working groups 

in relation to their reports and guidelines. This contact is emphasized under the section on 

voluntary standards. 

Formal Cooperation - Member of national delegations at multilateral conferences  
 

Can private sector actors be included in national delegations of member states in 

international conferences? Clearly this is possible. At the 2009 Ministerial Meeting in 

Tromsø, James G. Parker attended the meeting as an invited guest and OGP representative 

as a part of the Norwegian delegation (Arctic Council 2009). The OGP also emphasizes this 

representation; 

OGP was an invited guest of the Norwegian Delegation at the April 2009 Ministerial 
meeting. At this meeting it was apparent that the Arctic Council and Permanent 
Participants could see benefit in O&G industry involvement (Interview with OGP 
2010). 

However there is no formal statement from the documents from this mentioned 2009 

Ministerial meeting of the Arctic Council13 stating a special importance of either of the 

environmental aspects of oil and gas activities or industry cooperation. Normally, I would 

expect this to be an indicator of a formal relationship between the actors. However, due to 

the personal ties involved, makes it difficult to categorize it as an indicator of a formal 

                                                           
13

 The documents are based on the documents published by the Arctic Council on the 2009 Ministerial Meeting 

in Tromsø, Norway  
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relationship. This cooperation would not have taken place if it not were for the personal ties 

between Mr. Parker and Mr. Reisersen and if the Ministerial Meeting had not taken place in 

Norway and on behalf of the Norwegian chairmanship in the Arctic Council. However, much 

of this is speculation, since there exists no publicly available participant list for other 

Ministerial Meetings or other similar meetings. 

Global Policy Network  
 

Another mechanism that I have set to as indicator of an institutionalized relationship is the 

existence of a global policy network, with multi-stakeholder, partnership-based governance 

networks focusing on a specific global issue, often with a loose hierarchy of members. Even 

though there is cooperation between the Arctic Council and oil and gas industry, through 

conferences and through participation in workshops, there is no established policy network. 

The Arctic Council is a forum where many non-state actors are present, through permanent 

membership and observer status. However, both the existing hierarchy and the broad policy 

areas of the Arctic Council, make it impossible to categorize it as a policy network. Even 

though there have been conferences and workshops on environmental aspects of oil and gas 

activities in the Arctic, most of these events also include other Arctic topics and can 

presently therefore not be categorized as policy networks. 

7.2.2 Informal cooperative mechanisms  
 

We can also find cooperation through informal cooperative mechanisms. Even though the 

industry has taken no steps to establish parallel events to the multilateral institutions 

conferences, there are other clear signs of a broad informal cooperative arrangement. 

Informal consultations, dialogues and workshops between multilateral institutions 
 entities and non-state actors on specific policy issues 
 

Documents published by PAME demonstrate that interactions have taken place between the 

oil and gas industry and the Arctic Council through workshops. In the 2007 Miami Workshop, 

for instance, both ConocoPhillips and OGP/Exxon representatives were present in reviewing 

and updating the 2002 Arctic Council Guidelines. The contact between the actors in 

developing guidelines for environmental protection seems to show informal contact. 
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To a large extent Mr. Parker (2010) refers to informal conversations, meetings, and talks 

with the Arctic Council. Before the OGP was invited to participate on the “formal” Arctic 

Council meeting, Mr. Parker emphasizes that the actors had an original informal meeting 

where they exchanged their views. 

 Voluntary Standards Initiatives 
 

As my analytical framework mentioned, voluntary standards initiatives can be recognized if 

there exists standards initiatives that are either privately or publically driven, includes codes 

of conduct or guidelines (United Nations General Assembly 2001). Such voluntary standards 

are also crucial in the oil and gas industry. Mr. Parker emphasizes that the existing legal 

regimes cannot control all environmental matters, since legislation cannot cover all aspects. 

Mr. Parker argues that in the oil and gas companies have understood that it needs to act, 

and thus establish further guidelines. Even though competitive advantage is important, new 

innovative guidelines and policies to protect the environment are often shared with the 

competitors (Interview Mr. Parker 2010). When such guidelines then are implemented by 

one company, other companies will as well want to apply similar guidelines to maintain first-

class environmental profile. Through these mechanisms, companies will adapt additional 

standards and guidelines and encourage better governance of the environment (Interview 

Mr. Parker 2010). 

 

The majority of the guidelines, reports and assessments already frequently mentioned can 

be categorized as initiatives to create voluntary standards. Oil and gas companies have to 

comply with the minimum standards of the applicable host country environmental 

legislation (Interview with OGP 2010). However, many companies have established more 

stringent practices that they apply to their activities and operations. The OGP state that; 

Companies adopt and apply what is considered to be “best practice” – a good 
example is the widespread use of requirements adopted by the OSPAR Commission 
relating to discharges to the marine environment (Interview OGP 2010). 

 

Companies may also adopt different external or industry association standards depending on 

where their main area of operation is. Common examples according to the OGP include 

practices and standards developed by themselves, the IPIECA, the American Petroleum 
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Institute (API) and the Canadian Petroleum Producers. The OGP also emphasizes other 

standards such as those developed by the World Bank Group (Interview OGP 2010). In 

addition, the OGP frequently refer to the International Standard Organization (ISO). Mr. 

Parker emphasizes that oil and gas operators can take the additional cost and get certified by 

the ISO 140001 standard. This standard is applied to manage all the environmental aspects 

in the company, such as emissions, discharges, waste disposal and use of energy. Although 

companies may equally adequate govern these aspects independently, external and 

systematic certification by the ISO and sustainability reporting, the public view is that this is 

a good form of governance (Interview Mr. Parker 2010). 

 

The industry has responded to international and national policy and regulation and thereby 

developed tools such as guidelines and Best Practice Plans where issues such as the 

management of waste and reduction of emission of greenhouse gasses (Interview OGP 

2010). The OGP believes that that such soft-law polices have a vital role in governing the 

Arctic. To some extent these company – and industry-specific sustainability policies reflect 

the state of current knowledge and societal value and consequently such policies has a 

critical role in informing a full range of stakeholders (Interview OGP 2010). As a result, these 

policies can be an indicator of the trends that are likely to impact and influence the 

regulatory requirements in the future and as a result critical for industry operations 

(Interview OGP 2010). 

 

Also the Arctic Offshore Oil and Gas Guidelines, the Arctic Council`s main policy document in 

governing Arctic oil and gas activities, consists of recommended voluntary standards, 

technical and environmental best practices, management policy, and regulatory controls for 

Arctic offshore oil and gas operations. These Guidelines are intended to be of use to the 

Arctic nations for offshore oil and gas activities planning, exploration, development, 

production and decommissioning and help to secure common standards (Oil and Gas 

Guidelines 2009). 

 

 Cooperation on voluntary standard initiatives  
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As mentioned earlier, there have been signs of cooperation between the OGP and the Arctic 

Council in the development and establishing these guidelines. The OGP were aware of the 

Arctic Council assessment and guidelines, and these had been reviewed and noted by the 

OGP when revising the current OGP Arctic Environmental Guidelines (Interview OGP 2010). 

Even though the OGP claim that the Arctic Council Guidelines are drafted to another target 

audience and that these guidelines are more focused on policy issues than environmental 

protection measures, they still take into account the scientific knowledge about the Arctic as 

well as the requirements and expectations of the Arctic states, as articulated in the Oil and 

Gas guidelines. Also Mr. Parker emphasizes that oil and gas companies would try to find 

common ways of working and thereby rewrite their guideline documents to make them as 

consistent possible to the Arctic Council Guidelines (Interview Mr. Parker 2010). 

 

Additionally, according to the OGP they formally “commented” and “contributed” to the 

Arctic Council Offshore Oil and Gas Guidelines (Interview OGP 2010). Although this 

cooperation is not referred to in the main policy document, the mentioned 2007 Miami 

Workshop expert representatives from OGP were present and able to comment the 

Guidelines. The OGP also states that this allowed the OGP to ensure alignment when writing 

its own guidelines (Interview OGP 2010).  Mr. Reiersen also emphasizes that the guidelines 

for environmental protection developed by the OGP, indicating that he is aware of the 

existence of the guidelines. He also highlights the OGPs work towards PAME, where 

problems and issues in protecting the marine environment are addressed. On this 

background the OGP can evaluate if steps need to be taken to improve these issues.  Mr. 

Reiersen refers to this as a sort of a division of labor between the bodies. 

 

It is clear that voluntary standard initiatives have an important role in the governing 

mechanisms of the individual actors. There exists both public and private initiated voluntary 

standards in these individually contain codes of conduct for the area in question. However, 

there also exists cooperation between these actors in developing these standards. Both 

through the level of reference, we find evidence of cooperation. Also through the policy 

dialogue model and the interviews with the main actors, there are clear indications of 

informal interaction on the voluntary guidelines. 
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Even though the relationship evolves around the development of voluntary standards, which 

are informal by nature, it is still an important factor in analyzing the relationship between 

private and public governing the Arctic. The primary reason for this is that main governance 

mechanisms concerning the impact of the petroleum industry in the Arctic are build on these 

guidelines.  

7.2.3 Other Informal interaction  

Other informal interaction has also taken place between the actors. Especially within the 

research area, there are signs of informal contact. Through the reports it is clear that the 

OGP are aware of, acknowledges and sometimes applies the research conducted by the 

Arctic Council Working Groups (OGP Environmental Guidelines 2002). There is also some 

kind of informal contact through the policy initiatives of the Arctic Council. When the Arctic 

Council developed the Oil and Gas Assessment (2007), the Arctic Council asked the oil and 

gas industry to nominate experts to contribute with their knowledge concerning how they 

operated in the Arctic region (Interview Mr. Reiersen 2010). Even though the oil and gas 

company representative were not credited under respective company, it can still be 

categorized as informal research cooperation. Research in the Arctic is extremely expensive, 

and of great importance. New research concerning patterns of ice, impact of ice and new 

technology is very important – therefore participation and cooperation in sharing of data 

could give advantages to all sides (Interview with Mr. Parker 2010). However, this research 

interaction can definitely be developed further and all research elements would benefit 

outreach programs from both the Arctic Council and the industry actors (Interview Mr. 

Parker 2010). 

There are also interaction between the Arctic Council and industry actors in other forums 

not arranged by the Arctic Council, OGP or individual oil and gas companies.  In the most 

recent conference in May 2010, “Arctic – Changing Realities”, the Nordic Council of Ministers 

brought key stakeholders together to discuss issues around local and global governance in 

the Arctic, resources in the Arctic and living in the Arctic (Nordic Council of Ministers 2010). 

The Nordic states representatives, which also are Arctic Council member states, were 

present. Arctic Council representatives were also present as key presenters on both the topic 

of Arctic governance and resources in the region. Also business actors were present, through 



  63 

representation of the senior vice President of the Corporate Initiative Northern Areas in 

Statoil, presenting their strategies for oil and gas development in the Arctic. This indicates 

that also other regional and international institutions are engaged in both governing and 

creating cooperation of the actors around the oil and gas activities in the Arctic. This may 

also contribute to increased cooperation between the Arctic Council and industry. 

7.3 Evaluating and Analyzing the Cooperation 

On this basis we can summarize my main findings. From the policy dialogue model, we 

observe that in the case of the formal institutional mechanisms there are several cases 

where there are difficulties in distinguishing whether it is a sign of informal or formal 

cooperative mechanisms. In the case of attendance on specific conferences and events, 

there is a clear example from the “Arctic Frontiers Conference” indicating cooperative 

measures. However, even though the conference has continued to exist, the cooperation 

between the Arctic Council and industry actors, represented by both the OGP and individual 

industry corporations, was only a one-time happening. On this background the attendance 

on the conference cannot be categorized as a formal institutional mechanism, and is more 

an indicator of an informal ad hoc mechanism. Also concerning the observer status, it is 

uncertain whether it can be categorized as a formal institutional measure. However, since 

the observer status application has been put on hold by the Arctic Council, it cannot at this 

point in time be categorized as a formal cooperation. Ad hoc participation though, has 

clearly taken place between the Arctic Council and the OGP through the participation in the 

“2009 Ministerial Meeting”, indicating a formal cooperation. Concerning the participation in 

committees and working groups on specific issues, there are also difficulties in evaluating 

whether this interaction taking place is formal or informal. Since much of the day-to-day 

work in the Arctic Council is conducted through it`s working groups, this category is the most 

interesting in our case. Even though the OGP has tried to influence the Arctic Council 

working groups, there is no established formal cooperation. Also as member of national 

delegations at multilateral conferences in issue area, interaction is present. Again the “2009 

Ministerial Meeting” indicates such formal cooperation, as the OGP representative was 

invited by the Norwegian delegation. This may be an indicator of a formal relationship. 
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Apparently, much of the interaction taking place between the actors can be categorized 

under the grouping “Informal consultations, dialogues and workshops between multilateral 

institutions entities and non-state actors on specific policy issues” or “voluntary standards”.  

To categorize the relationship as informal is also supported by the level of reference 

between the Arctic Council and the OGP. 

7.3.1 Informal, personal relationships  

Although there are there are certain formal institutional mechanisms that may indicate an 

institutionalized cooperation between the two actors, I see both the representation of OGP 

members in Arctic Council “2009 Ministerial Meeting” as more an informal meeting, based 

on personal relationships and not an institutionalized cooperation. It is the representation of 

James G. Parker and Norwegian representatives which has made this interaction possible. It 

is through these informal relationships and enthusiasm of Mr. Parker, that he has been 

invited to meetings, seminars and conferences. Nevertheless, the importance of these 

personal ties will show, when now Mr. Parker retires. Will new OGP representatives in the 

same manner be invited and represent industry actors at Arctic Council meetings as well as 

actively work for environmental standards? 

7.3.2 The Future of Public-Private Cooperation in the Arctic  

The 2008 “Ilulissat Declaration” underlines that co-operation among all interested parties is 

a prerequisite for addressing future challenges (Arctic Council Ministerial Meeting 2009). The 

Arctic Council continues to focus on traditional governmental players and not the industry as 

target audience. Since the guidelines and standards are non-binding, they are voluntary for 

the member states to implement and enforce. The Arctic Council admits that they have not 

prioritized private stakeholder and is lacking “outreach” in their working area to reach 

private actors.  They have wanted to, however have not had the resources (Interview Mr. 

Reiersen 2010). The OGP has taken clearer steps in approaching the Arctic Council. Despite 

that the motives of a for-profit actor may be questioned, this is of little relevance if it leads 

to improves environmental governance in the region. Through an observer status in the 

Arctic Council, the cooperation may evolve. Oran Young is not convinced that a observer 

status position may help the cooperation. He believes that it is more likely that the 
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cooperation will evolve through the Arctic Council working group (Interview Mr. Young 

2010). 
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Ch ap te r 8  Arctic Pu blic - Private  

Co o p e ratio n  in  a Th e o re tical 

Pe rsp e ctive   

8.0 Introduction to Arctic in global governance spotlight  

In the field of sustainability and global environmental governance, the emergence of 

governance structures based on a mix of public and private actors and on private authority is 

particularly pronounced, according to Bäckstrand 2006. I will in this section firstly, present 

the extent of my main findings, before secondly will advocate the importance of informal 

cooperation between the actors in the Arctic. Thirdly I will argue why we need a better 

framework for incorporating the value of informal cooperation into global governance 

theory. Fourthly and lastly, I will reflect around how the case of the Arctic can be generalized 

and contribute to global governance theory. 

8.1 A lack of institutionalized cooperation in the Arctic  

My findings indicate that there is little formal contact between the private and the public 

sector, represented by the oil and gas industry and the Arctic Council. Full participation and 

formal consultative status from the industry in the Arctic Council is not present. Also the 

remaining four elements indicating a formal institutional cooperation; “participation in 

committees and working groups on specific issues”, “accreditation on specific conferences 

and events”, “members of national delegations at multilateral conferences in issue areas”, 

and lastly “observer status or ad hoc participation on meetings” were not present at a 

sufficient level to be categorized as a formal relationship. The lack of signs of a global policy 

network and no formal level of reference also supports that there is no institutionalized 

cooperation between the petroleum industry and the Arctic Council. 

However, in analyzing the cooperation between the actors, I find a large extent informal 

cooperation between them. Even though the industry has little “parallel events” to the 

Arctic Councils conferences, the majority of cooperation and interaction between the actors 

is taking place though informal consultations, dialogues and workshops. Additionally, 
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cooperation on the voluntary standards initiatives, through Arctic Council and OGP 

initiatives, seem important and is a clear indicator of an informal mechanism. The informal 

level of reference also supports the informal interaction between the actors. 

8.2 The Importance of informal cooperation  
On the basis of these findings, I open for possibilities that informal cooperation and non-

institutionalized mechanisms between the Arctic Council and the oil and gas industry can 

contribute to governance of the environmental issues of oil and gas activities in the Arctic. In 

this section, I explore why such informal cooperation is so crucial in governing the Arctic. 

8.2.1 Increased Governance Effects  
Firstly, informal cooperation is crucial in the Arctic because this informal cooperation 

contributes to more governance is the region. Although more governance not necessarily 

implies better governance, we witness that the informal cooperation between the Arctic 

Council and the industry actors, does not contribute to poorer governance. On the contrary, 

this informal contact makes the actors aware of the other player’s interests. 

Informal meetings and conferences  

Through the informal meetings and conferences between the Arctic Council and the industry 

has together created governance effects. At the 2008 “Arctic Frontiers Conference”, major 

oil and gas industry actors were present and contributed in the debate around new 

challenges in technology, environmental challenges around new oil and gas areas and the oil 

and gas companies’ perspectives on their Arctic operations. Even though there are no clear 

governance effects through any formal statements or agreements; such a field of interaction 

between a many private and public stakeholders contributes to create governance effects. 

That can be the participation of industry actors which gives indications of willingness to 

cooperate on environmental issues, informal discussions between the actors during the 

conference or setting the topic of the environmental aspects of oil and gas activities in the 

Arctic on the agenda. Through this informal contact the actors that are involved with the 

topic in question becomes aware of each other presence and known with each other work. 

Maybe is it so that OGP`s observer status application would be evaluated in the same 

manner if they had not participated in these informal meetings and conferences? 
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Through this general informal contact, networks can be established. The Arctic Frontiers 

Conference is again a good example. Such informal conferences can contribute to establish 

more formal structures, such as global policy networks. Many different actors were present 

at the conference, and initiatives from representatives, either from public or private actors, 

can create lasting ties that creates new meetings or conferences. 

Voluntary standards and guidelines  
 

Another important part of the informal cooperation contributing to governance effects are 

the strong role of the voluntary guidelines, standards and principles that exist in the area. 

When these guidelines actually are the main policies governing the oil and gas activities in 

the Arctic by the two actors, the knowledge and acknowledgement of these standards by the 

other actors, contribute in creating governance effects. When the OGP are included in the 

workshops in revising the Arctic Council Oil and Gas Guidelines or when the OGP are aware 

of the Arctic Council Guidelines when developing their own, it is clear that this informal 

contact creates vast governance effects, and opens up for larger governance outcomes as 

well. Especially if the Arctic Council directs their guidelines towards the industry operators 

and not only national authorities, it should be easier for industry to take these guidelines 

into consideration and more easily adapt them into their own guidelines. 

Since the Arctic Council Guidelines only are voluntary for the national authorities, the private 

guidelines developed by the OGP may also take the role as an important governance 

structure that follows additional standards to national and international legislation, such as 

implementing policies such as “precautionary approach” and “polluter pays” principles. 

When these principles are influenced by Arctic Council`s policies, informal cooperation 

becomes an important factor in governing the area. 

This informal cooperation taking place between the two environmental guidelines and 

governance platforms also has a potential to evolve into a more formal relationship. As both 

the OGP have a close relationship with PAME and the revision of the Arctic Council 

Guidelines and as representatives from Norway and Denmark are contributing to the OGP 

guidelines, this may be the first steps in developing common guidelines, which could 

potentially represent enormous governance effects. Such more formal contacts may also 

make the voluntary standards more enforceable and will do it less demanding to evaluate 
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the actual governance effect of the OGP environmental guidelines. Nevertheless, the current 

informal contact between the actors in developing their guidelines is a good way of creating 

governance effects.  

 Informal research cooperation 
 

Both through the main policy documents on oil and gas activities in the Arctic and other 

informal meetings, there are sign indicating governance effects through sharing and applying 

each others research results. Since the environmental and technological challenges in the 

region in relation to oil and gas industry are relatively new, good and reliable research 

results can in to large extent be an important governance effect. The OGP are today actively 

employing research from the Arctic Council, making the industry more aware of the climatic 

and environmental issues in the area. This is obviously important in an efficient governance 

of the environment in the region. Even though the Arctic Council working groups are 

concerned with their independent and autonomous position in conducting research in the 

Arctic, the OGP may also develop reliable research in the region. The OGP states that their 

guidelines can be useful information for government authorities as well. 

Although this informal research cooperation can be fruitful in itself, such an awareness and 

acknowledgement of each other research may also contribute to create more formal 

research cooperation. Especially in the Arctic, where research is extremely expensive and 

difficult, such a formal cooperation could be important. 

8.2.2 Establishing Norms and Principles 

Informal cooperation between the actors may also contribute to create norms on 

environmental protection in oil and gas industry in the Arctic.  This may again contribute to 

create governance effects in the environmental aspects of oil and gas activities in the Arctic. 

According to Karns & Mingst (2004), norms are an important element in global governance. 

Norms can be defined as “a standard of appropriate behavior for actors within a given 

identity” and the norm definition opens for the creation of new actors, interests and 

categories (Finnemore & Sikkink 1998: 891). Finnemore & Sikkink (1998), in characterizing 

the evolution and influence of norms, have developed a norm “life cycle”, consisting of a 

three-stage process. The first stage is norm emergence; the second stage involves norm 
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acceptance, and the third involves norm internalization. Through such a framework it may 

be possible to say something about how the cooperation between the Arctic Council and the 

petroleum industry creates and develops norms. 

However, it is important to keep in mind that evaluating and analyzing how norms are 

created or influenced is a difficult task, and not the task of this chapter. Nevertheless, it is 

possible to claim general features about norm elaboration. According to Abbott & Snidal 

(1998), this norm elaboration can be influenced by states or international institutions, 

however also by private business entities. Clearly, both the voluntary standards and 

guidelines created by both the Arctic Council and the OGP and the informal contact between 

these guidelines may contribute to establish new norms regarding particularly high 

environmental standards in petroleum activities in the Arctic region. This may contribute to 

that further actors accept and adhere to these norms, creating a norm cascade. If the norms 

were already established, the creation of such policy guidelines by the OGP after the Arctic 

Council could also indicate that the informal cooperation creates norm acceptance, which 

also is a valuable governance effect. The voluntary standards may also contribute to more 

specific standards of appropriate behavior. This may be principles such as the “precautionary 

approach” or “polluter pays principle”. 

This issue question is a new arena, making it likely that new norms and codes of conduct will 

evolve. It is only during the last years that the Arctic Council, the industry and other non-

state actors, have created these policies. As petroleum activities becomes more common in 

the Arctic region and as new companies engage in offshore oil and gas activities, it is likely 

that the amount and extent of these codes of conduct will evolve; possible creating new 

norms and standards that will further have governance effects. 

When influencing norms, governance mechanisms can also be affected. Norms can affect 

how the involved actors operate and govern the area. Generally, these norms will influence 

how rules and regulation are developed. Especially the voluntary standards, but also the 

informal meetings and conferences and research cooperation may contribute to influence 

these norms, thereby creating valuable governance effects. 
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8.3. A Need for a Better Framework 

On this background there is in general need for incorporating informality and informal 

cooperation as a larger part of multi-stakeholder public-private cooperation. Obviously there 

is a general lack of global governance theory focusing on informal cooperation between 

public and private actors. It is important for global governance theory to be able to detect, 

evaluate and analyze also the informal structures of cooperation, as these may be the both 

the building blocks to more formal cooperation and create efficient governance systems. By 

studying informal cooperation we might also find that it can create governance effects. In 

addition, we might discover new and undiscovered informal relationships that may influence 

how we look upon how business are partners in governance and how informal networks 

contribute in creating governance effects. It might also give an indication on how informal 

cooperation evolves or do not evolves into formal cooperation, learning practitioners how 

we in the future can create efficient and adequate governance structures. 

The critique is based on the limited explanatory power of formal cooperative arrangements 

that already exist in multi-stakeholder global governance theory, such as “public-private 

partnerships” and “global policy networks". These cooperative arrangements are both 

founded in partnerships agreements, where the cooperative ties are formal through 

membership and formal participation. The majority of the debate on the private actors and 

their new roles in global governance has mainly been limited to these institutionalized 

public-private partnerships and global policy networks (Pattberg 2005). Therefore, I 

advocate that all types of multi-stakeholder and public-private cooperation have to be 

included in the theory on multi-actor, public- private cooperation. Academics that emphasize 

these new “networked” and “multi-stakeholder” forms of governance and the importance of 

business actors in governing our common affairs should incorporate these aspects. 

8.3.1 Commenced theoretical work on informal cooperation 

Bull (2010) opens up for some new research when she emphasizes that business can take 

part of multi-stakeholder cooperation in many governance forms. Ougaard & Leander (2010) 

also apply new informal techniques for evaluating cooperative partnerships in global 

governance. They emphasize that the rise of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) policies as 

a form of partnership between the public and the private sectors. They stress that through 
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private standard setting, business self-regulation and CSR-policies, the public and the private 

are trying to achieve the same public purpose and concerned with the same societal and 

environmental consequences. Business advocating such policies can therefore be seen as a 

partner of global governance. 

In describing multi-stakeholder public-private cooperation, some informal mechanisms have 

received some attention. Through the policy dialogue informal cooperation was present. 

Some scholars have focused on how voluntary standards reporting initiatives, as the “UN 

Global Compact” and the “OECD Guidelines for Multinational Corporations”. Through these 

guidelines the multinational companies voluntarily sign up to principles and through 

applying these principles, MNCs passively promote the same policies as a potential partner 

in an issue area. For instance, petroleum companies which have signed up to the “UN Global 

Compact”, has obligated themselves to follow the precautionary approach, which also is one 

of the main principles in the Arctic Council Oil and Gas Guidelines (2009). These theoretical 

contributions can be valuable in analyzing multi-stakeholder cooperation together with 

private governance and CSR issues within global governance theory.  

8.3.2 Informality as part of Global Governance Tradition 

Oran Young (1997) underlines that there must be greater attention to arrangements in 

which state and non-state actors interact with one another in complex ways. One such 

complex way of interacting is through informal cooperation. The broad definition of global 

governance created by the “Commission of Global Governance” includes individual and 

institutions, public and private, in managing the common affairs. The Commission 

categorizes it as a continuing process where diverse interests may be accommodated and 

co-operative actions may be taken. This includes both formal institutions as well as informal 

arrangements (Weiss 2000, Commission of Global Governance). Also in other definitions of 

global governance there has been and emphasis both on the broad and informal 

characterization. According to Keohane & Nye`s (2000) definition of global governance, it is 

both the formal and informal process and institutions that guide and restrain the collective 

activities of a group. 

Rosenau (2005) also emphasize that the importance of both nascent and institutionalized 

mechanisms and regimes, indicating that he values informal and newly created measures of 
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cooperation. Also Karns & Mingst emphasize the value of informal structures of global 

governance. However, what these scholars indicate by “structures”, “mechanisms” and 

“processes” is not totally clear, however it is likely that informal cooperation can be included 

in such terms. Also scholars which emphasize the multi-stakeholder cooperation, supports 

the space for informal cooperation. Reinicke et.al (2000) highlight that global governance 

have tended to focus on more formal, established institutions and that we are missing a 

quiet revolution by concentrating on these formal mechanisms. These characterizations of 

global governance and multi-stakeholder public-private cooperation support my argument 

that informal mechanisms must be included in a holistic approach of global governance. 

8.3.3 Holistic Framework of Informal Cooperation 

On the basis on my findings in the Arctic, the commenced theoretical work on informal 

cooperation and broad categorization of what partnership can consist of, as well as the 

emphasis in the broad governance theory on underlining informal mechanisms, a holistic 

framework should be developed. This framework should be based on multi-stakeholder 

cooperation and how informal cooperation between public and private actors can create 

governance effect and how it can lead to better governance systems. As private business 

entities develop policies which have the same environmental consequences and same 

governance goals as international institutions governing an issue or area, it is crucial that 

these interactions between the actors are analyzed, to able to create even better, more 

efficient and adequate governance systems. 

8.4 The Arctic Case and Global Governance 

Can we apply the experience gained from the Arctic to a broader range of governance 

problems that arise in the global politics? The environmental governance of oil and gas 

activities in the Arctic is only one case, and has therefore limited explanatory capacity in the 

vast global governance theory. However, In some aspects, the case of the Arctic can say 

much about the global governance debate. Firstly, it can say much on the governance in the 

Arctic region. The Arctic case is both a new governance area as a case and region. The Arctic 

region is only one among many other regions, mainly consisting of water and states and 

governed by both different domestic and international legislation. Secondly, it involves our 

common resources, implying that good governance is essential for a sustainable Arctic 
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region. Thirdly, there are many actors which have interests in the region, implying excellent 

conditions for global governance arrangements. Consequently, it is possible that the results 

obtained in the Arctic can be applied to similar cases. It can possible say something about 

environmental governance of other regional ocean area and possibly contribute to similar 

non-offshore environmental governance.  

Held & McGrew (2002) characterizes global governance as a phenomenon with variable 

geometry, highlighting that the political significance and regulatory capacities of these 

arrangements may vary considerably from issue- and geographical area. This is consistent 

with Young (1997), which also observe that many of the requirements for governing and 

solving global problems differ noticeably from one issue or functional realm to another. 

Consequently, the geographical of the Arctic or the issue area around oil and gas or the 

environment, can have only partial relevance in other areas or issues. However the Arctic or 

the environmental issues in the petroleum industry does not distinguish itself, as both the 

regionalization and environmental and sustainable aspects in global governance are 

common as well as the governance of the oil and gas activities, as well as other resources 

(Klick 2009; Skjærseth & Skodvind 2009; Boasson 2009). Even though the recent geo-political 

discovery of the Arctic has also triggered the economic interests of powerful states, making 

it difficult to agree on a common international agreement on the region, this is also the state 

in other geographical regions and issue areas. 

However, certain aspects are can be considered special. Firstly, the petroleum industry is 

one of the largest and most profitable industries in the world, and the operators are often 

huge corporations which have larger economies that average industrialized countries. Even 

though these businesses also are a part of global governance, some are so gigantic that they 

solve their problems on their own. Secondly, security matters are often excluded for global 

governance matters and often been said to be matters of high politics in which power is the 

principal driving force. Still, Young (1997) argues that economic issues gives opportunities for 

mutual gains and therefore generate incentives for cooperation. Consequently, since the 

Arctic region or the problem issue of environmental aspects of oil and gas are not totally 

different then other aspects, regions or issue areas in the world, the conclusions and 

contributions from my research may contribute to governing other issues and regions. 

However, it is important to keep in mind that it is only one case 
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Ch ap te r 9  Co n clu sio n  

9.0 Introduction to Conclusion 

By exploring the cooperation between the Arctic Council and the oil and gas industry, I have 

discovered interesting results. My main findings will first be presented before I continue with 

a summary of contributions this thesis has made, linking my findings up to the research 

question presented in my introduction. Lastly, I will see these findings and research in light 

of prospects for further research. 

9. 1 Conclusions drawn from my work 

The main findings in my work are presented in the following sections. 

9.1.1 Small Degree of Formal Cooperation 

Applying a model of policy dialogue as indicator of formal and informal cooperation between 

international institutions and non-state actors, I found few signs of formal cooperation. With 

respect to the most formal institutional mechanisms there was clearly no cooperation. 

However, for some other institutional indicators, there were signs of cooperation between 

the Arctic Council and the industry. Firstly, in the case of “accreditation on specific 

conference and events”, there were indications of formal cooperation. On the 2008 “Arctic 

Frontiers Conference”, both industry actors and the Arctic Council representatives were 

present in discussing the challenges of oil and gas developments in the Arctic. Secondly, in 

the category of “Participation in committees and working groups on specific issues”, there 

are also signs of cooperation. Even though the industry is clearly not a full member of the 

Arctic Council working groups (PAME, AMAP etc.), there are some indicators of cooperation 

between the actors. The extent of cooperation however was not sufficient to suggest a 

formal cooperation. Thirdly, in the category “Members of national delegations at 

multilateral conferences in issue area”, presence of OGP representatives in Arctic Council 

Ministerial Meetings, as part of the Norwegian delegation, is a clear indicator of formal 

cooperation. Fourthly, the category “Observer status or ad hoc participation at meetings” is 

in some manners also present. The OGP has applied for observer status in the Arctic Council, 
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however the application is still pending. Currently, the application does not indicate formal 

cooperation. However, ad hoc meetings are clearly present through the 2009 “Ministerial 

Meeting”. Additionally, there is no sign of any development of a global policy network, 

where the involved actors are included and participating. Despite some indicators of formal 

cooperation, certain characteristics such as ad hoc nature and arrangements based on 

personal ties, makes it more clearly at there is little formal cooperation between the actors.  

9.1.2 High Presence of Informal Cooperation 

The main clear cooperation witnessed between the Arctic Council and industry actors are 

through informal cooperative mechanisms. This is especially through the voluntary 

standards on environmental protection on oil and gas activities; standards that both the 

Arctic Council and the Association for Oil and Gas Producers (OGP), an organization which 

include most of the world`s leading oil and gas companies, has developed. The OGP has 

contributed with the revision of the “Arctic Council Offshore Oil and Gas Guidelines”. The 

OGP also have taken the “Arctic Council Guidelines” into consideration when revising their 

own environmental guidelines. Also through other informal cooperative, mechanisms such 

as informal meetings, dialogues and workshops between the Arctic Council and the industry 

actors, on the challenges of oil and gas activities in the Arctic are clearly present.  As many of 

the activities around the formal cooperation mechanisms were not concluded as formal, 

many of the activities around these mechanisms can then be categorized as indicators of an 

informal cooperation. In addition, there are signs of informal research cooperation and 

informal cooperation through interaction of the actors on other areas. 

9. 1.3 Non- Institutionalized Relationship 

The findings from the level of reference between the Arctic Council and the industry indicate 

an informal level of cooperation. The Arctic Council refers to the” industry” as important 

actors in meeting the challenges of governing the oil and gas activities in the Arctic, however 

by not mentioning the OGP or any individual oil and gas company, it does not indicate any 

formal cooperation. In the sustainability reports of the industry operating in the Arctic there 

is little informal reference. However, some operators refer to the OGP, which does refer to 

the Arctic Council and acknowledge the Arctic Council as an important player in governing 
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the Arctic. Nevertheless, the level of reference is not so frequent that any formal level of 

cooperation or partnership may exist. The level of reference therefore supports an informal 

level of cooperation. In addition, when evaluating and analyzing the already mentioned 

“formal cooperative mechanisms”, this gives indications that much of the formal 

cooperation is either random, ad-hoc basis, or through the personal contact of few actors 

involved.  On this background, as well as the of level of reference, I conclude that there 

cannot be found an institutionalized cooperation between the Arctic Council and the oil and 

gas industry in the area of environmental policy in oil and gas activities in the Arctic. 

However, I find a high level of informal level of cooperation, both through informal 

mechanisms in the policy dialogue model, voluntary standards initiatives and level of 

reference. This points to a clear non-institutionalized level of cooperation.   

9.2 Summary of the contributions this thesis had made 

Global governance theory has lately had increased attention on cooperation and 

partnerships between non-state actors and public authorities, especially business actors, 

through formal cooperative entities such as public-private partnerships and global policy 

networks. Especially partnerships as a formal institutionalized mechanism between public 

and private actor have been emphasized by global governance scholars. On this background I 

expected to find an institutionalized cooperation between the public and private sectors in 

governing the petroleum activities in the Arctic as well, represented by the Arctic Council 

and the oil and gas industry. However, as concluded in the above section, no such 

institutionalized cooperation was found. However a high level of informal cooperation was 

discovered between the actors. 

On this basis, I have concluded that there informal cooperation mechanisms needs to be 

incorporated into the governance structure, in explaining multi-stakeholder cooperation in 

the Arctic, as these informal cooperative arrangements can both cause governance effects 

and influence norms, which again can influence governance. Especially the governance 

effects through the informal cooperation are particularly important. Consequently, on the 

basis of the case in the Arctic, I argue that there is need for a more holistic framework in 

evaluating the cooperation and partnerships between the public and the private sector. By 
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including more informal cooperation, common policy goals can be more evaluated as part of 

cooperation. 

In the introduction I asked whether global governance had exaggerated the extent of multi-

stakeholder cooperation between the public and private sectors, represented by business 

entities. Through the theoretical based expectation, I anticipated to find an institutionalized 

cooperation between these actors. However, in the case of the environmental aspects of 

offshore oil and gas in the Arctic I did not find such a relationship. This indicates that global 

governance theory has exaggerated the extent of multi-stakeholder, public-private 

cooperation in the Arctic. Thus, global governance theory and multi-stakeholder cooperation 

theory have however emphasized mainly the formal traditions of cooperation, especially 

through formal and institutionalized partnerships. Therefore, I suggest that there has been a 

too narrow focus on different form of collaborative action, prioritizing formal partnerships 

over informal cooperation. However, by including informal cooperative mechanisms in the 

equation, we could possibly witness clearer signs of multi-stakeholder cooperation. 

Therefore, due to my findings on informal cooperative arrangements global governance 

theory may only have exaggerated the formal cooperative mechanisms. If global governance 

theory also had included these informal mechanisms, global governance would not have 

exaggerated the extent of multi-stakeholder cooperation.  

Can we apply the experience gained from the Arctic to a broader range of governance 

problems that arise in the global politics? The Arctic in itself is not a unique region, as it is 

only a “regional ocean surrounded with sovereign states” and the global environmental 

governance in the presence of resources is present in many cases around the world. 

Consequently, the case may be applicable. Global governance theory may have exaggerated 

the extent of multi-stakeholder cooperation in other similar cases and regions with similar 

characteristics as in the case of the Arctic by mainly focusing on formal institutionalized 

mechanisms. 

However, the environmental governance of offshore oil and gas resources in the Arctic is 

only one case, and governance is a phenomenon which varies considerably from issue- and 

geographical area, it may be difficult to generalize my results to a broad sphere of cases. 

Consequently, it is difficult to claim whether or not the broad global governance and multi-
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stakeholder theory generally has exaggerated the extent of interaction and cooperation 

between the public and private. 

9.3 Prospect of further research 

There are several issues covered and touched upon in this thesis that is important for future 

research. Firstly, informal cooperation between public and private actors can be used as a 

part of multi-stakeholder theory and global governance. It can open for construction of new 

debates around what cooperation or governance is. Does governance necessarily need to be 

formal or can cooperation on a lower level be included in analytical frameworks when 

analyzing multi-stakeholder cooperation? How efficient is formal cooperation vs. informal 

cooperation in creating good governance effects? This can also open up for discovery of new 

cases of actual cooperation, strengthening the research on private actors as actors and 

partners of global governance. Additionally, it can also contribute to practitioners, by 

indicating that formal cooperation may not be necessary to create governance effects. 

My research can also contribute to attract attention to view common goals and purposes of 

the private and public as a form for cooperation. Policies on sustainability and CSR or 

common global standards can be applied as starting points on new research on how such 

policies can work as creating cooperation and governance effects. To which extent can 

informal cooperation contribute in explain governance in other environmental areas as well 

as other governance issues? However, by acknowledging the importance of cooperation and 

partnerships in creating governance, these structures also raises larger questions of the 

legitimacy, effectiveness and accountability of multi-stakeholder governance structures. 

Secondly, this research may contribute to a better understanding to how we better can 

govern the petroleum activities in the Arctic and maybe generally also of other issue areas in 

the region. Especially research on the Arctic Council and how it better can govern the oil and 

gas activities in the Arctic would be fruitful. The Council has already a unique position and 

further research can help it to even more progress. Research regarding how the Arctic 

Council can direct itself toward both the member-governments and the industry, would also 

be of value. Also how the Arctic Council can strengthen itself as in institution can be 

valuable. 



  80 

Issues and problems concerning private authority can also be valuable to look further into. In 

my case the Arctic Council has clear problems in cooperating with the oil and gas industry, 

and questions on objectivity in research as well as questions of legitimacy14 and 

accountability are often asked. When studying private governance or public-private 

cooperation, questions around the democratically accountability of their decisions of those 

who influence our common affairs must be discussed (Mörth 2007). Additionally, I have only 

focused on private sector business entities- it could be interesting at both looking at the 

cooperation between NGOs and civil society actors and the Arctic Council as well as the 

private- private cooperation between NGOs and Businesses. 

                                                           
14

 Fore more see Dingwerth 2005, The Democratic Legitimacy of Public-Private Making, What can we learn 

from the World Commission on Dams? 
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