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‘f IEeRe et IO associates together are

similar beliefs, worldviews and ideologies”

(Weible & Cairney, 2018 pp. 333)




Fig. 1. Structure of beliefs in the Advocacy Coalition Framework

Secondary Beliefs
Instrumental beliefs, related to specific policy instruments

(e.g. budget allocations, types of measurements)

Policy Core Beliefs

Normative and empirical, specific to policy subsystems

(e.g. stance on environment vs market, or
beleif that climate change is real and/or anthropogenic)

Deep Core Beliefs
Non-specific, fundamental normative orientations

(e.g. beliefs/values about freedom, justice, anthropocentricsm)

Adapted from Weible, C. M., & Cairney, P. (2018) and Kukkonen, A., Yla-Anttila, T., & Broadbent, J. (2017).






r actors in the sample




Table 1. Survey sample of collaboration network actors by sector
membership (N=44).

Valid Cumulative
Sector Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Business 8 18.2 18.2 18.2
Civil Society 9 20.5 20.5 38.6
Government 10 22.7 22.7 61.4
Research 13 29.5 29.5 90.9
Think Tank 4 9.1 9.1 100
Total 44 100 100.0




Table 2. ANOVA results for policy-core belief statements, factored by sector membership. (N=44)

Variable Name Question F Sig Adj R2 Eta2
_ On the whole, current trends suggest climate change will be
CC Beneficial beneficial for Canada. 3.124 0.036 0.13 0.19
o Canada should give priority to climate change above other issues
Prioritize CC (development, security, stability, competitiveness, etc). 7.745 0 0.32 0.37
_ In Canada, business interests are a major obstacle to reducing
Voluntary Action GHG emissions 3.1  0.037 0.13 0.19
Business Interests In Canad?:l, b'usmess interests are a major obstacle to reducing 3053 0.039 0.13 0.19
GHG emissions
CC Science Climate change science is still too uncertain to be a basis for 5.572  0.003 0.24 0.3




Fig. 2. Climate Change Policy Collaboration Network, No Isolates (N=37).
Node size scaled to degree, colors represent node sector.
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od of tie formation

(MclLevey et al., 2018; Wagner & Yla-Antilla, 2018; Yla-Antilla et al., 2018; Lusher et al., 2013; Laumann & Knoke, 1987)
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® Lets us parse out effects of stwork structures from belief attributes

® Helps us model coalitions

(Jenkins-Smith et al. 2014; Weible & Sabatier, 2011; Henry, 2011; Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1993; Wagner & Yla-Antilla, 2018; Yla-Antilla et al., 2018; Lusher et al., 2013; Laumann & Knoke, 1987)
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® The likelihood drops for

shared partner

® Models local connectivity

Lusher et al., 2013 pp. 43



® The likelihood drops for

shared partner

®* Models transitive closure

Lusher et al., 2013 pp. 43



Two-path

Lusher et al., 2013 pp. 43






Table 3. Exponential Random Graph Model
of COMPON Collaboration Network by

Policy Core Beliefs and Micro-Structural
Network Effects. (N=44)

Model 1 Model 2

Edges -4 B5wkx -4 4Qunk
(042) (0.50)

Controls

Reciprocity 0.00 0.92*
(0.46) (0.46)

In-Degree 024 ()32
(0.05) (0.06)

Out-Degree 0.23#%x  ().32%*x
(0.03) (0.05)

Betweenness -0.00- -0.00

(0.00) (0.00)
Polcy-Core Beliefs

CC Beneficial -0.22 -0.22
(0.16) (0.15)
Prioritize CC -048xxx 0. 45%+

(0.14) (0.13)
Voluntary Action -0.05 -0.06

(0.12) (0.12)
Business Interests  -0.04 -0.07

(0.11) (0.11)
CC Science 021 0.19

(0.13) (0.13)

Micro-Structural

Two-Path -0.94x**
(0.24)
GWDSP 0.75%*
(0.25)
GWESP 0.32
(0.20)
Isolates 2.05%x
(0.69)
AIC 641.76  579.09
BIC 69721 656.73
Log Likelihood -310.88 -275.55

*x4p < 0,001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, p < 0.1
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* Larger coefficient means actors ego tied to are more highly clustered than expected



Fig. 3. COMPON Collaboration Network, Nodes Scaled
by Cluster Coef. (coef=1 for colored nodes. N=37.)
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Fig. 4. COMPON Collaboration Network, Nodes Scaled by Cluster Coef,

Highly-Connected Subgraph in Color (N=37)
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re bills (C-288; C-311;

* Expert advice; roundtable es in climate-related reports

® National Newspaper Coverage (Globe & Mail, National Post)

® Mass media influence; mentions in climate-related articles
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Fig. 3. Goodness of Fit Diagnostics for Full ERGM Model.
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model.1

Edges - 4k
(0.50)
Policy Secondary
Paris Targets -0.03
(0.15)
Kyoto -0.35=
(0.15)
Federal Carbon Price 0.06
(0.13)
Expand Natural Gas -0.30-
(0.15)
Restrict Oil Sands -0.21-
(0.12)
Expand Renewables -0.03
(0.12)
Centrality
Two-Path 097+
(0.24)
In-Degree (0.35%+=
(0.06)
Out-Degree 0.34%+=
(0.05)
Betweenness -0.00-
(0.00)
Micro-Structural
Reciprocity 0.79-
(0.48)
GWDSP 0.77+*
(0.25)
GWESP 0.27
(0.20)
I[solates 1.83#*
(0.70)
AlC 571.02
BIC 654.20
Log Likelihood -270.51

seop < 0000, *+p <001, *p <005, p<O.1

Exponential Random Graph Model
of COMPON Collaboration
Network by Secondary Beliefs,
Structural Position and Micro-
Structural Network Effects. N=44
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