Governing a Sustainability Transition — Worksheet
Germany — High-income contested pair
IR227 Seminar 4 — Group worksheet
Task
Take your assigned country’s energy or sustainability transition and diagnose it using three frameworks. Map the regime as a configuration, the niches pressing against it, and the landscape pressures acting on it. Then map how governing authority is distributed across levels, and assess whether the system is more polycentric or more monocentric. Close with a brief comparative reflection on your paired country.
The analytical tools you will deploy are: the Multi-Level Perspective (MLP), the Type-I/Type-II multi-level-governance (MLG) distinction, and the polycentric-governance approach.
Requirements
· identify the regime as a configuration — technologies, institutions, practices, actor networks, and investments, not just a technology,
· name two or three relevant niches and explain how each is protected,
· identify the dominant landscape pressures acting on the regime,
· map the multi-level governance structure: which authorities exist at which levels, and whether the relationships among them look nested and general-purpose, overlapping and task-specific, or some mix of both,
· deliver a verdict on whether the system is more polycentric or more monocentric, and defend it by naming the coordinating centres you found (or didn’t find), and
· close with a comparative reflection on the paired case.
Note: these cases are deliberately under-determined. There is no single correct verdict — you will be assessed on the strength of the reasoning chain (regime/niche/landscape mapping → governance-structure mapping → polycentric verdict → comparative reflection), not on which verdict you reach.
Tool summary
Multi-Level Perspective (Geels 2011). A regime is a configuration, not a technology — ask what’s stable and what’s under pressure.
· Landscape — slow-moving contextual conditions: macroeconomics, demographics, cultural values, environmental pressures, geopolitics.
· Regime — the dominant configuration: technologies + institutions + practices + actor networks + investments.
· Niche — where radical innovations emerge, protected from regime selection pressures.
Transitions require alignment: landscape pressure + regime opening + niche maturity.
MLG types (Hooghe and Marks 2003). Ask whether governing relationships across levels are nested and general-purpose, or overlapping and task-specific.
· Type I — nested territorial jurisdictions, general-purpose competence. Federal-style.
· Type II — overlapping, non-nested, task-specific jurisdictions. Functional-style.
Real systems are usually hybrid.
Polycentric vs. monocentric (Ostrom 2014). Ask how many genuinely independent coordinating centres exist, and whether they coordinate through shared rules rather than a single hierarchy.
· Polycentric — multiple, partially-autonomous centres coordinating through shared rules and information; no single dominant authority.
· Monocentric — a single hierarchical authority.
· Decentralised is not the same as polycentric: a decentralised system can still have one locus that has simply chosen to delegate.
Case specifics (from the case pack)
Germany’s Energiewende is the paradigmatic European energy transition, begun politically in the 2000s and intensified after the 2011 Fukushima-driven acceleration of the nuclear phase-out. It has involved a partial shift from coal-and-gas centralised electricity toward renewables, distributed generation, and hydrogen pilots. The 2022 Russia–Ukraine war accelerated renewable deployment while forcing short-term fossil-gas dependence, and the 2023 Heizungsgesetz episode (covered in Session 2) showed how regime resistance can re-emerge under political pressure.
Coal, phased-out nuclear capacity, and gas still supply much of the country’s electricity, generated by utilities such as RWE, EnBW, and Uniper and moved across the grid by Amprion, TenneT, 50Hertz, and TransnetBW, within a market design built around EEG renewable-remuneration payments. Utility-scale solar PV, onshore wind (increasingly slowed by permitting disputes), offshore wind, rooftop solar, early hydrogen pilots, and battery storage have all grown up alongside this. EU climate targets, the post-2022 push for energy security, an ageing coal-plant fleet, and industrial-electricity-cost politics all weigh on the pace of change. Electricity-market rules come from the federal regulator BNetzA, while individual Länder decide on siting and permitting for new generation and grid infrastructure; the EU sets climate targets and state-aid rules that shape how renewables can be subsidised, and grid codes and capacity-market standards get worked out with European technical bodies as well as the national transmission operators. Coal-region state governments and energy-intensive industry have pushed back on aspects of the transition, while the federal economy ministry, the Greens, and renewables-industry associations have pushed for faster deployment.
Discussion questions from the case pack
· Identify the regime configuration’s strongest and weakest elements. Which are destabilising fastest? Which are reinforcing?
· What does Geels’s resistance taxonomy (repurposing, capture, delay) tell you about how German incumbents have responded to the transition?
· Is the German system more polycentric or more monocentric?
· Comparative reflection: what does the contrast with Denmark reveal about regime mass and the early-mover effect?


Governing a Sustainability Transition — Worksheet
Denmark — High-income contested pair
IR227 Seminar 4 — Group worksheet
Task
Take your assigned country’s energy or sustainability transition and diagnose it using three frameworks. Map the regime as a configuration, the niches pressing against it, and the landscape pressures acting on it. Then map how governing authority is distributed across levels, and assess whether the system is more polycentric or more monocentric. Close with a brief comparative reflection on your paired country.
The analytical tools you will deploy are: the Multi-Level Perspective (MLP), the Type-I/Type-II multi-level-governance (MLG) distinction, and the polycentric-governance approach.
Requirements
· identify the regime as a configuration — technologies, institutions, practices, actor networks, and investments, not just a technology,
· name two or three relevant niches and explain how each is protected,
· identify the dominant landscape pressures acting on the regime,
· map the multi-level governance structure: which authorities exist at which levels, and whether the relationships among them look nested and general-purpose, overlapping and task-specific, or some mix of both,
· deliver a verdict on whether the system is more polycentric or more monocentric, and defend it by naming the coordinating centres you found (or didn’t find), and
· close with a comparative reflection on the paired case.
Note: these cases are deliberately under-determined. There is no single correct verdict — you will be assessed on the strength of the reasoning chain (regime/niche/landscape mapping → governance-structure mapping → polycentric verdict → comparative reflection), not on which verdict you reach.
Tool summary
Multi-Level Perspective (Geels 2011). A regime is a configuration, not a technology — ask what’s stable and what’s under pressure.
· Landscape — slow-moving contextual conditions: macroeconomics, demographics, cultural values, environmental pressures, geopolitics.
· Regime — the dominant configuration: technologies + institutions + practices + actor networks + investments.
· Niche — where radical innovations emerge, protected from regime selection pressures.
Transitions require alignment: landscape pressure + regime opening + niche maturity.
MLG types (Hooghe and Marks 2003). Ask whether governing relationships across levels are nested and general-purpose, or overlapping and task-specific.
· Type I — nested territorial jurisdictions, general-purpose competence. Federal-style.
· Type II — overlapping, non-nested, task-specific jurisdictions. Functional-style.
Real systems are usually hybrid.
Polycentric vs. monocentric (Ostrom 2014). Ask how many genuinely independent coordinating centres exist, and whether they coordinate through shared rules rather than a single hierarchy.
· Polycentric — multiple, partially-autonomous centres coordinating through shared rules and information; no single dominant authority.
· Monocentric — a single hierarchical authority.
· Decentralised is not the same as polycentric: a decentralised system can still have one locus that has simply chosen to delegate.
Case specifics (from the case pack)
Denmark’s wind-power transition is one of the cleanest documented socio-technical transitions. Strategic-niche-management investment in the 1980s, building on the 1970s oil-shock legacy, produced a domestic wind-turbine industry that became a coalition for the transition rather than against it. Vestas, as a global manufacturer, and Ørsted (formerly DONG Energy), as a utility that pivoted from oil-and-gas to offshore wind, illustrate the niche-becomes-regime trajectory. By the mid-2020s wind supplies a large share of Danish electricity, with district heating decarbonised through heat pumps and biomass.
What was previously gas-and-coal electricity has substantially given way to wind generation plus integrated heat-pump district heating, carried by wind-power developers, Vestas as manufacturer, and a network of distributed wind cooperatives. The 1970s oil-shock legacy, EU climate targets, green-economic-strategy positioning, and North Sea geography favouring offshore wind all shaped this path. National ministries and the Danish Energy Agency set energy policy for a unitary state with limited formal sub-national energy authority, while the EU sets climate targets and cross-border market rules. A long-standing tripartite negotiation tradition (trepartsforhandlinger) coordinates government, industry, and labour, and the domestic wind industry has operated throughout as a coalition for the transition rather than against it.
Discussion questions from the case pack
· What does Denmark’s case suggest about the conditions for a clean MLP transition?
· Was strategic niche management decisive, or was small-state political simplicity decisive, or were both?
· Compare the regime configurations: same archetype as Germany, but Denmark’s regime had less political mass to begin with. How much explanatory weight does that carry?
· Comparative reflection: same archetype as Germany, divergent outcomes. Which features explain the divergence?


Governing a Sustainability Transition — Worksheet
Indonesia — Middle-income coal-dependent pair
IR227 Seminar 4 — Group worksheet
Task
Take your assigned country’s energy or sustainability transition and diagnose it using three frameworks. Map the regime as a configuration, the niches pressing against it, and the landscape pressures acting on it. Then map how governing authority is distributed across levels, and assess whether the system is more polycentric or more monocentric. Close with a brief comparative reflection on your paired country.
The analytical tools you will deploy are: the Multi-Level Perspective (MLP), the Type-I/Type-II multi-level-governance (MLG) distinction, and the polycentric-governance approach.
Requirements
· identify the regime as a configuration — technologies, institutions, practices, actor networks, and investments, not just a technology,
· name two or three relevant niches and explain how each is protected,
· identify the dominant landscape pressures acting on the regime,
· map the multi-level governance structure: which authorities exist at which levels, and whether the relationships among them look nested and general-purpose, overlapping and task-specific, or some mix of both,
· deliver a verdict on whether the system is more polycentric or more monocentric, and defend it by naming the coordinating centres you found (or didn’t find), and
· close with a comparative reflection on the paired case.
Note: these cases are deliberately under-determined. There is no single correct verdict — you will be assessed on the strength of the reasoning chain (regime/niche/landscape mapping → governance-structure mapping → polycentric verdict → comparative reflection), not on which verdict you reach.
Tool summary
Multi-Level Perspective (Geels 2011). A regime is a configuration, not a technology — ask what’s stable and what’s under pressure.
· Landscape — slow-moving contextual conditions: macroeconomics, demographics, cultural values, environmental pressures, geopolitics.
· Regime — the dominant configuration: technologies + institutions + practices + actor networks + investments.
· Niche — where radical innovations emerge, protected from regime selection pressures.
Transitions require alignment: landscape pressure + regime opening + niche maturity.
MLG types (Hooghe and Marks 2003). Ask whether governing relationships across levels are nested and general-purpose, or overlapping and task-specific.
· Type I — nested territorial jurisdictions, general-purpose competence. Federal-style.
· Type II — overlapping, non-nested, task-specific jurisdictions. Functional-style.
Real systems are usually hybrid.
Polycentric vs. monocentric (Ostrom 2014). Ask how many genuinely independent coordinating centres exist, and whether they coordinate through shared rules rather than a single hierarchy.
· Polycentric — multiple, partially-autonomous centres coordinating through shared rules and information; no single dominant authority.
· Monocentric — a single hierarchical authority.
· Decentralised is not the same as polycentric: a decentralised system can still have one locus that has simply chosen to delegate.
Case specifics (from the case pack)
Indonesia’s coal-phase-out attempt under the Just Energy Transition Partnership (JETP, launched 2022) tests how these frameworks work when the regime is heavily entrenched. The state utility PLN dominates electricity generation, coal-power-purchase agreements are long-term and contractually binding, coal regions carry political weight, and Indonesia is also a major coal exporter, so coal-industry interests extend beyond domestic electricity. JETP commitments are substantial but implementation has lagged.
Electricity generation runs largely through PLN, which holds substantial coal capacity under legacy, long-term coal-power-purchase agreements; the wider coal industry spans state-owned and private actors and runs alongside a coal-export economy separate from domestic generation. Utility-scale renewables (solar, geothermal, hydropower), donor-funded transition pilots, and off-grid solar in eastern Indonesia sit alongside this. Climate vulnerability, energy-security framing, and sub-national resource politics all bear on how the JETP commitments play out. National government and PLN drive electricity policy and investment planning, while post-1998 decentralisation has given provincial and district governments authority over some energy-access and land matters; JETP’s International Partners Group coordinates donor commitments, though translating pledges into disbursed financing has taken longer than initially planned. PLN’s contractual commitments constrain how quickly coal capacity can be retired, and coal-producing regions carry significant political weight.
Discussion questions from the case pack
· How does PLN’s monopoly position interact with Indonesia’s decentralised authority structure?
· Does decentralised authority help or hinder coal phase-out in this case?
· What strategic-niche-management approaches would be feasible given the contractual lock-in?
· Comparative reflection: compare to South Africa — same archetype, different political-economic structure. Where does the resistance live in each, and why?


Governing a Sustainability Transition — Worksheet
South Africa — Middle-income coal-dependent pair
IR227 Seminar 4 — Group worksheet
Task
Take your assigned country’s energy or sustainability transition and diagnose it using three frameworks. Map the regime as a configuration, the niches pressing against it, and the landscape pressures acting on it. Then map how governing authority is distributed across levels, and assess whether the system is more polycentric or more monocentric. Close with a brief comparative reflection on your paired country.
The analytical tools you will deploy are: the Multi-Level Perspective (MLP), the Type-I/Type-II multi-level-governance (MLG) distinction, and the polycentric-governance approach.
Requirements
· identify the regime as a configuration — technologies, institutions, practices, actor networks, and investments, not just a technology,
· name two or three relevant niches and explain how each is protected,
· identify the dominant landscape pressures acting on the regime,
· map the multi-level governance structure: which authorities exist at which levels, and whether the relationships among them look nested and general-purpose, overlapping and task-specific, or some mix of both,
· deliver a verdict on whether the system is more polycentric or more monocentric, and defend it by naming the coordinating centres you found (or didn’t find), and
· close with a comparative reflection on the paired case.
Note: these cases are deliberately under-determined. There is no single correct verdict — you will be assessed on the strength of the reasoning chain (regime/niche/landscape mapping → governance-structure mapping → polycentric verdict → comparative reflection), not on which verdict you reach.
Tool summary
Multi-Level Perspective (Geels 2011). A regime is a configuration, not a technology — ask what’s stable and what’s under pressure.
· Landscape — slow-moving contextual conditions: macroeconomics, demographics, cultural values, environmental pressures, geopolitics.
· Regime — the dominant configuration: technologies + institutions + practices + actor networks + investments.
· Niche — where radical innovations emerge, protected from regime selection pressures.
Transitions require alignment: landscape pressure + regime opening + niche maturity.
MLG types (Hooghe and Marks 2003). Ask whether governing relationships across levels are nested and general-purpose, or overlapping and task-specific.
· Type I — nested territorial jurisdictions, general-purpose competence. Federal-style.
· Type II — overlapping, non-nested, task-specific jurisdictions. Functional-style.
Real systems are usually hybrid.
Polycentric vs. monocentric (Ostrom 2014). Ask how many genuinely independent coordinating centres exist, and whether they coordinate through shared rules rather than a single hierarchy.
· Polycentric — multiple, partially-autonomous centres coordinating through shared rules and information; no single dominant authority.
· Monocentric — a single hierarchical authority.
· Decentralised is not the same as polycentric: a decentralised system can still have one locus that has simply chosen to delegate.
Case specifics (from the case pack)
South Africa’s just energy transition is structured around two simultaneous challenges: decarbonising coal-fired electricity and unbundling the troubled state utility Eskom. Eskom’s debt crisis, ongoing load-shedding, and the political-economic alliance between mining, utility, and organised labour create a distinctive dynamic. JETP commitments (pledged 2021) coexist with significant coal-region politics in Mpumalanga and a labour movement that, through NUMSA and COSATU, actively shapes the just-transition framing.
Coal-fired electricity, run by an ageing fleet under Eskom, still anchors the system, sustained in part by a strong professional engineering identity tied to coal-power generation. Utility-scale renewables (solar, wind), independent power producers procured through REIPPPP, distributed solar (driven partly by load-shedding), and gas-import options represent the alternative pathways in play. The JETP commitments, Eskom’s debt crisis, ongoing load-shedding, and labour-union just-transition advocacy all press on the system at once. Eskom and national government hold primary authority over generation and transmission, provinces have limited formal authority over energy policy, and JETP donor partners coordinate financing alongside National Treasury’s Eskom debt-restructuring process. Eskom, the mining sector, and organised labour (NUMSA, COSATU) have long been aligned around coal-fired generation; Eskom’s planned unbundling into separate generation, transmission, and distribution entities has proceeded slowly, while NUMSA and COSATU have built their own active just-transition policy platform.
Discussion questions from the case pack
· What does the mining-utility-labour alliance tell you about the kinds of regime resistance MLP needs to theorise?
· How does Eskom’s structural dominance interact with South Africa’s governance architecture — does the country’s day-to-day energy governance work the way its formal multi-level structures suggest?
· Where is cross-level or cross-actor coordination strongest — provincial just-transition planning, donor partnerships, or IPP procurement?
· Comparative reflection: compare to Indonesia — both face heavy regime resistance, but the structures differ. What’s the analytical move that explains the contrast?


Governing a Sustainability Transition — Worksheet
Kenya — Resource-constrained niche-led pair
IR227 Seminar 4 — Group worksheet
Task
Take your assigned country’s energy or sustainability transition and diagnose it using three frameworks. Map the regime as a configuration, the niches pressing against it, and the landscape pressures acting on it. Then map how governing authority is distributed across levels, and assess whether the system is more polycentric or more monocentric. Close with a brief comparative reflection on your paired country.
The analytical tools you will deploy are: the Multi-Level Perspective (MLP), the Type-I/Type-II multi-level-governance (MLG) distinction, and the polycentric-governance approach.
Requirements
· identify the regime as a configuration — technologies, institutions, practices, actor networks, and investments, not just a technology,
· name two or three relevant niches and explain how each is protected,
· identify the dominant landscape pressures acting on the regime,
· map the multi-level governance structure: which authorities exist at which levels, and whether the relationships among them look nested and general-purpose, overlapping and task-specific, or some mix of both,
· deliver a verdict on whether the system is more polycentric or more monocentric, and defend it by naming the coordinating centres you found (or didn’t find), and
· close with a comparative reflection on the paired case.
Note: these cases are deliberately under-determined. There is no single correct verdict — you will be assessed on the strength of the reasoning chain (regime/niche/landscape mapping → governance-structure mapping → polycentric verdict → comparative reflection), not on which verdict you reach.
Tool summary
Multi-Level Perspective (Geels 2011). A regime is a configuration, not a technology — ask what’s stable and what’s under pressure.
· Landscape — slow-moving contextual conditions: macroeconomics, demographics, cultural values, environmental pressures, geopolitics.
· Regime — the dominant configuration: technologies + institutions + practices + actor networks + investments.
· Niche — where radical innovations emerge, protected from regime selection pressures.
Transitions require alignment: landscape pressure + regime opening + niche maturity.
MLG types (Hooghe and Marks 2003). Ask whether governing relationships across levels are nested and general-purpose, or overlapping and task-specific.
· Type I — nested territorial jurisdictions, general-purpose competence. Federal-style.
· Type II — overlapping, non-nested, task-specific jurisdictions. Functional-style.
Real systems are usually hybrid.
Polycentric vs. monocentric (Ostrom 2014). Ask how many genuinely independent coordinating centres exist, and whether they coordinate through shared rules rather than a single hierarchy.
· Polycentric — multiple, partially-autonomous centres coordinating through shared rules and information; no single dominant authority.
· Monocentric — a single hierarchical authority.
· Decentralised is not the same as polycentric: a decentralised system can still have one locus that has simply chosen to delegate.
Case specifics (from the case pack)
Kenya’s energy transition has two distinct trajectories that have substantially scaled. Geothermal generation at the Olkaria complex has become Africa’s largest geothermal site, anchored by KenGen and KETRACO. In parallel, the off-grid solar sector has scaled through private companies (M-KOPA, Sun King, BBOXX) serving millions of households outside the grid, supported by the post-2010 county system that gives sub-national authorities substantial energy-access mandates.
Grid electricity has historically run on hydropower plus thermal plants under KenGen, with KETRACO handling transmission and county governments (since the 2010 constitution) handling distribution details. Geothermal at Olkaria, distributed solar (M-KOPA, Sun King, BBOXX), distributed mini-grids, and pay-as-you-go financing models have all scaled substantially alongside the grid. Climate-adaptation pressures, donor priorities since 2010, the technology cost crash in solar and Li-ion batteries, and county-level political demand for energy access all shape the picture. KenGen and KETRACO hold national authority over generation and transmission; Kenya’s 47 counties hold authority over rural-electrification details; the private off-grid providers run their own commercial distribution networks; donor programmes coordinate funding; and international standards bodies certify off-grid solar product quality.
Discussion questions from the case pack
· Does the off-grid solar ecosystem constitute a separate regime from the grid system, or is it a niche that has scaled?
· What does the answer tell you about how the regime-niche distinction applies in non-OECD contexts?
· Which features of Kenya’s governance structure enabled niche scaling?
· Comparative reflection: compare to Bangladesh’s Solar Home Systems experience — different sectoral focus, different governance architecture, similar niche-led trajectory. What can we learn from the contrast?


Governing a Sustainability Transition — Worksheet
Bangladesh — Resource-constrained niche-led pair
IR227 Seminar 4 — Group worksheet
Task
Take your assigned country’s energy or sustainability transition and diagnose it using three frameworks. Map the regime as a configuration, the niches pressing against it, and the landscape pressures acting on it. Then map how governing authority is distributed across levels, and assess whether the system is more polycentric or more monocentric. Close with a brief comparative reflection on your paired country.
The analytical tools you will deploy are: the Multi-Level Perspective (MLP), the Type-I/Type-II multi-level-governance (MLG) distinction, and the polycentric-governance approach.
Requirements
· identify the regime as a configuration — technologies, institutions, practices, actor networks, and investments, not just a technology,
· name two or three relevant niches and explain how each is protected,
· identify the dominant landscape pressures acting on the regime,
· map the multi-level governance structure: which authorities exist at which levels, and whether the relationships among them look nested and general-purpose, overlapping and task-specific, or some mix of both,
· deliver a verdict on whether the system is more polycentric or more monocentric, and defend it by naming the coordinating centres you found (or didn’t find), and
· close with a comparative reflection on the paired case.
Note: these cases are deliberately under-determined. There is no single correct verdict — you will be assessed on the strength of the reasoning chain (regime/niche/landscape mapping → governance-structure mapping → polycentric verdict → comparative reflection), not on which verdict you reach.
Tool summary
Multi-Level Perspective (Geels 2011). A regime is a configuration, not a technology — ask what’s stable and what’s under pressure.
· Landscape — slow-moving contextual conditions: macroeconomics, demographics, cultural values, environmental pressures, geopolitics.
· Regime — the dominant configuration: technologies + institutions + practices + actor networks + investments.
· Niche — where radical innovations emerge, protected from regime selection pressures.
Transitions require alignment: landscape pressure + regime opening + niche maturity.
MLG types (Hooghe and Marks 2003). Ask whether governing relationships across levels are nested and general-purpose, or overlapping and task-specific.
· Type I — nested territorial jurisdictions, general-purpose competence. Federal-style.
· Type II — overlapping, non-nested, task-specific jurisdictions. Functional-style.
Real systems are usually hybrid.
Polycentric vs. monocentric (Ostrom 2014). Ask how many genuinely independent coordinating centres exist, and whether they coordinate through shared rules rather than a single hierarchy.
· Polycentric — multiple, partially-autonomous centres coordinating through shared rules and information; no single dominant authority.
· Monocentric — a single hierarchical authority.
· Decentralised is not the same as polycentric: a decentralised system can still have one locus that has simply chosen to delegate.
Case specifics (from the case pack)
Bangladesh has run the world’s largest off-grid solar programme. The IDCOL-anchored Solar Home Systems (SHS) programme deployed about 4.1 million units by 2018, with subsequent expansion into solar irrigation pumps and mini-grids. Climate-adaptation governance is a parallel domain with its own architecture, anchored by the BCCSAP framework and a dense ecosystem of NGOs (BRAC, Grameen Shakti, Grameen Bank) and donor-coordinated partnerships.
Grid electricity has historically run through the state utility BPDB, under a unitary state with a limited formal sub-national government role, while the IDCOL-anchored Solar Home Systems programme, solar irrigation pumps, mini-grids, and a growing set of climate-adaptation interventions have grown up alongside it. Climate vulnerability (among the highest globally), donor priorities, the strength of the BRAC-and-Grameen NGO ecosystem, and fiscal-space limits all shape what’s possible. IDCOL coordinates financing and standards for the off-grid solar programme and donor partnerships fund parallel climate-adaptation initiatives, but BRAC, Grameen Shakti, Grameen Bank, and the cooperative-banking sector each implement and distribute independently, with their own financing and outreach models, under IDCOL’s overall programme framework.
Discussion questions from the case pack
· What enabled the SHS programme’s scale — IDCOL’s role, the NGO-implementation infrastructure, the cooperative-banking distribution channel, donor financing, or all of these together?
· What does the case tell you about how niche protection works in low-income contexts where state capacity is constrained?
· Where would a single centralised implementing agency have struggled?
· Comparative reflection: same archetype as Kenya — different sectoral focus, similar niche-led success. What’s the analytical pattern across the two cases?
