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!ōǎǘǊŀŎǘ 

 

Despite being at the frontline of climate change, Small Islands Developing States (SIDS) remain 
powerless actors in the global political arena. This thesis explores the strategic influence of SIDS in 
climate negotiations, concretely at the Copenhagen summit in December 2009. Based on the 
analysis of the content of primary and secondary sources, and on three in-depth interviews, this 
study make use of several theoretical concepts ς dimensions of leadership, discourse-coalition 
and discourse hegemony- to identify initiatives of SIDS to impact the bargaining process and the 
final outcome. The three main demands of small island countries at the summit compose the 
focus of this study: a temperature rise limit of 1.5ºC above pre-industrial levels, funding for 
adaptation, and a legally-binding outcome. Results reveal that SIDS did put into practice strategies 
of entrepreneurial, intellectual and environmental leadership, although those only succeeded to a 
limited extend. SIDS managed to hold a defined position in the climate debate, and eventually 
secured some small points in the final Copenhagen Accord. However, the lack of structural power 
ƛƴŜǾƛǘŀōƭȅ ƘŀǊƳŜŘ {L5{Ψ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀǎ ŀ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜΣ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ 
achieved in the negotiations of Copenhagen. 
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the idea got to grow. And it eventually became my MSc thesis. These islands have been the center 

of my attention in the last nine months. I am in fact grateful to them, as they allowed me to 

overcome the previous disappointment from the Bhutanese project. I did not notice the transition 

from one topic to another. And today, at the end of this second and definitive thesis, I sometimes 

even forget about that previous difficult period.  
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commitment are both essential to get heard. And I came to conclude that dividing the scene in 

good and bad is a far too simplistic approach; that everyone is in fact bounded to its own 

conditions and perceptions, and, at the end, merely looking for its own interests.  

I am grateful for the support of my family along this time. My father, producer and supporter, for 

his wise words. My mother, for her endless love and dedication, and her words of tenderness. My 

siblings, each one providing me with a dose of their perseverance, commitment, and realism.  
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whole time, from the desktop of my computer. 
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/ƘŀǇǘŜǊ мΥ LƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ 

 

1. Problem Description 

Features of success and failure concerning the formation of international environmental regimes 

have been largely addressed by scholars. In fact, a number of them approach it as an anarchic 

international system in which individual sovereign states participate. Realist scholars emphasize 

ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǾŀƭŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎΩ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ŀōƻǾŜ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŀƎǊŜŜƛƴƎ ƻƴ ŀ Ƨƻƛƴǘ 

solution. They hold a rather pessimistic approach, in which negotiations towards international 

environmental agreements reveal the actual exercise of power of one powerful actor over others. 

On the other hand, advocates of the institutionalist school trust in the formation of international 

regimes, even in cases of lack of commitment and will of actors. This approach maintains that 

states are able to understand the absolute benefits that cooperation and agreements bring 

(Connelly and Smith, 2003). 

The role of powerless actors in international environmental agreements, and concretely regarding 

the issue of climate change, has been often interpreted in a North-South approach (Gupta, 

2001;Roberts and Parks, 2006). Rather, this thesis intends to focus on one concrete group of 

powerless actors in the context of an international environmental regime, concretely Small Island 

Developing States (SIDS) in climate change. 

To situate and understand small island countries in the climate change setting, their small 

contribution to the problem has first to be highlighted. Climate change is caused by an increase of 

anthropogenic greenhouse gases (GHG) in the atmosphere, which causes a rise of global 

temperature of the earth, and as a consequence alters several natural and physical processes of 

the planet (IPCC, 2007)Φ  Lƴ ŦŀŎǘΣ {L5{Σ άŀƭǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΣ ǘƘŜȅ are responsible of less than 0.003% of 

ǘƻǘŀƭ ŜƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎέ (Betzold, 2010:4).  

Nevertheless, in concerns of climate impacts, it is said that:  

άLƴ ōƻǘƘ ŀ ƭƛǘŜǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ figurative sense, small islands ώΧϐ are at thŜ άŦǊƻƴǘƭƛƴŜέ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜέ 

(Diarra, 2008:36) 

SIDS are expected to strongly suffer from impacts of climate change, the most critical being 

extreme weather events, sea-surface temperature increase and sea-level rise (IPCC, 2007). More 

frequent and intense hurricanes and storms surges are likely to happen, provoking inundations 

and erosion in coastal zones -usually the most populated areas. Changes in rainfall patterns might 

intensify the stress on freshwater resources. Water scarcity in summer periods and intense 

precipitations in winter might provoke surface runoff and erosion, affecting livelihoods of local 

populations and commercial agricultural production (IPCC, 2007). Also, rise in sea surface 

temperature causes changes in ocean waters circulation, which might affect ecosystems and 

fisheries. Warmer waters, sea-level rising, turbidity, nutrient and chemical pollution, as well as 

natural hazards, all together present a great risk for survival of coral reefs and biodiversity (IPCC, 

2007). Islands are very much at risk of sea-level rise as many of them, like the ones of the Pacific 
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and the Indian Ocean, are low lying above the see level (Pelling and Uitto, 2001)Φ ά9ǾŜƴ ƳƻŘŜǎǘ 

rises in sea level are likely to result in significant erosion and submersion of land increased flood 

hazard, salinization of freshwater aquifers, and the loss of protective coral reefs and sand 

ōŜŀŎƘŜǎέ (Pelling and Uitto, 2001:56).  

At present, impacts have even started to be felt, which brings an additional dimension to these 

threats. Tropical cyclones have become more frequent and stronger, affecting importantly the 

Pacific and Caribbean. Moreover, already some loss of territory due to rising waters has been 

reported. Portions of land have been flooded in islands of the Pacific and Caribbean; even, Kiribati 

and the Maldives have already lost some of their islands (AOSIS, 2009e). 

The UN (2010:25) states in a report: 

άThe very physical survival of several small island developing States is at stake [...]έΦ 

Small developing islands possess political, social, economic and environmental intrinsic factors 

which make them especially highly vulnerable to external shocks such as climate change (Pelling 

and Uitto, 2001). Indeed, small size and population of SIDS in combination with reduced natural 

resources are the cause for non-diversified economies and for high dependency on coastal 

resources. They are also very dependent on external finance and trade. On the other hand, their 

remoteness hinders and delays communications and transport, and isolates them from markets 

(Pelling and Uitto, 2001; UN, 2010). In environmental terms, small islands possess fragile 

ecosystems, and are generally located in zones prone to natural disasters (IPCC, 2007). As a 

consequence of their intrinsic characteristics, islands suffer from a low adaptive capacity. This 

affects their ability to cope with risks and with impacts, and therefore augment their vulnerability 

to impacts of climate change (IPCC, 2007).  

Regarding their influence in international politics, it has been said that their isolation from global 

networks and markets is the cause of their geopolitical weakness (Pelling and Uitto, 2001). In fact 

SIDS have been politically marginalized from the international community (Ashe et al., 1999). 

άbŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŎƘƻƛŎŜ ƛƴ ǎƳŀƭƭ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴŜŘ ōȅ ŀ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ǎŎŀƭŜέ 

(Pelling and Uitto, 2001:57). 

 

Consequently, small developing islands remain among the countries most directly threatened by 

climate change, in terms both of strength and immediacy of the impacts. Moreover, they possess 

intrinsic characteristics that induce a low adaptive capacity and make them especially vulnerable 

to these threats. Because of the previous, these islands do hold a strong stake on the 

international climate regime. However, they present a disadvantage, which is that they remain 

weak actors in the global political arena. In view of this mismatch, it is relevant to investigate 

what is the role and strategy of SIDS in international climate negotiations. 
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2. Aim and research questions 

The aim of this research is to investigate the role of Small island states in the climate change 

regime, by exploring their strategic influence in the negotiations towards and during the 

Copenhagen summit.  

Following this main objective, the questions guiding this research are as follows: 

1. What were the position and the discourse adopted by small island states in climate 

negotiations towards and during the Copenhagen summit? 

2. What strategies were undertaken by small islands to influence climate negotiations towards 

and during the Copenhagen summit? 

3. To what extent did small islands eventually succeed to impact negotiations and the final 

outcome of the Copenhagen summit? 

 

3. Scope of the research 

3.1. Small island states, SIDS and AOSIS 

It remains important to clearly define which set of small islands is the focus of this research. 

Indeed, small islands gather in several groups.  

A group of 52 Small Island Developing States (SIDS) gathers under the United Nations. The goal of 

this formation is the promotion of their Sustainable Development, as they share similar physical 

and structural challenges to their development (UN-DESA, 2007). The SIDS group includes islands 

from the Pacific, the Caribbean, the Indian, Africa, and South China Sea. Nevertheless, as Betzold 

(2010) specifies in her research, SIDS does not only refer to islands which are small, developing, 

and states. It also includes territories that are rather large1, not islands but low-lying small coastal 

territories2, developed small countries3, or territories which are not states4 (Betzold, 2010).  

The Alliance of Small Island states (AOSIS) was created at the Second World Climate Conference in 

мффлΦ !h{L{Ω ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ to be ŀƴ άad hoc lobby and negotiating voice for SIDS in the UN 

ǎȅǎǘŜƳέ (AOSIS, 2009b); AOSIS is actually the formation which speaks on behalf of SIDS in climate 

change negotiations. In December 2009, it was composed by 43 states and observers (AOSIS, 

2009b). Its members importantly differ in location, cultural heritages, political systems and 

economic bases (some countries are oil exporters, others important touristic sites, others simply 

based on subsistence fishing); nevertheless members of AOSIS all share the feature of being highly 

                                                
1 
Cuba, Papua New Guinea 

2
 Belize, Guyana, Guinea Bissau and Suriname 

3 
Singapore, the Bahamas 

4 
Anguilla, Aruba, Netherlands Antilles, and the British and US Virgin Islands, American Samoa, Guam, New Caledonia 

are dependent ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊƛŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ /ƻƻƪ LǎƭŀƴŘǎ ŀƴŘ bƛǳŜ ŀǊŜ άŦǊŜŜƭȅ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘέ ǿƛǘƘ bŜǿ ½ŜŀƭŀƴŘΦ aƛŎǊƻƴŜǎƛŀΣ ǘƘŜ 

Marshall Islands and Palau with the United States 
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vulnerable to climate change (Davis, 1996). An overview of the spreading of AOSIS countries 

around the world is showed in Figure 1 and Appendix 1. 

 

 

Figure 1: Countries belonging to AOSIS (AOSIS, 2009d). 

 

Although, as detailed in Appendix 1, not all SIDS are members of AOSIS and not all AOSIS are 

characterized as SIDS. This research especially focuses on the AOSIS coalition, as the formation 

speaking on behalf the SIDS group in formal climate negotiations. Not only the coalition, but also 

its member countries are investigated, as they also take part individually in formal negotiations 

and informal ones. Although multiple terms are employed in this report ςi.e. small island 

developing countries, SIDS, small developing islands, small islands, small island states, island 

countries, or islands-, they actually all designate country members of the AOSIS coalition. 

 

3.2. Temporal scope  

The main focus of this research is the conference of Copenhagen in December 2009 because it 

was established as deadline for the creation of the post-2012 climate regime. Nevertheless, 

negotiations towards this closing date started two years before, with the approval of the Bali 

Action Plan. To understand the evolution and formation of small islandsΩ discourse, and to 

examine strategies to influence the outcome of the final two weeks meeting, the scope of this 

research addresses as well the two years previous to the Copenhagen meeting. 

 

http://www.sidsnet.org/aosis/images/AOSIS_members.png
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3.3. Formal and informal negotiations 

International climate policy is not only negotiated in formal discussions under the UNFCCC. In 

addition there are other international meetings and activities addressing the issue of a post-2012 

climate regime. In this research, both formal and informal meetings as well as their outcomes are 

explored; chapter 3 of this report will give details on those.   

 

4. Research methods 

 4.1 Methodology: Case studies            

This thesis is purely a qualitative study, and a multiple case-study design is employed to address 

it. Three cases have been selected in order to study the position, strategies and impact of small 

island countries in climate negotiations at Copenhagen. The approach focuses on the three issues 

of major importance for SIDS for the establishment of a post-2012 climate regime: the demand 

for a limit in temperature increase of 1.5ºC above pre-industrial levels, the demand for funding 

for adaptation, and the demand for agreement on a legally-binding outcome at COP15. The 

rationale behind the selection of these three cases is, first, that those are the three requests that 

small islands have been promoting the most. Moreover, they in fact refer to the three big central 

subjects in the international climate policy debate: mitigation, adaptation, and the achievement 

of a legally-binding agreement. 

By an in depth study of the three key objectives of small island countries at Copenhagen, broader 

insight can be deduced on the intervention and general role of SIDS in climate negotiations. 

 

 4.2. Data collection methods 

Two main methods of data collection have been used in the aim to carry out the research on the 

three selecwas heldted cases: content analysis and partially structured interviews. Content 

analysis was the principal method; interviews were held afterwards, in an attempt to clarify, 

deepen and check the findings already obtained from content analysis.  

Content analysis consisted of a review of multiple documents and events, from both primary and 

secondary sources:  

- official UNFCCC Secretariat documents  

- webcasts of press conferences or negotiation plenaries  

- reports of negotiations from the Earth Negotiations Bulleting (IISD Reporting Services) 

- blogs and websites following small islands intervention at Copenhagen 

- ōƭƻƎǎ ŀƴŘ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜǎ ŘŜŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǎƳŀƭƭ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎΩ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ climate change  

- news and declarations issued from international and regional gatherings and activities, 

previous to Copenhagen 



 

20 
 

- secondary literature: studies on AOSIS during climate negotiations, reports addressing 

concrete issues in climate negotiations, reports on COP15. 

 

Interviews were held posteriorly, and kept based on the previous document analysis.  Three 

people were interviewed through videoconference. The first was the French researcher Amy 

Dahan, expert observer in climate negotiations. As director of the research institute Centre 

!ƭŜȄŀƴŘǊŜ YƻȅǊŞ ƛƴ tŀǊƛǎΣ ǎƘŜ ƭŜŀŘǎ ŀ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǘŜŀƳ ƻƴ ά/ƭƛƳŀǘŜ /ƘŀƴƎŜΣ 9ȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ŀƴŘ CǳǘǳǊŜǎέΦ 

Although not specially focused on the case of small islands, she holds a comprehensive point of 

view on the events that occurred at Copenhagen. She was selected for interview in wake of the 

ǊŜǇƻǊǘ έ[Ŝǎ ƭŜœƻƴǎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛǉǳŜǎ ŘŜ /ƻǇŜƴƘague: Faut-il repenser ƭŜ ǊŜƎƛƳŜ ŎƭƛƳŀǘƛǉǳŜΚέ (Dahan et 

al., 2010).  Significant insights were obtained regarding the overall evolution of the negotiations. 

The point of view of an observer not keeping any relation with islands was valuable to obtain a 

neutral image of the impact of small islands on international climate negotiations. 

The second interviewee was the chief negotiator for Tuvalu, Ian Fry.  He was selected for 

interview for being representative of a small island country in climate negotiations, and because 

of his sounded participation at the summit of Copenhagen. This remains a person directly 

involved ƛƴ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎΩ ƛƴǘervention; his insider point of view on the overall evolution of the events of 

the conference was sought. Valuable information was obtained in terms of initiatives and 

perspectives on the process of negotiations and the final outcome. This interview aimed to obtain 

not only knowledge, but also opinion of a person who is directly involved on the issue researched. 

The third interview was realized at the very end of the research to Claudio Forner, following the 

contact given by Ian Fry. Member of the UNFCCC Secretariat during the COP15 conference, he 

was interviewed as climate expert, because of his expertise and global overview on the climate 

debate, and because of having witnessed key moments of the summit. The information extracted 

served to validate the data already gathered as well as the analysis and interpretation. This way, 

the reliability of the whole research was reinforced.  

 

5. Outline of the thesis 

The structure of the rest of thesis is to be explained. Chapter 2 builds the conceptual framework 

on which the research is based. It explains theories and concepts used for the development of 

such a framework. Chapter 3 aims at enunciating formal and informal events, as well as 

declarations and initiatives that were held in the two years previous to the summit of 

Copenhagen. Those indeed constructed climate negotiations towards a second climate regime.  

Chapter 4, 5 and 6 present the results of the three cases study. They respectively focus on the 

analysis of !h{L{Ω ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ƻƴ ŀ ǘŜƳǇŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ƭƛƳƛǘ ƻŦ мΦрȏ/Σ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ŀŘŀǇǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ŀ ƭŜƎŀƭƭȅ-

binding agreement. Chapter 7 brings discussion to the findings and highlights concerns which 

remain transversal to the three case studies. This chapter comes back to the theory and also 

reflects on the conceptual framework employed to analyze the topic of this research. Chapter 8 
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closes the thesis concluding, by answering the research questions and proposing some final 

recommendations.  
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/ƘŀǇǘŜǊ нΥ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ 
{L5{Ω ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 
ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ 

 

1. Introduction 

The objective of this chapter is to build a conceptual framework which allows the analysis of the 

strategic influence of small island states in negotiations of the post-Kyoto climate regime. In order 

to come up with this framework a revision of literature and theories has been carried out, and is 

therefore exposed.  

In the first instance, the intervention of small island countries in the negotiations towards the first 

climate regime, from 1990 to 1997, is examined. Indeed, the topic of this thesis was already 

investigated, although focusing on a previous time scope and making use of multiple differing 

approaches. Review of scientific literature on the issue is useful in setting up a basis for 

consideration for this thesis research.  An interesting theory is exposed next. It is based on a 

North-South structuralist perspective, and relies on the unfavorable position of poor countries 

within the problem of climate change. It sets the ground for a starting assumption for the 

ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΦ ¢ƘŜƴΣ ǊŜǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ¸ƻǳƴƎΩǎ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƻŦ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ōŀǊƎŀƛƴƛƴƎ 

brings relevant insights to be taken into consideration when understanding the context of 

negotiations as well as dynamics of interactions among actors. Next, special attention is given to 

the concept of leadership, and more concretely to its dimensions. In this sense, small islands 

present the potential to overcome the lack of economic and political power by making use of 

other forms of leadership, such as intellectual, entrepreneurial and environmental. In addition, 

discourse analysis comes to be relevant in this research both as a tool of enquiry and as a theory. 

Discourse might be interpreted as a strategy undertaken in order to shape perceptions of other 

players, gain supporters, and eventually succeed in being captured in the final outcome.  

The conceptual framework coming from the review of theories aims to operationalize the 

research. It is indeed based on a structuralist approach defining SIDS position within the climate 

change issue, and it is assumed that SIDS lack structural power. The conceptual framework makes 

direct use of the different forms of leadership and of discourse analysis theories, and combines 

them in order to identify strategies of SIDS to impact the negotiating process and outcome.  

 

2. Small islands and the formation of the first climate regime: literature 

review  

Small island developing states remained reasonably active in the creation of the first climate 

regime, since the beginning of discussions for the creation of the United Nations Framework 
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Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) in 1992, until the agreement on the Kyoto Protocol in 

1997. It is convenient to start with a review of the literature focusing on the role of small islands 

in the formation of the first climate regime.  

The Alliance of Small Island states (AOSIS) was formed in 1990 in view of the start of talks for the 

creation of the convention (Betzold, 2010). In those negotiations, the incipient negotiating 

coalition held 3 goals: to formulate a common negotiating position at the preparatory discussions; 

to attract world attention on the threat of global warming to small island countries; to ensure 

ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǘƻ ŎƻǇŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ !h{L{Ω ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǇǊƻǇŜǊƭȅ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ 

by the Convention (Ashe et al., 1999). The study of Ashe et al. (1999) concludes that AOSIS 

succeeded in achieving 10 out its 12 established objectives for the UNFCCC; concretely, issues 

regarding the recognition of their special vulnerabilities, the adoption of the polluter pays and the 

precautionary principles, and the creation of a network for information sharing (Ashe et al., 1999). 

However, by that time, concerns on immediate stabilization of GHG concentrations in the 

atmosphere and definitive financial provisions for adaptation were not yet achieved.  

Small islands kept on participating actively in negotiations towards the approval of Kyoto Protocol 

in 1997. Larson (2003) makes an analysis of the contribution of AOSIS addressing the issue with a 

conflict resolution approach. The author indeed keeps a rather positive approach, by investigating 

interventions of low-power countries in multilateral negotiations. He concludes that AOSIS 

performed in impacting the policy debate, as it appeared as an actor with a rather cooperative 

behavior in bargaining, who proposed flexible alternatives. Eventually, it is stated that the AOSIS 

Ŏƻŀƭƛǘƛƻƴ άǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛted Nations 

system as a wholŜέ (Larson, 2003:144). 

Davis (1996) holds a very optimistic judgment on the formation and intervention of AOSIS in the 

establishment of the first climate regime. He praises the unity and determination of its member 

countries, and declares that άǘƘŜǎŜ ǎƳŀƭƭ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǇƻǿŜǊƭŜǎǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴg states have 

ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ ǘƻ ŜȄŜǊǘ ŀ ǇǊƻŦƻǳƴŘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛƴƎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅέ (Davis, 1996:18). He 

emphasizes the fact that despite differing in cultural heritages, economic bases and political 

systems, small island countries have succeeded in transmitting an image of unity, which stems 

from a common threat to survival. The author goes further and recognizes the moral power of this 

ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ŀŦŦƛǊƳǎ άƘƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ǊŜŀŎǘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇƭƛƎƘǘ ƻŦ !h{L{ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ŦŀŎŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ 

deǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǎŜǊǾŜǎ ŀǎ ŀ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƘǳƳŀƴƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŀƭƭέ (Davis, 

1996:22).  

In a synthesis analysis of the influence of AOSIS on the regime process and outcomes that 

occurred between 1990 and 1997, Betzold (2010) argues that small islands, as powerless parties, 

ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘ ǘƻ άōƻǊǊƻǿ ǇƻǿŜǊέ ŦǊƻƳ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΦ LƴŘŜŜŘΣ !h{L{ ƳŀŘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ άŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ 

ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎέΣ ƛƴ ŀ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƛǘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ǎƳŀƭƭ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƛƴƴƻŎŜƴǘ ǾƛŎǘƛƳ ƻŦ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΩ 

greenhouse gases (GHG) emissions. Thanks to the use of moral pressure, they eventually obtained 

institutional advantages. Another tactic consisted in exploiting a target-based approach, such as 

ǘƘŜ Ŏŀƭƭ ŦƻǊ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ in committing for strong emission reductions measures. Betzold 

όнлмлύ ŀƭǎƻ Ǉŀȅǎ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ !h{L{ ōƻǊǊƻǿŜŘ ǇƻǿŜǊ ŦǊƻƳ άǘƘƛǊŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎέΦ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ 

sense, the coalition often employed scientific arguments and data from IPCC reports in order to 

gain more insurance and strength in the discussions. It also received legal and technical advice 
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from NGOs, concretely the Foundation for International Environmental Law and Development 

(FIELD). Finally, AOSIS as well succeeded in its attempts to influence the bargaining process itself. 

It was actually the first party formally submitting a proposal for a protocol -advocating for a 20% 

GHG emissions reduction by 2005 compared to 1990 levels. The author argues that this 

procedural movement revived discussions on new concrete procedures to complete the 

convention, especially on the establishment of concrete mitigation targets.  

To conclude, it is noted that during the establishment of the first climate regime, AOSIS succeeded 

in forming a strong coalition. Moreover the Alliance was able to gain recognition in the eyes of 

other parties and managed, to some extent, to shape the discussions. Referring to powerless 

parties, this might be considered as an achievement (Betzold, 2010). 

 

3. Structuralist approach to climate change based on North-South 

inequalities 

Roberts and Parks (2006) argue that in order to understand climate change regime dynamics, a 

structuralist approach based on inequality between parties has to be used. They try to explain 

why cooperation among bargaining parties is unlikely to happen when a problem such as climate 

change is based on inequalities. In fact, this ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƛǎ ŘŜǊƛǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ²ŀƭƭŜǊǎǘŜƛƴΩǎ ²ƻǊƭŘ {ȅǎǘŜƳǎ 

¢ƘŜƻǊȅ όмфтпύΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘǎ ŀ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǊŜƴŀ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ 

ƛǘǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΦ  

With regards to climate change, inequality presents three major features. Firstly, inequality in 

costs: due to difference in vulnerabilities, some countries will suffer more than others the impacts 

of climate change. Secondly, inequality in responsibility refers to the fact that some countries 

contributed to the problem ςin terms of GHG emissions- more than others. Thirdly, parties 

present different capacities for action. 

These three features come clearly to fit with the situation of SIDS within the context of climate 

change and the formation of its regime. Indeed, as presented in the introduction chapter, islands 

are the regions that risk to suffer from climate change impacts the earliest and the most, although 

not being serious GHG emitters. Moreover, presenting a low economic capacity, islands do not 

have the means to cope with those impacts.   

It remains interesting to continue the explanation made by Roberts and Parks (2006). Indeed, the 

structuralist approach serves to understand why no solution is reached in the climate change 

problem. It happens in two ways. The first more direct way relates to the disadvantage of poor 

nations in negotiations because of their lack of technical, financial, and administrative resources. 

Also, some other authors insisted in the few capacities of poor countries for attending and 

following negotiations. These generally dispose of small delegations, which remain an obstacle 

because usually several discussion groups are held at the same time (Gupta, 2000). Hence, this 

remains an obstacle, limiting their intervention in international negotiations. 



 

26 
 

The indirect way stands that global inequality provokes mistrust and shapes perceptions and 

worldviews of poor countries. Their policy position and negotiating strategies remain therefore 

affected by their own structural approach to the world. Roberts and Parks (2006) understand that, 

as a consequence, it remains difficult for North and South to find a common ground and share an 

understanding of what a fair solution is. Poor countries keep a structuralist mentality, and see 

Northern nations as opportunistic players. As a consequence, they ǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀ άǊƛǎƪ-averse 

behavioǊ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŦŜƴǎƛǾŜ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƴƎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎέ (Roberts and Parks, 2006:27). This clearly hampers 

the reach of agreements (Roberts and Parks, 2006). 

Gupta illustrates as well the situation in this sense ōȅ ǎŀȅƛƴƎΥ άŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴǎ ǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ polarize when 

they take a North-South dimension. Grievances from other, related or unrelated, international 

negotiations spill over inǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻƴŜ ƻƴ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΦέ (Gupta, 2001:103). This author further 

argues that the South stays stuck in its negotiating position, which keeps mainly based on 

rhetorical statements (Gupta, 2001). 

Therefore, approaching climate change with a structuralist approach suggests that circumstances 

of inequality might constrain the intervention of the poorest and most vulnerable. This brings a 

ǾŀƭǳŀōƭŜ ǎǘŀƴŘǇƻƛƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƻŦ {L5{Ψ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ in international climate negotiations. It is a 

relevant component to build the conceptual framework of this thesis research.  

 

4. Institutional bargaining  

¸ƻǳƴƎ όмфуфΥорфύ ŎǊŜŀǘŜǎ ŀ ƳƻŘŜƭ ŦƻǊ ŀƴŀƭȅȊƛƴƎ άƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǎŜƭŦ-interested parties as 

means of dealing with collective-ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎέΦ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜƴǎŜΣ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊ ƳŀƪŜǎ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ƻƴ 

the negotiation interactions among players towards an international environmental agreement. 

This model is relevant to be explored as a theory for this thesis, because SIDS indeed interact with 

other players in negotiations for a post-нлмн ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ άƛnstitutional 

ōŀǊƎŀƛƴƛƴƎέ ƳƻŘŜƭ (Young, 1989) presents several characteristics, described below. In the 

following explanation, other authors are referred to as well, as they also approach similar or 

related concerns in their own works. Indeed, those are also interesting to be taken into 

consideration when investigating the role of small islands in climate negotiations. 

First, institutional bargaining (Young, 1989) is relevant in a context in which multiple differing 

positions have to come to an agreement, plus it has to be done under a rule of unanimity. As a 

consequence, a contractarian environment is essential to avoid positional deadlocks, and 

eventually come up with a decision acceptable by all. That leads to the following concern: any 

alternative ŦƻǊ ŀ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ άŜǉǳƛǘŀōƭŜέ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎΣ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŦƻŎǳǎƛƴƎ ƻƴ άŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛǾŜ 

ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅέ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎΦ  

To achieve this, integrative solutions rather than distributive solutions have to limit the discussion 

(Young, 1989). Odell (2002) identifies in his work a continuum of strategies varying from 

distributive to integrative. Strategies are defined in a context of international negotiations as: 

άōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀōƭŜ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ƛƴ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜΣ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ Ǉƭŀƴ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ǎƻƳŜ 

objecǘƛǾŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ōŀǊƎŀƛƴƛƴƎέ (Odell, 2002:40)Φ ! ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛǾŜ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǊŜƭŀǘŜǎ ǘƻ ŀ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ άƛǎǎǳŜ 
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ŎƭŀƛƳƛƴƎέ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜΦ {ome signs of this behavior are the following: ƛƎƴƻǊŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ 

wellbeing, strong and ambitious demands, absence or slow concessions, or criticism of other 

ǇƭŀȅŜǊǎΩ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎΦ 9ƛǘƘŜǊ ƻŦŦŜƴǎƛǾŜ ƻǊ ŘŜŦŜƴǎƛǾŜ ǘŀŎǘƛŎǎ ŀre recognized under the 

distributive strategy: the first seeks to capture value from the other party; the second secures 

protection from being stolen value. Another tactic might be tactical retreat, consisting in 

accepting less than demanded or giving up more than concealed earlier in the negotiation. On the 

other hand, an integrative or value-creating strategy relies on ǘƘŜ ƻǇǇƻǎƛǘŜΥ ǘƻ άǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ǘƘŜ 

mutual attainment of negotiating goals [...] toward an agreement designed to make both, not just 

her own side, better offέ (Odell, 2002:42). An integrative approach seeks to understand the real 

nature of the problem through sharing information, concerns and priorities. It also intends to find 

creative solutions and considers concessions, although not falling in altruism. Integrative and 

distributive strategies remain extremes; usually negotiators remain situated in between. For 

instance, a party might openly claim a win-win agreement from the beginning, while still pushing 

for delays regarding its own concessions (Odell, 2002). Integrative and distributive strategies and 

tactics are pertinent concepts for this research; they will be brought back in the discussion on 

difference in behaviors among AOSIS members, in chapter 7. 

Continuing with institutional bargaining, Young (1989) also considers the formation of 

transnational alliances based on common interests. This is an issue that Gupta (2000) already 

touched upon. Indeed she explains that by forming coalitions, low power parties increase their 

negotiating power and also reduce transaction costs. Young (1989) interestingly links the άƛƴǘǊŀ-

party bargainingέ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ έƛƴǘŜǊ-ǇŀǊǘȅ ōŀǊƎŀƛƴƛƴƎέΦ !ǎ ōƻǘƘ ƻŎŎǳǊ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǘƛƳŜΣ 

the first may have consequences on the latter. AOSIS constitutes a coalition; its internal dynamics 

are therefore also relevant to take into account when analyzing its positioning in climate 

negotiations.  

¸ƻǳƴƎ όмфуфΥотмύ ŀƭǎƻ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άŜȄƻƎŜƴƻǳǎ ǎƘƻŎƪǎ ώǘo the bargaining itself] or crises increase 

ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻōŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ƛƴ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜƎƛƳŜǎέΦ Carter (2007) 

highlights this point referring to ecological disasters that trigger regime formation. This issue may 

be also ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ 5ƻǿƴΩǎ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ŎȅŎƭŜ (Connelly and Smith, 2003) that strongly relates public 

opinion and policy making. In addition to this, scientists have a crucial role in advising and 

influencing with policy process (Haas (1990) cited in Carter, 2007); as well as environmental NGOs 

which exert pressure on policy makers to take action (Carter, 2007).  Young (1989:365) also refers 

ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎ ƻƴ άŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ƳŀǘǘŜǊǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǇǊƻǘǊŀŎǘŜŘ ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴǎέΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ 

might influence their position in the bargaining. Crises and lobbies may indeed accelerate or 

decelerate the policy process.  

Finally, the author advocates for the need of a strong leader during the regime formation. The 

concept was developed in a separate work (Young, 1991). It is to be explored in the following 

section as leadership ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ǾŜǊȅ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǎƳŀƭƭ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎΩ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ 

negotiations. Indeed the leadership concept rather gives emphasis to the role and actions of a 

certain player. 

All these features characterize institutional bargaining (Young, 1989). They bring interesting 

insights to the broad context of negotiations on a post-Kyoto climate regime. They will not all 

directly serve to build the conceptual framework as they do not give focus on a concrete player. 
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Nevertheless, they allow deepening comprehension on the dynamics of AOSIS with other players 

during the negotiating process, and add knowledge on necessary conditions to reach agreement.  

 

5. Dimensions of leadership 

Young (1991) was the first author to emphasize the need of a strong salient leader in institutional 

bargaining. Posteriorly, Andersson and Mol (2002:49) resumed and worked with the concept of 

ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇΣ ŘŜŦƛƴƛƴƎ ƛǘ ŀǎ άǘƘŜ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŀƴ ŀŎǘƻǊ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ǊŜƎƛƳŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ ǿŀȅ 

that problems are solved and progress ƛǎ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘΦέ 

In this sense, the concept of leadership remains very useful for researching the intervention and 

success of one specific actor who intends to impact negotiations towards an international 

environmental agreement (Young, 1991). Leadership is, in this research, the main notion around 

which intervention of small island countries in negotiations for a post-2012 climate regime is to be 

analyzed.   

Young describes three different dimensions that compose the concept of leadership. The first one 

is structural leadership. The structural power of an actor relates mainly to its possession of 

material resources and wealth. A structural leader gets to transform its economic and political 

ǇƻǿŜǊ ƛƴǘƻ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƴƎ ƭŜǾŜǊŀƎŜΦ {ǘƛƭƭΣ ǘƘƛǎ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ŘŜǇŜƴŘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎΩ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴΣ 

and on what those stand to gain or to loose in the negotiations. Therefore, it makes only sense to 

analyze structural leadership in terms relative to other participants, rather than on an absolute 

basis (Young, 1991). 

An entrepreneurial leader, second dimension of leadership, ǎŜŜƪǎ ǘƻ άǘƻ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƳŀƴƴŜǊ ƛƴ 

which issues are presented in the context of institutional bargaining and to fashion mutually 

acceptable deals brinƎƛƴƎ ǿƛƭƭƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊέ (Young, 1991:288). In other words, it refers to 

the voice the actor acquires by its diplomatic and negotiating strategy, tactics and skills. This type 

ƻŦ ƭŜŀŘŜǊ ƛǎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ƛƴ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŀƎŜƴŘŀ ōȅ ōǊƛƴƎƛƴƎ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΣ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛȊƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 

emphasizing them according to its own interests (Young, 1991). Entrepreneurial leadership indeed 

refers to the way arguments are exposed. In this sense, discourse content and discourse practices 

relate very much to this type of leadership. Moreover, entrepreneurial leadership as well refers to 

the concrete actions undertaken in order to put forward an issue. An entrepreneurial leader takes 

initiatives in discussions, and suggests innovative solutions to keep ahead when the negotiating 

process is blocked. He also plays an important role when it comes to mediation among interests; 

he makes linkages between common positions ςby making coalitions-, and finally pushes for a 

deal (Young, 1991). It is by shaping the evolution of the negotiation process that these 

entrepreneurial leaders try to produce an agreement favorable to them.  

The author, in his work (Young, 1989:355), gives special importance to entrepreneurial leadership. 

He states that άƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ŀ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ƻŦ ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘƛƻƴΦ bƻǊ ƛǎ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƳŜǊŜƭȅ ŀ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ 

ōŜƴŜǾƻƭŜƴǘ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊ ώΧϐΦ wŀǘƘŜǊΣ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƛƴ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 

ǊŜƎƛƳŜǎ ƛǎ ŀ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ƻŦ ŜƴǘǊŜǇǊŜƴŜǳǊǎƘƛǇέΦ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜƴǎŜ Young (1989:373) highlights the fact that 

άŜǘƘƛŎŀƭ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊ ŀƴŘ ŀƭǘǊǳƛǎƳέ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ŀ ǇŀǊǘȅ ǎǳŎŎeed in institutional 
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bargaining. RatherΣ ŀ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƻǊΩ skills and ability in suggesting innovative arrangements and 

linking overlapping interests of parties on particular issues.  

The third dimension of leadership relates to science, and it is called intellectual leadership. This 

feature refers to the production of άƛƴǘŜƭƭŜŎǘǳŀƭ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ ƻǊ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƘŀǘ 

ǎƘŀǇŜ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ƛƴ ώƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƻƴǎϐέ (Young, 1991:298). An 

intellectual leader takes advantage of the scientific and analytical knowledge it creates 

domestically. It yields new concepts in order to propose innovative solutions (Andersson and Mol, 

2002). To acquire this type of leadership implies a deliberative and reflective process, by which 

the rest of parties adopt a new system of thought. Time is necessary for a new scientific idea to 

triumph over the already established ones, if it is to be translated in a policy agreement (Young, 

1991). 

To the previous three forms of leadership determined by Young (1991), Andersson and Mol 

(2002) added a fourth one. The environmental leadership is based on the domestic measures 

undertaken by a negotiating party. It remains relevant to investigate the level of ambition of these 

policies and their actual level of implementation. By showing environmental leadership back 

home, a party might produce an image which enhances its credibility in the eyes of other parties 

(Andersson and Mol, 2002). When a party shows and promotes the actions taken at home, the 

others might see him as an active and concerned player, and might give him more consideration 

in negotiations.  

The multiple dimensions of leadership bring the ground in the conceptual framework of this thesis 

for defining the type of strategies employed by SIDS to influence climate negotiations. It is indeed 

a concept that makes emphasis on the initiatives undertaken by a player to achieve its aims. This 

active role of the player taking part and action in negotiations is the approach sought in this 

research. Interestingly, Young (1991:296) states citing Kindleberger:  

άǘƘŜ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŀ small coalition of key countries haƴŘƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴέΦ  

 

6. Discourse Analysis  

Discourse analysis is extensively used as a tool for research in this thesis. Hajer (1995:60) defined 

a ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ŀǎ ŀ άǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŜƴǎŜƳōƭŜ ƻŦ ƛŘŜŀǎΣ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘΣ 

reproduced, and transformed in a particular set of practices and through which meaning is given 

to ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǊŜŀƭƛǘƛŜǎέ Φ This definition makes reference to two aspects of a discourse. 

First, the content of the discourse, which recalls the perceptions and ideas behind a position, the 

concepts used to defend these ideas, as well as the regularities and variations that speeches 

present. Besides, the context in which statements are emitted stays equally important, such as 

the place and time they are held, to whom, or with whom (Hajer, 1995). Both aspects are to be 

considered when carrying out discourse analysis; that is, using it as a tool. 

It is also pertinent to investigate the theory behind it, as it helps building the framework of the 

analysis. On a theoretical perspective, Hajer (1995) is interested on the agency of a player over its 
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discourse. The author first makes ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ CƻǳŎŀǳƭǘΩǎ ǘƘŜƻǊȅΦ He cites Foucault (1976), who 

notes άǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜ ƳƛŎǊƻ-ǇƻǿŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ōǊƻǳƎƘǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘǊŀƴǎŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴǎέ (Hajer, 

1995:47). This approach already brings the idea, although incipient, that the agency of an actor 

might be source of change towards a decision. Still, Foucault rather focuses on the impact and the 

role of the discourse itself. He considers that, in policy processes, discourse is in fact more 

relevant than the actor that hoƭŘǎ ƛǘΥ άƛǘ ώǘƘŜ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜϐ ƛǎ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ 

ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎƛƴƎ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘέ (Foucault (1976) in Hajer, 1995:51). Indeed, Foucault defends that interests 

are constructed through discourse, that ideas are built within a discursive field, and that the 

discourse itself has ŀ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎƛƴƎΣ ŜƴŀōƭƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴΦ 

hƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƘŀƴŘΣ ǘƘŜ άǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛǾŜ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ǘƘŜƻǊȅέ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǊǎƛǾŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘǎ 

ǘƻ ōŜ άŀŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀƴǎŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜέ (Hajer, 1995:55). 

Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜƴǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƛǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ άǎŜŜƪƛƴƎ ǘƻ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ 

ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ƛƴ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǿŀȅέ (Hajer, 1995:53). It remains then interesting to research on the 

argumentative skills in a discourse, as tactics of strategic discourse: the way arguments are 

structured, the claims or reasons behind a discursive position, or the style of the presentation of 

the arguments (Hajer, 1995). The use of logos, ethos or pathos might be as well interpreted as 

discursive tactics (Hajer, 1995): logos refers to the manner an argument convinces; ethos to the 

position and reputation of the one emitting the discourse; pathos refers to the use of emotions in 

a way it convinces listeners. 

The latter perspective interestingly fits in the conceptual framework of this research. Discourse, 

indeed, might be interpreted as a strategic tool for negotiations. Apart from the analysis of its 

content, also its practices come to reveal essential insights on the aim of the speaker holding it. 

 

6.1. Discourse coalitions 

Regarding environmental problems, a comprehensive understanding of the reality demands 

consideration of all different discourses together. A single discourse presents a sole perception of 

the reality of a particular actor (Hajer, 1995). In environmental politics, players usually seek 

άŘƛǎŎǳǊǎƛǾŜ ƘŜƎŜƳƻƴȅέ ƛƴ ŀ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŜȅ ǘǊȅ ǘƻ άǎŜŎǳǊŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅέ (Hajer, 

1995:59). ¢ƘŜ άŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ Ŏƻŀƭƛǘƛƻƴέ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘŀƪŜƴ ōȅ IŀƧŜǊ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜǎ ōƻǘƘ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ 

and ǎǇŜŀƪŜǊΩǎ ŀƎŜƴŎȅΦ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜƴǎŜΣ ƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘǎ άƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀƭ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅΣ ŀǎ ŀ 

ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛǾŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜΦέ 

(Hajer, 1995:59). He understands discourse as being used as a mean towards political change, in a 

way it modifies the perceptions of the others actors. Hajer (1995) defends that, in seeking support 

ŦǊƻƳ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΣ ǇƭŀȅŜǊǎ ǳǎŜ άǎǘƻǊȅ-ƭƛƴŜǎέΦ ¢ƘƻǎŜ ŀǊŜ ǎƛƳǇƭƛŦƛŜŘ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜǎΣ ǘǊŀƴǎƳƛǘǘƛƴƎ ǎpecific 

ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎΣ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ƛŘŜŀǎ άǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŀǊŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴŜŘέΦ Lƴ ŀ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ 

discourses, an actor will position himself according to a story-line. The story-line often works as a 

sort of categorization. Story-ƭƛƴŜǎ άŦǳƭŦƛƭƭ ŀƴ essential role in the clustering of knowledge, the 

positioning of actors, and, ultimately in the creation of coalitions amongst the actors of a given 

ŘƻƳŀƛƴΦέ (Hajer, 1995:63). The power of story-lines arises when theȅ άǎƻǳƴŘ ǊƛƎƘǘέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ 

ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ άŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎέ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΦ ! ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŘƛǎŎǳǊǎƛǾŜ ǘŀŎǘƛŎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ƳŜǘŀǇƘƻǊǎΦ 

Metaphors are concepts which might be common for multiple players; this make the other actors 
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ƎŜǘ ŎƻƴǾƛƴŎŜŘΦ LƴŘŜŜŘ IŀƧŜǊ ǿǊƛǘŜǎΥ  έǘƘŜ political power of a text is not derived from its 

consistency (although that may enhance its credibility) but comes from its multi-interpretabilityέ 

(Hajer, 1995:61). 

A discourse-coalition is then created, although the process implies several small adjustments in 

ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻŀƭƛǘƛƻƴΦ LƴŘŜŜŘΣ IŀƧŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘΥ ά¢ƘŜ ǘŀǎƪ ƻŦ ŀ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ 

analyst will be to explain how a given actor (whether it is an organization or a person) secures the 

reprodǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ƙƛǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǊǎƛǾŜ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ όƻǊ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǎ ǘƻ ŀƭǘŜǊ ǘƘƛǎύ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ ŀ ŎƻƴǘǊƻǾŜǊǎȅΦέ 

(Hajer, 1995:51). 

Therefore, discourse-Ŏƻŀƭƛǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ άόмύŀƴ ŜƴǎŜƳōƭŜ ƻŦ ŀ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ǎǘƻǊȅ-lines, (2)the actors 

who utter these story-ƭƛƴŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ όоύǘƘŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘƛǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǊǎƛǾŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘέ (Hajer, 

1995:65). The final objective of the process of forming discourse-coalitions is to achieve a 

άŘƛǎŎǳǊǎƛǾŜ ƘŜƎŜƳƻƴȅέΦ 

Theories and tools on formation of discourse-coalitions and discursive hegemony help in the 

building of the conceptual framework. They indeed bring a manner to assess the impact of SIDS in 

negotiations, as they might be interpreted as indicators of the influence and success of their 

discourse and also of their strategies on the other players.  

 

7. Conceptual framework 

In chapter 1, this thesis has been structured according to a systematic sequence of three 

questions which address the core of the research. Indeed, it first seeks to investigate the main 

requests and discourse employed by small islands for the post-2012 climate regime; secondly are 

researched the strategies and initiatives undertaken to put forward these requests; eventually, 

the impact of these strategies and how far those influenced the negotiation process and outcome 

is assessed.  

In order to look for findings for these three aspects, a conceptual framework has been created. It 

is based on the theories exposed above and suggests a combination of those. The conceptual 

framework helps to guide the research in the sense that it proposes indicators and variables that 

operationalize the study. Concretely, a structuralist approach is taken as starting assumption; 

discourse analysis and the multiple dimensions of the concept of leadership are combined in a 

way that position, strategies and impact on negotiations of SIDS can be assessed properly.  The 

framework, presented in Figure 2 is explained below. 

The conceptual framework finds its ground on the structuralist approach proposed by Roberts 

and Parks (2006), which reveals that the intervention of the poorest and the most vulnerable 

parties is constraint by their inequalities in the sphere of the climate change problem. Indeed, 

small island states lack structural power, and this composes the starting assumption for this 

research. As a consequence, this thesis presumes that SIDS will intend to overcome this lack of 

political and economic weight in the international political arena.  
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Small island states had several requests for Copenhagen. As previously explained, three of them 

have been selected: the pledge for a limit in temperature rise below 1.5º C compared to pre-

industrial levels, the claim for funding for adaptation and the demand for a legally-binding 

agreement. These three issues are taken as cases study and are going to be the focus of the 

research. The analysis of discourse content is used to deepen and understand those demands, 

what their implications are, and which components they involve. In addition, an analysis of the 

discursive tactics employed to give emphasis to the demand is also carried. Arguments which are 

employed, the use of rhetoric in the speeches, and the story-line eventually emerging out of the 

whole discourse remain important aspects to investigate. In this sense, discourse is actually 

understood as a negotiating strategy used by small islands to put forward demands. 

The concept of leadership brings further ground for the study of strategies seeking to influence 

the negotiating process. It recalls the idea of the initiative of the negotiating party. Actions, 

procedures, interventions or measures are undertaken by small islands with a concrete goal. It 

corresponds therefore to a pro-active approach, in which small islands apply agency in order to 

influence the process and the outcomes.  
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Starting Assumption: Small Island Developing States lack 
structural power

 

Hypothesis: Small Island Developing States can overcome the lack of 
structural power and achieve to influence climate negotiations

 

Position
 

Impact
 

Strategies
 

Discourse Analysis

Discourse Content
¶ Requests
¶ Evolution of the requests
¶ Components
¶ Equivalents

Tactics in the Discourse
¶ Arguments
¶ Rhetoric 

Leadership
Entrepreneurial ς Intellectual - Environmental

Entrepreneurial
     Informal
¶ Organization of events                                                                        

(BEFORE: summits, forums, gatherings / /DURING: press conferences, 
side events)

¶ Initiatives to address an issue, seeking a certain framing of the issue
¶ Participation to events
¶ Emission of Declarations

¶ Promotional campaigns

       Formal
¶ Concrete proposals
¶ Sounded/key interventions in formal discussions
¶ Blockages in formal discussions
¶ Push for inclusion of a certain issue in a report

¶ Organization of workshops

Intellectual
¶ Scientific concepts, ideas produced to support the request
¶ Research centres that produce this concepts

¶ Back up from scientists, experts, reports and research centres

Environmental
¶ Domestic measures announced, launched in relation to an issue
¶ Promotion of success stories of domestic implementation
¶ Domestic Programmes already in place

¶ Reference in speeches to domestic measures

Discourse ς Coalition
Discourse hegemony

¶ Discourse Coalition forming: parties, others
¶ Decisions taken by COP 
¶ Content of declarations from meetings of 

powerful countries
¶ Evolution of the discussions: dominant 

position
¶ Final outcome: Content of the Copenhagen 

Accord
¶ Reactions and declarations about the 

Copenhagen Accord

 
Figure 2: CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ {L5{Ω ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ
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Furthermore, the different dimensions of leadership remain largely relevant for this research. 

In this sense, small islands apply entrepreneurial, intellectual and environmental leadership, in 

order to overcome the initial lack of structural power, and eventually influence negotiations. 

Lists of items have been developed to concretize strategic initiatives associated to these three 

forms of leadership. Those items constitute the strategies employed by SIDS during the two 

years before COP15, and during the COP15 summit, in order to shape the negotiating process 

and the final outcome. They are also presented in Figure 2. 

It has to be noted that an analysis of discourse practices relates to the informal aspect of 

entrepreneurial leadership initiatives. This addresses the place where speeches are emitted, to 

whom they are addressed, by whom they are made, and the initiatives used to give promotion 

to those speeches. Indeed, as previously mentioned, in this research discourse is also 

approached as a strategic initiative undertaken by islands with the aim to influence climate 

negotiations. The formal side of entrepreneurial initiatives rather focuses on procedural 

initiatives taken by SIDS within the formal negotiating process of the UNFCCC.   

Finally, in order to assess the intervention of SIDS in negotiations towards a second climate 

regime, theories of discourse-coalition and discursive hegemony are utilized. The voice of small 

islands is therefore assessed within the whole context of international talks. By revising the 

position and discourse of other players and powerful parties, and through comparing them to 

ǎƳŀƭƭ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎΩΣ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ the discussion is elucidated. Eventually, attention is given 

to the final outcome of COP15, the Copenhagen Accord, and the way it adjusted or not to the 

initial demands of SIDS. 

 

Concluding this chapter, the conceptual framework constitutes the structure of this thesis 

research, and forms the basis for the analysis of the three selected cases. Still, it has to be 

adapted according to the study of each case; the most relevant and appropriate components 

of the framework are selected according to the nature of the issue analyzed. Apart from the 

previous, further reference on the theories exposed above will be made in the discussion 

chapter.  
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/ƘŀǇǘŜǊ оΥ /ƭƛƳŀǘŜ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ 

 

1. Introduction 

The United Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) was established in 1992. In 

1997, parties of the Convention signed the Kyoto Protocol (KP). Since its entering into force in 

2005, concerns on a post-2012 framework for climate change have been under discussion. 

Climate negotiations take place in both formal and informal environments.  

Parties meet in Ad Hoc conferences in order to formally negotiate agreements. Plenary 

sessions such as Subsidiary Bodies, Conferences of the Parties to the Convention (COP), or 

Conferences of the Parties serving as Meetings of the Parties to the Kyoto Protocol 

(COP/MOP), compose the formal arena of those meetings. In addition, some groups (Working 

Groups, Contact Groups) gather smaller groups for informal talks. Consultations during 

conferences might also be held in corridors or closed-door meetings (Gupta, 2000).  

This thesis gives also attention to other meetings or gatherings or activities outside the 

UNFCCC framework; they are considered as informal. The summits of preparation for the 

conference of Copenhagen remain essential to understand the formation of discourses and the 

progressive positioning of parties. Usually, informal discussions are also held during Ad Hoc 

conferences, as parallel processes to make consultations and facilitate agreements among 

smaller groups of parties. 

Gupta (2000) considers that informal negotiations are the ones which actually are the most 

influential for the process and outcome, as formal discussions merely serve for parties to 

consolidate and confirm positions (Gupta, 2000). This chapter enunciates the formal and 

informal summits and gatherings, as well as the declarations and initiatives that were held, 

during the two years previous to Copenhagen.  Attention is also given to the evolution of the 

conference of Copenhagen. Indeed, all those events constructed the negotiations for the post-

2012 climate regime, and therefore are the basis for the completion of this thesis research.  

 

2. Formal negotiations towards COP15 

2.1. The two formal tracks 

In its first session in 2005, the COP/MOP decided to establish a track of negotiations that 

would address emissions reduction targets for the time after the expiration of the Kyoto 

Protocol in 2012. The Ad Hoc Working Group on Further Commitments for the Kyoto Protocol 

(AWG-KP) was created to focus on future Annex I parties reductions (IISD, 2009h). 

In 2007 at Bali, the COP established another track of negotiations destined to address other 

issues not included in the KP talks. Its ultimate aim was indeed to enhance the implementation 
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of the objectives of the Convention. The Bali Action Plan established that discussions would 

address the following topics, in a more extensive way than the KP track: Mitigation, 

Adaptation, Technology, and Finance. Parties would also address concerns on a shared vision 

for long term cooperative action. In this way, the Ad Hoc Working Group on Long-Term 

Cooperative Action (AWG-LCA) allowed discussion on, inter alia, flexible mechanisms such as 

άwŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ 9Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ ŦǊƻƳ 5ŜŦƻǊŜǎǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ CƻǊŜǎǘ 5ŜƎǊŀŘŀǘƛƻƴέ όw955ύΣ ƻƴ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 

Appropriate Mitigation Actions (NAMAs), on sectorial approaches (in relation to aviation and 

maritime transport), on means to transfer technologies for mitigations from developed to 

developing countries, and on the mobilization and provision of financial resources to 

developing countries (IISD, 2007).   

Both Ad Hoc Working Groups had to submit their conclusions to the fifteenth COP at 

Copenhagen in December 2009 (COP15). For that, they met at several conferences during the 

years 2008 and 2009 (IISD, 2009h). The chronological sequence of these formal negotiations 

meetings is exposed in the upper part of the Figure 3.  
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Climate
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Forum

 

 

 

Figure 3: Chronological succession of formal and informal negotiations previous to the Copenhagen summit 
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2.2. Formal summits towards Copenhagen 

Several stages characterized the evolution of the two years of the Bali Action Plan. The first 

part of negotiations consisted in defining which issues to be placed on which agenda. Then, the 

scope of these topics had to be defined and refined, in order to finally consider and agree what 

to report on the final negotiating texts. COP15 would finally take decisions based on the 

reports of the talks of the two LCA and KP tracks. In fact, those two years of climate 

negotiations went slow, as apparently nothing was expected to be decided until December 

2009. Agreement and concrete pledges lacked regarding certain issues. It was said that parties 

had ŜƴǘŜǊŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ άǿŀƛǘƛƴƎ ƎŀƳŜέ (IISD, 2009i), where no one dared to make a step until the 

other did.  

In 2007 at COP13 in Bali, the climate change issue had been specially boosted internationally 

because of the release of the fourth assessment report of the International Panel on Climate 

Change IPCC. Nevertheless, one year later at Poznan 2008, the situation remained stagnant as 

incertitude had risen with regards to the future global political situation. Indeed the financial 

crisis was starting to boom. Although the main outcome at this COP14 was the 

operationalization of the KP Adaptation Fund, any additional source of finance could not be 

secured. Moreover at that time, United States remained in an electoral transition; the 

administration of Barack Obama was not in the power yet. Although positive intentions, the 

still unchanged position of the US in climate negotiations did not bring any progress (IISD, 

2008c).  

The objective of Bonn I, in April 2009 was to come up with the first drafts of the negotiating 

texts of both AWG-LCA and AWG-KP, in order to seriously start to negotiate their content in 

the next session. Problems arose in the Convention track, with a surplus of issues on the table 

as well as substantive disagreements, especially in terms of goals for a shared vision and the 

role of the Convention in finance and technology transfer.  Meanwhile, the KP track faced 

other challenges. Although developing countries pushed for the insertion of new quantified 

targets for the new commitment period, developed countries preferred to wait until means 

and mechanisms for reductions were agreed -i.e. flexibility mechanisms. In addition, 

developed countries parties were reluctant to advance independently on the LCA, as some 

were not willing to negotiate until the involvement of US and major developing countries 

would be resolved (IISD, 2009i). 

Negotiating texts were on the table since Bonn II, June 2009. In addition, it has to be noted 

that, by that time, proposals for amendments to the KP or for other legal instruments to be 

adopted at COP15 had to be submitted to the UNFCCC Secretariat, aŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ άǎƛȄ 

ƳƻƴǘƘǎ ǊǳƭŜέ (IISD, 2009f). Australia, Costa Rica, Japan, Tuvalu and the US put on the table 

proposals for new protocols. Proposals for amendments to the KP were suggested by Australia, 

Belarus, Bolivia, Colombia, Japan, the EU, New Zealand, Papua New Guinea, the Philippines, 

China for several Non- Annex I countries, and Tuvalu (IISD, 2009h). 

Tuvalu actually Ǉǳǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŀōƭŜ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎΥ ƻƴŜ ŦƻǊ ŀ ά/ƻǇŜƴƘŀƎŜƴ tǊƻǘƻŎƻƭέΣ ŀ 

proposal for amendments to the Kyoto Protocol, and a third one related to immunities for 

persons serving under the KP (Fry, 2010). 
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Since Bonn II in June 2009, parties then started to modify and add proposals to the negotiation 

texts. At his point, ǘƘŜ [/!Ωǎ ǘŜȄǘ ǇŀǎǎŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ being a 35 pages document, to being a very 

complex and bracketed one, of nearly 200 pages (IISD, 2009f). Until Copenhagen, discussions 

sought refinement of this text. Still, topics within the AWG-LCA saw uneven evolution. Indeed, 

capacity building, technology, REDD+, and adaptation evolved positively; while finance ς 

especially in terms of its architecture- and mitigation provoked strongly divergent opinions 

(IISD, 2009d).  

Concerns and disagreements on the legal form of the outcomes of LCA and KP negotiations 

ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǊƛǎŜ ǎƛƴŎŜ .ƻƴƴ LLΦ wŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ [/!ΩǎΣ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜ 

that was expected, and whether it should be a new protocol, or one or several COP decisions 

(IISD, 2009f). Then, at Bonn III in August 2009, the substantive overlap between AWGs became 

notably visible. Apart from disagreement on the legal form of the outcomes, links between 

scopes of the two AWGs were considered amongst the most sensitive procedural topics in the 

lead up to Copenhagen (IISD, 2009g). At Bangkok in September 2009, the continuation of the 

KP track provoked fierce discussions, as positions between developed and developing 

countries remained radically opposed, and stuck (IISD, 2009d). 

The summit of Barcelona in November 2009 was marked by a blockage initiated by the African 

Group, which requested to suspend all contact groups of the AWG-KP until discussion on 

concrete numbers was not seriously considered. Yet, negotiations did not progress concerning 

the polemic issues arisen in previous meetings. A lot of work towards agreement remained 

pending for Copenhagen (IISD, 2009e).  

In view of the coming conference of Copenhagen, and in contrast to Bali two years before, 

some experts at Barcelona in November 2009 observed:  

ά9ȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ have been constantly downplayedέ (IISD, 2009e). 

 

3. Informal negotiations towards COP15 

Some other important gatherings outside the formal tracks of negotiations also addressed 

climate change and discussed means towards an agreement at Copenhagen. Their 

chronological succession is shown in the lower part of the Figure 3, and in Figure 4. In addition, 

in the two years before COP15, reports, declarations, statements and summaries of the 

meetings were released. They are indeed relevant for the research, as they might show the 

kind of initiatives taken by island countries in view of COP15. As well, they are useful to 

confirm positions of other parties, and show the overall evolution of the dialogue on the post-

2012 climate regime. 
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3.1. Informal preparation of COP15 

Greenland Dialogue: 

The Greenland Dialogue was an initiative put forward by the Danish Presidency, with the aim 

to impulse negotiations towards Copenhagen outside the formal tracks. This Dialogue included 

a limited amount of participant countries (2010a). 

Since 2005, participants represented at the ministerial level had met once per year in special 

inspiring locations, isolated from the media (2010a). This research will refer only to the last 

gathering, held in July 2009 in Greenland (Denmark), because it produced a ChairΩǎ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ 

(2009n)Φ  ол ƳƛƴƛǎǘŜǊǎ ŦǊƻƳ άƪŜȅ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎέ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƧƻƛƴŜŘ ǘƘat meeting. Among 

them, small island countries attending the event were Barbados, Grenada and Papua New 

Guinea (2009o). In ǘƘŜ /ƘŀƛǊΩǎ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ, the points of agreement of ministers are highlighted 

(2009n). 

As part of the Greenland Dialogue, the Danish Presidency also held informal bilateral and 

multilateral consultations with selected parties to explore the type of agreement that would 

be possible to agree on. In this informal parallel negotiating process, the Presidency had the 

initiative to secretly put in circulation a text for agreement. Only certain parties had access to 

this text, and in occasions to mere parts of this text (Forner, 2011). Such text came to light 

through the media during the first week of the conference (IISD, 2009h).  

 

UN initiatives: 

UN High Level Summit on Climate Change: 

The UN High Level Summit on Climate Change was held the 22nd of September 2009 in New 

York. It grouped nearly 100 world leaders and was the biggest high level meeting before 

COP15. This event, organized by the UN, aimed at triggering negotiations towards Copenhagen 

(2009c). Heads of State and Government stated their position, which are written in a summary 

of the meeting (UN, 2009). This meeting remains interesting for the research as it reflects 

ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎΩ positions on several topics, and reveals the status and the general trend of climate 

negotiations. 

UN resolution on Security and Climate Change:  

The General Assembly of the UN passed, on the 3rd of June 2009, a resolution on Climate 

Change and Security. This was the result of a campaign undertaken by the Pacific Small Island 

Developing States (PSIDS) that suggested concerns related to security for the first time in 

March 2008. PSIDS intended with this initiative to promote climate change as an international 

peace and security issue.  

The resolution calls for enhanced efforts and action by the UN organs, and also requests the 

elaboration of a report on the possible security dimensions of climate change in collaboration 

with individual countries, regional and international organizations (2009m). 



 

41 
 

UN resolutions on Human Rights:  

Since 2007 the Republic of Maldives had been the promoter of addressing the links between 

Human rights and climate change. In March 2008 the Maldives persuaded the UN Human 

Rights Council to emit a first resolution in which the Office of the UN High Commissioner for 

Human Rights (OHCHR) was requested to prepare a report addressing these matters. Such 

report was published in January 2009 (Knox, 2009). Following this publication of the report, 

the UN Human Rights Council emitted a second ǊŜǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ άIǳƳŀƴ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 

ŎƘŀƴƎŜέ in March 2009. This declaration recognizes the implications climate change has on 

human rights, especially in the most vulnerable populations. The Human rights Council held 

further discussions on the issue in June 2009 (1996-2009). 

 

3.2. Multilateral gatherings 

Major Economies Forum on Energy and Climate: 

The Major Economies Forum on Energy and Climate (MEF) was an initiative of the US 

president. Several conferences were held in 2009, and gathered leaders from the 17 largest 

economies5 -developed and developing countries- that altogether represent 80% of the global 

emissions (MEF, 2009b). The meeting of July emitted a Declaration (MEF, 2009a). 

The aim of the MEF forum was to raise discussion on means towards emissions reductions in 

light of the coming COP15 in December 2009. The meetings mainly emphasized the 

opportunities of renewable energies and green economic development, and a Global 

Partnership was established for low-carbon and climate-friendly technologies (MEF, 2009b). 

Any small island state belongs to the MEF, but it still remains relevant to investigate its 

ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ŀǎ ƛǘ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǇƻǿŜǊŦǳƭ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǾŜŀƭǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

position on concrete issues. 

Island countries reacted to the MEF Declaration of July 2009 in a press conference. One the 

ƻƴŜ ǎƛŘŜΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜƭŎƻƳŜŘ ǘƘŜ άƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ 

ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ƻŦ ǿƻǊƭŘ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŜǎΦ Lǘ Ƙŀǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǊŜƳŀǊƪŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ the MEF was a sign of a 

ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǎƘƛŦǘ ƻŦ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦{ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŘŜōŀǘŜΦ ά²Ŝ ƘƻǇŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƛƭƭ ƭŜŀŘ ŀƴŘ Ǉƭŀȅ 

the leadership role that they need to play so that we can have an outcome that is acceptable 

ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛǎƭŀƴŘ {ǘŀǘŜǎΣέ ŘŜŎƭŀǊŜŘ /ǊƛǎǇƛƴ Dregoire, Permanent Representative of Dominica at the 

UN. Nevertheless, on the other side, AOSIS insisted on the insufficiency of the commitments 

agreed at the Major Economies Forum. They reaffirmed their call for limiting the increase of 

global temperature ōŜƭƻǿ мΦрȏ/Σ ǎǘŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ άŦƻǊ !h{L{Σ н ŘŜƎǊŜŜǎ ƻŦ ǘŜƳǇŜǊŀǘure rise is still 

ǳƴŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜέ (2009w). 

                                                
5 Developed and big developing countries assisting were: Australia, Brazil, Canada, China, the European 

Union, France, Germany, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Korea, Mexico, Russia, South Africa, the United 

Kingdom, and the United States 
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Climate Vulnerable Forum: 

¢ƘŜ /ƭƛƳŀǘŜ ±ǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ CƻǊǳƳΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ was held in November 2009. This was an 

initiative led by the Maldives. Indeed, this forum gathered 11 countries6 vulnerable to climate 

change impacts, with the aim to develop a common position towards Copenhagen (2009{) and 

άǘƻ ŀƳǇƭƛŦȅ their voiceέ (CVF, 2009:3).  

The CVF adopted a joint declaration, presenting a common and united position, and inviting 

other vulnerable countries to endorse it.  This meeting mainly aimed to promote green 

economic development. Concretely, leaders and environmental ministers announced their 

intention to voluntarily achieve carbon neutrality. Concerns on this initiative and 

announcements will be addressed in the case study on 1.5ºC (CVF, 2009). 

 

3.3. Regional gatherings 

Island Countries as well organized themselves according to the regions they belong to, in order 

to address matters related to the deadline of COP15. In this sense, regional gatherings were 

organized during the two years previous to Copenhagen, in the Caribbean and in the Pacific. 

Their chronological succession is presented in Figure 4. 

Caribbean 

CARICOM: 

The Caribbean Community (CARICOM) is an organization of countries and territories of the 

Caribbean whose goal is to promote economic integration and cooperation in trade, human 

and social development, as well as the hold of a common foreign policy. This regional political 

body includes fifteen countries7 (CARICOM, 2011). It holds a Secretariat in Georgetown, 

Guyana. 

CARICOM Task Force on Climate Change and Development met in Guyana in May 2009 in 

order to prepare COP15. Several committees, among other things, reviewed COP15 

documentation and developed a strategic political action for a proactive intervention at COP15 

in order to better promote the interests of the region (CARICOM, 2009c). 

                                                
6 Bangladesh, Nepal, Vietnam, Kiribati, Barbados, Bhutan, Ghana, Rwanda, Kenya, Maldives and 

Tanzania. China, Denmark, France, Japan, the Netherlands, Norway, Russia, the UK and the United 

States attended the Forum as observers.
 

7
 Antigua and Barbuda, Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Dominica, Grenada, Guyana, Haiti, Jamaica, 

Montserrat, Saint Lucia, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Suriname, Trinidad and 

Tobago. 
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Figure 4: Chronological succession of regional events in the Pacific and the Caribbean previous to the Copenhagen summit 
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Then in June 2009, CARICOM Council of Ministers met in Barbados. They emphasized the 

importance of a common regional approach towards climate change as well as towards the 

international negotiations for a post-2012 framework (CARICOM, 2009d). 

In July 2009, CARICOM Heads of Government held a meeting in Liliendaal, Guyana. Among 

other issues, they addressed climate change in reason of the approaching COP15 (CARICOM, 

2009a). They issued the Liliendaal Declaration on Climate Change and Development, which is a 

position statement of the Caribbean towards COP15 (CARICOM, 2009b). 

On the 26th of September 2009, CARICOM member states held a one-day summit in New York 

with the UN secretary General. Climate change issues were, inter alia, addressed (IISD, 2009c). 

 
CCCCC: 

The Caribbean Community Climate Change Center (CCCCC) was established by CARICOM 

Heads of Government with the aim to coordinate the /ŀǊƛōōŜŀƴ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ 

change. It was recognized by the UN Institute for Training and Research -UNITAR- as a Center 

of Excellence (CCCCC, 2011b).  

The CCCCC investigates on potential impacts of climate change on the environment and the 

economic development of the region (CCCCC, 2011b).  Its objectives are to enhance regional 

institutional capabilities for the coordination of national responses, to provide comprehensive 

information and technical support, and to facilitate regional consensus for UNFCCC 

negotiations, and to promote public education and awareness on the issue (2007-2010). The 

CCCCC also serves as the executing agency for projects related to adaptation to climate change 

in the Caribbean (CCCCC, 2011b). 

In July 2009, CCCCC prepared a strategic framework for CARICOM Heads of State that would 

provide a roadmap for action for the period 2009-2015 to enhaƴŎŜ /ŀǊƛōōŜŀƴΨǎ ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ 

climate change impacts. The framework was based on past CCCCC experiences and proposed 

complementary activities for adaptation, mitigation, social impacts and sustainable forest 

management (CCCCC, 2009). 

 

Pacific 

Pacific Islands Forums:  

The Pacific Islands Forum (PIF) is a political forum serving as regional platform for dialogue and 

cooperation for security and economic development within the Pacific8 (PIF, 2011). 

                                                
8  Australia, Cook Islands, Federated States of Micronesia, Fiji, Kiribati, Nauru, New 

Zealand, Niue, Palau, Papua New Guinea, Republic of Marshall Islands, Samoa, Solomon 

Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu, Vanuatu 
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The climate change issue in fact raised on the agenda of the PIF in the years previous 

Copenhagen. The first declaration focusing on climate change, the Niue Declaration (PIF, 

2008), was issued at the occasion of the Pacific Islands Forum meeting in August 2008. It is a 

document where members of the PIF recognize the threats that climate change represents for 

their region, and urge for a coordinated action, supported by the international community. 

Lƴ ƛǘǎ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ нллфΣ ǘƘŜ tLC ƛǎǎǳŜŘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘΥ ǘƘŜ tŀŎƛŦƛŎ [ŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ /ŀƭƭ ǘƻ 

Action on Climate Change (PIF, 2009), in prevision of the upcoming Copenhagen summit. It is a 

statement of position in the name of the whole Pacific region, urging the rest of the 

international community to take part in the solution to climate change. 

 

SIS: 

The PIF holds a Smaller Island States (SIS) unit, gathering simply Pacific islands9 (PIF, 2011). 

Pacific SIS leaders met the 4thof August 2009 in Australia. They addressed climate change, 

fixing their common position on the issue in view the Copenhagen summit. It has to be 

ǊŜƳŀǊƪŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ tŀŎƛŦƛŎ {L{Ω Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŘƛŦŦŜǊǎ ŦǊƻƳ tLCΩǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƻƴ 

(SIS, 2009). 

 
SPREP and Pacific Climate Change Roundtables: 

The Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment Programme (SPREP) is a regional 

organization in charge of protecting and improving the environment (SPREP, 2003-2010b).  The 

SPREP organizes Pacific Climate Change Roundtables on a yearly basis, in order to coordinate 

the carrying out of the Pacific Islands Framework for Action on Climate Change (PIFACC) 2006-

2015 (Wontoon, 2009c). The aim of these meetings is to bring together experts, stakeholders, 

national and regional organizations and institutions of the region. Specific themes are then 

addressed in order to share information and review the activities going on regarding climate 

change (Wontoon, 2009c). 

The first Pacific Climate Change Roundtable was held in Samoa, in October 2008, where SPREP 

launched the 2009 Pacific Year of Climate Change (Ronneberg, 2008). In October 2009, the 

Roundtable met in the Marshall Islands. The aim of this meeting was to prepare Pacific nations 

in view of the coming COP 15. Indeed, the meeting focused on several topics, such as the 

urgency of the climate change problem, concrete measures of adaptation, financing, 

ecosystem based adaptation approaches, and problems in atolls (Wontoon, 2009c).  

 

3.4. AOSIS High Level Summit  

The Alliance of Small Island states is the formation talking on behalf of SIDS in formal climate 

negotiations. AOSIS does not hold any charter or constitution, regular budget, neither 

                                                
9
  Cook Islands, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Nauru, Niue, Palau and Tuvalu 
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secretariat. It works mainly through the diplomatic mission of its member states to the UN in 

New York (AOSIS, 2009c). Negotiators of countries that are members of AOSIS usually gather 

several days before the major negotiations events, in order to develop common positions of 

the coalition. Issues are then discussed and issue coordinators are appointed to speak on 

behalf of the coalition in the talks. When the country members of AOSIS do not agree on a 

common position on a specific issue, they speak individually (Fry, 2011). 

Still, AOSIS Ministers and Heads of State met on the 21st of September 2009, on the eve of the 

UN Summit on Climate Change. This meeting served for AOSIS countries to set up their 

common position and strategies for COP15 several months in advance (AOSIS, 2009c). 

aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ IŜŀŘǎ ƻŦ {ǘŀǘŜ ŀŘƻǇǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ !h{L{ 5ŜŎƭŀǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻŀƭƛǘƛƻƴΩǎ 

initial position statement on the different issues of interest at Copenhagen (AOSIS, 2009a). The 

ǎǳƳƳƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǇǊŜǎƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ tǊƛƳŜ aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊ ƻŦ DǊŜƴŀŘŀ όƘƻƭŘƛƴƎ !h{L{Ω /Ƙair), the UN 

Secretary General, the UNFCCC Executive Secretary, and the Chair of the IPCCC (UN-DESA, 

2009). 

 

4. The COP15 summit 

4.1. Expectations and polemics 

The COP15 summit was held from the 7th until the 19th of December 2009. The 40 000 requests 

for accreditations for attendance of representatives of governments, civil society, 

governmental organizations, businesses, local governments, media, observers, etc. reveal the 

great worldwide attention this conference provoked. Indeed, 115 Heads of State and 

Government attended the high level segment of the summit, and it was one of the largest 

high-level gatherings outside New York. After five negotiating sessions in 2009 and multiple 

other various gatherings that addressed the issue, Copenhagen had been fixed as the deadline 

for decide and sign a new post-2012 climate regime. The meeting had been baptized as 

άIƻǇŜƴƘŀƎŜƴέ (IISD, 2009h). 

LCA and KP Ad Hoc Working groups indeed would then submit their conclusions on 

negotiations to the Conference of the Parties and Heads of Government and State, and COP15 

would then take the final decision. Negotiations under the two formal tracks went on during 

the two weeks of the summit. As mentioned in the section on the Greenland Dialogue, in the 

meanwhile, the Danish presidency had informally proposed a draft text for agreement as basis 

for parallel talks, and was holding consultations on it.  

A big confusion dominated discussions during the two weeks of the Copnehagen meeting. It 

remained hard for attendants, observers and even negotiators to understand the evolution of 

the events. Continuous changes in agendas, the prevalence of restricted informal talks and 

informal documents, contradictory declarations, and leakages of false information affected the 

clarity and transparency of the events (Burger et al., 2009b). 
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Two weeks of negotiations did not resolve the main polemic concerns that had been blocking 

the formal sessions previous to the summit. In the last days of the conference, the Danish 

tǊŜǎƛŘŜƴŎȅ ǘƻƻƪ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ƘƻƭŘ ŀ άCǊƛŜƴŘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƘŀƛǊέ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎΣ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ a restricted 

and selected group of about 25 countries ŘǊŀŦǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ά/ƻǇŜƴƘŀƎŜƴ !ŎŎƻǊŘέΦ In closed-room, 

most countries were represented at the presidential and ministerial level. As small island 

countries, Papua New Guinea, Maldives, and Grenada were present in that meeting.  Only the 

big emergent countries, Brasil, China, India, and also Saudi Arabia were represented by their 

chief negotiators (Forner, 2011). 

At this informal presidential meeting, negotiations were based on the text which had been 

previously put in circulation by the Danish Presidency ς not on the formal texts issued from the 

KP and LCA tracks-. At the end of the meeting, the US President Barack Obama went out of the 

room; it is speculated that he went to meet in the next room the presidents of India, Brazil and 

China, to negotiate the last points of the agreed document (Forner, 2011). He came back with 

the Copenhagen Accord, which he made public to the media on the evening of the 18th of 

December. The agreed text is, in fact, a simplified text of the informal Danish text. It is a 

ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŘŜŎƭŀǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ άŀ draft of poliǘƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǎǳǎέ (Forner, 2011), which highlights points of 

agreements towards future possible decisions.  

Posteriorly, the Copenhagen Accord was presented to the COP in plenary for its formal 

adoption. Several COP parties did resist to its adoption ςVenezuela, Bolivia, Cuba and 

Nicaragua-Σ ŀǊƎǳƛƴƎ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜ άǳƴǘǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǳƴŘŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛŎέ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜΣ ŦŜǿ ƻǘƘer as 

well rejected the content itself of the text ςTuvalu, Sudan. On the morning of Saturday 19th of 

December, as no consensus was reached, COP15 finally ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǘƻ άǘŀƪŜ ƴƻǘŜέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

Copenhagen Accord. The plenary as well agreed on extending the mandate of the AWG-LCA 

and AWG-KP for another year, although no decision was taken on when and where meetings 

for the continuation of negations would be held (IISD, 2009h). 

 

4.2. Events at the conference 

Figure 5 highlights the relevant moments related to small islands and to their intervention at 

the Copenhagen summit. Those compose the basis for our investigation. They will be referred 

to all along our research. 
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Figure 5: Chronological succession of events during the summit of Copenhagen 
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Press conferences: 

Press conferences are usually held during climate conferences by the Secretariat, delegations, 

coalitions, observers, or civil society groups. They intend to make the point on the status and 

evolution of the negotiations, to state positions, to present initiatives, or to make the point of 

specific issues of negotiations.  

Island countries had the initiative to hold several press conferences. Islands from the Pacific 

region organized three, and the AOSIS coalition, as such, one. AOSIS as well participated in two 

more, together with civil society organizations, and with the large group of G-77 plus China.  

Side Events: 

Side events are organized by all kinds of actors. They are rather seeking discussion on more 

concrete issues, such as concrete projects, local initiatives, proposals, and cases of climate 

impacts. Regarding the last one, the Kiribati delegation arranged a one hour show on the way 

climate change is affecting the country. 

AOSIS Proposal Launch: 

On the 11th of December, AOSIS launched its proposal for a post-Kyoto climate regime. Drafted 

by the coalition members during the summit of COP itself, it was announced in a small 

informal press briefing (1Sky, 2009). It was also distributed among the other parties for 

informal discussion (Fry, 2011). The document brought ŀ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ŦƻǊ ŀ ά/ƻǇŜƴƘŀƎŜƴ 

tǊƻǘƻŎƻƭέ (UNFCCC, 2009a) as well as amendments to the Kyoto Protocol (UNFCCC, 2009b). 

Tuvalu Ψǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ: 

Tuvalu led sounded interventions when the plenaries of the COP and COP/MOP came to 

address the agenda item on proposals made by parties for adoption. The island party aimed at 

getting formal consideration on its proposals, which had been brought to the table in Bonn II. 

It therefore requested the establishment of contact groups to address the proposals. On the 

COP meeting on the 9th of December, the President of the plenary, in view that no consensus 

was reached to establish a formal contact group, decided to proceed holding informal 

discussions; as a consequence Tuvalu eventually called for suspension of the session (2009h). It 

remained one of the most signaled objections made by a small island in the COP15 

negotiations. On the 10th of December at the COP/MOP, Tuvalu intervened again against the 

decision of the presidency to hold informal consultations: άŀ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘέ 

(2009i). Tuvalu intervened soundly in more occasions, as will be exposed further on in this 

report. 

SIDS Dock launch: 

AOSIS ministers and Heads of State and Government launched the SIDS Dock on the 18th of 

December at Copenhagen. The initiative intends to create a platform to enable technology 

transfer as well as finance flows for renewable energies in SIDS. The event will be described in 

more detail afterwards (Smith, 2009c). 
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5. Conclusion 

To conclude, this chapter has made a review of all formal and informal meetings which 

composed the negotiations for a post-2012 climate framework. Two formal UNFCCC tracks 

were established: one aiming to continue the KP after its expiration, and the other seeking 

discussions on a broader approach to achieve the objective of the Convention. Several 

meetings were held to work on these formal tracks in the view of the deadline of Copenhagen. 

On the other hand, informal events are also to be researched, as they bring insight on 

positions of parties towards the Copenhagen summit. Those events released declarations and 

adopted significant measures regarding climate change. Some attention is given to discussions 

of preparation to the formal bargaining, such as the Greenland Dialogue or the UN High Level 

Climate Summit in New York, to multilateral gatherings aiming at defining position of groups of 

countries with similar interests, such as the MEF and the CVF. Regional collaboration of islands 

in the Caribbean and in the Pacific is reviewed through exploring the political organization and 

meetings related to climate change that were organized in view of December 2009. AOSIS 

leaders, also, met in in a High level Summit and emitted a Declaration of position regarding 

climate talks. Eventually, a revision of the major events related to islands at COP15, helps to 

clarify the evolution of happenings during the last straight of talks, in which informal events 

took over the formal ones. 
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/ƘŀǇǘŜǊ пΥ  мΦрȏ/ 

 

1. Introduction 

The objective of the Kyoto Protocol was to reduce GHG emissions on a global basis of 5.2 % by 

2012 from 1990 levels. It established that Annex I parties to the KP ςi.e. developed countries- 

should reduce GHG emissions according to established quantified targets. Therefore, one of 

the points of discussion for a post-2012 climate framework was the agreement on a new global 

target for mitigation. The Alliance of Small Island States claimed for a temperature rise target, 

concretely a limit of 1.5ºC temperature increase in reference to pre-industrial levels. This 

chapter presents an analysis of the discourse held by small island states regarding this 

demand, as well as the strategies undertaken to put forward the target and to give credibility 

to the position on 1.5ºC. Namely, initiatives to promote the discourse, on both formal and 

informal basis, the attempt to recall science and hold an intellectual leadership on the issue, 

and the announcements and actions related to domestic initiatives aiming at gaining 

recognition in the eyes of the rest of the parties. Then, supporters of the 1.5ºC target as well 

as promoters of the opposite 2ºC are analyzed with an approach considering discourse-

coalition forming within the overall progress of the discussions. Eventually, some interactions 

between science and policy which are implied in these numbers are addressed. 

 

2. The discourse: components and evolution in formal negotiations 

Until one year before Copenhagen, 2ºC had been the only global temperature rise threshold 

mentioned in formal discussions. This number had been in fact questioned by AOSIS, which 

had asked more scientific studies to research on its implications for small island developing 

states (IISD, 2009f). During the first year of the Bali Roadmap, concerns on agreeing on a 

concrete threshold number were not yet very present. Indeed, the discourse of small islands at 

that time was rather related with broad concepts such as, ƛƴ .ŀƭƛΣ άǘƻ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŜ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀǎ ŀ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅέ (IISD, 2007:14).   

It was during the high level segment of COP 14 in Poznan, that the limit of 1.5ºC temperature 

rise above pre-industrial levels was proposed for the first time in official negotiations, by AOSIS 

(Pareti, 2008a). In their statement, the Bahamas on behalf of AOSIS considered that the 2ºC 

temperature rise άwould take the world into the danger zoneέ (IISD, 2008c:16).   

From this moment on, 1.5ºC came to build the discourse of AOSIS on long term mitigation 

goals. Eventually, the number became one of the key requests of AOSIS, other vulnerable 

countries and their supporters, who strongly advocated for its adoption as a long term goal at 

Copenhagen.  

!h{L{ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƛǘǎ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƻƴ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎΣ άas the atmosphere sees itέ 

(IISD, 2009e:5). Still, equivalents to the 1.5ºC in terms of parts per million of CO2 and 
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emissions reduction targets were also put forward during the year preceding COP15. 

Regarding ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘΣ άорл ǇǇƳέ ǿŀǎ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ƛƴ !h{L{Ω ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΣ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ 

COP14. It represents a greenhouse gas concentration limit: 350 parts per millions of carbon 

ŘƛƻȄƛŘŜ ŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴǘΦ {ƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜƴΣ ƛǘ ƎǊŜǿ ƛƴ ǊŜǎƻƴŀƴŎŜ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ άмΦрȏ/έΦ Indeed, 

civil society took part in this issue, and important demonstrations supporting the 350 target 

were held in the months previous to Copenhagen. This issue will be addressed more in depth 

latter.  

In reference to emission reductions targets, it took some more time to find stability in the 

numbers. In Poznan, small islands started to demand for all Annex I countries for reductions of 

40 % above 1990 levels by 2020. But their strategy during Bonn I and II went differently as 

statements were also referring to 45%. Only in Bonn III, which was in August 2009 before 

COP15, the position got eventually fixed in 40%.   

The global long term goal for emission reductions requested by small islands took also some 

time to get fixed. It started with Micronesia on behalf of AOSIS at Bonn I, claiming a 95% 

reduction from 1990 levels by 2050 (IISD, 2009i). Grenada, on behalf of AOSIS at Bonn II 

referred to both 90% and 95%. Finally Antigua and Barbuda on behalf of AOSIS at Bangkok 

2009 recommended 85% (IISD, 2009d), which finally was the one mentioned on 

!h{L{Ψ declaration (AOSIS, 2009a). Besides the previous concerns, AOSIS advocated for a peak 

in emissions to occur no later than 2015 (AOSIS, 2009a). 

Furthermore, AOSIS did advocate for maintaining the differentiation between Annex I and 

non-Annex I parties of the Kyoto Protocol. Indeed, in the declaration issued from the AOSIS 

bŜǿ ¸ƻǊƪ {ǳƳƳƛǘΣ ŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎ ŀǊŜ Ǉǳǘ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ ŦƻǊ !ƴƴŜȄ L ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ άƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅέΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƴƻƴ-!ƴƴŜȄ L ŀǊŜ ƳŜǊŜƭȅ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǘŀƪŜ ŀ άǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ 

ŘŜǾƛŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ŀǎ ǳǎǳŀƭέ (AOSIS, 2009a). The proposal put forward at COP15 

continues with this approach, as it will be explain further on (AOSIS, 2009f).  

 

3. Strategies of leadership for support and promotion of the 

discourse 

After reviewing the components and the evolution of the demand on 1.5ºC, the next section 

aims at analyzing the strategies followed to put forward this number. Before investigating 

attempts of intellectual and environmental leadership, first are going to be considered 

entrepreneurial initiatives. Attention will be paid to declarations and events giving promotion 

to the discourse before the conference of Copenhagen and during the summit itself, and to 

formal ways undertaken to forward the demand in climate negotiations. 
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3.1 Entrepreneurial initiatives 

3.1.1 Events to promote the discourse 

The revision of several events previous and during to Copenhagen reveals how the 1.5ºC 

position got established, and how the target was promoted.  

Towards COP15: 

Islands had endorsed this number on a regional level, as revealed declarations of political 

regional gatherings. In the Caribbean, the Liliendal Declaration had already put forward this 

number and its equivalents in July 2009 (CARICOM, 2009b). The Pacific Smaller Island States 

[ŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ !ǳƎǳǎǘ нллф ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ƛǘǎ ōŀŎƪƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ мΦрȏ/ (SIS, 2009). 

The AOSIS Climate Change Summit in September 2009 marked the official launch of small 

islandsΩ long term goal. The meeting took place on the eve of UN High Level Summit on Climate 

Change and therefore intended to attract some attention from other parties and public before 

the international gathering. At that meetingΣ ǘƘŜ ǇƘǊŀǎŜ άмΦр ǘƻ ǎǘŀȅ ŀƭƛǾŜέ was introduced as 

slogan of a promotional campaign (Williams-Lahari 2009; Woonton, 2009). In the Declaration, 

the 1.5 ºC target is indeed exposed together with its equivalents, 350 ppm and the long term 

emission reduction targets, noted in the previous section (AOSIS, 2009a). 

The Climate Vulnerable Forum summit as well endorsed the 1.5ºC position (CVF, 2009). 

It is also likely to refer to the promotion given by civil society on the issue. It is especially 

relevant to recall the online-ōŀǎŜŘ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ άорлΦƻǊƎέΦ CƻǊƳŜŘ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ƻƴŜ ŀƴŘ ŀ ƘŀƭŦ ȅŜŀǊ 

before Copenhagen, it created a worldwide movement of endorsement for 350 ppm in the 

months previous to the summit. In comparison to other traditional NGOs, this was an initiative 

relatively unstructured, whose only objective was to publicize the number. It intended, indeed, 

to spread the 350 ppm message in a rather simple manner, encouraging individual initiatives 

such as innovative demonstrations. Like this, groups of supporters gathered in front of 

monuments, worldwide, forming a giant 350 shape. These actions attrŀŎǘŜŘ ƳŜŘƛŀΩǎ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ 

and pictures of these actions became very popular before Copenhagen (Dahan et al., 2010). 

During COP15 

Reference to the need of limiting global temperature rise below 1.5º C above pre-industrial 

levels was made in almost every formal or informal declaration of SIDS during COP15. 

Several events organized by delegations of small islands aimed to give voice to the 1.5 target. 

Concretely, Pacific islands organized several press conferences, whose tittles even made 

ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ мΦрȏ/ ƛǎǎǳŜΥ έ¢ƘŜ tŀŎƛŦƛŎ ±ƻƛŎŜ ŀǘ /ƻǇŜƴƘŀƎŜƴ ς мΣр ǘƻ ǎǘŀȅ ŀƭƛǾŜέ ά{ƛƴƪƛƴƎ 

islands, the Pacific voice - мΦрȏ/ ǘƻ ǎǘŀȅ ŀƭƛǾŜέΦ  !ƭǎƻ, the issue was addressed in AOSIS press 

conferences, such as the one of the 10th of December (2009d). 

Besides, the joint press conference of AOSIS together with 350.org and Avaaz -an online 

platform of promotion of civil society activism on global issues- on the 11th of December 
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similarly aimed to give promotion the 350ppm target. This enthusiastic session confirmed the 

alliance civil society and small islands held with regards to the long term mitigation goal 

(2009b). 

To conclude, it can be said that small island countries managed to promote the 1.5ºC target as 

a positional number, through events, promotional campaigns and events, and the additional 

participation of civil society organizations.  

 

3.1.2 Procedural strategic actions 

The next passage describes initiatives undertaken by small islands under the official UNFCC 

procedures. Those intended to formally put forward the proposition of the 1.5ºC threshold, 

and to get it captured in the final outcome. 

 Before COP15: 

!ǘ /htмпΣ !h{L{ ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ ŀ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƻŦ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ŀ ǎŜǎǎƛƻƴ ƻƴ άǎƘŀǊŜŘ ǾƛǎƛƻƴǎέΦ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ 

document, it was stated that a long-term temperature increase should be stabilized well below 

1.5 ºC, as 2ºC would have devastating consequences on SIDS (Pareti, 2008b). The initiative 

aimed at exposing formally the recently adopted position of the coalition. Also, when Antigua 

and Barbuda on behalf of AOSIS suggested, in 2009 at Bonn III, the incorporation of elements 

of a shared vision into a political statement (IISD, 2009g), it indeed represented a strategic 

movement seeking to foster formal discussion on concrete long term mitigation commitments.  

In Barcelona, a significant initiative to boycott negotiations was led by the group of the African 

countries. AOSIS in fact joined this strategic movement, which consisted in the suspension of 

their participation in all contact groups under the AWG-LCA, until the working group on Annex 

L ŜƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ ǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƘŀŘ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ƛǘǎ ǿƻǊƪΦ ¢ƘŜ ŀƛƳ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ ŦƻǎǘŜǊ ǘŀƭƪǎ ƻƴ άƴǳƳōŜǊǎέ ŀƴŘ 

force industrialized countries to present ambitious pledges on mitigation action (IISD, 2009e). 

The strongest formal initiative undertaken by small islands to put forward the 1.5 target before 

COP15 were the proposals presented by Tuvalu at Bonn I. The 1.5 number is in fact stated at 

ǘƘŜ ōŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ά/ƻǇŜƴƘŀƎŜƴ tǊƻǘƻŎƻƭέΣ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜΥ άƎǊŜŜƴƘƻǳǎŜ Ǝŀǎ 

concentrations in the atmosphere must be stabilized as far below 350 parts per million of 

carbon dioxide equivalent as possible, with temperature increases limited to as far below 1.5 

degrees Celsius above pre-ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ŀǎ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜΦέ (UNFCCC, 2009a:4). In addition, 

proposals for amendments to the Kyoto Protocol refer to a short term emission reduction 

target: 40% below 1990 during the post-2012 commitment period, 2013-2017. Tuvalu urges all 

Annex I countries to take action for this period. It urges as well non-Annex I parties to take part 

on voluntary commitments, and in this sense, it suggests a table where to inscribe their 

voluntary targets for 2013-2017 (UNFCCC, 2009b).  
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During COP 15: 

At the Copenhagen summit, on the 11th of December, the AOSIS coalition launched proposals 

ŦƻǊ ŀ ƴŜǿ ά/ƻǇŜƴƘŀƎŜƴ tǊƻǘƻŎƻƭέ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ŀƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Yȅƻǘƻ tǊƻǘƻŎƻƭΦ LƴŘŜŜŘ the 

beginning of the first document -under the article on shared vision- notes a surface 

temperature warming to be limited to below 1.5 degrees Celsius as well as for a peak global of 

missions by 2015, and for global emissions reduction by 85% below 1990 levels by 2050 

(Bascombe, 2009a). Iƴ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ǘƻ ¢ǳǾŀƭǳΩǎ ǇǊƻǘƻŎƻƭ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭΣ !h{L{Ω proposal elaborated 

more on the concept of Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Actions (NAMAs). !h{L{Ω ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ 

for amendments to the KP put forward new and deeper targets for Annex I countries 

(Bascombe, 2009b). But, the proposed amendments did not make a clear reference to 

mitigation actions by developing countries for the second commitment period 2013-2017. The 

difference in approach between TuvaluΩǎ ŀƴŘ !h{L{Ω ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀƴŀƭȅȊŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

discussion chapter of this report.  

In addition, it is important to note that negotiation texts of the AWG-LCA kept both numbers 

1.5ºC and 2ºC bracketed until the end of COP15 negotiations (Komai, 2009d). This reveals the 

existing disagreement on the issue. It also proves the determination of small islands not to 

cede in order to see their 1.5 number on the final text. 

Finally, even at the last straight of COP15, in the closed-door άCǊƛŜƴŘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƘŀƛǊέ ŘǊŀŦǘƛƴƎ of 

the Accord, small islands kept on raising their voice for 1.5 degrees. Maldives, Grenada and 

Papua New Guinea were the only small island countries that were included by the Danish 

Presidency in the closed-door meeting that drafted the Copenhagen Accord. The Copenhagen 

Accord finally issued from this meeting shows agreement on 2ºC (UNFCCC, 2010a). 

Nevertheless, it states in its last point:  

ά²Ŝ call for an assessment of the implementation of this Accord to be completed by 2015, 

ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ƭƛƎƘǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

strengthening the long-term goal referencing various matters presented by the science, 

ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘŜƳǇŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ǊƛǎŜǎ ƻŦ мΦр ŘŜƎǊŜŜǎ /ŜƭǎƛǳǎΦέ (UNFCCC, 2010a).  

In this sense, small islands did get a small mention to their 1.5ºC request on the final outcome 

of COP15. This reveals that SIDS had a persistent intervention until the very end of the 

negotiations to put forward the 1.5ºC. Nevertheless they were not able to secure it. 

To conclude, a number of formal initiatives were undertaken by SIDS forward the 1.5 number 

towards the outcome of COP15, which reveals the stake they had on the issue. They kept on 

fighting for it and did not cede until the end of the bargaining process.  
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3.2 Intellectual leadership  

It remains relevant to investigate on strategies seeking intellectual leadership that small island 

states carried out in climate negotiations for the post-2012 policy framework. Indeed, to gain 

recognition on the 1.5ºC target, they argued that it was a number issued from scientific 

research.  

3.2.1 The argument of Science  

In their discourse around 1.5ºC, island countries appealed to Science as the main argument to 

take and guide action in negotiations towards a post-2012 climate framework.  

¢ƘŜ ŎƭŀƛƳ ǘƻ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǿŀǎ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ƛƴ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎΩ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ǎƛƴŎŜ .ŀƭƛ ƛn December 2007. 

AOSIS then highlighted and requested more attention to the recently published IPCC AR4 (IISD, 

2007)Φ Lƴ .ƻƴƴ LLΣ aŀǊǎƘŀƭƭ LǎƭŀƴŘǎ ǎǘǊŜǎǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ άōŜǎǘ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

ǇǊŜŎŀǳǘƛƻƴŀǊȅ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜέ when fixing long term goals (IISD, 2009f:9). AOSIS promoted action 

ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ άǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ science requires" (IISD, 2009d:18) and highlighted several times before 

/ƻǇŜƴƘŀƎŜƴ ǘƘŜ άŜƴƻǊƳƻǳǎ ƎŀǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ώΧϐ !ƴƴŜȄ L ǇƭŜŘƎŜǎέ (IISD, 2009d:13). In 

this sense, AOSIS advocated in formal negotiations for the establishment of a scientific global 

threshold, to be the starting point for posteriorly assigning individual emissions targets. 

During COP15, science became a recurrent argument, used by all defenders of vulnerable 

islands in order to give strength to the 1.5ºC. AOSIS justified that this science was produced 

ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅΥ ά!h{L{ ƳŀƪŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴέ ŘŜŎƭŀǊŜŘ ¢ǳǾŀƭǳΩǎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ Lŀƴ CǊȅ ƛƴ ŀƴ 

interview (Fry, 2010). Indeed, AOSIS maintained that 1.5 ºC was coming from its main two own 

research centers, which had scientifically come up with the threshold (2009d). This matter will 

be detailed in the next section.  

Discussiƻƴ ŀǘ !h{L{Ψ ǇǊŜǎǎ ŎƻƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ the 10th of December at Copenhaguen, raised 

interesting concerns in relation to the scientific argument. Indeed, around December 2009, 

new scientific reports had come out, and interestingly coincided with !h{L{Ωǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ŀ 

1.5ºC temperature increase limit. This provided island countriesΩ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘation with an 

additional aspect: ƴŜǿ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƘŀŘ ŎƻƳŜ ƻǳǘ ǎƛƴŎŜ Lt// Ψǎ нллт Fourth Assessment Report in a 

way that, by December 2009, the latter was already obsolete (2009d). This new science had 

therefore to be followed:  

άLŦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ƳƻǾƛƴƎΣ ǎƻ ǘƻƻ Ƴǳǎǘ ǿƻǊƭŘ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎέ, declared Ambassador Dessima Williams of 

Grenada in the press conference held by AOSIS on the 10th of December. 

As exposed above, the argument of science was used by small island countries to trigger policy 

action. Dessima Williams also ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ά¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƎǳƛŘŜέ (2009d). Also, the 

representative of Federated States of Micronesia declared in his speech of the press 

conference organized by SPREP on the 8th of December: ά[ŜǘΩǎ ǳǎŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜέ ŀƴŘ ά{ŎƛŜƴŎŜ 

ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘŜŘ ǳǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƘŜǊŜέ (2009y).  
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3.2.2 The producers of the 1.5ºC science 

From the previous, 1.5ºC limit of temperature rise above pre-industrial levels is interpreted by 

SIDS as a scientific finding. According to the definition of intellectual leadership, 1.5ºC is then 

understood as a new concept, which seeks to change the pre-established systems of thought 

on 2ºC. In this sense, the number does not only represent a position of mitigation action, but it 

is also a new scientific theory to be spread and to be adopted by the others. It remains 

interesting to give concern on who is producing this 1.5ºC science. 

Small island countries promoted 1.5ºC as a scientific knowledge issued from two centers which 

conduct their own research and projects: the Caribbean Climate Change Centre and the Pacific 

Regional Environmental Programme (Williams, 2009). Also, the Postdam Institute for Climate 

Change Impacts Research advised AOSIS on this issue, and recommended 1.5ºC (Fry, 2010).  

In addition, the number found support in important personalities of the scientific community. 

Rajendra Pachauri, Chair of the IPCC, indeed backed up AOSIS position regarding mitigation 

goals, declaring in an interview:  άǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƘŀǇpening, and what is likely to happen, convinces 

me that the world must be really ambitious and determined at moving towards a 350 [ppm] 

ǘŀǊƎŜǘΦέ (Woonton, 2009). Dr. Albert Binger, a former academic with expertise in 

environmental economics was at COP15, part of the technical team advising the work of AOSIS 

chair, Ambassador Dessima Williams of Grenada (Williams-Lahari, 2009). Nicholas Stern, 

renowned economist and climate expert as well promoted in September 2009 its support for 

the 350 ppm target (Woonton, 2009). Bill Hare, former Greenpeace International Climate 

Policy director, and actual leading IPCC author and visiting researcher of the Postdam Institute 

for Climate Impact Research was also in COP15 supporting AOSIS in the campaign for the 1.5ºC 

target (Williams-Lahari, 2009b). Finally, the American climate scientist James Hansen also 

meant an important support for this number by the scientific community (Dahan et al., 2010). 

In fact, all these personalities, members of the scientific community on climate change, 

contributed to promote 1.5ºC as a scientific finding.  

To conclude on strategies of intellectual leadership, AOSIS used extensively before and during 

COP15 the argument of Science in order to convince the audience of the validity of the 1.5ºC 

position. Small islands claimed to take science as reference for action. By arguing that science 

was evolving and that new one was available, small island countries wanted to achieve some 

intellectual leadership on the issue. They grounded the argument on the one hand on their 

domestic research, citing their own research centers and referring to climate experts advisors.  

In addition, strength was given to the position by the claim of external important scientists and 

personalities. Therefore, the 1.5ºC was presented and promoted as new finding to be 

ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ƛƴǘŜƭƭŜŎǘǳŀƭ άǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘǎέΦ 

The success of this approach will be addressed further on in this case study.  
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3.3 Environmental leadership:    

Small islands advertised domestic mitigations actions before and during COP15.  It was a way 

to give example to others parties with what they do back home. Despite being low GHG 

emitters, they aimed at being consistent with the 1.5ºC target that they demanded. Some of 

these domestic programmes, initiatives and announcements are described in the next section.  

Towards COP15 

Carbon neutrality announcements:  

In March 2009, the Republic of Maldives announced its plans to become carbon neutral by 

2019. By switching totally to renewable sources with the installation of a biomass plant, wind 

turbines, and solar panels, this archipelago of the Indian Ocean would become the first country 

in the world achieving this target (Clark, 2009). In this event, the President Nasheed declared 

άǿŜ ŘƻƴȰǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǎƛǘ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ŀƴŘ ōƭŀƳŜ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΣ ōǳǘ ǿŜ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ Řƻ ǿƘŀǘŜǾŜǊ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ώΧϐ 

ǿŜ ƘƻǇŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǿƛƭƭ ǎŜǊǾŜ ŀǎ ŀ ōƭǳŜǇǊƛƴǘ ŦƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿέ (2009e). In 

this sense, it is understood that this island country had the intention to take the lead in 

adopting mitigation actions, in order to enhance credibility and show example to other 

countries.  

Maldives is also part of the Carbon Neutral Network, together with Costa Rica, Ethiopia, 

Iceland, Monaco, New Zealand, Norway, Pakistan, Portugal, Tuvalu and Niue. Those countries 

have joined the initiative led by Costa Rica, wƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ άŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘ[ing] information 

exchange and networking on achieving a transition to a low-emissions and eventually climate 

ƴŜǳǘǊŀƭ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅά (2009{). The participation of the island countries Tuvalu, and Niue is 

noticeable. 

The Climate Vulnerable Forum also recognized in its declaration the opportunity and the future 

of developing low carbon and eventually neutral carbon economies. Vulnerable countries 

participants in the CVF showed the willingness to participate and to contribute to the solution, 

and they invited all other countries to follow the example of the Republic of Maldives. They 

stated their voluntary determination to show leadership on the issue, even though they also 

recognized the need of external aid to carry the initiative on (CVF, 2009). It has to be remarked 

that the CVF initiative was mainly led by Maldives -the only party member of the Carbon 

Neutral Network.  

Still, it served to encourage other countries to follow up the example. It also aimed at showing 

consistency with the ambitious 1.5ºC limit of global temperature rise that small island 

ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŘŜƳŀƴŘƛƴƎΥ ά²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ Ǉŀǎsive observers, not only focusing on the victim 

ǎƛŘŜΣ ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜέ, said the Environmental Minister of Maldives at the summit 

(ukforeignoffice, 2009). In the Declaration of the CVF, reference is made to the fact that taking 

action proves that vulnerable countries are also able to show great example to the rest of the 

ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƘƻƭŘ άƳƻǊŀƭ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇέ (CVF, 2009)Φ άaƻǊŀƭ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇέ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ƛƴ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƻ ǿƘat 

ǘƘƛǎ ǘƘŜǎƛǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ Ŏŀƭƭǎ άŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇέΦ /ƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ƻƴ ƳƻǊŀƭ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ 

addressed in the discussion chapter of this thesis. 
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Some critical reflection has to be added on the previous exposed carbon neutral 

announcements. Indeed, these initiatives are very ambitious, even too ambitious for some of 

them. Future performance of countries in carbon neutrality such as Pakistan, but also 

Maldives, Niue, and Tuvalu remains doubtful. Therefore, the credibility of these 

announcements is affected.  

 Ongoing regional programs 

Regional actions are being undertaken in the Caribbean and in the Pacific to promote 

renewable energies in order to reduce emissions of GHG. Some of those measures are noted 

below. 

First is addressed the case in the Pacific region. The Pacific Islands Greenhouse Gas Abatement 

through Renewable Energy Project (PIGGAREP) is a programme aiming to reduce GHG 

emissions from fossil fuel use by promoting the development renewable energies in the Pacific 

Island Countries PICs10. The programme is funded by the Global Environmental Facility (GEF). 

UNDP and SPREP are its implementing agencies. Its implementation started in 2007, after the 

end of its preparatory program PIREP (Pacific Islands Renewable Energy Project). PIGGAREP 

intends to remove barriers to the widespread and cost effective use of renewable energies, 

with a goal of reducing fossil fuel use up to -30% by 2015 in those PICs (SPREP, 2003-2010a). 

The Caribbean region as well is active in taking mitigation measures. In June 2008, the first 

Caribbean Sustainable Energy Forum was held in Grenada in conjunction with the Fourth 

Caribbean Environmental Forum. It consisted in a platform for discussion and cooperation of 

public and private parties on topics such as energy efficiency, renewable energies and 

financing of projects (IISD, 2008a). 

The Caribbean Renewable Energy Development Programme (CREDP) started in 2004 for four 

years, and was implemented by UNDP and executed by the CARICOM Secretariat. /w95t Ψǎ 

Ǝƻŀƭ ǿŀǎ άǘƻ ǊŜƳƻǾŜ ōŀǊǊƛŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǊŜƴŜǿŀōƭŜ ŜƴŜǊƎƛes and reduce 

ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ǘƘǳǎ ǊŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ /ŀǊƛōōŜŀƴ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ Ŧƻǎǎƛƭ ŦǳŜƭǎ ŀƴŘ 

ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ DID ŜƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎΦέ (CARICOM:14). The Caribbean Renewable 

Energy Fund CREF was established, in charge of the financing of implementation of renewable 

energy projects in the region, in cooperation with other financial institutions (CARICOM). 

 

During COP15  

SIDS Dock launch 

SIDS Docking Station is an initiative seeking the development of a clean energy economy 

within the SIDS.  It was launched in a side event during COP15, on the 18th of December, and 

                                                
10 Cook Islands, Fiji, Kiribati, Nauru, Niue, Papua New Guinea, Samoa, Solomon Island, Tonga, Tuvalu and 

Vanuatu. 
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the event was promoted with a ceremony for the signature of the project by environmental 

ministers and heads of state of 12 AOSIS member countries (Smith, 2009c). 

{L5{ 5ƻŎƪΩǎ ŀƛƳ ƛǎ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎƛǎǘ ǎƳŀƭƭ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎ ƛƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ 

developing sustainable energy projects. It is an institutional arrangement that would enable 

άǘƻ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ƛƴ {L5{ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ŦƻǊ ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜΣ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ 

technologies and with the European Union (EU) and the United States (US) carbon markets, 

and able to trade the avƻƛŘŜŘ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ŜƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎΦέ (AOSIS, 2010). In this way, 

SIDS Dock would be a platform between small islands and other regions, facilitating the flow of 

financial resources for the development of low carbon energies and also at last instance for 

adaptation, through the generation of carbon credits (AOSIS, 2010). 

Carbon neutrality announcement of Solomon Islands 

{ƻƭƻƳƻƴ LǎƭŀƴŘǎΩ ŘŜƭŜƎŀǘƛƻƴ ƭŜŀŘŜǊ ŀƴƴƻǳƴŎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ мсth of December that this country was 

άƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƪŜŜƴ ǘƻ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘέΣ ŀǊƎǳƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōǊƛƴƎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŀƴŘ 

economic advantages (Wasuka, 2009b). This statement took place during the starting of the 

high level segment, and therefore did not have too much echo. Moreover, as for the previous 

carbon neutrality announcements, the credibility of this announcement is also questionable. 

 

To conclude on strategies of environmental leadership, it can be said that SIDS carried out and 

promoted some domestic initiatives on mitigation, especially on the field of renewable 

energies. Although some of them -such as carbon neutrality announcements- can be seen as 

too ambitious or not credible, their publicity intended to create an image of environmental 

leadership to the eyes of other players in the debate. In order to show consistency with the 

demanded 1.5ºC, AOSIS as well referred to these concerns in its Declaration (AOSIS, 2009a:4), 

highlighting that, despite not having caused the problem, they are still involved in the solution: 

άWe underscore that while SIDS contribute the least to global emissions, and have limited 

human, financial and technical resources, our nations continue to take significant actions 

towards the reduction of our own emissions including through regional and inter-regional 

ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎέΦ 

 

4. Influence on the process and outcome    

The last section of this first case study assesses the impact of small island states intervention 

on the negotiating process and outcome, with regards to their request of limiting to 1.5ºC the 

temperature rise. In this sense, discourse-coalition formation and discursive hegemony 

processes are observed in order to build a picture of the whole bargaining process. First are 

considered the ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜǊǎ ƻŦ !h{L{Ω Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜΦ ¢ƘŜƴΣ ǘƘŜ ŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŀƴǎƛƻƴ 

of the opponent target -2ºC- is addressed. Also, the dynamics among the two divergent 

political and scientific positions are analyzed here, in order to eventually understand the final 

success of 2ºC. 
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4.1 Discourse-coalition with other players 

Since AOSIS presented its position of a long term mitigation target avoiding the global 

temperature to raise more than 1.5ºC above pre-industrial levels, it immediately gained the 

support from other parties. Concretely, the LDCs group joined AOSIS in its first statement in 

COP14. At Bangkok 2009 the majority of the African Group, as well as the ASEAN countries ς 

which only agreed verbally- ŀƭǎƻ ŜƴŘƻǊǎŜŘ !h{L{Ω ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ (Wontoon, 2009a). Then at COP15, 

a number of Central and South American countries declared their support for the target 

(Miller, 2010).  Eventually, the chief negotiator for Granada and Chair of the AOSIS noted that, 

in total άǎƭƛƎƘǘƭȅ over ŀ ƘǳƴŘǊŜŘέ countries committed to 1.5 ºC (2009d). 

Also very relevant was the adoption of the 1.5ºC target by several groups of civil society. As 

already referred to, 350.org had been developing a campaign in order to promote 350ppm as a 

concentration target for stabilization of GHG in the atmosphere. This organization promoted 

public awareness activities and demonstrations during the months before COP15 around the 

world, and continued during the two weeks of the summit (2011). Inside the conference center 

itself, members of 350.org were enthusiastically participating in AOSIS side events, 

presentations and press conferences, with the goal to publicize the target and their support to 

vulnerable countries. In a press conference, the founder of 350.org Bill McKibben declared: 

άbDhǎ ǿe will be to the best that we can the army behind AOSIS, behind these brave and wise 

ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎέ (2009b). 

Therefore, AOSIS succeeded in forming a coalition around the 1.5ºC position with mainly other 

vulnerable parties, and civil society groups which aim to lobby world leaders for strong targets. 

It is now relevant to analyze the opponent side in the battle for discursive hegemony, that is, 

the expansion of the 2ºC target. 

 

4.2 Discursive hegemony 

Although the 1.5ºC discourse was put forward by AOSIS, it did not actually manage to be at the 

center of the negotiations. In order to understand the prevalence of the 2ºC target, it is 

essential to have a look at powerful parties meetings and declarations. 

First of all, the promotion of the 2ºC number had been initially carried out by the EU (Forner, 

2011; Fry, 2011; Dahan et al., 2010). Indeed, the EU had adopted, since 1996, communitarian 

directives centering on a goal of 2ºC (Fry, 2011; Dahan et al., 2010).  

2ºC was also the outcome of the Major Economies Forum on Energy and Climate. The major 

DID ŜƳƛǘǘŜǊǎ ŘŜŎƭŀǊŜŘΥ ά²Ŝ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜ the scientific view that the increase in global average 

temperature above pre-ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻǳƎƘǘ ƴƻǘ ǘƻ ŜȄŎŜŜŘ н ŘŜƎǊŜŜǎ /Ŝƭǎƛǳǎέ (MEF, 2009a). 

It is to ƴƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘΣ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΣ !h{L{ ŎƻƳǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ŘŜŎƭŀǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ нȏ/ ƛǎ άǎǘƛƭƭ 

ǳƴŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜέ (2009w). 

Then, at COP15, the biggest economies also pushed for a 2ºC temperature limit, competing 

with small ƛǎƭŀƴŘΩǎ мΦрȏ/ ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ¦ƳōǊŜƭƭŀ DǊƻǳǇ ςcomposed by Australia, Canada, 
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Iceland, Japan, New Zealand, Norway, the Russian Federation, Ukraine and the US. -

άǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜώŘϐ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ ǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ н ŘŜƎǊŜŜǎ /Ŝƭǎƛǳǎ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜέ (Jackson, 2009b).  In its 

introductory statement in the High level segment of COP15, Sweden on behalf of the EU, 

called for the two key actors, China and the US, to take action in order to limit the temperature 

increase to below 2 ºC (IISD, 2009h).  

A U.S. delegate declared in a press conference at Copenhagen on the 11th of December that 

мΦр ȏ/ ƛǎ άƴƻǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀƭƳ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ŀƎǊŜŜ ƘŜǊŜέ ώΧϐ ά²Ŝ ǎŜŜ н ȏ/ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ǎǘŜǇέ 

(Komai, 2009a). This declaration brings the dimension of feasibility to the discussion, an issue 

that will be addressed in the next section. Still, importantly, this declaration reveals the state 

of discussions. It confirms that 1.5º actually remained out of consideration for a COP15 

agreement in the eyes of powerful countries, and that 2ºC was for them the principal number.  

But, to understand this result, it is necessary to go back in time, and to observe outcomes of 

preparation meetings of preparation to Copenhagen. Already then, it could be intuited that 

the prevalent number was rather 2ºC. It remains especially interesting to assess the outcomes 

of two informal preparatory international events, the Greenland Dialogue and the UN High 

level Summit on Climate Change. Several small island countries representatives in fact 

attended these meetings.  

No discussion or even reference is made on the 1.5ºC target in the summary of the Greenland 

Dialogue, of June 2009. Instead, it indicates the need of impeding a global temperature 

increase of 2ºC, and staying below 450ppm. This observation remains surprising when 

considering the summit was attended by several representatives of island countries.  

Similarly, on the summary of the conversations at the Climate summit of New York, can be 

found the following sentence: άMany referred to the need for a 2 degree limit while for the 

most vulnerable a safe level means staying below 1.5 degrees centigrade. World leaders 

acknowledged the scientific imperative to cut global greenhouse gas emissions by at least 50% 

below 1990 levels by 2050 to meet this goalΦέ (UN, 2009, emphasis added). 

In this extract from the summary of meeting, both temperature options are suggested. Still, 

several remarks reveal that, in an implicit way, preference is given to 2ºC. From the way the 

ŦƛǊǎǘ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ άƳƻǎǘ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜέ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ŀ ǎƳall 

minority, and that the majority of the parties advocates the 2º C limit.  Moreover, it seems that 

ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜ ǊŜƭŀǘŜǎ άǘƘƛǎ Ǝƻŀƭέ ǘƻ нȏ/Σ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ƴƻǘŜŘ ƛǎ рл҈Σ ǿƘƛŎƘ 

ǎǘŀȅǎ ŦŀǊ ŦǊƻƳ ǎƳŀƭƭ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎΩ ŎƭŀƛƳǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǘŜȄǘ ƴƻǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǿƛŘŜ acknowledgement on scientific 

guidance, although it seems it is rather referring to 2ºC. As a conclusion, it is clearly proved 

that although being present in the negotiation, the 1.5ºC discourse of AOSIS did not get real 

consideration in the discussion of this international high level climate summit. 

Such prevalence of 2ºC over 1.5ºC in multilateral conversations was as well visible at a regional 

ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ŀƴŘ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ tŀŎƛŦƛŎΦ ¢ƘŜ tŀŎƛŦƛŎ LǎƭŀƴŘǎ CƻǊǳƳΩǎ bƛǳŜ 5ŜŎƭŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ нллу ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ 

express any limit of temperature rise. The Call for Action of August 2009 eventually referred to 

2ºC. Nevertheless, the SmalleǊ LǎƭŀƴŘ {ǘŀǘŜǎ [ŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ was held two days before, where 

1.5ºC had been the outcome. These outcomes reveal the state of the positions on temperature 
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rise limits within the Pacific region: small Pacific islands did keep on requesting 1.5, while the 

PIF, which is a formation including as well Australia and New Zeeland, rather opted for 2ºC. 

It can be said from the previous that, studied from a perspective of discursive hegemony, the 

prevalence of the 2ºC target over the 1.5ºC one had been forged during the two years of 

preparation to COP15. This eventually came translated on the final outcome of the 

negotiations. The Copenhagen Accord indeed finally states 2ºC. 1.5ºC is actually noted, 

although only as possible future target, which will need further scientific research (UNFCCC, 

2010a). The political agreement rather takes a bottom-up approach, by presenting a table for 

inscriptions of targets in Appendix to be fulfilled by individual Annex I parties, according to 

their will.  

To conclude, small island countries did not succeed in convincing the rest of the international 

community on a 1.5ºC limit for global temperature rise above pre-industrial levels. In fact, 

ambassador Dessima Williams, chair delegate for AOSIS said in a declaration at the end of 

Copenhagen:  

ά²Ŝ ƭƻǎǘ ƻǳǊ ǾƛƎƻǊƻǳǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎ ƻƴ мΦр ŘŜƎǊŜŜǎέ (Williams-Lahari, 

2009a). 

 

4.3 The science-policy interface 

Apart from assessing impacts from a discursive point of view, it is also important to address 

several factors that stay related to the argument of Science. This section gives special 

emphasis to interactions among policy and science around 1.5ºC and 2ºC numbers, in the aim 

to assess the impact of the strategies of intellectual leadership in the negotiating process. 

On the first hand, as previously exposed, 1.5 ºC was a negotiating position. In discussions on a 

άǎƘŀǊŜŘ ǾƛǎƛƻƴέΣ SIDS sought to ensure a safe global threshold of 1.5ºC increase of 

temperature. {ƭƻƎŀƴǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άмΦр ǘƻ ǎǘŀȅ ŀƭƛǾŜέ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜŘ ōȅ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ 

demonstrations encouraged by 350.org tried to spread the number in order to gain supporters 

of the number. In this sense, 1.5ºC was presented as an alternative political position. As every 

party takes position according to one number, SIDS took the strictest, 1.5ºC. Nevertheless, as 

explained in the previous section on discursive hegemony, 2ºC had started to be secured in the 

overall climate discussion long time before Copenhagen. This process occurred in a rather 

political manner, as a consequence of the structural power of parties behind 2ºCΥ άƛǘ ǿŀǎ ŀ ǎƻǊǘ 

ƻŦ ŀ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƳǇǊƻƳƛǎŜέ (Fry, 2011). As a consequence, in the political sense of the number, 

1.5ºC failed to be internationally adopted against the leading 2ºC.  

But on the other hand, small island states largely promoted 1.5º C as a number issued from 

science, as a scientific finding. AOSIS members recalled research centers such as the Postdam 

Institute on Climate Change, regional research centers in the Caribbean and the Pacific regions, 

which had come up with such a finding. In addition, renowned scientists also promoted their 

advocacy for a limit in global temperature rise of 1.5 ºC. Science was cited in almost every 
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speech or declaration of island countries in support of this number. The extent of the success 

of this strategy is the concern of this section.  

Science was similarly claimed by supporters of 2ºC, as appear reflected in documents emitted 

by powerful countries. ¢ƘŜ a9C ŘŜŎƭŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŘŜŜŘ ǎǘŀǘŜŘΥ ά²Ŝ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛc view 

that the increase in global average temperature above pre-industrial levels ought not to 

ŜȄŎŜŜŘ н ŘŜƎǊŜŜǎ /Ŝƭǎƛǳǎέ (MEF, 2009a).  The UN, in the summary of its High Level Climate 

{ǳƳƳƛǘ ǊŜŎŀƭƭŜŘ ǘƘŜ άǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ƛƳǇŜǊŀǘƛǾŜέ.  

Both 1.5ºC and 2ºC positions were grounded in the argument on science. In view of this, SIDS 

intended to go further and therefore promoted the idea that 1.5 was a finding issued from 

more actual and accurate research. They claimed at Copenhagen that the 2ºC was issued from 

an already obsolete IPCC 4th Assessment Report. 1.5 ºC was a more recent scientific finding, 

coming from more precise modeling research. Therefore, it was the number that had to be 

taken into consideration by the international community.  

Recalling ¸ƻǳƴƎΩǎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜƭƭŜŎǘǳŀƭ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇΣ there is a sense that, if more and more 

scientists and worldwide scientific institutions would consider this number as a finding, 

ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŀŘƻǇǘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ άмΦрέ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘΦ  Actually, this takes some 

time to occur, as new scientific ideas have first to triumph over the already established ones in 

order to be translated on a policy agreement. In this case, however, it did not succeed, as 2ºC 

had been taken as reference for studies, and had been politically secured long time in advance 

by powerful countries ς i.e. the EU approved directives on 2ºC in 1996. 1.5ºC started to appear 

only one year before COP15. The interviewee Claudio Forner recalls the fact that in December 

2009, there were not many studies on the 1.5ºC limit (Forner, 2011). In relation to this, more 

recently -in June 2010- AOSIS has undertaken an attempt to put pressure on the Secretariat to 

consider the 1.5ºC limit in its investigations, in view of the preparation of the 5th IPCC 

Assessment Report (Fry, 2011). 

The observer Amy Dahan refers to 1.5ºC and 2ºC numbers as being άōƭŀŎƪ ōƻȄŜǎέΥ ǘheir 

construction implies power relations among parties, and they also hide some scientific 

controversies (Dahan et al., 2010). For instance, the IPCC never officially recommended the 

2ºC number. It merely made reference to it in a graph on climate change impacts according to 

global temperature rises (Dahan et al., 2010). In addition, interestingly, these numbers are not 

so precise in terms of concrete consequences of action (Forner, 2011). Their exact equivalent 

in terms of emissions reductions targets remain an unclear matter. It was indeed mentioned in 

first section of this chapter that, during the preparatory Ad Hoc meetings towards COP15, SIDS 

advocated for two different emission reduction targets for Annex I parties: 40% and 45% for 

2020 below 1990 levels. Moreover, the two long term temperature targets do not clarify 

distributional matters of their burden. Indeed, when at the final informal closed-door 

bargaining, the inclusion of 1.5ºC in the Copenhagen Accord was addressed, it revealed to be a 

controversial issue for emergent and future big emitters, namely China. With a long term 

target on 1.5 ºC, those would probably be forced to take reduction measures (Forner, 2011). 

Finally, the time range of the scope of these numbers also carries confusion. Lacks of exact 

dates of application of the temperature increase limits and of a concrete date of pre-industrial 

period of reference bring vagueness to the scientific meaning of the numbers.  
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A final consideration has to be given to the issue of feasibility in the construction of these 

numbers. Results from a UNFCCC Secretariat report, leaked by a British newspaper at the end 

of the COP51 summit, noted that pledges made by countries at Copenhagen are equivalent to 

a 3ºC temperature increase (2009t). This finding presents a considerable gap between what is 

claimed by small island countries and what discussions actually can offer. It downplays 

expectations and brings a realistic approach to the issue. In factΣ ǎƳŀƭƭ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎΩ мΦрȏ/ were 

accused to be too ambitious and omit the reality of the pledges made by countries. In this way, 

feasibility was a counter-argument used by powerful countries. A US delegate indeed declared 

ƛƴ ŀ ǇǊŜǎǎ ŎƻƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ мΦрȏ/ ƛǎ άƴƻǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀƭƳ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ŀƎǊŜŜ ƘŜǊŜέ (Komai, 

2009a). When a Venezuelan delegate intervened in a COP plenary in favor of the maintenance 

of the Kyoto Protocol, reference was also made to this point. She stood on the argument that 

agreeing on too ambitious targets does not lead to anything, when those are in fact not going 

to be implemented. Therefore, this large gap between high ambition and feasibility could also 

been considered a factor of failure of small island states in their attempt to gain support for 

1.5ºC. 

To conclude, the interaction between the scientific meaning of 2ºC and 1.5ºC cannot be 

separated from the positional dimension of the numbers. Despite being issued from scientific 

models, these numbers have always to be considered within a policy context; they are the 

result of a political decision (Forner, 2011). Negotiating parties though play with both aspects 

of the targets in order to gain support. The prevalence of 2ºC could be seen as an exercise of 

structural power by developed countries, which overcome any attempt of intellectual 

leadership. At the same time, the weakness of 1.5ºC stems from the fact of being a scientific 

finding not yet acknowledged by the rest of άǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘέΦ In the latter sense, more 

time might still be needed for the scientific acknowledgment of this new number, and the 

eventual displacement in policy-making of the obsolete 2ºC. Finally, the feasibility dimension 

of targets has also to be recalled. Too ambitious claims such as 1.5ºC might be actually 

impossible to accomplish; they therefore fail in being agreed. 

 

5. Conclusion 

Small island countries promoted the 1.5ºC mainly through several fronts. Entrepreneurial 

initiatives aƛƳŜŘ ŀǘ ƎƛǾƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ !h{L{Ω ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴǎ ƭŜŘ 

regionally. Also, the position was strongly put forward by small islands in a formal way; they 

kept pushing for it until the very end of the formal bargaining process. As well, they exploited 

the argument of science in order to justify their position. It was grounded on their domestic 

research. Positions of other renamed scientists added strength to it. In this sense, SIDS made 

use of a relevant strategy of intellectual leadership, seeking the audience to acknowledge the 

number as a scientific finding. In addition, domestic mitigation actions intended to prove that, 

despite being low-emitters, some efforts are also made in promoting renewable energies and 

carbon neutrality. The credibility of some of those announcements, though, remains 

questionable. 
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Discourse-coalition formation succeeded principally with other vulnerable countries and 

several civil society organizations. However, 2ºC came to be the dominant long term target in 

informal and formal climate discussions. What comes remarkable is that several summits of 

preparation to COP15 had concluded on 2ºC, despite the attendance of small island countries 

to those meetings. Powerful parties of the negotiation- i.e. the MEF, the US, the EU, China - 

were the principal advocates for 2ºC, despite the fact that over a hundred countries in the UN 

had joined the support for the 1.5ºC target. And eventually, the Copenhagen Accord agreed on 

2ºC. The Accord, still reserved a mention in its last paragraph to 1.5ºC, as a target needing 

further investigation; this actually represents a certain achievement of AOSIS. Nonetheless, the 

whole case reveals that small island countries were not powerful enough to secure 1.5ºC 

against the dominant 2ºC, despite the scientific interpretation that can be given to the 

number. In fact, the competition between the two numbers hid important interactions 

between science and policy.  
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/ƘŀǇǘŜǊ рΥ CǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ !ŘŀǇǘŀǘƛƻƴ 

 

1. Introduction 

The request for funding for adaptation is in fact a request that the Alliance of Small Island 

states has been promoting since its very beginning. Definitive financial provisions were not 

arranged when the UNFCCC got initially established (Ashe et al., 1999). Since then, several 

funding mechanisms were created in 1992; the main ones are the Least Developed Countries 

Fund and the Adaptation Fund under Kyoto. The LDCs Fund is destined to the implementation 

of National Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPAs) in LDC countries; it is filled by voluntary 

contributions from rich countries and it is administered by the Global Environmental Facility 

(GEF) (UNFCCC, 2010b). The Adaptation Fund aims at financing concrete adaptation projects in 

developing countries parties to the KP; it is filled with a 2% share of proceeds from the Clean 

Development Mechanisms of the KP and completed by other sources. On an interim basis, the 

GEF provides services to the Adaptation Fund Board ( which was established at COP14) and the 

World Bank serves as a trustee of the Adaptation Fund (UNFCCC, 2010b).  

In negotiations on the post-2012 climate regime, small island states, have nevertheless 

maintained the claim on funding for adaptation. This case study aims at investigating the 

components of the demand for funding, and the argumentation and strategic discourse 

employed. Entrepreneurial initiatives are revised, as well as formal proposals of funding 

mechanisms, and the recall to scientific reports and institutions promoting concrete sums of 

money. The promotƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎΩ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ŀŘŀǇǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ƛǎ ŀƴŀƭȅȊŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǿŀȅ ǘƻ 

support the discourse and prove consistency in their position. Eventually, the overall evolution 

of discussions on funding for adaptation is analyzed, with the aim to assess the final impact of 

ǎƳŀƭƭ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴΦ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΩ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜƴ Ǉǳǘ ƛƴ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ Ŧƛƴŀƭ 

outcome of Copenhagen. 

 

2. Discourse 

2.1  Components of the request 

The request on funding for adaptation of small island states was composed by several 

components. In formal UNFCCC negotiations, SIDS claimed for concrete characteristics of such 

finance. Those are detailed below. 

Quantity: 

Members of AOSIS always claimed that the existing funds for adaptation to climate change 

were insufficient. Their statements in formal meetings towards Copenhagen repeatedly asked 

for an increase in financial resources (IISD, 2008b; IISD, 2009g). For instance, the amount filling 

ǘƘŜ !ŘŀǇǘŀǘƛƻƴ CǳƴŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ Yt ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άƛƴŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜέ (IISD, 2009g). The LDC Fund 
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was criticized by Ambassador Collin Beck of Solomon Islands. He noted that only 5 NAPAs out 

of the 49 submitted by LDCs had finally successfully obtained the grant (2009a).  

AOSIS never directly requested a concrete sum of money, but rather used expressions such as 

άŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜέΣ άŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜέ (IISD, 2009h) or άŎƻƳƳŜƴǎǳǊŀǘe to the level of the damages we 

have already sufferedέ (2009p). In occasions, they used external references for estimations, 

such as the UNDP, World Bank, UNFCCC (2009y). 

Predictability: 

Another important concern for small islands was the predictability and stability of the funds on 

a long time term, as the Prime Minister of Grenada referred to in its speech at COP15 (2009f). 

AOSIS argued in COP14 that the global financial crisis had proved the pitfalls of the existing 

framework, as finance had not been secured (IISD, 2008c). When, a week before COP15, the 

British government proposed to launch a fund of 10 billion US$, small islands did not 

ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŀ ǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ǎǳƳΦ CǳǊǘƘŜǊƳƻǊŜΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŎƭŀƛƳŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀ άƳǳŎƘ ƳƻǊŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ 

resources over the longer termά (2009a). Indeed, small islands representatives recurrently 

ŎƭŀƛƳŜŘ ŦƻǊ άǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜέ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛƴƎ (2009d). This issue is related to concerns on the source of 

finance, which is addressed below. 

Accessibility: 

Small islands demanded better accessibility to the funds with regards to institutional 

arrangements and governance of funding mechanisms. They refused to base the funding 

architecture on the already existing foundations ςespecially the World Bank and the Global 

Environmental Facility (Dahan, 2011). In this sense, the Prime Minister of Tuvalu Apisai Ielemia 

ǎŀƛŘ ŀǘ tƻȊƴŀƴΥ ά²Ŝ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƘŜ !ŘŀǇǘŀǘƛƻƴ CǳƴŘ ǘƻ ǘǳǊƴ ƛƴǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŦǳƴŘǎ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘŜǊŜŘ ōȅ 

the GEF, where the only countries that can properly access this fund are the ones that can 

afford consultants and UN agencies to write lengthy and endless project proposals and work 

ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿŀȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƳŜǘŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǊŜŘ ǘŀǇŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǊǾƛǾŜ ƭŜƴƎǘƘȅ ŘŜƭŀȅǎέ (Komai, 2008c). Instead, 

small islands claimed for a reform and a new framework for funding for adaptation. 

This aspect of the request for funding for adaptation can be found on reports of negotiations 

during the Bali Action Plan. Already at COP13, island countries noted their difficulties to access 

GEF finance under the Resources Allocation Framework, and emphasized the lack of 

transparency in the assignation process of the funds (IISD, 2007). Also, Pacific Islands 

complained against the slowness of the process to access the LDC Fund. For instance, Tuvalu 

and Samoa did not have access to funding until respectively two and three years after 

submitting their NAPA proposal. Complaints about the delays of GEF in processing applications 

were as well expressed at COP14 (Komai, 2008a). Therefore in Bangkok 2009, AOSIS called for 

a reform of the GEF (IISD, 2009d). In COP15, Solomon Islands noted that the main receivers of 

finance from the GEF had been China and India, and therefore requested an Adaptation Fund 

fully independent from the GEF (Smith, 2009a).   

In addition, small island countries demanded an adaptation funding approach which would 

ōŜǘǘŜǊ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊŜ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŀǎƪŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǎƛƳǇƭƛŦƛŜŘ ŀƴŘ άŘƛǊŜŎǘέ 

access to finance, advocating for the removal of intermediaries implementing agencies (Komai, 
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2008b). Provision of finance should be rather guided by developing country priorities (IISD, 

2009g).   

Another concern of vulnerable countries in terms of accessibility is the proliferation of funds 

outside the Convention. These are usually donor driven and depend from the bilateral and 

political relations among countries. The access to those funds by vulnerable countries is 

therefore not secured. This is the reaǎƻƴ ōŜƘƛƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀƛƳ ŦƻǊ ŀ άŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŘǊƛǾŜƴέ ŦǳƴŘ (2009y). 

Islands often argued that a multilateral adaptation fund to be established under the 

Convention would be the adequate framework (IISD, 2008b). This one should channel all 

finance and coordinate all the sources (2009y). And it would in addition not depend on the 

continuation of Kyoto (Dahan, 2011).  

Besides the previous, in order to secure accessibility, SIDS requested a special window for 

accessing funds (2009y). 

Source of financing:  

Although it has been already slightly introduced, it remains relevant to address individually the 

issue of the source of the funding, as during the progress of the Bali Roadmap, small islands 

showed special concern on the issue. In this sense, AOSIS advocaǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀ άƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ǊƻƭŜέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

private sector (IISD, 2008e)Σ ŀƴŘ ǇǳǎƘŜŘ ŦƻǊ άǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ Ǿƛǘŀƭ ŦƻǊ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ŀŘŀǇǘŀǘƛƻƴέ 

(IISD, 2008c). Indeed, they requested the major part of the sum to be issued from 

contributions of developed parties (AOSIS, 2009f), in order to avoid instabilities of market 

fluctuations.  

Still, according to small islands, mixed funding sources would remain the best approach (IISD, 

2008c; IISD, 2009f). In negotiations previous to COP15, they showed interest and support for 

innovative additional sources of funding, such as auctioning assigned amounts units (AAUs) 

(IISD, 2008b), extending the share of proceeds on CDMs (IISD, 2008d), or levies on 

international maritime and aviation transport (IISD, 2009f). Maldives and Tuvalu indeed 

presented some concrete proposals on the last option (APF, 2009). 

Immediate: 

Lastly, small island countries claimed for an immediate establishment and start of the financing 

Ŧƭƻǿǎ ŦƻǊ ŀŘŀǇǘŀǘƛƻƴΦ !ǘ /htмпΣ tŀƭŀǳ ŘŜŎƭŀǊŜŘΥ ά²Ŝ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ !ŘŀǇǘŀǘƛƻƴ CǳƴŘ 

ŀǎ ǎƻƻƴ ŀǎ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƴŎǊŜǘŜ ŀŘŀǇǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΦέ (Woonton, 2008). Concerns on fast 

ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛƴƎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ {tw9tΨǎ ǇǊŜǎǎ ŎƻƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ уth of December at COP15, 

ōȅ !ƳōŀǎǎŀŘƻǊ CŜǘǳǊƛ 9ƭƛǎŀƛŀ ƻŦ {ŀƳƻŀΦ LƴŘŜŜŘ ƘŜ ōƭŀƳŜŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ǘƻ άǇƭŀȅ ǿƛǘƘ 

ǿƻǊŘǎέ ƛƴ ŀ ǿŀȅ ƛǘ ƛƴŘǳŎŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƴŦǳǎƛƻƴΦ Lƴ ŦŀŎǘΣ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ άƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜ 

ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜέ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ Ŧŀǎǘ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜΣ instead of the provision of finance over a 

short term (2009y). 

 To conclude, all the components of funding for adaptation detailed in this section were the 

requested by small island states in formal negotiations towards and during Copenhagen.  
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2.2  Arguments                   

{Ƴŀƭƭ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎΩ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ŀŘŀǇǘŀǘion was endorsed by arguments building a 

discourse. An analysis of those has been realized, and is exposed below.  

To begin with, representatives of small islands often made reference in their speeches to 

concrete examples of already occurring climate change effects. Delegates and ministers made 

especial emphasis on their vulnerability to impacts, and used it as the principal reason to 

request financial assistance for adaptation. Prime Minister of Samoa expressed in its 

statement at the high level segment oŦ /htмрΥ ά²Ŝ ǎŜŜ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƛǘ ŜǾŜǊȅ Řŀȅέ (2009g). 

Indeed, climate change damages were very often detailed in declarations of press conferences 

and official statements, and άŜƳǇƛǊƛŎŀƭ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜέ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ was proven 

(2009d). Multiple allusions to natural hazards were made, such as submersion of territory, 

erosion of coastlines, and salinization of fresh water resources and crops, coral deterioration, 

as well as effects on health. As the Minister for the environment and climate change of Tonga 

ǎǘŀǘŜŘΣ ŦƻǊ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎΣ άǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ ώΧϐ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀƴ ƛǎǎǳŜ ŦƻǊ the future but one we are 

struggling with nowέ (2009z). 

In occasions, representatives transmitted the reality of island populations, and speeches would 

become very intense and even emotional. In this sense, the use of pathos technique could be 

interpreted as a discourse tactic to persuade the listeners. Personal experiences description 

ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ CŜŘŜǊŀǘŜŘ {ǘŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ aƛŎǊƻƴŜǎƛŀ ƘƛƳǎŜƭŦΣ ŀǘ {tw9tΩǎ 

press conference of the 8th of December, sought to hit the audience (2009y)Φ ά²Ŝ ǎǇŜŀƪ ŦǊƻƳ 

ƻǳǊ ƘŜŀǊǘέ ended up declaring the Tongan Environmental Minister (2009z), in an attempt to 

shake the emotions of the audience. The description of impacts and damages could even 

adopt a dramatic touch, such as the statement made by the Prime Minister of Cook Islands at 

ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘ ƭŜǾŜƭ ǎŜƎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ /htмрΥ  άǘƘŜ ƭƻǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƘƻƳŜǎΣ ƭƻǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦƻƻŘǎΩ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

churches, the graves of their departed ones, and fearful for the impending loss of their land 

and therefore their livelihoods, culture, identity and sense of belonging as a peopleά (2009g). 

AOSIS did not directly addressed at COP15 the issue of resettlement of populations due to loss 

of territory, believing it should not be considered yet at that time (2009y).  However, small 

island statesΨ  ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƻŦǘŜƴ argued that the issue of climate change as a threat to survival in 

order to support their requests and positions. The risk of disappearance could in this sense be 

considered as an extreme case of climate impacts and vulnerability. It was therefore used as 

an additional argument for the request on funding for adaptation. Threat to survival will be 

addressed in depth in the case study on the legally-binding claim.  

Another strong argument used by island countries noted that they did not cause the problem, 

ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜȅ Řƻ ŦŀŎŜ ƛǘǎ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎΥ ά.ǳǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘΣ ǿŜ ŜƳƛǘ ǾŜǊȅ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ŀƴŘ ȅŜǘ ǿŜ ǎǳŦŦŜǊ 

the consequences.  The large emitting countries must take responsibility for their pollutionέ 

declared the Prime Minister of Nauru, in its statement in the high level segment (2009g). 

LƴŘŜŜŘΣ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ǘƛƳŜǎ !h{L{ ƘŀŘ ƳŀŘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ άǇƻƭƭǳǘŜǊǎ Ǉŀȅ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜέ (IISD, 2008b; 

IISD, 2008c). In Poznan, Tuvalu asked for the consideration of the principle of State 

responsibility (IISD, 2008c). 
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To conclude, during negotiations small islands saw themselves in their right to request 

developed countries for the repair of the damage the later had caused, by means of financial 

resources for adaptation. Certainly, small islands held arguments that could provide them with 

a big negotiation advantage in the negotiations. By emphasizing their vulnerability to negative 

impacts of climate change and by presenting themselves as victims of a problem that they did 

ƴƻǘ ŎŀǳǎŜΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǎƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƻ ǘƻǳŎƘ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŀƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀǳŘƛŜƴŎŜΥ άǘƘƛǎ ƭƻǎǎ ŀƴŘ ŘŀƳŀƎŜ ƛǎ ƳƻǊŀƭƭȅ 

unacceptable, and humanly unjustέ, declared the Prime Minister of Cook Islands in its 

statement in the high level segment of the Copenhagen summit (2009g). Further matters in 

relation to morality, ethics and conscience will be examined afterwards in the discussion 

chapter. 

 

3. Strategies of leadership for support and promotion of the 

discourse 

3.1 Entrepreneurial initiatives:  

The demand for funding for adaptation was put forward through a sounded discourse, 

previously analyzed. It remains also relevant to investigate entrepreneurial strategies, formal 

and informal. Those sought to publicize, consolidate and spread this discourse in order to 

eventually convince the audience of its validity.  

3.1.1 Events to promote the discourse  

Small island countries organized several gatherings, events, and emitted declarations before 

and during Copenhagen, in the aim to settle and promote the request and discourse on 

funding for adaptation. This section makes a revision of those, as initiatives of entrepreneurial 

leadership. 

Towards COP15 

Concerns on the need for funding for adaptation were addressed on a regional level as well as 

in other gatherings organized before Copenhagen. 

Regional events: 

The Pacific Climate Change Roundtable held in October 2009 in Marshall Islands especially 

focused on the topic of adaptation. Participants to the session shared lessons and experiences 

about, inter alia, the urgency of the problem, concrete adaptation measures, and financing 

(Wontoon, 2009c). The organization of the event by SPREP reveals the importance of these 

concerns for Pacific island countries. To some extent, the meeting brought discussion on the 

issue, and served in the consolidation of the position and speech. 
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The Niue Declaration issued from the Pacific Islands Forum in 2008 did refer to the seriousness 

of the impacts that islands suffer from, and to the threat those represent for their existence. It 

also noted islands are the least contributors to the problem. However, concerns about finance 

stayed rather vague. The PIF, in its Niue Declaration had only asked for an increase in the 

financial support, which it requested to be immediate and effective, as well as new and 

additional (PIF, 2008). The Pacific of Call to Action on Climate Change of August 2009 showed 

in addition support for innovative sources of finance (PIF, 2009). 

In the Caribbean, the Liliendaal Declaration as well noted that Caribbean SIDS already suffer 

from climate change damages. In addition, it stated the need to prioritize a framework for 

finance that would cover adaptation needs of vulnerable countries such as SIDS and LDCs. 

Nevertheless, this declaration went further than Pacific ones, as it did refer to World Bank 

estimates, which amount to a total annual impact of potential climate change on all CARICOM 

countries of US$9.9 billion (CARICOM, 2009b). 

Other gatherings: 

¢ƘŜ !h{L{ 5ŜŎƭŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜ ōȅ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ άǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ {L5{ ǿƛǘƘ ƴŜǿΣ 

additional, predictable, transparent and adequate sources of grant-based financing to fully 

meet the adaptation needs of these particularly vulnerable countries, and ensure for SIDS that 

access is timely, direct, prioritized and simplifiedέ (AOSIS, 2009a:2). 

The Climate Vulnerable Forum also intended to promote the issue. At the first instance, the 

name given to this gathering -denoting the vulnerable feature of its participants- already 

reveals the discourse this forum held. Indeed, the statement issued from the meeting made a 

Ŏŀƭƭ ŦƻǊ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ άƎǊŀƴǘ-ōŀǎŜŘ ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜ ώΧϐ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘŀōƭŜΣ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜΣ 

ǘǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴǘΣ ƴŜǿ ŀƴŘ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭέΣ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ-led and on the basis of direct access. It is significant 

to remark the request for the amount of at least 1.5 % of developed countries GDP is stated 

(CVF, 2009:3). Although, the shares for mitigation and adaptation are not clarified. 

 

During COP15 

During the Copenhagen summit, country members of AOSIS organized several events to 

expose and promote their arguments and position on the need of adaptation and funding. 

For instance, an NGO from Tuvalu organized a stand for exhibition with the aim to show the 

climate change reality on their islands (Lal, 2009a). Also, the delegation of Kiribati organized a 

side event in which consequences of climate change were exposed and discussed, and showed 

in a movie (2009s). Oxfam International, a NGO focused on development and poverty 

eradication, organized a hearing event for vulnerable countries and small islands on the 

adverse effects of climate change (Lal, 2009b). These initiatives aimed at promoting the 

discourse of vulnerability and the suffering of islands from already occurring impacts. 

Also, in every press conference organized by small islands, the request on funding for 

adaptation was as well addressed. This reveals their strong stake on the issue. 
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3.1.2 Procedural strategic actions: 

As funding for adaptation remains a fundamental issue for AOSIS, the coalition and its country 

members pushed for its attention through several interventions and propositions in formal 

procedures of negotiations. Those aimed both at recognizing the special situation of 

vulnerability of islands, and at bringing concrete funding proposals to the table. 

Towards COP15 

During the negotiations, small islands repeatedly looked for the recognition of their 

vulnerabilities. First, when the working program of the AWG-LCA was established, they used 

some tactics to raise the issue for discussion, and to put it on the agenda. Indeed, AOSIS 

together with other countries proposed in Bangkok 2008 the creation of several specific 

workshops related to adaptation (IISD, 2008b).  In addition, island countries pushed for the 

inclusion, in reports and records of negotiations, of a mention to their special situation, in 

terms of vulnerability and exposure to climate change impacts (IISD, 2008b).  

Also, AOSIS presented an eleven-ǇŀƎŜ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ άǎƘŀǊŜŘ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴǎέ ŀǘ /htмпΦ 

In it, the need of funding for adaptation was clearly requested: άŀǾŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƴŜǿ ŀƴŘ 

sufficient financial resourŎŜǎ ώΧϐ ǘƻ ŀǎǎƛǎǘ ƛƴ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜ 

ŀŘŀǇǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎέ ŀƴŘ άŜƴƘŀƴŎƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ Ŧƻr recovery from 

extreme eventsέ (Pareti, 2008b).  

BesidŜǎΣ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƻƴ άǎƘŀǊŜŘ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴǎέ ŀǘ /ht мпΣ ¢ǳǾŀƭǳ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ 

of the principle of State Responsibility in COP14 in the negotiated text (IISD, 2008c). This 

allusion to international law reveals the approach taken by several island countries, in which 

developed countries indeed have breached and have the obligation to repair the damages for 

which they are responsible. 

In terms of bringing concrete funding proposals to negotiations, in order to put forward their 

demands, island countries were as well considerably active. As previously mentioned, AOSIS 

and its members recommended several times the establishment of an Adaptation Fund, under 

the mandate of the UNFCCC (IISD, 2007; IISD, 2008b; IISD, 2008d; IISD, 2008c; IISD, 2009d).  

¢ƘŜ ŀǊŎƘƛǘŜŎǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ ŦǳƴŘ ǿŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ōȅ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎΩ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎΦ For instance,, in its 

declaration, AOSIS demanded for the emplacement of the Headquarters of a Convention 

Adaptation Fund Board in Barbados (AOSIS, 2009a). 

Related to the latter, more remarkable procedural interventions of small islands sought 

transparency and facilitation of the funding process, notably through the decentralization of 

system of governance for adaptation. In this sense, small islands asked for the hold of several 

sits on the Board of the Protocol Adaptation Fund, which they eventually obtained (Wontoon, 

2009a). 

¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ōȅ ¢ǳǾŀƭǳ ƛƴ .ƻƴƴ L ŦƻǊ ŀ ά/ƻǇŜƴƘŀƎŜƴ tǊƻǘƻŎƻƭέ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ 

approach, rather emphasizing the role of recipient countries. It included the creation of a 
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Multilateral Fund for Climate Change, filled by mixed sources of finance ςparties  and other 

donors contributions, levies concerning maritime and aviation transport, share of proceeds 

from the trading of units, and contributions from the Kyoto Adaptation Fund. This fund would 

hold five discrete ǿƛƴŘƻǿǎΥ aƛǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴΣ w955Σ ¢ŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅΣ LƴǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ !ŘŀǇǘŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ǳǾŀƭǳΩǎ 

proposal also suggested the establishment of a Climate Impact Rehabilitation Facility as an 

ƛƴǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳ άǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ƭƻǎǎ ŀƴŘ ŘŀƳŀƎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜέΤ ŀƴŘ ŀ 

/ƭƛƳŀǘŜ /ƘŀƴƎŜ /ƻƳǇŜƴǎŀǘƛƻƴ aŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳ άǘƻ ŀǎǎƛǎǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ 

ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ ƭƻƴƎ ǘŜǊƳ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎΦέΦ Lǘ ŀƭǎƻ 

put forward the creation of Regional Adaptation Centers and of an Adaptation Expert 

Committee (UNFCCC, 2009a)Φ ¢ǳǾŀƭǳΩǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ ŦƻǊ ŀƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Yȅƻǘƻ tǊƻǘƻŎƻƭ 

resolve that a share of proceeds issued from project activities of emission reductions under the 

KP and also from the issuance of AAUs should cover administrative expenses and also assist 

adaptation costs of vulnerable countries (UNFCCC, 2009b). 

 

During COP15:   

AOSIS proposals presented at COP15 included elements concerning funding for adaptation, 

which followed the ones stated on the AOSIS Declaration.  

According to AOSIS proposal, the suggested Multilateral Fund should have six funding windows 

concerning: Adaptation, Mitigation, REDD, Insurance, Capacity Building and Technology. 

CƛƴŀƴŎŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ƳƛȄŜŘ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΦ !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘΣ ƛƴ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ǘƻ ¢ǳǾŀƭǳΩǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭΣ 

AOSIS does not directly include aviation and maritime transport levies but rather suggests 

further research on the topic -the explanation of this difference will be further addressed in 

the discussion chapter. Moreover, it establishes that the Executive Board of the fund should 

ƘŀǾŜ {L5{ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴΦ !h{L{ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ŎǊŜŀǘŜǎ άŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƳŜŎƘŀnism addressing risk 

management and risk reduction strategies and insurance related risk sharing and risk transfer 

mechanisms, including mechanisms to address loss and damage from the impacts of climate 

ŎƘŀƴƎŜέ (AOSIS, 2009f:9). AOSIS proposals for amendments to the Kyoto Protocol intended 

ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊƭȅ ǘƻ ¢ǳǾŀƭǳΩǎ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛǾŜ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ƻŦ ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ ŀŘŀǇǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ 

countries (AOSIS, 2009f). 

 

To conclude the section on entrepreneurial initiatives, it can be said that SIDS intended to give 

promotion to their discourse and demands on funding for adaptation by organizing events as 

well as by formally intervening and furthering formal UNFCCC negotiations 
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3.2  Intellectual leadership  

Small island states made few times reference to reports and studies issued from reputed 

institutions. In this sense, they intended to prove the support from the scientific and expert 

community on the issue. Nevertheless a concrete sum of money was not at the center of the 

request, which rather kept framed by words ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜέ ƻǊ άŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜέΦ  

At the SPREP first press conference, when requested by a journalist to give an estimation of a 

concrete amount of funding, pacific representatives kept on citing studies from UNDP, the 

World Bank or the UNFCCC. Indeed, UNDP estimated the need for 86 million US$, while the 

UNFCCC report on financing referred to 0.3 to 0.7% of the global GDP in 2030 and 1.1 to 1.7% 

of global investment in 2030 (Jackson, 2009c).  

Similarly, the president of the Republic of Nauru, at its formal statement of the opening 

session of the high level segment of COP15, referred to 100 US$ billion per year for adaptation 

in developing countries that  the World Bank had estimated (2009u). 

In this sense, small island states preferred to make use of external expert sources when rarely 

giving estimations of the finance needed. In the case of funding for adaptation, SIDS did not 

make science on their own. They made use of reputed sources, although on a rare basis, and 

ask for a άƳŀƧƻǊ ǉǳŀƴǘƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎέ (2009y). Intellectual leadership 

was not sought, and science rather served as an auxiliary tool to concretize finance that should 

be άŎƻƳƳŜƴǎǳǊate to the level of the damages we have already sufferedέ- as the 

representative of Grenada, Ambassador Dessima Williams noted (2009p). 

 

3.3  Environmental leadership 

Small islands took some adaptation initiatives domestically. In this way, they intended to show 

environmental leadership, and demonstrate they are coherent with their discourse and 

demand for funding for adaptation. It would be difficult to note all; however, this section 

describes several of them.  

Successful funding of National Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPAs): 

In the first instance, it is relevant to note the successful behavior of Samoa and other SIDS 

regarding NAPAs in application process for the LDCs Fund. Indeed at COP14 in 2008, the GEF 

ǇǊŀƛǎŜŘ {ŀƳƻŀΩǎ b!t! ŘŜŎƭŀǊƛƴƎ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴost successful one submitted by an LDC. In the 

ǇǊŜǎǎ ōǊƛŜŦƛƴƎΣ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘΥ ά[ŜǘΩǎ ƎƛǾŜ ŎǊŜŘƛǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ [5/ǎ ƭƛƪŜ {ŀƳƻŀ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ ŀƘŜŀŘ ŀƴŘ 

really pioneers and leaders ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ b!t! ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴέ (Jackson, 

2008). In fact, by holding this proactive attitude domestically, this small pacific island country 

might have gained credibility in the eyes of the rest of the international community. Certainly, 

after this recognition of the GEF, Samoa might appear to be a serious country that takes 

successful action to gain financing for its national adaptation plans. 
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Continuing with concerns on NAPAs, by December 2009 few other island countries -apart from 

Samoa- had successfully received funding. According to data from the UNFCCC website on the 

issue, Tuvalu, Maldives and Cap Verde were the ones having completed the application 

process of elaboration of a NAPA (UNFCCC, 2010c). Indeed, this finding might provide these 

three SIDS with some credibility in the eyes of other negotiating players. Although, on the 

other hand, those three SIDS remain few. 

Ongoing regional programs: 

Regional adaptation actions are being undertaken in the Caribbean and in the Pacific to cope 

with climate impacts and risks. Some of those measures are noted below. 

The Pacific Adaptation to Climate Change Programme (PACC) is a regional initiative for 

adaptation aiming to build resilience in 13 PICS11 within three key areas: food production and 

food security, coastal management, and water resource management. Launched in June 2009 

in Samoa, the initiative has achieved to be funding by the GEF, with US$13.125 million dollars. 

UNEP and SPREP are the implementing agencies of this plan (Nakalevu, 2009).  With the launch 

of this program, Pacific islands intended to show they had established a regional plan of action 

by themselves, which would demonstrate certain environmental leadership on the issue in 

view of the coming COP15. 

Lƴ ǘƘŜ /ŀǊƛōōŜŀƴΣ ¢ƘŜ /////Ωǎ ƻƴƎƻƛƴƎ Ƴŀƛƴ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƻƴ ŀŘŀǇǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ {ǇŜŎƛŀƭ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ ƻƴ 

Adaptation to Climate Change (SPACC). It came after several other adaptation related projects 

implemented since 1997: the Caribbean Planning for Adaptation to Climate Change, consisting 

in monitoring of climate and sea level and the elaboration of databases; the Adapting to 

Climate Change in the Caribbean Project, which rather focused on risk management, public 

education and elaboration of adaptation plans for water, agriculture, food, and health sectors; 

the Mainstreaming and Adaptation to Climate Change project, aiming to continue on the basis 

of the previous projects and to building capacity to reduce vulnerability to climate change 

(CCCCC, 2011a). 

The SPACC is funded by the GEF and is implemented since 2007, until the end of 2011. It aims 

άǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ōȅ 5ƻƳƛƴƛŎŀΣ {ŀƛƴǘ [ǳŎƛŀ ŀƴŘ {ŀƛƴǘ ±ƛƴŎŜƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ DǊŜƴŀŘƛƴŜǎΣ ǘƻ 

implement specific integrated pilot adaptation measures addressing the impacts of climate 

change on the natural resource base of the region, focused on biodiversity and land 

degradation along coastal and near-Ŏƻŀǎǘŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎέ (CCCCC, 2011a). 

Besides, in July 2009 the CCCCC prepared a strategic framework for CARICOM Heads of State 

that would provide a roadmap for action for the period 2009-нлмр ǘƻ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ /ŀǊƛōōŜŀƴΨǎ 

resilience to climate change impacts. The framework was based on past CCCCC experiences 

and proposed complementary activities under the following four main axes:  

                                                
11 Cook Islands, Federated States of Micronesia, Fiji, Nauru, Niue, Palau, Papua New Guinea, Republic of 
the Marshall Islands, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu and Vanuatu 
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άмΦ Mainstreaming climate change adaptation strategies into the sustainable development 

agendas of CARICOM states. 

2. Promoting actions to reduce greenhouse gas emissions through energy efficiency, 

conservation, and switching to renewable energy sources. 

3. Encouraging action to reduce the vulnerability of natural and human systems in 

CARICOM countries to the impacts of a changing climate. 

4. Promoting action to derive social, economic, and environmental benefits through the 

ǇǊǳŘŜƴǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǎ ƛƴ /!wL/ha ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΦέ (CCCCC, 2009:iv 

emphasis added). 

 

These programs and initiatives attest the willingness of the Pacific and the Caribbean regions 

to undertake action towards adaptation to climate change. It reveals that they do want to be 

also part of the solution. 

Small islands speeches: 

At Barcelona in November 2009, in the closing plenary speech of the AWG-LCA, Grenada in 

ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ !h{L{ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ άǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ōȅ !h{L{ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ 

developing countries to ŀŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘέ (IISD, 

2009e:14).  This declaration seeks to show the audience that small island and vulnerable 

countries already undertake adaptation action by themselves. It remains a tactical statement 

aiming to gain some prestige for negotiations on adaptation. 

During COP15, several references were made to already ongoing domestic adaptation actions. 

The Samoan Ambassador to the UN, Ali'ioaiga Feturi Elisaia, ŘŜŎƭŀǊŜŘ ƛƴ {tw9tΩǎ ǇǊŜǎǎ 

ŎƻƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜΥ ά²Ŝ are doing things individually in our own countries in the resource constrains 

that we face [...]. At the strategic level we are ensuring that climate change is integrated in our 

own development planning. At the community level we are also having projectsέ (2009y). 

 

To conclude matters on environmental leadership, SIDS are already taking some adaptation 

measures on an individual basis. Some NAPAs have been successfully submitted, and regional 

programs have been already established. Publicity of these actions actually might serve to 

justify and reinforce the discourse held by SIDS. In this sense, in the context of vulnerability 

and climate effects they promote, adaptation measures are necessary, and when undertaken 

by SIDS they might be interpreted as a remarkable performance in the eyes of other players. 

They are not passive victims of the climate change problem, but instead remain active in 

coping with the impacts. 

 

4. Influence on the process and outcome 

It is now time to assess the influence ŀƴŘ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ {L5{Ω intervention on the issue of funding 

for adaptation. Supporters of the same pledge are noted, and the discourse-coalition AOSIS 
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belonged to regarding this issue is investigated. Then, statements of other parties are 

analyzed, and also their actions, in order to reflect on the whole progress of discussions, and 

eventually assess the success or failure of small islands in putting forward this issue. 

4.1. Discourse coalition with other players  

The request of funding for adaptation is in fact a request of the whole G-77, as all developing 

countries are in demand of finance to adapt to climate change. The individual fight of AOSIS is 

to receive special attention concerning distributional aspects of such finance (Forner, 2011). 

Other vulnerable countries, as AOSIS, also demand a distinction from the rest of receivers of 

funding.  Within the whole context of the international climate negotiations, it could be said 

there is a discourse-coalition on the matter, gathering the most vulnerable countries. SIDS, the 

African Group and LDCs indeed all request special access to funds. LDCs, at Bangkok 2009 

demanded that 70% of the funds to be destined exclusively to LDCs, SIDS and African Countries 

(IISD, 2009d). 

Nevertheless, it would be questionable to say that the most vulnerable countries act together 

on this issue, as they actually compete for the same resources. It is important to note that it 

exists ŀ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ άŦƛƎƘǘ ŦƻǊ ŀŎŎŜǎǎing the fundsέ, as giving preference to one party induces less 

money for others (Forner, 2011). It is therefore understandable to note that the different 

groups held different strategies. For instance, LDCs opted to make mention to concrete 

amounts of finance. At Bangkok 2009, LDCs fixed their request to an amount of 1.5% of the 

GDP of developed countries (IISD, 2009d).  

In addition, NGOs Ψsupport to developing countries with regards to funding for adaptation was 

also noticeable before and during Copenhagen. A report of research distinguished two 

different messages promoted by civil society in relation to the issue (Dahan et al., 2010). The 

first one denoted an obligation of developed countries to reduce emissions and to support 

developing countries with their needs, in a context of solidarity and historical responsibility.  

¢Ƙƛǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ Ƴŀƛƴƭȅ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ά¢Ŏƪ¢Ŏƪ¢ŎƪέΣ ƎŀǘƘŜǊƛƴƎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ 

NGOs, Organizations for International Solidarity and NGOs for Human Rights. The second 

approach was going a step ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊΣ ŀƴŘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄƛǎǘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀ ά5Ŝōǘέ ǘƘŀǘ 

developed countries hold since the industrial revolution; a debt issued from the abusive use of 

the atmosphere as a common resource. This position, which is more drastic, was held by the 

ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ά/ƭƛƳŀǘŜ WǳǎǘƛŎŜ bƻǿΗέΣ ƎŀǘƘŜǊƛƴƎ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ bDhǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƛǾƛƭ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ 

(Dahan et al., 2010). These two messages reveal that the demand for funding for adaptation 

was also part of the discourse of some civil society groups. Those insisted on the idea that 

developed countries are responsible for the problem, and that because of this responsibility,  

they own assistance to developing countries.  
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4.2. Discursive hegemony  

It is interesting to investigate how the general discussion recognized the need for adaptation 

and finance, and even revealed a sort of discursive hegemony. Although at the end, COP15 did 

not come up with an outcome fully satisfactory for small islands. 

Informal negotiations of preparation for Copenhagen acknowledged the need of funding for 

adaptation in developing countries. For instance, the Greenland Dialogue recognized that 

adaptation had been neglected for too long for the least developed and the most vulnerable 

countries. It acknowledged that the existing scheme was neither sufficient nor effective, and 

that new and additional, innovative and mixed sources of finance were needed. The Greenland 

Dialogue remained hopeful as its expectations for Copenhagen were ƘƛƎƘΥ ά!ŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎƛƴƎ 

that donor countries have a bad track record of delivering on pledges, ministers opted for a 

ǇŀǊŀŘƛƎƳ ǎƘƛŦǘ ōŜȅƻƴŘ нлмнέ (2009n:2). 

Formal COP decisions also reveal how common positions on the issue evolved. Already at Bali, 

ǘƘŜ /ht ŘŜŎƛŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ƻƴ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀŘŀǇǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ άǘŀƪƛƴƎ ƛƴǘƻ 

account the immediate needs of developing countries that are particularly vulnerable to the 

adverse effects of climate change, especially LDCs, SIDS aƴŘ !ŦǊƛŎŀƴ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎέ (IISD, 2007). At 

tƻȊƴŀƴΣ ǘƘŜ /ht ŀŎŎŜŘŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ǘƻ D9CΩǎ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ 

to improve efficiency and transparency of the process (IISD, 2008c). 

Recognition of these matters can be also observed when reminding individual statements of 

powerful parties. The EU, at the formal negotiating meeting held at Accra in August 2008, 

undertook the procedural initiative to ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜ άǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ŀ /ƻǇŜƴƘŀƎŜƴ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ 

on adaptation, which would provide for the scaling up of financial resources and investment 

for adaptation, integration of adaptation into national planning, and support for vulnerable 

countries to formǳƭŀǘŜ ŀŘŀǇǘŀǘƛƻƴ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎά (IISD, 2008d:4). Also the US, in a 

ǇǊŜǎǎ ŎƻƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƘŜƭŘ ŀǘ /htмр ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άƴƻōƻŘȅ Ƙŀǎ ƳƻǊŜ ƭŜƎƛǘƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ǘƘŀƴ 

ǘƘŜƳ ώǎƳŀƭƭ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎϐέ (2009l). On the other hand, emerging developing emitters such as China, 

India, and Brazil as well agreed on prioritizing funding for adaptation for SIDS and LDCs (Dahan 

et al., 2010). 

At the Major Economies Forum on Energy and Climate summit, rich countries gave 

ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ Ψǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǇƭŜŘƎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŀŘŀǇǘŀǘƛƻƴΥ άbƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ are 

they most affected but they have contributed the least to the build up of greenhouse gases in 

the atmosphere. Further support will need to be mobilized, should be based on need, and will 

ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǘƻ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜΦέ (MEF, 2009b:3). Transparency on 

the process and equity, effectiveness and efficiency were values as well referred to in the 

Declaration (MEF, 2009b). The MEF seemed to advocate for the same principles as the 

demanded by small islands. 

In this sense, it could be said that small islands concerns on means for adaptation were widely 

recognized and acknowledged by the rest of the international community. There was indeed a 

sort of discursive hegemony on the issue. However, to the eyes of AOSIS, concrete and 
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satisfactory offers from developed countries were lacking. The events of the COP15 summit 

and the final outcome recall this insight; they are exposed below.  

Regarding the short term, several offers of funding had been put on the table at COP15, such 

as a British proposal that was followed by offers from Sweden, Holland and Belgium (Jackson, 

2009a). Those amounted to 23 billion US$ (2009|). Small island states did argue that those 

were insufficient, in demand for additional long term finance (2009a). Finally, the Copenhagen 

Accord established the provision of a fast start finance amounting to 10 US$ billion annually 

for the period 2010-2012, for both adaptation and mitigation on the short term. For this short 

term provision, access to adaptation finance was prioritized for the most vulnerable countries 

(LDCs, SIDS and African countries), which is in fact a noticeable achievement for AOSIS. 

Regarding the long term, the Copenhagen Accord proposed a Green Climate Fund, with the 

goal of mobilizing 100 billion US$ annually by 2020 (UNFCCC, 2010a). This followed an initiative 

of the US, who announced at the high level segment its intention to raise this amount of 

finance for developing countries (Komai, 2009e). 

It remains relevant to pay attention to the principles of the provision of this long term finance 

agreed in order to actually understand whether AOSIS achieved its claims. The Green Climate 

Fund sought to άŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘǎ ƻŦ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎέΤ the share destined for 

adaptation, mitigation or other purposes was nevertheless not clarified. It was also stated that 

ǘƘƛǎ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŀƛǎŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŘƛǾŜǊǎŜ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΥ άǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜΣ ōƛƭŀǘŜǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ 

ƳǳƭǘƛƭŀǘŜǊŀƭΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎέΤ still, the concrete share of public and private 

sources remained undefined. This was in fact a matter of serious disagreement between 

developed and developing countries. Furthermore, the Copenhagen Accord assured the 

ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ƴŜǿ άŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ŦǳƴŘ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ƎƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ 

providing for equal representation of developed and ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎέ (UNFCCC, 

2010a:7). Though, such a governance structure was not made explicit in the text. 

Two insights are to be extracted from this long term outcome. On the one hand, it lacked 

delivering concrete procedures and governance structures. It did not provide concrete steps 

for posterior operationalization of the fund (Dahan, 2011; Forner, 2011). In this sense AOSIS 

did not obtain what it demanded. On the other hand, the Copenhagen Accord did state the 

intention to establish a Green Climate Fund. This was a positive outcome, as it set the 

principles for basis for further agreement on the issue. In this sense, it should be understood 

as an agreement which was not formally approved by the COP, and represented an 

intermediate step towards the summit of COP16 in Cancun, where the Green Climate Fund 

was eventually formally established (Forner, 2011). 

 

5. Conclusion 

The demand on funding for adaptation of SIDS was mainly put forward through the strategic 

use of discourse on vulnerability. They employed arguments such as the already occurring 

impacts of climate change and the dramatic risks they are facing. By insisting on these matters, 
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they sought to touch the emotions and eventually convince their audience. Entrepreneurial 

initiatives were undertaken, such as organization and participation in informal events aiming at 

promoting these ideas, and such as the formal steps carried out under the UNFCCC to push for 

formal consideration on the issue. In addition, SIDS benefitted from the publicizing of their 

domestic adaptation measures and successful stories of NAPAs. With those, they could justify 

their discourse. They indeed intended to demonstrate that, despite being vulnerable, they are 

already taking action because they have to. 

Funding for adaptation is actually a demand common to all developing countries, although 

AOSIS put specific emphasis on the need and access to it for the most vulnerable countries ς

i.e. African countries, LDCs and SIDS. It is interesting to assess that it existed an apparent 

discursive-hegemony ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ άŜǉǳƛǘȅέΣ 

άǘǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴŎȅέ ŀƴŘ άŀŘŜǉǳŀŎȅέ for adaptation finance appeared to be acknowledged by 

developed countries. The study of this case suggests that some positive proposals and offers 

were indeed made at Copenhagen by developed countries. The finance for short term 

conceded special attention to SIDS, African countries and LDCs, which already represents a 

certain achievement. Regarding the long term, a fund was proposed with some vague 

governing principles in view of future adoption and concretization.  

Nevertheless, Small islands states had demanded for Copenhagen more tangible outcomes, 

ready to be operationalized. In fact, after all, developed countries are the ones holding the 

economic power to decide whether or not and in which amount, funding is to be disbursed. By 

a discourse of vulnerability and victimhood, small island states stand in a position in which 

they basically just claim for assistance. They do not dispose of a heavy negotiating leverage in 

this case, as they can merely rely on their domestic measures (Forner, 2011). In this sense, the 

structural disadvantage of small island countries hinders them in achieving their demand of 

funding for adaptation, and anything they obtain has to be seen as an incipient achievement.  
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/ƘŀǇǘŜǊ сΥ ! ƭŜƎŀƭƭȅ-ōƛƴŘƛƴƎ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜ 

 

1. Introduction 

The Kyoto Protocol will expire in 2012. The purpose of negotiations was therefore to figure out 

an international policy measure that would keep on with the first climate regime. For that, two 

tracks of discussion were established. Namely, one that would address the continuation of the 

Kyoto Protocol and new emission reductions targets for Annex I countries; another track would 

serve to raise concerns on other relevant issues, with a broader scope, in the sense to better 

implement the objectives of the UN Framework Climate Change Convention. AOSIS advocated 

for the maintenance of both tracks. They claimed for a legally-binding outcome to be agreed at 

Copenhagen, by opposition to a political declaration. This case study revises the arguments 

employed in the discourse of SIDS, as well as events and formal initiatives undertaken to 

ensure this demand was achieved. Finally, the impact of small island statesΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ 

assessed. Discourses and positions of other negotiating parties are evaluated, as well as the 

progress of the events and the final outcome agreed at Copenhagen. 

 

2. Discourse 

2.1. Requests  

The need to come up with an outcome at Copenhagen was a recurrent concern during the 

years of the Bali Action Plan.  Small island parties wanted to ensure that negotiations at COP15 

ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ŜƴŘ ǳǇ ŦŀƛƭƛƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ŀ άǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭέ ŀƴŘ άŀƳōƛǘƛƻǳǎέ 

outcome (IISD, 2009i; IISD, 2009h). The issue of the legal nature of the outcome arose late 

before the deadline of COP15, in last six months of negotiations. Discussions turned then to 

address concerns on the concrete form of the outcome and its legal character. It eventually 

became a main issue for AOSIS during the last tract of negotiations.  

It was in April 2009, at Bonn I, when parties presented formally their proposals for decisions in 

view of the next COP15. Tuvalu and Papua New Guinea were the SIDS taking the initiative to 

present proposals. In reports of negotiations of this summit, it is reported that Tuvalu urged 

ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ tǊƻǘƻŎƻƭΩǎ ŀǊŎƘƛǘŜŎǘǳǊŜΣ ŀƴŘ ŎƭŀƛƳŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘǿƻ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ (IISD, 2009i). 

In October 2009 at Bangkok, AOSIS joined developing countries in expressing concerns against 

the attempts from developed countries to merge LCA and KP tracks (IISD, 2009d).  

In fact, the intention of non-Annex I countries was to keep the two separate tracks of 

negotiations. In this sense, the Kyoto Protocol would not fall apart while a new framework 

ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ όǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ [/!ύ ƛƴ ǇŀǊŀƭƭŜƭΦ .ȅ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Yt άŀƭƛǾŜέ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ 

commitment period, developing countries intended to secure binding mitigation targets as 

well as to preserve the principle of historical responsibility of Annex I countries (Dahan, 2011; 
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Fry, 2011). However, as seen in chapter 3, in Ad Hoc meetings towards COP15, discussions on 

Yȅƻǘƻ tǊƻǘƻŎƻƭΨǎ continuation became stagnant. At Barcelona, Grenada on behalf of AOSIS 

called for a proof tƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ tǊƻǘƻŎƻƭ ǿŀǎ άƴƻǘ ŘŜŀŘέ, and it demanded parties to fulfill the 

mandate of the AWG-KP by agreeing on an amendment to the Kyoto Protocol (IISD, 2009e).  

In the AWG-LCA, it asked for the conclusion of the work at Copenhagen, and called for a 

άƭŜƎŀƭƭȅ-ōƛƴŘƛƴƎέ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜΣ ŀƴ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ƻƴƭȅ ǳǎŜŘ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ōȅ ǘƘŜ !ŦǊƛŎŀƴ DǊƻǳǇΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƭŀƛƳ 

for a legally-binding outcome started then to be echoed by small island countries from that 

moment on, and became especially repeated in COP 15 by their representatives and 

ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜǊǎΦ ά[ŜƎŀƭƭȅ-ōƛƴŘƛƴƎέ ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ the adoption of policy measure that denotes 

obligation of the parties signing it, that establishes mechanisms and consequences of not 

compliance, and that needs of a process of formal ratification at the national level (Forner, 

2011).  

Lƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜΣ ŦƻǊ !h{L{Σ άƭŜƎŀƭƭȅ ōƛƴŘƛƴƎέ ƳŜŀƴǎ the agreement of a new 

and broader Protocol, plus the continuation of the KP through a second commitment period 

(Fry, 2010)  

While the deadline approached, island countries constantly rejected attempts to lower 

expectations for Copenhagen and often expressed their refusal to weaker outcomes such as 

political statements (IISD, 2009e; IISD, 2009h). Tuvalu, in its speech at the COP plenary on the 

9th of December declared:  

άaȅ ǇǊƛƳŜ ministers and many other heads of state have the clear intention to come to 

Copenhagen to sign a legally binding agreement. Nothing less. No political declaration, no 

accord, of set of cop decisions will undermine our resolveέ (2009h). 

 

2.2.  Arguments: 

Small island countries put forward several arguments in their discourse that justified their 

demand for a legally binding outcome. Those were related to the seriousness of the problem 

and the opportunity brought by the political momentum created. They are exposed in detail 

below. 

The argument of survival was present in the two previous case studies:  1.5º C with the 

ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ άмΦр ǘƻ ǎǘŀȅ ŀƭƛǾŜέΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ƻŦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ŀŘŀǇǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀƴ 

extreme scenario of climate change threat. Still, it remains relevant to go more in depth with 

it, in study of the legally binding claim. The threat to survival argument was also used in small 

ƛǎƭŀƴŘΩǎ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜΣ ŀǎ a serious reason for which an outcome with legally-binding nature at 

Copenhagen needs to be agreed. 

!h{L{ ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘ ƛƴ .ŀƭƛ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀƛƳ ƻŦ άǇǊŜǎŜǊǾώƛƴƎϐ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀǎ ŀ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅέ (IISD, 

2007)Τ ǘƘŜƴΣ ƛƴ tƻȊƴŀƴΣ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻŀƭƛǘƛƻƴ ŀǎƪŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ άǎŀŦŜƎǳŀǊŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎέ (IISD, 

2008c). The first time small islands usŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άǎǳǊǾƛǾŀƭέ ŀǎ ǎǳŎƘ ǿŀǎ ŀǘ .ƻƴƴ L ƛƴ !ǇǊƛƭ 

2009; from then onwards it remained anchored in their discourse. Indeed, as the deadline of 
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Copenhagen approached, the concept gained strength and eventually became one of the main 

arguments of the whole discourse of SIDS. Survival was claimed in every speech of small island 

ǎǘŀǘŜǎΩ tǊƛƳŜ aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊǎ at the high level segment of the Copenhagen summit (2009g). 

The aim was to transmit the idea that any agreement to be adopted at COP15 would have to 

ensure and guaranty the survival of SIDS as well as of the rest of the planet. Actually, 

interestingly, the ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎΩ ǎǳǊǾƛǾŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ǇƭŀƴŜǘ ΩǎǳǊǾƛǾŀƭΦ .ȅ ŜƴƭŀǊƎƛƴƎ 

the scope of the concept of survival, small islands intended to convince their listeners, in order 

for them to also perceive the absolute necessity of agreeing on an effective outcome. Indeed 

ŀǘ {tw9tΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǇǊŜǎǎ ŎƻƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜΣ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘΥ ά!ǘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘΣ ǿŜ ǎƘŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ƘƻƳŜέΦ /ŀǇ 

Verde, on the COP plenary of the 9th ƻŦ 5ŜŎŜƳōŜǊ ƛƴŎƛǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ άŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƳ ώƛƴƘŀōƛǘŀƴǘǎ ƻŦ 

ǎƳŀƭƭ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎϐ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴŜǘέ ŀǊƎǳƛƴƎ that small islands not only remain at the 

front line of climate change, but they merely precede the rest of the countries (2009h).  

Hence, SIDS aimed at transmitting the gravity of the issue through the concept of threat to 

survival of islands and, by extension, of the rest of the countries. This was a powerful 

argument used in their attempts to obtain a legally-binding outcome at Copenhagen. 

Another discursive tactic was to emphasize the urgent character of the issue. Small islands 

considered climate change could not wait anymore, and that an accord had to be arranged at 

COP15. At Bonn I, Tuvalu asked for accelerating actions towards a solution. The Prime Minister 

ƻŦ aƛŎǊƻƴŜǎƛŀ ŘŜŎƭŀǊŜŘΥ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ǳǊƎŜƴǘΣ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ŘŜƭŀȅ ƛǘ ŀƴȅ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀƴ urgency of 

ǿŀƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ŀ ŘŜŀƭ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ /ƻǇŜƴƘŀƎŜƴέ (Ronneberg, 2009). 

Besides, small islands wanted to make use of the political momentum that the Copenhagen 

summit represented. Copenhagen was seen by small island countries to be the decisive place 

and moment to safe the future of the humanityΦ 9ȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άbƻǿ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜέ (Prime 

Minister of Cook IslandsύΣ άǘƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛƴƎ ƳƻƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ƘŜǊŜ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǿέ όPrimer Minister of Solomon 

Islands), ƻǊ ά²Ŝ Ƴǳǎǘ ŀŎǘ ƴƻǿέ όGrenada Prime Minister of Grenada) reveal the high 

expectations that vulnerable islands had for the COP15 summit (2009f; 2009g). According to 

small islands, if agreement was not reached at Copenhagen, it seemed it would be never 

possible again.  

It is relevant to remark that during the whole preparation and process of Copenhagen, small 

islands tried to transmit an impression of hope. Despite facts, still a meaningful arrangement 

could be made. Indeed, during the first week of COP15, many representatives expressed that 

their expectations for the conference remained high, such as Ambassador Colin Beck, from 

{ƻƭƻƳƻƴ LǎƭŀƴŘǎΥ ά²Ŝ ŎƻƳŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ƘƻǇŜ ŀƴd with a lot of positive spiritέ (Kibikibi, 

2009a). !ƳōŀǎǎŀŘƻǊ ²ƛƭƭƛŀƳǎ ŘŜŎƭŀǊŜŘ άǿŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊŀƎŜŘέ (2009d). A Youth delegate 

ŘŜŎƭŀǊŜŘΥ άIƻǇŜ ƛǎ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ L ǿƛƭƭ ƘƻƭŘ ƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǾŜǊȅ ŜƴŘέ (Komai, 2009c). The 

Copenhagen conference ǿŀǎ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ άIƻǇŜƴƘŀƎŜƴέΦ This revealed the expectation that 

something still could be done regarding climate change; even though impacts were already 

affecting, a solution issued from COP15 could still limit further damages.  

During the high level segment of COP15, Prime Ministers of Solomon, Tuvalu, Samoa and 

CŜŘŜǊŀǘŜŘ {ǘŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ aƛŎǊƻƴŜǎƛŀ ŀƭƭ ƳŀŘŜ ǳǎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǇŜŜŎƘŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ άǎŜŀƭ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŀƭέ 
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(2009g). This was a recurrent slogan used to put pressure on world leaders for a meaningful 

agreement; it actually made part of an UN initiative which will be analyzed later on in this 

chapter.  

 

To conclude, small island countries made use of a strategic discourse to justify the need of an 

outcome at COP15, which had to be legally-binding. They made emphasis on the magnitude of 

the problem (threat to survival), the urgency of the problem, and the appropriate environment 

created at the summit of Copenhagen:  

ά¢ǳǾŀƭǳΩǎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ Ƴŀƴȅ Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΣ ǊŜǎǘs on a fully fledged legally 

binding outcome in Copenhagen. Let us together, create a historical moment in time and sign. 

CƻǊ ¢ǳǾŀƭǳΩǎ ǎŀƪŜ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƪŜ ƻŦ ƘǳƳŀƴƛǘȅΣ ƭŜǘΩǎ ǎŜŀƭ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŀƭΣ ǊƛƎƘǘ ƘŜǊŜΣ ǊƛƎƘǘ ƴƻǿΦέ 

Statement of the Prime Minister of Tuvalu at the high level segment of the Copenhagen 

conference (2009g). 

 

3. Strategies of leadership for support and promotion of the 

discourse 

3.1. Entrepreneurial initiatives 

Several entrepreneurial strategies intended to push for the discourse explored previously. 

Events and initiatives aimed at recalling the urgency and the concern of climate change. In 

addition, SIDS were determined to achieve the legally-binding agreement through key 

interventions in the formal process of negotiations. Because of the nature of the demand, 

initiatives seeking intellectual leadership are not relevant for this case. In terms of measures of 

environmental leadership, both domestic mitigation and adaptation actions would be relevant 

to recall revealing a serious concern on the problem; although, those have been already 

addressed in the two previous case studies. 

 

3.1.1. Events to promote the discourse 

During the two years before COP15, a number of events and initiatives organized by island 

countries sought to raise attention on the climate change problem, in a way they promoted 

serious growing concerns on the issue and the need for a solution.  

Small islands undertook several initiatives with the aim to spread their discourse on climate 

change as a threat to survival, and urge the international community to take action. Two 

initiatives have to be highlighted. First is the request of Pacific SIDS to address and research on 

climate change as a Security issue. The initiative succeeded as in September 2009, the UNCHR 

issued a report on these matters (Knox, 2009). Secondly, Maldives undertook steps towards 
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deepen research and conversation on climate change implications for Human Rights. 

Eventually, the concerns were addressed in June 2009 by the Human right Security Council 

(2009m). In fact, these two initiatives led by small islands are a proof of the intention to shape 

climate change as an issue that represents a threat to security and an outrage to Human rights; 

in other words, an serious issue that threats integrity and survival of populations. 

On regional level, it is interesting to analyze how, in the years before COP15, small islands put 

forward some political meetings and declarations, and mere promotional actions towards the 

adoption of a new climate agreement.  In the two years before Copenhagen, the Pacific 

appeared considerably active on the issue of climate change. Indeed, the first time that the 

Pacific Islands Forum addressed climate change was in its gathering of August 2008 at Niue. 

Since then, a number of political meetings were organized, as it was noted in Chapter 3.  

In addition, SPREP designated 2009 as the Pacific Year of Climate Change, with the slogan: 

άhǳǊ /ŜƴǘǳǊȅΩǎ /ƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜΣ hǳǊ tŀŎƛŦƛŎ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜέ (Wontoon, 2009b). This initiative sought to 

ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊŜ ǘƘŜ ƳƻƳŜƴǘǳƳΣ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘƛƴƎ ǇŀŎƛŦƛŎ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎΩ ǎǘŀƪŜ ƛƴ ǊŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ŀƴ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ 

December. By organizing awareness activities and promotion events, SPREP sought to raise 

concerns on the issue. Training workshops for media to report COP15, a school competition, or 

ǘƘŜ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀǿŀǊŘǎ ƛƴ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƳŜŘƛŀΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ŀǊŜ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǳƴŘŜǊǘŀƪŜƴ 

within the Pacific Year of Climate Change campaign (SPREP, 2003-2011). 

On the other hand, in the Caribbean region, CARICOM was also relatively active in 2009 in 

addressing the climate change issues on a political level. As indicated in Chapter 3, multiple of 

meetings were held, in order to form a common approach to the issue, and to prepare the 

intervention at COP15. The Liliendal Declaration, which stated the Caribbean position for 

COP15 was issued in July 2009. 

¢ƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜ ƻŦ ŀ άƭŜƎŀƭƭȅ-ōƛƴŘƛƴƎ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜέ ŀǊƻǎŜ ƭŀǘŜ ƛƴ ǘƛƳŜΤ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ƴƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇǊƛƻǊ 

initiatives nor the AOSIS Declaration stated this ŎƻƴŎǊŜǘŜ ŘŜƳŀƴŘΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎΩ ǳǊƎŜƴǘ 

concern on the need for an outcome at COP15 was often transmitted in meetings. Indeed, the 

tŀŎƛŦƛŎ LǎƭŀƴŘǎ CƻǊǳƳ /ŀƭƭ ǘƻ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ ǎǘŀǘŜŘΥ ά²ƛǘƘ мнн Řŀȅǎ ǘƻ ƎƻΣ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ 

is not on track to achieve the outcome we need unless we see a renewed mandate across all 

participating nationsέ (PIF, 2009:1). Also, the Liliendaal Declaration of CARICOM advocated for 

woǊƪƛƴƎ άǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ǳǊƎŜƴŎȅ ŀƴŘ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ŀǊǊƛǾƛƴƎ ŀǘ ŀƴ ŀƳōƛǘƛƻǳǎ ŀƴŘ 

ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ /htмрέ (CARICOM, 2009b:2). Finally, the Climate Vulnerable 

CƻǊǳƳ ƘŀŘ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊŜŘ άǘƘŜ ǳǊƎŜƴŎȅ ƻŦ ŎƻƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ŀƴ ŀƳōƛǘƛƻǳǎΣ ŦŀƛǊ ŀƴŘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ƭŜƎŀƭ 

ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ŀǘ /htмр ƛƴ /ƻǇŜƴƘŀƎŜƴέ (CVF, 2009:1). 

 

3.1.2. Procedural strategic actions 

The main formal initiatives put forward by SIDS in the race to Copenhagen were the proposals 

Tuvalu and the AOSIS coalition presented and forwarded. Consideration is given in this section 

to these two key steps to ensure a legally-binding outcome and to influence formal 

negotiations.  
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 ¢ǳǾŀƭǳΩǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ and interventions: 

UNFCCC procedural rules state that parties who want to present texts for possible new 

protocols (Convention Article 17) or amendments to the Protocol (Protocol Articles 20.2 and 

21.3) have to do it at least six months before the session they might be adopted. Indeed, at 

Bonn II, Tuvalu had engaged a procedural step to put forward and to ensure a legally-binding 

outcome at Copenhagen, proposing several documents. A first set of documents were 

amendments to the Kyoto Protocol; a ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƻƴŜ ǿŀǎ ŀ ƴŜǿ ǇǊƻǘƻŎƻƭ άǘƻ ǎŜǘ ƛƴ concrete the 

.ŀƭƛ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴέ; a third one related to immunities for persons serving under KP bodies(Fry, 

2011). 

When at Copenhagen, on the 9th,10th and the 12th of December, the COP and COP/MOP came 

to address agenda items regarding consideration of proposals both under the Convention and 

for amendments to the Kyoto Protocol. Tuvalu intervened very sharply, as exposed below.  

On the COP plenary of the 9th of December, Tuvalu was the first in taking the word, and asked 

for the establishment of formal contact groups for discussion on the proposals for new 

Protocols put on the table in Bonn II. Despite the opposition of India, Saudi Arabia, China, 

Venezuela, Tuvalu ƪŜǇǘ ƻƴ ƛƴǎƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŀǘ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀ άǇǊƻǇŜǊ 

considerŀǘƛƻƴέ ƻƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀƎŜƴŘŀ ƛǘŜƳ. Eventually, as consensus was not reached, the president 

decided informal consultations would be held. Consequently Tuvalu called for the suspension 

of the meeting (2009h).  

This agenda item was addressed again several days later, on the 12th of December. The 

presidency decided to continue the informal consultations. Then, Tuvalu intervened with a 

very emotional speech expressing its disaccord (2009k). 

At the COP/MOP session of the 10th of December, Tuvalu again was the first party in taking the 

floor, and called for the establishment of a contact group to address the proposals for 

amendments to the KP. Developing countries expressed their request of continuing the KP 

with a second commitment period, while developed countries preferred to concentrate efforts 

on the LCA track. As consensus was not reached, the presidency opted for informal 

consultations on how to proceedΦ ¢ǳǾŀƭǳ ŘŜŎƭŀǊŜŘ άǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ƛǎ ŀ 

conclusion that we ŘƻƴΩǘ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘέ (2009i).  

On the next session on the 12th of December, Tuvalu intervened questioning the procedures 

followed by the presidency. Moreover, it declared: ά²Ŝ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƎŜƴŘŀ ƛǘŜƳ ǘƻ ōŜ 

ǎǿŜǇǘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǊǇŜǘέ. Eventually, the deadlock was not resolved, and informal 

consultations continued (2009j). 

To conclude, Tuvalu intervened often and strictly at these plenaries. Indeed, its delegate 

notably pushed for the formal consideration of these items, a position that received support 

from many other island and vulnerable countries. This procedural initiative reveals how the 

achievement of a legally binding agreement ςin form of a proposal for amendments to the KP 

plus another one for a new άCopenhagen Protocolέ- was a central and essential issue for small 

islands to be achieved at Copenhagen. 
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 !h{L{Ω ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭs: 

During COP15 AOSIS worked for the elaboration of its proposals, which were released on the 

11th of December. They were then distributed informally among the other parties for 

recognition and support, in an attempt to serve as a basis for discussion on a legally-binding 

agreement (Fry, 2011). AOSIS, as well, put forward both a set of amendments to the Kyoto 

ProtoŎƻƭ ŀƴŘ ŀ ά/ƻǇŜƴƘŀƎŜƴ tǊƻǘƻŎƻƭέ. The Protocol was set up on the form of an 

international agreement to be adopted at COP15.  

It remains interesting to note that AOSIS insisted in its immediate operationalization. Indeed, if 

by the 1st of January 2012 it would not have entered into force, its signatories would have to 

apply it with a legal provisional character (AOSIS, 2009f). 

A relevant difference between !h{L{Ω ŀƴŘ ¢ǳǾŀƭǳΩǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎΣ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ άƭŜƎŀƭƭȅ-

ōƛƴŘƛƴƎέ ƛǎǎǳŜΣ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ άƭŜƎŀƭƭȅ ōƻǳƴŘέΣ ŀƴŘ to what extent. As 

already slightly mentioned in the 1.5ºC chapter, Tuvalu did stated that non-Annex I parties 

should take voluntary reduction commitments in the prolongation of the KP. AOSIS, as a 

coalition preferred not to directly refer to emissions reductions targets of emergent big 

emitters for the post-2012 KP. Nevertheless, in its proposal for the άCopenhagen Protocolέ, 

AOSIS developed the concept of Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Plans, which refers to 

involvement of developing countries in the scheme. The coalition as well insisted on the issue 

ƻŦ άƳŜŀǎǳǊƛƴƎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ ǾŜǊƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴέ ōȅ ǇǊƻǇƻǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǊŜƎƛǎǘǊȅ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ǘƘŜ 

implementation of those NAMAs. AOSIS as well dedicated an article to the issue of compliance, 

pushing the COP to approve procedures to detect and address cases of non-compliance. These 

differences in approaches will be further addressed in the discussion chapter. 

 

To conclude, in the aim to ensure the desired legally-binding outcome, SIDS made sounded 

procedural movements. Tuvalu individually presented proposals for both the KP and the LCA 

tracks according to the six months rule, and intervened soundly in plenaries of COP and 

COP/MOP to give consideration to them. AOSIS also worked on proposals and released them 

at Copenhagen, in the aim to serve as basis for informal discussions. These two steps are very 

relevant as they relate to the formal procedures for the formal approval of a legally binding 

outcome. The following section addresses whether or not those eventually succeeded, and 

how discussions on the issue actually evolved.   

 

4. Influence on the process and outcome 

4.1. Discursive hegemony  

A number of mobilizations, initiatives and declarations would lead to think that the whole 

international community agreed on the need for a legally-binding outcome. 
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Civil society managed to express its high expectations with regards to what should be the 

result of the conference. Mobilizations before and during Copenhagen transmitted the 

considerable attention civil society paid to the evolution of the climate discussions. A 

demonstration on the 12th of December gathered 50 000 participants; it was the most 

important protest ever on the issue of climate change. It indeed held a variety of messages; 

ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘƻǎŜΣ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŘƛǎǘƛƴƎǳƛǎƘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀƛƳ άCƻǊ ŀ CŀƛǊΣ !Ƴōƛǘƛƻǳǎ ŀƴŘ .ƛƴŘƛƴƎ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘέ 

(Dahan et al., 2010).  

¢ƘŜ ¦b ƘŀŘ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘŜŘ ŀ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άǎŜŀƭ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŀƭέΦ Lǘ ǎƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƻ ǎǘƛƳǳƭŀǘŜ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ 

ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǎƛƎƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ŀ άŦŀƛǊΣ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜέ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜ (IISD, 2009b). 

Furthermore, powerful parties had openly declared their good will regarding the issue. The 

Declaration issued from the MEF stated that its participants, the richest economies of the 

ǿƻǊƭŘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ άǎǇŀǊŜ ŀƴȅ ŜŦŦƻǊǘ ǘƻ ǊŜŀŎƘ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ /ƻǇŜƴƘŀƎŜƴέΦ aƻǊŜƻǾŜǊΣ ƛƴ ŀ ǇǊŜǎǎ 

conference at COP15, Australia on behalf of the Umbrella group recognized the need for a 

legal binding agreement (Jackson, 2009b). Finally, the Danish Prime Minister, president of the 

COP during the high level segment of the summit, expressed his intention to work towards and 

aŎƘƛŜǾŜ ŀ άǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜέΦ  

However, these words of good will and the apparent discursive hegemony on the need of an 

outcome in fact covered quite divergent positions in terms of what the outcome would 

actually be. Positions of the different players on the continuation of KP, and on their 

participation in the scheme led to a positional deadlock in formal negotiations, as exposed 

below. 

As a starting point, it is essential to recall that the US had not ratified the KP. Therefore the US 

did not participate in discussions of the prolongation of the KP track. The inclusion of the US in 

a post-2012 frame was only addressed under the LCA track, therefore under a broader new 

Protocol. In reaction to this, the rest of developed countries bound to emissions reductions 

under Kyoto delayed and refused the continuation of the KP until the US would be included in 

the scheme. Therefore parties such as Canada, Australia and Japan preferred to push the 

discussion towards a new and more inclusive agreement under the LCA, leaving aside the KP 

track (Forner, 2011). The EU was generally supportive of the KP. Although, its intervention at 

Copenhagen revealed its underlying doubts on whether or not keeping the push for it (Fry, 

2011). A report of research on the Copenhagen conference notes that at COP15, the EU 

abandoned the KP track (Dahan et al., 2010). 

The negotiator for Tuvalu, Ian Fry, argues that the US was in fact bound to its domestic politics. 

It could not bring anything substantial to the international climate discussions. This had the 

consequence of inhibiting the rest of the players to deliver commitments (Fry, 2011). Namely, 

the rest of developed countries, but also the big emergent countries. 

The inclusion of big emergent countries was another issue central to the debate. The 

argumentation of the US was to refuse any participation in a post-2012 scheme unless those 

big emergent emitters, namely China, India, and Brazil would be also included. Some other 

developed countries such as Japan, and Russia, and also the EU (but less) requested 

commitments from those developing countries who also have considerable emissions (Forner, 
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2011). The discussion on the inclusion of big emergent emitters turned to focus on issues of 

reporting of verification of their voluntary mitigation measures, included in a broader post-

2012 framework (i.e. LCA track). Those countries refused to be monitored by an international 

scheme under the Convention (Burger et al., 2009a). 

The discussion, therefore, left aside the continuation of the Kyoto Protocol, which was initially 

a claim of the whole developing countries group. As explained, it represented for AOSIS and 

other vulnerable countries the insurance of post-2012 binding mitigation targets. China and 

the rest of big developing emitters also supported the KP; it is speculated that the reason of 

this support might be the maintenance of Annex I and non-Annex I division provided by the KP 

(Li Lin, 2009). 

Consequently, there was a positional deadlock regarding the type of outcome to be agreed at 

Copenhagen, initially provoked by the fact that neither the US, neither China wanted to be 

legally-bound to an agreement (Forner, 2011). 

To understand the final outcome of Copenhagen, the role of the Danish Presidency in guiding 

negotiations has also to be recalled. Indeed, the Danish had raised very high expectations 

towards COP15. They had held informal consultations under the Greenland Dialogue in the aim 

to foster the talks and achieve an agreement for the deadline. An ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀƭ ά5ŀƴƛǎƘ ǘŜȄǘέ ǿŀǎ 

distributed among limited number of parties, as a parallel process to the formal LCA and KP 

tracks, which were, already before COP15 starting to block the bargaining (Forner, 2011).  

Eventually, at the end of the summit of Copenhagen, considering the positional stagnation 

among parties in formal negotiation tracks, ǘƘŜ 5ŀƴƛǎƘ tǊŜǎƛŘŜƴŎȅ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ŀ άCǊƛŜƴŘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

/ƘŀƛǊέ ƎǊƻǳǇ ŦƻǊ ŘǊŀŦǘƛƴƎ ŀƴ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜΦ ¢ƘŜ meeting was held closed-door, gathering about 25 

heads of State and government, selectively chosen by the Presidency (Forner, 2011). Those 

eventually produced the Copenhagen Accord, which is a mere declaration of intentions. The 

document was made public by the US President Barack Obama, after another closed- door 

meeting with leaders of the big emergent countries. It was posteriorly presented to the COP 

for adoption (Forner, 2011).  

Informal procedures are in fact usual for fostering international agreements (Forner, 2011). 

The UNFCCC Secretary General Yvo de Boer argued that the Copenhagen Accord was in fact an 

attempt to unblock the situation, in view of further continuation of the process (2009|). 

However, it provoked criticism among the excluded parties, who accused the process to be 

ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǳƴǘǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ά5ŀƴƛǎƘ ǘŜȄǘέ ǿŀǎ ƭŜŀƪŜŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ōŜƎƛƴning of the summit and 

developing countries accused the Presidency to bypass the formal talks (Komai, 2009b). Ian 

Fry, representative of Tuvalu, criticizes the initiatives of the Presidency, which he considers 

downplayed the expectations at a too early stage (Fry, 2011). 

In fact, the formal tracks, through which AOSIS and especially Tuvalu had put more efforts for 

ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ ǘƘŜ άƭŜƎŀƭƭȅ-ōƛƴŘƛƴƎέ ŘŜƳŀƴŘΣ ŜǾŜƴǘǳŀƭƭȅ ŦŀƛƭŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜ /ƻǇŜƴƘŀƎŜƴ !ŎŎƻǊŘ ǿŀǎ then 

raised through an informal procedure. It had afterwards to be formalized again, through the 

acceptance of the rest of parties, and a COP adoption. The interviewees Amy Dahan and 

Claudio Forner explained that neither the US nor China actually wanted to be legally-bound to 



 

92 
 

an agreement, and that this was originally the reason to eventually produce a political 

declaration (Dahan, 2011; Forner, 2011). In these terms, the Copenhagen Accord is rather 

weak, as it is a political declaration which does not refer to obligations of emissions reductions 

ς it gives priority to national policies and does not impose targets-, nor to mechanisms of 

compliance (Dahan et al., 2010). 

Island country leaders who were ŎƘƻǎŜƴ ǘƻ ōŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ άCǊƛŜƴŘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƘŀƛǊέ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ 

were the Prime Ministers of Papua New Guinea, Maldives, and Grenada. The first country held 

an individual agenda based on REDD and had in fact withdrew from the AOSIS coalition the 

previous week, the second maintains close relations with developed countries. The third, 

chairing the AOSIS coalition, ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǾƻƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ {L5{ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ άCǊƛŜƴŘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

/ƘŀƛǊέ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ (Forner, 2011).  

However, the end of the conference was approaching, and island ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎΩ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ 

the produced political Accord did not remain united. Already island countries had started to 

differ in opinions when negotiations seemed to fail. While a negotiator for Kiribati declared 

that its bottom line could be a strong political statement (Smith, 2009b), the Prime Minister of 

Tuvalu strongly kept on saying that he would not sign anything less than a legally-binding 

agreement (Kibikibi, 2009b). Whether to support or oppose the Copenhagen Accord came at 

the center of the polemic within the AOSIS group. Eventually, at the moment of the formal 

vote in the COP plenary, some island countries expressed their approval to the Copenhagen 

Accord, while other kept opposed to it.  Discussion on specific cases of support and opposition 

to the Copenhagen Accord will be addressed in the discussion chapter.  

 

From the above, it can be concluded that the need of an agreement at Copenhagen seemed to 

be a widely spread idea, an hegemonic discourse. However, it actually hid divergent positions 

among parties, regarding who should be involved in the scheme and the form of the outcome. 

It seemed that, in view of this stuck points in the bargaining, the final outcome of Copenhagen 

could not be more than a political statement drafted informally, and answering the will of the 

most powerful countries: the Copenhagen Accord.  

 

5. Conclusion 

The claim for a legally-binding agreement was promoted though an argumentation based on 

the seriousness and magnitude of the problem, urgency, and the political momentum created 

at Copenhagen. Very significant were the formal interventions of small island countries to put 

forward the concern. The presentation of a proposal by Tuvalu in accordance to the six months 

rule, the elaboration of common proposal by AOSIS during Copenhagen, as well as the 

interventions and blockages of plenaries, were procedural steps in the aim to secure a legally-

binding agreement at COP15.  
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It seemed all rest of parties - not only vulnerable parties and civil society- agreed in this goal of 

ǊŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ŀƴ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ άƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭέΣ άŀƳōƛǘƛƻǳǎέΣ άōƛƴŘƛƴƎέΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊ, the 

evolution of the formal talks before and at the conference of Copenhagen revealed the true 

divergent positions on the form of the outcome and the inclusion of key parties in the scheme. 

The formal way of negotiations failed to reach any agreement. As a consequence, the informal 

processes initiated by the Presidency took over the formal ones, and the Copenhagen Accord 

was informally drafted. The two key actors to be involved in the achievement of a legally-

binding outcome, US and China, in fact did not want to be legally-bound. They managed to 

exert their structural power to avoid it.  
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/ƘŀǇǘŜǊ тΥ 5ƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ 

 

1. Introduction  

The study of the three cases, previously realized in chapters 4, 5, and 6 presented some 

interesting findings. A review of them is made in this section, as they serve as basis for 

discussion. They allow extracting broader insights on the intervention of small island countries 

in climate negotiations for the post-2012 regime. 

It was emphasized in the chapter regarding the request of 1.5ºC limit in temperature rise that 

small island countries pushed for the promotion of this number through several fronts. They 

made use of promotional campaigns and events, and did not cede in their negotiating position 

until the very end of the formal bargaining process, which allowed a mention to 1.5ºC in the 

final Copenhagen Accord. Some domestic mitigation actions were also promoted to show a 

positive environmental image despite their condition of low emitters. Interestingly, they also 

pushed for the adoption of this number through the argument of science and demonstrated 

the intention of holding intellectual leadership on this issue. AOSIS achieved to gather 

followers among renowned scientists, civil society groups, and other country parties of the 

bargaining (over a hundred UN parties in total at COP15). However, the concurrent number 

2ºC finally dominated policy formal and informal discussions. Powerful advocates for 2ºC had 

since long time before Copenhagen ensured the prevalence of this number. The competition 

between the two numbers hid important interactions between science and policy. 

Concerning the demand on funding for adaptation, small island countries relied on a discourse 

of vulnerability and victimhood, seeking to touch the emotions of their audience. In terms of 

entrepreneurial leadership, informal events were organized and also formal procedural steps 

were undertaken to ensure a mention in COP decisions of their special conditions and threats 

to climate change. They also promoted their already ongoing domestic adaptation measures in 

order to prove the necessity of their concern and also their pro-active attitude despite their 

condition of vulnerable. The outcome of Copenhagen reveal that there was a certain 

achievement for AOSIS, as a short term provision of finance was established, and a long term 

fund was proposed by developed countries. AOSIS obtained preference of access to the short 

term finance. Though, the long term fund was in fact not established; the Accord proposed 

some vague governing principles, which apparently seemed positive for AOSIS in view of a 

posterior formal establishment, but still lacked meaning, as they missed to be concretized for 

operationalization. Developed countries are in fact providers of the funds, and therefore 

holders of the economic power in this issue; they have the last word on the issue of financing 

adaptation. 

In order to secure the claim for a legally-binding outcome at the COP15, small island countries 

most significantly undertook formal procedural initiatives, such as the suggestion of proposals 

and sounded interventions in plenaries. Despite the apparent discursive hegemony advocating 

for an outcome at Copenhagen, there were in fact too divergent positions in terms of the form 
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of the outcome and the inclusion of key parties, which blocked the formal bargaining. Those 

key parties were the powerful US and China; they refused to be legally-bound to an 

agreement.  Formal talks eventually failed in ensuring a legally-binding agreement. A parallel 

informal process that the Danish Presidency had previously initiated took over and eventually 

culminated in a closed-door άCǊƛŜƴŘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƘŀƛǊέ meeting. A limited and selected number of 

parties, represented at the presidential and ministerial level finally drafted the Copenhagen 

Accord, which is a political agreement, far from been legally-binding.  

 

From the study of these three cases emerge common features and transversal issues relevant 

for the analysis of the intervention and success of small island countries in negotiations 

towards a post-Kyoto climate regime. This chapter reflects on those. Indeed, it first assesses 

the impact of small island states strategies under the two main theoretical approaches used 

for the elaboration of this thesis. It first focuses on matters of discourse-coalition and 

hegemony, and then on the dimensions of the concept of leadership. The next section 

discusses on the intra-coalition dynamics, and how those might have affected the influence of 

AOSIS in the negotiating process an outcome. The last section reflects on the conceptual 

framework used for this thesis. 

  

2. Influence of SIDS in climate negotiations: Discourse-coalition 

approach 

Formation of discourse-coalitions was assessed in the three case studies. The following section 

brings additional insights that emerge from common outcomes of these cases. The overall 

impact of small island states in climate negotiations is therefore analyzed under a discourse-

coalition approach (Hajer, 1995).  

In this sense, the concept of story line put forward by Hajer (1995) is useful to resume small 

island states discursive tactics. SIDS indeed positioned themselves according to a relatively 

simple and concrete story-line, under which were gathered a mix of arguments, perceptions, 

knowledge and ideas. It is exposed in the paragraph below: 

IǎƭŀƴŘǎΩ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ōegins with the arguments of their little contribution to the problem and their 

high vulnerability. They extensively express their perceptions of what climate change means 

for them. They indeed claim that they are confronted to very serious risks and that they 

already suffer from strong impacts on ecosystems and livelihoods. Their integrity and even 

their survival are in danger. They present the situation as critical and urgent. As a consequence 

of the previous, they position themselves as victims of the whole situation. They therefore 

consider being in the right to request strict targets ςi.e. 1.5ºC-, to ask for measures of 

assistance and attention ςi.e. funding for adaptation-, and to demand immediate committed 

action ςi.e. a legally-binding agreement at Copenhagen-.  
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This simplified narrative explains the general positioning of small islands in climate 

negotiations with regards to other players. Moreover, it is the element that sticks island 

parties together, and makes of AOSIS such a strong coalition in the international arena (Forner, 

2011). Small island countries indeed gather and form a solid union around this story-line. 

Following IŀƧŜǊΩǎ όмффрύ theory, it would be expected that the discourse derived from this 

story-line would gain adepts and form coalitions, as the story-line produces a discourse, which 

might recall άŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎέ ŀƳƻƴƎ ƛǘǎ listeners. It remains interesting to highlight 

here that the LDCs group and the African group coincided with AOSIS in its three main claims 

for Copenhagen. It could be said that a discourse-coalition of vulnerable countries took form, 

although the LDCs, African and SIDS groups held relatively specific and different voices in the 

negotiations (Forner, 2011). In this sense, a report of the conference emphasized the fact that, 

at Copenhagen, differing positions emerged within the developing countries group, G77 plus 

China. The voice of vulnerable countries appeared to be especially differentiated in the 

confrontation of Tuvalu to India and Saudi Arabia in the COP plenary (Burger et al., 2009a). 

SIDS also formed a discourse-coalition with civil society groups; it remains interesting to 

investigate those here. Similarities have been found among civil society and small islandsΩ 

pledges in the three cases studied. A legally binding outcome, a fund for adaptation, and a 

limit of 1.5ºC of temperature rise were demands strongly claimed by diverse civil society 

groups as well. In fact, ƎǊŜŀǘ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ bDhǎΩ ǎƭƻƎŀƴǎΣ initiatives and activities actually gave 

promotion to smaƭƭ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎΩ Ƴŀƛƴ ŘŜƳŀƴŘǎ ŀǘ /ƻǇŜƴƘŀƎŜƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ƳŀŘŜ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 

founder of 350.org Bill McKibben is an example of the positioning of civil society matching with 

ǎƳŀƭƭ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎΩ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎΥ άbDhǎ ǿŜ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǊƳȅ ōŜƘƛƴŘ !h{L{Σ 

behiƴŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ōǊŀǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǿƛǎŜ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎέΦ  

Some dŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀŦǘŜǊ ¢ǳǾŀƭǳΩǎ Ŏŀƭƭ ŦƻǊ ǎǳǎǇŜƴǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ht ǇƭŜƴŀǊȅ are very significant. 

Indeed, following the sounded intervention of Tuvalu, civil society groups demonstrated inside 

the center of the conference, ǳǎƛƴƎ ǎƭƻƎŀƴǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ά[ƛǎǘŜƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎέΣ ά¢ǳǾŀƭǳέΣ άǎǳǊǾƛǾŀƭέΤ 

videos of these protests are posted on Youtube (SarahRifaat, 2009). Figure 6 presents a picture 

of those demonstrations. 
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Figure 6: Civil society (350.org) in support of small islands concerns, in the Bella Center (IISD, 2009a) 

 

Therefore several civil society groups remained close to small islands concerns, and a 

discourse-coalition took form in this sense. They gave promotion to small ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎΩ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 

claims. In theoretical literature, Young (1989:371) referred to these matters in its model of 

institutional bargaining:  άŜȄƻƎŜƴƻǳǎ ǎƘƻŎƪǎ ώǘƻ ǘƘŜ ōŀǊƎŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƛǘǎŜƭŦϐ ƻǊ ŎǊƛǎŜǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƘŜ 

probability of success in efforts to negotiate the terms of internationŀƭ ǊŜƎƛƳŜǎέΦ Lƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ 

this, Carter (2007) did mention the lobby role of NGOs putting attention and pressure on policy 

makers to take action. Indeed, Ian Fry ςchief negotiator for Tuvalu- confirmed in the interview 

for this thesis that civil society actions άŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƘŜƭǇŜŘέ (Fry, 2011).  

Besides the previous, it has to be reminded that small islands and NGOs have a long history of 

cooperation. As Betzold (2010) had reported in her study, negotiations experts from 

organizations such as FIELD provided help and legal support for small islands. In Copenhagen, 

this assistance continued as for instance an ex-FIELD staff member was negotiating for 

Micronesia (Fry, 2011). This assistance from scientific and NGO experts did bring some 

strength to SIDS at Copenhagen (Forner, 2011). 

Also, discourse analysis theory interprets discourse as a strategic tool serving ǘƻ άǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŜ 

ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ƛƴ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǿŀȅέ (Hajer, 1995:53), and to expand among listeners a specific 

perspective or definition of the problem. The definition of the climate change problem by 

islands and vulnerable countries contrasted with the one of the United States and China, who 

rather framed it as an economic and energetic issue (Dahan, 2011). The difference actually 

becomes remarkable when paying attention to the names of the different forums presided by 

US and Maldives, in preparation for the COP15 summit: ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅΣ άaŀƧƻǊ 9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŜǎ CƻǊǳƳ 

on EƴŜǊƎȅ ŀƴŘ /ƭƛƳŀǘŜέ ŀƴŘ ά/ƭƛƳŀǘŜ ±ǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ CƻǊǳƳέΦ IŜƴŎŜΣ ǇƻǿŜǊŦǳƭ ŀƴŘ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ 

parties held two very different approaches on the same problem.  

http://www.iisd.ca/climate/cop15/pix/9dec/DSC_8183 tuvalu.jpg

























































