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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 sutrimiDecember 2009. Based on the
analysis of the content of primary and secondary sources, and on thrdepih interviews, this

study make use of several theoretical concegtdimensions of leadership, discoursealition

and discourse hegemonyo idenrtify 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 1.5°C above-ipoustrial levels, funding for
adapation, and a legalhpinding 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 éndimate debate, and eventually
secured some small points the final Copenhagen Accord. However, the lack of structural power
AySoAaiGlrofte KFENYSR {L5{¥Y¥ STF¥F2NIazx IyR la I 02y
achieved in the negotiations of Cageagen.
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One year ago, | was actually starting another thesis research. | was trying to go to my beloved
Bhutan, and to work on a totally different topic. As it turned impossible | had quickly to switch to
new matters, and the tiny sking islands started to ring a bell in my mind. Slowly but consistently,
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. | am in fact grateful to them, as they atlome to
overcome the previous disappointment from the Bhutanese project. | did not notice the transition
from one topic to another. And today, at the end of this second and definitive thesis, | sometimes
even forget about that previous difficult period.

My interest for this topic came from several components. International politics, the candent issue
of climate change, and the point of view of the powerless, all combined, were attracting me since
the beginning. And | can say that the motivation kept onadng all along the process. Of course,
this thesis could not have been possible with the advice, help and support of several people, to
whom | would like to express my gratitude.

First, to my supervisor, Arthur Mol. He was very positive since the firg tim met. The talks
were always instructive and motivating. | would always go out of our meetings with a new idea or
inspiration.

Then, to my three interviewees. | am very glad | had the opportunity to talk to such professionals.
The interviews brought messential information and details for the thesis. But they also brought
me other reflections. | got impressed by the definitive role of poweticedthat initiative and
commitment areboth essential to geheard. And | came to concludkat dividing e 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 fath@oducer 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.

My friends back in Spain fdheir loyalty. Their encouragements arrived always when needed.

And of course, here in Wageningen, the people with whom | have been living and sharing
everything. The Spanish family of the beginnings. The whole 5C family, its nucleus and its
extensions along theemerations. Also, the forum people, the librahesis people, the luncht-
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every single day, and for being always always there.
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whole time, from the desktop of my computer.
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Figure 1 Countries belonging to AOSIS
Figure2CNJ} YS62N] 2F lylfeéaira 2F {L5{Q AyiSNBSy

Figure 3 Chrondogical succession dbrmal and informal negotiations previous to the
Copenhagen summit

Figure 4 Chronological succession of regional events in the Pacific and the Caribbean
previous to the Copenhagen summit

Figure 5Chronological succession of events during the summit of Copenhagen

Figure 6 Civil society (350.0rg) in support of small islands concerns, in the Bella Center
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1. Problem Description

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

have been largely addressed by scholars. In factumber of themapproachit as ananarchic
international systemn which individual sovereign states paifiate. Realist scholars emphasize

0KS LINBGIFtSyOS 2F LINIASAQ AYRAOGARIzZf AydSNBadi
solution. They hold a rather pessimistic approach, in which negotiations towateihational
environmental agreements reveal the actual exercise of power of one powerful actor ovansoth

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

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

states are able to understand the absolute benefits that cooperation and agreements bring
(Connelly and Smith, 20p3

The role of powerless actors in international environmental agreements, and concretely regarding
the issue ofclimate change has been ofteninterpreted in a NorthSouth approachGupta,
200%Roberts and Parks, 2006Rather, this thesis intends to focus one concree group of
powerless actors in the context of an international environmental regime, concretely Siaald
DevelopingStates (SIDS) dimate change

To situate and understandsmall island countries in thelimate changesetting, their small
contribution to the problem has first to be highlighte@limate changé 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 naaadhphysical processes of

the planet(IPCC, 20Q® Ly FIF OG5z { Lae{responsiblé df RS $hank0DORE of(i K S &
G201 t S(Betzald 2020¢).a ¢

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

GLY 020K figurativk sefshllsrhall islafiddXate atthlS G FNB Yy Gt Ay Sé 2F Of A Y
(Diarra, 200836)

SIDSare expected to strongly suffer from impacts ofimate change the most critical being
extreme weather events, sesurface temperaturéncrease and sebevel rise(IPCC, 2007 More
frequent and intense hurricanes and storms surges are likely to happen, provoking inundations
and erosion in coastal zoneassually the most populatedreas 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 gaicultural production (IPCC, 20Q7 Also, rise in sea surface
temperature causes ch@es in ocean waters circulation, which might affect ecosystems and
fisheries. Warmer waters, sdavel rising, turbidity, nutrient and chemical pollution, as well as
natural hazards, all together present a great risk for survival of coral reefs and iy CC,
2007). Islands are very much at risk of dewel rise as many of theniké the ones of the Pacific
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and the Indian Ocean, are low lying above the see I@®elling and Uitto, 200 & 9 Sy Y2 RS &
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

0 S I O @8lagand Uitto, 20056).

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 PagiticCaribbean; even, Kiribati

and the Maldives have alrdg lost some of their islandaOSIS, 2009e

The UN (2010:25) states in a report:
GThe very physical survival of several sisédind developintates is at stakp..]¢ ®

Small developing islands possess political, social, econordie@avironmental intrinsic factors
which make them especially highly vulnerable to external shocks sudimade changgPelling

and Uitto, 200). Indeed, small size and population of SIDS in combination with reduced natural
resources are the cause for naliversified economies and for high dependency on coastal
resources. They are also very dependent on external finance and trade. On the otldertigin
remoteness hinders and delays communications and transjod, isolates them from markets
(Pelling and Uitto, 2001UN, 2010. In environmental terms, small islands possess fragile
ecosystems, and are generally located in zones prone to natural disdd#RSE, 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 theievafhiity

to impacts ofclimate changdlPCC, 2007

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

networks and markets is the cause of their geopolitical weak(fRsHing and Uitto, 2001 In fact

SIDS have been politically marginalized from the intéomal community (Ashe et al., 1999
GblGA2yLFf LRfAOE OK2A0S Ay avlIitf adlridSa ara 02y
(Pelling andJitto, 200157).

Consequently, small developing islands remain amongcthmtriesmost directly threatened by
climate changein termsboth of strength and immediacy of the impacts. Moreover, they possess
intrinsic characteristics that induce a lowagtive 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 glad political arena. In view of this mismatch, it is relevant to investigate
what is the role and strateggf SIDS in international climate negotiations.
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2. Aimand research questions

The aim of this research is to investigate the role of Smklhd statesn the climate change
regime, by exploring their strategic influence in the negotiations towards and dufieg
Copenhagesummit

Following this main objectivehé questions guiding this research are as follows:

1. What were the position and the discourseadopted by smallisland statesin climate
negotiationstowards and duringhe Copenhageisummit?

2. What strategies were undertaken by small islands to influence climate negotiations towards
and duringthe Copenhageisummit?

3. To what extent didsmall islandseventually succeed to impact negotiations and the final
outcome ofthe Copenhagesummit?

3. Scopeof the research

3.1. Smallislandstates, SIDS and AOSIS

It remains important to clearly define whicket of small islandds the focus of this research.
Indeed, small islands gather in several groups.

A group of 52 Smalkland 2velopingStates (SID$)athers under the United Nationhe goal of
this formation is the promotion of their Sustainaldlevelopment, as thegharesimilar physical
and structuralchallenges to their developmefy NDESA, 2007 The SIDS group includes islands
from the Pacific, the Caribbean, the Indian, Africa, and South China Sea. NevertheRetgphs
(2010 specifies in her research, SIDS does not only refer to islands whisimatle developing,
and states. It also includes territories that are rather larget islands but lowyingsmall coastal
territories?, developedsmallcountrie§, or territories which are not statégBetzold, 201

The Alliance of Smd#land sates(AOSIS) was created at the Second World Climate Conference in
Mpdnd ! h{L{Q &db8IOyad doCloblydmyd @epydtigtisig vaick for SIDS in the UN

& & & ((AOBES, 2009pA0SIS is actually the formation which speaks on behalf of Stih®@ate
changenegotiations. In December 2009, it was composed by 43 states and obs¢A@ES,
2009h. Its members importantly differ idocation, cultural heritagespolitical systems and
economic bases (some countries are oil exporters, others important touristic sites, others simply

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

lCuba, Papua New Guinea

2 Belize, Guyana, Guinea Bissau and Suriname

?’Singapore, the Bahamas

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

are dependenti SNNA G2NASad ¢KS /221 LatlyRa FYyR bAdzsS INBE aFNBS
Marshall Islands and Palau with the United States
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vulnerable to climate changé€Davis, 1995 An overview of the spreading of AOSIS countries
around the world is showed in Figure 1 and Appendix 1.

Figure 1 Countries belonging taOSISAOSIS, 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 formatatié 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 repoii.e. smallisland
developing countries, SIDS, small developing islands, small islands, sfsat states island
countries, or islandstheyactually all designate countrmembers of the AOSIS coalition.

3.2. Temporal scope

The main focus of this research is the conference of Copenhageardember 2009 because it
was established as deadline for the creation of the gixt2 climate regime. Nevertheless,
negotiations towards this closing date started two years before, with the approvaheoBali
Action Plan. @ understand the evolution ah formation of small island3discourse, and to
examine strategieso influence the outcome of thdinal two weeks meeting, the scope of this
research addresses as well the two years previous to the Copenhagen meeting.
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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 meetingsd activitiesaddressing the issue of a pe®12
climate regime. In this research, both formal and informal meggias well as their outcomes are
explored; chapter 3 of this report will give detoin those.

4. Research methods

4.1 Methodology: Case studies

This thesis is purely a qualitative study, andhultiple casestudy 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 cliate negotiations at Copenhagenhe approach focuses on the three issues

of major inportance for SIDS for the establishmesf a post2012 climate regimethe demand

for a limit in temperature increase of 1.5°C above jdustrial levels, the demand for funding

for adaptation, and the demand for agreement on a leghlhding outcome atCOP15The
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 polidebate: mitigation, adaptation, and the achievement

of alegallybinding agreement.

By an in depthstudy of the three key objectives of smilland countriesat Copenhagen, broader
insight can be deduced on the intervention and general role of SID#imte€lhegotiations.

4.2. Data collectiormethods

Two main methods of data collection have been used in the aim to carry out the research on the
three selewas helded cases: content analysis and partially structured interviews. Content
analysis was the principal method; interviem&re heldafterwards, in an attempt to clarify,
deepen and check the findings already obtained from content analysis.

Content analysisansisted ofa 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 Bulletin§[l Reporting Services)
- blogs and websites following small islands intervention at Copenhagen
- of23a YR $S0aAGSa RSRA Q@imétScRange2z aYl tt Aaftly
- news and declarations issued from international and regional gathe@angsactivities,
previous to Copenhagen
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- secondary literature: studies on AOSIS during climate negotiations, reports addressing
concreteissues in climate negotiations, reports on COP15.

Interviews were held posteriorly, and kept based on the previodscument analysis Three

people were interviewed through videoconference. The first was the French researcher Amy
Dahan, expert observer in climate negotiationss drector of the research institute Centre

I t SEFYRNB Y2&8NB Ay tIFINA&aY aKSSESPRAISNINBSESI NRK
Although not specially focused on the case of small islands, she holds a comprehensive point of
view on the eventghat occurred at Copenhagen. She was selected for interview in wake of the
NELIR2 NI €[ Sa € Sce? yague:lBauil veehsgridS & NIRBA ¥ @ [(IBtya¥Cetl G A |j dzS
al., 2010. Significant insights were obtained regarding the overatliution 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 negaiirafor Tuvalu, lan 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 Copenhagenis Tlemains a person directly
involvedA y A & felvehtioi; Kis irsigiel 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 finatome. This interview aimet obtain

not only knowledge, but also opinion of a perssho isdirectly involved on the issue researched.

The thid interview was realizedt the very end of the researdb Claudio Fornerfollowing the
contact given by lan FrnMember of the UNFCCCcBetariat during the COP15 conferendee

was interviewedas climate expert, because of his expertise and global overview on the climate
debate and because of having witnessed key moments of the suniim@ information extracted
served to validate the datalready gatheredsawell aghe analysisand interpretation This way,

the reliability ofthe whole researchvasreinforced.

5. Outline of the thesis

The structure of the rest of thesistis 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 ahunciating formal and informal events, as well as
declarations and initiatives #i were held in the two years previous to the summit of
Copenhagen. Thos@deed constructed climate negotiations towards a second climate regime.

Chapter 4, 5 and 6 present the results of the thmsesstudy. They respectively focus on the
analysisol h{L{Q OflFAYad 2y | GSYLISNI GdNE fAYAG 2F wm
binding agreement. Chapter 7 brings discussion to the findings and highlights comndeiats

remain transversal to the threecasestudies. This chapter comes back to thkebry and also

reflects on the conceptual framework employed to analyze the topic of this research. Chapter 8

20



closes the thesis concludingy answering the research questions and proposing some final
recommendations.
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1. Introduction

The objective of this chapter is to build a conceptual framework which allows the analysis of the
strategic influence of smakland statesn negotiations of the posKyoto 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 negotiattowards the first
climate regime, from 1990 to 1997s 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 dme 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 stucturalist perspective, and rekeon the unfavorable position of poor countries
within the probem of dimate change It sets the ground for a starting assumption for the

O2y OSLJidzZlf FNIYSE2N] 2F (GKA& NBEASEFNOKP® ¢KSy:>
brings relevant insights to be taken into consideration when understanding théextoiof
negotiations as well as dynamics of interactions among actors. Next, special attention is given to
the concept of leadership, and more concretely to disnensions In this sense, small islands
present the potential to overcome the lack of economaied 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 tarpreted 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
reseach. It is indeed based on a structuralist approach defining SIDS position withifintlage
changeissue, and it is assumed that SIDS lack structural power. The conceptual framework makes
direct use of the different forms of leadership and of discoursalgsis 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

Smallisland developingstates 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 Smdlland stategAOSIS) was formed in 1990 in view of the start of talks for the
creation of the convention(Betzold, 201D In those negotiations, the incipient neating
coalition held 3 goalgo formulate a common negotiating position at the preparatory discussions;

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

YSI adz2NBa (2 021 ¢A0GK GKS LINRofSY FyR (2 SyadzN
by the ConventionAshe et al., 1999 The study of Ashet 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 principle, and the creation of aatwork for information sharingAshe et al., 1999
However, by that time, concerns on immediate stabilization of GHG concentrations in the
atmosphere andlefinitive financial provisias 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 addressisgeaheith a

conflict resolution approach. The author indeed keeps a rather positive approach, by investigating
interventions of lowpower countries in multilateral negotiations. He concludes that AOSIS
performed in impacting the policy debate, as it apped asan actor with a rather cooperative

behavior in bargaining, who proposed flexible alternatives. Eventually, it is stated that the AOSIS
O2FtAlGA2Y GaliNBYy3aIiIKSYSR (KS NBLINS &St diNatiohs2 y 2 F
system as a wh8l §Larson, 200344).

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 declareshat ¢ 1 KSaS avlftft FyR NBfbpstate8have LI2gS
YIyFr3aSR G2 SESNI F LINRPF2dzyR | yR (Oaiy, G99a8d#ey 3 A Y LJ
emphasizes the fact that despite differing in cultural heritages, economic bases and political
systems, small island countries hasecceeded in transmtihg an image of unity, which stems

from a common threat to survival. The author goes further and recognizes the moral power of this
LRAAGAZ2Y S YR I TFFANXA aK2g (GKS g2NI R NBIFOGa G2
ded G NHzOG A2y FNRY 3Jft206Ff OtAYF(OS OKIy3aisSNIDS A
199622).

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

occurred between 1990 and 1997, Betzold (2010) arghassmall islands, as powerless parties,

F OKAS@PSR (2 G02NNRBg L3R oSNE FNRY SEGSNYL ¢ a 2 dz
A0NY GS3IASaés Ay | aSyasS AdG LINBaSyuSR avlrftt Aaf
greenhouse gases (GHG) emissiorhanks to the use of moral pressure, they eventually obtained
institutional advantages. Another tactic consisted in exploiting a tabbgsedapproach, such as

GKS OF ff ¥F2NJ if coSuNiBirgy yos dng dmjssids KeBuitibns measures. Hetzo
GHnmno Fftaz LIea FGdSyadazy G2 GKS FFEO4G GKEFG 1
sense, the coalition often employed scientific arguments and data from IPCC reports in order to

gain more insurance and strength in the discussions. It aseived 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 wasactuallythe first party formally submitting a proposal for a protoceldvocating for a 20%

GHG emissions reductiohy 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 thetablishment of the first climate regime, AOSIS succeeded
in forming a strong coalition. Moreover the Alliance was able to gain recogrnititine eyes of
other parties andmanaged to some extet) to shape the discussions. Referritay powerless
parties, his might be considered @ achievemeniBetzold, 201D

3. Structuralist approach talimate changebased on NorthSouth
inequalities

Roberts and Parks (26PDargue that in order to understandimate changeregime dynamics, a
structuralist approach based on inequality between parties has taded They try to explain

why cooperation among bargaining parties is unlikely to happen when a problem salimate

changeis based on inequalities. In fact, thiSLJLINE  OK A& RSNAGSR FNRBY 2| ff
¢CKS2NE oOomMPpTnUI gKAOK AYGSNIINBGa I O2dzyi NBEQa LI
Ala LRaAAGAZ2Y 6AGKAY GKS g2NI RQa SO2y2Yeod

With regards toclimate change inequality presents three majdeatures. 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 probém ¢in terms of GHGemissions more than others. Thirdly, parties
present different capacities for action.

These three features come clearly to fit with the situation of SIDS within the conteditfte
changeand the formation of its regime. Indeed, peesented 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 meansa cope with those impacts.

It remains interesting to continue the explanation made by Roberts and Parks)(200eed the
structuralist approach serves to understand why no solution is rea¢hdtie climate change
problem It happens in two ways. THa&st more direct way relates to the disadvantage of poor
nations in negotiations because of their lack of technical, financial aaintinistrative resources.

Alsg 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
becauseusuallyseveral discussion groups dneld at the same tim¢Gupta, 2000 Hence, this
remains an obstacle, limiting their intervention in international negotiations.
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The indirect way stands that global inequality provokes mistrust arapesh 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 Parksj20@lerstand that,

as a consequence, it remains difficult fdorth 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 a opportunistic players. As a consequence, the§ Y R (12 RSae8se 2 LJ | @
behavilN\J YR RSTFSyaA@dS (REua antl Paiks, ZOg). T kis\dearhsHarkpsra €

the reach of agreement®Roberts and Parks, 2006

Gupta illustrates as well the situation this senséd @ & @ Ay 3Y & RpoarQaemhéns 2y a
they take a NorthSouth dimension. Grievances from other, related or unrelated, international
negotiations spill over in2 G KS 2y S 2y (GOdtai 20011i0F Thi Kalitho 3B thet

argues that the South stays stuck in its negotiating position, which keeps mainly based on
rhetorical statementgGupta, 201).

Therefore, @proachingclimate changewith a structuralist approach suggests that circumstances

of inequality might constrain the intervention of the pest and most vulnerable. Thigings a
GlrfdztofS adlyRLRAY(G T2 Ndinflekh&ional GlidzenegifatiofsLitisfa¥ A y G
relevant component to build the conceptual framework of this thesis research.

4. Institutional bargaining

. 2dzy3d omdy dYopdo ONBLFGSE | Y2 RSintereStedNphrtles/dst &1 A Y -
means ofdealing with collectivé OG A2y LINRPOf SYaé¢od LYy (GKA&A aSyasS:s
the negotiation interactions among players towards an international environmental agreement.
Thismodel is relevant to be explored as a theory for this thesis, becdlx® iBdeed interact with

other players in negotiations for a pestn M1 Of A Yl S LJ]2f AnStitutiorfBINI Y S g 2 |
ol NBI A Y A y(¥éng, YIBRMBebents several characteristics, described below. In the
following explanation, other authors are referred te avell, as they also approach similar or

related concernsn their own works. Indeed, thosare also interesting to be taken into
consideration when investigating the role of small islands in climate negotiations.

First, institutional bargainingYoung, 189) is relevanin a context in which multiple differing

positions hae to come to an agreement, plushias to be done under a rule of unanimity. As a
consequence, a contractarian environment is essential to avoid positional deadlocks, and
eventually comeup with a decision acceptable by all. Thatdsdo the following concern: any
alternativeT 2 NJ | a2f dziA2y &aKz2dZ R 6S aSljdzAdlrofSég F2NJ |
STFTAOASYyOe¢ O2yOSNyao

To achieve this, integrative solutions rather than distributive solutions have to limit the discussion
(Young, 198p Odell (2002) dentifies in his worka continuum of strategies varying from

distributive to integrative. Strategies amefined in a context ofnternational negotiations as:
GOSKF@A2NER GKIFG FNB 20aSNBIFoftS Fd €SFad Ay LINR
objedi A @S ( KNP dzi@dello2002B)®P A Y A RA& G NA O dzGA BS aGNFGS3ae N
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Of I A YA Y 3¢ome agiisiall dER Sebavidare the following:A 3y 2 N> yOS 2F (GKS
wellbeing, strong and ambitious demands, absence or slow concessipbmsiticism of other

LX F @ SNBQ LRaAdGA2Yy YR LINELR A fredraeogiizedideNthe2 T F Sy 3
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 uprenthan concealed earlier in the negotiation. On the

other hand, an integrative or Wae-creating strategyrelies oni KS 2 LJLJ2 aAGSY G2 &L
mutual attainment of negotiating goals [...] toward an agreement designed to make batjysto

her own si@, better ofE (Odell, 200242). 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 concessjoahough not falling in altruism. Integrative and
distributive strategies remain extremes; usually negotiators remain situated in between.

instance, gparty might openly claina win-win agreement fronthe beginningwhile still pushing

for delaysregardingits own concession@dell, 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 memfjiershapter 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 thatytforming coalitions, low power parties increase their
negotiating power and also reduce transaction costs. Young (1989) interestingly linksithe (i NJ
party bargainingli 2 (G KS S@2f dziJh Y e28 WREAFAYyHESWI 1 a4 023GK
the first may have consequences on the latt&OSIS constitutes a coalitiots, internal dynamics

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

. 2dzy3d ombpydYoTrm0 |t a2z adthelb&rdainidgktself] orards inaréhge? dza a
GKS LINPOlIOAfAGE 2F &4dz00Saa Ay STT2 Ndader(@oR7) yS32 i
highlights this point referring to ecological disasters that trigger regime formatfibis. issue may
bealsoNBf I 6 SR (2 52 ¢ CnaellyaidiStih{i20@hit sttdigly feftes public

opinion and policy making. In addition to this, scientists have a crucial role in advising and
influencing with policy process (Had®00 cited inCarter, 2007); as well @environmental NGOs

which exertpressure on policy makers to take acti@@arter, 200). Young (1989:365) also refers

G2 GKS AyGSNBad 2F LINIASa 2y aR2YS&AGAO YI G4SN
might influence their psition in the bargaining. i8es and lobbies may indeed accelerate or
decelerate thepolicy process.

Finally, the author advocates for the need of a strong leader during the regime formation. The
concept wa developed in a separate wofKoung, 1991 It is to be explored in the following

section adeadershiNBE Y Ayad ©@OSNE NBf SOFyd F2N) 0KS Fylfeanaa
negotiations. Indeed the leadership concept rather gives emphasis to the role and actions of a
certain player.

All these features characterize institutional bargainidpung 1989) They bring interesting
insights to the broad context of negotiations on a p&stoto 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 deepiey comprehension on the dynamics of AOSIS with other players
during the negotiating process, and add knowledge on necessary conditions to reach agreement.

5. Dimensionsof leadership

Young (1991) was the first author émphasize the need of a strong salideader in institutional
bargaining.Posteriorly,Anderson and Mol (20@:49) resumed and worked with the concept of

f SFRSNEKALIZ RSTFAYAY3a Al a adKS lFoAtAdGe 2F |y
that problems are solved and progressi | OKA SOSRd¢

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 ititerala
environmental agreemenfYoung, 1991l Leadership is, in this research, the main notion around
whichintervention of small island countries in negotiations for a p@étl2 climate regime is to be
analyzed.

Young describes three differedimensiors that compose the concept tdadership. The first one

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

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

L2 oSN Ayid2 yS3I2G4AFGAy3 tSOHSNI ISP {GAtfT GKAA 7
and on what those stantb gain or to loose in the negotiations. Therefore, it makes only sense to

analyze structural leadership in terms relative to other participants, rather tramn absolute
basis(Young, 1991

An entrepreneurial leadersecond dimension of leadership,$S1a (2 a2 AYyTf dsSy
which issues are presented in the context of institutional bargaining and to fashion mutually
acceptable deals brihA Y3 g A f £ A Yy 3 (YhlingyI0APBS. Iniothel Boidk, & Neders to

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

2F € SIRSNJ) Aa adz00S&aa¥fdzZ Ay a&aSitiay3da GKS yS3aziaa
emphasizing them according to its own interefteung, 199) Entrepreneurial leadership indeed

refers b the way arguments are exposed. In this ses;ourse content and discourse priets

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 is@rentrepreneurial leadetakes

initiatives in discussions, and suggests innovatblati®ns to keep ahead when the negotiating

processis blocked. He also plays an inment role when it comes to mediatioamong interests;

he makes linkages between common positiorghy making coalitions and finally pushes for a

deal (Young, 1991). Itsiby shapingthe evolution of the negotiationprocess that these
entrepreneurial leaders try to produce an agreement favorable to them.

The author, in his workyoung, 198®855), gives special importande entrepreneurial leadership.

Hestatesthatd f S RSNEKALI Aa y20 &aAYLX @& | YFGGSNI 2F Y2
0SySP2t Syl O0SKIFEDPAZ2NI OX6Pd wkiKSNE €SI RSNEKALI Ay
NEIAYSE A& | YFGGSNI 2T Yyhg (19B8I)RighSoteNbe Kaktltiatd Ly

GSGKAOFE O68SKIFGA2NI FyR | £ {NHzA & Y éeedirNiBstitufioddl Sy 2 dz
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bargaining. Btherz |y S 3Kllsi dndl abRitlId suggesting innovative arrangements and
linking overlapping interests of parties on particulauss.

The thirddimensionof leadership relates to science, and it is called intellectual leadership. This

feature refers to the production ot A y 1 St f SOGdzr £ OFLIAGEFEE 2N 3Sy SN
AKI LIS GKS LISNBRLISOGAGSAE 27F (K2@Edng s1RIRIYLANNI A OA LI
intellectual leader takes advantage of the scientific and analytical knowledge it creates
domestically. It yields new concepts in ordergropose innovative solution®nderssorand 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, ifsitto be tanslated in a policy agreemefitoung,

1991).

To the previous three forms of leadership determined by Young (1991), Aondeesd Mol
(202) 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 showamyironmental leadership back
home, a party might produce an image which enhances its credibility in the eyes of other parties
(Andersson and Mol, 2002When 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 moreecatisid

in negotiations.

Themultiple dimensiors 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 emphasia 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. Interesingly, Young (1991:296) states citidgpdleberger:

G0 KS LI aanmalbcbditivbriictkey2cdunttiesyiaRt Ay 3 GKS f SF RSNBRKALI Fdzy

6. Discourse Analysis

Discourse analysis is extensively used as a tool for research in this Hegeig199560) defined
aRAa02dz2NBS a || GqaLISOATAO SyasSyoftS 2F ARSIFaz ¢
reproduced, and transformed in a particular set of practices and through which meaning is given

to LK@ &aA OF f Iy R Thigdefinitioh makss lrefefeidd Bvé aspedis of a discourse.

First, the content of the discourse, whiobcallsthe perceptions anddeas behind a position, the

concepts used to defend these ideas, as well as the regularities and variations that speeches
present. Besides, the contekt which statements are emitted stays equally impottasuch as

the place and time they are k& to whom, or with whom(Hajer, 199%. Both aspects are to be

considered when carrying out discourse analysis; thatsigg it as a tool.

It is also pertinent to investigate the theory behindas it helps buildinghe framework of the
analysisOn a theoretical perspective, Haj€.995)is interested on the agency of a player over its
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discourse. The author first makésS F SNBy OS (2 BecieORouzAuli(1da6) whik S 2 NB ©
notes G KS ySSR (2 -A@SHAATIKES YWNENMEKUGIG (Hajeér2 dzi G N.
199547). This approach already brings theea, although incipientthat the agency of an actor

might be source of change towardslacison. Still, Foucault rathéocuses orthe impactand the

role of the discoursdtself. He considerghat, in policy processesjiscourseis in factmore
relevantthan the actor thathé Ra A GY aAl0 wiKS RA&AO0O2dzNBESE Aa A:
RA a O2 dzN& A(FoHcault (97€) Sajére 199%1). Indeed,Foucaultdefends that interests

are constructed through discourse, that idease built within a discursive field,nd that the
discourseitselfhas  Fdzy OG A2y Ay ¥t dzSyOAy3as SylofAay3a yR O:

hy (GKS 20§KSNJ KIFIyRZ (KS aaz20Alf AyGSNIOGABS RAA
02 S BG IAOR2AASR Ay GKS LINPRdzOG A 2 yHajerylBOBE.NI y a F2 N
Ly KAia aSyaS GKS ONBIGA2y 2F | RA&aO2dzNAS Aa A
GKS 20KSNJ I Ol 2 Kajer X19953). It ZmiSnd theh Mnresfing & fesearch on the
argumentatve skills in a discourse, as tactics of strategic discourse: the way arguments are
structured, the claims or reasons behind a discursive position, or the styles girésentation of

the arguments(Hajer, 199% Theuse oflogos, ethosr pathosmight be as well interpreted as

discursive tactic¢Hajer, 199% logosrefers to the manner an argument convinceshosto the

position and reputation of the one emitting the discourpathosrefers to the use of emotions in

away t convinces listeners

[N o]

The latter perspective interestingly fits in the conceptual framework of this research. Discourse,
indeed, might be irgrpreted 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, @mprehensiveunderganding of the reality demands
consideration of all diffemnt discourses together. gingle discourse presents a sole perception of

the reality of a particular actofHajer, 199% In environmental politics, playerssually seek
GRAAOMZINEADPS KSIASY2yeé Ay BNUOHBSHAKNSBRSUMPKxGR2yas
199559. ¢ KS G RA&AO02dzNBS O2FfAlA2yé¢ | LILINRIFOK Gl 1Sy ¢
andd LIS 1 SNR& | 3Sydéed Ly (GKA& aSyasSz KS Ayl SNLINE
ALISOATAO O2YYdzyAOFGA GBS LINI OGAOS G6KAOK Ay TFf dzSyC
(Hajer, 199%9). He understads discourse as beinged as a mean towards political change, in a

way it modifies the pareptions of the others actor$lajer(1995 defends that,in seekingsupport

FNRY 20KSNEZ LOAIYESSINED dedKS a&a (F2NNR & A Y LXpéciich SR y I
LISNOSLIiA2yas (1y26f SRIST YR ARSIA GOGKNRAdZAK GKA
discourses, an actor will position himself according to a diog: The stonfine often worls as a

sort of categorizationStoryf A Yy S &  ce3sdrtiaF olé in thé ¢fustering of knowledge, the
positioning of actors, and, ultimately in the creation of coalitions amongst the actors of a given

R2 Y| XHAjer£199%3). The power of storjines arises when tie G a2 dzy R NRARIKGE |
adz33Sald a02YY2y dzyRSNEUOIFIYRAYy3Ie (2 20KSNB SO ! NB
Metaphors are concepts which might be common for multiple playtis;make theother actors
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3SG O2y @AYy OSR® Ly R pditRal pole 6f N tegit Nsh ivtSdeerived from (t& S
consistency (although that may enhance its credibility) but cofrms its multrinterpretability¢
(Hajer, 199%1).

A discoursecoalition is then created, althougtme process implies several small adjustments in

GKS RAAO0O2dzNESa 2F (GKS YSYOSNA 2F (GKS O2FfAGAz2Yy
analyst will be to explain how a given actor (whether it is an organization or a person) secures the
reproddzOGA2Y 2F KAA RAAOAINBAAGS LRAAGAZ2Y 02N YI Yyl 3¢
(Hajer, 199%1).

Therefore, discours®2 I t AGA2Y Aad RSTFAYSR I a-linésd@the attorSy aSYo-
whoutter these storyf Ay SaX YR 6000GKS LINI OGAOSa (Mafer, s KA OK
199565). The final objective of the process of forming discotgsalitions is to achieve a
GRAAOMZNEABS KS3ISY2yeeod

Theories and tools on formation of discoursealitions 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 imfige and success of their
discourse and also of their strategies on the other players.

7. Conceptual framework

In chapter 1, this thesihas been structured according to a systematic sequencehide
guestionswhich addressthe core of the research. Indeed, it first seeks to investigate the main
requests and discourse employed by small islands for the2@E2 climate regime; secondly are
researched the strategies and initiatives undertaken to put forward these requestsiually,

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 theoriesxposed aboveand 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 appro&chaken as starting assumption;
discourseanalysis and the multipldimensionsof the concept of leadership are combined in a

way that position, strategies and impact on negotiations of SIDS can be assessed properly. The
framework, presentedn Figure 4s explainedelow.

The conceptuaframework finds its ground on the structuralist approach poeed 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 tieate dange problen. Indeed,

small island states lack structural power, and this composes the starting assumption for this
research. As a consequence, this thgsissumes that SIDS will intend to overcome this lack of
political and economic weight in the international gigal 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 1.5° C compared o pre
industrial levels, the claim for funding for adaptatiand the demand for a legallynding
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, anwhich 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 ofhetoricin the speecles and the storyline eventuallyemerging 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 bringgrther ground for the study of strategies ddeg to influence
the negotiating process. It recalls the idea of the initiative of the negotiating paxgions,
procedues, interventions or measureme undertaken by small islands with a concrete goal. It
corresponds thereforéo a pro-active approal, in which small islands apply agency in order to
influence the process and the outcomes.
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Sarting Assumption: Small Island Developing Sates lack
structural power

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

Position > Srategies > Impact

|
Entrepreneurial

: Informal ! . I_ ) )
Discourse Content 1 Organization of events 1  Discourse Qoalition forming: parties, others
1 Requests . . ; ' 1  Decisionstaken by COP

Bvolution of the requests (BEFORE summits, forums, gatherings// DURING: press conferences, 1 Content of dedlarations from meetings of

side events)

1
1  CGomponents powerful countries
1

Initiatives to address an issue, seeking a certain framing of the issue X . . .
Equivalents R Participation to events 9 9 1 Evolution of the discussions: dominant
S . position
. . 1 Ermsso_n of Dedarat.lons 1 Fnal outcome: Content of the Copenhagen

Tacticsin the Discourse f Promotional campaigns Accord
i Arguments 1 Reactionsand declarations about the
1 Rhetoric Formal CGopenhagen Accord

1  Goncrete proposals

1

1 Blockagesin formal discussions Di h

1 Push for inclusion of a certain issue in areport ISCourse negemony

1 Organization of workshops

Intellectual

1 <dientific concepts, ideas produced to support the request
1 Research centresthat produce this concepts
1 Back up from scientists, experts, reports and research centres

Discourse Analysis

Environmental

1  Domestic measures announced, launched in relation to an issue
1 Promotion of success stories of domestic implementation

1  Domestic Programmes already in place

1 Referencein speechesto domestic measures

Leadership

Entrepreneurial ¢ Intellectual - Environmental

Figure 2CNJ} YSg2NJ] 2F lylteara 2F {L5{Q AyiSNBSyiGAz2y Ay Of AYIl (S

Sounded/ key interventionsin formal discussions ; Discourse ¢ Coalition
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Furthermore the differentdimensionsof leadership remain largely relevant for this research.

In this sense, small islands apply entrepreneurial, intellectual and environmeatsrship, in

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

Lists of items have been developed to concretize strategic initiatives associated to these three
forms of leadership. Those items constitute theategies 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 asdsopresentedin Figure2.

It has to be noted thatin analysisof discourse practiceselatesto the informal aspect of
entrepreneurial leadershipmitiatives This addressethe place vihere speeches are emitted, to
whom they are addresed, by whom they are made, and the initiatives used to give promotion
to those speechesindeed, a prevously mentioned,in this researchdiscourse 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 by51DS within théormal negotiating process of the UNFCCC.

Finally, in order to assess the intervention of SIDS in negotiations towards a second climate
regime, theories of discoursenalition and discursive hegemony are utilizékle voice of small
islards istherefore assessed within the whole context of international talBy.revising the
positionand discourse of other players apdwerful parties and through comparing therno
avylftft AaflyRAQI thé @sBussio g éluSidated BEviaaliz dtténifon i2 Fiven

to the final outcome of COP15, the Copenhagen Accord, and the way itedljurshot 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 casist has to be
adapted according to the study of each case; the most relevant and appropriate components
of the framework are selectedccording tothe nature of the issue analyzed. Apart from the
previous, further reference on the theories exposadove will be made in the discussion
chapter.
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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 gritédrforce in

2005, concerns on a poeg012 framework forclimate changehave been under discussion.
Climate negotiations take place in both formal and informal environments.

Parties meet inAd Hocconferences in order to formally negotiate agreemen®enary
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, gaaps (Working
Groups, Contact Groups) gather smaller groups for informal talks. Consultatioimsy dur
conferences might also be likin corridors or closedoor meetinggGupta, 2000

This thesis givesilso attention to other meetings or gatherimgor activities outside the
UNFCCC framework; they are considered as informal. Uihenis of preparation for the
conference of Copenhagen remagasentiato understand the formation of discoursand the
progressive positioning of partieslsually, mformal discussions aralso held during Ad Hoc
conferences, as parallel processes tokmaconsultations 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 discussimesely serve for parties d
consolidate and confirm positionGupta, 200D This @apter enundates the formal and
informal summits and gatherings, as well as the declanastiand initiatives that were e,
during the two years previous to Copenhagen. Attentioal$®givento the evolution of the
conference of Copenhagen. Indeed, all those events cocigtithe negotiations for the post
2012 climate regime, and therefore are the basis for the completion of this thesis research.

2. Formalnegotiations towards COP15

2.1. The two formal tracks

In its first session in 2005, the COP/MOP decided to establish a dfackgotiations that
would address emissions reduction targets fbe time after the expiration of the Kyoto
Protocol in 2012. ThAd HocWorking Group on Further Commitmentsr fthe Kyoto Protocol
(AWGKP) was created tmcus on future Annex | partigeductions(11SD, 2009n

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 establisihet discussioswould

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. Inhis way, theAd Hoc Working Group on Lon@erm
Cooperative Action (AWHGCA) allowed discussion dnter alia, flexible mechanisms such as
GwSRdzOAYy3a 9YAdaAizya TFTNRBY b5ST2NBadldaArAzy | yR
Appropriate Mitigation Actions (NAMAS), on secabrapproaches (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 countrieglISD, 200)

Both Ad HocWorking Groups had to sutit their conclusions to the fifteenth COP at
Copenhagen in December 2009 (COP15). For that, they met at several conferences during the
years 2008 and 200QISD, 2009h The chronological sequence of these formal negotiations
meetings is exposeih the upper part otthe Figure 3.
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Bali Poznan Copenhagen

Bangkok Bonn Accra Bonn | Bonn i Bonn Il Bankok Barcelona
I ! I ! I | !
1 1 1 I 1 I 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 I 1 I I 1 I
1-08 208 308 408 508 608 708 808 908 1008 11-08 1-09 209 309 409 509 609 709 809 909 1009 11-09
! : ! : !
december 2007 i i i i i . december 2009
UN Human Rights Gouncil UN Human Rights Council Greenlapd ~ AOSSHigh dimate
resolution on climate change resolution on climate change dialogu Level summit ~ Vulnerable
and human rights and human rights Forum

Major Economies Forum

on Energy and Qimate
l Formal op ¢
- summits
negotiations , _
UN General Assembly resolution ~ UN High Level
Informal T on climate change and security Summit on
negotiations Qimate Change

Figure 3 Chronological successionfofmal andinformal negotiationsprevious to the Copenhagen summit

37



2.2. Formal summitdowards Copenhagen

Several stages characterized taeolution of thetwo years of the Bali Action Plan. The first
part of negotiations consisted iefining which issues to be placed on which agenda. Then, the
scope of these topics had to lokefined and refined, in order to finally consider and agree what
to report on the final negotiating test COP15 wouldinally take decisions based on the
reports of the talks of thetwo LCA and KP tracks1 fact those two yearsof climate
negotiationswent slow, as apparently nothing was expected to be decided until December
2009. Agreement and concrete pledges lackeghrdingcertain issues. Mvassaid that parties
hadSYy G SNBER Ay [ (11I$Dg2009imhefedno dnke Waikdo make a step until the
other did.

In 2007at COP13 in Balihe climate change issue had been specially boosted internationally
because of the release of the fourthsessment 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
administraton 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 pro¢i8&x

200809.

The objective of Baml, in April 2009 was to come up with the first drafts of the negotiating
texts of both AWA.CA and AW&P, in order to seriously start to negotiate their content in
the next session. Problems arose in the Convention track, with a surplus of issuestabl¢he

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 tsertion of new quantified
targets for the new commitment period, developed countries preferred to wait until means
and mechanisms for reductions were agreeide. flexibility mechanisms. In addition,
developed countries parties were reluctant tahance ndependently onthe LCA, as some
were not willing to negotiate until the involvement of US and major developing countries
would be resolvedlISD, 2009i

Negotiating texts were on the table since Bonn I, June 2009. In addition, it hasriotdx

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 Secret®ii,2aNRA Yy 3 (G2 GKS
Y 2 y i K a (1920 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 severdllon- Annex | countries, and TuvallSD, 2009h

Tuvaluactually LJdzi 2y GKS GFo6fS &ASOSNIf LINRBLRAlIfAY 2V
proposal for amendments to the Kyoto Protocol, and adione related to immunities for
persons serving under the KPry, 2010.

38



Since Bonn Il in June 2009, parties then started to modify and add proposals to the negotiation
texts. At his pointi KS [/ ! Qa (i Seinga 33pagasSdacurfentptbéing a very
complex and braaked one, of nearly 200 pag€BSD, 2009f Until Copenhage, discussions
sought refinement of this text. Still, topics within the AWGA saw uneven evolution. Indeed,
capacity building, technology, REDD+, and adaptation evolved positively; while figance
especially in terms of its architectur@nd mitigation povoked strongly divergent opinions
(11SD, 2008).

Concerns and disagreements on the legal form of the outcomes of LCA and KP negotiations
A0FNISR (2 FINR&AS aiAyOS .2yy LL® wS3aFNRAYy3a GKS
that was expected, and whether it should be a new protocol, or anseveral COP decisions

(11SD, 2009f Then, at Bonn IIhiAugust 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 Copemagen(l1ISD, 2009g At Bangkok in September 20GBe continuation of the

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

countries remained radically opposed, and st(i¢cRD, 2009d

The summit of Barcelona in November 2009 was marked by a blockage initiated by the African
Group, which requested to suspend athntact groups of the AW&P until discussion on
concrete numbers was not seriously considered. Yet, negotiations did not progress éngcern
the polemic issues arisen in previous meetingdothof work towards agreement remained
pending for CopenhageiSD, 2009e

In view of the coming conference @fopenhagenand in contrast to Bali two years before,
some experts at Barceloria November 200@bserved:

& 9 E LIS Oliaveibde gbristantly downplayedISD, 2009e

3. Informal negotiations towards COP15

Some other important gatherings outside tlermal tracks of negotiationsalso addressed
cdimate change and discussed means towards an agreement at Copenhagen. Their
chronologicakuccession is shown fhe lower part of theFigure 3and in Figure 4n addition,

in the two years before COP15, reports, declarations, statements and sumnudritee
meetingswere released. Thegre indeed relevant for the research, as they might show the
kind of initiatives t&en by island countries view of COP15Aswell, they are useful to
confirm positions obther parties, and show the overall evolution of thdialogue @ the post

2012 climate regime.
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3.1. Informal preparation of COP15
Greenland Dialogue:

The Greenland Dialogugas an initiative putdrward by the Danish Presidency, withetaim
to impulse negotiations towards Coplesigen outside the formal trackshit Dialogue included
a limited amount of participantountries (2010a).

Since 2005, participantepresented at the ministerial levélad met once per yean special
inspiringlocations, isolated from the medi€0109. This researchwill refer only to the last

gathering, held in Jul2009 in Greenland (Denmark), becautsproduced aChaiQa a dzY Y I NE
(20090 on YAYyAaliSNR FTNRY dalSe OadmetinglAndagé (2 K
them, small island countriesattending the event were Barbados, Gestfa and Papua New
Guinea(20099. Ini K S / K I A NIhé poiatsipy afdemdntof ministers are highlighted

(2009n).

As part of the Greenland Dialogudhet Danish Presidency also held informal bilateral and
multilateral consultations witrselectedparties toexplore the type of agreemerthat 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 agreeme@nly @rtain parties had access to

this text, andin occasiongo mere parts of this text(Forner, 2011 Suchtext came to light
through the media during the first week of the conferefi&D, 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 D0world leaders and was the biggest high level meeting before
COP15. This event, organized by the UN, aimed at triggering negotiations towards Copenhagen
(20099. 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 fiects

LJ- NIpasBiagmbn several topicsand reveals the status and the generaénd of climate
negotiations.

UNresolution on Security and Climate Change

The General Assembly of the Uidssed, on the '8 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. BIDS intended with this initiative to promotimate changes 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 gssible security dimei@ns of climate bange in collaboration
with individual countries, regional and interii@nal organization$2009m).
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UNresolutions onHuman Rights:

Snce 2007the Repulc of Maldives had been the promoter of addregsthe links between

Human rights and climate changlm March 2008the Maldives persuaded the UN Human

Rights Council temit a first resolution in whiclthe Office of theUN High Commissioner for

Human Rights (OHCH®RAas requestedo prepare a report addressing these matteBuch

report was published in January 200Qnox, 200® Following thispublication of thereport,

the UN Human Rights Couneimitted asecondNBS & 2f dzi A2y 2y @Gl dzyYky NA 3K
OK | yid Karch 2009. This declaration recognizes the implications climate change has on

human rights, especially in the most vulnbla populations. The Humanghts Council held

further discusions on the issue in June 2009962009.

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 conferencegere heldin 2009, andgathered leaders from the 17 largest
economied -developed and developing countrigthat altogetherrepresent 80%f the global
emissiondMEF, 2009h The meeting of July emitted a DeclaratidviEF, 2009a

The aim of the MEForum wasto 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 forwecarbon aml climatefriendly technologiedMEF, 2009b

Any small island state belongs to the MEF, but it still remains relevant to investigate its
2dz602YSa a AG aK2g4a LIR2gSNFdA O2dzy iNARS&aQ | LILIN
position on oncrete issues.

Island countriegeacted to the MEF Declaratiasf July 2009n a press conference. One the

2yS aARST {(KSe ¢StO02YSR G(KS @G@3aINBgAy3d |yR LRa
YySA20AFrGA2yaé 2F 62NI R YI 22 NJths NRR/dsvaksgmoba L i KI &
l12daArofsS aKATO 2F FGdGAGdzZRS 2F G4KS | { Ay GKS Of ;
the leadership role that they need to play so that we can have an outcome that is acceptable

G2 GKS Aafl yR {{lrefdde Pedmaked Qdpleseaiive bf MBninicH af theD

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 temperatured St 2 ¢ mM®po6/ > adlF GAy3 (GKI (uredisesnNil! h{ L{ X
dzy' I OOS (2000w. t S ¢

®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:

¢CKS /fAYF(OS +dZ ySNI 0Wa$ heldia Nbmhdeér 20098 NdisiwasYaB SG A y 3
initiative led by the Maldives. Indeed, this forum gathered 11 courfinegnerable to climate

change impacts, with the aim to develop a common position towards Copenh@a§és{ and

ai2 | thelidioicet (EVF, 2003).

The CVF adopted a joint declaration, presenting a common and united position, and inviting
other vulnerablecountries 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 viibe addressed in the case study on 1.8C¥F, 2000

3.3. Regional gatherings

Island Countries as well organized themselves accorditigetoegions they belong tan order

to address matters related to the deadline of COPIt5this sense, regional gatherings were
organized during the two years previous to Copenhagen, in the Caribbean and in the Pacific.
Their chronological successiorpigsented 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 e hold of a common foreign policy. This regional political
body includes fifteen countriés(CARICOM, 20111t holds a Secretariat in Georgetown,
Guyana.

CARICOM Task Foroe 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 betterpromote the interests of the regio(fCARICOM, 200Pc

® Bangladesh, Nepal, Vietnam, Kiribati, Barbados, Bhutan, Ghana, Rwanda, Kenya, Maldives and
Tanzania. China, Denmark, Frandapan, the Netherlands, Norway, Russia, the UK and the United
States attended the Forum as observers.

" Antigua and Barbuda, Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Dominica, Grenada, Guyana, Haiti, Jamaica,
Montserrat, Saint Lucia, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Virseehthe Grenadines, Suriname, Trinidad and
Tobago.
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Figure 4 Chronological succession of regional events in the Pacifithar@aribbeamrevious to the Copenhagen summit

december 2009
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Then in June 2009, CARICOM Council of Ministers met in Barbados. They emphasized the
importance of a conmon regional approach towards climatbange as well as towards the
international negotiations for a pos2012 frameworKCARICOM, 200%d

In July 2009, CARICOM Heads of Government held a meeting in Liliendaal, Guyara. Amon
other issues, they addreed climate bange in eason of the approaching COPIEARICOM,
20099. They issued the lghdaal Declaration on Climate Change &wVvelopment, which is a
position statement of the Caribbean towards CORZARICOM, 200%b

On the 28 of September 2009, CARICOM member states held alapesummit in New York
with the UN secretary General. Climateange issues were, inter alia, addresgg8D, 2009c

CCCCC:

The Caribban Community Climate Change Center (CCCCC) was established by CARICOM
Heads of Government with the aim to coordinate thede NA 6 6 Sy NBIA2Yy Qa NBa&LR
change.It was recognized by the UN Institute for Training and Rese&idhiTARas a Center

of Excellenc¢CCCCC, 201)1b

The CCCCC invigsttes on potential impacts of climate aitge on the environment and the
ecoromic development of the regiofCCCCC, 201)lblts objectives are to enhancegional
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 awarenesghenissue (2007-2010. The
CCCCC also serves as the executing agency fectgrelated to adaptation tolicnate change

in the CaribbeaiCCCCC, 201)1b

In July 2009, CCCCC prepared a strategic framewoBABICOM Heads of State that would

provide a roadmap for action for the period 208915 to enhgf OS / I NA 66 S| yWwa NI & A
climate change impacts. The framework was based on past CCCCC experiences and proposed
complementary activities for adaptation, tigiation, social impacts and sustainablerest
managemen{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 P&dit=, 2011

® Australia,Cook Islandsrederated States of Microsa, Fiji, Kiribati, Nauru,New
Zealand,Niue,PalauPapua New Guine&epublicof Marshall Islandssamoa, Solomon
Islands;Tonga,Tuvalu,Vanuatu
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The d¢imate change issin fact raised on the agenda of the PIF in the years previous
CopenhagenThe first declaration focusing onlimate change,the Niue DeclarationPIF,
2008, was issuedt the occasion of the Pacific IslamBorummeeting in August 2008t is a
document where members of the PIF recognize the threats that climate change represents for
their region, and urge for a coordinated acti@upported by the international community.

Ly AdGa YSSGAy3a 2F wnngp GKS tLC A&aadzSR | y23iKSN
Action on Climate ChandPIF, 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
internationalcommunityto take part in the solution to climatéhange.

SIS:

The PIF holds 8maller Island States (SIS) unit, gathering simply Pacific fSi@iBs 2011

Pacific SIS leaders met th&of August 2009 in Australia. They addressdichate dhange,

fixing their common position on the issue in view the Copenhagen summit. It has to be
NBYFNJ] SR GKI G yt FROAFFFASONE{ LFNR YLI2taAQiR&a2d ¢ KA & Y G4SN
(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 environn{@RREP, 2020108. 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 (PIFAEC) 2006
2015 (Wontoon, 2009% 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 tuivities going on regarding climate
change(Wontoon, 2009

The first Pacific Climate Change Roundtable kgt in Samoa, in October 2008, where SPREP
launched the 2009 Pacific Year of Clim&@feange(Ronneberg, 2008 In October 2009, the
Roundtable met inhe Marshall Islands. The aim of this meetings to preparePacific nations

in view of the comingCOP 15. Indml, the meeting focused on several topj such as the
urgency of the climate kange problem, concrete measures of adaptation, financing,
ecosystem based adaptation approaches, and problems in §gtiatoon, 2009y

3.4. AOSIS High Level Summit

The Alliance of Smdkland statess the formation talking on behalf of SIDS in formal climate
negotiations. AOSIS does not hold any charter or constitution, regular budget, neither

° 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, 2009cNegotiators of countriethat are members of AOSIS usually gather
several days before the major negotiations events, in order to develop common positions of
the coalition. Issas are then discussed and issceordinators are appinted to speak on
behalf of the coalitionin the talks. When the countrynembers of AOSIS do not agree on a
common position on a specific issue, they speak individ(atiy 201}

Still, AOSIS Ministers and Heads of State met on tiieo2Beptember 2009, on the eve of the

UN Summit on Climate Change. This meeting sefeedAOSIS countries teet up their

common position and strategiefor COP15several months in advancéAOSIS, 2009c
aAyAadaSNB FyR ISIRA 2F {GFGS FTR2LIWGSR GKS ! h{L{
initial position statement on the differensgues of interest at CopenhaggkOSIS, 2009aThe

adzYYAlG 61 a LINBAARSR o0& GKS t NAYSanathe/UNaGSNI 27
Secretary General, the UNFCCC Executive Segretad the Chair of the IPCQAN-DESA,

2009.

4. The COP15 summit

4.1. Expectations and polemics

The COP15 summit was held from tHeuntil the 19" 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 conferemec provoked. Indeed, 115 Heads of State and
Government attended the high level segmenftthe 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 a@dessed the issue, Copenhagen had been fixed as the deadline
for decide and sign a new pe2012 climate regime. The meeting héden baptized as

a1 2 LISy KIS 30p%h

LCA and KRAd Hoc Working groupsindeed would then sulmit their conclusions on
negotiations to the Conference of the Parties dielads of Government and StaendCORS5
would thentake thefinal decisionNegotiations unde the two formal tracks went omluring

the two weeks of the summitAs mentioned in the section on the Greenland Dialogue, in the
meanwhile the Danish presidendyadinformally proposeda drafttext for agreement adasis

for paralleltalks, and was holding consultations on it

A big confusion dominated discussions during the two weeks ofGbpnehagemmeeting. It
remained hard for attendants, observers and evagotiators to understand the evolution of
the events. Continuous changes in agendas, the prevalence of restiidtadhal talks and
informal documents, contradictory declarations, and leakages of false information affected the
clarity and transparencyfahe 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 sessiongprevious tothe summit In the last days of the conferencte Danish

t NEAARSYyOe G221 (GKS AYAGAIGAGS G2 akedtlicRkd I & CNA S
and selectedgroup of about 25countriesRNI FG SR G KS &/ AndbseddomSy ! OO02 N
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 alsdiSa@bia were represented by their

chief negotiatorgForner, 2011

At this informal presidential meetingnegotiationswere based on the text whichad been
previously put in circulatioby the Danish Presidenaynot on the formal texts issued from the
KP and LCA track#\t the end of the meetinghe US President Barack Obama went out of the
room; it is speculated théte went to meetin the next room thepresidents of India, Brazil and
China, to negotiate the lagtoints of the agreed documerfEorner, 201). He came back with
the Copenhagen Accord, which he made public to the media on the evening of thef 18
December. The agreed text is, in fact, a simplified text of the informal Danish textalt is
L2t AGAOF f dRaf OFfpdliNG @ilAT2 Yy OEFofm@rSA0H), dekich highlightoints of
agreements towards futurpossibledecisions.

Posteriorly, the Copenhagen Accord was presented to the COP in plenary for its formal
adoption. Several COP parties did resist its adoption ¢Venezuela, Bolivia, Cuba and

Nicaragua= | NHdzZAy 3 F 3+ Ayald GKS dadzy NI yaLleN®Byd | yR
well rejected the content itself of the tex¢Tuvalu, SudarOn the morning of Saturday $®f

December, as no consensus was reached, CaPaly F AINSSR G2 aidl 1S y2a8
Copenhagen Accord. The plenary as well agreed on extending the marfdée AWGLCA

and AWGKP for another year, although no decision was taken on when and where meetings

for the continuaton of negations would be heldiSD, 2009h

4.2, Events at the conference

Figure5 highights the relevant moments related to small islands andheir intervention at
the Copenhagen summit. Thosemposethe basisfor our investigation They will be referred
to all along our research.
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Figure 5 Chronological succession of events during the summibpé@hagen
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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 negotiationgp state positionsio present intiatives, orto make the point of
specific issues of negotiations.

Island countries had the initiative to hold several press conferences. Islands from the Pacific
region organized threeandthe AOSIS coalition, as suohge. AOSIS as well participatedwo
more, together with civil society organizations, and with the large group of @lus 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, loushtives, 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 11" of December, AOSIS launched its propasaifpostKyoto climate regime. Draftl

by the coalition members during the summit of COP itself, it was announced in a small
informal press briefing1Sky, 200Q It was also distributed among the other parties for
informal discussion(Fry, 201). The document brought: LINR L2 & | f F2N |
t NP ( fURROCE, 200pas well as amendments to the Kyoto Proto@gdNFCCC, 200pb

Tuvau¥a Ay GSNBSyiGAz2ya

Tuvalu ledsounded interventions whenthe plenariesof the COP and COP/MQRme to
address the agenda item on proposals made by parties for adapfibe island partgimed at
getting formal considerationmits proposalswhich had been brought to the table in Bonn I

It therefore requestedhe establishment oftontact grou to address theproposals On the

COP meetingmthe 9" of December, the President of the plenary, in view that no consensus
was reached to establish a formal contact group, decidedptoceed holding informal
discussios; as a consequence Tuvalu eventually cdieduspension of the sessi¢R009h. It
remained one of the most signaled objections made by a small island in the COP15
negotiations.On the 18' of December at the COP/MOP, Tuvalu intervened again against the
decision of the presidency to hold informal consultatioasLINE OSRdzZNBE ¢S R2y Qi
(2009). Tuvalu interveed 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 Shathe 18
December at Copenhagen. The initiative intends to create a platform &lentechnology
transfer as well as finance flows for renewable energies in SIDS. The event will be described in
more detail afterwardgSmith, 2009k
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5. Conclusion

To conclude, this lapter has made a review of all formal and informal meetings which
composed the negotiations for a poe&012 climate framework. Twéormal 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 ConventionralSeve
meetingswere heldto work on these formal tracks in the view of the deadline of Copenhagen.
On the other hand, informal eventare also to be researched as they bring insight on
positionsof parties towardghe Copenhagen summiThose eventseleaseddeclarationsand
adoptedsignificantmeasuresegarding climate chang&ome attention is giveto discussions

of preparation to the formal bargaining, such as the Greenland Dialogue or the UN High Level
Climate Summit in New York, to multilategatherings 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 anth the Pacific is reviewed througéxploringthe political organizatio and
meetingsrelated to climate bangethat were organized in view of December 2009. AOSIS
leaders, also, met in in a High level Summit and temhian Declaration of position regarding
climate talks. Eventually, a revision of the major events related to islands at Cl#pisto

clarify the evolution of happenings daog the last straight of talks, in which informalemis

took over the formal ones.
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/| KIFLJOSNI nY M®Pp o/

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. #stablished that Annexgarties to the KR;i.e. developectountries
should reduce GHG emissions according to established quantifigdtsa Therefore, one of

the points of discussion for a peg012climateframework was the agreement on a new global
target for mitigation. The Alliance of SmiallandSates claimed for a temperature rise target,
concretely a limit of 1.5°C temperaturincrease in reference to prmdustrial levels. This
chapter presents an analysis of the discourse held by siglaihd statesregarding this
demand, as well as the strategies undertaken to put forward the target and to give credibility
to the position on1.5°C. 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
recagnitionin the eyes of the rest of the partieShen supporters of the 1.5°C target as well

as promoters of the opposite 2°C are analyzed with an approach considering discourse
coalition forming within the overall progress of the discussidigentually some interactions
between science and policy which are implied in these humberaddesssed

2. The discoursecomponents ancevolution in formal negotiations

Until one year before Copenhagen, 2°C had been the only global temperature rise threshold
mentioned informal discussions. This humber had been in fact questioned by AOSIS, which

had asked more scientific studies to research on its implications for ssteaildi developing

states (11SD, 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/ . I f AX a2 LINBaSNBS A
LIS2 LX S | &IISD, 200mid. 2 NA G & ¢

It was during the high level segment of COP 14 in Poznan, that the limit of 1.5°C temperature
rise above préndustrial levelsvaspropaosed for the first time in official negotiations, by AOSIS
(Pareti, 20083 In their statementthe Bahamas on behalf of AOSIS considered that the 2°C
temperature risedwould takethe world into the danger zone (1ISD, 200846).

From this moment on, 1.5°C 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 asgatkrm goal at
Copenhagen.

Ph{L{ LINBFSNNBR (2 7F20dza A ( dasRdain@pdenBseasir?z y NI ( K
(IISD, 2009®). Still, equivalents to the 1.5°C 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.
Regardingi KS FANBRUGZ dopn LIIVE s+ a YSYyuAzySR +a ¢St
COP14. It represents a greenhouse gas concentration limit: 350 parts per millions of carbon
RAZ2EARS SlidAagltSyio {AyO0S (KSys Al b Ay NBa
civil society took part in this issue, and important demonstrations supporting the 350 target

were heldin the months previous to Copenhagen. This issue widdressednore in depth

latter.

In reference to emission reductions targets, it tos@me more time to find stability in the
numbers. In Poznan, small islands startedlemand forall Annex | countries faeductions of

40 % above 1990 levels by 2020. But their strategy during Bonn | and Il went differently as
statements were alsaeferring to 45%. Only in Bonn lll, whiovas in August 2009 before
CORS5, the position got eventually fixed in 40%.

The globallong term goal for emission reductions requested by small islands dtsaksome

time to get fixed. It started witiMicronesia onbehalf of AOSIS at Bonndlaiminga 95%
reduction from 1990 levels by 2050I1SD, 2009i Grenada, on behalf of AOSIS at Bonn Il
referred to both 986 and 95%. Finally Antigua and Barbuda on behalf of AOSIS at Bangkok
2009 recommended 85%(IISD, 20094 which finally was the one mentioned on

I h { tdefldbation(AOSIS, 2009aBesideghe previous concernsAOSIS advocatdor a peak

in emissions to occur no later than 20(&80SIS, 2009a

Furthermore, AOSIS did advocate for maintainihg differentiation between Annex | and

non-Annex | parties of the Kyoto Protocol. Indeed, in the declaration issued from the AOSIS

bS¢ ,2N)] {dzYYAdG=Z 3I3INBIFGS GFNBSGA | NB Lidzi T2
KAZG2NAOLIE NBALRYWIOAELEALRNBSYBKBESE yad3SadSR (2
RSOALFGAZ2Y FNRBY @QO3S, g08%¥adhe préposalizautzfofward at COP15

continues with this approach, atswill be explain further ojAOSIS, 200pf

3. Strategies of leadership for support and promom of the
discourse

After reviewing the components and thevolution ofthe demand on 1.5°C, the next section
aims at analying the strategiesfollowed 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 evenmfiwing promotion

to the discoursebefore 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 toe@bagen reveals how the 1.5°C
position got established, and how the target wasmoted

Towards COP15:

Islands had endorsed this numbeon a regional levelas revealeddeclarations of political

regional gatherings. In the Caribbean, the Liliendal Declaration had already put forward this

number and its equivalents in July 20@@ARICOM, 200%bThe Pacific Smaller Island States

[ SFRSNBEQ YSSGAYy3 Ay ! dzadzad w@I® @0 a ¢Stft adl dSR

The AOSIS Climate Change Summit in September 2009 marked the official dawsmadll
island€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 meetilg G KS LIK Ni 1485 wdsingndiiee as &
sloganof a promotionalcampaign(WilliamsLahari 2009Woonton, 2009. In the Declaration,

the 1.5 °C target is indeed exposed tdger with its equivalents, 350 ppm artbe long term
emissionreduction targetsnoted in the previous sectigiAOSIS, 2009a

The Climate Mnerable Forum summit as welhdorsed the 1.5°C positiofCVF, 2000

It is also likely to refer to the promotion given by civil society on the issue. It is especially
relevant to recall the onlin®@ SR AYAUGAF GABS dopnd®2NHE® C2N)YSR
before Copehagen, 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 interiddded,

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 &tfi SR YSRAF Q& I G ¢
and pictures of these actions became very popular before Copenh@gdran et al., 2010

During COP15

Reference to the need of limiting global temperature rise below 1.5° C abovinguostrial
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 wdliee 1.5 target.

Concretely, Pacific islands organized several press conferences, whose tittles even made
NEFSNBYOS (2 GUKS wmM®pd/ AdadgmEpé €iRrS atilh @A T A G GSZ A
islands, the Pacific voicem ®p 6 / (2 & (, thé isshef waga8dredsed in AOBIS press
conferences, such as the one of thé"iif Decembe(20099.

Besides, the joint press conference of AO®Igther with 350.0org and Avaaan online
platform of promotion of civil society asism on global issuen the 11" 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 regard¢hélong term mitigation goal
(2009h.

To conclude, it can be said that small island countmiesagedo promote the 1.5°C target as
a positional number, through events, promotional campaignsgl eventsand the additional
participationof civil society organizations.

3.1.2 Proceduralstrategicactions

The next passagdescribes initiatives undertaken by small islano&ler the official UNFCC
procedures. Those intended tormally put forward the proposition of the 1.5°C threshold,
and to ge it captured in the final outcome.

Before COP15:

G /htwvmnX !'h{L{ &adzooYAOGGSR I NBLRNI 2F 206aSNDI i
document, it was stated that a loAgrm temperature increase should be stabilized well below

1.5 °C, as 2°C wdd have devastating consequences on SP&eti, 2008h The initiative

aimedat exposingformally the recently adopted position of the coalition. Also, when Antigua

and Barbuda on behalf of AOSIS suggested, in 2009 at Bonn lll, the incorporation of elements

of a shared vision into a political statemefifSD, 2009y it indeed represented a strategic

movement seeking téoster formal discussion on concreteng 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 ontact groups under the AWGCA, until the working group on Annex

L SYAaaArzya NBRdAOiUA2Yya KIFEIR O2YLX SGSR Ada 62N] o
force industrialized countries to present ambitious pledges on mitigation adiisb, 2009e

The strongesformalinitiative undertaken by smaislands to put forward the 1.5 targéiefore
COP15vere the proposals presented by TuvaluBonn I. The 1.5 number is in fact stated at
GKS 06S3IAYyYyAy3d 2F (KS LINRPLRASR a4/ 2LISYKFISYy t NP
concentrations in the atmosphermust 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 pkey Rdza G NA | £ f S@MNHACEC, 2069 Inj2addididnd f S d ¢
proposals for amndments to the Kyoto Protocotefer to a short termemissionreduction

target: 40% below 1990 during the pe&®12 commitment period20132017. Tuvalu urges all

Annex | countries to take action for this period. It urges as weltAwanex | parties to tak part

on voluntay commitments, and in this sense, stiggests a table where to inscribe their
voluntary targets for 201:2017(UNFCCC, 2009b
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During COP 15:

At the Copenhagen summit,rothe 11" of December, the AOSIS coalition launched proposals

F2NJ I yS¢ G/ 2LSyKFEIASYy tNRG202t¢ |yR ®m&N | YSYR
beginning of the first document-under the article on shared visiennotes 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, 2009aly O2 YLI NA&az2y (2 ¢ dz0l  dn@posalelhbBritel O2 f  LINE |
more on the concept of Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Actions (NAMAS).{ L { Q LINR LIZ a | ¢
for amendments to the KP put forward new and deeper targets for Annex | countries
(Bascombe, 2009b But, the proposed amendmest did not make a clear reference to

mitigation actions by developing countries for the second commitment pe2{ait3-2017. The

difference in approeh between Tuva& YR ! h{L{ Q LINRLRAalfta oAff 0
discussion chapter of this report.

In addition,it is important to note thatnegotiation texts of the AWG&CA kept both numbers
1.5°C and 2°C bracketed until the end of COP15 negotiati@omai, 2009 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 lasttsaight of COP15, ithe closeddoord CNA Sy Ra 2 F (GoKS / KI A N
the Accord, small islands kept on raising their voice for 1.5 degrees. Maldives, Grenada and

Papua New Guinea were the only smialand countrieshat were includedby the Danish

Presidency in the closedbor meeting that drafted the Copenhagen Accord. The Copenhagen

Accord finally issued from this meeting shows agreement on RIGIFCCC, 201pa

Nevertheless, it states in its last point:

& 2 $all for an assessment of the implementation of this Accord to be completed by 2015,
AyOtdzZRAY3I Ay fAIKG 2F GKS [/ 2y@SylGAz2yQa dzZ GAYI
strengthening the longerm goal referencing various matters presented by thcience,
AyOftdzZRAY3 Ay NBfFGAZ2Y (2 G JUNECRI20100a2NS NA asSa 2F

In this sense, small islands did get a small mention to their 1.5°C request on the final outcome
of COP15. This revealsat SIDS had agpsistent intervention until the very end of the
negotiations to put forward the 1.5°C. Nevertheless they were not able to secure it.

To concludea number of formal initiatives were undertaken by SIDS forward the 1.5 eumb
towards the outcome of COP15, whinkwveak the stakethey had on the issue.h&y kept on
fighting for it and did not cedantil the endof the bargaining process.
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3.2 Intellectual leadership

It remairs relevant to investigate ostrategiesseekingintellectual leadership that small island
statescarried outin climate negotiations for the pos2012 policy frameworkindeed,to gain
recognition onthe 1.5°C target, they arguedthat it was a number issued from scientific
research.

3.2.1The argument ofScience

In their discourse around 1.5°C, island countries appealed to Science as the main argument to
take and guide action in negotiations towards a pa812 climate framework.

¢CKS OfFrAY (2 F2ftt20 aOASYOS 4 aDecaNBeda Y70 Ay A&
AOSIS then highlighted and requested more attention to the réggniblishedPCC ARAISD,

2000 LYy .2yy LLX alNBKFff LatlFryRa aiNBaaSR (GKS
LINB Ol dzil A 2 y lwNéh fixingNdhg/tévh gafal§lISD, 20099). AOSIS promotedction

I O02 NRA Y 3 sitiénceaefuirésiliSD{i 209d.8) and highlighted several times before

/| 2 LISYKIF3ISy (GKS aSy2N¥2dza 3 LI 6 S{isDS2600d3pIOA Sy OS |
this sense, AOSIS advocated in formal negotiations for the establishment of a scientiflc globa
threshold, to bethe starting point forposteriorlyassigning individual emissions targets.

During COP15, science became a recurrent argument, used bgfalidérs of vulnerable

islands in order tajive strength tothe 1.5°C. AOSIS justified that this science was produced
R2YSaGAQHLHf &Y (B! MOASKOSt PNERKS Az Radvd NBLINBa Sy
interview (Fry, 2010. Indeed, AOSI®aintained that 1.5 °C was coming from its main two own

research centers, which had scientifically come up with the thres{gl9d. This matter will

be detailed in the next section.

Discusg¢y G ! h{L{W¥Y LNz ofdecembemtBcg2thagdeyraised

interesting concerns in relation to the scientific argument. Indeed, around December 2009,

new scientific reports had come out, and interestingly coincided With { L { Q& L2 aAGA2Y
1.5°C temperatre increase limit. This provideisland countrie® | NJBatax Svighlian

additional aspecty Sg &4 OA Sy OS KI R O2 YFurtl? AlzfessindnyReortina / /| Wa
way that, by December 2009, the latter was already obso{2@99d. This new science had

therefore to be followed:

GLT a0OASyOS Aa Y2JAy Adeclaied Anbasger Desgind WilliandldfR f S| R
Grenadan the press conference held by AOSIS on tHedf@ecember

As exposed aboyahe argument of science was used by snsdind countriedo trigger policy

action. Dessima Wiliamslso 4G F 6 SR G ¢ KS NB a SRORIYK Alsd, dhe G4 KS 3 dz
representative of Federated States of Micronesia declamnedhis speech of the press

conference organized by SPREP on tHeoBDecemberd [ SG Q&8 dzaS &aO0ASy 0S¢ |
AVAGNHOGSR 089). (2 65 KSNBE
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3.2.2The producers of the 1.5°C science

From the previous].5°C limit of temperature rise above predustrial levelgsinterpreted by
SIDSas a scientifi¢inding. According to the definition of intellectual leadership, 1.5°@é&s
understoodas a new concept, which seekschangethe pre-established sysimsof thought

on 2°C In this sensethe number doesiot onlyrepresent a position omitigation action, buit

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 C.5¢ience.

Small island countries promatel.5°C as acientific knowledge issued from two centeviich
conducttheir own research and projectthe Caribbean Climate Change Centre and the Pacific
Regional Environmental Programn{@/illiams, 200% Also, he Postdam Institute for Climate
Change Impacts Research advised I8@8 this issue, and recommende&°C(Fry, 2010.

In addition, the numbefound support in important personalities of the scientific community.
Rajendra Pachauri, Chair of the IP@@eed backed up AOSIS position regarding mitigation
goals, declaring in an interviewa ¢ K | (i peniag, dd what is likely to happen, convinces
me that the world must be really ambitious and determined at moving towards a 350 [ppm]
G I NH @vibobton, 2009. Dr. Abert Binger, a former academiwith expertise in
environmental economics was at COPAart of the technical team advising the work of AOSIS
chair, Ambassador Dessima Williams of Gren@délliamsLahari, 2009) Nicholas Stern,
renowned economist andlimate 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 1.5°C
target (WilliamsLahari, 2009p Finally, the American climate scientishames Hansen also
meant an important support for this number by the scientific commufiighan et al., 2000

In fact, all these personalities, membeo$ the scientific community on climate change,
contributed to promote 1.5°C as a scientific finding.

Toconcludeon strategies of intellectual leadershipOSIS used extensively before and dyrin
COP15 the argument of Science in ortieconvince the audience of the validity of the 1.5°C
positon. Snall islands claimed to take science as reference for acBgrarguing that science

was evolving and that new one was available, small island countries wanted to achieve some
intellectual leadership on the issu@heygrounded the argumenbn the one had on their
domestic research, citing their own research centers @fdrring toclimate expertsadvisors

In addition,strengthwas giverto the position by the claim afxternal important scientistand
personalities. Therefore, the 1.5°C was presentaad promoted asnew finding to be

1A Az

I Oly26f SRISR o0& (GKS NBal( 267 (SN d& vf § BNGRIAGIASYYAl (2 F

The success of this approach will be addressed further on in this case study.
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3.3 Environmental leadership:

Small islandsdvertised domestic mitigations actions before and during COP15. It was a way
to give example to others parties witlvhat they @ backhome. Despite being low GHG
emitters, they aimed at being consistent with the 1.5°C tardedttthey demanded. Some of
these domestic programmes, initiatives and announcements are desdritibd 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 woutahieethe first country

in the world achieving this targéClark, 2009 In this event, the President Nasheed declared

GsS R2yOG ¢l yd G2 airid INRdzyBR2FIRR 6KFEWSOBKBE 430K
S K2LIS (KFG dKSasS LIXlya +Fftaz2z gAffQABNWS | a |
this sense, it is understood that this island country had the intention to take the lead in

adopting mitigation actions, irorder 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 Ricdf WK (1 KS 2 06 2 S[idd] higr@atichT a T OA
exchange and networking on achieving a transition to adowssions and eventually climate

Yy Sdzii NI f (2@802)OFh8 (partitipation of theisland countriesTuvalu, and Niue is

noticeable.

The Climate Vulnerdd Forumalsorecognized in its declaration the opportunity and the future

of developing low carbon andventually neutral carbon economies. Vulnerable countries
participants in the CVéhowed the willhgnesdo participate ando 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 cathe initiative on(CVF, 20001t has to be remarked

that the CVF initiative was mainly led by Maldivdse only party member of theCarbon
Neutral Network.

Still, it served to encourage other countries to follow up the example. It also aimed at showing
consistency with the ambitious 1.5°C limit of global temperature rise that small island
O2dzy GNR S&a 6SNBE RSY!I ydva gbskiversyrotonly focissing/od the vetima 0 LI
A&ARSI o0dzi I f a2saiRtye EdvikoBmenital Widistek of MadS/és at the summit
(ukforeignoffice, 2009 In the Declaration of the CVF, reference is made to the fact that taking

action proveghat vulnerable countries are alsable to show great example to the rest of the

52 dzy G NA S4 | YR KZ2Z{CRF, 20082 Ni 4 2 NISth RISSIBERKS NE Kok LI NBF S
GKA&d GKSarAa NBaSINOK OFftfta aSYy@aANRYYSylalrt fSIF
addressed in the discussion chapter of this thesis.

QX
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Some critical reflection has to be added on the previous exposed carbon neutral
announcements. Indeed, thesaeitiativesare very ambitious, even too ambitious for some of
them. Future mrformance of countriesin carbon neutralitysuch as Pakistan, but also
Maldives, Niue, and Tuvaluemains doubtful. Therefore, the credibility of these
announcements iaffected

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 GE@ie of those measureare noted
below.

First is addressetthe case in thePacificregion The Pacific Islands Greenhouse Gas Abatement
through Renewable Energy Proje(PIGGAREBHs a programme aiming to reduce GHG
emissions from fossil fuel use by promoting the development renewable energies in the Pacific
Island Countries PI€sThe pogramme 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 toremove barriers to the widespread and cost effective use of renewable energies,
with a goal of reducing fossil fuel use up-80% by 2015 in those PISPREP, 20&9109.

The Caribbean region as well is active in taking mitigation measures. In Junetz0figst
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, wable energies and
financing of projectglISD, 2008a

The Caribbean Renewable Energy Development Programme (CREDP) started in 2004 for four
years, and was implementeldy UNDPand executedoy the CARICOM Secretariatw 9 5 t Ya

321t gra aG2 NBY2OS o0 NNASNE (2es and $edudey ONB | & S

AYLX SYSy il A2y 023804 GKdzaA NBRdIzOAy3a GKS [/ F NAO
O2y iNARoOdziAy3d (G2 GKS NEBARIOKS. Aye Caribbead REnehid YA & & A 2

Energy Fund CREF was established, in charfpe dihancing of implementation of renewable
energy projects in the region, in cooperation kviither financial institution§CARICOM

DuringCOP15

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'thié D@cember, and

1% Cook Islands, Fiji, Kiribati, Nauru, Niue, Papua New Guinea, Samoa, Solomon Island, Tonga, Tuvalu and
Vanuatu.

59

0
y

C
~
>
>
C



the event was promoted with a ceremony for the r&agure of the project by environmental
ministers and heads of state of 12 AOSIS member cour{8ragh, 2009k

{L5{ 5201Q4 FAY A& (2 adzZLlR2 NI FyR aarad avlftft
developing sustainable energy projectsidtan institutional arrangement that would enable

Gtz O02yySOl GKS SySNHe& aSO02NJ Ay {L5{ 6AGK 0(KSE
technologies and with the European Union (EU) and the United States (US) carbon markets,

and able to tradethe & A RS R OF Nb 2y SYA aaA@SySa20lyithisivag a S Y I NJ
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, throughhe generation of carbon credif®\OSIS, 2030

Carbon neutality announcement of Solomon Islands

{2ft2Y2y LatlyRaQ RSt S3I d"ofDycenibérithi ghisdoknfiwag dzy OS R 2
GY2NB GKFry 1SSy (2 06S02YS SySNHe STFTAOASyGésx |
economic advantage@Vasuka, 2009b This statement took placduringthe starting of the

high level segment, and therefore did not have too much echo. More@gefor the previous

carbon neutrality announcementtje credibility of thisannouncemenisalsoquestionable.

To concludeon strategies of environmental leadershipcan be said that SIDS carried out and
promoted some domestic initiatives on mitigation, especially on the field of renewable
energies. Although some of themsuch as carbon neutrality announcementsin be seen as
too ambitious or not credible, their publicity intended to create an image of environmental
leadership tothe eyes of other players the debate In order toshow consistency with the
demanded 1.5°CAOSIS as well referred to these concerns in its Declaréio®|S, 2009a:4),
highlighting that, despite not having caused the problem, they are still involved in the solution:

OWe underscore that while SIDS contribute the least to global emissions, are limited
human, financial and technical resources, our nations continue to take significant actions
towards the reduction of our own emissions including through regional and-reg@nal
SySNHe AYyAUGALFIGAQGSaé®

4. Influence on the process and outcome

The last section of this first case study assesses the impact ofistaall statesntervention

on the negotiating process and outcome, with regards to their requeltrifing to 1.5°C the

temperature rise. In this sense, discowmmalition formation and discursive hegemony

processes are observed in order to build a picture of the whole bargaining préosssare

consideredhe & dzLJLI2 NIISNAR 2F ! h{L{Q LRaAGA2Y | yR RAaO2dz
of the opporent target -2°G is addressed. 180, the dynamics among the two divergent

political and scientific positions are analyzbdre, in orderto eventually understand the final

success of 2°C
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4.1 Discoursecoalition with other players

Since AOSIS presented its position of a long temitigation target avoiding the global
temperature to raise more than 1.5°C above pnelustrial levels, it immediately gained the
supportfrom other parties. Concretely, theDCgroup joined AOSIS in its first statement in
COP14. At Bangk@009the majoiity of the African Group, as well as the ASEAN countries
which only agreed verbally £ a8 2 Sy R2 NA S R (Worktoprl, 20093 ThbiPat GOR1I5f &
a number ofCentral and South Amiean countriesdeclared their support for the target
(Miller, 201Q. Eventuallythe chief negotiator for Granada and Chair of the A@®t&d that,
intotald & f Aodek-(i f K2dzy ddoMBIdsEommitted to 1.5°C (20099).

Also very relevant was the adoption of tie5°C target by several groups of civil society. As
already referred to, 350.0org 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 aefties and demonstrations during the months before COP15 around the
world, and continued during the two weeks of the sum(2i011). Inside the conference center
itself, members of 350my 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:
a b D hawillde to the best that we can the army behind AOSIS, behind these brave and wise
f S| REODE.£

Therefore, AOSIS succeeded in forming a coalition around the 1.5°C position viritly 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 2°C target.

4.2 Discursive hegemony

Although the 1.5€ discourse was put forward by AOSIS, it did not actmlhageto be at the
center of the negotiations. In order to understand the prevalence of the 2°C target, it is
essential to have a look at powerful pias meetngs and declarations.

First of all, he promotion ofthe 2°C number had been initialsarried out by the EForner,
201Z% Fry, 2011 Dahan et al., 20100Indeed,the EU had adoptedince 1996communitarian
directivescentering on a goal &°C(Fry, 201iDahan et al., 2000

2°C wasalsothe outcome of the Major Economies Forum on Energy and Climate. The major

DI D SYAUGSNE RSOitthe sclertific viewttt tHedhOensk yihAgloll average

temperature above prd Y Rdza G NA | £ f S@St a 2dAKGEMFR 009k 2 SEOSS
Itistoy20S GKFGZT FFGSNI GKA&a adlradSySyidz ' h{L{ O

dzy I OO S (2000w, t S ¢

Then, 4 COP15, the biggest economialso pushed for a 2°C temperature limit, competing

with smallA af I yYRQa wmM®p o/ LJ2 & A dcangpesed by AuStraljpCermdaS I D NJ
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Iceland, Japan, New Zealand, Norway, the Russian Federation, Ukraine and the US.
GNBEO23yAl SR8 GKS Ay RdzGNAI f(Jadksors 2009 Fin is RSINBS
introductory statement in the High level segment of COP15, Sweden on behalf olUthe E

called for the two key actors, China athe US, to take action in order to limit the temperature

increase to below 2 °QISD, 2009h

A U.S. delegate declared in a press conferenceopefhagen on the 1 of December that

Mmdp 6/ A& ayz2iGd Ay GKS NBIfY 2F gKFG ¢S OFy I3
(Komai, 2009 This declaration bringfie dimension of feaibility to the discussion, an issue

that will be addressed in thaext section Still, importantly, this declarationreveak the state

of discussios. L confirms that 1.5°actually remaired out of consideration for a COP15
agreementin the eyes of powerful countries, and that 2°C was for themghiacipalnumber.

But, to understand this result, it is necessary to go back in time, and to observe outcomes of
preparation meetingf preparationto Copenhagen. Alreadynen, it could be intuited that

the prevalent number was rather 2°C. 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 sns#dind countriesrepresentatives in fact
attended these meetings.

No discussion or even reference is made on the 1.5°C target in the summary of the Greenland
Dialogue of June 2009 Instead, it indicates the need of impeding a global temperature
increase of 2°C, 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 sentencedMany referred to the need for a 2 degree limitile for the

most vulnerablea safe level means staying below 1.5 degrees centigrade. World leaders
acknowledged the scientific imperative to cut global greenhouse gas emissiontebygtdd0%
below 1990 levels by 2050 to mekis goatb @JN, 2009 emphasis added

In this extract fromthe summary of meeting, both temperature options are suggested. Still,

several remarks reveal thain an implicit waypreference is given to 2°C. From the way the

FANRG &aSyidiSyOS Aa aidliGdSRXI AG A& dzyRSNAI22R (K|
minority, and that the majority of the parties advocates the 2° C limit. Moreover, it seems that

GKS aS0O2yR aSyidSyO0S NBfIl{iSa aiGKAA 3A21t¢& G2 nHol
adl &a TFIN FNRBY &Yl fft Aafl ydkro@edgemention cientifit K S G SE (
guidance, although it seems it is rather referring to 2°C. As a conclusion, it is clearly proved

that although being present in the negotiation, the 1.5°C discourse of AOSIS did not get real
consideration in the discussion tfis international high level climate summit.

Suchprevalence of 2°C over 1.6°in multilateral conversations was well visible at a regional

f S@Stz IyR SalISOALfte Ay GKS t I OAFAODP ¢KS tF OA°
express any limit of temperature rise. The Call for Action of August 2009 eventualiyeceto

2°C. Nevertheless, th8malleNJ L af | y R { G (i s hdldBvb dais IN@ofewhere S G A y 3
1.5°C had been the outcomé&hese outcomes reveal the state of the positions on temperature
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rise limitswithin the Pacific regiorsmall 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 2°C.

It can be said from the previous thatudied from a perspective of discursive hegemony, the
prevalence of the 2°C target over the 1.5°C one had been forged giuhia two years of
preparation to COP15This eventually came translated on the final outcome of the
negotiations. The Copenhagen Accord indeed finally states 2°C. 1.5°C is actually noted,
although only as possible future target, which will need furtheersttfic researchlUNFCCC,
20109. The political agreementather takes a bottorrup approach, by presenting a table for
inscriptions of targets in Appendix to be fulfilled by individual Annex | paréiesording to

their will.

To conclude, small island countries did not succeed in convincing the rest of the international
community on a 1.5°C limit for global temperature rise above-ipdstrial levels. In fact,
ambassador Dessima Williams, chair delegate for AOSIS said inagatiecl at the end of
Copenhagen:

G2S f2ald 2dNJ GAIT2NRdza O2YYAGYSyWiliamdBhari, 2 § KSNJ |
20093.

4.3 The scienceolicy interface

Apart from assessing impadiom a discursive point of view, i also importanto address
several factors that stay related to the argument of Sciencélhis section give special
emphasis tdnteractions among policy anaignce around 1.5°C and 2¥@mbers in the aim
to assesshe impact of the strategies of intellectual leadership in the negotiating process.

On the first handas previously exposed,5 °C was a negotiating positioim dscussions on a

G & KIF NSR SIPSsaugh yos ensure a safglobal threshold of 1.5°C increase of

temperature { f 23 ya YR AYAGAIFIGAOPSEa &a4dzOK | a amop (G2
demonstrations encouraged by 350.0rg tried to spread the numberderto gain supporters

of the number In this sense, 1.5°C wasesented asn alternative political position. Asvery

party takes positionaccording to one number, SIDS table strictest,1.5°C.Neverthelessas

explained in the previous section on discursive hegema®y hadstarted to be secured in the

overall climate discussion long time before Copenhagen. This processeastdnra rather

political manner as a consequence tife structural power of partiesbehind2¥C aA G 61 a | &2
2F I LRt AGA @iy 201D A ciMEuanaedbthe political sense of the number

1.5°C failed to be internationally adopted against the leading 2°C.

But an the other handsmall island states largely promoted 1.5° 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 Pacifis, regio
which had come up wht such a finding. In additiomenowned scientists also promoted their
advocacy for a limit in global temperature rise of 1.5 °C. Science was cited in almost every
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speech or declaration of island countries in support of this numbiee extent of the success
of this strategyis the concern of this section

Sience wassimilarlyclaimed by supporters of 2°C, as appear reflected in documents emitted
by powerful countriest KS a9C RSOf NI GA2Yy AYyRSSRcwewl §SRY
that the increase in global average temperature above-ipdstrial levels ought not to

SEOSSR H RS @MESE 3089 / TBef UNA inlzhet summanf its High Level Climate
{dzYYAld NBOFfftSR Xi®@Ss aaOASYGAFAO AYLISNI i

Both 1.5°C and 2°@ositionswere grounded in the argument on sciencén view of thisSIDS
intended to go furtherand therefore promoted the idea that 1.5 was a finding issued from
more actual and accurate researctheyclaimed at Copenhagen that the 2°C was issued from
an already obsolete IPC& Assessment Report. 1.5 °C was a more recent scientific finding,
coming frommore precise modeling researchiherefore, it was the numbehat hadto be
taken into consideration by the international community.

Recalling 2 dzy 3Qa RSTAYAGA2Y therdis 4 sbrisé that, Bi@ddiatuel oret S RS NE

scientistsand worldwide scientific institutions would consider this number as airnd

ySA20A1FGAY3 LI NIASA ¢2dz R | RAdullly, thikidkesydng amPp é

time to occur, as new scientific ideas have first to triumph over the already established ones in
order to be translated on a policy agreemeht.this casehowever, it did not succeedas2°C

had been taken as reference for studies, and had kmaditically securediong timein advance

by powerful countrieg i.e. the EUapproveddirectiveson 2°Cin 1996 1.5°Cstarted to appear

only one year before€ OP15The interviewee Claudio Forneecalls the fact that in December
2009, there were not many studies on the 1.5°C li(Riorner, D11). In relation to thismore
recently-in June 2010A0SIS has undertaken an attenti@tput pressure on the Secretariat to
consider the 1.5°C limit in its investigations, in view of the preparation of tHelPCC
Assessment Repoffry, 2011

The observer Amy Dahan refers to 1.5°C and 2°C numbers as leing I O] heie ES&¢ Y
construction implies pwer relations among parties, and they also hide sosuentific
controversies(Dahan et al., 2000 For instance, lte IPCC never offaly recommended the
2°C number. It merelynade reference to it in a grapbn climate change impacts according to
global temperature risefDahan et al., 2000In addition, interestinglythese numbes are nd
S0 precise in terms of concrete consequences of adfi@mner, 2011 Their exact equivalent
in terms of emissioneeductions tagets remairan unclear matter.tiwas indeed mentioned in
first section of this chaptethat, during thepreparatoryAd Hoameetings tavardsCOP15SIDS
advocated fortwo different emission reductiortargetsfor Annex | parties40% and 45% for
2020 below 1990 leveldMoreover, the two long term temperature targets donot clarify
distributional matters of their burden. Indeed, vhen at the final informal closeedoor
bargaining the inclusiorof 1.5°C in the Copenhagen Accavdsaddressed, it revealed to ke
controversialissuefor emergent and future big ertiers, namely China With a long term
target on 1.5°C, those wouldprobablybe forced to takereduction measureqForner, 2011
Finally,the time range of thescopeof these numberslso caries confusion. &cks of exact
dates of application of the temperature@grease limits andf a concretedate of preindustial
period of reference bringagueness to the scientific meaniafjthe numbes.
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A final consideration has to bevgn to the issue of feasibilitin the construction of these
numbers.Results froma UNFCCC Secretariat report, leakgdalBritish newspaper at the end

of the COP51 summitoted that pledges made by countries Copenhagen are equivalent to

a 3°Ctemperature increas€20099). This findingoresentsa considerable gap between what is

claimed by small island cotries and what discussions actualban offer. It downplays

expectations and brings a realistic approachthe issue In fack a Y'I { Adefel YRAQ md
accused to béoo ambitiousand omit he reality of the pledges made by countriés this way,

feasiblity was a counterargument used by powerful countries. A US delegate indeed declared

Ay | LINBaa O2yFSNBYyOS GKIG mdpd/ A&Koma,20i Ay
20099. When aVenezuelan deleda intervened in a COP plenaryfavor 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 thosendeet 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

1.5°C.

To concludethe interaction between thescientific meaning of 2°C and 1.5°Ccannot be
separated from thepositional dimension of the number®espite being issued from scientific
models, these numbers have always to be considered within a policy context; they are the
result of a political decisio(Forner, 2011 Negotiating partiesthough play with both aspects
of the targets in order to gain supporfhe prevalence a2°C could be seen as an exercise of
structurd power by developed countrieswhich overcome any attempt of intellectual
leadership At the same timethe weaknessf 1.5°Cstens from the fact of being a&cientific
finding not yet acknowledged by theestof @ & @ & &2 § Y & K Anditi Kaited sense, wre
time might still beneeded for the scientifiacknowledgment of this new number, and the
eventual displacemenin policymakingof the obsolete 2°C. Finally, tHfeasibility dimension
of targets has also to be recalled.o® ambitiousclaimssuch as 1.5°Gnight be atually
impossible to accomplishheytherefore fail in béngagreed.

5. Conclusion

Smallisland countriespromoted the 1.5°C mainly through several fronts. Entrepreneurial
initiatives & YSR G0 IAGAY3I LINBY2GA2Yy (2 ' h{L{Q RA&aO2dz
regionally. Also, the position was strongly put forwarddmyall islands in a formal way; they

kept pushing for it until the very end of the formal bargaining process. Astiveyl,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 leadehseeking the audience to acknowledge the
number as a scientific finding. In addition, domestic mitigation actions intended to prove that,
despite being lowemitters, some efforts are also made in promoting renewable energies and
carbon neutrality. The redibility of some of those announcements, though, remains
guestionable.
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Discoursecoalition formation succeeded principally with other vulnerable countries and
several civil society organizations. However, 2°C came to be the dominant long term target in
informal and formal climate discussions. What comes remarkable is that several summits of
preparation to COP1bad concludel on 2°C, despite the attendance of smislland countries

to those meetings. Powerful parties of the negotiatiore. the MEF, the 8, the EU, Cha -

were the principal advocatefor 2°C, despite the fact that ovarhundredcountries in the UN
hadjoined thesupportfor the 1.5°C targetAnd eventually, theCopenhagen Accord agreed on
2°C. The Accord, still reservednaention in its last paragraptio 1.5°C as a target needing
further investigation; thisactuallyrepresentsa certainachievement of AOSISlonetheless, the
whole casereveals that smalisland countrieswere not powerful enough to secur#.5°C
against the dominain 2°C, despite the scientific interpretation thatan be given to the
number. In fact, the competition between the two numbers hid important interactions
between science and policy.
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1. Introduction

The request for funding for adaptation is in fact a request that the Alliance of $staaid
stateshas been promoting since its very beginning. Definitive financial provisions were not
arranged when the UNFCCC got initially establisiesthe et al., 1999 Since then, several
funding mechanismsvere created in 1992the main ones are the Least Developed Countries
Fund and the Adaptation Fund under Kyoto. The LDCs Fund is ddstithedimplementation

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 GldBavironmental Facility
(GEFJUNFCCC, 201pbrhe 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 Mechaniseof the KP and completed by other sources. On an interim basis, the
GEF provides services to the Adaptation Fund Boatddh wasestablished at COP14) and the
World Bank serves as a trustee of the Adaptation HuUNdFCCC, 201Db

In negotiationson the post2012 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 fofunding, 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 promdt 2y 2F AaflyRAQ R2YSaidGAO FRIFILIWIGAZ2Y Y
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 fiaat iofip

avlftft AatlryRAQ AYUGSNBSyiGA2yd 5S@PSEt 21LISR 02 dzy i NA ¢
outcome of Copenhagen.

2. Discourse

2.1 Components of the request

The request on funding for adaptation of smadland stateswas composed byseveral
components.In formal UNFCCC negotiatmrSIDS claimed for concreteacacteristicsof such
finance. Thosare detailed below

Quantity:

Members of AOSIS always claimed that the existing funds for adaptation to climate change

were insuficient. Theirstatements informal meeting towards Copenhagen repeatedly asked

for an ncrease in financial resourc@$SD, 200801SD, 2009 For instance, the amount filling

GKS ! RILIIFGA2Y Cdzy R dzy RSNJ ((KSD, 2909y The LEC Fdgdy 8 A RS NI
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was criticized by Ambassador Collin Beck of Solomon Islandstet that only 5 NAPASs out
of the 49 submitted by LDCs had finally successfully obtained the @@0®3.

AOSIS never directly requested a concrete sum of money, but rather used expressions such as
G 1 LILINE LINR | G SISD, 2009h& & 1D @zl ¥ S & to dableviel of the damages we

have already suffered(2009p. In occasionsthey used external references for estimations,

such as the UNDP, World Bank, UNFQGDy).

Predictability:

Another importantconcern for small islands was the predictability and stabilittheffunds on

a long time term, as the Prime Minister of Grenada referred to in its speech at G2IRES.

AOSIS argued in COP14 that the global financial crisis had proved the pitfalls of the existing
framework, as financéad not beensecured(IISD, 2008c When a week before COP15, the

British government proposed to launch a fund of 10 billion US$, small islands did not
O2yaARSNBR I adzZFFAOASY(G adzYd CAdzNIKSNX¥2NBI GKSe@
resourcesover_the longer terntt (20099. Indeed, small islands representatives recurrently

Of F AYSR T 2NJ & a dg2oaop. Nylsissue & felat&dite/dontedns grithe source of

finance, which is addressed below.

Accessibility:

Small islands demanded better assibility to the funds with regards to institutional
arrangements and governance of funding mechanisms. They refused to base the funding
architecture on the already existing foundatiogespeciallythe World Bank and the Global
Environmental FacilityDahan, 2011 In this sensethe Prime Minister of Tuvalu Apisai lelemia

aFAR Fd t2TylyyY 28 R2y Qi 6Fyd GKS ' RFELIGFGAZ2Y
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 prpjepbsals and work

GKSANI gl @& OGKNRddzZZK YSGOSNR 27 (KdR, 200BcliStead,y R & dzNID
small islands claimed for a reform and a new framework for funding for adaptation.

Thisaspect of the request for funding for adaptation can be found on reports of negotiations
duringthe Bali Action Plan. Already @0OP13, island countries noted their difficulties to access
GEF finance under the Resources Allocation Framework, and emphabizethck of
transparency in the assignation process of the fui$D, 200y Also, Pacific Islands
complained against the slowness of the process to access the LDC Fund. For instance, Tuvalu
and Samoa did not havaccess 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 expresskeat COP14Komai, 2008a Therefore in Bangkak009, AOSIS called for

a reform of the GERISD, 2009d In COP15, Solomon Islands noted that the main receivers of
finance from the GEF had been Charal India and therefore requested an Adaptation Fund

fully independent from the GESmith, 2009a

In addition, small island countries demanded an adaptation funding approach which would
0SGGSNI SYLKI&aAT S GKS NRtS 2F NBOALMASYy(d O2dzyiN
access tdinance, advocating for the removal of intermediaries implementing agelikiesai,
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2008Dh. Provision of finance should be rather guided by developing country priofitigp,
20099.

Another concern of vulnerable countries in terms of asdaity is the proliferatiorof funds

outside the ConventionThese 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. Thisisthe @2y 0 SKAYR GKS Of I A Y@QMOPNI | & Of A
Islands often argued that a multilateral adaptation fund to be established under the
Convention would be the adequate framewo(kSD, 2008ph This one should channel all

finance and coordinate all the sourcé€2009y). And it would ih additionnot depend on the

continuation of KyotqDahan, 201}

Besides the previousn order to secure accessibiljitIDS requested special window for
accessingunds(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, AOSISadvdga F2NJ I af AYAGSR N
private sector(ISD, 20082 Yy R LJdza KSR F2NJ aadl iSQa NRBES @Al
(ISD, 2008c Indeed, they requested the major part of the sum to be issued from
contributions of developed partiefAOSIS, 2009fin order to avoid instabilities of market

fluctuations.

Still, according to small islands, mixed fundsagirceswould remain the best approacfiISD,

2008¢ 1I1SD, 2009f In negotiations previous to COP15, they showed interest and support for
innovative additional sources of funding, such as auctioning assigned amounts units (AAUS)
(IlISD, 2008y extending the share of proceeds on CDMESD, 20084 or levies on
international maritime and aviation transporliISD, 2009f Maldives and Tuvalu indeed
presented some concte proposals on the last optioAPF, 200P

Immediate:

Lasty, smallisland caintriesclaimed for an immediate establishment and start of the financing

Ft2ga FT2N) FRIFELIGFGAZ2Y D G / htwmnX tlfldz RSOfF NBR!
Fa &az22y & LkaairofsS T2 NWeeohOMNE.(CBncernR bnLilist G A 2y L.
FAYLFYyOAy3a 6SNB | faz2 I RRNDB A& A SRof Deyemifet av@aP¥58  LINS &
08 !YolaalR2N) CSGdzZNA 9t A&l Al 2F {lFY2lI ® LYRSSR
G2NR&a¢ AY | gl & Y& BAYREEDORI 1aKO2YyFUBHAFI 2F (K¢
FAYIFYOSeé NBTFTSNRBR (2 7Tl iasteadoMhehrdvisichofifinaince awer a2z ¥ FA Y |
short term(2009y).

~

a

To conclude, all the components of funding for adaptation detailed in this section were the
requested by smalkland statesn formal negotiations towards and during Copenhagen.
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2.2 Arguments

{YIff AaftlyRAQ LI AA lich 2vys eddygrsedf mzyalgumgrasuildng &J | R LG |
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 deeffects. Delegates and ministers made

especial emphasis on their vulnerability to impacts, and used it as the principal reason to

request financial assistancdor adaptation. Prime Minister of Samoa expressed in its

statement at the high level segmenfo / ht mpY &2 S &8S | yR20®& LISNRA Sy OF
Indeed, climate change damages were vetgmofdetailed in declarations of press conferences

and official statementsand @ SYLIA NR Ol S@ARSYy 0S¢ waFpro@hA YIS O
(20099. Multiple allusions to natural hazards were made, such as submersion of territory,

eroson of coastlines, and salinization of fresh water resources and crops, coral deterioration,

as well as effects on health. A= Minister for theenvironmentand climate change of Tonga

all 6SRI TFi2KNW aA aatal yRERS NS £ A ( the fuieBbutiode we are y 24 |y
struggling with nove (20092).

In occasiongepresentatives transmitted the reality of island populatioasd speeches would

become very intense and even emotional. In this setise use of pathos technique could be

interpreted as a discourse tactic to persuade the listeners. Personal experiences description

adzOK |a GKS 2yS 2F GKS NBLNBaSyidlGadAgS 2F CSRS!
press conference of the"8of December, sought to hit the audien¢2009y)® &2 S & LIS 1 T NER
2 dzNJ KeSdedNdp declaringhe Tongan Environmental Minist¢20093, in anattempt to

shake the emotions of the audience. The description of impacts and damages could even

adopt a dramatic touch, such as the statement mégethe Prime Minister of Cooklands at

GKS KAIK fS@St aSayvySyid 27F / hit uPAYNI TFo(i2KRSa X 2a52adzZN30F
churches, the graves of their departed ones, and fearful for the impending loss of their land

and therefore their livelihoods, culture, identity asénse of belonging as a peo@(@0099.

AOSIS did not directly addresisat @OP15the issue of resettlemerf populations due to loss

of territory, believing it should not beonsidered yet at that timg2009y). However, small
island state¥’ RA & O ameNd tRat tBeTsdus glimate change as a threat to survival in
order to support their requests and positis. 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 deth in the case study on the legalhnding claim.

Another strong argument used by island countries noted that they did not cause the problem,

Ff 6K2dZAK GKS&@ R2 FI0S Ada 02yaSldsSyOoSay a. dzi A
the consequencesThe large emitting countries must take pemsibility for their pollutios

declared the Prime Minister of Nauru, in its statement in the high level segrf28@99.

LYRSSRSE aS8OSNIf GAYSA !'h{L{ KIR YKB52008FSNBYyOS
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 toghequest
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 eagiting their vulnerability to negative

impacts of climate change and pyesening themselves as victims of a problem that they did

y2i Ol dzaSs GKSe &a2dAKi G2 G§2dz0K GKS Y2NIf 27F
unacceptable, and humanly wgt, declared the Prime Minister of Cook Islands in its
statement in the high level segment of the Copenhagen sur@0@99. 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

3.1Entrepreneurial initiatives:

The demandfor funding for adaptation was put forward through a sounded discourse,
previously analyzed. It remairasorelevant toinvestigateentrepreneurial gategies, formal
and informal. Those sought tpublicize, consddlate and spread this discourse order to
eventuallyconvince 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 reqaest discourse on
funding for adaptation. This section makes a revision of thaseénitiatives of entrepreneurial
leadership.

Towards COP5

Concerns on the need for funding for adaptation were addressed on a regional level as well as
in other gathering®rganized 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 ugency of the problem, concrete adaptation measures, and financing
(Wontoon, 2009% 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 theonsolidationof the position and speech.
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The Niue Declarationgsed from the Pacific Islands Foriam2008did 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, concerng &ibance
stayed rather vague. ThRIF inits Niue Declaratiorhad 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 finar(@F, 200P

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 wouldcover adaptation needs of vulnerable countries such as SIDS and LDCs.
Nevertheless, this declaration went further than Pacific ones, as it did refer to Viauhd
estimates, which amount to #tal annual impact of potential climate ahge on all CARICOM
countries ofUS$9.9 billiodCARICOM, 200%b

Other gatherings

¢KS ' h{L{ 5SOfFNYGA2y OfSIFINIe& IRRNSaaSR GKS A&
additional, predictable, transparent and adequate sources of gbased financing to fully

meet the adaptation needs of these particularly vulnerable countdesl, ensure for SIDS that

access is timely, dict, prioritized and simplified(AOSIS, 20093).

The Climate Vulnerable Forum also intended to promote the issue. At the first instance, the

name given to this gatheringdenoting the vulnerable feature of its participantalready

reveals the discourse this forum held. Indeed, the statement issued from the meeting made a

Ottt F2NJ RSOSt 2LISR @2MdaySIRNA BAY |iy20 SLINEXBA RISINBIREAND (iy1
GNJ yaLI NByi> ySg LkedBndbnRhe basia of gickaccess. It G Bigaifidant B

to remark the request for the amount of at least 1.5 % of developed countriesi&8iRted

(CVF, 2009). Although, the shares for mitigation and adaptati@me notclarified.

During COP15

During the Copenhagen summit, countrmembers 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 islan@isal, 2009a Also, the delegation of Kiribati organized a
side event in which consequencesalimate change were exposed and discussed, and showed
in a movie (20099. Oxfam International, a NGO focused on development and poverty
eradication, organized a hearing event for vulnerable countries and smafidssion the
adverse effects of climatehange (Lal, 2009h These initiatives aimed at promoting the
discourse of vulnerability and the sufferingislandgrom already occurring impacts.

Also, in every press conference organized by small islands, the request on funding for
adaptationwas as well addressed. This reveals their strong stake on the issue.
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3.1.2 Procedural strategi@actions:

As funding for adaptation remains a fundamental issue for AOSIS, the coalition and its country
members pushed for its attention through several intervengsoand 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 repsdly looked for the recognition of their
vulnerabilities. First, when the working program of the AMGA 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 poposed in Bangkok 200®e creation of several specific
workshops related to adaptatio(lISD, 2008p In addition,island countriepushed 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 impédtg&D, 2008p

Also, AOSIS presented aneledelh 3S Adzo YA aadAz2y (2 GKS aSaarzy 27
In it, the need of funding for adaptatiowas clearly requestd: ¢ I @I At F 6 At A& 27F vy
sufficient financial reso®@Sa wX6 (2 Faairad Ay OFLI OAGe& odzif F
FRFELIGEFGAZ2Y YSIF adzaNBasé YR aSyKI yrOacyvary fioldi  SEA &G A
extreme events (Pareti, 2008h

Besifax 2y G(KS alyYS RAaOdzaaizy 2y dakKlkNBR @raizy
of the principle of State Responsibility in COP14 in the negotiated (S®, 2008c This

allusion to internaibnal 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 negotiagidn 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 UNFCQISD, 200711SD, 2008blISD, 2008dIISD, 2008clISD, 20094

¢KS | NOKAGSOGldzZNBE 2F &adzOK | T dzy RForgnstancelinfits 2 O2y & A
declaration AOSIS demandefor the emplacement of the Headquarters of a Convention

Adaptation Fund Boarith BarbadogAOSIS, 200%a

Related to the latter,more remarkable procedural interventions of small islands sought
transparency and facilitation of the funding proceastably through the decentralization of
system of governance for adaptation. In this sense, small islands asked for the hold of several
sits on the Boaraf the Protocol Adaptation Fund, which they eventually obtaifMtntoon,

20099.

¢CKS LINRPLRalFf LINBaSyGadSR o0& ¢dzlftdz Ay .2yy L TF2N
approach, rather emphasizing the role of recipient countries. It included the creation of a
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Multilateral Fund for Climate Changelléd by mixed sources of finangparties 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 discretes A Y R2 6aY aAdAIlIGA2yS w9553 ¢SOKyz2fz23e8z
proposal also suggested the establishment of a Climate Impact Rehabilitation Facility as an
AyadzNF yOS YSOKIFYyAayY aiG2 FRRNXaa f2aa FyR RFEYIF 3
I fTAYFGS [/ KIFIy3aS [ 2YLISyalaiazy aSOKFyAay aid2 (-
O2dzy iNASa | RRNBaa (GKS SO2y2YAO IyR az20Atft Ozai
put forward the creation of Regional Adaptation Centers and of an Adaptdxpert

Committee (UNFCCC, 20082 ¢ dz@ | f dzQ&a LINRB LR alfa F2N I YSYRYSy
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 espamnd also assist

adaptation costs of vulnerable countri@@NFCCC, 200pb

During COP15:

AOSIS proposals presented at COP15 included elements concerning funding for adaptation,
which followedthe onesstated on the AOSIS Declaration.

According to AOSIS proposal, the suggested Multilateral Fund should have six funding windows
concerning: Adagttion, Mitigation, REDD, Insurance, Capacity Building and Technology.
CAYlIyOS g2df# R 6S 3IASYSNIGSR 6& YAESR &2dNDS&ao !
AOSIS does not directly include aviation and maritime transport levies but rather suggests

further research on the topighe explanation of this difference will be further addressed in

the discussion chapter. Moreover, it establishes that the Executive Board of the fund should

KF®?S {L5{ NBLINBaSyil A2y e ! h{L {nisnhid@dsigngtisk ONBI
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

OK I y(AGSES, 200®). AOSIS proposals famendments to the Kyoto Protocol intended
AAYATFINI @ (2 ¢dz@dlfdzQa G2 ONBFGS Ayy201 GAGS &z
countries(AOSIS, 200pf

To conclude the section on entrepreneurial initiatives, it can be said that SIDS intengiee
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

Smallisland statesmade 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. Neverthelessancrete sum of money was not at the centertioé

request, which rather kepramed by wordst dzZOK & &+ RSIljdzZ- §S¢ 2 NJ & LILINE |

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 fro@R)he

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 203@ackson, 2009¢

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 coutmies that the World Bank had estimat¢2009y).

In this sense, smaikland stategpreferred 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 rareabdsis

askforad YI 22 NJ ljdzZt yGAGe Ay G SN®OA9y. antelleciuslSeadershibdzy i 2 F
was notsought and science rather served as an auxiliary tool to concretize firnthatshould

be @ 02 YY &utf &odaN@ level of the damages we have already sufféreds the
representative of Grenada, Ambassador Dessima Williams r{2@&9p.

3.3 Environmental leadership

Small islands took some adaptation initiatives domesticadlyhis way, hey 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; hoeevthis section
describes severaif 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 NAPASs in application process far tHDCs Fund. Indeed at COP14 in 20@8GEF

LIN AaSR {FY2l Qa b! t ostskessuloNdisybrittel by ag LDCthel KS Y
LINS&a ONASTFAYy3IsS Al gl a adaldSRY a[SiQa 3IABS ONJ
reallypioneers and leaders N2 dzy R GKS ¢g2NI R 2y (KSJacksbn,! | yR
2008. In fact, by holding this proactive attitude domestically, this small pacific island country

might have gained creblility 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 naticsmddptationplans
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Continuing with concers on NAPAs, by December 2009 few other island countapeat from
Samoahad 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 ofelaboration of a NAPAUNFCCC, 2010dndeed, this finding might provide these
three SIDS with some credibility in the eyes of other negotapiayers.Although, a the

other hand, those three SIDS remain few.

Ongoing reqgional programs:

Regional adaptation actions are being undertaken in the Caribbean and in the Pacific to cope
with climate impacts and riskSome of those measureare notedbelow.

The Pacific Adaptation to Climate Change Programme (PACC) is a regional initiative for
adaptation aiming to build resilience in 13 P{G@thin three key areas: food production and

food security, coastal managemerand water resource managemeritaunched 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 thifNpleadevu, 2000 With the launch

of this program, Pacific islands intended to show they éstdblished a regional plan of action

by themselves, which would demonstrate certain envir@mtal leadersip on the issuan

view of the coming COP15

Ly GKS /FNAOoOSEHYS ¢KS [/ ///Qa 2y3I2Ay3 YIAYy LNE
Adaptation to Climate Change (SPACC). It came after several other adaptation related projects
implemented since 1997: ¢hCaribbean Planning for Adaptation to Climate Change, consisting

in monitoring of climate and sea level and the elaboration of databases;Athegpting to

Climate Change in the Caribbean Project, which rather focused on risk management, public
education anl 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 tnaté change

(CCcCcCC, 20Ma

The SPACC is funded by the GEF and is implemented since 2007, until the end of 2011. It aims
G2 adzZR2 NI STFF2NIa o6& 52YAYAOFET {FAyd [ dzOAl
implement specific integrategbilot 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 ne@r2 | & (i I (CCCCER01Aa

Besides, in July 2009 the @CC prepared a strategic framework for CARICOM Heads of State

that would provide a roadmap for action for the period 26091 Mmp G2 Sy KFy OS [/ I NA
resilience to climate ltange impacts. The framework was based on past CCCCC experiences

and proposed compmentary activities under the following four main axes:

' Cook Islands, Federated States of Micronesia, Fiji, Nauru, Rits), Papua New Guinea, Republic of
the Marshall Islands, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu and Vanuatu

76



G MMainstreaming climate change adaptation strategi@e 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 sysiems
CARICOM countries to the impacts of a changing climate.

4. Promoting action to derive social, economic, and enviromaebenefits through the
LINJZRSY G YIylF3aSYSyid 2F aillyRAy@BCCGRRM&E & Ay
emphasis added

These programs and initiatives attest the imdjnessof the Pacific and theCaribbean regios
to undertake action towards adaptation to climate change. It reveals that they du teabe
also part of the solution.

Small islands speeches:

At Barcelona in November 2009, in the closing plenary speech of the-lAM#GGrenada in
NELINBASY (Il GdA2y ' h{L{ KAIKEAIKGSR GKS aairayirTa
developing countries td- RI LJG G2 GKS AYLI OiGa 2F QispYlFiS OK
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 quin some prestige fanegotiations on adaptation.

During COP15, several references were made to already ongoing domestic adaptation actions.

The SamoanAmbassador to the UN, Aliicaiga Feturi Elis&aS Of  NBR Ay {t w9t Q2
02 y T S NB e &ivig thingssdividually in our own countrie the resource constrains

that we face [...]. Athe strategidevel we are ensuring that climate change is integrated in our

own development planning. Alhe community levelve are also having projec$2009y).

To concludematters on environmental leadershjpSIDS are already taking some adaptation
measures on an individual basis. Some NAPAs have been successfully submitted, and regional
programs havebeen already established. Publicity of these actions actually might serve to
justify and reinforce the discourse lieby SIDS. In this sense, in the context of vulnerability
and climate effects they promote, adaptation measures are necessary, and whenakuate

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 influencey’ R & dzO O Sriiedvengof on the isfie@funding
for adaptation. Supporters of the same pledge aged, and the discoursecoalition AOSIS
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belonged toregarding this issue igvestigatel. Then, statements foother parties are
analyzed, ad also their actionsin 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

Therequest offunding for adaptation is inakct a request of the whole-@7, as # developing
countries are in demand of finance to adapt to climate chanbeeindividualfight of AOSIS is
to receive special attention concerningstributional aspects of sih financg(Forner, 2011

Other vulnerable countriesas AOSI&Jsodemand a distinction from the rest of receivers of
funding. Within the whole context of the international climate negotiations, it could be said
there isa discoursecoalition on the mattergatheringthe most vulnerable countries. SIDS, the
African Group and LD@sdeed all request special access to fundBCsat Bangkok 2009
demandedthat 70% of tte funds to be destined exclusively to LDCs, SIDS and African Countries
(11SD, 2009d

Neverthelessit would be questionable to say that the most velable countries act together
on this issue as theyactuallycompet for the same resourcest is impotant to note thatit
existst  OS NI I Ay dnf tha@fehdst, a6 giviii pref@i@rigétaione partyinduces less
money for others (Forner, 201). It is therefore understandable to note that the different
groups helddifferent strategies For instance,LDCsopted to make mentionto concrete
amounts of finance. At Bangkok 2009, LEigK=d their request to an amount o1.5%of the
GDP of developed countri¢gdSD, 2009d

In addition, NGO%upport to developing countries with regards to funding for adaptation was
also noticeable before and during Copenhagén.report of research distinguishedwo
different messages promoted by civil society in relation to the igRahan et al., 2000 The

first one denoted an obligation of developed countries to reduce emissions and to support
developingcountries with their needs, in a context of solidarity and historical responsibility.
CKAA LRaAlGAZ2Y 61 & YIAyfe LINRY2GSR o6& (KS
NGOs, Organizations for International Solidarity and NGOs for Human Rightsecbine s
approach was going stepF dzNII KSNE | yR NI} 6KSNJ SYLXKI &aAl SR
developed countries hold since the industrial revolution; a debt issued from the abusive use of
the atmosphere as a common resource. This positidnich ismore drastic,was heldby the
Y2@3SYSyG a/fAYFGS WdzAGAOS b2gHéES I GKSNAY 3
(Dahan etal., 2010. These two messages reveal that the demand for funding for adaptation
was also part of the discose of some civil society groups. Thassisted on the idea that
develmed countries are responsible fthe problem andthat because othis 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 sort of discursive hegemonyitdoughat the end, COP15 did
not comeup with anoutcomefully satistictory forsmall islands.

Informal negotiations of preparation for Copenhagen acknowledged the need of funding for
adaptation in developing countries. For instance, the Greenland Dialogue igedgthat

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 ofrfagawere needed. The Greenland

Dialogue remained hopeful atsiexpectations for Copenhagen wekeA I KY a! Ol y26f SR=
that donor countries have a bad track record of delivering on pledges, ministers opted for a

LI N} RAIY AKARWINR)SE2YR HAMHE

Formal COP decisionsa reveal how common positiomms the issueevolved Already at Bali,

GKS / ht RSOARSR (G2 | RRNBXaa AaadzsSa 2y AYLX SYSy
account the immediate needs of developing countries that are particularly vulnerable to the

adverse effects of climate change, especially LDCs, $IBS a@ ¥ NR& Ol (1SDOZD@zAti NRA S & €
t2Tylys GKS /ht I OOSRSR (2 AYLNR@GS I 00Saa ¥F2NJ
to improve efficiency and transparency of the proc@$SD, 2008c

Recognition of these matters can ladso observedvhen reminding individual statements of

powerful parties. The EU, at the formal negotiating meeting held at Aiccraugust 2008

undertook the procedural initiative t&8 dzi f Ay S alL}2aairoftsS StSySyida 27F
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
countriesto fornlzf I 4GS | RILIGiF GA2Yy LISD, PGESd). $0 theNR BNl YY Sa 4
LINBaa O2yFSNByOS KStR |4 /htmp NBO23aAYAT SR GKI
0KSY &Yl @ad09).704a thd oth& &shd, emerging developing emitters such as China,

India, and Brazil as well agreed on prioritizing funding for adaptation for SIDS an(Dab&rs

et al., 2010.

At the Major Economies Forum on Energy and Climate summit, rich countries gave
O2yaARSNI GA2Y F2N) @dzf ySNIF o6t S O2dzy i NR Sare WaA (dz
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

Ay Of dzZRS NB&a2dzNDODSa& | RRA (A 2 (MER, 20098). T3alispateindy yrid FTAY | Y
the process and equity, effectiveness and efficiency were values as well referred to in the
Declaration (MEF, 2009 The MEF seemed to advocate for the same princigesthe

demanded by small islands.

In this sensegit could be said that small islands concerns on means for adaptation were widely
recognized and acknowledged by the rest of the international community. Theréendesda
sort of discursive hegemony on thesue. However, to the eyes of AOSIS, concrete and
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satisfactory offers from developed countries were lacking. The evehthe COP15 summit
and thefinal outcome recall this insighthey areexposed below

Regarding the short term, severatfers of funding had been put ahe table at COP15, such
as aBritish proposal that was followed by offers from Sweden, Holland and Belgackson,
20099. Those amounted to 23 billion U%$009|). Smallisland statesdid arguethat those
were insufficient in demand for additional long term finan€20093. Finally, he Copenhgen
Accordestablished the provision of a fast start finance amounting to 10 US$ bélionally
for the period20102012, for both adaptation and mitigation on the short terRor this short
term provision, &cess to adaptation finance was prioritizet the most vulnerable countries
(LDCs, SIDS and African countrieh)ch isin fact a noticeable achievement for AOSIS.

Regarding the long term, the Copenhagen Accord propa@sé&teen Climate Fund, withe
goal of mobilizing 100 billion Ua$nuallyby 2020(UNFCCC, 2010dhis followed an initiative
of the US, whoannounceal at the high level segmerits intention to raise this amount of
financefor developing countriegKomai, 2009e¢)

It remains relevant to pay attention to the principles of the provision of this long teraméie

agreed in order to actually understand whether AOSIS achieved its clEm®sSreen Climate

Fund sought to & I RRNB 4% S RBK S2 Ty RS @St 2AHelAskaR dédthedyfarNRA Sa ¢ T
adaptation, mitigation or other purposagasneverthelessiot clarified. Iltwas also statedhat

GKA& FY2dzyd g2dZ R 6S NIAASR GKNRBAdZAK RADGSNES ¢
Ydzt GAEFGSNI X AyOf deilAtiedcontrdtel shadd/df publid SinpriiaedzNIDS 4 € T
sources remained undefinedlrhis was in fact a mattesf serious disagreement between

developed and developing countries-urthermore, the Copenhagen Accord assured the
LINEGAaAzya 2F ySg aSFFSOGABS YR STFFAOASY(H TFadz
providing for equal representation of developed arRlS @St 2 LA y 3 (UNFE@RY (0 NX S a ¢
2010a7). Though such a governance structuveas not made explicin the text

Two insights are to be extracted from tHng term outcome. On the one handt lacked
delivering concrete procedas and governance structures.did not provide concrete steps

for posterior operationalization of the fundDahan, 201lForner, 201} In this senseAOSIS

did not obtain what it demandedOn the other hand, the Copenhagen Accord did state the
intention to establish a Green Climate Furthis was a posite outcome, as itse the
principles for basis fofurther agreement on the issuen lthis sense, it should be understood

as an agreement which was ndormally approved by the COP, amépresented an
intermediate steptowards the summit of COP16 in Cancun, where the Green Climate Fund
was eventually formally establish€Borner, 2011

5. Condusion
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 iggstithese 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, anslichas the formal stps 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 imdd 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 accassotothe most vulnerable countrieg

i.e. African countries, LDCs and SIDS. It is interesting to absddt existed an apparent
discursivehegemony Ay G KS AYGSNYF A2yl f O2YYdzyAl e o
GGNIF yaLl NBy Oeé ¢ for lagaptation Hitdusct dppdamed to be acknowledged by
developed countriesThe stug of this case suggests thadme positive proposals and offers

were indeed made at Copenhageby developed countriesThe finance for short term
conceded special attention t8IDS, African countries and LD®@hich already represents a
certain achievement Regarding the long term, a fund was proposed wsthme vague
governing principles view of future adoption and concretization.

NeverthelessSmall itands states had demaled for Copenhagen more tangibteitcomes

ready to be operationalizedn 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 vulnerabilitand victimhood, smaikland statesstand in a position in which
they basically just claim fassistanceThey do not dispose of a heavy negotiating leverage in
this case, as they can merely rely their domestic measurg&orner, 2011 In this sense, the
structural disadvantage of small island countries hinders them in achieving their demand of
funding for adaptationandanything they obtain has to be seen as an incipasitievement
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1. Introduction

The Kyoto Protocol will expirie 2012. The purpose of negotiations was therefore to figure out

an international policy measure that wiml keep orwith 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 | countries; another track would
serve to rése 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 ledaltging outcome to begreed at
Copenhagen, by opposition to a political declaration. This sasdy revises the arguments
employed in the discourse of SIDS, as well as events and formal initiatidestaken to

ensure this demand waachieved. Finally, the impact of smadland state® Ay G SNBSSy (A 2y
assessed. Discourses and positions of other negotiating parties are evaluated, as well as the
progressof the eventsand the final outcome agreed at Copenhagen.

2. Discourse

2.1. Requests

The need to come up with an outcome at Copagen was a recurrent concern during the

years of the Bali Action Plan. Small island parties wanted to ensure that negotiations at COP15

g2dzf R y2i SYyR dzLJ FlLAfAy3ar YR GKFd GKS& g2dz |
outcome (IISD, 2009ilISD, 2009 Theissue 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 theoncrete formof the outcomeand its legal character. It eventually

became a main issue for AOSIS during the last tract of negotiations.

It was in April 2009, at Bonn |, when parties presented formally their proposals for decisions in

view of the next COP15. Tuvalu and Papua New Guineather8IDS taking the initiative to

present proposals. In reports of negotiations of this summit, it is reported that Tuvalu urged

0dzZAf RAYy3a 2y (KS tNRG202f Qa | NOKAGGSDaanNgss> | yR O
In October 2009 at Bangkok, AOSIS joined developing countries in expressing concerns against

the attemptsfrom developed countrieto merge LCA and KP tra¢d$D, 2009d

In fact, the intention of nomAnnex | countries waso keep the two separate tracks of

negotiations. In this sense, the Kyoto Protocol would not fall apart while a new framework

62ddf R 68 RAAOdZAASR O6dzy RSNJ GKS [/ !0 Ay LI NFEES
commitment period, developing countrigatended to secure binding mitigation targets as

well as to preserve the principle of historical responsibility of Annex | cour{iaisan, 2011
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Fry, 201} However,as seen infapter 3, inAd Hoaneetingstowards COP15, discussions on
Ye2id2 t bdtintdeHdeddde stagnant. At Barcelona, Grenada on behalf of AOSIS
called for a proof K I & G KS t NB G 2 Qaidit demanded pagics toRulil Re
mandate of the AWEKP by agreeing on an amendment to the Kyoto ProtftsD, 2009e

In the AWGLCA, it asked for the conclusion of the work at Copenhagen, and called for a

Gf SHIAfYTRA Yy I¢é¢ 2dzi02YSs Iy SELINBaarzy 2yfeée dzaSR L
for a legallybinding 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

& dzLJLJ2 NI S NaBAdy ROA[ySZ | {Stada he/abidption df BolicNiBeashriidit detices

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 (Eveher,

2011).

Ly GSNXa 2F FT2N¥ 2F (KS 2dzi Ow&kenmerdoflahew{ L{ = af
and broader Protocol, pluthe continuation of the KP thimh a second commitment pedo
(Fry, 2010

While the deadline approachedsland countries constantly rejected attempts towler
expectations for Copenhageand often expressed their refusal toeaker outcomesuchas
political statementqlISD, 20096lI1SD, 2009n Tuvalu, in its speech at the COP plenary on the
9" of December declared:

Gaé LiN#s¥eS 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 dewmss will undermine our resolsé2009h.

2.2. Arguments

Smallisland countriesput forward several arguments in their discourtet 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 previgasestudies 1.5° C with the

OF YL} AIYy ambp G2 adlre ItAPSEY yR GKS ySSR 27
extremescenarioof climate change threat. Still, it remains relevant to go more in depth with

it, in study of the legally binding claim. Ttheeat to survival argument was also used in small

Adf I YRQ& R sedo0Lrdasdan ihich ad outcome withlegallybinding nature at
Copenhagemeeds to beagreed

Ph{L{ &0FNIGSR Ay .IFftA 6AGK (GKS Of | ANNSBBA G BKES 4 S!
2000T GKSyYysZ Ay t2Tylys GKS O2FtAGAZ2Yy | #IBBR T2 NJ i
20089. The first time small islands &R G KS G2 NR G adzNIDA QDI £ | & &dzOK
2009; from then onwards it remained anchored in ithdiscourse. 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 whda discourse of SIDS. Survival was claimed in every spesciabisliand
adl dSaQ t Na&thedighdevel segmér i n@openhagesummit(20099.

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, theRA 8 O2 dzNBS f Ay {1 SR AaflyRaQ ad2NBAGIE (2 0
the scope of the concept of survival, small islands intended to convince their listeners, in order

for them to also peceive the absolute necessity afreéng on an effectiveoutcome. Indeed

FO {tw9tQad FANBRUOG LINBaa O2yFSNByOSz Al sl a adld
Verde, on the COP plenary of thE® ¥ 5SOSYO6SNJ AYOAGSR F2NJ | OlGAzy
avyltft AatlyRae I yR T2 Nhatishal iskiRisnot oglyfremail & theJt | y S €
front line of climate change, but they merelygmede the rest of the countrig2009h.

Hence, SIDS aimed at transmitting the gravity of the issue through the concept of threat to
survival of islands ah by extension, of the rest of the countries. This was a powerful
argument used in their attempts to obtain a legatinding outcome at Copenhagen.

Another discursive tactic was to emphasize the urgent character ofsthigei Small islands

considered limate change could not wait anymore, and that an accord had to be arranged at

COP15. At Bonn |, Tuvalu asked for accelerating actions towards a solution. The Prime Minister

2T aAONRBYySaiAl RSOfFNBRY aG¢KAa Aa dangeskyafs 6S OF
g yaAy3a G2 | OKASOS [(RonRebérd, 2099dzi 2 F / 2LISYKIF ISy ¢

Besides, small islands wanted to make use of the politieahentum that the Copenhagen

summit represented. Copenhagen was seen by small island countries to be the decisive place

and moment to afe the future of the humanitp 9 ELINB&aA 2y a &defimd & dab2é
Ministerof Cook Islands = & (G K S FRSS/HiA yAAay K SyREBwerivifiBterof Qolbriion 0

Island3, 2 NJ &2 S Y dza (iGreha@di Prinye2 Mirésteod Grenada reveal the high

expectations that vulnerable lends had for the COP15 sumn2009f 20099. According to

small islands, if agreement was not ob&d 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
{2f2Y2y LaflyRaAY a2S OavhS lopdf pdsitive spifit Kibikibe F K 2 LIS
20099.! Yol aal R2NJ 2AffAlYa RSOt R008RA YoutlSdeleghtqd& y 20 R.
RSOf I NBRY a4l 2LJS Aa &a2YSUKAy3 (Edlaii 2009 TheA f f K2t
Copenhagen conferencg I & NB T SNNB R (i Fhisredealedthe2ekpScyatohtmS y ¢ @
somethingstill could be done regarding climatdéange; even though impacts were already

affecting, a solution issued from COP15 couldlstiit further damages.

During the high level segment of COP15, Prime Ministers of Solomon, Tuvalu, Samoa and
CSRSNIGSR {GFrGdSa 2F aAONRySaAl Fff YIRS dzaS Ay

85



(20099. This was a recurrent slogan used to put pressure on world leaders for a meaningful
agreement; it actually made part of an UN initiativeigth 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
outcomeat COP15~hichhad tobe legallybinding. 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:

G¢dz@l f dzQa FdzidzNBX FyR (GKS Tipih defilfy fl@tiged Idgally @ YA f
binding outcome in Copenhagen. Let us together, create a historical moment in time and sign.
C2NJ ¢dz@l f dzQa al 1S FyR F2NJ GKS &l 1S 2F KdzYlyAaide:

Statement of thePrime Ministerof Tuvaluat the high level segment of the Copenhagen
conference(20099.

3. Strategies of leadership for sygort and promotion of the
discourse

3.1. Entrepreneurial initiatives

Several atrepreneurial strategies intended tpush forthe discourse exploregbreviously
Events and initiatives aimed at recallitfte urgency and the concern of climatbange.In
addition, SIDS wre determined to achieg the legallybinding agreementthrough key
interventionsin the formal process of negotiations. Because of the nature of the demand,
initiatives seeking intellectual leadership are not relevimtthis case. Iterms ofmeasures of
environmentalleadership both domestic mitigation and adaptation actions would be relevant
to recall revealinga serious concern on the problenalthough, those have been already
addressed in the two previoumsestudies.

3.1.1. Events topromote the discourse

During the two years before COPXbnumber 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 initiativegth the aim to spread their discourse on climate
change as a threat to survival, and urge the international community to take action.
initiatives have to be highlighted. First is the request of Pacific SIDS to address and research on
climate change aa Security issue. The initiative succeeded as in September 2009, the UNCHR
issued a report on these matte(&nox, 2009 Secondly, Maldives undertook steps towards
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deepen research and conversation on climatdéaoge inplications 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 areaopof the intention to shape
climate tvange as an issue that represents a threat to security anubgnageto Human rights;

in other words, a serious issue thahreatsintegrity and sirvivalof 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. Inethwo years before Copenhagen, the Pacific
appeared conslerably active on the issue ofimnate change. Indeed, the first time that the
Pacific Islands Forum addsesl climate bange was in its gathering of August 2008 at Niue.
Since thena number of poliical 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:
GhdzNJ / Sy GdzNBEQa / KI £ f SWacAtGoE, 2009kNmhig init@tvefsbught wS & L2 y 4 S
SYLKIF&aAl§ GKS Y2YSyldzyz KAIKEAIKGAYT LI OAFAO |
December. By organizing awareness activities and promotion events, SPREP sought to raise
concens on the issue. Training workshops for media to report COP15, a school competition, or

GKS ONBIGA2Y 2F g NRa Ay NBO23ayAdAzy 2F YSRAI
within the Pacific Year of Climate Change campéREP, 202D11).

On the other hand, in th&aribbean region, CARICOM was also relativalyeain 2009 in
addressing the climatehange 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.

¢CKS AdadzsS -0AWRAydf AHOR&S¢e¢ I NpaS f1G§S Ay GAYST
initiatives nor the AOSIS Declaratistatedthis O2 Yy ONB G S RSYI yR® | 245 S@PSNE
concern on the need for an outcome at COP15 was often transmitted in medtiged the

tF OAFAO LatlyRa C2NHzy /Ffft G2 1 O0GAz2y aidl GSRY &
is not on track to achievéhe outcome we need unless we see a renewed mandatess all

participating nationsé (PIF, 2009). Also, the Liliendaal Declaration of CARICOM advocated for

WoNJ Ay3 daéAlK 'y AYyONBlF&aASR aSyasS 2F dz2NBSyOe FyR
O2YLINBKSyaArdsS | 3 NRERRSOM) 20098. FitakySthe/Clintate YWuinerable

C2NHzyY KIR SYLXKI&aAT SR daiGKS dzNBESyOe 2F O2y Of dzRAY:
FANBSYSyd G / ht@VF 2009). / 2 LISy KI 3Syé

3.1.2. Procedural strategiactions

The main formal initiatives put forward by SIDS in the race to Copenhagen were the psoposal
Tuvalu and the AOSIS coalition presented and forwarded. Consideration is given in this section
to these two key steps to ensure a legdlipding outcome andto influence formal
negotiations.
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¢ dz@ | t dzQ & andiNtBrieltionk f &

UNFCCC procedural relstate that partieswho 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 I] Tuvalu had engaged a procedural step to put forward and to ensure a logaling

outcome at Copenhagen, proposing several documents. A first set of documents were
amendments to the Kyoto Protocol;@aS O2y R 2y S 41 & | dhdeteltBNR (2 02
. £ A 1 OliaAthrg oretreflated/té immunities for persons serving under KP ba#igs

2011).

When at Copenhagen, on thd 20" and the 12" of December, the COP and COP/MOP came
to address agendadins regarding consideration ofgposalsboth under the Convention and
for amendments to the Kyoto Protocoluvalu intervened very sharplgs exposed below

On the COP plenary of thd @f December, Tuvalwas the first in taking ta word, andasked

for the establishment offormal ®mntact gooups for discussion on theroposat for new

Protocolsput on the table in Bonn .lIDespite the opposition ofndia, Saudi ArabiaChing
VenezuelaTuvalu] SLIG 2y Ayairadiay3da 4 aSOSNIt AydSNBSyi
considet G A2y ¢ 2y K &@Bually,? Soyiserisus Avas B0t reachede president

decided infomal consultations would be held»nsequently Tuvalu called for treuspension

of the meeting(20091.

This agenda itenwas addressed again several days later, on thé" i December The
presidency decided to continue the informal consultations. Then, Tuvalu intervestada
very emotional speech expressing @tisaccord2009K.

At the COP/MOP session of the"™6f December, Tuvalu agaivas the first party in taking the

floor, and called for the establishment o contact group to address the proposals for

amendments to the KPDeveloping countries expressed their requestcohtinuing the KP

with asecond commitment period, whildeveloped countriepreferredto concentrate efforts

on the LCA track. As consensus was not reached, the presidency opted for informal
consultationson how to procee® ¢ dz@|l f dz RSOf  NBR aGKS LINE OSRdzNE
conclusion that wek 2 yf AINS S (2@0%).0 K ¢

On the next session on the 12f December, Tuvalu intervened questioning thegqedures

followed by the presidencyMoreover, t declared:62 S R2 y20G gl yi GKA&a | 38y
a6 SLI dzy RS NJ EietSally e Naadlackk was not resolvedand informal

consultations continue009).

To conclude,Tuvaluintervened often and strictly athese plenaries Indeed, its delegate
notably pushed for the forml consideration of these itema position that received suppt

from many other island and vulnerable countries. This procedural initiative reveals how the
achievement of a legally binding agreemeim form of a proposal for amendments to the KP
plus another one for a ned@Copenhagen Protoctlwas a central and essentiakuefor small
islands to be achieved at Copenhagen.
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During COP15 AOSIS worked for the elaboration of its proposals, which were released on the
11™ of December. They were then distributed informally amotg other parties for
recognition and support, in an attempt to serve as a basis for discussion on a-kégdihg
agreement(Fry, 2011) AOSIS, as well, put forward both a set of amendments to the Kyoto
ProtoO 2 f YR &/ 2 LISTh& IP@tScglwad SR ip2dd 2tHe éform 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 F' of January 2012 it would not have entered into forite,sighatories would have to
apply itwith a legal provisional charactéhOSIS, 200pf

A relevant differencebetween! h{ L{ Q Iy R ¢ dz@l f dzQa LINRLR Al f &z A
OAYRAY 3¢ AaadsSz 02y OSNya ¢KAOKto whaiNdxtanS As & K 2 dzf R
already slightly mentioned in the 1.5°C chapter, Tuvalu did stated thatAmorex | parties

should take voluntary reduction commitments in the prolongation of the KP. AOSIS, as a

coalition preferred not to directly refer to emissionsdigtions targets of emergent big

emitters for the post2012 KP. Nevertheless, in its proposal for é@openhagen Protocil

AOSIS developed the concept of Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Plans, which refers to
involvement of developing countries in tteeheme. The coalition as well insisted on the issue

2F GYSFAdzZNAY3I NBLERNI YR OSNATFAOFGAZ2YE o0& LINRL
implementation of those NAMAs. AOSIS as well dedicated an article to the issue of compliance,

pushing the COf® approve procedures to detect and address cases ofgmnpliance These

differences in approaches will be further addressed in the discussion chapter.

To conclude,n the aim to ensure the desired legabinding 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 ofa@®dP
COMPMOP 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 approva tdgally binding
outcome. The following section addresses whether or not those eventually succeeded, and
how discussions on the issaetually evolved

4. Influence on the process and outcome

4.1. Discursive hegemony

A rumber of mobilizations, initiatives andeclarations would lead to think that the whole
international community agreed on the need for a legdiigding outcome.

89



Civil societymanagedto express its high expectations with regards to what should be the

result of the conference. Mobilizations lweeé and during Copenhagen transmitted the

considerable attention civil society paid to the evolution of the climate discussions. A
demonstration on the 12 of December gathered 50 000 partiaifts; it wasthe most

important protest ever on the issue ofitlate change. It indeed held a variety of messages;

FY2y3 GK2aSsxs OFry 060S RAAGAYIAdzAaKSR GKS OfFAY ac
(Dahan et al., 2000

¢tKS !'b KFER AYAUGAFGSR + OFYLI ATy OFftfSR aasSrt
f SFRSNE (2 FOKAS@S (KS &aA3yl (dzNB (I180F 20090 a F I A NE
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

G2NI R g2dzZ R y2i @3 LNBBOK yRINEFLN G Ay [/ 2LISYyKI 3
conference at COP15, Australia on behalf of the Umbrella group recognized the need for a

legal binding agreemer(flackson, 2009bFinally the Danish Prime Mister, president of the

COP during the high level segment of the summit, expressed his intention to work towards and
aOKASOPS | ¢adzO0SaatdzZ 2dziO2YSé o

However, these words of good will and the apparent discursive legg on the need of an
outcome in factcovered quite divergent positions in tegnof 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 positiondadlock in formal negotiations, as exposed
below.

As a starting pointit is essential to recall thahe 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 post2012 frame was only addressed under the LCA tridekefore under a broader new
Protocol. In reaction to this, lie rest of developed countries bound to emissions reductions
under Kyoto delayed and refused the continuation of KReuntil 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 undeL@¥, 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 (fenyjt
2011). A report of research on the Copenhagen conference noleg at COP15, the EU
abandoned the KP tradPahan et al., 2000

The negotiatorfor TuvaluJan Fry argues that the US was in fact bound to its domestic politics.
It could not bring anything substantial to the imtetional climate discussion3hishad the
consequence of inhibitinthe rest of the players to deliver commitmen(ry, 201). Namely,

the rest of developed countriebut also the big emergent countries.

The inclusionof big emergent countries was another issue central to the debate. The
argumentation of theUSwas torefuse any participation in a pe&012 scheme unless those

big emergent emitters, namely Chinbndia, and Brazilwould be also includedSome other
deweloped countries such as Japan, and Russia, and also the EU (but less) requested
commitments from those developingpuntrieswho alsohawve considerable emission&orner,
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2011). The discussion on the inclusion lmf emergent emittersurned to focus on issues of
reporting of verification of theivoluntary mitigation measuresincludedin a broader post
2012framework(i.e. LCA track)Thosecountriesrefused to bemonitored by an international
schemeunder the ConventioiiBurge et al., 2009a

The discussion, therefore, left aside the continuation of the Kyoto Prgtedathwas initially

a claim of the whole developing countries groups. éplainedjt representedfor AOSI&nd
other vulnerable countrieshe insurance of pos2012 binding mitigation targets. China and
the rest of big developingmitters also supported the KP; it is speculated that the reason of
this support mightbe the maintenance ofAnnex | and nomnnex Idivision provided by the KP
(Li Lin, 200p

Consequentlythere was a positional deadlock regarding the type of outcome to be agreed at
Copenhagen, initiallprovoked by the fact that neither the US, neither China wanted to be
legallybound to an agreemen(orner, 201).

To understand the final outcome of Copenhagtire role of the Danish Presidency in guiding

negotiations hasalsoto be recalled. Indeed, the Danish had raised venh legpectations

towards COP15. They had held informal consultations under the Greenland Dialogue in the aim

to foster the talks and achieve an agreement for the deadlfeA Yy F2 N¥Y I f a5 yA&aK S
distributed among limited number of parties, as a padapirocess tohe formal LCA and KP

tracks, whichwere, alreadybefore COP15 starting tadockthe bargainingForner, 2011

Eventually, at the end of the summit of Copenhageonsidering the positional stagnation

among parties in formal negotiation tracks K S 51 yA a4 K t NSBAARSyOeé Saidl of A
/ KI'ANE 3INRddzZLI F2 NJ Rinktiligiwas/h8ldidsgtidodrdgatiefingdobt 258 K S

heads of State and government, selectively chobgnthe PresidencyForner, 2011 Those

eventually produced the Copenhagen Accord, which ieere declaration of intentions. The

document was made public by the US President Barack Obafiiea, another closed door

meeting with leaders of the big emergent countridswas posteriorly presented tthe COP

for adoption(Forner, 2011

Informal procedures are in fact usual for fostey international agreementg¢Forner, 2011

The UNFCCC Secretary General Yvo de Boer argued that the Copenhagen Accord was in fact an
attempt to unblock the situatin, in view of further continuation of the proceg2009]).

However,it provoked criticism among the excluded parties, who accused the process to be

SEOf dzaA @S YR dzy i N} yaLJl NBy (i ® aifg®fthe Sumpiitaadk G SE G ¢
developing coutries accused the Presidendg bypassthe formal talks(Komai, 2009p lan

Fry, representative of Tuvalu, criticizes the initiatives af fresidency, which he considers
downplayed the epectations at a too early stagéry, 201

In fact, he formal tracks through which AOSIS and especially Tuvalu had put more efforts for

F2NB I NR GoKASy RAfySZlI fRYl yRY S@SylidzZ ffe temh Aft SR ¢
raised through an informal procedure. It had afterds to be formalized again, throughe

acceptance of the rest of parties, and a COP adopfidre intervieweesAmy Dahan and

Claudio Forneexplained that neither the US nor China actually wanted to be lebaliyd to
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an agreement, and that this wasriginally the reason toeventually producea political
declaration (Dahan, 2011Forner, 201} In these terms, the Copenhagen Accord is rather
weak, agt is a political declaration whictioes not refer to obligations of emissions retions

¢ it gives priority to national policieand does not imposeargets, nor to mechanisms of
compliancg(Dahan et al., 2010

Island county leaderswho wereOK2 4 Sy (2 0SS LINBaSyid Ay (GKS &CNXR
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 withdrewtfrelAOSIS coalition the

previous week, the second maintains close relations with developed countries. The third,

chairing the AOSIS coalitiogf2 dzf R 6 S GKS 2yfeé& 02YY2y @2A0S F2N
/| KI' A NE (FOor8es, 2Oy 3

However, the end of the conference was approaching, and ilahdNIi A S&a Q LR AAGA2Yy N
the producel political Accord did not remain united\lreadyisland countrieshad started to

differ in opinions when negotiations seemed fail. While a negotiator for Kiribati declared

that its bottom line could be a strong political statemé&B8mith, 2009l the Prime Minister of

Tuvalu strongly kept on saying that he would not sign anything less than a Jeigaligg
agreement(Kibikibi, 2009 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 casepmdrsand 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. Howevactually hiddivergent positions
among partiesregardingwho should be involved in the scheme and fhem 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 died informally, and answering the will of the
most powerful countriesthe Copenhagen Accord.

5. Conclusion

The claim for a legalginding agreement was promoted though an argumentation based on
the seriousness and magnitude of the problem, urgency, &edpblitical 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 progal 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 partiesnot only vulnerable parties and civil sociegreedin this goal of
NEFOKAY3 |y 2dziOo2YS GKAOK g2dd R 0SS gwWSt yAy3aATdz
evolution of the formal talks before and at the conference of Copenhagen revealed the true

divergent positions on théorm of the outcomeand the inclusion of key parties in the scheme

The formal way of negotiations failed to reach any agreement. As a conseqtieagaformal

processes initiated by the Presidertopk overthe formal ones andthe Copenhagen Accord

was informally drafted. The two keyactorsto be involved in the achievement of a legally

binding outcome, US and @hj in fact did not want to béegallybound They managed to

exert their structural power to avoid.it
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1. Introduction

The study of thethree 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 islandiesunt

in climate negotiations for the pos2012 regime.

It wasemphasized in the chapter regarding the request of 1.5°C limit in temperaturehéde
smallisland countriepushed for the promotion of this number through several fronts. They
made use of psmotional campaignand eventsand didnot cedein their negotiatingposition
until the very end of théormal bargaining processvhich alloved a mention to 1.5°C in the
final Copenhagen Accardsome domestienitigation actions werealso promoted to showa
positive environmental image despite their condition of low emittehsterestingly they also
pushed for the adoption of this number through the argument of science and demonstrated
the intention of holding intellectual leadership on this issuWEOSISachieved to gather
followers among renowned scientists, civilcgety groups, and other countryarties of the
bargaining(over a hundred UNparties in total at COP15However,the concurrent number
2°C finally dominategbolicy formal and informal discusgons. Powerful advocates for 2°C had
since long time before Copenhagen ensured the prevalence of this nunmiiercompetition
between the two numbers hid important interactions between science and policy.

Concerning the demand dannding for adaptation, swil island countries relied on a discourse
of vulnerability and victimhood, seeking to touch the emotions of their audielrcéerms of
entrepreneurial leadershipnformal events were organized and also formal procedural step
were undertakeno ensure amentionin COP decisions their special conditions and threats
to climate changeThey also promoted thealready ongoinglomestic adaptation measures in
order to prove the necessity of their concern aralsotheir 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 countrigsOSI®btained preference of access to the short
term finance Though, thelong termfund was in fact not established; the Accord propdse
some vague governing principles, which apparently ssgpositive for AOSIS in view of a
posteriorformal establishment, but stilackedmeaning, as theynissedto be concretized for
operationalization.Developedcountries are in fact providers of the funds, and therefore
holders of the economic power in this issue; tHevethe last word on the issue dinancing
adaptation.

In order to secure the claim for a legalhjnding 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 disitggemony advocating

for an outcome at Copenhagen, there were in fact too djeat positions in terms ahe form
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of the outcomeand the inclusion of key parties, which blocked the formal bargairiihgse

key parties were the powerfudS and Chinathey refused to be legalgound to an
agreement. Formal talks eventually failed in ensuring a leghifyding agreementA parallel
informal procesghat the Danish Presidency had previously initiated took over and eventually
culminated in acloseddoor d CNA Sy R&  2n@eting KI8nited &b deldted number of
parties represented at the presidential and ministerial letieklly drafted the Copenhagen
Accord, which is a political agreemefsr from been legalipinding

From the study of thesthree cases emerge common features and transversal issues relevant
for the analysis of the intervention and success of small island countries in negotiations
towards a posKyoto 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 di$coursecoalition and
hegemony, and the on the dimensionsof the concept of leadership. The riegection
discusses on the intreoalition dynamics, and hotose might have affected thimfluenceof
AOSISn the negotiating process an outcom&he last section reflects on the conceptual
framework used for this thesis.

2. Influence ofSIDSn climate negotiations Discoursecoalition
approach

Formation of discourseoalitions was assessed in the three case studies. The following section
brings additional insights that emerge from common outcomes of these cabls. overall
impact of smalisland statesn climate negotiationss therefore analyzed under a discourse
coalition approact{Hajer, 1995%.

In this sense, the concept of story line put forward by H§&95)is useful to resume small
island states discursive tactis SIDSndeed positioned themselves according to a relatively
simple and concrete storjne, under whichwere gathered a mix of arguments, perceptions,
knowledge and ideas. It is exposedhe paragraphpelow:

&t Iy Ra Q edid? ith thehaggymendts of their little contribution to the problem and their
high vulnerability. They extensively egps their perceptions of what climatdh@nge means

for them. They indeed claim that they are confronted to very serious risks and liegt t
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 legituation. They therefore
consider being in the right to request strict targetse. 1.5°CG, to ask for measures of
assistanceand attentionci.e. funding for adaptation and to demand immediate committed
actiongi.e. a legallbinding agreement at @enhagen.
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This simplified narrative explains the general positioning of small islands in climate
negotiations with regards to other player$loreover, it is the elementhat sticksisland
parties together, and makesf AOSISucha strong coalition in the international arerfgorner,
2011). Small island countries indeed gather and fornolédsunionaround this storyline.

Following! I 2 S NX dheoty,ntdmipdibe expected thathe discourse derived from this
story-line would gain adepts and form coalitions, as the stling producesa discourse, which
mightrecalla O2 YY 2y dzy RS N& (i HisteReksy |Brémaihshiérestimg td ighlight
here thatthe LDCs groupnd the African group coincided with AOSIS ihitee main claims
for Copeinagen.It could be said that discoursecoaltion of vulnerable countries took form,
although theLDCs, Aitan and SIDS groupsltieelatively specific and different voices in the
negotiations(Forner, 201). In this sense, eeport of the conferenceemphasized the fact that
at Copenhagendiffering positions emerged within the developirguntries groupG77 plus
China. The voice of vulnerable countriappeared to beespeciallydifferentiated in the
confrontation of Tuvalu to India and Saudi Arabia in the gl@Rary(Burger et al., 2009a

SIDSalso formed a discoursecoalition with civil society groupst remains interesting to
investigatethose here. Smilarities have beenfound among civil society and small isla@ds

pledges in the three cases studied legally binding outcome, a fund for adaptation, and a

limit of 1.5°C of temperature rise were demands strongly claimeddiwgrse civil society

groupsas well In fact INB I i LI NI 2 itiakivBshaadactifitie® attualagav

promotion to smé f A &fFyRaQ YIAY RSYlFLYyR&a |4 [/ 2LSyKI3S
founder of 350.org Bill McKibben is an example of the positioning of civil society matching with

avylrtt AaflyRaQ O2yOSNyay abbDha ¢S gAatf 0SS G2
behy R 0KSa4S o0NIQ@S IyR gAasS tSIFRSNEREOD
SomeSY2yailiNIiGA2ya F FGSNI ¢ dz@I t dzQ aare@drysignifichrg NJ & dza LIS
Indeed, bllowing the sounded interventionf Tuvaly civil societygroupsdemonstrated inside

the center ofthe conferencedza A y3 af 23 ya airdadK yrR& €43 Adacid3dn fid2é i
videos of these protests are posted on Yout{BarahRifaat, 20Q9Figure 6 presents a picture

of those demonstrations.
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Figure 6 Civil society (350.0rg) ingport of small islands concerns, in the Bella Ce(it&D, 2009a

Therefore several civil society groups remained close to small islands concamb a
discoursecoalitiontook formin this senseTheygave promotion tesmallA & f | YRAQ & A G dz G A ;
claims In theoretical literature Young (1989:371) referred these matters in its model of

institutional bargaining:4¢ SE23Sy2dza akKz201a wi2 GKS o6FNHIFIAYAY
probability of success in efforts to negotiate the terms of interndtidn NBZ3IAYS&dé d Ly NB
this, Carter (2007) dichention the lobby role of NGOs putting attention and pressure on policy

makers to take actionndeed,lan Frycchief negotiator for Tuvahconfirmed in the interview

for this thesis thativil societyactionsd RS T A y A (i A(BS 208). KSf LISRE

Besides the previous, it has to be reminded that small islands and NGOs have a long history of
cooperation. As Berold (2010) hadreported in her study, negotiations experts from
organizations such as FIELD provided help and legal support for small islands. In Copenhagen
this assistancecontinued asfor instance an exFIELD staff member was negotiating for
Micronesia (Fry, 201} This assistancefrom scientific and NGO experts did bring some
strength to SIDS at Copenhag@iorner, 2011

Also, dscourse analysis theoipterprets discourse as a strategic ta@rvingll 2 a L2 aA A2y
20KSNI I O02NE XH4jer, | 199553))3utdi AtoF exgandainbng listeners a specific

perspective or definition of the problenThe definition of the tmate 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 isfDahan, 201}l The difference actually

becomes remarkable when paying attention to the names of the different forums presided by

US and Maldives, in preparation for the COBaSMittNBE & LISOG A @St 83X dGal 22NJ 902
onB/fSNH& FyR [/ fAYIGSeE YR a/ftAYFGS +dzf ySNIo6f S
parties held two very different approaches on the same problem.
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