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Abstract  

It is more than 20 years since 1985, when world climate and atmospheric scientists 

first issued an authoritative warning of the danger of global warming.  In 1988, 

scientists, environmentalists and politicians from 48 countries endorsed the Toronto 

Declaration to address global warming that called for a twenty percent worldwide 

reduction in CO  emissions by the year 2005 leading to an eventual fifty percent 

reduction. Contestation and collaboration in the global climate change public policy 

process, involving a wide range of actors, has continued since then.  

Two organisations were founded in 1989 by non-state actors on opposite sides of the 

climate policy debate. These were the Global Climate Coalition (GCC), which was 

established by a range of US business interests, and Climate Action Network (CAN) 

established by a range of environmental and scientific non-governmental 

organisations. The thesis documents, analyses and compares how each organisation 

was formed, organised and developed. It reviews how GCC and CAN enabled more 

effective national and transnational advocacy and how they fostered opposing policy 

coalitions on climate policy. The respective approaches are assessed, evaluated and 

contrasted as each sought to gain support for their opposing policy positions in the 

global climate change policy process.   

The research uses a neo-Gramscian theoretical perspective and develops and applies 

an analytical framework focused on policy coalitions of state and non-state actors to 

investigate the role that non-state actors played in the global climate policy process. 

GCC and CAN played major roles within opposing policy coalitions that became 

particularly important in shaping the outcome of the global and national climate policy 

processes. The thesis focuses on the role of GCC and CAN and their associated policy 

coalitions in influencing the framing, developing, implementation and review of global 

climate policy. It examines the global climate change policy process through this 

analytical lens of contestation between policy coalitions from the creation of the 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change in 1988 to the first Meeting of the Parties 

of the ratified Kyoto Protocol in 2005.   

The thesis assesses the analytical framework and concludes by identifying critical 

issues that the current global public policy processes have encountered in developing 

and implementing effective global climate change public policy. 
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Chapter 1 – Introduction 

 ―The Earth is one but the world is not. We all depend on one biosphere for sustaining 

our lives. Yet each community, each country, strives for survival and prosperity with 

little regard for its impact on others.‖ (WCED 1987, p27)  

Introduction 

This chapter seeks to introduce the context and the major themes in this research. It 

firstly focuses on the broad context of global governance and global environmental 

change and then discusses global climate change and outlines some of the key issues 

in this field. It concludes by outlining the research questions that the study seeks to 

address and overviews the chapters in which these are addressed.  

Global Governance and Global Public Policy  

As Ruggie (2004) outlines, following the Second World War, our global political 

system was still dominated by nation-states and global politics took place almost 

entirely between representatives of nation-states. By the end of the 20
th

 century, states 

had become embedded in a broader and deeper global political system where non-state 

actors, international institutions, nation-states, and transnational networks of all kinds 

play major roles in the emerging global public domain. This global public domain is 

less developed than many of its domestic counterparts; however, it is a domain in 

which the strategies of many non-state actors are pursued. It is a transnational arena of 

discourse, action and contestation concerning the production of global public goods 

(Ruggie 2004). This research examines the discourse, action and contestation between 

Policy Coalitions of state and non-state actors in the transnational arena of global 

public policy on climate change.  

One of the major challenges for global governance is the development of global public 

policy to provide global public goods. Global public goods offer benefits that are both 

non-excludable and non-rival. Once the global public good has been provided, no 
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country can be excluded from enjoying the benefits of the global public good. 

However, enjoyment by one country of the public good does not impinge of the 

benefit for other countries (Barrett 2007).  

Ruggie (2004, p499-500) highlights that there are only fragments of analytical and 

theoretical lenses through which to view and interpret this emerging global public 

domain, particularly the place the ―massive global corporate sector occupies on the 

world political landscape‖. This study seeks to develop analytical and theoretical 

lenses through which the importance and role of non-state actors in this emerging 

global public domain can be better understood. It does so by developing these lenses 

and then applying them to the dynamic interplay between states and non-state actors 

(both corporate and NGOs) in the global public policy process on climate change. It 

does this from a critical theory perspective seeking to foster progressive global 

change. 

A major challenge for effective global public policy is how to encourage governments 

to pursue comprehensive policies to achieve ecologically sustainable development. 

This challenge is made harder by the international political and economic context 

which inhibits the pursuit of comprehensive and long-term goals. This includes an 

international society of states founded on the principle of national sovereignty which, 

in many cases, reduces the levels of state attention to below that required to address 

global environmental or other global problems.  

Those who have the most to lose from environmental degradation are the poor in 

developing countries; their voices are rarely heard. Global issues such as atmospheric 

pollution and climate change transcend national boundaries and individual nations 

cannot effectively address them; cooperative global public policy is needed. 

Developing countries are also likely to suffer most from global warming and other 

global problems, however, they lack the ability to influence the global public policy 

process in order to achieve the outcomes needed (Haas 2004, p1). 

Another major barrier to achieving the level of cooperation needed is the emergence of 

the ―competition state‖ where governments fear the loss of international 
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competitiveness (Cerny 1997). The importance of international competitiveness is also 

strongly promoted as a priority for national governments by corporate interests 

(Newell & Levy 2006). National political systems also do not encourage a focus on 

issues with long horizons, such as global warming (Summers 2007). The wellbeing of 

future generations is therefore often overlooked in the global and national public 

policy processes. 

Global Environmental Change  

Global environmental issues began to come to prominence with the UN Conference on 

the Human Environment in Stockholm in 1972. The major institutional decision 

coming out of that Conference was the establishment of the United Nations 

Environment Programme (UNEP), which was created to play the lead role in 

international environmental governance by coordinating environmental activities 

within the UN agencies and acting as a catalyst for new initiatives (Najam, Papa & 

Taiyab 2006, p9). 

Deforestation, desertification, biodiversity use, acid rain, ozone depletion, climate 

change all emerged as major environmental change problems in the late 20
th

 century. 

The latter problems of acid rain, ozone and climate change all relate to the 

atmospheric commons. The problems of commons and the potential for destruction of 

the commons by pollution by self interested individuals or organisations had been 

identified by Hardin (1968). Acid rain, depletion of the ozone layer and climate 

change have all been identified as potential global tragedies of the commons (Eldridge 

2008; Park 1999; Wapner 1995). These were potential global tragedies of the 

commons that could seriously undermine the future welfare of humanity. They were 

also problems that were beyond the scope of any national government to address 

alone. It required global cooperation in order to effectively address these global 

environmental problems. This was also recognised in 1987 in the Brundtland 

Commission Report, Our Common Future which observed that: 
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―The integrated and interdependent nature of the new challenges and issues 

contrasts sharply with the nature of institutions that exist today. These 

institutions tend to be independent, fragmented and working to relatively 

narrow mandates with closed decision processes … The real world of 

interlocked economic and ecological systems will not change; the policies and 

institutions concerned must (WCED 1987, p310).‖ 

The Brundltand Report and the subsequent international reaction focused international 

or global governance not only on environmental protection per se, but on the more 

general economic and social policies needed to achieve ecologically sustainable 

development. A major manifestation of this was the Rio Earth Summit, UN 

Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED) in 1992. In relation to 

international environmental protection, international treaties have been negotiated on a 

number of transnational environmental issues, including endangered species, ozone 

depletion, and loss of biodiversity and climate change.  

In The Green State, Eckersley (2004) argues that there have been three major elements 

in global politics which have engendered ecological unsustainability. These are the 

competitive interstate system, global capitalism and the weak character of liberal 

democracy. All of these are, however, not static and are undergoing transition and 

reform. The research illustrates how all three major elements have represented a major 

barrier to developing effective public policy on climate change. This thesis, 

particularly, focuses on the role of Policy Coalitions of state and non-state actors in the 

development of global public policy to address the issue of climate change, focussing 

on the period from 1985 to 2005. 1985 was the year when a global scientific consensus 

that the world faced dangerous climate change from global warming first emerged. 

2005 was the year that the second major stage of global public policy on climate 

change, the Kyoto Protocol came into force after it achieved the required level of 

ratification.  
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Global Climate Change  

The threat of global warming presents a major challenge that our global public policy 

processes have so far failed to effectively address. Global emissions of greenhouse 

gases continue to increase and are causing a warming of the earth at an unprecedented 

rate (IPCC 2007b) and its impact of the earth‘s ecosystem is already apparent (Spratt 

2007b). We face increasingly severe impacts from global warming, such as hurricanes, 

flooding, droughts, bush-fires and a rising global sea-level. Human societies and 

natural ecosystems are not well-equipped to withstand such changes (Stern 2006). 

Global warming has serious implications for food security and fresh water supplies, 

which, in turn could lead to violent conflicts (Homer-Dixon 1994). 

By its nature, global warming is a problem of the global commons that no country on 

its own can address.  A high level of international cooperation is needed to develop 

effective global public policy to move the global economy rapidly away from its 

overwhelming dependence of fossil fuel-based energy to zero carbon emission 

renewable energy. Even if the world‘s largest emitters, US and China, which each 

represented approximately 20% of global greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in 2006 

from fossil fuel use (Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency 2007), were to 

reduce their emissions to zero, without action by other countries, their emission 

reductions alone would not achieve the level of global emissions reductions needed to 

avoid dangerous climate change (Hansen et al. 2008). 

Global warming is perhaps the most difficult problem to be confronted within the 

international system. It is caused by a large number of countries with highly divergent 

interests - some (mainly in the industralised world) want action to control emissions 

and are willing to pay for it, Others (mainly in the developing world) are willing to 

accept action if others pay for it. Because countries enjoy a broad freedom of action in 

their international affairs, collective action is especially difficult to achieve (Victor 

2001, p135). As with many global public goods requiring aggregate efforts, the 

incentives to defect are strong - especially as enforcement is difficult and governments 

have strong incentives not to honour their commitments (Barrett 2007; Victor 2001). 
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Furthermore, while the benefits of action accrue far in the future in the form of 

reduced global warming in world's climate system, immediate investments have to be 

made and significant energy cost increases soon have to be incurred in order to 

achieve this. Achieving deep cuts in the emissions of greenhouse gases implies a 

radical reorganisation of the world's energy systems and key elements of the world 

economy (Victor 2001). With all these obstacles, it is not surprising that developing 

effective global climate change policy has proved difficult.  

The challenge of getting states to cooperate to develop effective global public policy 

on climate change has not been overcome but needs to be urgently addressed if we are 

to avoid dangerous climate change. Individual countries continue to reap the economic 

benefits of relatively low cost energy by emitting GHGs into the atmosphere, while the 

cost of the destruction caused will be borne mainly by future generations across the 

whole planet, particularly by those in poorer countries with fewer resources for 

adaptation and in low-lying small island states, some of which are likely to become 

uninhabitable (Gore 2006; Spratt & Sutton 2008).  

A further difficulty is caused by the application of conventional economic cost benefit 

analysis to climate change. The long time delay between the incurring costs or making 

investments to reduce GHG emissions and when the benefits arise from avoiding the 

damage caused by dangerous climate change means that the problem caused by the 

conventional economic approach of discounting the future benefits and avoided costs 

needs to be overcome (Stern 2006). Conventional economic cost benefit analysis 

discounts future benefits, usually at a rate representing the prevailing long term 

interest rate (eg the interest rate on 10 year government bonds). For benefits, 20 or 

more years in the future, this will normally discount their value to less than half and 

makes benefits or cost savings achieved 50 or more years in the future almost 

worthless (Summers 2007). By using conventional discounting, Nordhaus and Boyer 

(2000) put the costs of stabilising CO2 even at a high level of 560ppm as having a 

benefit to cost ratio of 0.5:1 (the benefits are only half of the costs). Stern‘s approach, 

which recognises that the future benefits are important which results in the future 

benefits being discounted at a lower rate reflecting the value of wellbeing of future 
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generations. This results in Stern‘s estimate of a benefit to cost ratio 10:1 of stabilising 

CO2 at a level below that used by Nordhaus (Barrett 2007, p95). There will be 

substantial avoided costs of climate catastrophes and significant benefits of a healthier 

planet for future generations if dangerous climate change can be avoided (Stern 2006). 

There is, however, huge uncertainty about at what level we need to stabilise 

atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases to avoid dangerous climate change 

(Aldy & Stavins 2007). 

In his seminal article,  Hardin (1968) refers to the ―tragedy of the commons‖ and 

contends that in the absence of a strong, centralised, rule-making authority or taxing 

devices, there is no incentive for individuals or organisations to restrict pollution of the 

commons. In global society, there is no strong, centralised, rule-making authority and 

therefore greenhouse gas emissions have continued to increase and global warming is 

exacerbated. To address this global tragedy of the commons, it requires a high level of 

cooperation and that is hard to achieve in an anarchic global political system with over 

190 sovereign states and many other powerful non-state actors (Eldridge 2008; Park 

1999; Wapner 1995). It is anarchic in that there is no global government, but it is not 

anomic as there are rules and norms (Little 2001). 

Decision-making and policy-making processes within global public policy are often 

far from transparent, and have many participants involved in making the policy 

decisions and even more involved in trying to influence outcome of the policy process.  

According to Hall (1990, p59) a  policy paradigm is ―an overarching framework of 

ideas that structures policy making in a particular field‖.  Policy paradigms serve to 

define the problems that are to be addressed and what institutions, policies, 

instruments or actions are appropriate to resolving them. Powerful political interest 

groups exercise a crucial impact on the kind of research, analysis and advice that is 

selected in policy-making through their influence over these paradigms. Both in the 

US and the EU, the lack of public participation and transparency mean that business 

interests have significant scope to define the policy agenda (Levy 2005). This process 

that shapes policy paradigm is complex at a national level and at an international level 

for a complex issue, such as climate change, the process is even more complex and 
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difficult to understand and document. Despite these complexities and difficulties, this 

research has sought to understand and develop a model that sheds light on the policy 

paradigm that has structured the global climate change public policy process from 

1995 to 2005.  

This model focuses on the policy contestation between competing policy coalitions in 

the global polity, as political interest groups only become effective in influencing 

global public policy when a coalition of actors, including some powerful ones share 

and push for a preferred policy outcome in the global policy process. One of the 

reasons for this is visually illustrated in the following figure, which seeks to illustrate 

some of the major actors and major groups of actors in the global climate change 

policy process and some of the interactions between them.  A full explanation of 

Figure 1 would not be particularly useful as this research develops an alternative 

theoretical lens with which to view the global climate change policy process. This 

study seeks to show how Policy Coalitions of state and non-state actors form to contest 

the policy outcome within this global climate change policy domain and how this 

contestation shaped the outcome of the policy process. The figure does, however, 

clearly illustrate some of the complexity involved in the global climate change policy 

process. 
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Figure 1: Major Actors in the Global Climate Change Policy Domain 

(Waddell 2001) 
 

In the above figure, the decision making is viewed as taking place within the central 

light oval where the global public policy instruments, such as the UNFCCC and the 

Kyoto Protocol are developed and agreed. As Choucri (1993) points out many of the 

decision-makers often lack sufficient understanding of ecosystems and their 

interaction with human society.  The decision-makers are therefore not well qualified 

to evaluate the wide range of scientific and other information available and evaluate 

whether questions raised about its validity are based on well founded concerns in the 

global public interest or based on concerns about impacts on particular vested 

interests. This lack of expertise leads to a range of opportunities for a wide range of 

other participants to influence the decision-making process which will be explored in 

this study. As Beck (1992) notes modern risks are particularly open to social definition 

and construction and can be changed, magnified or minimised within knowledge.  
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The range of complex scientific, ecological, ethical, economic, and political issues 

involved makes achieving effective global agreements to address climate change even 

more difficult. Given this complexity, it is difficult for humans to comprehend 

phenomena under this condition (Schneider & Somers 2006). The model developed in 

this research seeks to contribute to the challenge of understanding the complex 

processes by which global climate change public policy is developed. This study uses 

the model to show that the structure and complexity of the global climate change 

policy issue, the power and influence of particular groups of participants in the policy-

making process and the characteristics of the global climate change policy process 

were all major factors that contributed to the failure to deliver effective public policy 

on climate change. 

A growing body of literature indicates that, and documents how non-state actors have 

become more influential in the global climate change policy process (Arts 1998; 

Betsill & Corell 2007; Levy & Newell 2005; Paterson 1996; Princen & Finger 1994). 

Most of the literature is, however, descriptive and some of it, normative, indicating the 

importance of involving civil society in the process of global or international 

environmental governance as a representative of the third sector which was not 

government and not business. Much of the literature documents the growing numbers 

and level of activity of the Non-Government Organisations (NGOs) in the climate 

change policy processes, however, the evidence of whether this activity influenced the 

outcome and if so how and to what extent was less clear. There is some research 

which uses an evolutionary approach to norm development that indicates that 

Environmental NGOs were important in developing an international change climate 

norm shared by many states in the period between 1988 and 1997 (Betsill 2000). Arts 

and Verschuren (1999) use a complex triangulation approach that  links  the final text 

agreed in the international negotiations on climate change to the influence of global 

NGOs.  

The research required an appropriate theoretical framework that would provide a clear 

perspective within the global climate change policy process for the involvement of 

non-state actors trying influence the process to achieve policy outcomes at opposite 
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ends of the policy spectrum. This led to the development of a theoretical and analytical 

framework to better understand and explain the global climate change policy process 

and how the outcome of the policy process is largely shaped by both collaboration and 

contestation. The traditional state-centric approach of most regime theories in 

International Relations did not provide an appropriate theoretical framework, as will 

be documented in Chapter 2. This led to the application of a neo-Gramscian theoretical 

framework for the research as it enabled a more explicit examination of the power, 

participation and contestation between alliances of non-state and state actors in 

shaping the outcome of the global climate change policy process. A similar theoretical 

framework for analysing climate change policy development has been used by 

Paterson (1996), Levy & Egan (2003) and Levy & Newell (2005). From a neo-

Gramscian perspective, progressive movements often have to conduct ‗a war of 

position‘, which involves contesting existing institutional structures and constructing 

alternatives. 

In addition to the neo-Gramscian perspective, strong similarities were identified 

between the global public policy process and national public policy processes where 

the importance of policy coalitions and non-state actors has long been recognised. An 

analytical tool for global public policy analysis was therefore developed based on the 

Advocacy Coalition Framework (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith 1993) which has been 

extensively used to analyse the contestation within national public policy processes. 

This was the Policy Coalition model which focused on the importance to the outcome 

of the global climate change policy process of the contestation between Policy 

Coalitions of state and non-state actors. In order to successfully apply this model, six 

fields of contestation within the global climate change public policy were identified, 

building on previous approaches used for mapping the process of both national and 

international policy-making.  These fields were Agenda Setting, Issue Framing, 

National & EU Public Policy Development, Global Public Policy Development, 

Ratification, Implementation, and Review. The theoretical framework used and the 

analytical tools developed to investigate these fields will be discussed and documented 

in more detail in Chapter 2.  
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The study focused on two non-state actors, Climate Action Network (CAN) and 

Global Climate Coalition (GCC), which were important non-state actors within two 

major opposing global Policy Coalitions. These major Policy Coalitions were the 

Precautionary Policy Coalition and the Economic Growth Coalition. These Policy 

Coalitions will be discussed in much more detail in the subsequent chapters. Both 

CAN and GCC were formed in 1989, following global warming becoming a major 

issue on the global policy agenda in 1989 when the IPCC was set up. The socio-

historical research on why and how each organisation was formed and how they 

operated (which is reviewed in Chapter 3) was much less complex than the issue of 

how each actor interacted with the global and various national and EU climate change 

policy processes. 

Strong similarities were found in the approaches that both CAN and GCC and their 

members used, in collaboration with their respective Policy Coalitions, to influence 

the global and certain national climate change policy processes (albeit in totally 

different directions).  The study therefore developed and used a global Policy 

Coalition framework to examine the development, operation and outcome of the 

global climate change public policy process over the period from 1985 to 2005. The 

research documents the efforts of the progressive movement consisting of CAN and its 

Precautionary Coalition allies seeking to achieve reductions in global greenhouse gas 

emissions and thereby contesting the existing fossil fuel driven interests and structures 

underlying the global economy. It reviews some of the efforts of the hegemonic forces 

in the Economic Growth Coalition to defend its position and to make accommodations 

to avoid a serious challenge to its hegemonic position. It also discusses the emergence 

of a third ‗middle ground‘ Policy Coalition, the Ecological Modernisation Coalition.  

The remaining four sections of this chapter, introduce the reader to the global climate 

change public policy process. It begins with the problem of global warming, focusing 

on its scientific basis as well as its potential environmental and societal impacts. The 

second section then briefly reviews the global public policy response to climate 

change. The third section outlines the major research questions that are addressed in 
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this research and discusses the significance of the research from both a theoretical and 

policy perspective. The final section provides an overview of the remaining chapters. 

The Problem of Global Warming 

―The trouble with our times is that the future is not what it used to be.‖ 

(Valery, 2009) 

In 1896, the chemist Svante Arrhenius became the first to propose that anthropogenic 

emissions of CO2 would strengthen the natural greenhouse effect, thereby raising the 

Earth‘s temperature (Arrhenius 1896). Carbon dioxide is only one GHG emitted as a 

result of human activities; others include methane, tropospheric ozone (O3), nitrous 

oxide (N2O) and halocarbons (e.g. chlorofluorocarbons, CFCs). Higher atmospheric 

concentrations of GHGs absorb more of the solar energy re-radiated from the Earth, 

making more energy available to the climate system (Riedy 2004). Among the 

predicted results are an increase in global average temperatures and an increase in the 

turbulence of the climate system, reflected in more frequent, and more intense, storm 

activity (IPCC 2007b). 

As predicted by Arrhenius, anthropogenic GHG emissions have accumulated in the 

atmosphere, increasing atmospheric GHG concentrations. Atmospheric scientists have 

monitored atmospheric concentrations of CO2 at Mauna Loa in Hawaii since 1957. 

Earlier atmospheric CO2 concentrations have been estimated by, for example, 

measuring the CO2 concentration of air trapped in Antarctic ice cores. According to 

these measurements, atmospheric CO2 concentrations rose from an average of about 

280 parts per million (ppm) in 1750  (IPCC 2001) to about 385 ppm in 2007 (Hansen 

et al. 2008), an increase of over 37 per cent. Hansen and his fellow scientists (2008, 

p1) conclude that if  humanity wishes to preserve a planet similar to that on which 

civilization developed and to which life on Earth is adapted, the scientific evidence 

and the impact so far of climate change suggest that CO2 will need to be reduced from 

its current 385 ppm to at most 350 ppm.  In 2009, in his personal capacity (not as 

Chair of the IPCC), Rajenda Pachauri stated that ―the world must be really ambitious 

and very determined at moving toward a 350 target‖ (McKibben 2009). Others argue 
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that a return to even lower levels of 300ppm will be required to restore Arctic sea ice 

coverage (Spratt & Sutton 2008). 

The following Figure shows how the earth‘s average temperature is moving out of the 

safe-climate range during which human civilisation has evolved over the last 10,000 

years.

 

Figure 2:  Global warming and the safe-climate zone 
- based on a slide by Robert Corell, Director of the Global Change Programs at the 

Heinz Center  – from (Carbon Equity & Melbourne Climate Action Centre 2009, p2) 

 

Open ocean waters absorb almost ten times more solar radiation than sea ice, a 

phenomenon known as the ice-albedo feedback (Newton 2007). Scientists have 

warned for more than 20 years of the potential negative feedback loop from global 

warming where melting ice and snow expose more land and ocean (Leggett 2001), 

which then absorb more heat from the sun, triggering further warming and snow and 

ice, melt. There is little doubt, that this occurred in the Arctic in the northern 

hemisphere summer of 2007 (Spratt 2007b) and again in 2008 when the melting was 
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almost as widespread. ―We‘ve reached a point where we have a crisis, an emergency, 

but people don‘t know that‖, according to one of the world‘s best known climate 

scientists, James Hansen of NASA. ―There‘s a big gap between what‘s understood 

about global warming by the scientific community and what is known by the public 

and policymakers.‖ In 2008, Hansen warned, in testimony given to the US Congress, 

that the ―elements of a ‗perfect storm‘, a global cataclysm, are assembled‖ (Spratt 

2009). 

In view of danger now posed by global warming, the building of another coal fired 

power station could even be viewed as a crime against humanity, particularly given 

that scientists have demonstrated that we can power our current and future global 

economy from renewable energy sources with minimal greenhouse gas emissions 

(Diesendorf 2007; Sorensen 2004). We are, therefore, now forced to accept some 

degree of danger, as totally avoiding the risk of dangerous climate completely is no 

longer feasible. The focus needs to be on decarbonising the global economy as quickly 

as possible while continuing to reduce global poverty and meet or exceed the 

Millennium Development Goals (Apreda 2005). The dilemma has been stated 

succinctly by Baer and Athanasiou (2004): 

―We'd all vote to stop climate change immediately, if we only believed that 

doing so would be so cheap that no country or bloc of countries could 

effectively object. But we do not so believe. Thus we're forced to start trading 

away lives and species in order to advocate a "reasonable" definition of 

"dangerous".  

The problem is not our scientific knowledge (the scientific consensus reached in 1985 

that our current economic systems are causing dangerous climate change has only 

become increasingly steadily reinforced since then) (IPCC 2008) or the lack of the 

required technology, as we have alternative, if more costly, renewable energy systems 

that could more than power the existing global economy if global society would make 

the required investment  (Sorensen 2004).  
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The European Union(EU), the International Climate Change Taskforce (2005) and 

many business and civil society groups propose a temperature cap of 2°C to avoid 

dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system (Baer & Mastrandrea 

2006). However, others are critical of this target as not being informed by the likely 

impacts and the most recent scientific research, and argue that this target has been 

―shaped by the world of diplomacy, political tradeoffs and compromises driven by 

narrow, short-term and national needs‖ (Spratt 2007b, p8). There is little doubt that an 

average global warming of 3°C would be disastrous. It is also clear to minimise the 

risk of dangerous climate change that the further below an average warming of 2°C 

that we stabilise the climate the better. (Baer & Athanasiou 2004; Spratt 2007a).  

A  report that reviews the most recent scientific evidence on setting targets for 

greenhouse gas reductions reinforces the view of Hansen that we already have too 

much greenhouse gases in the atmosphere.  It reaches the following conclusion: 

―The only conclusion to be drawn is that the loss of the Arctic sea ice, in 

all likelihood at an increase of less than 1ºC in global average 

temperature compared to pre-industrial levels, unambiguously represents 

dangerous human interference with the climate; and therefore we already 

have too much greenhouse gas in the air, and we need to find the means to 

engineer a rapid massive drawdown of current greenhouse gases to a safe 

level. It is now not so much a question of ―how much more greenhouse gas 

can we add to the atmosphere?‖ but ―by what means, at what speed and to 

what extent can we draw down the current levels of greenhouse gases to a 

safe level?‖ (Spratt 2007a, p7). 

The effects of global warming are likely to be harmful to humans and the ecosystems 

in which they live and on which they depend.  Sea-level rise threatens the physical 

existence of several small-island states, many low lying coastal cities and settlements 

as well as the availability of fresh water in low-lying coastal areas, which are home to 

between 50 and 70 percent of the world‘s population (UNEP & WMO).  Changes in 

temperature and precipitation patterns will adversely affect agricultural productivity in 
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many regions of the world, leaving a large number of people at greater risk of food 

insecurity and famine, and will expand the habitat of insects carrying diseases such as 

dengue fever and malaria (UNEP & WMO). Global warming is therefore clearly an 

extremely serious problem which urgently requires an effective global public policy 

response.  

The Global Public Policy Response to Climate Change 

International scientific cooperation on the issue of global warming dates back to the 

1957 International Geophysical Year when scientists established a system for 

monitoring atmospheric CO2 concentrations and global surface temperatures (Fleagle 

1992).  By the 1980s, many scientists felt there was sufficient understanding of the 

threat of global warming to warrant global public policy action.  The epistemic 

community of global climate scientists held numerous workshops and conferences in 

which they sought to convince state decision makers of the need to address the 

problem. The Villach Conference in 1985 convened by UN Environment Programme 

(UNEP), the World Meteorological Organization (WMO) and the International 

Council of Scientific Unions (ICSU) concluded that ―as a result of the increasing 

greenhouse gases it is now believed that in the first half of the next century (21st 

century) a rise of global mean temperature could occur which is greater than any in 

man‘s history‖ (UNEP & WMO 2004, p2). 

While several of these scientific activities had significance for establishing climate 

change on the global public policy agenda, the 1988 World Conference on the 

Changing Atmosphere: Implications for Global Security (commonly referred to as the 

―Toronto Conference‖), was the most significant of these early efforts to facilitate 

international cooperation on a global policy response to the issue of global warming 

(Betsill 2000).  The Toronto Conference was sponsored by the Canadian government 

who wished to promote the idea of a ―Law of the Atmosphere‖ (similar to the Law of 

the Sea) covering climate change, ozone depletion and acid rain.  Participants included 

government officials, international legal scholars, industry representatives, scientists, 

and environmentalists.  The most notable outcome of that meeting was what became 
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known as the ‗Toronto Target‘, which called for a global reduction of CO2 emissions 

to 20% below 1988 levels by 2005 as a first step towards addressing the threat of 

global warming and also indicated that emissions should eventually be reduced by 

50%  (WMO 1989). In 1988, the first major step in developing global public policy on 

climate change was taken with the setting up of the IPCC to conduct a thorough 

scientific assessment of climate change, its likely impacts and policy responses 

(Agrawala 1998). 

In 1989, CAN and GCC were formed in same year as the setting up of the IPCC and 

the year following Toronto Conference. In 1990, the process of contestation between 

two Policy Coalitions over global climate change policy also emerges over two major 

issues. Firstly, whether a global agreement on climate change was needed or whether 

the focus should be on further research to reduce the level of uncertainty. Secondly, 

whether any global agreement should contain specific targets and timetables for 

greenhouse gas emission reductions. 

In December 1990, the United Nations General Assembly established the 

Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee (INC) for a Framework Convention on 

Climate Change (Mintzer & Leonard 1994). The first major outcome of the global 

public policy process was the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change 

(UNFCCC), which for reasons that will be reviewed in detail in Chapter 4 did not 

represent an effective global public policy response to combat climate change and the 

UNFCCC only really provided a framework for negotiating a more effective 

agreement.  The UNFCCC is a very general treaty, stating only that industrialised 

countries ought to aim to return their emissions of GHGs to 1990 levels,  it also 

contains no clear timetable for achieving this standard and does not mention what 

should be done after 2000 (UNFCCC 1992) .  The UNFCCC has been ratified by 192 

countries and entered into force in March 1994 (UNFCCC 2007b).  

The UNFCCC did recognise the historic responsibility of the industrialised, developed 

countries and their greater economic capacity to address it. This was a recognition of 

an environmental justice question that still needs to be effectively addressed in that the 
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Annex 1 (developed) countries have benefitted from the low cost energy that fossil 

fuel has represented and, partly due to this, have reached a much higher standard of 

living than most developing countries. In doing so, however, the developed countries 

have used most if not all of the atmospheric capacity to absorb greenhouse gases, and 

there is no capacity for developing countries to use the low cost fossil based energy 

route for their development. This is well illustrated in the following Figure 3 below, in 

which the top line shows an Emergency Pathway which only has a 70%-85% 

likelihood of ensuring that  global warming stays below  2°C despite global emissions 

peaking by 2013 and falling to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050. The line at the bottom 

shows Annex 1 countries total emissions falling by 90% from 1990 levels. This leaves 

the remaining emission capacity available for developing countries. Their emissions 

would have to peak only a few years later than the Annex 1 countries, still before 

2020, and then decline by 6% pa through to 2050 (Baer et al. 2008).  

 

Figure 3: Developing Countries’ Dilemma 

 

In Figure 3, the top line shows the 2°C Emergency Pathway, in which global CO2 

emissions peak in 2013 and fall to 80 percent below 1990 levels in 2050. The bottom 

line shows Annex 1 emissions declining to 90 percent below 1990 levels in 2050. The 
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middle line shows, by subtraction, the emissions space that would remain for the 

developing countries (Baer et al. 2008, p2). The issue of how to effectively address the 

environmental justice and development issues while rapidly reducing greenhouse gas 

emissions remains an issue to be effectively addressed by the global climate change 

policy process.  

The first Conference of the Parties (COP) to the UNFCCC was held in Berlin in 

March 1995.  Participants agreed to the Berlin Mandate, which affirmed that the 

commitments contained in the UNFCCC were not sufficient to meet its long-term 

objective of stabilising atmospheric concentrations of GHGs at levels that would 

prevent dangerous interference with the climate system (Oberthür & Ott 1999).  In 

adopting the Berlin Mandate, member states agreed to negotiate a protocol by 1997 

that would contain quantified emissions limitation and reduction objectives for 

developed countries. This led to another intense period of contestation between the 

two Policy Coalitions and the emergence of a third Policy Coalition, the Ecological 

Modernisation Policy Coalition (as discussed in Chapter 5).  At the third COP, held in 

Kyoto, Japan in December 1997, the member states of the UNFCCC agreed upon the 

Kyoto Protocol, in which each industrialised country and the EU agreed to individual 

national emission reduction targets that would  reduce their overall GHG emissions 

5% below 1990 levels in the period 2008-2012 (Oberthür & Ott 1999).  The Kyoto 

Protocol was the second major outcome of the global public policy process. Although 

the Kyoto Protocol strengthened the UNFCCC, this research will reinforce the view 

(Christoff 2006) that it was an inadequate global public policy response to global 

warming (see Chapter 5). The research also seeks to identify some of the issues that 

contributed to the failure of the global policy process to develop effective public 

policy. Effective global public policy would result in a significant reduction of GHG 

emissions and thereby reduce the risk of dangerous climate change.  

Following the negotiations on the Kyoto Protocol being concluded at the end of 1997, 

the policy contestation continued and led to a further weakening of what was already 

an inadequate global policy agreement over the subsequent years.  The EU, being 

aware of the difficulties the Clinton Administration faced in gaining the two-thirds 
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majority needed in the US Senate to ratify the Kyoto Protocol made further 

concessions to the US in the period between 1997 and 2000 in the hope that this would 

assist in getting US ratification. These concessions further weakened the Protocol. At 

COP 6 in December 2000, however, the flexibility the US sought was beyond what the 

EU was prepared to give and no agreement was reached.  President GW Bush‘s 

announcement of the US withdrawal from the Kyoto Protocol in March 2001 then 

resulted in a weak agreement becoming even weaker. Firstly, it now did not include 

the largest emitter among the industrialised countries (the US represented 36% of total 

1990 Annex 1 industrialised countries‘ emissions). Secondly, other countries were 

more reluctant to ratify given the US withdrawal, as their local industries would have 

to compete against US firms which were likely to have lower energy costs as the US 

was now not committed to reducing emissions. This resulted in the Protocol being 

further weakened in order to persuade Canada, Japan and Russia to ratify. The Kyoto 

Protocol finally achieved the level of ratification needed and it came into force on 16
th

 

February 2005, over 7 years after it was agreed (Hamilton 2007) and almost 20 years 

after the global epistemic community of climate scientists had issued a serious  

warning of the danger of global warming at the Villach Conference in 1985 (UNEP & 

WMO 2004). 

Overall, global GHG emissions in the Kyoto commitment period, 2008-2012 are likely 

to be 30% above 1990 levels (IPCC 2007a). This compares with the Toronto Target 

endorsed by experts in the international scientific and policy community in 1988 of a 

global 20% reduction of CO2 emissions by 2005. If global public policy had been 

successfully developed and implemented to achieve the Toronto Target, it would have 

been much more likely to have enabled further global policy development so that 

humanity was much more likely to avoid dangerous climate change. The scientific 

evidence indicates that if atmospheric concentrations of CO2 had been stabilised at a 

level of 350ppm that was reached around 1990, humanity was much more likely to 

avoid dangerous climate change (Hansen et al. 2008). In 2009, levels are around 

390ppm and our global levels of GHG emissions are still increasing (Hansen et al. 

2008; Spratt 2007a) and there is still no immediate prospect of developing effective 

global public policy to address climate change. 
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Barrett (2007) identifies four major reasons that have contributed to the failure of 

global public policy to effectively address global warming. Firstly, climate change is 

unlikely to threaten the survival of the human species. It will alter critical ecosystems, 

reduce useable land areas as seas rise and in the process displace human populations, 

however, most of these changes will occur gradually giving societies time to adjust. 

Abrupt climate change could occur, perhaps over a decade or two, which could 

potentially be very serious and harder to adjust to.  The worst case scenario from 

climate change is quite disastrous though it is far from certain that this will occur.  

The second reason given by Barrett (2007) is that different countries are likely to be 

impacted  in different ways. Agricultural productivity may increase in some regions of 

the world, for example, Russia, provided that global warming is gradual. The countries 

likely to be most badly affected by climate change are the poorest countries, which 

generally have low emissions, particularly on a per-capita basis. The developed, 

industrialised countries with high emissions which can do the most to mitigate the risk 

from global warming are also those countries that are most likely to be able to afford 

investment in adaptation measures (such as sea walls, tidal barriers, flood defences, 

relocations). Although over the long term, no country is likely to benefit from 

significant global warming, in the short term almost every countries‘ economy is 

dependent on fossil fuel based energy to a greater or lesser extent. This leads to 

Barrett‘s (2007) third major reason is that large investments are required to reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions substantially which will require diverting investment from 

other good uses. This could include investments in adaptation that could yield greater 

benefits than investing in mitigation.  

The fourth reason given by Barrett (2007) was one referred to briefly earlier in the 

chapter, that reducing global emissions of greenhouse gases depends on the aggregate 

efforts of all countries, not even the largest emitters can stabilise atmospheric 

concentrations on its own. An assurance by some countries that they will reduce 

emissions, such as was achieved in the Kyoto Protocol, may not induce other countries 

to join them. Free riding is therefore a big problem that has still to be overcome in 

developing, effective global climate change policy. It has been overcome in the global 
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public policy developed and implemented for ozone depleting substances, which also 

required aggregate efforts by all countries and could have been undermined by free 

riding. Barrett (2007) argues that is the combination of all the above four reasons that 

makes developing and implementing effective climate change policy, so much harder 

an issue than protecting the ozone layer.  

Aldy, Barrett and Stavins (2003) identify six criteria for evaluating global climate 

policy architectures. These are environmental outcome, dynamic efficiency, dynamic 

cost-effectiveness, distributional equity, flexibility in the presence of new information, 

and participation and compliance. Environmental outcome refers to the impact on 

reducing emissions or atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases and minimises 

the impact of global warming. A dynamically efficient policy maximises the total net 

present value of taking actions and cost-effectiveness refers to the least costly way of 

achieving the environmental outcome. Distributional equity refers to both benefits and 

costs within a generation and across generations; it can account for responsibility for 

climate change, ability to pay and other aspects of equity.  Flexible policy approaches 

are built upon sequential decision-making which incorporates new information and 

given the uncertainties around the global climate issue is preferable to more rigid 

policy designs. Participation and compliance are also important components of 

effective global climate change policy. There are clearly tensions between these 

evaluation criteria, between environmental outcome and efficiency, and between cost-

effectiveness and incentives for participation and compliance (Aldy, Barrett & Stavins 

2003). This research particularly focuses on the environmental outcome of global 

climate change public policy whether the policies developed and implemented have 

had any significant impact on reducing the risk of dangerous climate change.  

Research Questions  

This dissertation addresses following two research questions related to the global 

climate change public policy process: 
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1) How have CAN and GCC sought to influence the global climate change policy 

process during the period 1989 to 2005?  

2) How can a global Policy Coalition approach be used to offer insights into how 

non-state actors influence the outcome of the global climate change public policy 

process?  

The research focuses on two contrasting Non-Government Organisations (NGOs), 

CAN and GCC, which were both actively seeking to influence the global climate 

change policy process towards policy outcomes on the opposite ends of the policy 

spectrum. As background, the research examines the formation, norms and values, 

membership, management and leadership of each organisation. It then analyses how 

CAN and GCC and the respective Policy Coalitions in which they were important 

actors sought to influence the process.  

It also reviews the global climate change policy process, primarily from a 

chronological perspective, focusing on the contestation between two major Policy 

Coalitions within the Global Climate Change Public Policy Process. The Economic 

Growth Coalition represents the hegemonic interests of corporate capitalism, 

particularly those corporations which are major players in the fossil fuel driven sectors 

of the global economy (oil, coal, electricity [generated from fossil fuels] and the 

automotive sectors). The Precautionary Coalition is a broad coalition of the counter-

hegemonic forces trying to overcome the entrenched material, institutional and 

ideological power in order to gain agreement on and adoption of precautionary global 

public policy on climate change. 

Ultimately, I am concerned with proposing an improved basis for developing and 

implementing effective global public policy to avoid dangerous climate change. The 

thesis can therefore be seen as developing a critical theory approach and applying it in 

order to identify some insights into why the global public policy process has so far 

failed to have any significant impact on slowing the growth, far less reducing global 

emissions of greenhouse gases. 
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The second research question is not unproblematic, firstly what it does it mean to 

―offer insights‖.  The Policy Coalition approach has proved useful to me in conducting 

this research, as I found the approach shed light on and offered insights into the fields 

of contestation in the global climate change public policy process. It also assisted in 

unraveling some of the complexity of the global climate change policy process and to 

better understand how CAN and GCC in collaboration with their respective Policy 

Coalitions sought to influence the outcome of the process. The thesis therefore seeks 

to demonstrate that the analytical approach developed will be useful to others in 

understanding global public policy processes. It does this by showing how the 

approach has been applied and then showing that useful insights are revealed based on 

using this approach to the analyse the process. 

This research therefore has both theoretical and policy significance. It draws upon and 

builds on the growing literature on global public policy, global environmental 

governance and global environmental regimes which discusses the failure of our 

global public policy processes to effectively address global environmental problems 

(Little 2001; Young 1999) and global warming (Brown 2002; Christoff 2006; 

Eckersley 2007; Friedman 2008; Gelbspan 2005; Hamilton 2007; Leggett 2001). 

Similarly, it contributes to the growing awareness of the importance of non-state 

actors in the global public policy process as actors who can both assist and block the 

development of effective policy. It also provides a theoretical framework through 

which the important role that non-state actors play in building broader Policy 

Coalitions of state and non-state actors to influence the outcome of the policy process 

can be better understood.  

Overview of the Study 

This study consists of a further five chapters. In Chapter 2, I provide a brief overview 

of the major literature on global environmental governance and international 

environmental regimes. I then review the major theoretical frameworks that are used 

in the analysis of international regimes.  I summarise the major aspects of a neo-

Gramscian approach to international relations, international regimes and global public 
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policy. The neo-Gramscian theoretical framework used in this research as well as the 

analytical model, centred on Policy Coalitions, developed to analyse the policy 

contestation in the process of development of global public policy are outlined in the 

latter part of Chapter 2.  

Chapter 3 represents the first empirical portion of the study. It compares and contrasts 

CAN and GCC reviewing their formation, membership, leadership, objectives, norms 

and values. It seeks to explain why and how each organisation was formed and 

operated and also how each emerged to be important members of competing Policy 

Coalitions.  

Chapters 4 and 5 represent the second empirical portion of the study. In these chapters, 

I examine the two major stages in the development of Global Climate Change Public 

Policy, the UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol.  I employ the theoretical framework and 

analytical tools developed in Chapter 2 to examine the contestation between the CAN, 

GCC and the Policy Coalitions both on a socio-historical basis and within the six 

fields of contestation.  Chapter 4 reviews the role played by the contestation between 

these Policy Coalitions in the development of the first major stage of the development 

and implementation of Global Climate Change Public Policy, the UNFCCC. Chapter 5 

documents a similar review for the second major stage of Global Climate Change 

Public Policy, the Kyoto Protocol. 

Chapter 6 discusses the finding of the empirical chapters, drawing conclusions about 

the underlying causes of the failure of the process to develop effective Global Climate 

Change Public Policy. This study indicates that there are substantial barriers which are 

preventing the development of effective global public policy to address climate 

change. It also considers the implications of this research and the analytical tools 

developed for the study of the global public policy process. In addition to answering 

the research questions, it also seeks to address the larger question of the implications 

of the failure of the global public policy process to effectively address the issue of 

global warming.  
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Chapter 2 – Theoretical Frameworks and Methodology 

―…the world we take for granted is dependent on the categories that we use to make 

sense of the world‖ (Stripple 2005, p5) 

Introduction   

There is a vast amount of literature (academic and non-academic) and many 

theoretical perspectives on global governance, international regimes, global public 

policy and global environmental governance. After giving a broad overview, this 

review is going to focus on global environmental governance and international 

environmental regimes, as this was the focus of the empirical research for this thesis. 

As Rosenau (2005, p131) warns: 

 ―In focusing on the structures and process of global governance one has to be 

wary of proceeding from an initial presumption that there is a single empirical 

reality out there to be investigated. Since it suggests desirable and compelling 

values that ought to be promoted, global governance invites wishful thinking, 

an unexamined premise that our messy, tension-ridden world must be 

undergoing governance on a global scale marked by a modicum of coherence 

that can and should be analyzed.‖ 

Our messy, tension-ridden world is undergoing governance on a global scale; the 

coherence and effectiveness of that governance can of course be questioned. It is the 

lack of coherence and effectiveness of the global environmental governance on 

climate change that provided the initial impetus and the focus for this research.  

Global environmental governance is clearly a vast and complex topic and there are a 

wide range of theoretical perspectives that can provide insights into how it operates. 

These include International Relations, Environmental Sociology, Systems Theory, 

International Sociology and Politics to name but a few. Having reviewed a range of 
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academic and other literature, I have used a number of these theoretical perspectives to 

provide insights into the research topic and the research findings. The research is 

transdisciplinary as it uses a number of different disciplinary perspectives in its 

analysis. 

This literature review first examines the concepts of governance and global 

governance. It then examines the concept of international regimes as a mechanism of 

global governance. It discusses theoretical perspectives on international regimes that 

have developed within the academic discipline of International Relations (IR). It 

briefly reviews more traditional IR theories (realist, neo-realist and institutionalist) and 

then neo-Gramscian approaches to IR and international regimes. Building on these 

neo-Gramscian approaches, the thesis develops a neo-Gramscian theoretical 

framework that is used as the underlying theoretical basis for analysing the 

development of Global Public Policy on Climate Change. This framework recognises 

that these public policy processes are embedded in the broader institutional and social 

structures of the global polity. It also focuses on the hegemonic and counter-

hegemonic forces across global political and civil society involved in this contestation 

over global public policy outcomes.  

After outlining the key features of the theoretical framework, the chapter outlines the 

analytical tools developed for use in the research. These centre on the global Policy 

Coalition framework which builds on the Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) 

which was developed by Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith (1993). ACF has been widely 

used as a theoretical model in relation to national public policy and, more recently in 

relation to EU public policy (Sabatier 1998), but it has not generally been used in 

relation to global public policy development processes or international environmental 

regimes. The final section of the chapter identifies six fields of contestation within the 

Global Climate Change Public Policy Process. These provide a theoretical lens 

through which the research examines how the Policy Coalitions vie for their preferred 

policy outcomes.  
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Global Governance 

Governance 

Before moving into the discussion of the topic of global governance in more depth, it 

is, however, useful to consider the term governance and why this term is used as 

opposed to global politics, international politics or international regimes. Governance 

has become a much more widely used term both in academic and other fields in recent 

years; Dowdeswell suggests that this is due to the failure of our governance 

institutions to meet our expectations. 

―The current popularity of discussion about governance has its genesis in the 

fact that our traditional institutions have kept pace neither with the changing 

world around us nor with the expectations of citizens ..‖ – Elizabeth 

Dowdeswell, Executive Director, UNEP (1992-1997) (Global Environmental 

Governance Project 2008).  

Although there may be much discussion about governance, there is also major 

resistance to change from those who fare relatively well under the existing systems of 

governance. The global citizens whose expectations are not met are often those in 

developing countries, whose needs for food, shelter and safe drinking water are not 

met. However, as this research shows the expectations that our systems of global 

governance would effectively address the issue of climate change have also not been 

met.  

What is governance?  The Report of the Commission on Global Governance (1995, 

Ch1, p1) gives one summary of governance: 

―Governance is the sum of the many ways individuals and institutions, public 

and private, manage their common affairs. It is a continuing process through 

which conflicting or diverse interests may be accommodated and co-operative 

action may be taken. It includes formal institutions and regimes empowered to 
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enforce compliance, as well as informal arrangements that people and 

institutions either have agreed to or perceive to be in their interest.‖ 

Governance is defined more simply by Keohane & Nye (2002, p202) as ―the processes 

and institutions, both formal and informal, that guide and restrain the collective 

activities of a group.‖ These broad conceptions of governance provide an adequate and 

broad definition of governance that can be used within the specific contexts. The 

major problem with governance in many fields, particularly large and complex ones 

such as global, international or even national governance, does not relate to defining it. 

The key problem for this research is understanding how it evolves and operates as 

many actors and stakeholders from a wide variety of institutions are involved, both as 

decision makers and influencers (Karns & Mingst 2004) and with varying levels of 

power to influence the outcome (Cerny 2009). The effectiveness of governance is also 

a critical issue, as governance processes may be effective or ineffective in specifying 

and achieving the desired outcome. One definition of an effective governance system 

is ―one that channels behaviour in such a way as to eliminate or substantially to 

ameliorate the problem that led to its creation‖ (Young 1994). Effective global 

governance is often not realised and in the case of global environmental governance 

on climate change it has not been adequate to address the problem. 

One of the reasons for approaching this research on global public policy from a 

governance perspective is that it can offer a transdisciplinary scope. It, therefore, 

allows the incorporation of insights from relevant disciplines and theoretical 

frameworks to try to better understand and explain the complexity of the global 

environmental governance processes. The various disciplinary perspectives therefore 

provide a range of theoretical approaches, many of which use significantly different 

paradigms within their respective theoretical frameworks. In some cases, the 

paradigms or the elements of the framework are similar, however, different 

terminology is used depending on the discipline.  
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Global Governance 

The Report of the Commission on Global Governance (1995, Ch1, p1) recognises the 

wide variety of forms of global governance that exist: 

―There is no single model or form of global governance, nor is there a single 

structure or set of structures. It is a broad, dynamic, complex process of 

interactive decision-making that is constantly evolving and responding to 

changing circumstances. Although bound to respond to the specific 

requirements of different issue areas, governance must take an integrated 

approach to questions of human survival and prosperity. Recognizing the 

systemic nature of these issues, it must promote systemic approaches in dealing 

with them.‖  

The global governance processes are clearly interlinked across economic, 

environmental, security and social issues. Increasing global communication networks 

are also increasing the speed of diffusion of ideas and ideologies across the globe and 

also impact and influence the development of global governance and its outcomes. 

The geo-political context, such as the collapse of the USSR, also has had an impact on 

the processes of global governance. The focus of this research is global climate change 

public policy. It is, however, useful to examine more broadly the complexity of global 

governance and within that global environmental governance before focusing on the 

Global Climate Change Public Policy processes. Rosenau (2006, p172) seeks to 

convey the complexity of governance on a global scale with its formal and informal 

structures which are outside national jurisdictions: 

―Governance occurs on a global scale through both the co-ordination of states 

and the activities of a vast array of rule systems that exercise authority in the 

pursuit of goals and that function outside normal national jurisdictions. Some 

of the systems are formalised, many consist of essentially informal structures, 

and some are still largely inchoate, but taken together they cumulate to 

governance on a global scale.‖  
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This description of governance on a global scale is also appropriate for global 

environmental governance. The deeper problem, as noted previously is not defining or 

describing the complexity global governance but understanding how it operates and 

why it produces particular outcomes (Karns & Mingst 2004), such as global climate 

change policy. Comparisons can be made between different national systems of 

governance in relation to environmental or other issues, however as there is only one 

earth, we cannot compare systems of global governance addressing a particular issue. 

We can compare global governance systems that address different type of issues, 

economic, environmental, human-rights and security or even different types of 

environmental issues (ozone depletion compared with climate change). There are also 

clearly linkages between systems with the global economic governance systems and 

the global economic system having an impact on the global environmental and the 

global environmental governance systems. One of the major problems with the term 

global governance is that it encompasses such a vast terrain; most transnational 

governance processes can be seen as fitting within it as well as national governance 

processes that are affected by or have an impact on global governance. Global public 

policy on climate change is but one field within the vast terrain of global governance. 

The global legal system has also evolved as part of global governance. Teubner (1997, 

p3) indicates that ―lex mercatoria, the transnational law of economic transactions, is 

the most successful example of global law without a state‖. This may overstate the 

case as the states have facilitated its development through international economic and 

trade institutions, such as the WTO, and the states‘ judicial systems underlie much 

contract and other commercial law, such as intellectual property. Teubner (1997, p3) 

also identifies that other fields of global governance, such as Human Rights, are also 

developing ―a global law of their own‖. 

In the current system of global governance, states operate on a non-hierarchical, 

largely consensual basis, with states being the creators, subjects and enforcers of 

international treaties, regimes and law. This is quite different from domestic law where 

there is a clear delineation between the government as the creator and enforcer of the 

law and those in society who are the subjects of the law. The UN and 
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intergovernmental bodies, such as the WTO, UNEP, UNFCCC are largely forums for 

interstate deliberation and for sovereign states to reach agreements on treaties, regimes 

and international law. No entity is superior to the state, so international treaties, 

regimes and law are created by consent of the states. The problem is that this system is 

not meeting global needs or effectively addressing global problems (Sanson 2007). 

Almost all development of global public policy therefore involves nation-states as key 

actors in the process. There are, however, some global governance regimes or 

institutions whose formation has been driven primarily by non-state actors through 

global public policy networks. These include the Forestry Stewardship Council and the 

Marine Stewardship Council (Pattberg & Stripple 2007; Scholte 2007). These are, 

however, exceptions as the governments of nation-states are usually among the major 

players involved in negotiating international governance arrangements often through 

international institutions, such as the UN, the WTO, the IMF or the UNFCCC.  The 

agenda setting for international treaties or conventions has, however, often been driven 

by non-state actors. These have included Amnesty International and other human 

rights organizations pushing for a range of human rights issues to be addressed. Other 

civil society organisations were the main actors setting the agenda for international 

negotiations on an international convention outlawing the use of landmines (Price 

2003). In international environmental governance, the relevant epistemic scientific 

community, supported by environmental NGOs, has been especially important on 

establishing these issues on the international agenda (as discussed for climate change 

in Chapter 4).  

The term ―global governance‖ encompasses global politics and international relations 

but goes further in terms of seeking to include the ways in which the international and 

institutional arrangements develop and within which these politics take place and 

norms evolve. The focus of politics is mainly on what takes place within our existing 

governance institutions, nation states, parliaments, international institutions, 

democracies, etc., whereas a broad view of governance would include assessing these 

institutions and their appropriateness and effectiveness. The focus in this case is 

therefore not only on the global politics of climate change but the global 
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environmental governance institutions and mechanisms that have been developed and 

their success or failure in developing effective global public policy. The development 

of global and international public policy is increasingly taking place at a global or 

international level with state actors and non-state actors embedded as in the processes 

of developing these policies. This will be illustrated in this research for global climate 

change public policy.   

Major actors in global environmental governance 

The term global environmental governance as opposed to international environmental 

governance is preferred in this case as it is clear that climate change is a problem in 

the global ecosystem. Given the power of nation-states in the existing global 

governance systems, it is unlikely that effective solutions are going to be found 

without their cooperation.  Nation-states are therefore one of many important social 

constructions within the global governance systems. From the perspective developed 

in this research, the global polity within which these global environmental governance 

processes take place can be viewed as comprising of actors from three major sectors, 

national governments, intergovernmental organizations and non-state actors.  

In the case of global climate change politics, the two major intergovernmental 

organisations are the IPCC and the UNFCCC Secretariat. UNEP and the WMO also 

played major roles in the early stages of the global policy process. There are 192 

national governments (and the EU) that have ratified the UNFCCC. Each of these 

national actors may be more or less important or involved in influencing the outcome 

of the global policy process. Each will also have its own national policy processes to 

determine its preferred policy position before international negotiations on global or 

international agreements.  There are also the formal supranational structure of the EU 

and the less formal supranational structure of AOSIS (Association of Small Island 

States) both of which have sought to have a common preferred policy position across 

their member states prior to the global negotiation on climate change policy.  

In addition, there have been thousands of non-state actors (both profit and not-for-

profit) seeking to influence the outcome of the Global Climate Change Public Policy 
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Process, both through influencing national actors but also by trying to influence the 

global policy process. The initial focus of this research was on GCC and CAN as two 

important non-state actors seeking to influence the outcome of the global policy 

process. In order to understand how each sought to influence the process, a model of 

the overall process was required.  

In the perspective developed, all non-state actors are included within one major sector 

for two reasons. Firstly, the close linkages between the for-profit transnational 

corporations and NGOs, such as the GCC, made the distinction between profit and 

not-for-profit organisations not particularly useful in the context of analysing the 

development of global climate change policy. Representatives of Exxon and other 

corporations were often members of GCC or other (Business and Industry) BINGO 

delegations at IPCC and UNFCCC meetings. The policies and activities of GCC also 

reflected the interests of its corporate members. Some of these corporations were 

direct members of GCC (such as Exxon, Chevron, General Motors, Ford), others were 

members of the BINGOs which were members of GCC (such as the American 

Petroleum Institute (API), National Association of Manufacturers, US Chamber of 

Commerce).  

The second reason is that the national and sub-national environmental NGOs that were 

CAN members were linked through Regional CANs and Global CAN so the 

distinction between national and international NGOs is also not that useful in the 

global climate change policy context. Sub-national and national NGOs would work 

alongside international NGOs as part of the CAN network in order to try to achieve 

their preferred global policy outcome. Particular national environmental NGOs were, 

however, important in some national contexts, however, at the national level there was 

often a high level of cooperation between the CAN members in that country in order 

to maximise the effectiveness of their efforts at influencing national and global policy 

(eg USCAN, CAN-Canada, CANA – CAN Australia). 

One of the major differences between the national governments and the 

intergovernmental organisations is the decision making process. At the national level, 
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influenced by both government and non-state actors, national governments make 

decisions on public policy. At the intergovernmental level, global or international 

public policy is the outcome of negotiations between the governments with non-state 

actors seeking to influence individual national governments, supranational groups of 

states (such as the EU and AOSIS) and the international process of public policy 

development. This research has focused on how non-state actors, particularly GCC, 

CAN and their members, can be important within Policy Coalitions involving state, 

non-state actors and sometimes intergovernmental actors seeking to influence the 

global public policy outcome.   

Rosenau (2002, p80) uses more categories and identifies eight major types of 

―collectivities‖ or organisation involved in global governance, as detailed below:  

―These consist of (1) subnational and national governments founded on 

hierarchical structures formally adopted in constitutions; (2) for-profit private 

transnational corporations (TNCs) formally and hierarchically structured by 

articles of incorporation; (3) international governmental organizations (IGOs) 

based on formal treaties and charters; (4) subnational and national not-for-

profit non-governmental organizations (NGOs) sustained by either formal 

bylaws or informal, undocumented arrangements; (5) international or trans-

national not-for-profit non-governmental organizations (INGOs) either 

formally structured as organizations or informally linked together as 

associations or social movements; and (6) markets that have both formal and 

informal structures which steer horizontal exchanges between buyers and 

sellers, producers and consumers. In addition to the variety introduced by 

different degrees of formal or informal organization, note needs to be taken of 

unorganized (7) elite groups or (8) mass publics that form briefly in response 

to specific issues and then disband when the issue is settled.‖ 

The last two types of collectivities, ―unorganized elite groups‖ and ―mass publics‖ can 

be seen as part of the non-state actors within the three sectors of the global polity 

discussed previously. Some of the unorganized elite groups may include politicians, 
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government officials or bureaucrats and therefore may represent part of an advocacy 

or policy coalition including state and non-state actors. Mass publics‘ interest in an 

issue usually occurs due to campaigns by activist NGOs seeking to raise public 

interest in an issue.  

 Rosenau (2002) uses his eight types of collectivities to develop a typology of six 

types of global governance shown in the table  below: 

Table 1: Six types of global governance 

 

The processes of global governance on climate change are clearly multidirectional and 

involve both formal and informal structures and would be therefore be classified in 

Rosenau‘s typology as mobius-web governance.  As Rosenau‘s typology illustrates 

there are a variety of types of global governance and it is useful to review how these 

different systems of global governance have emerged.  

Systems of Global Governance 

From a historical perspective, the current systems of global governance can be viewed 

as having emerged from colonial times (Augelli & Murphy 1993). Europe (particularly 

Western Europe which includes all the former major colonial powers), the former 

English speaking British colonies of the US and to a lesser extent Canada and 

Australia, and Japan still dominate the global governance system. Post-Soviet Russia 
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is a problematic player and China, India and Brasil particularly are emerging from the 

developed world as the major forces in the global governance processes. The move to 

a polycentric (Scholte 2004) or multi-centric world or what Cerny (2007) describes as 

multi-nodal global political processes, is clearly changing the processes of global 

governance. New types of skills have also become more important as communications, 

particularly electronic, become commonplace across international boundaries.  

Giddens‘ (1986) theory of structuration provides one framework for how the system of 

global governance has evolved as part of global society. The systems and processes of 

global governance are the result of the continuing interplay between conscious human 

agency (action) and the wider structures of global and national societies (e.g. laws, the 

economy, common perceptions) over which individuals have relatively little control 

(O‘Riordan & Jordan 1999). Structuration theory, however, only provides limited 

insight into why the current systems have developed as opposed to some alternative, 

possibly more effective systems.  The systems of global governance within global 

society have and will continue to change and develop as part of a continuing global 

and national structuration process.  

Cerny (2007) takes this a stage further and focuses on political structuration where the 

interplay of the political issues, political structures and political actors drives the 

context of the overall process within which they interact. As this political structuration 

evolves over time, it is one of the major reasons for this research taking primarily a 

chronological approach to reviewing the global climate change public policy process. 

Within global governance, this process evolves at multiple levels, what Cerny (2007, 

p2) terms ―multi-nodal politics‖ or others term ―complex multilateralism‖ (O'Brien et 

al. 2000, p5). This is a complex political process that involves the opening up of a 

range of new and restructured opportunities for political action at the national and 

international level. Another feature is the growth and proliferation of interest groups, 

the strategic activity of political entrepreneurs and saboteurs and the restructuring of 

social and political coalitions, with significant transnational linkages, resources and 

goals. It also involves the emergence of linked policy making processes and decision 
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making at various levels, often at the international as well as at the national level.  This 

is well illustrated by the research.  

Multi-nodal politics is, in effect, an extrapolation to the global or international of an 

old idea in nationally focused political science that of ―neopluralism‖ (Lindblom 

1977) . To understand the politics of global governance, therefore, involves examining 

the way that coalition-building processes and other forms of politics are adapted to 

pursue those interests and values and coordinate activities in a globalising set of 

inextricably intertwined political nodes. ―A significant premium therefore attaches to 

flexibility – and flexibilization – of strategy, tactics, and organization. Groups and 

political entrepreneurs must be able to operate – and effectively to coordinate the 

actions of themselves and others – at all the levels of multi-level governance, 

navigating effectively back and forth among them‖ (Cerny 2006, p3). It is important to 

be able to organise locally, regionally, nationally, and globally and to negotiate 

cooperative arrangements both domestically and transnationally and to be able to 

operate horizontally, vertically, diagonally, etc., across and around those political 

nodes (Cerny 2006).  

Multi-nodal global politics moves beyond most of the state-centric theories of global 

governance which have dominated the International Relations discipline. It is also 

important to recognise that these political nodes exist within the multilayered 

institutional architecture of global governance. Scholte (2000) identifies it as 

consisting of and operating through a supranational level (such as the UN system), a 

regional level (such as the EU, NAFTA, ASEAN), a transnational level (such as civil 

society, international NGOs, business networks), a national level and a substate level 

(such as city, regional and state governments, community associations and NGOs). It 

is therefore a complex environment within which to develop useful theories or models 

of the political processes as will be discussed in the following section.  

Theories of Global Governance 

Global governance, as an analytical approach, moves away from the conventional 

nation-state-centric theoretical framework of world politics and world order (Held & 
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McGrew 2002). There has, however, been relatively limited development of theories 

of global governance outside of the International Relations discipline, which will be 

discussed later in this chapter. McGrew (2004) identifies three groups of existing 

theories or accounts of global governance, which he refers to as Inter-nationalist, 

Globalist and Transformationalist. These would include theories from the International 

Relations discipline. 

The Inter-nationalist (hegemonic governance) group of theories emphasise the power 

of particular nation-states in the global governance systems. Since the collapse of the 

USSR, the US has emerged as the only global superpower and is viewed by this group 

of theories as the dominant force in contemporary global governance shaping the 

structures, mechanisms, priorities and outcomes of global governance. It is clear that 

dominant states are important in global governance; however, the EU has emerged as a 

major force alongside the US in many areas of global governance, particularly global 

environmental issues. The Globalist (rule of global capital) theories represent a 

conception of the world order in which global corporate capitalism is dominant where 

colonial empires have been replaced by corporate empires. This group of theories view 

global governance a privileging the interests of global corporations, often at the 

expense of environment, social and community welfare. This research uses a Policy 

Coalition Approach as a theoretical lens to demonstrate how the powerful actors from 

the corporate sector working in Policy Coalitions alongside nation-states, particularly 

the more powerful ones, can have a major influence on the outcome of global public 

policy. It therefore recognises the power of dominant nation states and groups of states 

and of powerful corporations and groups of corporations, particularly if their efforts 

are strategically coordinated. This research therefore has a theoretical perspective 

which is Transformationalist, recognising the changing structure of global politics and 

governance and the importance of political agents in shaping the outcomes of the 

global governance and global public policy processes (McGrew 2004). This will be 

discussed in more depth later in this chapter. 

One of the major challenges in considering as vast a terrain as global governance is 

that the forces that shape the outcome of global governance processes in one field (eg 
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defence and security) may be quite different from the key forces in another field, such 

as global environmental governance. Some argue that there is a danger that the global 

governance perspective may be descriptively accurate but largely devoid of 

explanatory power (Held & McGrew 2002). This research seeks to show the 

importance of Policy Coalitions between state and non-state actors within one area of 

global governance, the Global Climate Change Public Policy Process. There is some 

evidence that similar Policy Coalitions have been important in other areas of global 

environmental governance, such as developing global public policy on ozone 

depleting substances (Litfin 1994), which will be discussed in Chapter 6. They may 

also play a role in other fields of global or international public policy within global 

governance, however, this research has not focused on these. 

International Relations (IR) began as a discipline focusing on the society of nation-

states, well before discussions on global governance became commonplace. Following 

the First World War, there was a focus on rules in the anarchic international system in 

the hope that states would be willing to establish order based on international law  to 

avoid another major war (Little 2001). In the IR literature on international regimes, 

which has mainly emerged since the 1970s (Little 2001), there has only been relatively 

recent recognition of the importance of non-state actors in global governance and 

international regimes (Raustiala 1997). The global governance literature, particularly 

the global environmental governance literature has a much stronger focus on the major 

roles in the process of non-state actors. Its weakness, however, is that ―it provides few 

if any of the analytical tools required to interpret or conceptualize this phenomenon‖ 

(Okereke & Bulkeley 2007, p3).   

It is in this area of international and transnational networks, coalitions and movements 

that many problems relating to ontology, semantics and terminology arise. Researchers 

from different disciplines use different terms for what are similar social phenomena 

and it therefore requires close examination to determine whether the different 

terminology represents just different words to describe the same phenomena or 

whether the phenomena are different. As will be discussed at the end of this chapter 

and in more detail in the following chapters, both CAN and GCC can be seen as part 



 

42 

 

of much broader transnational policy advocacy coalitions, broader coalitions of actors 

(non-state and state) advocating similar global policy approaches to global warming. 

These have been termed Policy Coalitions.  

The involvement of non-state or civil society actors in international governance issues, 

however, dates back at least to the slavery abolitionist movement in the early 19
th

 

century (Cohen 1998).  Both the British and Dutch East India Companies were 

commercial non-state actors actively involved in the colonial aspects of international 

governance from the 16
th

 century onwards (Krishna 2006). With the huge growth of 

multinational and transnational corporations in the late 20
th

 century, these powerful 

commercial transnational non-state actors have become an increasingly powerful force 

in global governance (Draffan 2000; International Forum on Globalization 2002). 

Multinational and transnational corporations and other businesses operate individually 

and cooperatively to influence global and national governance (Draffan 2000; 

International Forum on Globalization 2002).  

One result of this is that the more developed and ‗effective‘ forms of international 

regimes mainly relate to economics, trade, commerce and financial markets such as 

the World Bank, the IMF and the WTO (Griffin 2003). The question can be raised of 

effective for whom and Paterson‘s (2006) research on the WTO indicates it is effective 

in promoting the interests of business and multinational corporations rather than the 

global majority in the developing world.  In the case of the WTO, nation-states are 

even willing to cede a level of sovereignty in that they have agreed to accept as 

binding the judgements of the WTO dispute resolution process (Koenig-Archibugi 

2002). The wide variety of international regimes that form part of the systems of 

global governance are discussed in the next section, with a particular focus on 

international and global environmental regimes.  

International Regimes 

One of the most important and widespread mechanisms of global or international 

public policy are international regimes. A range of IR theories about International 
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Regimes seek to provide a basis for better understanding of why International Regimes 

are formed, how they are modified over time, how well they endure and how effective 

are they. The IR theories on regimes do not present a coherent whole, although they 

display certain strong tendencies (Keeley 1990a). They also focus on how do the types 

of international institutions formed by the regime affect state behaviour and outcomes 

in relation to the issue the regime seeks to address.  They also deal with why some 

particular type of institution is formed by a regime as opposed to another type of 

institution.  (Hasenclever, Mayer & Rittberger 1997) 

The international regime concept was introduced into the international relations 

literature in the 1975 special edition of International Organization (Gale 1998). It was 

initially defined as ―a set of mutual expectations, rules and regulations, plans, 

organisational energies and financial commitments, which have been accepted by a 

group of states‖ (Ruggie 1975). A later and popular definition of regimes, widely used 

in the International Relations literature, is offered by Krasner (1983, p2): 

―implicit or explicit principles, norms, rules, and decision-making procedures 

around which actors' expectations converge in a given area of international 

relations. Principles are beliefs of fact, causation, and rectitude. Norms are 

standards of behavior defined in terms of rights and obligations. Rules are 

specific prescriptions or proscriptions for action. Decision-making procedures 

are prevailing practices for making and implementing collective choice.‖ 

Although this definition seems broad, it is important to interpret it based on the 

underlying paradigms of the IR discipline, which focus on states as the primary actors. 

So, within IR, this definition represents governments of nation-states agreeing 

implicitly or explicitly to norms, rules and decision-making procedures. Krasner 

(1983, p7) notes that the ―function of regimes is to coordinate state behaviour to 

achieve desired outcomes in particular issue-areas‖  Regimes are broader than 

international organisations or formal treaties, although there may be a treaty developed 

and an international organisation such as the IMF, WTO, UNEP or the UNFCCC 

Secretariat established as part of the regime. Regimes can be regarded as institutions, 
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usually formed by nation-states, and if the regime treaty is ratified by a nation-state, it 

usually constrains or influences the actions of those states (Peters 2005). Some broader 

regimes, such as the global economic regime, only some components of which are 

formally ratified, also constrain the action of states.  

Given that regimes consist of ―principles, norms, rules and decision-making 

procedures around which actors‘ expectation converge‖, how can we tell that actors‘ 

expectations have converged sufficiently for a regime to be formed (Hasenclever, 

Mayer & Rittberger 1996)? When there is no formal international agreement in the 

form of a treaty or convention, it may be difficult to identify regime formation. In 

cases where there are formally negotiated and documented regimes, such as the Treaty 

on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, the Vienna Convention for the 

Protection of the Ozone Layer, the UNFCCC and the Rome Statute of the International 

Criminal Court, the legal establishment of a regime can be clearly identified and its 

ratification or non-ratification by a specific country established. 

Given the context of Krasner‘s (1983) definition, the actors referred to in this 

definition are clearly national governments. Governments of nation-states (or 

representatives of governments of nation-states) have expectations, which can 

converge in a given area of international relations. This is a key aspect of many of the 

theoretical approaches to regime formation within the IR discipline. They are based on 

the assumption that governments of nation-states to be unitary rational, self-interested, 

goal-seeking actors whose behaviour can be accounted for in terms of maximising 

utility, gain or benefit (Hasenclever, Mayer & Rittberger 1997). The reality is, 

however, that various parts of a national government may have different views of a 

particular proposed regime. For example, the Treasury or Ministry for Industry view 

of a proposed International Environmental Regime may be quite different from that of 

the Ministry of the Environment or the Environmental Protection Authority. This is 

one of the major criticisms of many of the state-centric regime theories, which assume 

unitary state actors. This criticism is particularly relevant for International 

Environmental Regimes as will be discussed in more detail later in this chapter.  
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Interpreting Regime Formation  

It is clear that there needs to be some convergence of the ―principles and norms‖ of the 

governments of some of the relevant states in order to start the process of negotiating a 

documented regime, treaty or convention. This initial convergence is usually the result 

of an agenda setting process which establishes the need for an international agreement 

among a sufficient number of national governments. As discussed previously, non-

state actors have often been important in establishing the need for a regime on the 

international agenda. Agenda setting will be discussed as one of the major fields 

within the global public policy process discussed later in the chapter. Following the 

successful establishment of the policy issue on the international agenda, national 

governments then have to put in place arrangements to negotiate the details of the 

treaty or convention. This could be viewed as the initial formation of a regime with the 

negotiations documenting the rules and decision-making processes that are to be 

included in the formal treaty or convention.  

The formation of a regime is therefore only clear when there is some institutional 

framework established which documents its formation. For most regimes or as part of 

most regimes, there is some form of international agreement between governments. 

One problem arises in relation to changes in the regime and whether these changes in 

the rules are due to changes in principles and norms, which could constitute a new 

regime (Hasenclever, Mayer & Rittberger 1996). There are also less formal regimes 

which encompass some formal international institutions but where there are implicit 

norms and some explicit rules. This would include the global economic and financial 

system, where there are some key institutions such as the WTO, IMF and World Bank 

but there is also a strong implicit regime which governs international trade and 

finance. This is an expansion of lex mercatoria, which now involves state and non-

state actors, as part of global governance. The economic and financial regime is 

particularly important as it has an impact on other regimes, including environmental 

regimes. One of the weaknesses of the state-centric IR approach is that it tends to 

consider regimes separately rather than as part of an overall evolving system of global 

governance and global public policy. The global economic regime may contribute to 
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the failure to develop an effective international environmental regime as national 

governments are concerned the environmental measures included in the regime may 

reduce the competitiveness of their domestic industries.  

Hasenclever et al (1996) identify three distinct theoretical positions on regime 

formation arguing that regimes are best identified as being formed on the basis of 

behavioural, cognitive, or formal criteria. According to the behavioural criteria the 

regime is viewed as being established when states included by the regime largely 

abide by its rules. The regime has to establish a pattern of rule-governed behaviour 

among the states included in the regime although compliance does not need to be 

perfect for a regime to be in place but glaring violations would seem to undermine the 

existence of a regime, certainly for the state that violated the rules (Hasenclever, 

Mayer & Rittberger 1997). This position has a weakness in that it is impossible to 

know whether the behaviour of the nation-state would have been different if the 

regime had not been formed. 

According to the cognitive criteria, regimes are social institutions in a particular issue 

area where norms and expectations converge. Regimes result in shared understandings 

of ―desirable and acceptable forms of social behaviour‖ This gives regimes an 

―inescapable intersubjective quality‖ (Kratochwil & Ruggie 1986, p764).  This 

intersubjectivity is in conflict with the positivism on which most regime analysis is 

based. The positivist approach proposes a radical separation of subject and object, 

which conflicts with the intersubjective approach which centres on actors‘ 

expectations converging around principles and norms (Hasenclever, Mayer & 

Rittberger 1997; Kratochwil & Ruggie 1986).  

Based on the cognitive criteria, there exists no specific point from which regimes can 

be viewed as being formed.  This is so because regimes are conceptual creations not 

concrete entities. As with any analytical construction in the human sciences, the 

concept of regimes will reflect commonsense understandings, actor preferences, and 

the particular purposes for which analyses are undertaken. ―Ultimately, therefore, the 

concept of regimes, like the concept of ‗power,‘ or ‗state,‘ or ‗revolution,‘ will remain 
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a contestable concept‖ (Kratochwil & Ruggie 1986, p764). There can be an 

agreement, a treaty or convention negotiated but this is documenting the explicit 

components of a regime at a particular point in time; there can be implicit components 

of a regime and the regime can change, due to changing intersubjective norms, without 

altering the official documentation.  There is, for instance, clearly a global financial 

and economic regime where the components of the regime continue to evolve often 

without formal international agreements.  

The formal criteria advocated by Keohane (1993) conceptualise regimes primarily (but 

not exclusively) in terms of explicit rules agreed upon by actors and pertaining to a 

specific area of international relations. The problem with this approach is that regimes 

clearly are social institutions and therefore include not just the explicit rules but also 

include how these rules are developed and how these rules are regarded by 

governments that are part of the regime (Hasenclever, Mayer & Rittberger 1997). 

There is clearly no world government to enforce the rules. It is clear, therefore, that 

there is no broadly agreed definition of when a regime comes into existence. There are 

also a number of types of regimes and different ways of classifying these types of 

regimes, as be reviewed in the next section.  

Types of International Regimes 

Another way of understanding regimes is to examine the different types of regimes 

that exist within the global governance system. Levy, Young & Zurn (1995) classify 

regimes based on their formality and their convergence of expectations. This provides 

4 types of regimes as is shown in the following Table:  
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Table 2: Typology of Regimes 

   

   

Convergence of Expectations 

Formality 
Low High 

Low No regimes Tacit regimes 

High Dead-letter regimes Full blown regimes 

Source: Adapted from (Levy, Young & Zurn 1995, p272) 

In the top left cell, ―no regime‖ exists. ―Dead letter regimes‖ have explicit rules and 

substantive and procedural prescriptions but are largely ignored, most of the Israeli- 

Palestinian peace accords would be in this category. ―Tacit regimes‖ have informal 

and inferred rules and behaviour that is generally consistent with these rules. Full-

blown regimes have explicit principles, norms, rules and decision-making procedures 

and rule-consistent behaviour is widespread. Under these circumstances, regime 

analysts would agree that an international regime exists (Levy, Young & Zurn 1995). 

The economic and financial regimes discussed previously seem to represent a fifth 

type with some explicit principles, norms, rules and decision-making procedures 

agreed through international organisations such as the WTO but also a large part of 

these regimes are also tacit regimes where behaviour is consistent with implicit rules. 

If behaviour consistent with a regime were widespread, it would generally be viewed 

as having legitimacy. It is possible, however, to have a regime that has legitimacy but 

is not effective in addressing the problems which the regime seeks to address. Over 

time this lack of effectiveness is likely to reduce the perceived legitimacy of a regime 

(Eckersley 2007) or lead to further development of the regime. As will be discussed in 

Chapters 4 and 5, the UNFCCC was generally viewed as inadequate to address global 

warming which led to development of the Kyoto Protocol.  

In determining whether business interests, particularly those of multinational 

corporations, are likely to support a regime, Levy and Prakash (2003, p134) identify 

the important factors as being the two major types of regime purposes (market 
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enabling or regulatory) and whether for these regimes the main location of authority is 

domestic or supranational. Multinational corporations are generally supportive of 

market enabling regimes both at the domestic and supranational level, unless it 

adversely affects their competitive advantage. Their support for or opposition to 

regulatory regimes is much more dependent on their analysis of the impact of the 

regulatory regime on their industry or corporation (Levy & Prakash 2003). This 

approach is shown in the following table along with some regimes of each type:  

Table 3: Market Enabling and Regulatory Regimes 

Location of Authority 
Regime Purpose 

Market enabling Regulatory 

Domestic Trade-related intellectual 

property rights (TRIPS) 

- ISO 14001 

- Forestry Stewardship 

Council 

Supranational World Trade 

Organization 

- Nuclear Non-Proliferation 

Treaty 

- Montreal Protocol on 

Ozone Depleting Substances 

- UNFCCC and Kyoto 

Protocol 

Source: Adapted from  (Levy & Prakash 2003, p134) 

The UNFCC and the Kyoto Protocol are clearly supranational regulatory regimes 

under this typology, although it did enable a market based emissions trading 

mechanisms.  In Chapters 4 and 5, the support and opposition to the development of 

the climate change regimes by various business groups and multinational corporations 

will be discussed in more detail. This will illustrate how business interests responded 

to the climate change regime depending on their analysis of its impact on their 

industry or corporation. 
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Types of international regimes can also be identified based on types of issues covered. 

These are Security Regimes, Human Rights Regimes, Communication and Standards 

Regimes, Economic and Financial Regimes and Environmental Regimes. This 

classification scheme is an elaborated and modified version of that used by Little 

(2001), adding in Human Rights Regimes and expanding Communication Regimes to 

Communications and Standards Regimes and Economic Regimes to Economic and 

Financial Regimes. The focus of this research is on International Environmental 

Regimes where there have been several examples. The Antarctic Treaty system 

created in the 1950s was one of the earliest international environmental regimes and 

has been largely effective (Young 1999). The United Nations Environmental Program 

(UNEP) was created in 1972 to play the lead role in international environmental 

governance by coordinating environmental activities within the UN agencies and 

acting as a catalyst for new initiatives (Najam, Papa & Taiyab 2006). Many 

international environmental regimes have been developed since 1972. Some of the 

more important, international and global environmental regimes have included the 

development and the signing in 1979 of the Geneva Convention on Long-Range 

Transboundary Air Pollution, the development of the Ozone Regime in the 1980s and 

Climate Change Regimes in the 1990s (Young 1999) and the Convention on 

Biological Diversity which came into force in 1993 (Little 2001). The ozone and 

climate change regimes are clearly global environmental regimes, each addressing a 

problem in the global ecosystem. Although many of these environmental regimes have 

established principles, norms, rules and decision-making process, many have not been 

effective in addressing the problems for which they were established (Little 2001; 

Young 1999). 

The empirical research of this thesis focused on Climate Change as an issue within 

Global Environmental Governance and International Environmental Regimes; 

however, many of the regime theories seek to cover all types of international regimes. 

As the next section discusses, in addition to a different types of regimes, there is also a 

range of theories or schools of thought on how and why international regimes are 

formed (Hasenclever, Mayer & Rittberger 1997). Some of these theories may be more 

appropriate and relevant to certain types of regimes. 
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Theories of International Regimes 

Common Assumptions 

There are some common assumptions that underlie most of the IR regime theories, 

regardless of whether the theory is based on realism, neo-realism, liberalism or 

constructivism. The first of these assumptions is generally uncontroversial; that states 

operate in an anarchic international system, meaning there is no world government 

controlling the society of states. The system is clearly, however, not anomic, in that it 

is not devoid of clear norms and rules (Little 2001). Others have described it as 

―organized anarchy‖ (Haas 2004, p1) The Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties 

(1969), for instance, even sets out the rules under which international treaties are 

negotiated (Paavola & Adger 2006).  It is therefore not anarchy, in the commonly used 

sense, in that there is not normally a breakdown of order (there are even ‗rules of war‘) 

but there is clearly no centralized structure of government overseeing the society of 

states. This leads to  a major issue within regimes of how compliance with the rules of 

a regime is ensured (Little 2001). 

A second set of relatively uncontroversial assumptions are that regimes are established 

on the basis of cooperation in the international system and to promote international 

order (Little 2001).  Given that significant effort usually has to be made on a 

cooperative basis to establish a regime and that by cooperating, increased order rather 

than increased anarchy is likely to result, these two assumptions are also relatively 

uncontroversial. There is controversy over what constitutes the ‗international system‘ 

and this issue will be addressed below in relation to the roles of state actors and non-

state actors in regime theory.  

Regime theories are almost all state-centric as they come from the International 

Relations tradition that focuses on how states interact with each other (Baylis & Smith 

2001). Newell (2000, p23) views most regime theories as taking ‖as given the pre-

eminent status of nation-states as the key-point of reference in seeking to account for 

the ways issues unfold in the global agenda.‖  As Okereke and Bulkeley (2007, p7) 
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indicate, most regime theory leaves ―little or no space for the account of the 

involvement of non-state actors in the international institutions building‖. If non-state 

actors are acknowledged it is in terms of their roles influencing state actors not as 

players in their own right (Auer 2000). Although, other researchers emphasise the 

importance of non-state actors in forming regimes as part of broader epistemic 

communities (Haas 1990).  

Given that for many environmental regimes – such as climate change, ozone, acid rain 

- the impetus to create an environmental regime has come from non-state actors, 

particularly in the scientific and environmental communities; most regime theories are 

deficient in addressing the broader role of national politics and non-state actors in the 

formation and shaping of international environmental regimes (Newell 2000; Okereke 

& Bulkeley 2007). It is therefore useful to look beyond traditional state-centric 

International Relations regime theories to find a broader theoretical framework that is 

more relevant to global environmental governance. This will be discussed in more 

depth later in this chapter. 

Another assumption underlying most regime theories is that states are unitary and 

rational actors (Little 2001). This is also problematic, particularly in relation to 

environmental regimes where there often strongly differing perspectives even within a 

national government as to the preferred international policy outcomes. The main 

differences between the major regime theories of realism, neo-realism and liberal 

institutionalism relate to how they characterise what drives the ―rationality‖ of the 

state to form an international regime. In some of the types of regimes discussed 

previously, such as Security Regimes, it may be useful to consider the state as a 

unitary and rational actor, seeking to minimise threats to its security and to ensure its 

survival. Even for Security Regimes, however, there may be conflicting views from 

different parts of a national government as to whether a particular Security Regime is 

in the national ‗best interest‘. This assumption of a unitary, rational state actor is a 

major weakness of these theories in relation to international environmental regimes 

where it is far from clear what is in the ‗best interests‘ of each state when facing a 

common global environmental threat, such as global warming. 
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For most regimes, it is clear that the negotiations are held between representatives of 

national governments and the international agreement. For most environmental 

regimes, such as the climate change regime, however, these negotiations take place 

under a strong watchful eye of a wide range of range of non-state actors and the 

media. Many non-state actors do not only watch the process but they actively seek to 

influence the outcome, as will be discussed in much more depth in this research. The 

convention or treaty is signed by representatives of national governments, but is 

ratified according the various individual national processes for ratifying an 

international agreement. If ratification by a country is controversial, for example, the 

Kyoto Protocol in the US, Australia and Russia, non-state actors can also become 

centrally important at this stage, either by supporting or opposing ratification of the 

convention, treaty or protocol. 

It is also clear, especially in relation to environmental and human rights regimes, that 

the initial agenda-setting on the need to develop an international regime has mainly 

been undertaken by non-state actors (Arts 2000). In the formation, negotiation and 

implementation of many environmental regimes, it is apparent that non-state actors 

continue to play a major role in aiming to influence the outcome of the regime 

negotiations, through a variety of avenues and approaches (Arts 2003; Little 2001). 

Relative silence on the role of non-state actors, particularly at the international level, is 

therefore a major weakness of many traditional state-centric regime theories. It has 

therefore been valuable in this research to use a broader theoretical framework to 

explain international climate change regime and the global public policy process that 

includes the involvement of state and non-state actors.  

Another common characteristic of most state-centric IR regime theories is that regimes 

are seen as a way in which nation-states address issues, solve problems or respond to 

challenges that are international in nature (Okereke & Bulkeley 2007). There is an 

implied assumption, common across much of the International Relations literature, 

that it is possible to differentiate between the issues that are national and the ones that 

are international in scope. This differentiation may be possible for Security Regimes 

but for Economic or Environmental Regimes the national and international issues are 
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often closely intertwined. This contrasts with the strong distinction drawn between the 

domestic and international spheres in many IR approaches, particularly the realist and 

neo-realist ones (Morgenthau 1973; Waltz 1979). 

Realism, Neo-realism and Liberal Institutionalism 

This section reviews some of the major differences between the more traditional state-

centric regime theories. Hasenclever et al (1997) classify the major theories of regime 

analysis into three major schools of thought – interest based (liberal institutionalist), 

power based (realist and neo-realist) and knowledge based. As the knowledge based 

approach has quite different underlying assumptions, it will be discussed separately. 

One major difference between the liberal institutionalist and the power based (realist 

and neo-realist) schools of thought relate to states and regime formation. Liberal 

institutionalism view states as willing to form regimes due to self interest and the 

overall benefits of cooperative behaviour, particularly in the area of human rights, 

political economy and environment, seeing regimes as potentially a positive-sum game 

(Gale 1998; Lamy 2001). Realists and neo-realists view states as only establishing 

regimes if they serve their interests and that states will continue to support particular  

regimes only if they do not unfairly advantage other states, seeing international 

regimes as a zero-sum game (Gale 1998; Lamy 2001). The self-interest motivation of 

the state holds for both of these schools of thought, the main difference being in how 

the interests of state are conceptualised (Okereke & Bulkeley 2007). This self-interest 

approach also relates to the assumption, discussed  previously, that ―states are rational 

and unitary actors‖ (Little 2001, p301) and therefore what is in the national interest 

can be identified.  

Liberal institutionalists argue that there are functional benefits to state from regimes 

that states can realise through strategic coordination of their policies and activities. In 

their view, international institutions and regimes deliver important benefits to states 

and help them achieve their domestic objectives (Held & McGrew 2002). As Keohane 

(1984, p13), a liberal institutionalist argues that regimes ―empower governments rather 

than shackle them‖. From a realist or neo-realist perspective, geopolitics are essential 
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for understanding the formation and dynamics of international regimes. In their view, 

regimes are largely contingent on the policies and interests of the most powerful states 

(Krasner 1982) 

Global warming can be seen as a classic example of a complex prisoners‘ dilemma 

problem, where cooperation can facilitate the best outcome but no individual state can 

solve the problem on its own but also as a ―chicken game‖ where there is an incentive 

to try to free-ride (Barrett 1998, p27).  It is complex as over 190 states are parties to 

the UNFCCC. Individual state action without similar actions by other states is likely to 

have mainly costs (eg increased energy costs to move to renewable energy sources) 

and very limited benefits as even the world‘s largest greenhouse gas emitting states, 

US and China each represent less than 20% of total global greenhouse gas emissions 

(IPCC 2007b). The behaviour of a rational actor in a prisoners‘ dilemma situation is to 

pursue a cooperative solution that benefits all parties, however, how this is best 

achieved is not a problem where it makes sense to view states as having a simple 

‗rational‘ preference whether for relative or absolute gains. It is therefore useful to 

look beyond the realist, neo-realist and liberal institutionalist regime theories to find a 

theoretical framework that is more relevant to global environmental governance.   

Knowledge-based, Constructivist Regime Theories  

Within mainstream IR regime theories, a third distinct theoretical framework can be 

identified, which Gale (1998) labels ―institutionalism‖, which is distinctly different 

from the liberal institutionalist regime theories discussed in the previous section.  

Gale‘s ―institutionalism‖ would be classified as knowledge-based in the three major 

schools of regime analysis identified by Hasenclever et al (1997) discussed previously. 

As Gale (1998) acknowledges this institutionalist category is more heterogeneous than 

the realist, neo-realist or liberal institutionalist regime theories. It builds upon the 

study of international organisations and institutions which began after the First World 

War, however, in recent years it has broadened its focus from international institutions 

to international institutionalised behaviour (Kratochwil & Ruggie 1986). 
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According to Gale (1998), the institutionalist approach to understanding the nature of 

the international system and the role of international regimes has been taken by Oran 

Young, Ernst Haas, Peter Haas and John Ruggie. It is a more knowledge-based 

approach ―state‘s interests should be treated analytically, as contingent on how actors 

understand the natural and social world and the nature of their preferences‖ 

(Hasenclever, Mayer & Rittberger 1996, p206). As Ruggie (1975, p559) notes that all 

behaviour by states is ―institutionalized‖:   

―It is generally agreed that in the international arena ‗objective rights and duties 

are non-existent, so that no one is entitled to anything, and nothing can be expected 

of anyone.‘ At the same time, however, the area of unpredictability of state 

behaviour is limited, complex relations are pursued within sets of mutual 

expectations, and jurisdictional competencies are allocated to a variety of actors 

other than states. In other words, international behaviour is institutionalized. 

Institutionalization, as sociologists have defined it, is said to co-ordinate and 

pattern behaviour, to set boundaries which channel behaviour in one direction as 

against all others which are theoretically and empirically possible.‖ 

Institutionalist or knowledge-based regime theories refer to the importance of 

intersubjectively shared meanings for both regime formation and performance (Gale 

1998; Hasenclever, Mayer & Rittberger 1996). As Peter Haas (1992, p329) puts it: 

"Before states can agree on whether and how to deal collectively with a specific 

problem, they must reach some consensus about the nature and the scope of the 

problem and also about the manner in which the problem relates to other concerns in 

the same and additional issue-areas." A minimum of collective understanding is a 

necessary condition, otherwise, convergent expectations among independent actors in 

an international issue-area would be impossible and cooperation would be doomed to 

failure (Hasenclever, Mayer & Rittberger 1996). ―International regimes, like other 

social institutions, condition and constrain state practices because state officials 

develop intersubjectively shared assumptions about which actions are and are not 

appropriate within any particular regime‖ (Gale 1998, p259-60). Actions by state 

officials are also conditioned and constrained by their assumptions about which 



 

57 

 

actions are and are not appropriate for their national government, as well as explicit 

instructions their government may give them.  

The knowledge-based approach with its emphasis on an interpretative, intersubjective 

approach therefore contrasts with the positivist liberal and neorealist approaches to 

regime theory.  This reflects a broader dispute within the International Relations 

discipline over the nature and purpose of social science theory. For neo-realist and 

neo-liberal posivists, theory should be parsimonious and testable, and should lead to 

successful prediction. In Ruggie‘s and other more cognitive, knowledge based 

approaches, values of parsimony and prediction are subordinated to explanation and 

the interpretation of meaning (Gale 1998).  As Kratchowil and Ruggie (1986) argue, 

the positivist approaches to regime theory have problems as regimes are clearly 

intersubjective entities. Adopting a more knowledge-based or constructivist approach 

gives the regime concept value within a more non-positivistic, interpretative theory of 

social action and institutions, adopted in this research. Constructivists contend that 

international regimes should be viewed not as passive sets of rules, but as active sites 

of political contestation (Moravcsik 2003). Keeley (1990b) also taking a social 

constructivist approach sees contestation as an essential element of any theory of 

regimes. This leads to more critical approaches to regime theory, as outlined in the 

following section, which build upon this constructivist, interpretative approach to the 

regime concept to view regimes as active sites of broad political contestation. 

Critical Theory and Neo-Gramscian Regime Theory 

Critical theory seeks to foster progressive change, it seeks to provide insights how 

things might be changed in order to improve society (Rasmussen 1996). Critical 

theory distances itself apart from the prevailing order of the world and seeks to 

understand how that order came about. ―Critical theory, unlike problem-solving 

theory, does not take institutions and social power-relations for granted but calls them 

into question by concerning itself with their origins and how and whether they might 

be in the process of changing‖ (Cox & Sinclair 1996, p88-9). There are, however, a 

wide variety of theoretical frameworks to choose from within critical theory. Gale 
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(1998) identifies six major ones, Marxism, dependency, world systems, neo-

Gramscian, feminist and postmodern approaches within the international relations 

discipline.  

The neo-Gramscian approach operates with a non-statist ontology as it avoids sharp 

distinctions between states and non-state actors. It also seeks to understand how 

changes within the state affect international relations and how international institutions 

can affect changes within the state (Bull, Boas & McNeill 2004). Applying a neo-

Gramscian approach to international relations as developed by Robert Cox, Stephen 

Gill and David Law (Gale 1998), we can open up the possibility that international 

regimes are arenas of struggle between a wide variety of actors (non-state and state) 

over the normative structures that govern (or should govern) specific issues areas in 

global governance.  

Most types of international regimes, particularly economic and financial regimes, 

human rights regimes and environmental regimes can be seen as arenas of contestation 

at the international or global level. In the economic arena, for instance, the 

contestation by the anti-globalization movement over the OECD‘s proposed 

Multilateral Agreement on Investment and its opposition to the WTO culminated in 

the ―Battle of Seattle‖ (Smith 2001, p1). In human right regimes, a recent arena of 

contestation has been in relation to the UN recognition of indigenous rights (Byrd & 

Heyer 2008). Many environmental regimes have also been arenas of contestation 

including the development of regimes on acid rain, ozone and most recently climate 

change (Levy & Newell 2005). 

Central to a neo-Gramscian approach is its distinctive approach to the issue of how 

power is wielded by social forces within a social formation. In many societies, 

dominant groups legitimate their social power through state and non-state institutions 

and make concessions to encourage subordinate groups to buy into and support the 

existing social structure. ―In such social formations, Gramsci argued, the dominant 

classes had established their ‗hegemony‘ over subordinate classes‖ (Gale 1998, p270).  

A progressive movement therefore had to conduct ‗a war of position‘, which involved 
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contesting existing institutional structures and constructing alternatives. This would 

weaken the control of the dominant groups and mobilise the subordinate groups 

through counter-hegemony (Cox 2005; Gale 1998). This ‗war of position‘ was 

contrasted with the ‗war of movement‘ (also translated as ‗war of manoeuvre‘) which 

was an appropriate strategy where the hegemony was not deeply embedded in the 

social structures (Gale 1998). 

The neo-Gramscian approach to international relations developed by Robert Cox 

broadens the domain of hegemony. It is important to note that Cox‘s use of hegemony 

is quite different to how the term is often used in international relations to denote the 

dominance of one country over others, tying the usage to a relationship strictly among 

states, as a euphemism for imperialism (Cox 2005, p42). Cox argues for a different 

conception of hegemony: 

―Hegemony at the international level is thus not merely an order among states. 

It is an order within a world economy with a dominant mode of production 

which penetrates into all countries and links into other subordinate modes of 

production. It is also a complex of international social relationships which 

connect the social classes of the different countries.‖ (Cox 2005, p44) 

Within a world order, a situation of hegemony may prevail  ―based on a coherent 

conjunction or fit between a configuration of material power, the prevalent collective 

image of world order (including certain norms) and a set of institutions which 

administer the order with a certain semblance of universality‖ (Cox 1981, p139). 

Material capabilities are the ―productive and destructive potentials within a world 

order that exist as technological and organizational capabilities, and in their 

accumulated forms as natural resources which technology can transform, stocks of 

equipment (for example, industries and armaments), and the wealth which can 

command these‖ (Cox 1986, p218).  Within the world order since 1985, within which 

the climate change regime has emerged, there has also been a clear emergence of a 

neo-liberal hegemony supported by the strong material power of corporate capitalism, 

particularly in the OECD countries. This included a focus on a neoliberal political 
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consensus and a set of institutions that favoured corporate interests both at the national 

level and the international level (Cerny 2008).  

In the view of Levy and Egan (2003, p805), Gramsci‘s major insight was that ―the 

persistence of social and economic structures in the face of the inequalities and 

alienation of early 20
th

 century capitalism is not dependent on coercive control of 

small elite.‖ The hegemony rested on a ―broad base of consent, which relies on 

coalitions and compromises that provide a measure of political and material 

accommodation with other social groups, and on ideologies that convey a mutuality of 

interests‖ (Levy & Egan 2003, p805).  

The neo-Gramscian approach to world order gives considerable importance to the 

dominant ideas across global society. Cox distinguishes between two types of ideas: 

intersubjective meanings and collective images (Gale 1998). The first type consists of 

―those shared notions of the nature of social relations which tend to perpetuate habits 

and expectations of behaviour‖ (Cox 1986, 218). These widely held ideas are 

constitutive of the social structures generated by collective human action over time 

(Cox 2001). They confront individuals in their contemporary lives and are generally 

viewed as natural and self evident (Gale 1998), constituting our social construction of 

reality.  As Cox notes, ―examples of intersubjective meanings in contemporary world 

politics are the notions that people are organized and commanded by states which have 

authority over defined territories‘ and that states relate to one another through 

international negotiation processes and diplomatic agents (Cox 1986, p218).  

The second set of ideas identified by Cox is the ―collective images of social order held 

by different groups of people‖ (Cox 1986, p218). ―Unlike intersubjective ideas, which 

are generally widely shared and relatively uncontested within the prevailing world 

order, groups with different collective images clash over the legitimacy of existing 

power relations, the definition of what constitutes the public good, and the meaning of 

social justice‖ (Gale 1998, p272). As Cox (1986, p219) notes, ―the clash of rival 

collective images provides evidence of the potential for alternative paths of 

development and raises questions as to the possible material and institutional basis for 
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the emergence of an alternative structure.‖ This is reflected in the contestation within 

international society over the various types of international regimes outlined above.  It 

is also reflected in the contestation over the climate change regime explored in this 

research. 

The final component of this approach to world order structure is its institutions. Cox 

(1986, 219) notes that: 

―Institutionalization is a means of stabilizing and perpetuating a particular 

order. Institutions reflect the power relations prevailing at the point of origin 

and tend, at least initially, to encourage collective images consistent with these 

power relations. Eventually, institutions take on their own life; they can 

become a battleground of opposing tendencies, or rival institutions may reflect 

different tendencies. Institutions are particular amalgams of ideas and 

material power which in turn influence the development of ideas and material 

capabilities.‖ 

This is similar to Cerny‘s (2007) concept discussed previously of political 

structuration where the issues, ideas, material power, structure and agency combine 

within the political process to give a particular result at any point in time. This also 

enables and constrains future political actions.   

International regimes in this context can be seen as institutions that often become a 

battleground of opposing tendencies. State and non-state actors and institutions form 

groups with different collective images of what constitutes the public good and join 

the global political battle for their preferred outcome. These groups of actors and 

institutions, which will be explored further in this research, are particular amalgams of 

ideas and material power, each seeking to influence the outcome in opposing or 

different directions. The research focuses on the dialectical process of a global ‗war of 

position‘ where each side assembles allies as part of a Policy Coalition to support its 

preferred outcome in the fields of contestation within the Global Climate Change 

Public Policy Process.  
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Global hegemony ―can be described as a social structure, an economic structure; and a 

political structure; and it cannot simply be one of those things, it must be all three‖ 

(Cox 2005, p44).  It is ―expressed in universal norms, institutions, and mechanisms 

which lay down general rules of behaviour for states and for those forces of civil 

society that act across national boundaries, rules which support the dominant mode of 

production‖ (Cox 2005, p44). This hegemonic structure of understandings, values and 

order permeate the whole of the state and non-state system and ―are relatively stable 

and unquestioned‖ (Cox & Sinclair 1996, p151).  

According to Cox (1986, p219) within a neo-Gramscian perspective, material power, 

ideas and institutions are interrelated: 

no one-way determinism need be assumed among these three: the relationships 

can be assumed to be reciprocal. The question of which way the lines of force 

run is always a historical question to be answered by a study of the particular 

case. 

In the case of the ‗war of position‘ over climate change policy, material power, ideas 

and institutions are closely intertwined as will be discussed in detail in Chapters 4 and 

5. The Global Climate Change Public Policy Process takes place within the broader 

systems of global governance that have continued to develop as the climate change 

problem has intensified. Cox‘s neo-Gramscian world order concepts of material 

power, institutions and ideas are used in this research to provide the basis for a 

theoretical model for examining the global political battle over climate change policy 

which has now lasted over 20 years.  

The other advantages of a neo-Gramscian approach include that it opens up the state 

actor in order to examine the constituent and conflicting elements within it and the 

power relationships affecting these elements (Sharp 1998). From a neo-Gramscian 

perspective, global and each national civil society can be seen as a site of contestation 

between hegemonic and counter-hegemonic forces and the process of developing 

climate change policy as a ‗war of position‘. It therefore also enables a more explicit 

examination of the power, involvement and alliances between non-state and state 
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actors in the construction of the global politics of climate change. The neo-Gramscian 

framework can be used to show how the hegemonic interests through coalitions and 

compromises and some accommodation avoided the significant changes in the global 

economic and energy systems needed in order to avoid dangerous climate change.  

Theoretical Framework  

The research uses a neo-Gramscian theoretical framework which embeds the 

development of global public policy on climate change in the broader institutional and 

social structures of the contemporary global polity. Hegemonic power in global 

society is legitimated through state and non-state institutions, and concessions are 

made to encourage subordinate groups to buy-into and support the existing social 

structure (Gale 1998). Hegemonic power is based on material power, institutions and 

ideas of these state and non-state actors. This hegemony is resilient and able to absorb 

demands for change, but in doing so it is subject to new developments and new social 

forces and adopts some reforms which do not challenge its overall hegemony (Cox 

1986). A major advantage of this approach over the statist theoretical approaches to 

international regimes is that material power, ideas and institutions can equally relate to 

state and non-state actors and that the political battles using these in the global ‗war of 

position‘ can take place at the national and international level or both.  

Using a neo-Gramscian framework, both global political and civil society is therefore 

seen as the context within which hegemony is contested and regimes are developed, 

legitimated and challenged. State actors can be a part of, or allies of, hegemonic or 

counter-hegemonic forces within the contestation over global public policy. 

Hegemonic and counter-hegemonic non-state actors representing both for-profit and 

not-for-profit organisations are involved in the contestation not only at the national 

level but at the global level. Each side seeks to gain support for its policy position in 

the global and national public spheres but also through lobbying and advocacy 

targeting the wide range of decision-makers and decision-influencers in the global and 

in each national political society.  
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The research focuses on the contestation between two major Policy Coalitions within 

the global climate change public policy process. The Economic Growth Coalition 

represents the hegemonic interests of corporate capitalism, particularly those 

corporations which are major players in the fossil fuel driven sectors of the global and 

US economy (oil, coal, electricity [generated from fossil fuels] and the automotive 

sectors). The Precautionary Coalition is a broad coalition of the counter-hegemonic 

forces trying to overcome the entrenched material, institutional and ideological power 

in order to gain agreement on and adoption of precautionary global public policy on 

climate change. 

The policy outcome from the global climate change public policy process is therefore 

seen as the result of this contestation between the hegemonic forces of the Economic 

Growth Coalition and the counter-hegemonic forces of the Precautionary Coalition. 

The research focuses on documenting this contestation, firstly by outlining the 

formation and role of the GCC and CAN. The GCC was an important actor within the 

Economic Growth Coalition and CAN and many of its members were important 

within the Precautionary Coalition. The research analyses the broader contestation 

within the global polity over global climate change policy, with a focus on the 

UNFCCC and the subsequent Kyoto Protocol. The neo-Gramscian approach which 

views civil society as including the full range of non-government actors both for profit 

and not-for-profit is particularly useful in this field. There was little value in 

distinguishing between the not-for-profit, GCC and the for-profit actors such as 

Exxon, General Motors, Ford and the other corporations which were its members and 

the drivers of its activities.  

Analysis of this neo-Gramscian global ‗war of position‘ can represent a contribution to 

critical theory, which does not take social and political relations for granted but 

analyses their origin and how positive, progressive change might be achieved (Cox 

1986). Critical research assumes that people can be deceived about what is in their 

own interests (White 2002, p54). By understanding how the process has failed to 

develop effective global climate change public policy, opportunities for more effective 

strategic engagement by counter-hegemonic forces may be identified.  
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 This neo-Gramscian theoretical framework is used in this research in conjunction with 

an institutional analytical approach which has been widely used for the analysing the 

development of national public policy. As this research will demonstrate, this 

approach can also provide a useful framework for analysing the development of global 

public policy. 

Global Climate Change Public Policy - Framework for 

Analysis  

The challenge is therefore to operationalise a neo-Gramscian theoretical approach 

within the complex institutional environment of global climate change public policy. 

Institutions, alongside ideas and material power are key aspects of a neo-Gramscian 

perspective. An institution is an underlying, durable pattern of rules and behaviour and 

an organisation is a more changeable manifestation of that. ―An institution is a 

persistent, reasonably predictable arrangement, law, process, custom or organisation 

structuring aspects of the political, social, cultural or economic transactions or 

relationship in society. Institutions allow organised and collective efforts towards 

common concerns and the achievement of social goals‖ (Dovers 2001, p5). Dovers 

goes on to note that although institutions are persistent they constantly evolve.  He 

also observes that analysing the reality of modern institutions is monstrously complex. 

This is certainly the case with the global climate change institutions.  

The context in this case is global as the climate change institutions were formed to 

address the problem of global warming. The attributes of the global polity involved in 

the IPCC and UNFCCC are extremely complex as there are almost 200 nation-states 

that are signatories and have ratified the UNFCCC and they all have governmental 

status within the IPCC.  Every nation-state also has its own institutions through which 

decisions about national climate change policy and what position to take on global 

climate change policy are made. In addition, there are a myriad of non-state actors 

trying to influence to policy of individual nation-states or the outcomes or information 

provided by the international processes and institutions. This reflects the multi-nodal 

nature of global governance that was referred to earlier (Cerny 2007). 
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The Advocacy Coalition Framework 

The Advocacy Coalition Framework was developed as a theoretical lens to study the 

policy development process within a national institutional context (Sabatier & Jenkins-

Smith 1993; Sabatier 1998). The approach has become well established as an 

analytical framework for analysing the process of developing public policy and policy 

change within a policy sub-system at a national level. It recognises that policy making 

in any political system is constrained by a variety of social, legal and resource features 

of the society in which it takes place.  Although it is an institutionalist analytical 

framework, its recognition of the broader societal context within which that policy-

making takes place allows it to be used effectively within the neo-Gramscian 

theoretical perspective used in this research.  

A policy sub-system consists of actors from public and private organisations who are 

actively concerned with a policy problem. The Advocacy Coalition Framework 

approach proposes that the best way of understanding the complex network of actors 

active in a policy sub-system is to group them into ―Advocacy Coalitions‖, a group of 

actors from different institutions sharing a set of preferred policy outcomes (Sabatier 

& Jenkins-Smith 1993; Sabatier 1998).  

Sabatier (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith 1993) originally developed the Advocacy 

Coalition Framework as a way of representing the context and the roles of these 

competing policy coalitions in the development of public policy at the national level. 

The Advocacy Coalition Framework has four basic premises: 

 ―(1) that understanding the process of policy change—and the role of policy-

oriented learning therein—requires a time perspective of a decade or more; 

 (2) that the most useful way to think about policy change over such a time 

span is through a focus on 'policy subsystems,‘ that is, the interaction of actors 

from different institutions who follow and seek to influence governmental 

decisions in a policy area;  

(3) that those subsystems must include an intergovernmental dimension, that is, 

they must involve all levels of government (at least for domestic policy); and, 
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 (4) that public policies (or programs) can be conceptualized in the same 

manner as belief systems, that is, as sets of value priorities and causal 

assumptions about how to realize them (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith 1993, p16).‖ 

The global climate change public policy process had been underway for almost two 

decades when the research began and a global climate policy subsystem had developed 

that included a wide variety of actors seeking to influence the outcome of the global 

policy process. As each national government is involved, it clearly has an 

intergovernmental dimension and the global public policies developed can clearly be 

conceptualised as sets of value priorities and causal assumptions about how to realise 

them. The basic premises of the Advocacy Coalition Framework (Sabatier & Jenkins-

Smith 1993, p16) can therefore also be seen to be underlying the global Policy 

Coalition analytical framework which will be outlined in the following sections. The 

only major difference is that actors are seeking to influence governmental and 

intergovernmental decisions in the policy area.  

Sabatier (1993) uses the following diagram to illustrate how the Advocacy Coalition 

Framework operates within national public policy making. It can be seen as a 

framework for institutional analysis, in a situation where there are two competing 

Coalitions A & B with significantly different preferred policy outcomes. For national 

climate change policy, this diagram can represent a model of the process and has been 

used by Sewell (2005) to examine national climate change policy in USA, Netherlands 

and Japan.  
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Figure 4: The Advocacy Coalition Framework  
From (Sabatier 1998, p102) 

In Sabatier‘s model, the national policy subsystem is seen as the main field in which 

contestation over a particular area of public policy takes place, usually over many 

years. Policy brokers, usually government officials, seek to find or develop a 

reasonable compromise policy that will reduce the conflict between the advocacy 

coalitions. This contestation results in decisions over policy to be implemented by 

governments (sovereigns). Over time based on the policy outputs and policy impacts, 

one of the advocacy coalitions may push for changes in the policy and this may result 

in a decision to modify the policy being taken by the government and these revised 

policy outputs are then implemented and has particular policy impacts. The policy 
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subsystem therefore has a feedback loop which may result in policy modification or 

major policy changes over time.  

According to Sabatier, a major change in policy is unlikely unless there are major 

changes in the fields outside the policy subsystem. Changes in the ―External (System) 

Events‖ (shown on the bottom left of the Figure) are quite commonplace and therefore 

policy might change due to changes in socio-economic conditions (an economic 

recession), changes in public opinion which may strengthen one of the Advocacy 

Coalitions, changes in the systemic governing coalition (due to the election of a new 

Government) or due to policy decisions and impacts from other subsystems. Change in 

the factors exogenous to the policy subsystem may also change the resources or 

constraints of the actors in the competing Coalitions within it. 

The ―Relatively Stable Parameters‖ are the characteristics of the policy area and its 

societal context and are shown in the top left of the Figure above. From a neo-

Gramscian perspective, the embeddedness of a policy issue within the material 

interests, institutional and social structures and ideological context of the broader 

polity can be envisaged as being represented by these ―Relatively Stable Parameters‖. 

They represent the hegemonic context within which the contestation between the 

advocacy or policy coalitions takes place.  

Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith 1993) use the following figure 

to illustrate one possible scenario for the interactions between competing coalitions in 

the policy subsystem in the initial stages of a national public policy process:  
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Figure 5: Policy contestation between advocacy coalitions:initial stages  
- from (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith 1993, p46) 

The policy contestation illustrated in this flow chart above between Advocacy 

Coalitions A and B in a national public policy process had strong similarities to that of 

the contestation between competing Policy Coalitions in the global climate change 

public policy process. This led to the development of a global Policy Coalition model, 

as an analytical tool to be used in this research in conjunction with the neo-Gramscian 

theoretical framework. The major difference is that instead of a government enacting a 

program, the various national governments commence negotiations on an international 
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agreement to address the policy issue or they may agree to undertake further research 

or both.  

A Policy Coalition analytical approach was therefore developed for the research which 

built on the neo-Gramscian framework as a conceptual tool to illustrate the building of 

coalitions to support by the competing policy positions proposed by each side in the 

‗war of position‘. This was based on the Advocacy Coalition Framework but sought to 

apply it to the global public policy process rather than the national public policy 

process.  

The strong similarities to the  Advocacy Coalition Framework are illustrated by Figure 

6 which uses a flow chart (similar to Figure 5) to provide an overview of the 

contestation between the Policy Coalitions in the global climate change policy process 

from 1985 to 2005. In the initial stages, the Precautionary Coalition proposes policies 

to reduce emissions to reduce the risk of dangerous climate change. The IPCC is set up 

under the auspices of UNEP and WMO and confirms the danger from global warming 

in its 1990 Reports. Despite this, the Economic Growth Coalition sought to challenge 

the seriousness of the problem and sponsors research to emphasise economic costs of 

reducing usage of fossil fuels. Over time, each coalition seeks to expand its political 

resources in order to influence the policy process towards its preferred policy 

outcome. Following the 1990 IPCC Reports, the next major result to emerge from the 

policy contestation was the UNFCCC in 1992, which due to successful resistance by 

the Economic Growth Coalition did not contain timetables and targets for emission 

reductions. In 1995, the Berlin Mandate re-established timetables and targets on the 

global policy agenda leading to the negotiation of the Kyoto Protocol in 1997. This led 

to further contestation between the Policy Coalitions, as GCC and the Economic 

Growth Coalition sought to ensure that the US did not ratify the Kyoto Protocol and 

CAN and the Precautionary Coalition pushed for its ratification by all countries.  
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Results Activities of CAN and 
Precautionary Coalition 

Contingencies of Policy 
Debate 

Activities of GCC and 
Economic Growth 
Coalition 

 
 
 
 
 
1988 – IPCC  
set up by 
WMO and 
UNEP 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1992 - 
UNFCCC  
- Agreement 
on problem 
- Weak policy 
response 
 
1994 – 
UNFCCC – 
comes into 
force 
 
1995 - Berlin 
Mandate 
 
 
 
1997 - Kyoto 
Protocol – low 
reduction 
target 5%  
- long 
timeframe 
2008-2012 
 
2005 – Kyoto 
comes into 
force 

1985 Villach – climate scientists 
confirm global warming problem 
 
1988 – ENGOs, scientist and 
political representatives endorse 
Toronto Declaration – 20% 
reduction global emissions by 
2005 
 
1989 – CAN founded - expands 
network – ENGO cooperation 
 
1990 – CAN/AOSIS alliance 
- Use IPCC Reports to support 
seriousness of climate problem  
- Propose targets and timetables 
for emission reductions for 
industrialised countries 
- EU and other countries support 
targets and timetables 
 
 
CAN/AOSIS/EU -  challenge 
adequacy of UNFCCC as global 
public policy response  
 
- AOSIS draft Protocol – 20% 
emission reductions by 2005 for 
industrialised countries 
      
 
 
 
Pushes for Precautionary targets 
and timetables for emission 
reductions – industrialised 
countries to reduce emissions by 
20% below 1990 levels by 2005 – 
G77 support for targets and 
timetables 
 
 
1998-2004 - Pushes for ratification 
of Kyoto Protocol – as move in 
right directions -  and seeks to 
minimise weakening of 
commitments under Kyoto  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Potential impact on fossil 
fuel driven industries  
 
 
1990 – IPCC Reports – 
confirm danger from global 
warming 
 
1990 – Second World 
Climate Conference  - 
Scientists’ Declaration – 
Ministerial Declaration 
 
1991 - INC formed to 
negotiate Convention 
 
1992 – 1995 – INC 
negotiations continue – 
debate over adequacy of 
the UNFCCC - German draft 
Protocol 
 
Ecological Modernisation – 
Policy Coalition emerges – 
accepts climate science  
 
1995 – COP1 – Berlin – 
agrees on inadequacy of 
UNFCCC and need for 
Protocol with targets and 
timetables for industrialised 
countries 
 
Ecological Modernisation 
Policy Coalition – maintain  
economic growth – avoid 
dangerous climate change – 
policy position begins to 
predominate – particularly 
in developed countries -
supported by EU, Japan and 
Clinton Administration 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1989 – GCC founded 
- promote experts 
challenging seriousness 
of climate problem 
- sponsor research to 
emphasise economic 
costs of reducing usage 
of fossil fuels 
 
US – Bush Snr 
Admistration opposes 
targets and timetables 
 
1992 – GCC focus on 
growth of emissions 
from non-Annex 1 
countries and threat to 
US competitiveness – if 
US emissions reduced 
 
(1992 – Clinton elected 
– weakens Economic 
Growth Coalition) 
 
- Continue to promote 
climate skeptics 
- Continue to oppose 
targets and timetables  
 
2000 –  Bush elected – 
strengthens Economic 
Growth Coalition 
 
2001 – President GW 
Bush withdraws US 
from Kyoto 

 

 

Figure 6: Overview of Contestation between Policy Coalitions on Climate Policy
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From the research undertaken, it was clear that GCC, CAN and their allies were strategic actors 

with a focus on building Policy Coalitions across state and non-state actors to support their 

policy outcomes. In order to better understand these processes, it was therefore useful to have an 

analytical framework that focused on these Policy Coalitions. These competing coalitions in the 

global climate change policy process have been termed Policy Coalitions representing coalitions 

of state and non-state actors supporting particular set of policy outcomes. This allowed the 

research to highlight how the policy process was influenced by each of these network NGOs 

working in collaboration with their allies, supporters and associated Policy Coalition. This 

process will be more fully illustrated by the in-depth discussion of contestation between the 

Policy Coalitions in the global climate change public policy process in Chapters 4 and 5.   

Formal international negotiations on global climate change policy have continued since the first 

meeting of the International Negotiating Committee (INC) in 1991. This continued to the last 

meeting of the INC in 1995 and has been followed by annual UNFCCC Conference of the 

Parties (COPs) held every year since 1995. In addition, there have been formal negotiations in 

the subsidiary bodies of the UNFCCC during each year since 1995. The formal negotiations have 

therefore been almost continuous with two major policy outcomes for implementation, the 

UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol. This has resulted in a continuous strategic ‗war of position‘ 

over global climate change policy between the major competing Policy Coalitions which began 

before the first meeting of the INC in 1991 and continues to this day. It was therefore most 

appropriate to analyse the global policy process primarily from a chronological perspective as 

the political structuration emerges over time.  

The contestation illustrated in Figure 6 between CAN and the Precautionary Coalition and GCC 

and the Economic Growth Coalition is explored in depth in Chapters 4 on the UNFCC and 

Chapter 5 on the Kyoto Protocol. Each chapter uses a socio-historical narrative model with a 

chronological approach to document how the movement and counter-movement of the Policy 

Coalitions in the contestation developed over time and the resulting outcomes for global climate 

change policy. As will also be shown in the research, following the initial major policy outcome 

(the UNFCCC), a more middle-ground Policy Coalition emerges, the Ecological Modernisation 

Coalition, which accepted the seriousness of the climate change problem and promoted policy 
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alternatives that are more acceptable to the hegemonic forces within the global polity. The 

major outcome of the global policy process so far, the Kyoto Protocol is largely in line 

with the preferred policy outcome of the Ecological Modernisation Coalition. Chapter 5 

aims to identify some of the major reasons for that outcome.   

Global Policy Coalitions 

The Policy Coalition approach embedded in a neo-Gramscian theoretical framework 

therefore provides the basis in this research for a better understanding of the global ‗war of 

position‘ that has shaped the development of global climate change policy in the period 

1985 to 2005. It does this by providing a theoretical dimension that can highlight the 

material power and ideological context of the global polity within which the contestation 

between the Policy Coalitions take place. It provides an approach that can accommodate 

the wide range of important influences on the global policy process over the almost two 

decades under review, including the range of scientific and technical information as well as 

the impact of a variety of state and non-state actors.  

The global public policy process is influenced and constrained by the extremely wide 

variety of global social, legal and resource factors, some of which are reflected in the 

overall neo-Gramscian theoretical perspective.  Referring back to Sabatier‘s original 

Advocacy Coalition Framework shown in Figure 4, although there are some ―Relatively 

Stable Parameters‖ of the global society within which the development of climate change 

policy took place; there were also a wide range of ―External (System) Events‖ that also had 

an impact on the global climate policy subsystem. Included among these would be the 

election in the US of President Clinton and Vice President Gore in 1992. 

In his PhD research, Sewell (2005) used the Advocacy Coalition framework to explore the 

policy processes on climate change at the international and at the national level within 

Netherlands, Japan and the US. This illustrates a further complexity of the global climate 

change policy subsystem in that it is closely linked to the national climate change policy 

subsystems, particularly those of major countries. There is also an EU climate change 

policy subsystem which links to each of the national policy subsystems of the EU member 

states and to the global policy subsystems. The Policy Coalitions are therefore seeking to 
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gain support in the national policy subsystems and having gained that support build 

broader Policy Coalitions at the supranational and the global level. They may also work at 

neutralising the impact of national governments or parts of national governments opposing 

their policy position, by trying to strengthen the domestic opposition to that government‘s 

or government department‘s or agency‘s position.  

As here, Sewell (2005) uses the terms ―Precautionary Coalitions‖ and ―Economic Growth 

Coalitions‖ to identify the two opposing coalitions in the international and national climate 

policy subsystems. Sewell examines the participation rates and belief scores for various 

participants in the Advocacy Coalitions. This research adds a third major Policy Coalition, 

the Ecological Modernisation Coalition, which emerged to occupy a ‗middle ground‘ 

policy position. This ‗middle ground‘ policy position represented the compromise policy 

which largely formed the basis of the outcome of the global policy process. The research 

also highlights the major role played by strategic non-state actors in the competing Policy 

Coalitions in relation to the global climate change public policy process.  Sewell‘s research 

also does not embed the Advocacy or Policy Coalitions in a broader neo-Gramscian 

theoretical perspective.  

This research highlights the ‗war of position‘ between the Policy Coalitions within the 

global climate change public policy process. At the global and national level, these 

competing Policy Coalitions include state and non-state actors. The competing Policy 

Coalitions may include different  state actors from the same state, for example, reflecting 

the different policy positions of the Department of the Environment. Environmental 

Protection Authority and the Treasury or Industry Department. This difference does, 

however, add greater complexity to the global or international public policy process where 

there are a large numbers of governments involved in agreeing the policy outcome. This 

means that in contrast with a domestic policy process where there is a decision on policy 

by the government;  at the global or international level, there is a complex policy decision-

making process where Policy Coalitions of state and non-state actors play major roles in 

seeking to influence the policy outcome. 

One weakness of the Advocacy Coalition Framework is that it does not have a specific 

focus on the power and relative influence of the various Coalitions. Combining it with a 
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neo-Gramscian theoretical framework addresses this weakness as it adds in the dimensions 

of material power, ideas and institutions within which the contestation between Policy 

Coalitions takes place. Arts (2003) identifies three main forms of power in the context of 

developing global public policy, decisional power, discursive power and regulatory power. 

Decisional power represents the capacity to influence decision-making, discursive power 

the capacity to frame and reframe discourse and regulatory power, the capacity to make 

and change rules. Newell and Levy (2005) also note the importance of intelligent strategy 

as a source of power, particularly in complex fields such as global environmental 

governance and global public policy. In the context of the global public policy process, the 

research will illustrate how members of each Policy Coalition, often worked together and 

sought to exercise power within the fields of contestation in order to influence the outcome 

of the global and national policy processes. Non-state actors in the Policy Coalition were 

more likely to be able to exercise discursive power and power based on intelligent strategy 

whereas the state actors had more decisional and regulatory power. Although in the context 

of global public policy although some same state actors (eg US, EU) had more power than 

others (eg Bhutan, Tuvalu), the global public policy process allowed input from all 

sovereign states. 

Many authors, focusing on climate policy, have discussed the importance of global public 

policy networks consisting of governments, the private sector and civil society 

organizations, and for other areas of  global public policy (Andonova, Betsill & Bulkeley 

2009; Reinicke 1999; Streck 2002; Witte, Reinicke & Benner 2005). These authors, 

however, stress the importance of all three groups of actors consensually working together 

to develop effective global public policy. This research documents the ‗war of position‘ 

over preferred policy outcomes between Policy Coalitions, involving all these three groups 

of actors that took place within fields of contestation in the global climate change public 

policy process. It therefore focuses on policy contestation between competing global public 

policy networks, for which the term Policy Coalition has been used.  

As there are many actors involved including the representatives of 192 nation-states that 

are signatories to the UNFCCC as well as the myriad of non-state actors seeking to 

influence the process, global climate change policy process takes place through a complex 
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dialectical process of ideological contestation within a multi-level and multi-nodal global 

polity. With many actors involved, state and non-state, it is therefore important for 

interested actors to build coalitions supporting their preferred policy position at the various 

nodes.  The Policy Coalition approach is therefore useful for understanding this complex 

dialectical process as it shows how the contestation over policy outcomes and further 

policy development takes place between these Policy Coalitions of state and non-state 

actors. It is through this contestation at the multiple nodes and within the myriad of 

processes in the global polity that the outcome global climate change policy is shaped and 

developed.  

Global Public Policy-Making Processes 

Having identified the importance of Policy Coalitions in the development of global climate 

change policy it was important to develop a model of how global climate change public 

policy was developed.  The Advocacy Coalition Framework was developed as an 

alternative to the stages heuristic approach (Anderson 1979) to analysing policy studies at 

a national level. The goal of the Advocacy Coalition Framework was to provide a coherent 

understanding of the major factors and processes affecting the overall national policy 

process over periods of a decade or more. This included problem definition, policy 

formulation, implementation, and revision within a specific national policy domain 

(Sabatier 1998). In order to apply it to global public policy, this set of processes has had to 

be expanded and refined. 

Newell (2000, p7) identifies three stages with some overlap in the climate change policy 

process, these are agenda-setting, negotiation-bargaining and implementation. Agenda 

setting ―refers to the phase of the problem and interest definition in response to an issue, 

principally at a national level in the first instance‖. Negotiation-bargaining follows 

agreement ―on the need for internationally coordinated response mechanisms. This phase is 

characterised by bargaining over suitable settlements and how burdens should be 

distributed between states‖. The implementation stage is ―when policies are put in place to 

meet obligations agreed in international for and treaties are ratified‖. As with this research, 

Newell identifies different levels of influence for different groups of state and non-state 
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actors in the various stages of the process. This research, however, further develops 

Newell‘s stages as one of its analytical tools.  

One other major starting point was the process diagram developed by Hempel (1995). He 

identifies nine major stages in the international environmental policy-making process. This 

could be seen as a stages heuristic approach to the international environmental-policy 

making process. These stages are shown in the following Figure: 

 

Figure 7: The International Environmental Policy-Making Process 
 from (Hempel 1995, p125) 

In undertaking the research, this model of the process was found to be too linear and 

sequential to effectively describe the global climate change public policy process. Over the 

years since 1985, new atmospheric research would be regularly be provided by the IPCC 

or other scientific sources which clarified the issue development and sometimes helped 

strengthen the agenda for the next stage. For example, as will be discussed in more detail 

in Chapter 5, the 1995 IPCC Report which confirmed the danger represented by global 

warming and helped confirm the agenda setting that had already taken place on the need to 

include timetables and targets for emissions reduction in the policy that was being 

developed.  
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Although this model does contain some elements of policy contestation (―Policy 

Entrepreneurs and Policy Saboteurs‖), it only emphasises the contestation between these in 

early phases of the process (Advocacy Coalition and Strategic Political Coalitions), with 

the role of national governments and international government organizations being the 

focus of the latter stages. As this research will demonstrate, the contestation between the 

Policy Coalitions continues to be important throughout the policy-making process and 

encompasses state and non-state actors. This contestation constitutes the policy field for 

global climate change policy. Strategic Political Coalitions in Hempel‘s analysis are more 

short-term coalitions, mainly of non-state actors, to establish an environmental issue on the 

international and national policy agenda. 

The research has therefore identified the following six major fields of policy contestation 

within the Global Climate Change Public Policy Process as shown in the flow chart in 

Figure 8 and detailed in Table 4 which follow. In Figure 8, the areas of these fields that 

were the focus of the research are in bold. The six fields are Agenda Setting, National & 

EU Public Policy Development, Global Public Policy Development, Ratification, 

Implementation, and Review. There are sequential aspects of these fields in that policy 

contestation in that Agenda Setting occurs at the beginning of a major stage of the global 

public policy development process. The contestation within the fields of Ratification, 

Implementation and Review follow the conclusion of an international agreement. The 

national and global policy development processes are, however, closely interlinked and not 

sequential. Policy developments at the global level (eg creation and reporting of the IPCC) 

may influence EU and national policy processes and vice versa.  

The policy development processes in global public policy therefore mainly takes place at 

two levels, the national level and the global level, although, there are sometimes three 

levels, national level, supranational level (eg - EU, AOSIS) and the global level. These 

fields of contestation have therefore been separated into the national policy development 

process (including the EU) and the global policy development process. These two fields, 

however, operate more as a continuous interlinked cycle. They are closely interlinked as 

national governments develop proposed policies to be included in global policy approaches 

and global policy developments or proposals are likely to influence or affect the 
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nationaprocess. When an international agreement is agreed and ratified by a national 

government, it then develops national policies to implement the international agreement. 

The ratification process is a national process that only applies to formal international 

agreements (treaties, conventions, protocols). It has, however, been another major field of 

contestation, particularly for the Kyoto Protocol in the US, Australia, Canada and Russia. 

As will be discussed in the research, however, the failure to ratify by particular countries 

(eg – USA) and the ratification by Russia have had broader impacts on the global policy 

process. 

 

Figure 8: Major Fields of Policy Contestation within the Global Climate 
Change Public Policy Process  

(those which were focus of the research are in bold) 
 

 

Agenda setting on climate change policy occurs both at the global/international level and 

the national level; they are, however, closely interlinked as it is a policy issue that cannot 

be effectively addressed by any individual state. The agenda setting to create new treaties 

or protocols occurs at the beginning of the global policy process but the process came back 

to the agenda setting stage following ratification and review of the UNFCCC as the 

commitments under it were agreed to be inadequate. 
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Table 4: Table 4: Six Major Fields of Policy Contestation within the Global Climate Change Public Policy Process 

Two Major 

Stages of 

the Process 

 

Six Major Fields of Contestation 

Agenda Setting National & EU 

Public Policy 

Development 

Global Public Policy 

Development 

Ratification Implementation Review 

 

Stage1: 

UNFCCC 

 

Getting the issue 

of climate 

change on or off 

the agenda for 

international 

policy 

development or 

for further 

international 

policy 

development. 

192 countries are 

signatories to the 

UNFCCC – the focus 

of this research is 

global policy 

development 

(however, this is 

inter-linked with 

national and EU 

climate change 

policy development). 

This process at the global 

level is the major focus of 

the research along with 

the ratification, 

implementation and 

review processes – the 

research focuses on the 

contestation between 

Policy Coalitions of non-

state and state actors in 

the process of developing 

global public policy. 

Each country has 

its own 

ratification 

process based on 

its constitution 

and  legal system, 

however, 

ratification or 

non-ratification 

can have global 

ramifications. 

The effectiveness 

of global public 

policy also 

depends on its 

implementation. 

The focus of this 

research is on 

implementation at 

global level rather 

than at national 

level. 

Global Public 

Policy can be 

reviewed in 

order to find 

ways to make it 

more effective. 

The focus of this 

research is on 

review at global 

level rather than 

at national level. 

 

Stage 2:  

Kyoto 

Protocol 
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The members of the Policy Coalitions discussed previously are involved in 

contestation in each of these fields in order to influence the policy outcome. Each of 

the Policy Coalitions sought to expand its political resources and influence in each of 

these six fields of contestation, agenda setting, national policy development, global 

policy development, ratification, implementation and review. The research primarily 

focuses on the contestation within these fields at the global level.  

The development and implementation of Global Climate Change Public Policy can 

therefore be seen as the outcome of multi-nodal political processes where the 

competing Policy Coalitions are continually trying to influence the outcome within 

these fields of contestation across a wide range of nodes. These strategic political 

battles take place at the national, supranational and the global level with linkages 

between them. As will be shown in the research analysis, the GCC and its allies were 

mainly focused on the US and the US policy position in the global policy process. 

CAN, its members and its allies, had a much more global focus seeking to encourage 

support of Precautionary Coalition policies across a wide range of national nodes, at 

the EU and other supranational levels (eg AOSIS) as well as at the global level. 

Within each of these fields of contestation, issue framing is a particularly important 

ongoing process taking place at national, supranationally, internationally and 

globally; aimed at influencing the outcome of the national, supranational and global 

policy contestation. Members of each Policy Coalition seek to frame the major issues 

in ways that are more likely to gain support from the decision-makers, key 

influencers and the general public.   

Research Design and Methodology 

The empirical research initially focused on a case study of two opposed and 

important non-state actors, GCC and CAN and their roles within the development of 

global public policy on climate change. The case study is used as a qualitative 

research tool to explore, investigate and review this complex process. Case study 

research is both descriptive and explanatory; it seeks to clarify what happened as 
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well as account for factors that led to particular outcomes. Any explanation depends 

on a solid descriptive foundation of the phenomenon under investigation, and indeed, 

a significant portion of the current study is devoted to presenting a socio-historical 

account tracing the Global Climate Change Public Policy Process, albeit informed by 

the theoretical and analytical framework previously outlined.   

The research goes beyond description and seeks to identify and clarify some of the 

dynamics that have taken place in the development of global climate change policy 

up until 2005. Based on the dialectical case study of two opposed non-state actors 

and Policy Coalitions, it develops and applies an analytical framework to understand 

the global climate change public policy process from a neo-Gramscian perspective. It 

therefore takes a much broader perspective than just focusing on the two non-state 

actors, GCC and CAN, but also shows how Policy Coalitions, associated with each 

of these organisations, sought to influence the outcomes. Furthermore, it seeks to 

enhance the understanding of how and why the particular outcomes emerged from 

the policy process. 

Case studies can be used to enhance general understanding of broader questions and 

this research seeks to contribute to understanding of the importance of Policy 

Coalitions in global public policy, drawing on insights from the case of climate 

change. The methodological approach taken to the dialectical case study involves 

methodological triangulation, with analysis of primary sources, secondary sources 

and twenty-five in-depth qualitative interviews. Content analysis was undertaken of 

the wide range of primary source documents produced by GCC and CAN providing 

an understanding of how each organisation operated and how each sought to 

influence the public policy process. These documents included the websites of both 

organisations (GCC‘s was still accessible when the research commenced) and the 

websites of CAN‘s regional groupings and of some key members of each 

organisation. It also involved analysing a wide range of research, policy and other 

documents produced, sponsored or funded by GCC and CAN, made available from 

the personal archives of the various participants and interviewees.  
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Extensive research was also undertaken of media coverage of and generated by GCC, 

CAN and key member organisations. Analysis of the content of this media coverage 

generated in the period 1989 to 2005 was also undertaken. As much of this media 

coverage was focused on the broader context of the Global Climate Change Public 

Policy Process, it therefore also provided additional primary material which were 

reviewed along with the extensive academic and other secondary documentation of 

this complex socio-historical process. This wide-ranging research on the 

development of Global Climate Change Public Policy since 1985 was undertaken in 

order to provide a clearer socio-historical perspective on the context within which 

GCC and CAN and the related Policy Coalitions emerged and operated. The research 

does not seek to provide a comprehensive account of, or trace all the global climate 

change public policy processes from 1985 to 2005, but rather seeks to identify some 

of the major aspects where the role of CAN, GCC or the Policy Coalitions were 

important.  

The twenty-five in-depth qualitative in-depth research interviews consisted of four 

individuals who had worked for the GCC, fourteen who had worked for CAN and/or 

major CAN member organisations, one from the German Marshall Fund, three 

UNFCCC officials closely involved with NGO participation and three experts on 

climate change policy from other organisations (see full list at Appendix 1). All 

interviews were conducted face-to-face, except for two telephone interviews. All the 

GCC representatives were located in or around Washington DC, the CAN 

representatives interviewed were based in the US, Europe and South Africa. Formal 

interviews were not conducted with CAN Australia (CANA) members but 

discussions with many members of CANA over the last six years have helped inform 

the research. The UNFCCC representatives were interviewed at the UNFCCC 

Secretariat in Bonn and the observers were in the US and Europe. The interviews 

commenced towards the end of 2005 and continued till early 2008.  The interviewees 

in GCC and CAN were those people whom I identified, from my initial research, as 

playing important roles in the process. These were then supplement by further 
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contacts in GCC, CAN and in other organisations generated from the initial 

interviews.  

All the interviews (except the telephone interviews) were recorded and transcribed 

and further triangulation was undertaken both between the research interviews and 

the primary and secondary sources which had been analysed. Email has been used 

since the interviews to contact respondents to clarify some of the points he or she 

made in response to the questions posed in the unstructured interviews. Email has 

also been used to address issues arising from the triangulation of the interviews with 

other interviews and the content analysis of the extensive documentation.  

The research interviews clearly did not cover every individual who has played a 

major role in GCC and CAN. Within CAN, there was an over-representation among 

the interviewees of people associated with CAN from developed countries and only 

two CAN interviewees who had worked with organisations associated with CAN in 

developing countries. Ideally more representatives of CAN members in developing 

countries would have been included in the research interviews; however, this was not 

feasible. The process of identifying the interviewees within CAN began with 

personal contacts in CAN Australia who provided introductions to individuals 

associated with CAN in the US and Europe. Further interviewees were identified 

during the discussions with the initial CAN interviewees. The GCC interviewees 

were identified from the GCC website which was still accessible when the research 

commenced and from reviewing a range of sources (mainly media and other 

published sources) to identify people associated with GCC. GCC ceased to operate in 

January 2002 which made it relatively difficult to pursue some key figures. As noted 

previously, when the research commenced the GCC‘s website was still accessible so 

this was accessed as background for interviewing the former GCC officials. One of 

the CAN members had kept extensive physical and electronic files on GCC and its 

activities and these were made available to me.  

As discussed in this chapter, the contestation between broad competing Policy 

Coalitions involving state and non-state actors are shown by the research to be 
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important to understanding how global climate change public policy has developed. 

This contestation mainly took place within what have been identified as six fields of 

contestation within the global public policy process. This analytical approach 

combined with the neo-Gramscian theoretical framework focusing on power, ideas 

and institutions within global governance together provide valuable insights into how 

this contestation has influenced the outcome of the global climate change policy 

process. Before moving to discuss the Policy Coalitions and the global policy process 

in detail, the next chapter will review the organizational characteristics of GCC and 

CAN and their emergence as important non-state actors in their respective Policy 

Coalitions.  
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Chapter 3 – Organisational Characteristics of CAN 

and GCC 

Response to the Kyoto Protocol Agreement – December 1997 – 

Alden Meyer – Chairman of USCAN - ―Reductions were not as large as we believe 

is demanded by the science and is possible ... but it's important to get the foundation 

laid." (Hanley 1997) 

William O‘Keefe, Chairman of GCC – "It is a terrible deal, and the President should 

not sign it. If he does, we will campaign hard and we will defeat it." (Barnum 1997) 

Introduction 

The Gramscian concept of 'war of position' employed a military metaphor to portray 

how groups challenging hegemonic coalitions from below might avoid a futile 

frontal assault against entrenched adversaries. The ‗war of position‘ in the neo-

Gramscian context constitutes a longer term strategy, coordinated across multiple 

bases of power, to gain influence in the institutions of global civil and political 

society to develop organisational capacity and to win new allies (Levy & Egan 

2003). It is used by Gramsci to characterise an ideological battle rather than 

revolutionary violence or resisting a coercive state. In the US context, Buell (2003, 

p11) characterises it as an ―environmental war‖ fought alongside the ―economic war‖ 

and ―culture war‖. He also notes that the ―right crafted rhetorical weaponry‖ and the 

strategies and tactics used in each of these wars by corporate capitalist hegemony 

were similar. This relates back to the concept of intelligent strategy as a source of 

power which was discussed in Chapter 2.  

Influencing the outcome of global public policy and international environmental 

regimes engages actors in a complex set of strategic manoeuvres in the economic, 

technological, and political spheres. Gramsci‘s concept of ‗war of position‘ is useful 

for describing a struggle coordinated across multiple bases of power to defend or 
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advance one‘s position in the face of an issue such as climate change. One 

implication is that the traditional distinction between political and economic 

strategies is unsustainable; any threat to any industries‘ markets, whether from 

regulation, environmental NGOs, or technological innovation, is simultaneously an 

economic threat and a challenge to hegemonic stability (Newell & Levy 2006). The 

role of science in the ideological conflict over climate change is particularly 

important, as it adds another major dimension to the conventional neo-Gramscian 

hegemonic and counter-hegemonic battle over political and economic interests.  

In order to better understand their roles in the Global Climate Change Public Policy 

Process, it is useful to review the background of CAN and GCC. This chapter 

therefore outlines how GCC and CAN were formed, and why each was formed and 

the way in which each evolved to play a key role in the Policy Coalitions in the 

global war of position between hegemonic and counter-hegemonic forces over the 

outcomes of global climate change policy. It discusses how both organisations 

developed and changed since their formation in 1989, and focuses on their 

similarities and differences. The following chapters outline the key roles each played 

among the many state and non-state actors involved in this ‗war of position‘ over 

global climate change policy.  In the initial stages of the global climate change policy 

debate, CAN and GCC defined the opposite poles of the debate, thus framing the 

global policy spectrum. Because of the global, international and national nature of 

the policy process on climate change, this ‗war of position‘ took place at all these 

levels and members of CAN were often involved in all of these levels. As will be 

discussed in this and the next 2 chapters, the GCC‘s focus was primarily on the US 

and the US‘s position on global climate policy.  It did, however, with its Policy 

Coalition allies seek to influence the outcome of the global policy process on climate 

change in order to preserve the entrenched position of fossil fuels in the global 

economy.  

Brown and Timmer (2006) identify five major roles that they indicate are required 

for transnational civil society actors to be effective.  These include identifying issues, 

facilitating voice of marginalised stakeholders, amplifying the importance of issues, 
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building bridges among diverse stakeholders and monitoring and assessing solutions. 

These five major roles are appropriate in assessing the effective of CAN as a 

transnational activist Network NGO as it sought to fulfil all these five major roles.  

The GCC‘s stakeholders are hegemonic not ‗marginalised‘, it will, however, become 

clear from the analysis that the GCC helps to strengthen the voice of its not 

particularly diverse stakeholders.  Some of these five major roles, particularly 

building bridges among stakeholders relate to the organisational characteristics and 

are discussed in this chapter. The rest are more closely related to the process of 

influencing policy outcomes, which is reviewed extensively in the following two 

chapters. 

The formation of each organisation is the first stage of building bridges among 

stakeholders, and as each organisation develops this continues to be facilitated by the 

organisation‘s management and leadership. All of these aspects are discussed in the 

chapter. CAN sought to better facilitate voice in the global policy process for 

marginalised stakeholders from developing countries, as will discussed in this 

chapter in the section on membership. The roles of identifying issues, amplifying the 

importance of issues and monitoring and assessing solutions mainly relate to the 

policy processes and are therefore mainly discussed in subsequent chapters. The final 

section of this chapter briefly discusses the importance to both CAN and GCC of 

building broader Policy Coalitions in the global war of position on climate change 

policy. The subsequent two chapters review the ‗war of position‘ with a focus on 

CAN, GCC and the competing Policy Coalitions in relation to the UNFCCC and the 

Kyoto Protocol.  

Terminology within Networks and Coalitions  

CAN and GCC are both NGOs – that is non-governmental, not-for-profit 

organisations, both are also therefore non-state actors. As discussed in more detail 

later in this chapter, they are both Network NGOs formed by a number of NGOs to 

enhance their effectiveness in advocating for preferred policy approaches in the 

national and global public policy process on climate change. In addition to the 
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members of these Network NGOs, there were other organisations or actors that 

usually supported their preferred policy approach or supported their approach on 

particular policy issues. These other non-member supporting organisations are seen 

as Coalition participants, and are discussed as part of competing global climate 

Policy Coalitions.  

Discussing transnational social movements, Khagram, Riker & Sikkink (2002, p8) 

define these as ―sets of actors with common purposes and solidarities linked across 

country boundaries that have the capacity to generate coordinated and sustained 

mobilization in more than one country to publicly influence social change.‖ In most 

of the literature, transnational social movements are seen as progressive focussing on 

human rights, economic and environmental justice. CAN and its members can be 

viewed as an important actors within the transnational environmental social 

movement. Given the definition, however, GCC would not be seen as part of a 

transnational social movement. This research, however, seeks to demonstrate how 

the GCC is a strategic transnational actor, playing a key facilitating role in a broad 

transnational Policy Coalition, which I have called the Economic Growth Coalition. 

CAN is also a strategic transnational actor, playing a key facilitating role in the 

competing Precautionary Policy Coalition.  

Keck and Sikkink (1999, p89) define a ―transnational advocacy network‖ as a group 

of actors that ―includes those actors working internationally on an issue, who are 

bound together by shared values, a common discourse and dense exchanges of 

information and services‖. Keck and Sikkink (1998) note that issues, such as climate 

change, may be amenable to international action but do not necessarily produce 

transnational advocacy networks. Clearly, people on behalf of organisations form 

transnational advocacy networks when they believe that forming these networks will 

assist them in the ‗war of position‘. In the case of CAN, the people who formed it 

were all concerned about global warming and wished to cooperate in order to 

develop and promote strategies and have global public policy developed to 

effectively address the issue. Many of the environmental NGOs that formed CAN 

had cooperated on the ozone issue and saw advantages in a more formal network to 
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facilitate cooperation on the emerging climate change issue (CAN Interviewee 1 

2006; CAN Interviewee 2 2005).  

GCC was also a network NGO formed because the people from the organisations 

involved in its formation believed that it would assist the corporations that were 

members of the organisations they represented to effectively oppose actions to 

reduce greenhouse gas emissions, particularly from using fossil fuels (GCC 

Interviewee 1 2005). These were major US business associations, particularly from 

the fossil fuel industries (coal and oil), the automotive industry and the major private 

electricity generators and users. As will be discussed in more detail in this chapter, 

GCC was formed to assist these organisations and their corporate members achieve 

their organisational objectives on climate change policy. 

The formation of both organisations therefore clearly fits with the Keck and Sikkink 

(1998) hypothesis that people form advocacy networks when they believe that 

forming these will assist in what they are trying to achieve. GCC, however, does not 

represent what is traditionally defined as a ‗social movement‘ (if the definition 

assumes or explicitly states that ‗social movements‘ are progressive rather than 

reactionary) but it clearly represents an advocacy network bringing together relevant 

actors working on an issue, who are bound together by shared values, a common 

discourse and dense exchange of information and services. Some describe GCC and 

its allies as ―anti-environmental counter-movements‖ (Jacques, Dunlap & Freeman 

2008, p352). Such advocacy networks are most prevalent in issue areas characterised 

by high value content and informational uncertainty, such as climate change (Keck & 

Sikkink 1998). 

In both cases, the networks allowed the people in the organisations involved to share 

information, commission shared research, gain access to wider publics, access 

complementary resources, coordinate and strengthen lobbying and advocacy efforts, 

increase negotiating power, access a wider range of institutions and their decision 

makers and decision influencers. Beyond this, the network in both cases was 

important to facilitating and contributing to the coordination of the competing 
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broader Policy Coalitions. It can therefore be seen that there were benefits to the 

people and organisations involved in forming both GCC and CAN in terms of 

gaining influence in the ongoing ‗war of position‘ on the outcome of global climate 

change policy.   

Clearly, there are other policy positions on climate change other than that represented 

CAN and GCC and the transnational Policy Coalitions that each played a key role in. 

This research, however, aims to primarily focus on these two contrasting Policy 

Coalitions and documents the critical role of GCC and CAN each played in these 

coalitions. The other actors and groups of actors and their preferred policy positions 

are, however, discussed where they are important to understanding the roles of GCC 

and CAN and their competing Policy Coalitions played in influencing the outcome of 

global public policy on climate change. In terms of the global neo-Gramscian ‗war of 

position‘, each was formed and operated as a strategic actor; the GCC controlled by 

the hegemonic forces defending fossil fuel dependent US corporate capitalism and 

CAN by the counter-hegemonic forces trying to overcome this hegemony and 

respond to the scientific and ecological concerns in order to prevent dangerous global 

warming.  

CAN and GCC - Formation and Initial Objectives 

This section outlines the formation and initial objectives of CAN and GCC in order 

to better understand why and by whom each network NGO was formed and the 

process of formation.  These socio-historical accounts give an overview of CAN‘s 

and GCC‘s formation based on the information obtained from interviews and from 

reviewing a wide range of primary and secondary sources.  It then compares and 

contrasts the actors, the process and the rationale for the formation of each 

organisation. 
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Formation of CAN 

The process of forming CAN began in the late 1980s when climate change was 

emerging as a major issue.  An interviewee who worked for the German Marshall 

Fund, indicated that she saw the opportunity in the late 1980s to foster cooperation 

between European and US environmental NGOs on the emerging issue of climate 

change (Marshall Fund Interviewee 2005). (The German Marshall Fund (2008) is a 

non-partisan American public policy and grant-making institution founded in 1972, 

through a gift from Germany, as a permanent memorial to Marshall Plan assistance.) 

It sponsored an initial meeting involving US and European NGOs to discuss 

emerging national and international public policy on climate  change, hosted by the 

Marshall Fund in Washington DC in 1988 or 1989 (Marshall Fund Interviewee 

2005).  In 1989, there was a further 3 day meeting US and European NGOs at a 

German Church sponsored Conference Centre in Loccum (just outside of Hannover, 

Germany) and the German Marshall Fund also provided some funding for this 

meeting  (Marshall Fund Interviewee 2005).  

The Marshall Fund Interviewee (2005) indicated that this meeting was held to 

overlap with the last day of a West German Government Multi-Party Parliamentary 

Inquiry (Mitglied der Klima-Enquete-Kommission) meeting on the issue of Climate 

Change and possible West German responses to the issue. Klaus Topfer, the West 

German Environment Minister, chaired this Inquiry.  This overlap provided the 

opportunity for the NGO representatives to interact with the German 

Parliamentarians (CAN Interviewee 1 2006; Marshall Fund Interviewee 2005). The 

Enquete Kommission presented its report to the German parliament in 1990 with the 

recommendation that Germany reduce its CO2 emissions by 25-30% from 1987 level 

by 2005. This target and timetable went further than the recommendations made in 

the final Statement from the Toronto Conference on the Atmosphere in 1988 that 

proposed a global 20% reduction from 1988 levels by 2005. The German Parliament 

and Cabinet endorsed the need to respond to the threat of climate change, and agreed 

on a national target of 25% reduction of CO2 emissions by 2005 (Søfting 2000). This 
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outcome in 1990 gave significant encouragement to CAN and its member 

organisations in the early stages of policy development, particularly in Europe.  

The founding of CAN can also be traced back to the involvement in the issue of a 

group of research scientists from scientific and environmental NGOs in early climate 

conferences.  Individuals, including Michael Oppenheimer from the Environmental 

Defense Fund, Gordon Goodman of the Stockholm Environmental Institute 

(formerly the Beijer Institute), and George Woodwell of the Woods Hole Research 

Center, were instrumental in organizing the scientific workshops on global warming 

in Villach and Bellagio in 1987 (Agrawala 1999).  Likewise, at the Toronto 

Conference in 1988, members of the Environmental NGO community such as 

Richard Ayres of the Natural Resources Defense Council, Stewart Boyle and Julia 

Langer of Friends of the Earth, Irving Mintzer and Rafe Pomerance of the World 

Resources Institute, John Topping of the Climate Institute, and Carol Werner of the 

Environment and Energy Study Institute, worked as equal partners with scientific 

participants at the conference. This group of pioneering climate advocates recognized 

the need for a coordinated global policy response to climate change and the need for 

an international coordinating organisation to advocate for this policy response (CAN 

Interviewee 1 2006; Marshall Fund Interviewee 2005; Waddell 2003).  

ENGO cooperation was already in place at the Toronto Conference in 1988. On the 

opening day of the Toronto Conference, a group of ENGOs circulated a draft 

statement entitled, ―Escaping the Heat Trap: An NGO Statement of Policies to 

Prevent Climate Change,‖ which highlighted the serious nature of the threat of 

climate change. The statement concluded, ―Unilateral reductions of CO2 emissions 

by the world‘s leading economic powers and CO2 producers should start now, 

reaching 20% by the year 2000‖ (Betsill 2000, p75).  In 1988, however, many of the 

major international environmental groups were still focusing on ozone depletion and 

acid rain issues and had not yet developed campaigns specifically on climate change.  

Of the twenty-nine ENGOs that participated in the 1988 Toronto Conference, only 

five had a strong climate change focus. These were the Beijer Institute from Sweden 

(which subsequently become the Stockholm Environmental Institute) and the 
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Climate Institute, Environmental Defense Fund, the Woods Hole Research Center 

and the World Resources Institute from the US (Betsill 2000).   

Many of the attendees of the Toronto Conference also attended the meeting in 

Loccum at which CAN was formed. Attendees in Loccum included Marianna 

Ginsburg of the German Marshall Fund, Rafe Pomerance and Jessica Matthews of 

World Resources Institute, Michael Oppenheimer of the Environmental Defense 

Fund, Dan Becker of the Sierra Club, Wilfrid Buch of the University of Munster, 

Florentin Krause of International Project for Sustainable Energy Paths, Chris Rose of 

Media Natura (formerly of Greenpeace - UK), Stewart Boyle of Friends of the Earth 

- UK), Dan Goldberg of the Center for International Environmental Law (CIEL), 

Konrad von Moltke and Andreas Kramer of the Institute for European Environmental 

Policy, Bill Hare from Australian Conservation Foundation, Professor Gordon 

Goodman and Annie Roncerel of the Stockholm Environment Institute(SEI) – 

formerly the Beijer Institute (CAN Interviewee 1 2006; Marshall Fund Interviewee 

2005).  

At the meeting, it was decided to set up Climate Action Network (CAN) as a 

network for NGOs sharing a common concern for the problems of climate change. 

They planned to cooperate in the development and implementation of short-term and 

long-term strategies to combat the problem of global warming. CAN was set up 

under the auspices of the Stockholm Environmental Institute.  The meeting also 

decided that Annie Roncerel of the Stockholm Environmental Institute would 

become the initial Coordinator of CAN (CAN Interviewee 1 2006; Marshall Fund 

Interviewee 2005; Waddell 2003). 

The agreed strategy coming out of the Loccum meeting was to influence 

governments and others to make changes to address climate change concerns. These 

NGO representatives saw themselves as working on behalf of the world and its 

people. Dan Goldberg of the Center for International Environmental Law (CIEL) 

recalls, ―We were simply a group of NGOs that agreed to do something on global 

warming‖ (Waddell 2003, p3). Although all NGOs, they represented a wide range of 
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organisations, such as the scientific and research organizations like Woods Hole 

Research Institute and the World Resources Institute. Many of the participants at 

Loccum had already been involved in the World Climate Programme and some were 

working with the IPCC. There were also activist NGOs that traditionally focused 

upon bringing environmental issues into public awareness but which were still 

developing their expertise on climate change science. The big three international 

activist ENGOs of Greenpeace, Friends of the Earth and WWF were all represented 

at the Loccum meeting. They are all based in Western Europe, but even in 1989 their 

global networks were often involved in development issues as well as environmental 

issues. These large international organisations provided a contrast with other mainly 

national ones represented at Loccum (CAN Interviewee 1 2006; CAN Interviewee 9 

2005; Waddell 2003). 

As Coordinator, Annie Roncerel developed the initial project plan for CAN under the 

guidance of the many climate change experts working with the Stockholm 

Environmental Institute at the time on climate change, including Irving Mintzer and 

Jill Jager. Once CAN was established under the auspices of the Stockholm 

Environmental Institute, it began to coordinate preferred policy positions and views 

on issues in the emerging international climate change policy regime. At this stage, 

this was mainly achieved by getting the players from the NGOs to sit around a table 

and discuss and develop policy positions (CAN Interviewee 1 2006). CAN also 

provided a forum for the NGOs to discuss coordination of campaign strategies on 

particular issues, either nationally or internationally (CAN Interviewee 1 2006; CAN 

Interviewee 9 2005). As email and electronic communication became more widely 

available, these discussions, activities and coordination would also take place 

electronically, as discussed in more detail later in this chapter. A further part of these 

initial plans was to expand the CAN network to include more representatives from 

the Global South as ―that was seen as important‖ (CAN Interviewee 1 2006). The 

implementation of this plan will be discussed later in the chapter as part of the 

section on CAN in Membership of the Network NGOs. 
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Formation of GCC 

Like CAN, GCC was also set up in 1989. One of the reasons given by a GCC 

Interviewee (2005) for its formation was that in 1988 there was a ―very alarmist 

presentation by James Hansen of NASA to a (US) Senate Committee that climate 

change was taking place‖. GCC‘s initial role was to monitor the position of behalf on 

its members - business organisations/associations from the fossil fuel industry 

initially, particularly the American Petroleum Institute (API) - as they were 

concerned that measures might be taken in relation to climate change that ―would 

harm fossil fuel use‖ (GCC Interviewee 1 2005).  

By June 1989, sixteen Washington-based Business and Industry NGOs (BINGOs) 

associations formed the GCC, a group that aimed to be ''the focal point for business 

participation in research and policy questions associated with global climate change,'' 

according to GCC‘s first chairman Thomas Lambrix, director of government 

relations for Phillips Petroleum (Industrial Energy Bulletin 1989b). The initial GCC 

members included major fossil fuel industry organisations (American Petroleum 

Institute, National Coal Association), major producers and industrial consumers of 

electricity (Edison Electric Institute - an association of investor-owned electric 

utilities, Electricity Consumers Resource Council - an association of large industrial 

consumers of electricity) and more general business associations (US Chamber of 

Commerce, American Paper Institute and others) (Industrial Energy Bulletin 1989b). 

Its initial plans were to focus on both research and economic analysis, according to 

its Chairman, Thomas Lambrix, who was also chairman of the National Association 

of Manufacturers' air quality task force in 1989.  According to the GCC, its three 

principles at that time were:  

- ―that business is taking the climate change issue seriously; 

- that good science must be the foundation for policy; and 

- that because the issue is global - actions should be taken in a global 

context‖ (Industrial Energy Bulletin 1989b).  



 

98 

 

The Global Climate Coalition‘s name clearly communicated a more neutral if not 

‗concerned‘ organisation, particularly than the American Petroleum Institute (API) or 

the National Coal Association (NCA). It is part of a ―strong and enormously 

successful anti-environmental industry‖ (Buell 2003, p3) that included  a long 

tradition of anti-environmental, pro-industry front groups with pro-environment or 

pro-consumer names, including the ―Alliance for a Responsible CFC Policy‖ – 

formed by industry initially to slow down the timetable for phasing out CFCs, which 

later broadened its scope to include climate change and became ―Alliance for a 

Responsible Atmospheric Policy‖; the ―Evergreen Foundation‖ which was 

established and funded by the US timber industry; the ―National Wetland Coalition‖ 

which was established and funded by mining companies, utilities and real estate 

developers; ―Consumer Alert‖ was established funded by industry and in 1990 it 

―concluded that acid rain, global warming, pesticides and asbestos are having no 

serious impact on the environment or public health‖ (CAN Interviewee 2 2005; Deal 

1993). The anti-environmentalist Ron Arnold articulated the strategy: "I read People, 

Power, Change by Luther Gurlick and Virginia Hayne, and their analysis helped me 

to realize that in an activist society like ours the only way to defeat a social 

movement is with another social movement‖ (Helvarg 1994, p137).  The GCC was, 

therefore, one of many pseudo ‗social movement‘ organisations that US corporations 

and their public affairs strategists and advisors created in the 1980s (Buell 2003). 

These pseudo social movements were often well resourced, Newell (2000, p100) 

reports that the American Petroleum Institute paid ―US$1.8millon for a ‗grass roots‘ 

letter and phone-in campaign against a proposed tax on fossil fuels‖. He goes on to 

note that this is more than the combined amount spend on climate change campaigns 

by four USCAN members, the EDF, the WWF, the Sierra Club and the Union of 

Concerned Scientists. 

There was also the ―Alliance for Climate Strategies‖ which partly took over from the 

GCC following the GCC ceasing to operate at the end of 2001. It has many of the 

same key industry association members as the GCC with Glen Kelly a former GCC 

executive as its main spokesman  (CAN Interviewee 2 2005; Greenpeace 2009). It 
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operates alongside the Competitive Enterprise Institute, the Heartland Institute and 

the George C Marshall Institute (which has William O‘Keefe former Chairman of 

GCC on its Board)  in continuing many of the GCC activities opposing action to 

reduce greenhouse gas emissions from fossil fuel use (CAN Interviewee 2 2005; 

CAN Interviewee 4 2006; George C Marshall Institute 2009; Greenpeace 2009). The 

report by the Union of Concerned Scientists (a US CAN member) lists 43 climate 

change disinformation organisations to which Exxon Mobil provided funding as part 

of its disinformation campaign (Union of Concerned Scientists 2007). This list is 

shown in Appendix 2. 

GCC was opposed to ―drastic and unilateral‖ remedies to mitigate global warming 

(Booth 1989). In March 1989, the US Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) had 

included a carbon tax among the policy initiatives needed to forestall global warming 

in an interim policy report to Congress (McInnes 1989). 

"A senior GCC staff member, discussing motivations for the creation of the 

GCC, expressed the view that industry had "been caught napping" by the 

ozone issue, and that there was also considerable dissatisfaction with the 

Clean Air Act process. As he expressed it, "Boy, if we didn't like the Montreal 

Protocol, we knew we really wouldn't like climate change! This is the mother 

of all issues!"  Although the GCC was constituted as a US-based 

organization and was focused on domestic lobbying, a number of US 

subsidiaries of European multinationals also joined, and the GCC quickly 

rose to be the most prominent voice of industry, both in the US and in the 

international negotiations." (Levy & Rothenberg 1999, p5) 

GCC‘s initial plans were to have studies completed in order to be ready to play roles 

in various international meetings on the climate change issue, including the G7 

Economic Summit (G7) in July 1989 in Paris, the climate-change summit President 

Bush Snr was planning for October 1989 and the 1990 meeting of the IPCC 

(Industrial Energy Bulletin 1989b).  GCC‘s Statement of Purpose and Principles in 

1990 stated:  ―The coalition agrees with those who call upon the US to take the lead 
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on this issue. We believe the resources of this country can provide strong guidance to 

the world. We distinguish, however, between leadership and hasty, unilateral actions 

that would cause adverse economic impacts to US businesses and might significantly 

alter living standards" (Schoon 1990, p8). 

In her PhD thesis, Simone Pulver (2005, p62) states, based on her interviews with the 

oil industry, that: 

―in interviews, oil industry and other executives emphasized that they attend 

COPs as observers and not participants, the distinction being that observers 

watch and participants try to influence the process.  They made the same 

distinction between their roles as advisors rather than political decision-

makers in climate politics at the national level.  Representative business and 

industry associations play a crucial role in creating this ‗anti-politics‘ fiction 

from companies and the political process. They establish distance between 

their member companies and the political process.‖  

As Pulver (2005) shows and as will be shown in the following chapters, there is little 

distance between the companies, industry associations and the political process as 

they are actively trying to influence the decision-makers and the policy outcome.  

Further enhancing their political influence, the major corporations in the fossil-fuel 

and auto-industry are also major funders of US political campaigning (Center for 

Responsive Politics 2006, 2009a, 2009b).  

As discussed previously, the naming of the GCC helps to frame it in the public 

sphere as a more neutral organisation compared with its leading members such as the 

American Petroleum Institute (API) or Exxon.  Both the corporations and the 

Business and Industryt NGOs, such as the GCC, were actively involved in 

coordinated lobbying efforts with the US Executive and Legislatures. In the 

international negotiations process on climate change, only delegates of NGOs, 

Intergovernmental Organisations (UN Agencies, OECD etc) and Nation States (as 

parties/signatories) can officially attend the Conference of the Parties (COPs) of the 
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UNFCCC. Only the representatives of Nation States are officially participants in the 

negotiations – with the representatives of NGOs and Intergovernmental 

Organisations observers. By forming GCC as an NGO, the Business Lobby was able 

to send representatives of member Business and Industry NGOs and member 

corporations to the COP as delegates of the GCC, which had been officially admitted 

as an NGO by the UNFCCC Secretariat. For example at COP 3 in Kyoto in 1997, 

GCC had 63 registered delegates (UNFCCC 1997)  including executives from 

Texaco, Mobil and Exxon (Pulver 2005, p294) compared to a staff of 5 or 6 at the 

time (GCC Interviewee 2 2005) .  As discussed in Chapter 5 on the Kyoto policy 

process, some of these GCC delegates were identified at the Kyoto meeting as 

actively trying to influence the process. 

It is possible that the GCC was set up just to defend the economic interests of US 

fossil fuel corporations and the automobile corporations and coal powered electricity 

generators closely associated with them. However, based on my interviews, it is my 

view that some of those associated with the GCC really believed and by the end of 

2005 still believed that the global warming problem is hugely overstated. In a 2005 

speech, to the Society of Environmental Journalists, William O‘Keefe (the former 

Chairman of GCC and a former API executive) stated ―most of what passes for 

conventional wisdom about climate change bears little resemblance to either 

scientific or economic reality.‖ Although some GCC interviewees had changed their 

view to accept the scientific evidence of the threat to the planet posed by global 

warming, many still supported the GW Bush policy position that despite its 

economic prosperity, the US should not take action on climate change unless China 

also committed to emission reductions (GCC Interviewee 1 2005; GCC Interviewee 

3 2005). The conservative anti-environmental rhetoric and ideology promoted by the 

GCC was part of a larger package of new conservatism  and neo-liberal ideology in 

the US (Buell 2003).  It indicates how people can create a shared social reality, 

which better suits their interests and attitudes and the significant danger that can 

represent when those people through the organisations they control have power and 

influence.  



 

102 

 

This is further illustrated by a 1991 conversation with David Jenkins, a chief 

geologist at BP recounted by Jeremy Leggett (2001, p61). BP had by this time joined 

the GCC. In response to the claim from the BP man that the ―danger, surely was that 

oil and gas would run out before we could get alternative energies to take over, not 

that we would have to cut emissions from hydrocarbon burning ahead of that date‖.  

At the time, Leggett explained the IPCC estimate for recoverable fossil fuel 

resources was approximately 4,000 billion tonnes, three-quarters of it coal and that to 

raise ―global average temperature to a dangerous 2 C above pre-industrial levels‖ we 

would have to burn only another 220 billion tonnes of carbon (less than 1% of the 

recoverable resources). There is ―no option but to leave the vast majority of the 

remaining fossil fuel reserves in the ground…..All the billions spent on continuing 

oil exploration should be spent on solar instead‖ (Leggett 2001, p59-60). The BP 

man only asked ―Are you sure about these figures‖ (Leggett 2001, p61). This was not 

something that many of his fellow fossil fuel industry executives wanted to hear, 

given their corporations‘ huge assets of proven oil, gas and coal reserves, their 

continuing investment in oil exploration and new coalmines and something that 

many involved with the GCC also sought to ignore and dispute. Leggett‘s figure of 

average global temperature increase of 2 C above pre-industrial levels representing 

dangerous climate change only became widely accepted later in the decade.  

The GCC gave them an organisation through which to organise their efforts to 

promote the ―view of the GCC and others in the scientific community that the state 

of climate science did not justify draconian actions to achieve reductions in 

greenhouse gas emissions by forcing a reduction in energy use‖ (GCC Interviewee 1 

2005).  Most climate change scientists, even by the time the GCC was formed in 

1989, agreed that reductions in greenhouse gas emissions were needed to avoid 

dangerous climate change.  This, however, did not stop the GCC and some of its 

members promoting a contrarian position from its formation till its demise.  
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Comparison of Formation and Initial Objectives  

In both cases, CAN and GCC allowed the people in the member organisations 

involved to share information, commission shared research, gain access to wider 

publics, access complementary resources, coordinate and strengthen lobbying and 

advocacy efforts, increase negotiating power, access a wider range of institutions and 

institutional access channels and so forth. Both quickly became involved in 

coordinating activities and lobbying efforts at the major international climate change 

meetings (CAN Interviewee 1 2006; CAN Interviewee 6 2006; GCC Interviewee 1 

2005; GCC Interviewee 3 2005).  It can therefore be seen that there were benefits to 

the people and organisations involved in forming both of these Network NGOs.  

In 1989, both organisations were initially formed by NGOs in order to better 

coordinate their efforts in the emerging debate over climate change public policy, an 

issue that by its nature had to be addressed both globally and nationally. Both 

organisations represent Network NGOs, an NGO formed by a number of NGOs. The 

members of the NGOs forming each organisation were totally different, with CAN 

being formed by US and European environmental and scientific NGOs that shared a 

common concern on climate change. Most of the environmental NGOs‘ members 

were mainly individual concerned citizens. Business and Industry NGOs, whose 

members were major corporations, formed the GCC. Its members saw the threat of 

action on climate change by the US Government, either independently or as part of 

an international agreement, as a significant threat to their members‘ business 

interests. Although, soon after its formation in 1989, some major US business 

corporations also became direct members of GCC (PR Newswire 1989). 

As part of advocacy coalitions, NGOs often form informal networks to assist and 

coordinate their advocacy activities on a particular issue. Both went beyond this to 

form a Network NGO, which would provide a permanent hub to coordinate their 

members‘ efforts and activities. Both CAN and GCC would also often coordinate 

activities with non-members that were also part of a broader Policy Coalition on 

particular issues. This will be discussed in more detail later in the chapter. 
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Although the GCC had a more US focus, it is clear from its initial plans in terms of 

seeking reports for the G7 Summit and the IPCC meeting in 1990, that it planned to 

work internationally as well as domestically. GCC from its initial formation began 

making media statements as the GCC, many of which sought to undermine the 

scientific consensus on climate change coming from the climate scientists associated 

with the IPCC. There were clearly advantages in terms of perceived legitimacy if 

these statements were seen to come from an organisation with a more neutral or even 

concerned sounding name, such as the Global Climate Coalition, than if they came 

from the American Petroleum Institute, National Mining Association or the Edison 

Electric Institute (association of investor-owned electric utilities – using mainly coal 

fired power generation) – three of the leading BINGOs in the GCC. 

CAN‘s initial objective was more focussed on working behind the scenes, sharing 

research and information, helping the activist groups understand the science, 

coordinating policy positions and helping the CAN member NGOs to work together 

to promote these policy positions at a national and international level. It also played a 

major role in also coordinating their efforts at the official International climate 

change meetings (CAN Interviewee 1 2006; Rahman & Roncerel 1994).  A role that 

has continued and grown in importance (CAN Interviewee 5 2006). At the 

international climate change meetings, starting with the Second World Climate 

Conference in Geneva in 1990 CAN coordinated the production of ECO, a printed 

daily newsletter (Ainger 2002; CAN Interviewee 1 2006; CAN Interviewee 3 2008; 

Rahman & Roncerel 1994).  ECO became a well regarded publication at the 

international climate change meetings read by many of the Conference delegates as a 

way of following the complexities of the negotiations (UNFCCC Interviewee 1 

2006).  ECO is now also published electronically during the meetings and has 

become a way for those not at the negotiations to keep up with the major 

developments. 

CAN‘s membership was both diverse geographically and in types of environmental 

and scientific NGOs and it included international and national organisations. GCC‘s 

membership was more homogeneous; all were US business associations representing 
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particular industries (coal, petroleum) or business interests more generally (eg US 

Chamber of Commerce) or major US corporations. (Subsequently, some non-US 

based multinationals became members (eg BP, BHP Minerals and Shell), however, 

they were mainly represented by their US subsidiary (GCC Interviewee 1 2005).)  

From a neo-Gramscian perspective, the GCC was formed as a Network NGO to 

coordinate the coalition among existing business organisations to maintain their 

existing position and prevent any significant restrictions on fossil fuel use. It can be 

seen as seeking to maintain the hegemonic position of a fossil fuel dependent US 

corporate capitalism in both a national and international context. CAN was formed as 

a Network NGO to coordinate the efforts of a diverse international coalition of 

scientific and environmental NGOs to push for international cooperation to combat 

climate change. It is counter-hegemonic in that it had to overcome substantial 

entrenched, powerful interests, particularly of the US fossil fuel corporations and 

their close allies of the automobile corporations and the coal fired electricity 

generators, all of whom were involved in the formation of the GCC.  

From a neo-Gramscian perspective, the formation of each organisation reflects the 

importance of agency and strategy in the ‗war of position‘ defending and challenging 

the dominant ideology and interests underlying the hegemonic stability. The agency 

was evidenced by the work undertaken by each set of major actors to form GCC and 

CAN. The strategy in both organisations was to facilitate improved cooperation and 

coordination of activities between each organisation‘s members and also attract other 

allies to support each organisation‘s preferred policy outcome on climate change. 

The ‗war of position‘ between the organisations and their respective Policy 

Coalitions had began in 1989 and was to continue for many years to come, as will be 

further documented in subsequent sections of the thesis.  

Comparison of Organisational Norms and Values 

This section of this chapter seeks to identify what were the most important shared 

norms and values in CAN and GCC. In order for these networks NGOs to be formed 
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and work effectively, their members had to have some shared norms and values.  

These shared norms, values and discourse contribute not only to the formation but 

also increase the ongoing cohesiveness of the members of the Network NGO and 

assist them in developing a common discourse and policy positions as climate 

change issues emerge. This common discourse or shared norms will also assist in 

promoting these norms and policy positions to the broader global and national 

polities involved with developing policy on climate change. The norms and values of 

CAN and GCC are also compared and contrasted in the final part of this section. 

CAN’s norms and values 

Even before CAN was formed, many of the NGOs that founded CAN had been 

involved in developing a statement for the 1988 World Conference on the Changing 

Atmosphere held in Toronto on 27-30 June. This was circulated on the opening day 

of the conference. It was entitled ―Escaping the Heat Trap: An NGO Statement of 

Policies to Prevent Climate Change,‖ and it highlighted the serious nature of the 

threat of global warming. The statement concluded, ―Unilateral reductions of CO2 

emissions by the world‘s leading economic powers and CO2 producers should start 

now, reaching 20% by the year 2000‖ (Betsill 2000, p64). This target of a 20% 

reduction from 1988 levels for total global CO2 emissions was included with a 

revised target date of 2005 in the final Toronto Conference Statement.  

As discussed previously, the Toronto Conference was a key step towards establishing 

climate change as a major issue on the global public policy agenda. Many of the 

people working for the NGOs which formed CAN were influential in framing the 

agenda for the Toronto Conference and contributed to the development of statement 

that was the conference outcome (Betsill 2000). This 20% target by 2005 became a 

norm in the CAN policy agenda and as will be discussed later CAN members sought 

to build a global Policy Coalition around this target and timetable. They also sought 

to have this target and timetable included in the emerging Global Climate Change 

Public Policy.  
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The NGO Statement which focused on emission reductions by the world‘s leading 

economic powers also reflects an early norm among those who formed CAN. This 

norm indicated that as the developed world had caused the problem of global 

warming through their high level of greenhouse gas emissions and should be the first 

to take action to address it. This norm was reflected in the position put forward by 

CAN and its members while negotiation of the UNFCCC was taking place in 1991 

and 1992  (CAN Interviewee 1 2006; CAN Interviewee 3 2008; Waddell 2003).  

Most of the NGOs involved in the Toronto Conference were from the developed 

countries. Of the 29 NGOs participating in the Conference, only three were from the 

developing world (the GAIA Foundation from Brazil, the Secretariat for an 

Ecologically Sound Phillipines and Tata Energy Research Institute from India) and 

one was from Eastern Europe. The rest were from North America or Western Europe 

(Betsill 2000).  

CAN was also founded by NGOs from the developed world; however, there was 

recognition at the initial founding meeting of the importance of expanding the 

network outside the developed minority world to include representatives of the 

developing majority world. Most developing countries had relatively low greenhouse 

gas emissions, particularly on a per capita basis, and many which would be severely 

affected by climate change, particularly small island states and low lying countries 

such as Bangladesh. There was therefore an agreed norm among the initial 

participants in CAN that it was important to develop and implement a strategy to 

identify and include NGOs from the developing world  (CAN Interviewee 1 2006; 

CAN Interviewee 5 2006; Waddell 2003). 

By 1993, CAN was clearly a diverse network spanning the major international 

environmental NGOs  (Friends of the Earth (FOE), Greenpeace and World Wide 

Fund for Nature (WWF)) and a wide range of smaller NGOs including many from 

the developing countries. Developing shared norms and values across such a diverse 

group was and remained a challenge on particular issues  (CAN Interviewee 1 2006; 

CAN Interviewee 6 2006). Rahman and Roncerel (1994, p246) discussing the early 
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stages of CAN note that ―There was initially a major lack of understanding among 

the Northern NGOs about the developmental issues of particular concern to the 

South……Specifically , the Southern NGOs insisted that the debate had to include 

energy concerns as well as other related issues, such as lifestyle and consumption‖.  

In order to reduce extreme poverty and economically develop the developing 

countries needed access to low cost energy sources, which were mainly fossil fuels 

and any move to restrict their use of these could further hinder their development.  

This led to a major disagreement within CAN over ―luxury versus survival 

emissions‖ (CAN Interviewee 1 2006).  Within CAN, this conflict was reflected in a 

heated exchange between two CAN member organisations, the Indian Centre for 

Science and Environment (CSE) and the US World Resources Institute  (WRI), in 

the run-up to the Rio Earth Summit (UNCED) meeting and signing of the UNFCCC 

in 1992. It focused on how responsibility for climate change should be 

conceptualised: effectively, a struggle between NGOs from developed countries and 

NGOs from the developing countries  over the social construction of the problem 

(Duwe 2003).  In response to that debate, the CAN leadership sought to address this 

issue of consumption versus population, and a CAN project to examine the issue was 

established funded by the Dutch Ministry for the Environment. 

This resulted in a report prepared by group of people from CAN members, including 

Annie Roncerel, Director of Climate Network Europe, Atiq Rahman from CAN 

South Asia, Waldo Bustamente Gomez from Tekne in Chile and was based on a 

numbers of papers including many prepared by other people involved in the CAN 

Network. The report examined the relative impact of population versus consumption 

on climate change. It concluded, ―consumption patterns are more likely to affect 

climate change than demographic variables. Thus, the primary focus must be to 

eliminate unsustainable consumption practices in the North as a whole – along with 

unsustainable lifestyles in the islands of overconsumption in the South‖ (Rahman, 

Robins & Roncerel 1993, pviii). Gaining acceptance that overconsumption was the 

major factor driving climate change among the CAN network, particularly among 
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some the US NGOs was one of the early challenges CAN faced (CAN Interviewee 1 

2006; CAN Interviewee 6 2006). 

Although most CAN members accept overconsumption by the developed minority 

world as a major contributor to climate change, the NGOs in the developed world 

have had problems getting this taken seriously in the context of political economies 

that are focused on economic growth. The issue of overconsumption and ―luxury 

emissions‖ of the developed minority world as a climate change issue has been more 

widely used by CAN members in the developing countries but mainly focused on 

why developed countries should reduce emissions.  This relates to framing the debate 

to the various national audiences of the CAN members, which is undertaken by the 

individual CAN member organisations or in cooperation with each other at the 

national or regional level.  

CAN‘s overall goal was to promote government and individual action to limit 

human-induced climate change to ecologically sustainable levels. In pursuit of this 

goal, its objectives in 1993 were:  

―- to coordinate information exchange on international, regional and 

national climate policies and issues, both between CAN groups and other 

interested institutions;  

- to formulate policy options and position papers on climate-related issues; 

and to undertake further collaborative action to promote effective non-

governmental organization involvement in efforts to avert the threat of global 

warming‖ (Rahman, Robins & Roncerel 1993; Sanhueza 1993) 

CAN has focused on the need to reduce the level of greenhouse gas emissions, 

particularly from the developed world with high per capita emissions. In its early 

research work (Rahman, Robins & Roncerel 1993), it showed clearly that the level 

and growth of developed country consumption was a more major factor in driving 

increasing greenhouse gas emissions than population growth in the developing 

world. Various members of CAN such as Friends of the Earth and World Wide Fund 
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for Nature have challenged the need for economic growth in the developed world 

(Clapp & Dauvergne 2005). CAN has focused on the need to reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions and somewhat avoided the issue as to whether this requires a move away 

from the economic growth paradigm in the developed world. This avoids a potential 

conflict over this issue among CAN members, who all agree on the need to reduce 

emissions.  

One of the organising principles that CAN members felt was essential to establishing 

and maintaining credibility in international climate change politics is that they rely 

only on peer-reviewed science to support their demands for action.  Based on their 

experience in the areas of ozone depletion and international trade in hazardous 

wastes, the CAN members believed there is a direct connection between the quality 

of scientific input and the effectiveness of international law (Betsill 2000). Engaging 

with the science has allowed particular individuals involved with CAN to be 

regarded as knowledgeable and influential experts within the CAN network in 

particular scientific areas (CAN Interviewee 3 2008; CAN Interviewee 4 2006; CAN 

Interviewee 6 2006). Some regard CAN as less successful at integrating economic 

and business impact issues into its work than the scientific issues (Waddell 2003). 

The economics of climate change is an enormously challenging area where much of 

the economic modelling depends on the underlying assumptions, which are often 

developed in order to give the desired result (CAN Interviewee 7 2006). 

As the CAN coalition matured, the shared norms and values became more 

established. These were documented in the CAN Charter which, as discussed 

previously, was prepared for discussion at the CAN General Assembly held in 

October 2002 at COP8 in New Delhi (CAN Interviewee 6 2006; CAN Interviewee 8 

2007). This was documented CAN‘s Mission and Vision and Objectives (CAN 2002) 

and all members committed to these.  

 ―The vision of CAN is a world striving actively towards and achieving the 

protection of the global climate in a manner which promotes equity and 

social justice between peoples, sustainable development of all communities, 
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and protection of the global environment. CAN unites to work towards this 

vision.‖(CAN 2002, p5) 

Given CAN‘s large number of members, almost 400 by 2006  (CAN 2006) , and the 

wide range of countries, cultures and backgrounds of these members, the 

development of shared norms and cooperative organisational culture is a significant 

achievement.  

GCC’s norms and values 

The GCC‘s membership was much less diverse than CAN‘s and the GCC had fewer 

members. The comments made by interviewees in regard to the formation of the 

GCC and media reports from the time of founding give an indication of its initial 

norms and values.  These included concerns that measures might be taken in relation 

to climate change that ―would harm fossil fuel use‖ (GCC Interviewee 1 2005) and to 

oppose ―drastic and unilateral‖ remedies to mitigate global warming (Booth 1989). 

The first report commissioned by the GCC in relation to the possible impact of 

carbon taxes outlines some of the initial norms endorsed by the GCC members. This 

report concluded that despite the scientific uncertainty surrounding climate change, a 

significant political constituency has already mobilised in the United States and other 

major industrial democracies to press for immediate unilateral actions to counter this 

threat. The report documented concerns that the growing influence of this activist 

approach raised the risk that the United States and others will be forced into hasty 

and inadequately considered courses of action that may require significant 

restructuring of our economy before key economic and foreign policy considerations 

are addressed. It claimed that such actions may hinder, rather than facilitate, an 

effective response and, furthermore, prove more expensive than necessary (Industrial 

Energy Bulletin 1989a). 

By 1992, GCC‘s position had not changed significantly as it urged the Bush 

Administration to resist international pressure for the United States to agree to 

specific commitments designed to curb emissions of carbon dioxide. In an open letter 
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to President Bush Snr, the GCC said that ―measures designed to stabilize emissions 

of carbon dioxide could cost the economy more than $90 billion annually and result 

in a permanent loss of nearly 600,000 jobs‖(PR Newswire 1992d).  

GCC also challenged the content of the IPCC reports, working with its allies to have 

the conclusions softened in the final IPCC plenary sessions (Leggett 2001).  This will 

be documented in more detail in Chapters 4 & 5. In 1996, the GCC publicly 

challenged the statement in the IPCC report that the evidence "suggests a discernible 

human influence on global climate" claiming that the IPCC has "compromised or 

even lost its scientific credibility" (Hawkes 1996). In addition, GCC was actively 

promoting scientists who were willing to challenge the scientific consensus reflected 

in the IPCC reports. In February 1992, GCC arranged a press conference to promote 

the views of Dr Patrick Michaels, Dr Fred Singer and Dr Robert Balling (PR 

Newswire 1992e). These three were to become some of the best known ‗climate 

skeptics‘ and were heavily promoted to the media by the GCC as providing 

‗journalistic balance‘ (Boykoff & Boykoff 2004; CAN Interviewee 2 2005; Gelbspan 

2005; Leggett 2001).  

Following the signing and ratification of the UNFCCC by the US in 1992, the GCC 

supported the voluntary programs to reduce energy use and greenhouse gas 

emissions that were introduced by the Clinton Administration when it came into 

office in January 1993. It strongly supported the ―no regrets‖ policy first promoted 

by the Bush Snr Administration in 1989. The GCC claimed publicly that these  ―no 

regrets‖ options integrate ―economic and environmental objectives rather than trade 

them off against one another‖ (PR Newswire 1992a). The no regrets policies 

promoted by the GCC generally meant policies that had an economic benefit, for 

example, due to the cost savings from reduced energy use more than covering the 

cost of the investment to achieve these (Leggett 2001, p30-1). 

Immediately following the signing of the UNFCCC in 1992, the GCC also focused 

on the growth potential of emissions from developing countries with the aim of 

switching attention away from the main emitters. This was despite the fact that 80% 
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of the human generated greenhouse gases in the atmosphere had been caused by the 

20% of the world‘s population that lives in developed countries (Leggett 2001, p96-

7). Due to recognising this responsibility, under the UNFCCC, the developed 

countries had committed to an objective of returning emissions to 1990 levels 

(UNFCCC 1992, Article 4). This focus on the potential growth of emissions from 

developing countries (particularly China and India) became a major theme promoted 

by the GCC both in the US and in the international negotiations for the rest of the 

decade from 1992. GCC also continued to question the reliability of the climate 

science and claimed that it would seriously damage the US economy to reduce fossil 

fuel use (Kolk & Levy 2001; Leggett 2001). Its policy was to support no mandatory 

targets and no compulsion to reduce emissions (GCC Interviewee 1 2005). 

These values and norms of the GCC did not change significantly through the 1990s 

and in 2000 at the beginning of its Action Agenda for the 21
st
 Century (a copy of the 

full document is in Appendix 3), these were stated as: 

―The Global Climate Coalition believes that climate change is a long-term, 

global issue, and therefore policies to address climate concerns must also be 

designed for the long-term by all nations. The GCC believes that it is 

imperative that climate policies focus on responsible voluntary actions, 

including further research, innovation and deployment of current and 

potential future technologies in developed and developing nations to address 

concerns about the climate. Unrealistic targets and timetables, such as those 

called for under the Kyoto Protocol, are not achievable without severely 

harming the U.S. economy and all American families, workers, seniors and 

children. A new approach to climate policy is needed.‖(Global Climate 

Coalition 2000) 

There had been a change of emphasis by 2000 in the GCC‘s approach from 

challenging the science of climate change to mainly focussing on its view of the 

claimed potential negative economic impact of US ratification of the Kyoto Protocol 

(GCC Interviewee 4 2005). One of the reasons for this was that the GCC and 
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particularly its major corporate members had received substantial negative media 

coverage for their promotion of climate sceptics (GCC Interviewee 2 2005; GCC 

Interviewee 3 2005).  This will be reviewed in more depth in the subsequent section 

on GCC‘s membership.   

Comparison of organisational norms and values  

CAN‘s norms and values emphasise ecological and environmental issues in relation 

to climate change and the GCC‘s economic issues, particularly the possible impacts 

of emission reduction policies on the US economy. CAN accepts and endorses the 

scientific reports on climate change issued by the IPCC. The GCC worked with its 

Economic Growth Coalition allies to weaken the strong warnings included in the 

IPCC Reports, as discussed in Chapter 4. The GCC has on occasions questioned the 

IPCC regarding the process of approving reports (IPCC letter to GCC dated 17
th

 June 

1996 – copy in Appendix 4) and their content (Hawkes 1996). These activities by the 

GCC to try to discredit the IPCC‘s Second Assessment Report will be discussed in 

more detail in Chapter 5. GCC has also promoted scientists who questioned the 

reliability and the science of the IPCC reports (Gelbspan 2005; Leggett 2001; Union 

of Concerned Scientists 2007). Given each organisation‘s membership and each 

organisation‘s rationale, the contrasting norms and values are to be expected. 

Both organisations did successfully foster a cooperative culture among their 

members working together to achieve outcomes at the national and international 

level in line with their preferred outcomes. This was more challenging for CAN as 

their membership was far more diverse than the GCC.  

Membership of the Network NGOs – CAN and GCC 

The next section reviews the membership of CAN and GCC and discusses how this 

has changed over the years since their formation. For both, the number of member 

organisations initially grew between 1989 and 1995, and for CAN, this has continued 

until 2009.  For GCC, however, corporate members began to resign in 1996 and the 
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organisation was wound up in January 2002. The reasons for the continued growth of 

CAN as an international Network NGO and GCC‘s initial growth then demise are 

outlined and compared. 

Having a broader membership has benefits in terms of more organisations with 

resources to advocate for each organisation‘s preferred position in the international 

and national public policy processes on climate change. It may, however, increase 

the difficulties in getting an agreement to a preferred position by the Network NGO 

members on particular issues. This may be exacerbated by having members from a 

wide variety of countries, cultures and backgrounds, as was the case for CAN.  

Withdrawal for CAN membership has, however, been minimal and in 2007 CAN had 

over 365 member NGOs (CAN 2007).  

The GCC membership peaked in 1996 with 58 members, which included both 

BINGOs and major Corporations with direct membership (GCC 1996). The 

withdrawal of corporate members from the GCC from 1996 onwards will also be 

discussed in this section.  

CAN’s membership 

CAN initially had only one regional (multi-country) node – Climate Network Europe 

(CNE), which received initial support from the European Union, and along with 

Global CAN both were led Annie Roncerel. There were two national nodes, US 

Climate Action Network (USCAN) and Climate Action Network UK. USCAN‘s 

initial chair was Rafe Pomerance from World Resources Institute (WRI) (CAN 

Interviewee 1 2006; CAN Interviewee 9 2005) although he stepped down after a 

year, as USCAN‘s advocacy and activist mission. The WRI ―did not really support 

the idea of being so closely involved with an advocacy and activist group such as 

CAN‖ (CAN Interviewee 9 2005) as this contrasted with the more scientific and 

analytical approach of WRI. Both regional nodes and Global CAN gained good 

support among the European and US Environmental NGOs (CAN Interviewee 1 

2006; CAN Interviewee 3 2008; CAN Interviewee 5 2006; Waddell 2003). 
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At the formation meeting in Loccum, a steering committee was formed to broaden 

the network to include representatives from the majority world (developing 

countries). Many of these countries, such as Bangladesh and many of the small island 

states, faced significant threats from climate change. One of the US members of 

CAN, the Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) successfully obtained funding from 

major US Foundations, which assisted CAN to implement a global organising 

strategy to expand the network to include NGOs from the majority world. Navroz 

Dubash, from the EDF played a major role in facilitating this expansion. There were 

two main parts to this strategy as discussed below (CAN Interviewee 1 2006; CAN 

Interviewee 5 2006; Waddell 2003). 

Firstly, appropriate representatives of developing world NGOs were identified and 

invited to one of the many international governmental meetings that were being held 

on climate change in 1990 and 1991. Possible invitees to the international meetings 

from developing country NGOs were identified using the expanded network of 

contacts of the steering committee and CAN members and these potential CAN 

participants were funded to attend the international conference to see if there was a 

mutual interest in further working together (CAN Interviewee 1 2006; CAN 

Interviewee 5 2006; Waddell 2003). At these meetings, only the official Government 

delegations were involved in the ―official‖ negotiations. There were, however, 

opportunities to lobby and discuss issues with government representatives and the 

opportunity to network with the other environmental NGOs. There were also 

sometimes Environment and Business NGO representatives included in among the 

members of the official Government delegations (UNFCCC Interviewee 1 2006).  

By September 1990, CAN was speaking to the media on behalf of thirteen 

environmental groups from North America, Europe and Africa (Agence Europe 

1990). At the Second World Climate Conference in Geneva in 1990, the 

environmental NGOs could see clear evidence of the benefits of working 

cooperatively. The CAN NGOs from developing and developed countries formed the 

view that by working together they were much more effective than either group 

acting alone. Following on from this, the NGOs could see the benefits of continuing 
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to cooperate on the continuing climate change negotiations through CAN (CAN 

Interviewee 1 2006; CAN Interviewee 3 2008; Rahman & Roncerel 1994). 

The second part of the strategy involved regional organising, creating multi-national 

regional nodes like the European node of CAN. The third session of the UNFCCC 

International Negotiating Committee (INC) was in Nairobi in September 1991, and 

this gave CAN organisers an opportunity to follow up on initial work in establishing 

a regional node for CAN in Africa. When initially formed in 1991, CAN-Africa took 

the form of a network of seven Kenyan NGOs and a government department. Two 

years later, they created a formal NGO. This was spurred in part by a commitment of 

three years initial funding from the Swedish Society for Nature Conservation (CAN 

Interviewee 1 2006; Rahman & Roncerel 1994; Waddell 2003). 

Atiq Rahman from the Bangladesh Center for Advanced Studies had been active in 

international networks on climate change from the early stages, and was one of the 

first from a developing country to become active in CAN.  Rahman‘s Center began 

in 1984 with a focus on environmental and development issues. In 1991, Rahman led 

formation of CAN-South Asia (CANSA), with its coordinating office housed in the 

Center‘s offices. (CAN Interviewee 1 2006; Rahman & Roncerel 1994; Waddell 

2003)  In November 1991, CANSA held its first regional meeting which was 

attended by Navroz Dubash of EDF from the US as well as representatives from 

India, Bangladesh and Sri Lanka (CANSA 1991).  

In South East Asia, Gurmit Singh from Malaysia became engaged with CAN. He 

was trained as an engineer and in 1985 founded the Center for the Environment, 

Technology and Development (CETDEM) to provide training, research and 

consulting services. Singh was identified by Navroz Dubash, from the EDF in the 

US, having first met in Washington in 1991. The original idea to set up CAN-

Malaysia grew into CAN-South East Asia (CAN-SEA) with Indonesia and the 

Philippines. The Danish government provided further start-up support, and the three 

countries developed a process of rotating the CAN-SEA Secretariat between them 

every two years (Waddell 2003). CNE was often instrumental in securing initial 
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funding from European sources for the CAN regional hubs (CAN Interviewee 1 

2006). By 1991, CAN included at least 63 NGOs from at least 22 countries (Princen 

& Finger 1994).  

In the early period up until 1993, the last regional coordination hub established was 

the Climate Action Network Latin America (CANLA). This was established at a 

workshop held during the NGO Forum at the Rio Earth Summit (UNCED) in 1992. 

It primarily consisted of organisations from Brazil, Chile and Mexico that attended 

the Climate Convention negotiations in 1991-1992 and were participating in the 

preparatory phase of the first Conference of the Parties (COP) of the UNFCCC. 

Initially CANLA consisted of the Secretariat provided by the Instituto de Ecologia 

Politica in Chile, which maintained contacts with CANLA member NGOs in the rest 

of the Latin American countries. Initially it focused on collecting and disseminating 

within the region documentation on existing research and other work on climate 

change and related issues. CANLA also produced a newsletter dedicated to explain, 

in a simplified and clear manner, what the greenhouse effect is, its eventual climatic 

impact and the negotiating process of the Climate Change Convention (Sanhueza 

1993).  Apart from the NGO Forum held during it which helped establish CANLA, 

the 1992 Rio Earth Summit was not a key event for CAN, as the UNFCC text had 

already been agreed and at the Rio Summit it was formally opened for signature by 

the nation states.  

By 1993, the Climate Action Network was organized into seven regional networks, 

coordinated by several informal information nodes managed by existing NGOs. 

Regional CAN groups include Climate Network Africa, Climate Network Europe, 

CAN Latin America, CAN North America, CAN South Asia, CAN Southeast Asia 

and CAN UK (Sanhueza 1993). There were no formal application procedures to join 

CAN at this stage, and the practice was more of a networking process where like-

minded organisations were invited to join the relevant regional CAN network (CAN 

Interviewee 1 2006). By the time of the first COP in Berlin in 1995, there were 150 

Environmental NGOs involved with CAN and representatives of many of these 



 

119 

 

gathered to set ―Goals for Berlin‖ on March 27
th

 1995, the day before the COP 

officially commenced (Global Warming Network Online Today 1995).  

The Japanese Government‘s invitation to host COP3 in Kyoto in 1997 resulted in 

increased focus on the climate change issue among the emerging Japanese NGOs and 

efforts to foster this by CAN. As a result of this the Kiko Forum was set up in 

December 1996 as an umbrella organisation for Japanese NGOs participating in 

COP3 (Reimann 2001). The Kiko Forum evolved into the Kiko Network, with over 

170 organisational members; it is one of the best organised national nodes within 

CAN (Waddell 2003).  

In countries such as Russia, many of the former Soviet Union satellite states and 

China,  which are traditionally hostile to NGOs, there was little success in expanding 

the CAN Network.  CANCEE (Central and Eastern Europe) was established in 1994, 

but has been one of the more problematic regional nodes. In 2006, at the Solta 

Seminar on Climate Change, participants from ENGOs in Central and Eastern 

Europe stressed their willingness to work together and thus revive the CANCEE 

network again, despite the fact that there were at the time no funds for the CANCEE 

network and no coordinator (CANCEE 2006). Although CAN has faced some 

difficulties in creating a full global network of NGOs to cooperate on the global 

climate change issue, it has been remarkably successful in expanding its network to a 

large number of developing and developed countries.  

GCC’s membership  

GCC‘s focus was on the US and it did not seek to expand its network beyond US-

based Business and Industry NGOs (BINGOs) and corporations (GCC Interviewee 1 

2005; GCC Interviewee 4 2005). By September 1989, it included 18 corporations in 

its membership as well as the initial 16 business/industry associations (PR Newswire 

1989). As GCC‘s membership expanded, some non-US multinational corporations 

joined but were mainly represented by their US subsidiaries (GCC Interviewee 1 

2005; GCC Interviewee 4 2005). 
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By January 1992, it had expanded its membership from 46 business organisations as 

members (both associations and corporations) and at that time appointed John Shlaes 

as its Executive Director.  Shlaes was previously director of government relations at 

Edison Electric Institute (EEI), the association of investor-owned electric utilities. 

EEI was a founding member of the GCC (PR Newswire 1992b). Shlaes was to play a 

major role in lobbying for the GCC position at both the US Government level and in 

the context of the international negotiations on climate change. According to Jeremy 

Leggett (2001, p82), ―he was a man who knew about influencing governments, and 

he brought with him a particularly bullish style‖. Along with Don Pearlman of the 

Climate Council (a key GCC ally), Shlaes became very visible in the international 

negotiations that, during 1992, were initially focused on concluding agreement on the 

UNFCCC. 

Michael E. Baroody, Senior Vice President of the National Association of 

Manufacturers, was elected interim Chairman of the GCC Board at the beginning of 

1992.  Other GCC Board members, at that time, included representatives of 12 

business and industry associations (American Iron and Steel Institute, American 

Mining Congress, American Petroleum Institute, American Iron and Steel Institute, 

Association of International Automobile Manufacturers, Chemical Manufacturers 

Association, ELCON (an association of large industrial consumers of electricity), 

Edison Electric Institute, Motor Vehicle Manufacturers Association of the US, 

National Coal Association, Process Gas Consumers Group - an association of 

industrial users of natural gas, U.S. Chamber of Commerce). Other GCC board 

members represented seven corporations from the oil, natural gas and chemical 

industries (ARCO, Amoco, Dow-Hydrocarbons & Resources, DuPont, Enron, 

Phillips Petroleum and Texaco) and five electricity generating corporations 

(American Electric Power Service Corporation, Illinois Power, Southern Company, 

Ohio Edison and Union Electric) (PR Newswire 1992b). Most of the major 

electricity generators in the US at that time mainly used coal and this has continued 

through to 2009.  
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It can be seen from this analysis that representatives of the fossil fuel industries and 

the large electricity generators and users were well represented on the GCC Board. 

Business and industry associations from these sectors were also well represented 

along with some other major business and industry associations. On his appointment, 

Shlaes described the GCC as ―actively involved in the global climate change debate 

because of our concern over the enormous impact which improper resolution of this 

issue may have on our customers, the nation's economy and the ability of the U.S. to 

compete in international markets" (PR Newswire 1992b). 

At the beginning of 1996, there were 57 members of the GCC, 37 corporations 

including all the multinational oil companies with major US operations (BP, Amoco, 

Exxon, Mobil, Shell and Texaco), as well as their association, the American 

Petroleum Institute. The three major car manufacturers were also members, Chrysler, 

Ford and General Motors as well as their industry association, the American 

Automobile Manufacturers Association.  The GCC at that time claimed to represent 

more than 230,000 firms directly and through business associations ―with common 

interests in maintaining the abundance and inexpensive energy that keeps American 

standards of living the envy of the world‖ and claimed to be ―the lead business voice 

on climate change issues‖ (GCC 1996). How ―maintaining the abundance and 

inexpensive energy‖ relates to its one of its founding principles that ―good science 

must be the foundation for policy‖ (Industrial Energy Bulletin 1989b) is not clear. 

Although the GCC view of ‗good science‘ seems to be any one who can claim to be a 

scientist and who is willing to question the consensus on climate change documented 

by the IPCC in its peer reviewed work by climate and atmospheric scientists.  

In October 1996, BP announced that it was leaving the GCC ―because it wanted 

more room to help tackle the problem‖ of global warming. BP's chairman stated that 

"the time to consider the policy dimensions of climate change is not when the link 

between greenhouse gases and climate change is conclusively proven, but when the 

possibility cannot be discounted and is taken seriously by the society of which we are 

part. We in BP have reached that point‖ (Sourcewatch 2008). This followed the GCC 

being fiercely attacked by a top US State Department official at climate change 
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negotiations earlier in 1996 after GCC questioned the integrity of the IPCC (Boulton 

1996). Leggett (2001, p252) indicates that a BP official confided that it was 

embarrassed ―at the extremes to which the GCC had sunk in trying to discredit the 

IPCC science over recent months‖. The EU governments (including the UK where 

BP had its head office) were also taking a much more progressive approach in 

developing the Kyoto Protocol than the GCC, so its relationships with these 

governments may also have been important to BP. In 1996, the Arizona Public 

Service, an electric utility, was the first US member also quit the GCC.  Commenting 

on its departure, its chief executive told the press that ―global climate change is a 

serious problem and we need to take steps to deal with it‖ (Leggett 2001, p252)  

Following on from these withdrawals, there followed a push using shareholder 

activism against many of GCC‘s corporate members. Exxon, Mobil (subsequently 

merged), Texaco, General Motors, Ford and the Southern Company (the second 

largest power company in the United States), – all had shareholder resolutions lodged 

for their Annual General Meetings requesting that the Corporation withdraw from the 

GCC.  ―Most of this shareholder activism in the US was led by Sister Pat Daly as 

part of the Interfaith Commission on Corporate Responsibility (ICCR)‖ (CAN 

Interviewee 2 2005). One USCAN member helped ICCR identify which were the 

highest priority GCC member corporations to be targeted with these shareholder 

resolutions (CAN Interviewee 2 2005).  Sister Pat Daly of ICCR usually attended the 

AGM and spoke for the motion asking the Corporation to withdraw from the GCC. 

As she was a ―Catholic Nun‖, the corporations targeted found it hard to portray her 

as a ―radical activist‖ or use the conventional approaches used to try to discredit 

shareholder activism (CAN Interviewee 2 2005). Although none of the shareholder 

resolutions gained a majority at the AGM, they did generate adverse publicity for the 

corporation and created pressure on the corporation to withdraw from the GCC 

(GCC Interviewee 4 2005). 

In Europe, following BP‘s withdrawal from the GCC, environmental activists also 

pressured Shell to withdraw from the GCC. Shell had already been successfully 

targeted by environmentalists and had been forced to reverse its decision to sink the 
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Brent Spar Oil Platform. In 1998, Shell announced its decision to withdraw from the 

GCC (Chemistry and Industry 1998).  

ICCR‘s campaign against the GCC also had success in the US in 1999, following on 

from the withdrawal of BP and Shell, Dow Chemical, Texaco, Southern Company, 

Chrysler and Ford all withdrew from the GCC.  Following General Motors‘ 

withdrawal in 2000, Sister Daly commented, ―as the impacts of global warming 

worsen, it will take increasing moral maturity on the part of our corporations and 

country to rise to the challenge. General Motors' departure from the global warming 

skeptics is a step towards achieving this maturity" (Interfaith Center on Corporate 

Responsibility (ICCR) 2000). 

Ford‘s withdrawal from GCC in December 1999 was the first high profile US 

corporate withdrawal from the GCC. Dow Chemical had previously resigned from 

the GCC but its departure did not generate the same level of coverage. ―Global 

Climate Coalition spokesman Frank Maisano called Ford's decision ``a little 

disappointing'' and said he believes ―the company and the group share similar 

positions on global warming‖ (The Associated Press 1999). Chrysler quickly 

followed Ford‘s lead and General Motors left the GCC in March 2000 (Interfaith 

Center on Corporate Responsibility (ICCR) 2000). Given the potential for adverse 

publicity, once one of the big three US automobile industry corporations withdrew 

from GCC, the other two were inevitably going to follow (GCC Interviewee 2 2005). 

GCC was substantially weakened by this successful shareholder activism, and in 

March 2000 announced that ―it was restructuring as an umbrella group for trade 

associations - rather than individual companies‖ (Najor 2002).  This can be seen as a 

reaction to the successful shareholder activism targeting the GCC member 

companies, particularly in the period from 1997 to 2000. Following General Motors‘ 

departure, Exxon Mobil and Chevron remained among the very few corporations that 

were direct members of the GCC, although none of the Business or Industry 

Associations withdrew. Despite General Motors, Chrysler and Ford all publicly 

withdrawing as corporate members of the GCC, the American Automobile 
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Manufacturers‘ Association, of which they were all members, remained a member of 

the GCC till it was wound up in January 2002. 

In 2001, a boycott was launched against Exxon Mobil and Esso (Exxon Mobil‘s 

European operations). One reason given for this boycott was ―Exxon Mobil has not 

accepted scientific evidence that fossil fuel emissions cause global warming, 

campaigners say, and is a member of the Global Climate Coalition, an international 

business lobby set up to counter that view‖ (Reuters News Service 2001). In early 

2002, GCC was dissolved, according to spokesman Frank Masiano, "we have 

achieved what we wanted to accomplish with the Kyoto Protocol" (Najor 2002). 

President GW Bush had withdrawn the US from the Kyoto Protocol in March 2001; 

the GCC‘s and the Economic Growth Coalition‘s role in this will be outlined in 

Chapter 5. 

In the ‗war of position‘ within the US civil polity, the environmental groups and their 

allies had successfully targeted the GCC and rendered it largely ineffective in the 

public political debate as it was closely associated with the corporate disinformation 

campaign on global warming. There, were, however, many other NGOs and 

conservative think tanks, mainly funded by the same corporations which had funded 

GCC through which the Economic Growth Coalition continued its anti-

environmental campaign on climate change, particularly in the US (Buell 2003; 

McCright & Dunlap 2003). 

Comparison of Membership of CAN and GCC 

The GCC can be characterised as a Network Business and Industry NGO (BINGO), 

a business association formed, initially by other BINGOs and their member 

corporations, to ensure that the interests of their corporate members were not 

adversely affected by US policies and international action on climate change. As 

discussed in relation to the initial formation of the GCC, many US business interests 

were dissatisfied with the international agreement to phase out CFCs under the 

Montreal Protocol and saw climate change as an even bigger potential threat to US 
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business interests (Levy & Egan 1999). Building a wider and more diverse coalition 

of business associations both increased the resources available for coordinated 

lobbying and other advocacy. It also increased the legitimacy of the organisation as it 

could claim to speak for a wider spectrum of US businesses. The impact of this will 

be shown in Chapter 5 which discusses the key role that the GCC played in defeating 

a proposed energy tax in the US (the BTU tax) in 1993. Following the US 

withdrawal from the Kyoto Protocol in 2001, in which it also played a role 

(discussed in Chapter 5), the GCC ceased to operate, mainly due to a successful 

campaign of shareholder activism  targeting its corporate members.  

The expansion of the CAN network is more complex as when it was formed it 

already was an international Network NGO. Its further expansion had a particular 

focus on broadening involvement by NGOs from developing countries. CAN also 

established regional (across a number of countries) and national nodes. Climate 

Network Europe was the best resourced of these, USCAN, CAN Canada, CAN 

Australia had some resources and many of the other CAN nodes had very limited 

resources. In many cases, ―the regional coordination role represented additional 

activities coordinated by one CAN member organisation in the region‖ (CAN 

Interviewee 5). These nodes further helped to share expertise and information and 

co-ordinate advocacy activities, both within countries and in the international 

negotiations. The coordination of international advocacy by CAN and its members, 

particularly at the global level, will be discussed further in the rest of this chapter and 

Chapters 4 and 5. 

Among the benefits of expanding the CAN network to include NGOs from 

developing and other developed countries (with a less developed environmental 

movement) was that these NGOs could access the expertise already built up on 

climate change of the major ENGOs and Research Institutes in the developed 

countries that were members of CAN. The inclusion in CAN of NGOs from a wider 

range of countries, gave more opportunity to affect the global public policy process 

as almost every country is represented and participates to a greater or lesser degree in 

the international negotiations. The links of CAN, its members and its close allies to 
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Association of Small Island States (AOSIS) were particularly important and 

contributed to the Precautionary Coalition‘s development of the proposed AOSIS 

protocol on Climate Change. This will be outlined in more detail in Chapter 4.  

Organisational Management and Leadership  

By 2006, CAN had over 360 members NGOs and at its peak in early 1996, GCC had 

57 members, 20 business NGOs and 37 corporations as direct members.  A major 

challenge in a complex global and national policy arena, such as climate change 

policy, is agreeing positions across these members and effectively communicating 

that position to the many relevant decision-makers and decision-influencers. 

Becoming and functioning as an effective Network NGO, which involves building 

coalitions and alliances across representatives of a wide spectrum of organisations 

can be a challenging task, particularly if the people and organisations come from 

diverse backgrounds. The variety of participants and participant organisations in 

CAN was much broader both geographically (NGOs from many countries) and in 

type of organisations (research institutes to activist NGOs) than in GCC. GCC 

members were business organisations, mainly US based. This made the 

organisational management and leadership task in CAN much more challenging. 

This section reviews and compares the effectiveness of CAN and GCC in addressing 

these organisational, leadership and management issues. 

Coalition and organisational management and leadership – CAN 

By the time CAN was formed in 1989, the IPCC had been set up and the need for a 

global policy response to climate change was already identified, partly through the 

efforts of some the organisations that formed CAN. In the policy process since then, 

however, a wide range of policy issues have arisen and CAN and its members have 

responded to these. As previously discussed, the challenge for CAN was to agree on 

a preferred policy position on these major, often complex, issues. In the early years 

of CAN, this often involved sitting around a table prior to major international 

negotiations or other meetings and agreeing a preferred policy position (CAN 
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Interviewee 1 2006; CAN Interviewee 3 2008; CAN Interviewee 4 2006). As 

electronic communication facilities became available,  they were quickly adopted by 

many CAN members and electronic discussion of policy options,  policy preferences 

and policy positions became well established across CAN (CAN Interviewee 3 2008; 

CAN Interviewee 5 2006; Duwe 2003).  

On many of these issues, there emerged a number of ‗thought leaders‘ – people in the 

CAN network whose expertise and knowledge on particular issues or areas was 

widely respected. These thought leaders did not necessarily work in the larger NGOs 

or in one case had worked for a variety of CAN members, but had established 

credibility in the CAN network on particular issue areas (eg Emissions Trading, 

CDM, JI etc). This did not mean that there was not discussion and debate on the 

issues just that these thought leaders‘ views were given more weight than others and 

the final position adopted by CAN on these issues was likely to be a position that the 

―thought leaders viewed as a reasonable and viable approach‖ (CAN Interviewee 5 

2006) 

Having agreed CAN‘s policy position,  the focus then moves to framing the issue and 

the preferred policy option in terms of prevailing values and norms, articulating the 

policy consequences, and mobilising stakeholder concerns. The framing of issues 

will be discussed in more depth in the next chapter. It is important to note the 

complexity involved in framing the issues across the wide variety of countries, 

cultures and stakeholders that the network of CAN members were addressing. The 

national and regional nodes of CAN were useful in helping to facilitate a coordinated 

approach to the issues across this wide variety of climate policy domains (CAN 

Interviewee 5 2006; CAN Interviewee 6 2006).  

Another major task would be to promote or discuss this preferred CAN policy 

position with the wide range of people involved in the policy development and 

adoption process on climate change. This was also done at a number of levels; for 

example within the EU, there were national climate change policies, EU climate 

change policies and a negotiating position for the EU in international negotiations. 



 

128 

 

Depending on feedback from these discussions, further refinement may be proposed, 

discussed and adopted in relation to CAN‘s preferred policy position.  Coordinating 

input and feedback on preferred policy position at the various levels was therefore 

another significant challenge faced by the CAN and its member organisations (CAN 

Interviewee 3 2008; CAN Interviewee 5 2006).  

Despite these challenges, CAN has generally been successful in developing and 

promoting a preferred policy approach, with one of the few significant public 

disagreements on a major policy issue being in relation to sinks policy in the lead up 

to COP6 in the Hague in 2000. On this issue, some CAN members, from US CAN 

and CAN Latin America supported the inclusion of ―avoided deforestation‖ in the 

Clean Development Mechanism and most of other CAN members were opposed to 

its inclusion. This resulted in some CAN members publicly promoting quite different 

positions during COP6. Given the wide variety of NGOs involved in CAN, the 

emergence of a major issue where the only agreement was to agree to disagree is not 

surprising. What is more surprising, given the number of major issues that have 

arisen in the global policy process from 1990 when CAN first started joint activities 

at the Second World Climate Conference in Geneva to COP11 in Montreal in 2005, 

has been CAN‘s ability to reach a consensus position of the major negotiating issues 

(CAN Interviewee 3 2008; CAN Interviewee 5 2006; Duwe 2003). 

Achieving this level of consensus across such a wide and varied transnational 

network of CAN members has been a significant achievement with important 

political effects. Duwe (2003) indicates that ―the combination of diversity of 

members with a shared goal results in added value through a strategic division of 

labour‖. CAN interviewees emphasised the value of having access to a global 

network of expertise across the wide range of issues involved in climate change. 

There were recognised and trusted experts within the CAN network on all aspects 

from science to economics to politics to detailed knowledge of the UNFCCC and the 

Kyoto Protocol. This flow of expertise and knowledge has not only been from the 

established NGOs and Research Institutes in the developed world. As Duwe (2003, 

p181) notes: 
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 ―Moreover, northern NGOs have often reviewed their positions (on forestry, 

agriculture and population in particular) after discussion with partners from 

the South who draw their attention to new dimensions of environmental 

problems (consumption per capita, poverty, etc).  In parallel, southern NGOs 

have been working on those issues, which used to be considered exclusively 

northern. It also has been shown that acting as one network with strong 

North-South links has strengthened the NGOs' voice in international climate 

negotiations.‖ 

CAN was therefore relatively successful in facilitating the voice of marginalized 

stakeholders, particularly those from developing countries and building bridges 

among these diverse stakeholders. Firstly, it sought to expand the network to include 

NGOs from developing countries and then worked to establish an agreed consensus 

on major issues across this diverse network of organisations (CAN Interviewee 1 

2006; CAN Interviewee 3 2008; Duwe 2003; Waddell 2003).  Over the years, the 

CAN Network has grown substantially to 287 NGOs by the end of 2000 (Waddell 

2001) to 365 NGOs at the end of 2006 with these NGOs represented in almost every 

country and a network of regional offices shown in Appendix 5 (CANSA 1991). 

Despite this large and diverse network, it has generally managed to develop and 

promote an agreed CAN position on the major global climate change policy issues. 

From its founding until 2005, overall coordination of CAN International was mainly 

undertaken by CNE in Brussels, assisted by USCAN in Washington.  As noted 

previously when CAN was founded Annie Roncerel was Coordinator of CAN. In her 

initial role, she acted as Coordinator for CAN International and for CNE.  As also 

discussed previously, much of the initial international expansion effort to involve 

developing country NGOs in CAN was led by Navroz Dubash who was at that time 

international coordinator of CAN based with the EDF in Washington. Until 2003, the 

only full-time staff members were in the CNE and the USCAN offices, while most of 

the other regional co-ordinators undertake the coordination role alongside their other 

roles in one of CAN members in the region (CAN Interviewee 5 2006; CAN 

Interviewee 6 2006; Duwe 2003).  
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The value of the CAN Network was, however, apparent to the members from the 

early stages. Rafe Pomerance of WRI, initial chair of USCAN, commented ―the 

Germany meeting helped get the get the US environmental community networking‖ 

(Waddell 2003, p3). CNE also learned to be more effective in lobbying the EU and 

European governments from the key people from the USCAN members who had 

more experience in lobbying government. It had to be adapted for a European 

context and for the different European national governments, but it helped people in 

CNE become more adept at lobbying more quickly (CAN Interviewee 1 2006). From 

the researcher‘s visit to the offices of CNE and USCAN, CNE had a larger staff. 

From the research, CNE also seemed to be taking a strong leadership role in 

influencing EU policy. This may have been due to its presence in Brussels where 

much of the EU policy development takes place, whereas its members had their 

offices spread across the EU. USCAN not only seemed to have fewer resources than 

CNE to exercise leadership, most of its members also had a strong presence in 

Washington so it seemed to be more focused on coordination of members‘ efforts.  

As the global CAN network grew, the workload of supporting and coordinating the 

global network grew not only within CNE and USCAN but also within the regional 

nodes. NGOs were invited to join the CAN Network but there was no formal 

documentation of what the criteria for membership were. ―The rules were in peoples‘ 

minds but had not been documented‖ (CAN Interviewee 1). In addition, there have 

been particular difficulties with organising the CAN Africa and Latin American 

nodes which became dominated by individuals, who acted in ways that raised serious 

issues of accountability to the broader CAN Network (Waddell 2003). 

In 2001, to address these issues, a process was begun to develop a CAN Charter 

which outlined the membership rules, network rules and guiding principles for 

network governance. During 2001 and 2002, a wide range of people in CAN member 

organisations contributed to developing and refining a draft of the proposed CAN 

charter – drafting sections, re-writing sections, making suggestions, deleting what 

they found objectionable etc. A draft of the CAN Charter was prepared for 
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discussion at the CAN General Assembly held in October 2002 at COP8 in New 

Delhi (CAN Interviewee 5 2006; CAN Interviewee 8 2007).  

As many representatives from the CAN members had seen the draft document and 

some of these had contributed to its development and refinement, most accepted the 

Charter at the CAN General Assembly in 2002. There were some objections from 

certain members who saw the creation of a CAN Secretariat as making CAN too 

centralised and preferring a decentralised organisation. The only organisation which 

withdrew from CAN as a result of this dispute over forming the CAN Secretariat and 

formalising the governance process was Climate Network Africa, based in Kenya, 

which had also acted as the Secretariat CAN East Africa. Despite its name, Climate 

Network Africa was a relatively small NGO mainly operating in Kenya.  The other 

members‘ objections were overcome by further negotiations and these organisations 

remained as CAN members (CAN Interviewee 5 2006; CAN Interviewee 8 2007).  

The CAN Charter included plans to incorporate CAN for the first time as a legal 

entity, prior to this CAN Europe and USCAN had been incorporated non-profit 

organisations but not the global CAN. So CAN was subsequently incorporated as a 

non-profit organisation and the search commenced for a full-time Secretary for CAN, 

with a strong preference for a candidate from the majority world in order to facilitate 

better connections with the majority world CAN NGOs. In 2004, Sanjay Vashist 

from India was appointed as full-time Secretary for CAN and the CAN International 

Secretariat office was established in Bonn, where the UNFCCC Secretariat is also 

located. Sanjay had worked in India for an organisation that was a member of CAN 

for many years and was closely involved with CAN during COP 8 in New Delhi in 

2002 (CAN Interviewee 5 2006; CAN Interviewee 8 2007). This arrangement, 

however, has not lasted and in 2008, David Turnbull, former Communications 

Director of USCAN was appointed as Director of CAN International, based in 

Washington, DC (CAN 2009a).  

The CAN Charter also set out eligibility and procedures to be a CAN member and 

required all CAN members to ―respect and apply the rules of this Charter, support the 
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vision, mission and activities of CAN, and bind itself to the CAN Code of Conduct‖ 

(CAN 2002, p8).  It also set out principles of governance, decision making and 

statements for the CAN Network which includes seeking, if at all possible, consensus 

on decisions made. A copy of the charter is available on the CAN website. The 

Charter (CAN 2002, p13) states ―As CAN membership is not equally representative 

of all national, regional and other constituencies, it is recognised that voting by 

members will not promote fairness of decision making‖. The Charter also seeks to 

ensure involvement in this decision making from the CAN members outside the 

OECD. The CAN General Assembly is the highest decision making body of the 

global network and in relation to this ―care should be taken to ensure strong 

representation from non-OECD country organisations, in order to ensure a sufficient 

voice from the developing world (ABS 2002, p13). 

In 2007, almost all the major environmental and many smaller NGOs were members 

of CAN. Some NGOs outside the CAN Network, eg Carbon Trade Watch at the 

Transnational Institute, have been critical of the CAN position on major issues, such 

as Emissions Trading and the Clean Development Mechanism (Bachram 2005; 

Lohmann et al. 2005). Many of the CAN Interviewees agree that what has been 

achieved in the climate negotiations and agreements is less than ideal but took the 

view that it was better to be engaged in the process and have a common CAN 

position on major issues than trying to influence from outside the process or not 

being able to put forward a common position (CAN Interviewee 3 2008; CAN 

Interviewee 4 2006; CAN Interviewee 5 2006).   

Leadership and coordination across the CAN network was also important in 

amplifying the importance of the climate change issues, this was usually done by the 

CAN members but often in a coordinated way, utilising their relative strengths and 

expertise. Information exchange was often useful to help facilitate this, particularly 

following meetings with politicians or other decision makers or acting on 

information received from ―friendly‖ insiders (CAN Interviewee 1 2006; CAN 

Interviewee 3 2008).  
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Leadership and coordination within CAN were particularly important in the period 

before and during the annual COPs and the annual meeting of the Subsidiaries 

Bodies of the UNFCCC.  In the period before these meeting, there was particularly 

active involvement by CAN members in understanding the position that national 

governments, the EU, AOSIS were going to be taking in relation to the issues at 

these meetings.  This allowed CAN members at the meeting to be in a better 

informed as to the various countries‘ positions and identify those with similar 

preferred policy positions to CAN and work with those to try to gain acceptance of 

that policy approach accepted in the negotiations (CAN Interviewee 3 2008; CAN 

Interviewee 5 2006). In a meeting with CAN at the Montreal COP, the President of 

the COP commented that CAN knew more about the negotiating position of the 

countries than anyone else at the COP (UNFCCC Interviewee 1 2006). CAN would 

also identify those countries with strongly opposed positions and often their 

recalcitrance would be highlighted by CAN members to sympathetic journalists from 

that country, highlighted in the ECO newsletter and also might be highlighted with a 

Fossil-of-the-Day award. (These awards will be discussed in more detail below). 

In addition, training for those from CAN members attending the meeting from the 

host country (or nearby) has also often arranged. Prior to the COP 11 in Montreal in 

November-December 2005, CAN Canada arranged a three-day Planning and 

Training weekend in September at the University of Montreal. This training has been 

particularly useful for those who are attending the negotiations for the first time.  

CAN Canada also made available some of the key presentations from this event on 

their website with audio, video and presentation slides for those unable to attend the 

training  (CAN Interviewee 8 2007).  There is also a planning meeting of CAN 

members the day before the official negotiations commence and a de-brief meeting 

the day following the end of the negotiations and there is a daily 2pm meeting which  

all CAN members may attend on each day of the negotiations and it is generally very 

well attended (CAN Interviewee 5 2006; CAN Interviewee 8 2007).  

During the Montreal COP, there was a CAN Political Coordination Group of 25 with 

regional and technical representation which met each morning to formulate and 
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revise strategies on the major issues as they developed during the COP. The CAN 

Political Coordination Group has been in operation at the major international climate 

change meetings for many years (CAN Interviewee 5 2006). This was necessary as 

the large 2pm meeting of all CAN members could have more than 1000 participants 

and was not an effective forum for decision-making (CAN Interviewee 5 2006). As 

well as briefing the 2pm meeting on the major outcomes from this Coordination 

Group, a briefing was held following the Coordination Group meeting where some of 

the Group briefed those who wanted to be briefed while other of the Group would go 

and communicate the key outcomes to their various constituencies within CAN 

(CAN Interviewee 5 2006). There is also reporting back in the other direction as 

CAN works with its members to ensure that someone from the Network can monitor 

and report back on the many negotiating sessions that are taking place, providing 

important input to the Coordination Group and Working Groups.  The Working 

Groups within CAN provide an opportunity for those with expertise in particular 

issues within the climate change negotiations to share that expertise and develop 

policy positions within CAN on those issues.  In addition, at the Montreal COP there 

was a longer Weekly Strategy Meeting held on the weekends where input on from 

particular Working Groups within CAN could be provided and discussed (CAN 

Interviewee 5 2006; CAN Interviewee 8 2007). 

ECO, the daily newsletter produced by CAN and its members at the COPs and the 

meetings of the UNFCCC Subsidiary Bodies is an important tool for communicating 

the CAN perspective on the negotiations to a much wider audience as it is not only 

read but a wide range of delegates at the negotiations but it is also available for 

anyone to read electronically on the CAN website.  At the daily Strategy Meeting, 

there will be a discussion of what the main issues will be that will featured in ECO 

will be and then volunteer writers write up the stories and an Editorial Board which 

oversees the final editing and layout of ECO (CAN Interviewee 8 2007).  

The Fossil-of-the-Day awards were first presented by CAN at COP5 in Bonn in 

1999, initiated by the German NGO Forum to recognise the three countries (or 

sometimes groups of countries) that have done the most to block progress or made 
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the least helpful interventions. It allows CAN to put a focus on the issue and the 

country that is being particularly unhelpful on that issue as part of a name and shame 

tactic that puts the focus on that country‘s negotiating position. Each negotiation day 

at 6pm, the Fossil-of-the-Day ceremony is held in the conference centre, organised 

by a local CAN member group and the Fossil-of-the-Day are also listed on the CAN 

website and in the next day‘s ECO.  Since 1999, CAN‘s Fossil-of-the-Day ceremony 

has become a respected and recognised event in the negotiations, usually triggering 

substantial media coverage (CAN 2009b; CAN Interviewee 8 2007).   

As a network NGO with a large number of members from organisations that are 

diverse geographically, in size, focus and with different priorities, CAN has 

addressed this challenging task of engendering and facilitating cooperation across 

this broad membership extremely effectively.  CAN worked well with its members 

so that together they could be sophisticated strategic actors in the complex Global 

Climate Change Public Policy Process and in order to be effective in influencing, 

supporting or opposing other important actors in the process.  

Coalition and organisational management and leadership – GCC 

For GCC, the challenges of organisational management and leadership were not as 

great as they had a smaller, much less diverse membership. For GCC, the key 

leadership roles were also different, given its concerns to ensure that action was not 

taken in relation to climate change that ―would harm fossil fuel use‖ (GCC 

Interviewee 1 2005) and its opposition to ―drastic and unilateral‖ remedies to 

mitigate global warming (Booth 1989). Its key roles relate to responding to the 

issues, giving voice and credibility to its key stakeholders and in seeking to develop, 

change or modify the framing of many climate change issues. This issue of re-

framing will be discussed in more depth in the next chapter. Its major stakeholders 

were not particularly diverse, mainly male, senior executives in major US 

corporations. Its focus was primarily on ensuring solutions would not have a negative 

impact on these corporations.  
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Almost all the Business and Industry NGOs that were members of the GCC had 

offices in Washington, DC and the corporations that were members of these NGOs 

(and members of GCC) often sent senior representatives for monthly meetings of 

these organisations.  For logistical reasons, these meetings were coordinated so that 

the Board Meetings of the major Business and Industry NGOs that were associated 

with GCC (American Petroleum Institute, Edison Electric Institute etc) were held so 

that representatives (from elsewhere in the US) who were on those NGO Boards and 

the GCC could attend the meetings on one trip. Many of the larger US Corporations 

who were represented on the GCC Board had a permanent representative in 

Washington, DC responsible for Government Relations (GCC Interviewee 1 2005; 

GCC Interviewee 3 2005). 

By the time GCC was formed in 1989, the IPCC was already working on its First 

Assessment Report of Climate Change issued in 1990.  The issue for GCC was how 

best to respond to the climate issues as they emerged to ensure any negative impact 

on their key members was minimised. By 1992, the key members were the 

representatives of the major Business and Industry NGOs and US corporations who 

were represented on the Board of GCC (listed in earlier section on Membership).  

By 1992, GCC was claiming broad representation of the US business community and 

major sectors: 

―The Global Climate Coalition is an association of 46 major business 

organizations formed to coordinate the involvement of the U.S. business 

community in the scientific and policy debates concerning global climate 

change. Its membership represents a broad spectrum of all major elements of 

U.S. industry, including the energy producing and energy consuming 

sectors.‖ (PR Newswire 1992b) 

From January 1992, when John Shlaes was appointed, it had a full-time Executive 

Director. Staffing levels varied; it was, however, never a large organisation with at 

most five full-time staff supported by some external Public Relations and other 



 

137 

 

consultants. The budget in 1997 for the GCC was less than US$2million (GCC 

Interviewee 4 2005). This was confirmed by copies of GCC‘s official filings 

obtained by an USCAN member. The 1997 US$13 million advertising campaign 

coordinated by GCC against the proposed Kyoto Protocol was paid for directly by 

members (GCC Interviewee 1 2005). 

GCC‘s major challenges began to arise at the end of 1992 with the election of the 

Clinton Administration, with Vice President Al Gore being a strong advocate of US 

and international action to address global warming. Prior to that, the Bush Snr 

Administration had been a strong ally in successfully opposing targets and timetables 

in the international negotiations of the UNFCCC in line with the GCC‘s preferred 

approach. In May 1992, John Shlaes, Executive Director of the GCC, endorsed 

George Bush‘s unwillingness to commit to targets and timetables in the UNFCCC 

supporting as ―a cautious approach on global warming and protection of the U.S. 

economy‖ (Environmental Information Networks 1992). Shlaes also subsequently 

endorsed the US Senate ratification of the UNFCCC (PR Newswire 1992c).  

Clinton had ruled out a specific carbon tax during the Presidential election campaign 

in 1992, possibly due to active lobbying against it by industry groups, particularly the 

GCC (Cutter Information Corp 1992). The Clinton–Gore administration that came 

into office at the beginning of 1993, however, introduced ambitious plans for 

domestic emission reductions, the cornerstone of which was the proposal for a 

British Thermal Unit (BTU) Tax on energy fuels (Christiansen 2003). In 1993, GCC 

was key to forming and coordinating a broad coalition of business groups opposed to 

the BTU Tax legislation. This was the first time the GCC took a lead role in building 

an advocacy coalition from US business groups in opposition to a legislative 

proposal (GCC Interviewee 1 2005). GCC‘s and its allies‘ concerted campaign 

against the BTU tax was successful in having it defeated in the Senate Finance 

Committee (Christiansen 2003; GCC Interviewee 1 2005).  This ability to coordinate 

advocacy, lobbying and other related activities of major US businesses and business 

groups was key to its success in influencing US policy on climate change over the 

remainder of the Clinton Administration and of the new George W Bush 
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Administration that came into office in 2001 (GCC Interviewee 1 2005; GCC 

Interviewee 3 2005; GCC Interviewee 4 2005). Some of its advocacy and other 

approaches and the sources of its power and influence will be discussed in more 

detail in the following chapters.  

There were, however, a number of other industry groups emerging including the 

Business Council of Sustainable Development, which was formed in 1991 by 

Stephan Schmidheiny, a leading Swiss industrialist and key advisor to Maurice 

Strong, secretary-general of the United Nations Conference on Environment and 

Development (UNCED). It aimed to be a truly global task force of world business 

leaders. Of the council's ultimate membership of approximately 50, one-third were to 

be drawn from developing countries (PR Newswire 1991). The Alliance for 

Responsible Atmospheric Policy, an industry group formed in relation to ozone 

depletion and CFC regulation, also broadened its focus to include climate change 

from 1993 onwards (Ozone Depletion Network Online 1993). Other business 

organisations such as the International Climate Change Partnership (PR Newswire 

1994) and the Business Council for a Sustainable Energy Future (both formed in 

1994), the International Emissions Trading Association (IETA) and the Insurance 

Industry groups (encouraged by Greenpeace and others) also emerged as other 

business groups active in the global climate change public policy process (Leggett 

2001). Many of those Business and Industry NGOs would play a significant role in 

the emerging Ecological Modernisation Policy Coalition which will be discussed in 

more detail in Chapter 5. In the US context, however, GCC and its allies managed to 

position GCC as speaking on behalf the majority of US businesses on climate change 

for all of the 1990s.  

Comparison of coalition and organisational management and leadership 

Both CAN and GCC have been effective in organising their members to work 

together to achieve their respective objectives. The challenge in achieving this was 

significantly greater for CAN as its network covers most of the countries in the 
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developed and developing world, many more organisations and a much wider range 

of organisations.  

The GCC network was much more homogenous, US Business and Industry NGOs 

and major corporations. The direct member corporations were mainly major US-

based multinational corporations, except for BP, BHP, Hoechst and Shell. All major 

US oil companies and automobile manufacturers were direct members as well as 

members through their respective industry associations (the American Petroleum 

Institute and the American Automobile Manufacturers Association). The high profile 

departure of the 2 major European based oil companies (BP 1996 and Shell 1998) 

did not initially have a major impact on the GCC. It did, however, give 

encouragement to the Interfaith Center for Corporate Responsibility (ICCR), which 

was beginning to target via shareholder resolutions major US companies that were 

members of the GCC.  

The challenge for CAN in building bridges among diverse stakeholders has therefore 

been more significant, due to the wide geographic spread and the greater diversity in 

its member organisations. It has been extremely successful in doing this and its 

membership has continued to expand to almost 400 members by 2007 (CAN 2007).  

Conclusion: CAN, GCC and Policy Coalitions  

Before moving on to discuss in detail the roles CAN, GCC and the opposing Policy 

Coalitions played in the Global Climate Change Public Policy Process in the next 

two chapters, it is useful to summarise their background and that of the opposing 

Policy Coalitions. Both CAN and GCC successfully formed Network NGOs, which 

acted to enhance the influence of their member organisations in the development of 

national and global policy of climate change. Both initially grew rapidly and were 

valued by their participant organisations. Although CAN has a much larger and 

diverse membership than the GCC ever had, it has managed to successfully address 

the challenges this has posed and its membership has continued to grow. 
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BP‘s decision to leave the GCC in 1996 represented a major turning point, as other 

major corporations also left the GCC in the following years, often following adverse 

publicity generated by shareholders‘ resolutions indicating that the corporation 

should leave the GCC. The GCC ceased to operate in January 2002. Many of its 

members, however, continued to push similar policy positions through the 

Competitive Enterprise Institute and the Alliance for Climate Strategies. GCC 

maintained a focus on the US on both its domestic climate change policy and on the 

US‘s policy positions in the international negotiations. 

Neither GCC nor CAN could achieve their conflicting policy objectives without 

support from other actors in the complex global and national climate change policy 

development process.  In order to do this, they therefore had to gain support for their 

preferred policy position from a broader policy advocacy coalition. The global 

politics of climate change can be characterised as a continuing political struggle 

between the Economic Growth Coalition and the Precautionary Coalition, 

particularly in the early stages.  This may seem somewhat simplistic as it is clearly a 

complex policy area with almost every national government involved in the process 

of developing, signing and ratifying or not-ratifying international agreements on the 

issue. The approaches advocated by these two contrasting Policy Coalitions broadly 

represent not the most extreme positions in the global political debate, but rather the 

most extreme positions taken seriously in the global climate change public policy 

development process. As the following chapters will demonstrate the importance of 

GCC and CAN lies in the key role each played within broader transnational Policy 

Coalitions, including state and non-state actors, in the Global Climate Change Public 

Policy Process. 

GCC was mainly focused on the US and therefore its main aim was to ensure that US 

national climate change policy and its global policy position did not damage its 

members‘ economic interests. Within the US, there were a wide range of 

organisations apart from GCC and its members involved in the national policy 

process on climate change. As will be discussed in the following chapters, GCC and 

the Economic Growth Coalition, however, were particularly important to the 
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outcome of the US national climate change policy process. Given that the US was by 

far the largest national emitter of greenhouse gases at the time of both the negotiation 

of the UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol, this meant that the outcome of US national 

policy process was also critical to the outcome of the global climate change policy 

process. This will also be discussed in more detail in the following chapters.  

By 1990, one of GCC‘s major non-state allies in the international negotiating arena 

was already established, it was another NGO (an even less transparent one), the 

Climate Council headed by Don Pearlman. He was a partner in the Washington law 

and lobbying firm, Patton, Boggs and Blow and a former under-secretary in the 

Department of the Interior in the Reagan administration. The law firm had a 

reputation as ―super-lobbyists‖ and kept the funders of the Climate Council secret. 

Both the GCC and the Climate Council had delegates at the major international 

climate change negotiations and IPCC Plenary Sessions (Leggett 2001). As will be 

discussed in the next chapter, the Climate Council led by Don Pearlman did act in the 

international negotiations to gain support for recalcitrant US positions on global 

climate policy, particularly from Kuwait and Saudi Arabia.  

The major policy position of Economic Growth Policy Coalition‘s approach claimed 

that substantial emission reductions could not be justified given the large potential 

economic costs and the many scientific uncertainties. It also stated that major policy 

measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions should not be undertaken until the 

major scientific uncertainties are resolved. Its global policy position was that if 

emission reduction measures were to be taken, all countries (developing as well as 

developed) should take them and that emission reductions should be made in those 

countries where it is most cost-effective to do so (Sewell 2005, p108). In recent 

years, in many developed countries, such as US and Australia, the Economic Growth 

Coalition‘s approach has particularly focused on the potential loss of economic 

activity and jobs of reducing emissions given that China and India, as major 

competitors in manufacturing and other industry sectors, have not agreed to emission 

reduction targets under the Kyoto Protocol (Gelbspan 2005; Pearse 2007) 
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Sewell (2005) identifies GCC and the Climate Council as two of many non-state 

actors participating in the Economic Growth Coalition both at the international and 

the US national level. He does not, however, identify that the GCC was a key 

organisation coordinating the efforts of many of the non-state actors that he identifies 

as members of the US Economic Growth Coalition. Many of the other organisations, 

Sewell lists as Economic Growth Coalition members such as API, National Mining 

Association, Edison Electric Institute, National Association of Manufacturers, 

Chemical Manufacturers Association, American Automobile Manufacturers 

Association, American Iron and Steel Institute, American Portland Cement 

Association, American Western Fuels Association, Exxon, Mobil, Texaco, General 

Motors, US Chamber of Commerce were members of the GCC. The coordination of 

these organisations‘ activities through the GCC meant that GCC became a key node 

in the Economic Growth Coalition.  

There are 192 nations that have ratified the UNFCCC. They are therefore parties to 

the Convention and involved in negotiation of further Protocols etc (UNFCCC, 

2007c). CAN‘s position in building support for Precautionary Policy Coalition 

therefore involved trying to gain support, ideally from all of these national 

governments, for its preferred policy position. For most countries, this usually 

involved the CAN members located in the country working to gain support from 

their national government for the CAN position (or a similar, compatible negotiating 

position).  Since it was formed, CAN has been successful in expanding its network of 

member NGOs and by 2009 included over 450 members and seven regional offices 

in Africa, Western Europe, Eastern Europe, North America, Latin America, South 

Asia, and South-East Asia (CAN 2009a).  In some countries, there were no local 

CAN members so other approaches would be used to try to influence the national 

governments to support the CAN position.  

The major policy positions of the Precautionary Policy Coalition‘s approach were 

that climate change posed and continues to represent a real and substantial threat to 

the planet and there was an urgent need to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Its 

position was that industrialised countries have the primary responsibility for taking 
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the first major steps to reduce emissions, due to their historic responsibility and 

economic capacity. Its position was that these industrialised countries should 

primarily reduce their emissions domestically rather than offset these emissions by 

funding reductions  in other countries (Sewell 2005, p89-90). Their economic 

capacity should, however, allow them to fund mitigation and adaptation measures in 

developing countries.  

Sewell (2005) lists CAN and many of its members as NGO members of the 

Precautionary Coalitions at the international level and in the US, Netherlands and 

Japan. (These are the three countries that Sewell‘s research is focused on.) He does 

not, however, identify the important role played by CAN, CNE and USCAN in 

coordinating the efforts of many of the members of these Precautionary Coalitions. 

CAN therefore was a key node in the Precautionary Coalition. As will be discussed 

in the following chapters, this coordination effort included a wide range of state and 

non-state actors who were involved in the Precautionary Coalition at the international 

level but were not members of CAN.  

By reviewing these contrasting positions of these two broad Policy Coalitions and 

how the policy contestation between them evolved during the development of global 

public policy on climate change, reveals some important and interesting insights into 

the politics and other aspects global climate change policy process. The usefulness of 

this approach is that it recognizes that in many countries there were groups within 

both political society and the civil polity which were aiming to gain support for one 

of these Policy Coalition‘s policy approach, or an approach between these two policy 

positions. CAN and GCC were therefore key actors in these contrasting Policy 

Coalitions as how they played their roles in influencing the policy outcome along 

with their Policy Coalition allies during the period from 1989 (when both 

organisations were formed) to 2005 will be discussed in the next two chapters. The 

neo-Gramscian ‗war of position‘ was therefore a global battle to win support for their 

preferred policy outcome through the national and global public policy processes.   
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Chapter 4: Policy Coalitions and the UNFCCC 

―The main impediments to cooperation lie in malleable beliefs and conventions‖ 

(Litfin 1994, p3) 

Introduction  

This account will initially follow a chronological path as the development of the 

UNFCCC was an evolving ‗war of position‘ between the major Policy Coalitions in 

developing, implementing and reviewing the UNFCCC. As discussed in Chapter 2, 

the political structuration emerges over time and generates movements and counter-

movement by the competing Policy Coalitions.  As also discussed in Chapter 2, a 

model of the global climate change public policy process identified six fields of 

contestation. These were the Agenda Setting, National and EU Public Policy 

Development, Global Public Policy Development, Ratification, Implementation, and 

Review. The chapter will initially focus on the contestation within Agenda Setting 

and the Global Public Policy Development resulting in the UNFCCC. US national 

climate change public policy development will also be discussed, as this was 

particularly important to the outcome of the global process.  

There was little controversy over ratification of the UNFCCC in most nation-states 

so it was quickly ratified by sufficient countries to come into force in March 1994. In 

relation to Implementation and Review, there was a heated policy debate between the 

Policy Coalitions, both within the continuing international negotiations and in the 

global public sphere, over the adequacy of the UNFCCC in terms of its objective of 

―avoiding dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system‖ (UNFCCC 

1992, Article 2). There was also contestation between the Policy Coalitions as to 

whether timetables and targets should be adopted as part of global climate change 

policy.  This will be discussed later in the chapter. Following the chronological 

analysis, it concludes with an analysis of the ‗war of position‘ that took place within 

these fields of contestation in relation to the UNFCCC.  
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Issue framing takes place within all of these fields of contestation as the various 

actors  interested in the outcome of the global and  national climate change policy 

process seek to frame specific issues in a particular way that they believe is more 

likely to result in their preferred policy outcome (Sniderman & Theriault 2004). A 

wide range of actors within the agenda setting and policy development processes are, 

at times, trying to influence the public framing of the major issues. They also seek to 

frame the issue among the political decision-makers and influencers, at the national 

or international level or both. The efforts by GCC and by CAN and its members at 

influencing the framing of the debate both in the public sphere and with decision 

makers and influencers were extensive. The GCC‘s efforts were mainly in the US, 

whereas CAN and its members‘ efforts were much more global. This review will 

only, however, highlight some of the more significant efforts at framing that may 

have had an impact of the global public policy outcome. This will be done as part of 

the discussion of the chronological development or the analysis of the fields of 

contestation.  

These Policy Coalitions reflected the material interests and ideas of the major actors 

within each Coalition including both state and non-state actors. The two Policy 

Coalitions that form the focus of this research were on the opposite ends of the 

Policy Spectrum. The Economic Growth Coalition in which the GCC and its allies 

played a major role had preferred policy outcomes largely in line with those of the 

GCC. The Precautionary Coalition in which CAN, its member and its allies had 

preferred policy outcomes largely in line with those of CAN.  The global climate 

change public policy outcomes can be seen to be generated by the complex 

dialectical process of contention that took place between these Policy Coalitions 

within the global polity and the national polities.  

Global public policy development only commences once the Agenda Setting phase 

has successfully gained support of sufficient nation-states that an international 

agreement, convention or regime is needed. The first part of the international 

negotiations in the global climate change policy process was very informal and 

related to the formation of the IPCC. There followed a much more formal 
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international negotiation processes through which the conclusions of the first IPCC 

Assessment Reports and the Articles of the UNFCCC were negotiated. All of these 

parts of the global public policy process will be discussed in this chapter using a neo-

Gramscian perspective and the analytical lens of contestation between Policy 

Coalitions outlined in Chapter 2.  

Agenda Setting  

Agenda Setting on climate change takes place in two major areas – one relating to 

the science and the other relating to global and national policy. The Agenda Setting 

related to science was focussed on whether human activities were causing global 

warming at a level that could cause dangerous outcomes in the earth‘s climate 

system. The agenda setting in the area of climate change science was dominated by 

the epistemic community of climate change scientists (atmospheric, meteorological 

etc) which had identified and documented the threat to humanity represented by 

global warming by the mid-1980s (Paterson 1996). Only after a scientific consensus 

had been formed that global warming could be dangerous and was reasonably widely 

accepted, then the focus could move to Agenda Setting in the global public policy 

process by establishing the need for an international policy response to global 

warming. 

The epistemic community of climate scientists working for a variety of state and 

non-state organisations were at the forefront establishing the danger from global 

warming on the global public policy agenda. Three organisations, the UN 

Environment Programme (UNEP), the World Meteorological Organization (WMO) 

and the International Council of Scientific Unions (ICSU) facilitated this process and 

its initial culmination was a Conference in Villach, Austria in 1985. The conference 

concluded that ―as a result of the increasing greenhouse gases it is now believed that 

in the first half of the next century (21st century) a rise of global mean temperature 

could occur which is greater than any in man‘s history‖ (UNEP & WMO 2004, p2). 
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Following this meeting in Villach in 1985, climate change had truly arrived in the 

news media and had begun to be established on the international policy agenda 

(Agrawala 1998). In July 1986, at a meeting organized by UNEP, WMO and ICSU, a 

decision was made to jointly set up an advisory panel, the Advisory Group on 

Greenhouse Gases (AGGG).  Each of the three participating bodies nominated two 

experts to the AGGG. The AGGG mandate stemmed directly from the conclusion of 

the 1985 Villach Conference which proposed that ―UNEP, WMO, and ICSU should 

establish a small task force on greenhouse gases . . . to initiate if necessary, 

consideration of a global convention‖ (Agrawala 1998, p609 quoting from; WMO 

1985). Bert Bolin, a member of the AGGG and veteran of almost all international 

climate change assessment efforts from 1970 onwards, recalls that he was ―very 

ambivalent to the work of the AGGG because it had no money and no muscle‖ 

(Agrawala 1998, p610 - quoting from an interview of Bolin by Agrawala).  

The AGGG convened two interlinked workshops in late 1987 at Villach and then 

Bellagio respectively. Many participants at these workshops believed that despite 

prevailing uncertainties, aggressive policy action was needed on climate change. The 

workshops addressed the questions of the level of reductions of greenhouse gas 

emissions that could be achieved with specified management strategies and what 

were the appropriate long-term environmental goals for emission levels. They also 

assessed how these goals for GHG emission reduction targets should be set and the 

kinds of assessment frameworks could be used in future policy development in 

response to climate change (Jäger 1992). This led to the proposal from the Bellagio 

conference that policymakers should set ‗maximum‘ rates of sea level increase at 

between 20 and 50 mm per decade and a maximum rate of temperature increase at 

0.1 C per decade (Jäger 1988).  

The AGGG recommendations from the Villach/Bellagio workshops were eventually 

published as a four volume set by Stockholm Environment Institute in 1990. The last 

meeting of the AGGG was held during the Second World Climate Conference in 

1990 and it has not undertaken or sponsored any activities since then (Agrawala 

1999). In the global policy process on climate change, it was superseded by the 



 

148 

 

IPCC. The formation and the process of producing the IPCC reports was a key part 

of the agenda setting for the development of global public policy on climate change 

as the IPCC was an inter-governmental scientific body set up by nation-states. In the 

early stages, this was the major response by international political society to the 

global warming policy issue. The credibility of the IPCC process and reports 

contributed greatly to establishing climate change on many national policy agendas 

and on the international public policy agenda in the early stages (CAN Interviewee 4 

2006).  

The IPCC 

According to Agrawala (1998), UNEP and its Director Mostafa Tolba had no doubts 

about the future course of action on climate change. Following success of negotiating 

the Vienna Convention on Ozone, UNEP in it its long range planning document of 

1985 had called for a climate convention. In the wake of the 1985 Villach workshop, 

Tolba began active consultations for a possible convention with WMO and ICSU, 

UNEP‘s two long-standing collaborators on climate change. He also wrote to George 

Schulz, US Secretary of State, urging the US to take appropriate actions (Hecht & 

Tirpak 1995).  Tolba‘s efforts stimulated interaction between three key global 

political society actors, the US Government, UNEP and the WMO (a specialist UN 

agency).   

The US inter-agency National Climate Program Policy Board discussed Tolba‘s 

letter to the George Schultz during 1986. According to Agrawala (1998) within the 

US political society, various US government agencies and research establishments 

had very different positions on climate change, particularly with regard to the need 

for any policy responses to it. He notes while the US National Research Council 

(1983) emphasised scientific uncertainties and advocated a cautious ‗wait and see‘ 

approach, a US Environmental Protection Agency assessment published in the same 

year painted a dramatically different picture with potentially catastrophic 

consequences resulting from uncontrolled climate change (EPA, 1983). A 

compromise was reached amongst the agencies in early 1987, with the US 
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recommending to the WMO that an intergovernmental mechanism be set up to 

conduct scientific assessment of climate change. This resulted in the WMO and 

UNEP starting to set up the IPCC in 1987 (Agrawala 1998).  The IPCC was therefore 

the result of informal international negotiations between WMO, UNEP and the US 

Government.  

According to Jean Ripert, founder chairman of the Intergovernmental Negotiating 

Committee (INC) who chaired the negotiations resulting in the UNFCCC in 1992, 

the intergovernmental nature of the IPCC was in large part responsible for educating 

many government bureaucrats about the problem of climate change and making them 

more willing to come to the negotiating table. This, according to Ripert, was key to 

the signing of UNFCCC in 1992 (Agrawala 1998, p611 - based on interview of 

Ripert by Agrawala). Agrawala (1998) also notes, however, that having an 

intergovernmental status has also created a significant problem in that IPCC 

assessment summaries are politically negotiated, which has, at times, undermined 

their credibility or reduced their impact. This will be discussed in more detail in 

subsequent sections, particularly in relation to Policy Coalitions‘ roles in these 

negotiations over the final content of the IPCC reports.  

UNEP and WMO established tentative terms of reference for the IPCC by the 

northern hemisphere summer of 1988. A draft resolution was introduced by Malta at 

the UN General Assembly, just weeks before the first plenary of the IPCC and the 

resolution was accepted by the UN General Assembly (Yamin & Depledge 2004). It 

called on the IPCC to:  

―immediately initiate action leading . . . to a comprehensive review and 

recommendations with respect to…the science of climate change…, social 

and economic impact(s)…, possible policy responses by Governments to 

delay, limit or mitigate the impact of adverse climate change, relevant 

treaties and other legal instruments dealing with climate, (and) elements for 

possible inclusion in a future international convention on climate (UNGA 

1988).‖ 
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It was clear, therefore, that there was strong international pressure to clearly establish 

an accepted scientific consensus on climate change as well as if needed, develop 

appropriate global public policy responses.  

Mostafa Tolba, Director of UNEP, in his opening address to the participants at the 

first IPCC plenary, told the delegates ―I suggest you consider establishing three sub-

groups . . . to carry out simultaneous work in the three sectors of your activity: 

scientific assessment, socioeconomic impacts and policy responses‖ (Tolba 1988). 

According to Agrawala (1998), along with work prior to the plenary, this shaped 

subsequent deliberations and a majority of the participating national delegations 

supported Tolba‘s proposal of three IPCC Working Groups working in parallel: 

Working Group 1 looking at Science, Working Group 2 at Impacts and Working 

Group 3 at Response Strategies. The UN General Assembly‘s resolution requesting 

that the IPCC also review and make recommendations on legal instruments and 

elements of a possible convention were subsequently folded into the mandate of 

Working Group 3 (IPCC 1989).  From November 1988 to May 1990, IPCC‘s 

mission was to develop consensus report on these three themes using many scientists 

and other experts (Leggett 2001).  

The formation of the IPCC was therefore product of a political process, both within 

US and in global political society.  The specific purpose for setting it up was also 

political: to engage the political society in governments worldwide in climate change 

policy decision-making. Despite this, ―the IPCC has managed to attract and sustain 

the participation of high calibre scientists and has consistently produced reports that 

carry credibility in scientific circles‖ (Agrawala 1998, p617). According to Agrawala 

(1998), part of the answer lies in the multiplicity of political actors (various US 

agencies, UNEP, WMO, and many different countries) and the divergence in their 

respective interests. The nomination of Bert Bolin, a well-respected Swedish climate 

scientist, as IPCC chair in 1988 lent credibility to the nascent assessment process and 

probably induced other eminent scientists to participate. The procedural rules such as 

universal participation, process transparency, and so on, however, gave a lot of 
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opportunities for both national and international political society and the global civil 

society to influence the outcome of the IPCC process.  

 

Figure 9: IPCC Report Process  
(IPCC 2008) 

The preparation of all IPCC reports and publications follows strict procedures agreed 

by the Panel summarised in the flow chart above. The IPCC Chair and the Working 

Group (WG in Figure above) and Task Force Co-chairs guide IPCC‘s work. 

Hundreds of experts from all over the world are contribute to the preparation of 

IPCC reports as authors, contributors and reviewers. The composition of author 

teams reflects a range of views, expertise and geographical representation. Review 

by governments and experts are viewed as essential elements of the preparation of 

IPCC reports and Summaries for Policymakers (SPM in Figure above) (IPCC 2008). 
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This review, however, includes ‗experts‘ from a wide range of NGOs and 

governments. This process has successfully been used by members of the Economic 

Growth Coalition to soften or weaken the scientific consensus documented in the 

IPCC reports, as will be documented further later in this and in the next chapter. The 

first IPCC reports finalised in 1990 were a major part of the Agenda setting process 

clearly establishing the need for global climate change public policy on the 

international agenda.  

CAN and GCC and emerging Policy Coalitions 

Clearly across the global civil society there were a wide range of responses to 

warnings of  ‗dangerous global warming‘ coming from the epistemic community of 

climate scientists and being reinforced by the emerging Precautionary Coalition. As 

discussed in the previous chapter, CAN and GCC, were both formed in 1989, as 

awareness of the climate change issue rapidly increased across global civil and 

political society. Clearly, there were many other citizens and organisations trying to 

influence the outcome of the international regime formation on climate change. CAN 

and GCC were, however, important non-state actors within two emerging, competing 

Policy Coalitions that played a major role in the global policy process.  

The 1988 Toronto Conference marked the first major engagement of the 

environmental NGOs alongside scientific NGOs and representatives of political 

society on the global climate change issue. It marks the clear emergence of the 

Precautionary Coalition across state and non-state actors. It was the first major 

meeting on climate change, involving climate scientists, politicians and 

environmentalists. This represented a broad spectrum of participants across the 

global polity. The major outcome of the Toronto Conference was the conference 

declaration calling for a 20% reduction in global carbon-dioxide emissions from 

1988 levels by 2005 (Agrawala 1998; WMO 1989). This and the Bellagio proposal 

are very important indicators of policy recommendations based on the ‗best available 

science‘ in 1988 and formed the basis for the policy position of the Precautionary 

Coalition which was forming at that time.  (In the Conclusions chapter, the outcome 
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of the global public policy process by 2005 will be compared with these science 

based policy recommendations from 1988.) 

As discussed in detail in the previous chapter, many of the representatives of the 

environmental and scientific NGOs at the Toronto Conference were also involved in 

the initial meeting at which CAN was formed in 1989 (CAN Interviewee 4 2006)  

CAN‘s purpose was to influence governments and others to make changes to address 

climate change concerns (CAN Interviewee 3 2008). The representatives of the 

NGOs which formed CAN saw themselves as working on behalf of the world and its 

people, while others organisations spoke on behalf of national and business interests. 

Dan Goldberg of the Center for International Environmental Law (CIEL) recalls ―we 

were simply a group of NGOs that agreed to do something on global warming‖ 

(Waddell 2003).  

The formation of GCC was also discussed in detail in the previous chapter. It was 

also set up in 1989 following what was described by a GCC interviewee (2005-6) as 

―a very alarmist presentation in 1988 by James Hansen of NASA to a Senate 

Committee that climate change was taking place‖. GCC‘s initial role was to monitor 

the developments on climate change on  behalf of its members - business 

organisations and trade associations from the fossil fuel industry initially, particularly 

the American Petroleum Institute (API) - as they were concerned that measures 

might be taken in relation to climate change that ―would harm fossil fuel use‖ (GCC 

Interviewee 1, 2005). GCC‘s initial members included US trade associations 

including the National Association of Manufacturers, the American Petroleum 

Institute, National Coal Association, the Edison Electric Institute and the US 

Chamber of Commerce (Industrial Energy Bulletin 1989b). In addition to GCC‘s 

focus on US government policy on climate change and alongside some of its 

members and its close ally, the Climate Council, it also took an active role in trying 

to influence the outcome of the global public policy process. Through its key role in 

the emerging Economic Growth Coalition, it sought to prevent substantive policy 

measures being taken that would reduce fossil fuel use.   
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Global Public Policy Development 

The First IPCC Reports 

The first major part of the global policy development process following the 

formation of the IPCC was the development by international experts of the IPCC‘s 

reports and then their review by the final IPCC Plenaries.  As noted previously in this 

chapter, the international negotiations for the setting up of the IPCC were quite 

informal, compared with the normal formality of international negotiation 

procedures. The international negotiations in the final Plenaries on each of the three 

IPCC Working Group Reports were also unusual in that civil society representatives 

of not-for-profit organisations were also able to attend and contribute to the Plenaries 

alongside state representatives. Much of this account of the international negotiations 

relies on the book Carbon War, Jeremy Leggett‘s account of the process. Jeremy 

Leggett joined Greenpeace UK as a climate change scientific advisor in late 1988 

and was closely involved in the Precautionary Coalition activities till 1997. 

Greenpeace UK was a CAN member. While with Greenpeace, Leggett was also 

active in trying to build a counter-hegemonic project with the insurance industry, 

particularly the reinsurance industry during this period (Jagers, Paterson & Stripple 

2005). (After leaving Greenpeace, Leggett founded a solar energy company, Solar 

Century. He remains an active campaigner on climate change, while also being Chief 

Executive of Solar Century.) 

The review process for the first IPCC Reports took place in 1990. Leggett (2001) 

reports on the extensive efforts by the GCC and its allies during 1990 at the 

negotiation sessions to soften the conclusions of the IPCC Reports. Leggett, who was 

working for Greenpeace along with Dr Dan Lashof of the US environmental NGO 

Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), another CAN member, were the two 

non-government scientists from the Precautionary Coalition at the May 1990 Plenary 

Session to negotiate the IPCC Summary of the Scientific Assessment Report. There 

were 11 non-government scientists from the oil, coal and chemical industries 

including two from Exxon, which made 11 representatives of the Economic Growth 
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Coalition. As all were registered as representatives of NGOs, all were permitted to 

make suggestions for the final summary. 

The lead spokesman for the industry scientists was Dr Brian Flannery, an employee 

of Exxon, officially representing an NGO, the International Petroleum Industries‘ 

Environmental Conservation Association. He claimed that the draft report‘s 

statement that 60% to 80% cuts in carbon dioxide emissions were needed to stabilise 

atmospheric concentrations of the gas required clarification in view of all the 

uncertainties in the climate system. None of the IPCC scientists agreed with Flannery 

(Leggett 2001). 

According to both Leggett and Lashof, what was missing from the first IPCC 

Scientific Report was a worst case scenario and they each had submitted papers to 

the IPCC outlining the risks of tipping points that could amplify the warming. Such 

concerns had been documented in the scientific journals by this time. The IPCC 

summary was fairly soft on this stating, ―It appears likely that as the climate warms, 

these feedbacks will lead to an overall increase rather than decrease in natural 

greenhouse gas abundances. For this reason, ―climate change is likely to be greater 

than the estimate we have given‖ (Leggett 2001, p5) quoting from the 1990 IPCC 

Summary.  

In the final session, Leggett (2001, p6) urged ―the scientists to mention what in 

principle the very worst case might be for a world where emissions were not cut 

deeply – a runaway, unstoppable greenhouse effect. Policymakers should have this 

spelt out for them clearly‖ he argued. Following a comment from a scientist that the 

―media would seize on it and sensationalize it‖ the chair of the session, Dr John 

Houghton, Director-General of the UK Meteorological Office took the view that it 

was not supported. Exxon‘s Flannery claimed that Leggett ―was simply 

scaremongering‖ (Leggett 2001, p6).  One interesting aspect of this, in retrospect, is 

that in order to achieve the public support needed to overcome the entrenched 

interests of the Economic Growth Coalition, it may have helped if scientists had 

included the worst case scenario and the media had publicised or even 
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sensationalised the risk of runaway climate change. Although, the GCC and the 

Economic Growth Coalition have been quite effective in deploying the 

―scaremongering‖ frame to counter the climate science.  

Leggett knew from private conversations with many of the scientists that many of 

them considered amplifying feedbacks to be a huge danger but they were unwilling 

to spell this out in the report that was going to provide the basis for negotiating 

global public policy. Bob Watson, a climate scientist from NASA, commented at one 

point ―We mustn‘t give the policymakers the impression there‘s no point. We don‘t 

win that way‖ (Leggett 2001, p7). Again, however, in order to overcome the 

entrenched interests a clearer indication of the huge downside risks may have been 

useful. The final IPCC Scientific Report stated that it was certain that global 

warming lay ahead unless greenhouse gas emissions were substantially reduced and 

had a figure of 60% reductions of CO2 emissions from 1990 levels to stabilise 

atmospheric levels of greenhouse gases (IPCC 1990). 

Even from this brief summary of the negotiation of the IPCC Working Group 1 

Scientific Summary Report, the process of the various influences on developing the 

scientific advice to the policy process is clear. The Economic Growth Coalition were 

trying to soften the outcome, the Precautionary Coalition were trying to strengthen it 

and the scientific experts, mainly from government agencies (Meteorological 

Offices, NASA etc) were trying to get the outcome that would maximise the 

likelihood that the policymakers would take appropriate policy actions in response to 

the report.  

The two other IPCC Working Group Reports were released, one on Impacts and one 

on Policy Responses, during the northern hemisphere summer of 1990. The Impacts 

Working Group predicted a wide range of environmental problems unless 

greenhouse gas emissions were cut. The Policy Responses Working Group, chaired 

by the Fred Bernthal, a State Department official from the US,  ―had come up with 

after 18 months of deliberation, was a toothless list of potential technologies which 

could help, in principle, with the limitation of greenhouse gases‖ (Leggett 2001, 
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p10).  This was despite its mandate being expanded to include legal instruments and 

elements of a possible convention, as discussed earlier in this chapter.  It is hard so 

many years later to understand fully the influences on the US position, however, the 

GCC and its allies in the Economic Growth Coalition were already actively lobbying 

aiming to ensure the global and US national public policy response to global 

warming was as weak as possible. 

Government representatives and lobbyists from both the Environmental Groups and 

Business Groups attended the full final IPCC Meeting held in Sundsvaal in Sweden 

in August 1990. Among the NGOs with delegates registered for the meeting were the 

GCC and its close ally, the Climate Council, headed by Don Pearlman. The meeting 

was to combine the three reports, Science, Impacts and Policy into the overall IPCC 

First Assessment Report. Under the IPCC‘s mandate, the final report had to be a 

consensus document of all governments present in Sundsvaal. This gave lots of 

opportunity for lobbying and influencing the final IPCC Report, the Summary for 

Policymakers. The GCC and its allies were active in Sundsvaal lobbying particular 

national delegations.  The US, USSR and Saudi Arabia are reported to have been the 

main supporters of the Economic Growth Coalition among the official national 

delegations. The GCC and Climate Council worked with them to ensure that these 

national delegations negotiated as much softening as possible in the final wording of 

the IPCC‘s First Assessment Report (Leggett 2001).  

There is a lot of anecdotal evidence of the collusion. In Sundsvaal, Jeremy Leggett 

walked into a hotel and saw Don Pearlman of the Climate Council ―seated in the 

lobby with five diplomats, all Arab, including the head of the Saudi delegation. They 

had their heads down, copies of the draft negotiating text for the IPCC final report in 

front of them, Pearlman was pointing at the text and talking in a forceful growl. He 

looked like a professor holding a tutorial class. As I walked past, I saw him pointing 

to a particular paragraph and I heard him say quite distinctly ‗if we can cut a deal 

here…‘ At the time, although it seems so naive now, I was shocked‖ (Leggett 2001, 

p11).  The coaching of the Saudi delegation was very successful, while the science 

section of the IPCC Report was under discussion the Saudis made one interventions 
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out of every five, often trying to change text agreed long before by the IPCC working 

groups (Leggett 2001). In the final sessions, the Saudis suggested deleting ―an 

important aim would be to define targets for carbon dioxide and other greenhouse 

gases‖ and ―suggested replacing the words ‗carbon dioxide‘ with the words 

‗greenhouse gases‘ throughout the report‖ (Leggett 2001, p17) . The Chairman of the 

IPCC asked them to withdraw the wording and the Saudis agreed, as there was no 

support and they did not want to quit the whole process. As Leggett (2001) notes the 

Saudis wanted to stay involved and continue ―to stall and water-down text in the 

treaty negotiation process‖ in line with the wishes of their US corporate allies in the 

Economic Growth Coalition.  

The wording of the IPCC draft text on Impacts had already been compromised before 

reaching this review session. As Leggett (2001, p15) notes it read ―climate change 

will bring both positive and negative impacts, although the negatives ones will 

predominate‖ (Leggett 2001, p15). The Soviet Union, which had questioned the need 

for 60% reductions in CO2 emissions, attempted to further muddy the waters by 

suggesting that ―agriculture may improve in many areas‖ (Leggett 2001, p16).  It is 

probably likely that agriculture production in Siberia will be improved with some 

level of global warming so that the USSR and now Russia‘s material interests on 

climate change may be slightly different from most countries. John Houghton, Chair 

of the Science Working Group proposed that the wording be changed to ―Rates of 

change will bring negative effects‖ which he said was the crux of the matter based on 

the ecology. Both the US and the USSR objected to this, creating an interesting 

geopolitical alliance, supporting the Economic Growth Coalition, given the Cold 

War had not yet ended (Leggett 2001, p16). 

At a meeting with environmentalists, Mustafa Tolba, Head of UNEP, highlighted the 

problems ahead, ―The alliance between oil and auto companies is one of the most 

powerful alliances in the world. It can paralyse governments‖ (Leggett 2001, p16).  

In fact, the alliance could persuade governments to act for it; the fossil fuel 

corporations through their registered NGOs, the GCC and the Climate Council, had 

got a number of governments to work to soften the conclusions of the first IPCC 
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Assessment Report.  At the 1990 meeting, Leggett (2001, p15) documents the 

naming of the fossil fuel industry, auto companies group as the ―carbon club‖ by 

environmentalists. It was opposed to any significant actions being taken that might 

adversely impact fossil fuel use, and it continued to conduct this campaign as part of 

the Economic Growth Coalition very effectively for many years as will be 

documented in this and the next chapter.  

On the side of the Precautionary Coalition, pushing for stronger policy actions was 

the Foreign Secretary of the small island Pacific state, Kiribati. In an impassioned 

address to the delegates he stated that draft IPCC report, 

―fails to recommend policy responses commensurate with the dire warnings 

of the IPCC scientists, and as such it fails to offer the low-lying island nations 

any prospect of escaping the greenhouse threat… a concerted international 

action is needed to drastically decrease our consumption of fossil fuels. The 

time to start is now. In the low-lying nations, the threat to us of global 

warming and sea-level rise is frightening‖ (Leggett 2001, p14).  

Despite the head of the Swiss delegation‘s comment earlier in the sessions, ―I‘ve 

heard the words ‗compromise‘ several times, you can‘t compromise with science‖ at 

4am, following a long final session on the last day of the Conference, a much 

compromised final wording of the IPCC‘s First Assessment Report was agreed by 

over 100 governments. The Economic Growth Coalition had achieved through its 

interventions significant weakening of the IPCC Summary Reports for Policymakers 

and was readying itself for the next major battle in this global war of position over 

global climate change policy, the Second World Climate Conference in Geneva in 

1990. 

Negotiating Climate Change Science and Policy 

Supporters of both the Economic Growth Coalition and the Precautionary Policy 

Coalition were well represented at Geneva in 1990 at the Second World Climate 

Conference (SWCC). By the start of the Conference, every major industrialised 
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country, except for the USA had set itself unilateral targets for at least putting a cap 

on GHG emissions at 1990 levels by the year 2000. Some, led by Germany, had 

pledged to cut emissions from 1990 levels (Leggett 2001, p20-21).  The 

Precautionary Coalition had therefore clearly begun to gain some support among 

some national governments, particularly in the industrialised countries, other than the 

US. 

The GCC, the Climate Council and CAN were all represented for the first time at an 

International Climate Meeting. Each was a key non-state actor trying to orchestrate 

the outcome towards the preferred policy position of their respective Policy Coalition 

by gaining support from the national delegations. CAN, which was formed in 1989, 

was coordinating the efforts of the environmental NGOs and working closely with 

the EU (CAN Interviewee 1 2006; Rahman & Roncerel 1994). CAN‘s experience at 

the SWCC ―demonstrated that (environmental) NGOs from the North and South 

could work together more effectively than that of either group working alone. 

Cooperation in the climate change negotiations was a natural follow-up to the 

activities of the NGOs‖ at the SWCC (Rahman & Roncerel 1994, p242-3). 

The significance of the SWCC is that it was both a scientific meeting and an 

international policy conference at ministerial level. The conference itself was 

originally planned as a forum for the evaluation of the first ten years of the World 

Climate Programme, which had been set up as a result of the World Climate 

Conference in 1979.  After the establishment of the IPCC, the date of the SWCC was 

postponed so that the results of the IPCC could be presented and discussed at the 

conference. The SWCC therefore covered both the climate change science and the 

political responses to that climate change science (Jäger 1993). 

The first part of the SWCC focused on the development of a Scientists‘ Declaration 

on Climate Change based on the IPCC Reports. It stated, ―A clear scientific 

consensus has emerged on estimates of the range of global warming that can he 

expected during the 21st century. Countries are urged to take immediate actions to 

control the risks of climate change‖ (Leggett 2001, p21).  This represented a clear 
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victory for the Precautionary Coalition despite the efforts of the Economic Growth 

Coalition to achieve a weaker outcome. The Economic Growth Coalition was, 

however, particularly focused on ensuring that the US did not sign up to any 

international agreement that included timetables and targets for reduction of 

greenhouse gas emissions as that would represent a threat to the material interests of 

very powerful US corporations backing the GCC and the Climate Council.  

If the US did not commit to timetables and targets, it was very unlikely that any other 

country would commit to binding timetables and targets. This was due to the US 

being the largest emitter of GHGs which meant that unless the US committed to 

reductions or at least stabilising emissions, US emission increases would probably 

cancel out other countries emission reductions. Other countries with emission 

reduction targets would also face a loss of national competitiveness compared with 

the US, due to the higher cost of using renewable or low-emission energy sources.  

The finalisation of the Scientists‘ Declaration at the SWCC was followed by a 

Ministerial Declaration negotiated by Government officials. It was in these 

negotiations that the full ‗war of position‘ over climate change policy began. There 

was the Economic Growth Coalition, led by the US, under President Bush, Snr with 

and the GCC, the Climate Council and its allies, particularly Kuwait and Saudi 

Arabia in support. The Precautionary Coalition led by EU was supported CAN and 

its members and increasingly also by AOSIS.   

According to Leggett (2001), the US, the lead nation in the Economic Growth 

Coalition, was the only major country not to send a representative of ministerial 

status, instead sending Dr John Knauss described by the Chicago Tribune as ‗ lower-

level official from the Commerce Department‘. He felt the pressure of trying to 

defend the US recalcitrance on the climate change issue. At the US Government 

Press Conference, the UK‘s Channel 4 News asked ―Isn‘t it true that the US, the 

USSR and the Saudis are in a coalition of interests slowing progress?‖  Knauss 

finally replied, after looking nervous and waffling ―None of you were in the 

sessions‖  (Leggett 2001, p22). Leggett, himself, then followed up with the comment 
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that ―Those of us who were in the sessions can report that there was traffic between 

the US, Saudi and Soviet desks and that it involved American oil and coal lobbyists 

as well as delegates.‖ Would you not agree this sends a cynical and irresponsible 

message to the world?‖ Knauss glared in response, as he replied ―No‖ (Leggett 2001, 

p22). The Economic Growth Coalition‘s opposition to timetables and targets was 

clearly being actively marshalled by the GCC and the Climate Council and being 

noticed by some of the media.  

In the Ministerial Declaration negotiations, progress was therefore slow, as the EU 

and AOSIS sought to find ways to overcome the US resistance to timetables and 

targets being included in the Ministerial Declaration. The final compromise 

declaration was negotiated in an ‗unofficial closed door session‘ between the EU and 

the US where the EU appeased the US by not ―advocating commitments to cut or 

freeze emissions‖ and allowed the EU to note in the final declaration that ―some 

countries had made decisions or commitments aimed at stabilizing their emissions of 

CO2. The crucial words, cuts or targets were nowhere to be seen‖ (Leggett 2001, 

p22-3). AOSIS, to whom the inclusion of a serious commitment to GHG reductions 

was so critical, had not been invited to the closed door session held between the EU 

and US (Leggett 2001). 

The EU already had close links with Climate Network Europe (CNE) and CAN 

worked, through its CNE links to the EU delegation and EU member state 

delegations to ensure that the strong EU position on greenhouse gas emissions 

timetables and targets was maintained, despite the outcome of the negotiations on the 

SWCC Ministerial Declaration. CNE had established strong links with the 

Commission of the EU and through this was able to identify countries that were 

trying to weaken the EU position and then get local CAN members to try to lobby 

those governments (CAN Interviewee 1 2006). 

The Economic Growth Coalition did overall, however, win the battle of the 

Ministerial Declaration, although the Ministerial Declaration did also commit 

countries to commence negotiations on a climate change treaty. The GCC was 



 

163 

 

actively defending the US‘s failure to commit to timetables and targets. "One of the 

things we don't fully appreciate is the economic consequences of carbon dioxide 

limits," said Thomas G. Lambrix, a Phillips Petroleum official and the the chairman 

of the GCC. Lambrix argued that limiting carbon dioxide will put "a much deeper 

dent in our economy and our standard of living" because the United States is 

structured differently. And he argued it would hinder US competitiveness 

(Dumanoski 1990). It was clear that the focus of GCC and its allies were and would 

continue to ensure that the US commitment under any negotiated international 

climate change regime was minimal so as not to impact on the material interests of 

its members. 

The minor victories for the Precautionary Coalition at the SWCC included the 

Scientific Declaration urging immediate action by countries to control the risk of 

climate change. Most developed countries other than the US, were willing to commit 

to stabilising or reducing emissions. The EU, and the newly formed AOSIS, were 

strongly supporting inclusion of timetables and targets in the climate change 

convention for which negotiations were about to commence.  

AOSIS (the Alliance of Small Island States as a new bloc at the UN) was to become 

one of CAN‘s major allies in the forthcoming global political battles over climate 

change. Two environmental lawyers, Philippe Sands and James Cameron were 

―passionate advocates of action on global warming‖ and had ―drafted the founding 

principles for AOSIS in Geneva.‖ These included the ―precautionary principle, 

which held that in the absence of complete scientific certainty about an 

environmental threat, policy would be predicated on the need to act ahead of absolute 

proof‖ (Leggett 2001, p23). AOSIS did not have, as much power in the international 

negotiations as the EU, however, it was more at risk from climate change and did not 

have the EU‘s resources to fund adaptation measures. It also did not have the 

powerful business interests that existed in the EU, which were resisting major 

changes that might have an adverse impact on their material interests.  
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AOSIS was to become a key political society ally for CAN in the international 

climate change negotiations (CAN Interviewee 5 2006). AOSIS countries and their 

allies, however, also failed to get an amendment included in the final Ministerial 

Declaration that ―all measures to meet the climate challenge must be based in the 

precautionary principle‖, after some debate in the closing minutes for the final 

session and this was only recorded in the minutes (Leggett 2001, p27). This 

illustrates the policy position to support timetables and targets being taken by the 

Precautionary Coalition at this stage of the development of international public 

policy on climate change.  CAN was very successful at the SWCC in coordinating 

the efforts of a wide range of environmental and scientific NGOs in support of 

Precautionary Coalition (CAN Interviewee 1 2006). The next major phase of the 

international policy development process continued in February 1991 with the first 

meeting of the INC to negotiate the text of the UNFCCC. 

Policy Coalitions and Developing the UNFCCC  

Negotiating the UNFCCC 

The first session of the Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee (INC) to negotiate 

the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) was held at 

Chantilly, just outside Washington, DC, USA in February 1991. The issue of targets 

and timetables were the major issues in the INC sessions negotiating the UNFCCC. 

The Economic Growth Coalition led by the US Government, GCC and its allies were 

focused on preventing the inclusion of timetables and targets in the negotiated final 

convention. They had already made important progress at the SWCC with the US 

supported by the USSR, Kuwait and Saudi Arabia ensuring that timetables and 

targets were not included in the final Ministerial Declaration.   

By the time negotiations on the convention began in 1991, many OECD countries 

had committed to targets and timetables for CO2 emissions. Those committed to a 

reduction (often 20% reflecting the Toronto Declaration) included Australia, Austria, 

Denmark, Germany, Luxembourg, Netherlands and New Zealand. Those committed 
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to stabilising emissions (usually by 2000) including the EU, Belgium, Canada, 

Greece, Iceland, Japan (only per capita), Norway, Sweden, Switzerland and the UK 

(Betsill 2000). There were therefore clearly a number of major countries supporting a 

more precautionary approach including targets and timetables. 

Interestingly, the US came to the first session of the INC Conference with a proposal 

for a target and timetable that the US total greenhouse-gas emissions by 2000 would 

be at or below 1987 levels. This, however, included the CFCs that the US was 

already committed to phase out under the Montreal Protocol of the Ozone 

Convention and this therefore represented a 15% increase in CO2 emissions and was, 

in any case, not a binding commitment (Betsill 2000). This reflects to some extent 

the pressure that was being put on the US to agree to timetables and targets, not only 

by other countries but also by USCAN and its members (CAN Interviewee 5 2006). 

At the first session of the INC, AOSIS tabled a target (based on the Toronto 

Conference Declaration) requiring a 20% reduction in CO2 emissions by 

industrialised countries from 1989 levels by 2005. This was a slightly less stringent 

target than the Toronto Declaration which required a global reduction of 20% by 

2005.  A 20% global reduction would have required a larger reductions by developed 

countries due to their economic capacity to take mitigation measures and their 

historic responsibility for greenhouse gas emissions. This aspect, was reflected, in 

the final negotiated UNFCCC (1992) with the more developed countries, designated 

in Annex 1 (thus referred to as the Annex 1 countries) making a commitment to 

stabilise GHG emissions at 1990 levels. The EU tabled a target that required 

industrialised countries to stabilize their CO2 emissions at 1990 levels by the year 

2000 (Betsill 2000).  CAN supported the AOSIS proposed timetable and target. The 

EU target and the AOSIS target were not incompatible as developed countries could 

stabilise their emissions at 1990 levels by 2000 and then reduce emissions by 20% 

from 1990 levels by 2005.  

After five negotiating sessions of the INC, the final agreed text of the UNFCCC can 

be regarded as a success for the US led Economic Growth Coalition and a failure to 
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develop effective international public policy to address global warming. The final 

text of the UNFCCC will be discussed later in the chapter, the next section reviews 

why the process failed to create an effective international climate change regime. 

One of the major reasons for the failure was the position the US took in the 

negotiations. It is therefore useful to try to understand the reasons behind the US 

position. 

According to Nitze (1994) who was a leader in the US delegation to the INC 

(Mintzer & Leonard 1994), the US, by successfully avoiding ―a binding commitment 

to hold its CO2 levels below a specified level by a certain date‖ (Nitze 1994, p188) 

achieved an outcome in line with the GCC‘s preferred policy position. Newell (2000, 

p100) interviewed Robert Reinstein, former US Chief Negotiator in the INC process, 

who commented, ―When GCC, which represents companies constituting a very 

significant proportion of the country‘s GDP starts making noises, they obviously get 

attention‖.  The US success in achieving its major negotiating goals resulted from the 

unwillingness of either the other OECD countries or the other Annex 1 countries to 

sign an agreement, including timetables and targets, without the participation of the 

US (Nitze 1994).  Due to the higher cost of low emission energy sources, any 

commitment by these countries to reduce emissions would have put their industries 

at a competitive disadvantage to US industries. This would be particularly the case 

for basic industries where energy costs are a significant component of total costs, 

such as aluminium and steel.  

As the US was by far the largest national emitter of greenhouse gases, the reluctance 

of other countries to commit to an agreement that did not include the US is 

understandable. What is more difficult to understand is the US position on the issue. 

The IPCC and other scientific reports had already confirmed that global warming 

from greenhouse gases, particularly CO2 from burning fossil fuels was a problem and 

could not be addressed without substantial reductions in CO2 emissions but the US 

refused even to agree to ―stabilizing US CO2 emissions at 1990 levels by 2000‖ as it 

was not sure it could comply ―without serious harm to the (US) domestic economy‖ 
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(Nitze 1994, p189). The US economy was therefore regarded by the Bush Snr 

Administration as more important than the earth‘s ecosytems.  

As Nitze acknowledges the arguments did not justify ―the US refusal to agree to a 

binding short-term stabilization target‖ and he takes the view that ―the Bush 

Administration‘s climate change policy was not based on a rational assessment of 

national interest in light of these facts. It was based on a volatile mixture of ideology 

and politics‖(Nitze 1994, p189). A small circle of presidential advisors led by the 

then White House Chief of Staff,  John Sununu believed that ―that the climate change 

issue was being used by environmentalists to impose their ‗anti-growth agenda‘ on 

the US economy (Nitze 1994, p189).‖ This perception made it difficult for these 

advisors to see that the Administration could have linked increased investment in 

energy efficiency, renewable energy and other technologies to reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions with a market oriented, pro-growth agenda‖ (Nitze 1994, p189).  He goes 

on to note that ―the Bush Administration felt the need to accommodate the wishes of 

industrial interests dependent on production and use of coal and oil by opposing any 

targets and timetables for CO2 reductions as long as possible‖ (Nitze 1994, p190).  

It is worrying that such major public policy decisions that impact the planet‘s 

ecosystems can be made with such little public scrutiny. There were no doubt 

political lobbyists from the fossil fuel industry that actively encouraged the US 

reticence to commit to targets and timetables for CO2 reductions. John Shlaes, the 

executive director of the GCC both saying publicly and writing to President Bush 

stating that the ―U.S. must continue to resist legally binding commitments to reduce 

CO2 emissions because of the negative impact they would have on the economy‖ 

(Utility Environment Report 1992). 

According to Nitze (1994, p192), the poor outcome was due to a ―failure of 

presidential leadership. President Bush‘s failure to come to grips with the climate 

issue is in large part the result of personal ignorance…The President never took the 

time to be thoroughly briefed about the science, impacts or policy implications of 

climate change‖. This was despite the fact that in January 1990 ―more than 700 
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scientists, including 49 Nobel laureates, petitioned the White House to take prompt 

action on global warming so that future generations will not be put at risk‖ (Hempel 

1993). The White House Chief of Staff, Mr Sununu who was a climate science 

skeptic (Newell 2000) ―was free to shape US policy to his liking‖ and ―opposed any 

initiatives that might require the US to take steps to reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions‖ (Nitze 1994, p193). Following Sununu‘s departure in February 1992, an 

agreed wording for the UNCCC was concluded at a final negotiating session in May 

1992. 

In May 1989, a leak to the media confirmed how the Bush Admistration was keen to 

undermine the scientific consensus on global warming. In his earlier testimony to 

Congress, Dr Hansen, Director of NASA‘s Goddard Institute for Space Studies, 

―asserted that computer projections showed that global warming caused by 

pollution from human activity would cause upheavals in the earth's climate. 

He warned of substantial increases in temperature, drought in mid-latitudes, 

severe storms and other stresses‖ (Shabecoff 1989, pB5). 

His testimony was, however, changed by the White House to make his conclusions 

seem less certain saying that the action was taken because the ideas presented were 

''not necessarily those of all scientists who have considered this matter… The record 

of his testimony was changed to make his conclusions seem less certain.”(Shabecoff 

1989, B5)  US political society, particularly the Bush Snr White House 

administration was therefore quite ruthless in trying to weaken the scientific 

consensus on global warming on behalf of the Economic Growth Coalition.  

The GCC, its members and its allies, could be even more ruthless in protecting their 

interests and exploiting the naïveté of the media on global warming was 

demonstrated by the following incident. In May 1992, Greenpeace released research 

that indicated that almost half the scientific experts on climate change that it 

surveyed believed that ―a runaway greenhouse effect could be triggered by a 

business-as-usual world‖ and 13% thought it was probable (Leggett 2001, p91). It 
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was quite specific on what a ―runaway greenhouse effect‖ was ―a point of no return 

beyond which lay unstoppable heating of the atmosphere‖ (Leggett 2001, p92). Fred 

Singer, a climate skeptic, with close links to GCC and its allies, had founded the 

Science and Environmental Policy Project. Singer, Patrick Michaels and Frederick 

Seitz were also associated with a Tobacco Industry sponsored disinformation group, 

The Advancement of Sound Science Coalition or TASSC (Union of Concerned 

Scientists 2007).  Singer responded to the Greenpeace media release by re-issuing it 

with a covering letter putting a very different spin on it. He claimed that in the 

covering letter that, according to Greenpeace, only 13% of scientists thought global 

warming was probable. This total misrepresentation was then picked up and repeated 

in the US mainstream media, including the Washington Times and the Wall Street 

Journal (Leggett 2001). 

Some of the more rigorous media at the time did, however, note that the White 

House sought to emphasize scientific uncertainties and emphasise the economic costs 

of emissions reductions at the expense of political action (Economist, 14 April 1990, 

p. 46). The additional missed opportunities in negotiating the UNFCCC, according to 

Nitze (1994, p195-6), included failure to gain agreement on the following: 

―• an infrastructure for inventorying and monitoring greenhouse gas sources 

and sinks, particularly in developing countries 

• the process for forming national strategies, including internal policy and 

reforms 

• a mechanism for financing projects to implement national strategies that 

leverage other public funds 

• a process for setting longer-term greenhouse gas reduction goals and 

allocating responsibility for achieving those goals.‖ 

These were critical failures and contributed greatly to the lack of effectiveness of the 

UNFCCC in addressing the critical issue of global warming.  
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The United States also, according to Nitze (1994), did little in climate negotiations to 

diffuse growing mistrust between the rich and poor nations on three major issues that 

continue to cause major problems in the climate negotiations. Many developing 

nations perceived any efforts by the developed countries ―as a device to gain control 

over their development and a threat to their sovereignty—a form of eco-colonialism‖ 

(Nitze 1994, p196). Developing countries also saw climate change potentially being 

used to divert development assistance away from economic development to 

preventing global warming, something that was at this stage almost entirely caused 

by developed countries historic emissions.  The developing countries therefore 

successfully argued the developed countries ―should clean up their own act before 

asking the developing countries to do anything‖ (Nitze 1994, p196) 

 A quote from the speech that President Bush gave at the Earth Summit in Rio in 

1992, reported in the UK Guardian newspaper, sums up his Administration‘s 

approach: 

―We cannot permit the extreme in the environmental movement to shut down the 

United States. We cannot shut down the lives of many Americans by going 

extreme on the environment (Walker, Brown & Rocha 1992, p1).‖ 

The Bush Snr Administration was therefore the most powerful actor within the 

Economic Growth Coalition, which due to the staff members who held influence in 

the White House, was totally opposed to any significant international or national 

measures to limit GHG emissions to address global warming. It is mainly due to the 

Bush Snr Administration that the UNFCCC failed to include timetables and targets, 

as most other developed countries favoured their inclusion. A more proactive US 

would have also been more likely to have resulted in a more comprehensive treaty, as 

it willingness to take action would have encouraged other countries to propose 

further appropriate measures for inclusion in the UNFCCC. In this context, it is 

therefore clear that the US national policy process in this case had a major negative 

impact on the outcome of international policy process, the final UNFCCC.  
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Assessment of the UNFCCC 

The next major stage in the global climate change policy process was when the 

UNFCCC opened for states to sign at the Rio Earth Summit in 1992. A strong 

objective was set in the UNFCCC‘s Article 2 (1992): 

―The ultimate objective of this Convention and any related legal instruments 

that the Conference of the Parties may adopt is to achieve, in accordance 

with the relevant provisions of the Convention, stabilization of greenhouse 

gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous 

anthropogenic interference with the climate system. Such a level should be 

achieved within a time frame sufficient to allow ecosystems to adapt naturally 

to climate change, to ensure that food production is not threatened and to 

enable economic development to proceed in a sustainable manner.‖ 

The UNFCCC objective of stabilization of greenhouse gas concentrations in the 

atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with 

the climate system would require deep cuts in global GHG emissions. In the short 

term, stabilisation of emissions at 1990 levels by 2000 may have been a reasonable 

target with emission reduction to occur thereafter. The UNFCCC, however, only 

gave a broad framework of how this dangerous interference might be avoided with 

no specific timetables or commitments. It included among its principles that: 

―The Parties should protect the climate system for the benefit of present and 

future generations of humankind, on the basis of equity and in accordance 

with their common but differentiated responsibilities and respective 

capabilities. Accordingly, the developed country Parties should take the lead 

in combating climate change and the adverse effects thereof.‖(UNFCCC 

1992, Article 3.1) 

The commitments were differentiated for the specified for the Annex 1 countries, 

which were the EU, the industrialised countries of the OECD and the Eastern 
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European counties that were in transition to a market economy. These Annex 1 

parties have ―the aim returning individually or jointly to their 1990 levels these 

anthropogenic emissions of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases not 

controlled by the Montreal Protocol‖ (UNFCCC 1992, Article 4.2(b)). This did not 

represent a legally binding commitment on these countries to limit greenhouse gas 

emissions and has been achieved by a small minority of these countries (Oberthür & 

Ott 1999, p34). The Precautionary Coalition, led by AOSIS  and CAN (and to a 

lesser extent the EU) was very active in pushing for ambitious targets and clear 

timetables and wanted a strong reduction target in the UNFCCC, but were left with 

the very weak and ambiguous target to stabilise emissions by the end of the decade 

included in the UNFCCC, mainly due to US resistance (Arts 1998, p127-8).  

The UNFCCC also included an agreed precautionary principle in relation to climate 

change: 

―The parties should take precautionary measures to anticipate, prevent or 

minimize the causes of climate change and mitigate its adverse effects. Where 

there are threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack of full scientific 

certainty should not be used as a reason for postponing such measures, 

taking into account that policies and measures to deal with climate change 

should be cost effective so as to ensure global benefits at the lowest possible 

cost. To achieve this, such policies and measures should take into account 

different socio-economic contexts, be comprehensive, cover all relevant 

sources, sinks and reservoirs of greenhouse gases and adaptation and 

comprise all economic sectors. Efforts to address climate change may be 

carried out cooperatively by interested Parties.‖(UNFCCC 1992, Article 3.3) 

This precautionary principle included in the UNFCCC proved to be more spin and 

window dressing than a real commitment to taking action to address global warming 

despite scientific uncertainty, as GHG emission levels continued to increase. A 

similar precautionary principle is included in the Rio Earth Summit Declaration on 
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Sustainable Development, which has also not been effectively implemented by the 

international community.  

The UNFCCC is viewed as a milestone in terms of International Regimes as its 

institutions and procedures are designed to support a constant development, 

enhancement and implementation of the regime (Oberthür & Ott 1999).  Reviews on 

the progress towards its objective are to ―be carried out in the light of the best 

available scientific information and assessment on climate change and its impacts, as 

well as relevant technical, social and economic information (UNFCCC 1992, Article 

4.2(d)). While similar arrangement had been included in the Vienna Convention on 

Ozone, the UNFCCC refined these processes for reviewing and enhancing the 

regime‘s effectiveness.  

Specifically, it established the institutional framework and some, although, 

rudimentary procedures by which the Convention could be developed and enhanced. 

The most important institution established by the UNFCCC was the Conference of 

the Parties (COP), which is the supreme decision-making body of the regime 

(UNFCCC 1992, Article 7). Among the powers and responsibilities of the COP are 

reviewing the implementation of the Convention and the adequacy of commitments. 

This represented a major opportunity for the Precautionary Coalition as it was clear 

before the UNFCCC was signed that the commitments were not adequate to achieve 

its objective. 

Other powers and responsibilities of the COP under Article 7 of the UNFCCC (1992) 

included promoting of the development and refinement of methodologies for GHG 

inventories and assessing the overall effectiveness of the Convention. The COP may 

also establish subsidiary bodies (ad hoc or standing), make recommendations, take 

decisions, adopt Protocols to the Convention or amend the treaty itself  (Oberthür & 

Ott 1999). The signing of the UNFCCC in Rio meant that the international climate 

change policy development process moved to its next stage of ratification, 

implementation and review.  
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The first opportunity therefore to develop effective international public policy to 

combat climate change had been missed and the UNFCCC only really provided a 

framework for negotiating a more effective agreement. The commitments failed to 

meet the UNFCCC objective of stabilization of greenhouse gas concentrations in the 

atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with 

the climate system. The main obstacle to an effective agreement was the US‘s refusal 

to make a serious commitment to reduce its own emissions despite, at the time, being 

responsible for almost 25% of global emissions. This approach by the US was 

strongly supported by the GCC and its close allies in the Economic Growth Coalition 

but not by most of rest of the world. Few, outside the hegemonic elite associated with 

the Economic Growth Coalition, would argue that the UNFCCC was an effective 

response to danger of global warming that had already been clearly documented by 

the scientific community. 

The effectiveness of the UNFCCC can also be judged in retrospect against its 

objective for the Annex 1 countries to return by the end of the decade, individually or 

jointly to their 1990 levels of GHG emissions.  By 2000, EU emissions had fallen 

slightly from 1990 levels, partly due to the collapse of the East German economy 

following re-unification (German levels in 2000 were 17% below 1990). Greenhouse 

gas emissions in the US in 2000 were, however, 14% above 1990 levels (UNFCCC 

2005). The treaty had clearly failed to stabilize greenhouse gas emissions, 

particularly in the US, the country that represented over 30% of emissions from 

Annex 1 countries (UNFCCC 2007a).  The treaty was never taken seriously by the 

US and even the Clinton Administration focused more on a new Protocol with 

specific timetables and targets than meeting the broad US commitment under the 

UNFCCC.  

The commitments, though not binding, of the Annex 1 group of countries including 

the US, to stabilise GHG emissions provided the opportunity which the GCC and its 

allies in the Economic Growth Coalition successfully exploited, particularly in the 

US political arena. At Rio, the GCC started to focus its attention of its statements 

away from the major emitters, including the largest emitter the US, by pointing to the 
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growth potential for emissions from non-Annex 1 countries, particularly China, India 

and Brasil. This became a ―major theme of the GCC‘s efforts at the climate 

negotiations for a long time after Rio‖ (Leggett 2001, p96).   

The GCC used a related framing in the US domestic climate change policy debate, as 

a way of trying to ensure that the US Government did not take its commitment under 

the UNFCCC seriously. It argued that US adopting anything more than ‗no regrets‘ 

policy measures to reduce GHG would results in US jobs being lost due to 

competition from non-Annex 1 countries, which were not subject to commitments. 

Following the conclusion of negotiations on the UNFCCC, the GCC released a report 

that claimed 600,000 US jobs by 2000 would be lost ―if a carbon tax or similar 

policies are enacted to reduce carbon-dioxide emissions‖ (Gannon 1992, p2). As 

discussed in the next section, although the US and almost all other countries ratified 

the UNFCCC, however, in the US there were no significant domestic policy 

measures implemented to reduce GHG emissions. 

Ratification, Implementation and Review  

In order to come into force, the UNFCCC had to be ratified by a total of 50 countries. 

Given the soft nature of the commitments, it was signed within one year by 165 

countries and the EU and it entered into force on 21 March 1994, three months after 

the 50
th

 ratification had been submitted. As the rules of procedure contained in the 

UNFCCC did not outline provisions for the adoption of a protocol, there was also an 

incentive for governments not supporting the UNFCCC objective of reducing 

greenhouse gas emissions, (eg Kuwait and Saudi Arabia) to ratify because it enabled 

them to block consensus on the rules of procedure and thereby block adoption of a 

protocol which would then require full consensus. The Convention also mandated the 

INC process to continue in order to prepare decisions to be taken by COP 1. This 

allowed the opportunity to progress in developing international climate change 

policy to be achieved prior to the UNFCCC coming into force and to further develop  

issues for the first COP (Oberthür & Ott 1999).  
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Given that the Economic Growth Coalition had succeeded in making the UNFCCC a 

weak, framework Convention with no binding targets and timetables, it was quickly 

ratified by the US Senate (which has to ratify all international treaties and 

conventions under the US Constitution). The Clinton/Gore Administration, which 

came into power in January 1993, was critical of the previous Bush Administration‘s 

policy on climate change and President Clinton announced on Earth Day 2003 that 

the US "must take the lead in addressing the challenge of global warming that could 

make our planet and its climate less hospitable and more hostile to human life. 

Today, I reaffirm my personal, and announce our nation's, commitment to reducing 

our emissions of greenhouse gases to their 1990 levels by the year 2000" (Marcus 

1993).  Despite this, the US delegation to the climate change negotiations under the 

Clinton/Gore Administration changed its rhetoric but not its fundamental position 

(Oberthür & Ott 1999). The GCC was still taking the lead in the US Economic 

Growth Coalition focused on the US policy, announcing in response to Clinton‘s 

Earth Day commitment that it ―would vigorously oppose going beyond the existing 

treaty to establish firm and arbitrary targets and timetables" (Marcus 1993). 

GCC‘s initial focus was on ensuring US Government did not take any measures in 

relation to reducing fossil fuel use in order to combat risk of Climate Change, other 

than voluntary measures to reduce energy use and greenhouse gas emissions. One of 

the reasons given for this by a GCC interviewee was that ―the science behind climate 

change was too uncertain to warrant action‖  (GCC Interviewee 1 2005). As noted in 

the previous chapter, one of the GCC‘s principal priorities in this initial period from 

1989 to 1995 was to promote the uncertainty of the science in relation to climate 

change and therefore that significant actions (eg mandatory targets rather than 

voluntary measures) to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by reducing fossil fuel use 

were unwarranted (GCC Interviewee 1 2005). This was easily achieved under the 

Bush Snr administration, which was largely in agreement with GCC‘s policy 

position, as was discussed earlier in this chapter. This changed with the Clinton/Gore 

administration coming into office in January 1993.  
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The power of the GCC and its allies is illustrated by a US domestic public policy 

battle in the US where the Clinton Administration introduced legislation for an 

energy tax, the BTU Tax (BTU – British Thermal Unit – a standard measure of 

energy). This was also a climate change measure, to some extent, as the tax on fossil 

fuels was to be higher than on other forms of energy. According to GCC Interviewee 

1 (2005), GCC‘s first major active involvement in the policy process in the US was 

to coordinate opposition to the BTU Tax proposed by the Clinton Administration 

following coming into office.  In February 1993, soon after taking office, President 

Clinton proposed this broad-based energy tax to be levied on the energy content of 

fuels, with a substantially higher rate for petroleum fuels than for coal and natural 

gas (Hoerner & Muller, 1996, p10). This was one of the bases for the GCC and the 

API (which was very influential in the GCC) lobbying against the BTU Tax as it 

―discriminated against oil‖ (GCC Interviewee 1, 2005). The BTU Tax was also to be 

applied to nuclear power and large-scale hydropower (Hoerner & Muller, 1996). The 

power of the GCC led policy coalition in US domestic politics is demonstrated by the 

fact that they succeeded in defeating the BTU tax in the US legislature. The US fossil 

fuel industry, led by API and GCC, played a central role in the killing of the 1993 

BTU tax proposal, and the Clinton administration was then reluctant to propose other 

taxes or regulatory instruments to address climate change (Skodvin & Skjærseth 

2001). 

Meanwhile, the EU member states were unable to agree on a proposed CO2/energy 

tax. These proposed measures were shelved in November 1994, mainly due to 

successful efforts of the Economic Growth Coalition supporters in Europe from the 

powerful corporate sector. This resulted in no major industrialised player pushing for 

new commitments and therefore negotiations at the INCs proceeded at a slow pace 

(Oberthür & Ott 1999, p44). Nonetheless, a significant development occurred at the 

9
th

 INC with the majority of countries agreeing that commitments by industrialised 

nations to cut GGH emissions were inadequate to meet the treaty‘s objectives 

(Business Editors 1994). Even the US indicated in INC9 that the UNFCCC did not 
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adequately address policies and measures to be taken by industrialised countries 

beyond the year 2000 (Sewell 2005). 

This was followed by efforts by GCC, the Climate Council and its Economic Growth 

Coalition allies, particularly Saudi Arabia and Kuwait, to ensure that the that there 

was no formal international agreement at the final INC meeting that the 

commitments under the UNFCCC were inadequate.. According to Lanchbery (1997, 

p8), the ― EU, the United States, and most of the other JUSCANZ members agreed 

that the commitments were inadequate. Russia, the OPEC nations, and several other coun-

tries, however, maintained that they were adequate. Australia, among others, 

expressed reservations‖. 

The Economic Growth Coalition‘s activities in the final INCs were also focused on 

ensuring a blocking role for their OPEC allies in the international negotiation 

process; these efforts culminated at the final INC 11. Oil-producing nations, led by 

Kuwait, were the primary supporters of requiring consensus on all matters of 

substance. Most other delegates favoured the alternative that allowed for a two-thirds 

or three-quarters majority vote should consensus fail. This majority voting rule is 

seen by many to be critical to the eventual success of the convention, as a single 

nation could block adoption of protocols, as well as other substantive decisions, if 

consensus is required (Global Environmental Change 1995). The result was a very 

acrimonious final INC meeting, prior to the first COP, due to the disruptive tactics of 

the Saudi Arabia and Kuwait. 

―Led by Saudi Arabia and Kuwait, these nations attempted to undermine the 

forthcoming Berlin conference by blocking agreement on the rules of 

procedure for the meeting. Many states' representatives were particularly 

upset by the flood of messages passed by the Global Climate Coalition to the 

Saudi and Kuwaiti delegations during the final, late night discussion about 

the rules of procedure. The meeting broke up with bad feelings between many 

delegations, no decision on either the adequacy of the commitments in the 

UNFCCC or the rules of procedure for Berlin, and a ban on the presence of all 
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nongovernmental organizations on the floor during debates.‖  (Lanchbery 1997, 

p8)  

An UNFCCC interviewee (2, 2006) indicated that it was Don Pearlman of the 

Climate Council (a close GCC ally) that was the main source of the messages to the 

Saudi and Kuwaiti delegations and the cause of the ban. At one point all lobbyists 

were told to leave the negotiating floor, but Pearlman refused. This led to a ―minor 

wrestling match of wills with a UN official, who threatens to have him forcibly 

removed from the chamber‖ (Ainger 2002, p9). The blocking activities of Kuwait 

and Saudi Arabia allowed the Economic Growth Coalition to successfully avoid INC 

11 formally agreeing that the commitments under the UNFCCC were inadequate and 

also prevented any changes to the rules of procedure which would have weakened 

their position.  

AOSIS, a key member of the Precautionary Coalition, did submit a proposal six 

months prior to COP1 for a protocol which could have under the UNFCCC‘s rules 

been adopted in Berlin. It called for a 20% reduction of CO2 emissions of 

industrialised countries by 2005 (Oberthür & Ott 1999). AOSIS had been encouraged 

by CAN to submit this proposed protocol (CAN Interviewee 3 2008). This was a 

major initiative by the Precautionary Coalition getting a group of state actors to use 

the rules of the Convention in order to get serious consideration of a protocol 

establishing targets and timetables for greenhouse gas emissions. Malaysia 

succeeded in getting support from some of the major developing countries for the 

AOSIS proposal (Leggett 2001). The proposed AOSIS protocol had been drafted by 

Foundation for International Law and Development (FIELD) and AOSIS 

representatives (Arts 1998). FIELD is not formal CAN member but has close links to 

CAN (Duwe 2003). 

INC11 decided to take the proposed AOSIS protocol and a German draft protocol of 

further commitments into consideration at COP1. The German draft included 

―elements for a protocol‖ including a proposal for Annex 1 Parties to reduce 

emissions ―by the year (x) … by (y)%. It was therefore proposing specific targets and 
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timetables. These proposed protocols put an increased focus on the review of the 

adequacy of the commitments under the UNFCCC, which COP 1 was required to 

undertake under Article 4.2(d) of the Convention (Oberthür & Ott 1999, p45).  

There were therefore two major outcomes from this part of the review and 

implementation phase of the UNFCCC. There was generally an international 

consensus, although not formally agreed at the INC, that the commitments under the 

UNFCCC were inadequate to achieve the convention‘s objective. There had also 

been a further agenda setting phase which enabled timetables and targets to again be 

included as part of the international climate change policy development process. This 

was, of course, much easier now that the US Administration was not totally blocking 

any proposal for inclusion of timetables and targets.  

Conclusion: Fields of Contestation and the UNFCCC 

As previously discussed, the six major fields of contestation identified within the 

Global Climate Change Public Policy Process were the Agenda Setting, National 

(EU) Policy Development, Global Policy Development, Ratification, 

Implementation, and Review. The war of position between the Policy Coalitions of 

state and non-state actors took place within all of these fields of contestation in 

relation to the UNFCCC, except for ratification. Having successfully secured a weak 

international agreement, there was no benefit to the Economic Growth Coalition in 

trying to block ratification. The Precautionary Coalition also supported ratification as 

it was a small step in the preferred policy direction. In the concluding section of this 

chapter, it is therefore useful to briefly review within these fields of contestation, the 

policy battles of the two major Policy Coalitions.  

Agenda Setting 

The agenda setting process was dominated by the emerging Precautionary Coalition. 

Based on the global warming concerns raised by the epistemic community of climate 

scientists, a broader coalition of state and non-state actors emerged in the period 
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following the Villach Conference in 1985 which concluded that global warming 

represented a serious threat. This broader coalition established the global warming 

issue on the international agenda and this led to the setting up of the IPCC in 1988. 

The Precautionary Coalition also facilitated the Toronto Conference in 1988 

established the ‗Toronto Target‘ of a 20% reduction in global CO2 emissions by 2005 

from 1988 levels. This was also a major step towards establishing climate change on 

the global policy agenda.  

The first IPCC Assessment Reports issued in 1990, reinforced by the Scientists 

Declaration at the Second World Climate Conference (SWCC) in 1990, documented 

the potential danger represented by global warming.  The Economic Growth 

Coalition had already, however, been active in the IPCC Plenaries trying to weaken 

the conclusions and have more emphasis given to the scientific uncertainty. 

Negotiating an international agreement to address the climate change issues was 

clearly established on the global policy agenda for all the major nation-states by the 

conclusion of the SWCC in Geneva in 1990 by the Ministerial Declaration of that 

Conference. This was reinforced in December 1990 when the UN General Assembly 

established the International Negotiating Committee (INC) to develop a Framework 

Convention on Climate Change (Mintzer & Leonard 1994). 

The Economic Growth Coalition began seriously to respond to the global and US 

national agenda setting in 1989 when the GCC was formed.  It represented the 

hegemonic forces, particularly of the US fossil fuel, automotive and coal-fired 

electricity generators within the US economy, whose material interests were 

seriously threatened by potential restrictions and reductions in the use of fossil fuels.  

By 1990, the GCC and its close allies, particularly the Climate Council, were 

actively involved in trying to soften the IPCC‘s framing of the global warming issue 

through their participation in the IPCC plenary sessions. The GCC was also involved 

in maximising the perception of scientific uncertainty around the climate change 

issue, particularly in the US national polity. The Bush Snr Administration was 

already part of the Economic Growth Coalition by 1990, opposing the proposal for 

targets and timetables to be included in the Ministerial Declaration at the SWCC. 
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There was a lot of uncertainty in terms of how much the earth would warm given 

increasing levels of man-made greenhouse gas emissions, however, the GCC and its 

allies sought to portray the uncertainty as being over whether global warming was a 

serious issue that needed to be urgently addressed. They did this by strongly 

promoting to the media, any scientists who would endorse this skeptic view, 

regardless of the issue of whether these scientists had relevant expertise.  They 

managed to convince the US media that these views should be reported as part of 

balanced reporting (Boykoff & Boykoff 2004). In the US, there was therefore a 

significant challenge to the preferred framing of the global warming issue by the 

Precautionary Coalition.  

Outside of the US, the precautionary discourse on global warming established 

initially by the epistemic community of climate scientists and reinforced by the 1990 

IPCC Reports has largely dominated the framing of the global warming issue. There 

seems to be little evidence of there being a credible challenge to the scientific 

consensus on climate change in any country other than the US. The GCC‘s focus was 

on the US and no business interest NGO with a similar perspective on global 

warming and significant power and influence emerged in any other country or group 

of countries. Towards the end of the period, the Australian Industry Greenhouse 

Network emerged in Australia but it was mainly focused on insider lobbying 

strategies (Pearse 2007). The GCC coordinated public campaigns, particularly 

through public relations, alongside its insider lobbying activities.  

National Public Policy Development 

As discussed in this chapter, by the time the international negotiations commenced in 

1990, many developed countries were willing to commit to a specified reduction of 

CO2 emissions by 2000 from 1990 levels. Other developed countries were willing to 

make binding commitments to stabilise emissions by 2000 at 1990 levels. The major 

exception was the US, which under President Bush Snr was opposed to any 

timetables or targets for emission reductions. US climate change policy under 

President Bush Snr largely was in line with the policy position advocated by GCC 
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and its allies that there was a huge threat to the US economy in seeking to reduce use 

of fossil fuels and there was too much uncertainty in the climate science to risk 

damaging the US economy. The GCC and its close allies were therefore especially 

influential in the war of position within the US polity on US climate change policy 

and the US‘s position in the negotiations on global climate change policy.  

It was only after President Clinton came to office at the beginning of 1993 that US 

climate policy ceased to be largely in line with that supported by the GCC and the 

Economic Growth Coalition. Even under the Clinton/Gore Administration, the US 

took some time to adopt a more precautionary approach. Even by 1995, the US was 

far from supporting the international climate change policy measures necessary to 

minimise the risk of dangerous global warming advocated by the Precautionary 

Coalition. Its representative did, however, agree in the final INC that the 

commitments under the UNFCCC were inadequate. The Clinton Administration‘s 

policy position was more in line with the emerging Ecological Modernisation Policy 

Coalition which will be discussed in more detail in the next chapter.  

Global Public Policy Development 

As a result of the Precautionary Coalition‘s success in agenda setting, the IPCC was 

set up in 1988 to review the science, impacts and response strategies to climate 

change. Although, there had been a number of meetings and discussion of climate 

change before this, the formation of the IPCC was the first major international policy 

development. As discussed in this chapter, the process of negotiating the final IPCC 

reports in 1990 was the first major battleground in the global war of position between 

the Precautionary Coalition and the Economic Growth Coalition.  This war of 

position continued through the global policy process which led to the final negotiated 

UNFCCC in 1992. The UNFCCC did at a high level recognise the greater 

responsibility and higher capacity of developed countries for global warming and 

these were designated as the Annex 1 countries which were to return their emissions 

to 1990 levels. In 1990, Annex 1 countries represented over 60% of global emissions  

although only around 20% of the global population (Oberthür & Ott 1999).   
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Clearly due to the current and historic responsibility for global greenhouse gas 

emissions, based on a perspective of environmental justice, there was a clear 

rationale for the Annex 1 countries taking the lead in reducing greenhouse gas 

emissions. It did, however, also give an opportunity for the Economic Growth 

Coalition to attack measures proposed for reducing emissions in Annex 1 countries 

on the basis that it would just move the emissions and the related employment to 

non-Annex 1 countries. As noted earlier in the chapter, the GCC was already using 

this framing of the issue as soon as the UNFCCC was negotiated.  

Although as noted previously, many developed countries had been willing to commit 

to binding targets and timetables, the final UNFCCC did not have binding 

commitments, primarily due to resistance to these from the US, supported by Kuwait 

and Saudi Arabia.  Other developed countries were unwilling to commit to timetables 

and targets without a commitment from the US as it had the world‘s largest economy 

and the highest national greenhouse gas emissions. US emissions in 1990 were 36% 

of total Annex 1 emissions with the highest per capita emissions of almost 20 tonnes 

per capita (Oberthür & Ott 1999, p15, p22). The Economic Growth Coalition, due to 

the importance and power of the US in the negotiations, had managed to avoid the 

inclusion of binding targets and timetables in the UNFCCC and thereby render it 

largely ineffective in reducing greenhouse gas emissions. It did, however, put in 

place a process of review through which the adequacy of the commitments under the 

UNFCCC would be regularly assessed against the Convention‘s objective of 

avoiding dangerous climate change.  

Ratification, Implementation and Review 

There was no reason for any country not to ratify the UNFCCC, as it did not commit 

the Annex 1 countries to binding targets and timetables. In addition, countries that 

wished to block progress were better situated to do this if they were signatories as 

they could block the consensus needed to adopt new protocols etc. For this reason, 

the UNFCCC was quickly ratified by the 50 countries required for it to come into 

force.  
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It is beyond the scope of this research to examine the implementation of the 

UNFCCC in the 192 countries that have ratified it (UNFCCC 2007b). There are over 

30 Annex 1 countries which under the UNFCCC were aiming to return their 

emissions to 1990 levels by the end of the decade. It quickly became clear, however, 

that most of these countries were not going to achieve this, particularly the world‘s 

largest emitter, the US. This led to the review of the adequacy of the UNFCCC 

beginning in the latter sessions of the INC. 

The battle between the Precautionary Policy Coalition and the Economic Growth 

Coalition continued in the global public policy process following the finalisation and 

opening for signature and ratification of the UNFCCC. This was due to the 

mechanism of continuing INCs to prepare for the decisions at COP1. This allowed 

the issue of the ―adequacy of the commitments‖ issue to be raised in the global 

policy process. As the new Clinton Administration was not aligned with the GCC 

and the Economic Growth Coalition, the inadequacy of the commitments under the 

UNFCCC was generally accepted by most national governments and this allowed 

timetables and targets to become part of the Agenda again for the global climate 

change public policy process. The main countries blocking acceptance that the 

UNFCCC was an inadequate response were Saudi Arabia and Kuwait, encouraged 

by GCC and the Climate Council. There was, however, a strong enough international 

consensus for the issue of the inadequacy of the commitments under the UNFCCC to 

be a major focus of COP 1, as discussed in the next chapter.  

Overall Conclusion 

The Economic Growth Coalition was successful in obtaining its preferred policy 

outcome in the negotiated UNFCCC as it did not contain timetables and targets for 

emission reductions. It achieved this outcome in the global public policy process, 

mainly due to support for its position from the US Government, which during this 

period generally supported the Economic Growth Coalition‘s policy position. GCC 

and its allies represented a strong and largely succesful hegemonic bloc within the 

US greenhouse policy process. 
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As the US was the largest emitter of greenhouse gases and had the largest economy, 

other developed countries many of which had been willing to commit to timetables 

and targets for emission reductions were unwilling to do so if the US was not willing 

to commit to timetables and targets. The UNFCCC therefore had a strong objective 

of avoiding dangerous climate change but the policy mechanisms and measures by 

which this could be achieved were not mandated by the Convention. It did, however, 

contain mechanisms for review and additional commitments and these formed the 

basis for the further development of global climate change policy as will be 

discussed in the next chapter.  

The neo-Gramscian perspective combined with the analytical lens of Policy 

Coalitions bring into focus the contestation between the hegemonic Economic 

Growth Coalition and the counter-hegemonic Precautionary Coalition across the 

major fields of contestation. It provides a lens which can be focused on the alliances 

of state and non-state actors supporting or opposing policies and measures in the 

global climate change policy process. This ‗war of position‘ continues over the next 

stage in the development of global climate change policy, the Kyoto Protocol, as will 

be outlined in the next chapter.  
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Chapter 5 – Policy Coalitions and the Kyoto Protocol 

―… so much sound and fury signifying nothing.‖ – Shakespeare  

Introduction 

As previously discussed six major fields of contestation, Agenda Setting, National 

and EU Policy Development, Global Policy Development, Ratification, 

Implementation, and Review were identified within the overall Global Climate 

Change Public Policy Process.  Given the emergence of a strong international 

consensus on the inadequacy commitments under the UNFCCC, the global policy 

proposal to include timetables and targets for emission reductions for Annex 1 

countries re-emerged. There was further contestation over this second round of 

Agenda Setting as discussed at the end of previous chapter and in this chapter.  With 

the new Clinton Administration in the US, the US had ceased to vehemently oppose 

timetables and targets in the global policy process which enabled the issue to 

successfully re-emerge on the global policy agenda. 

The chapter will then focus on the contestation between Policy Coalitions in the 

global policy development process leading to the Kyoto Protocol. The US national 

policy development process will also be discussed as this had a major impact on the 

outcome global public policy process.  The outcome of the process, the negotiated 

Kyoto Protocol will be assessed.  

The development of the detailed rules of implementation and ratification of the 

Kyoto Protocol were also major fields of contestation between the Policy Coalitions. 

This took place over an extended period from the conclusion of the Kyoto COP in 

1997 to the final achievement of the required level of ratification for the Kyoto 

Protocol which was achieved in late 2004 and it came into force in February 2005.  

The effectiveness of the Kyoto Protocol as finally implemented will also be assessed. 

Following the socio-historical chronological review, the chapter concludes with an 
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analysis of the ‗war of position‘ that took place within these six fields of contestation 

in relation to the Kyoto Protocol.  

Emergence of the Ecological Modernisation Policy 

Coalition  

The issue of binding timetables and targets for Annex 1 countries was a factor behind 

the emergence of an important third Policy Coalition, the Ecological Modernisation 

Policy Coalition whose policy position was between that of the Economic Growth 

Coalition and the Precautionary Policy Coalition. Unlike the GCC and the more 

extreme elements of the Economic Growth Coalition, the Ecological Modernisation 

Coalition did not dispute the scientific consensus on global warming, documented by 

the IPCC. It did, however, still favour economic growth and was supporting policy 

options that it claimed would maintain economic growth while reducing greenhouse 

gas emissions. Both the EU and the US (under the Clinton Administration) became 

key state actors in the Ecological Modernisation Coalition. As the pursuit of 

economic growth has become a major policy objective in most countries, the 

Ecological Modernisation Coalition‘s policy position was framed in a way that had 

strong political appeal. It was seen to be addressing the environmental problem of 

global warming while maintaining economic growth which was seen as politically 

important. Unlike the Bush Snr Administration, in the Clinton Administration there 

was acceptance of the dangers from global warming being outlined by the IPCC and 

the scientific community.  

A key non-state actor in the Ecological Modernisation Coalition was the World 

Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD). The WBCSD  ―called for 

prudent action that does not disrupt business development‖ (Oberthür & Ott 1999, 

p120). The WBCSD was not a focus of the empirical research for this thesis, it will, 

however, be discussed as it was an important non-state actor in the Ecological 

Modernisation Coalition. The emergence of the WBCSD and its supporters in the 

global business community represented a major split in the business lobby which 
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began with the insurance and renewable energy industries backing precautionary 

action on climate change. This became more widespread with many major 

multinationals moving their policy position away from the Economic Growth 

Coalition to support the Ecological Modernisation Coalition. Two of the most high 

profile instances of this were BP and Shell, and their resignation from the GCC was 

documented in Chapter 3. The WBCSD was only established in April 1995, 

headquartered in Geneva, following the merger of the Paris-based World Industry 

Council for the Environment (WICE) and the US-based Business Council for 

Sustainable Development (BCSD) (Neue Zuercher Zeitung 1995). The WBCSD 

emerged as a more moderate business lobby group and was influential, alongside 

CAN and CNE, particularly in the EU. In the US, GCC and its allies still had strong 

influence in the legislature, particularly the Senate while the more progressive 

business groups were influential in the White House, particularly with Vice President 

Al Gore.  

The Ecological Modernisation Coalition therefore emerged from the global climate 

change policy battle being fought between the Economic Growth Coalition and the 

Precautionary Coalition. The Economic Growth Coalition, particularly the GCC and 

its close allies, portrayed any major policy to reduce US greenhouse gas emissions as 

very costly to the US economy and unjustified given what was portrayed by them as 

the scientific uncertainty over global warming. The scientific discourse did clearly 

discuss uncertainty, however, this uncertainty related to the amount of warming that 

would result and in what timeframe based on various levels of continuing greenhouse 

gas emissions. There was no uncertainty in the climate change scientific community 

about whether global warming was occurring and would continue unless emissions 

were drastically reduced. The 1990 IPCC Report had indicated 60-80% reductions in 

CO2 emissions were needed to stabilise atmospheric concentrations. The Ecological 

Modernisation Coalition accepted the climate change science but claimed that 

economic growth could continue alongside the large reductions of emissions needed 

to avoid dangerous climate change. The Precautionary Coalition did not have a clear 

policy position on economic growth which may have been one of its weaknesses in 
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its policy battle with the Economic Growth Coalition.  Its policy position was 

focused on the policy measures needed to reduce greenhouse gases emissions to 

minimise the risk of dangerous climate change. Although the Precautionary Policy 

position on economic growth was not clear, most of the non-state actors involved 

would have generally supported a slowing of economic growth and consumption in 

the developed countries in order to fund a low emission development path for 

developing countries.  

In Carbon War, the Greenpeace campaigner, Jeremy Leggett (2001) discusses 

important members of the Ecological Modernisation Coalition. This includes the 

WBCSD and its allies and documents the major role they played in these latter 

phases in the development of global climate change public policy. His account is 

integrated with the other primary and secondary research sources to provide a 

perspective on the three major competing Policy Coalitions and their roles in the 

global public policy process in this chapter.  The emergence of a ‗middle ground‘ 

Policy Coalition between the two Policy Coalitions at either end of the policy 

spectrum can be seen as a concession or accommodation in neo-Gramscian terms by 

the hegemonic historic bloc of corporate capitalism. It was accepting the danger from 

global warming documented by climate change science while seeking to continue the 

economic growth that formed a core part of its ideology.  

As discussed previously, the negotiation of a protocol including timetables and 

targets had been re-established on the policy agenda as part of the international 

consensus on the inadequacy of the UNFCCC. This set the scene for the next major 

stage of global climate change public policy development to commence at COP1 in 

Berlin in 1995. The US remained the primary focus for the GCC while its close ally 

the Climate Council worked closely with the Saudi Arabian and Kuwaiti 

governments. Both GCC and the Climate Council continued to be important actors in 

the Economic Growth Coalition. CAN continued to expand its international network 

and by 1995, 150 Environmental NGOs were linked to CAN. CAN and many of its 

members were important actors in the Precautionary Coalition. This policy 

development process and the role of these three competing Policy Coalitions in the 



 

191 

 

development, ratification and implementation of the Kyoto Protocol will be the main 

focus of this chapter.  

Global Public Policy Development  

The First COP and the Berlin Mandate - 1995 

The INC process, as discussed in the previous chapter, had failed to agree rules of 

procedures due to the intransigence of Saudi Arabia and Kuwait encouraged by 

GCC‘s ally, the Climate Council. For COP1, due to this lack of agreement on the 

rules of procedures, draft rules were ―applied‖ (not ―adopted‖) except for voting, 

which still required a consensus which, in theory, gave an effective veto to any state. 

Given this effective veto, it was therefore clear that no protocol, let alone the AOSIS 

Protocol, which required Annex 1 countries to reduce emissions by 20% by 2005, 

would be adopted in Berlin. The US remained a major obstacle to progress. Despite 

Clinton‘s rhetoric on reducing greenhouse gas emissions, the USA ―was establishing 

itself as the chief naysayer once again…Clinton‘s diplomats were proving to be no 

different in style or substance than George Bush‘s had been‖ (Leggett 2001, p198).  

The EU, however, realised that elements of a protocol, such as that proposed by 

Germany was still a feasible option. The draft German protocol, requiring Annex 1 

countries to reduce by X% by the year Y, was much less specific than the AOSIS 

Protocol. This represents the emergence of what I have termed the Ecological 

Modernisation Coalition, which was often supported by CAN as it was at least 

progressing international policy in the right direction, although it fell far short of the 

preferred policy option of the Precautionary Coalition represented by the AOSIS 

Protocol. The environmental NGOs, led by CAN, played a key role in bridging the 

gap between the EU leading this emerging Ecological Modernisation Coalition and 

the more progressive forces of the G77.  In order to ensure gain support from the 

developing countries, the EU indicated that it would not require developing country 

commitments as part of the new proposed protocol (Oberthür & Ott 1999). In 

response, the so-called ‗Green Group‘ of developing countries (G77 minus OPEC) 
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led by India adopted a ‗green paper‘ drafted, in part, by the CAN and the 

environmental NGOs (CAN Interviewee 5 2006). This again reinforces the view that 

the policy that emerges from the global policy process is partly due to the influence 

of Policy Coalitions which include non-state as well as state actors. 

The EU led by German Environment Minister Angela Merkel, supported by the  G77 

Green Group and by a media focus orchestrated by CAN and its members, managed 

to get the US to agree to a compromise and as a result the Berlin Mandate, based on 

the ‗green paper‘, was adopted. Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and Venezuela voiced official 

reservations. The Berlin Mandate moved the international policy process forward and 

provided the basis for the introduction of timetables and targets for emission 

reductions for Annex1 countries (Oberthür & Ott 1999).  It is unlikely that it would 

have been the outcome of COP1 without the close cooperation of the Environmental 

NGOs led by CAN, working alongside the EU to gain support from the Green Group 

of the G77 and to pressure the US into agreeing to the Mandate (CAN Interviewee 5 

2006). 

The Berlin Mandate recognised that commitments under the UNFCCC were 

inadequate and that the strengthening of the commitments of the Annex 1 countries 

was the priority. No new obligations would be introduced for developing countries, 

in recognition that the historic responsibility for and capacity to address the problem 

primarily rested with developed countries. The Mandate agreed ―to set quantified 

limitation and reduction objectives within specified time-frames, such as 2005, 2010 

and 2020‖ and to complete the process in time for adoption at COP 3 in Kyoto in 

1997. The negotiation process to develop the new Protocol was to be primarily 

undertaken by the Ad hoc Group on the Berlin Mandate (AGBM). This was a new 

ad-hoc body set up by the COP under the rules of the UNFCCC (Leggett 2001; 

Oberthür & Ott 1999). It formed part of the system on UNFCCC institutions which 

following the agreement on the Berlin Mandate were as shown in Figure 10 below. 



 

193 

 

 

Figure 10: The System of Institutions of the UNFCCC following COP1 
From: (Oberthür & Ott 1999, p39) 

Under this intergovernmental structure the details of the Kyoto Protocol were 

negotiated over the two years from the 1995 Berlin COP1 to COP3 in Kyoto in 1997. 

National Governments were officially represented at the COPs and in the Ad-Hoc 

Groups and Subsidiary Bodies. The three broader Policy Coalitions then competed to 

influence the policy outcomes. The Policy Coalitions included a wide variety of non-

state actors from global civil society working alongside or against government actors 

to shape the debate, the negotiations and the global policy outcomes. The AGBM 

was the key international negotiating forum through which global climate policy was 

developed in the period from the agreement on the Berlin Mandate in April 1995 to 

beginning of COP3 in Kyoto in November 1997. 

Neither the Precautionary Coalition nor the Economic Growth Coalition was 

satisfied with the outcome of the Berlin COP. Tuiloma Slade of Western Samoa, an 

AOSIS member nation, for instance said ―the present commitments were clearly 

inadequate‖ and was ―deeply disappointed that the document did not specify the 20% 
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reduction in CO2 emissions by 2005 which AOSIS had demanded‖ (Brown 1995). 

The GCC‘s spokesman claimed that the  proposals ―could hit American consumers in 

the wallet by raising the cost of energy supplies such as gasoline and electricity, 

while at the same time costing an average of 60,000 jobs a year due to the loss of 

competitiveness in global markets‖ (Brown 1995).  

The Ecological Modernisation Coalition, discussed previously, had begun to emerge 

in the early 1990s, with support from the insurance industry and the renewable 

energy industry. The insurance industry, which realised the devastating impact that 

global warming was likely to have due to increased storm damage and rising sea 

levels, was a leader in the global business sector, pushing for more effective 

international action to address climate change (Leggett 2001; Oberthür & Ott 1999; 

Salt 1998).  The Ecological Modernisation Coalition became a much more important 

Policy Coalition following the adoption of the Berlin Mandate at the 2005 COP. 

Unlike many members of the Economic Growth Coalition, this Policy Coalition 

supported the approach of targets and timetables included in the Berlin Mandate and 

many business actors moved to support this approach. The WBCSD and its members 

emerged as key non-state actors within this Policy Coalition facilitating cooperation 

as it sought to influence the international policy outcome.  The WBCSD members 

already included over 130 multinational corporations, including many influential 

ones such as BP, DuPont, 3M, Daimler Benz and Nestle (Multinational Service 

1995). The Ecological Modernisation Coalition also supported particular market-

based mechanisms, such as Emissions Trading rather than carbon taxes, as part of the 

preferred climate change policy response. CAN members tended to favour carbon 

taxes. There was, however, no overall CAN policy position on carbon taxes versus 

emissions trading. The focus within CAN and its members was generally more on an 

overall Precautionary Policy approach rather than specific policy measures. Although 

CAN members in a national environment would often cooperate to support or oppose 

specific national climate policy measures  
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The IPCC Second Assessment Report 

As the development of global public policy through the AGBM process continued 

and before COP2, the IPCC finalised its Second Assessment Report in 1995. At an 

IPCC working group plenary, the Economic Growth Coalition led by GCC, the 

Climate Council and its allies, particularly Mohammed Al-Sabban, a Saudi Oil 

Ministry Official, used crude but effective tactics to weaken the conclusions in the 

IPCC Summary in order to have the full scientific report changed to match the 

Summary (Leggett 2001).  

At a late stage of the proceedings, when many scientists had left and NGOs had been 

asked to stop making interventions and leave the floor for governments, Don 

Pearlman from the Climate Council would ferry written notes to Al-Sabban, the 

Saudi delegate, who would then intervene to again weaken the scientists‘ conclusions 

(Leggett 2001). The GCC and its Economic Growth Coalition allies had some 

success in weakening IPCC Scientific Report‘s language, for example, ―Emerging 

evidence points to a detectable human influence on climate‖ (Leggett 2001, p227) 

became ―the balance of evidence suggests a discernible human influence on global 

climate‖  (IPCC 1995, p22). Leggett (2001, p177)also reports that according to an 

IPCC official due to the environmental NGOs not being represented at the IPCC 

meetings, the GCC and Climate Council working with OPEC ―were having an 

unopposed run at watering down the science and the policy-response 

recommendations‖. 

Despite the successful watering down efforts of the Economic Growth Coalition, the 

1995 IPCC  Report was, however, important  as it still clearly indicated that human 

caused changes in the climate could be distinguished from natural climate variability 

(Brown 2002). The IPCC Report also stated that ―using technologies that presently 

yield the highest output of energy services for a given input of energy, efficiency 

gains of 50–60% would be technically feasible in many countries‖ over the next two 

to three decades (IPCC 1995, p37). The IPCC in 1995 was therefore concluding that 

not only were reductions in greenhouse gases desirable to reduce global warming but 



 

196 

 

that major reductions within two to three decades were also technically feasible. The 

Clinton Administration in the US accepted and publicly supported these findings of 

the IPCC, which had drawn heavily on US research results (Oberthür & Ott 1999). 

Having successfully worked with Saudi Arabia to weaken the Second IPCC Report, 

the GCC and Economic Growth Coalition allies then moved to attacking the 

credibility of the IPCC and the Report. In June 1996, John Shlaes, the executive 

director of the GCC, claimed that the revised version over-emphasises the human 

role in climate change. The changes, he said, raise questions over whether the IPCC 

has "compromised or even lost its scientific credibility" (Hawkes 1996). As one of 

the scientists involved, Ben Santer commented ―This appears to be a skilful 

campaign to discredit the IPCC, me and my reputation as a scientist‖ (Leggett 2001, 

p243).  Santer said that he believed that the GCC claims were ―symptomatic" of the 

kinds of charges being leveled to hurt the credibility of the IPCC by people who 

"don't like the findings." He added: "They can't attack the science, so they attack the 

scientists" (Greenwire 1996). Now that there was general acceptance of the climate 

change science and clear acceptance by the Clinton Administration, the GCC tactics 

had become increasingly desperate.  

COP 2 Geneva and the Geneva Declaration  

The international policy process continued through the AGBM meetings. Little 

progress was made at the first two AGBM sessions, however, at AGBM3 in March 

1996 there was a significant change in the US negotiating position as it announced it 

would table a position on targets by COP2 in July 1996. (The US position on targets 

was not actually tabled until October 1997, as will be discussed later in this chapter.) 

The delay during 1996 can probably be explained by the Clinton/Gore 

Administration trying to avoid attack by the GCC and its allies in its 1996 

Presidential re-election campaign although this does not account for the further delay 

until October 1997.  It is reported that a major reason for the long delay in 

announcing the US position on timetables and targets was due to strong conflicting 

positions within the Clinton Administration.  Some members of the Clinton 
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Administration argued that stringent targets and timetables would move the US into 

recession (a similar position to that taken by the GCC) while others claimed that 

ambitious targets and timetables would stimulate the development of new 

technologies (Cushman Jr 1997a; Sewell 2005). 

At COP2, the US called for negotiations on a ―realistic, verifiable and binding 

emissions target‖ – a position in contrast with its recalcitrance on this issue a year 

earlier. Given the US‘s more positive approach to targets and timetables, AGBM4 

and COP2 (held concurrently in Geneva in July 1996) was an occasion when the EU 

and the US cooperated to overcome the procedural obstacle of consensus voting. 

China and Brasil from the G77, UK (representing the EU) and the US worked to 

draft the Declaration based on the revised US position. This was a consolidation of 

the Ecological Modernisation Coalition within the international negotiations. OPEC, 

Russia and Australia, allies of the Economic Growth Coalition, tried to block 

endorsement of the Geneva Declaration in the COP which clarified that the 

instrument from the AGBM process, including the targets and timetables, would be 

legally binding (Leggett 2001; Oberthür & Ott 1999).  The declaration called for  

―quantified legally binding objectives for significant overall reductions  within 

specified timeframes‖ (Leggett 2001, p250). The key words that went beyond the 

original Berlin mandate were ‗legally binding‘ and ‗significant‘.  

The procedure that was then used to adopt it also proved at least as important as the 

document itself. The solution was to adopt the Declaration by ―consensus minus x‖.  

In a carefully managed final plenary, the President of the COP, Chen Chimutengende 

of Zimbabwe, proposed to ―take note‖ of the Declaration and any attempts to object 

were swept away by long, loud and sustained applause. The UNFCCC Secretariat 

helped to ensure that this approach by the President was successful. The opponents 

could only file reservations (Australia); make qualifications (New Zealand) or object 

to the Declaration (OPEC and Russia). This indicated that the EU, US and the G77 

(minus OPEC), despite the ‗official‘ consensus voting requirement, could stop the 

other countries from blocking progress on formal grounds (Leggett 2001; Oberthür & 

Ott 1999).  
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A clear Ecological Modernisation Coalition was emerging, which included the more 

progressive, environmental government actors in US political society as well as most 

of the EU and the G77 (excluding  the OPEC members). It also included important 

global civil society actors such as the WBCSD and it members. The WBCSD, a 

major actor in this increasingly important Policy Coalition, was emphasising eco-

efficiency as a way of producing more with less environmental impact (Schmidheiny 

1996).  

COP 2 also formally accepted Japan‘s offer to host COP3 at the beginning of 

December 1997. According to Oberthur and Ott (1999), as this put pressure on the 

Japanese Government to secure a successful outcome, the Japanese delegation 

immediately started to hold meetings with the international environmental NGOs on 

the climate change issues.   

The GCC meanwhile remained opposed to the developing global public policy and 

was still trying to create doubts in regard to the climate science. Following the 

Geneva COP, GCC‘s Executive Director, John Shlaes, claimed that there was no 

unanimity of support among participants in the Geneva conference for the scientific 

finding by the IPCC that human activity has influenced the planet's weather patterns.  

Shlaes also said the Clinton administration hid its plans to tell the Geneva conference 

that the United States was shifting its global warming policy from voluntary to 

mandatory reductions in greenhouse gases (Environment Week 1996). The GCC was 

still firmly part of an Economic Growth Coalition which was still actively resisting 

any public policies that would reduce fossil fuel use (GCC Interviewee 1 2005) and it 

continued to promote climate skeptics (most of whom had very little relevant 

scientific expertise) (Leggett 2001).  

In the 1996 US Presidential Campaign, the Clinton‘s position at the Geneva 

Convention immediately came under attack from Republicans allied with the GCC 

and the Economic Growth Coalition. The official Republican platform reflected the 

GCC policy position, ―Republicans deplore the arbitrary and premature abandonment 

of the previous policy of voluntary reductions of greenhouse-gas emissions. We 
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further deplore the ceding of US sovereignty on environmental issues to international 

bureaucrats and our foreign economic competitors‖ (Leggett 2001, p250).  This, 

probably, explains the reluctance of the Clinton Administration to announce its 

proposed timetables and targets at least until the US elections were held in November 

1996.  

This also represented the opening salvos in a heated political battle in the US leading 

up to COP3 in Kyoto. In the EU there was widespread public acceptance of the need 

to address climate change through timetables and targets (CAN Interviewee 4 2006; 

CAN Interviewee 5 2006). In Japan, the upcoming Kyoto meeting gave an 

opportunity to strengthen local environmental groups (Reimann 2001). Greenpeace 

also worked to try to gain Japanese industry support for a protocol with timetables 

and targets or at least soften any opposition (Leggett 2001). The Ecological 

Modernisation Policy position was emerging as a policy middle-ground where the 

US Clinton/Gore administration and the EU could find a mutually acceptable 

international climate change public policy position. This put the Economic Growth 

Coalition on the defensive in the international arena so its focus switched to the US 

national climate change policy process, which is reviewed in the next section.  

US National Climate Change Policy Development  

The Economic Growth Coalition‘s OPEC allies had largely been sidelined by the 

emerging international consensus on climate change and the reflection of this in the 

international negotiations. The US therefore became its key battleground as the GCC 

fought on behalf of its US fossil fuel and automobile industry interests against the 

growing pressure for a Protocol that committed the Annex 1 countries to binding 

timetables and targets. Overcoming the opposition to the proposed Kyoto agreement 

from the Economic Growth Coalition, led by GCC and its allies within the US 

would, however, prove a major challenge for the Clinton/Gore Administration. 

President Clinton, in November 1996 following his re-election, declared during a 

visit to Australia: 
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 ―I call upon the community of nations to agree to legally binding 

commitments to fight climate change. We must stand together against the 

threat of global warming. A greenhouse may be a good place to raise plants; 

it is no place to nurture our children. And we can avoid dangerous global 

warming if we begin today and if we begin together‖ (Leggett 2001, p255).  

As discussed in this chapter, despite Clinton‘s supportive rhetoric, it took the US 

until October 1997 to announce its proposed targets and timetables in the official 

negotiations. These were also very weak, compared with the official EU and other 

proposals, only committing to freeze US emissions at 1990 levels by 2008-2010. 

Support from a strong position would have been weakened by the announcement of 

the departure of two key figures in the Clinton Administration, who were allies of the 

environmental community. These were Tim Wirth, long time supporter of 

international regulations on GHG emissions and head of the US delegation to AGBM 

meetings. Eileen Claussen from the State Department, who had coordinated the inter-

agency task force on climate change and served on the US delegation to AGBM 

meeting, left to head a new organisation, the Pew Center for Global Climate Change 

(Betsill 2000). 

Administration officials soon realized that there was no strong public support for 

emissions reductions among the American public, whereas there was a large, 

vociferous and well-financed constituency opposed to reductions led by GCC and the 

Economic Growth Coalition.  As Clinton Cabinet members toured the country, they 

found little grassroots support on which US decision makers could build a 

progressive negotiating position.  As noted by one official in the Clinton 

Administration, ―the issue wasn‘t ready for the attention it was getting‖  (Betsill 

2000, p150).   The GCC and Economic Growth Coalition had succeeded in framing 

the domestic debate on climate change, which severely constrained the ability of 

those within the Administration supportive of substantial reduction targets to shape 

the US position.   
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As documented in the previous chapter, Clinton had lost a major political battle 

against the GCC and its allies early in his first term when he proposed a BTU 

(energy) tax to reduce the government deficit, encourage energy efficiency and 

reduce greenhouse gas emissions. This had failed to get passed by the US legislature, 

due a public campaign and successful lobbying of Senators and Congress 

representatives by the fossil fuel lobby led by GCC and API (GCC Interviewee 1 

2005; Hoerner & Muller 1996). This made the Clinton Administration very wary of 

taking on policy positions opposed by the fossil fuel industry (Hoerner & Muller 

1996).  

The GCC and its allies were keen to portray the economic costs of mandatory 

reductions in greenhouse gas emissions as too high. The GCC commissioned 

‗independent experts‘ to produce reports to support this view (eg Towards an 

Economically Rational Response to the Berlin Mandate) prepared by Montgomery & 

Charles River Associates (1995). These GCC commissioned studies were carefully 

designed to show huge economic costs and job losses from the US cutting 

greenhouse gas emissions (CAN Interviewee 7 2006). They did not assume that the 

revenue from carbon taxes or auctioning permits was used to finance energy 

efficiency initiatives and facilitate investment in renewable energy.  (Border 

adjustment to include carbon costs in high-embedded energy traded imports and that 

would allow a rebate this on high-embedded energy exports to markets with no 

carbon costs were also not included in the modelling ). If these assumptions were 

made, most economic modelling indicated that there was little negative or positive 

impact on economic activity (CAN Interviewee 7 2006; Hoerner & Mutl 2001). One 

of the political problems, however, was that there were existing workers (and voters) 

in the ‗black collar jobs‘ in the coal mining and automotive sectors, for example. 

However, the new ‗green collar jobs‘ had yet to be created (CAN Interviewee 7 

2006). The GCC and their allies were also turning the environmental precautionary 

principle on its head, comparing the supposed uncertainty of the science of climate 

change to the alleged certainty that  ―large economic costs would be incurred‖ if CO2 

emissions were significantly reduced (WEFA Group, Zinder & Associates 1996).  
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There was no doubt that substantial investments in energy efficiency and renewable 

energy production would need to be made to achieve significant reductions in CO2 

emissions. This was, however, economic activity that could add or substitute for 

other economic activities if the national policy framework was put in place to support 

this (Hoerner & Mutl 2001). 

In 1997, US members of the Economic Growth Coalition funded a $13million public 

advertising campaign claiming that the risk to the US economy of signing the Kyoto 

Protocol was too great. This advertising was not funded by the GCC directly, but by 

its members (GCC Interviewee 1, 2005). A leading GCC member (William O'Keefe, 

was a senior executive at API and Chairman of the Global Climate Coalition) 

confirmed that API was a major funder of the campaign and sought funding from 

other GCC members. ―Public opinion did shift (following the campaign) while it was 

concerned about climate change, it was also concerned about economic impacts‖ 

(GCC Interviewee 1, 2005). An image of one of the press advertisements with the 

major messages, ―The UN Climate Treaty is not Global – It‘s not Global and it won‘t 

work‖ is shown below in Figure 11. Following the negotiation of the UNFCCC and 

the Berlin Mandate, the Economic Growth Coalition had aimed focus attention on 

the growing emissions of developing countries, particularly China and India which 

were not developed Annex 1 countries and therefore not subject to commitments to 

reduce greenhouse gas emissions. This framing of the issue as to why should the US 

reduce emissions while other countries are not reducing emissions had populist 

appeal.  

TV advertisements supporting the fossil fuel industry anti-Kyoto campaign were also 

being run on CNN. However, critics managed to get CNN to pull the advert, by 

stating that the claims had not been validated. A GCC Executive happened to run 

into Ted Turner at a White House conference held by Clinton in October. The GCC 

executive complained to Ted Turner about the unfair treatment of these adverts and 

stated that documentation had been provided.  Ted Turner did look into it and CNN 

removed their ban and they ran the ads again (GCC Interviewee 1, 2005).  These 

efforts did succeed in raising the doubts among the US public about the scientific 
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consensus on climate change, with the percentage of opinion survey respondents 

stating that ―scientists disagreed on the climate change issue‖ almost doubling ―from 

38% to 67%‖ (Michaelowa 1998, p255)  However, overall ―about 75% of 

respondents thought that temperatures had risen during the last century and would 

continue rising in absence of climate policy‖ (Michaelowa 1998, p255). 

Despite the Economic Growth Coalition‘s advertising campaign and the claimed 

shift in public opinion, the majority of the US public remained convinced of the need 

for urgent action to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The New York Times 

conducted a large public opinion survey on global warming just prior to the Kyoto 

COP. 65% of those polled felt that the USA should take steps to cut its own 

emissions immediately, irrespective of what other countries did. 61% of respondents 

favoured protecting the environment even it costs jobs in their community and 57% 

indicated environmental improvements must be made regardless of costs. The 

margin of error on these figures was just 3 per cent. It seemed that ―the American 

people are far more willing than their government to take early, unilateral, steps‖ 

(Cushman Jr 1997b, pA35). As for the public's response to oil and coal-industry 

arguments that emissions reductions would be economically ruinous, ―they appear to 

be unimpressed‖ (Cushman Jr 1997b, pA35). Even with a moderately high level of 

public support in the US for a Kyoto agreement, a CAN interviewee (5, 2006) who 

moved between Europe and the US in 1997 commented that support in the EU for a 

Kyoto agreement was much stronger at all levels (public and political).  
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Figure 11: Anti-Kyoto press advertising prior to US signing in 1997 
primarily funded by the members of the Global Climate Coalition 
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The campaign GCC orchestrated  in the US Senate was, however, more successful. 

In Spring of 1997, Senator Byrd, a strong advocate of the coal industry (Lee, 

Cochran & Roy 2001) approached a senior GCC official to seek advice in regard to a 

proposed Senate resolution opposing the Kyoto Protocol (GCC Interviewee 1, 2005). 

Senator Byrd  had  strong ties to the coal-mining industry, was standing for re-

election in 2000 and it is reported that at least 20% of his 2000 campaign 

contributions came from coal mining interests (Stockman & Forman, 2000). Senator 

Byrd ―wanted to meet with the business community to talk about a resolution that he 

was going to introduce on climate change‖ (GCC Interviewee 1, 2005).  The GCC 

official convened this meeting with the business community where Senator Byrd 

provided copies of the draft resolution. It was suggested by the business community 

that he sharpen the focus on the economics of the issue and find a Republican 

Senator who would be co-sponsor of the resolution (GCC Interviewee 1 2005). Both 

of which he did (Senator Hagel became the Republican co-sponsor).  

The final wording of the resulting Byrd-Hagel resolution indicated that the US 

should not sign the Kyoto Protocol to limit emissions of GHGs by Annex 1 countries 

―unless the protocol or other agreement also mandates new specific scheduled 

commitments to limit or reduce greenhouse gas emissions for Developing Country 

Parties within the same compliance period‖ (Byrd-Hagel Resolution 1997). It also 

stated that the US should not sign Kyoto if it would result in serious harm to the US 

economy and required a detailed economic analysis of the impact of any Protocol in 

order to gain consent of the Senate to its ratification (Byrd-Hagel Resolution 1997). 

Senator Byrd also sought support from the GCC and its members in lobbying other 

Senators to support the resolution. During the weeks following the meeting, business 

lobbyists were briefed and successfully lobbied Senators to support and sponsor the 

resolution. It had over 60 Senators as co-sponsors and was passed by 95 votes to 

zero.  

The Clinton Administration did not seem to react to the proposed resolution either 

because ―not fully aware of it or did not think much of it and therefore never 
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mounted a major challenge to it‖ (GCC Interviewee 1, 2005). Other sources also 

indicate a similar acquiescence: 

―Given its support for the Berlin Mandate, the Clinton administration might 

have been expected to oppose the Byrd–Hagel resolution, urge that the 

resolution be amended by striking any reference to developing country 

commitments, or urge that the resolution be amended to state that mandates 

on developing countries would only come into force during a later 

compliance period. Instead of pursuing any of these three options, the Clinton 

administration signalled its acquiescence to the language of the resolution 

without amendment, leading Senate Democrats to join Republicans in voting 

for it‖ (Lee, Cochran & Roy 2001, p387). 

The GCC successfully led the lobbying of both sides of the Senate to support the 

Byrd-Hagel resolution on behalf of the Economic Growth Coalition.  It is not clear 

that the failure to oppose or seek amendment to the resolution was due to the Clinton 

Administration‘s signalled acquiescence or its inaction was due to its  inability to 

successfully oppose it (CAN Interviewee 4 2006). The fossil fuel industry had 

therefore successfully undermined the strong public support for Kyoto Protocol in 

the Senate and made it difficult for the Clinton Administration to negotiate in Kyoto. 

A two-thirds majority of the US Senate is required in order to ratify any international 

treaty. The focus of global climate change policy development also evolved during 

the period leading up to Kyoto where the final negotiations of the Protocol took place 

in late November and early December 1997. 

Policy Coalitions and Developing the Kyoto Protocol  

Geneva COP2 to Kyoto COP3 

After the Geneva COP2, there followed four more AGBM meetings, prior to the 

Kyoto COP. In March 1997 at AGBM 6, the EU took the initiative and proposed a 

cut in a basket of three GHGs (CO2, CH4 and NO2) by 15% by 2010 for all Annex 1 
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countries (Oberthür & Ott 1999). The overall target for the EU was also 15% with 

differentiated targets for individual EU countries. The Netherlands, one of the 

strongest members of the Precautionary Coalition within the EU, had led the push for 

this target during its period of holding the Presidency of the EU (Oberthür & Ott 

1999; Sewell 2005). This was backed by CAN and CNE as a step in the right 

direction (CAN Interviewee 5 2006).  The US introduced a proposal for the protocol 

that included emissions trading but still had not committed to any targets or 

timetables.  

Although the US was being more cooperative in the AGBM negotiations, the group 

of developed countries known as JUSSCANNZ (Japan, US, Switzerland, Canada, 

Australia, Norway and NZ) coordinated their negotiation tactics generally seeking to 

slow down progress on setting targets and timetables. In the negotiations, 

JUSSCANNZ and the US in particular, were engaged in negotiation tactics which 

sought to provide maximum flexibility to Parties in meeting future obligations. The 

US also sought the inclusion of developing countries; it proposed an Annex B for 

developing countries which would include voluntary, non-binding commitments for 

developing countries.  AGBM‘s Chair Estrada decisively ruled, on several occasions, 

that commitments for developing countries fell outside the terms of the Berlin 

Mandate (Oberthür & Ott 1999). As will be discussed later, Estrada played a key role 

in facilitating agreement, representing within the policy process what Oberthur and 

Ott term the ―Estrada Factor‖ (1999, p84). 

The EU made a further proposal at AGBM 7 of an emissions reduction of 7.5% from 

1990 levels by 2005, the same year as the AOSIS proposed protocol, which was 

supported by CAN and the major Environmental NGOs, however the reduction was 

much lower (EU 7.5% versus 20% AOSIS) (Leggett 2001; Oberthür & Ott 1999).  It 

was, however, an interim target a further part of the EU proposal for a 15% reduction 

by 2010. The EU had long been the most progressive force in the negotiations apart 

from AOSIS (Leggett 2001) and, of course, the EU had much more political power 

than AOSIS in the global policy development process. However, the reluctance of 

the JUSSCANNZ group and the US in particular, to commit to targets and timetables 
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meant the EU efforts were being largely frustrated. As discussed previously, in July 

1997, US Senate unanimously passed the Bryd/Hagel resolution which stated the US 

should not commit to an agreement to limit GHG emissions unless it included 

commitments by developing countries and would not harm the economy of the US.   

At the AGBM 7 meeting, for instance, it was reported in CAN‘s ECO newsletter that 

the Climate Council‘s  

―Don Pearlman was overheard talking to a Nigerian delegate. Gleefully he 

chuckled that if developing countries were to dig in and react to the Senate 

resolution, insisting on no new commitments, then the Kyoto protocol would 

be dead in the water. 'We can kill this thing,' Pearlman told the OPEC 

man.‖(Leggett 2001, p268) 

In addition, the GCC also had 25 delegates at the meeting ―armed with copies of the 

Byrd-Hagel resolution translated into 6 languages‖ (Leggett 2001). The Economic 

Growth Coalition with the GCC and the Climate Council leading the charge were, 

therefore, actively trying to undermine the negotiations of the Kyoto Protocol and 

using the Byrd-Hagel resolution as part of this campaign. 

In Bonn, in October 1997 at the preliminary discussions before AGBM8, many 

industrialised countries were surprised by a proposal from 150 countries – G77 led 

by China (including AOSIS and OPEC). This set proposed emission reduction 

targets for Annex 1 countries; these were for 7.5% reductions by 2005 and 15% 

reductions by 2010 (in line with the EU proposals) and a 35% reduction by 2020 

from 1990 levels. Although not quite as ecologically sound as the AOSIS proposal 

for 20% reductions by 2005 it was much more environmentally sound than the 

Japanese proposal for an overall 5% reductions by 2010, with differing national 

commitments.  OPEC‘s concerns were addressed in the G77 proposal by including a 

Compensation Fund, which would compensate for adverse impacts on developing 

countries. Developing countries had therefore shown their support for the EU‘s 

position on Annex 1 targets, given that the more ecologically sound AOSIS Protocol 
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targets were not going to be accepted in the global policy process (Oberthür & Ott 

1999).  

The US Clinton Administration caused furore by finally announcing a very weak 

commitment to freeze emissions at 1990 levels over the period from 2008 to 2012 

and then the USA would sign a Kyoto Protocol if developing countries could 

themselves agree to meaningful participation (the latter had already been ruled out of 

the AGBM/Kyoto negotiations – see above) (Oberthür & Ott 1999).  Climate 

Network Europe and the EU were both very critical of the announced US position on 

targets, with the EU Commissioner for the Environment stating that that the US 

position "is not an adequate response to the global problems of climate 

change"(Agence Europe 1997).  The American intransigence created a very negative 

and hostile negotiating atmosphere at AGBM8 and in the lead up to Kyoto and 

AGBM8 became a forum for trading hostile rhetoric. The American retrenchment 

had caused an eruption of all the old resentments harboured by the developing 

countries in the G77 (Leggett 2001), particularly following the G77 efforts to support 

the EU proposed target. The developing countries indicated that the Annex 1 

countries had caused the problem and had the greatest economic capacity to address 

it, as was recognised in the original UNFCCC (Leggett 2001; Oberthür & Ott 1999).  

Given the negative negotiating atmosphere created by the US announcement, it is not 

surprising that most of the contentious issues were not resolved and AGBM8 was 

officially resumed in Kyoto the day before the start of COP3. Chairman Estrada had 

been encouraged to have behind-the-scene talks during the period from the first part 

of AGBM8 and its second part on the day before COP3 and revise the negotiating 

text based on these talks. The resumption of AGBM8 therefore helped resolve any 

claims that the ―revised text under negotiation‖ produced by Chairman Estrada was 

beyond the mandate of the AGBM, but resolved little else (Oberthür & Ott 1999).  

The wide variety of activities that CAN‘s members and allies undertook to garner 

international support for the proposed Kyoto Protocol are much too broad and 

numerous to document all of them here. As well as ongoing activities to strengthen 
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the CAN network in developing countries (reviewed in Chapter 3), one other 

particular noteworthy activity was building a strong network of environmental NGOs 

to help establish domestic support in Japan for a strong international agreement at 

Kyoto. This successful effort in establishing the Kiko Forum of ENGOs supporting 

strong policy action on climate change in Japan, particularly between 1995 and 1997, 

has been well documented by Kim Reimann (2001) . As noted previously, public 

support in the EU for action on climate change was strong and there was no really 

effective campaign against the proposed Kyoto Protocol in the EU, such as that 

mounted by the GCC and its allies in the US. Most of the influential European 

business groups and leaders were part of the Ecological Modernisation Coalition and 

therefore supported the EU position seeking an international agreement with 

significant proposed emissions reductions.  

One of the key events held by CAN in the lead up to Kyoto was held in Bonn in 

October 1997.  CNE and GLOBE Europe organised a Conference ―Targeting Kyoto 

and Beyond‖ with assistance from the UNFCCC Secretariat and the European 

Commission with 300 participants including many negotiators, ministers and 

parliamentarians from 35 European countries (European Report 1997; Jaura 1997; 

Oberthür & Ott 1999).   At this Conference, a Malaysian Diplomat foreshadowed the 

move by the G77 to support the EU on the targets proposed in the international 

policy process  by ―urging the European Union (EU) to cooperate with the Group of 

77 (G77) developing nations in order to avert an impending fiasco at the international 

conference on global warming in early December in Kyoto‖ (Jaura 1997, para 1). He 

also indicated that the EU and the G77 could put pressure on the US, Japan ―and 

other recalcitrant developed countries to change their strategy‖ (Jaura 1997, para 6). 

Malaysia, certainly encouraged by local CAN members and CANSEA, was a leader 

in the G77 support for the EU position which emerged at AGBM8, as previously 

discussed. A policy position closer to the Precautionary Coalition‘s position was 

gaining support from the G77 as well as the EU.  
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COP3 and the Kyoto Protocol  

The global policy process leading to the Kyoto Protocol culminated at COP3 which 

began at the end of November 1997. The Civil Society part of Economic Growth 

Coalition had a very large delegation at the Kyoto Meeting: the GCC had 63 

registered delegates and its close allies, the Climate Council – six delegates and the 

Competitive Enterprise Institute – five delegates (UNFCCC 1997). Even for those 

used to the Economic Growth Coalition‘s members‘ lobbying tactics, its approach 

seemed surprisingly aggressive. The British environment minister described the 

presence at Kyoto of the US-based industry lobbyists as follows: 

―I saw some of the nastiest big business arm-twisting one could imagine. A 

corps of sixty lobbyists from United States coal, oil, and car industries, 

masquerading under the label of Global Climate Coalition, stalked the 

corridors and meeting rooms cajoling and threatening United States' 

delegates and developing countries alike(Brown 2002, p33)‖ 

A large US congressional delegation also attended the Kyoto Meeting, mainly 

supporters of the Economic Growth Coalition. It was headed by Republican Senator 

Chuck Hagel, who had, as discussed previously, co-sponsored the Senate resolution 

opposing the proposed Kyoto Protocol. He and his supporters claimed that it would 

create great costs for the US economy as it did not include developing-world 

commitments.  As Brown (2002, p33) reports ―Many in this congressional delegation 

appeared to be in Kyoto to prevent the US government delegates from getting out in 

front of the very restrictive congressional position announced in the Byrd-Hagel 

resolution‖ (Brown 2002, p33). The Economic Growth Coalition was clearly 

working hard to stop the US signing up to an agreement.  In an unofficial straw poll 

of conference participants sponsored by Friends of the Earth (a CAN member), the 

GCC was voted the top ‗climate-wrecking‘ organization among multinational 

companies and industry groups, the runner-up was Exxon - a key GCC member 

(Friends of the Earth 1997) . 
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In the build-up to the Kyoto COP, Chairman Estrada played an important role by 

narrowing and simplifying considerably the final negotiation text. ―This man has 

been brilliant. He has been able to create something out of nothing‖, observed John 

Prescott, the UK Deputy Prime Minister (Andresen & Agrawala 2002; Financial 

Times 1997). Throughout the negotiation of the Kyoto Protocol, Chairman Estrada 

played an outstanding leadership role, creating momentum and pushing negotiators 

towards meaningful solutions (Oberthur & Ott, 1999).  

Nonetheless, a large number of major substantive issues remained controversial at 

the beginning of the COP. Estrada was determined to reach agreement at Kyoto and 

constantly sought ways out of the problem of requiring consensus for adopting 

protocols.  At the end of the last AGBM before Kyoto, he ruled that there was a 

consensus on a draft text, except for three countries. When one of these countries 

raised a point of order, Estrada noted that countries could challenge his ruling but 

would need a two-thirds majority to revert it. He thus demonstrated that a Protocol 

could be adopted ―by consensus‖ against a minority of opponents, even in the 

absence of a formal rule on voting. This laid the basis for the adoption of the Kyoto 

Protocol, particularly in the final negotiating session (Oberthur & Ott, 1999).  

Estrada worked tirelessly with the UNFCCC Secretariat to progress final agreement 

on the Protocol. In the end, he virtually forced delegates to consensus, making him 

the ―Hero of Kyoto‖(Oberthür & Ott 1999 ,p85). After all night negotiations, phone 

calls from President Clinton (US), Prime Ministers Blair (UK) and Hashimoto 

(Japan) and Chancellor Kohl (Germany) the final formal negotiating session to agree 

the Protocol that was scheduled for 11am on the 10th December finally got underway 

at 1am on 11th December, with only just over seven hours to go before the UN‘s 

translators would have to leave Kyoto (Leggett, 2001; Oberthur & Ott, 1999). 

Without Estrada, international agreement would probably not have been reached at 

Kyoto, as is exemplified by his skilful overcoming of the final obstacles to an 

agreement in the final formal negotiating session.  



 

213 

 

Estrada took the route tested by him at AGBM8. Whenever, discussions did not lead 

to agreement on an issue, he took a decision on behalf of the assembly and it needed 

a two-thirds majority to overturn it. Nobody dared raise a challenge, as mounting it 

would have jeopardised the whole process. His experience, strategy and sense of the 

overall feeling of the meeting and his knowledge of issues key to the main players 

meant that he could satisfy these demands before making a final ruling.  

Article 3 on trading, targets and timetables was discussed first and went relatively 

smoothly until it reached the provisions on emissions trading which deferred rule 

making and verification for later agreement by the COP. China objected, supported 

by India and Saudi Arabia, quick as ever to exploit any divide. The debate went for 

more than an hour. At 4am, Estrada appealed for sanity – ―We are about to blow any 

chance of an agreement‖ (Leggett 2001, p317). Shortly thereafter, he called for a 

five-minute recess with a clear intention to knock heads together in private. Finally 

after forty-five minutes, Estrada was able to present a compromise; a slightly revised 

wording on emission trading was put into a separate article and the Protocol was 

rescued. The session had overcome the major hurdle; it never again reached the brink 

of total deadlock. Winning their point of principle, developing countries had shown 

their muscles, and industrialised countries had received the message (Leggett, 2001; 

Oberthur & Ott, 1999).  

It was 5.20am, only 1 article adopted and 27 to go and ―only two hours in all six 

languages‖ Estrada warned (Leggett 2001, p318). Kuwait‘s effort to stall was quickly 

overcome. Given the fundamental opposition to the draft Article on voluntary 

commitments by developing countries by Brasil, China and India, Chairman Estrada 

deleted the article to save the Protocol despite the objections of USA, Russia, 

Argentina and AOSIS. On the last major unresolved issue, Article 10 commitments 

for all parties (ie including developing countries), Estrada took the opportunity to 

partially compensate for the deletion of developing countries voluntary 

commitments. Asked by the Chairman of the G77 Tanzania to use his gavel, Estrada 

chose the compromise text elaborated by the Swedish Ambassador and opposed by 

Tanzania. At 8.45am, interpreters finished their work and negotiators had to use 
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English only. The final issue was Annex B, the specific emission reductions targets 

for Annex 1 countries – Japan 6%, US 7% and EU 8% - the overall target for 

industrialised countries, including permitted increases for Australia, Iceland and 

Norway was 5.2%. The overall target of 5.2% that was claimed to be 30% below the 

business as usual level for 2008-12 and would be 10% below expected emissions for 

the year 2000 (Oberthür & Ott 1999). 

The targets for the EU, US and Japan were the result of negotiations between these 

three major players, with the final outcome being an 8% reduction for the EU, 7% for 

the US and 6% for Japan.  Some diplomatic pressure was applied to the other Annex 

1 countries on targets, however, their targets do not rely on any particular rationale, 

more on either their ―willingness to pay‖ or their ―degree of intransigence and 

chutzpah‖ (Oberthür & Ott 1999, p120) Russia and Ukraine declared at the 

beginning of the final negotiation session that they would not accept any target 

beyond stabilisation. Even months after the Kyoto negotiations, Estrada commented 

that he was ―still looking for the basis of these figures‖ (Oberthür & Ott 1999, p120). 

The final 5% reduction is a similar level to the decline in emissions due to the 

collapse of heavy industries in the former Soviet bloc between 1990 and 1995 and 

therefore basically represented a stabilisation of Annex 1 countries total emissions at 

1995 levels in the commitment period of 2008-12 (Oberthür & Ott 1999). 

The final plenary of the COP was a formality. As the COP concluded, participants 

were aware that Kyoto was both an end and a beginning to a negotiating process as 

the contents of the Protocol had to be fleshed out and clarified. It contained a number 

of innovative provisions (eg Emissions Trading, Clean Development Mechanism and 

Joint Implementation). All of these reflected proposals put forward by the US as part 

of its negotiating position and accepted by the EU as part of the compromise of 

getting the US to commit to a stronger emissions reduction target. As discussed 

previously, emissions trading was controversial and final rule making on it was 

deferred to the next COP. Due to the many diverse interests reflected in the final 

Protocol and the process by which it was agreed, large parts of final agreed text 

remained ambiguous  (Oberthur & Ott, 1999). 
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The reactions from GCC on behalf of the Economic Growth Coalition to the 

agreement on the Kyoto Protocol followed the usual pattern. William O'Keefe, the 

GCC chairman, described it as a "terrible deal" which represented "unilateral 

economic disarmament" by the US. The GCC pledged to mobilise opposition to the 

Kyoto Protocol with a view to blocking its ratification by the US Senate on the basis 

that it failed to secure meaningful participation by developing countries in reducing 

greenhouse gas emissions (McDonald 1997). US Senator Hagel following the US 

decision to sign claimed that ―In signing the Kyoto Protocol, the President blatantly 

contradicts the will of the US Senate‖ (IISD 1998, p13). 

Alden Meyer, chairman of the USCAN, said the reductions were "not as large as we 

believe is demanded by the science and is possible ... but it's important to get the 

foundation laid " (Hanley 1997). CAN and Precautionary Coalition were 

disappointed as the outcome fell well short of a precautionary approach, given the 

documented scientific consensus on global warming. The WBCSD, however, in a 

joint statement issued during the Kyoto negotiations with other industry groups, 

including the more conservative International Chamber of Commerce, favoured only 

voluntary industry actions rather than strict regulations (Greenwire 1997a). In the 

joint statement, WBCSD and the other industry groups also indicated that market 

mechanisms should be used to reduce emissions (Environment Business 1997). The 

Ecological Modernisation Coalition had achieved a compromise, a commitment to 

reduce emissions by a date far enough into the future that its impact on economic 

activity was not expected to be significant and had won the inclusion of market 

mechanisms. The major problem, as will be discussed in the following section, is that 

the reductions in emissions agreed under Kyoto were not nearly sufficient to 

significantly reduce the risk of dangerous climate change. 

Modern communications technologies played an important part in the international 

policy development process leading to the Kyoto agreement and continue to do so in 

international environmental and other international negotiations. Virtual diplomacy 

had become established with draft negotiating texts and other documents extensively 

circulated and discussed via email. One of prominent features of the negotiations 
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themselves was the constantly ringing mobile phones. Mobile phones allowed 

attendees of the conference to be contacted by their home country directly during the 

conference sessions. Mobile phones also changed the lobbying strategies of the 

NGOs as they could now access and be accessed by members of national delegations 

involved in the informal or formal negotiations. Since INC11 (due to Don Pearlman 

of the Climate Council‘s incessant messages to the Saudi delegation discussed 

previously), NGOs had been denied access to the official negotiating floor (Oberthür 

& Ott 1999). They could now, however, discuss issues with official delegates and 

coordinate their actions with the official delegations on their mobile phones.  

This was used by the EU delegation, one of whose chief negotiators was Bert Metz 

who headed the Climate Change Unit of the Netherlands Environment Ministry and 

also had close links to the environmental NGOs. When there was resistance by 

members of JUSSCANNZ in the closed negotiations, someone in the EU delegation 

would contact one of the CAN members and brief him or her on the issue.  The CAN 

network would then apply pressure either on the particular national delegation, 

through the relevant CAN members or through the media or both (CAN Interviewee 

5 2006; Sewell 2005). CAN also used its own daily ECO newsletter to highlight 

particular national delegation‘s intransigence (CAN Interviewee 5 2006) based on 

their informed sources. This again demonstrates how the Precautionary Coalition of 

state and non-state actors worked together to influence policy outcomes.  

Assessment of the Kyoto Protocol 

It is an important question whether the global public policy represented by the Kyoto 

Protocol was an adequate policy response to global warming.  It was already clear 

from the IPCC (1995) Reports that continuing to emit greenhouse gases at current 

levels would lead to increased concentrations of greenhouse gases, continued global 

warming and potentially, dangerous climate change. The IPCC (1995, 4.6) Summary 

for Policymakers states that ―immediate stabilization of the concentration of carbon 

dioxide at its present level could only be achieved through an immediate reduction in 

its emissions of 50-70% and further reductions thereafter.‖ The Kyoto Protocol 
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represented an overall 5.2% reduction by the period 2008-2012 from 1990 levels by 

the Annex 1 countries.  As noted previously due to the collapse of heavy industry in 

the former Soviet bloc, this represented a stabilisation at the overall 1995 level of 

Annex 1 countries.  The protocol also failed to address the issue of aviation and 

marine bunker fuels used which the IPCC estimated by 1992 already represented 

over 3.5% of global emissions, and their use was growing more rapidly than most 

other sectors.  

There were no commitments by developing countries although offsets to emission 

reduction targets for Annex 1 countries could be achieved in developing countries 

through the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) scheme under the Kyoto 

Protocol. As Betsill and Corell (2007, p52) note, the ―targets are not based on 

scientific or economic analysis and are far below what the international scientific 

community says is necessary to stabilize atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse 

gases‖. The scientific consensus on the danger represented by global warming and 

the level of emission reductions needed to stabilise atmospheric concentrations of 

greenhouse gas emissions documented in the  IPCC (1995) report was not effectively 

addressed by the Kyoto Protocol. The level of reductions to be achieved by Annex 1 

countries from 1990 levels was negotiated down from the level set by AOSIS (a 20% 

reduction by 2005) and that set by the EU (a 7.5% reduction by 2005 and a 15% 

reduction by 2010) to a 5% reduction over the 2008-12 commitment period. The 

levels of commitment for the EU (8%), US (7%) and Japan (6%) were the result of 

negotiations between these three major players. The US managed to negotiate a 

lower emission reduction target than the EU, despite having much higher emissions 

per capita than the EU. Japanese per capita emissions were slightly lower than the 

EU level.  

For the other Annex 1 countries, their targets were largely the outcome of the 

negotiating process and each country‘s ―willingness‖ or ―intransigence‖  (Oberthür 

& Ott 1999, p120). There was no mechanism to assess each Annex 1 country‘s 

historic responsibility for greenhouse gas emissions and its capacity to reduce 

emissions. (There was some recognition of Iceland which had already had a very low 
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level of per capita emissions and was allowed a 10% increase in emissions although 

Australia which has very high per capita emissions also negotiated an 8% increase). 

The commitment of the Annex 1 countries was further offset by the use of the CDM 

mechanism which allowed inclusion of developing country emission reductions 

where these were additional reductions funded by developed countries (Oberthür & 

Ott 1999). The ―additionality‖ of these CDM commitments continues to be subject of 

much dispute (Carbon Trade Watch 2005; Liverman & Boyd 2008; Streck, Janson-

Smith & Schnurr 2006).  

One of the structural deficiencies of the UNFCCC which was not resolved by the 

Kyoto Protocol is the simple division between Annex 1 parties (industrialised 

countries) and non-Annex 1 parties (developing countries) (Oberthür & Ott 1999). 

This is inadequate to reflect the ―differentiated responsibilities and respective 

capabilities‖ (UNFCCC 1992) of all of the 192 countries that have ratified it. For 

example, Singapore, South Korea and Israel all have high per-capita greenhouse gas 

emissions but are non-Annex 1countries and have higher GDP per capita than Annex 

1 countries such as Spain and Portugal (Oberthür & Ott 1999). The proposed AOSIS 

Protocol had a provision which would have allowed a country not included in Annex 

1 to be bound by the obligations of Annex 1 countries.  Estrada was aware of the 

need to establish long-term goals for developing countries and therefore included in 

his draft protocol that a country could voluntarily commit itself by notifying a base 

year and limitation or reduction targets at any time to the UNFCCC Secretariat. The 

next MOP would then decide on acceptance of the notification. If the notification 

was accepted, the country could participate in Emissions Trading and JI alongside 

the Annex 1 countries.  AOSIS, Argentina and a number of other developing 

countries supported voluntary commitments, however, major developing countries, 

such as India, China and Brasil rejected it. This was due to a fear of being pressured 

into accepting voluntary commitments by the US using levers such as bilateral 

development aid and trade. In the final negotiations, China, India and Brasil‘s 

opposition was backed by the OPEC countries‘ negotiators, who had been advised by 

the GCC and its allies that inclusion of voluntary commitments by developing 
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countries would increase the likelihood of ratification by the US Senate. Under 

pressure, Estrada withdrew voluntary commitments from Article 10 although 

Argentina indicated that it would request it be on the Agenda of COP4 (Oberthür & 

Ott 1999). Although the concerns of China, India and Brasil are understandable, the 

lack of a mechanism for non-Annex 1 countries to move to taking on targets and 

timetables for emission reductions was a further major weakness of the final 

protocol.  It also made ratification by the US Senate less likely.  

The decision-making process on the inclusion of voluntary commitments points to 

another weakness of the global public policy development process. The draft article 

on voluntary commitments by developing countries was eliminated in the final 

formal negotiating session by Estrada as he knew that China, India and Brasil were 

opposed to it and agreement on the Protocol would not be achieved in that final 

negotiating session if it was included.  AOSIS and Argentina among the developing 

countries objected, along with the USA and Russia. The item did not get on the 

official agenda for COP 4 despite being hosted by Argentina and chaired by 

President Menem of Argentina, who also announced Argentina‘s willingness to 

adopt voluntary commitments. Putting in place, effective mechanisms to allow 

voluntary commitments would have been difficult but it would have started to 

address the problematic simple division between Annex 1 and non-Annex 1 

countries.  However, given the opposition of China, India and Brasil, this approach 

was never seriously re-considered in the detailed development of the implementation 

of the Kyoto Protocol (Oberthür & Ott 1999). 

The power and influence of the GCC and its allies, particularly within US domestic 

politics, can be identified as one of the major reasons for the failure of global climate 

change policy to come close to major GHG emission reduction levels identified by 

the IPCC and other credible research as being feasible and required.  As discussed in 

the previous chapter, the US prevented targets and timetables being included in the 

original UNFCCC in 1992 due to the strong influence of the Economic Growth 

Coalition on the Bush Snr Administration position. The Clinton‘s Administration‘s 

position was stronger on rhetoric but not much stronger in substance proposing only 
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a return to 1990 levels by 2008-10 when it finally proposed targets in October 1997. 

Even this very modest proposal was immediately attacked by the GCC claiming it  

"would damage the US economy while producing no lasting environmental benefit" 

(Greenwire 1997b). The political influence of the US corporate sector, especially 

through Congress, was exploited by the fossil fuel industry and automotive industry. 

As one of the US State Department climate change negotiators, Rafe Pomerance 

noted the oil industry ―created a political climate that made things difficult‖ and ―had 

a strong influence by de-legitimising the science and by using the Congress as a 

voice for their own agenda‖ (Van den Hove, Le Menestrel & de Bettignies 2002, p7). 

Other corporate sectors, such as insurance, had reasons to be concerned about global 

warming (Leggett 2001), but their influence was not sufficient to counter an 

extremely well-orchestrated campaign in the US by the Economic Growth Coalition, 

largely led by the GCC and its allies. 

The rest of  the world was unable to conclude an effective Protocol without US 

cooperation, as the US was the world‘s largest emitter of greenhouse gases with 36% 

of Annex 1 country emissions in 1990 (Oberthür & Ott 1999, p15). The US also had 

(and still has) one of the highest levels of per capita greenhouse gas emissions. As 

one of the world‘s richest countries, with high per capita GDP, the US could also 

much better afford to address the problem than much poorer countries such as India 

or China. If other countries were to cut emissions, the US would benefit as a ―free 

rider‖ from their efforts and other countries‘ industries would incur higher energy 

costs and lose competitiveness to US industries with no restrictions on fossil fuel use. 

The Clinton Administration despite signing onto the Kyoto Protocol announced after 

Kyoto that it would not submit the Kyoto Protocol for ratification until it secured 

agreements from developing countries to participate in Kyoto.  This was a 

repudiation not only of the deal the US had made in Kyoto but also of the provision 

in the UNFCCC that stated that the Annex 1 (mainly developed) countries would 

take the first steps in reducing emissions (Brown 2002).   

The Clinton Administration‘s problem of getting Senate support to ratify the Kyoto 

Protocol was compounded by the power of the fossil fuel industry which not only 
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had many well-funded lobbyists but also made almost US$40 million in political 

campaign contributions in 2000 (Center for Responsive Politics 2009b),  and 

traditionally had been a major contributor to US Presidential, Senate and 

Congressional election campaigns. The level of influence of the fossil fuel lobby 

over the US Senate was demonstrated by unanimous support for the Byrd-Hagel 

resolution opposing the proposed Kyoto Protocol. Senator Hagel claimed after the 

signing of Kyoto ―Anyway you measure this, this is a bad deal for America‖ 

(Stevens 1997, pA10) . He also predicted that the Kyoto agreement would be dead on 

arrival if it appeared for ratification in the US Senate (Brown 2002). The US failure 

to ratify the Kyoto Protocol followed by the decision in 2001 by President George W 

Bush for the US to abandon the Kyoto Protocol will be discussed later in this 

chapter. 

The following section reviews three main global policy processes following 

agreement being reached in Kyoto. Firstly, it provides an overview of the process 

and major outcomes of the global policy development which finalised the details of 

the broad policies included in the Kyoto Protocol. Secondly, it reviews the political 

battle over ratification of the Kyoto Protocol in the US. Thirdly, following the US 

withdrawal, it discusses the EU efforts to gain the required level of ratification 

among Annex 1 countries for the Kyoto Protocol. It then also briefly reviews the 

effectiveness of the final Kyoto Protocol that came into force in 2005 as a global 

policy response to the risk of dangerous global warming.  

Developing the Details of Global Climate Change 

Policy  

As discussed in the previous section, the Kyoto Protocol, although stronger than the 

UNFCCC, was still a weak response to the problem of global warming. Despite this, 

there followed a long and arduous global policy development process to finalise the 

detailed elements of the agreement, some of which had only been included in the 

final stages of the negotiations in Kyoto. The main result of these negotiations was 
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the further weakening of an already relatively weak policy response to global 

warming. This occurred in two stages, the first was during the three years following 

the Kyoto COP to the 2000 COP6 in The Hague, during which the EU made 

concessions to the US Clinton Administration in terms of the operational details of 

the Protocol (CAN Interviewee 5 2006). The EU, however, did not agree to further 

concessions sought by the US in the 2000 COP6, leading a breakdown in 

negotiations (Grubb & Yamin 2001). The second stage was after the US withdrew 

from the Kyoto Protocol in March 2001, as the EU then negotiated further 

concessions for other countries, particularly Canada, Japan and Russia, in order to 

encourage them to ratify the Kyoto Protocol (Christoff 2006).  

In order for the Protocol it to come into force, it had to be ratified by countries that 

represented 55% of the 1990 emissions from Annex 1 countries (UNFCCC 2008). 

This was particularly challenging given that the US, with 36% of Annex 1 countries‘ 

emissions, failed to ratify. This meant that almost all other major Annex 1 countries 

had to ratify the Protocol for it to come into force. It did, finally, enter into force on 

16 February 2005 (UNFCCC 2008), just over 7 years after it was negotiated in Kyoto 

with all major countries ratifying it, except the US and Australia. (Australia 

subsequently ratified it, following a change of government, at the end of 2007.) 

Global Public Policy Process finalising the Kyoto Protocol 

The US was successful in getting several elements of its preferred policy outcomes 

included in the final Kyoto Protocol as part of its bargaining to accept a 7% national 

emissions reduction target. These included flexibility in which gases could be 

counted in national targets – six gases were included – CO2, methane and nitrous 

oxide and three synthetic substitutes for ozone-depleting chlorinated fluorocarbons 

(The EU had proposed only the first three be included).  A range of mechanisms 

which allowed Annex 1 nations to count emission reductions not achieved in their 

domestic economy – these included Emissions Trading, Joint Implementation (JI) 

and the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM). (JI allowed credit for emission 

reduction projects funded in other Annex 1 countries with targets; CDM meant that 
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reductions in emissions in non-Annex 1 countries financed by Annex 1 countries 

could be counted in the Annex 1 reductions). Supported by Australia, the US also 

had flexibility included in the Protocol as to how the targets could be achieved – this 

meant that carbon-absorbing activities, enhancing greenhouse sinks could be 

included in the targets (The Land Use and Forestry Provisions). The US fought off 

pressure for earlier years and successfully negotiated for the target to be based on 

average emissions of the 5 years from 2008-12 (Brown 2002). 

The impact of these and other aspects of the Protocol will be discussed in more detail 

in this review of the subsequent international negotiations. During these phases, the 

role of the Policy Coalitions is often less clear, as much of their activities were less 

public advocacy and more insider activism, lobbying various governments to favour 

certain outcomes in the negotiations. The Economic Growth Coalition was still 

trying to block ratification, particularly in the US. It was in a strong position to do 

this, as it requires a two-thirds majority of the US Senate to ratify any international 

treaty or protocol. Encouraged by the GCC, the Senate had in 1997 registered a 

unanimous objection to a Kyoto agreement that did not include targets and timetables 

for developing countries.  

Among the major challenges in the international negotiations was to lay out in detail 

how greenhouse gas emissions were to be measured and verified — including the 

release and absorption of carbon from changes in land use and forest management 

which are much harder to measure accurately than emissions from burning fossil 

fuels. Secondly, international experts were asked to come up with a mechanism for 

trading emissions before the COP scheduled for Buenos Aires in November 1998 

(Masood 1997). The US, again, tried to raise the issue of emission reductions 

commitments for developing countries but this was blocked by the G77 (Masood 

1998). It had been expected that the remaining issues unresolved in Kyoto would be 

finalized at the Buenos Aires meeting. ―However, the complexity and difficulty of 

finding agreement on these issues proved insurmountable, and instead the parties 

adopted a two-year ‗Plan of Action‘ to advance efforts and to devise mechanisms for 

implementing the Kyoto Protocol, to be completed by 2000‖ (Justus & Fletcher 
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2001, p14). The next COP in Bonn in 1999 therefore mainly focused on technical 

issues to be addressed in the Plan of Action.  

Most negotiators who participated in The Hague COP6 of 2000 were disappointed 

with the outcome.  International Institute for Sustainable Development (IISD 2000) 

stated ―This was ‗the deal that almost was‘, the occasion where agreement appeared 

so near on a number of highly-charged political issues‖.  The aim was to promote the 

entry into force of the Kyoto Protocol by 2002 (the next World Summit on 

Sustainable Development), while at the same time not compromising even further the 

targets and timetables that had been set. COP 6 delegates set out with the aim of 

reaching agreement on over 200 pages of text on a range of issues, in line with the 

Buenos Aires Plan of Action. One of the major issues on which there was a stalemate 

at COP 6 between the EU and the US was the push by the US for nations to be 

allowed to offset their emissions using sinks, for example, carbon credits from 

forestry. At the end of the two weeks, the negotiations had failed to reach consensus 

on a number of key political issues as well not making any significant progress in 

advancing the final negotiated text (IISD 2000). With most of the negotiations taking 

place behind closed doors between the US and the EU on the sinks and emissions 

trading issues, many developing countries were frustrated that they ―had been shut 

out from negotiations‖; and there was ―deep disappointment at the bickering and 

‗backsliding‘ among industrialized countries on their Kyoto and Convention 

commitments‖ (Grubb & Yamin 2001, p263). The failure to reach agreement at COP 

6 resulted in negotiations being scheduled to be continued in 2001 as COP6 bis (COP 

6 continued). 

Glenn Kelly, Executive Director of the GCC following the collapse of The Hague 

negotiations claimed "These negotiations led us down a dead end street. The time has 

come for a new direction on climate change policy based on the ability of businesses 

to lead the development of new technologies to address global concerns about GHG 

emissions‖ (Gantz 2000).  For the first time, there was a major division over 

international climate policy in CAN at COP6 over the issue of sinks, with some CAN 

member ENGOs supporting the inclusion of forestry sinks in the agreements while  
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other CAN members viewed this as a way for industrialised nations to avoid their 

commitments to reduce GHG emissions (CAN Interviewee 5 2006).  This division 

occurred, despite CAN‘s extensive efforts in advance of COP 6 to negotiate within 

CAN an agreed position on this issue (CAN Interviewee 5 2006; Tenner 2000). (A 

copy of the Executive Summary of the CAN position paper on this issue adopted 

prior to COP6 is included as Appendix 6. 

By the time negotiations reconvened at the resumed session of COP 6 in Bonn, 

Germany, in July 2001, President GW Bush had taken office and withdrawn the US 

from the Kyoto Protocol. In March 2001, US officials announced that the new 

president had ―no interest" in implementing the Kyoto Protocol, which he then called 

"fatally flawed" in a June 2001 speech. He claimed the treaty demanded too little of 

rapidly developing countries, and complying with it would threaten the nation's 

economy (Nature 2008). The new US Administration‘s climate policy will be 

discussed in more detail in the following section on gaining ratification for the Kyoto 

Protocol.  

President GW Bush also dismissed the 2001 IPCC Report, rejecting the peer-

reviewed findings of over 2000 scientists, as an inconsequential ―product of 

bureaucracy‖ (Gelbspan 2005, p42).  The 2001 IPCC Report raised the possibility of 

sudden shocks to the Earth‘s climate system, such as a slowdown of ocean 

circulation, and provided further details of a capricious future climate with more heat 

waves and other extreme events (Nature 2008). The new US Administration‘s 

climate change policy and dismissal of the science was a major contributor to an 

even greater failure of global public policy to address the climate change issue. The 

Kyoto Protocol would now only cover just over 60% of Annex 1 countries‘ 

emissions (UNFCCC 2008) and have no significant impact on the rapidly growing 

emissions from the major developing countries, such as China, India and Brasil. 

Given the world‘s largest, most powerful, wealthy nation, the USA,  was not going to 

take action, persuading  these important developing countries to take significant 

action to reduce GHG emissions was made all the more difficult.  
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There was some debate in the EU whether to continue with the Kyoto Protocol 

following the US withdrawal (discussed in more detail in a later section on 

ratification of Kyoto). Further negotiations in Bonn at COP6bis in July 2001 resulted 

in the Bonn Agreement.  At COP 7, held a few months later in Marrakesh, Morocco, 

negotiators built on the Bonn Agreement and brought a major negotiating cycle to a 

close by adopting a broad package of decisions. These Marrakesh Accords spelt out 

―more detailed rules for the Protocol as well as advanced prescriptions for 

implementing the Convention and its rules‖ (UNFCCC 2005, p7). The main issue 

now was getting the required level of ratification required for the Kyoto Protocol to 

come into force, without the participation of the US. 

Ratification of the Kyoto Protocol 

US Failure to Ratify then Rejection 

The US accounted for 36% of 1990 greenhouse gas emissions from Annex 1 

countries (Oberthür & Ott 1999). Its ratification of the Kyoto Protocol was therefore 

critical to its effectiveness. This not only related to the large proportion of the 

emissions it represented but also without effective US participation in addressing 

global warming, it made it much more unlikely that the major emitters among the 

developing countries, China, India and Brasil would commit at the next stage to a 

broader global agreement to reduce emissions. This section reviews the initial failure 

to ratify the Kyoto Protocol by the US and then its rejection by President GW Bush.  

Having secured a unanimous rejection of some of the key aspects of the Kyoto 

Protocol in the Senate before the final agreement was made, the Economic Growth 

Coalition continued on the offensive to ensure the US did not ratify Kyoto. GCC 

chairman William O'Keefe commented following the agreement in Kyoto that: 

"President Clinton said he would walk away from a bad climate treaty. We 

expect him to keep his word. However, the Vice President appears to have 

given U.S. negotiators in Kyoto an open checkbook to get a treaty, no matter 
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what the costs to American families, businesses, farmers, workers, and 

consumers.  There can be no real solution to this that isn't global and that 

does not have meaningful, actual participation of developing countries" (The 

Oil and Gas Journal 1997). 

Given that there were no significant changes to the Senate during the rest of the term 

of the Clinton Presidency, there was little likelihood of the Kyoto Protocol being 

ratified by the Senate. Encouraged by the GCC and its allies , Congress prohibited 

executive branch agencies, such as the US Environmental Protection Agency from 

―working on climate issues that could be construed as ‗backdoor‘ ratification of the 

Kyoto Protocol‖ (GCC Interviewee 1 2005). This would prove to greatly hinder the 

EPA from working with states and local governments to take voluntary steps to 

reduce greenhouse emissions (Brown 2002, p37). In testimony to Congress in 1998, 

William O‘Keefe of the GCC and API claimed, 

―The Kyoto Protocol is a climate policy derived from a debate that for too 

long has been driven by ideological rhetoric, pseudo facts, staged media 

events and scathing attacks on those who raise legitimate doubts.‖ 

(Testimony of William F. O‘Keefe 1998) 

Many in Congress remained adamantly opposed to not only the Kyoto Protocol but 

also any serious policy measures to reduce US greenhouse gas emissions (Brown 

2002).  As a result, US greenhouse gas emissions continued to soar during the 

Clinton Administration.  

At COP4 in Buenos Aires, following Argentina‘s (a non-Annex 1 country) 

commitment to reduce greenhouse gases, the US announced it would sign on to the 

Kyoto Protocol but ―that it would not submit to the Senate for ratification until it had 

secured more commitments from developing nations to reduce greenhouse gases‖ 

(Brown 2002, p38). This was to some extent repudiating the original UNFCCC 

agreement that the US had ratified, which in Article 3.1 stated that the developed 

countries ―should take the lead in combating climate change and the adverse effects 
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thereof‖ (UNFCCC 1992). In addition, almost all of the developing countries were 

adopting a wait and see approach, not committing to any obligations, until it was 

clear that the developed countries, particularly the US the largest emitter, were taking 

steps to fulfill the obligations they agreed to in Kyoto. This made it unlikely that 

there would be many more significant commitments by developing nations to reduce 

greenhouse gases. 

At COP6 in The Hague in November 2000, the US continued to press for the 

maximum use of the trading mechanisms and land use offsets.  The US pushed for 

the right to use its ‗existing forests‘ ability to remove carbon from the atmosphere, 

which was subject to much scientific uncertainty, as a credit against the 7% reduction 

target that the US had agreed to in Kyoto. The EU and many other countries opposed 

the US‘s attempt to have unrestricted use of the Kyoto land use and emissions 

trading mechanisms (Brown 2002). As discussed previously, COP6 failed to make 

progress on finalising the Kyoto agreements with most nations blaming ―the 

unreasonable position of the US on forests for the conference failure‖ (Brown 2002, 

p39).  

Some US environmental groups were disappointed with this outcome. Philip Clapp, 

President of the National Environmental Trust in Washington said, "There is no 

excuse for having walked away. This was Europe's best chance to achieve a strong 

climate treaty, and they decided to pass it up. This window of opportunity may not 

come again. After January, the Europeans could face a Bush administration that is 

almost certain to push for bigger loopholes in the treaty" (Drozdiak 2000, A01). 

Environmental groups also noted that during his 2000 election campaign, Bush was 

much more lukewarm in his commitment to fighting global warming than the Clinton 

administration and Al Gore, the 2000 Democratic Presidential Candidate. CAN, 

however, opposed the US position on sinks and emissions trading and ―sought tight 

controls on the use of loopholes to ensure that all the rich industrialised countries 

would achieve an overall 5.2 per cent reduction in emissions, largely through 

domestic actions‖ (McDonald 2000, p20). There were, however, divisions within 

CAN about the inclusion of forest sinks in developing countries, as discussed 
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previously in relation to COP6  (Duwe 2003). Among those who cheered the failure 

of the negotiations at COP6 was the GCC.  The GCC‘s Executive Director, Glen 

Kelly claiming "This is the ultimate but inevitable result of a flawed process. It 

signals the need for the world to take a whole new approach to address concerns 

about the climate" (Drozdiak 2000, A01).  

During the 2000 Presidential campaign Bush‘s policy announcements had included 

―a proposal to cap the carbon dioxide emissions of the nation's electric utilities for 

the first time‖ (Hill 2000, pA3). A GCC interviewee (1, 2005) indicated that they had 

contacted the Bush campaign about this issue and were assured that it had been an 

error to include it. No clarifying statement was made during the campaign, but in 

March 2001, President GW Bush made it clear that there would be no restrictions on 

CO2 emissions by power plants (York & Mackeen 2001).  The move was of course 

welcomed by the GCC and its allies, with the conservative Cato Institute 

commenting ―there's not likely to be much of a political cost. The average American 

probably didn't even know that Bush had made the promise to unilaterally reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions‖ (York & Mackeen 2001, p1).  The move was condemned 

by environmental groups and even provoked an international response from EU 

leaders who issued a statement ―expressing ‗deep concern‘ about Bush's change of 

heart‖ (York & Mackeen 2001, p1). 

In March 2001, President GW Bush‘s administration also publicly renounced the 

Kyoto Protocol. In a letter he sent on 13
th

 March to four U.S. senators, which was 

also released to the press, Bush (2001) said he would not support the Kyoto Protocol 

because it did not yet command participation from developing nations, including 

China and India. Bush‘s letter also stated that their absence makes the approach 

―unfair‖. Bush's limited view allowed him to see the costs -- his letter to the senators 

claimed Kyoto would harm the U.S. economy - but prevented him from seeing the 

economic benefits of leading the way (Sweeney 2001).  In preparation for a meeting 

with the GCC in June 2001, the talking point for Bush‘s Under Secretary of State 

Dobrianky included that the President  ―rejected Kyoto, in part, based on input from 

you‖  (Union of Concerned Scientists 2007, p50).  
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In reviewing the GW Bush climate change policies, Gelbspan (2005, p43) describes 

them as ―corruption disguised as conservatism‖. He goes on to document the 

substantial funding that coal interests and coal fired electricity generators provided to 

the 2000 Bush election campaign and the rewards these corporations received from 

the new national energy plan. This plan was developed by the Vice President, Dick 

Cheney, former CEO of Haliburton, the US‘s largest oil services firm. The plan 

called for ―between 1300 and 1900 new power plants – most of them powered by 

coal and nuclear energy – over the next 20 years‖ (Gelbspan 2005, p46). He also 

goes on to document how by 2001 ExxonMobil ―replaced the coal industry as the 

major funder of the most prominent and visible greenhouse sceptics‖ (Gelbspan 

2005, p51). The Union of Concerned Scientists (2007, p1) has also documented this 

ongoing campaign  ―In an effort to deceive the public about the reality of global 

warming, ExxonMobil has underwritten the most sophisticated and most successful 

disinformation campaign since the tobacco industry misled the public about the 

scientific evidence linking smoking to lung cancer and heart disease.‖ 

The failure of US national climate policy to seriously address the global warming 

issue resulted in substantial weakening of global climate policy. If the country with 

the highest national emissions and among the highest per capita GDP fails to take 

action, it makes it much harder for effective global climate policy to develop. The 

GCC developed allies for its Economic Growth Coalition climate change policies 

among right-wing politicians (many of whom received substantial campaign funding 

from the fossil fuel and automobile industry) and 14 influential conservative think 

tanks (McCright & Dunlap 2003) – see Appendix 7 for the full list of these. 

Together, they worked to deny the climate change crisis by ―falsely depicting 

greenhouse science as uncertain and contradictory‖ (Armitage 2005, p417).  This 

contrasts with the EU where the business sector largely supported the Ecological 

Modernisation Coalition‘s discourse that did not dispute the climate change science 

but indicated that emission reductions could be made while continuing economic 

growth.  
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Much of the US corporate media largely accepted the GCC and its allies framing of 

the climate change science as being in dispute, despite a strong scientific consensus 

on the danger of global warming both in the IPCC and in the published peer-

reviewed science.  Boykoff et al (2004, p134) conclude that despite ―the general 

agreement in the international scientific community that mandatory and immediate 

action is needed to combat global warming, US prestige-press coverage has been 

seriously and systematically deficient.‖ As they also document, this was achieved 

through a systematic campaign of disinformation by GCC and its allies (Boykoff & 

Boykoff 2004). Various  histories of US climate change policy (Armitage 2005; 

Boykoff & Boykoff 2004; Brown 2002; Gelbspan 2005; McCright & Dunlap 2003; 

Union of Concerned Scientists 2007) clearly document the success of the fossil fuel 

and automotive interests and the politicians who work with them, and account for the 

lack of political action in developing effective climate policy in the United States. As 

noted, this has also been a major factor in the world‘s failure to develop effective 

global climate policy.  

Ratification of Kyoto  

The US was therefore now not part of the Kyoto process and expected it to collapse 

following its withdrawal. The other signatory countries essentially had two choices. 

They could either move ahead with Kyoto, and possibly try to get the US back on 

board, or start again and negotiate a new international climate treaty. Most countries 

wanted to try to convince the US to rejoin (Hovi, Skodvin & Andresen 2003). In 

March 2001 following the announcement that the US did not support Kyoto, the EU 

wrote to US GW Bush encouraging the US to commit to combating climate change 

and finalise and ratify the Kyoto Protocol. However, at a meeting in late March 2001, 

Bush‘s National Security Adviser, Condoleezza Rice told EU Ambassadors "Kyoto 

is not acceptable to the Administration or Congress….we will have to find new ways 

to deal with the problem. Kyoto is dead"(Kluger et al. 2001). 

Given the US rejection of the Kyoto Protocol and no immediate prospect of it 

rejoining, the EU had to decide whether to continue to try to gain the level of 
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ratification needed for the protocol to be implemented or abandon the protocol or 

negotiate a new protocol. For the protocol to come into force it needed ratification by 

55 countries and ratification by Annex 1 countries that accounted for at least 55% of 

the total 1990 greenhouse gas emissions from Annex 1 countries. As the US 

accounted for 36% of 1990 Annex 1 country emissions, it therefore required almost 

all other industrialised countries to ratify it in order for Kyoto for it to come into 

force.  

CAN interviewees (5 & 6, 2006) claim that CAN and its members played a crucial 

role in getting the EU and other governments to proceed with the Kyoto Protocol 

without the US. Representatives of CAN member organisations met with 

Environment and other Ministers in the EU and other industrialised countries 

encouraging them to proceed without Kyoto despite the US withdrawal. The crucial 

period was between the announcement by Bush that the US would not support Kyoto 

in March 2001 and the resumption of COP6 at COP6-bis at the end of July 2001 in 

Bonn. CAN and its members had to gain sufficient support among the Annex 1 

industrialised countries for negotiations on detailed implementation of the Kyoto 

Protocol to resume in Bonn in July. This was not easy, given that many governments 

anticipated major difficulties in proceeding with the protocol without US 

participation (CAN Interviewee 5 2006). These included the resistance of local 

industries having to compete with US producers not subject to policy measures to 

reduce GHG emissions, which were likely to increase energy costs. Australia 

followed the US lead and indicating it was not going to ratify Kyoto, citing potential 

impact on Australian industry as one of the main reasons (Hamilton 2007). 

A Ministerial Meeting was held, in April 2001 in New York, to identify the attitudes 

of  countries towards the Kyoto Protocol in the wake of the US withdrawal, during 

which the countries broadly split into three groups (European Report 2001).   The 

first group comprised countries that were firmly committed in Kyoto and wanted to 

press on and aiming to ratify the agreement by 2002 as planned. This group was 

spearheaded by the EU, which said it was ready to implement Kyoto even without 

the US. The second group was made up of rather hesitant members, including most 
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of the major Third World countries, who questioned the value of the Protocol if the 

US, the world's largest GHG emitter, refused to cut its emissions. The third group 

featured the opponents: the US along with Canada and Australia, two countries 

which said in private that it would be impossible to work without the US,  according 

to Mr Pronk, Chairman of the negotiations (European Report 2001).   

The positions of Russia and Japan were particularly important as the two countries 

were backing the Protocol, on the record, and anxious to have it ratified, but off the 

record they were said to be not strongly committed. Japan, along with Canada, was 

concerned that its industries' competitiveness could lose out to the US given the US 

withdrawal from the collective effort. Russia was concerned that, following the US 

withdrawal, it would not be able to be able to make as much money from selling its 

credits for emission reductions under international emissions trading. These emission 

reductions were created by to the collapse of its heavy industries in the post-Soviet 

era (European Report 2001). As it never seemed likely that the US would meet its 

target under Kyoto by domestic emission reductions, if the US had remained 

committed to the Kyoto Protocol, it was likely to increase the demand for and 

therefore the price of emission credits in international emission trading. The Clinton 

Administration had indicated it would achieve a substantial proportion of the US‘s 

GHG emission reduction target by purchasing emission credits from overseas 

sources and therefore pushed for widespread participation and flexibility in the 

Kyoto emissions trading scheme (Brown 2002). 

CAN and its European members kept the pressure on the EU to proceed with Kyoto, 

not only through a series of meetings with the various EU governments and the EU 

Commission representatives but also with public media statements aimed at trying to 

gain a clear commitment from the EU to go ahead with the Kyoto Protocol with or 

without the US (Kenety 2001).  The civil society members of the Ecological 

Modernisation Coalition in the EU were less supportive due to the possible negative 

impact on European business interests of proceeding without the US. Active 

campaigning in support of proceeding with the Protocol was organised by CAN 

members in Canada and Japan to try to ensure support for proceeding with the 



 

234 

 

Protocol when negotiations resumed in late July (CAN Interviewee 5 2006). There 

were also efforts by CAN members at gaining support for proceeding from the 

developing countries and ―then in Bonn, you know once again a North-South 

coalition, which is the key to any success in the climate negotiations, came together 

and lo and behold, multi-nationalism won the day‖ (CAN Interviewee 5 2006).   

As noted earlier, the negotiations in Bonn in July 2001 resulted in the Bonn 

Agreements.  Olivier Deleuze, head of the EU delegation said that, "We were 

capable of showing the US...we could actually come to an agreement without the US 

and (despite) the pressure put on many countries to hesitate" (Karey 2001, p1). In 

Bonn, the EU made a number of concessions in the agreement in an effort to win the 

support, most critically, of Japan, but also Canada, Russia and Australia. These 

related to credits to offset their emission-reduction requirements from activities that 

absorb carbon, such as reforestation. These carbon credits allowed under the 

agreement would sharply cut the total emission reductions required under Kyoto 

from 5.2% to 1.8% according to WWF, a CAN member. The EU was also hopeful 

that the US might rejoin Kyoto process at a later stage (Karey 2001). 

At COP 7, held in November 2001 in Marrakesh, Morocco, negotiators finalised the 

Kyoto negotiating cycle by adopting a broad package of decisions.  The Kyoto 

Protocol was, however, further weakened as the EU had to agree to efforts by Japan, 

Canada, Australia and Russia for further compromises in order to gain their support 

(Ingham 2001). Having agreed the detailed rules of implementation in Marrakesh, 

the main issue now was getting the level of ratification required for the Kyoto 

Protocol to come into force. There were only two Annex 1 countries, Romania and 

the Czech Republic among the total of 40 countries that had ratified Kyoto by the 

time of COP 7 in 2001. Many governments had called for the protocol's entry into 

force to take place before the World Summit on Sustainable Development to be held 

September 2002 in South Africa (Environment News Service 2001). This was very 

unlikely, however, given the low level of ratification by Annex 1 countries in 

November 2001. 
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The EU itself did not ratify its acceptance of the Kyoto Protocol till May 2002 

(UNFCCC 2008). Even within the EU, ―there were problem countries that popped 

up‖ (CAN Interviewee 5 2006) and both CAN member organisations and other EU 

member governments put pressure on them to come into line. Following EU 

ratification, the EU, CAN and its members stepped up the international pressure on 

the remaining industrial countries to ratify the Kyoto Protocol. The EU used the 

more traditional diplomatic channels and CAN through its member organisations in 

Japan and Canada particularly, created strong domestic pressure in these countries 

for ratification (CAN Interviewee 5 2006). Japan ratified in June 2002. A CAN 

interviewee (5, 2006) claimed that the Japanese Government would not have ratified 

―without the NGO work that was done there‖ by local Japanese environmental NGOs 

linked to CAN (CAN Interviewee 5 2006).   

Canada ratified in December 2002 (UNFCCC 2008), again following an intensive 

campaign by CAN associated Canadian NGOs in alliance with the Federation of 

Canadian Municipalities (CAN Interviewee 5 2006).  The decision to ratify was 

taken by Prime Minister Chretien and his cabinet, despite substantial opposition from 

the Canadian fossil fuel lobby and other Canadian business interests who feared loss 

of competitiveness to US businesses which were not going to be meeting emission 

reduction targets (Olsen 2002). The World Summit on Sustainable Development had 

resulted in an increased focus on environmental issues, which also helped 

environmentalists put pressure on the Canadian and Japanese governments (CAN 

Interviewee 5 2006).  

During the November 2001 election campaign, the Australian Prime Minister, John 

Howard, reiterated his position of refusing to ratify the Kyoto Protocol unless the US 

also ratified it (Robins 2001) despite the campaigning of local groups associated with 

CAN Australia. This was due to successful lobbying of the Australian Government 

by the Australian equivalent of the GCC, the Australian Industry Greenhouse 

Network  (Hamilton 2007; Pearse 2007).  It subsequently emerged that the 

conservative Government was quite divided on the issue of ratifiying Kyoto when it 
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was discussed in Cabinet (Costello & Coleman 2008). Australia did ratify the Kyoto 

Protocol following the election of a Labor Government at the end of 2007. 

The final ratification depended on the Russian Federation, which represented over 

17% of 1990 emissions by industrial countries. Getting Russia to ratify involved a 

large coordinated effort in which CAN, Climate Network Europe, WWF and WWF 

Russia (one of the few environmental NGOs in Russia) and the major EU 

governments played a major part. As noted previously, there already was some 

incentive for Russia to ratify as its emissions had fallen due to the collapse of heavy 

industry in the post-Soviet period, giving it emission credits it could sell as offsets to 

countries that did not meet their Kyoto targets through domestic reductions. Some 

argue that U.S. rejection of the Kyoto Protocol partly resulted from the fact that, had 

the US ratified, its least costly road to implementation would have involved large 

purchases of emissions credits from Russia (Bernard et al. 2003). 

The CAN associated NGO groups worked closely with the EU through 2003 until 22 

October 2004 when the Russian Duma (parliament) voted in favour of ratification 

(CAN Interviewee 5 2006; CAN Interviewee 6 2006; Hamilton 2007). This included 

CAN‘s EU members acting on feedback from WWF Russia and other local Russian 

contacts and using this to help guide appropriate action by EU government leaders 

that would bring Russia on board (CAN Interviewee 2 2005). One of the major issues 

was that Russian gas prices were 80% below EU gas prices and the EU had made 

equalisation of prices a condition of its support for Russian membership of the WTO. 

As part of a complex deal, the EU settled for a doubling of Russian gas prices and 

support for Kyoto in return for supporting Russian membership of the WTO. 

Following this, Russian President Putin then announced his support for ratification 

and following its confirmation by the Russian Duma in October the Kyoto Protocol 

formally came into force on 16
th

 February 2005 over 7 years after it was agreed 

(Hamilton 2007). Without the support of the CAN member NGOs and the EU, it is 

unlikely it would have gained the level of ratification necessary to come into force.  
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At the Buenos Aires COP in December 2004, following the Russian endorsement of 

ratification in October 2004, the Economic Growth Coalition was again on the 

offensive trying to block progress on a post-2012 agreement to reduce greenhouse 

gas emissions. Led by the US and supported by its OPEC allies, they sought to avoid 

all attempts to address future actions and adaptation in an effort to protect their 

industries (Earth Negotiations Bulletin 2004; Gelbspan 2005). These blocking efforts 

were lampooned in the final CAN (2004) ECO Report on the Conference (copy of 

the article is shown on the following page). The US and Saudis also blocked progress 

at the COP on an adaptation package for the least developed countries (CAN 2004).  

The death of Don Pearlman, the leader of the Climate Council, in August 2005 did 

represent a blow to the Economic Growth Coalition as he had established a very 

effective relationship in coordinating the Saudi Arabian and Kuwaiti efforts on 

behalf of the Economic Growth Coalition in the international climate change policy 

processes, particularly in the UNFCCC and IPCC fora. As he was a Partner in a 

Washington law firm and billed his fossil fuel and other US corporate clients for his 

efforts, the funding of his work did not have to be separately disclosed by the 

corporations, it just formed part of their legal expenses.  This is the reason for the 

inclusion of Don Pearlman in the CAN lampoon providing a ―Keynote Address 

‗Buying Governments: Hiding the Money Trail‘‖(CAN 2004, p2) 
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Figure 12: George and Abdullah  
From: (CAN 2004, p2) - ECO - Issue 11 - Volume CX 
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The Effectiveness of the Kyoto Protocol  

Earlier in the chapter, there was an assessment of the Kyoto Protocol based on the 

negotiated outcome of the Kyoto COP3.  Before the Protocol came into force in 

2005, there was, however, the withdrawal of the US and the further weakening by 

easing of the emission limits for Canada, Japan and Russia under the Protocol in 

order to gain the required level of ratification. To encourage ratification, the rules for 

emissions trading were also made less restrictive. (Barrett 2007). It is therefore 

useful to also review the effectiveness of the Protocol as finally ratified and 

implemented. 

Much of the global climate change institutional framework had already been put in 

place by the UNFCCC including the UNFCCC Secretariat and the annual COP to 

review progress and agree further actions. This was further consolidated in the Kyoto 

Protocol with each COP also being a Meeting of the Parties (MOP) to the Protocol, 

with only parties to the Protocol officially participating in these meetings.  The 

Kyoto Protocol also set the 2005 MOP to initiate consideration of commitments for 

subsequent commitment periods. This was, however, only for Annex 1 Parties. The 

major additional body formed by the Kyoto Protocol was the Executive Board of the 

Clean Development Mechanism.  

The Kyoto Protocol will not achieve the major objective of the UNFCCC, the 

stabilization of atmospheric greenhouse gasses at ecologically safe levels.  It is likely 

to achieve a reduction of less than 1% of total global emissions of Annex 1 countries, 

from 1990 levels, in the 2008-12 commitment period  (Christoff 2006).  In addition, 

emissions from non-Annex 1 countries continued to grow resulting in overall 

substantially increased global GHG emissions since the Protocol was negotiated in 

1997. The IPCC Report (1995) made clear that substantial reductions of greenhouse 

gas emissions from 1990 levels were required to avoid the risk of dangerous climate 

change.  These will not be achieved through the Kyoto Protocol. This failure of the 

developed countries, particularly the US, to take effective measures to combat global 
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warming has also made development of a more effective and comprehensive post-

2012 global climate change policy more difficult. 

The Kyoto Protocol did establish the framework for legally binding targets and 

timetables for emission reductions; however, the global public policy development 

process resulted in the level of these targets being much lower than that the scientific 

evidence indicated was required to stabilise atmospheric concentrations of GHGs. It 

also pushed back the year by which they would be achieved from the 2005 date in 

the draft AOSIS Protocol to a 2008-12 Commitment Period. The legally binding 

nature is also limited as under Article 27 (UNFCCC 1997) any country can withdraw 

from the Protocol with one year‘s notice. Canada is also unlikely to meet its Kyoto 

target and there have been no mechanisms agreed for penalties for non-compliance 

with the Protocol (Barrett 2007). 

The EU led the Annex 1 countries in negotiations leading up to Kyoto pushing for 

significant reduction targets and proposed a timetable that had cuts from 1990 levels 

of 7.5% by 2005 and 15% by 2010. These fell short of the proposed AOSIS Protocol 

of 20% reductions by 2005 that would have represented a more precautionary 

approach which would have further reduced the risk of dangerous climate change. 

Given also that the 1995 IPCC report concluded that gains in energy efficiency of 

50-60% over the next two to three decades were achievable (IPCC 1995), the 

evidence supported the AOSIS target and timetable being technologically feasible. In 

the latter stages of the negotiations, the EU gained support from the G77 for its 

targets. The G77 basically endorsed the EU targets with an additional target of a 35% 

reduction by 2020.  There was, therefore, strong international support from the EU 

and the G77 for a target of a 15% reduction from 1990 levels by 2010.  

The main resistance came from JUSSCANNZ, led by the US. The US was reluctant, 

initially to commit to targets and timetables (due to well orchestrated domestic 

opposition by GCC and its allies) and did not announce its proposed targets and 

timetables until very late in the negotiations. When US did announce them, they were 

minimal and consisted only of a commitment to return to 1990 levels by the period 
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2008-2010.  The compromise in the Kyoto Protocol was therefore for a 5% overall 

reduction across the Annex 1 countries across a five-year commitment period from 

2008-2012. The US committed to 7% reduction and the EU to an overall 8% 

reduction.  The concessions made to other countries, mainly in the JUSCANNZ 

group and Russia and Ukraine brought the overall reduction target down to 5%.  The 

EU‘s targets and timetable, which were not particularly precautionary, had therefore 

been weakened further in the final negotiations in Kyoto. The mechanisms the US 

insisted being included, in order to sign Kyoto, such as emission trading, JI and 

CDM also allowed opportunities for emission reductions not to be achieved 

domestically and opened up major opportunities to further weaken the environmental 

effectiveness of the Kyoto Protocol.  

The EU, being aware of the difficulties the Clinton Administration faced in gaining 

the two-thirds majority needed in the Senate to ratify the Protocol made some 

concessions to the US in the period between 1997 and 2000 in the hope that this 

would assist in getting US ratification. At COP 6 in 2000, however, the flexibility the 

US sought was beyond what the EU was prepared to give, particularly on the issue of 

counting of US forests as sinks which would be offset against the US emission 

reduction target. President GW Bush‘s announcement of the US withdrawal from the 

Kyoto Protocol resulted in a weak agreement becoming even weaker. Firstly, it now 

did not include the largest emitter among the industrialised countries (the US 

represented 36% of total 1990 Annex 1 country emissions). Secondly, other countries 

were more reluctant to ratify given the US withdrawal, as their local industries would 

have to compete against US firms likely to have lower energy costs as the US was 

not seeking to reduce emissions. This resulted in the Protocol being further weakened 

in order to persuade Canada and Japan to ratify.  

Kyoto has therefore not been an effective response to the global warming.  

Reflecting this, the recent IPCC Report (2007a) shows that global greenhouse gas 
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emissions continue to increase (as shown Figure 1 below) and have increased by 

28% from 1990 levels by 2004 to total 49 gigatonnes of CO2e
1
 (equivalent).  

 

Total greenhouse gas emissions in gigatonnes of CO2e
1 

Figure 12: Global Greenhouse Gas Emission 1970-2004 (IPCC 2007a) 

The IPCC Report (2007a) also concluded that with current climate change mitigation 

policies and related sustainable development practices, global GHG emissions will 

continue to grow over the next few decades forecasting an increase of between 25% 

to 90% of GHG emissions by 2030 compared to 2000 levels. This compares with the 

target set out in the Toronto Declaration of a reduction of global emissions to 20% 

below 1990 levels by 2005 and the G77 proposal in the negotiations leading up to 

Kyoto of a 35% reduction of Annex 1 countries emissions by 2020 from 1990 levels.  

                                                 

1
 CO2e: Measure of all greenhouse gases in equivalent amount of CO2 
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The refusal of the US (the world‘s largest national emitter) to ratify the Kyoto 

Protocol has also made it more difficult to get the major developing countries 

emitters, such as China and India which now rank 2
nd

 and 4
th

 in terms of their 

national emissions, to accept targets and timetables as part of developing a post-2012 

global climate change policy. 

Conclusion: Fields of Contestation and the Kyoto 

Protocol 

As previously discussed, the research identified six major fields of contestation 

Agenda Setting,  National (EU) Policy Development, Global Policy Development, 

Ratification, Implementation, and Review within the Global Climate Change Public 

Policy Process.  The ‗war of position‘ between the Policy Coalitions of state and 

non-state actors took place within all of these fields of contestation in relation to the 

Kyoto Protocol.  GCC and CAN continued to play a major role within their 

respective Policy Coalitions. One major difference compared with the development 

of the UNFCCC was the emergence of a third major Policy Coalition, the Ecological 

Modernisation Coalition, which established a ‗middle ground‘ policy position 

between the already established Economic Growth Coalition and the Precautionary 

Coalition. Its policy position sought to maintain economic growth while addressing 

the problem of global warming and therefore tried to address the major concerns of 

the opposing Policy Coalitions. The emergence of the Ecological Modernisation 

Coalition can be seen as an outcome of the complex dialectical contestation on 

climate change policy between the Economic Growth and Precautionary Coalitions.   

A huge number of issues arose in global and national polities as the Kyoto Protocol 

was developed, ratified (or not ratified) and implemented.  If the issue was seen as 

important by a particular actor or group of actors, they would seek to frame the issue 

in a way that would tend to favour their preferred outcome from the policy process. 

However, this framing was more likely to be widely accepted if it was reinforced by 

other major actors which contributes to the importance of Policy Coalitions. The 
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framing is of course likely to be challenged by actors from the opposing policy 

coalition, as part of trying to exercise discursive power as discussed in Chapter 2.  

The emergence of the Ecological Modernisation Coalition reinforced both the 

recognition of the problem of global warming and the importance of maintaining 

economic growth.  

As discussed earlier in this chapter, the GCC as a key member of the Economic 

Growth Coalition continued to try to frame the science of global warming as 

uncertain and also sought to undermine the credibility of the IPCC when it concluded 

that ―the balance of evidence suggests a discernible human influence on global 

climate‖ (IPCC 1995, p22). The IPCC‘s framing of the issue had already been 

weakened by the Economic Growth Coalition in the IPCC Plenary process  as it 

originally stated ―Emerging evidence points to a detectable human influence on 

climate‖ (Leggett 2001, p227).  The GCC also aimed to frame any US commitment 

to targets and timetables for GHG emission reductions as costing huge numbers of 

jobs in the US economy  (Brown 2002; Gelbspan 2005).  It also tried to frame the 

emission reductions as ‗unfair‘ to the US as China and India were not required to 

make reductions (Global Warming Network Online Today 1997). As the battle in the 

US continued over ratification of the Kyoto Protocol, the GCC and its allies 

continued, with some success, to undermine in the US public sphere acceptance of 

the scientific consensus on global warming.  As Ross Gelbspan (2005) noted, there is 

virtually no debate in any other country except the US (and possibly Russia) about 

what is happening to the climate. The debate in other countries is focussed on how to 

most effectively address the problem of global warming.  

The Precautionary Coalition, having established the inadequacy of the UNFCCC, 

succeeded in getting targets and timetables for Annex 1 countries emission 

reductions on the global policy agenda. Its challenge was to frame the adoption of 

ambitious targets and timetables as feasible without major adverse impacts to the 

Annex 1 countries‘ economies.  In the US, this was particularly difficult as the GCC 

and its allies were strongly promoting the opposite framing. In the EU, the 

Ecological Modernisation framing tended to predominate, which claimed that 
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economic growth and emission reductions could both be achieved. The framing of 

the Ecological Modernisation was most politically acceptable as it was not 

challenging the scientific consensus but indicating that emissions reductions could be 

achieved within the dominant political and economic paradigm of continued 

economic growth. It also promoted market mechanisms, such as emissions trading, 

as part of the proposed policy in a period where market solutions were being 

favoured in the global polity. This also opened up new opportunities for investment 

in JI and CDM projects which would benefit the corporate sector. This approach also 

helped the Ecological Modernisation Coalition gain acceptance of its framing of 

climate change issues.  

Agenda Setting  

The agenda setting phase for the Kyoto Protocol began during the INC meetings 

following the agreement on the UNFCCC, which were to prepare for the first COP. 

One of the tasks of the first COP under the UNFCCC was to review the adequacy of 

commitments under the Convention (UNFCCC 1992). The battle between the 

Economic Growth Coalition and the Precautionary Coalition continued in these INC 

sessions, though following the election of President Clinton, the US policy position 

began to move away from the Economic Growth Coalition and towards that of the 

Ecological Modernisation Coalition.  AOSIS, the EU along with CAN were leaders 

in the Precautionary Coalition pushing for recognition of the inadequacy of the 

commitments under the UNFCCC and re-establishing timetables and targets on the 

international negotiating agenda. This was achieved in the Berlin Mandate which 

agreed a process ―to set quantified limitation and reduction objectives within 

specified time-frames, such as 2005, 2010 and 2020” (UNFCCC 1995, II, para 2(a)). 

The US agreed to this under pressure from the EU and most of the G77, an alliance 

partly facilitated by CAN and its members. This set the agenda for the global public 

policy process resulting in the Kyoto Protocol.  
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National and EU Policy Development 

Among the Annex 1 countries, the EU took the lead on international policy 

development on climate change. It had been willing to commit to timetables and 

targets for emission reductions under the original UNFCCC process. This had been 

blocked by the US, under President Bush Snr, as discussed in the previous chapter. 

The election of President Clinton in the US resulted in the issue of targets and 

timetables being reintroduced to the global policy process, admittedly somewhat 

reluctantly by the US, partly due to the power wielded by GCC and its allies in US 

domestic politics. As discussed  in Chapter 4, the US fossil  fuel industry, led by API 

and GCC, played a central role in the killing of Clinton‘s 1993 BTU tax proposal, 

and the Clinton administration was then reluctant to propose other taxes or regulatory 

instruments to address climate change (Skodvin & Skjærseth 2001).  Many elected 

members of Congress and the Senate had received substantial campaign donations 

from GCC‘s major backers, the fossil fuel and automotive industries and generally 

supported the positions of these industries in opposing substantive policies and 

programs to address global warming (Brown 2002). This resistance was strengthened 

when Republicans took control of Congress and the Senate at the beginning of 1995 

(McCright & Dunlap 2003; Sewell 2005).  

The continual domestic political pressure exerted by the Economic Growth Coalition 

made it harder for the Clinton Administration to commit to substantial emission 

reduction targets, particularly during the 1996 Presidential election campaign. 

Although Clinton was re-elected, a strong Republican majority in the Congress and 

Senate remained. This represented a major obstacle to the Clinton Administration‘s 

ability to take a more precautionary position in the global climate change policy 

development process. This was reinforced in July 1997 when the Senate passed by 

95-0 the Byrd-Hagel resolution indicating that it did not support key aspects of the 

proposed Kyoto Protocol particularly that developing countries were not subject to 

emission constraints. Given that ratification of any international treaty, convention or 

protocol requires a two-thirds majority of the US Senate, this put the Clinton 
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Administration in a particularly difficult position.  As has been discussed in more 

detail in this chapter, the GCC and its allies were involved in drafting and lobbying 

for the Byrd-Hagel resolution, and then used it to try to undermine the global policy 

process which led to the Kyoto Protocol. The US national policy position therefore 

weakened the Kyoto Protocol as its emission reduction targets were not as ambitious 

as the EU targets for Annex 1 countries (supported by the G77) of 15% reductions 

from 1990 levels by 2010. This compares with an 8% reduction target for the EU and 

a 7% reduction target for the US and 6% for Japan and a 5% overall reduction for 

Annex 1 countries in the final Protocol.  Through its pressure to make the US‘s 

climate change policy less precautionary, the Economic Growth Coalition therefore 

succeeded in making the Kyoto Protocol much less precautionary. The US had also 

succeeded in having Emissions Trading, JI and CDM included in the Protocol which 

would provide further mechanisms for weakening its effectiveness.  

Having agreed to the Kyoto Protocol, the Clinton Administration was not, however, 

in a position to have it ratified as the strong opposition in the Senate remained. There 

was also an active campaign led by GCC and its allies to ensure that there were no 

back door measures that supported the Kyoto Protocol and greenhouse gas emission 

reduction measures (Brown 2002; GCC Interviewee 1 2005).  President GW Bush 

then withdrew the US from participation in the Kyoto Protocol in March 2001, 

supported by the Economic Growth Coalition. The withdrawal of the US resulted in 

the final implemented Protocol being further weakened, as in order to gain 

ratification the Protocol was made less demanding as most industrialised countries 

feared competition from US industries, which were now not subject to any timetables 

and targets for emission reductions. US national policy therefore made the original 

Kyoto Protocol less precautionary than the proposed EU or AOSIS approach and the 

impact of the US withdrawal weakened it further.  

Global Policy Development 

The issue of timetables and targets for greenhouse gas emission reductions by Annex 

1 countries was re-established as part of the agenda for the global climate change 
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policy development process through the efforts of the Precautionary Coalition. By 

working with AOSIS on developing and submitting for adoption a draft protocol 

which specified a 20% reduction target by 2005 from 1990 for levels for Annex 1 

countries‘ emissions, the Precautionary Coalition clearly established international 

pressure at COP1 for developing targets and timetables as part of global policy. It 

also gained support for this approach from many of the G77 countries which then 

helped the EU put pressure on the US to accept the Berlin Mandate as a global policy 

development framework at COP1. The G77 also ensured that the Mandate would not 

introduce any new commitments for non-Annex 1 countries (Oberthür & Ott 1999). 

Following the commitment in the Berlin Mandate, one of the major issues to be 

addressed in the international policy process was the target level of emission 

reductions and the timetable. The IPCC (1995) had indicated that immediate 

emission reductions of between 50-70% would be required to stabilise atmospheric 

concentrations of CO2 at their then present levels. The IPCC (1995) also concluded 

that energy efficiency gains of 50-60% were feasible over the next two to three 

decades. In 1996, a comprehensive study by the Netherlands indicated the 

importance of keeping global warming below 2°C above pre-industrial levels and 

that in order to achieve this ―industrialised countries would have to achieve emission 

cuts of 19-46% from 1990 levels by 2010‖ (Leggett 2001, p237). This confirmed the 

AOSIS draft Protocol target of 20% reduction by 2005 as being in line with the 

policy approach required by the scientific evidence.  

Despite the Netherlands study, the Precautionary Coalition did not get the EU to 

accept the AOSIS timetable and targets, the EU, however, did table a target in March 

1997 of a reduction of 15% by Annex 1 countries by 2010 from 1990 levels. The EU 

had also tabled a 7.5% reduction target for 2005 and these EU targets were supported 

by the G77, even though they were well below the AOSIS target and also well below 

what the scientific consensus indicated was needed.  The EU target was furthered 

weakened by the policy development process with the final overall target agreed for 

Annex 1 countries representing a reduction of just over 5% from 1990 levels in the 5 

year commitment period centred on 2010 (2008-12).  Establishing ambitious targets 
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was not helped by the US finally tabling a very soft target of only returning 

emissions to 1990 levels by 2008-12 in the month before the COP began in Kyoto. 

Japan proposed a target, prior to the COP, which was claimed to be 5% (but actually 

closer to 3%) (Oberthür & Ott 1999). 

There was a strong scientific consensus that substantial emission cuts which went 

beyond the levels proposed in the draft AOSIS Protocol were needed to stabilise 

atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gas emissions and minimise the risk of 

dangerous climate change.  Despite this, the Kyoto Protocol only sought to achieve 

an emissions reduction target of just over 5% below 1990 levels by 2010 for Annex 1 

countries.  The fear of loss of international competitiveness with an adverse impact 

on domestic economic growth seems to be the main reason that Annex 1 countries 

were unwilling to commit to the level of targets required. The possible loss of US 

competitiveness causing major job losses was a strong focus of the Economic 

Growth Coalition‘s framing of the issue in the US. This would occur if imports from 

countries with lower or no emission targets (eg – non-Annex 1 countries) replaced 

locally manufactured products. The introduction of a border adjustment mechanism 

which would address this competitiveness issue does not seem to have been seriously 

considered in the development of the Kyoto Protocol or its implementation. This led 

to the further weakening of the already inadequate Kyoto Protocol targets as 

countries feared the impact of loss of competitiveness to the US following its 

withdrawal, as well as to the non-Annex 1 countries that were not subject to targets 

and timetables for emission reductions. The business sector in many Annex 1 

countries tended to reinforce these concerns about loss of competitiveness while not 

disputing the strong scientific consensus on the need for urgent and substantial global 

emission reductions.  

As noted previously the G77 had insisted that in the Berlin Mandate would create no 

new commitments for non-Annex 1 countries. China, India and Brasil defeated the 

proposal for voluntary commitments for non-Annex 1 countries fearing that they 

would be forced into making voluntary commitments by the US and other 

industrialised countries. This proposal was removed despite the fact that some non-
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Annex 1 countries (Argentina, South Korea and Mexico) supported the voluntary 

commitments proposal. Its removal continued the weakness in the original UNFCCC 

that some non-Annex 1 countries such as South Korea and Singapore have higher per 

capita GDP and GHG emissions than some Annex 1 countries, such as Portugal. 

Indeed, South Korea and Mexico have also both joined the OECD (Oberthür & Ott 

1999). 

Ratification 

Following the negotiation of the Kyoto Protocol at COP3, the global policy process 

further weakened the already inadequate commitments under the Kyoto Protocol. 

This happened in two major stages, firstly between 1998 and 2000, recognising the 

challenges that the Clinton Administration faced in gaining ratification, the EU made 

concessions to the US in terms of negotiating the detailed implementation of the 

Protocol.  The EU, however, viewed the further concessions the US sought at COP6 

in The Hague in December 2000 as being unreasonable and there was a failure to 

reach agreement.  The second stage was following President GW Bush‘s withdrawal 

of the US from the Kyoto Protocol in March 2001, as the EU agreed to further 

weakening of the Protocol in order to achieve the required level of ratification from 

Annex 1 countries.  

The US‘s failure to ratify has been discussed in detail earlier in this chapter. It is also 

sought to identify some of the major factors why the Economic Growth Coalition 

succeeded in having the US not ratify and then withdraw. Its success seems to have 

been due to being able to frame Kyoto as bad for the US among Senators and with 

key decision-makers in the GW Bush Administration. It did this by minimising or 

questioning the risk of dangerous climate change indicated by the science and 

maximising risk the potential job losses from emission reductions. The Ecological 

Modernisation Coalition which did not question the science, which had come to 

predominate in the EU, particularly in the business sector, did not gain the same level 

of support from US business. This meant that in the EU, the policy issue was not 

about ratification but about achieving the emission reduction with the minimum 
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adverse economic impact.  Australia was the only other major Annex 1 country that 

failed to ratify the Kyoto Protocol, until a change of government in 2007.  As in the 

US, the fossil fuel industries played a major role in opposing ratification by Australia 

(Hamilton 2007; Pearse 2007). 

 CAN and its members played a major role in convincing the EU to proceed with the 

Kyoto Protocol, following the US withdrawal.  CAN and its members then worked 

closely with the EU to put pressure on national governments of Annex 1 countries in 

order achieve the required level of ratification for it to come into force. This was 

achieved and the Kyoto Protocol came into force in February 2005.  

Implementation 

The commitment period for emission reductions began on 1
st
 January 2008 and it 

seems likely that most countries which ratified the Kyoto Protocol will meet their 

targets, many by using the flexibility mechanisms of JI, CDM and emissions trading. 

The exception is Canada, where emissions in 2004 (Environment Canada 2006) were 

more than 25% above the Kyoto commitment for the 2008-12 period and the 

Conservative government elected in 2006 is not committed to meeting its target 

(Stoett 2008). The Canadian failure to take its commitment seriously is partly due to 

its NAFTA partner, the US‘s failure to ratify and the issue of loss of competiveness 

for Canadian industry compared to US industry. The Canadian fossil fuel industry, 

supported by the US fossil fuel industry and the Alberta provincial government, has 

been a strong and vociferous opponent of Canadian participation in the Kyoto regime 

(Olsen 2002; Stoett 2008). 

The impact of the implementation of the Kyoto Protocol will, however, be minimal 

in terms of slowing the growth of global greenhouse gas emissions. Even as 

originally negotiated it only sought to reduce emissions of Annex 1 countries by just 

over 5% from 1990 levels and as implemented is only likely to result in at best a 1% 

reduction of global emissions from business-as-usual levels (Christoff 2006, p839). 

By 2000, non-Annex 1 countries total GHG emissions which were not subject to any 
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emission limits under the Kyoto Protocol represented a similar level of total 

emissions to total Annex 1 countries emissions (Baer et al. 2008, p14). The 

mechanisms under the Kyoto Protocol to address the growth of non-Annex 1 

countries‘ emissions, such as the CDM, were very limited and largely ineffective 

(Liverman & Boyd 2008). 

Review 

The only major stage that has been reached in terms of the review of the Kyoto 

Protocol has been the commencement of the process of developing a further 

agreement on climate change and commitments for the post-2012 period. Initial 

discussions on these began at COP10 in Buenos Aires in 2004 but were largely 

blocked by the US and Saudi Arabia as discussed in this chapter. The process did get 

underway at COP 11 in Montreal in 2005 and is scheduled to conclude at COP 15 in 

December 2009 in Copenhagen. 

Overall Conclusion 

The Kyoto Protocol as negotiated was an inadequate global public policy response to 

the danger of global warming.  Due to the US withdrawal and other factors, the 

implemented Kyoto Protocol covering the commitment period from 2008-2012 was 

an even more inadequate policy response, as it is only likely to reduce global 

emissions by 1% from business-as-usual levels (Christoff 2006). The Precautionary 

Coalition failed to get a precautionary policy outcome from the global policy 

process.  In the US, the Economic Growth Coalition was relatively successful in 

framing the issue in a way that indicated that major commitments to reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions would result in reduced economic growth and increased 

unemployment. The Precautionary Coalition and the Ecological Modernisation 

Coalition were not totally successful in countering this framing among key decision-

makers and influencers in the US and many other Annex 1 countries. The Annex 1 

countries therefore negotiated a weak Kyoto Protocol, which was further weakened 

through the global policy process in order to gain ratification by the remaining 
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Annex 1 countries, particularly following the US‘s withdrawal. The final chapter will 

give an overview of how a range of institutional factors contributed to the failure of 

the global climate change public policy process to develop effective global policy.  
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Chapter 6 - Conclusion 

―It is perfectly true, as philosophers say, that life must be understood 

backwards. But they forget the other proposition, that it must be lived 

forwards. And if one thinks over that proposition it becomes more and more 

evident that life can never really be understood in time because at no 

particular moment can I find the necessary resting-place from which to 

understand it – backwards.‖ (Kierkegaard, Rée & Chamberlain 2001, p18) 

Introduction 

My initial PhD research focused on Indicators of Sustainable Development, in the 

naïve belief that if we understood how unsustainable our current global society was, 

we would move urgently to an ecologically and socially sustainable development 

path. I found through my initial research that major indicators were clearly showing 

that our current development path was unsustainable (McGregor 2003), but that our 

national and global governance systems were almost completely failing to address it. 

This raised the much larger question of why this failure was occurring. To examine 

that question across all of the aspects of Ecologically Sustainable Development was 

clearly beyond the scope of a PhD thesis, so the focus narrowed to global warming, 

as a case study of continuing unsustainable development.  

The global public policy process has failed to effectively reduce the growing and 

unsustainable levels of greenhouse gas emissions as has been documented in 

Chapters 4 and 5. There is a reasonable degree of consensus, among many  of those 

who have undertaken research in relation to global environmental governance and 

global warming, that we have failed so far to develop an effective global public 

policy response. There is much less consensus on why we have failed. 

This conclusion gives an overview of how this research helps explain some of the 

institutional factors that have contributed to the global public policy process not 

effectively addressing the issue of climate change. This final chapter therefore seeks 
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to highlight these factors and address the issue based on the research that I have 

undertaken. Clearly, these are complex questions posed in the context of a complex 

global socio-historical process. It is, of course, but one perspective, based on my 

research, however, I believe it provides some useful insights into a complex and 

difficult problem. It also assesses whether the theoretical framework used and the 

analytical tools developed for this research provide useful insights into these issues 

and may provide a useful perspective on other global public policy processes. It 

discusses the limitations of the research and possible directions for future research. I 

also include some suggestions of what an effective Global Climate Change Public 

Policy approach might be, and some of the problems that would have to be overcome 

to achieve that.  

Hegemony and Counter-Hegemony in the Global 

Polity 

The ‗war of position‘ between the GCC and its Economic Growth Coalition allies 

and CAN and its Precautionary Coalition allies is just one of many complex, multi-

nodal global wars of position between the hegemonic forces of neoliberal 

globalisation and counter-hegemonic forces (Carroll 2007). Carroll (2007) identifies 

four pairs of global civil society organisations selected as a purposive sample 

representing conflicting hegemonic and counter-hegemonic forces in different global 

fields. Within the capital/labour field, the comparison is between the International 

Chamber of Commerce (ICC) and the International Confederation of Free Trade 

Unions (ICFTU), both with large memberships on either side of that divide. In the 

field of ideological and intellectual leadership, Carroll (2007) compares the Mont 

Pelerin Society which has fostered a network of neo-liberal intellectuals and a 

worldwide network of neoliberal advocacy think-tanks, with the Transnational 

Institute (TNI) – ―a worldwide fellowship of committed scholar-activists‖ 

(Transnational Institute 2009). As contrasting organisations providing global public 

spheres, Carroll (2007) compares the World Economic Forum and the World Social 

Forum. The World Economic Forum (2009) seeks to be the ―foremost organization 
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which builds and energizes leading global communities; the creative force shaping 

global, regional and industry strategies; the catalyst of choice for its communities 

when undertaking global initiatives to improve the state the world‖.  The World 

Social Forum (2008) is ―an open meeting place where social movements, networks, 

NGOs and other civil society organizations opposed to neo-liberalism and a world 

dominated by capital or by any form of imperialism come together to pursue their 

thinking, to debate ideas democratically, for formulate proposals, share their 

experiences freely and network for effective action‖. In the field of ecological 

politics, Carroll (2007) contrasts the World Business Council for Sustainable 

Development (WBCSD) and Friends of the Earth International (FoEI), a CAN 

member. 

This research has focused on a similar pair of contrasting organisations, the GCC and 

CAN, and their roles in contesting the global politics of climate change.  Carroll 

(2007, p52) mainly focused on the organisations and their respective roles on either 

side of the war of position, but he does recognise that on both sides, ―groups have 

become more institutionalised, complex and networked‖(italics in original).  This 

research likewise reveals and documents the growing complexity and networking 

structures within the Global Climate Change Public Policy Process, as competing 

groups built Policy Coalitions across a range of state and non-state actors.  

The dialectical contestation which has shaped the outcome of the global climate 

change policy process also therefore needs to be seen as part of a broader 

contestation across the global polity between the hegemonic forces of neo-liberal 

globalisation and a range of counter-hegemonic movements.  This contestation over 

climate policy has taken place during a period in which there has been an embedding 

of neo-liberalism as a global hegemonic paradigm (Cerny 2008).  As Cerny (2008, 

p2) indicates, ―neo-liberalism has increasingly come to frame many of the 

intellectual and political debates as economic doctrine, public policy agenda, 

descriptive framework, analytical paradigm and social discourse. It has become 

deeply embedded in 21st century institutional behaviour, political processes and 

understandings of socio economic ‗realities‘‖.  Among the components of this 
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globally embedded neo-liberal hegemony is a focus on a more open world economy 

with a focus on reducing barriers to trade and capital flows and the 

internationalisation of production (Cerny 2008, p18). Another aspect is an embedded 

financial orthodoxy focussed on the control of inflation, mainly through monetary 

policy alongside reducing taxes and maintaining a balanced budget with government 

revenues matching expenditure.  Overall, neo-liberalism is the political paradigm that 

converts the structural power of corporate capitalism into a strong hegemonic force 

to ensure that market driven politics holds sway (Leys 2001). 

In developing global climate change policy, market-driven mechanisms such as 

emissions trading have been an important part of neoliberal environmentalism 

embraced and promoted particularly by the Ecological Modernisation Policy 

Coalition. This Policy Coalition was successful in having the neoliberal policy 

approaches of emissions-trading, Joint Implementation and the Clean Development 

Mechanism included in the Kyoto Protocol. These market mechanisms have created 

further softening of the policy outcome as some developed countries have sought to 

meet their emissions targets by buying emission permits from other countries 

(particularly Russia, as discussed in Chapter 5).  There is also much debate on 

whether the emission reduction permits created by many CDM projects really 

represent additional emission reductions (also discussed in Chapter 5).  

The dominant neo-liberal paradigm during this period and its focus on free trade 

created a further impediment to developing an effective climate change regime and 

there was a reluctance to impose border adjustments on traded goods with high 

embedded energy, in relation to trade with countries with emission restrictions. 

Imports not subject to emission charges (taxes or permits) would be subject to 

payment of these border adjustment levies and exports to countries with no emission 

reduction scheme would receive a rebate of the emission taxes or permit fees paid 

(Hoerner & Muller 1996; Saddler, Muller & Cuevas 2006).  This policy approach 

could have been used by countries that enacted policies to significantly reduce 

greenhouse gases to address the concerns regarding loss of competitiveness of their 

domestic industries.  The approach could have been implemented in a way that was 
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compliant with WTO rules on national environmental measures (Hoerner & Muller 

1996).  The research has focused on the ‗war of position‘ over global climate change 

policy within the policy process but the characteristics of the broader global polity in 

which this has taken place has also affected the outcome.  

CAN, GCC and the Global Climate Policy Process 

One of the major research questions was how CAN and GCC have sought to 

influence the global climate change policy process during the period 1989 to 2005. 

A focus of the research has therefore been CAN and GCC as two important, 

strategic, non-state, not-for-profit actors within the opposing Policy Coalitions that 

were trying to influence the outcome of the global climate change policy process. 

Although the direction in which each was trying to influence the process was totally 

different, the strategies and tactics they employed, in conjunction with their close 

allies, were similar.  Each was playing a major role in building and facilitating a 

broader Policy Coalition at both domestic and international levels.  As the Global 

Climate Change Public Policy System is clearly a political system with widely 

dispersed power, both CAN and GCC sought to convince other important actors of 

the soundness of their proposed policy position.  Each tried to influence the policy 

position of other non-state and state actors in the policy process through a range of 

insider and outsider advocacy strategies. These were key aspects of building the 

opposing Policy Coalitions.   

The GCC was mainly focused on the US and the US policy position in the 

international negotiations, but through the Climate Council, the Economic Growth 

Coalition also had a close relationship with the Saudi and Kuwaiti governments. 

CAN was much broader in its focus, trying to influence all governments that were 

initially involved in the International Negotiating Committee (INC) or that became 

signatories to the UNFCCC. This was usually easier where there was at least one 

CAN member NGO in the country, as there is a CAN member NGO in most of the 

192 countries that have ratified the UNFCCC. CAN also established a close 

relationship with AOSIS which took a strong position on the need for effective 
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global policy on climate change as many of its members would be severely affected 

by rising sea levels.  CAN and Climate Network Europe (CNE) also, at times, 

worked closely with the EU on climate policy. Through its extensive member 

network, CAN came to the international negotiation meetings (COPs and other 

meeting) with a knowledge of the negotiating position of all of the major countries 

and most of the minor ones. As discussed in Chapter 3, in a meeting with CAN at a 

COP, the President of the COP commented that CAN knew more about the 

negotiation position of the countries at the COP than anyone else at the COP 

(UNFCCC Interviewee 1 2006). 

Despite its extensive global membership and its strategic approach to influencing the 

Global Climate Change Public Policy Process, CAN and the Precautionary Coalition 

have been unsuccessful in achieving a global policy outcome that reduced or even 

stabilised global emissions of greenhouse gases. The focus of the research therefore 

evolved to also focus on identifying some of the factors in the climate change issue 

that prevented global public policy systems from delivering the effective response to 

global warming. As will be discussed further in this chapter, this research indicates 

that major factors included the structure of the issue, the power and influence of the 

Economic Growth Coalition and the Ecological Modernisation Coalition and the 

characteristics of the Global Climate Change Public Policy Process.   

GCC, despite having ceased to operate in January 2002, was successful in the US 

context in its campaign against any restrictions on fossil fuel use. As the research 

showed, the political structure of the US helped the GCC and the Economic Growth 

Coalition to severely restrict the ability of the US to develop and implement effective 

climate change policy and to take a precautionary position in the international 

negotiations. Despite the US environmental NGOs (most of which were members of 

USCAN) garnering public support for action on climate change, during both Bush 

Administrations there was no support for effective action at the Presidential level. 

During the Clinton Administration, there was support for action at the Presidential 

level and even stronger support from Vice President Gore. The strategic opposition 

of the GCC and Economic Growth Coalition, however, made it difficult for the 
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Clinton Administration to move decisively on climate change policy either 

domestically or internationally. This pressure meant that the Clinton Administration 

was not willing to commit to the level of targets and timetables for emission 

reductions proposed by the EU for the Kyoto Protocol. The Economic Growth 

Coalition‘s power and influence in the Senate also meant that even the weakened 

version of the Kyoto Protocol, finally agreed to by the US negotiators at Kyoto, was 

unlikely to be ratified by the US Senate. It finally resulted in President GW Bush 

withdrawing the US from the Kyoto Protocol. GCC and the Economic Growth 

Coalition‘s success in the US context reflected the strong influence major 

corporations have in the US polity.  

Hegemony, Counter-Hegemony and Global Climate 

Change Public Policy 

On environmental issues, such as climate change, the hegemonic historic bloc led by 

US fossil fuel driven corporations has responded to the challenge posed by the 

Precautionary Coalition consisting initially of the epistemic community of climate 

scientists and environmental NGOs. The Precautionary Coalition was also supported 

in the global polity by Ministries of the Environment and Environmental Protection 

Authorities of various governments, UNEP, the WMO and national meteorological 

offices.  This, however, represented a challenge to the material interests of the major 

corporations in the fossil fuel, automotive and coal-fired electricity generating 

industries. Some of the major corporations in these industries, such as Exxon, 

General Motors and Ford, were among the most powerful corporations not only in 

the US but also in the world. Through the GCC, the Climate Council and directly 

through political pressure in the US, they have successfully avoided, at least until 

2009, the introduction of any major significant measures both in the US and globally 

to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from using fossil fuels.  

As discussed in Chapter 3, one of the reasons for establishing the GCC was as an 

industry NGO with a more neutral name, which obfuscated the vested interests of its 
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members, such as the American Petroleum Institute and the National Coal 

Association. The Economic Growth Coalition‘s tactics in trying to undermine the 

scientific consensus on climate change (particularly in the US) and to portray the 

economic costs and job losses in the US of moving away from fossil fuels as major 

problems have been well documented (Boykoff & Boykoff 2007; Boykoff & 

Boykoff 2004; Brown 2002; Gelbspan 2005; Leggett 2001; Union of Concerned 

Scientists 2007). It is much less obvious why, given that they represented clear 

vested interests, they were so successful in undermining US and global precautionary 

policy measures on climate change. 

One contributory factor is the nature of the climate change problem in that it is a 

―super wicked problem‖ (Lazarus 2009) as it combines a ―badlands problem‖ with 

high socio-economic and organisational complexity (Berdish 2001) with ―post-

normal‖ science – high systems complexity and high decision stakes (Ravetz 1999). 

It is therefore relatively easy to raise doubts as any serious analysis has to 

acknowledge some degree of uncertainty. The Economic Growth Coalition, 

particularly the GCC, mainly raised doubts about the climate science while 

portraying the high adverse economic impact of measures to address climate change 

(about which there was also a lot of uncertainty) as reasonably certain. This framing 

of the climate change issue as having ‗uncertain‘ science and that policy measures to 

reduce emissions would have a major adverse economic impact was promoted by the 

GCC to both the public and political decision-makers in the US. As discussed in 

Chapter 4, Robert Reinstein, the US Chief Negotiator to the INC, noted that as the 

GCC represented companies constituting a large proportion of US GDP their policy 

position got attention (Newell 2000).  

Another contributory factor is the structure of the US political system, where 

corporate political donations are important to the election campaign funding of 

Presidential, Senate and Congressional candidates (Domhoff 1999; Draffan 2000; 

Drutman & Cray 2004).  As discussed in Chapter 5, the fossil fuel industry (coal and 

oil) were major sources of campaign donations representing almost US$40m of 

contributions in 2000 (Center for Responsive Politics 2009b). The major 
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corporations that were members of the GCC and some of the major Business NGO 

members, such as the American Petroleum Institute, the American Association of 

Automobile Manufacturers and the US Chamber of Commerce, also have full-time 

lobbyists working in Washington to support and promote their preferred policy 

position to both the Executive and the legislature. These lobbyists worked closely 

with their allies in the House to ensure that climate science skeptics were invited to 

testify in any Congressional or Senate Hearings on climate change science. As 

discussed in Chapter 5, this powerful lobbying group was also deployed to gain 

support of the Byrd-Hagel resolution opposing the Kyoto Protocol in the Senate. One 

of the key issues used to oppose Kyoto was the potential loss of US national 

competitiveness to China and other non-Annex 1 countries if the US moved away 

from fossil-fuel based energy and these countries did not.   

The Economic Growth Coalition‘s strong influence on US climate change policy has 

been a major factor in its success in avoiding substantive global policy measures to 

reduce GHG emissions and therefore reduce global and US use of fossil fuels. As 

documented in Chapters 4 and 5 and by other researchers, it firstly waged a 

campaign, particularly in the US, that was at times ruthless, to try to undermine the 

strong scientific consensus that emerged indicating the threat from dangerous 

human-induced climate change. This also focused at the global level on seeking to 

weaken and soften the conclusions of the IPCC process, as was also documented in 

those chapters. It also focussed on the uncertainties in the climate change science, 

however, aiming to frame these as uncertainty about whether global warming was a 

serious concern, rather than the uncertainties identified by the climate scientists that 

were focussed on the likely level of global warming that would occur due to the 

increased level of GHGs in the atmosphere. The scientific estimates of the warming 

likely to occur were as likely to underestimate the warming impact as to overestimate 

it. As discussed in Chapter 4, the 1990 IPCC Summary specifically indicated that 

global warming was likely to be greater than the estimate given (Leggett 2001) and 

as documented in Chapters 4 and 5, the Economic Growth Coalition sought to soften 

and weaken the IPCC‘s warnings.  



 

263 

 

The Economic Growth Coalition has also been successful in some industrialised 

countries, for example the US, Canada and Australia, in framing the issue of 

reducing GHG emissions as having enormous costs and likely to cause significant 

loss of jobs and a major reduction in economic growth of these economies (Brown 

2002; Gelbspan 2005; Pearse 2007). There is no doubt that moving the global 

economy away from fossil fuels to zero or an extremely low emission level would 

require enormous investments in energy efficiency and renewable energy sources. 

These investments would, however, create hugely increased economic activity and 

increase employment substantially in these sectors of the economy, not reduce it. 

Costs incurred in this context add to overall economic activity and jobs and could 

more than offset the reduction in the fossil fuel driven sectors of the economy 

(Hoerner & Mutl 2001). In a domestic political battle, however, it does not help that 

these are new jobs, with no voters yet filling them, and in industries with mainly 

small start-up companies, whereas the jobs that will disappear in the coal, oil and 

other fossil fuel driven industries have voters already filling them, employed by 

major corporations with large investments in these industries (CAN Interviewee 7 

2006). The Precautionary Coalition has lost this ideological battle in most countries, 

except possibly some northern European ones. It has largely failed to successfully 

counter the perception created by the Economic Growth Coalition that a move away 

from fossil fuels will result in increased unemployment. 

One reason that the Economic Growth Coalition has been successful in framing the 

issue of emission reductions as causing job losses is that it has successfully 

exploited, particularly in the US polity, the issue that non-Annex 1 countries were 

not subject to the same commitments to reduce greenhouse gas emissions as the 

Annex 1 countries. It has therefore argued that US domestic production using higher 

cost zero or low emission sources would be undercut by competitors in non-Annex 1 

countries which were not required to reduce emissions. There are national policies 

and measures that could overcome this problem such as border adjustment charges 

and rebates on goods with high embodied energy (CAN Interviewee 7 2006). The 

Precautionary Coalition has, however, also failed to get these types of approaches 
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seriously considered in most industrialised countries and included in the international 

agreements.  

One major outcome of the Economic Growth Coalition‘s successful political 

campaigning and framing of the climate change issues has been the US policy 

position on climate change - at best weak, often recalcitrant - over the 20 years to 

2005. The US‘s weak, recalcitrant position has indeed been a major factor in the 

failure to develop effective global climate change policy.  The failure of the US to 

restrict fossil fuel use has resulted in reluctance in most other developed countries to 

implement effective measures to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions for fear of a 

loss or reduction of competitive advantage for their industries in the global economy. 

This loss or reduction of competitive advantage may not only be in relation to the US 

but also to competitors in the non-Annex 1 countries which are not subject to 

emission reduction targets under the Kyoto Protocol. 

The US climate change policy position has also created a major barrier to gaining 

cooperation from the large non-Annex 1 emitters such as China, India and Brasil. 

These countries viewed the US as totally failing to deal with the climate change issue 

despite its much higher GDP and GHG emissions per capita. This made these 

countries reluctant to commit to major measures to move away from lower cost, 

fossil fuel based energy systems while the US was failing to do so. The Economic 

Growth Coalition has therefore succeeded not only in the US but also globally in 

avoiding the introduction of policy measures that would significantly reduce the use 

of fossil fuels. The failure to develop and implement effective global climate change 

policy is discussed in the next section.  

Failure to Develop Effective Global Climate Change 

Policy 

―Our foot is stuck on the accelerator and we are heading towards an abyss‖ 

 - Ban Ki-moon, UN Secretary General, in relation to climate change (Irish Times 

2009) 
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It is clear, therefore, that neither the UNFCCC nor the subsequent Kyoto Protocol 

has had any significant impact in slowing the growth of, far less reducing the levels 

of global GHG emissions into the atmosphere. By 2007, global greenhouse gas 

emissions were estimated to be more than 30% above 1990 levels (IPCC 2007b) and 

in the period 2000 to 2006, CO2 emissions have been increasing at a faster rate 

(Raupach et al. 2007) and global average temperatures continue to rise (IPCC 

2007b). 

This research has therefore sought to identify some of the major institutional reasons 

why the global public policy processes have failed to develop effective global 

climate change policy to address anthropogenic global warming. As was discussed in 

the Introduction, global warming is a problem of the global commons that no 

country, on its own, can address. Chapter 1 also outlined some of the major 

difficulties that had to be overcome in order to develop effective global climate 

change public policy. Global and national public policy depends on value 

judgements (Dessai & Hulme 2004); the policy outcome therefore reflects the result 

of the political processes.  

It will require a high level of international cooperation to move the global economy 

away from fossil fuel based energy to zero carbon emission renewable energy. Even 

if the world‘s largest emitters, US and China, which each represented approximately 

20% of global GHG emissions in 2006 from fossil fuel use (Netherlands 

Environmental Assessment Agency 2007), were to reduce their emissions to zero, 

without action by other countries, this would fail to achieve the level of global 

emissions reductions needed to avoid dangerous climate change. Effective global 

climate change public policy therefore depends on successful cooperation and 

coordination of aggregate efforts across the planet to reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions (Barrett 2007).  

Recent evidence indicates that given global society‘s 20 years of failure to address 

the global warming problem, we may already be experiencing dangerous climate 

change. 
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―The only conclusion to be drawn is that the loss of the Arctic sea ice, in all 

likelihood at an increase of less than 1ºC in global average temperature 

compared to pre-industrial levels, unambiguously represents dangerous 

human interference with the climate; and therefore we already have too much 

greenhouse gas in the air, and we need to find the means to engineer a rapid 

massive drawdown of current greenhouse gases to a safe level. It is now not 

so much a question of ―how much more greenhouse gas can we add to the 

atmosphere?‖ but ―by what means, at what speed and to what extent can we 

draw down the current levels of greenhouse gases to a safe level?‖ (Spratt 

2007a, p7). 

At 385ppm of CO2 in the atmosphere in 2008, there is increasing evidence that we 

have already gone well past the safe level of CO2 in the atmosphere, which has been 

estimated by Hansen et al (2008) at 350ppm and by others at even lower levels 

(Spratt & Sutton 2008).  

The problem is not our scientific knowledge (the scientific consensus reached in 

1985 that our current economic systems are causing dangerous climate change has 

only become increasingly steadily reinforced since then) (IPCC 2008); nor the lack 

of the required technology (as we have alternative, if more costly, renewable energy 

systems that could more than power the existing global economy if global society 

would make the required investment)  (Sorensen 2004). Cost is not, however, a 

problem in developed countries as they have the economic capacity to fund 

investment in solar, wind, hydro, tidal, hydrogen fuel cells  and other low emission 

energy technologies. This investment would create more economic activity, rather 

than less, if the international environmental agreement ensured that higher cost 

products and services produced with low or zero emissions were not undercut by 

producers using energy from fossil fuels. Despite the potential for its international 

competitiveness to be undercut by other countries not limiting their use of fossil 

fuels, Denmark has grown its economy by 70% since 1981 while not increasing its 

use of fossil fuels. Solar and wind power which by 2008 provide 16% of Denmark‘s 
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total energy consumption have also formed the basis of major export industries 

supplying these technologies (Friedman 2008, p18). 

The problem is that the global socio-political and economic systems under which our 

global society functions represent a major barrier to the required rapid transition to a 

zero or a very low emission global economy. As documented in this thesis and by 

other researchers (Gelbspan 2005; Hamilton 2007; Leggett 2001; McCright & 

Dunlap 2003; Union of Concerned Scientists 2007), the global corporations, 

particularly from the fossil fuel and fossil fuel based industries (automotive, non-

renewable electric power) developed a very effective Economic Growth Coalition 

which successfully avoided most of the GHG emission reduction policy measures 

that were likely to harm their economic interests. However, even the more 

progressive corporations, associated with the Ecological Modernisation Coalition 

have not been willing to support the more dramatic re-allocation of economic 

priorities to urgently and dramatically reduce greenhouse gas emissions and to push 

for developed countries to fund mitigation in developing countries. There is also a 

need to fund adaptation in many vulnerable countries including many small island 

states (eg Maldives, Tuvalu) as well as Bangladesh and Indonesia. If measures to 

reduce greenhouse gas emissions are introduced, as in the EU, the corporations 

successfully push for a large allocation of free permits rather than a fully auctioned 

system (Carbon Trade Watch 2005; Climate Change Policy Expert Interviewee 

2006).   

Even the most progressive corporations have, as one of their major goals, increasing 

long-term profitability. This is harder to achieve if major changes take place in the 

economy or in dominant technologies (Hanson et al. 2005; McGregor 2006).   

Therefore, they tend to favour evolutionary changes rather than the revolutionary 

changes that are, now, required to address global warming. If rapid evolution had 

been put in place among Annex 1 countries by a much more effective UNFCCC 

treaty in 1992, evolutionary changes, especially if these rapidly had become more 

substantial, may have been enough to avoid the risk of dangerous climate change.  
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Nation-states continue to play a major role in the global public policy processes and 

the UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol were clearly negotiated by nation-states, 

influenced by a myriad of non-state actors including CAN and the GCC, which were 

the focus of this research. Previous research on the emergence of the climate change 

regime has focused on grouping of states in the negotiations, such as the EU, AOSIS, 

JUSSCANZ
2
, the G77 and OPEC (Oberthür & Ott 1999) . This research, however, 

takes the concept of alliances further and focuses on the major Policy Coalitions of 

state and non-state actors that have been influential in the outcome of the Global 

Climate Change Public Policy Process.  

The Kyoto Protocol reflects much of the policy position of the Ecological 

Modernisation Coalition. However, Annex 1 countries were not willing to adopt the 

targets required by the available scientific evidence and the precautionary principle at 

the time. These can be estimated as the 20% reduction in global GHG emissions by 

2005 by Annex 1 countries in line with the proposed AOSIS Protocol.  As discussed 

in Chapter 5, the 1996 scientific report by the Netherlands had indicated the dangers 

of allowing global warming to exceed 2⁰C, and that emission reductions of between 

19%-46% by industrialised countries by 2010 from 1990 levels would be required to 

achieve this (Leggett 2001). This failure to commit to the level of reductions required 

was primarily due to concerns about the potential economic impact of substantial 

emission reductions targets. Creating concern about potential reduction of economic 

activity or slower economic growth and job losses has been a strong focus of the 

Economic Growth Coalition in the climate change policy debate, particularly in the 

US and Australia. This has also restrained countries from taking effective measures 

to reduce GHG emissions. The outcome, therefore, has been that although economic 

growth has continued (until the global financial crisis of 2008), there has been no 

effective response to the global growth of GHG emissions which have continued to 

grow at a rate which is only slightly less than overall global economic activity.  

                                                 

2
 JUSSCANNZ – Japan, US, Switzerland, Canada, Australia, Norway and New Zealand  
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As discussed previously, the major threat to economic growth from reducing CO2 

emissions comes from competition, particularly in energy intensive products and 

services, from other countries which are not required to reduce emissions. In the 

context of the current UNFCCC and Kyoto approach, this would be competition 

from the non-Annex 1 countries or Annex 1 countries that did not ratify the regime. 

A regime could have been designed, however, that included border adjustment 

mechanisms or other trade restrictions on energy intensive goods and services traded 

between countries so that emissions were reflected in the border adjustments, where 

goods or services were provided by countries not subject to emission restrictions. 

Trade restrictions were included in the global ozone regime which allowed parties to 

restrict trade with non-parties (Barrett 2007).  A similar approach in the climate 

regime would have ensured that energy intensive goods and services were not just 

produced, outside Annex 1 countries, using fossil fuel energy sources (CAN 

Interviewee 7 2006). The Precautionary Coalition, however, totally failed to get this 

approach actively considered as a global policy option; and it also largely failed to 

have carbon taxes seriously considered as a policy option rather than emissions 

trading, which was favoured by the Ecological Modernisation Coalition.  

This raises the question of why the Ecological Modernisation Coalition policy 

position was dominant in the global policy process and resulted in a very weak 

Kyoto Protocol. One of the major reasons is that economic growth has become a key 

ideological aspect of modern politics in most countries, one of the key issues in most 

developed country elections is which candidate or party will be most successful at 

growing the economy (Czech 2000; Douthwaite 1999). The Economic Growth 

Coalition, led by the GCC, had established an influential discourse in the US polity 

that measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions would adversely affect economic 

growth and create job losses. This made the US, and other countries, reluctant to 

commit to under the Kyoto Protocol the level of GHG reductions indicated by the 

climate science as a precautionary approach. Any country committing to a high level 

of emission reductions may have found its economy weakened by imports of high 

embedded energy products and services by other Annex 1 countries, with lower 
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emission reduction targets, or Annex 1 countries with no emission reductions or 

targets (the US and Australia following their withdrawal), and from non-Annex 1 

(developing) countries. This, largely, explains the Annex 1 countries‘ reluctance to 

commit to substantial GHG reduction targets in the Kyoto Protocol. The end result 

was that the Kyoto Protocol was only a limited step in the right direction with a long 

timeframe for implementation. It was, however, hailed by the politicians of the 

Annex 1 countries particularly as a major breakthrough in addressing global 

warming. 

As discussed in the latter part of Chapter 5, even the small step of the Kyoto Protocol 

was further weakened by EU concessions to the US in the negotiations before the US 

withdrew and further concessions to the other Annex 1 parties in order to get them to 

ratify. Overall, global GHG emissions in the Kyoto commitment period, 2008-2012 

are likely to be 30% above 1990 levels, compared with the target endorsed by the 

international scientific and policy community in Toronto in 1988 of a global 20% 

reduction of GHG emissions by 2005. This would have been much more likely to 

have enabled humanity to avoid dangerous climate change as the evidence now 

indicates that at 350ppm of CO2 in the atmosphere, which we reached around 1990, 

we were much more likely to avoid dangerous climate change (Hansen et al. 2008). 

We are now (2008) around 390ppm and still increasing our global levels of GHG 

emissions (Hansen et al. 2008; Spratt 2007a) and there is still no immediate prospect 

of an effective global agreement to address climate change.  

Although the influence of the Economic Growth Coalition has declined in recent 

years, it has so far been strong enough, particularly in the US, to prevent an effective 

global response to global warming. In neo-Gramscian terms, there has been some 

accommodation by the hegemonic powers of global corporate capitalism as it has 

moved to support the Ecological Modernisation Coalition. This has been enough to 

ease the global and national political pressure in many countries. The global public 

policy response so far has, however, not been nearly enough to address the ecological 

crisis that global warming represents. 
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At the time of writing this (in July 2009), the G8 included in its Declaration that: 

―We recognise the broad scientific view that the increase in global average 

temperature above pre-industrial levels ought not to exceed 2°C. Because 

this global challenge can only be met by a global response, we reiterate our 

willingness to share with all countries the goal of achieving at least a 50% 

reduction of global emissions by 2050, recognising that this implies that 

global emissions need to peak as soon as possible and decline thereafter. As 

part of this, we also support a goal of developed countries reducing emissions 

of greenhouse gases in aggregate by 80% or more by 2050 compared to 1990 

or more recent years. ―(G8 2009, para 65) 

The major problem with the G8 Declaration is that even taking 1990 as the base year 

(the emission levels target would be higher if more recent years were taken) the 50% 

reduction in global emissions would only give about a 50% chance of staying below 

the 2°C temperature increase that is based on the science the G8 leaders acknowledge 

as important. This 50% chance of limiting the warming to 2°C becomes even lower 

if the peak in emissions is later (eg 2020 rather than 2015). These estimates are based 

on the emission scenarios and their likelihood to maintain global average temperature 

below 2°C included in High Stakes: Designing emissions pathways to reduce the risk 

of dangerous climate change (Baer & Mastrandrea 2006). Paul Baer, one of the 

authors of that research, confirmed by email that the 50% chance was a reasonable 

estimate. It is again therefore looking likely that our Global Climate Change Public 

Policy Process will fail to provide an effective policy outcome with a policy 

approach that has an estimated 50% chance of avoiding dangerous global warming 

being endorsed by the G8 leaders.  

There is also, however, little indication in the current international negotiations on 

the Bali Mandate, scheduled to reach an international agreement in Copenhagen at 

the end of 2009, that the serious and urgent problem of global warming is going to be 

effectively addressed by global public policy. The most likely outcome, at this stage, 

is that there will be a stronger version of the Kyoto Protocol for the post 2012 period 
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but that the international negotiations will not achieve an agreement that will deliver 

the urgent and substantial reductions in GHG emissions that are needed. As with the 

UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol, it may prove too hard to develop an effective 

agreement and the end result will be promoted as ‗a historic agreement to address 

climate change‘, as was the UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol, but will not 

effectively address the problem. This research has therefore sought to identify, by 

examining the global policy process using the Policy Coalitions framework, some of 

the major institutional reasons why the global public policy processes have failed to 

develop effective global climate change policy to address anthropogenic global 

warming. 

Developing Effective Global Climate Change Policy 

Effective global public policy would ensure that global emissions rapidly reduce, 

even while the developing world vastly scales up energy services in its ongoing fight 

against endemic poverty and for human development. As discussed in Chapter 1, this 

research particularly focuses on the environmental outcome of global climate change 

public policy whether the policies developed and implemented have had any 

significant impact on reducing the risk of dangerous climate change. Developing 

countries will refuse to pay the additional costs of low or zero-emission energy 

technology until their most pressing human development needs have been met and its 

ongoing global poverty crisis brought under control. An effective agreement 

therefore has to have a mechanism whereby those with the capacity to pay and the 

responsibility for emissions already in the atmosphere provide the financial and 

technological assistance necessary to safeguard the right to development. One such 

approach is the Greenhouse Development Rights (GDR) Framework. It seeks to 

measure capacity and responsibility as a way of sharing the costs of responding to 

the climate change challenge. The GDR framework allocates to the wealthy and high 

emitting consumers in the developed and developing world, the costs required to 

rapidly reduce greenhouse gas emissions and to fund adaptation costs (Baer et al. 
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2008). The problems with having it or a similar approach adopted are global political 

and governance issues rather than technical feasibility. 

The difficulties in developing effective global public policy have been well 

illustrated by this research. It has, however, not identified a means of overcoming the 

barriers to developing effective global public policy on climate change. Powerful 

vested interests represent a major barrier; developed countries largely remain reliant 

on fossil fuels and as shown in this research, have not been successful in developing 

policies to substantially reduce this reliance. This has partly been caused by the 

failure to develop an effective international agreement on emission reductions. There 

is therefore, as yet, no clear model for developing countries to follow other than 

development using fossil fuel based energy. In addition, there has been no effective 

mechanism put in place for developed countries to fund the additional costs that 

would be incurred by developing countries if they used low or zero-emission energy 

technology for their continued development.  

Global Climate Change Public Policy Process and 

Policy Coalitions 

The research identified six major fields of contestation within the Global Climate 

Change Public Policy Process. These were Agenda Setting, National & EU Policy 

Development, Global Policy Development, Ratification, Implementation, and the 

Review process. It focused on the roles within these fields of contestation, 

particularly at the global level, of the competing Policy Coalitions of non-state and 

state actors. This section provides an overview of the outcome of the contestation 

between the Policy Coalitions. In the first major stage, leading to the development of 

the UNFCCC, there were only two major Policy Coalitions, the Economic Growth 

Coalition and the Precautionary Coalition.  

As discussed in Chapter 2, Newell (2000) uses three overlapping stages in his 

climate-change regime breakdown, agenda-setting, negotiation-bargaining and 

implementation. He found different levels of influence of the scientific community, 
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the mass media, the fossil fuel lobbies and environmental NGOs during each of these 

three stages. As with this research, Newell (2000, p156-7) identifies the importance 

of non-state actors in influencing the global policy process he, however, concludes 

that ―more imaginative conceptualisations of power are required to capture the 

significance of NGOs as dynamic global actors‖. By highlighting the role and 

importance of non-state actors in broader Policy Coalitions on state and non-state 

actors, this research seeks to provide a more imaginative conceptualisation of power 

in the global climate change public policy process. The six major fields of 

contestation identified also enhanced this analysis.  

As discussed in Chapter 5, during the global public policy process leading to the 

Kyoto Protocol, a third major Policy Coalition emerged, the Ecological 

Modernisation Coalition. Its policy position was in the policy middle-ground 

between the Economic Growth Coalition and the Precautionary Coalition. It garnered 

support from the more progressive actors in the business sector in the industrialised 

world, particularly in the EU and from many state actors. The Ecological 

Modernisation Coalition‘s discourse with its claim of compatibility between 

economic growth and environmental protection, and its support of market 

mechanisms to address environmental problems (Bäckstrand & Lövbrand 2006) 

fitted well with the dominant business and political interests, particularly in 

developed countries. It can therefore be seen in neo-Gramscian terms as an 

accommodation of the concerns of the Precautionary Coalition regarding the danger 

global warming represented. The Ecological Modernisation Coalition‘s emphasis has 

been on the technocratic greening of industrial production, but it has not addressed 

the experiences of developing countries in regard to equity and poverty issues 

(Bäckstrand & Lövbrand 2006) other than a hoped-for rising tide of global economic 

activity to lift people out of poverty. In contrast, the Precautionary Coalition‘s 

discourse focused on the dangers represented by climate change, particularly to 

developing countries, and on the emission reductions necessary to avoid dangerous 

global warming. It also focused on the developed countries‘ economic capacity and 
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historic responsibility for emissions and the need for the developed countries to fund 

a low emission development path for developing countries.  

Issue framing occurred across a wide range of issues within the six fields of 

contestation, as the leading actors in each of the Policy Coalitions sought to frame 

specific issues in a particular way that they believed was more likely to result in their 

preferred policy outcome being achieved. They tried to influence the framing of the 

major issues both publicly and with decision-makers and influencers, nationally and 

internationally. As documented in the research, GCC, CAN and its members were 

among those who worked extensively to influence the framing of issues in the 

climate policy debate in the public sphere and with decision-makers and influencers.  

As discussed in the previous chapters, the GCC‘s efforts were mainly in the US, 

whereas CAN and its members‘ efforts were much more global.  The Climate 

Council, GCC‘s close ally, was successful in having its framing of the issue accepted 

and used by the Kuwaiti and Saudi Arabian governments in international fora.  The 

GCC was also quite successful at framing the scientific consensus on global warming 

as weak in the US public sphere, and this helped prevent widespread dissatisfaction 

in the US with the weak US national policy response.  This weakness was a major 

contributing factor to the failure of global public policy to effectively address climate 

change, as has been discussed in detail in this thesis. The following sections 

summarise the major aspects of the battles in the global ‗war of position‘ between the 

Policy Coalitions in the six fields of contestation over the period from 1985 to 2005.  

Agenda Setting 

Contestation between the Policy Coalitions on Agenda Setting took place at the 

beginning of each major stage of Global Climate Change Public Policy development.  

Firstly, the Precautionary Coalition successfully put climate change on the global 

public policy agenda which led governments to set up the IPCC in 1988 to conduct a 

thorough scientific assessment of climate change, its impacts and policy responses. 

The Precautionary Coalition also facilitated the Toronto Conference (which included 
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state and non-state actors) in 1988 that established the ‗Toronto Target‘ of a 20% 

reduction in global CO2 emissions by 2005 from 1988 levels. This was also a major 

step towards establishing climate change on the global policy agenda.  The global 

public policy outcome of this agenda-setting phase was the negotiation of the 

UNFCCC.  

The Economic Growth Coalition was unsuccessful in keeping climate change off the 

global public policy agenda. It was successful, however, as documented in Chapter 4, 

in preventing binding targets and timetables for emission reductions by industrialised 

countries being included in the UNFCCC.  President Bush Snr‘s Administration, as a 

powerful member of the Economic Growth Coalition, was the major actor that 

prevented timetables and targets being included in the UNFCCC.  This was despite 

the EU and its member states, most other industrialised countries and AOSIS 

supporting the Precautionary Coalition‘s preferred global policy approach of 

including of binding targets and timetables in the UNFCCC for industrialised 

countries.  

Following the negotiation of the UNFCCC, the Precautionary Coalition successfully 

re-established the need for a policy approach that included specific targets and 

timetables for emission reductions.  The Precautionary Coalition has clearly achieved 

its outcome on Agenda Setting as the issue of climate change has become a focus of 

the global public policy process. The Economic Growth Coalition‘s focus was 

therefore on ensuring that no substantive policy measures would be adopted in the 

global policy process that would substantially reduce fossil fuel use and thereby 

adversely affect the major members‘ material interests. 

National and Global Public Policy Development and Multi-Nodal Politics  

The research focused on contestation within the global public policy field rather than 

the many national fields within the Global Climate Change Public Policy Process.  It 

was, however, necessary in order to explain the outcome of the global process to also 

review some of the important policy contestation between Policy Coalitions in the 
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US national policy field.  This illustrates that not only are the fields of contestation in 

Global Climate Change Public Policy multi-nodal but also that the contestation in 

these nodes are often closely linked. The EU and the Precautionary Coalition failed 

to get specific timetables and targets included in the UNFCCC, primarily due to 

resistance from the Economic Growth Coalition led by the US. The EU, US and 

Japanese policy processes all played a major role in the global policy process 

outcome of the Kyoto Protocol with other countries or country groupings playing 

minor or supporting roles. This global multi-nodal nature of the process means that 

the public policy processes are taking place within a wide variety of national nodes 

as well as international or global nodes. The power of the competing Policy 

Coalitions varied both over time and within each of these public policy nodes and 

this shaped the policy outcomes.  

From the time of the formation of the GCC in 1989 through until the end of the 

Presidency of GW Bush in 2008, the Economic Growth Coalition maintained a 

strong position in the US national climate policy node. As its policy position was not 

supported by the Clinton Administration, it lost some of its power in the US and 

global policy nodes during the period 1993 to 2000. Despite its vigorous efforts to 

influence the policy outcome at the US and global level, as documented in Chapter 5, 

it was unable to prevent the negotiation of the Kyoto Protocol. It had, however, made 

this process more difficult by having the US Senate, where it retained strong 

influence, pass the Byrd-Hagel resolution in 1997. Its successful organisation of 

opposition to Kyoto in the Senate also prevented the Clinton Administration from 

being able to secure ratification of the Kyoto Protocol, which required a two-thirds 

majority in the Senate. One of the key arguments it used to support its opposition to 

Kyoto was the potential loss of jobs to China and India which did not have emission 

reduction targets under the Protocol.  

Ratification 

As discussed in Chapter 4, ratification of the UNFCCC was uncontroversial as there 

were no binding commitments. In addition, there was also an incentive for 
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governments not supporting the UNFCCC objective of reducing greenhouse gas 

emissions (eg Kuwait and Saudi Arabia) to ratify because it enabled them to continue 

to participate in the negotiations in order to block progress on further policy 

measures.  

As discussed in Chapter 5, the failure of the US to ratify the Kyoto Protocol and 

subsequent withdrawal had a major adverse impact on the Global Public Policy 

outcome. It not only excluded the US, the largest emitter among the Annex 1 

countries, from the commitments under the Protocol, it also resulted in the Protocol 

being further weakened. This was because the remaining Annex 1 countries sought to 

ensure that their national competitiveness was not significantly undermined by 

ratifying the Protocol, compared with the US, which now had no binding emission 

reduction commitments.   

Implementation 

The UNFCCC contained no binding commitments but it did have some broad 

objectives including limiting greenhouse gas emissions in order to avoid dangerous 

climate change and with Annex 1 (developed) countries returning greenhouse gas 

emissions to 1990 levels by the end of the decade  (UNFCCC 1992, Article 4, 2).  It 

quickly became clear that the implementation of the UNFCCC was not going to 

achieve either of these objectives and the need to strengthen the UNFCCC to address 

global warming was agreed at the first COP in 1995, resulting in the Berlin Mandate 

which led to the Kyoto Protocol. 

At the time of writing (2009), only the first year of the five year commitment period 

of the Kyoto Protocol has passed, and the reporting of emissions for most countries 

for 2008 is not yet available. It is already clear, however, as discussed in Chapter 5, 

that the commitments under the Kyoto Protocol will have at best a minimal impact 

on slowing the growth of global greenhouse gas emissions.  
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Review 

Reviewing the progress or lack of progress in developing effective policy to address 

climate change has not been a major focus of the Global Climate Change Public 

Policy Process. There was some focus on reviewing the adequacy of the UNFCCC, 

and agreement on its inadequacy became the basis of the Berlin Mandate and the 

subsequent Kyoto Protocol.  As discussed in Chapter 5, the Kyoto Protocol was also 

a weak and inadequate public policy response to the problem of global warming, 

which was further weakened by the US withdrawal.  The focus of the global public 

policy process is, however in 2009, on developing a new agreement on Global 

Climate Change Public Policy to come into effect at the end of the Kyoto 

commitment period in 2012, rather than reviewing the effectiveness or 

ineffectiveness of the Kyoto Protocol.  

Policy Coalitions Model and Fields of Contestation 

One of the challenges faced in this research was the lack of an appropriate theoretical 

framework for analysing the process of developing global public policy on climate 

change, particularly when a major focus was on the influence of non-state actors.  

There were some frameworks focused on developing of international regimes, which 

focused on only three broad stages in the overall process, ―agenda formation, 

negotiation and operationalization‖ (Young 1997, p11). This was too broad to be 

useful in examining the complex process, and Hempel‘s international environmental 

policy-making process was found to be too sequential, as discussed in Chapter 2 

(Hempel 1995). Hempel‘s process did identify most of the major elements of the 

global environmental public policy process and these were developed into the 

framework with the six fields of contestation of Agenda Setting, Issue Framing, 

National Policy Development, Global Policy Development, Ratification, 

Implementation, and Review. These fields of contestation were, however, not 

necessarily sequential and this was important to the usefulness of the framework, due 

particularly to the linkages between national and global policy fields.  
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Usefulness of the Policy Coalition Model for other Global Public Policy 

Fields 

The analytical framework could be a useful tool for other research on global public 

policy. It provides a framework within which a group of actors (state and non-state) 

supporting a preferred set of policy outcomes can be seen as a Policy Coalition 

within both the national and global fields of policy contestation. This is valuable as 

many of the state-centric International Regime theories envisage the state as a unitary 

actor and all states as privileged actors (due to state sovereignty). Within states, 

however, there are often clear divisions between different parts of the government 

(environmental ministries and agencies versus economic and industry ministries) so 

the idea of the unitary state is a barrier to understanding the policy development 

process. Given the large number of sovereign states (192 have ratified the 

UNFCCC), it is not surprising that grouping or coalitions of states emerge in the 

process of negotiating international or global public policy. What this research has 

highlighted, however, is that networks of non-state actors, such as CAN, are 

important in forming and facilitating shared policy positions between groups of 

states. AOSIS‘s formation was encouraged by CAN and its allies.  AOSIS‘s climate 

change policy positions over many years have usually been developed in cooperation 

with CAN members. The CAN network can then try to gain further support from 

other nations and the EU for the policy positions and proposals for the negotiations 

developed with AOSIS.  

In the development of global public policy on ozone depleting substances, similar 

policy coalitions and fields of contestation can be identified. Initially, a similar 

Precautionary Coalition of atmospheric scientists and environmental NGOs 

established the issue of ozone on the global policy agenda. The first major stage of 

the global public policy process was the Vienna Convention for the Protection of the 

Ozone Layer negotiated in1985 (Andersen, Sarma & Sinclair 2002; Litfin 1994). The 

Vienna Convention was similar to the UNFCCC in that it was a framework 

convention within which Protocols could be developed to address the global public 

policy issue of emissions of ozone depleting substances. As Litfin (1994) and Roan 



 

281 

 

(1989)  document there was a high level of contestation in the Agenda field over the 

Vienna Convention between the CFC producers and the epistemic community of 

atmospheric scientists and the environmental NGOs. The Environmental NGOs 

cooperated on the issue, often facilitated by Ozone Action (Andersen, Sarma & 

Sinclair 2002), which formed a model for cooperation which CAN built upon, as 

discussed on Chapter 2. The major international producers and users of 

Chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) formed the Alliance for Responsible CFC Policy, a US 

based coalition,  which initially followed a similar strategy to GCC of trying to 

discredit the science and of denial and resistance (Falkner 2005, p112; Roan 1989).  

The major turnaround came in 1986 when DuPont, the world‘s largest producer of 

CFCs, declared it would support global regulations that would cap the future growth 

of CFC emissions (Falkner 2005). This led to a change of policy position by the 

industry NGO, the Alliance for Responsible CFC Strategy, and the major CFC 

producers then supported the Montreal Protocol negotiated in 1987 and contributed 

to its successful implementation (Falkner 2005). By March 1988, following further 

scientific evidence from NASA indicating that the Montreal Protocol did not go far 

enough to be effective global public policy to protect the ozone layer, DuPont 

announced the target of a complete phase-out of CFC production. The rest of the 

producers, over time, followed DuPont‘s leadership, and the leading chemical 

companies played a key role in developing global public policy to enable rapid 

elimination of CFC emissions. In regard to some other ozone depleting substances, 

however, the producer and users combined to achieve in the agreed global public 

policy a longer phase-out period, which was strongly criticised by environmental 

groups (Falkner 2005) . The Policy Coalitions and the fields of contestation model 

would therefore provide a useful tool for the analysis of the development of global 

public policy on ozone depleting substances. It would indicate the substantial 

strengthening of the Precautionary Policy Coalition once it gained support rather than 

resistance from the major US and EU chemical companies. This strengthened Policy 

Coalition then gained support from the US and EU governments leading to the 

development of more effective global public policy.  
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Litfin (1994, p156) indicates two primary factors that drove the global public policy 

to be successfully revised to effectively eliminate emissions of ozone depleting 

substances. These were ―the scientific observations of unprecedented ozone loss and 

the rapid progress in generating alternative technologies‖. In relation to global 

warming, we have had similar scientific observations of unprecedented levels of 

greenhouse gases in the atmosphere but no rapid progress in developing and 

implementing alternative technologies. One major contributory factor is that as the 

new renewable energy technologies are significantly different technology from 

burning fossil fuels, and there has therefore been far stronger resistance by the 

dominant corporations in the existing fossil fuel based and driven industries (Levy 

2005). The leading US and EU chemical companies, DuPont, Hoechst and ICI, all 

quickly developed substitutes for CFCs as their development and production required 

similar technologies. Barrett (2007) also argues that the high benefit to cost ratio for 

elimination of ozone depleting substances was another major contributor to the 

successful cooperation on global ozone public policy.  

Wind, solar and other renewable energy technologies are totally different 

technologies to the fossil fuel-based energy technologies; this makes the required 

change much more likely to result in a major disruption to and reductions in 

profitability of the coal, oil, fossil fuel-based electricity generating, and the 

automotive corporations. In the case of ozone, the hegemonic historic bloc was 

successfully able to accommodate the challenge of counter-hegemony without major 

changes to the existing power and social structures. In global warming, powerful 

existing hegemonic interests are more threatened by the global policy position of the 

Precautionary Coalition. This has contributed to the continued strength of the 

Economic Growth Coalition and the more accommodative Ecological Modernisation 

Coalition which has sought to limit the disruption to business-as-usual.  There is also 

a larger threat to national competitiveness, if a country moves to more expensive 

renewable energy sources.  The global public policy developed on ozone depleting 

substances specifically addressed this with potential trade restrictions between parties 
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and non-parties, both in the ozone-depleting substances and products containing 

these substances (Barrett 2007, p82). 

In the global economic public policy area, the hegemonic forces have also 

predominated; however, their hegemony was challenged by an opposing Policy 

Coalition in relation to the proposed Multilateral Agreement on Investment (MAI). 

In examining in detail the broad global public policy field of trade and foreign 

investment within the WTO following the defeat of the MAI, Paterson (2006, p285)  

concludes that ―the counter-hegemonic forces were co-opted, distorted and prevented 

from changing the policy outcomes or the structure of the WTO‖. Using a similar neo-

Gramscian framework to the one used in this thesis, he shows how hegemonic forces 

ensured that the WTO absorbed the ideas and forces demanding just change in order to 

ensure the ― legitimacy of the existing hegemonic system‖, rather than sustain a 

successful challenge and thereby gain wider public support (Paterson 2006, p285). 

Paterson‘s research on the WTO shows a similar battle in the global public policy field 

to that shown in this research over Global Climate Change Public Policy. This indicates 

that a neo-Gramscian framework applied using Policy Coalitions and fields of 

contestation developed in this research may also be a useful analytical framework for 

examining and understanding other areas of global public policy, such as the WTO.  

Strengths and Weaknesses of the Theoretical 

Framework  

The other major research question was focused on how a global Policy Coalition 

approach can be used to offer insights into how non-state actors influence the 

outcome of the global climate change public policy process. By applying a neo-

Gramscian theoretical framework and developing analytical approaches in order to 

apply this to the Global Climate Change Public Policy Process, this thesis 

establishes a new perspective on this public policy process. The neo-Gramscian 

framework shows how hegemonic power has been exercised in the global ‗war of 

position‘ over climate change policy. It also shows how the forces of counter-
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hegemony have sought to challenge this hegemonic power, particularly at the 

international level of the global public policy process.  

It developed an analytical framework in order to show how non-state and state actors 

form Policy Coalitions to influence the outcome of the global public policy process. 

Non-state actors have long been recognised as important in the process; however, 

this recognition has been mainly focused on their ability to influence the policy 

position of state actors. By highlighting the important role of Policy Coalitions, 

which include non-state and state actors, it has broadened the conception of the role 

that non-state actors have played in the global public policy process. It also 

developed a framework for analysing the global public policy process that focussed 

on six fields of contestation in order to highlight the roles played in each of these by 

the Policy Coalitions that shaped the policy outcome.  

Hegemonic and counter-hegemonic power has been exercised through these Policy 

Coalitions at both the global and the national polities level and in all of the six fields. 

This thesis demonstrates, however, that through some limited accommodation of the 

counter-hegemonic forces, the hegemonic forces have largely maintained their 

entrenched material, institutional and ideological power. This has contributed to the 

failure to develop effective global public policy to address the danger of global 

warming.  

Civil Society, NGOs and third-sector organisations are all conceptualised in a great 

deal of academic research as representing progressive forces in the global and the 

national polities. Many UN and international institutions, including the UNFCCC 

and the IPCC encourage NGOs to attend major international meetings, such as the 

COPs, as representatives of civil society. Many of these organisations, such as the 

GCC, ICC, WBCSD and the Climate Council, represent business interests and many 

of the delegates registered by these Business NGOs are full-time executives of their 

corporate members. As this research indicated, the influence exercised by the 

business NGOs such as the GCC and the Climate Council is far from progressive. 

These NGOs are focussed on avoiding any adverse impact on the material interests 
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of their corporate members and are therefore primarily focussed maintaining and 

reinforcing the hegemonic interests of corporate capitalism in these global forums.  

The Policy Coalition model, however, only helps explain some aspects of an 

extremely complex global climate change policy process. Its focus is also only on the 

policy process and not on the wider context within which this global policy process 

takes place. By applying the model within a neo-Gramscian framework, it does, 

however, enable some of the aspects of the material, institutional and ideological 

power of hegemony to be reflected in the analysis. No model is perfect, this model, 

however, has proved useful in providing insights to and mapping the contestation 

over global climate change policy between CAN and the Precautionary Coalition and 

GCC and the Economic Growth Coalition.  

The Implications and Limitations of the Research   

By understanding some major reasons why the policy process has failed to develop 

effective Global Climate Change Public Policy, opportunities for more effective 

strategic engagement by the counter-hegemonic forces may be identified. This 

research indicates that CAN and its members have been strategic in their engagement 

in the Global Climate Change Public Policy process. It has not identified any serious 

deficiencies in their approach, although a wider range of interviewees, particularly in 

developing countries, would have been more likely to have identified potential areas 

where CAN and its members could have been more effective.  Given that the 

research indicated that the US has been a major barrier to the development of 

effective global climate change policy, a more detailed focus on the challenges faced 

by USCAN and its members could also have been useful.  

It can be argued that CAN and its members have not been effective in building a 

strong enough Precautionary Policy Coalition in the US to counteract the Economic 

Growth Coalition. The question this raises is that, given the strongly entrenched 

material, institutional and ideological power of the opposing hegemonic interests, 

could USCAN and its members have built a stronger Precautionary Policy Coalition 
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in the US? There are some indications from this research that CNE is better 

resourced and exercised more of a leadership role than USCAN. There is not enough 

evidence, however, to clearly indicate whether or not the Precautionary Coalition 

including USCAN and its members could have been more effective in the 

challenging the Economic Growth Coalition in the US polity. Given the strength of 

the hegemony in the US polity, it did represent a field of contestation where effective 

counter-hegemony would be difficult to achieve.  

The empirical research focused on two non-state actors and then on the role these 

two non-state actors played in broader Policy Coalitions in the Global Climate 

Change Public Policy Process. Given that the research identified a third major Policy 

Coalition, the Ecological Modernisation Coalition and a non-state actor, the WBCSD 

that was closely associated with that Policy Coalition, it would have been ideal to 

have been able to research that Policy Coalition in equal depth. From the limited 

research that was undertaken, the WBCSD does not seem to have been as active in 

that Policy Coalition as GCC or CAN were in their respective Policy Coalitions. The 

Ecological Modernisation Coalition has also gained support from a number of other 

important international non-state actors representing business, finance and corporate 

interests. These include the World Economic Forum (WEF) and the International 

Emissions Trading Association (IETA). The policy success of the Ecological 

Modernisation Coalition is viewed as arising from their ‗middle ground‘ policy 

position between the Economic Growth Coalition and the Precautionary Coalition 

and the support from powerful non-state actors such as WBCSD, WEF and IETA. 

This policy position also suited many national political leaders as they wished to be 

seen as taking environmental action but not to be seen as ‗too radical‘ and 

endangering economic growth and their support from the business lobby. It can also 

be seen in neo-Gramscian terms as an accommodation by hegemonic global 

corporate capitalism as discussed earlier in this chapter. 
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Questions and Directions for Further Research  

A number of lessons have been learned while conducting this research project and 

many of these relate to the challenges to be overcome in understanding and analysing 

as complex a subject as the Global Climate Change Public Policy Process. A number 

of issues have been identified for further research. The first of these relate to the 

applicability of the Policy Coalition model in other areas of Global Public Policy. As 

discussed earlier in the chapter, a brief review of the development of global public 

policy on ozone depleting substances seems to indicate that the Policy Coalition 

model could provide a useful analytical tool in that context. There may be other 

global or international environmental or economic public policy contexts where 

applying the Policy Coalition model yields useful insights. 

In terms of Global Climate Change Public Policy, the critical issue for further 

research is how the barriers to developing effective global public policy can be 

overcome. It may be the case that the Policy Coalition model can help better 

understand the barriers and help identify ways of overcoming them. Although CAN 

and its members successfully facilitated the development of a Precautionary 

Coalition, it was never strong enough to overcome the power of the other Policy 

Coalitions to have effective precautionary global policy on climate change 

developed, accepted and implemented. Given the threat posed by dangerous climate 

change, further research to address these issues is both urgent and important.  
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Appendix 1: – List of Interviewees 

Interviewee 

Code 

Organisation Month/Year Place 

CAN 

Interviewee 1  

CAN  Jan 2006  Geneva, 

Switzerland 

CAN 

Interviewee 2 

CAN Dec 2005 Washington, DC, 

USA 

CAN 

Interviewee 3 

CAN Jan 2008 Berlin, Germany 

CAN 

Interviewee 4 

CAN Jan 2006 Bonn, Germany 

CAN 

Interviewee 5 

CAN Jan 2006 Berlin, Germany 

CAN 

Interviewee 6 

CAN Jan 2006 Brussels, 

Belgium 

CAN 

Interviewee 7 

CAN Dec 2005 San Francisco, 

USA 

CAN 

Interviewee 8 

CAN July 2007 Johannesburg, 

South Africa 

CAN 

Interviewee 9 

CAN Dec 2005 Washington, DC, 

USA 

CAN 

Interviewee 10 

CAN Jan 2006 Brussels, 

Belgium 

CAN 

Interviewee 11 

CAN Dec 2005 Washington, DC, 

USA 

CAN 

Interviewee 12 

CAN Jan 2006 Bonn, Germany 

CAN 

Interviewee 13 

CAN Jan 2008 Washington, DC, 

USA 
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CAN 

Interviewee 14 

CAN Jan 2006 Brussels, 

Belgium 

GCC 

Interviewee 1 

GCC Dec 2005 Richmond, 

Virginia, USA 

GCC 

Interviewee 2 

GCC Dec 2005 Washington, DC, 

USA 

GCC 

Interviewee 3 

GCC Dec 2005 Washington, DC, 

USA 

GCC 

Interviewee 4 

GCC Dec 2005 Washington, DC, 

USA 

Marshall Fund 

Interviewee 

German Marshall Fund Dec 2005 Washington, DC, 

USA 

UNFCCC 1 UNFCCC Jan 2006 Bonn, Germany 

UNFCCC 2 UNFCCC Jan 2006 Bonn, Germany 

UNFCCC 3 UNFCCC Jan 2006 Bonn, Germany 

Climate 

Change Policy 

Expert 1 

Centre for European Policy 

Studies (CEPS) 

Jan 2006 Brussels, 

Belgium 

Climate 

Change Policy 

Expert 2  

Journalist, Writer Nov 2005 Boston, USA 

Climate 

Change Policy 

Expert 3  

Ecologic Jan 2006 Berlin, Germany 
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Appendix 2: Groups and Individuals Associated with 

Exxon Mobil’s Disinformation Campaign  

from (Union of Concerned Scientists 2007, p31-33) 
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Appendix 3: GCC’s Action Agenda for the 21
st

 
Century from GCC’s website 

 (obtained before website ceased to be available (Global Climate Coalition) 
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Appendix 4:- 1996 IPCC letter to the GCC and the 

Climate Council 
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Appendix 5:– CAN Regional Offices 2006 
 From: (CANSA 1991) 

CAN COORDINATORS - REGIONAL 

CAN-CEE-Central and Eastern Europe 

Ms. Lavinia Andrei 
Brasov 19 
773691 Bukarest 
Romania 
Tel: +40 1 2307480 
Fax: +40 1 2307470 
Email: terra@fx.ro 
Web: http://www.cancee.org/ 
 

CAN-LA-Latin America 

Mr. Eduardo Sanhueza 
Office Address: Garcia Moreno 1589; 
Nunoa 6850463; Santiago; Chile 
Mailing Address: Casilla 16749, Correo 9; 
Santiago; Chile 
Tel.: (56 2) 277 7104, 277 4389 
Mov.: (56 9) 745 4152 
Fax : (56 2) 277 7104 
Email: relac@terra.cl 
 

CAN-SEA-South East Asia 

Mr. Gurmit Singh 
17 JLN SS2/53 
Petaling Jaya 47300 
MALAYSIA 
Tel: +60 3 78757767 
Fax: +60 3 78754039 
Email: cetdem@po.jaring.my 

 

CAN-SA-South Asia 

Dr. Atiq Rahman 
House 23, Road 10A 
Dhanmondi R/A, Dhaka-1209, Bangladesh 
Tel: +880-2-8115829, 8113977, 9113682 
Fax: +880-2-8111344, 8118206. 
E-mail: atiq.r@bdcom.com or 
bcas@bdonline.com 
Web: http://www.bcas.net/ 

  

http://www.cancee.org/
mailto:relac@terra.cl
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CNA-CAN-Africa 

Ms. Grace Akumu 
Wood Avenue, Kilimani 
P.O.Box 76479 
Nairobi, Kenya 
Tel:254-2-564040 Fax:254-2-573737 
Email: cna@lion.meteo.go.ke 
Web: http://lion.meteo.go.ke/cna 

 

CAN –Europe - CNE 

Ms. Karla Schoeters 
48, rue de la charité 
1210 Brussels, Belgium 
Tel: 32 2 2295220 
Fax: 32 2 2295229 
Email: karla@climnet.org 
Web: http://www.climnet.org/ 
 

CAN-United States - USCAN 

Ms. Lee Hayes Byron 
1367 Connecticut Ave, NW, Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20036 USA 
Tel: 202 785-8702 Fax: 202 785-8701 
Email: mailto:info@climatenetwork.org 
Web: 
http://www.climatenetwork.org/uscanweb/uscanhome.htm 

 

COORDINATORS - SUB-REGIONAL 

CAN-West Africa, ENDA 

Mr. Youba Sokona 
54 rue Carnot 
B.P. 3370, Dakar, Senegal 
Tel. +221-822 59 83/822 24 96 
Fax +221-821 75 95/823 51 57 
Email: energy2@enda.sn 
Web: http://www.enda.sn/ 

 

CAN FOCAL POINTS 

CAN Australia - CANA 

Mr. Danny Kennedy 
Address: PO Box 2699 Canberra ACT 2601 
Phone: 08 - 9192 7387 
Mobile: 0419 547 217 
Email: danny@climateaustralia.org 
Web: http://www.climateaustralia.org/ 

 

http://www.climnet.org/
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CAN – Canada- CANET 

Sierra Club of/du Canada 
Mr. John Bennett 
Director Atmosphere & Energy 
412 - 1 Nicholas St., 
Ottawa, Ontario K1N 7B7 
Ph. 613 241 4611 Fax 613 241 2292 Cell 613 291 6888 
Email: aajb@magma.ca 
Web: http://www.climateactionnetwork.ca/ 
 

CAN-France - RAC 

Mr. Sylvain Godinot 
2B rue Jules Ferry 
93100 Montreuil, France 
Tel: +33 1 48.58.83.92 
Fax: +331 48.51.95.12 
Email: racf@wanadoo.fr 

 

CAN-Indonesia – ICAN 

 

Yayasan Gemi Nastiti (GEMI) 
Mr. Fabby Tumiwa 
PO Box 166 
Salatiga 50711 
Indonesia 
Tel/Fax: +62 298 22418 
Email: ican@geni.nusa.or.id or fabby@mailcity.com 
 

ICAN Desk 

Pelangi Indonesia 
Tel: +62 21 57 35 020 
Fax: +62 21 57 32 503 
 

CAN-Malaysia 

Centre for Environment, Technology and Development (CETDEM) 
Mr. Gurmit Singh 
17JCN SS2/53 
Petaling Jaya 
47300 Malaysia 
Email: cetdem@po.jaring.my 

CAN-South Africa 

Earthlife Africa Johannesburg 
Mr. Richard Sherman 
P.O.Box 11383 JHB 2000 
Tel/Fax: + 27 11 403 6056 
Cell: 082 464 1742 
Email: rsherman@icon.co.za 

  

http://www.climateactionnetwork.ca/
mailto:fabby@mailcity.com
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CAN-Sudan 

Sudanese Environment Conservation Society 
Dr. Muawia Hamid Shaddad 
P.O. Box 44266 
Khartoum Central 11114 
Sudan 
Tel: +249-11-471897 
Fax: +249-11-777017 
Email: secs75@hotmail.com 
 

CAN-Tanzania 

Mr. Stanford A.J. Mwakasonda 
Centre for Energy, Environment, Science & Technology 
B3-16, TIRDO Estare, Morogoro Stores, Oysterbay 
PO Box 5511 
Dar es Salaam, Tanzania 
Tel: 255-51-667569/668980 
Email: ceest@intafrica.com 
 

CAN-Uganda 

Climate and Development Initiatives 
Mr. Timothy Byakola 
Programs Coordinator 
P.O.Box. 8849 Kampala, Uganda 
Tel: 256-41-347762 
Fax: 256-41-234248 
E-mail: acs@starcom.co.ug 

 

CAN-UK 

Mr. Chris Gore 
31 Pitfield Street 
London N1 6HB 
Phone: +44 (0)20 7251 9199 
Fax: +44 (0)20 7251 9166 
Email: can-uk@wcl.org.uk 

  

mailto:secs75@hotmail.com
mailto:ceest@intafrica.com
mailto:can-uk@wcl.org.uk
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REPRESENTATIVES OF INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 

Greenpeace International 

Mr. Bill Hare 
Climate Policy Director 
Keizersgracht 176 
1016 DW Amsterdam 
The Netherlands 
Phone: +49 30 44 67 87 65 
Mobile: +31-6-21296899 
Fax: +49 30 44 67 87 64 
Email: bill.hare@ams.greenpeace.org 

WWF Climate Change Campaign 

Mr. Lars Georg Jensen 
International Policy Co-ordinator 
Tel: +45 3 5363635 
Fax: +45 3 1392062 
Email: lgjensen@wwf.dk 

 

Friends of the Earth 

Dr. Frances MacGuire 
Climate Change Policy Coordinator 
26-28 Underwood Street 
London N1 7JQ 
Tel: +44 113 242 8151 or +44 171 566 1714 (voicemail) 
Fax: + 44 113 242 8154 
Pager: 07654 588850 
Web: http://www.foe.co.uk/ 
Email: francesm@foe.co.uk 

 

INTERNATIONAL CAN DIRECTORY 

The CAN NGO Directory was first published in 1990 as a helpful way for members to stay connected 
and coordinated to maintain and continue a mutual learning process. The directory's latest edition 
contains over 287 member organizations and a new directory will be released in November of 2000.  
 
By providing our directory to the public, we can open doors to activism, education and participation in 
climate change issues. 
 
At a global level major differences in development patterns between the industrialized North and the 
Industrializing South have led to generally different approaches to international environmental issues. A 
noticeable difference among the evolving directory has been, first of all the appearance of a large 
number of Central and Eastern European NGOs, as well as the continuing expansion of NGO 
membership from developing countries. This reflects the increasing North-South and East-West 
dialogue, which has been taking place in the NGO community. Moreover, Northern NGOs have often 
reviewed their positions (on forestry, agriculture and population in particular) after discussion with 
partners from the South who draw their attention to new dimensions of environmental problems  
(consumption per capita, poverty etc.). In parallel, Southern NGOs have been working on those issues, 
which used to be considered exclusively Northern. It also has been shown that acting as one network 
with strong North-South links has strengthened NGOs' voice in international climate negotiations.ite 
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Appendix 6 – CAN –Executive Summary of Agreed 

Position before COP6 in 2000 
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Appendix 7  14 Influential US Conservative Think 

Tanks 

 

From: (McCright & Dunlap 2003, p355) 
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