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Parties to international negotiations typically invoke conflicting notions of justice. If these can
be reconciled, this has positive effects on the negotiation process and outcome. If conflicts over
justice persist, negotiations can stall or result in suboptimal outcomes. However, research to
date paid scant attention to the means by which justice in international negotiations can be
attained. This dissertation addresses this gap and studies two aspects of justice in international
negotiations, as well as factors that shape them. The first two essays of the composite dissertation
focus on perceptions of justice during negotiations; the latter two on shared justice formulas
that parties devise to guide the negotiations. The empirical focus lies primarily on international
environmental negotiations – an issue area where justice is central and often explicitly
addressed. The final essay extends the analysis of justice to the Cyprus Talks – negotiations on
a protracted social conflict that share some key characteristics with environmental negotiations
in terms of complexity and interlinkages. Essay I develops the concept of justice and
suggests a comprehensive approach to justice in international environmental negotiations. This
conceptualization better explains variations in parties’ perceptions of justice than conventional
approaches, which only cover some of the four components identified in the comprehensive
approach. Essay II finds that the relationship between the chairperson and the negotiating parties
affects perceptions of justice. Justice is attained, when the actors involved build a cooperative
relationship based on their ability to form expectations and on a positive assessment of their
exchange. If necessary, such relationship formation can be facilitated through the involvement
of intermediary actors. Essay III distinguishes between three different types of shared justice
formula that parties devise in international environmental negotiations. A cursory analysis
shows that different explanatory factors shape the different types of shared justice formula,
which furthermore are linked in different ways to negotiation effectiveness, both fruitful avenues
for future research. Essay IV finds that ripeness theory – in a modified form that accounts for
complexity and relationships among a multitude of players – helps to explain when parties
devise a shared justice formula to guide negotiations. In conjunction, the essays contribute to
current debates in the literature on justice and international negotiations, by taking account of
complexity in the study of justice, and by stressing the importance of relationship formation
with actors beyond the negotiating parties to attain justice.
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Typischerweise berufen sich Parteien in internationalen Verhandlungen auf
Gerechtigkeitsprinzipien, die sich gegenseitig widersprechen. Können diese widersprüchlichen
Positionen in Einklang gebracht werden, hat dies positive Auswirkungen auf den
Verhandlungsprozess und das Ergebnis. Bleiben sie allerdings bestehen, kann dies das
Fortschreiten der Verhandlungen beeinträchtigen und zu suboptimalen Ergebnissen führen. Die
bisherige Forschung befasst sich kaum damit, auf welche Art und Weise ein Übereinkommen
in Bezug auf Gerechtigkeit erreicht werden kann. Die vorliegende Doktorarbeit adressiert
diese Forschungslücke und erforscht zwei Aspekte von Gerechtigkeit in internationalen
Verhandlungen sowie Faktoren, die diese beeinflussen. Die ersten beiden Essays widmen
sich Gerechtigkeitswahrnehmungen während des Verhandlungsprozesses. Die anderen
beiden erforschen die von Parteien gemeinschaftlich entwickelten Gerechtigkeitsformeln
zur Lenkung der Verhandlungen. Der empirische Fokus liegt primär auf internationalen
Umweltverhandlungen – ein Gebiet auf dem Gerechtigkeitsfragen besonders zentral sind
und oft explizit angesprochen werden. Der letzte Essay weitet den empirischen Kontext
auf die Analyse von Gerechtigkeit in den Verhandlungen des Zypernkonflikts aus, und
damit auf einen „protracted social conflict“, einen langwierigen Konflikt. Dieser hat einige
wichtige Eigenschaften mit internationalen Umweltverhandlungen gemein, vor allem in Bezug
auf Komplexität und Verkettungen. Essay I setzt sich mit dem Konzept der Gerechtigkeit
auseinander und entwickelt einen umfassenden Ansatz zu Gerechtigkeit in internationalen
Umweltverhandlungen. Diese Konzeptualisierung ist besser geeignet, unterschiedliche
Gerechtigkeitswahrnehmungen der Parteien zu erklären als konventionelle Ansätze. Letztere
decken oft nur einzelne der vier Komponenten ab, die in dem umfassenden Ansatz enthalten
sind. Essay II stellt heraus, dass die Beziehung zwischen dem Vorsitzenden und den
verhandelnden Parteien die Gerechtigkeitswahrnehmung beeinflusst. Gerechtigkeitsempfinden
kann erzielt werden, wenn die involvierten Akteure eine kooperative Beziehung entwickeln.
Grundlage hierfür ist zum einen die Fähigkeit beider Seiten, Erwartungen für den gemeinsamen
Umgang zu formulieren und zum anderen eine positive Einschätzung des Austausches. Sofern
nötig, kann eine solche Beziehungsentwicklung durch mittelnde Akteure unterstützt werden.
Essay III unterscheidet zwischen drei verschiedenen Typen von Gerechtigkeitsformeln, die
die Parteien in internationalen Umweltverhandlungen entwerfen. Eine erste Studie der Typen
skizziert, dass diese von verschiedenen Faktoren geprägt werden und sich des Weiteren
unterschiedlich auf Aspekte der Verhandlungseffektivität auswirken – beides interessante
Ansatzpunkte für weiterführende Forschung. Essay IV modifiziert das Konzept der „Ripeness
Theory“, um Komplexität und Beziehungen zwischen einer Vielzahl an Akteuren in Betracht
zu ziehen. Dies trägt zur Erklärung bei, wann Parteien eine Gerechtigkeitsformel zur
Lenkung der Verhandlungen entwerfen. In Kombination tragen die Essays zu aktuellen
Debatten in der Literatur zu Gerechtigkeit und internationalen Verhandlungen bei. Sie
berücksichtigen die Komplexität in der Studie von Gerechtigkeit und unterstreichen die zentrale
Bedeutung der Beziehungen zwischen den Parteien sowie mit weiteren Akteuren, um ein
Gerechtigkeitsempfinden oder eine Gerechtigkeitsformel zu erzielen.
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Introduction 

In November 2019, over 11,000 scientists from 153 countries signed a re-
search report stating that we are currently facing a climate emergency linked 
to human activity, and that this emergency is accelerating at an unprecedented 
rate (Ripple et al., 2019). The authors particularly criticized the failure to ad-
dress the issue forty years after the First World Climate Conference in Geneva 
in 1979, at which scientists called for urgent action for the first time – and 
despite the subsequent decades of global climate negotiations. 

Conflicts over justice have repeatedly hampered multilateral efforts to ad-
dress environmental challenges in the Anthropocene. Justice is here under-
stood as the perceived “fit between entitlements and benefits” (Welch, 2014: 
414). Disagreements over justice in international environmental negotiations 
concern such matters as the distribution of burdens and costs, historic and cur-
rent responsibility, and how to balance environmental commitments with de-
velopment needs. Most countries acknowledge the urgent need to act on the 
issue of climate change. Climate change-related impacts, including increased 
disaster risk, droughts, flooding, coastal erosion, and saline intrusion, already 
cause immense human suffering around the world. Furthermore, they have 
been linked to threats to human and national security, and under certain cir-
cumstances to the exacerbation of conflict drivers (Mach et al., 2019; IPCC, 
2018; Burrows & Kinney, 2016; von Uexkull, 2016; Buhaug, 2015; Salehyan, 
2014; Scheffran et al., 2012; Barnett & Adger, 2007). Yet, despite the recog-
nition of urgency, and amid domestic and international pressure, the parties to 
date have failed to address the issue adequately. 

One of the most prominent episodes illustrating the role that justice plays 
in holding the parties back was the infamous Copenhagen Accord under the 
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). On 
December 19, 2009, after two years of preparatory talks, the parties were un-
able – during two weeks of intense negotiations involving nearly 115 world 
leaders, and amid unprecedented public and media attention – to reach their 
aim of concluding a strong legally binding document on enhanced climate 
change cooperation (IISD, 2009). The negotiations were marked by sharp con-
flicts over justice, particularly over the interpretation to be given to the notion 
of “common but differentiated responsibility,” provisions for financial assis-
tance, and procedures for representation and transparency in meetings. While 
most of the parties were willing to accept the final compromise proposal, some 
refused to accept the Copenhagen Accord, citing justice violations, in terms 
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of an undemocratic and non-transparent process and lack of ambition of the 
provisions. As a result, rather than formally adopting the Accord, the plenary 
merely took note of it, and allowed supporting parties to associate themselves 
with it. This left the Accord in an ambiguous legal status. 

This episode underscores the importance that parties in international envi-
ronmental negotiations attach to questions of justice, and it highlights the det-
rimental effects that can arise if the parties do not have the same understanding 
or perception of justice. 

The significance of justice in international negotiations has long been recog-
nized in the field of international relations. Amid a debate over whether moral 
considerations can be part of state behavior at all, Zartman and Berman iden-
tified agreement on “an applicable criterion of justice” as part of a “shared 
perception or definition of the conflict” which is developed in the formula 
phase preceding the negotiation on details (1982: 95; see also Zartman, 1995, 
1997, 2008). Later, in his seminal work “Justice and the Genesis of War,” 
Welch found justice – or rather the perception of injustice, – to be a source of 
conflict in international relations (Welch, 1993; see also Deutsch, 2006). Con-
versely, justice can also be a trigger for negotiations as part of conflict resolu-
tion, when parties see in it a way to address past injustices (Welch, 2014). 

More recently, perceived justice in international negotiations has been 
linked to various aspects of negotiation effectiveness, such as the time needed 
to come to an agreement, the comprehensiveness of agreements, their chances 
of implementation, and their durability (Albin & Druckman, 2016; Druckman 
& Albin, 2011; Druckman & Wagner, 2019; Lewicki, 2006; Wagner & Druck-
man, 2017; Young & Wolf, 1992; Zartman, 1995). What we know from these 
studies is that the roles of justice in international negotiations are manifold 
(for an extensive discussion of the role of justice in negotiations, see Albin, 
2015; and Druckman & Wagner, 2016). These roles range from causing or 
driving conflict to initiating negotiations, facilitating negotiations, and im-
proving various aspects of the negotiation process and outcome.  

What the studies thereby have in common is their focus on justice as an 
explanatory factor. While they tell us about the positive effect that justice can 
have on the negotiations, the means by which justice can be achieved remain 
poorly understood. This is an important question to address, given that attain-
ing justice is linked to positive effects on negotiations, while failure to do so 
can lead to suboptimal outcomes or to parties’ getting stuck on conflicts over 
justice rather than negotiating issues of substance (Zartman, 2005). Treating 
justice as the outcome of interest, rather than as the explanatory variable, im-
proves our understanding of justice, and how it can be attained. This in turn 
opens up for further research on how to improve the effectiveness of interna-
tional negotiations – one of the most important tools for resolving conflicts in 
this globalized era. 
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In this dissertation, I seek to address this gap by studying justice in inter-
national negotiations as the main outcome of interest, with a particular focus 
on environmental negotiations. In this issue area, which is marked by great 
complexity due to the large number of actors, interests, and interlinkages, jus-
tice is central and is often openly addressed. Focusing on this empirical do-
main is also valuable in light of the increasing need to improve effectiveness 
in negotiations of this type, which tackle one of the biggest challenges in the 
Anthropocene. In addition, while international environmental negotiations are 
at the center in this study, Essay IV extends the analysis of justice to complex, 
multilateral negotiations aimed at resolving protracted social conflicts. 

The four essays in this dissertation contribute to our understanding of jus-
tice in international negotiations, and how it can be attained. They approach 
the topic from different angles, but use a common theoretical starting point 
which accounts for the role of complexities and the relational aspects that 
mark the negotiations. Each essay addresses a different aspect of the negotia-
tion dynamics. Essay I develops a comprehensive conceptual approach to the 
phenomenon of interest – justice in international environmental negotiations 
– and highlights the different components that it entails. Essay II analyzes 
leadership success as a function of the role of the relationship between the 
parties and the president in climate change negotiations, and the impact 
thereof on perceptions of justice. Essay III develops a typology of shared jus-
tice formulas and illustrates the usefulness of distinguishing among the vari-
ous types through an empirical application to international environmental ne-
gotiations. Essay IV shifts the empirical context to a protracted social conflict 
– that in Cyprus – and to the negotiations aimed at resolving it. This essay 
shows how modifying ripeness theory – to account for complexity and rela-
tionships among a multitude of players – helps us understand when a shared 
justice formula to guide negotiations is devised by the parties, and when it is 
not.  

In conjunction, the essays contribute to existing literature conceptually, 
theoretically, and empirically. Conceptually, they provide insights into par-
ties’ perceptions of justice, and they systematize different ways of addressing 
conflicts over justice and resulting types of shared justice formula. 

Theoretically, the essays take a novel approach to adopting justice as the 
dependent variable, and they add to our understanding of justice in interna-
tional negotiations and under what conditions it can be attained. They also 
highlight the importance of relational aspects between configurations of fac-
tors, as well as the relationships between parties and vis-à-vis other relevant 
actors. In this context, the essays revisit central conflict resolution concepts, 
including leadership, power, and ripeness, and they suggest modifications that 
better account for complexity and relational aspects from a justice perspective. 

Empirically, the essays contribute in-depth analysis of cases of interna-
tional environmental negotiations, particularly various Conferences of the 
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Parties under the UNFCCC, as well as the attempt in the Cyprus Talks to re-
solve a protracted social conflict. UNFCCC negotiations are the focus of Es-
says I and II. The latter draws on interview material and observations at the 
negotiations collected around the 24th Conference of the Parties. Essay III 
builds on a wider set of international environmental agreements. Essay IV, on 
the Cyprus Talks, draws on expert interviews conducted in Cyprus in 2019, 
on the most recent phase of the peace negotiations. 

In addition to these conceptual, theoretical, and empirical contributions, the 
dissertation holds important implications from a policy perspective. The find-
ings show that, by improving various relational aspects between key stake-
holders, a shared justice formula and perceived justice during the negotiations 
is more likely. The findings of this dissertation suggest that policy makers can 
identify weaknesses and devise strategies to address them. Since justice has 
previously been linked to negotiation effectiveness, this could be an important 
way of enhancing conflict resolution in the context of complex international 
negotiations. By actively addressing justice in international negotiations, and 
thereby facilitating more effective processes and more sustainable agree-
ments, the parties or the international community more broadly could save 
time and effort typically invested in such negotiations. 

This introduction serves to build the framework for the dissertation as a 
whole. In the ensuing section, I discuss the key concepts featured in the dis-
sertation. Next, previous research and ongoing debates are presented in order 
to situate the study in the larger research field. A section outlining the common 
theoretical starting point then follows, and a presentation of the four essays 
thereafter. Methodological considerations are subsequently discussed. The 
concluding section relates the key findings back to current debates in the field 
and suggests avenues for future research. 

The Concept of Justice 
The most central concept in this dissertation is that of justice in international 
negotiations. The term justice has many connotations and associations. In the 
literature, various definitions of the notion exist, and given the complexity and 
subjectivity of the phenomenon, no single definition could adequately capture 
its entirety. Therefore, the concept as used in this dissertation needs clarifica-
tion and delineation. In the following, important parameters for the concept of 
justice that are relevant for the purposes of this study are discussed, including 
key aspects of justice at the focus of analysis. 

In research and policy, many terms are often used interchangeably with 
justice. These include, for example, moral behavior, fairness, or equity. With-
out getting into the semantic differences of various notions, this study uses the 
term justice, which focuses on creating a balance between parties in effect 
rather than in opportunities or starting positions. 
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Justice, in the context of this dissertation, leans on Welch’s definition of 
justice as a perceived fit between entitlements and benefits (Welch, 1993, 
2014). This understanding does not attempt to establish objectively what a just 
solution would be in a given negotiation context. Rather, it is an analytical 
concept referring to negotiating parties’ positions of what would be a just pro-
cess or outcome. These positions are expressed by parties’ invoking various 
justice principles. 

Justice principles can be described as standards that are applied to negotia-
tions with the aim of creating a balanced process and outcome. Many different 
principles exist in research and practice, and they vary greatly between differ-
ent fields. Everyday examples of such principles include tossing a coin to de-
cide between two options (expressing the principle of equal opportunity), di-
viding a resource into as many parts as parties (the principle of equal shares), 
or allocating a bigger share of profit to the parties that have made bigger in-
vestments in the endeavor (the principle of differentiation). Among negotia-
tions in the environmental issue area – the empirical focus of this dissertation 
– justice principles include among others the polluter-pays principle, the ben-
eficiary-pays principle, and the principle of common but differentiated respon-
sibility. 

In accordance with the literature on international negotiations and conflict 
resolution, this study differentiates between principles of distributive and of 
procedural justice. Distributive justice principles include equality, proportion-
ality, need, and compensation. Procedural justice concerns transparency, fair 
representation, fair treatment and play, and voluntary agreement (Albin & 
Druckman, 2016; Deutsch, 1975, 2014; Druckman & Wagner, 2016; Zartman 
et al., 1996). 

In the existing literature, as well as in this study, two aspects of justice in 
international negotiations are central to the analysis: devising a shared justice 
formula on the one hand, and perceptions of justice on the other. Both aspects 
build on justice principles. Firstly, devising a shared justice formula entails 
that parties develop a common understanding of which principles should guide 
the negotiations. Importantly, a shared justice formula is not to be conflated 
with negotiated agreement more generally. Following Zartman’s formula-de-
tail approach, a shared justice formula is understood here as part of the phase 
in which parties devise principles to guide the negotiations, and it precedes 
negotiations on detail or substance (Zartman, 1995, 1997). While the two 
phases may not always be strictly separable in the negotiation process – which 
is not necessarily linear but instead is marked by a back and forth between the 
different phases – they are analytically separate concepts. This also means that 
a shared justice formula is not necessarily followed by negotiated agreement 
on substance. 

Secondly, perceptions of justice concern parties’ assessment of the extent 
to which justice principles are upheld during the negotiation process or re-
flected in the outcome. Statements by parties themselves serve to capture this 
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notion, and thereby reflect their perceptions of justice. There is an inevitable 
trade-off when we use a subjective measure rather than an objective one, as I 
will discuss further below. For purposes of this study, I rely on parties’ own 
statements to gauge perceptions of justice, as it ensures that the assessment is 
reflective of parties’ positions, which is key to making sense of negotiation 
dynamics as they unfold. Importantly, throughout the dissertation, I consider 
both explicit and implicit references to justice principles, a shared justice for-
mula, and perceptions of justice. 

To summarize, the concept of justice in international negotiations, in this 
study, concerns parties’ explicit or implicit reference to justice principles in 
the context of expressing their perceptions of justice or of efforts to devise a 
shared justice formula. Two conceptual questions arise regarding this ap-
proach to justice in international negotiations: to what extent can we distin-
guish strategic from genuine positions, and how can we measure a subjective 
concept of justice? 

To answer the first question, this study does not differentiate between stra-
tegic and genuine positions. This is based on two underlying assumptions. 
First, when parties invoke justice principles, this is not merely an effort to 
maximize their self-interest. Nor is it purely altruistic. Most often, parties’ in-
voking justice is based on a combination of both self-interest and a principled 
position. Parties in international negotiations naturally strive to promote jus-
tice principles that are in their interest, particularly in their starting positions 
(Gächter & Riedl, 2005; Lange et al., 2010). Thus, strategic considerations do 
play a role. However, this does not mean that actors’ behavior is entirely self-
serving; rather it means that, from a range of available options, actors choose 
the justice principles that are also most in line with their interests (Forsberg, 
1996; Gächter & Riedl, 2005; Welch, 2014, 2017). At the same time, invoking 
justice principles must be genuine to some extent, because notions that are too 
obviously self-serving are at risk of being dismissed outright (Albin, 2015; 
Young & Wolf, 1992). Often, those involved in negotiations – whether other 
parties, other stakeholders, or sometimes even the parties themselves – are not 
able strictly to separate strategic from genuine positions on justice principles. 

The second assumption is that, ultimately, the point is to understand justice 
in international negotiations and how it can be attained. For this purpose, the 
extent to which statements are strategic or genuine is secondary. Parties have 
an incentive to conceal their true preferences, which cannot be reliably ascer-
tained from subjective statements about their perceptions of justice. Yet, once 
justice principles are invoked, whether for self-serving purposes or not, they 
affect the conflict and negotiation dynamics, as shown by previous research 
on justice and its impact on negotiation effectiveness and outcomes. 

The second question concerns the measurability of justice. Justice is to 
some extent emotionally driven (Montada, 2016: 257) and subjectively per-
ceived. Moreover, situations of conflict and threats to human and national se-
curity can further exacerbate this emotionality and subjectivity. Nevertheless, 
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this dissertation builds on the premise that aspects of justice are measurable 
and to some extent systematic. Following Scanlon (1982), it assumes that ac-
tors are driven by the desire to appear as acting reasonably to others. There-
fore, they will put forward justice principles that both resonate with their con-
stituency and can be reasonably defended to others (Albin, 2015; Young & 
Wolf, 1992). Furthermore, while this dissertation supports the view that jus-
tice cannot be reduced merely to a matter of self-interest, as discussed above, 
it is still clear that states will not propose or accept justice principles that are 
against their self-interest. 

In this context, then, the analysis of justice is based on any statement by 
parties that makes explicit or implicit reference to justice principles, without 
differentiating between emotional, strategic, or genuine statements. 

Empirical Context 
In this section, I briefly delineate the empirical context of exploring justice in 
international environmental negotiations, justify the focus on this issue area, 
and discuss the empirical extension to protracted social conflicts in the final 
essay of the dissertation. 

The international environmental negotiations examined here are negotia-
tions on a multilateral scale. They often take place in highly institutionalized 
settings, and they deal with environmental questions of global relevance that 
elude territorial state control – such as those pertaining to the atmosphere, cli-
mate, biodiversity, chemicals management, and the oceans (IISD, 2018). 
These are set apart from negotiations on environmental resources that are 
more delimitable, such as negotiations over transboundary waters, forests, or 
territory. 

Complex, multilateral negotiations involve three or more parties, they take 
place at the international level between state parties, and they are characterized 
by a large number of actors, roles, interests, and interlinkages (Crump & Zart-
man, 2003; Hampson, 1999; Zartman, 1994). Such negotiations pose particu-
lar challenges for representation, agenda-setting, coalition formation, and ne-
gotiation management, among other issues (Crump & Zartman, 2003; Mon-
heim, 2015; Susskind et al., 2003; Touval, 1989). Justice is particularly central 
in this context, as it has been previously linked to various aspects of negotia-
tions effectiveness (Albin & Druckman, 2016; Kapstein, 2008; Wagner & 
Druckman, 2017). Furthermore, in the international context, lacking an over-
arching enforcing authority, agreements have to be perceived as “sufficiently 
just” to be self-enforcing (Zartman, 1995; cf. Grundig et al., 2012). 

In international environmental negotiations, these challenges are aug-
mented. Like other multilateral negotiations, international environmental ne-
gotiations are marked by complexity due to the number of parties involved, 
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the number of issues addressed, the multiple roles for parties in the negotia-
tions, the emphasis on rule-making, coalition dynamics, and the variability of 
values, parties, and roles (Zartman, 1994). Interlinkages are another charac-
teristic shared with other complex, multilateral negotiations. These concern 
interlinkages within issues, such as in negotiations concerning the complex 
climate system. They concern interlinkages with other environmental issues, 
such as pollution, climate change, and habitat and biodiversity loss. And they 
concern interlinkages with other issue areas, such as economic issues (Speth 
& Haas, 2006). 

At the same time, international environmental negotiations are distinct 
from other types of negotiation in a number of ways. They are marked by a 
particular level of uncertainty – not just due to the strategic withholding of 
information, but also due to the scientific and technical intricacies of the issues 
under negotiation (Marton-Lefevre, 1994; Sjöstedt, 2009). Moreover, there is 
a considerable time lag between on the one hand immediate costs and on the 
other hand benefits that lie far ahead in the future – often beyond the horizon 
of the negotiators at the table and their constituencies. Agenda items are of a 
non-excludable character, which means neither benefits nor burdens can be 
withheld from parties depending on whether or not they participate in the ne-
gotiated agreement. Finally, power in this type of negotiation is fluid and 
multi-dimensional, going beyond military and economic capability to include 
mitigation impact and pollution and adaptation potential. 

In international environmental negotiations, moreover, parties often make 
explicit reference to justice principles. Overarching principles – such as his-
toric responsibility, equal shares, transparency, and flexibility – are typically 
cited. However, their interpretation and application remain contested. A prom-
inent example is the overarching principle of “common but differentiated re-
sponsibility and respective capability,” which has long been established for 
the negotiations under the UNFCCC but for which there has been recurrent 
conflict over which of the aspects should be given precedence. In this context, 
justice plays a central role in international environmental negotiations, making 
them a relevant and suitable context for studying justice in international nego-
tiations. 

The focus on international environmental negotiations is also warranted in 
view of the topicality and importance of the issue area. International environ-
mental negotiations are one of the most important avenues we have for ad-
dressing global challenges in the Anthropocene that cause risk to human 
health and security. The first two essays focus on the negotiations under the 
UNFCCC, as arguably the most prominent example of international environ-
mental negotiations, which addresses the most important issue at this time. 
While environmental factors have not yet been directly linked to the onset of 
conflict, they have been found to influence conflict dynamics (Mach et al., 
2019; von Uexkull, 2016; Buhaug, 2015; Scheffran et al., 2012). Furthermore, 
environmental degradation amplifies factors more directly linked to conflict, 
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including economic deprivation and forced migration (Burrows & Kinney, 
2016) – an effect that is expected to grow exponentially in coming decades 
(IPCC, 2018; Steffen et al., 2018). 

Essay IV extends the analysis of justice to another empirical context: the 
Cyprus Talks, which refer to the process of negotiating over the Cyprus issue, 
a protracted social conflict (PSC) (Azar, 1990, 1991, 1999; Azar & Moon, 
1986; Leventis & Tsokkalides, 2007). The talks are suitable for such an ex-
tension, because the case shares important characteristics with the interna-
tional environmental negotiations that are the basis for the theoretical frame-
work in this dissertation. 

The most commonly noted features of PSCs are their temporal and emo-
tional protractedness. Such conflicts are based on an incompatibility between 
different identity groups, some of which do not see their basic needs fulfilled, 
among them security, recognition, and political or economic participation (cf. 
Azar, 1999; Azar & Moon, 1986; Raad, 1988; Ramsbotham, 2005). The long 
duration of such disputes often gives their associated negotiations an iterative 
character – a trait shared with many international environmental negotiations, 
such as the UNFCCC, where regular negotiation rounds have been held since 
its inception in 1992. Other features include fragile governance, unable to ad-
dress the underlying needs of the parties, as well as international linkages and 
“patterns of clientage and cross-border interest” (Ramsbotham, 2005: 116). 
Parallels can be drawn with the lack of supranational governance in the inter-
national system, and with the interlinkages that characterize international en-
vironmental negotiations, previously outlined. Justice is also central to the ne-
gotiation of protracted social conflicts. Given the parallels, extending the anal-
ysis to this type of negotiation is theoretically and practically meaningful. 

Situating the Study 
In recent decades, a growing body of literature has investigated different as-
pects of justice in international relations and conflict resolution. In this sec-
tion, I briefly present different debates in the international relations field, start-
ing with whether justice is part of state behavior at all. Next, I discuss the 
broader literature dealing with justice in the context of conflict resolution. Af-
ter presenting various debates around the role and effects of justice, I conclude 
that, particularly in the literature on conflict resolution, a gap exists regarding 
justice as the main outcome of interest.1 

                               
1 Notably, the works discussed use terms such as fairness, morality, or equity interchangeably 
with justice. While this dissertation and its composite essays consistently use the term justice, 
in this discussion of previous literature, I do not differentiate strictly between the different ter-
minologies used in the cited studies. 
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Justice as Part of State Behavior 
When justice as a concept was introduced to the field of international relations, 
the initial debate revolved around whether or not justice can be part of state 
behavior at all. Justice has been a recognized aspect of interpersonal relation-
ships since the great philosophers of antiquity. However, for long it remained 
excluded from international relations theory. Strict realists assumed that moral 
behavior was not relevant for the system of independent, selfish states that 
lack an overarching authority to enforce agreements (Morgenthau, 1975). Oth-
ers held that, rather than being rooted in genuine concerns about justice, moral 
behavior results from an “enlightened self-interest” based on an awareness of 
repeat encounters that cast a “shadow of the future” (Axelrod, 1984).2 

On the other hand, political theorists such as Rawls, Gauthier, and Barry 
argued for the relevance of justice also in the context of states interacting on 
the international level (Barry, 1989, 1995; Gauthier, 1986; Rawls, 1958, 1971, 
1999). Rawls posited that, if actors found themselves in a starting position 
behind a “veil of ignorance,”3 they would find just solutions to their problems, 
by opting for arrangements which are beneficial even to the ostensibly weak-
est member of the group, because they may turn out to be that group member 
(Rawls, 1971). Gauthier built further on Rawls’ theoretical concepts, but ar-
gued that the “veil of ignorance” is unattainable and unnecessary, as parties 
will agree on a just solution in order to maximize the cooperative surplus, 
which can then be shared as profit among the parties (Gauthier, 1986: 14). 
Barry tried to detach the theoretical concept from the underlying notion of 
justice as reciprocity (Barry, 1995: 76). He built instead on Scanlon, arguing 
that moral behavior is based on the desire by actors “to justify one’s actions 
to others on grounds they could not reasonably reject” (Scanlon, 1982: 116). 
The pioneering works by these political theorists paved the way for the recog-
nition of justice as a component of state behavior also on the international 
level. 

Justice and Conflict Resolution 
Once justice had been recognized as part of state behavior, different debates 
emerged about the various roles of justice in international relations. One of 
these revolves around justice as a source of conflict (Deutsch, 2006). In his 
seminal work “Justice and the Genesis of War” (1993), Welch demonstrates 
that the justice motive plays an important role in actors’ decisions to escalate 
conflict. He posits that “the desire to correct a perceived discrepancy between 

                               
2 The “shadow of the future” is a game-theoretical concept, according to which players can be 
expected to behave more cooperatively in repeat games, due to their expectation of rewards or 
punishment for behavior in future rounds (Axelrod, 1984).  
3 The “veil of ignorance” describes a starting position where actors are unaware of their relative 
position in the group (Rawls, 1971).  



 25

entitlements and benefits” (Welch, 1993: 19) leads actors to seek rectification 
in confrontation. In later works, he extends his argument to include that this 
perceived discrepancy can also motivate actors to seek rectification by way of 
negotiation (Welch, 2014). Deutsch (2006) discusses six types of injustice that 
lead to conflict because they are perceived as a form of oppression: distribu-
tive injustice, procedural injustice, the sense of injustice (the focus here being 
on what determines perceptions of injustice), retributive and reparative injus-
tice, moral exclusion, and cultural imperialism. This broad range underlines 
the role that justice plays in basically all social conflicts (Montada, 2016). In 
international relations, research on justice as a source of conflict has looked 
for example at territorial disputes (Forsberg, 1996; Welch, 1993, 2017), iden-
tity-based conflicts (Albin, 2001; Bell, 2014), and political conflicts on such 
matters as the environment (Ciplet et al., 2013; Harris & Symons, 2013; 
Zeitoun, 2013).  

A second important strand of the literature concerns the peace-versus-jus-
tice debate. Here, justice is viewed strictly as a backward-looking concept, 
and contrasted to peace as a forward-looking one. The debate revolves around 
how (post-)conflict societies or societies transitioning from authoritarian rule 
can address past injustices (Rodman, 2011). Justice in this context is typically 
a question of retributive justice, or judicial processes in the form of criminal 
prosecutions, truth and reconciliation commissions, human rights trials, and 
other transitional justice mechanisms (Baker & Obradovic-Wochnik, 2016; 
Kersten, 2016; Lie et al., 2007; Loyle & Appel, 2017; Meernik et al., 2010; 
Payne et al., 2017). Most commonly, the peace-versus-justice debate concerns 
the conflict resolution or post-conflict phase, as well as such considerations as 
whether and how to include judicial processes in peace agreements. The cen-
tral question thereby is whether their inclusion helps to prevent conflicts from 
recurring. More recently, scholars have also investigated the role of judicial 
processes during conflicts (Loyle & Binningsbø, 2018). 

Other important questions in the peace-versus-justice debate revolve 
around whether peace and justice are opposites between which trade-offs have 
to be struck, or whether justice can contribute to a sustainable and durable 
peace (Lie et al., 2007; Meernik et al., 2010; Wallensteen et al., 2013; Zartman 
& Kremenyuk, 2005), and help to prevent conflicts from recurring (Loyle & 
Appel, 2017; Payne et al., 2017). While most studies investigate the effect of 
judicial processes on various outcomes, few explore the conditions that lead 
parties to pursue judicial processes. Notable exceptions are Kim and Hong 
(2019), who find that conflict outcomes determine what judicial processes oc-
cur in post-conflict settings; and Loyle and Binningsbø (2018), who investi-
gate conditions for actors that pursue judicial processes during conflicts. 

What these studies have in common is that they approach justice as an 
agenda item in the conflict resolution process. However, this dissertation is 
embedded in the literature that investigates justice as directly part of and shap-
ing international negotiations. 
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Justice and International Negotiations 
In the study of international negotiations, justice or elements thereof are often 
featured, but are not always directly or explicitly addressed. For example, per-
ceptions of an unfair process have been linked to parties’ setting a higher re-
sistance point than strict rational choice models would predict (Odell, 2013). 
Regime formation has been found to be acceptable to parties when the out-
come is fair to all independent of their position within the regime, thus incor-
porating justice considerations (Young, 1991). In a discussion of diplomatic 
norms that facilitate or complicate conflict resolution, Jönsson and Aggestam 
(2008) find that reciprocity and open communication promote conflict resolu-
tion, and that openness to public audiences and disputes over diplomatic 
recognition among the parties impede it. Furthermore, transparency and inclu-
siveness – both of which relate to procedural justice – have been identified as 
part of effective negotiation management (Monheim, 2015, 2016). 

In the literature that addresses justice in international negotiations more di-
rectly, two central debates can be identified, They are closely related, yet they 
differ in important respects regarding the phase of the negotiation process that 
they consider. One debate revolves around the different roles that justice plays 
in various phases of the negotiation process; the other investigates the effects 
of justice behavior on negotiation processes and outcomes in the longer term. 

In the context of the first debate, one central role of justice in international 
negotiations is that of complementing conventional sources of power. Fehr 
and Schmidt (1999) find that, under certain conditions, fairness considerations 
shape actors’ preferences even in competitive economic settings. Kapstein 
(2008) builds on this to show that fairness considerations guide actors in in-
ternational trade negotiations, motivated by an assumption that these will im-
prove regime durability. This even includes the “great powers,” which tend to 
act more generously than mercantilist theories would predict, because accom-
modating those that benefit least will ensure that the regime is maintained, 
which is in the interest of those that benefit from it most (ibid.: 236).  

This complementing role of justice is particularly relevant in multilateral 
settings. Whereas in bilateral or single encounter negotiations, power sym-
metry and asymmetry based on economic or military capacity can explain ne-
gotiation behavior, the same does not hold true for complex, multilateral ne-
gotiations (Zartman, 1997; Zartman & Rubin, 2000). The “structural di-
lemma” describes that ostensibly weak parties successfully bargain with os-
tensibly strong parties to gain favorable outcomes and suggests that power 
does not sufficiently explain negotiation behavior in complex settings (Zart-
man & Rubin, 2000). Instead, research has shown that justice considerations 
and moral arguments can provide alternative forms of leverage to weaker par-
ties (Betzold, 2010; Coolsaet & Pitseys, 2015; Corneloup & Mol, 2013; 
Drahos, 2003; Zartman & Rubin, 2000). 
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A second important role of justice in international negotiations is guiding 
the negotiation process. In an early study, Zartman and Berman (1982) iden-
tify justice as part of the formula phase in negotiations, where parties develop 
a shared understanding of the conflict and of the process for solving it, before 
negotiations begin on detail or issues of substance. Zartman later expands on 
this formula detail approach, in works on the role of justice in global security 
negotiations (Zartman, 1995, 1997, 2008). In the formula phase, justice serves 
as a guiding referent and as a precondition for successful conclusion of the 
negotiations. If parties are unable to agree on “an applicable criterion of jus-
tice” (Zartman & Berman, 1982: 95), this inhibits successful negotiations on 
substance in the detail phase. 

This assumption is supported by findings from empirical studies. For ex-
ample, in a comparison between negotiations on the Responsibility to Protect 
commitment and negotiations on the Arms Trade Treaty, Hoffman and 
Wisotzki (2014) find that the parties’ inability to agree on a formula to balance 
human-rights concerns with rights of state sovereignty impeded the negotia-
tions. Schaper (2014) finds a similar pattern regarding the proposal for a Fis-
sile Material (Cutoff) Treaty in the early 1990s: in this case even the initiation 
of negotiations was blocked, due to disagreement over a shared justice formula 
and over whether the focus of the treaty ought to be on disarmament or on 
non-proliferation. The centrality of justice is further confirmed by previous 
experiences of injustice in the context of negotiations on the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty, and by the refusal of nuclear states to give up their arse-
nals (Tannenwald, 2013). 

The second debate in the study of justice in international negotiations con-
cerns its effects on negotiation processes or outcomes in the longer term. For 
example, studies on norm dynamics in international regimes find that justice 
considerations can be drivers of norm dynamics and that perceived justice can 
promote regime legitimacy and effectiveness; conversely, perceived injustice 
undermines legitimacy and effectiveness (Müller, 2010; Müller et al., 2018; 
Müller & Wunderlich, 2013). The crisis of the Non-Proliferation Treaty re-
gime is a well-researched example of the latter. The justice formula devised 
in the treaty is based on “a principled justification of a temporary inequality, 
and a balancing of norms, rights, and obligations designed to limit, and ulti-
mately eliminate, the fundamental discrimination of the regime” (Tannen-
wald, 2013: 314). The asymmetry in the implementation of the treaty – with 
nuclear states holding out on their disarmament obligations – challenges the 
legitimacy of the regime, its long-term stability, and parties’ compliance with 
it (Fey et al., 2014; Müller, 2005, 2010; Tannenwald, 2013). Similarly, in a 
meta-study of international environmental regimes, Young notes the im-
portance of fairness and legitimacy for regime effectiveness, highlighting 
them as a cutting-edge issue in the field that should receive more attention 
(Young, 2011: 19857/8).  
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To investigate the nexus between justice and negotiation effectiveness, 
scholars often draw on findings from other research fields, in particular be-
havioral psychology and organizational management. Here research pointed 
early on to a human aversion to injustice (Lerner, 1980; Ross & Miller, 2002), 
which makes people sensitive to questions of justice in dealings with others, 
including in negotiations. Research in that field has shown how distributive 
and procedural justice serve to modify each other’s effects and to promote 
negotiation effectiveness. For example, unfavorable outcomes are more ac-
ceptable if they are arrived at via a fair process (Brockner, 2002; Hollander-
Blumoff & Tyler, 2008; Lind & Earley, 1992; Lind & Tyler, 1988). At the 
same time, perceived justice regarding outcomes can to some extent compen-
sate for unjust procedures (Buchanan & Keohane, 2006; Gauthier, 1986; Törn-
blom, Kjell Vermunt, Riël, 2007; van den Bos et al., 1997) (for a comprehen-
sive discussion, see Druckman & Wagner, 2016). 

Building on these findings, international negotiation scholars find that per-
ceived justice affects negotiation effectiveness. Druckman with Albin and 
with Wagner investigate the interaction between on the one hand distributive 
and procedural justice and on the other hand negotiation effectiveness across 
different issue areas (Albin & Druckman, 2012, 2014a, 2017, Druckman & 
Albin, 2009, 2011; Druckman & Wagner, 2019; Wagner & Druckman, 2012, 
2017). In peace negotiations, Albin and Druckman (2012) find that distribu-
tive justice principles moderate the effect of procedural ones, and uncover a 
pathway from procedural principles – via the distributive principle of equality 
in particular – to agreement durability. Wagner and Druckman extend this 
pathway from justice principles to stable agreements and a subsequent durable 
peace. They also find that procedural justice has a direct positive effect on 
reconciliation as one of the indicators for durable peace (Druckman & Wag-
ner, 2019; Wagner & Druckman, 2017). In trade negotiations, Albin and 
Druckman (2014b) find that procedural justice is linked to negotiation effec-
tiveness, particularly in terms of finding more integrative solutions. In the en-
vironmental issue area, finally, Albin and Druckman (2016) find that proce-
dural justice improves the quality of agreements in multilateral settings, in 
terms of the number of issues agreed and the comprehensiveness of agree-
ments. 

The two debates on justice in international negotiations highlight the posi-
tive role it can play in terms of balancing power and as a referent guiding 
negotiations. Furthermore, if the parties perceive justice in the negotiations, 
negotiation effectiveness can be improved. However, the lack of a shared jus-
tice formula, or the perception of justice on the part of the parties, can stall 
negotiations, hinder the initiation of the substantive phase, or lead to subopti-
mal outcomes. What previous research does not discuss are the means by 
which justice can be attained. In other words, some critical questions have not 
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been studied to date. These include when parties devise a shared justice for-
mula and when they do not, and when they perceive justice and when they do 
not. 

This gap in the literature is important to address. Achieving a better under-
standing of how to reach perceived justice or a shared justice formula is nec-
essary if we are to improve our knowledge about the circumstances under 
which justice plays a facilitating rather than inhibiting role. Furthermore, in-
sights into justice and how it comes about open up interesting avenues for 
future research on how negotiations can be shaped in such a way as to promote 
the facilitative role of justice and its positive effects on processes and out-
comes. 

Theoretical Starting Point: Complexity and Relational 
Aspects of Justice 
The essays in this dissertation aim to contribute to filling the gap in the litera-
ture on justice as a concept and outcome of interest. While each of the essays 
takes a different approach to these questions, they all have their theoretical 
starting point in common. This starting point, based on three common points 
of departure, takes a novel theoretical approach to the study of justice, ac-
counting for the importance of complexity and relational aspects in interna-
tional environmental negotiations and in negotiations on protracted social con-
flicts. In this section, I discuss how these negotiations, as sub-sets of complex 
multilateral negotiations, have certain traits that warrant an emphasis on rela-
tional aspects when exploring justice, and the means by which justice can be 
achieved. 

A first common point of departure that this dissertation builds on is the 
premise that state behavior reflects the interactions of different players at var-
ious levels. The field of international relations research has been dominated 
by state-centric approaches (Lake, 2008). At the same time, it is widely rec-
ognized that this approach, focused as it is on the analysis of an overarching 
or dominant “state interest,” overlooks the fact that the state is a construct, 
made up of constituent parts with likely diverse interests (Crawford, 1995). 
Particularly in international negotiations, state interests are formed by inter-
dependencies between domestic, national, and transnational actor groupings 
(Downie, 2012; Hafner-Burton et al., 2009). One of the most prominent theo-
retical frameworks accounting for these different interests is the “two-level 
game” developed by Putnam, who highlights the importance – for explaining 
state behavior – of the interaction between players at the national level and 
those at the domestic and international levels (Putnam, 1988). The essays in 
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this dissertation build on this notion by acknowledging international environ-
mental negotiations and negotiations on protracted social conflicts as two-
level, or better, multi-level games. 

A second common point of departure lies in acknowledging the role of 
complexity. In international negotiations, complexity and a multiplicity of ac-
tors and interests intensify interactions between players at different levels. 
This is particularly true for international environmental negotiations, where 
negotiators deal with dozens or even hundreds of other state representatives. 
They are constrained by pressures from domestic and international audiences, 
as well as from transnational and non-state actors. These negotiations are also 
marked by specific characteristics, including uncertainty, the cost-benefit time 
lag, the non-excludable character of issues, and the multidimensionality of 
power. In this context, complexity affects actors’ decision-making and per-
ceptions. Furthermore, relationship building between negotiators, as well as 
with relevant third parties and domestic and international audiences, becomes 
a central feature of addressing the challenges that come with these specific 
characteristics. This complexity is made yet more pronounced by the pro-
longed nature of most environmental negotiations, with repeat encounters and 
dynamics that are subject to change over time (Downie, 2012, 2013). Often, 
theoretical frameworks seek to reduce complexity. However, in the specific 
context of exploring justice in international negotiations and how it can be 
attained, accounting for complexity is a key step, if we are to better understand 
how actors’ perceptions and decisions are shaped. 

A third common point of departure concerns relational aspects of justice in 
international negotiations. This is relevant in regard to two dimensions of the 
analysis in this study. First, conceptually and theoretically it pertains to the 
relationship between different components of the justice concept, and how 
different configurations of these shape both a shared justice formula and par-
ties’ perceptions of justice. Second, it concerns the relationship that parties 
build with each other, as well as with relevant third parties and domestic and 
international audiences. 

The relationships between the parties and those between parties and other 
actors are often under strain where conflicts over justice mark iterative or pro-
longed rounds of negotiations, such as in international environmental negoti-
ations. Similarly, in negotiations on protracted social conflicts – to which this 
dissertation extends the analysis – parties typically find it hard to negotiate on 
matters of substance, given the historical and emotional roots of their conflict. 
Thus, relationship building and the mode of engagement become central to 
(re)establishing trust between the parties in order to address issues of sub-
stance (Coleman, 2006: 551; Burgess & Burgess, 1996). The theoretical start-
ing point in this study draws these findings together to explore how relation-
ship building may also promote justice in terms of both the parties’ perception 
of justice and their efforts to devise a shared justice formula. 
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In light of complexity and relationships as key features of international, 
multilateral negotiations, the essays in this study build on established conflict 
resolution concepts; however, they also make some important modifications 
to these concepts, to better take complexity and relational aspects into account. 
These modifications concern, among other things, the conceptualization of 
justice and notions of power, leadership, and ripeness. 

Presenting the Essays 
This dissertation comprises four independent essays, each of which ex-

plores justice in international negotiations and how it can be attained from a 
particular angle. In the following I present each essay, the elements it explores, 
and the role it plays within the overarching framework of the dissertation. Fig-
ure 1 depicts the essays in relation to existing research on justice in interna-
tional negotiations. 
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Essay I: Rethinking Justice in International Environmental 
Negotiations: Toward a More Comprehensive Framework 
Essay I is a conceptual study that develops a comprehensive approach to jus-
tice in international environmental negotiations. While there are many differ-
ent definitions and conceptualizations of justice (particularly in connection 
with international environmental negotiations), these often do not account suf-
ficiently for complexities and interlinkages and risk missing important dynam-
ics of parties’ perception of justice which in turn impedes a more systematic 
study across the field. The essay addresses this conceptual gap by developing 
a more comprehensive approach to justice – one that takes the specific char-
acteristics of international environmental negotiations into account. 

Essay I suggests four components that warrant consideration. First, justice 
goes beyond narrow conceptions of self-interest. While parties by definition 
seek to advance their interests in negotiations, these interests are at the same 
time influenced by justice considerations, in a bi-directional relationship of 
constant re-assessment. Second, the notion of reciprocity is expanded to take 
into account parties that are unable to reciprocate within the bargaining situa-
tion, and even to hypothetical exchanges, for example with future generations. 
Third, backward- and forward-orientation need to be balanced. They comple-
ment rather than conflict with each other, and both are integral parts of justice 
in international environmental negotiations that seek to address historic re-
sponsibility, prevent further aggravation of existing imbalances, and ensure 
flexibility for the future. Fourth, procedural and distributive aspects must be 
considered in conjunction. They are both integral parts of justice in interna-
tional environmental negotiations; and while they can moderate each other, 
neither can substitute for the other. 

To illustrate its value, the comprehensive approach is applied to a compar-
ative study of parties’ perception of justice in two rounds of negotiations under 
the UNFCCC: the 15th and 21st Conferences of the Parties (COP). Analyzing 
justice in the two cases with conventional approaches that draw on only one 
or a few of the components, as outlined above, does not suffice to explain the 
variation in perceptions of justice between COP15 and COP21. Particularly in 
light of the similar challenges the two conferences faced, the interlinkages that 
both involved, or the fact that provisions from the COP15 Copenhagen Accord 
later built the foundation for the COP21 Paris Agreement. Applying the com-
prehensive approach to justice, with its focus on configurations and balancing 
of the four components, better accounts for why the parties were apparently 
more willing to tolerate shortcomings with regard to justice at COP21 than at 
COP15, and why they perceived justice at COP21 but violation of justice prin-
ciples at COP15. 
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The conceptual framework contributes to the literature by facilitating the 
systematic study of different configurations of components, their effects, and 
how perceived justice can be attained. It also allows us to situate previous 
studies, which included only certain aspect of the notion, within the more com-
prehensive framework. While the essay focuses on international environmen-
tal negotiations specifically, the comprehensive approach to justice should 
also be applicable to other complex, multilateral negotiations – an aspect that 
future research can explore. 

Essay II: Fair Chair – Fair Share? The President, the Parties, and 
Perceived Justice in Climate Change Negotiations 
Essay II builds on the conceptual approach developed in Essay I, and sets out 
to investigate the role of the chairperson for parties’ perception of justice in 
climate change negotiations. The premise for the essay builds an interesting 
empirical puzzle: similar measures by the chair in climate change negotiations 
have been perceived very differently in terms of whether justice was upheld 
or not. Conventional approaches to leadership that focus on skills, strategies, 
or the mandate of the chair, are insufficient to explain this variation in the 
context of highly institutionalized, complex negotiations under the UNFCCC. 

Considering the importance of relational aspects in complex, multilateral 
negotiations, Essay II develops a theoretical framework built on leader-mem-
ber-exchange (LMX) theory. LMX theory, prominent in the field of organiza-
tional management, posits that the “success” of a relationship depends on the 
relationship that leaders and members are able to form. Following this, the 
theoretical framework in Essay II suggests that perceived justice depends on 
the ability of the chair and the parties to form a cooperative relationship, based 
on their expectations and assessment of their engagement. 

A structured focused comparison of COP6 and COP15 under the UNFCCC 
shows that familiarity and positive assessments on the part of both the chair 
and the parties at COP6 led to a cooperative relationship, to successful lead-
ership, and in turn to perceived justice among the parties. A limited ability to 
form expectations for the exchange and a negative assessment of it led to a 
non-cooperative relationship between the chair and the parties, and in turn to 
perceived violation of justice principles at COP15. 

An important difference between COP6 and COP15 lay in the time availa-
ble to the chair prior to the COP. This aspect is further explored in an in-depth 
analysis of COP24, where the president – like his counterpart at COP15 – was 
only appointed a few months before the event. The analysis is based on inter-
view data and on-site observations collected around COP24 in 2018 in Kato-
wice, which also allows for a further disaggregation of expectations and as-
sessments on the part of individual parties. It corroborates the findings from 
the comparison and adds nuance by showing that, when preparatory time for 
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the president is short, cooperative relationships can also emerge if intermedi-
ary actors are involved. These intermediary actors include, for example, min-
isterial facilitators, co-chairs, previous presidents, and the UNFCCC secretar-
iat. 

This study makes an important theoretical contribution to research on the 
role of the chair in international negotiations by accounting for relational as-
pects and including both the supply and the demand side in the study of lead-
ership by the chair. The essay also adds to research on justice in international 
negotiations by highlighting the relationship between the chair and the parties 
as one of the factors that can be decisive for attaining perceived justice. 

Essay III: Constructive Ambiguity, Compromise, or 
Comprehensive Solution: A Typology of Shared Justice 
Formulas 
Existing research suggests that parties’ ability to address conflicting principles 
of justice and to devise a shared justice formula is key both for moving on to 
the substantive phase of negotiations and for negotiation effectiveness. Previ-
ous research has thereby collapsed the different ways in which parties address 
conflicting justice principles into a single notion of a shared justice formula. 
This study contends that differentiating between types of shared justice for-
mula is analytically useful, because it facilitates the systematic study both of 
how the different types come about and of how they affect negotiation effec-
tiveness. 

The essay develops a typology of shared justice formulas, based on differ-
ent modes of how parties accommodate conflicting justice principles, ranging 
from circumvention through a distributive to an integrative mode. The typol-
ogy thus distinguishes three types of shared justice formula that are illustrated 
by three international environmental agreements, the shared justice formulas 
of which approximate said ideal types. Constructive Ambiguity (circumven-
tion) is found in the Cartagena Protocol under the Convention for Biological 
Diversity (CBD). Compromise (distributive) is illustrated by the Minamata 
Convention on Mercury. A Comprehensive Solution (integrative) is reflected 
in the Oslo Protocol on Sulphur under the Convention on Long Range Trans-
boundary Air Pollution (CLRTAP). 

Analysis of a full set of international environmental agreements shows the 
value of the typology. The cases include negotiations on global, transboundary 
environmental issues taking place on a multilateral scale in a highly institu-
tionalized setting, and in the post-Cold War era. The typology proves useful 
for distinguishing between different types of shared justice formula and it adds 
important empirical insights on the cases examined. 

The focus of the study is on the conceptual typology. Yet, two possible 
research agendas that the typology opens up for are illustrated in the essay: 
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the impact on negotiation effectiveness, and factors explaining different types 
of shared justice formula. For the full set of cases analyzed for the typology, 
a discussion of crude indicators, including the share of signatories and the time 
taken until implementation, indicates that the different types of shared justice 
formula have different impacts on negotiation effectiveness. Secondly, differ-
ent aspects of relational power, including flexible coalition dynamics and en-
gagement with regulatory science, are linked to different types of shared jus-
tice formula across the full set of cases. 

Essay III makes an important theoretical contribution by accounting for re-
lational aspects regarding the mode of accommodating conflicting justice 
principles that the parties apply. The typology furthers our understanding of 
justice in international environmental negotiations, yet should also be appli-
cable to other issue areas – an interesting avenue for future research. 

Essay IV: When the Stars Align: Devising a Shared Justice 
Formula in Negotiations on Protracted Social Conflicts 
Essay IV extends the analysis of justice in international negotiations to the 
context of protracted social conflicts (PSCs). In order to explore when parties 
devise a shared justice formula and when they do not, the essay draws on the 
concept of ripeness – with two important modifications. First, the scope of the 
notion is extended beyond the initiation of negotiations to the shaping of the 
formula phase that devising a shared justice formula is part of. Thus, ripeness 
is based on parties’ motivation to escape the conflict in question, as a variable 
state that individual players can move in and out of. The second modification 
regards extending the concept of ripeness to a larger number of relevant actor 
constellations in negotiations on PSCs, including domestic groups and patron 
states. The resulting theoretical framework posits that parties devise a shared 
justice formula in moments of ripeness when all, or a sufficient number of, 
actors align in a motivation to escape the conflict. 

The essay explores the theoretical framework through a turning point anal-
ysis of the most recent phase of the Cyprus Talks – a case of negotiations on 
a PSC. The analysis starts in 2004, after the admission to EU membership of 
the Republic of Cyprus (one of the conflict parties), which made for a caesura 
in the negotiation process. It traces changes in ripeness based on different con-
stellations of players’ motivation to escape the conflict, which leads to parties’ 
converging on or diverging from a shared justice formula, which in turn has a 
de-escalatory or escalatory impact on the negotiations in the longer term. Six 
relevant actor constellations are included in the analysis: the Greek-Cypriot 
Republic of Cyprus and the Turkish Cypriot Non-Government Controlled Ar-
eas as the two conflict parties, the two respective governing institutions, and 
the two patron states, particularly Turkey but also to some extent Greece. 
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Seven turning points of convergence on or divergence from a shared justice 
formula are identified. The analysis makes clear that no single actor or level 
drives the changes. Rather, actors at different levels and at different points in 
time are undergoing the decisive change in their motivation to escape the con-
flict or status quo. Furthermore, rather than complete alignment, there appears 
to be a threshold effect for ripeness to devise a shared justice formula. The 
findings add to the research on the role of veto players and their inclusion in 
the conflict resolution process. 

Essay IV thus contributes to the conflict resolution literature by modifying 
the concept of ripeness to account for complexity and relational aspects rele-
vant to the study of justice in protracted social conflicts.  

Methodological Considerations 
The four essays in this dissertation each apply a different methodological ap-
proach, depending on their analytical focus and research question. They are 
largely based on qualitative research designs, including conceptual work (Es-
says I and III), between case comparison (Essays I, II, and III), within case 
comparison (Essays II and IV), and process tracing (Essay IV). Qualitative, 
comparative methods are particularly suited to the study of complex phenom-
ena, and for testing new theoretical approaches and probing causal relation-
ships between variables (Bennett & Checkel, 2015; Druckman, 2005; George 
& Bennett, 2005; Gerring, 2007; Mahoney, 2010; Yin, 2014). A structured 
focused comparison makes an assessment possible of the explanatory value of 
theoretical assumptions, while within case analysis and process tracing allow 
for the closer investigation of causal mechanisms (Bennett & Checkel, 2015; 
Druckman, 2005; George & Bennett, 2005). 

There are a few methodological considerations central to the essays. Given 
that the overarching aim of they dissertation is to explore how justice can be 
attained in international negotiations, one of the main challenges lies in ruling 
out alternative explanations. Furthermore, given the interlinkages within as 
well as between environmental regimes, potential learning effects or path de-
pendencies between negotiation rounds have to be taken into account (Bjola, 
2014; Monheim, 2016). The essays have addressed these issues as far as pos-
sible through strategic case selection. Case selection for the comparative anal-
yses aimed to ensure variation on the key variables of interest, while also con-
trolling for relevant alternative explanations (George & Bennett, 2005; 
Gerring, 2007; Gerring & Cojocaru, 2016; Höglund, 2011). 

A second methodological consideration concerns how to measure the out-
come of interest. The subjectivity and ubiquity of the concept of justice pose 
an inherent challenge to the research field. Attempting to separate genuine 
appeals to justice principles from strategic ones is neither possible nor practi-
cal. Instead, I acknowledge that justice behavior is linked to the self-interest 
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of the actors, and that it is also inherently subjective. Nevertheless, I posit that 
justice behavior can be systematically studied. To this end, justice is measured 
throughout the essays through parties’ own statements, thereby ensuring in-
ternal validity, while said statements are interpreted through a set of estab-
lished principles from the existing literature, thereby ensuring external valid-
ity and comparability across cases (Albin, 2015; cf. Zartman, 1995). Further-
more, the interview materials for Essays II and IV aimed to account for the 
subjectivity of the concept of justice through suitable interview methods and 
the triangulation of information. 

The empirical material for Essays II and IV includes in-depth interviews 
with experts, observers, and participants in international negotiations. For Es-
say II, interviews with delegates of state parties were conducted around 
COP24 in Katowice, Poland, complemented by on-site observations that the 
author collected when attending COP24. For Essay IV, interviews with a 
range of stakeholders were conducted during a fieldtrip to Cyprus in April 
2019. In both cases, interviews were semi-structured, making it possible to 
collect comparable information from all interviews while allowing room for 
new insights to be added. For Essay II, all national focal points4 of the UN-
FCCC were contacted, and interviews conducted with those responsive and 
available. For Essay IV, the selection was strategic, based on interviewees’ 
background, position, and expertise on the Cyprus Talks. 

Collecting and interpreting interview material comes with inherent chal-
lenges and considerations. For example, potential biases in terms of what a 
desirable response is have to be considered. This is particularly true for ques-
tions regarding the concept of justice, which is subject to considerations of 
morality. In the Cyprus context, this is augmented by sensitivities due to the 
prolonged conflict. In addition to biases, moreover, intentional or uninten-
tional omissions can be a concern, especially given that justice is often sub-
jective. Complementing interviews with on-site observations, as done in Essay 
II, is one way of addressing these challenges. Furthermore, the information 
provided by interviewees was verified and triangulated with other sources as 
far as possible (Fujii, 2010; Höglund & Öberg, 2011; Wood, 2007). 

To ensure a systematic approach to analyzing and interpreting interview 
material, and to manage the large amount of information available from nego-
tiation transcripts, protocols, and other documentation, I made use of the qual-
itative data-analysis software RQDA for the analyses in Essays II and IV. 

                               
4 Individuals at national institutions, often ministries, who are designated by the state parties to 
support the UNFCCC process. 
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Conclusion 
Improving our understanding of how justice is shaped – both in terms of when 
parties perceive justice in negotiations and of how they devise a shared justice 
formula – is a matter of primary importance. Such an enhanced understanding 
will enable scholars and practitioners to devise strategies for promoting the 
facilitative roles that justice can play over the inhibiting ones. This dissertation 
contributes important insights into the role played by relational aspects in in-
ternational negotiations, both between various actors and in regard to various 
aspects of their relationship with each other. The findings contribute to ongo-
ing debates and advance the literature on justice, negotiations, and conflict 
resolution. Two overarching debates can be distinguished: one regarding the 
study of justice and its impacts, and the other regarding explanatory factors 
for justice. 

In the context of studying justice and its impacts, the findings highlight the 
value of accounting for and exploring the complexities of the concept of jus-
tice itself. Distinguishing between different components of perceived justice 
and different types of shared justice formula is a key first step to improving 
our understanding of when justice plays a facilitating or inhibiting role. Tying 
into ongoing debates that link justice to negotiation effectiveness (Albin & 
Druckman, 2016; Druckman & Albin, 2011; Druckman & Wagner, 2019; 
Lewicki, 2006; Wagner & Druckman, 2017; Young & Wolf, 1992; Zartman, 
1995), I find that different components of justice have to be balanced for par-
ties to perceive justice, and for this in turn to improve negotiation effective-
ness. Furthermore, I distinguish different types of shared justice formula, 
which affect different aspects of negotiation effectiveness differently. 

With regard to explanatory factors, the findings highlight the role of rela-
tionship building, in line with previous research in the international negotia-
tions field (Lewicki, 2006; Lewicki & Polin, 2013; Pruitt, 2005). While schol-
ars often take a state-centric approach to studying international relations and 
international negotiations, perceptions of justice and shared justice formulas 
are formed through complex interactions of individuals – a context in which 
relationship building is key. 

The findings suggest two factors of importance for relationship building 
and its impact on justice in international negotiations. First, due to the com-
plexity and interlinkages involved, the actors relevant to relationship building 
go beyond the negotiating parties themselves. Instead, building on the notion 
of veto players (Cunningham, 2006, 2013; Tsebelis, 2002), I find that percep-
tions of justice and the ability to devise a shared justice formula also depend 
on the relationship building of the parties with other actors that have an inter-
est in and leverage over the negotiations. This includes, for example, actors 
that exert leadership in international negotiations (Deese, 2008; Elgström, 
2006; Odell, 2005; Tallberg, 2006; Underdal, 1994). As the findings show, the 
success of leadership for attaining justice depends on the relationship between 
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the demand and the supply side. Furthermore, the veto players that shape re-
lationship building to attain justice also include actors not directly at the table, 
such as patron states and domestic interest groups (Cunningham, 2006, 2013; 
Lieberfeld, 1999; Putnam, 1988; Stedman, 1991), as well as transnational ac-
tors, such as scientific or business communities (Bäckstrand, 2001; Haas, 
1990; Lund, 2013; Rietig, 2014; Selin & Eckley, 2003). 

Second, time and timing matter for explaining justice in international ne-
gotiations. The idea that relationship building takes time is intuitive. This 
study contributes the insight that, when time is short, the players can draw on 
intermediaries with whom they have established relationships. This again 
speaks to the value of extending who is considered a relevant player in rela-
tionship building to attain justice in international negotiations. Furthermore, I 
argue that since relationships are changeable, the timing of initiatives to attain 
justice in international negotiations is key to their success. This is reflected for 
example in the role of the larger political context, as well as in the applicability 
of the notion of ripeness (Coleman, 1997; Lieberfeld, 1999; Pruitt, 2005; Sted-
man, 1991; Zartman, 1989, 2000, 2001) if it is modified to account for com-
plexity and interlinkages. This also underlines how worthwhile it will likely 
be to explore the applicability of other conflict resolution concepts to the study 
of justice in international negotiations. 

Given the centrality of justice to most international negotiations, and its 
potential to affect negotiation processes and outcomes positively or nega-
tively, future research should build on the findings of this dissertation. Draw-
ing on the conceptual work, future research can seek to strengthen the link 
between justice and negotiation effectiveness, for example by systematically 
exploring the longer-term effects of different types of shared justice formula 
on negotiations. Furthermore, more factors that shape the relationship between 
relevant stakeholders can be investigated. This dissertation has touched on 
such concepts as power, leadership, and ripeness. Other factors could include 
coalition dynamics, the role of media, norm development, and many more. 
They could also include stakeholders that remained beyond the scope of this 
dissertation, such as transnational actors. Another fruitful avenue for expand-
ing on the conceptual work could be to address some of the conceptual and 
methodological considerations explored herein in a different manner. For ex-
ample, future research may find a way to conceptualize and measure justice 
that combines internal and external referents but does not rely on parties’ state-
ments, thereby differently addressing trade-offs between reflecting parties’ 
own positions and not being able to exclude strategic positions given parties’ 
incentives to conceal or to withhold their true preferences. Moreover, future 
research could apply the conceptual approaches set out within this dissertation 
to different issue areas. Extending the empirical context to the Cyprus Talks 
shows that the theoretical framework likely also travels to other complex, mul-
tilateral negotiations.  
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Finally, the dissertation also holds relevant policy implications. The im-
portance of relational aspects suggest that policy makers should focus much 
more on relationship building to attain justice in international negotiations. 
Importantly, this concerns relationships not only between the negotiation par-
ties but also with a host of other relevant stakeholders. International negotia-
tions are inherently multi-level games, so the role of a variety of stakeholders 
in shaping perceptions of justice or impacting parties’ ability to devise a 
shared justice formula should not be underestimated or neglected. To attain 
justice in international negotiations, and to promote its facilitative role and its 
positive effects on processes and outcomes, policy makers should strive to 
create conducive relationships built on broad networks of stakeholders in-
volved in various capacities in complex, multilateral negotiations.  

Research to uncover the means by which justice is achieved in international 
negotiations – in environmental negotiations and beyond – needs to continue 
and can find cues from the findings of the essays in this dissertation. Given 
the centrality of justice to virtually all complex international negotiations – 
which are still the main avenue we have for addressing global security chal-
lenges – expanding our knowledge in this field further will remain relevant 
from both a research and a policy perspective in the foreseeable future. 
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