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Abstract 
 

The purpose of this study was to explore the discursive strategies involved when 

representatives of small island developing States (SIDS) attempt to securitize climate change 

in the Security Council, in order to understand which, if any, discursive strategies are 

successful, and if the securitizing attempt itself is successful. The theoretical framework is 

based on securitization theory as developed by the Copenhagen school, and the material for 

the analysis is made up of four meeting records from meetings of the Security Council, 

ranging from 2007 and until 2019. The method chosen to carry out the analysis was discourse 

analysis. The study found three discursive strategies that were used by the representatives of 

SIDS; “climate change as a conventional threat”; “climate change and moral responsibility”; 

and “climate change as an encompassing threat”. The study ultimately found that the 

securitizing attempt was partially successful. 

 

Keywords:  Climate change, small island developing States, United Nations Security 

Council, securitization, discourse analysis  
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1. Introduction 
“I want you to act as if the house was on fire, because it is” – Greta Thunberg, 25th of 

January 2019 at the World Economic Forum in Davos (Fridays for future, 2019b). 

 

Climate change, defined by the UNFCCC as a “change of climate which is attributed directly 

or indirectly to human activity that alters the composition of the global atmosphere and which 

is in addition to natural climate variability observed over comparable time periods” has 

become one of the most talked about topics of recent years (UNFCCC, 1992). The United 

Nations’ Secretary General António Guterres has labelled climate change “the defining issue 

of our time” and stated that “[w]e face a direct existential threat” (United Nations’ Secretary 

General, 2018-09-10). Climate change has also gained further attention through movements 

like the “Fridays for future”-movement which was started by Greta Thunberg in August 2018 

and which organizes climate strikes around the world in order to raise awareness for the 

urgency of the issue (Fridays for future, 2019a). And yet, we don’t seem to be doing enough 

to combat climate change.  

 

With the growing attention to climate change and its impacts, there is also a growing debate 

on the possible connection between climate change and security. While such a connection is 

still disputed, more and more actors are encouraging the United Nations Security Council 

(henceforth the Security Council), the UN body responsible for international peace and 

security, to take action against climate change. However, so far, Security Council action has 

been highly limited.   

 

One group of actors that have been especially vocal in encouraging climate action by the 

Security Council, are small island developing States (henceforth referred to as ‘SIDS’). 

Currently, many parts of the developed world are not facing the direct existential threat 

described by António Guterres in their daily lives. SIDS, however, are not as lucky. SIDS are 

a number of island states which are often considered to be disproportionately affected by the 

effects of climate change, as they have some of the lowest rates of greenhouse gas emissions 

but are expected to feel the negative effects of climate change sooner and more forcefully 

than the rest of the world (UN-OHRLLS 2017 p. 6). Since many SIDS are low-lying atoll 

nations, they are especially at risk from sea-level rise, and for SIDS, the existential threat is 

thus imminent and constantly present as the sea-level rise threatens to submerge these states 
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completely (UN-OHRLLS 2017 p. 20). Representatives of SIDS have consistently tried to 

raise awareness for the urgency of their situation by presenting climate change as an 

existential threat. One of many examples of this was articulated by the representative of the 

Marshall Islands in 2007:  “Climate change will undermine our regional and global stability, 

in addition to threatening the very survival of certain small island developing States” 

(S/PV.5663 Resumption 1 p. 17). 

 

While there are also other states that are trying to raise awareness for the effects of climate 

change, SIDS are especially interesting as they, at the present time, arguably are some of the 

only states that can claim that climate change is an existential threat, endangering the very 

survival of their states. 

 

Presenting an issue as an existential threat can, according to Buzan, Wæver & de Wilde 

(1998) be the first step in a process of securitization. Securitization is a process in which an 

issue is presented as an existential threat, in order to legitimize and enable the use of 

extraordinary measures to deal with the issue in question (Buzan, Wæver & de Wilde 1998). 

In the case of climate change, SIDS and the Security Council, presenting climate change as an 

existential threat to SIDS can be a way of attempting to securitize climate change in order to 

encourage climate action by the Security Council. While there is research that has focused on 

the securitization of climate change in the Security Council, none has done so with a specific 

focus on representatives of SIDS as the securitizing actor. This study thus attempts to fill this 

void. I also attempt to make a theoretical contribution by adapting the theoretical framework 

and applying it to a case where roles are somewhat reversed. 

 

The aim of this thesis is to study the process of securitization of climate change at the 

Security Council, with focus on the way representatives of SIDS attempt to securitize climate 

change, and how successful they are in these attempts. Based on this, my hope is to also be 

able to answer whether or not the securitizing move made by representatives of SIDS is 

successful. Although the ultimate goal of securitization is the enabling of extraordinary 

measures to handle the issue in question, the attempts can still be partially successful, if they 

gain some recognition for the issue from the Security Council. The material for the study is 

made up of four Security Council meeting records, ranging from 2007 to 2019. The 

diachronic nature of the material allows for a study of possible changes in the discourse over 
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time, which could provide an indication of where the discourse is headed in the future. 

However, this will not be the primary goal or focus of the study.  

 

The research question that I attempt to answer in this thesis is:  

Which discursive strategies are employed by the representatives of SIDS in their attempts to 

securitize climate change at the UN Security Council, and to what extent are they successful?  
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2. A review of the literature 
The aim of this thesis is to study the process of securitization of climate change at the 

Security Council, with focus on the way representatives of SIDS attempt to securitize climate 

change, and how successful they are in these attempts. The literature relevant for this topic is 

focused on the connection between climate and security; on SIDS and the threats they face 

due to climate change, and on the way climate change is, and could be, treated by the Security 

Council. A brief overview of existing literature in these fields is presented in this section.  

2.1 Climate change and security 
Within the Security Council, there is a debate on whether or not climate change is within its 

mandate. This discussion stems from the fact that the connection between climate change and 

security is still disputed. The research regarding a connection between climate change and 

security has mainly focused on security in terms of violent conflict, which is also the kind of 

security that is traditionally within the Security Council’s mandate. As this particular 

connection is disputed, the research presented here can provide an explanation for some of the 

reasons why the Security Council is reluctant to act on climate change.  

 

Hsiang, Burke & Miguel (2013) conducted a study in which they examined several types of 

human conflict, ranging from interpersonal violence and all the way down into the collapse of 

civilizations, using quantitative studies to be able to “infer causal associations between 

climate variables and conflict outcomes” (Hsiang, Burke & Miguel 2013 p. 1212). The 

material used spanned time periods from the year 10 000 BCE up until the present time, and 

they found “strong causal evidence linking climatic events to human conflict across a range of 

spatial and temporal scales and across all major regions of the world” and argue that for each 

one standard deviation change in climate toward warmer temperatures or more extreme 

rainfall, the frequency of interpersonal violence rises by 4% and intergroup conflict by 14% 

(Hsiang, Burke & Miguel 2013, p. 1213).  
 

This study thus found clear indicators of a causal link between climate change and violent 

human conflict. However, this causal link is heavily disputed, and other studies examining the 

connection between climate change and violent conflict have not been able to find a direct 

causal link. There are, however, studies that have found evidence which implies an indirect 

causal link between climate change and conflict. Barnett & Adger (2007), for instance, argue 

that climate change undermines human security by “reducing people’s access to natural 
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resources that are important to sustain their livelihoods” (Barnett & Adger 2007 p. 651). 

Climate change can also negatively affect the capacity of states to “provide the opportunities 

and services that help people to sustain their livelihoods, and which help to maintain and build 

peace” (Barnett & Adger 2007 p. 651). These impacts of climate change on human security 

may then increase the risk of violent conflict, thereby constituting an indirect link between 

climate change and violent conflict. Similar findings are presented by Koubi (2019), who 

finds that certain conditions and certain pathways can enable climate change to be a 

contributing factor causing violent conflict. Gemmene et al (2014) state that while there is 

some statistical evidence for a correlation between climate change and conflicts, there is a 

lack of theories explaining how and through which causal pathways this occurs. They attribute 

this to the disciplinary divide between quantitative and qualitative studies, arguing that 

quantitative studies have shown that increases as well as decreases in rainfall can lead to 

conflicts, but that this cannot be explained by a single theory of how changes in rainfall lead 

to conflict.  

 

Other studies have focused on more local types of violent conflicts. A 2007 study by Raleigh 

& Urdal focused on internal armed conflicts with at least 25 deaths annually, and smaller 

geographical units (100 km x 100 km squares) (Raleigh & Urdal 2007 p. 675). They mention 

the important aspect that environmental changes will not affect all parts of the world, or even 

of a single country in the same way, as economic, political and social conditions vary 

(Raleigh & Urdal 2007 p. 676). What they eventually find is that “the effects of political and 

economic factors far outweigh those between local level demographic/environmental factors 

and conflict” (Raleigh & Urdal 2007 p. 674). They also find that local freshwater scarcity 

somewhat increases the conflict risk. Ide and Scheffran (2014), also conclude that “While it is 

unlikely to be associated with inter-state wars, there is no consensus regarding a possible link 

between climate change and intra-state violent conflicts”, which they attribute to a lack of 

integrative cumulation of knowledge (Ide & Scheffran 2014 p. 277). Gleditsch (2012) takes 

this one step further and states that “On the whole, however, it seems fair to say that so far 

there is not yet much evidence for climate change as an important driver of conflict” and that 

certain scholars have concluded that “although environmental change may under certain 

circumstances increase the risk of violent conflict, the existing evidence indicates that this is 

not the case” (Gleditsch 2012 p. 7). 
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In summary, what can be concluded from this is that in the literature on climate change and 

security in terms of violent conflict there is no consensus regarding a possible causal link. 

Most scholars agree that there is no causal link between climate change and interstate conflict, 

but there is a possibility that there is a causal link between climate change and intrastate or 

regional conflict, and a possibility that there are indirect links between climate change and 

violent conflict, in the sense that climate change might affect people’s access to natural 

resources needed to sustain livelihood (causing food and water insecurity), and that a lack of 

these necessary resources then causes violent conflict. However, even this type of linkage is 

disputed. The disagreement that exists regarding the connection between climate change and 

violent conflict, which traditionally is within the mandate of the Security Council, is one of 

the reason why the Security Council is reluctant to acting on climate change. It is worth 

noting however, that this branch of research pays very little attention to security in the terms 

of physical survival of states, which is the kind of security threats faced by SIDS.  

 

2.2 Small island developing States (SIDS) and climate change 
While the literature on climate change and security pays little attention to the type of threats 

that SIDS face, there is a lot of research that is specifically focused on SIDS and their 

challenges. Areas that have been studied include the ways in which SIDS are vulnerable to 

climate change and how SIDS can adapt and adjust to, as well as recover from, the effects of 

climate change. This literature is of interest for this study, as it gives an insight on the threats 

that SIDS face, and thus explains why climate change is such a critical issue for SIDS.  

 

Some of the vulnerabilities faced by SIDS were described by Mycoo (2017), who focused 

specifically on Caribbean SIDS. He found that global warming can increase the vulnerability 

of these SIDS for instance in terms of human settlements, one reason being that 

approximately half of the population of Caribbean SIDS lives within 1.5 km of the shoreline. 

Caribbean SIDS also rely heavily on tourism to sustain the economy, and climate change can 

increase their economic vulnerability due to heatwaves and increased intensity and frequency 

of hurricanes and storms, making the Caribbean SIDS less attractive for tourists and thereby 

directly impact their economy (Mycoo 2017).  

 

Barnett & Waters (2016) focus on Pacific SIDS and argue that while they face large-scale 

risks from climate change which can interact with, and enhance, already existing 
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vulnerabilities such as limited health and social services, the literature often fails to take the 

adaptive capacity of island communities and economies into consideration (Barnett & Waters 

2016). There is thus an idea that the framing of SIDS as vulnerable can be too simplistic, as 

this depiction as well as many adaptive measures being taken do not take the specific island 

context, unique local capacities, practices and traditions, as well as strengths of island 

communities, into consideration (Barnett & Waters 2016; Nunn & Kumar 2017; Betzold 

2015). Framing SIDS as vulnerable due to, for instance, their small size and economies 

therefore fails to take account of the “unique capacities and practices that have existed in 

small island societies for centuries” (Barnett & Water 2016 p. 743). Nunn & Kumar (2017) 

also argue that a lack of connection to local communities and traditions leads to failed 

adaptation, and that certain failed adaptive measures enhance the perception of islands as 

particularly vulnerable. Sea walls is an example of an adaptive measure that causes this. Many 

communities cannot afford to repair collapsed sea walls and therefore they litter the shorelines 

of many SIDS, contributing to the perception of SIDS as vulnerable. Nunn & Kumar (2017) 

argue that although SIDS are vulnerable to climate change, this is inherent due to their 

composition and geographical locations, and over the last 30 years, the degree of vulnerability 

has not been changed, but the perception of them as vulnerable has been changed (Nunn & 

Kumar 2017). They therefore advocate adaptive measures that take the local context and 

traditions into account, something which is also expressed by Betzold (2015): “Adaptation is 

fundamentally a local issue, and local involvement, participation and ownership is a central 

precondition for successful adaptation” (Betzold 2015 p. 487).  

 

There is also research regarding the funding of adaptive measures to climate change in SIDS. 

This field of research focuses on the role of the international community in supporting 

adaptive measures in SIDS and to what extent SIDS actually receive the funding that they 

have been promised, as well as examining “climate finance” and how SIDS have benefitted 

from it (Robinson & Dornan 2017; Betzold 2016). The literature has found that the funding 

available is distributed unequally and in a highly skewed way among SIDS, that it comes 

from only a small number of mainly bilateral donors, and that SIDS are dissatisfied with the 

levels of international funding and their experiences with accessing it (Betzold 2016; 

Robinson & Dornan 2017). The extent to which the funding available for adaptation is 

enough to meet the need for funding is also “questionable” (Betzold 2016 p. 21). Most 

crucially, research has found that more money does not necessarily lead to more or better 

adaptation (Betzold 2016).  
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SIDS have been described as “canaries in the coalmine” regarding climate change, by both 

media and their own representatives, and there appears to be a need for a “poster child” in 

order to convince the world of the seriousness and immediacy of climate change, a role that 

has been taken on by SIDS (Nunn & Kumar 2017). Research has therefore also focused on 

studying to which extent the popular depiction of SIDS as particularly vulnerable has a basis 

in reality, finding that atoll islands are often not as fragile as depicted (Mclean & Kench 2015 

p. 459). Barnett (2017) however, argues that the idea that climate change might lead to the 

complete submerging and subsequent loss of certain atoll countries is taken for granted in 

science and media, which has led to a normalisation of the risks faced by atoll countries due 

to climate change, stating that “although the scientific evidence to date is portentous, it is not 

robust enough to anticipate how and when the collapse of atoll societies will happen, and it 

cannot account for the ameliorating effects of adaptation” (Barnett 2017 p. 11-12). Barnett 

argues that this normalisation leads to an understanding of atoll submersion and loss, as well 

as forced migration, as a fact instead of as a possible future, which risks undermining efforts 

for adaptation as well as removes the responsibility faced by other nations to do their part in 

combatting climate change, for instance reducing greenhouse gas emissions (Barnett 2017).  

 
The literature helps us understand the threats faced by SIDS and makes us aware of the fact 

that although SIDS are vulnerable they do have skills and knowledge needed for their 

environment. This is crucial for the purposes of this study, as gives us an idea of which 

arguments used by representatives of SIDS that have a basis is reality, and which arguments 

are used for increased dramatic and persuasive effect. It can also provide an idea of which 

measures representatives of SIDS might suggest that the Security Council takes.  

 

2.3 Climate change in the Security Council 
The third area of research that is of interest for this study is research regarding the treatment 

of climate change within the Security Council. This branch of research has mainly focused on 

whether or not action to combat climate change lies within the legal mandate of the Security 

Council; how they might in that case act; and if their possible actions would likely be helpful. 

Research has also investigated how the Security Council is currently acting in response to the 

threats posed by climate change, and whether or not the issue has been securitized.  
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The issue on whether or not action on climate change is realistic and within the legal authority 

of the Security Council has been a popular topic within research. Cousins (2013) for instance, 

focused on whether or not it is realistic. She argues that while climate change legitimately can 

be seen as a security issue and that it therefore would be legally feasible for the Security 

Council to act on it, there are at the present moment, politically, only a few viable options, 

including monitoring and early warning of climate-related security threats. The opinion that 

action on climate change is within the legal authority of the Security Council is also supported 

by Penny (2006); and by Conway (2010), who states that it is “prima facie within the 

Council’s power” to take steps to mitigate climate change (Conway 2010 p. 407).  

 

Scott & Andrade (2012) point out that there are two ways in which climate change can 

influence peace and security, one being indirectly by exacerbating already existing tensions, 

causing mass displacement, migration and potential armed conflict. The other is more direct, 

through rising sea-levels and other extreme weather events, threatening the survival and well-

being of people and the territorial integrity of states even in the absence of violent conflict 

(Scott & Andrade 2012 p. 215). They argue that there are divided opinions on whether or not 

climate change is a security threat, and, even if it is, whether or not there is a useful role for 

the Security Council to play. While the Security Council has addressed climate change as an 

indirect security threat, it would possible for the Security Council to make a universally 

binding decision on how to address the direct threats caused by the physical consequences of 

climate change, i.e. the types of threats that SIDS face (Scott & Andrade 2012). Ultimately, 

Scott & Andrade deem that the relationship between the US and China in the Security 

Council will be what decides whether or not the Security Council can deal effectively with 

climate change. If the Security Council is perceived by both states as a forum in which 

effective climate governance can be achieved, then it might be able to act decisively (Scott & 

Andrade 2012 p. 224-225).  

 

Conca, Thwaites and Lee (2017), have focused on the ways in which the Security Council 

could actually address climate change, including addressing the challenges faced by SIDS. 

They argue that “growing acceptance of the SIDS dilemma has helped change the tone 

regarding climate change as a security issue”, but that ultimately, for several reasons, climate 

change “fits poorly with the Council’s modus operandi” (Conca, Thwaites & Lee 2017 p. 11; 

p. 15). However, similar to Scott & Andrade (2012), they argue that there is a lack of 

alternative venues for discussing the challenges faced by SIDS (there are for instance treaty 
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laws on refugees and statelessness, but they do not include threats to a nation’s entire territory 

and population), and that therefore, the threat to SIDS posed by climate change might be able 

to gain sufficient political space and it thus might be feasible for the Security Council to be 

able to act on that specific aspect of climate change. They also mention the fact that a 

challenge for this to occur is the fact that SIDS are not united in their statements. For instance, 

the Pacific Islands states advocate Security Council action on climate change, while the 

CARICOM have aligned themselves with the G-77, who are opposed to Security Council 

action on climate change (Conca, Thwaites & Lee 2017).  

 

Finally, the literature has also focused on the way the Security Council is currently treating 

climate change and whether or not it has been securitized. Scott (2015) has outlined a range of 

possible Security Council policy responses to climate change, ranging from “Rejection of any 

involvement with the issue” to “Climate change writ-large”, with two moderate policy 

response-alternatives in between (Scott 2015). She classifies the current Security Council 

policy response as one of “non-response”, but argues that some steps have been taken towards 

the ”Conscious but measured response”, and that it might already be appropriate for the 

Security Council to step fully into this category (Scott 2015 p. 1333). Peters (2018) argues 

that although climate change has not been securitized in the sense of Buzan et al, which in this 

case would mean climate change being treated as an existential threat that needs emergency 

action, the usage of explicit and implicit links to natural hazard-related disasters have led to a 

partial securitization of climate change in the Security Council (Peters 2018).   

 

This particular branch of research is of essence for the purposes of this study as it provides 

valuable insight in what is the actual authority of the Security Council, which can provide 

guidance in interpreting the results of the analysis. Although contested, many do argue that 

action to combat climate change is within the Security Council’s legal authority, it can be 

assumed that successful securitization of climate change within the Security Council would 

mean decisive action on the matter. However, as the literature has shown that full action by 

the Security Council might not be realistic at the present time, this must also be taken into 

consideration. The research has also shown that although there might still be disagreements 

on whether or not the issue actually falls within the mandate of the Secuirty Council, there 

seems to be room to act on the issue in relation to the threats presented to SIDS, due to the 

lack of alternative platforms.  
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3. Methodology 

3.1 Theoretical approach  

The aim of this thesis is to study the process of securitization of climate change at the 

Security Council, with focus on the way representatives of SIDS attempt to securitize climate 

change, and how successful they are in these attempts. The theoretical framework of the study 

is based on securitization theory as developed by the Copenhagen school, somewhat adapted 

to better suit the purposes of this study. Securitization theory, as well as the way it is applied 

to this study, is presented in the following sections.  

3.1.1 Securitization theory according to the Copenhagen school 

Securitization theory, as developed by the Copenhagen school is presented in Security – A 

New Framework for Analysis (1998) by Barry Buzan, Ole Wæver and Jaap de Wilde. 

Traditionally, the concept of security has focused on the military security of the state, which 

was particularly apparent during the Cold war period when the main focus of security studies 

was on military and nuclear security. The securitization theory as developed by the 

Copenhagen school, however, expands the traditional concept of security and argues that 

largely any issue can be securitized, thus enlarging the concept from having a strictly state- 

and military focus to encompassing economic, environmental and societal aspects as well 

(Buzan, Wæver & de Wilde 1998 p. 1).  

 

Securitization theory as developed by the Copenhagen school is commonly used in the broad 

field of international relations. Although the theory was developed during the 1990s it is still 

commonly used today to study a multitude of different cases of securitization, ranging from 

the securitization of the Kurdish minority in Turkey, to the societal securitization of Burma’s 

Rohingya and the securitization of the Mohammad cartoon crisis in Denmark (Geri 2016; 

Howe 2018; Hansen 2011).  

 

The Copenhagen school departs from the traditional view of security in order to define 

securitization. Security is about survival and about an issue being presented as “posing an 

existential threat to a designated referent object” (Buzan, Wæver & de Wilde 1998 p. 21). 

This special nature of the threat can then justify the usage of extraordinary measures to handle 

it, which is why securitization takes place. It is a way of legitimizing the usage of means that 

otherwise would not be acceptable, and securitization has therefore often been key in 

legitimizing the use of force (Buzan, Wæver & de Wilde 1998 p. 21). What is essential in the 
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Copenhagen school’s theory of securitization is that the issue in question is presented as an 

existential threat. Their approach entails that the meaning of a concept lies in its usage; not in 

what “people consciously think that the concept means but in how they implicitly use it in 

some ways and not others” (Buzan, Wæver & de Wilde 1998 p. 24). A process of 

securitization occurs because an issue is presented as an existential threat, and not necessarily 

because it actually is one (Buzan, Wæver & de Wilde 1998 p. 24). Whether or not an issue 

actually presents an existential threat or not is therefore irrelevant to the process of 

securitization, the important thing is that it is presented as such. Buzan, Wæver & de Wilde 

(1998) describe the process of securitization as a speech act, in which the utterance itself is 

the act, but they stress that simply uttering the word security does not constitute a security 

speech act. Rather, what is essential is “the designation of an existential threat requiring 

emergency action or special measures and the acceptance of that designation by a significant 

audience” (Buzan, Wæver & de Wilde 1998 p. 26-27).  

 

According to the securitization theory of the Copenhagen school it is thus crucial that 

although an issue needs to be presented as an existential threat in order for securitization to 

occur, this alone is not enough. Presenting the issue as an existential threat is a securitizing 

move, but it does not automatically lead to securitization. The issue in question can be 

securitized only if, and when, the audience to which it is presented, accepts it as such. This 

does not mean that emergency measures have to be adopted in response to the issue, but in 

order for it to become securitized it must at least gain  

 

enough resonance for a platform to be made from which it is possible to legitimize 

emergency measures or other steps that would not have been possible had the 

discourse not taken the form of existential threats, point of no return, and necessity. 

If no signs of such acceptance exists, we can talk only of a securitising move, not of 

an object actually being securitized (Buzan, Wæver & de Wilde 1998 p. 25). 

. 

This highlights the fact that securitization is an intersubjective process of social construction, 

and that the establishment of an issue as an existential threat takes place in the interaction 

between the securitizing actor and the audience.   

 

In the process of securitization, different actors and objects are involved. The first actor is a 

securitizing actor, who is “someone, or a group, who performs the security speech act” and 
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who “securitizes issues by declaring something – a referent object- existentially threatened” 

(Buzan, Wæver & de Wilde 1998 p. 40; p. 36). The referent objects are “things that are seen 

to be existentially threatened and that have a legitimate claim to survival” (Buzan, Wæver & 

de Wilde 1998 p. 36). The second actor involved in securitization is the audience, which is 

defined as “those the securitizing act attempts to convince to accept exceptional procedures 

because of the specific security nature of some issue” (Buzan, Wæver & de Wilde 1998 p. 

41). The final actors mentioned by Buzan, Wæver & de Wilde (1998) are functional actors, 

which are “actors who affect the dynamics of a sector. Without being the referent object or 

the actor calling for security on behalf of the referent object, this is an actor who significantly 

influences decisions in the field of security” (Buzan, Wæver & de Wilde 1998 p. 36). 

Functional actors can be come in many different forms depending on the nature of the issue 

being securitized, but a typical example of a functional actor can be found in securitization of 

military issues. In this case, the arms industry can often be considered a functional actor due 

to its influence on the dynamics of the military sector, but it is neither the referent object nor 

the securitizing actor (Buzan et al 1998 p. 56). In section 3.2.3, the different actors involved 

in this study are defined and discussed.  

 

3.1.2 Application of securitization theory 

In the case of climate change, SIDS and the Security Council, the roles of the various actors 

involved are somewhat reversed in comparison to the roles described by Buzan, Wæver & de 

Wilde (1998). Traditionally, the referent object of securitization would have been the state 

and its sovereignty. The securitizing move would be made by the securitizing actor (a 

government) in order to legitimize their own actions (for instance the use of force) in response 

to the existential threat facing the state. The audience that needs to accept the securitizing 

move is then made up of the citizens of the state in question. Traditionally, the securitizing 

move is thus made by the securitizing actor in order to legitimize their own actions. In the 

case of SIDS, climate change and the Security Council, however, the securitizing move is 

seen as an act through which the securitizing actor attempts to persuade the audience to act. 

The goal of securitization in this case is thus not to legitimize actions, but rather to create 

action. As such, the relationship between the securitizing actor and the audience becomes one 

in which the securitizing actor is dependent on the audience for action to take place.  

 

This also creates a twofold securitizing move; as traditionally the securitizing move would 

entail only the designation of an issue as an existential threat, in order to legitimize actions by 
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the securitizing actor. In this case, however, as the goal of the securitizing actor is to persuade 

the audience to adopt extraordinary measures; the securitizing move must also include 

proposed measures. The securitizing move can thus be divided into two parts: one part based 

on the definition of the issue as an existential threat; and the other based on the proposed 

measures. Accordingly, the analysis will be based on these two parts of the securitizing move, 

and the way in which the audience responds to these.  

	
3.2 Method, actors and analytical tool 

3.2.1 Discourse analysis 

Discourse analysis is a method for studying texts in a broad sense, based on constructivist 

assumptions and an interpretivist perspective. According to Bergström & Boréus (2012) there 

is no real consensus on what the concept of discourse actually entails, but several different 

ways of defining it which are each more or less narrow. Winther Jörgensen & Phillips (2000) 

define a discourse as “a specific way of describing and understanding the world (or a part of 

the world)” (Winther Jörgensen & Phillips 2000 p. 7, my translation). Discourse analysis thus 

focuses on language and is based on the assumption that language does not simply represent 

reality, but contributes to creating reality (Bergström & Boréus 2012 p. 354). The specific 

language used to describe for instance an issue or an occurrence thus contributes to how it is 

perceived. This makes discourse analysis a suitable method for studying the process of 

securitization, as what is important in the securitization process is not whether or not an issue 

actually is an existential threat, but rather if it is presented as one (Buzan, Wæver & de Wilde 

1998 p. 24). However, securitization theory also stresses the fact that securitization is not 

something which occurs automatically because a securitizing agent attempts to securitize 

something, but rather something which occurs when the audience accepts the issue as an 

“existential threat” (Buzan, Wæver & de Wilde 1998). The process of securitization is thus 

one of social construction. This means that the discourse between the actors involved in the 

process is of interest to study, and Buzan, Wæver & de Wilde (1998) even state explicitly 

“The way to study securitization is to study discourse and political constellations” (Buzan, 

Wæver & de Wilde 1998 p. 25). 

 

3.2.2 Defining the actors 

According to Buzan, Wæver & de Wilde (1998), it is not always easy to define the 

securitizing actor, as an actor can always be broken down into smaller entities, and it is 

therefore not clear who they actually represent. In this case, do the representatives of SIDS 
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represent the government of the SIDS in question? A certain group of people? Individuals? In 

the material studied certain representatives of SIDS also make statements on behalf of certain 

regional organizations, thereby speaking on behalf of many SIDS. However, the purpose of 

this study is not to compare individual SIDS or to investigate who the representatives of SIDS 

actually represent, rather it is to gain a better understanding of the actual process. For this 

purpose, and for simplicity, the securitizing actor of this material is therefore defined as any 

representative of a SIDS, who presents climate change as an existential threat.  

 

Defining who constitutes the audience also poses challenges. This is mainly due to the fact 

that the material spans over a time period from 2007 to 2019, and the fact that with the 

exception of the five permanent members, the Security Council is made up of different states 

in each meeting record studied. Furthermore, the formats of the meetings studied allow for 

states other than the Member states to be invited to participate and voice their opinions to the 

members of the Security Council. This is, of course, the way in which SIDS are able to 

attempt to securitize climate change in the Security Council. This also means that the possible 

audience of the securitizing attempt is very large. The audience could for instance be defined 

as all other participants (UN Member states as well as other participants) in any given 

meeting studied.  

 

However, taking the specific setting, as well as the substance of the issue discussed, into 

account allows for a narrow and reasonable definition of the audience. As one of the goals of 

the securitizing attempt is for climate change to be recognised as a security threat so that 

extraordinary measures can be taken to combat it, it is reasonable to see the audience as those 

which can ultimately make the decisions regarding such measures. In this case, this would be 

the actual members of the Security Council. However, the decision-making power within the 

Security Council is not fair and equal as the five permanent members hold a right to veto, thus 

making any decision dependent on the approval of each permanent member. It can therefore 

be argued that the ultimate decision making power lies with the five permanent members, and 

that the audience therefore ultimate can be defined as consisting of the five permanent 

members of the Security Council. Defining the audience as the five permanent members also 

reduces the material for the study to a more manageable amount, based on the method of 

analysis and the time and space limitations. For a further discussion on the choice and 

limitations of the material, see section 3.3.3.  
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Functional actors, as described by Buzan, Wæver & de Wilde (1998) and outlined in section 

3.1.1, are actors which “significantly influence[s] decisions in the field”, without being the 

referent object or the securitizing actor (Buzan, Wæver & de Wilde 1998 p. 36). Due to the 

scope of this thesis, however, functional actors in this specific case will not be identified or 

included in the study.  

 

3.2.3 Operationalisation and analytical tool 

The aim of this thesis is to study the process of securitization of climate change at the 

Security Council, with a specific focus on the discursive practices employed by 

representatives of SIDS, and with the help of discourse analysis. As discourse analysis is 

based on an interpretivist approach and therefore entails a great deal of interpretation, an 

analytical tool based on the Copenhagen school’s securitization theory, and more specifically 

on the way it is applied in this study, has been constructed in order to guide the analysis and 

the interpretation of the material. The analytical tool is presented below.  

 

The main actors involved in the securitization process studied are the securitizing actors and 

the audience. The analysis will therefore be divided into two parts; one focusing on the speech 

acts of the securitizing actors; and one focusing on the speech acts of the audience. Studying 

the securitizing move by the securitizing actor will allow us to answer the first part of the 

research question posed, which is about finding which discursive practices that are employed 

by representatives of SIDS in their attempt to securitize climate change. Studying the speech 

acts made by the audience, will allow us to answer the second part of the research question, 

which is about the extent to which the securitizing attempt made by the representatives of 

SIDS is successful.  

 

Based on the application of the theoretical framework, we also know that the securitizing 

move must be twofold. The analysis of the securitizing move will therefore further be 

structured accordingly. The analysis of the securitizing actors’ speech acts will be divided into 

two sub-parts, focusing on the designation of the issue as an existential threat, and on the 

proposed measures respectively. Dividing the analysis of the securitizing move into two sub-

parts will allow us to provide a better answer to the question of the extent to which the 

attempted securitization is successful. As indicated by previous research, securitization can be 

partially successful (Peters 2018), and dividing the analysis into the sub-parts will enable us 

to see for instance if the attempted securitization is successful in the sense that the issue is 
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recognised and accepted as an existential threat; but unsuccessful due to disagreement on the 

proposed measures.  

 

The first part of my research question, which is focused on discovering which discursive 

strategies are employed by representatives of SIDS in their attempt to securitize climate 

change is thus operationalised by asking the questions outlined below, related to the 

existential threat and the proposed measures, to the statements made by representatives of 

SIDS. The second part of my research question, focused on the level of success of a given 

discursive strategy is operationalized by analysing whether or not the strategy gains 

recognition and acknowledgement from the audience. This is done by first asking the same set 

of questions to the statements made by the permanent members of the Security Council, in 

order to discover which discursive strategies they employ when discussing the issue of 

climate change.  

 

Once the discursive strategies employed by both representatives of SIDS and by the 

permanent members of the Security Council have been identified, the final questions 

presented in the table below will help us see whether or not the same or similar discursive 

strategies are employed by representatives of SIDS and by permanent members of the 

Security Council; and if the discursive strategies employed by representatives of SIDS can be 

said to gain acceptance and acknowledgement from the permanent Security Council members. 
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 Questions 

The existential threat How is the issue of climate change and its effects constructed by 
the speakers?  
 
What meanings are attached to the issue of climate change and its 
effects?  

• Is climate change constructed as a practical issue, moral 
issue, financial issue etc.; and what meanings and ideas 
emerge as a result? 

 
How is the referent object threatened by climate change constructed 
by the speakers? 

• Who or what is constructed as the referent object? (e.g. 
SIDS, the environment, populations etc.) 

• What meanings are attached to the referent object? (e.g. if 
the referent object is SIDS, do they emerge as innocent 
victims, as resourceful defenders etc.) 

 

The proposed measures How is the solution to the issue of climate change constructed by the 
speakers?  

• What ideas and meanings emerge as attached to the solution 
of the issue of climate change? 
 

Success of securitizing 
move 

To what extent do the ways in which the securitizing agents 
(representatives of SIDS) and the audience (permanent members of 
the Security Council) respectively construct the issue of climate 
change agree?  

• Does the audience for instance accept and acknowledge the 
narrative constructed by the securitizing actor? 

 

Having understood which discursive strategies that are used by the representatives of SIDS 

and the extent to which they are successful, my hope is to also draw some conclusion on the 

general success of the securitizing attempt. Defining what is meant by a successful 

securitizing attempt can, however, be complicated. The literature on climate change in the 

Security Council showed that, although disputed, there are many scholars who deem action of 

climate change to be within the Security Council’s legal authority (Cousins 2013; Conway 

2010; Penny 2006), and especially in the case of SIDS (Scott & Andrade 2012; Conca, 

Thwaites & Lee 2017). As Security Council action on climate change is thus deemed within 

its legal mandate and thereby possible, complete successful securitization of climate change 

within the Security Council could mean Security Council action on climate change. However, 

the absence of concrete Security Council action on climate change does not necessarily mean 



 
 

21 

that the securitizing attempt is not successful. Peters (2018) for instance, argues that climate 

change has been partially securitized in the Security Council. Based on the literature, we also 

know that while many scholars agree that action on climate change would be within the 

Security Council’s legal authority, the realistic possibilities for action at the present time are 

limited (Cousins 2013). Defining what should be considered successful securitization is 

therefore a challenge, and must be considered in relation to the measures proposed by 

representatives of SIDS. This will therefore be discussed in section 5.   

 

It should be noted however, that the aim of this thesis in the first hand is not to generalise and 

study the general securitization of climate change at the Security Council, but specifically as 

related to the securitizing move made by representatives of SIDS. Thus, if the result of this 

study would show that none of the discursive strategies employed by representatives of SIDS 

is acknowledged and accepted by permanent Security Council members, this does not 

necessarily mean that climate change has not been securitized within the Security Council. It 

is possible that the audience might recognise climate change as a security issue, but on 

completely different grounds and using completely different discursive strategies that those 

employed by representatives of SIDS. This would then mean that the securitizing attempt 

made by SIDS would be unsuccessful, but that the issue might be securitized based on other 

reasons. This study therefore does not aim to make generalisations about the state of climate 

change at the Security Council in terms of securitization, but rather to contribute to an 

understanding of how this process may occur, and how meanings and ideas of climate change 

and security are constructed.  

	
3.3 Material 
In this section the material and the method for selecting the material is presented. A brief 

background explaining the selection of cases, SIDS and the Security Council, is provided, 

followed by an explanation and a description of the material used for this study, as well as a 

discussion of its benefits and limitations.  

3.3.1 Case selection: SIDS 

Small island developing states are a number of islands which can be found in different 

geographical locations and have different characteristics, but which have in common the fact 

that they are extra vulnerable to, and disproportionately affected by, the effects of climate 

change. SIDS were recognised as “facing specific social, economic and environmental 

vulnerabilities at the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development” in 1992 
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(UN-OHRLLS 2019a); and they are especially at risk from sea-level rise since many SIDS are 

low-lying atoll nations. For SIDS, the existential threat is thus imminent and constantly 

present as the sea-level rise threatens to submerge these states (UN-OHRLLS 2017 p. 20).  

 

Geographically SIDS are located in different locations, namely the Caribbean, the Pacific and 

the Atlantic, Indian Ocean, Mediterranean and South China Sea (AIMS) (UN-OHRLLS 

2019a). When it comes to deciding which island states that are to be defined as SIDS there are 

a number of different suggestions, and the United Nations has never agreed on a common 

definition of SIDS. However, certain UN bodies have their own lists of islands recognised as 

SIDS. The most exhaustive list is that of the UN Office of the High Representative for the 

Least Developed Countries, Landlocked Developing Countries and Small Island Developing 

States. They list 58 SIDS, 38 of which are members of the UN, and 20 of which are not (UN-

OHRLLS 2019b). In Appendix 1 a table displaying these 58 SIDS is displayed. For purposes 

of simplicity and for the definition to be as inclusive as possible, this is the definition that is 

used in this study. A “representative of SIDS” can thus be a representative of any of these 58 

island states or communities. There are also certain regional groupings of SIDS which 

sometimes coordinate their statements in international fora. One example of such a grouping 

is AOSIS, Alliance of Small Island States, which is “a coalition of small island and low-lying 

coastal developing states, including five observers. As a voice for the vulnerable, its mandate 

is more than amplifying marginalised voices as it also advocates for these countries’ interest” 

(AOSIS 2019a). Other regional groupings include the Pacific Islands Forum, which is “the 

region’s premier political and economic policy organisation”, and the Caribbean Community 

(CARICOM), which is a community of 20 Caribbean states, working together “to deepen 

integration and build resilience” (Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat; CARICOM Caribbean 

Community 2019a). The member states of these regional groupings are displayed in Table 1-3 

in Appendix 2.  

 

For the purpose of this thesis, SIDS are an interesting and important case to study as the 

existential threat that might face the rest of the world at some point in the future, is facing 

these states at the present moment. This also makes SIDS a most likely-case in terms of 

securitization of climate change, as their inherent severe vulnerabilities to the effects of 

climate change should make them some of the most likely to present climate change as an 

existential threat.  

 



 
 

23 

3.3.2 Case selection: United Nations Security Council 

The United Nations Security Council consists of 15 member states, 5 of which are permanent 

and 10 of which are non-permanent, elected for a two-year term by the UN General 

Assembly. The permanent members are China, France, the Russian Federation, the United 

Kingdom and the United States (United Nations Security Council 2019a). In the next section 

the meeting records studied in this thesis are presented in more detail.  

 

In accordance with the UN Charter, the UN Security Council is the authority ultimately 

responsible for the maintenance of international peace and security, and as such, the UN 

member states are required to act in accordance with the decisions made by the Council (UN 

Charter Chapter V; Article 24.1 & 25). Thus, if the Security Council would adopt a resolution 

prescribing certain actions in order to combat climate change, the member states would be 

required to implement this, which could be one example of extreme measures. This makes the 

Security Council an appropriate forum to study, as it is the highest possible authority when it 

comes to security, whose decision could have the most significant impact.  

 

There is a debate regarding whether or not the Security Council is an appropriate forum for 

treating issues regarding climate change. One argument for why climate change should not be 

treated in the UNSC is that there are already other bodies, such as the UNFCCC, that are 

specifically dedicated to these issues, and that these bodies are thus better equipped to deal 

with this type of issues. However, the UNFCCC does not carry the same weight as the 

Security Council, and it can only make recommendations to its member states, whereas the 

Security Council “has the power to make decisions that the member states are then obligated 

to implement under the Charter” (United Nations Security Council 2019b). Attempts to 

securitize climate change within the framework of the UNFCCC, and their potential success, 

therefore does not have the same implications as successful securitization of climate change 

in the Security Council would have. Although recognition of climate change as a security 

issue might be more likely in a lower instance, and especially one which is dedicated to 

environmental issue such as the UNFCCC, it can be argued that an issue is not securitized 

until it is recognised as a security issue by the highest possible authority, which is the Security 

Council. Securitization of climate change in a lower instance would also not have the 

symbolic and practical importance of securitization in the Security Council. Therefore, the 

Security Council is the most appropriate forum to study in this thesis.  
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In each meeting record studied, the representatives of SIDS, as well as the other UN Member 

states that are not members of the Security Council but taking part in any given debate, have 

been invited in accordance with rule 37 of the Security Council’s provisional rules of 

procedure. This rule states that  

 

Any Member of the United Nations which is not a member of the Security 

Council may be invited, as the result of a decision of the Security Council, to 

participate, without vote, in the discussion of any question brought before the 

Security Council when the Security Council considers that the interests of that 

Member are specially affected, or when a Member brings a matter to the 

attention of the Security Council in accordance with Article 35 (1) of the 

Charter (United Nations Security Council, 2020b). 

 

External briefers, for instance experts in various areas, were in each case invited in accordance 

with rule 39 of the Security Council’s provisional rules of procedure, which states that “The 

Security Council may invite members of the Secretariat or other persons, whom it considers 

competent for the purpose, to supply it with information or to give other assistance in examining 

matters within its competence” (United Nations Security Council 2020b).  

 
3.3.3 Selection of material: United Nations Security Council meeting records 

The material used for this study is made up of meeting records from Security Council 

meetings where the impact of climate change on international peace and security has been 

discussed. On the 17th of April 2007, the UN Security Council held its first meeting on 

climate security, in the form of an open debate. Since then, another three meetings have 

focused specifically on climate change’s impact on peace and security and included attempts 

to securitize climate change by representatives of SIDS. Therefore, the meeting records of 

these four meetings will be studied in this thesis. There has also been one meeting held in 

which the peace and security challenges facing SIDS was discussed, but as this was not 

specifically focused on climate change, it will not be included in this study. Basic information 

regarding the meeting records studied is presented below, and supplementary information can 

be found in appendix 3. In the article “A Resolution for a Peaceful Climate: Opportunities for 

the UN Security Council” (2017), written by Camilla Born, all the UN discussions on climate 

change and security from 2007 until 2016 are listed. This was used as the basis for finding the 
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material. The search for material for the period after 2016 was completed using the United 

Nations documents database.1  

 

UN Security Council meetings can be carried out in a number of formats, which can be both 

private and public. Only public meetings have published meeting records. The meeting 

records studied in this thesis have the formats of three open debates, in which “Non-Council 

members may be invited to participate in the discussion upon their request”; and one debate, 

in which “Non-Council members that are directly concerned or affected or have special 

interest in the matter under consideration may be invited to participate in the discussion upon 

their request” (United Nations Security Council 2020a). In addition to the public meetings of 

the Security Council, climate change and security have also been discussed in so-called 

“Arria-formula meetings”, which are informal meetings organized by one or several members 

of the Security Council, where outside actors such as individuals or organizations may 

express their views to the Security Council on matters within the Security Council’s 

competence. The purpose of these meetings is to gain access to information from valuable 

sources which cannot convey their information to the Security Council in the formal setting 

(Security Council Report, 2019-10-17). However, these meetings usually do not have any 

official records or outcomes due to their informal nature, and it might not even be possible to 

list all such meetings that have occurred (Security Council Report, 2019-10-17). At least one 

Arria-formula meeting, held on the 15th of February 2013, is known to have treated the 

security implications of climate change, but due to the informal character of this type of 

meetings and the lack of official records and outcomes, no Arria-formula meetings are 

included in this study. The following Security Council meetings include statements made by 

representatives of SIDS regarding climate change and security and have official records, and 

are therefore included in this study: 

 

• 5663rd meeting, 17 April 2007 

o The president of this meeting was the United Kingdom. The format was an 

open debate and the agenda was “Letter dated 5 April 2007 from the 

Permanent Representative of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 

																																																								
1 The documents were found at https://digitallibrary.un.org/?ln=en; using the search words “climate 
security”; and limiting the resource type to Security Council Meeting Records.  
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Northern Ireland to the United Nations addressed to the President of the 

Security Council (S/2007/186)” (S/PV.5663 p. 1). 

o In total, the meeting consisted of 54 statements, 53 of which were made by 

Member states and one which was made by Ban Ki-Moon, Secretary-General 

of the United Nations at the time. Below the SIDS that addressed the Security 

Council at this meeting are presented. In appendix 3, table 1, all speakers at 

this meeting are presented. 

 

SIDS that addressed the Security Council at the 5663rd meeting: 

1. Maldives 7. Federated States of Micronesia 

2. Papua New Guinea  
(On behalf of Pacific Islands Forum SIDS - Fiji, 

Nauru, Micronesia, Marshall Islands, Palau, Samoa, 

Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu, Vanuatu, Papua 

New Guinea) 

8. Singapore 

3. Barbados 9. Cape Verde 

4. Tuvalu 10. Mauritius 

5. Palau 11. Comoros 

6. Marshall Islands  

 

• 6587th meeting, 20 July 2011  

o The president of this meeting was Germany. The format was an open debate 

and the agenda was “Maintenance of international peace and security; Impact 

of climate change; Letter dated 1 July 2011 from the Permanent Representative 

of Germany to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General 

(S/2011/408)” (S/PV.6587 p. 1).  

o In total, the meeting consisted of 65 statements, 63 of which were made by 

Member states or regional organizations, and two which were made by special 

briefers and Ban Ki-Moon, UN Secretary-General at the time. Below, the SIDS 

that addressed the Security Council at this meeting are presented. In appendix 

3, table 2, all speakers at this meeting are presented. 
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SIDS that addressed the Security Council at the 6587th meeting: 

1. Nauru 
(On behalf of Pacific SIDS - Fiji, Marshall Islands, 
Micronesia, Palau, Papua New Guinea, Samoa, 
Solomon Islands, Tuvalu, Tonga, Vanuatu & Nauru; 
as well as Maldives, Seychelles &Timor-Leste) 

4. Palau 

2. Singapore 5. Barbados 
(On behalf of the member states of the 14 Caribbean 

Community CARICOM) 

3. Papua New Guinea 6. Fiji 

 

• 8307th meeting, 11 July 2018  

o The president of this meeting was Sweden. The format was a debate and the 

agenda was Maintenance of international peace and security; Understanding 

and addressing climate-related security risks (S/PV.8307 p. 1). 

o In total, the meeting consisted of 22 statements; 19 of which were made by 

Member states and 3 which were made by external briefers. Below, the SIDS 

that addressed the Security Council at this meeting are presented. In appendix 

3, table 3, all speakers at this meeting are presented. 

 

SIDS that addressed the Security Council at the 8307th meeting: 

1.Nauru (On behalf of the 12 Pacific SIDS) 

2. Maldives (On behalf of AOSIS) 

3. Trinidad and Tobago (On behalf of the 14 member states of the Caribbean Community 

CARICOM) 

 

• 8451st meeting, 25 January 2019  

o The president of this meeting was the Dominican Republic. The format was an 

open debate and the agenda was Maintenance of international peace and 

security; Addressing the impacts of climate-related disasters on international 

peace and security; Letter dated 2 January 2019 from the Permanent 

Representative of the Dominican Republic to the United Nations addressed to 

the Secretary-General (S/2019/1) (S/PV.8451 p. 1).  

o In total, the meeting consisted of 81 statements; 77 of which were made by 

Member states or regional organizations, and 4 which were made by external 
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briefers. Below, the SIDS that addressed the Security Council at this meeting 

are presented. In appendix 3, table 4, all speakers at this meeting are presented. 

 

SIDS that addressed the Security Council at the 8451st meeting: 

1. Maldives 7. Nauru 
(On behalf of the Pacific Islands Forum member states 

represented at the UN) 

2. Haiti 8. Trinidad and Tobago 

3. Fiji 9. Belize 
(On behalf of AOSIS) 

4. Barbados 
(On behalf of the 14 member states of the 

Caribbean Community CARICOM) 

10. Tuvalu 
(On behalf of the 12 members of the Pacific SIDS - Kiribati, 

Fiji, Micronesia, Nauru, Marshall Islands, Papua New Guinea, 

Palau, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga, Vanuatu, Tuvalu) 

5. Papua New Guinea 11. Mauritius 

6. Saint Vincent and the Grenadines  

 

This means that in total, all the 31 statements made by representatives of SIDS have been 

analysed; as well as all statements made by the permanent members of the Security Council. 

As the Security Council has five permanent members and four meeting records have been 

studied, all 20 statements made by the permanent members have been analysed; making the 

total number of statements analysed 51. For the scope of this thesis, as well as the chosen 

method of discourse analysis which allows for a smaller material in order to facilitate closer 

analysis, this is a reasonably sized material. In appendix 3, table 5, a summary of how many 

times each SIDS addressed the Security Council is presented. From this table it can be seen 

that no individual SIDS addressed the Security Council in every meeting studied, but that the 

Maldives, Papua New Guinea, Barbados and Nauru each addressed the Security Council in 

three of the four meetings studied. 

 

In each of the meeting records studied the number of speakers has been quite high (54; 65; 22; 

81), which is further evidence of the importance of the issue. This can be compared with other 

Security Council meetings in which non-traditional security threats has been discussed, such 

as the 4087th meeting in January 2000, when the Security Council discussed the impact of 

AIDS on peace and security in Africa. In this meeting there were 43 speakers, 38 of which 
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represented UN Member states, and five which were individual briefers (S/PV.4087; 

S/PV.4087 Resumption 1).  

 

As was mentioned in the discussion on definition of the actors, the scope of the thesis 

enforces a rather narrow definition of who constitutes the audience. Defining the audience in 

broader terms could have its merits, as it would allow for a more holistic study of the 

discourse in the Security Council, and also possibly show how individual non-permanent 

members of the Security Council may or may not influence discussions. However, due to the 

veto right held by the permanent members, their decision-making power is far greater than 

that of non-permanent members and this motivates a closer analysis of the statements of these 

five Member states. Furthermore, the meeting records that make up the material span from 

2007 to 2019, which allows for a possibility to study possible changes in discourse over time. 

Limiting the material of the audience to the statements made by the permanent members 

allows for specific focus on these five states, and it is therefore possible to focus on how their 

specific arguments have developed over time. As the non-permanent members of the Security 

differ in each meeting studied, such an analysis would not be possible if the material were 

greater.  

 

As the amount of speeches made by representatives of SIDS is rather low, including them all 

in the study is the best way to ensure the greatest understanding of the discourse. No 

representative of SIDS make speeches at all meetings studied, which makes a focus on any 

specific states over time impossible. It is, however, in itself interesting that there is a lack of 

consistency in which representatives of SIDS who speak at the meetings.  

 

It can also be noted that, with the exception of meeting 8451 on the 25th of January 2019 

when Dominican Republic was a non-permanent member of the Security Council, SIDS have 

not been non-permanent members of the Security Council, thus addressing the Security 

Council not as members but as invited guests. 38 SIDS are members of the United Nations, 

and yet during the period studied only one has been a non-permanent member of the Security 

Council. SIDS can thus only attempt to influence the decisions of the Security Council 

through the statements they make.  

 

Finally, it should also be noted that speeches in UN bodies can be delivered in any of the 

official UN languages, which are Arabic, Chinese, English, French, Russian and Spanish, and 
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the speech is the simultaneously interpreted into the other official languages (United Nations 

Official Languages). In the material used all statements, regardless of starting language, have 

been officially translated to English.  
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4. Analysis 
As previously stated the analysis will be divided into two main parts, one focusing on the 

speech acts of the securitizing actors, and one focusing on the speech acts of the audience. 

Based on the questions presented in the analytical tool, certain overarching themes in the way 

representatives of SIDS describe climate change as a security threat were identified. These 

have been defined as discursive strategies employed by the representatives of SIDS in their 

attempt to securitize climate change.  

4.1 The securitizing actors’ speech acts 
In this section, the analysis of the speech acts of the securitizing actors is presented. The focus 

is thus on the securitizing move, with the main focus being on the labelling of climate change 

as a threat and a minor focus on the measures proposed to combat climate change. Certain 

recurring themes in describing the existential threat, defined as discursive strategies were 

found in the material, and the sub-part is thus structured according to the discursive strategies. 

As the main act of the securitizing move is defining the issue as an existential threat the main 

focus will be on the first part of the analysis, with less emphasis placed on the proposed 

measures. It should be noted that the discursive strategies presented here are general trends 

identified in the statements made by the representatives of SIDS; and as such they are not 

mutually exclusive. Certain representatives of SIDS may employ them all, or just one or two. 

At least one has, however, been employed in each statement studied.  

 

After a thorough reading of the material, focusing on the questions presented in the analytical 

tool, certain overarching discursive thematic strategies emerged. These are presented below, 

exemplified using a number of quotes that illustrate the thematic discursive strategies and 

their various aspects well. 

  

4.1.1 Climate change as a conventional threat 

When studying the statements made by representatives of SIDS, it became apparent that the 

issue of climate change was presented and constructed in a few different ways. The first major 

theme present in the way representatives of SIDS describe climate change can be summarised 

as “climate change as a conventional security threat”. Within this discourse, climate change 

was often constructed in relation to more conventional threats to security, such as war or 

financial crises, and the main idea which emerged was that climate change in its essence is 

not that different from the more conventional threats to security. Climate change and its 
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effects were often either compared to war and its effects; described using terms associated 

with war; or described as threatening the state or societal functions directly or indirectly. In a 

statement made by the Maldives in 2018, SIDS were described as being “on the front line of 

impact from climate change”; implying that the fight against climate change is another type of 

war, in which SIDS are at the front line (S/PV.8307 p. 26). In this war, however, the enemy is 

not another state but climate change itself. Furthermore, at the 5663rd meeting in 2007 Tuvalu 

described climate change similarly: 

 

Many have spoken about the possibility of migrating from our homeland. If that 

becomes a reality, then we will be faced with an unprecedented threat to our 

nationhood; it would be an infringement of our fundamental rights to nationality and 

statehood as constituted under the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and other 

international conventions. But Tuvalu is not alone in facing the threat of climate 

change. Many millions of people will suffer the effects. The world has moved from 

a global threat called the cold war to what should now be considered the “warming 

war”. Our conflict is not being fought with guns and missiles but with weapons from 

everyday life — chimney stacks and exhaust pipes. (S/PV. 5663 Resumption 1 p. 8) 

 

Here, climate change is clearly constructed as a type of conflict, by the explicit usage of 

words such as “warming war”; “conflict” and “weapons”. “Chimney stacks and exhaust 

pipes” are described as the “weapons”, which further contributes to constructing the idea that 

climate change is a form of conflict; but it also distinguishes climate change from traditional 

conflicts. Instead of the highly conflict-specific items of “guns and missiles” being the threat, 

in this case the threat is made up of common objects which are in the proximity of us all, and 

on which aspects of society rely. Furthermore, climate change is described as a threat against 

the “nationhood” and as presenting threats to the “statehood” – making the referent object 

threatened by climate change the state, in various capacities, as opposed to for instance the 

human population of the state or the actual physical and geographical area that makes up the 

state. At the 6587th meeting in 2011, Nauru’s description constructed a similar idea of climate 

change: 

 

It is a threat as great as nuclear proliferation or terrorism, and it carries the potential 

to destabilize Governments and ignite conflict. Neither nuclear proliferation nor 

terrorism has ever led to the disappearance of an entire nation, though that is what 

we are confronted with today. (Nauru; S/PV. 6587 p.23) 
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Also in this case the idea of climate change as type of conflict is constructed, but here it is 

constructed in relation to two more conventional threats to security, and presented as a greater 

threat. Furthermore; it also risks to “destabilize Governments” and threatens the existence of 

“an entire nation”; once again making the referent object that is threatened by climate change 

the state in its various respects.  

 

Within the discursive thematic strategy of describing climate change as a conventional 

security threat, another recurrent aspect was climate change as a conventional threat in 

financial terms, focusing on the way climate change can have an impact on economies in 

different ways; and the impacts that may follow from this:   

 

Extreme weather patterns make our economies and societies more fragile. We have 

seen time and again that, when economic and social fragility increase, our 

institutions suffer — they become more open to manipulation by extremists, 

corruption, international criminal syndicates and geopolitical opportunists. 

(Statement by Fiji; S/PV. 8451 p. 31) 

 

A chain of events is constructed, in which climate change leads to “extreme weather 

patterns”, which lead to fragile economies and societies. Fragile economies and societies then 

lead to institutions being at risk of various threats. Similar sentiments were expressed by 

Tuvalu at the 8451st meeting in 2019: “Climate-induced disasters harm our economic 

stability, and without urgent and serious efforts economic instability has the potential to harm 

stability in governance and within the wider society” (S/PV. 8451 p. 80). In these cases, 

climate change is constructed as a threat to some of the very pillars that make up society – the 

economy and societal institutions. Also in this case, the referent object is in some sense the 

state; or at least some aspect of the state. The actual function of the society is described as 

being at risk, but no emphasis is put on what could be the next step in the chain of events – 

the impact of failing economy and societal institutions on the human population.  

 

Another recurring way of constructing an idea of climate change as a traditional threat in 

terms of the economy is by linking it to the food industry:   
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Climate change is also going to have an impact on economic activities in the region. 

The 1997-1998 El Niño event saw a significant westward shift of major tuna stocks, 

making some of our economies and dinner tables suffer (Statement by Papua New 

Guinea S/PV. 5663 p. 27).  

 

However, during the food crisis they were unable to get food to the people who 

needed it at a price they could afford. Many variables contributed to the food crisis, 

but they included climatic factors in key food producing regions of the world. 

Scientists are projecting agricultural yields to fall dramatically in a warmer world, 

and therefore it is only a matter of time before the next food crisis hits (Statement by 

Nauru; S/PV. 8451 p. 61). 

 

In these cases, climate change is constructed as having an effect on economies, because of the 

impact it has on food producing regions. What is interesting here is that, apart from having an 

impact on economies, through the food industry climate change is described as making 

“dinner tables suffer”. This indicates that the referent object is not the state or various 

elements of it, but rather the average citizen who suffers when there is a lack of food. The 

impacts of climate change on the food industry may thus be a threat to the economy; but it is a 

greater threat to the human population. The same is true regarding the description of the food 

industry as “unable to get food to the people who needed it at a price they could afford”  

In a statement by the Marshall Islands in 2007; climate change was described as leading to 

“increasingly scarce essential resources” (S/PV.5663 Resumption 1 p. 17).  

 

In summary, the discursive strategy of describing climate change as a conventional security 

threat focused mainly on constructing an idea of climate change as a threat which in its 

essence is not very different from the kinds of threats the Security Council normally 

addresses. Constructing this image can be a way of attempting to adapt to the context in order 

to successfully convince the Security Council that climate change is within its mandate. 

Within this specific discursive strategy, the referent object was predominantly identified as 

being the state and its various institutions, with the exception for the focus on the food 

industry, when the effects of climate change were described as threatening the access to food 

of regular citizens. Although occurring in each meeting record studied, this discursive strategy 

occurred most frequently in the first meeting, from 2007, which could perhaps be explained 

by the fact that it was the first Security Council meeting on this subject, and as such there was 

a great need to motivate the issue being discussed at the Security Council, which was done by 
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attempting to construct an idea of climate change as a security threat just like any war or 

violent conflict.  

 

4.1.2 Climate change and moral responsibility 

Another very clear discursive thematic strategy employed by representatives of SIDS, can be 

summarised as “Climate change as moral responsibility”. Within this discourse, climate 

change was constructed as an issue with high moral implications. SIDS are some of those who 

will suffer the worst from the effects of climate change, but they have not contributed to the 

cause of it. Developed countries carry the most of this responsibility, and therefore they 

should also assume their responsibility in the fight against climate change. This discursive 

strategy was identified in a large number of statements, representing each meeting studied, 

and expressed in different, but similar ways. In 2007, Barbados stated that  

 

Those who have historically contributed most to the problem have a moral and legal 

obligation to assume primary responsibility. Developed countries must take the lead 

in significantly reducing harmful greenhouse gas emissions and in providing the 

necessary financial and technological assistance to support the adaptation efforts of 

developing countries. The Kyoto Protocol should not be abandoned. Those that 

continue to reject their agreed commitments under that agreement must exercise 

good judgement, demonstrate good global citizenship and show the type and quality 

of leadership exhibited at other seminal moments in history. They must simply do 

the right thing (S/PV. 5663 Resumption 1 p. 2) 

 

Similarly, in 2007 Papua New Guinea stated that “We are likely to become the victims of a 

phenomenon to which we have contributed very little and which we can do very little to halt” 

(S/PV. 5663 p. 28). In the same meeting Mauritius stated that “Sadly, the most severe 

consequences will be experienced by countries and people who bear little responsibility for 

the problem” (S/PV. 5663 p. 34). In 2011, Singapore stated that “It is clear that developed 

countries have a clear historical responsibility for addressing climate change”; and Papua 

New Guinea stated that “there are United Nations Member States among us that are and will 

continue to be affected and harmed through absolutely no fault of their own” (S/PV.6587 

Resumption 1 p. 16; 18).  
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Climate change here emerges as an issue which is reflective of global power structures: 

developed states are the cause of the issue; and developing states and their populations are the 

victims; and because of this, developed states should recognise their moral responsibility and 

act accordingly. In a way it is an attempt by the representatives of SIDS to use the global 

power structures, which are usually in their disadvantage, in their favour. Describing acting 

against climate change as doing “the right thing” further enhances the idea of climate change 

as an issue on moral grounds.  

 

Stating that “developed countries have a clear historical responsibility for addressing climate 

change” implies that accordingly, due to power relations, developing countries are not 

responsible. Although it is not always explicitly stated, it is therefore clear that the referent 

object threatened by climate change which emerges through this discursive strategy, is the 

survival of developing states. As emphasis is placed on the responsibility faced by developing 

states, and an idea of the referent object (developing states) as innocent victims emerges. 

Developing countries are stripped of their agency in this issue and constructed as victims, not 

only due to the actions of developed states, but also because of the fact that since they cannot 

address this issue on their own, they are placed at the mercy of developed countries. Although 

traditionally these power structures are a clear disadvantage to SIDS and developing 

countries, in this case it is used as a discursive strategy serving the purposes of the 

representatives of SIDS.  

 

Although this idea of climate change has mainly been expressed in terms similar to those 

quoted above, in 2019 Saint Vincent and the Grenadines went further in their articulation of 

the responsibility: 

 

In all of that, we must admit that some have far more responsibility for those assaults 

on our shores than others. As ironic as it is, those least responsible suffer the most, 

for example, small island developing States and the Sahel. In effect, major emitters 

that fail to set and honour ambitious mitigation pledges are committing a direct act 

of hostility against small island developing States, and we ought to resist their 

recklessness against our interests. We draw a direct, causal connection between any 

such abdication and the future death and destruction that island States face as the 

result of increasingly frequent and intense weather events (S/PV.8451 p. 58) 
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Characterizing the issue of climate change as an “assault”, describing failure to act on climate 

change as an “act of hostility” and calling the possible consequences of this “future death and 

destruction” makes the discursive strategy of climate change as a moral responsibility take on 

a more serious tone. The language used is darker and far more direct; and it relates to the first 

thematic discursive strategy outlined above, with its focus on constructing an idea of climate 

change as a new type of conflict. What appears to be the central point in this case is, however, 

not the idea of climate change as a type of conflict, but rather the idea of the major emitters (a 

synonym for developed countries) as aggressors. They are no longer portrayed as responsible 

simply due to their historical actions; rather they are presented as active aggressors assaulting 

the developing world. The referent object, however, is still constructed as innocent victims, 

but this time of wilful aggression.  

 

4.1.3 Climate change as an encompassing threat 

A third key discursive thematic strategy employed by representatives of SIDS can be defined 

as “climate change as an encompassing threat”. In this discursive strategy, climate change is 

constructed as an issue and a threat which puts at risk not only certain vulnerable 

geographical locations or certain groups of people, but a threat towards future generations 

and, ultimately, against the world as a whole. In 2007, this was articulated by Barbados:  

 

As we confront this global crisis, a relevant consideration will be how future 

generations will judge our response. If we continue to delay action, we will be judged 

harshly, and deservedly so, for having callously placed their inheritance and future 

in great jeopardy. For today we might have choices; tomorrow, they will not 

(S/PV.5663 Resumption 1 p. 2) 

 

Climate change is here constructed as a threat to future generations; in the sense that the world 

in which we live now, might not be the same in the future, if we do not act in response to climate 

change. Also here there is thus a responsibility to act, not towards those who are the worst 

affected but towards those who are not even born yet. Not acting is described as placing “their 

inheritance and future in great jeopardy”; thus making the referent object future generations 

and their lives. “Future generations” cannot speak for themselves; and speaking on their behalf 

which is done in this case, causes them to emerge as innocent victims, not only of the impacts 

and effects of climate change but also of the actions or lack of actions, of the present generation. 

This was further illustrated by the Maldives in 2019: 
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I asked myself: can I really do something meaningful for that little girl? Can we all 

collectively help her to realize the hopes and dreams that she carries in her young 

self? Can we deliver her the future to which she aspires and that she deserves — a 

future that is safe, secure and healthy? Looking at the current state of affairs in the 

world, I must answer no. (Statement by the Maldives; S/PV.8451 p. 28) 

 

Even more so than in the example by Barbados further above, an idea of a responsibility is 

constructed. The present generation carries the responsibility to make sure that generations to 

come will have a future to look forward to. Furthermore, the emphasis is put on the “hopes 

and dreams” of this little girl, indicating that what needs to be protected for the sake of future 

generations is not simply the physical environment, but less tangible aspects of life.  

 

Climate change was also constructed as an issue which will affect not just certain vulnerable 

geographical locations; but which will spread throughout the world and ultimately being a 

global threat:  

 

But it is not only the poor who will suffer. If climate change causes socio-economic 

conditions within developing countries to deteriorate, millions of people will be 

compelled to seek refuge in developed countries. Even poverty and socio-political 

dislocation are globalized these days (Statement by Singapore; S/PV.5663 p. 27) 

 

Climate change emerges as an issue which does not discriminate, although different regions 

of the world will be affected by it in different ways. Worsening socio-economic conditions 

could lead to surges of refugees, which would in turn affect developing states and developed 

states alike, but through certain pathways. The effects of climate change were also 

constructed as having direct impacts in all regions of the world:  

 

Were the Security Council to ignore climate-induced risks to international peace and 

security, that would be a mistake of historic proportions. From fires to famine, to 

flooding, every continent is feeling the fury of climate change (Statement by the 

Maldives on behalf of AOSIS; S/PV.8307 p.27) 
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Climate change is not confined to a certain region or area; but is a threat to the world as a 

whole. A 2019 statement made by Fiji summarises the idea which emerges well: “The effects 

of climate change are a threat to everyone, everywhere” (S/PV.8451 p. 31).   

 

4.1.4 The proposed measures 

	
When it comes to the second part of the securitizing move, which is the proposed measures, 

the most commonly occurring proposition was aimed at simply convincing the Security 

Council of including climate change in its mandate. At the first open debate on the topic in 

2007, the Federated States of Micronesia referred to the UN Charter and stated that “The 

Council is charged with maintaining international peace and security. Thus, it should first 

formally recognize that climate change is a threat falling within its mandate” (S/PV.5663 

Resumption 1 p. 25). At the following meeting Papua New Guinea called for similar action, 

but by referring to other non-traditional security threats that have been addressed under the 

Security Council’s mandate:  

 

By extension, we submit that the Security Council also has an important role to play. 

In this regard, we would strongly argue that the Council should and must exercise 

its mandate relative to addressing the adverse impacts of climate change, which may 

have security implications, including future contingencies that may arise. We 

observe that the Council has been previously called upon to exercise its mandate to 

address issues such as development, HIV/AIDS, children in armed conflict, women 

in conflict and other issues. (S/PV.6587 Resumption 1 p. 19) 

 

By referring to the Charter and to other previous Security Council engagement in non-

traditional security issues, these measures proposed are presented as reasonable and as within 

the Security Council’s mandate – which of course also is the purpose. Mentioning non-

traditional security threats such as HIV/AIDS further enhances the idea of climate change as 

within the mandate, as it provides firstly an indication that non-traditional security threats 

have been addressed within the Security Council, and secondly as it provides an idea of which 

kind of issues that have been addressed previously. If development and HIV/AIDS can be 

addressed under the Security Council’s mandate, why shouldn’t climate change be?  

 

It should be noted that while the majority of the representatives of SIDS addressed the 

Security Council with the objective of convincing the Security Council to include climate 
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change under its mandate, others such as Singapore in 2011, advocated the opposite and urged 

for climate change to remain under the mandate of other organs: “We must recognize that the 

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) is, and will remain, 

the primary forum for climate change negotiations” (S/PV.6587 Resumption 1 p. 16). By 

statements such as this, the Security Council is not denied a role in the combat against climate 

change, but it is also made apparent that it should not be the main organ.  

 

What is also interesting is that in some statements, for instance the statement made by the 

Marshall Islands in 2007 no real suggestions for measures to be taken were been made 

(S/PV.5663 Resumption 1 p. 16-17). The issue of climate change was described in detail; but 

no suggestions or calls for measures to be adapted were made.  

 
4.2 The audience’s speech acts 

After a thorough reading of the statements made by the permanent members of the Security 

Council, two major discourses could be found. One of these two major discourses, which is 

predominantly represented by the United Kingdom, France and the United States, recognises 

climate change as a security threat; whereas the other dominant discourse, predominantly 

represented by China and Russia, rejects the idea of climate change as a security issue. What 

is interesting is that while those who were positive towards recognising climate change as a 

security issue have remained rather constant in their opinions and their discursive strategies 

over time; China appears to have soften their stance on the issue, going from a clear rejection 

of the issue to a more open approach. Russia, however, remain firm in their denial of climate 

change as a security issue.  

 

4.2.1 Accepting climate change as a security issue 

Among the five permanent members of the Security Council there is a clear discourse which 

recognises climate change as a security issue and argues for its inclusion in the mandate of the 

Security Council. This discourse is predominantly represented by the United Kingdom (which 

also initiated the first open debate on climate change in 2007; meeting 5663); France and the 

United States. They have all remained consistent in their support of the issue over time, and 

used similar discursive strategies in their description of climate change. What emerged during 

the analysis was the fact that these permanent members have employed the same kinds of 

discursive strategies as the representatives of SIDS; although some elements have differed. 

This part of the analysis therefore follows the structure of the analysis of the statements made 
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by representatives of SIDS, and a running comparison om the way the discursive strategies 

have been employed is carried out. 

 

4.2.1.1 Climate change as a conventional issue  

By the Permanent Security Council members who recognised climate change as a security 

issue, the most frequent idea that emerged was that of climate change as a threat in terms of 

conventional issues. However; in contrast to the representatives of SIDS who constructed an 

idea of climate change as an alternative type of conflict, the permanent members of the 

Security Council generally focused on the connection between climate change and conflicts. 

Climate change is not a conflict in and of itself; rather it has the potential to be a cause of 

conflicts:  

 

“On 6 April, the same Panel concluded that this phenomenon could lead to increased 

numbers of extreme weather events, massive population movements resulting from 

sea-level rise, decreased agricultural production causing serious food crises and an 

increased threat of health risks because of changes in the functioning of ecosystems. 

Those four major impacts are convincing evidence of the threat to peace posed by 

climate change. There is no question but that the depletion of resources could 

increase competition for access to food, energy and water. There is no doubt that the 

loss of arable land could lead to a race for territory. It is clear that natural disasters 

and rising water levels could increase the number of refugees and displaced persons 

and could result in uncontrollable migratory flows. The more sudden these 

phenomena are, the more they will constitute factors for conflict” (Statement by 

France; S/PV.5663 p. 11-12)  

 

Climate change is described as potentially having many different negative impacts; which 

could all be contributing causes of conflict. Through these impacts climate change is 

described as posing a “threat to peace”; which is not the same as saying that climate change is 

a threat to peace on its own. Rather, climate change constitutes a threat to peace through its 

impacts on important functions such as agricultural production and by leading to competition 

for resources. A similar idea of climate change was constructed by the United States in 2019: 

“We have seen how natural disasters can exacerbate existing vulnerabilities, threatening 

critical infrastructure that citizens rely on to reliably deliver food, water and shelter in the 

wake of such events” (S/PV.8451 p. 20). When climate change emerges as a conventional 

threat to security through its impacts, the referent object which is threatened by climate 
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change is abstract in its nature. What is mainly threatened is not the territorial integrity of a 

state or the wellbeing of its citizens, but rather the general state of “peace” and stability. 

 

In the statements made by these permanent members of the Security Council there were also 

examples of climate change being constructed as a conventional threat in terms of conflict and 

economy. However, climate change was still not constructed as a conflict in itself; rather the 

financial effects of climate change were compared to the financial effects of war: 

 

Their consequences reach to the very heart of the security agenda. Consequences of 

flooding, disease and famine — and, from that, migration on an unprecedented scale. 

The consequences of drought and crop failure — and, from that, intensified 

competition for food, water and energy. The consequences of economic disruption 

on the scale predicted in the Stern Report are not seen since the end of the Second 

World War (Statement by the United Kingdom; S/PV.5663 p. 18) 

 

The effects of climate change are here compared in financial terms to one of the most 

disastrous events of the 20th century; which constructs an understanding of climate change as 

a disastrous event on a level comparable to the Second World War. By comparing the 

financial impact of climate change to the financial impact of the Second World War, the 

gravity of the situation is emphasized in more concrete terms. Potential migratory flows or 

“drought and crop failure” as consequences of climate change are not as tangible as financial 

numbers, and climate change emerges as a more of a conflict, at least in financial terms. The 

referent object which is threatened by climate change is ultimately the economy; but through 

the chain of events illustrated in the example above access to food, water and energy also 

emerge as threatened.  

 

4.2.1.2 Climate change and moral responsibility 

Climate change was constructed as a moral issue also by the permanent members of the 

Security Council which recognised climate change as a security issue; although they did so in 

a manner slightly different from the representatives of SIDS. While the representatives of 

SIDS constructed an idea of climate change as a moral issue in the sense that developing 

states will be the worst affected by climate change even though they have contributed very 

little, and developed nations therefore have a moral responsibility to assist them; the 

permanent members of the Security Council generally accept only the first part of this idea of 
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the issue: 

 

As too often happens, the most vulnerable will be the hardest hit. Post-conflict 

countries already struggle to rebuild their infrastructure, strengthen their institutions 

and overcome instability. Now, they must often grapple with extreme weather and 

protracted drought, which can drive already strained systems to buckle. (…) Climate 

change can further erode State capacity, especially in fragile States already 

vulnerable from past conflict, poverty, upheaval or disaster. As sea levels rise, small 

island States may well see their territory quite literally drowned, raising the spectre 

of new and previously unimagined forms of statelessness (Statement by the United 

States; S/PV. 6587 p. 7).  
 

It is clearly stated that “the most vulnerable will be the hardest hit”; as they already struggle 

with establishing basic societal functions; and that SIDS are face a risk of having their 

territory “literally drowned”. It is thus clear that climate change will affect those who are most 

vulnerable the worst. However, there is no mentioning of any responsibility. While 

representatives of SIDS constructed an idea where power relations between developed and 

developing states emerged as developed states were constructed as responsible for the impact 

on developing states; this construction is not accepted by the Permanent members. There is no 

doubt that those who are most vulnerable will suffer the worst; but there is no responsibility 

acknowledged on behalf of developed nations.  

 

The referent object threatened by climate change, however, clearly emerges as vulnerable 

States. By describing these states as “fragile” and as struggling to “strengthen their 

institutions and overcome instability”, they are constructed as victims in need of help. Similar 

ideas were constructed by the United Kingdom and France respectively in 2007: “The fact 

that so many non-members of the Security Council have chosen to speak today is a reflection 

of the bitter truth that instability will often be visited first and hardest on the already most 

vulnerable” and “The most vulnerable countries, particularly in Africa, already face 

underdevelopment, ethnic tension, major pandemics and unpredictable climatic conditions, 

and they could pay the highest price” (S/PV. 5663 p. 19; p. 12) 
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4.2.1.3 Climate change as an encompassing issue 

Much like the representatives of SIDS, the permanent Security Council members constructed 

an idea of climate change as a threat not only to SIDS or to developing countries; but 

ultimately to the world as a whole; thereby making the referent object of the issue of climate 

change the whole world: 

 

President Obama was clear at the Secretary-General’s summit on climate change 

nearly two years ago when he said that the security and stability of every nation and 

every people are in jeopardy. Our prosperity, health and safety are in peril (Statement 

by the United States; S/PV. 6587 p. 6) 

 

The eloquent statements we have heard this morning are a stark reminder that the 

impacts of climate change are multiplying the risks to international stability. That is 

already the tough reality in many parts of the world, from the Sahel to the Middle 

East. Yet it also constitutes a threat to many other regions that are stable today but 

which will suffer the impacts of climate change tomorrow, affecting the stability of 

our countries and our societies in ways we could not have prevented (Statement by 

France; S/PV.8307 p. 14) 

 
If we do not manage climate change, it will threaten lives, livelihoods and economies 

across the globe. Along with migration, it will begin to have an impact on all 

economies, including those not directly affected by climate change. (Statement by 

the United Kingdom; S/PV.8307) 

 

What is constructed in the examples above is a clear idea of climate change as a threat to the 

whole globe; in physical terms as well as in more abstract terms. The “security and stability of 

every nation and every people are in jeopardy” explicitly constructs climate change as a 

global threat, to nations as well as the people that make up them. Lives and economies are 

threatened “across the globe”, highlighting the fact that climate change does not discriminate. 

This is also emphasized by stating that climate change “constitutes a threat to many other 

regions that are stable today but which will suffer the impacts of climate change tomorrow”. 

Climate change does not simply affect one especially vulnerable region of the world but will 

in turn impact even regions that seem stable, and as such no one will be able to escape the 

impacts of climate change. Furthermore, less tangible aspects are constructed to be threatened 

by climate change as well: “prosperity”; “health” and “livelihoods” are all described as being 
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threatened. The referent object which emerges is thus a rather broad one: in essence, what 

appears to be threatened by climate change is all life on earth, and every aspect of it. This also 

constructs an idea of climate change as the “ultimate” threat and as above all else – if we do 

not combat climate change, then there will be no more meaningful life, and nothing else will 

remain important.  

 

4.2.1.4 The proposed measures 

When it comes to the measures proposed by the Permanent members in favour of climate 

change as a security issue the main recurring theme was cooperation, international as well as 

within the UN: 

 

Each nation must do its part, but we believe that the Security Council and its member 

States can and should play an especially important role in this common effort to 

assist with disaster preparedness and response. As other speakers have done, we 

encourage the Security Council Member States and United Nations agencies to 

increase information-sharing and identify best practices for post-disaster recovery. 

We each focus on a small piece of this challenge, and aggregating data will improve 

our overall understanding (Statement by the United States; S/PV.8451 p. 21) 

 

By emphasizing the importance of cooperation in the fight against climate change, the idea of 

climate change as a global threat emerges. The nature of the issue is such, that the only way of 

combatting it is through cooperation. The member states of the Security Council “can and 

should play an especially important role”, which further emphasizes the importance that these 

states attach to Security Council recognition of climate change as a security threat. 

Furthermore, the United Kingdom advocated for the UN system to “holistically consider 

climate risks in decision-making”, which would include climate aspects as an integral part of 

every aspect of the UN system (S/PV.8451 p. 15).  A global threat requires a global response, 

which was also articulated by France, who stated that “There is only one way to do this, 

namely, international cooperation” (S/PV.6587 p. 15).  
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4.2.2 Rejection of climate change as a security issue 

The second major discursive theme identified in the statements made by the Permanent 

Members of the Security Council was slightly less frequent, but none the less equally clear. In 

this discourse, the idea of climate change as a security issue was clearly rejected; the issue 

instead being constructed as an issue of sustainable development. This discourse was 

represented by China and Russia. What is interesting, however, is the fact that while Russia 

remain opposed to the idea of climate change as a security issue; China’s stance appears to 

have softened somewhat over the years.  

 

In the first open debate on climate change and security in 2007, China stated that “Climate 

change may have certain security implications, but generally speaking it is in essence an issue 

of sustainable development” (S/PV.5663 p. 12). Thus; while recognizing that climate change 

might have implications for security, China rejected the idea of climate change as a security 

issue, instead constructing it as an issue of sustainable development. However, in the latest 

open debate on the subject, China appears to have become more open to the idea of climate 

change as a security issue: 

 

Climate change is a major challenge that affects the future and destiny of humankind. 

Climate change induces natural disasters, wreaks havoc in many parts of the world 

and poses grave threats to food security, water resources, the ecological 

environment, energy, human life and property. These issues have even become 

disruptive factors in certain regions, undermining peace and stability (S/PV.8451 p. 

15) 

 

In this case, China clearly states that climate change can cause disruptive factors which can 

undermine peace and stability, thus acknowledging that climate change can have an indirect 

effect on security. Although this is not the same as recognizing climate change as a security 

issue in the way it is described by for example representatives of SIDS; it is a clear move 

away from the rejection of the idea, that was articulated in the first open debate. 

 

In contrast to China, however, Russia has remained constant in their view on the matter and in 

the idea of climate change which they construct. In the first open debate on the topic in 2007 

Russia stated regarding climate change that “The United Nations Security Council, for its 

part, should only deal with the consideration of questions that directly relate to its mandate” 
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(S/PV.5663 p. 17). As the Security Council is tasked with the maintenance of peace and 

security, this statement makes it clear that Russia does not consider climate change to be 

within the Security Council’s mandate, which entails that it is not a security issue. In 2018, 

Russia’s views on the matter were expressed even more clearly: 

 

I have to say that we are disappointed about today’s Council meeting, and not 

because we object to collective efforts to combat climate change. Quite the contrary. 

We refuse to be reconciled to the fact that in our view today’s meeting is yet another 

attempt to link the issue of preserving the environment to threats to international 

peace and security. (S/PV.8307 p.16) 

 

A strong objection to the topic even being discussed at the Security Council is expressed, and 

by describing the meeting as an attempt to “link the issue” of the environment to threats to 

security, the idea that there is no such link clearly emerges. 

 

As this discourse denies climate change a role at the Security Council, the proposed measures 

for combatting climate change are linked to the arguments for why climate change should not 

be discussed in the Security Council. When climate change is presented as an issue of 

sustainable development or as simply an issue which does not belong at the Security Council; 

it follows naturally that the solution is for the issue to be discussed at another organ: 

 

We are also convinced that the priority role in this area lies, and should continue to 

lie, with the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, as the 

universal mechanism for combating global climate change. The Convention has the 

necessary and sufficient mechanisms to develop both an effective international 

climate regime over the longer term and specific measures to respond effectively to 

new threats in this area (Statement by Russia; S/PV.6587 p. 12).  

 

This was a strategy which was used frequently. The way to solve the issue of climate change 

is by discussing it at a forum which has the proper credentials and skills to do so. 

Emphasizing another organ and the qualities that make it an appropriate forum for discussions 

of this topic can be a way of enhancing a perceived dissonance between the issue of climate 

change and the Security Council, and further convey the idea that climate change does not 

belong at the Security Council.  

	  



 
 

48 

5. Discussion 
The aim of this thesis is to study the process of securitization of climate change at the 

Security Council, focusing on the way representatives of SIDS attempt to securitize climate 

change, and how successful they are in these attempts. In this section the findings of the 

analysis are discussed in relation to the theoretical framework and the knowledge gained from 

previous related research, in order to answer the research question posed and fulfil the 

purpose of the study.  

 

Based on the results of the analysis, we know the representatives of SIDS have mainly 

employed three different discursive strategies in their attempt to securitize climate change in 

the Security Council; “Climate change as a conventional threat”; “Climate change and moral 

responsibility” and “Climate change as an encompassing threat”. The second part of the 

research question posed at the beginning of the thesis focused on the extent to which the 

discursive strategies employed by SIDS were successful. This is operationalised by studying 

to what extent the discursive strategies employed by the representatives of SIDS gained 

recognition from the audience. What became apparent in the analysis is that, firstly, there are 

two major different discourses present in the speech acts of the audience; where one 

recognises climate change as a security threat and the other discourse rejects this idea. The 

discursive strategies of SIDS were therefore not successful in convincing China and Russia, 

which represented the discourse in which climate change as a security issue was rejected.  

 

In order to answer the second part of the research question the focus must therefore be on the 

discourse in which climate change was recognised as a security issue. In the analysis, it was 

discovered that the United Kingdom, France and the United States employed similar 

discursive strategies as the representatives of SIDS, in their construction of climate change as 

a security threat. This was especially apparent in the discursive strategy labelled “Climate 

change as a conventional security threat”; which was the strategy most frequently employed 

by both representatives of SIDS and by these three permanent members of the Security 

Council. The main difference was, however, that while the representatives of SIDS generally 

portrayed climate change as a conflict in and of itself, the three Security Council members 

generally focused on the connection between climate change and conflict. This is in itself 

interesting, given that the literature review showed that a causal link between climate change 

and conflict is heavily disputed (Barnett & Adger 2007; Gemmene et al 2014; Koubi 2019). 
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As the main point in this discursive strategy, focusing on climate change as a conventional 

threat, was employed by the three permanent members of the Security Council, this will be 

considered as a partial recognition of the discursive strategy employed by the representatives 

of SIDS. Had the three permanent members also constructed climate change as a type of 

conflict in and of itself, then this would have been considered a full recognition of the 

discursive strategy employed by representatives of SIDS.  

 

The discursive strategy defined as “climate change and moral responsibility” was also 

employed by SIDS and the three permanent members alike. However, also in this case the 

discursive strategy was only partially recognised by the three permanent members. While they 

did recognise the fact that developing states are disproportionately affected by climate change 

even though they have not contributed to the cause, they did not recognise the aspect of 

responsibility which was advocated by the representatives of SIDS. 

 

The strategy of “climate change as an encompassing threat” also gained partial recognition 

from the three permanent members; as they also portrayed climate change as a global threat. 

The representatives of SIDS did, however, also focus on the aspect of generations to come, 

which the three permanent members did not. Therefore, also in this case the recognition was 

partial.  

 

What be concluded from the analysis is thus that the discursive strategies employed by SIDS 

are successful to a certain extent, as they all gained recognition from the audience. In the 

audience discourse that recognizes climate change, the traditional argument, the moral 

responsibility and the global threat were all recognized. However, the discursive strategies 

were only acknowledged in the discourse that recognized climate change as a security threat. 

The other discourse of the audience speech acts, did not recognize climate change as a 

security threat and as such it also did not recognize the discursive strategies employed by 

SIDS. Furthermore, although it was not the main goal of the analysis, the diachronic nature of 

the material allowed for a study of possible changes over time. It was found that the 

discursive strategies employed largely remained the same over time; except for in the case of 

China which appeared to change its view of climate change as a security issue over time, from 

a clear rejection to a more accepting view.  
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When it comes to the measures proposed by the representatives of SIDS, the results of the 

analysis are slightly more perplexing. While the representatives of SIDS mainly advocated for 

climate change to be included in the mandate of the Security Council; there were also 

representatives who did not agree, and argued for the fact that climate change should remain 

within the UNFCCC. As these proposed measures were also proposed by China and Russia, 

representing the discourse which did not recognise climate change as a security issue, there 

was agreement and recognition in this aspect. The acceptance of climate change as a security 

issue by the United Kingdom, France and the United States is an indication that they wish to 

include climate change in the mandate of the Security Council and this can thus be seen as 

acceptance of the proposed measures. However, judging whether or not the securitizing 

attempt in itself was successful poses challenges. It is successful in the sense that it gains 

recognition from at least parts of the Security Council, but it is unsuccessful as it does not 

achieve a full and unified recognition.  

 

However, the absence of full and unified recognition does not necessarily mean that the 

attempted securitization has not been successful. Peters (2018) argued that climate change has 

been partially securitized in the Security Council due to the usage of explicit and implicit 

links to natural hazard-related disasters. As climate change clearly was recognized as a 

security threat by parts of the audience, the securitizing attempt can be considered partially 

successful. Previous research also argued that action on climate change would be within the 

Security Council’s legal authority (Cousins 2013; Conway 2010; Penny 2006), and especially 

in the case of SIDS (Scott & Andrade 2012; Conca, Thwaites & Lee 2017).  

 

Based on the literature on the way the Security Council treats climate change, we also know 

that while many scholars agree that action on climate change would be within the Council’s 

legal authority, the realistic possibilities for action at the present time are restricted, and 

limited to actions such as monitoring and early warning of climate-related security threats.  

(Cousins 2013). This is another reason why the results of the study can be defined as 

indicating a partially successful attempt at securitizing climate change in the Security 

Council. If concrete action beyond these types of measures is not deemed realistic, the act of 

recognition by certain members of the Security Council can be seen as successful.  

 

Scott (2015) argued that while some steps have been taken towards a Security Council 

response to climate change that can be defined as “Conscious but measured”, the current 
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Security Council policy response is still one of “non-response”. However, Scott’s article was 

written in 2015, and based on the findings of this study it can be argued that since then, the 

Security Council has taken even more steps towards a policy response that can be defined as 

“Conscious but measured”. While the current response could also be defined as a “non-

response” due to the lack of agreement on the issue in the Security Council, the fact that the 

discursive strategies employed by representatives of SIDS were recognized by members of 

the audience indicates a move in the direction towards a more active policy response.  

 

One interesting aspect which emerged in the analysis of the proposed measures of the 

representatives of SIDS, was the fact that not all representatives of SIDS advocated for the 

issue of climate change to be discussed within the Security Council. While these 

representatives of SIDS did describe climate change as a threat, they did not think that the 

Security Council was the proper venue for the discussion. Presenting climate change as a 

threat at the Security Council but then not asking for action from the Security Council seems 

slightly counterproductive. This was also mentioned in the research undertaken by Conca, 

Thwaites & Lee (2017), who also argued that the fact that SIDS are not united in this area is a 

challenge against the attempts to persuade the Security Council to act. Indeed, it is possible 

that increased unity within SIDS regarding proposed measures would have an impact on the 

way these propositions are received by the audience. This could be especially true when it 

comes to the discussion on whether or not climate change should be treated in the Security 

Council. Presenting climate change as a threat in line with the rest of the SIDS but then going 

against their argument by stating that the Security Council is not the right arena for this 

discussion could in some ways undermine and weaken the arguments of other SIDS.   

 

Previous research has also found that the challenge to whether or not the Security Council can 

deal effectively with climate change is the relationship between the permanent members of 

the Security Council. Decisive climate action by the Security Council might be possible if the 

United States and China should perceive the Security Council as a forum in which effective 

climate governance can be achieved (Scott & Andrade 2012 p. 224-225). The impacts of this 

was apparent in the results of this study, as it became evident that there in the Security 

Council are very different views on the nature of the issue of climate change. While the 

United Kingdom, France and the United States all recognized climate change as a security 

threat; China and Russia did not. However, a slight change could be detected in China’s 

statements over time, indicating that there might be hope for a shift towards accepting climate 
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change as a security issue. This might be seen as a starting step for the United States and 

China to begin to perceive the Security Council as a forum in which effective climate 

governance can be achieved. Ultimately, however, this illustrates the issue regarding the 

Security Council in general, and in particular regarding this issue. Due to the inherent 

structure of the Security Council with its focus on the veto power of the five permanent 

member states, the ultimate fate of any issue discussed at the Security Council is indeed 

dependent on the permanent member states. Therefore, no decision on inclusion of climate 

change in the mandate of the Security Council can be made until Russia (and China) are also 

on board. While securitization attempts thus can be partially successful even now, a possible 

full securitization of climate change in the Security Council appears to be dependent on the 

stance of policy of the permanent members of the Security Council. 	  
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6. Conclusions 
The aim of this thesis was to study the process of securitization of climate change at the 

Security Council, focus on the way representatives of SIDS attempt to securitize climate 

change, and how successful they are in these attempts. Based on this, my hope was also to be 

able to answer whether or not the securitizing move made by representatives of SIDS is 

successful. The research question posed at the beginning of thesis was: 

 

Which discursive strategies are employed by the representatives of SIDS in their attempts to 

securitize climate change at the UN Security Council, and to what extent are they successful? 

 

The study found three discursive strategies that were employed by the representatives of SIDS 

in their attempt to securitize climate change. They were defined as “climate change as a 

conventional threat”, which described climate change as a threat in terms of conventional 

security threats; “climate change and moral responsibility”, which described climate change 

as a moral issue that affects the most vulnerable and innocent people the worst; and “climate 

change as an encompassing threat” which described climate change as a current threat to 

developing states and especially SIDS, but as a future threat to the world as a whole.  

 

The analysis of the audience found two clear discourses in response to the securitizing attempt 

made by representatives of SIDS; one which recognized climate change as a security threat 

and also acknowledged the discursive strategies employed by representatives of SIDS; and 

one discourse which denied the notion of climate change as a security threat.  

 

The study thus found, in line with previous research which has stated that climate change has 

been partially securitized in the Security Council, that the securitizing attempt was partially 

successful as it gained recognition, but not from the whole audience. The study furthermore 

also found that there are very different views on the nature of the issue of climate change 

within the Security Council and that, also in line with previous research, that the future of 

climate change at the Security Council is dependent on the standpoints of the permanent 

members of the Security Council.  
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Appendix 1. List of SIDS according to UN-OHRLLS 
	
UN members Non-UN members/Associate 

members of the Regional 

Commissions 

1. Antigua 

and 

Barbuda 

11. Fiji 21. 

Mauritius 

31. 

Seychelles 

1. American 

Samoa 

11. 

Guadeloupe 

2. Bahamas 12. Grenada 22. Nauru 32. Solomon 

Islands 

2. Anguilla 12. Guam 

3. Bahrain 13. Guinea-

Bissau 

23. Palau 33. 

Suriname 

3. Aruba 13. 

Martinique 

4. Barbados 14. Guyana  24. Papua 

New Guinea 

34. Timor-

Leste 

4. Bermuda 14. 

Montserrat 

5. Belize 15. Haiti 25. Samoa 35. Tonga 5. British 

Virgin Islands 

15. New 

Caledonia 

6. Cabo 

Verde 

16. Jamaica 26. São 
Tomé and 
Príncipe	
 

36. Trinidad 

and Tobago 

6. Cayman 

Islands 

16. Niue 

7.Comoros 17. Kiribati 27. 

Singapore 

37. Tuvalu 7. 

Commonwealth 

of Northern 

Marianas 

17. Puerto 

Rico 

8. Cuba 18. Maldives 28. St. Kitts 

and Nevis 

38. Vanuatu 8. Cook Islands 18. Sint 

Maarten 

9. 

Dominica 

19. Marshall 

Islands 

29. St. Lucia  9. Curacao 19. Turks 

and Caicos 

Islands 

10. 

Dominican 

Republic 

20. Federated 

States of 

Micronesia 

30. St. 

Vincent and 

the 

Grenadines 

 10. French 

Polynesia 

20. U.S. 

Virgin 

Islands 

(Source: UN-OHRLLS, 2019b). 
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Appendix 2. Member States of regional groupings 
Table 1. Member States of AOSIS 

African, 
Indian and 
South China 
Seas 

Caribbean Observer 
States 

Pacific Ocean 

1. Cabo Verde 1. Antigua 
and Barbuda 

9. Guyana 1. American 
Samoa 

1. Cook 
Islands 

9. Papua 
New 
Guinea 

2. Comoros 2. Bahamas 10. Haiti 2. Guam 2. Fiji 10. Samoa 
3. Guinea-
Bissau 

3. Barbados 11. 
Jamaica 

3. Netherland 
Antilles 

3. Kiribati 11. 
Solomon 
Islands 

4. Maldives 4. Belize 12. St. 
Kitts and 
Nevis 

4. Puerto Rico 4. Marshall 
Islands 

12. Timor-
Leste 

5. Mauritius 5. Cuba 13. St. 
Lucia 

5. United 
States Virgin 
Islands 

5. 
Micronesia 

13. Tonga 

6. São Tomé 
and Príncipe	
 

6. Dominica 14.St. 
Vincent 
and the 
Grenadines 

 6. Nauru 14. Tuvalu 

7. Seychelles 7. 
Dominican 
Republic 

15. 
Suriname 

 7. Niue 15. Vanuatu 

8. Singapore 8. Grenada 16. 
Trinidad 
and 
Tobago 

 8. Palau  

(Source: AOSIS 2019b). 
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Table 2. Member States of Pacific Islands Forum (note that Australia and 

New Zealand are not SIDS) 

Member states of Pacific Islands Forum 

1. Australia 10. New Zealand 

2. Cook Islands 11. Niue 

3. Federated States of Micronesia 12. Palau 

4. Fiji 13. Papua New Guinea 

5. French Polynesia 14. Samoa 

6. Kiribati 15. Solomon Islands 

7. Marshall Islands 16. Tonga 

8. Nauru 17. Tuvalu 

9. New Caledonia 18. Vanuatu 

(Source: Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat).  

 

Table 3. Member States of the Caribbean Community (CARICOM) 

Member States of the Caribbean Community (CARICOM) Associate Member  

1. Antigua and 

Barbuda 

6. Grenada 11. Saint Lucia 1. Anguilla 

2. Bahamas 7. Guyana 12. St. Kitts and 

Nevis 

2. Bermuda 

3. Barbados 8. Haiti  13. St. Vincent and 

the Grenadines 

3. British Virgin 

Islands 

4. Belize 9. Jamaica 14. Suriname 4. Cayman Islands 

5. Dominica 10. Montserrat 15. Trinidad and 

Tobago 

5. Turks and Caicos 

Islands 

(Source: CARICOM Caribbean Community 2019b).  
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Appendix 3. Speakers at the UN Security Council meetings 

Table 1. Speakers at the 5663rd UNSC meeting  

Speakers at the 5663rd UNSC meeting, 17 April 2007  

(SIDS in bold; UNSC members in cursive; special speakers underlined) 

1. Slovakia 12. Panama 23. Japan  34. Palau 45. Argentina 

2. Italy 13. South Africa 24. Namibia 35. Denmark 46. Cuba 

3. Belgium 14. Russian 

Federation 

25. Barbados 36. Iceland 47. Singapore 

4. Ghana 15. Peru 26. Ukraine 37. Marshall 

Islands 

48. 

Liechtenstein 

5. Congo 16. United 

Kingdom 

27. Egypt 38. Philippines 49. Bolivia 

6. Qatar 17. Germany 28. Australia 39. Mexico 50. Cape Verde 

7. United States 

of America 

18. Netherlands 29. New 

Zealand 

40. Brazil 51. Costa Rica 

8. France 19. Maldives 30. Tuvalu 41. India 52. Israel 

9. China 20. Pakistan 31. Bangladesh 42. Republic of 

Korea 

53. Mauritius 

10. Ban Ki-

Moon, UN 

Secretary-

General 

21. Switzerland 32. Bolivarian 

Republic of 

Venezuela 

43. Norway 54. Comoros 

11. Indonesia 22. Papua New 

Guinea (On 

behalf of 

Pacific Islands 

Forum SIDS) 

33. Sudan 44. Federated 

States of 

Micronesia 
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Table 2. Speakers at the 6587th UN Security Council meeting 

Speakers at the 6587th UNSC meeting, 20 July 2011  

(SIDS in bold; UNSC members in cursive; special speakers underlined) 

1. Ban Ki-Moon, 

UN Secretary 

General 

14. Gabon 27. Costa Rica 40. Canada 53. Turkey 

2. Achim Steiner, 

Executive Director 

of UNEP 

15. India 28. New 

Zealand 

41. Papua New 

Guinea 

54. Philippines 

3. United States of 

America 

16. Portugal 29. Republic of 

Korea 

42. Islamic 

Republic of 

Iran 

55. Kenya 

4. Brazil 17. 

Germany 

30. Chile 43. Kuwait 56. Sudan 

5. China 18. Nauru 31. Kyrgyzstan 44. Kazakhstan 57. Ghana 

6. Bosnia and 

Hercegovina 

19. Australia 32. Mexico 45. Belgium 58. Bolivarian 

Republic of 

Venezuela 

7. Nigeria 20. Egypt 33. Ecuador 46. Peru 59. Fiji 

8. United Kingdom 21. 

Argentina 

34. Cuba 47. Bangladesh 60. Poland 

9. Russian 

Federation 

22. El 

Salvador 

35. Honduras 48. 

Plurinational 

State of Bolivia 

61. United 

Republic of 

Tanzania 

10. Colombia 23. 

European 

Union 

36. Ireland 49. Palau 62. Israel 

11. France 24. Slovenia 37. Japan 50. Hungary 63. Spain 

12. Lebanon 25. 

Denmark 

38. Singapore 51. Finland 64. Italy 

13. South Africa 26. 

Luxembourg 

39. Iceland 52. Barbados 65. Pakistan 
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Table 3. Speakers at the 8307th UN Security Council meeting 

Speakers at the 8307th UNSC meeting, 11 July 2018 

(SIDS in bold; UNSC members in cursive; special speakers underlined) 

1. Amina Mohammed, UN 

Deputy Secretary-General 

7. United 

Kingdom 

13. Ethiopia 19. Nauru 

2. Hassan Janabi, Minister for 

Water Resources of Iraq 

8. Peru 14. China 20. Maldives 

3. Hindou Ibramhim, 

International Indigenous 

Peoples Forum on Climate 

Change 

9. United States 

of America 

15. Côte d’Ivoire 21. Trinidad and 

Tobago 

4. Sweden 10. France 16. Equatorial 

Guinea 

22. Sudan 

5. Netherlands 11. Russian 

Federation 

17. Poland  

6. Kazakhstan 12. 

Plurinational 

State of Bolivia 

18. Kuwait  

	
Table 4. Speakers at the 8451st UN Security Council meeting 

Speakers at the 8351st UNSC meeting, 25 January 2019 

(SIDS in bold; UNSC members in cursive; special speakers underlined) 

1. Rosemary DiCarlo, 

Under-Secretary General 

for Political and 

Peacebuilding affairs 

18. 

Dominican 

Republic 

35. Holy 

See 

52. African Union 69. 

Uzbekistan 

2. Achim Steiner, 

administrator of the 

UNEP 

19. 

Guatemala 

36. 

Republic of 

Korea 

53. Ecuador 70. 

Romania 

3. Pavel Kabat, Chief 

Scientist of the World 

Meteorological 

Organization 

20. Hungary  37. Mexico 54. Kenya 71. Qatar 
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4. Lindsay Getschel, 

Research Assistant at the 

Environmental Security 

Program of the Stimson 

Center 

21. 

Philippines 

38. New 

Zealand 

55. Saint Vincent 

and the 

Grenadines 

72. Costa 

Rica 

5. Kuwait 22. 

Maldives 

39. India 56. Ireland  73. 

Kazakhstan 

6. Belgium 23. Haiti 40. Spain 57. Chile 74. 

Armenia 

7. Indonesia 24. Canada 41. 

European 

Union 

58. Nauru 75. 

Slovakia 

8. Germany 25. Fiji 42. 

Barbados 

59. Brazil 76. 

Netherlands 

9. United Kingdom 26. 

Nicaragua 

43. 

Portugal 

60. Trinidad and 

Tobago 

77. Belize 

10. China 27. Norway 44. Turkey 61. Vietnam 78. Tuvalu 

11. Russian Federation 28. Estonia 45. 

Switzerland 

62. Islamic 

Republic of Iran 

79. Algeria 

12. Côte d’Ivoire 29. 

Liechtenstein 

46. 

Australia 

63. Iraq 80. United 

Arab 

Emirates 

13. Peru 30. Japan 47. Sri 

Lanka 

64. Morocco 81. 

Mauritius 

14. France 31. Greece 48. 

Colombia 

65. Uruguay 

15. United States of 

America 

32. Latvia 49. Papua 

New 

Guinea 

66. Permanent Observer of the 

International Committee of the 

Red Cross to the United Nations 

16. Equatorial Guinea 33. Italy 50. Sweden 67. Sudan 

17. South Africa 34. Pakistan 51. 

Bangladesh 

68. Finland 
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Table 5. SIDS addressing the Security Council 

SIDS addressing the Security Council: 
Maldives  

• 2007 
• 2018 

(On behalf of AOSIS) 
• 2019 

Palau  
• 2007 
• 2011 

Cape Verde  
• 2007 

Haiti  
• 2019 

Papua New Guinea  

• 2007 
(On behalf of Pacific Islands Forum 
SIDS - Fiji, Nauru, Micronesia, 
Marshall Islands, Palau, Samoa, 
Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
Vanuatu, Papua New Guinea) 

• 2011 
• 2019 

Mauritius  
• 2007 
• 2019 

 

Marshall Islands 
• 2007 

Belize  
• 2019 

(On behalf of AOSIS) 

Barbados  
• 2007 
• 2011 

(On behalf of the member states of 
the 14 Caribbean Community 
CARICOM) 

• 2019 
(On behalf of the 14 member states 
of the Caribbean Community 
CARICOM) 

Singapore  
• 2007 
• 2011 

 
 

Comoros  
• 2007 

 

Nauru  
• 2011 

(On behalf of Pacific SIDS - Fiji, 
Marshall Islands, Micronesia, 
Palau, Papua New Guinea, Samoa, 
Solomon Islands, Tuvalu, Tonga, 
Vanuatu & Nauru; as well as 
Maldives, Seychelles &Timor-
Leste) 

• 2018 
(On behalf of the 12 Pacific SIDS) 

• 2019 
(On behalf of the Pacific Islands 
Forum member states represented at 
the UN) 

Trinidad and 
Tobago  

• (2018) 
(On behalf of the 14 
member states of the 
Caribbean 
Community 
CARICOM) 

• 2019 
 
 

Federated States 
of Micronesia  

• 2007 

 

Tuvalu  
• 2007 
• 2019 

(On behalf of the 12 members of 
the Pacific SIDS - Kiribati, Fiji, 
Micronesia, Nauru, Marshall 
Islands, Papua New Guinea, Palau, 
Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga, 
Vanuatu, Tuvalu) 

Fiji 
• 2011 
• 2019 

26. Saint 
Vincent and the 
Grenadines 
(2019) 

 

	


