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1. Introduction 
 
Entering the Anthropocene, the world’s attention is turned the role of humans on changing earth systems 
in relation to the planetary boundaries (Rockström et al., 2009). Of these systems climate change is among 
the most iconic issue that has rapidly manifested itself as a household concept. The risks of a changing 
climate are well-known. Rising temperatures not only affect bio-physical systems but also result cascading 
effects on our economic and health systems. At our current trajectory we temperatures are expected to rise 
by 2.7°C by the end of the century, far beyond the objective to keep it below 1.5°C (UNEP, 2021).  
 
The conference of parties (COP) has emerged as the most important global climate governance setting for 
negotiating strategies towards climate mitigation, adaptation, and financing towards an emission-reduced 
future. As we head closer to the goals of the 2015 Paris agreement, the pressure for nations to act is 
mounting. Given that policy changes that are required need time, it results in the notion that action needs 
to be taken now. Negotiations are however tedious because countries fail to unanimously agree on necessary 
polices. A recurring trend is the fierce debates on the issue of climate justice, with at its core developing 
and developed countries failing to agree on just and equitable agreements. This field recognizes that there 
are those that have disproportionately more to lose, also commonly understood as the Most Affected 
Peoples and Areas (MAPA). Broadly interpreted, climate justice revolves around equitable distribution of 
benefits and burdens related to the governance of climate change built on a fair distribution of 
responsibilities. In practice it translates across the notions of distributive justice, procedural justice, and 
recognition and respect for engagement, which underpins the former two (IPCC, 2022). The topic remains 
highly contested due to its normative and interpretive nature. In other words, climate justice bears different 
meanings to different parties, and this becomes problematic when parties come together to negotiate on 
global climate change policy. These interpretations may even clash with each other, and this has a 
significant effect on climate governance. If some issues are problematized and some are silenced, then it 
logically follows that some actors stand to gain, whilst others become marginalized. In short, climate justice 
is therefore defined as any justice related issue that pertains to the effects of climate change, or climate 
governance. 
 
The COP26 was an imperative moment for the climate justice debate. In essence, it proved to be a valuable 
pulse check to uncover what decisions have been made so far, and more importantly what is being planned 
for the future with respect to future mitigation, adaptation, and financing efforts. In particular, the how we 
are going to get there has been the root of debate and has faced a plethora of scrutiny by external observers. 
Although everyone agrees on the objective to create sustainable and just future, there is discrepancy to be 
found in taking on the burden of responsibility by individual countries to achieve this end. A common 
thread, as established throughout academic literature, is the conflict of interests of developed vs developing 
countries. Previous studies have indicated an imbalance of influence on climate negotiations (Audet, 2013; 
Okereke and Coventry, 2016; Schapper, 2018; Falzon, 2021). With the Paris Agreement it is argued that 
the global community has entered a polycentric phase of climate governance where equity considerations 
play an integral role (Okereke, 2018).  Throughout the negotiations the role of discourse, various knowledge 
claims and power dynamics are crucial in understanding how different actors have framed and represented 
the climate justice issue.  
 
This research views the COP26 as an arena for negotiations on climate policy underpinned by justice 
discourses of various interest groups. The aim of this project is to discern which climate justice discourses 
are prevalent at the higher-level segments and how these are manifested in policy outcomes. The higher-
level segments are the plenary statements made by leaders and in essence are hyper summaries of their 
positionality. The policy emerged from the COP26 is the Glasgow Pact.  This study utilizes a critical 
discourse analysis (CDA) approach, that through analysis of specific speeches made by country leaders and 
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non-state actors it identifies climate justice discourses that they exercise. Understanding moral discourses 
of justice requires insights to authority, knowledges, and subjectivities that are shaped by language and 
vocabularies (Eriksen et al. 2015; Pickering, 2016). It also considers power dynamics, given they play an 
important role in the shaping of narratives and subsequently have an impact on eventual outcomes 
(Morchain, 2018). Borrowing from Fairclough (1995), power is understood as the ability of one discourse 
to shape social reality and embed itself as accepted knowledge. Through a comparison of expressed 
discourses made at higher level statements and the Glasgow Pact one can ascertain how the power dynamics 
of climate governance translate into actual policy outcome. 
 
This research is relevant since the COP26 has been a recent event and thus offers an update of the current 
state of affairs regarding interpretations of climate justice and how these are represented in policy outcomes. 
A research gap persists given there have not been studies on the role of language shaping the justice debate 
at the COP since 2013 (Audet, 2013). By assuming a broad scope of climate justice, however, this research 
contributes a comprehensive overview of the topic, rather than specific interpretations of climate justice. 
This helps to put the topic in perspective and to consider any relationships that persist among these, if any. 
This method could be used as a further template to discern the topic of climate justice through CDA. In 
addition, this study positions itself to strengthen the hypothesis that developing countries are marginalized 
at climate negotiations in terms of their power and influence. Ultimately, I argue that studying the 
representational practices of relevant actors is a crucial first step towards solving injustices and power 
imbalances. In this respect, this study aims to answer the following research questions:  
 

x What climate justice discourses are exercised at the COP26 by whom?  
x How are these discourses manifested in the policy outcome of the COP26: the Glasgow Climate 

Pact? 
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2. Background 
 
2.1 The Climate Convention 
 
This section aims explain how the COP has emerged over time to set up the context of current day climate 
negotiations and justice interpretations. It first outlines the history of global climate governance with an 
emphasis on the initial convention, the Kyoto protocol, and the Paris agreement. Subsequently the main 
outcomes of the Glasgow Pact are presented. This chapter continues to consider the main stakeholders that 
influence the negotiation process, namely party coalitions, and non-state actors, and explores how 
negotiations work at the COP. This chapter provides the background necessary to understand the COP as a 
setting for actors to negotiate climate policy and that these are inherently built on normative values where 
notions of justice are at the core of policy preferences. 
 
2.1.1 Historical overview of the COP 
 
To understand the set-up of the COP26 and the Glasgow Pact it is important to explain the history of the 
COP and how it has changed over time. Such a foundation helps to clarify the relationship between 
developed and developing countries and their attitudes towards climate justice. This also clarifies the role 
of non-state actors, and the ability of the United Nations (UN) to coordinate an increasing amount and 
complexity of stakeholders’ perspectives, or the lack thereof.  
 
The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) was initiated in 1994 with the 
aim to unite the world in coordinating human interference of the climate system. It was revolutionary in its 
time as it formalized the UN’s stance that climate change was a global concern to be dealt with and thus 
ushered in an “era of global environmental governance”, one that is representative of one of the most 
pressing international concerns to this day (Kuyper, Schroeder and Linnér, 2018). The parties that ratified 
this treaty are hereafter simply referred to as ‘the convention’ and meet yearly at the COP to discuss progress 
and policy implications. The secretariat is the operational unit of the UNFCCC that is responsible for key 
tasks such as organizing the annual COP, assisting negotiations, and in is in charge of monitoring data. The 
“ultimate objective” of the convention, as per article 2, is stabilizing greenhouse gas concentrations at a 
level that prevent “dangerous anthropogenic interference” with the climate (United Nations, 1992). The 
original convention specifically emphasizes the role of developed countries, who are classified as “Annex 
1” countries, in the setting of the problem. Since they are responsible for the bulk of the emissions, they 
were expected to cut down the most, but also to support non-annex 1 countries with their mitigation and 
adaptation efforts by means of financial aid and technology transfers (United Nations, 1992). Although the 
convention has been modified since its conception its core principles still serve as a corner stone of climate 
change governance today. 
 
In 1997 the convention was further operationalized by the Kyoto Protocol. The objective of this protocol 
was to commit Annex 1 and transitioning countries to limit greenhouse gases (GHGs) to specific individual 
targets. It recognizes that developed countries have a greater responsibility since they are the main polluters, 
and therefore in ratifying the protocol they bind themselves to the pledge to reduce emissions. The protocol 
is characterized by the introduction of market-based mechanisms like international emission trading and 
clean development mechanisms. In addition, it introduced more rigorous measuring and reporting standards 
which included compliance systems and standardized registries. The protocol itself saw a plethora of 
scrutiny, however. As one author puts it, “the Kyoto Protocol was the wrong solution at the right time” 
(Rosen, 2015). Critics argue that the protocol was based on a poor institutional design which came short in 
terms of compliance, efficiency, and effectiveness. The main design failure was in its soft target to reduce 
emissions by 5% by 2012, even though more stringent goals were set to reduce by 50% by 2020 coupled 
with poor timeframe of 5-year increments (Rosen, 2015).  
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At the COP21 in 2015, the Paris Agreement was conceived, which to this day is the latest legally binding 
international treaty on climate change that builds and expands on the principles of the original convention 
and the Kyoto Protocol. Its most significant objective is to limit global warming well below 2°C, with the 
aim to limit it to 1.5 °C compared to preindustrial levels (United Nations, 2015). The Paris Agreement is a 
landmark given it is the first of its kind binding all ratified nations, which symbolizes a collective initiative 
and a departure from only holding Annex 1 countries legally accountable. The agreement places emphasis 
on social and economic transformation and requires countries to come up with national determined 
contributions (NDCs) which are reviewed every 5 years. States officially pledged their commitment to 
finance by providing $100 billion per year up till 2020 and beyond. Moreover, the agreement provides a 
holistic framework where developing countries are granted access to financial assistance, technology 
transfer and the provision of capacity building. Despite a widely agreed successful advancement in climate 
governance, NDCs remain scrutinized for their voluntary nature, as these have led to under commitment by 
states and as such it remains questionable whether the sum of NDCs actually lead to the 1.5 reduction 
pledge (Kuyper, Schroeder and Linnér, 2018). The financial pledges by developed states have been 
scrutinized by critics, claiming that $100 billion per annum will not be enough to support mitigation and 
adaptation efforts by developing countries. This is an important consideration, given that many NDC 
pledges made by developing countries are conditional because they depend on financing to implement their 
own national policies (Pauw et al., 2020). 
 
Since the writings of the original convention were designed for a relatively short timeframe and explicitly 
assumed some flexibility due to the imminent increase of knowledge over time, it makes sense that the 
mantra of climate governance has been evolving over time. In their paper, the evolution of the UNFCCC, 
Kuyper et al. (2018) argue that this evolution not has not only seen a shift from the burden of emission 
reductions from Annex 1 countries to all countries, but likewise an increase of participation by non-state 
actors and has seen a changing focus from mitigation to include adaptation and financing. In the expansion 
of climate governance the UNFCCC has changed their role from being a mere implementor to becoming a 
coordinator who has the task to balance complex and ample perspectives by various stakeholders (Kuyper, 
Schroeder and Linnér, 2018). 
 
2.1.2 The Glasgow Pact 
 
The Glasgow Pact is the outcome of the COP26 taking place in Glasgow, Scotland from the 31st of October 
to the 12th of November in 2021. The Pact is a collective of resolutions that build on the Paris agreement. 
The main objective of the COP26 was to secure the 1.5-degree pledge per Paris Agreement and to strive 
towards net-zero emissions by 2050. Other goals were to “mobilize finance” to secure the $100 billion per 
year, to “adapt to protect communities and natural habitats”, and to “work together” to accelerate action 
and come to a joint resolution (COP, 2021). The Glasgow Pact introduces several initiatives. In terms of 
mitigation, the parties agreed that the current NDCs are not effective enough to meet the 1.5-degree 
reduction goal. Thus the 5-year revision plan has been altered to now revise NDCs by 2023 already. Next, 
this policy outline made for the first time an explicit reference to the phasing-out of coal which 
acknowledges coal to be a major driver of emissions. With respect to financing and adaptation richer 
countries pledged to double the spending towards this goal. The Pact includes further specific resolutions 
with respect to mitigation, adaptation, and financing, some which are highlighted in section 5.2. 
 
In general terms the global south approached COP26 with three overall demands (Jacobs, 2021). First, they 
demanded to get more funding. The previous pledge to commit to $100 billion had not been met by 
developing nations, and even so this would not suffice coming decade. Second, vulnerable countries pushed 
for reallocation of budgets to reflect a higher importance to funds allocated towards adaption. Since most 
budgets go towards the financing of mitigation efforts it is an important distinction because matters relating 



 5 

to adaptation are due to past and ongoing effects of climate change. Third, developing countries sought to 
get a recognition that climate change effectively is responsible for ‘loss and damage’ to their economies.  
 
2.1.3 Actors 
 
There are three types of participants that are active at the COP. These are the representatives of countries, 
members of media and the press, and representatives of observer organizations. The latter two categories 
constitute as non-state actors. Whilst the most important negotiations are done at the higher-level segments, 
non-state actors play an important role in exercising soft power to attain their normative position and 
inform, control, and hold parties accountable (Boström and Hallström, 2010). 
 
The main negotiations on climate policy are conducted on a state level. Due to conflicting interests these 
negotiations have historically been difficult. The structure of the UNFCCC has not helped this either, as the 
Paris Agreement is rooted in a resource-focused view where a win-lose narrative is dominant: either that of 
economic development, or that of climate protection (Hermwille et al., 2017). Having departed from the 
‘Annex 1’ and ‘non-annex 1’ framework in the earlier years the Paris Agreement adopts a clear and explicit 
distinction between developed states and developing states, and subsequently their roles and responsibilities 
within the objectives (United Nations, 2015). The agreement however does not specify exactly which 
countries are included within these categories. In theory the UNFCCC recognizes countries formally as 
equal, as evidenced by the mandate that all countries should strive to reduce their emission to meet the 2°C 
reduction target respective to their own output.  
 
In practice one could assume that an implicit understanding exists that the developing versus developed 
framework is are a mere continuation of the previous Annex system (Ari and Sari, 2017). A more nuanced 
interpretation of categorization however can be found within the institutional set up of the Paris Agreement 
itself. In particular, the NDCs allow for self-differentiation of countries due to its bottom-up structure in 
that each country can decide on their own commitments. Moreover, as Pauw et al. (2019) point out, the 
agreement does actively differentiate between countries in a context specific way in what they coin as 
‘subtle differentiation’. For instance, policy articles that relate to adaptation refer to ‘particularly vulnerable 
developing countries’ whilst articles related to finance typically refer to ‘LDCs’ and ‘SIDS’. In practice, 
self-differentiation and subtle-differentiation have a high correlation, with the exception of themes relating 
to provision of support (Pauw, Mbeva and van Asselt, 2019). This corresponds with the fact that in practice 
parties have historically clustered into coalitions to negotiate their interests. An overview of these coalitions 
and their aims can be found in table 1. Coalitions can be viewed as “political and reflexive actors that 
strategically use discourse in their involvement of specific relations of definition” (Audet, 2013). Coalitions 
are a mere approximation of general interest groups among countries that engage with varying and at times, 
competing discourses.  
 
Coalitions and their members 
 
Table 1: An overview of the various coalitions and their members (UN, 2022; Audet, 2013) 

Coalition Description 

African Group of Negotiators 
Representative of the African Union. One of the largest coalitions. 
54 African countries. 
 

Arab States Representative of the Arab regions and general Islamic countries. 
Algeria, Bahrain, Comoros, Djibouti, Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, 
Lebanon, Libya, Morocco, Mauritania, Oman, Palestine, Qatar, 
Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Sudan, Syria, Tunisia, United Arab 
Emirates, Yemen. 
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Environmental Integrity Group 
(EIG) 

Collective of developing and developed nations emerged following 
Kyoto protocol. Mexico, Liechtenstein, Switzerland, Monaco, 
Georgia and the republic of Korea. 
 

European Union (EU) Supranational political and economic union. The EU commissioner 
typically negotiates on behalf of member states. All EU states. 
 

Least Developed Countries 
(LDC) 

UN created category comprising of developing countries. 
Intercontinental overlap across continents. 48 countries. 
 

Small Islands Developing States 
(SIDS) 

United by the threat of rising sea levels to their survival. 40 low 
lying islands comprised of G77 countries. 
 

Umbrella Group Coalition following the adoption of the Kyoto protocol. Non-
developing countries that are not EU. Australia, Belarus, Canada, 
Iceland, Israel, Japan, New Zealand, Kazakhstan, Norway, the 
Russian Federation, Ukraine, and the United States. 
 

BASIC Collective of emerging economies that frequently coordinate across 
a wide range of international issues. 
Brazil, South-Africa, China, and India. 
 

Organization of Petroleum 
Exporting Countries (OPEC) 

Oil exporting nations with an explicit interest in keeping business as 
usual. Algeria, Angola, Congo, Ecuador, Equatorial Guinea, 
Gabon, Iran, Iraq, Kuwait, Libya, Nigeria, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, 
United Arab Emirates and Venezuela. 
 

Independent Alliance of Latin 
America and the Caribbean 
(AILAC) 

Climate based coalition, breaking as a subset from G77. Colombia, 
Chile, Peru, Costa Rica, Guatemala, Panama, and Dominican 
Republic. 
 

CACAM Regional interest group. Central Asian and Caucasus countries, 
Albania and Moldova. 
 

Bolivarian Alliance for the 
Peoples of our America (ALBA) 

Intergovernmental organization aligning countries on social, 
economic, and political agendas. Bolivia, Cuba, Caribbean nations. 
 

G77 Group of 77. Current day contains 134 developing countries. Unites 
to create better negotiation power. Typically acts as an overarching 
coalition. 

 
Non-state actors are defined as actors that operate independent from the state and represent certain interest 
groups such as environmental organizations, businesses, trade unions, cities, youth or women,  the scientific 
community and even individuals (Moss and Umbers, 2020). The UNFCCC classifies non-state actors as 
attaining an ‘observer role’ which constitutes non-government organizations (NGOs) and 
intergovernmental organizations (IGOs). These organizations are not allowed access to the negotiations of 
the COP by default and so they have to be individually admitted. Even then, only some NGOs and IGOs 
get to participate in negotiation, whilst the rest is restricted to a mere observatory role. The role of non-state 
actors at the COP have effectively been to reinforce normative values in communicating to states and the 
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public alike what ought to be prudent climate policy, whether through influencing states directly or forming 
collective action movements (Morchain, 2018). Non-state actors have gained an increasing amount of 
legitimacy over the years and are as a consequence increasingly active at lower-level negotiations at the 
COP (Moss and Umbers, 2020). There are many non-state actors surrounding the COP, but here only those 
present at the higher-level segment are considered, since they have the ability to publicly voice their 
statements. An overview can be found in table 2. 
 
The specific duties of non-state actors with respect to climate justice vary between actors. In principle, non-
state actors can be understood to perform a wide array of activities. Borrowing from Nasiritousi et al (2016), 
NGO’s serve to influence the agenda, provide information and expertise, influence decisions, and policy 
makers, raise awareness, implement actions, evaluate policies, represent public opinion, and represent 
marginalized voices. To perform these functions, they rely on soft power techniques to create agency. 
Agency can is generally defined as having an edge due to access to knowledge or resources but is also a 
function of the perception of other players on a group level (Ibid). Böstrom & Hallström (2010) identify 
symbolic, cognitive, social, leveraging, and material power sources for non-state actors.  Studying 
categorical representations of non-state actors at the COP17 and COP18, Nasiritousi et al. (2016) find that 
non-state actors are associated with a particular activity. For instance, environmental NGOs were typically 
associated with raising awareness (73%), research NGO’s with providing expertise (63%) and indigenous 
people’s organizations with representing marginalized voices (60%) (Nasiritousi, Hjerpe and Linnér, 2016). 
The variety of functions of non-state actors is reflected at the COP by the presence of a balanced mix of 
different interest groups. 
 
Non-state actors with observer roles 
 
Table 2: An overview of non-state actors at the higher-level segment of COP26 (UN, 2022) 

 Non-state actor Description 
IGOs RINGO Research and Independent NGO’s 

IFRC  International Federation of Red Cross 
IDLO International Development Law Organization 
GECF Gas Exporting Countries Forum 
OPEC Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries 
PIF Pacific Island Forum 
Others CGIAR;  IGAD; Corporación Andina de Fomento; Institut International 

du Froid; International Centre for Integrated Mountain Development; 
International Transport Forum; Organization for Economic Co-
operation and Development; International Union for Conservation of 
Nature; Inter-Parliamentary Union, Nordic Council of Ministers; 
organization Internationale de la Francophonie; Parliamentary 
Assembly of the Mediterranean; la Comunidad Andina; South Asia Co-
operative Environment Programme; The Commonwealth; Union for the 
Mediterranean. 
 

NGOs BINGOs Business and Industry NGOs. 
ENGOs On behalf of environmental nongovernmental organizations. 

Waterkeeper alliance; Fundación alliente; War on Want. 
 

TUNGOs Trade unions nongovernmental organizations. 



 8 

FNGOs Farmers nongovernmental organizations. 
MANGOs Municipal authorities non-governmental organizations. 

Mayor of Manchester. 

RINGOs Research and independent nongovernmental organizations. Southern 
Connecticut State University. 

WGNGOs Women and Gender nongovernmental organizations. 
YNGOs Youth nongovernmental organizations. 
Others the Disability caucus; Education Communication & Outreach 

stakeholders; Faith based organizations; GLOBE international 
parliamentarians; European Molecular Biology Lab; Faculty of Public 
Health Royal Colleges of Physicians UK.  

 
2.2 Negotiations 
 
2.2.1 Power imbalances at negotiations 
 
Policy negotiations take place in numerous informal meetings that due to the short time frame of the COP 
occur simultaneously, where different actors, often divided into delegations, negotiate varying issues. These 
parallel negotiations are also referred to as ‘tracks’ and ‘informals’. A recent study by Falzon (2021) on 
institutional power imbalances at the COP24 reveals, through 200+ hours of interviews, the intricate 
imbalances between ‘norms’ of Parties that perpetrate power hierarchies in the negotiations. Despite there 
being efforts by the UNFCCC to provide funding to in spirit of inclusivity, developing nations may find 
themselves with a limited budget which directly influences the size of the delegation they can send to the 
COP. The consequence is that delegations of developed Parties will crowd out smaller delegations 
(Schroeder, Boykoff and Spiers, 2012). Another norm that the negotiations assume is the national stability 
of nations, where it is expected that the same delegations attend the COP over a period of time. When this 
is not the case, for some developing countries, the lack of experienced negotiators due to a change in regime 
can adversely impact their bargaining power (Falzon, 2021). 
 
Another norm is that the de facto global language of communication is English. Though measures are taken 
to provide translations, the negotiations occur in English and requires translators to be present for those that 
lack fluency. Policy documents are likewise first constructed in English before they are officially translated. 
This could lead one to argue that certain claims of justice are dismissed in negotiations because they cannot 
be properly articulated – although further investigations would have to reveal to what extent this hypothesis 
holds merit (Falzon, 2021). However, many statements at the higher-level segment have been made in other 
languages such as Spanish, Mandarin or Arabic. Last but not least, is the norm related knowledge. The lack 
of readily available knowledge and expertise by developing countries at negotiations as a consequence of 
being underfunded directly influences which knowledge claims are given more weight in the creation of 
policies (Okereke, 2018). 
 
2.2.2 Moral language in climate politics 
 
Language is important for negotiations. Climate justice is rooted in normative claims to morality. This is 
important because in practice negotiations are carried out by different parties that each utilize their own 
language. Pickering (2016) defines moral language as “the vocabulary of moral discourse”, where “specific 
words and phrasing serve to signal a particular discourse to an audience”. He further argues that moral 
language serves two distinct purposes that aim to characterize climate change and propose solutions. The 
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first is that language has an analytical function which is to provide unifying reasons for the need of 
coordinated actions. Secondly, moral language is utilized from a motivational perspective, where language 
is used to motivate people to act in a certain way (Pickering, 2016). It can be argued whilst the analytical 
role is typically an agreed upon phenomenon - that is, everyone agrees on the principle that climate change 
indeed leads to injustices and that action is required. The motivational aspect remains disputed however, as 
evidenced by the very notion that the debate is still an ongoing topic going forward characterized by 
disputes over how such action should be taken. This research posits that the statements at the COP made by 
actors contain moral language and that by analyzing them we can grasp the overall discourse they are 
exercising. 
 
2.3 Climate Justice 
 
This section demonstrates that various interpretations and discourses of climate justice exist. A definition 
of justice by the UNFCCC in context of the Paris agreement is provided to present how the organizers of 
the COP view climate justice. It then explains that climate justice is a broad field that contains a wide array 
of dimensions and that this has implications for the scope of research. Climate justice is essentially a 
contested issue and therefore it is argued that the framework of the UNFCCC is not sufficient to accurately 
capture all dominant climate justice discourses. 
 
2.2.1 Definition by UNFCCC  
 
Over time climate justice has emerged as a central topic of debate at the COP (Okereke, 2018). Before 
delving into various discourses, it serves to consider how the UNFCCC defines justice. They do so on three 
core principles. First is that of distributive justice, which refers to the allocation of burdens and benefits 
among stakeholders. Next is that of procedural justice which refers to who decides and participates in 
decision-making. The third is recognition with regards to respect and fair engagement of diverse 
perspectives and cultures (IPCC, 2022). The principles are all embedded within the governance of the 
climate change and are relevant to all subtopics. For instance, distributive justice is ensured by the pledge 
of developed countries to donate $100 billion annually to the developing world. Procedural justice is a 
virtue that is embedded within the operational set up of the COP. The very nature of the COP entails the 
coming together of all countries in the world and are in theory equals that are invited to negotiate global 
policy at their discretion. Recognition justice is where all stakeholders are allowed to be heard at the COP.  
Although this definition provides an operational definition of justice, this research contends that this 
framework is not adequate enough to capture a broader scope of various climate justice discourses that have 
emerged over time. This is because first, procedural justice cannot be analyzed through CDA, and second, 
the recognition dimension is inherently flawed since it is easy to recognize an injustice but harder to act on 
it. At last, since climate injustices persists despite their definitions it signals that these might not be 
complete. 
 
2.2.2 The problem of defining climate justice 
 
The literature points out that one should remain cautious to adopt a deliberative definition of justice. 
Correspondingly in practice, the very notion of climate justice and climate equity are at its core hard to 
define because they are normative judgements, shaped by the social actor and their discursive manipulation 
of the term (Audet, 2013). The nature of issues related to justice can be understood as fluid and complex. 
This follows that a specific discourse of justice is embedded on interests of stakeholders, and even there, 
discrepancy may exist between them (Scandrett, 2016; Okereke, 2018). The consequence is that actors 
exercise multiple definitions of justice at any given moment. Though the UNFCCC has their own 
definitions, there have in practice been different expressions of climate justice by stakeholders which are 
different from the normative ideals of the UNFCCC. 
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Okereke and Coventry (2016) argue that discrepancies of interpretations already began with the conception 
of the Convention in 1992, where the ‘common but differentiated responsibility principle’ (CBDR) led to 
a double-sided interpretation. Developed countries historically have placed emphasis on the ‘common’ part, 
implying effective action requires sacrifice by all stakeholders. Conversely, developing countries have 
weighed the ‘differentiated responsibility’ more, and thus place the burden of action on developed countries 
in terms of stringent reduction measures and leadership in terms of financing and technology transfer 
(Okereke and Coventry, 2016). This sentiment is well illustrated by Füsell (2010), who introduces the 
notion of “double inequity”, which stipulates those countries in the global south will face greater 
consequences of global warming which in turn cascade into other vulnerable domains such as poverty and 
famine. The other side of inequity is explained by the irony that it is these very countries that contributed 
the least share to GHG emissions in the first place (Füssel, 2010). Such human rights-based discourse is a 
common feature that is frequently exercised by most actors. It can be concluded that the language of the 
UNFCCC does not lend itself to accurately promote climate justice. 
 
Similar to the evolution of the Convention, the notion of justice has evolved over time to reflect the 
changing attitudes towards equity. Developing countries have increasingly criticized the lack of finance, 
claiming ineffective planning and inconsistent support by their wealthier counterparts. Developed countries 
on the contrary, have either resorted to arguing that they are supporting at their maximum capacity, or 
alternatively pointing the fingers towards developing countries by framing them as demanding funding for 
other purposes other than finance (Skillington, 2017). Nevertheless, there has always remained an 
inconsistency between what has been pledged in terms of financial support and what has actually been 
given. Following the Kyoto protocol, justice disputes have emerged over the role of market-based 
instruments in the reduction of emissions. Whilst proponents argue this to be an efficient mechanism, critics 
(typically representative of the global south) have argued that these do not benefit local communities and 
further exacerbate inequalities. Over time, the notion of procedural justice has been scrutinized. Even 
though the UNFCCC operates on a principle of one-country one vote, critics claim that developing countries 
have been banding together. Additionally, evidence of underrepresentation has amounted over the years, 
where developed countries were overrepresented compared to their developing countries counterpart 
(Okereke, 2018). This explains that even if the emergent climate policy stipulates a procedural justice and 
acknowledgment, it is nevertheless still experienced as such in practice. 
 
In reality constructing a narrative between developed and developing countries is a mere convenient 
abstraction, as discrepancies persist on a deeper level between countries themselves. Previous studies have 
evidenced that justice discourse is indeed fragmented and inconsistent. Audet (2013) finds that, upon 
studying coalitions, climate justice discourse at COP16 is constructed along two levels, namely ideological 
and semantic. For instance, where ALBA, BASIC and the UG focused on distributive climate justice and 
abatement costs, using enouncements of ‘fairness’ and ‘balance’. The AOSIS, AG and LEDCs typically 
emphasized the vulnerability dimension and used ‘responsibility’ as a frequent enouncement (Audet, 2013). 
As a result, it is concluded that between developing countries themselves different discourses within justice 
are enacted, ranging from those focusing on the ‘responsibilities and duties’ thus perpetuating a ‘north-
south’ discourse reflecting historical responsibilities. Next, the author finds evidence for a ‘transition 
discourse’, focusing on the mitigation and transition to a low carbon economy. Last but not least, findings 
pointed towards a vulnerability discourse, that focuses on the urgency of action to be taken. The latter find 
their roots in a human rights discourse (Audet, 2013). This study demonstrates well how the varying 
interpretations and expressions of climate justice. However, there have not been many studies that have 
confirmed or update these findings since. 
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3. Theoretical framework 
 
3.1 Three dimensions of climate justice 
 
It is by now evident that within academia the notion of climate justice is interpreted through a variety of 
issues. As demonstrated, since there is a discrepancy in how the UNFCCC defines justice, how it is 
experienced in practice, and how academics have studied the topic, I argue that their framework is not 
sufficient to be used a theoretical lens. The past decades have seen a proliferation of sub-strands of climate 
justice discourses, and it is not clear how these could all be categorized using the definitions of the 
UNFCCC. Additionally, since the UNFCCC is sampled in this research, it makes sense to adopt a neutral 
theoretical framework. The dimensions they use are also not wholly suited to be used for discourse analysis 
since the “acknowledging” component is easily achieved. In context of CDA this would yield 
misrepresentative interpretations and false impressions of justice.   
 
To accommodate such variety of different interpretations a framework is needed to coherently categorize 
different themes of climate justice. This research adopts the three-dimensional model of climate justice by 
Schapper (2018). In this model, climate justice is perceived as an issue between states, social groups, and 
generations which adequately captures the variety of justices expressed by a given actor. These are 
international justice, intra-societal justice, and intergenerational justice. These three dimensions are 
separated with respect to the recipient of injustice, the burden bearers, temporal aspects, and normative 
claims that underpin a given dimension. I use this framework to categorize dominant climate justice 
discourses that are commonly found within each dimension. The following review serves to illustrate these 
discourses. See section 3.3 for a summary of the theoretical framework. 
 
Literature is found through searching various databases using key words such as ‘climate justice’ and 
‘climate justice discourse’. Progressing through this process, I searched for specific discourses that 
frequently came up. I used references in key papers to find other papers that related to this topic. Once 
familiarized with the literature, I refined themes and omitted highly specific or contextualized discourses 
that did not fit the scope. Overall, I adopted the dominant discourses and cluster together papers that argue 
on their behalf or provide an overview in general. 
 
3.2 Dimension-specific discourses 
 
3.2.1 International justice 
 
International justice concerns itself with the relationship between developing and developed states. Here 
historical roles are taken into account which relate to the unequal share of responsibility for the share of 
emissions and benefits derived from these by developed countries (Schapper, 2018). The literature points 
towards several discourses that are dominant within this dimension. 
 
The historical responsibility discourse is built on the notion that the states that have polluted the most in the 
past are now the ones that should bear the responsibility and costs of their past transgressions (Schlosberg 
and Collins, 2014). In other words, this discourse is built on the polluter-pays principle (PPP). In practice 
however the PPP is more complex than assumed at face value. It is not always clear who the polluters are 
since they may for example long gone, if examined from a historical perspective. This fuels the argument 
that it is not necessarily fair for citizens of developed nations to bear those costs (Caney, 2005). Those 
insisting on PPP as justice however stress the role of beneficiary responsibility, which posits that inhabitants 
of developed nations have positively benefited from previous emissions and therefore should be held liable 
(Moellendorf, 2012). Another variation of this discourse is those advocating that rich countries should bear 
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the burden, based on their ability to pay regardless of historical context. This aligns with the writings of the 
initial convention, which underpins the ‘respective capabilities’ of parties to commit to aid (United Nations, 
1992). This discourse is different from the historical responsibility discourse because it targets all wealthy 
countries. Fairness is evoked through a principle of equality rather than a principle of blame (Moellendorf, 
2012). 
 
The rights-based discourse stipulates a different interpretation of international justice. This discourse 
emphasizes that everyone should have the right to develop – or to grow economically – before they are 
expected to reduce their emissions (Schlosberg and Collins, 2014). Essentially it entails that developing 
countries have a right to develop, and therefore the right to pollute. Similar to developed countries in the 
past. Certainly, as Ngosso (2013) points out, the very act of the right to develop is expressed in other key 
policy documents such as the declaration of human rights of 1986. In the contemporary world this issue 
seems not to have resolved either. The sustainable development agenda advocates for an exhaustive list of 
goals that may counteract each other, where economic growth and climate change action are at odds with 
one another. It cannot be denied that many impoverished countries rely on traditional energy sources to 
spur economic development. Denying the access to these may consequently bear adverse effects on human 
development (Ngosso, 2013). Finally, the just institutions discourse highlights the need for fair and 
inclusive frameworks in the negotiation of climate action. Here the literature points towards various 
interpretations. This discourse is rooted in historical injustices where unequal recognition for stakeholders 
like developing countries and NGOs were common. Yet it is also is reflected in current debates that there 
are no functional frameworks and rules for current day capacity building and finance mechanisms (Caney, 
2005; Okereke and Coventry, 2016; Okereke, 2018). 
 
3.2.2 Intra-societal justice 
 
The intra-societal justice dimension refers to injustices among social groups and posits that climate change 
perpetuates inequalities among groups, including but not limited to gender, class, race and indigenous 
peoples. Discourses within this dimension are rooted in the notion of human rights (Schapper, 2018). 
 
The vulnerability discourse is the view that climate change adversely impacts basic human rights such as 
health, subsistence and access to food and water. Caney (2005) argues that rights are significantly violated 
through the right of not having others deprive of one’s health and subsistence. This discourse thus argues 
justice on the grounds of survival and prosperity and aligns itself with the observation that climate change 
has a devastating impact on those that stand to suffer the most. Recent trends within climate justice 
scholarship advocate for transformative justice where an emphasis is placed on structural imbalances that 
adversely impact marginalized groups (Skillington, 2017). Within this dimension, critical climate justice 
expresses the importance of intersectionality with feminist theory, which posits that climate justice should 
be understood through a colonial and extractives-capitalist lens, where emphasis should be on gender, race 
and class, among others, when analyzing climate justice (Sultana, 2022). Here, just transitions should be 
designed with an intersectional approach as to further limit inequalities that go beyond direct impacts of 
climate change alone (Mattar et al., 2021). To not complicate the identification process, these discourses 
are hereafter referred to as vulnerability when it relates to all matters of human rights. Normative claims in 
context of specific social groups like gender and indigenous are labeled as their own respective discourse.  
 
Another sub strand of the human rights discourse is that of indigenous justice. This interpretation stresses 
the rights and vulnerabilities indigenous communities face as a consequence of adverse impacts on their 
livelihood caused by climate change. Furthermore, the indigenous perspective proposes that such 
communities have a central role to play in the transition towards a sustainable future (Whyte, 2020). The 
ecological-based discourse departs from taking humans as a central theme and rather emphasizes the rights 
of nature, including all flora and fauna and the complex systems that link them together. This form of justice 
posits that non-human beings are entities with entities that have inherent value and should be dignified in 
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their own right (Jones, 2015; Wienhues, 2020).  Though it finds its roots in environmental justice it has 
over time become a central role within the climate change discourse given the change in earth systems has 
significant effects on biodiversity (Rockström et al., 2009). Ecological justice is interpreted primarily in 
terms of non-human entities, but the anthropological relation cannot be ignored since ecological and human 
well-being are interlinked. Another discourse that is less frequently employed in practice is the role of 
religion. Jenkins et al (2020) find that climate change relates to religion in that the latter can be used as a 
confessional framework to explain the morality behind climate politics. Since religion plays a significant 
role in many societies throughout the world it can be an effective medium through which leaders can express 
climate related issues. Religious terms can be used to describe a particular instance in moral language when 
conventional discourses fail to do so (Jenkins, Berry and Kreider, 2018). 
 
3.2.3 Intergenerational justice 
 
The intergenerational justice dimension highlights the relationship between previous, current, and future 
generations. Injustices persists due to the actions of the past, and the burden lies on those in the present to 
act, to preserve the rights of those in the future (Schapper, 2018). Here two main discourses are found, 
although they are inherently linked. One is the generation discourse, which expresses a notion of blame and 
responsivity we have to protect our future generations. This entails that there is a moral obligation to protect 
humans in the future given they have rights and should not be socially discounted (Caney, 2005). The just 
transition discourse builds on this premise and emphasizes that policies made today should therefore not be 
considered in light of what is appropriate now, but also with respect how future generations stand to benefit 
from these choices (Mattar et al., 2021). Grassroots movements like Fridays for future reflect well the 
increased attention that generational justice is getting within todays justice debates.  
 
3.3 Summary 
 
This table summarize these the three-dimensional view of climate justice, namely: international justice, 
intra-societal justice, and intergenerational justice. Dominant discourses are identified along with their core 
normative claims. 
 
Table 3: Theoretical framework and relevant discourses as adapted from Schapper (2018) 

Dimensions Dominant discourses  Normative claims 
Inter-national 
justice 

Historical 
responsibility 

Those responsible for the bulk of emissions should 
bear the blame and burden for transitions. 

Ability to pay Those that have more should pay for the transition. 
Just institutions Fair and inclusive institutional frameworks. 
Rights-based Developing countries have a right to grow their 

economies and improve living standards. 
Intra-societal justice Ecological The environment has inherent worth that needs 

protection. 
Vulnerability Human rights are adversely impacted by climate 

change. 
Gender, indigenous Certain social groups are disproportionally affected 

and need to be acknowledged. 
Intergenerational 
justice 

Future generations Past generations are responsible, current generation 
is accountable, and future generations are impacted. 

Just transitions Transitions need to be made that positively impact 
future generations. 
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4. Methodology 
 
The following section will discuss the chosen methodology for this research. To analyze which dimensions 
and particular discourses found with the statements it makes use of CDA.  It starts by explaining the benefits 
of CDA as a research method to analyze speeches. It will then discuss the specific data used for analysis 
and how it is sampled. Last, it explains the analytical framework used for this research which is a two-step 
approach inspired by methods developed by Dryzek (2013) and Cummings et al. (2020).  
 
4.1 Critical Discourse Analysis 
 
Discourse is a term that is frequently used throughout policy debates and finds itself rooted in academic 
research. As a consequence, its actual definition is not always clear. Discourse is the notion that language 
is structured according to the individual’s speech choices and patterns rooted in social life (Jørgensen and 
Phillips, 2002). There are many forms of discourse analysis that may emphasize a particular aspect of 
language or utilize a different framework of analysis. However, what remains constant is that discourse 
analysis is a constructivist theory, which posits that reality is a social construct (ibid). Fairclough (2010) 
argues CDA is based on three basic properties. First is that it is a relational method, where emphasis is not 
placed on the individual but rather on the relation between individuals and/or objects. Relationships are 
complex and form a basis for “social life: meaning, and making meaning (Fairclough, 2010, p. 3). Second, 
these relations are dialectical, meaning that entities that define a relation may be separate, but are not 
discrete. They may have some overlap and two-dimensional influences. In other words, social practices 
constitute the social world, just as they are constituted by it. Discourse analysis is thus a transdisciplinary 
approach that is applicable to investigate social reality constructed by different actors reasoning from a 
different disciplines and perspectives.  
 
Researching discourse is an attempt to uncover power dynamics that are formed through discursive 
practices. These persist between different groups and are often found between class systems or minority-
majority constructs. A practical interpretations of power is simply the capacity to decide the conversation 
(Bacchi, 2012; Morchain, 2018). However, in CDA power is more deeply defined as the ability of one 
discourse to shape social reality and embed itself as accepted knowledge. Unequal power relations are 
therefore understood as ideological effects (Jørgensen and Phillips, 2002). Power relations are exercised 
through social relations between actors that have their own identity but are also shaped by their social 
structures and other social practices. In other words, discourse is a form of social practice that “produces 
and changes knowledge, identities and social relations” (ibid). This includes power relations, which 
stipulates that inequalities, injustices and ideologies are likewise produced and reproduced through 
discourse. In sum, to Fairclough, CDA is the analysis of:  
 

“often opaque relationships of causality and determination between (a) discursive 
practices, events and texts and (b) broader social and cultural structures, relations and 
processes [...] how such practices, events and texts arise out of and are ideologically shaped 
by relations of power and struggles over power [...] how the opacity of these relationships 
between discourse and society is itself a factor securing power and hegemony.” 
(Fairclough, 1995, p.132). 
 

Fairclough moreover applies discourse along three dimensions. On an abstract scale, discourse refers to 
language as a social practice. This explains the nature of language as a constituting and constituted 
mechanism. Next, discourse is applied as language used in a particular field. Last and most concrete, 
discourse refers to a way of speaking which gives meaning to experiences from a particular perspective. 
Combining these dimensions discourse serves to the construction of social identities, social relations, and 
systems of knowledge and meaning. Such multi-dimensional understanding of discourse has emerged as a 
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fundamental pillar to discourse analysis (Fairclough, 2021). To this end, this research departs from 
Fairclough’s analytical framework but acknowledges these base principles of CDA as a foundation for 
analysis. 
 
4.2 Data and Sample 
 
The data is taken from the UNFCCC database of statements made by country and stakeholder 
representatives on the high-levels segment. These are segments that involve country representatives and 
non-state actors, as outlined in the background chapter. Journalists are not included in the scope of this 
research because they are not included in the high-level segment. These speeches took place November 1st 
and 2nd and then continued on November 9th and 10th 2021. The two-fold set up of the higher-level segment 
serve as the opening and closing statements of world leaders. This data is chosen for two reasons. First, 
since these statements can be seen as the ‘main’ thesis of a given actor, they form an appropriate basis for 
understanding how climate justice is represented, or the lack thereof. Second, is a matter of feasibility and 
accessibility. Undoubtedly the decisions to publish these is because they are the more important and 
relevant ones to the broader audience. The statements are published in both verbal and video format. Where 
a speech was missing, I found the speech online as the case for the US. Last but not least, since this data is 
publicly available no additional steps have been taken to address ethical considerations for conducting this 
research. 
 
Due to scope and feasibility considerations this research is restricted to a sample of higher-level statements. 
Based on the findings presented in the background section, it follows that discrepancies between developing 
and develop nations persist in the interpretation of climate justice. More specifically, this research adopts 
the idea of Audet (2012) by grouping the samples in terms of coalitions. An overview of the statements 
included in this research are presented in table four. It goes beyond their classification however, by 
including non-state actors in the sample size because they present a legitimate presentations of climate 
justice unbiased from country specific contexts. Here I only include those that represent a specific interest 
which corresponds to NGOs. In addition, the UNFCCC is included as they represent the normative opinion 
of the organization itself and thus serve as a benchmark of how justice ought to be in spirit of the COP. For 
feasibility and accessibility reasons coalitions like G77, EIG, CACAM and Arab states are excluded from 
the sample.   
 
Statements of COP26 included in analysis 
 
Table 4: Statements of COP26 included in analysis (UN, 2022) 

Coalition Country/Speaker Opening/Closing statement 
UNFCCC Executive Secretary Patricia Espinosa Opening ceremony 

UN Secretary General Antonio Guterres Opening ceremony 
SIDS Prime minister of Barbados Mia Amor Mottly Opening ceremony 

Minister of the Environment of Dominica 
Cozier Frederick 

Resumed Higher level segment 

Minister of Health and Human Services of the 
Republic of the Marshall Islands Bruce Bilimon 

Higher level segment 

African Union Minister of Forestry, Fisheries and the 
Environment of South Africa Barbara Creecy 

Resumed higher level segment 

President of the Republic of Uganda Yoweri 
Kaguta Museveni 

Higher level segment 

Minister of Environment and Natural Resources 
of Guatemala Mario Roberto Rojas Espino 

Resumed higher level segment 
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Latin American 
(AILAC / 
ALBA) 

President of Costa Rica Carlos Alvarado 
Quesada 

Higher level segment 

EU Executive vice president of the European 
Commission Frans Timmermans 

Resumed higher level segment 

President of the European Council Charles 
Michel 

Higher level segment 

Minister for the Environment and Spatial 
Planning of the Republic of Slovenia Andrej 
Vizjak 

Resumed higher level segment 

Umbrella President of the United States Joe Biden Higher level segment 
 Deputy Chairman of the Russian Federation 

Alexy Overchuk 
Resumed higher level segment 

IGO/NGO OPEC Secretary General Mohammad Sanusi 
Barkindo 

Resumed higher level segment 

Fundación Ambiente y Recursos Naturales 
Catalina Gonda 

Resumed higher level segment 

Senior vice president sustainability Walmart 
Jane Ewing 

Resumed higher level segment 

Total N =17 
 
4.3 Analytical Framework 
 
This research aims to answer: what climate justice discourses are exercised at COP26? and how are these 
manifested in the Glasgow Pact? In this pursuit I have chosen to adopt a two-part method. First, statements 
are analyzed using an adapted version of Dryzek’s (2013) checklist for discourse analysis in his book 
Politics of the Earth. This serves as an effective toolkit to extract discourses from storylines. To answer the 
second question, I make use of Cummings et al. (2020) checklist for policy analysis, since this provides a 
more appropriate toolkit for policy analysis. Here I cross-analyze the discourses found within the statements 
with the language of the Glasgow Pact. Both methods are rooted in the principled of CDA, namely that they 
are rooted in the analysis of language. Each method is explained further in the following sections. 
 
4.3.1 Statements analysis 
  
The analytical framework by Drzyek (2013) is inspired by Fairclough’s principles of CDA in that it 
considers discourse across a multi-dimensional framework. For instance, the focus on text understand how 
they are expressed by relevant actors. Here vocabularies, grammar, structures, and rhetorical devices are 
analyzed. Dryzek (2013) departs from the more abstract approach by Fairclough however, and rather 
substitutes for a practical toolkit to analyze the role of relations and meaning making. In essence, he 
stipulates that discourses are akin to stories being told by actors. Since discourse can either be explicitly 
stated or implicitly implied it would not suffice to only scan for explicit mentions of climate justice. By 
uncovering the stories told by actors through analyzing entities, relationships, and motives, one is better 
equipped to extract the discourse they are exercising. The checklist of this framework is presented in table 
five below. Subsequently this method is explained further, and where appropriate I tweak the framework 
by introducing similar concepts by other authors that I find support this toolkit or are particularly relevant 
in context of this research. Last but not least, I move beyond Dryzek’s checklist in two ways. First, I include 
‘phrases and vocabularies’ to the rhetorical device list. Second, I look for explicit mentions of ‘justice’, 
‘equity’ or ‘fairness’ because these allude to normative claims. Ultimately these components are used to 
identify a climate justice discourse. 
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Checklist for discourse analysis  
 
Table 5: Adapted checklist for discourse analysis (Dryzek, 2013) 

Components of discourse analysis Description 

1) Basic entities recognized or 
constructed 

Ontology of discourse; storyline; what 
worldview is adopted by the actor; what is 
being silenced or left out 

2) Assumptions about natural 
relationships 

Social structures assumed between 
humans, such as hierarchies; cooperation; 
equality structures; competition; 
Relationship to nature in the telling of 
stories 

3) Agents and their motives The incentives of an actor to pursue a 
particular discourse 

4) Key phrases, vocabularies, 
metaphors, and other rhetorical 
devices 

Metaphors; appeals; vocabulary; figure of 
speech; other phrases 

5) Explicit mentions of justice, 
equity, or fairness 

Literal references regardless of context 

Goal: Climate justice discourse 
recognized 

Discourses within theoretical framework; 
any other discourse inductively found 

 
What follows is a detailed description of the components for analysis. It should be stressed that for each 
component there may be many empirical observations. I only consider components that I deem are relevant 
and may leave out certain observations if the point is already clearly made. Statements also contain other 
discourses that do not necessarily relate to justice. These are omitted to not deviate from the scope of this 
study. 
 
Basic entities recognized or constructed 
 
This question rests on the principle that meaning is derived from relations between entities, which are 
themes or objects that make up the core of a story. What should not be taken for granted is the degree to 
which entities are an objectively agreed upon list by all actors. The very nature of discourse entails that 
different entities are recognized in different discourses or may recognize them to varying extents. Entities 
refer to either other people but can also be objects or systems. Storylines are defined as “generative 
statements that bring together previously unrelated elements of reality” (Hajer, 2003). Building on this 
interpretation, one can consider entities as the framework for storylines, or the main building blocks of the 
discourse. Naturally it should be stressed that the recognizing of certain entities may also be the silencing 
of others. Storylines, especially those at the COP, are problematizations. That is, the manner in which issues 
are presented may be beneficial to some, but unfavorable for others (Bacchi, 2012).   
 
Assumptions about natural relationships 
 
A discourse will recognize some relationships as being natural and therefore form a fundamental basis for 
the storylines being told. Since climate change is an inherently social and natural problem, it is an 
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appropriate dimension to consider for analysis. Such relationships are central to how the issue is being 
problematized. Departing from Dryzek’s (2013) application, this research interprets this component to be 
between two types of relationships: human-human and human-nature. The first type includes hierarchical 
structures, cooperation, competition, or equality structure. For the second, assumptions can also be quite 
literal with respect to nature, and the role of humans within it. The relationships reveal how actors think 
countries interact with each other and with nature and so shape the proceeding discourse. 
 
Agents and their motives 
 
Agents, or actors, are usually absent from traditional discourse analyses like the one proposed by 
Fairclough. However, in context of this research it makes sense to include the motivations of actors to 
engage with a particular discourse. Since moral language is inherently normative, it serves well to analyze 
the actor itself. Here it is important to consider who their constituents are and how they stand to benefit 
from their proposed course of action. Although this method should not be confused with frame analysis it 
may serve well to consider that in the setting of the COP actors are deliberatively trying to convey a 
message. This is supported by the premise that speeches are representative of one’s positionality within a 
negotiation and are limited to only a few minutes where participants have to present their position as concise 
as possible. Framing is a normative process where actors apply different assumptions, principles and social 
norms to a given issue which has a consequence that some issues are problematized and that some issues 
are silenced. Thus, what is framed is a function of an actor’s value propositions (Mino and Kudo, 2020). 
When multiple stakeholders come together to discuss an issue the first step is to analyze the complexity 
embedded within the issue. This ranges from temporal and spatial dynamics, local to global perspectives, 
legal, political, and institutional dimensions and any other worldviews and paradigms that are pertinent to 
a given actor (Mino and Kudo, 2020, p. 10). 
 
Key phrases, vocabularies, metaphors, and other rhetorical devices 
 
Rhetorical devices form in accordance with Fairclough’s theory the micro level of analysis. The language 
actors use to describe storylines are in themselves telling of the discourse being exercised (Fairclough, 
2010). Justice can be communicated through rhetorical devices and therefore they are important to be 
considered. The most obvious indicator is the use of vocabularies that characterize a certain text. Rhetorical 
devices are used to persuade readers or listeners of a discourse by means of descriptive language. To this 
end, metaphors are a powerful tool that convey understanding through comparison. Likewise, appeals are 
an effective linguistic tool that underpin a discourse. For example, one may appeal to existing institutions 
(like the Paris agreement) or appeal to an ethical claim to persuade the audience. Other rhetorical devices 
such as quotes are also telling figures of speech that communicate ones sentiment or ideas. Since not all 
language that is indicative of justice has to be in a form of a rhetorical device, I add to this component ‘key 
phrases and vocabularies’ to capture any important signals that I deem relevant to the expression of a 
climate justice discourse. 
 
Explicit mentions and identified discourse 
 
This section is added to the analytical framework to further strengthen the analysis. Though most discourses 
are implicit throughout the speech there remains utility in considering whether justice (or its indicators 
‘equity’ and ‘fairness’) are explicitly expressed. First, this helps in understanding what, if any, is 
particularly understood as justice by a given actor and thus what is emphasized. Second, since the goal of 
the COP is to make policies, which is inherently reliant on vocabularies and literal texts, it serves well to 
analyze whether and to what extent negotiators use this language in the expressing of their own demands 
and opinions. The last row is the overall outcome of the analysis. Here, through the help of preceding 
components I summarize which climate justice discourses the actor has expressed in their speech. 
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4.3.2 Policy analysis 
 
The second part of the analytical framework is to conduct critical discourse analysis on the Glasgow Pact. 
Here I have chosen to adopt a toolkit by Cummings et al. (2020) presented in their paper How to use critical 
discourse analysis for policy analysis: a guideline for policymakers and other professionals. This method 
is appropriate because it is intuitive and focuses explicitly on policy documents. At its core it is a practical 
application of Fairclough’s (2010) CDA. The method consists of four phases. The first is a selection of the 
research topic and an overview of discourses relevant to that topic, the second is the analysis of the text, 
the third phase is to describe how the text is created, and the fourth is to propose solutions to overcome 
dominant discourses. In this research, the first phase represents the research questions and the theoretical 
framework. For analysis of the Glasgow Pact only the second phase is considered. The third and fourth 
phases are addressed in the discussion section. 
 
The analysis of the Glasgow Pact focuses on themes and vocabularies present throughout the policies. These 
are then compared to the climate justice discourses of the theoretical framework. The method is summarized 
as follows: 
 
Table 6: Checklist for CDA in policy analysis adopted from Cummings et al. (2020) 

Step Description 
1: Select text Glasgow Pact 
2: Analysis of text - Individuals words and phrases 

- How the words and phrases relate to each other in 
the text 

- Priority given to different themes 
3: Identify discourses 
in text 

Identification of discourses included in theoretical 
framework 

 
4.4 Limitations 
 
CDA is criticized for its interpretive approach. If reality is socially constructed between entities, the 
researcher is itself included in this construct. In other words, it implies that a researcher’s own values, 
beliefs, ideas, and preconceptions can influence the way material is analyzed. This can pose precarious 
when assessing problematizations, where assuming what is silenced is in part decided by one’s own biases 
(Jørgensen and Phillips, 2002). Another practical limitation is that speeches are made in different languages. 
Whilst most are conducted in English, some are in French, Spanish, Arabic, Russian or Chinese. Other 
speeches are altogether missing from the database. I limit myself by only focusing on statements made in 
English. The implication is that some texts are not considered in this analysis, even though they may contain 
valuable insights. By only focusing on the text of statement, this study limits itself by not considering actual 
delivery of the speech. Elements such as tone, rhythm, pitch, and body language are telling indicators that 
are not considered. Last but not least, the data source is in itself inherently limited because not every country 
is included in the higher-level segment. 
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5. Results 
 
This chapter presents the findings of this research. It is structured in a way that presents data and analysis 
directly, rather than making references to appendices. A link to the statements is found however in the 
appendix. Both the statements and the Glasgow Pact are summarized in section 5.1.2 and 5.2.2 respectively. 
 
5.1 Statements 
 
5.1.1 Analysis 
 
This section provides an overview of the results based on the theoretical and analytical framework. These 
are organized as subchapters per coalition. Statements are analyzed according to the five-part component 
checklist. Each statement is concluded by summarizing the interpretation of climate justice discourse found 
within the speech. 
 
UNFCCC & UN 
 
Table 7: Discourse checklist for UNFCCC & UN 

Components Abb. Secretary General of UN Antonio Guterres and 
UNFCCC executive secretary Patricia Espinosa 

1) Basic entities 
recognized or 
constructed 

UN Climate catastrophe; science; CDR; keeping 1.5 alive; 
solidarity; inclusion of non-state actors  
 
 

UNFCCC G20 responsible for 80%; science; commitments; inclusion 
of minority 

2) Assumptions about 
Natural relationships 

UN Cooperation to achieve goals 
UNFCCC Cooperation to achieve goals 

3) Agents and their 
motives 

UN Leader of the UN: inclusive climate policy, but needs to 
address all stakeholders 

UNFCCC Representative of the UNFCCC; wants to commit all 
parties to respect the Paris agreement 

4) Key phrases, 
vocabularies, 
metaphors, and other 
rhetorical devices 

UN ‘Enough of killing ourselves with carbon. Enough of 
treating nature like a toilet. Enough of burning and drilling 
our way deeper. We are digging our own graves.’;  
 
‘failure is a death sentence’;  
 
‘the climate army – led by young people – is unstoppable. 
They are larger. They are louder. And, I assure you, they 
are not going away.;  
 
‘the sirens are sounding. Our planet is telling us 
something.’ 
 
‘I urge developed countries and emerging economies to 
build coalitions to create the financial and technological 
conditions to accelerate the decarbonization of the 
economy …’ 
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UNFCCC ‘The message they all have in common is this: they want to 
be included. They are right.’ 

5) Explicit mentions of 
justice/equity/fairness 

UN None 
UNFCCC None 

Climate justice discourse 
recognized 

UN Vulnerability; ecological justice; ability to pay; gender; 
future generations; just institutions 

UNFCCC Vulnerability; ecological justice; gender; future generations 

 
In terms of basic entities recognized both Guterres and Espinosa display similar attributes to the 
construction of their storyline. They both stress the grave climate change scenario we are in and are not shy 
of pointing fingers to those that bear more responsibility. What stands out are their explicit references to 
science in that this should be the cornerstone of all policy that should be created. They also share an 
emphasis on the notion of inclusivity. Whereas Guterres points out the need for non-state actors to be 
included, Esponisa places emphasis on the need to serve minority parties with their transition efforts. 
 
The main assumption on natural relationship is that parties ought to cooperate to achieve the desired result. 
To some extent taking on this assumption makes sense, as they both represent leaders of collective entities 
that are designed to include and appease all stakeholders. Another assumption is that the relation between 
man-nature is characterized by science. We should listen to science because that is an accurate 
representation of the state of our nature.  
 
In general Espinosa refrains from using rhetorical devices to illustrate climate justice. Guterres on the other 
hand adopts several war-like metaphors that serve to underpin the narrative that there is a battle to be fought. 
For instance, “enough of burning and drilling our way deeper, we are digging our own graves” and later 
that “failure is a death sentence” are powerful devices to illustrate that there are some that stand to lose 
everything. Although not explicitly mentioned, it can be assumed that since he knows science, he refers to 
SIDS or other disproportionally marginalized countries. By proclaiming the “sirens are sounding” he is 
reaffirming the urgency of the situation. 
  
Despite numerous implicit claims of climate justice both Espinosa and Guterres conspicuously do not 
explicitly mention justice or an equivalent in their statements. It can however still be implied that for them 
climate justice is an inclusive understanding where the marginalized ought to get supported and the 
responsible ought to be more active in supporting, acknowledging the vulnerability discourse. The urging 
by Guterres to “build coalitions … to accelerate decarbonization” points towards the need for jus 
institutions. Next, ability to pay is recognized by the plea of richer countries to overcome finance gaps. The 
reference to “treating nature like a toilet” by Guterres puts emphasis on our responsibility towards 
ecological duties. Ultimately, Guterres makes an explicit point to include young people, whom are referred 
to as a “climate army” and he “stands with them”. Espinosa underscores that “they want to be included, and 
they are right”. By doing so the effectively acknowledges intergenerational dimension, in particular the 
future generations discourse. 
 
SIDS 
 
Table 8: Discourse checklist for Barbados 

Components Barbados – Minister president Mia Mottly 
1) Basic entities 

recognized or 
constructed 

NDCs; failure of technology; finance gaps; leadership; the front 
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2) Assumptions about 
natural relationships 

Nature will destroy us because of human influences; war against nature; 
Cooperation to achieve goals 

3) Agents and their 
motives 

Spokesperson of the SIDS; aims to get more financing and a better 
allocation towards adaptation 

4) Key phrases, 
vocabularies, 
metaphors, and other 
rhetorical devices 

‘National solutions to global problems do not work’; 
 
‘Will they mourn us on the frontline?’; ‘Under siege; There’s a sword 
that can cut down this guardian knot, it has been wielded before’; ‘This 
is the sword we need to wield’; ‘The world stands at a fork in the road, 
one no less significant than when the United Nations was first created in 
1945’ 

5) Explicit mentions of 
justice/equity/fairness 

Failure to provide this critical finance and that of loss and damage is 
measured in lives and livelihoods being lost in our communities. It is 
immoral and unjust 

Climate justice discourse 
recognized 

Vulnerability; ability to pay 

 
In this opening ceremony speech, prime minister of Barbados Mia Amor Mottley makes a firm statement 
on behalf of SIDS. According to her the world is failing on three fronts: mitigation, finance, and adaptation. 
The central thesis of her statement is that the developed world is failing the developing nations – or as she 
calls it: 1/3rd of the world is failing the other 2/3rd. World leaders are effectively framed as failing to comply 
with their duties. Technology is not going to help either. Notably climate change is viewed as a catastrophe 
that will disastrous consequences for them. That is, a war is going on and SIDS like Barbados, despite not 
being the perpetrators, are the victims. On the one hand there is a divide between developed and developing 
nations, but on the other acknowledges that cooperation is how it will be resolved. Proclaiming that 
“national solutions to global problems do not work” she indirectly criticizes NDCs and the current climate 
policies. By quoting Eddy Grant “will they mourn us on the frontline?” she paints colorful picture where 
Barbados is at the forefront of climate catastrophe and alludes that after SIDS are harmed that climate 
change will inevitably cause significant harm to developed countries next. The war comparisons are 
supported by the use of metaphors such as “sword” to cut down a “guardian knot”. The “fork in a road” 
implies that a decision has to be taken urgently. By relating this fork to the creation of the UN in 1945 she 
invokes a powerful comparison to World War two – implying the situation is just as grave and human 
caused. Together these metaphors allude to the vulnerability discourse. The wealthy should do more to 
accommodate financing, thus the ability to pay discourse is also exercised. 
 
Table 9: Discourse checklist for Dominica 

Components Dominica – Minister president Cozier Frederick 
1) Basic entities recognized 

or constructed 
The Kalingo; pristine natural environment; natural disasters; future 
generations; the triple jeopardy of crippling debt, degraded 
environment, and frequent and destructive disasters. 

2) Assumptions about 
Natural relationships 

Mother earth: everything in nature is connected. 

3) Agents and their motives The minister has a Kalingo background, which are the indigenous 
inhabitants of Dominica. Sees not only survival of SIDS but also of 
the indigenous community. 

4) Key phrases, 
vocabularies, metaphors, 

‘The clock is ticking’; ‘Help us achieve 1.5 to Stay Alive’;  
‘The younger generation is already onboard’; 
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and other rhetorical 
devices 

‘Humankind has not woven the web of life. We are but one thread 
within it. Whatever we do to the web we do to ourselves. All things 
are bound together. All things connect.’ 

5) Explicit mentions of 
justice/equity/fairness 

‘Developed countries need to assist SIDS to become resilient and 
sustainable. There is a moral obligation to do so.  
Climate Justice demands it.’  

Climate justice discourse 
recognized 

Vulnerability; future generations; just transitions; indigenous 
justice; ability to pay 

 
The basic entities of this storyline are the Kalingo roots of Dominica that have survived hardship from 
colonial powers before. Today they are again being violated by others and as such the relationship with 
nature has been upset. This illustrated well by quoting Chief Seattle (1854), speaking of a “web of life” that 
is disturbed by human interference. The future generations are the hit the hardest and are besides natural 
disasters also hit with crippling debt. By proclaiming that “the younger generation is already onboard” it is 
reaffirmed that there is a disconnect between young and old.  For Dominica it is not only the survival of 
future generations that is at stake, but also the survival of the indigenous community. Climate justice is 
quite literally presented as the “moral obligation” to “assist SIDS to become resilient and sustainable”. As 
such he exercises the vulnerability discourse and within the intergenerational dimension, both the future 
generations discourse and just transition (that is, to become resilient and sustainable) are exercised. The 
emphasis on the Kalingo community also portrays a discourse related to the survival of indigenous 
communities, and by calling upon developing countries to assist policy efforts he subsequently invokes the 
ability to pay discourse. 
 
Table 10: Discourse checklist for the Marshall Islands 

Components Marshall Islands – Minister of Health and Human services Bruce 
Bilimon 

1) Basic entities recognized 
or constructed 

Siege; science; leadership; adaptation; polluting energies; financing; 
human rights; travel and blue economy 

2) Assumptions about 
Natural relationships 

Imbalance of responsibility between countries 

3) Agents and their motives To foster and improve the sustainable blue economy and shipping 
industry 

4) Key phrases, 
vocabularies, metaphors, 
and other rhetorical 
devices 

‘As atoll nations, the failure of others to do what is necessary to 
tackle climate change forces us to grapple with extreme and 
existential challenges’; 
 
‘We will never accept that anthropogenic climate change – which 
we did not cause – be that basis for a loss of our sovereignty …’; 
 
‘obligations to future generations’; 
‘Country under siege’; ‘The storm of climate catastrophe’ 

5) Explicit mentions of 
justice/equity/fairness 

‘At COP25 in Madrid, we committed to using our newly-secured 
seat at the Human Rights Council to advance climate justice’  

Climate justice discourse 
recognized 

Historical responsibility; ability to pay; vulnerability; future 
generations 

 
The statement of the Marshall Islands constructs a storyline on the basic entities that richer countries have 
to step up and show leadership to commit to the 1.5 emission reduction target. Emphasis is moreover placed 
on adaptation and that more financing has to go toward this end. More has to be done to help SIDS adapt 
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to already incurred changes and a greater effort has to be made on financing in general, but also to shift the 
balance to financing for adaptation explicitly to their own economic sectors. Similar to Barbados, climate 
change is framed as a war-like phenomenon where the Marshall Islands are on the losing end. This is evoked 
by proclaiming it to be a “country under siege” which has to brace itself for the “storm of climate 
catastrophe”. The motive of the speaker goes beyond pleading for mere support, as issues such as 
stimulating the blue economy and cleaning the shipping industry are also raised. This makes sense given 
that the Marshall Islands are an integral part of their economy. The vulnerability discourse is exercised 
climate justice is presented from the imbalance of responsibility and unfair effect on small nations, as 
explicitly referenced to their position on the human rights council. Considering that climate change is 
“which we did not cause” and the need for help by “those particularly those that have contributed the most 
to this crisis” the minister goes beyond pleading those that can pay to exercising the historical responsibility 
discourse. Last but not least, “obligations to future generations” affirms the future generations discourse.  
 
African Union 
 
Table 11: Discourse checklist for Uganda 

Components Uganda – President Yoweri Musoveni 
1) Basic entities recognized 

or constructed 
God; irresponsible actors; greed; natural habitats; rain 

2) Assumptions about 
Natural relationships 

Nature is created by God; nature is upset by foreign perpetrators 

3) Agents and their motives Aims to develop the country; to maintain oil since Uganda is an oil 
producer 

4) Key phrases, 
vocabularies, metaphors, 
and other rhetorical 
devices 

‘These sins committed by irresponsible, greedy, ignorant or anti-
God rebellious Ugandan actors’; 
 
‘People in the wetlands and forest must leave and get alternative 
livelihood’; 
 
‘Is it greed or was it historically determined ignorance? These 
sinners are the mega-emitters of CO2’ 

5) Explicit mentions of 
justice/equity/fairness 

None 

Justice discourse recognized Historical responsibility; religious justice; ecological justice; rights-
based 

 
The president of the republic of Uganda presents a storyline along a Christianity based construct. He speaks 
of sinners that have historically violated Uganda’s natural environment, which has lasting consequences on 
the local climate today. Nature thus is an important entity. Frequent mentions of distorted precipitation 
patterns and destroyed natural habitats play a central role. The religious tone is demonstrated by referencing 
perpetrators as “sinners” and allusions to “greed” and “guilty and unguilty” are commonplace in biblical 
contexts. Despite that there are no explicit mentions of justice in this statement there remain implicit 
discourses that are exercised. Somewhat ironically local peoples are portrayed as violating ecological 
settings, as evidenced by “people in wetlands and forests must leave” in reference to pristine environments. 
On the one hand this expresses ecological justice, whilst marginalizing certain “rebellious” communities.  
Historical responsibility is invoked as the sinners allude in part to the historical colonial powers that 
controlled Uganda in the past. It also more conventionally calls out on the US, China and India as the “mega 
emitters” of CO2. Arguing from a biblical context the president reasons that the upsetting of nature balance 
is a religious offence. Hence, climate justice discourse is expressed through religious interpretation. Lastly, 
climate justice is presented as a rights-based issue, in that he stresses that Uganda has the right to develop 
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and industrialize. Although emissions ought to be reduced, he points out that oil can be used for other cases 
like plastics or other industrial products. 
 
Table 12: Discourse checklist for the Republic of the Gambia 

Components The Republic of the Gambia – Vice president Isatou Tourray 
1) Basic entities recognized 

or constructed 
Vulnerability; Paris accords; keeping 1.5 alive; Finance contingent 
adaptation;  

2) Assumptions about 
Natural relationships 

Imbalance of responsibility between countries; hierarchical 
interpretation 

3) Agents and their motives To secure financial aid for transition efforts 
4) Key phrases, 

vocabularies, metaphors, 
and other rhetorical 
devices 

‘Innocent lives’; 
 
‘My country firmly believes that other governments, particularly the 
world’s rich and developed countries, should do more and honour 
their past pledges to meet the unquestionable and dire needs of the 
world’s poorest and most climate vulnerable people …’ 

5) Explicit mentions of 
justice/equity/fairness 

None 

Climate justice discourse 
recognized 

Historical responsibility; ability to pay; vulnerability 

 
The Gambian storyline is constructed around keeping to the 2015 Paris accords, where it is imperative to 
keep 1.5 alive. Gambia is a vulnerable country that stands quite powerless to deal with the effects of a 
changing climate. It also notifies its willingness to implement adaptation programs but that these are 
contingent on financing by richer countries. The statement therefore reasons from an imbalance between 
the developed and developing world. Some have more blame, as implied by “innocent lives”. Though it 
evokes some normative claim on responsibility the spokesperson does not explicitly call out any countries. 
Rather, developed countries as a whole are called out to up their support, thus exercising the ability to pay 
discourse. The recurrence of vulnerability throughout the statement – as exacerbated by clauses such as 
“innocent lives”, implies that this statement is grounded in the vulnerability discourse.  
 
AILAC 
 
Table 13: Discourse checklist for Guatemala 

Components Guatemala – Minister of environment and natural resources Mario 
Roberto Rojas Espino 

1) Basic entities recognized 
or constructed 

Vulnerability; natural environment; principle of common but 
differentiated responsibilities 

2) Assumptions about 
Natural relationships 

Cooperation and hierarchy 

3) Agents and their motives To secure financial aid for transition efforts ; support of developing 
countries to preserve natural environment and indigenous heritage 

4) Key phrases, 
vocabularies, metaphors, 
and other rhetorical 
devices 

‘Principle of leaving no one behind’; 
 
‘Guatemala, has been hit by the effects of climate change with 
losses in recent decades, of approximately more than six thousand 
million dollars …’ 

5) Explicit mentions of 
justice/equity/fairness 

‘…to guarantee respect, protection and promotion of traditional and 
ancestral knowledge, the sustainable livelihoods of indigenous 
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peoples and the inclusion of gender equity, in accordance with the 
fulfillment of the Sustainable Development Goals, Agenda 2030 …’ 

Climate justice discourse 
recognized 

Vulnerability; ability to pay; ecological justice; indigenous justice; 
gender justice 

 
The statement issued by the minister of environment of Guatemala is constructed along a narrative of 
vulnerability. This serves as an effective tool to frame themselves as dependent and raises empathy among 
the audience. An explicit mention is made to the being included on the numerous most-vulnerable countries 
lists constructed by German and US agencies. The consequence is that Guatemala is disproportionally 
affected by climate change and will face threats to their food security which has cascading effects. 
Specifically, the damage done amounts to “more than six thousand million dollars”. Such framing helps to 
position Guatemala as a vulnerable country, and by assuming a hierarchical relationship they stand put 
pressure on developed countries. To mitigate these effects the country is dependent on financing by richer 
countries. The ability to pay discourse is thus enacted. This is supported by the central claim of the statement 
that countries ought to respect the common but differentiated responsibility. The statement further develops 
the theme of vulnerability through the damage on the natural and indigenous heritage of the country. The 
plea of Guatemala is to obtain a “guarantee” for its protection. By alluding to the “principle of leaving no 
one behind” the minister departs from the typical anthropocentric interpretation and includes ecological and 
ancestral realities that are worth protecting. Last but not least, gender equity is specifically mentioned as 
another virtue that needs to be addressed in climate policy. 
 
Table 14: Discourse checklist for Costa Rica 

Components Costa Rica – President Carlos Alvardo Quesada 
1) Basic entities recognized 

or constructed 
Climate catastrophe; Costa Rican domestic efforts; future scenarios; 
financing 

2) Assumptions about 
Natural relationships 

Solidarity 

3) Agents and their motives To secure financial aid for transition efforts 
4) Key phrases, 

vocabularies, metaphors, 
and other rhetorical 
devices 

‘but we are like a small hummingbird in the middle of a storm’; 
 
‘But today, at the same time that we are facing the COVID 
pandemic, the climate change and the biodiversity crisis, the world 
is investing more in weapons! For me, this is immoral!’ 
 
‘We know that this is the economy of the future, that generates jobs 
and welfare for our societies.’  

5) Explicit mentions of 
justice/equity/fairness 

“And let’s be frank my fellows, keeping the 1.5 goal alive is a 
matter of survival, is a matter of climate justice, of equity.” 

Climate justice discourse 
recognized 

Ecological justice; just transition; ability to pay 

 
The basic entities recognized by the prime minister of Costa Rica are similar in nature to Guatemala albeit 
less emphasis on vulnerability. The central theme constructed by the entities is the 1.5 reduction target, 
which is failed by the world, though no countries are mentioned in particular. For Costa Rica justice is 
literally “keeping the 1.5 goal alive”. Justice is violated by those that do not do their fair part. Integral to 
this assertion is the depiction of Costa Rica as “a small hummingbird in the middle of the storm”. Such 
metaphor is effective in communicating their role as a peaceful nation, as a hummingbird is typically used 
to symbolize joy and happiness. The juxtaposition created by the bird in the storm signals once again that 
other countries are not doing their fair part, and that most countries are included in this accusation. In 
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essence Costa Rica is depicted as being on their own in their fight against climate change. This premise is 
supported by the claim that “the world” is “investing more in weapons”, which signifies that the majority 
of countries are out to create harm rather than invest in the greater good. Other justice discourses that are 
exercised are the ecological justice and intergenerational justice. Environments need to be conserved, and 
the country needs clean energy and green investments. Together these form the basis for a just transition. 
However, to achieve this it will need financing, therefore these ideals are rooted in the ability to pay 
discourse. 
 
EU 
 
Table 15: Discourse checklist for the European Commission 

Components EU – Vice President European Commission Frans Timmermans 
1) Basic entities recognized 

or constructed 
1.5 goal; science; adaptation 

2) Assumptions about 
Natural relationships 

Cooperation 

3) Agents and their motives To support developing nations 
4) Key phrases, vocabularies, 

metaphors, and other 
rhetorical devices 

‘To the Parties pushing for more ambition I say this: You will find 
the EU on your side.  
To the Parties stopping and stalling progress, I say: What are you 
waiting for?’; 
 
‘The rhetoric is sadly not followed by action’; 
 
‘Extreme weather events show us the consequences, everywhere on 
our planet.’  

5) Explicit mentions of 
justice/equity/fairness 

None 

Climate justice discourse 
recognized 

Ability to pay 

 
The statement made by Frans Timmermans is short and focuses on two entities, namely keeping 1.5 alive 
and adaptation financing. Notably the statement is less so about the needs of the EU and more so on the 
needs of developing countries. It seems that the EU wants to show leadership and is generally concerned 
about the well-being vulnerable countries. This is illustrated in reference to ambitious countries “you will 
find the EU on your side”. To support this statement, he puts pressure on unwilling parties by wondering 
“what are you waiting for?”. As a gesture of support Timmermans announces that the EU has set aside 
another 100 million euros for the adaptation fund. An important feat, because as he says himself “rhetoric 
is sadly not followed by action”, implying many parties speak lofty promises but do not follow through. 
Through his speech he frames the EU as a party that is concerned with the wellbeing of everyone, as 
illustrated by the explicit reference to “our planet”. However, there is little to no mention of taking on 
explicit responsibility by the EU for their emissions, or any other EU specific mentions at all. This can be 
interpreted as that the EU has done their part as far as they are concerned. In this statement the only climate 
justice discourse is the ability to pay, like the EU is doing by example.  
 
Table 16: Discourse checklist for the EU 

Components EU – Minister of Environment and Spatial Planning of Slovenia 
Andrej Vizjak, on behalf of the EU 
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1) Basic entities recognized 
or constructed 

1.5 goal; science; financing 

2) Assumptions about 
Natural relationships 

Cooperation; rule-based multilateralism 

3) Agents and their motives To achieve a balanced outcome 
4) Key phrases, vocabularies, 

metaphors, and other 
rhetorical devices 

‘We have heard strong and clear voices by civil society, especially 
the youth, that more ambitious climate action is needed.’; 
  
‘We would like to conclude on robust Article 6 rules which must 
avoid double counting and ensure environmental integrity.’; 
  
‘…making finance flows consistent with a pathway towards a low 
emission, recognizing the needs of developing countries’;  
 
‘EU firmly believes that only international engagement through 
strong rule-based multilateralism and human rights-based approach 
including through the Global Climate Action Agenda, will enable 
us to achieve successful results in addressing climate change.’  

5) Explicit mentions of 
justice/equity/fairness 

None 

Climate justice discourse 
recognized 

Ability to pay; ecological justice; future generations; vulnerability 

 
The statement made by Andrej Vizjak, is the second part of the joint statement on behalf of the EU. The 
basic entities are rather similar to the previous statement, where keeping 1.5 alive and financing are the 
main components of the storyline. Specific reference is made to the IPCC report and its underlying scientific 
rationale that motivates action. Similarly, he depicts the EU to take on a leadership role where cooperation 
is integral. The minister departs however the expression of justice discourses. First, intergenerational justice 
is somewhat recognized when proclaiming voices need to be heard, especially of “the youth”. Second, 
ecological justice is evoked when he stresses that Article 6 needs to be implemented in a way where 
“environmental integrity” is ensured. Third, financing needs to be consistent, particularly in context of 
reducing emissions which has to recognize “the needs of developing countries”. Implicitly such recognition 
implies that developed countries have to do their fair share, which thus activates the ability to pay discourse. 
Last, the vulnerability discourse is stressed when Global Climate Action Agenda requires a “human rights-
based approach”. The statement seems to allude to multiple discourses of justice and as such is generally 
balanced which fits within the ethos of the statement. However, since each are briefly mentioned it takes 
away from the sincerity of the respective normative claims. 
 
Table 17: Discourse checklist for the European Council 

Components EU - President of the European Council Charles Michel 
1) Basic entities recognized 

or constructed 
1.5 goal; science; courage; creativity; cooperation 

2) Assumptions about 
Natural relationships 

Cooperation 

3) Agents and their motives Signaling leadership for a just transition 
4) Key phrases, vocabularies, 

metaphors, and other 
rhetorical devices 

‘Climate change threatens our survival. The beating drums of 
science … the facts … have been loud and clear for some time’; 
 
‘we have one generation to get it done’; 
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‘We don’t all start from the same point. But together ...we must all 
be working toward the same end ...  
A healthy, sustainable planet ... for generations to come.’  
 
‘Cooperation and solidarity. To make sure that everyone benefits 
from this green transformation.’ 

5) Explicit mentions of 
justice/equity/fairness 

None 

Climate justice discourse 
recognized 

Future generations; just transition; just institutions 

 
The last statement for analysis is made by president of the European Council Charles Michel in the opening 
plenary of the COP. Like his colleagues, he constructs a storyline along keeping 1.5 alive based on scientific 
reasoning. The negotiations require courage, creativity, and cooperation to successfully commence. For the 
president, justice means preserving the planet for future generations. This is specified first, when claiming 
“we have one generation to get it done”, implying that if it does not get done the next generation is the one 
to suffer. It is repeated again in his final words, where he urges for cooperation to achieve a “healthy, 
sustainable planet … for generations to come”. These quotes both allude to responsibility and a call to a 
just transition for future generations. Through his speech the president aims to signal leadership that the EU 
is doing their utmost to acknowledge that action needs to be taken by all. Through “cooperation and 
solidarity” it must be ensured that “everyone benefits from this green transformation”. This points towards 
the need for just institutions to facilitate this change. 
 
Umbrella Group 
 
Table 18: Discourse checklist for Russia 

Components Russia – Alexy Overchuk Deputy Chairman of the Russian 
Federation 

1) Basic entities recognized 
or constructed 

Carbon neutrality by 2060; access to technology and financing; 
human ingenuity; economic equilibrium 

2) Assumptions about 
Natural relationships 

Cooperation and hierarchy 

3) Agents and their motives To show that Russia is taking the transition serious, but to stress 
that economic growth is likewise important 

4) Key phrases, 
vocabularies, metaphors, 
and other rhetorical 
devices 

‘It is our deep belief that addressing global warming and  
climate change should not lead to further increase of poverty. Not 
just in the developing but in the developed world as well.’; 
 
‘Transition to new economy should be based on an equilibrium … 
The solution of this equilibrium will determine the living standard 
of our descendants.’  

5) Explicit mentions of 
justice/equity/fairness 

‘It is critical to develop common fair and transparent rules for 
carbon pricing measurement and ensure their multilateral 
recognition and comparability between countries.’ 

Climate justice discourse 
recognized 

Ability to pay; ecological justice; rights-based; vulnerability; just 
transition; just institutions 
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The statement by Russia’s minister is characterized by the contrast of doing their utmost to meet the Paris 
agreement but disclaiming that its achievement contingent on support by wealthier nations. This contrast 
persists moreover through it emphasizing the need for cooperation and teamwork, but at the same time 
insinuating a hierarchy where some nations are victims, and thus dependent on others to make more of an 
effort. In that sense it evokes the ability to pay discourse. Not only do they require more financing but stress 
the urgency to share technology to achieve this end. The just institutions discourse is invoked by a call for 
“fair and transparent” rules regarding carbon pricing. For Russia, ecological and human rights play an 
important role in their storyline. Nature is being adversely affected, which they want to preserve. The 
vulnerability discourse is rather developed in context of economic deprivation caused by climate change 
policies. This is illustrated by “it is our deep belief that addressing global warming and climate change 
should not lead to further increase of poverty.” In essence, one can interpret Russia’s emphasis on economic 
growth as exercising the rights-based discourse. This makes sense since Russia is a key oil and gas exporter 
and relies on this to fund their economic ambitions. No explicit mentions are made other than fairness in 
rules of the game. It is important that the transition is built on a balance between sustainable policy and 
sensible economics, which is subsequently coined as finding an equilibrium. This has implications for 
future generations, and so intergenerational justice is presented as the right to have good “living standards” 
in the future, built on the notion that this requires economic stability.  
 
Table 19: Discourse checklist for USA 

Components USA – President Joe Biden 
1) Basic entities recognized 

or constructed 
1.5 goal; ambition and innovation; climate financing; opportunism; 
Build Back Better World Initiative 

2) Assumptions about 
Natural relationships 

Cooperation and hierarchy 

3) Agents and their motives To demonstrate the USA is back and takes on a leading role 
4) Key phrases, vocabularies, 

metaphors, and other 
rhetorical devices 

‘Will we seize the enormous opportunity before us or will we 
condemn future generations to suffer?’; 
 
‘And in an age where this pandemic has made so painfully clear 
that no nation can wall itself off from borderless threats, we know 
that none of us can escape the worst that you to come if we fail to 
seize this moment.’; 
 
‘We can create an environment that raises a standard of living 
around the world. And this is a moral imperative, but it’s also an 
economic imperative.’; 
 
‘Those of us who are responsible for much of the deforestation and 
all the problems we have so far have overwhelming obligations in 
the nations, who in fact were not there, have not done it …’ 

5) Explicit mentions of 
justice/equity/fairness 

‘We’re planning for both short term sprint to 2030, that will keep 
1.5 degree Celsius in reach and for a marathon that will take us to 
the finish line and transform the largest economy in the world into a 
thriving, innovative, equitable and just clean energy engine of net 
zero for a net zero world.’ 

Climate justice discourse 
recognized 

Ability to pay; historical responsibility, vulnerability; ecological 
justice, just transition; future generations 
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Demonstrating their commitment to the Paris Agreement Joe Biden, the president of the US, made a lengthy 
speech at the higher-level segment. The statement is intentionally designed to portray the US as a leading 
country fighting climate change. A running theme throughout is that climate change is not a challenge to 
be dealt with, but rather an opportunity to stimulate green growth initiatives like clean energy, but also the 
creation of jobs and the spurring of economic growth. Vulnerability, ecological justice, and 
intergenerational justices are all discourses that are exercised throughout the statement through various 
claims. Notably, Biden takes this opportunity to speak on a global behalf as opposed to only focusing on 
the US. Through the comparison to the covid-19 pandemic, the battle against climate change is likewise 
framed as a global one, with spillover effects that require international cooperation to solve for these. The 
US acknowledges that richer countries have a duty to contribute their part, as highlighted by “we’ll 
demonstrate to the world, the United States is not only back at the table but hopefully leading by the power 
of our example”. This is done by quadrupling financing, allocating more towards adaptation, and last but 
not least by means of the Build Back Better World Initiative, which is a campaign to fund infrastructure 
projects in developing countries across the world. Like Russia, Biden is keen on raising living standards 
across the world, albeit through sustainable energy sources and policies. One could argue, however, that in 
historical context the US is looking to expand their global influence and uses the COP as a proxy to achieve 
this end. Interestingly enough, Biden is one of the few developed nations to concede that the US plays an 
important role in historical emissions. Calling for “those of us who are responsible … have overwhelming 
obligations” he specifically points out that many countries are indeed the beneficiaries of issues caused by 
developed countries. This is an important confession that moves beyond the ability to pay, into the 
obligation to pay of those historically responsible. 
 
NGOs 
 
Table 20: Discourse checklist for BINGO 

Components NGO – Senior vice president sustainability of Walmart Jane 
Ewing, on behalf of BINGOs 

1) Basic entities recognized 
or constructed 

Private sector; need for policy framework; Article 6; 1.5 goal 

2) Assumptions about 
Natural relationships 

Hierarchical 

3) Agents and their motives Business and industries need guidance from states 
4) Key phrases, 

vocabularies, metaphors, 
and other rhetorical 
devices 

‘We need you now to deliver on that promise made and provide the 
policy guidance that will set the direction for a net zero economy, 
increase ambition and achieve an inclusive and sustainable future 
for all’. 

5) Explicit mentions of 
justice/equity/fairness 

None 

Climate justice discourse 
recognized 

Rights-based; just institutions 

 
The COP26 has seen the importance of representations by NGOs. The statement made on behalf of Business 
and Industry by Jane Ewing, a representative of Walmart is short but clear. The main goal for this interest 
group at the COP is to be provided with guidance from governing bodies on investments and climate-impact 
decisions. As such, just institutions are required to effectively include industries and business in transition 
efforts. This position takes on a somewhat passive stance and assumes a hierarchy of power where those in 
control need to set the tone. Although no references to climate justice are made throughout this speech, the 
interest still stipulate that businesses & industries want to grow. This statement serves to put pressure to on 
the UNFCCC to balance sustainable development policies with the ambition to foster economic growth. 
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Table 21: Discourse checklist for OPEC 

Components NGO – Secretary general Mohammed Sanusi Barkindo, on 
behalf of OPEC 

1) Basic entities recognized 
or constructed 

Balance between reducing emissions and energy affordability; SDG 
7; Development priorities of developing countries; innovations 

2) Assumptions about 
Natural relationships 

Cooperation and multilateralism 

3) Agents and their motives Wants to maintain status quo of oil as a viable energy source 
4) Key phrases, 

vocabularies, metaphors, 
and other rhetorical 
devices 

‘climate change and energy poverty are two sides of the same coin’; 
 
‘The delicate balance between reducing emissions, energy 
affordability, and security requires comprehensive and sustainable 
policies, with all voices being heard, and listened to.’; 
 
‘The narrative that the energy transition is from oil and other fossil 
fuels to renewables is misleading and potentially dangerous to a 
world that will continue to be thirsty for all energy sources.’; 
 

5) Explicit mentions of 
justice/equity/fairness 

‘… we need to move towards a more inclusive, fair and equitable 
world in which every person has access to energy, aligned with 
SDG 7’;  
 
‘We remain committed to the UNFCCC process, particularly the 
core elements of equity, common-but-differentiated responsibilities 
and national circumstances.’ 

Climate justice discourse 
recognized 

Rights-based justice 

 
The spokesperson for OPEC creates a storyline based on the economic growth argument. There should be 
a balance between reducing emissions and energy affordability. If the latter cannot be guaranteed there will 
be adverse consequences. Here SDG7 is explicitly referenced as a virtue worth striving for. Developing 
countries deserve to grow their economies. To OPEC, energy poverty and climate change are “two sides of 
the same coin”. To them this represents an understated proposition as they urge that policy making requires 
“all voices being heard and listened to”. Considering their motive this is a logical argument. Oil account 
for a significant source of energy throughout the developed world, and in reality, oil exporting countries 
have an economic interest in maintaining exports. Although the latter is not explicitly mentioned, this 
certainly plays an important role. Cutting out oil is a dangerous path according to OPEC, as it is 
metaphorically illustrated that a world without it leaves parties “thirsty”, or in other words, lacking much 
needed energy resources. This statement subsequently serves as a critique to the scientific community that 
pinpoint oil as one of the key emitting resources. They strategically align themselves with the UNFCCC, 
by playing into undefined elements of their mantra.  To OPEC a “fair and equitable world” is one where 
“every person has access to energy, aligned with SDG 7”. They moreover interpret “national 
circumstances” as ones where some countries might be excused for using oil as a resource to compensate 
their energy needs. Based on the storyline it is evident that OPEC frames climate justice as one where 
countries have the right to energy and to develop. Thus, the rights-based discourse is dominant throughout 
this statement. 
 
Table 22: Discourse checklist for ENGO 
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Components NGO – Fundación Ambiente y Rescurcos naturales Ms. 
Catalina Gonda, on behalf of ENGOs 

1) Basic entities recognized 
or constructed 

Most vulnerable countries and peoples; financing; human rights 

2) Assumptions about 
Natural relationships 

Opportunism 

3) Agents and their motives Representative of environmental NGOs 
4) Key phrases, 

vocabularies, metaphors, 
and other rhetorical 
devices 

‘Human Rights and Indigenous Rights have been deleted in this 
process. Almost all countries who pretend to champion Human 
Rights were willing to trade off these fundamental principles for 
crude opportunism’. 

5) Explicit mentions of 
justice/equity/fairness 

‘We are reminded everyday of the painful, unjust and unequally 
distributed losses and damages we all face’; 
 
‘This is a matter of Climate Justice. It is a matter of Human Rights. 
People are angry, they are suffering, and you are still letting them 
down.’; 
 
‘PEOPLE POWER, CLIMATE JUSTICE’ 

Climate justice discourse 
recognized 

Vulnerability; indigenous justice; ability to pay 

 
Like OPEC, the spokesperson of Climate Action Network, on behalf of environmental NGOs, constructs a 
clear storyline with a single important message. To them the COP should be first and foremost concerned 
with the issue of grave human rights violations that are caused by climate change. Countries are depicted 
as being self-centered and engage in crude opportunism to serve their own interests. Quite fiercely, “Human 
Rights and Indigenous Rights have been deleted in this process”. The word “deleted” contains a sense of 
deliberation of these countries; that is, they know what they are doing but choose to completely ignore it. 
The issue of climate justice is centered around human and indigenous rights discourse. As the speaker 
concludes, climate justice is “people power”. In support, developed countries have a moral obligation to 
commit to financial pledges and to keep 1.5 alive to respect the dignity of humanity, thus the ability to pay 
discourse is also recognized. 
 
5.1.2 Summary 
 
Table 23 displays a final overview of the climate justice discourses found per coalition, where green 
indicates an identification for at least one country within a coalition. It can be seen that the ability to pay 
discourse is found in every coalition. Likewise, the vulnerability discourse is also identified across all 
coalitions. Conversely, gender and indigenous justice are the least exercised discourses (only twice) and 
just transitions and just institutions are sporadically found (three times). Notably the AU is the only that 
does not make any references to the intergenerational dimension. The EU is the coalition that expresses the 
least amount of justice discourses, whilst the umbrella group expresses the most. This overview however is 
a mere aggregation of countries within coalitions and also does not account for length of statements. The 
intensity of the expressed discourse is not included, even though the analysis reveals that through language 
actors exercise a given discourse with varying intensities. 

Table 23: Summary of climate justice discourse found for all coalitions 
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5.2 The Glasgow Pact 
 
5.2.1 Analysis 
 
To answer the second research question, namely: How have these discourses impacted the outcome of the 
COP: the Glasgow Climate Pact? this section identifies and analyses the discourses within the Pact using 
the methods outlined in section 4.3.2. First explicit mentions of climate justice are scrutinized. Following 
is a structured analysis according to the three-dimensional model of justice. The document itself is 
comprised of 10 pages, constituting eight articles and 97 sub clauses, and is originally written in the English 
language. I have chosen articles that I think best illustrate a particular discourse. In some cases, like 
financing, I stop including articles once I deem the point sufficiently clear. In short, the analysis finds traces 
of most discourses, albeit to varying extents and in different contexts. Quite notably, within the international 
justice dimension, the historical responsibility discourse is the only not found within the text in any context. 
 
Explicit references to climate justice 
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To grasp how climate justice is interpreted by policy writers it is useful to consider any explicit mentions 
of the concept. Throughout the text the word justice is only mentioned once, and its derivate just is 
referenced three times. 
 
In the introduction: 
 

“…noting the importance for some of the concept of ‘climate justice’ when taking actions 
to address climate change.” (pg. 2).  

 
The only time ‘climate justice’ is explicitly mentioned is in the opening statement of the document. Though 
only mentioned shortly, it sets a trenchant tone for the rest of the policy outline. The concept is 
disempowered when its importance is first referred to as “noting” and second only for “some”, and third by 
the utilization of quotation marks to mark this concept. The overall effect of such phrasing is that climate 
justice is not accepted as a universal truth. To some extent such wording makes sense, however. Since, as 
demonstrated throughout this research, climate justice is an uncertain concept it makes sense to not develop 
it as a central theme. It also signals that climate justice is still an underdeveloped concept which needs more 
to cement itself as a central theme at the COP. 
 
International justice 
 
Ability to pay 
 
In the Adaptation finance chapter: article 3.15 
 

Urges developed country Parties to urgently and significantly scale up their provision of 
climate finance, technology transfer and capacity-building for adaptation so as to respond 
to the needs of developing country Parties as part of a global effort, including for the 
formulation and implementation of national adaptation plans and adaptation 
communications (pg. 3).  

 
In the finance, technology transfer and capacity building for mitigation and adaptation chapter: article 5.40 
 

Urges developed country Parties to provide enhanced support, including through financial 
resources, technology transfer and capacity-building, to assist developing country Parties 
with respect to both mitigation and adaptation, in continuation of their existing obligations 
under the Convention and the Paris Agreement, and encourages other Parties to provide or 
continue to provide such support voluntarily (pg. 5).  

 
Financing climate initiatives is an integral theme throughout the policy document. Out of eight chapters, 
the third is exclusively devoted to adaptation financing, and chapter five includes it as a central component 
in context of capacity transfers. Moreover, the notion of funding finds itself in almost every chapter. Here 
both articles are similar in that they identify ‘developed country Parties’ to meet and go beyond current 
finance obligations. Such pleas correspond to the ability to pay discourse, which essentially posits that those 
that can pay should do their fair share. The language however betrays two significant weaknesses. First, the 
Pact “urges” developed parties to do more. Such wording is akin to wishing or strongly wanting, and 
therefore inherently non-binding. Second, since what constitute as developed and developing countries are 
not explicitly defined throughout the document it leaves for some room for interpretation (and so self-
identification). The counter argument is that these listings are implicitly understood (like the US and the 
EU are developed), and that moreover this distinction comes forth from the previous Annex 1 and Non-



 36 

Annex dichotomy, which were indeed specified lists. The effect is nevertheless that countries in the middle 
may be intentionally deaf to this discourse, which further complicates the matter. 
 
Rights-based justice 
 
In the implementation chapter: article 7.84 
 

Recognizes the need to take into consideration the concerns of Parties with economies most 
affected by the impacts of response measures, particularly developing country Parties, in 
line with Article 4, paragraph 15, of the Paris Agreement (pg. 9). 

 
The rights-based justice is scantly alluded to in this article, when it “recognizes” the “concerns of Parties 
with economies most affected by the impacts of response measures”. This statement is telling for various 
reasons. First, although recognizing developing countries may suffer economically, it makes no explicit 
reference to traditional energy sources as a means to development which underpins this discourse. This 
implies an unwillingness to engage with this discourse. Second, by using the word “concerns” it weakens 
the proposition that the transition might be harmful, because a concern is by nature speculative and 
unproven. The effect is that it diminishes the arguments by those Parties that stand to suffer from 
transitioning and frames the issue in such a way that there is no option other than to engage with green and 
clean climate transition efforts. As demonstrated in the analysis of statements, this puts certain countries in 
difficult situations if they are deprived of the financing needed to accommodate transitioning. 
 
Just institutions 
 
In the finance, technology transfer and capacity building for mitigation and adaptation chapter: article 5.48: 
 

Re-emphasizes the need for scaled-up financial resources to take into account the needs of 
those countries particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change, and in this 
regard encourages relevant multilateral institutions to consider how climate vulnerabilities 
should be reflected in the provision and mobilization of concessional financial resources 
and other forms of support, including special drawing rights (pg. 5).  

 
In the implementation chapter: article 7.81 
 

Welcomes decision -/CP.26,20 which encourages the Global Environment Facility, as part 
of the eighth replenishment process, to duly consider ways to increase the financial 
resources allocated for climate, and recognizes that the Capacity-building Initiative for 
Transparency, established pursuant to decision 1/CP.21, paragraph 84, will continue to 
support developing country Parties, upon their request, in building their institutional and 
technical capacity for the enhanced transparency framework (pg. 9). 

 
In 5.48 the just institutions discourse is found in “how climate vulnerabilities should be reflected” in 
providing financial resources and support. Such wording confirms that there is ambiguity and uncertainty 
in the current support system and so are not sufficient. In article 7.81, the effort to build better institutions 
for the transparency framework is welcomed. Together these articles are reflections of the willingness to 
improve institutional design. However, it serves to emphasize that the Pact itself is an effort to build a better 
institutional framework, namely an improvement and re-iteration of the Paris agreements.   
 
Intra-social justice 
 
Vulnerability 
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In the introduction: 
 

Also acknowledging that climate change is a common concern of humankind, Parties 
should, when taking action to address climate change, respect, promote and consider their 
respective obligations on human rights, the right to health, the rights of indigenous peoples, 
local communities, migrants, children, persons with disabilities and people in vulnerable 
situations and the right to development, as well as gender equality, empowerment of 
women and intergenerational equity (pg. 1). 

 
From the onset the vulnerability discourse is set as a pivotal theme and used to rationalize the need for 
climate action in the first place. Here vulnerability means respecting human rights. The reference to the 
“obligation” refers to other UN conventions like the universal declaration of human rights. This symbolizes 
a contrast between this Pact and other more ratified conventions of the UN. Nevertheless, “acknowledging” 
climate change to be a concern for of humankind suggests that this social dimension needs to be reiterated.  
Further notice is given to the rights of indigenous people, gender equality and intergenerational equity.  
 
In the loss and damage chapter: article 6.63: 
 

Reiterates the urgency of scaling up action and support, as appropriate, including finance, 
technology transfer and capacity-building, for implementing approaches for averting, 
minimizing and addressing loss and damage associated with the adverse effects of climate 
change in developing country Parties that are particularly vulnerable to these effects (pg. 
7).  

 
In the finance, technology transfer and capacity building for mitigation and adaptation chapter: article 5.48: 
 

Re-emphasizes the need for scaled-up financial resources to take into account the needs of 
those countries particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change, and in this 
regard encourages relevant multilateral institutions to consider how climate vulnerabilities 
should be reflected in the provision and mobilization of concessional financial resources 
and other forms of support, including special drawing rights (pg. 5).  

 
The first article addresses the need for financing for “particularly vulnerable” developing countries. By 
doing so the Pact acknowledges that there are those that stand to lose more. However, it remains unclear 
which countries exactly are included in this taxonomy, which not unlike financing obligations, may in 
practice prove difficult if left to self-identification. The second article affirms that vulnerable countries need 
extra support. It also suggests that for these countries transitioning efforts are contingent on financing, 
which is found to be a common claim by developing countries. Again however, “climate vulnerabilities” 
are not specified, which is a precarious set-up since countries are left vulnerable due to climate change itself 
but could also experience vulnerability when transitioning, even though that is what is urged. 
 
Gender 
 
In the collaboration chapter: article 8.91 
 

Urges Parties to swiftly begin implementing the Glasgow work programme on Action for 
Climate Empowerment, respecting, promoting and considering their respective obligations 
on human rights, as well as gender equality and empowerment of women (pg. 10). 
 

Article 8.95 



 38 

 
Encourages Parties to increase the full, meaningful and equal participation of women in 
climate action and to ensure gender-responsive implementation and means of 
implementation, which are vital for raising ambition and achieving climate goals (pg. 10). 

 
Here the articles once again “urge” and “encourage” Parties to consider human rights and gender equality. 
Notably, the “obligation” is restricted to human rights, and seemingly respecting gender equality and 
empowerment of women remain a normative ideal. Nevertheless, considering multiple articles that refer to 
gender justice the discourse is adopted within the policies. 
 
Ecological justice 
 
In the introduction: 
 

Noting the importance of ensuring the integrity of all ecosystems, including forests, the 
ocean and the cryosphere, and the protection of biodiversity, recognized by some cultures 
as Mother Earth … (pg 1). 

 
In the loss and damage chapter: article 6.61 
 

Acknowledges that climate change has already caused and will increasingly cause loss and 
damage and that, as temperatures rise, impacts from climate and weather extremes, as well 
as slow onset events, will pose an ever-greater social, economic and environmental threat 
(pg. 6). 

 
The ecological justice discourse is found in two articles. In the introduction the “integrity of all ecosystems” 
is, like human rights, presented as a core value which underpins the need for climate action in the first place. 
The latter part of the article once again signals a disconnect between stakeholders. By using the language 
“recognized by some cultures as “Mother Earth”, the Pact acknowledges that different viewpoints exist. 
However, it also reveals a subtle power imbalance. Despite that “Mother Earth” and “ecosystems” 
essentially have the same meaning, the latter is inherently more representative of scientific language, 
commonly argued to be the language of Western scientific ideals. The second article acknowledges climate 
change to lead to environmental threats. Thus, legitimizing once again that the ecological discourse is a 
core component of the Glasgow Pact. 
 
Indigenous justice 
 
In the loss and damage chapter: Article 6.62 
 

Also acknowledges the important role of a broad range of stakeholders at the local, national 
and regional level, including indigenous peoples and local communities, in averting, 
minimizing and addressing loss and damage associated with the adverse effects of climate 
change (pg. 7). 

 
In the collaboration chapter: article 8.93 
 

Emphasizes the important role of indigenous peoples’ and local communities’ culture and 
knowledge in effective action on climate change and urges Parties to actively involve 
indigenous peoples and local communities in designing and implementing climate action 
(pg. 10). 
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The indigenous justice discourse is prevalent throughout the document. In the first article, the indigenous 
communities are framed as one that need to be included in minimizing loss and damage. By explicitly 
mentioning this group of stakeholders in a plea for inclusion, it signals that they have historically been 
marginalized by policy makers. The second article supports this interpretation. However, once again the 
article only “emphasizes” their role and thus reveals it to be a non-binding clause. It can be concluded that 
this discourse is acknowledged but in practice the fate of indigenous communities is delegated to national 
and regional levels of governance. Effectively this does not meet the wish of some parties, like Guatemala, 
to obtain a guarantee of its inclusion and protection. Conversely, countries like Uganda, who have explicitly 
marginalized certain groups in their transition plans are left to their own discretion to advance these efforts. 
 
Intergenerational justice 
 
Future generations 
 
In the introduction: 
 

Also acknowledging that climate change is a common concern of humankind, Parties 
should, when taking action to address climate change, respect, promote and consider their 
respective obligations on human rights, the right to health, the rights of indigenous peoples, 
local communities, migrants, children, persons with disabilities and people in vulnerable 
situations and the right to development, as well as gender equality, empowerment of 
women and intergenerational equity (pg. 1). 

 
In the same article as vulnerability, intergenerational justice is alluded to in context of respecting, 
promoting, and considering “intergenerational equity”. This remains the only reference to 
‘intergenerational’ throughout the Pact. Although alluding to the future generations discourse, the wording 
diverges slightly from its core principles. By referring to “equity” a normative claim is made to consider 
people of all ages with similar importance today, but steers away from any sort of notion of past blame or 
future obligations. Given it’s merely “acknowledged” one has to conclude that this discourse is recognized 
by the UNFCCC but that no explicit policy has emerged that targets future generations. 
 
Just transition 
 
In the mitigation chapter: article 4.36 
 

“Calls upon Parties to accelerate the development, deployment and dissemination of 
technologies, and the adoption of policies, to transition towards low-emission energy 
systems, including by rapidly scaling up the deployment of clean power generation and 
energy efficiency measures, including accelerating efforts towards the phase-out of 
unabated coal power and inefficient fossil fuel subsidies, recognizing the need for support 
towards a just transition” (pg. 4) 

 
In the implementation chapter: article 7.85. 
 

“Also recognizes the need to ensure just transitions that promote sustainable development 
and eradication of poverty, and the creation of decent work and quality jobs, including 
through making financial flows consistent with a pathway towards low greenhouse gas 
emission and climate-resilient development, including through deployment and transfer of 
technology, and provision of support to developing country Parties” (pg. 9) 
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The just transition discourse is found in two articles within the mitigation and implementation chapters. 
Though it is not explicitly defined, one can infer that in both cases, the transition, whether in context of 
energy or job creation, ought to be fair and inclusive. This is in accordance with the UNFCCC’s 
interpretation of justice, where distributive and inclusive justice play a central role. However, once again 
the language “calls” and “recognizes” an action for a just transition, which signals these normative ideals 
rather than binding policies. 
 
5.2.2 Summary 
 
Table 24 displays an overview of all the climate justice discourses found within the Glasgow Pact. 
Accordingly, it can be noticed that all discourses find their way into policy except for the international 
justice dimension, where historical responsibility and rights-based discourses are not explicitly 
acknowledged. This overview only indicates which are prevalent within the policy regardless of the context 
or intensity in which it is expressed. 

 
  

Table 24: Overview of climate justice discourses found in the Glasgow Pact 
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6. Discussion 
 
The discussion aims to interpret the findings of the analysis and to extrapolate these to the context to the 
wider climate justice debate. An interpretation of party statements versus policy outcomes reveals how 
normative claims have made their way into action. Such understanding helps to identify and clarify any 
power dynamics between parties that might persist at the COP. Ultimately this calls for a scrutiny of the 
credibility of the COP to represent a fair and inclusive space for negotiating global climate policies. 
 
6.1 Party statements vs Policy outcomes 
 
Throughout the analysis of party statements discourses within all three dimensions of climate justice are 
found. Parties differed in terms of which justice discourses they exercised in their statements and the degree 
to which they emphasized one discourse over another. These differences can be explained by the context in 
which the actor operates in. By looking at basic entities recognized and relationship to nature is has become 
evident that each country experiences climate change in their own idiosyncratic way. Therefore, justice has 
different meanings to different stakeholders. The findings confirm that the definition of justice by the 
UNFCCC is not sufficient to capture the realm of climate (in)justices that are expressed in practice. Through 
the lens of the three-dimensional model by Schapper (2018) it becomes apparent that climate justice is not 
adequately addressed in the Glasgow Pact. 
 
From an international justice perspective, the analysis points towards the fact that almost all parties made 
references to climate financing one way, or another as summarized in table 23. Such unanimity suggests 
that climate governance is essentially about funding. This issue is stipulated by two similar discourses: the 
ability-to-pay and the historical responsibility discourse. Where the ability-to-pay discourse was found 
across both developing and developed countries, the historical responsibility discourse is rather enacted by 
developing countries like the Marshall Islands, Zambia and Uganda. Notably, the US is the only country 
that acknowledges some sort of responsibility when they proclaim that “those of us who are responsible … 
for much of the problems we have” have a responsibility to do more. Such concession legitimizes the claim 
that developed countries have a moral obligation to pay (Okereke, 2018). Though it seemingly diminishes 
their power, one has to consider that such first-admitter advantage yields the effect the legitimacy of the 
US to be a world leader.  However, quite conspicuously, as visualized in table 24, the historical 
responsibility discourse is not found within the policy outcome at all. Since this discourse targets certain 
developed countries in particular, it is indicative that this reflects power imbalance between interest groups. 
It serves in the interests of developed countries to not acknowledge these justice claims because then they 
are held more accountable to accommodate change. This argument is supported by the fact that this 
discourse was not found in any of the statements of the UN or EU coalitions, with the US as sole exception. 
The fact that the Pact dies not allude to this discourse signals a siding with the developed nations congruent 
with the critique the COP is a biased arena (Falzon, 2021). A counter argument remains that a focus on 
past-wrongdoings is not fruitful for today’s climate action, and that the ability to pay mantra suffices to 
address any financial obligations. This would suggest that the core element of justice is not as important as 
coming up with practical policies to address the issue. On a similar note, there are no references to religious 
justice. This makes sense given the scientific nature of the COP, yet it signals that some knowledge claims 
are taken more seriously than others, regardless of their merit. 
 
The rights-based discourse is likewise not found within the policy. This effectively silences the plea for 
some countries (like Uganda or Russia) and NGOs like OPEC that traditional energy sources are important 
to sustain economic growth (Schlosberg and Collins, 2014). BINGOs also plea for better guidelines to 
conduct sustainable business but these are not necessarily provided within the Pact. Considering the former, 
it makes sense that this discourse is not acknowledged since it directly opposes the mantra of climate 
transition. However, the point is that its non-inclusion points towards a power imbalance embedded within 
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the negotiation. By silencing these claims, they are removed from the common any formal documentations, 
and therefore not considered as the reference point for knowledge claims in future debates (Bacchi, 2012). 
 
Claims of intra-societal justice are found consistently among developing parties although they differ in the 
expression of underlying discourses, similar to the findings of Audet (2013). Here they are either expressed 
as vulnerability as a whole or specifically in terms of indigenous communities or gender justice. 
Nevertheless, the Glasgow Pact makes explicit references to vulnerability, gender and indigenous concept 
which shows that these at the very least are being addressed. Yet, with the exception of obligations towards 
human rights, the lack of hard language supporting these virtues is telling. Developing countries tend to 
frame themselves as being victims and subsequently frame developed countries as those with the power to 
effectuate a change. By associating power with responsibility, more pressure is exerted to commit to action. 
This explains why at least at first glance the Glasgow Pact is geared towards helping countries in need. 
However, the power works against vulnerable countries when no credible commitments are being made.  
 
Discourses related to intergenerational justice are inconsistently expressed by parties. Where some focus 
on past wrongdoings of others, some focus instead on the effects of climate change that occur right now. 
The Pact advocates for a just transition, but it does not concede any explicit moral imperative for action to 
be taken on behalf of future generations. Although this has not been a vocal point of this study, it does 
reaffirm the criticism that the interests of the youth are underrepresented at the COP. This reaffirms the 
practical understanding of that those who speak have the power to set the agenda (Bacchi, 2012; Morchain, 
2018). Since the youth is not part in the negotiations their interests are silenced, and their absence of a voice 
also mean that this practice diminishes their power on influencing the climate agenda. 
 
These findings corroborate with the empirical observations of a disputed climate discourses by Audet 
(2013) of the COP23, and the theoretical accounts of the variety of climate justices by Okereke (2018) and 
Scandrett (2016). It does not necessarily mean however that not-exercised discourses are not important for 
a given actor. Fundamentally, high-level statements are merely snapshots of ones priorities. From a 
statements perspective, a notable point is that relatively few statements contain explicit mentions of 
“justice”. On the one hand this makes sense because one does not need to have said it to allude to it. Since 
the COP serves as a negotiation on climate action the concept of justice is an inherent principle. However, 
this research reaffirms that climate justice is not necessarily a concept on its own but rather an umbrella 
term that incorporates different interpretations of justice that emerge as a consequence of climate change. 
 
In general, the findings do not suggest that coalitions are consistent in their expression of variants of justice. 
This is first marked by the fact that none of the statements make any sort of justice claims in context of 
their coalition. In fact, besides the EU, none of the countries seem to make any sort of reference to their 
coalition at all. Although the sample is too small to conclusively determine this observation, the 
predominant mode of allegiance is seemingly rather between developed and developing nations. Non-state 
actors seem to be the only ones that actually represent a specific interest (Moss and Umbers, 2020). 
Arguably countries adopt the language of the Paris Agreement, and so reality is constituted by previous 
significant policy documents, congruent with Fairclough’s (2010) reasoning that social practice (like 
statements) can shape reality, just as these statements reflect this reality. One has to acknowledge however 
that there is merit for a country to stick to the developing vs developed dichotomy, and that arguing on 
behalf of coalitions bears relatively little added value since no policy explicitly is pointed towards any 
coalition since that is the framework in which finances and support are allocated in practice.  
 
At last, it should be highlighted that the Glasgow Pact has further flaws. First, the Pact has an inherent 
weakness in that it does not specify certain core concepts such as what constitute developing vs. developed 
countries, vulnerabilities, and just transitions. Although as I have pointed out these are somewhat implicitly 
implied, the lack of clear language can in practice be detrimental. Given that moral language reveals one’s 
positionality (Pickering, 2016). The very fact that party statements differ in their normative claims and 
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problematizations signals that climate justice is a contested issue. Similarly, the intensity in which a 
discourse is expressed varies between actors which further complicates coming to a unanimous agreement. 
When this is the case, the UNFCCC should not blindly assume that countries will take accountability in 
their efforts to stick to the policies. Next, the framing of climate justice in the Pact’s introductory paragraph, 
that is “climate justice for some” suggests that there are still ways to go before it is cemented as a core 
principle for climate action. Interesting enough, this somewhat signals that the UNFCCC is not confident 
in their own interpretation of climate justice, as underpinned by claims to fair procedures, distributions, and 
acknowledgment (IPCC, 2022). This supports the premise that a different lens can reveal justice that are 
otherwise not considered. 
 
6.2 A pact for developed countries? 
 
Ultimately, through the lens of critical discourse analysis the argument can be made that the Glasgow Pact 
is written in favor of developed countries. Returning to the relationship of power and discourse, it serves to 
keep in mind that: “practices, events and texts arise out of and are ideologically shaped by relations of 
power and struggles over power” (Fairclough, 1995). The composition of a given text is a direct result of 
those that can influence its creation. Through the scrutiny of the Glasgow Pact, three key observations 
emerge that point towards a power imbalance among developing and developed parties. Namely, the lack 
of any reference to the historical responsibility discourse, knowledge claims rooted in science, and last but 
not least the use of feeble and non-binding language in throughout the policy articles. 
 
To support this argument, it calls for scrutiny of the actors and their interests. It is imperative as (Cummings, 
de Haan and Seferiadis, 2018) point out to take into consideration who created the document and how it is 
practically constructed. In practice, the higher-level statements are mere summarized representations of the 
Parties’ respective positionalities. The higher-level segment is typically represented by high profile country 
executives and therefore also is wrongly interpreted as the main event (a false assumption perpetrated by 
media attention by outside observers). In reality, the policy negotiations take place in numerous informal 
meetings that due to the short time frame of the COP occur simultaneously, where different Party 
delegations negotiate varying issues. Since it is not in the interest of developed countries acknowledge 
historical responsibility, the absence of this discourse suggest that this normative claim has been left out of 
the outcome as a consequence of negotiations. The findings of this research correspond with the findings 
of Falzon (2021) that developed parties have the upper hand in negotiations. 
 
The second observation is that evidently the Glasgow Pact is heavily rooted in science – as exemplified by 
the fact the first chapter is called ‘science and urgency’. Such language aims to unify parties to conduct 
coordinated actions (Morchain, 2018). Such insistence on scientifically grounded policy reflects power 
imbalances and procedural injustice, where developing countries find themselves marginalized at the 
negotiation table (Schroeder, Boykoff and Spiers, 2012). Knowledge claims like “mother earth” and 
“climate justice” are representations of concepts that are acknowledged but not accepted as central truths. 
Certainly, some statements contained knowledge claims about nature that go beyond science. For instance, 
Uganda’s religious references and ancestorial references made by Dominica. This observation is limited in 
that COP26 is the 26th time this conference has taken place. Since climate change (and therefore climate 
action) has been rooted in science since its conception it makes sense that through knowledge claims have 
converged to scientific language. In other words, one would not expect to find many other claims since 
these have been silenced over time. 
 
Third, the use of feeble language like “acknowledging”, “noting” and “emphasizing” are telling of non-
binding vocabularies. The consequence of such language is that at best these articles prescribe policies as 
normative ideals that ought to be strived for, and that such moral language is used to spur motivation for 
action (Pickering, 2016). The lack of any sort of enforcement however means that there are no hard 
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incentives for developed countries to fulfil their duties, especially those that pertain to financing. Though 
the Glasgow Pact is seemingly a fair policy outline that holds developed countries accountable to do more 
it does not mean much in practice. Evidently the fact that promises have historically been made and unkept 
throughout the past supports as Tobin and Baritt (2021) have pointed out support this premise, such as the 
$100 billion annual pledge at Copenhagen COP in 2009, which is still not met. Naturally one should be 
cautious to frame developed countries as deliberate actors to halt climate transitions. Rather, when 
negotiations fail to reach binding policies the status quo is reinforced, which coincidentally side with the 
interests of developed countries. 
 
6.3 Credibility of the COP 
 
The implication of these arguments is that the way climate justice is considered through the Glasgow Pact 
will be perpetuated going forward. Power is not only the formation of the text but is amplified as a 
consequence of the text and the discourses that are included (Jørgensen and Phillips, 2002). Discourses that 
dominate also have the power shape reality (Fairclough, 1995). In practice this means that the current policy 
outcomes will serve as the basis for future COPs, which already sets the playing field in favor of those that 
stand to benefit from its current composition. Such path dependency institutionalizes these current 
conceptions and therefore it becomes inherently difficult to challenge those going forward (North, 1990). 
 
A final take-away of this research is that there is a mismatch between what countries are saying and what 
is actually enacted. With some minor exceptions, it seems that developed countries admit that more ought 
to be done but a comparison with their actions suggests a sense of inertia when it comes to action - a 
condition repeatedly iterated by developed countries. Colorful language used in statements neither reflects 
language used in policy writing. This observation lends sympathy to critics of the COP that argue it to be a 
virtue signaling event with little real and unanimous action despite the grave responsibility of negotiating 
the future our climate. In part this makes sense because climate change and climate action are wicked 
problems that have no apparent solutions. Since it must be coordinated on a global stage it is a near 
impossible task to come to a ratifying consensus. Though this research is limited in that it has not gone in 
depth of individual interest groups, it has confirmed that by means of comparison the issue of climate justice 
remains an underdeveloped concept. The credibility of the COP certainly can be scrutinized in terms of 
their inclusivity, in order for it to be improved as the urgency of the situation increases. 
 
6.4 Strengths & Limitations 
 
In order to assess to what extent, the findings are plausible it serves to evaluate the strengths and weaknesses 
of the results and methodology. It is argued that by using a multi-componential method (Dryzek, 2013) the 
results are more profound and climate justice discourses are systematically analyzed as opposed to being 
merely identified based on the intuition of the researcher. The method therefore is reliable since it can easily 
be replicated by others and would likely yield similar results. A systematic approach also increased the 
validity of the findings. Ultimately, the final interpretation is made by the researcher’s best judgement, and 
therefore a degree of subjectivity cannot be eliminated. Since the studying of discourses is rooted in an 
interpretivist approach, which assumes that ontologically speaking reality is socially constructed along 
multiple meanings and interpretations, the role of the researcher is part of the knowledge creation. In this 
sense, since climate justice is a fluid concept there may be particular discourses that are not recognized (as 
being dominant) within the theoretical framework and therefore overlooked in the analysis. 
     
Following, it should be reiterated that some practical limitations exist to these findings. The relatively small 
data sample for statements (n=17) are not sufficient to draw any decisive conclusions for collective 
positions by coalitions. Similarly, I only analyzed statements made in English which foregoes many 
viewpoints and other coalitions all together. Ironically this research symbolizes and perpetuates the notion 
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that claims in English are more likely to be considered with regards to the COP (Falzon, 2021). The sample 
also does not allow for a complete overview of the role of non-state actors. Its inclusion is limited to the 
extent that it only signals a tendency to focus on singular expressions of climate justice. Moreover, by not 
specifying components and the relationship to nature beforehand (1 & 2 of the analytical checklist) one 
may question to what extent one can compare country statements. It is argued however that a discourse is 
not confined to a single narrative, and that therefore storyline elements do not have to be predefined. Further 
studies are required to exhaustively analyze each statement to come to a thorough understanding of the role 
of coalitions at climate negotiations. Last but not least, this study is not designed to accurately capture the 
intensity in which discourses are expressed. Certainly, this is a telling feature of language which signals a 
degree of importance of an exercised discourse to an actor. Such understanding would better contextualize 
ones position and therefore yield a more thorough basis to conduct analysis. 
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7. Conclusion 
 
The aim of this research has been to examine which climate justice discourses are prevalent throughout the 
higher-level segment statements made by parties, and how these are manifested in the Glasgow Pact. 
Through lens of a three-dimensional framework of international, intra-societal and intergenerational justice 
it can be concluded that climate justice at the COP is a broad concept underpinned by various similar, but 
distinct discourses, built on different normative claims. The results show that varying countries exercise 
different discourses and are comparatively quite inconsistent in their expressions of these. The research 
suggests that actors have motives and incentives to exercise a given discourse, or conversely to not 
acknowledge it at all. Furthermore, no apparent consistency exists between claims of justice among 
coalitions and that claims of justice are better distinguished between developing and developed countries. 
An analysis of justice representations in the Glasgow Pact reveals that the historical responsibility and 
rights-based discourse are not acknowledged within the policy outline. In cases where discourses are found, 
the language of the policy demonstrates these are at best acknowledged or noted, which weakens the 
legitimacy of these justice claims in formal language.  
 
These findings address the knowledge gap in two ways. First it gives an updated account of current state of 
global climate governance through the lens of climate justice. Second, by considering a broad range of 
climate justice discourses, it strengthens the findings of previous studies that developing countries tend to 
be marginalized in the negotiation settings. The inconsistency of climate justice discourses in the Glasgow 
Pact reveals an imbalance of power and influence on the negotiations, in favor of developed countries that 
pursue virtuous and scientific ideals. More in-depth research is required to find and confirm explanatory 
factors that reveal power dynamics and its effect on climate justice within climate policy. Detailed studies 
on future COPs with a greater sample size would strengthen the outcomes of this research and allow for a 
richer interpretation for different actors. Ultimately, these findings help to update the ongoing debate to 
whether the COP and climate action in general is a fair process for all parties through the lens of climate 
justice. Questions remain to what extent this is effectively reflected in policy outcome, in this case the 
Glasgow Pact. Critical discourse analysis is an effective tool to come up with new perspectives for the 
climate justice debate. One may also sum up COP26 in the words of Greta Thunberg: a bunch of “blah blah 
blah”. Although I reckon she has a point, we should not discount each other’s positionality before we get 
into action. Policies ought to be thoughtful, or else we risk climate justice for some, but not for all. 
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10. Appendix 
 
Party statements 
 
An overview of the statements can be found on the database of the UNFCCC: 
https://unfccc.int/cop-26/speeches-and-statements 
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