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SCIENCE & DEMOCRACY

Whose facts and which values? Democratizing climate science through rethinking relationships between science
and society, Jacqueline de Chazal, Resource Management in the Asia-Pacific Program, Crawford School of Economic
and Government, ANU

This presentation examines democracy as it relates to the science of climate change. As a starting point | present two
observations concerning relationships between ‘facts’ and values drawn from social science. | then use these relationships to
explain aspects of the current public debate on climate change. | then offer an alternative view on relationships between
science and society that aspires to be more democratic. The first observation is that values can influence what are deemed to be
‘facts ‘. Leaving aside debates concerning whether there can be ‘independent’ observation, scientific and social uncertainties
associated with climate change science provide a particularly conducive environment to players making conscious or
unconscious selective choices concerning what constitutes ‘convincing’ evidence relating to human-induced climate change. The
second observation is that values strongly determine ‘belief’ in climate change and what are considered as ‘reasonable’ and
‘appropriate’ adaptation responses. This observation is particularly pertinent given the present public framing of climate change
in terms of ‘believers’, and ‘skeptics’ or ‘disbelievers’. | see the following playing out as a consequence of not taking these
observations into account. First is the diminishment of public confidence in the science of climate change and the apparent shift
from understanding climate change as a matter decided by science to a matter of belief. | propose that this diminishment has
largely occurred because science is erroneously assumed to represent an ‘objective’ and final voice. As a consequence the
public feel ‘let down’ by recent events (e.g. uncertainties variously packaged as certainties or disbelief), and instead see the
situation as a case where scientific ‘truths’ are being distorted to suit particular ideological positions. Second are attempts by
scientists to restore public confidence in climate change science, often explicitly emphasising the objectivity and settled nature
of the ‘facts’. | propose that all this does is reinforce this false perception of science both to the public, as well as within science.
The third is an often apparent unconscious shift by scientists from presenting ‘facts’ about climate change to making (implicit)
value statements about how society ought to act. Irrespective of the uncertainties surrounding climate change science and
other values implicated in the scientific process, science in itself has no role in prescribing courses of action. Amongst the
advocates of rethinking relationships between science and society, calls for better treatment of uncertainty, values and value
conflict, and accommodation of processes that encourage democratic openness, deliberation and transparency are common. |
expand on a means that accommodates these aspects, in particular the use of deliberative processes. Questions such as who
might represent the ‘extended peer community’ and how differently deemed ‘facts’ concerning climate change and associated
considered ‘appropriate’ responses might be deliberated in order to reach an outcome will be explored.

Climate Science as Political Challenge, Peter Christoff, Department of Resource Management and Geography, The
Melbourne Graduate School of Land and Environment, University of Melbourne

The role of expert knowledge in policy formation presents a challenge for liberal democracies. Fully participatory decision-
making may lead to democratic but poorly informed policy choices while reliance on experts and their sophisticated technical
and scientific knowledge to inform, guide or determine policy ‘for the greater good’ may produce decisions that are
instrumentally more effective but hardly democratic. In the 1970s and 1980s, the priority given to purportedly neutral scientific
and technological expertise in policy formulation came under strong public challenge, often resulting in more participatory
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means for including public interests in previously technocratic processes. By contrast, in relation to climate policy, there has
been a recent retreat - including by those social forces most interested in participatory citizenship - to an authorization of ‘pure’
scientific practice and expert climate scientific knowledge in policy development. Climate science and climate expertise are
wielded as shields and weapons against public ignorance and the assault of the climate skeptics. There are some valid reasons
for this ‘retreat’ to a technocratic model of policy formation. The findings of climate science are sometimes ‘counter-intuitive’
when set against everyday experience, climate modeling is an opaque artform, and the ‘laws of nature’ do not respond to
changes in public opinion. But the questions arise: what role should climate science play in democratic decision-making
processes, and what are the implications for legitimacy of decisions given the ‘retreat’ to technocracy? Moreover, to what
extent should politicians and policy-makers accommodate public opinion when it manifestly fails to register or reflect the
dominant climate-scientific narrative? This paper therefore explores the role of science in climate governance, with specific
reference to the UEA ‘Climategate scandal’ and to the influence of scientific and public opinion in Australian climate policy
formation. It will consider institutional approaches which might assist in bridging the chasms between climate science, public
opinion and public policy.

Discursive dominance of the Earth system: Climate change and contestation, Liam Phelan (Graduate School of the
Environment, Macquarie University ), Ann Henderson-Sellers (Department of Environment & Geography, Macquarie
University ), Ros Taplin (Mirvac School of Sustainable Development, Bond University)

Social-ecological systems such as the Earth system are complex systems comprising human-social and ecological elements.
Resilience approaches originating in ecology focus on maintaining system function and stability. However in times of systemic
crisis (e.g. dangerous anthropogenic climate change) perverse resilience (e.g. hegemonic social-ecological system dominance by
what we refer to as the fossil fuel historical bloc) can threaten overall system integrity. Resilience approaches can lack a
necessary acknowledgement of the role of politics in human-social systems, and therefore the impact of politics in broader
social-ecological systems. In response this paper builds theory by forging a conceptual link between Gramsci’s theory of
hegemony on the one hand, and resilience approaches on the other. The objective is to generate a new conceptual approach to
better understand the role of politics in social-ecological systems. Gramsci’s theory of hegemony contains a prominent
discursive dimension. A state of hegemony entails an alliance of comparatively powerful actors and groupings (an historical bloc)
having their specific interests broadly accepted as the general interest. In the context of climate change governance, the
discursive dominance of the fossil fuel historical bloc is foundational to the collective inability to date to effectively grapple with
the challenge and equitably and justly mitigate climate change. Importantly, such discursive dominance deflects deliberative
citizen engagement with the myriad complex ethical and governance questions presented by climate change, a globally coherent
anthropogenic phenomenon of the Earth system. The paper concludes with an application of the combined neo-Gramsican-
resilience conceptual approach to climate change governance, and argues that undermining the perverse resilience of the fossil
fuel historical bloc is simultaneously a precondition and a result of achieving democratic, equitable and effective approaches to
climate change mitigation. Such an outcome requires deliberative societal engagement with climate change, and the many
possibilities its adaptation and mitigation may entail.

GLOBAL INSTITUTIONS

Democratizing Global Climate Policy through a UN Parliamentary Assembly, Duncan Kerr, Member of Parliament
(Australia), Andreas Bummel, Committee for a Democratic U.N. (Germany), Prof. Fernando Iglesias, Member,
Chamber of Deputies (Argentina)

The paper presents the proposal for establishing a UN Parliamentary Assembly (UNPA) and discusses its potential importance in
democratizing global climate policy. This includes an overview of the basic features of a UNPA that are under discussion, in
particular with regard to its membership and composition. Firstly, it is then argued that a UNPA, as a body composed of elected
representatives, would be a means to connect climate deliberations with the grassroots level as citizens and NGOs could directly
interact with its members. Secondly, the paper looks into the question of how a UNPA could be integrated into the global
climate negotiation and decision-making process. Based on models for the distribution of seats in a UNPA that had been
presented recently, it is suggested that the body could pave the way for a more effective and more legitimate decision-making
procedure. The paper in particular addresses the need and possibility of majority decision-making and suggests that such a
system theoretically could be integrated into a new framework convention on climate change mitigation. Finally, the paper
concludes that a global parliamentary assembly might be a tool to reinvigorate global deliberations on climate policy in general
as the members of a UNPA in principle would not be obligated to represent the interests of national governments but instead
would be free to consider the global common good and the views expressed by their constituency. The paper will be based on
previous publications, in particular the following: Fernando Iglesias, “Global Climate Policy and World Democracy” (Committee
for a Democratic UN, August 2009), http://www.kdun.org/324/; Andreas Bummel, “Why we need a UN Parliament,”
OpenDemocracy (January 29, 2010), http://www.opendemocracy.net/andreas-bummel/why-we-need-un-parliament; Andreas
Bummel, The composition of a Parliamentary Assembly at the United Nations, 3. ed. (Berlin: Committee for a Democratic UN,
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2010), http://www.kdun.org/95/; Duncan Kerr, Elect the Ambassador! Building Demacracy in a Globalized World (Annandale:
Pluto Press, 2001)

Promising the World? The G20, Public Accountability and Global Environmental Governance, Steven Slaughter,
School of International and Political Studies Deakin University

This paper examines the prospective role of the G8/G20 in global environmental governance. The “G” system has its origins in
the 1970s when the leading industrialised democracies created the G7, then the G8, as an annual forum for executive level
deliberations to manage emerging forms of globalisation. The G20 has its origins in the late 1990s and continued to increase in
profile and eventually replaced the G8 as the preeminent site for economic diplomacy in 2009. This paper argues that the track
record of the “G” system and the structure of the G20 forum discussions offer little hope that the G20 can be an actor which
plays a constructive role in addressing global environmental problems without significant increases in its public accountability. It
is also the case that while the “G” system originally had a clear focus on economic issues it also has increasingly addressed a
range of non-economic issues ranging from terrorism, global health and global warming. This paper argues that because of
increasing forms of public contestation and the broadening agenda of the G8 and G20, it is the case that the legitimacy of the
G20 is being a questioned because of the increasing impact of the G8/G20 on individuals around the world and the developing
sense that the G20 could and should be involved in addressing global issues. As such this paper argues that enlarged forms of
public deliberation and accountability are necessary and productive avenues to strengthening the practical role that the “G”
system plays in global governance. This paper will consider some of practical and conceptual issues surrounding efforts to
develop deliberative avenues whereby public views could be considered by the G20 in a systematic way.

Exclusive Minilateralism: An Emerging Discourse within International Climate Change Governance?, Jeffrey

McGee, School of Law, University of Newcastle

Since the formation of the US and Australian sponsored Asia-Pacific Partnership on Clean Development and Climate (APP) in
2005, there has been a series of international climate change agreements involving elite state actors only. The APEC Sydney
Leaders Declaration of 2007, G8 Hokkaido Leaders Declaration of 2008 and US Bush Administration Major Economies Meetings
(MEM) of 2007-08 all display a shift towards a model of international climate governance based on small groups of economically
powerful states, to the exclusion of less powerful states and civil society. The role of AOSIS and other developing countries at the
recent Copenhagen COP 15 meeting, together with logistical difficulties in civil society participation at that meeting, have
strengthened calls for international climate governance to be pared down to a smaller decision making forum involving only
‘key’ countries in terms of emissions and economic output. During the period 2005-08 the APP, APEC and MEM processes also
developed a model for international technology development and diffusion based on hybrid governance by elite actors from
state, business and public research bodies. Civil society and less powerful actors were also excluded from participation in these
technology forums. This paper seeks to explain the above developments by an interpretivist research design based on
international legal and critical constructivist discourse analysis. It is argued that the above developments embody a discourse of
‘exclusive minilateralism’ that represents an important discursive challenge to the ‘inclusive multilateral’ design that has
dominated international climate change governance since the formation of the UNFCCC process in 1992. The exclusive
minilateralist discourse seeks to shift inter-subjective meaning on the processes of international climate governance away from
openness, transparency and accountability towards an acceptance of secrecy and power-based outcomes that will allegedly
provide greater global effectiveness in reducing greenhouse gas emissions. Any continued strengthening of the exclusive
minilateralist discourse will provide a significant challenge to the deliberative potential of international climate change
governance over coming years.

DELIBERATIVE POLITICS

China's participation in the global climate governance: Reflections from a perspective of deliberative democracy,
Qingzhi Huan, Research Institute of Marxism, Peking Centre for Environmental Politics Research Old Law School
Building Peking University, China

Looking at the emerging global climate governance -- especially the UN conference-led system -- from a perspective of
deliberative democracy, one can easily find the so evident 'democratic deficits' within it, not only at the level of institutional
framework, but also at the level of discursive debate. Furthermore, given the mutual support and/or condition relationship
between discursive exposition and institutional development in constructing a workable global governance of climate change
mitigation and adaptation, it is obvious that achieving a most possible consensus on ‘common but differentiated responsibility'
through extensive deliberation among all the stake-holders is at least as important as making political or legal decisions in this
regard simply through competitive democratic procedures. Under such a theoretical context, this paper will offer a reflection of
China's participation in the global climate governance by evaluating its performances at the Copenhagen summit. In general, it
argues that, there will still be a long way to go for China determine to undertake the responsibility of world leader in global
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climate governance, and a better way to speed up this process, if the West really wants to lend a hand, is to 'educate' China
through setting up more persuasive moral examples and initiating more deliberative discussions or dialogues.

Deliberative Climate Regime: Super-Ministerial Mechanisms for Energy Security and Emission Reduction in China,
Xufeng Zhu, Zhou Enlai School of Government, Naikai University, Tianjin, PRC

Climate governance inevitably faces the problem of collective actions. Major policy participators and initiative actors would
rather pay less effort in addressing climate change at local, national, and/or global levels. The author argues that a “Deliberative
Climate Regime” could be regarded as a possible and feasible model to cope with the problems of collective actions in
addressing climate change. In the policy field on addressing climate change and guarantee energy security and conservation,
where nearly 30 different Chinese central ministries involve, two parallel deliberative and coordinative organizations were
established recently, including the “National Leading Small Group on Addressing Climate Change, Energy Conservation Leading
Group, and Emission Reduction” and the “National Energy Commission”. The two super-ministerial organizations act as a
“Deliberative Climate Regime” in China, which have similar structures but different functions. In this article, the author
demonstrates the evolvement approaches, structures, activities, and functions of the two super-ministerial organizations.
China’s decision-making system are usually regarded as “Fragmented Authoritarianism” where various central bureaucratic
agencies is held together by the formal and informal structure of authority and individual networks bargaining among units.
However, the Chinese government has established many super-ministerial mechanisms to coordinate the complex decision-
making process for decades in some policy fields where there may be more than 10 ministries participate. With the case study of
super-ministerial mechanisms for energy security and emission reduction, the article empirically shows that the Chinese
decision-making system is actually not “fragmented” but “deliberative” in many policy fields.
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History & Philosophy, UNSW

This paper argues that the governance of climate change is ill served by deliberation understood as a process of reflecting on
‘preferences’. Preferences tend to be conceived as relatively inflexible pre-existing dispositions regarding matters that
analysts/decision-makers deem consequential. The normative character of these choices is rarely accounted for, constrains the

content and scope of deliberation and, thereby, stops citizens from bringing their full capacities to bear. Citizens are most
typically concerned with the character and content of outcomes rather than the specifics of energy technologies, the economic
frameworks for these, and the plethora of other matters commonly used to frame citizen climate change governance
preferences. One way to better engage citizen concerns is by conceiving of deliberation in terms of the collective evaluation of

‘forms of life’. ‘Forms of life’ is a term borrowed from Wittgenstein to denote the complex interdependencies between culture,

the specificities of everyday life, and the non-human content of our world. A familiar contemporary example is automobility. A
quintessential contemporary ‘form of life’ automobility is as much about day-to-day routines, the form and content of built
environments, and the availability, or lack thereof, of transport alternatives as it is about automobiles. Citizens generally
envision outcomes in analogously integrative terms rather than more circumscribed technical framings preference formulations
commonly assume. By engaging the nexus of interdependent influences constituting responses to climate change, rather than

one, or other, aspect of them, this approach empowers citizen engagement with an inclusive approach to climate change
governance. This approach has, thus, the potential to facilitate more ‘authentic’ and ‘consequential’ (Dryzek, 2009) deliberation.

The paper will, briefly, broach empirical support for this approach, it’s theoretical implications and how citizen deliberation so
conceived might link to expert/decision-maker deliberation at other levels. [5 NBT S1 X W® wHnndpE W5S5Y2ON
[ I LI OA (i & CommmhtivePdlitical SuBlies, 42: 1379-1402]

PARALLEL SESSION 2: 3.00-4.30
DELIBERATIVE PROCESSES

Challenges for global deliberative democracy processes: insights from World Wide Views on global warming in
Australia, Chris Riedy and Jade Herriman, Institute for Sustainable Futures, University of Technology, Sydney

On 26 September 2009, approximately 4,000 citizens in 38 countries participated in World Wide Views on Global Warming
(WWViews). WWViews was the first-ever, deliberative, democratic process at a global scale. The focus of WWViews was on
ensuring that the voice of global citizens would be heard in the United Nations climate change negotiations that took place in
Copenhagen from 7-18 December 2009. For a first attempt at global deliberative democracy, WWViews deserves to be
acknowledged as a great success, proving that processes on this scale are feasible. Participants found the experience
overwhelmingly positive and the views of the participants were represented at Copenhagen in several ways. However,
WWViews faced the same challenges as sub-global deliberative democracy processes, which include achieving
representativeness and inclusion, ensuring the process has integrity, providing a space for genuine deliberation and achieving
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influence over policy and decision-making. Most of these challenges were magnified at the global scale and some new
challenges emerged. In this paper, we reflect on the Australian experience of WWViews and what the project revealed about
challenges for global deliberative democracy processes. First, representativeness is more difficult to achieve at a global scale;
there were important gaps in the national participation in WWViews and approaches to recruitment varied significantly
between participating countries. Second, there is a delicate balancing act required between designing a process that is
comparable across countries and providing process flexibility to account for differences in culture, resources and democratic
tradition. Third, language and cultural differences make design and implementation of global processes more challenging.
Fourth, influence is arguably more difficult to achieve at a global scale given the limited democratic oversight of global
governance processes. Finally, global processes risk delivering a collection of discrete national views rather than an integrated
global view. In response to these challenges, we propose possible responses for global deliberative democracy. In particular, we
explore the idea of cross-cultural deliberative processes that bring citizens from around the world together directly to deliberate
on issues of global importance.

Climate Change and the Public Sphere: Building adaptive capacity through deliberation, Simon Niemeyer, Jacqui
Russell, Benjamin Moody & Kersty Hobson, Centre for Deliberative Democracy & Global Governance, SPIR, ANU

This paper investigates how the application of deliberative democratic principles could improve community adaptation to
climate change using empirical evidence from a case study. Recent research suggests that the increasing severity of climate
change could have the effect of undermining constructive adaptation where declining social capital results in non-cooperative
behavior and increased individualism, undermining the capacity for successful adaptation. In theory, deliberative democracy
should counter these maladaptive tendencies by encouraging interpersonal (and intersubjective) interaction. It should also
permit improved collective understanding of a complex issue. The research reported in this paper tests these claims by firstly
examining individual responses to a series of climate change scenarios using Q methodology and analysing qualitative interview
data. A subset of participants were then invited to participate in a three day deliberative process aimed at developing policies to
improve adaptive capacity. Participants were re-interviewed before and after deliberation using the same Q sort instrument to
compare their individual positions to those formed during deliberation. The paper will draw out the implications of the findings
for the role of deliberative democracy in improving climate change adaption. It will also explore implications for building
institutions for governing in the face of climate change.

From doubt to empowerment: how deliberative processes can counter the impact of misinformation campaigns
about climate change, Kath Fisher (Southern Cross University), Marnie Kikken ( NSW Climate Consensus Project),
Michelle Croker (Department of Sustainability and Environment, Victoria)

In the absence of clear direction and an agreed course of action about climate change at the national level, misinformation and
active campaigns to discredit both the science and efforts to take action have recently been allowed to gain traction. This could
lead to significant problems for government decision makers who may be held responsible for failing to take adequate action to
address the impacts of potentially catastrophic climate change. Nowhere is this felt more keenly than at the local government
level. Local councils need to engage their communities in decision making about how to respond to changes to their physical
environments, lifestyles and local economies. The challenge for councils is how best to do so in a context of confusion and
polarisation about the causes and possible long term impacts of climate change. Deliberative democratic processes such as
citizens' juries offer randomly selected, representative groups of citizens the opportunity to engage with credible and well-
researched information as well as to discuss concepts, issues and solutions in an environment free of coercion. Citizens' juries
are ideal when decisions have to be made about complex issues that involve conflicting values and interests. Furthermore, they
have the capacity to empower citizens to work in collaborative partnerships with government decision makers to respond to
complex challenges such as climate change.This paper presents a case study of collaboration between state and local
government that uses deliberative processes to engage citizens in decision making about climate action planning in two regional
Victorian councils. It extends and draws on the experience of another successful model of a state-local governance partnership
using deliberative democracy: the NSW Climate Consensus Project. The paper argues that deliberative processes at a local
government level are well placed to counter the undermining influence of current misinformation campaigns

LOCAL RESPONSES

Building Effective Sustainability Transitions for Wind Energy in the Context of Democratizing Climate Governance:
Institutional and Practice Redesign , Richard Hindmarsh, Griffith School of Environment, and Centre for Governance
and Public Policy, Griffith University

In late 2007, after signing the Kyoto Protocol, the new Australian Labor government committed to boosting Australia’s energy
generation from renewable energy to 20% by 2020 to contribute to a low carbon economy. With wind farms the mature
renewable energy technology for the transition, little recognition, however, was paid to the intense social conflict surrounding
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wind farm development. A key issue driving social conflict is lack of local inclusion in state planning approval processes. The
ongoing pressure of a new rural social movement with landscape guardian groups in the vanguard, combined with climate
change policy urgency, however, has stimulated participatory policy responses. Signalling incremental adjustment to limited
consultation processes, they clearly diverge from a key thrust of the climate change adaptation literature to embrace
partnership or whole-of-society approaches that embrace inclusive participatory processes and mechanisms in decision-making,
reflecting legitimacy, social cohesion and adaptive capacity building at the local level. A key reason this is missing in Australia
with regard to wind energy — apart from the general dominance of technocratic decision-making — is the pro-wind farm
coalition’s stress on economic and environmental narratives for policy development, with the social limited to vague notions of
job creation. That highlights a deep lack of understanding about the underpinning social factors that drive the social conflict.
From analysis of the contesting wind farm coalition and of public voices in the media, spoiled ‘sense of place’ (underpinned by
place ‘ownership and protective action’) appears the main social explanatory factor for community contestation of wind farms.
Informed by a range of issues, it appears to be driving the demand for redesigned inclusive decision-making approaches strongly
informed by local embedment and understandings. This paper outlines the case so far, which is contained in the broader
envelope of renewable energy transitions and democratising climate governance.

Democracy and Climate Change, Amanda Lynch, FTSE, ARC Federation Fellow School of Geography and
Environmental Science, Monash University, and Ronald D. Brunner, Centre for Public Policy Research, University of
Colorado, Boulder, USA

Large-scale initiatives to mitigate climate change have been discussed for some time. In 1988, independent scientists issued the Toronto
Conference Statement calling for industrial nations to reduce their emissions of CO, 20% from 1988 levels by 2005. In 2009, the Conference of
the Parties to the U.N. Framework Convention on Climate Change met with the parties to the Kyoto Protocol to negotiate mandatory
international targets and timetables for reductions of greenhouse gas emissions. Meanwhile, the separate parties are focused on cap-and-
trade, tax, regulatory and other mechanisms to control emissions. We hope such large-scale initiatives will succeed quickly in reducing
emissions that have continued to increase at about 3% per year for two decades. At the same time, we fear that these initiatives may continue
to be stymied by a lack of political will. Progress in mitigating dangerous concentrations of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere has been
disappointing, especially given the magnitude of the task ahead. Meanwhile, concerns are growing that the world is running out of time;
irreversible changes in climate are imminent according to most scientists. In this context it would be prudent to open climate change science
and policy to local communities that have made significant progress in mitigating greenhouse gas emissions or in adapting to extreme weather
events, with or without outside assistance. Such cases exemplify an approach to reducing net losses from climate change called “adaptive
governance,” where “adaptive” means responsive to differences and changes on the ground.1 Local differences encourage policy innovation.
Local scale facilitates action on policies to mitigate or adapt to climate change while accommodating other community interests. Opening
climate science and policy to adaptive governance would also advance our interest in democracy. People on the ground, in the communities
where they live and work, can be participants in local decisions that bear directly on their multiple interests, contributing knowledge of local
facts and values and taking responsibility for direct consequences they cannot avoid. For those of us concerned about climate change, there is
more to be gained at the margin by encouraging adaptive governance than by relying exclusively on large-scale initiatives.

2 KSy {0 (G§Sa glabyl fnkages dddiclimate chadde §overnance, Jennifer Kent, Institute for
Sustainable Futures, UTS

The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and the Kyoto Protocol, the primary elements of the
international climate regime, contain globally framed principles, including ethical provisions (Okereke 2008) that rely on the pre-
eminence of nation-states to be realized. Despite this, the dominant discourse around global climate governance continues to
support traditional notions of economic development (through, for example, emission trading and offset schemes), whilst civil
society increasingly challenges such paradigms through demands for systems that support fair and just transitions away from
carbon-based economies. The failure of the 2009 Copenhagen Climate Conference to deliver a globally inclusive and binding
climate treaty that would prevent the worst impacts of climate change, along with current emission reduction commitments by
nation-states that fall well below achieving the internationally agreed target of limiting global temperature rise to below 2
degrees (UNFCCC 2009), is symptomatic of these discursive disjunctions. Presuming that states are not “ontologically privileged”
(Held 2005) to take action on climate change, there needs to be an essential reframing of climate change discourse away from
national economic self-interest to global ethical duties. This implies a greater role for civil society in negotiating a moral contract
between states and their citizens. This paper, in considering the climate accord outcomes post Copenhagen, and the changing
role of civil society in global climate action, will draw on case studies involving citizen deliberation on climate change to
demonstrate that a discursive disjunction exists between the current global climate regime; the nation-state; and civil society.
The root of this disjuncture, | will argue, can be found in the lack of a clear ethical framework based on common moral values
that establishes both rights and responsibilities on climate change at the individual and global level.

! Brunner, R.D. and A.H. Lynch, 2010: Adaptive Governance and Climate Change. (AMS Press and University of Chicago Press) ISBN: 9781878220974, 424 pp.



ADAPTATION GOVERNANCE

Linking Disaster Risk Reduction and Climate Change Adaptation: The Experience from Indonesia, Riyanti Djalante
and Frank Thomalla, Department of Environment and Human Geography, Macquarie University

The need to link disaster risk reduction (DRR) and climate change adaptation (CCA) has recently been gaining momentum. The
Bali Action Plan of the UNFCCC Parties recognises that existing knowledge, experience and capacities for reducing vulnerabilities
and increasing preparedness to extreme weather events must be harnessed in adapting to climate change. Conceptual
similarities and differences, as well as barriers and opportunities for convergence have been put forward. But despite the
synergies and opportunities, linking the two approaches is difficult in policy and practice. In this paper, we explore how
international initiatives, programmes, policies and institutions guide DRR and CCA in Indonesia and how these are translated
into operational activities at the national and sub-national levels. These include government agencies, non-government
organisations (NGOs), civil society organisation (CSOs) and the public sector involved in DRR and CCA. It is found that while the
linking of DRR and CCA approaches has been strongly advocated, limited joint action has occurred to date in Indonesia. In
particular, the Bappenas, UNDP, the National Agency for Disaster Risk Reduction (Badan Nasional Penanggulangan Bencana -
BNPB) and The National Council for Climate Change (Dewan Nasional Perubahan Iklim — DNPI) all have important roles in
facilitating and coordinating the linkages between DRR and CCA and in mainstreaming them into development agendas. We
suggest three key areas for action in linking DRR and CCA in Indonesia. The foremost challenge is the establishment of a clear
coordination mechanism between different government and non-government organisation operating at all levels. Secondly, DRR
and CCA intervention should focus more on strengthening the capacity of local actors in mainstreaming DRR and CCA activities
with other local priorities, such as poverty reduction, livelihoods improvement, and natural resource management. Thirdly, it is
important that the experience and knowledge of all stakeholders is acknowledged in a participatory multi-stakeholder process.

Climate change adaptation and disaster risk reduction in the Pacific: The challenge of integration, A. Gero, K.
Méheux, D. Dominey-Howes, Natural Hazards Research Laboratory, University of New South Wales, Sydney

Climate change adaptation (CCA) and disaster risk reduction (DRR) are key development issues. The conceptual and practical
similarities and differences of these two fields have been the subject of several recent studies which have found that whilst
there are some political and physical distinctions, there is a key area of similarity — a focus on vulnerability and resilience. Thus,
successful integration reduces both duplication of efforts and confusion at the community level. Although there is much
discussion from the global to the local level surrounding the topic of integration, to date, very little research exists on how this
can be achieved.Our research investigated the challenges associated with integrating CCA and DRR in community based projects
in the Pacific. This process revealed that many of the barriers faced by practitioners aiming to achieve integration related to
governance, thus we drew upon the Earth System Governance’ framework to investigate the emerging issues which related to
decision making, authority, participation and accountability. A common barrier to integrating CCA and DRR was the multitude of
organisations, or agents, engaged in the two fields, from the local to the global scale. Understanding the complexity of who is
involved, their authority, capacity, roles and responsibilities can assist in bringing together and encouraging collaborative efforts
amongst CCA and DRR stakeholders. This is particularly important with regard to communities and their involvement in decision
making, since they do not distinguish between CCA and DRR but rather focus on risk in the context of development. Insight into
the challenge of architecture was gained by focusing on the cultural and institutional context in which stakeholders operate. Our
research recommends that by adapting community based CCA or DRR projects to local needs and capacity, and strategically
aligning initiatives with local governance structures, genuine participation and legitimacy in decision making can be achieved.

Coping with Climate Change: Potentials of Community-based Participatory Adaptive Governance, Ashwini K Swain,
National Social Watch Coalition, Green Park Extension, New Delhi (*TENTATIVE)

Though the world has reached at a consensus on severity of climate change and its impacts, it seems to be far from the ‘critical
juncture’ where it unites for collective action on mitigation of greenhouse gas emission. Mitigation to the desired level,
however, will not take place immediately considering the global climate policy impasse. Moreover, past and current emissions
are already much higher than the absorptive capacity of the planet, and resulting in appreciable changes in the climate. This
context makes planning for adaptation an urgent need. It is necessary to avoid, at least reduce, the possible damages of climate
change. Adaptation, however, is not a new concept; historically, communities have shown strong capacity for adapting to
climate and environmental changes, if not always successfully. The success of adaptation depends critically on the availability of
necessary resources, not only financial and technical resources, but also institutional resources and coherent governance
paradigm. Climate change has a compounding effect on vulnerability; it will burden especially those populations who are already
vulnerable by hampering their capability to adapt. Though policymakers are now realising the severity of the problem and
expressing interest in adaptation debate, the debate lacks sound linkages to the day-to-day practice at grassroots and lack a
governance paradigm. Moreover, the debate so far has a macro focus- developing national plans of adaptation-, while climate
change effects are experienced locally. Considering the perceived failure of top-down approach in development due to its
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inability to provide appropriate solutions for local problems, it is assumed that bottom-up participatory approaches may
produce the best result in adaptation practice, particularly for poor. With this assumption, the paper analyses the potential role
of community-based micro-institutions in enhancing the community capacity to adapt to climate change. It also analyses the
potentials of community-based governance of adaptation to climate change. The paper will explain how the micro-institutions
and participatory governance can contribute to effective design and implementation of adaptation strategies, their limitations
and implications for poor. Finally, the paper will discuss required external interventions (from state, and international
community) for effective community-based adaptive governance.

Friday, 16 July
PARALLEL SESSION 3: 10.30-12.00

TRANSNATIONAL PROCESSES

The Deliberative Global Governance of Climate Change, John Dryzek and Hayley Stevenson, Centre for Deliberative
Democracy & Global Governance, SPIR, ANU

Climate change is seen by many as the most pressing challenge of our time. The effects of climate change will widely but
unevenly impact people’s lives around the world. So, too, will the institutions and measures designed to mitigate and adapt to
global climate change. There is thus an urgent need to ensure that the people who will be affected by climate change itself, as
well as by mitigation and adaptation measures, are appropriately represented in decision making processes. In short, there is an
urgent need to democratise global climate governance. Conventional notions of electoral democracy are in themselves too thin
to constitute an adequate response. The specification of the boundaries of states and other jurisdictions appear arbitrary and
inappropriate. Because it emphasizes communicative systems, deliberative democracy is better placed. This is true at all levels,
from the local to the global. In this paper we first outline the core components of a deliberative system and explain how this
idea can be used as a template for evaluating existing governance arrangements and devising better ones. Drawing on this
template, we then map the global deliberative system for the governance of climate change, and assess how effectively these
governance arrangements are working in deliberative terms. This exercise yields preliminary insights into the key challenges and
opportunities for democratising global climate governance to produce legitimate and fair outcomes that serve the needs and
interests of potentially affected people.

Deliberative Democracy and the Internet: New Possibilities for Legitimising Law through Public Discourse?
Geoffrey Leane, School of Law, University of Canterbury (NZ)

This paper seeks to narrow the distance between the theoretical possibilities of the Internet for new and expanded forms of
political engagement and their near complete absence in practice. It argues certain realities — our disappointment with the tepid
rituals representative democracy in large scale, complex modern societies; the thirst for something approaching deliberative
democracy in which we can argue about and ultimately influence the decisions made in our names; the erosion of the mediating
role of mass media in our public politics; and the potentially transformative reality of the Internet as a medium for addressing
these issues. It is suggested that environmental issues, and particularly the challenge of climate change, are paradigmatic cases
for this renewed form of political engagement. They are 'novel and disconcerting' in their newness and in their challenge to
existing paradigms. Any meaningful responses will have widespread impacts on national and global publics. The Internet offers
new possibilities for national and transnational discourses which might inform and legitimise the difficult policy choices to be
made and the systems of governance which are evolving. The ambition is to push the literature on deliberative democracy
toward some practical manifestations in the new communicative media. The difficulties include the design of appropriate Issue
Based Information Systems which will enable new discourses, the need for consensus to evolve through argument which is self-
legitimating via process rather than substantive outcomes, and the always pressing problem of ourselves as poorly informed and
largely apathetic participants. The context for such ambitions includes what appears to be an erosion of the influence of mass
media in mediating politics between elites and citizens. The Internet is both the disease and potentially the cure. It might enable
us to pursue a new deliberative politics in which we can aspire to be not just passive consumers of commodified politics but
rather both its authors and its addressees.

Multi-lateral environment agreements (MEAs): reform proposals for more effective governance of climate change,

Imran Habib, Rakhyun Kim, Jamie Pittock, Fenner School of Environment and Society, ANU

Transnational institutions and processes developed so far for mitigating and adapting to climate change not only elude basic

democratic values, they often fail the most basic tests of effective governance in terms of accountability and transparency,

integrated policy development and implementation. As three ANU PhD scholars with experiences from different countries and
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from working with national and international institutions, we give our perspectives on the state of key MEAs, based on our
research examining different aspects of climate change adaptation and mitigation. We ask how could MEAs be more effective in
managing climate change? We review aspects of three key agreements: UN Framework Convention on Climate Change, Ramsar
Convention on Wetlands, and Convention on Biological Diversity. The merits of key reform proposals for international
environmental institutions to ease integration, cover gaps and increase efficient implementation are discussed. Current reform
proposals include administrative reform of existing institutions, such as modular approaches to treaty implementation and
reporting, and the establishment of new institutions, including: establishment of clusters or hierarchies of MEAs; a World
Environment Organization; and an Intergovernmental Panel or Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. Our different
views on costs and benefits of these measures will be presented.

NATIONAL RESPONSES

The Governance of National Climate Change Adaptation Strategies: An Indonesian Case Study, Adrian C. Hayes,
Australian Demographic and Social Research Institute, ANU

This paper reports on an initial instalment of a new 3-year study of adaptation to climate change in Southeast Asia. It focuses on
the institutional arrangements being put in place by the Government of Indonesia to tackle the challenges of climate change.
Earlier research on governance issues in Indonesia identified many obstacles to developing and successfully implementing sound
accountability and participation mechanisms, and traced the underlying causes back to basic features of the political economy
and the civil service. Decentralization of government authority in Indonesia during the last decade has made good governance
easier in some respects and more difficult in others. While this earlier research focused on the health sector the underlying
factors affecting governance appeared to be cross-sectoral. The aims of the present paper are (i) to pinpoint governance issues
in Indonesia affecting adaptation to climate change, (ii) to analyze their underlying causes, and (iii) to assess the extent to which
the governance issues affecting climate change adaptation have any unique characteristics when compared to governance
issues affecting other sectors. The paper closes with a brief discussion of policy implications of the findings.

Democratic Governance and Climate Mitigation: Overview of CCS Initiatives in China, Edward Xuedong Wang,
School of Asian and Pacific Studies, Sun Yat-Sen University Guangzhou, China

This paper presents the analytical feasibility studies on promoting democratic governance among China’s climate mitigation
strategies. China proposed the targets that a reduction in energy consumption per GDP by 20% by 2020 over 2005 levels. Energy
production, which heavily depends on coal fueled power plant, is one of the cornerstones of China’s booming economy, but
leads to high GHG emissions. CCS could help balance China’s energy, environmental and economic goals. But there are
numerous challenges in CCS initiative. Malfunctioned governance in the climate mitigation, the focus of this paper, can arise as a
result of gaps in governance—a lack of institutional democracy. China is in the early stages of conducting research and launching
pilot programs on CCC technology development. CCS pilot programs in many provinces, for example Shanxi, Liaoning, Xinjiang,
have irritated some dissatisfaction and demonstration from the local area and communities. Among other issue, the exploration
of potential CO2 sequestration sites would a test to the effectiveness of climate governance because the uncertainty of scientific
studies on the storage of CO2 and the lack of transparency of the policy-making process. This paper would try to answer the
questions as follows: is it possible that China may promote a new kind of governance taking the place of the malfunctioned one
on climate change issue once the central government acknowledges the deficiency of the traditional approach? Then, could a
new model of democratic governance be built up during the enforcement of climate mitigation strategies? If so, what roles
could the international cooperation, including the Canadian program, US project, and EU initiative, play in that process?

An impenetrable core? - The position of environmental concerns in relation to the imperatives of the Chinese state,
Timothy Roxburgh, Department of Political Economy, University of Sydney

The extent to which environmental concerns will likely be meaningfully addressed by the state can be argued to be contingent
upon the measure of their complimentarity with the central imperatives of the state. As Dryzek has observed, responses may at
best be symbolic or marginal where the concerns are not in line with state imperatives. This paper draws on this contention to
explore the position of environmental concerns in relation to the core imperatives of the Chinese state, and the implications of
this for environmental governance, both within China and internationally. A set of central imperatives of the Chinese state are
derived through examination of the state's historical evolution. This view of the state is supplemented by an investigation of
areas in which the state is lacking in coherence, especially at local levels of government. The resulting framework is used to
structure a discussion of the current position of environmental concerns in China. Areas of apparent contradiction in the
government's approach to environmental issues are explained with reference to this framework. Potential areas of stronger
linkage between environmental concerns and the state's imperatives are explored and evaluated. This interaction between
environmental concerns and state imperatives also shapes the possibilities for public participation in an environmental
discourse. Incipient avenues for popular participation in decision making at the local, national and international levels are
explored with reference to this relationship.



CITIES & COMMUNITIES
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climate change problem and implications for ways forward, Carolina Roman (corresponding author; Regional

Climate Group, School of Geography & Environmental Science Monash University), and Amanda H. Lynch (Monash)
Increasingly, there has been considerable recognition and acknowledgement for the need for “bottom-up” representation in defining and
implementing actions to address the climate change adaptation imperative (e.g. Kelly & Adger, 2000; King, 2008; Laukkonen et al., 2009; van
Aalst et al., 2008). However, there has been limited discussion on concrete experiences in eliciting this input, despite suggestions that issues
pertaining to consultation and representation can pose constraints as ‘limits to adaptation’ (e.g. Adger et al., 2009; Burton & May, 2004;
Inderberg & Eikeland, 2009; O’Brien, 2009). A problem-oriented approach was employed at Alpine Shire, in northeast Victoria Australia,
initially to explore the role and importance that climate change impacts play as an issue of concern. Using the policy sciences framework, the
objective was also to identify factors that influence existing vulnerabilities that might consequently act as barriers to effective adaptation.
Throughout this research, it became increasingly evident that eliciting views and input from participants served two very important purposes.
Not only did these insights point to relevant and salient policy directions for the community that is sought to serve, but it also played a critical
role in influencing the research direction as well as validating the researchers’ own perceptions and pre-conceived notions of the problem
being investigated. Other issues with respect to consultation and representation experienced in this research, included: idealised notions of
‘community’ (Brint, 2001; Cannon, 2008) and difficulties in reconciling conflicting views; consultation as a symbolic gesture, where the myth
seems to matter more than the action (Few et al., 2007); and lack of evidence that inputs from consultation are deliberatively utilised to
influence policy direction. This paper seeks to elaborate on these issues, incorporating reflections and an appraisal on lessons learnt. The paper
concludes with recommendations and possible ways forward for practice.'

Green politics and social justice through the global city, Michele Acuto, School of Regulation, Justice and Diplomacy,
ANU

In a world where more than half of humanity lives in urban settlements the role of cities in defining environmental sustainability is increasingly
more at the forefront of the global debate on climate change. Yet, international scholars often consider the urban only as a milieu from which
problems arise and in which solutions have to be implemented. Little - if any - regard for the city as an agent in global politics and as a locus for
environmental governance is present in such debate, despite the ability of major metropolises to tackle climate change questions effectively.
Global cities have a resilience potential and a capacity to forge transnational networks that can be crucial for climate change policy. This paper
seeks to redress this scholarship unbalance by illustrating how global cities address some of the concerns that are too often assumed to be
‘state’ matters, how they implement resilient solutions cross-nationally, and what social justice consideration arise from this agency. Looking
at environmental governance through the global city, | argue, allows for more progressive political analyses. Urban narratives can link global
processes to local dynamics, illustrating how transnational power-geometries often define what ‘sustainability’ is, and determine who has
access to urban governance as well as who has a ‘right’ to the global city. The paper is thus divided in two parts: on a macro scale, it shows the
growing urban agency in world politics; then, looking through global cities such as Singapore, Dubai, Sydney and London, it tackles the nexus
between the micro (local) reflections of these activities and the multiscalar governance process that underpin them. By considering
environmental policy efficiency against the questions of political participation, social justice and citizenship that arise from urban ‘green’
politics, it compares governance through major metropolises searching for what might be a “unicorn in the garden”: a just, proactive and
sustainable global city.

Risk in the city: what is the national role in a climate-constrained future?, Wendy Steele, Urban Research
Program/Griffith Climate Change Response Program, Griffith University

The late 20™ century onwards has been dubbed the ‘age of insecurity’ with the concept of risk emerging as the central defining
characteristic of contemporary urban society (Beck, 2001). Within the major Australian coastal cities - where the majority of
people live - the immediacy and potentially catastrophic nature of climate risk (i.e. storm surge, fire, heatwave, drought) poses
considerable challenges to contemporary democratic models of metropolitan governance (Gleeson, 2008). In response to
climate change conditions that Spratt and Sutton (2008) describe as having entered the realm of a ‘code red’ emergency, there
are growing calls for a much stronger national security role. Building on analogies with the ‘war on terror’, this paper draws on
critical securitisation theory to explore the Orwellian dilemmas and democratic potential of a greater national role for Australian
cities within a climate constrained future. To this end the paper has three goals. First, the salience of securitisation framing
theory is reviewed as a critical analytical lens for examining the discursive construction of climate risk at the national level.
Secondly, this lens is applied to the Australian urban settlement context with an emphasis on the ways in which the national role
is variously framed as a rational democratic response to the threat of catastrophic climate risk. The paper concludes by
highlighting the theoretical and practical implications of this approach to climate governance in the Australian city.
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PARALLEL SESSION 4: 2.00-3.30

PARTICIPATORY DEMOCRACY

Public Participation and the legitimacy of climate policies: efficacy versus democracy?, Simo Kyllénen, Social and
Moral Philosophy, University of Helsinki (*TENTATIVE)

Public participation has become one of the central notions for environmental governance. There are two sorts of arguments for
more deliberative and participatory environmental policy processes. On one hand, participatory means are called for the sake of
democratically more legitimate decisions. Behind this is, first, the idea that broad public participation incorporates the values
and interests of affected parties into decision-making more inclusively and equally. Second, public participation should serve as
deliberative process, in which these possibly incommensurable values and interests are publicly considered, justified and
reconciled. On the other hand, public participation, particularly in the climate issues, is advocated to improve the quality of
decisions and to help in the outcome-oriented problem solving. Because of the complexity of climate change and the urgency to
produce effective outcomes, well-informed participation and deliberation among experts of the field (e.g., scientific experts,
NGOs, governmental officials) has become vital for the efficacy of decisions. Primarily, participation of these ‘epistemic
communities’ is claimed to assure that outcomes are (best available) effective solutions to the problems abandoning any resort
to ‘abstract’ theories of democratic legitimacy. In this theoretical paper this controversy between (deliberative) ‘legitimacy
theories’ and ‘problem-solving approaches’ is seen resulting, first, from vaguely analysed relations between alternative ways of
public participation in the climate policy-making, and second, from a too narrow understanding of the concepts of democratic
legitimacy and authority. Here the alternative ways of public participation used in problem-solving approaches are analysed in
more detail. This allows for a more comprehensive understanding of the ways, in which legitimacy and authority of epistemic
participation are actually dependent on more general forms of democratic justification highlighted by so-called legitimacy
theories. Finally, the paper aims to clarify how and to what extent public participation can actually enhance the efficacy of
climate policies by improving their authority to command assent and compliance by citizens particularly in the areas of private
behaviour in which coercion or material inducement are often costly or even regarded as illegitimate.

Power, politics and participation in Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation (REDD) in
Indonesia, Andrea Babon, School for Environmental Research, Charles Darwin University

Tropical deforestation is responsible for an estimated 12-18% of global carbon emissions and avoiding deforestation is being
promoted as an important and cost-effective component of climate change mitigation. In particular, proposals for Reducing
Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation and enhancing forest carbon stocks (REDD) have gained momentum in
international climate change negotiations. It has been suggested that REDD mechanisms could result in the flow of billions of
dollars annually from developed to developing countries and that this could contribute to poverty reduction and biodiversity
conservation. However, whilst opportunities to simultaneously tackle climate change, biodiversity loss and poverty may sound
ideal, and the potential to finance these efforts through emerging carbon markets exciting, many commentators are already
raising concerns that insufficient attention has been given to the possible implications for the communities who live in, and
depend upon, the forests that REDD initiatives are trying to conserve. Further, civil society groups and others have questioned
the ability of Indigenous peoples and local communities to participate in, and benefit from, emerging carbon markets. Indonesia
is at the forefront of REDD internationally. The Government of Indonesia has developed a series of regulations governing REDD
and approximately 25 ‘demonstration projects’ are being planned or implemented in Indonesia by both state and non-state
actors. This paper maps the evolution of REDD in Indonesia. It identifies the key actors involved in REDD, and explores their
relative participation and power in decision making and policy development. Notions of deliberative democracy are drawn upon
to consider the extent to which the current process of REDD policy development in Indonesia has been able to address the
plurality of values, views and vested interests in Indonesia’s forests. It concludes by suggesting changes to national policy
processes that may lead to effective, efficient and equitable REDD outcomes ‘on the ground’.
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Social Sciences Indian Institute of Technology, Bombay, India

Forest protection and conservation was always of prime importance for ‘revenue making’ State. Now it has become very
significant in the alarming scenario of climate change and global environmental concern. Along with this shift on the global
environmental discourse, the transformation also happened in the role of the State. From the centralized State control the

change happened to the collaborative model of State -NGO-people. In the present model the people’s participation is being
considered as a vital tool to conserve degraded forest and to fight back climate change. However, the important question to be

asked is whether there is any ‘real’ participation. The notion of people’s participation is just at the policy level or is it happening

at the ground. | argue that people’s participation is not really happening. Taking this argument this paper tries to look into the

issue of participation, how it is done and how it affects the forest conservation and lives of the people. Is the governance model
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a democratic one or is it just another tool to exploit people. With the case study of India this paper maps the politics of forest
protection and people’s participation in the wider context of climate change.

SOCIAL MOVEMENTS

The Australian climate movement: a disparate response to climate change and mainstream climate politics in a
y20 a2 Wt deén Baer OdvanityioNEelBourne) and Verity Burgmann (University of Melbourne)

In frustration at the lack of action on the part of the previous government, around 2003, a growing number of Australians began
to form and join local grass-roots climate action groups (CAGs). These groups have since grown exponentially and now
constitute the most significant new social movement in Australian society. Many of these CAGs are linked in complex ways to
other organisations, such as established ENGOs, the Australian Greens (a growing political force in parliament) and extra-
parliamentary political parties and groups. Many of them have also become affiliated, beginning in early 2008 with various
regional climate action networks and in early 2009 a national climate action network. This Australian climate movement is a
dynamic but still disparate movement which consists of three broad layers, which can be classified respectively as acting from
‘above’, ‘in the middle of * and from ‘below’ society: (1) operating as a lobby group, largely within the corridors of power and
concealed from public scrutiny, is the Southern Cross Coalition (consisting of the Climate Institute, the Australian Conservation
Foundation, the Australian Council of Trade Unions and the Australian Coalition of Social Services); (2) functioning primarily
within civil society, though occasionally in parliaments and local councils, and within view of mainstream media are the
Australian Greens, peak ENGOs, such as Greenpeace, Friends of the Earth, the Wilderness Society, Climate Action Network
Australia, state-based nature conservation societies, and individual public intellectuals and (3) acting at the grass-roots level and
below the radar of mainstream media are regional and local climate action groups and networks and socialist parties. Some
climate activists have become so angered by the Rudd government’s failure to adopt adequate climate change mitigation
strategies that they have embarked upon direct actions at a coal port, coal mine, and coal-fired power plants.

Disorderly deliberation?: generative dynamics of global climate justice, James Goodman, Climate Action Research
Group, UTS

Theorisations of global governance invariably conceive of it as bringing order to disorder, whether by increasing the ‘density’ of
interstate society, or by expressing the leverage of global civil society. This paper seeks to invert the frame, and to take seriously
the active disordering of governance, as a generative challenge, that creates new justice claims, and opens-up new fields of
public deliberation. Global climate governance is a particularly powerful context in which to track these dynamics. Climate
change imposes its own pace of policy reform, forcing new imperatives; it also imposes its own remarkable scope, in terms of
global reach and all-encompassing depth. The paper seeks-out generative disjunctures, where existing justice principles that
underpin climate governance are challenged, disestablished, and reordered. The focus is on international carbon offsets, as a
particularly rich field of climate policy. Here, claims for climate justice have found a deep resonance within specific sites in the
Global South, and have enabled a process of North-South social movement networking, whilst at the same time gathering
purchase on some inter-state policy frameworks. The paper explores these debates as a way of mapping contending and
conflicting trajectories in the development of climate justice as a principle of governance. The disordering effects of climate
governance, the social and political forces that arise out of them and their roles in producing contender principles and practices
are highlighted. We may then arrive at a conceptualization of climate governance as a necessarily disorderly process, which
addresses cumulative and unanticipated challenges of climate change through successive reorientations in its modus operandi.
As such, climate governance may be enabled to proceed through and beyond immediate accommodations, to offer new
possibilities grounded in new rules of the game that widen realms of engagement and more effectively apprehend the
challenges posed.

The Paradox of Public Participation in Climate Change Negotiations, Greg Picker, AECOM consultant
There is simply no doubt that public interest in responding to the threat of climate change is essential in encouraging
governments — particularly those of industrialized countries - to act to reduce emissions. The political pressure that is brought
to bear through demonstrations and polls and the ballot box is one of the underpinning reasons why Governments have
expressed the strong desire to reshape their economies for a low-carbon future.
The seemingly obvious corollary of this truth - that public involvement in placing pressure on government, particularly by
environmental non- governmental organisations (NGOs), encourages Parties to the UNFCCC (the same countries referred to
above) to take more robust commitments internationally — fails. Engagement by democratically focused movements in UNFCCC
negotiations often makes agreement to difficult action less likely.
This paper will explore this paradox using three case studies:

e Investigation of the failure of the environmental movement’s use of “Fossil of the Day” at climate change negotiations

to shame countries and deliver a change in policy;
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e Exploration of the European Union’s history of largely ineffectual negotiations and how that links with the strong
environmental movements within its boundaries; and
e Interrogation of the engagement of environmental NGOs at Copenhagen and how the politics of their involvement
made a significant breakthrough in leaders’ talks less likely.
Following discussion of these case studies, a meta analysis will be made identifying at least some of the underlying reasons why
political pressure from environmental NGOs make effective international action on climate change less likely. Finally, some
thoughts about how environmental NGOs can help encourage action from countries will be made.

JUSTICE

Pro Poor Governance of Global Adaptation Funds, Julie Webb, CARE Australia

Climate change is a study in social injustice. People in extreme poverty are least responsible for the problem and yet climate
change is most directly increasing their vulnerability and undermining their efforts to build better lives for themselves and their
children. Most of the world’s poorest people rely on climate-sensitive livelihoods and they often live on the most precarious
land, depend on marginal ecosystems, and are hit directly by flooding, drought and other climate hazards. The world’s poorest
people also have limited access to and control over natural, physical, financial and other resources. They are therefore already
struggling to survive and are not in a strong position to withstand the additional burden of climate change. Even with aggressive
mitigation commitments and action in the years ahead, the future prospects of especially vulnerable people hang on the
mobilization of massive new and additional resources for adaptation and whether such resources (a) prioritize their needs and
challenges, (b) ensure their active and meaningful participation at all levels, and (c) is accountable to them. Scant attention has
been paid to these three principles and how they can be operationalized within international adaptation funding mechanisms.
With the commitments made in Copenhagen in December 2009 to fast start and long term climate finance it is vital to develop
practical guidance on the governance of the funds to be generated. The purpose of this paper, which draws on research
commissioned by CARE Germanwatch and Bread for the World, looks to help fill this void. Looking at experiences to date with
existing climate change adaptation and other international funding mechanisms, it sets forth concrete, workable suggestions for
pro-poor governance of international adaptation funding.

Decision-makers seeking global justice in a changing climate must first understand the importance of perceived
injustice in decision-making processes, Catherine Gross, The Fenner School of Environment and Society, ANU
Concepts of justice and the distribution of public resources have been at the heart of social debate for centuries. The
distribution of benefits and burdens is a fundamental social dilemma and a common theme in institutional arrangements
concerned with such areas as social welfare and natural resource management. While democratic processes have incorporated
aspects of fairness and justice into such institutional arrangements these are continually challenged at local, national and
international levels. This is evidenced regionally by conflicts between communities and their governments over natural resource
sharing and internationally by disagreements between nations on how the burdens brought about by climate change should be
shared. This paper explores notions of justice in relation to decision-making processes through an empirical investigation of two
social conflicts brought about by unanticipated climate conditions. Using a transdisciplinary investigative framework the paper
explores stakeholder perceptions of procedural justice and distributive justice. Procedural justice is concerned with the fairness
of elements of the decision-making process and distributive justice is concerned with outcomes. The importance of injustice in
any consideration of fairness and justice is shown in the way people felt they were treated during the decision-making processes
and in the proposed or actual outcomes. The paper relates these findings to justice theories and draws distinctions between
fairness, justice and injustice. The paper argues that the concept of injustice has been neglected, both theoretically and
empirically, and that decision-makers must understand how perceptions of injustice can be a significant barrier to the
acceptance of decisions. The paper discusses the importance of procedural justice and interactional justice in determining the
acceptance of outcomes and how justice can be conceptualised as an active process which prevents or remedies perceived
injustice.
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Hodgkinson Group

The effects of climate change will cause large-scale human displacement. However, neither the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change nor the December, 2009 Copenhagen Accord contemplates or addresses the issue of
displacement, notwithstanding their focus on adaptation; the UNFCCC is not designed for and cannot appropriately address the
problem of climate change displacement, and cannot easily be altered in order to accommodate climate change displaced
persons (CCDPs). There is, then, no coherent multilateral governance framework that adequately protects CCDPs; there has
been no coordinated response by governments to address human displacement due to climate change. Given the nature and
magnitude of the problem, ad hoc measures based on existing domestic regimes are likely to lead to inconsistency, confusion
and conflict. We propose a multilateral, stand alone convention that would address the unprecedented issue of climate change
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displacement which is global in its causes, scope and consequences. This paper outlines the nature and the global scope of the
climate change displacement problem and establishes why a governance framework for CCDPs is required. The paper then sets
out the detail of an international convention for CCDPs. The convention would (a) provide for internal displacement — that which
occurs within state borders and the most likely form of displacement — and international (or trans-border) displacement and,
for those displaced within state borders, it would institute a mechanism for the provision of principled, non-discriminatory
assistance; (b) provide an original definition of ‘climate change displaced persons’ and a ‘climate change event’; (c) attempt to
prioritise climate change displacement solutions without shaping instruments not designed to deal with the displacement
problem; and (d) set out in some detail a convention governance and organisational structure and the roles and obligations of
convention participants and constituent bodies. A significant role for civil society in negotiation of the convention is also
contemplated.
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