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GLOBAL VOICES 
Global Voices is a non-profit organisation seeking to promote an understanding of and participation 

in international diplomacy by young Australians. 

We do this through regular events and research & development opportunities in Australia, and the 

coordination of youth delegations to important diplomatic forums abroad. 

Our mission is to provide opportunities to young Australians to research, discuss and contribute to 

foreign policy both at home and abroad. 

Our vision is for young Australians to be heard and engaged on the world stage. 

THE UNFCCC 
The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (or UNFCCC) is a global mechanism 

that aims to provide an intergovernmental platform to mitigate the effects of climate change 

globally. Membership is almost universal across the world with 194 countries listed as members of 

the UNFCCC. 

The ultimate objective of the UNFCCC is to stabilise the level of greenhouse gas emissions in the 

Earth’s atmosphere as to stop any major disruptions to the world’s environments and ecosystems as 

a result of human induced interference with the climate system. It was established at the Rio Earth 

summit in 1992 in response to international concerns about climate change. Its establishment was a 

formal recognition that climate change was an issue that simply could not be resolved by individual 

nations; a coordinated response was required. 

Member-states attend an annual ‘Conference of Parties’ (or COP) to assess the level of progress in 

mitigating the effects of climate change and establishing legally binding obligations for countries to 

reduce their emissions.  

Ethan Bowering – Griffith University 

Ethan Bowering is an urban and environmental planning and environmental science student at 

Griffith University. He is a member of the Griffith Honours College and has taken up the opportunity 

to study abroad in the United Kingdom, Germany and South Korea.  

He has attended Model United Nations conferences in Brisbane, Sydney and London, and led the 

Australian delegation to the 2010 Bonn International Model United Nations Conference. In June 

2011, Ethan represented Australia at the International Student Conference on Environment and 

Sustainability in Shanghai. At this conference, he was awarded a prize for his work on urban greening 

and climate change.  

Ethan currently works as a course tutor within the Griffith School of Environment and has also 

worked as a research assistant within the Urban Research Program. He also serves on the executive 

committee of the Queensland Young Planners Group and the Griffith Students in Free Enterprise 

volunteering association.  
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Abstract  

 

 The current Kyoto Protocol ends in 2012, by which time a new binding agreement must be adopted 

by the Conference of the Parties to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change to 

prevent a gap in emissions mitigation. Despite the existence of two negotiating tracks, the Ad Hoc 

Working Group on Further Commitments for Annex I Parties under the Kyoto Protocol and the Ad 

Hoc Working Group on Long-term Cooperative Action, international negotiations remain polarised 

about the architecture of a post-2012 binding agreement to mitigate greenhouse gas emissions. 

Neither a second commitment period under the Kyoto Protocol or a bottom-up pledge and review 

agreement have gained traction within the international community. Critics of the existing 

negotiating regime have already begun calling for reform, and even a shift away from the 

Convention towards other multilateral or minilateral forums. The alternatives include the G20, a 

new ‘E8’ made up of the eight largest emitters, creating a Climate Council within the existing 

negotiating structure, and sectoral or bilateral agreements. However, the recently emerged 

Cartagena Dialogue/Group for Progressive Action, an informal negotiating space, has begun 

occupying the middle ground of negotiations and is providing hope that a binding post-2012 

international agreement will be achieved. The group has brought a fresh, constructive spirit to the 

international negotiations, and is successfully reducing conflict between developed and developing 

nations by providing a closed, informal space to examine areas of convergence. It is believed that 

this Group will play an important role at the 17th Conference of the Parities in Durban in November 

2011. 
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Introduction 

The first commitment period under the Kyoto Protocol ends in 2012. By this time a new 

international agreement needs to have been negotiated and adopted by the Conference of the 

Parties (COP) to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) to prevent 

a gap between commitment periods or a new agreement.1 Copenhagen (2009) and Cancún (2010) 

provided the international community with little hope that a binding agreement will be reached at 

COP17 in Durban in November 2011.2 To prevent a gap, a new agreement must be adopted in South 

Africa, allowing a year for the agreement to enter into force.3 As the new agreement will have to be 

ratified by each nation’s legislative body, it is expected that the domestic ratification processes will 

delay the entry into force beyond 2012 even if an agreement is reached this year.4 However 

necessary, this seems unlikely as the entrenched positions of opposing negotiating blocs are 

preventing any agreement from being reached.5 Critics of the UNFCCC argue that it is the 

architecture of the Convention itself that is preventing a binding agreement from being reached.6  

The recently established Cartagena Dialogue/Group for Progressive Action provides some hope 

however. The informal negotiating space is occupying the middle ground of negotiations with the 

aim of reaching an ambitious, comprehensive and legally binding international regime.7 This paper 

argues that the informal Group has the potential to pacify international tensions and achieve a post-

Kyoto outcome. The paper is divided into three sections. Section one will examine the likely 

architecture of a post-2012 international treaty. The second section will examine the range of 

                                                           
1
  AWG-KP, Legal considerations relating to a possible gap between the first and subsequent commitment 
periods, FCCC/KP/AWG/2010/10, 20 July 2010, p. 3. 

2
  R. Eckersley, Moving forward in the climate negotiations: multilateralism or minilateralism? Unpublished 
paper supplied by the author, 2011, p. 3. 

3
 AWG-KP, loc. cit. 

4
 ibid.  

5
  J. Depledge, ‘The Opposite of Learning: Ossification in the Climate Change Regime’, Global Environmental 
Politics, vol. 6, no. 1, 2006, pp. 1-22. 

6
 Eckersley, loc. cit. 

7
 Cartagena Dialogue, Chairman’s Statement, Third Meeting of the Cartagena Dialogue for Progressive Action, 
2010a, retrieved 30 August 2011, <http://www.minae.go.cr>.  
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alternative proposals to the UNFCCC negotiating process in light of criticisms of the current 

cumbersome and ineffective UNFCCC regime. Finally, the role of the Cartagena Dialogue in achieving 

a binding international post-2012 agreement will be examined. It will be concluded that the UNFCCC 

remains the only legitimate forum for climate change negotiations and that the Cartagena Dialogue 

offers one of the best hopes for an effective, fair and binding climate change post-2012 agreement. 

 

The architecture of a post-2012 treaty 

At COP13 in 2007, the international community adopted the Bali Action Plan, establishing the Ad 

Hoc Working Group on Long-term Cooperative Action (AWG-LCA).8 The AWG-LCA represented the 

beginnings of a ‘comprehensive process to enable the full, effective and sustained implementation 

of the Convention through long-term cooperative action, now, up to and beyond 2012, in order to 

reach an agreed upon outcome and adopt a decision at its fifteenth session’.9 This action 

transformed the informal dialogue on long-term cooperative action adopted in Montreal at COP11 

(2005) into a formal negotiating body.10 The AWG-LCA was to work parallel to the existing Ad Hoc 

Working Group on Further Commitments for Annex I Parties under the Kyoto Protocol (AWG-KP), 

which was established at the conclusion of the first Meeting of the Parties to the Kyoto Protocol in 

2005.11 The AWG-KP was established to discuss a second commitment period for Parties included in 

                                                           
8
  Decision 1/CP.13, Bali Action Plan, FCCC/CP/2007/6/Add.1, 14 March 2008. 

9
  ibid.  

10
 Decision 1/CP.11, Dialogue on long-term cooperative action to address climate change by enhancing 
implementation of the Convention, FCCC/CP/2005/5/Add.1, 30 March 2006. 

11
 R. Watanabe, C. Arens, F. Mersmann, H. Ott and W. Sterk, ‘The Bali Roadmap for Global Climate Policy – 
New Horizons and Old Pitfalls’, Journal for European Environmental & Planning Law, vol. 5, no. 2, 2008, pp. 
139-158. 
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Annex I under the Kyoto Protocol.12 As a result, a post-2012 agreement will most likely reflect the 

outcomes of one of these two negotiating tracks.13  

The Kyoto Protocol takes a top-down targets-and-timetables approach.14 The Protocol gives states 

the freedom to decide how they will achieve their emission reduction commitments, but prescribes 

the form and nature of each nation’s commitment targets.15 These targets were negotiated 

internationally and are subject to detailed accounting rules.16 The AWG-KP is negotiating a second 

commitment period under the Kyoto Protocol.17 Under a second commitment period, developed 

countries are expected to increase their reduction commitments on the base year 1990 in line with 

the recommendations of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s Fourth Assessment 

Report.18 Reduction targets would remain economy-wide and would include the six existing 

greenhouse gases covered under the Kyoto Protocol.19 The existing emissions trading and Clean 

Development Mechanism will continue to exist to allow developed countries to meet their reduction 

commitments.20 At this stage it looks likely that under a second commitment period the 

differentiation between developed and developing nations would be maintained, with legally 

binding commitments for developed Annex I nations and voluntary commitments for non-Annex I 

nations.21 This is the area which causes the most contention, with many nations refusing to accept a 

second commitment period unless it includes binding commitments from all the world’s major 

                                                           
12

  Decision -/CMP.1, Consideration of commitments for subsequent periods for Parties included in Annex I to 
the Convention under Article 3, paragraph 9, of the Kyoto Protocol, Advance unedited version. 

13
 Watanabe, Arens, Mersmann, Ott and Sterk, loc. cit. 

14
 D. Bodansky, A Tale of Two Architectures: The Once and Future UN Climate Change Regime, Arizona State 
University, 2011a, retrieved 16 October 2011, <http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id= 
1773865>, p. 7. 

15
 ibid. 

16
 ibid. 

17
 Watanabe, Arens, Mersmann, Ott and Sterk, loc. cit. 

18
 J. Liu, ‘The Cancun Agreements’, Environmental Legislation Review, vol. 13, 2011, pp. 48. 

19
 Bodansky, 2011a, op. cit., p. 8 

20
 ibid. 

21
 D. Bodansky, ‘W[h]ither the Kyoto Protocol? Durban and Beyond’, Viewpoints: Harvard Project on Climate 
Agreements, August, 2011b, p. 5.  
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economies.22 A possible solution is the inclusion of a new annex for developing nations to record 

legally binding, nationally appropriate reduction commitment. 23 

On the other hand, the AWG-LCA is negotiating a new comprehensive bottom-up pledge and review 

treaty which includes commitments from both developed and developing countries.24 The AWG-LCA 

is working towards substantially reducing global emission by 2050. The new treaty will be based on 

the principles of equity, common but differentiated responsibilities, respective capabilities and 

historical responsibility.25 Rather than negotiating reduction commitments, developed and 

developing nations are required to define their own commitments, base year and accounting rules, 

and review these commitments over time in line with international targets.26 Australia supports this 

approach, as it believes the ‘participation of all major economies in an effective post-2012 outcome 

is particularly critical’.27 This pledge and review process was adopted by the Copenhagen Accord and 

the Cancún Agreements.28 These agreements reflect a change from the traditional top-down 

approach taken by the UNFCCC, and lay the foundations for a bottom-up post-2012 agreement.29 

Many countries argue that this bottom-up approach is the only feasible way of ensuring the 

participation of developing countries, as it allows for nationally appropriate targets which can be 

tailored to national circumstances.30 Under a new agreement, developing nations would create 

                                                           
22

 ibid. 
23

 K. Rigg, If Kyoto dies in Durban, it will be a death knell for the climate fight, The Guardian, 2011, retrieved 15 
October 2011, < http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2011/oct/12/kyoto-durban-climate-change?news 
feed=true>. 

24
 Bodansky, 2011b, op. cit., p. 1. 

25
 AWG-LCA, A shared vision for long term cooperative action, 2011, retrieved 16 October 2011, <http:// 
unfccc.int/files/meetings/ad_hoc_working_groups/lca/application/pdf/20111006_sv_1930.pdf>. 

26
 Bodansky, 2011a, op. cit., p. 11. 

27
 Australian Government, ‘Mitigation’, Submission to the AWG-LCA and AWG-KP, 2010, retrieved 16 October 
2011, 
<http://www.climatechange.gov.au/government/initiatives/unfccc/~/media/submissions/international/ 
Australias-national-ambition-submission-AWG-LCA-and-AWG-KP.ashx>. 

28
 D. King, K. Richards and S. Tyldesley, International Climate Change Negotiations, Key Lessons and Next Steps, 
University of Oxford, Oxford, 2011, pp. 20-21. 

29
 T. Lowder, Beyond Kyoto: Policies and Architecture for the Global Energy New Deal, Colorado Conference on 
Earth Systems Governance, 17-20 May, 2011, p. 7. 

30
 King, Richards and Tyldesley, loc. cit. 
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nationally appropriate mitigation action plans.31 If no agreement is reached at Durban, the only 

commitments that would apply would be the voluntary, bottom-up reduction commitments nations 

brought to COP15 and have made under the Cancún Agreements.32  

However, Kelly Rigg, the head of TckTckTck, a coalition of more than 200 non-government 

organisations campaigning for strong global action on climate change, supports the continuation of 

the Kyoto Protocol. She writes that ‘if Kyoto's future dies in Durban, it may well be the death knell 

for an effective, comprehensive, internationally coordinated legal response to global climate change 

in this decade’.33 The United Kingdom, Brazil, South Africa, India, China and the Group of 77 

developing nations support a second commitment period under the Kyoto Protocol. However, many 

developed nations do not support the continuation of the Kyoto Protocol, including Canada, Japan, 

Russia, the United States and Australia.34,35 The European Union would support a second 

commitment period under the Kyoto Protocol but only if it includes all major economies.36  

Negotiations concerning the architecture of a post-2012 agreement continued at the Panama 

Climate Change Conference in October 2011.37 Australia and Norway jointly submitted an action 

plan which would result in a binding global agreement being reached by 2015. Under the plan, both 

developed and developing nations would submit formalised targets in Durban, which would be 

revised and scaled up over the following four years. In 2015, nations would ‘embed mitigation 

                                                           
31

 Bodansky, 2011a, op. cit., p. 11. 
32

 Bodansky, 2011b, op. cit., p. 5. 
33

 Rigg, loc. cit. 
34

 S. Tandon, Climate talks inch ahead despite discord, Sydney Morning Herald, 2011, retrieved 15 October 
2011, <http://news.smh.com.au/breaking-news-world/climate-talks-inch-ahead-despite-discord-20111008-
1legh.html>. 

35
 U. Goswami, Consensus on Kyoto Protocol looks unlikely, The Economic Times, 2011, retrieved 16 October 
2011, < http://articles.economictimes.indiatimes.com/2011-07-16/news/29781854_1_kyoto-protocol-
commitment-period-level-of-emission-cuts>. 

36
 Bodansky, 2011b, op. cit., p. 1. 

37
 J. Wiese, It’s a mixed bag: progress, outrage and another day at the UNFCCC, 2011, retrieved 15 October 
2011, <http://networkedblogs.com/nDS15>. 
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targets and actions into a new legally binding protocol for all parties’.38 This proposal draws on the 

outcomes of both the AWG-KP and AWG-LCA as it adopts a bottom-up approach whilst adopting the 

rules of the Kyoto Protocol.39 The Australian Department of Climate Change is referred to this 

submission as a ‘Kyoto Plus’ agreement.40 The submission has further divided the international 

community, with many developed nations welcoming the plan, while developing nations continue to 

oppose any changes to the existing Kyoto Protocol.41 However, at the close of the seven day 

conference, Shaun Tandon reported that ‘there was no sign of a solution on what to do after 2012’.42 

This recent development further highlights the polarisation that exists within climate change 

negotiations despite the intense pressure the international community is under to reach an 

agreement in Durban.43 

 

Alternatives to the UNFCCC 

Failure to reach a post-2012 treaty would severely damage the legitimacy of the UNFCCC. Thomas 

Wright argues that the perceived inability of the current institution to reach an inclusive 

international climate change agreement has already caused ‘a widespread loss of confidence in the 

existing order’.44 Harald Winkler and Judy Beaumont write that it is still unknown whether the recent 

failed attempts to reach a binding treaty will result in regime collapse or lead to an ambitious 

                                                           
38

 Australia and Norway, Submission under the Cancun Agreements – Enhanced action on Mitigation, 2011, 
retrieved 15 October 2011, <http://unfccc.int/files/meetings/ad_hoc_working_groups/lca/application/pdf/ 
australia_norway_mitigation_submission_.pdf>. 

39
 ibid. 

40
 L. Rademakers, pers. comm., 26 October 2011. 

41
 D. Fogarty, World split on climate plan, 2011, retrieved 15 October 2011, <http://www.climatespectator. 
com.au/commentary/world-split-climate-plan >. 

42
 Tandon, loc. cit. 

43
 ibid. 

44
 T. Wright, ‘Towards Effective Multilateralism: Why Bigger May Not Be Better’, The Washington Quarterly, 
July, 2011, p. 64. 
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transitional path.45 However, critics argue that an international treaty requires the impossible: 

agreement between all parties on each complex and technical detail of any proposed text.46 In 

response to the increased frustration over the slow progress of climate change negotiations, critics 

of the existing negotiating architecture have begun suggesting alternative proposals in an attempt to 

ensure effective international action on climate change.47 Alternative proposals include shifting 

climate change negotiations to other multilateral forums, creating a minilateral ‘E8’ made up of the 

world’s highest emitting countries, creating a Climate Council within the existing UN negotiation 

process, and sectoral or bilateral agreements. 

Jonathan Pershing, the United States’ Deputy Special Envoy for Climate Change, argues that only a 

small group of leading economies will be able to move the climate negotiations forward.48 Andrew 

Light suggests that in order to achieve consensus between the large emitters, climate change 

negotiations will need to be moved to an alternative forum without the theatrics of the UNFCCC.49 

Moreover, Greg Hunt, the Australian Shadow Minister for Climate Action, Environment and Heritage, 

argues that existing multinational forums like the G20 have the ability to negotiate a climate change 

agreement between the world’s largest emitters, and in particular, a four-way compact between the 

United States, China, India and the European Union.50 An agreement between these large emitters is 

essential as they are responsible for the majority of the world’s emissions.51 David Victor further 

argues that more progress can be achieved by small forums of large emitting nations, and suggests 

that climate change negotiations should shift to the seventeen-member Major Economies Forum on 

                                                           
45

 H. Winkler and J. Beaumont, ‘Fair and effective multilateralism in the post-Copenhagen climate 
negotiations’, Climate Policy, vol. 10, 2010, p. 640. 

46
 Eckersley, loc. cit. 

47
 ibid. 

48
 S. Goldenberg and J. Vidal, UN should be sidelined in future climate talks, says Obama official, The Guardian, 
2010, retrieved 25 September 2011, <http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2010/jan/14/climate-talks-
un-sidelined>. 

49
 ibid. 

50
 G. Hunt, Carrots not Sticks: Rethinking Global Approaches to Climate Change, Speech to the Lowy Institute, 
11 July, Sydney, 2011, p. 7. 

51
 A. Light, Showdown Among the Leaders at Copenhagen, Center for American Progress, 2009, retrieved 25 
September 2011, <http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2009/12/showdown_copenhagen.html>. 
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Energy and Climate.52 Rather than shifting negotiations to an alternative forum, Todd Stern, the 

Special Climate Envoy for the United States, alternatively suggests the formation of an ‘E8’ made of 

the world’s eight largest greenhouse gas emitters. The forum would encourage frank discussion 

without the extensive bureaucracy of the UNFCCC.53 Regardless of its exact form, a smaller 

minilateral approach would allow an agreement to be reached between the key emitters, who are 

both the most responsible and have the most to lose from a poorly formed international agreement, 

outside the sprawling and overly-bureaucratic UNFCCC process.54 

However, Robyn Eckersley argues that a minilateral forum which just includes major emitters is likely 

to result in a self-serving outcome, and instead proposes a Climate Council based on the principles of 

inclusive minilateralism.55 The Council would be embedded within the existing UNFCCC system, and 

would comprise of the most capable, the most responsible and the most vulnerable. This would fulfil 

the established principle of common but differentiated responsibilities, with 15 nations (the United 

States, the European Union, Japan, Russia, Germany, the United Kingdom, France, China, India, 

Brazil, Mexico, Korea, and three representatives from the Association of Small Island States, the 

African Group and the Least Developed Countries) representing 70% of the world’s population and 

70% of the total global emissions.56 The Climate Council would lead discussion on those issues which 

are left unresolved by the full COP, and would allow for out-of-session consensus building.57 The 

Council reflects Marc Saxer’s belief that ‘only in the spirit of fair compromise will it be possible to 

overcome the present state of polarisation and to lay the foundation for political compromise’.58  

                                                           
52

 D. Victor, ‘Plan B for Copenhagen’, Nature, vol. 461, 2009, p. 343. 
53

 T. Stern and W. Antholis, Creating the E-8, Center for American Progress, 2007, retrieved 25 September 
2011, <http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2007/06/creating_the_e8.html>. 

54
 Victor, op. cit., pp. 342-343. 

55
 Eckersley, op. cit., p. 24. 

56
 Eckersley, op. cit., p. 28. 

57
 ibid.  

58
 M. Saxer, The Comeback of Global Governance: ways out of the crisis of multilateral structures, Friedrich 
Ebert Stiftung Briefing Paper 4, 2009, p. 10. 
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Sectoral agreements have also been proposed as another alternative to the current negotiating 

framework which focuses on national mitigation commitments.59 Sectoral agreements have the 

potential to simplify negotiations, reduce concerns over international competiveness and carbon 

leakage, and increase participation and effectiveness.60 They place a greater responsibility on the 

private sector, but will still require international agreement and government oversight of sectoral 

trading regimes.61 However, Jonathan Lash notes that although sectoral agreements will limit global 

emissions, they should complement and not supplement a global agreement.62 Alternatively, 

Bennett Bernstein suggests that nations like the United States should seek a series of bilateral 

agreements with other high-emitting nations. These treaties could then be presented to the 

international community as the basis of a new climate agreement.63  

Although it is important to discuss viable alternatives to the existing international climate change 

regime in case the UNFCCC fails to reach a post-2012 agreement, it currently represents the only 

existing legitimate forum for climate change negotiations.64 A legal treaty is needed, and Harald 

Winkler and Judy Beaumont argue that the international community ‘must invest in the UNFCCC’.65 

Robyn Eckersley writes that ‘the UNFCCC is the only body that can deliver a comprehensive legally 

binding international treaty. It has stood the test of time for twenty years and should not be 

sidelined, as some commentators have suggested’.66 Although many commentators believe the 

UNFCCC has made little progress towards a post-2012 agreement, since COP15 in Copenhagen there 

                                                           
59

 Hunt, loc. cit. 
60

 R. Bradley, K.A. Baumert, B. Childs, T. Herzog and J. Pershing, Slicing the Pie: Sector-Based Approaches to 
International Climate Agreements, World Resources Institute, Washington, 2007, p. 1. 

61
 R. Baron, J. Reinaud and B. Buchner, Sectoral Approaches to Greenhouse Gas Mitigation, IEA/AEI Energy 
Efficiency and Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Workshop, 24 May, Paris, 2007, p. 4. 

62
 J. Lash 2007 in R. Bradley, K.A. Baumert, B. Childs, T. Herzog and J. Pershing, op. cit., p. v.  

63
 B. Bernstein, A Better Way: Circumventing the UNFCCC for Climate Progress, American Foreign Policy, 2011, 
retrieved 12 August 2011, <http://afpprinceton.com/2011/02/a-better-way-circumventing-the-unfccc-for-
climate-progress/>. 

64
 Winkler and Beaumont, op. cit., p. 638. 

65
 ibid. 

66
 Eckersley, op. cit., p. 32. 
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has been a concerted effort to ensure the international community reaches a binding post-2012 

agreement.67  

 

The Cartagena Group/Dialogue for Progressive Action 

Deeply entrenched negotiating blocs have polarised the debate surrounding a post-2012 

agreement.68 Adrian Macey, the Chair of the AWG-KP, argues that historically the UNFCCC is unique 

in that it lacks a middle ground ‘occupied by committees or others to breaker solutions when parties 

are locked into disagreements’.69 At COP15 in Copenhagen, 30 developed and developing nations 

formed the Cartagena Group/Dialogue for Progressive Action in order to work towards a 

constructive outcome that advances climate change negotiations.70 The brief for the informal 

negotiating space reads: 

The Cartagena Dialogue for Progressive Action is an informal space, open to countries 

working towards an ambitious, comprehensive and legally binding regime in the 

UNFCCC, and committed, domestically, to becoming or remaining low carbon 

economies. These countries are willing to work positively and proactively together, 

within and across regional groupings and traditional negotiating blocs in the UNFCCC. 

The aim of the Dialogue is to discuss openly and constructively the reasoning behind 

                                                           
67

 Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Climate Change: Shaping a Strong Global Outcome, Australian 
Government, 2011, retrieved 15 October 2011, <http://www.dfat.gov.au/un/climate_change.html>. 
68

 R. Audet and P. Bonn, Cancún Agreements: Meeting the Challenges of International Climate Negotiations, 
2011, retrieved 20 September 2011, <http://vertigo.revues.org/10603>. 

69
 A. Macey 2011 in C. Jackson, Cartagena occupies the ‘middle ground’ in negotiations, 2011, retrieved 30 
August 2011, <http://environmentweekly.webnode.com/home/newscbm_902707/36/>. 

70
 Department of Climate Change and Energy Efficiency, Problem 1.4: Helping to Shape a Global Climate 
Change Solution, Australian Government, 2010, retrieved 20 September 2011, <http://www.climatechange. 
gov.au/about/accountability/annual-reports/annual-report-0910.aspx>. 
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each others’ positions, exploring areas of convergence and potential areas of joint 

action.71 

Since it was founded, the Dialogue has met formally five times in Colombia, the Maldives, Costa Rica, 

Malawi and Samoa. The group has also met informally during the United Nations Climate Change 

Conferences throughout 2010 and 2011.72 The number of participating countries has grown since it 

was founded in 2009, and includes Antigua & Barbuda, Australia, Bangladesh, Belgium, Chile, 

Colombia, Costa Rica, Denmark, Ethiopia, the Democratic Republic of Congo, the Dominican 

Republic, the European Union, France, Gambia, Germany, Ghana, Grenada, Guatemala, Indonesia, 

Kenya, Lesotho, Malawi, Maldives, the Marshall Islands, Mexico, the Netherlands, New Zealand, 

Norway, Panama, Peru, Rwanda, Samoa, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Tanzania, Thailand, Timor-

Leste, the United Kingdom, Uruguay and the United Arab Emirates.73,74,75 These countries are 

proactive, progressive and pragmatic, and are committed to addressing one of the thorniest issues: a 

legally-binding post-2012 framework.76 

As the Dialogue is a closed meeting of governments, it is difficult to determine precise details about 

the discussions that take place.77 However, to date it has discussed mitigation proposals, 

measurement, reporting and verification procedures for mitigation commitments, climate finance, 

the need to scale up the implementation of adaption strategies, and the need for a balanced, 

comprehensive and legally binding outcome from the AWG-KP and the AWG-LCA.78 However, so far 

the discussions at the Dialogue do not seem to favour a second commitment period under the Kyoto 

                                                           
71

 Cartagena Dialogue, 2010a, loc. cit. 
72

 M. Araya, The Cartagena Dialogue: A Sui Generis Alliance in the Climate Negotiations, 2011, retrieved 16 
September 2011, <http://www.intercambioclimatico.com/en/tag/cartagena-dialogue/>. 

73
 M. Lynas, Thirty ‘Cartagena Dialogue’ countries work to bridge Kyoto gap, TckTckTck, 2011, retrieved 17 
September 2011, <http://tcktcktck.org/2011/03/mark-lynas-%e2%80%98cartagena-dialogue%e2%80%99-
countries-work-bridge-kyoto-gap/ >. 

74
 Cartagena Dialogue, Chairman’s Statement, Second Meeting of the Cartagena Dialogue for Progressive 
Action, 2010b, retrieved 15 September 2011, < http://www.presidencymaldives.gov.mv>. 

75
 Cartagena Dialogue, 2010a, loc. cit. 

76
 Araya, loc. cit. 

77
 Lynas, loc. cit. 

78
 Cartagena Dialogue, 2010a, loc. cit. 
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Protocol.79 At the Second Meeting in the Maldives in July 2010, the nations in attendance committed 

themselves to showing leadership on domestic mitigation and adaption.80 At the Third Meeting in 

Costa Rica, discussion centred on textual proposals in order to achieve a successful outcome in 

Cancún.81 At the Fifth Meeting in Samoa in July 2011, the Dialogue focused on financing, mitigation 

targets, and the need for a framework of international commitments through the continuation of 

the Kyoto Protocol or a possible Durban Mandate.82 

The Cartagena Dialogue is often cited as one of the best hopes to push for an international 

consensus on climate change.83 Monica Araya, a Costa Rican climate negotiator, describes the 

Cartagena Dialogue as ‘the most imaginative and constructive platform that currently exists in the 

climate negotiations … [because of its] unusual and refreshing constructive spirit that allows for the 

exchange of ideas’.84  The Australian Government, which played a key role in establishing the 

Dialogue, states that it has proven to be an efficient forum to engage in frank discussion in order to 

advance negotiations.85 The Cartagena Dialogue allows countries to explore positions and outcomes 

beyond their own without fear of being misrepresented in the media, which the negotiating 

structure of the UNFCCC often prevents.86 Kartikeya Singh, who attended the Second Meeting of the 

Cartagena Dialogue in the Maldives in July 2010, states that ‘the stiff negotiating environment of the 

UNFCCC rarely allows for a common space for understanding country positions and barriers to 

creating a comprehensive agreement’.87 Singh argues that the Cartagena Dialogue corrects this.88 
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80

 Cartagena Dialogue, 2010b, loc. cit. 
81

 Cartagena Dialogue, 2010a, loc. cit. 
82

 C. Jackson, Cartagena Dialogue reflect on climate change solutions, 2011, retrieved 18 September 2011, 
<http://environmentweekly.webnode.com/home/newscbm_902707/36/>. 

83
 S. Casey-Lefkowitz, A growing number of climate negotiators call for a stop to the bickering so that we can 
find solutions  to climate change, 2010, retrieved 23 September 2011, <http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/ 
sclefkowitz/a_growing_number_of_climate_ne.html>.  

84
 Araya, loc. cit. 

85
 Department of Climate Change and Energy Efficiency, loc. cit. 

86
 Lynas, loc. cit. 

87
 K. Singh, Cartagena Dialogue Provides Breath of Fresh Air, 2010, retrieved 23 September 2011, <http:// 
environment.yale.edu/blog/2010/07/29/>. 



 

After Kyoto: The Cartagena Dialogue – Ethan Bowering – Griffith University 

 
Page 16 

 
  

The effectiveness of the Cartagena Dialogue comes from the inclusion of as many developing as 

developed countries, which climate alliances require in order to overcome dialogue paralysis.89 

Although it is not a formal negotiating bloc, the Cartagena Dialogue embodies the principles of 

inclusive minilateralism which Robyn Eckersley advocates for.90 It has played a pivotal role in 

reducing the conflict between developed and developing countries and represents an important 

step towards reaching international agreement.91 Throughout COP16 in Cancún, the Cartagena 

Dialogue met to discuss strategies to engage with the most obstinate countries, discuss motivations 

and clarify misunderstandings.92 It provided a safe place for nations to propose draft texts and 

search for areas of convergence which they could then take back to their formal negotiating blocs.93 

The Dialogue does not challenge existing negotiating blocs, but instead aims to overcome procedural 

barriers and find solutions to the problems that have prevented agreement in the past.94 The host 

Mexican Delegation made it clear that the Cartagena Dialogue played a significant role in making 

COP15 an unexpected success, by building up trust throughout the preceding year.95 The important 

role the Cartagena Dialogue played in achieving international agreement around the Cancún 

Agreements is also echoed by the Australian Government, the World Resources Institute and 

TckTckTck.96,97,98 However, climate change security will require agreement between the United 

States and China, neither of which are represented during the informal negotiations.99 Despite this, 

the Cartagena Dialogue has played an important role in restoring political will and preventing the 
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negotiations from being held hostage by the most economically powerful nations.100 It represents 

the collective ambition that is necessary to achieve an outcome at COP17, and has strengthened the 

credibility of the UNFCCC itself.101,102  

Conclusion 

Given that climate change is a diabolical policy problem, it is not surprising that there is no clearly 

defined path to reaching international consensus.103 Although the international community declared 

that ‘we choose consensus’ at Cancún in December 2010, it is unclear what form a post-2012 

agreement will take.104 The existence of polarised negotiating blocs have meant that neither a 

second commitment period under Kyoto or a bottom-up pledge and review agreement, which are 

being negotiated in the AWG-KP and AWG-LCA respectively, have gained traction within the 

international community. Critics of the UNFCCC negotiating process are already arguing for a shift 

towards a new international climate change regime because of the perceived inability of the UNFCCC 

to reach an inclusive international climate change agreement.105 However, the recent emergence of 

the Cartagena Group/Dialogue for Progressive Action as a middle ground for decision making has the 

potential to move negotiations forward and has provided hope than an outcome can be achieved at 

COP17 in Durban.106 Although it is yet to be seen if an agreement will be reached in South Africa, 

what is clear is that an international agreement is urgently needed in order to prevent a gap 

between the end of the first commitment period under Kyoto and any new treaty.107 Currently the 

UNFCCC remains the only legitimate forum for climate change negotiations and the Cartagena 

Dialogue offers one of the best hopes for an effective, fair and binding climate change agreement. 

                                                           
100

 Audet and Bonn, loc. cit. 
101

 Macey, loc. cit. 
102

 Audet and Bonn, loc. cit. 
103

 D. Helm, ‘Climate change policy: why so little has been achieved’, Oxford Review of Economic Policy, vol. 24, 
no. 2, 2008, pp. 211-238. 

104
 Araya, loc. cit. 

105
 Eckersley, loc. cit. 

106
 Macey, loc. cit. 

107
 AWG-KP, loc. cit. 



 

After Kyoto: The Cartagena Dialogue – Ethan Bowering – Griffith University 

 
Page 18 

 
  

BIBLIOGRAPHY 
 

Araya, M. The Cartagena Dialogue: A Sui Generis Alliance in the Climate Negotiations, 2011, 

retrieved 16 September 2011, <http://www.intercambioclimatico.com/en/tag/ cartagena-

dialogue/>. 

Audet R. and P. Bonn, Cancún Agreements: Meeting the Challenges of International Climate 

Negotiations, 2011, retrieved 20 September 2011, <http://vertigo.revues.org/10603>. 

Australia and Norway, Submission under the Cancun Agreements – Enhanced action on Mitigation, 

2011, retrieved 15 October 2011, <http://unfccc.int/files/meetings/ad_hoc 

_working_groups/lca/application/pdf/australia_norway_mitigation_submission_.pdf>. 

Australian Government, ‘Mitigation’, Submission to the AWG-LCA and AWG-KP, 2010, retrieved 16 

October 2011, <http://www.climatechange.gov.au/government/initiatives/unfccc/ 

~/media/submissions/international/ Australias-national-ambition-submission-AWG-LCA-and-AWG-

KP.ashx>. 

AWG-KP, Legal considerations relating to a possible gap between the first and subsequent 

commitment periods, FCCC/KP/AWG/2010/10, 20 July 2010. 

AWG-LCA, A shared vision for long term cooperative action, 2011, retrieved 16 October 2011, 

<http://unfccc.int/files/meetings/ad_hoc_working_groups/lca/application/pdf/20111006 

_sv_1930.pdf>. 

Baron, R., J. Reinaud and B. Buchner, Sectoral Approaches to Greenhouse Gas Mitigation, IEA/AEI 

Energy Efficiency and Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Workshop, 24 May, Paris, 2007. 

Bernstein, B. A Better Way: Circumventing the UNFCCC for Climate Progress, American Foreign 

Policy, 2011, retrieved 12 August 2011, <http://afpprinceton.com/2011/02/a-better-way-

circumventing-the-unfccc-for-climate-progress/>. 

Bodansky, D. A Tale of Two Architectures: The Once and Future UN Climate Change Regime, Arizona 

State University, 2011a, retrieved 16 October 2011, <http://papers.ssrn.com/ 

sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id= 1773865>. 

Bodansky, D. ‘W[h]ither the Kyoto Protocol? Durban and Beyond’, Viewpoints: Harvard Project on 

Climate Agreements, August, 2011b, p. 5. 

Bradley, R., K.A. Baumert, B. Childs, T. Herzog and J. Pershing, Slicing the Pie: Sector-Based 

Approaches to International Climate Agreements, World Resources Institute, Washington, 2007. 

Cartagena Dialogue, Chairman’s Statement, Third Meeting of the Cartagena Dialogue for Progressive 

Action, 2010a, retrieved 30 August 2011, <http://www.minae.go.cr>. 



 

After Kyoto: The Cartagena Dialogue – Ethan Bowering – Griffith University 

 
Page 19 

 
  

Cartagena Dialogue, Chairman’s Statement, Second Meeting of the Cartagena Dialogue for 

Progressive Action, 2010b, retrieved 15 September 2011, <http://www.presidency 

maldives.gov.mv>. 

Casey-Lefkowitz, S. A growing number of climate negotiators call for a stop to the bickering so that 

we can find solutions  to climate change, 2010, retrieved 23 September 2011, 

<http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/sclefkowitz/a_growing_number_of_climate_ne. html>.  

Decision -/CMP.1, Consideration of commitments for subsequent periods for Parties included in 

Annex I to the Convention under Article 3, paragraph 9, of the Kyoto Protocol, Advance unedited 

version. 

Decision 1/CP.11, Dialogue on long-term cooperative action to address climate change by enhancing 

implementation of the Convention, FCCC/CP/2005/5/Add.1, 30 March 2006. 

Decision 1/CP.13, Bali Action Plan, FCCC/CP/2007/6/Add.1, 14 March 2008. 

Department of Climate Change and Energy Efficiency, Problem 1.4: Helping to Shape a Global 

Climate Change Solution, Australian Government, 2010, retrieved 20 September 2011, 

<http://www.climatechange. gov.au/about/accountability/annual-reports/annual-report-

0910.aspx>. 

Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Climate Change: Shaping a Strong Global Outcome, 

Australian Government, 2011, retrieved 15 October 2011, <http://www.dfat. 

gov.au/un/climate_change.html>. 

Depledge, J. ‘The Opposite of Learning: Ossification in the Climate Change Regime’, Global 

Environmental Politics, vol. 6, no. 1, 2006, pp. 1-22. 

Eckersley, R. Moving forward in the climate negotiations: multilateralism or minilateralism? 

Unpublished paper supplied by the author, 2011. 

Fogarty, D. World split on climate plan, 2011, retrieved 15 October 2011, <http://www. 

climatespectator. com.au/commentary/world-split-climate-plan >. 

Goldenberg, S. and J. Vidal, UN should be sidelined in future climate talks, says Obama official, The 

Guardian, 2010, retrieved 25 September 2011, <http://www.guardian.co.uk/ 

environment/2010/jan/14/climate-talks-un-sidelined>. 

Goswami, U. Consensus on Kyoto Protocol looks unlikely, The Economic Times, 2011, retrieved 16 

October 2011, <http://articles.economictimes.indiatimes.com/2011-07-

16/news/29781854_1_kyoto-protocol-commitment-period-level-of-emission-cuts>. 

Helm, D. ‘Climate change policy: why so little has been achieved’, Oxford Review of Economic Policy, 

vol. 24, no. 2, 2008, pp. 211-238. 



 

After Kyoto: The Cartagena Dialogue – Ethan Bowering – Griffith University 

 
Page 20 

 
  

Hunt, G. Carrots not Sticks: Rethinking Global Approaches to Climate Change, Speech to the Lowy 

Institute, 11 July, Sydney, 2011. 

Jackson, c. Cartagena Dialogue reflect on climate change solutions, 2011, retrieved 18 September 

2011, <http://environmentweekly.webnode.com/home/newscbm_902707/ 36/>. 

Jackson, C. Cartagena occupies the ‘middle ground’ in negotiations, 2011, retrieved 30 August 2011, 

<http://environmentweekly.webnode.com/home/newscbm_902707/36/>. 

King, D., K. Richards and S. Tyldesley, International Climate Change Negotiations, Key Lessons and 

Next Steps, University of Oxford, Oxford, 2011. 

Light, A. Showdown Among the Leaders at Copenhagen, Center for American Progress, 2009, 

retrieved 25 September 2011, <http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2009/ 

12/showdown_copenhagen.html>. 

Liu, J. ‘The Cancun Agreements’, Environmental Legislation Review, vol. 13, 2011, pp. 43-49. 

Lowder, T. Beyond Kyoto: Policies and Architecture for the Global Energy New Deal, Colorado 

Conference on Earth Systems Governance, 17-20 May, 2011. 

Lynas, M. Thirty ‘Cartagena Dialogue’ countries work to bridge Kyoto gap, TckTckTck, 2011, retrieved 

17 September 2011, <http://tcktcktck.org/2011/03/mark-lynas-%e2%80%98cartagena-

dialogue%e2%80%99-countries-work-bridge-kyoto-gap/>. 

Morgan, J. World Resource Institute, Reflections on the Cancun Agreements, 2010, retrieved 15 

October 2011, <http://www.wri.org/stories/2010/12/reflections-cancun-agreements >. 

Rigg, K. If Kyoto dies in Durban, it will be a death knell for the climate fight, The Guardian, 2011, 

retrieved 15 October 2011, <http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2011/oct/12/ kyoto-durban-

climate-change?news feed=true>. 

Saxer, M. The Comeback of Global Governance: ways out of the crisis of multilateral structures, 

Friedrich Ebert Stiftung Briefing Paper 4, 2009. 

Singh, K. Cartagena Dialogue Provides Breath of Fresh Air, 2010, retrieved 23 September 2011, 

<http:// environment.yale.edu/blog/2010/07/29/>. 

Stern T. and W. Antholis, Creating the E-8, Center for American Progress, 2007, retrieved 25 

September 2011, <http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2007/06/creating_the_e8. html>. 

Tandon, S. Climate talks inch ahead despite discord, Sydney Morning Herald, 2011, retrieved 15 

October 2011, <http://news.smh.com.au/breaking-news-world/climate-talks-inch-ahead-despite-

discord-20111008-1legh.html>. 

Victor, D. ‘Plan B for Copenhagen’, Nature, vol. 461, 2009, pp. 342-344. 



 

After Kyoto: The Cartagena Dialogue – Ethan Bowering – Griffith University 

 
Page 21 

 
  

Watanabe, R., C. Arens, F. Mersmann, H. Ott and W. Sterk, ‘The Bali Roadmap for Global Climate 

Policy – New Horizons and Old Pitfalls’, Journal for European Environmental & Planning Law, vol. 5, 

no. 2, 2008, pp. 139-158. 

Wiese, J. It’s a mixed bag: progress, outrage and another day at the UNFCCC, 2011, retrieved 15 

October 2011, <http://networkedblogs.com/nDS15>. 

Winkler, H. and J. Beaumont, ‘Fair and effective multilateralism in the post-Copenhagen climate 

negotiations’, Climate Policy, vol. 10, 2010, pp. 638-654. 

Wright, T, ‘Towards Effective Multilateralism: Why Bigger May Not Be Better’, The Washington 

Quarterly, July, 2011, pp. 163-180. 



 

After Kyoto: The Cartagena Dialogue – Ethan Bowering – Griffith University 

 
Page 22 

 
  

 

This report was prepared by Ethan Bowering of 

Griffith University for the United Nations 

Framework Convention on Climate Change 

COP17 in November 2011. 

Global Voices is a non-profit organisation seeking 

to promote an understanding of and 

participation in international diplomacy by young 

Australians. 

Visit www.globalvoices.org.au for more 

information. 

 

 


