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Abstract

The international UN Climate Change conferences known as “Conferences of
the Parties (COPs)” have an enormous convening power and are attended

annually by tens of thousands of actors working on climate change topics from

a wide range of perspectives. In the COP spaces outside of the formal negotia-

tions, the communication culture is dominated by “side events,” a format that

relies heavily on conventional presentations and panels that can be informa-

tive, but is generally not conducive to mutual engagement, reflection, or dia-

logue. There is an urgent need for new dialogue formats that can better foster

learning and community-building and thereby harness the enormous latent

potential for climate action represented by the diverse stakeholders that gather

at the COP. Against this backdrop, and drawing on our experience with the

development and implementation of the Co-Creative Reflection and Dialogue

Spaces at COP25, COP26, and COP27, we make recommendations for further

developing the communication culture of the COPs. At the level of individual

sessions, we provide recommendations for designing participatory dialogues

that can better support reflection, interconnection, and action orientation. In

addition, we offer guidance for scaling up these practices, for instance through

networks and communities of practice to support a shift of the overall commu-

nication culture of the COPs. Our recommendations focus on interactions and

exchanges that unfold outside of the formal negotiation sessions, with a view

toward enabling and accelerating transformative action by non-state actors.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Held under the authority of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), the annual UN Climate
Change conferences known as “COPs” (for Conferences of the Parties)1 are the primary international venue for coun-
tries to negotiate how they will act and cooperate to avoid dangerous climate change. Beyond the negotiators them-
selves, the conferences draw actors from across society, including the scientific community, civil society organizations,
the private sector, local government, indigenous communities, and the media, all of whom have the formal status of
“observer.” The conference attracts tens of thousands of attendees in total, up to half of whom are typically observers.
These “non-party stakeholders” attend COP with a multitude of purposes, including influencing the negotiations and
the political agenda, raising awareness on their topics of focus, and generally advancing climate action (Kuyper
et al., 2018; Lövbrand et al., 2017; Schroeder & Lovell, 2012). Although it is recognized that participants from the Global
South and from indigenous communities are underrepresented (Bäckstrand et al., 2017; Belfer et al., 2019; Marion
Suiseeya & Zanotti, 2019), the COP has an unmatched convening power, annually assembling a unique constellation of
diverse stakeholders from around the globe.

The UNFCCC emphasizes the need to involve non-state actors in recognition of their critical role in implementing
measures to address climate change. In that sense, the composition and large number of COP “observer” attendees
embodies to some extent the non-state actor participation desired by the UNFCCC (Schroeder & Lovell, 2012). Yet how
exactly their participation will contribute to “mobiliz[ing] stronger and more ambitious climate action” as foreseen
under the Paris Agreement2 is unclear—either within or beyond the COP itself (Chan et al., 2019; Hale et al., 2021;
Kuyper et al., 2018). Bäckstrand et al. (2021) point out that while broad inclusion of diverse actors has the potential to
increase legitimacy and generate support for climate policies, there can also be significant trade-offs and tensions
between inclusion and effective outcomes. The non-state actors that come to the COPs bring with them a multitude of
sometimes conflicting policy objectives and knowledge claims that can be difficult to bridge (Lövbrand et al., 2017;
Wamsler et al., 2020).

In this perspective, we cast our gaze on the COP as an event and meeting space, and first consider what attendees
are doing there in the most literal sense. We restrict our view to the spaces outside the formal negotiation halls.3 Here
participants of all types congregate, meet with colleagues, and have informal conversations during chance encounters
in the corridors or while waiting in line for coffee. In addition to these informal meetings, a great deal of time is spent
either presenting one's own work or listening to presentations in so-called “side events,” the dominant formalized
arrangement for information exchange in the COP setting.

Side events4 typically last 1.5 h and feature a panel composed of high-level speakers from delegations and/or
observer organizations. They generally entail presentations, discussion among panelists, and then limited time for Q&A
or comments from the audience (Mar et al., 2021; Schroeder & Lovell, 2012). Over the entire 2 weeks of the COP,
numerous side event programs run in parallel, competing for the attention of attendees. The result is a swirl of activity
and an overall atmosphere that has been compared with a trade fair (e.g., Lövbrand et al., 2017), a “circus”
(Freyne, 2021), “theatre” (Death, 2011), “summitry,” and a global “mega event” (Lövbrand et al., 2017). In our own
experience, the dominance of the side event format within the often-frenzied atmosphere at the COP can be over-
whelming and participants have little physical or mental space to process the large number of inputs (Mar et al., 2021).

This brings us to the crux of our line of inquiry and argumentation. The COP brings together diverse actors who
embody a huge collective potential in terms of combined expertise, experience and skills. And yet the dominant formal
format for interaction between these actors remains the conventional, panel-based side event, which implicitly espouses
the outdated “information deficit” model of communication wherein the listening public are “‘empty vessels’ waiting
to be filled with useful information” (Ockwell et al., 2009, p. 321) who have little opportunity to engage with what they
hear. While the typical side event can be useful for conveying information, we argue that more interactive communica-
tion formats are called for—ones that are more conducive to engaging participants on a cognitive as well as experiential
level—if the COP as a mega-event is to play a role in enabling and accelerating transformative action, especially by
non-state actors.

The need for more engaging communication formats within the COP setting has also been identified by other
actors. In our observation, formats diverging from the typical side event panel have increased over the past several
COPs. For instance, the Capacity-building Hub at COP27 offered an “Open Space Learning Day” as well as formats
including participatory theater and storytelling.5 Elsewhere around COP27 we observed circle dialogues at the
Singapore Pavilion and “Futures lab” and “World café” offerings at the Children and Youth Pavilion. On the margins of
COP27, the Interfaith Liaison Committee hosted its annual “Interfaith Gathering in the Spirit of Talanoa.”6
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Nonetheless, the dominance of the side event panel persists at COP, with interactive communication formats remaining
the exception.

2 | TOWARD DEVELOPING A NEW COMMUNICATION CULTURE AT
THE COP

Identifying a need for more participatory and engaging communication spaces within the COP setting, at
COP25, COP26, and COP27 the authors offered a “Co-Creative Reflection and Dialogue Space” (CCRDS), which was
designed as a space to experiment with communication formats in the context of the COP. Located in a small meeting
room in the Blue Zone (see endnote 3) at each COP, the intention of the CCRDS was to foster processes of reflection,
dialogue, comprehensive sense-making, and co-creation, that is, the collaborative development of actionable ideas (Mar
et al., 2021). The CCRDS was also part of a transdisciplinary research inquiry investigating the communication culture
of the COP (Fraude et al., 2021; Wamsler et al., 2020).

The CCRDS was the starting point for developing recommendations for improved communication practices within
the COP setting, which we present here. Insights into the communication culture of the COP were generated in the
research process (which included expert interviews, participant surveys, and participatory observations in a tri-
angulative approach) as well as via direct feedback on CCRDS formats (see Fraude et al., 2021; Mar et al., 2021;
Wamsler et al., 2020). To develop the recommendations presented here, we drew on these insights as well as a diverse
body of literature spanning a wide range of disciplines, all of which informed a collective reflection process regarding
our experiences in designing, implementing, and researching the CCRDS.

We begin with recommendations for designing and hosting dialogues at the “micro” level of individual ses-
sions. We then consider what it would take to scale up these changes and affect change in the communication
culture of the COP as a whole. Our recommendations focus on the COP as an event. We do not address the for-
mal negotiation process, which has its own culture and rules of procedure, and instead focus on the non-
negotiation spaces at the COP. These are spaces for interaction among all COP participants, including negotia-
tors and the diversity of societal actors accredited as observers. Here the UNFCCC Secretariat has a central role
in supporting interactions by providing spaces for meetings and side events. While we see the potential for non-
state actors to increasingly take on a leading role within these non-negotiation spaces, our recommendations
could be taken up by any actors within the COP, including the UNFCCC Secretariat, the COP Presidencies, and
Party actors.

The recommendations we provide here are designed to facilitate exchange and mutual learning and to lay the
groundwork for action or decisions. They are not designed to enable groups to make decisions together, which is a clear
limitation. Transcending differing interests and power imbalances among participants would be significantly more chal-
lenging in a decision-making setting.

2.1 | Design participatory dialogues that foster reflection, interconnection, and action
orientation

At the micro level of individual dialogues, our recommendations are intended to create an environment and a structure
for interaction that can enable learning and trust building. The goal behind our recommendations is to design a dia-
logue with the potential to facilitate more than the exchange of established positions, in which participants can reach
deeper understandings of their individual and/or collective circumstances and relevant challenges. While we focus on
the COP, these recommendations could be relevant for many other settings where similar communication cultures
dominate.

2.1.1 | Create a participatory environment

The first thing to consider is how to create an environment conducive to participatory dialogue. This means holding the
space in a way that makes people comfortable enough to share perspectives, experiences, and opposing views, and also
to consider their beliefs and values (c.f., “safe enough” spaces in Pereira et al., 2020). Designing a participatory dialogue
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means deliberately seeking out a variety of perspectives beyond those that usually dominate, consistent with the con-
cept of transformative spaces in Pereira et al. (2020). This is in contrast to the prevailing communication culture of the
COP, which CCRDS participants described as “power laden,” “top down,” “male-dominated,” and “exclusive”
(Wamsler et al., 2020).

To create an enabling environment for participatory dialogue, it is also important to be cognizant of power relation-
ships and dynamics, and to develop an approach for recognizing and dealing with these issues where possible
(Molinengo, 2022; Turnhout et al., 2020). Considering the physical space, we recommend a set-up that fosters mul-
tidirectional communication; one simple way to achieve this is by arranging chairs in a circle. More conventional set-
ups that make use of stages and podiums create a physical separation between participants that reinforce hierarchies
and hampers engagement. Removing physical barriers can help to create an atmosphere that is less competitive and in
which all participants can contribute as experts of equal standing (Molinengo & Stasiak, 2020).

Another way to help create an enabling environment for participatory dialogue is to establish communicative gro-
und rules at the beginning of the session. This sets the tone and expectations for the ensuing interactions. For example,
the following guidelines were developed for the CCRDS:

• Listen with compassion and curiosity.
• Become aware of and suspend judgments, assumptions, and certainties.
• Keep personal stories confidential; do not share them beyond the room.
• Accept divergent opinions.
• Allow yourself to be both a professional and a human being (Mar et al., 2021).

It is important to add that facilitators of the sessions should be role models with respect to practicing these communica-
tion principles.

2.1.2 | Choose facilitation practices that foster reflection, interconnection, and action-orientation

Beyond creating an environment where participants are emboldened to speak and share, we identified three communi-
cation principles which, in our view, are underrepresented in the current communication culture of the COP (Mar
et al., 2021) and provide examples of facilitation practices that can be used to support these values (Table 1; Figure 1;
Box 1).

1. Reflection. Practices of reflection invite participants to go beyond receiving information and to instead consider their
own relationship to it (Mar et al., 2021). Like Rietig and Perkins (2018), we view reflection as a prerequisite for
learning. Learning can happen when “individuals and/or organizations reflect on an input such as new information
or an experience by carefully thinking about how this input matches with their pre-existing beliefs, for example,
their world view and understanding of an issue” (Rietig, 2019, p. 229). Reflective elements in a meeting can invite
people to engage with their beliefs, emotions, values, and intrinsic motivations, which can support transformation
(Wamsler et al., 2020; Wamsler et al., 2021; Woiwode et al., 2021). Reflection is closely related to the concept of
reflexivity, which involves examining assumptions and positions that are usually taken for granted, thereby helping
to “make explicit the implicit values, frames and assumptions of individuals/collectives” (Fazey et al., 2018, p. 57).

2. Interconnection. It is well recognized that climate change is, among other things, a collective action problem, for
which responses should be oriented toward the common good. Interconnection as a communication principle is
intended to support building relationships, empathy, and trust, as well as a sense of shared responsibility. Building
(new) communities can create a sense of collective agency, which can ultimately lead to collaboration and collective
action (Jugert et al., 2016; Mar et al., 2021). Indeed, it is understood that “deep collaboration” (Keohane &
Victor, 2016; Marion Suiseeya et al., 2021) is necessary for effective climate action, and that this needs to be
underpinned by strong relationships and trust (Marion Suiseeya et al., 2021). Furthermore, connection, encompassing
qualities including compassion, empathy, solidarity, and respect, has been identified as one inner “transformative
capacity” that can facilitate a paradigm shift in support of sustainable transformations (Wamsler et al., 2021). In its
most simple incarnation, fostering interconnection within dialogue sessions involves allocating time for participants to
become acquainted and gain insights into one another's perspectives, capacities, and expertise.

3. Action orientation. Limiting dangerous climate change requires individual and collective action at all levels of society.
Action orientation within a dialogue session means taking steps to link the information and experiences shared with
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the ability of specific actors to act on this input in their own contexts. The principle of action orientation is less about
spreading technocractic solutions to climate change, and more about enabling individual and social learning on the
question of how to enact change (Caniglia et al., 2021; Fazey et al., 2018). Interconnection can also support action ori-
entation by facilitating joint intentions and shared agency. One way to foster action orientation within a session is to
provide an opportunity for participants to reflect on how new insights can be applied within their own arenas and
spheres of influence (Mar et al., 2021). Practices that cultivate a sense of purpose and agency among participants can
also support action orientation (Wamsler et al., 2020; Wamsler et al., 2021).

2.1.3 | Form networks and communities of practice to change the communication culture at
the COP

At the macro level of the COP as a mega-event, we envision a communication culture that moves away from a mode of
information transmission and awareness-raising and instead emphasizes learning and community-building. Other

TABLE 1 Facilitation practices that foster reflection, interconnection, and action orientation, adapted with permission from Mar

et al. (2021).

Facilitation practice Effects

Opening

Start with something other than an input. Avoids putting participants in a passive “receiving” mode.

Sets a non-hierarchical tone.

Open with an invitation to reflect, either individually or in
small groups.

Offers participants the opportunity to clarify their understanding of
the purpose of the meeting.

Invite all participants to take notice of and greet each other at
beginning of meeting.

Creates atmosphere where all participants feel taken seriously and
called to participate rather than only absorb information
passively.

Use sociometric constellations (Howie, 2010), where the
physical space of the room becomes a virtual map on which
participants position themselves in relation to selected
questions or concepts (e.g., geography, constituency).

Can create connection within a group by allowing people to get a
sense of their own and others' positions.

Can illuminate biases or missing perspectives and spark reflections
on these issues.

Middle

Limit presentation time to no more than half (ideally one-
third) of the total meeting time.

Helps participants stay mentally present and leaves enough time for
them to engage with each other and exchange ideas.

Include short breakout discussions (3–4 people) from time to
time, e.g., for self-reflection and perspective-taking.

Helps keep participants engaged via speaking and interacting with
others.

Encourages participation of those who may be more reticent in a
larger group.

Allows participants forge connections with each other as basis for
further conversations after the session.

Allow time for conversation after an input, (e.g., with a
“neighbor” or in small groups) before questions are directed
to the input-giver.

Perspectives from all listeners are invited on an equal footing.

Creates a space for various perspectives on the input to be shared
before the first question is put to the speaker. This makes it less
likely that the first question dominates the conversation.

Engage in workshop-like sessions that support participants in
generating ideas or activity sketches together.

Connects participants through teamwork and encourages them to
think about the actions they can take.

Closing

Close with a reflection by participants on how the insights
gained can be applied in their own specific contexts and
fields of influence.

Sets aside time and space to think about concrete steps to be taken
by concrete actors.

Note: This table is intended as a “menu” of tools and practices that meeting hosts can pick and choose from depending on the overall purpose of the meeting.

This list is not exhaustive; suggested practices are intended to be adapted to the needs of individual meetings.
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scholars have also called for strengthening the COPs' function as a learning platform (Obergassel et al., 2022). In our
view, such a shift in the communication culture of the COP would involve at least a partial reframing of the purpose of
attending as an observer. While learning and community building are not necessarily incompatible with goals like
influencing the negotiations, showcasing one's work, and networking (cf., Hanegraaff, 2015; Lövbrand et al., 2017), they
represent a different focus and embody stronger cooperative intent. One vision for this is articulated in Wamsler
et al. (2020, p. 233):

A mindset shift might thus involve a different framing regarding the COP, notably its aims, potential con-
tributions, actors, and setting, moving from the traditional view (COP as a negotiation platform based on
international climate diplomacy) […] to a complete overhaul that sees COP as an inclusive innovation and
learning platform (or network of platforms). The latter would include multilateral governance, but involve
more innovative elements such as prototyping, action alliances, experimental learning labs, and [Reflec-
tion & Dialogue] spaces.

FIGURE 1 Communication principles for dialogues that foster learning and community-building in service of climate action.

BOX 1 What's wrong with Q&A?

In “Question & Answer” sessions—which are by nature always time-limited—it is often only the loudest voices
that get heard. Only a limited number of questions or comments can be addressed, and their relevance for the
audience at large is not always evident. Moreover, Q&A sessions are often marked by a degree of competition
among participants. This dynamic is particularly important to keep in mind in at the COP, where many differ-
ent cultures come together: while taking every opportunity to share one's views may be typical in some cul-
tures, in others the norm may be that people only speak up when they are explicitly invited to, or when they
feel that their position is aligned with that of the majority (Mar et al., 2021).

To mitigate this dynamic, rather than fielding questions directly after a presentation or other input, we sug-
gest first allowing time for small group or “neighbor” conversations (see Table 1). This invites all listeners to
share their perspectives on an equal footing before the first question is posed to the speaker in plenary. In addi-
tion to setting an egalitarian tone, this “pre-discussion” increases the likelihood that a more representative set
of concerns will come to the fore in a Q&A session.

6 of 12 MAR ET AL.
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It is clear that changing the overall communication culture of the COP mega-event will require more than the adop-
tion of new dialogue formats by individual hosts within the COP setting. As one path toward affecting systemic change,
we recommend that actors engaged in developing dialogue formats forge networks and communities of practice, which
can offer support and promote broader change in the COP setting.

Indeed, such networks and communities of practice could serve several purposes. They could provide a supportive
community for the actors involved and encourage experimentation and mutual learning (Mar et al., 2021). As empha-
sized by Molinengo et al. (2021, p. 7), the process expertise necessary for designing collaborative processes is “cultivated,
fostered, and implemented not only at the individual level but also […] as a collective practice”; communities of practice
could play a key role here. Networks could seek to develop shared visions, objectives, and approaches. Another impor-
tant undertaking would be to jointly develop indicators to assess the impact and success of new dialogue formats in
way that facilitates mutual learning, thereby espousing the values of the networks themselves (Schot & Geels, 2008;
Smith & Raven, 2012).

Networks working to advance communication practices could also serve as learning hubs within the COP commu-
nity, for instance by offering advice, guidelines, and connections to trained facilitators. In this outward-facing role,
these networks could support the growth of the community as well as broader systemic change, which could occur via
the adoption of new norms and expectations (Smith & Raven, 2012). Crucially, these networks could help to obtain
resources and improve the visibility of participatory dialogue formats within the COP space.

As expressed in Mar et al. (2021, p. 11), “establishing and expanding networks and communities of practice engaged
in new forms of dialogue and collaboration within the climate community is a path to building, from the bottom up, a
strong alternative to the currently dominant communication culture” at the COPs. In principle, these activities could be
taken on and driven by any actor—or, more realistically, alliance(s) of actors—within the COP space. Certainly, it is an
undertaking that would require interest, commitment, and resources. Of course, recognition and support from those in
positions of authority, particularly the COP presidencies and the UNFCCC Secretariat, could accelerate this transforma-
tion process. Nonetheless, we have purposely recommended forming networks and communities of practice as a path-
way toward change that does not rely on “top down” action or endorsement by the UNFCCC, in the spirit of
empowering the actors involved and with the expectation that (some) non-state actors will be able to be more agile in
embracing new ways of working.

3 | WHAT CAN THIS ACHIEVE?

The COP draws significant criticism for being nothing more than “blah, blah, blah”—as Greta Thunberg put it
(Carrington, 2021)—in the sense of being all talk and no action. From this perspective our focus on the communication
practices and culture at the COP is bound to be received with some skepticism. But the COP itself is a meeting where
“talk” is by definition the primary activity; almost all of the “action” needs to take place outside of the conference itself.
We agree that the COP itself has value as a meeting7 that brings together “diverse actor networks, normally dispersed
in time and space, to perform global climate governance” (Lövbrand et al., 2017, p. 590). The recommendations pres-
ented here grew out of considerations regarding how redesigned communication formats could make better use of the
collective capacities of the diverse participants that gather at the COPs. The question then becomes—can reimagined
communication formats within the context of the COP mega-event contribute to increased (collective) action that is car-
ried forward and implemented after the close of the meeting? This, of course, is an open question—though we argue
that the chances for spurring action are greater if we can re-orient communication at the COP toward learning and
community building rather than perpetuating the current “side event” culture.

We see re-designing communication formats to support participation, reflection, interconnection, and action-
orientation as one means to enabling increased learning and community building within the COP setting, to ulti-
mately support transformations toward sustainability. Nonetheless, such a shift in the communication culture at
the COP—even if it were to be achieved on a large scale—is not a climate solution in and of itself. It could, how-
ever, be an important contributing factor to support action and shift the cultures and paradigms that underlie cur-
rent unsustainable structures and systems. Vogel and O'Brien (2022), for instance, highlight the need for spaces of
wholeness that hold innate universal values—including equity, dignity, and compassion—as sources of radical
transformation.

In combination with a transformed communication culture, action could be bolstered significantly by embedding
dialogues and workshops within larger, problem-specific, solution-oriented processes that span the 2-week period of
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the COP, and ideally beyond. As Pereira et al. (2020, pp. 173-174) put it, “creating transformative spaces is not about a
single event or workshop. Rather it is a continued process of engagement through designed and facilitated interactions
that often involve a series of workshops or programs that requires planning, organization and curation.” In this regard
it is a challenge for community-building as well as action orientation that conventional side events and CCRDS dia-
logue sessions alike are almost exclusively “one-off” events, in the sense that there is no stable group of participants tak-
ing part in multiple sessions that build upon one another. Implementing larger, transformation-oriented processes
within the COP setting (outside the formal negotiations) would thus involve a commitment not only on the part of the
organizers, but also among the participants.

Under the UNFCCC there are several work streams with an explicit mandate to engage with and empower non-
party stakeholders. In principle, these could provide frameworks in which larger dialogue processes could be
implemented, or to which independently-organized initiatives could link. Examples include Action for Climate Empow-
erment (ACE),8 with a focus on public education and outreach, and the Marrakech Partnership for Global Climate
Action,9 which facilitates collaborations with stakeholders including cities and businesses. The Global Stocktake10 is
another example of a process that includes inputs from non-party stakeholders and moreover has been progressive in
choosing interactive formats for its activities, including the World Cafés as part of the Global Stocktake's first Technical
Dialogue and the Talanoa Dialogue process that was the Global Stocktake's forerunner (see endnote 6). Actors inter-
ested in designing participatory dialogue formats at the COP could reach out to these initiatives and seek collaboration.

The path to achieving a transformation in the communication culture of the COP is likely to be neither simple nor
direct, but individuals and organizations who want to take steps in this direction have many places to look for
inspiration—for instance, the proliferation of sustainability-oriented real-world laboratories (Bergmann et al., 2021;
McCrory et al., 2022) and transformative spaces (Pereira et al., 2020). Principles of co-production of actionable knowl-
edge and transdisciplinary collaboration can provide orientation, including on approaching issues of power and poli-
tization (Caniglia et al., 2021; Lang et al., 2012; Lawrence et al., 2022; Norström et al., 2020; Turnhout et al., 2020).
Theoretical advances in understanding inner-outer transformation processes also provide new guidance on the role of
transformative spaces and how they should be complemented with other types of interventions to support sustainable
change (Wamsler et al., 2021).

As a well-established “wicked problem,” climate change is a complex environmental and social challenge that will
require not one, but many responses (Lawrence et al., 2022). Here we have proposed one approach, taking a relational
view by focusing on the ways in which actors at the COP engage and relate to one another with a view to improving
self-reflection, communication, and collaboration. Our recommendations represent a re-imagined vision of what could
be achieved with and through the COP, particularly for the large number of non-state actors that assemble there. We
propose that consciously and critically rethinking, revamping, and redirecting our communication practices toward
learning and community building can help collectively shape a new communication culture, as one important element
for supporting collective, cooperative action to address the climate crisis.
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ENDNOTES
1 Although the term “COP” is often used as a shorthand for the UN Climate Change Conferences, in legal terms the
Conference of the Parties (COP) is the supreme decision-making body of the UNFCCC and the annual UN Climate
Conferences are the sessions of the COP (see Article 7 of the UNFCCC).

2 In Decision 1/CP.21 that accompanied the adoption of the Paris Agreement, non-party stakeholders are
mentioned repeatedly. Among other things, Parties agree to promote cooperation in order to “mobilize stronger
and more ambitious climate action by all Parties and non-party stakeholders, including civil society, the private
sector, financial institutions, cities and other subnational authorities, local communities and indigenous
peoples.”

3 Our focus is on the “Blue Zone,” which refers to the space at the UN Climate Change Conferences that can only be
accessed by accredited attendees (members of Parties, observer organizations, and media). This includes spaces for
side events. Negotiation rooms are also located within the Blue Zone, although they are sometimes closed to those
with “observer” badges. The COP sessions also regularly include a separate space for civil society events referred to as
the “Green Zone,” which is open to the general public.

4 Side events were originally established by the UNFCCC for observer organizations to highlight topics relevant to cli-
mate change in a forum outside of the formal negotiation process. UNFCCC side events take place in dedicated meet-
ing rooms provided by UNFCCC; there is a competitive application process open to Parties and accredited observer
organizations to receive a slot. For reference, 280 UNFCCC side events took place over 11 days at COP25. The term
“side events” has expanded to refer to the many similar events that take place at pavilions. These can be hosted by
countries or non-state actors.
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5 The Capacity-building Hub is an activity of the Paris Committee on Capacity-building (PCCB), which was established
at COP21 (Decision 1/CP.21, para 71). As such, it is part of the formal architecture of the Paris Agreement. The pro-
gram for the COP27 Capacity-building hub can be found at https://unfccc.int/pccb/4CBHub.

6 The Interfaith community's “Talanoa” dialogues are inspired by the “original” Talanoa Dialogue, launched by the
Fiji COP presidency at COP23. It was the format chosen for (and the name given to) the first global stocktake of col-
lective efforts toward achieving the goals of the Paris Agreement. Talanoa Dialogue sessions included participation of
both Party and non-party stakeholders and were typically circle dialogues framed as forums to share stories and build
empathy and trust. The Talanoa Dialogue was very popular and drew large numbers of participants, but the process
ended in 2018 with a sense of disappointment that the formal COP24 decision did not include its outcomes in any
meaningful way.

7 While we see face-to-face meetings as critical for building relationships and trust, we also recognize the need to bal-
ance this with reducing the meeting's considerable carbon footprint, including via virtual or hybrid meetings. We
identify a need for experimentation with and development of digital formats that can foster trust, reflection, and
interconnection.

8 Action for Climate Empowerment (ACE) denotes work under Article 6 of the UNFCCC and Article 12 of the Paris
Agreement, with the over-arching goal of empowering all members of society to engage in climate action. Activities
include climate change education and public participation.

9 The Marrakech Partnership is coordinated by the High-Level Climate Champions, who are appointed by the COP
presidents. However the activities themselves have no direct formal link to the negotiations.

10 The Global Stocktake is the mechanism for taking stock of collective progress towards reaching the goals of the Paris
Agreement, as specified in Article 14 therein. The first global stocktake was known as the Talanoa Dialogue. Per
Decision 19/CMA.1, the global stocktake is a “Party-driven process conducted … with the participation of non-Party
stakeholders.”
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