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Supporting Climate Change: An Analysis of the Arguments in “Copenhagen or Bust” 

“Failure would be unforgiveable”—that’s the main claim that Prime Minister Gordon 

Brown makes in his September 2009 article in Newsweek, “Copenhagen or Bust,” in which he 

argues that “the time is now for an international deal on climate change.”  The article came out 

eleven weeks before world leaders were set to meet for such a deal, as Brown explains in his first 

paragraph, and claims that successful negotiations were imperative for supporting global 

economy and innovation and that governments must back it for those reasons.  By supporting his 

claims with a counterargument; reliable, recent, and relevant evidence; and a quick concession, 

Brown manages to effectively argue in support of climate change. 

The first minor claim that Brown brings up is that “a strong agreement in Copenhagen is 

essential for global economic recovery” (¶3), and he supports that claim with a combination of a 

well-timed counterargument and the authority of reliable evidence.  Before even making the 

claim, Brown says, “Some argue that . . . costs are too high.”  Not only does this show that 

Brown is acquainted with the other side of the argument and willing to address it, but it also 

suggests that he believes his readers might have this same concern and that he wants to alleviate 

it right away.  By bringing up the counterargument immediately, Brown effectively overturns the 

biggest objection to his argument right away. 

Once he’s done that, it opens the way for reliable evidence to step in and help prove his 

claim of fact that supporting climate change would support economy.  He describes how more 

demand for efficient energy “will require up to $33 trillion of investment by 2030,” how “by 
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2015, the global environmental sector could be worth $7 trillion,” and how it could “sustain tens 

of millions of jobs” (¶4).  These statistics support his argument by providing specific projections 

of how a global climate deal could positively impact the economy with investment opportunities, 

business value, and employment.  The numbers strengthen his claim by supporting the reality or 

factualness of it: putting concrete dollar figures and time frames on the idea makes it more solid.  

And because he mentions where he got the data from—the International Energy Agency—

readers are more likely to accept the stats as reliable because of that outside authority. 

   Brown’s next minor claim is that the agreement in Copenhagen will also lead to 

increased opportunities for innovation, a claim of fact that he supports with a list of recent 

evidence.  He says, “This is beginning to happen already in areas such as large-scale battery 

design, . . . sustainable building technologies, in new lightweight materials, in solar power, in 

carbon capture and storage, and in various lean manufacturing technologies” (¶6).  Readers are 

likely to be familiar with these innovations, recognizing the recentness of them and their 

connection to environmental trends.  Since this evidence shows how the claim is true in the 

present and the recent past, it helps to prove to the reader that Brown’s claim will also be true in 

the future. 

Finally, Brown moves into a claim of policy, arguing that governments “need to act to 

create sufficient economic incentives and to ensure investor certainty and confidence” (¶7).  This 

time he uses relevant evidence and a brief concession to help support his claim.  He says, “The 

U.K. government has set out our proposals for an agreement that is ambitious, effective, and 

fair” (¶8), and this shows that he is paving the way—that he has already taken the steps that he 

wants other governments to take.  Making this statement is relevant because it strengthens the 

claim by proving that he and his government believe it necessary.  Also, because he goes on to 

qualify the words ambitious, effective, and fair, readers will be able to judge for themselves how 
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relevant the U.K.’s act is. 

Then, in the last paragraph of the article, Brown makes his one and only concession: “I 

have been gratified by the response of many countries, both in public and in private. But . . .” 

(¶8).  The concession is important to his argument because he needs to acknowledge that he and 

the U.K. aren’t the only ones acting; otherwise it might sound as though he is attacking everyone 

else and accusing them of doing nothing.  Thanks to the concession, his argument sounds more 

fair.  In addition, the concession has the side effect of showing the reader that “many countries” 

agree with him.  It suggests a strength-in-numbers mentality that confirms the claim simply by 

showing that it’s popular.  If many have come to his same conclusion, that suggests that it’s a 

policy worth considering, at the very least.  And because he follows up the concession with the 

word but, he prompts readers to feel an urgency for even more governments to act. 

Thanks to these three minor claims and the counterargument, evidence, and concession 

supporting them, Brown manages to effectively show why the climate change initiative is so 

crucial.  His argument strategies help to convince readers because he uses the techniques in a 

way that quickly addresses readers’ concerns, lends credibility to his argument, helps readers 

relate, demonstrates what’s already being done, and conveys urgency for more action—all things 

that help us appreciate his argument more. 


